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Zusammenfassung

Ein internationaler Workshop zu dem Thema
wBiotopverbund und Kohiirenz nach Artikel 10
der FFH-Richtlinie” wurde vom 09. bis 13. Mai
2005 auf der Insel Vilm durchgefiihrt.

Der Originaltext der Schlussempfehlung
wird als Anhang zum vorliegenden Beitrag vor-
gestellt, da das Thema in der Fachdiskussion
immer wichtiger wird, um den weiteren Verlust
der Biodiversitit in Europa mittels Biotopver-
bundsystemen auch im Rahmen der FFH-Richt-
linie zu stoppen.

Bei einer Vorstellung der Workshop-Ergeb-
nisse in der Wissenschaftlichen Arbeitsgruppe
des Habitatausschusses in Briissel wurde deut-
lich, dass Kohd@renzmaBnahmen nach Artikel 10
von entscheidender Bedeutung fiir den giinsti-
gen Erhaltungszustand der Arten und Lebens-
raumtypen gemeinschaftlichen Interesses sein
konnen. Weitere wissenschaftlich-technische
Arbeiten auch im Lichte globaler Klimaver-
dnderungen wurden begriiit und eine Samm-
lung von Methoden und praktischen Umset-
zungsbeispielen als wichtige kiinftige Aufgabe
gesehen.

Summary

Ecological Networks and Coherence According
to Article 10 of the Habitats Directive — Results
of an international workshop on the isle of Vilm

An international workshop ‘Ecological net-
works and coherence according to article 10 of
the Habitats Directive’ was held on the isle of
Vilm from May 9t-13t% 2005. The full text of
the conclusions is given, as the subject is an
emerging concern of halting the loss of biodi-
versity in Europe via using synergies of coher-
ent ecological networks, also in the framework
of the EU-Habitats Directive. The results were
also presented to the last meeting of the Scien-
tific Working Group of the Habitats Committee.
There was a clear opinion that measures under
Article 10 to enhance coherence might be of
major importance to achieve favourable con-
servation status for habitats and species of com-
munity interest. Further scientific and technical
work was encouraged and the link was made to
problems caused by global climate change. One
of the next tasks will be to build a toolkit with
efficient measures and methods and to collect
positive examples of implementation.

1 Einleitung

In unserer zunehmend stirker fragmentierten
und iiberformten Kulturlandschaft ist Natur-
schutz ohne Beriicksichtigung der funktiona-
len und rdumlichen Kohirenz sowie des Bio-
topverbunds kaum noch denkbar. Diese Ein-
sichten haben inzwischen einen festen Platz
in

» Richtlinien der EU (FFH-Richtlinie:
Richtlinie 92/43/EWG des Rates vom 21.
Mai 1992 zur Erhaltung der natiirlichen Le-
bensriume sowie der wildlebenden Tiere
und Pflanzen; Vogelschutzrichtlinie: Richtli-
nie 79/409/EWG des Rates vom 02. April
1979 iiber die Erhaltung der wildlebenden
Vogelarten),

» internationalen Konventionen und Ab-
kommen, z.B. Konvention zum Erhalt der
biologischen Vielfalt, Berner Konvention mit
dem Smaragd-Netz (Resolution No. 3, 1996,
Council of Europe, Standing Committee of
the Convention of the Conservation of Euro-
pean Wildlife and natural habitats), Ramsar-
Abkommen, Paneuropiische Biologische
und Landschafts Diversitiits Strategie mit
dem Paneuropiischen ¢kologischen Netz-
werk (PEEN) sowie

» politischen Willenserkldrungen (z.B. Er-
klirung der EU-Ministerrats den Riickgang
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der Biodiversitit bis zum Jahr 2010 zu stop-
pen).

