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1. INTRODUCTION  

 
 

My topic of the master thesis European Spatial Planning and Regional Development at 
the Blekinge Insitute of Technology is the Natura 2000 areas in Hungary. The aim is to 
review the Natura 2000 network, the management of these area at the EU level, and the 
situation in Hungary. Furthermore examine the Natural 2000 network in Hungary, to find, 
collect, realize and methodize the main problems of these places in association with Natura 
2000. Finally I overview the aims of the Natura 2000 areas' management in the future.  

In these „polluted” days the most important aims are the environmental protection and the 
nature conservation in the whole world. People take advantage of the nature without thinking 
of the consequences in the future. The Nature 2000 network is the key instrument for this 
protection in the European Union. It is an ecological network of protected areas; it helps to 
ensure the survival of Europe's most valuable species and habitats.  

After the accession to the European Union, Hungary added many valuable and unique sites to 
the European natural heritage. Hungary gives home for numerous species and habitat types 
that are not presented at the area of the other Member States. However beside the advantages 
several problems came with this to Natura 2000 areas, because of the economic backwardness 
of Hungary, which is deepened by today’s economical crisis. It is important to determine, 
classify and analyse the problems arising at the Natura 2000 areas and in this way these will 
help us to solve them.  

 

2. MOTIVATION 
 

The main motovation of my thesis was to assess the current operation of Natura 2000 in the 
European Union, focusing on the Hungary situation. To collect the problems arising with 
Natura 2000 and to measure the knowledge, the public consciousness of the expression and 
meaning of Natura 2000 in Hungary. 
I think it is important to create a collected overview of information about the Natura 2000 
area and its’ management problems, It is essential for the later development and for 
troubleshooting. 
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    3. AIMS AND OBJECTIVES  
 
3.1. Define what does the Natura 2000 network mean, what it is about; and define the 
problems arising with its’ management 

To overview the data which can be found in the literature about the Natura 2000 network and 
its’ management at the EU level and then to give more attention to the Hungarian situation 
especially to the problems arising with the management of Natura 2000. The research 
questions and the subquestions give the structure of this part and make the literature much 
more understandable. 

 

3.2. The examination of the knowledge of Natura 2000 network and its’ problems among 
different population groups of Hungary 

Hungary is the part of the Natura 2000 network since 1 May 2004, but according to the filled 
surveys of this research, only some of the involved persons have precise knowledge about 
Natura 2000.  
During my research I have concluded that the concept and the problems of Natura 2000 aren’t 
known in the Hungarian society. In order to evaluate the severity of this problem I created a 
survey which helps to assess the objective knowledge of the Natura 2000 in the society. As a 
result of the survey analysis I drew conclusions that help to evaluate this problem and to plan 
the actions which should be created for solution: to arrange lectures about the Natura 2000 at 
the primary and high schools, programs in the media, create flyers and posters. 
Then I define and examine the main problems arising at the Natura 2000 network in Hungary. 
The operation of a network is an extremely complex process. Of course we can find problems 
and difficulties everywhere. It is important to realize, collect and classify the problems and in 
this way do efforts to solve them. It would be impossible to achieve the goals without 
recognition and management of the problems. 
 In Hungarian literature the problems weren’t collected in one document and the causes 
weren’t classified until now.  

 
See the English version of the surveys in the Annex. 
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    4. METHODS 

4.1. Method of the definition of Natura 2000 and its’ situation in Hungary, overview of 
the European and Hungarian professional literature, documents, studies 
 
In order to fulfil the first aim of my thesis (3,1) the research method was data collecting by 
study of the documents. I quest for the information at the libraries of: the Corvinus University 
of Budapest, the Hungarian Ornithological and Nature Conservation Society and Ministry of 
Rural Development by using printed literature and the internet service as well.  
 
As a result I’ve created two subchapters in the chapter