Allerdings ist ihre Umsetzung in die Pra-
xis anspruchsvoll und steckt hiiufig noch in
den Anfingen. Umso wichtiger ist es, einer-
seits Synergien in der Umsetzung der ge-
nannten politischen und rechtlichen Instru-
mente konsequent zu nutzen und anderer-
seits den Austausch von wissenschaftlichen
Kenntnissen und Erfahrungen in diesem
Sektor zu férdern. Zudem ist eine Harmoni-
sierung iiber administrative Grenzen (Lin-
der, Mitgliedstaaten) hinweg erforderlich
(FINCK et al. 2005).

Vom 09. bis 13. Mai 2005 fand auf der In-
sel Vilm ein internationaler Workshop zum
Thema ,,Biotopverbund und Kohirenz nach
Artikel 10 der Fauna-Flora-Habitat-Richt-
linie* statt. Wesentlicher Anlass fiir die Ta-
gung war, zum einen die aus fachlicher Sicht
erforderliche Umsetzung von Art. 10 der
FFH-Richtlinie in der EU zu konkretisieren
und zu unterstiitzen, und zum anderen der
besonderen Situation in Deutschland Rech-
nung zu tragen mit der seit 2002 bestehenden
gesetzlichen Verpflichtung, ein Biotopver-
bundsystem auf mindestens 10 % der Bun-
desfldche einzurichten (BNatSchG 2002).
Fachliche Empfehlungen zur Umsetzung
dieses linderiibergreifenden Biotopverbunds

sind in einer Bund-Linder-Arbeitsgruppe
bereits erarbeitet worden (BURKHARDT et al.
2003, 2004).

Art. 10 der FFH-Richtlinie bezieht sich
auf die Férderung ,verbindender Land-
schaftselemente® unter Beriicksichtigung
von funktionalen Aspekten der Kohidrenz
wie z. B. Wanderung, Ausbreitung und Gen-
austausch iiber das Netz der gemeldeten Na-
tura 2000-Gebiete hinaus. Seine Umsetzung
wurde auf EU-Ebene erstmals im Septem-
ber 2004 auf der Sitzung der wissenschaftli-
chen Arbeitsgruppe des Habitatausschusses
(SWG) in Briissel auf der Basis eines ge-
meinsamen deutsch-niederlindischen Vor-
schlagspapiers diskutiert. Dieses Papier ent-
hielt neben einer Situationsanalyse erste Ge-
danken und offene Fragen zur Umsetzung
und Beispiele aus dem bereits weit entwi-
ckelten niederldndischen Biotopverbundsys-
tem (Hoorsmans & KAmpF 2005). Vertreter
mehrerer Mitgliedstaaten hatten daraufthin
Interesse an der Thematik signalisiert.
Deutschland und die Niederlande wurden
aufgerufen, die Thematik fachlich weiter zu
verfolgen und die anderen Mitgliedstaaten
einzubeziehen. Dieses ist mit dem Workshop
geschehen, dessen Ergebnisse hier vorge-
stellt werden.

Der Workshop war mit 38 Teilnehmern gut
besucht (Abb. 1). Anwesend waren Vertreter
der EU-Kommission (DG Umwelt), der Ex-
pertengruppe fiir die Entwicklung des PEEN
des Europarats, Teilnehmer aus elf Mitglied-
staaten der EU (v.a. Mitglieder der Wissen-
schaftlichen Arbeitsgruppe des Habitataus-
schusses), unabhiingige Experten, NGO-
Vertreter und Vertreter von zehn deutschen
Bundeslidndern.

Der Workshop gliederte sich in einen Vor-
tragsteil mit den Themenblocken , Kohérenz
von Schutzgebietsnetzen*, ,,Kohirenz von
Natura 2000 in Abhiingigkeit von der Ge-
bietsmeldung® sowie ,,Riumliche und funk-
tionale Aspekte der Kohdrenz" und einen
Teil, in dem Arbeitsgruppen zu den Themen-
bereichen ,,Definition und Objekte der Ko-
hdrenz”, ,Rdumliche und funktionale As-
pekte der Kohirenz* sowie ,Implementie-
rung der Kohirenz" tagten.

Die Vortriige behandelten im ersten The-
menblock u.a. die wissenschaftlichen Hin-
tergriinde des Biotopverbunds, die Bedeu-
tung der Kohiirenz im Rahmen der Konven-
tion zum Erhalt der Biologischen Vielfalt
(CBD) und bei der Umsetzung der EU-
Richtlinien sowie der Abkommen des Euro-
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Abb. 1: Die Teilnehmer des Workshops.

parats PEEN. Aufierdem wurden einige Bei-
spiele zur Umsetzung nationaler Biotopver-
bundsysteme vorgestellt sowie Ansiitze zur
Schaffung eines grenziiberschreitenden Bio-
topverbunds am Beispiel Deutschlands dis-
kutiert.

AnschlieBend wurde das Natura 2000-
Netz in der EU im Hinblick auf die Fragen
der Kohirenz, v.a. auf der Basis von Beispie-
len einzelner Mitgliedstaaten, analysiert. Im
dritten Themenblock wurden fiir Lebens-
raumtypen und ausgewihlte Artengruppen
Anforderungen an die Kohirenz vorgestellt
und diskutiert.

Im Anschluss an die Arbeitsgruppen wur-
den im Rahmen einer Schlussdiskussion die
Einzelergebnisse der Arbeitsgruppen kri-
tisch hinterfragt, ein Ausblick gegeben und
schlieBlich als Ergebnis des Workshops
Schlussfolgerungen im Sinne einer Empfeh-
lung erarbeitet.

2 Wesentliche Ergebnisse des
Workshops und Ausblick

Wesentliche Ergebnisse des Workshops sol-
len nachfolgend kurz kommentiert werden.
Der Wortlaut der Ergebnisse ist in Kasten |
dargestellt (Anlage mit den Beziigen zu den
Richtlinientexten vgl. www.bfn.de/0316_
kohaerenz.html).

Die Umsetzung von Art. 10 der FFH-
Richtlinie ist als solches keine obligatorische
Aufgabe. Dennoch ist es in vielen Fiillen
zum Erreichen des giinstigen Erhaltungszu-
stands unabdingbar. MaBnahmen der Kohi-
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renz auch iiber die Meldung von Natura
2000-Gebieten hinaus zu ergreifen. Gibt es
keine andere Miglichkeit, den giinstigen Er-
haltungszustand von bestimmten Lebens-
raumtypen oder Arten gemeinschaftlichen
Interesses der FFH-Richtlinie zu erreichen,
so ist die aktive Umsetzung von Art. 10 in
diesen Fillen zwingend notwendig. Somit
kann die Umsetzung des Biotopverbunds
bzw. von Art. 10 als die dritte Séule der FFH-
Richtlinie, neben dem Gebietsschutz (Netz
Natura 2000) und dem speziellen Arten-
schutz (Art. 12-16), bezeichnet werden.

Es ist bekannt, dass die naturriumliche
und landschaftliche Ausgangssituation in
den Mitgliedstaaten sehr heterogen ist und
dariiber hinaus die Art und Weise der Ge-
bietsabgrenzung von Natura 2000-Gebieten
methodisch sehr unterschiedlich gehandhabt
wurde. Damit sind MaBnahmen des Biotop-
verbunds und der Kohirenz nach Art. 10
nicht EU-weit einheitlich planbar oder um-
setzbar, sondern sie miissen den spezifischen
regionalen Gegebenheiten Rechnung tragen.

Es bietet sich daher an, keine engen Vor-
schriften oder Vorgaben zu entwickeln, son-
dern vielmehr ein flexibles Verfahren im
Sinne eines Baukastensystems mit metho-
dischem Werkzeug, guten Umsetzungsbei-
spielen u.a. zu erarbeiten, das sich in allen
Mitgliedstaaten leicht nutzen und regional
anpassen lisst.

Gleichzeitig erfordert eine Reihe interna-
tionaler Konventionen den Aufbau kohiiren-
ter Netze, und die Konvention zur biologi-
schen Vielfalt verlangt dezidiertes Handeln,
um dem Riickgang der biologischen Vielfalt

entgegenzuwirken. Viele Mitgliedstaaten ha-
ben daher bereits eigene nationale Biotop-
verbundsysteme in Planung oder in der Um-
setzung. Hier sollte ein Maximum an Har-
monisierung und wechselseitigem Nutzen
z.B. zwischen nationalen Biotopverbundsys-
temen, Natura 2000 oder PEEN angestrebt
werden, um nicht zahlreiche aufwendige In-
sellosungen zu fahren.

Fiir die Umsetzung von Art. 10 der FFH-
Richtlinie ist es entscheidend, die Zusam-
menhiinge zwischen Kohirenz und Erhal-
tungszustand der Arten und Lebensriiume zu
(er)kennen und diese spezifisch fiir jede Art
bzw. jeden Lebensraumtyp oder Gruppen
von diesen zu analysieren und entsprechend
zu handeln.

Weitere wichtige Inhalte der Schlussemp-
fehlungen sind Begriffsdefinitionen und eine
Sammlung der rechtlichen Beziige in den
beiden EU-Naturschutzrichtlinien.

Eine Fortsetzung des fachlichen Dialogs
und des Austauschs von Erfahrungen zwi-
schen den Mitgliedstaaten wurde als erfor-
derlich angesehen.

Die Vortriige und Beitriige der Teilnehmer
sind auf der Homepage des BfN unter
www.bfn.de/0316_kohaerenz html abrufbar.

Die Ergebnisse des Workshops wurden
entsprechend der Empfehlung der Tagungs-
teilnehmer auf der Sitzung der Wissenschaft-
lichen Arbeitsgruppe des Habitatausschus-
ses (SWG) am 21. September 2005 den Ver-
tretern aller Mitgliedstaaten vorgestellt. Hier
bestand Einigkeit dariiber, dass die bisherige
fachliche Arbeit eine gute Basis sei. Gleich-
zeitig wurde die Fortfiihrung des fachlichen
Dialogs angeregt und die Bedeutung der Ko-
hirenz bzw. des Biotopverbundgedankens
im Zusammenhang mit den globalen Klima-
verdnderungen hervorgehoben.

Inzwischen ist die Frage der Umsetzung
von Art. 10 auf der Direktorenkonferenz fiir
Naturschutz der EU-Mitgliedstaaten und der
Kommission vom 05. bis 07. Oktober 2005
in GroBbritannien aufgegriffen worden. Hier
wurde sie ebenfalls in den Zusammenhang
Klimaidnderung und Biodiversitidt gestellt
und seitens der EU-Kommission die Einrich-
tung einer Art.-10-Arbeitsgruppe fiir 2006
angekiindigt. Wesentliche Aufgabe soll u.a.
das Zusammenstellen von positiven Umset-
zungsbeispielen und des Know-how (metho-
disches und praktisches Handwerkszeug) fiir
die praktische Umsetzung des Biotopver-
bunds bzw. der Verbesserung der Kohiirenz
fiir Natura 2000 sein.
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Final workshop conclusions

1 Introduction

Within the scientific community ecological
coherence next to habitat quality has long
been acknowledged as essential preconditi-
on to allow for long-term survival of many
species and habitats. This principle has be-
en accepted by policy and law makers and
accordingly been incorporated into interna-
tional and national legal and policy frame-
works. In order to implement these measu-
res there needs to be an understanding as to
the legal and ecological requirements.

In Germany this need was recognized du-
ring the development of a concept for the
implementation of a national ecological
network, which is required under the provi-
sions of the Federal Nature Conservation
Act (2002). It became clear that its imple-
mentation required a measure of harmoni-
sation with other international and national
frameworks. Overlaps and differences in
the frameworks are to be identified, together
with their strengths and weaknesses. The
aim must be to secure an effective and effi-
cient meeting of the principles of ecological
coherence, in the context of the various
legal and policy frameworks, and thus to
enhance maximum mutual profit and cost
efficiency in their implementation.

National ecological networks also exist in
other EU member states. Therefore the har-
monization in the implementation of these
legal and policy frameworks is a task of
wider relevance. In addition the ecological
coherence of the Natura 2000 network is a
requirement under the EU Habitats Direc-
tive (92/43/EEC). One of the means by
which this can be achieved is by the imple-
mentation of the provisions contained in
Article 10 of the Directive to which so far
only little attention was paid.

These considerations led to the organisa-
tion of a workshop entitled ‘Ecological net-
works and coherence according to article 10
of the Habitats Directive’ which took place
from May 9th-13t% 2005 at the International
Nature Conservation Academy on the Isle
of Vilm. This workshop was attended by re-
presentatives from the EU Commission,
Member State delegates from the Scientific
Working Group of the EU Habitats Com-
mittee, representatives of the nature conser-
vation authorities of the German States, re-
presentatives of Non Government Orga-
nizations and selected experts for different
groups of species.

This workshop consisted of introductory
sessions with presentations which served to
provide information on:

» the scientific background with regard to
ecological coherence;

» the potential of different legal instru-
ments or policies to maintain or restore co-
herent ecological networks;

» the experiences of national ecological
networks, their state of implementation and

their relevance and relationship with Natu-
ra 2000, and
» the consideration and application of eco-
logical coherence for Natura 2000 in diffe-
rent member states.

There followed three parallel workshops
considering
» definitions and objects of coherence (ad-
dressed species and habitats);
» spatial and functional aspects of coherence;
» implementation of coherence.
These focussed on the requirements for eco-
logical coherence under the EU Habitats
Directive in meeting the overarching aim of
the Directive to secure favourable conser-
vation status for those habitats and species
listed in Directive and in contributing to-
wards ensuring biodiversity. The main que-
stion was on how the Article 10 measures
can and should be implemented in this con-
text. Each of the workshops provided feed-
back and following discussions at a plenary
session, the following conclusions were re-
ached.

2 Conclusions of the workshop

2.1 Background

The ecological coherence of protected areas
is a key element to securing the target to
maintain or restore biodiversity and will be
a major step towards reaching the target to
halt the decline of biodiversity by 2010 as
agreed by EU Heads of States in Goteburg,
June 2001. These targets were also included
in the Ministerial Declaration that was
agreed upon at the fifth Ministerial Confe-
rence ‘Environment for Europe’ in 2003 in
Kiev and later incorporated in the Program-
me of Work on protected areas adopted by
7t meeting of the conference of the parties
to the CBD in 2004, Kuala Lumpur. The
Stakeholder conference held under Irish
presidency in Malahide, Ireland in June
2004 presented priority objectives and de-
tailed targets to meet the 2010 goal. Based
on the outcome of this conference named
the Message from Malahide, EU Environ-
mental Council agreed on Conclusions on
halting the loss of biodiversity by 2010. The
European Commission is now working on a
programme document — the Commission
Communication on Biodiversity.

Other international conventions and agre-
ements that require coherent networks are
the Ramsar Convention, the Convention on
Migratory Species (e.g. also African Eur-
asian Migratory Waterbirds Agreement,
AEWA), the Pan European Biological and
Landscape Diversity Strategy (PEBLDS/
PEEN) and the Bern Convention (Emerald
Network).

Legal instruments on EU-level to imple-
ment coherent ecological networks are the
EU Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) and the
Bird Directive (79/409/EEC). References to

Ecological networks and coherence according to article 10 of the Habitats Directive

ecological coherence occur in a number of
Articles in the Habitats Directive and in dif-
ferent contexts.

Given that:

» Natura 2000 areas only cover a selection
of the on a European scale important habi-
tats and species;

» besides these in the member states other
non-listed habitats and species occur, that
are of great national or European value for
nature and landscape;

» Article 10 explicitly provides the means
by which Member States may improve the
ecological coherence of Natura 2000. This
is no binding obligation for Member States;
» the basic situation and structure of the
landscape varies greatly between Member
States;

» different methods were applied for site
selection and delimitation in each Member
State;

for achieving or maintaining a Favour-
able Conservation Status of habitat types
and species it is essential in many cases to
enhance ecological coherence.

Article 10 is one important instrument to
improve, where necessary the ecological
coherence, within the context of the Habi-
tats Directive and as a part of the national
and regional ecological networks.

Ecological coherence is of particular re-
levance when considering the impacts of
climate change as well as other non-anthro-
pogenic changes on species and habitats.

2.2 Definitions

Ecological coherence: sufficient represen-
tation (patch quality, total patch area, patch
configuration, landscape permeability) of
habitats/species to ensure favourable
conservation status of habitats and species
across their whole natural range

Relevant references in the EU Habitats

Directive are:
» Overall coherence is only used in Article
6(4) with regard to compensatory measu-
res. (The Use of this term is mentioned in
the Commission guidelines ‘Managing
Natura 2000 sites: The provisions of Article
6 of the ‘Habitats’ Directive 92/43/EEC’,
European Commission (2000, p.46). This
document concluded that the word ‘ecolo-
gical’is used both in Article 3 and Article 10
to explain the character of the coherence.
And it states that ‘It is obvious that the ex-
pression ‘overall coherence’in Article 6 (4)
is used in the same meaning.’ As this guide-
line is currently under revision an adaptati-
on or clarification may be necessary in fu-
ture.)

Application of the Directive has demon-
strated that in order to achieve the objective
of the Directive it would be advisable to
make distinction between those terms.

» ‘Coherent ecological network” accor-
ding to Article 3.1 appears to be synony-
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mous with the completed Natura 2000 net-
work.

However this is not identical with the glo-
bal aim of the Directive to achieve ecologi-
cal coherence as defined above.

» Natura 2000 network is the sum of all
SCI/SACs and SPA (Article 3.1).

» In the explanations of features of the
landscape the functional aspects of cohe-
rence (essential for the migration, dispersal
and genetic exchange of wild species) are
the key considerations. Features of linear
and continuous structure or stepping stones
provide only examples by which ecological
coherence can be improved.

2.3 Legal aspects
References to (ecological) coherence appe-
ar in the preamble (paragraph 10); Articles
3,4 and 10 and in Annex III, Stage 2 of the
EU-Habitats Directive, and in the preamble
(paragraph 9) and Article 4 paragraph 3 of
the Bird Directive as well as in Ornis Com-
mittee decisions (1989) among the *Or-
nithological criteria to guide the selection of
Special Protected Areas’ under ‘Breeding
sites’ point 4.

For the full list of references see annex 1.

The term coherent ecological network is
used in different contexts within the Direc-
tive, which can be confusing. To avoid mi-
sunderstanding the use of the terms Natura
2000 network and ecological coherence
(going beyond the designated sites) is re-
commended.

2.4 Addressed species and habitats

Habitats Directive

» Annex I habitats including their ‘typical
species’

» Annex Il species

» Annex IV and Annex V species that do
not occur in annex II may benefit from Art.
10 measures *

» ‘Wild fauna and flora’ i.e. species diver-
sity as a whole: no specific measures requi-
red, but Art. 10 measures taken may have
positive effects *

Bird Directive

» Bird species of Annex I

» Migratory bird species (s. Art. 4.2)

» Other wild bird species: no specific mea-
sures required, but Art. 10 measures taken
may have positive effects *

2.5 Methods and basic requirements
Favourable Conservation Status underpins
all measures in the Habitats Directive. Whe-
re Article 10 measures are identified as the
only means by which this can be achieved
they must be implemented.

* Addressed species were discussed controversially, con-
cerning Annex IV and V species, wild fauna and flora in ge-
neral for the EU Habitats-Directive and other wild bird spe-
cies concerning the EU Bird Directive: There is a necessi-
ty to clarify this point both from scientific as well as from
the legal interpretation.

Ecological coherence should in the first
instance be considered in relation to func-
tional rather than physical connectivity.
This allows implementation through a
range of different strategies, rather than just
through physical linkage, e.g. enlargement
of core areas, improvement to the quality of
individual habitat patches, increased per-
meability of the landscape context (e.g. ex-
tensification of land use), restoration, corri-
dors, stepping stones etc. Information on
which strategy to use for different species
will also depend on the specific circum-
stances.

It should be recognised that requirements
for coherence can include a range of biotic
and abiotic conditions that are necessary to
secure Favourable Conservation Status.

Judgements on ecological coherence
must be based on the best available scienti-
fic information. Areas of particular utility in
judgements may include minimum viable
population size (MVP), minimum area, me-
tapopulation theory, dispersal capacity.

2.6 Species

A species by species approach is necessary.
If this is not practicable, similar ecological
groups should be considered together. An-
nex II species of the Habitats Directive and
typical species of Annex I habitats need to
be considered.

Presence and accessibility of all essential
habitats for species during their life cycle
should be ensured by sufficient habitat con-
tinuity or connectivity.

If metapopulations are not of Favourable
Conservation Status, habitat patches that lie
outside Natura 2000 sites must be regarded
as essential landscape features to achieve or
maintain the Favourable Conservation Sta-
tus regardless of the fact that the species
may temporarily not be present there.

Migration, dispersal and genetic exchan-
ge are essential key processes for species
acknowledged in Article 10 in order to ob-
tain or maintain the Favourable Conservati-
on Status:

a) The necessary minimum of genetic
exchange between populations needs to be
assessed for each species.

b) Endemic species or isolated populati-
ons with specific genetic characteristics
may have a special conservation value. A
connection to other populations could be
detrimental and should in such cases be
avoided.

¢) Habitat continuity needs to be suffi-
cient to allow dispersal, migration and com-
muting of species.

d) Dispersal includes colonisation and re-
colonisation of suitable habitats especially
for metapopulations.

Other situations where connectivity can
be detrimental should be avoided (e.g. di-
sease spread, invasive species).

The concept of native species will need to
be reassessed in context of changes in the
natural range of species e.g. due to climate
change.

2.7 Habitats

A habitat by habitat approach is necessary.
If this is not practicable, similar habitats
should be considered together.

In order to obtain and/or maintain the
favourable conservation status for habitat
types the following major functional
aspects, covered by Article 10, need to be
considered:

» functional integrity and comprehensiven-
ess (completeness) of habitat types (e.g.
whether all habitats belonging to a habitat
complex, all typical features of a habitat,
functional relationships between Annex I
habitats and with non-listed habitats are in-
cluded e.g. catchment areas);

» comprehensiveness (completeness) of
habitat diversity (all subtypes, variants in a
geographical context, development phases
to be sufficiently represented);

» habitat continuity (permanent and long
term stock of all necessary habitat require-
ments including dynamic spatial mosaics)
needs to be sufficient to provide ecological
coherence for the typical species of habitats
(Annex I). Often this means providing the
spatial and structural means for active di-
spersal. In some cases this can also require
that dispersal media can function between
habitat patches for typical species, e.g. gra-
zing animals can move between habitats
(traditional land-use, mixed grazing sy-
stems with wild or semi-domesticated ani-
mals).

» Natural dynamics are necessary to main-
tain naturally dynamic habitats or their spe-
cies.

2.8 Implementation
It is recommended that there should be a
greater harmonisation between the different
ecological networks, such as e.g. Natura
2000, PEEN or national ecological networks,
in order to achieve maximum synergies.
The use of a common terminology for its
components would be of advantage:
» Core areas are areas of high quality or
conservation interest, They can be inside or
outside Natura 2000 and can be of Europe-
an, Community (EU-level), national, regio-
nal or local importance. Core Areas should
be protected as far as possible.
» Nature restoration/creation areas are
areas with a high potential to develop into
valuable habitats. If they are situated inside
Natura 2000 sites it is recommended that
these areas be included in the management
planning for these sites.
» Connecting structures (landscape features
= linear structures and stepping stones) are
connecting areas for specific species or ha-
bitats (ref. Art. 10). Landscape mosaics may
provide these functions.
» Buffer zones*":
A long-term target for the implementation
of Article 10 should be to identify the rela-

- . - . . -

No specific recommendation to use this category 15 gi-
ven as there is no direct need for implementation of Natu-
ra 2000.
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tionship between Favourable Conservation
Status and connectivity. In this context spe-
cies and habitats occurring outside Natura
2000 sites also need to be considered.

For practical implementation it is recom-
mended to build a toolkit. The following are
a starting point:

» All relevant information on habitats and
species, e.g. on dispersal distance, mini-
mum viable population size and minimum
area, should be collected, analysed and be
made available.

» A list should be produced, prioritising
species and habitats on the basis of the im-
portance of coherence for achieving Favou-
rable Conservation Status including aspec-
ts of their life cycle. The list should diffe-
rentiate between disparate requirements for
coherence e.g. large scale coherence and
small scale coherence and should make use
of all available relevant information.

» Simple communication materials on the
subject should be developed for different
stakeholders (government authorities at na-
tional, regional and local levels, NGOs, the
public etc.) to clearly demonstrate and ex-
plain the use of considering coherence in
terms of reaching Favourable Conservation
Status, thus showing the functional aspects
of the raised attention for Article 10.

» Criteria for identifying gaps i.e. insuffi-

ciencies in coherence/connectivity might be
set up.

» Methods and best practice should be gat-
hered on mitigation and restoration of exi-
sting or planned obstacles to coherence as
e.g. manmade barriers. These should be li-
sted and evaluated in terms of efficiency
and possible improvement.

» Recommendations should be developed
on the use of other legal and policy instru-
ments, that could or do support ecological
coherence, financial instruments, planning
instruments and specific programmes (e.g.
Water Framework Directive, Agricultural
Policy (CAP), Fisheries Policy (CFP), Co-
hesion Policy and Structural Funds, spatial
planning, wildlife conservation program-
mes).

The gathering of information and deve-
lopment of tools should be coordinated. The
Internet could serve as a suitable informati-
on platform (e.g. EU-COM °‘Circa’-plat-
form on the web: http://forum.europa.eu.
int/Public/irc/env/Home/main).

It is recommended that a selection of ca-
ses demonstrating best practice on the ap-
plication and implementation of Article 10
implementation, for design and manage-
ment of ecological coherence and positive
examples of socio-economic development
be gathered and disseminated,

A short-term target for the implementati-
on of Article 10 could be to look for trans-
boundary/cross-border coherence. The EU
Commission is encouraged to take action in
checking the transboundary coherence of
the Natura 2000 network.

As another short-term target the Member
States should consider the effect of existing
or planned manmade barriers within and ou-
tside Natura 2000 sites (including those that
were in place before the implementation of
the Habitats Directive, and thus have not un-
dergone an Art. 6-assessment), especially if
they lead to a high mortality of species. Their
effects should be mitigated if necessary.

The conclusions will be reported to the
EU Habitats Directive Scientific Working
Group. It is recommended that a working
group be established to adequately help the
implementation of Article 10 to support
achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

A further workshop is considered desira-
ble to take forward the conclusion of the
Vilm workshop.

Annexes

» Annex 1: Legal references to coherence/
networks in the Habitats Directive and in
the Bird Directive incl. decisions from Ha-
bitat/ Ornis-Committe (see: http://www.
bfn.de/0316_kohaerenz.html)
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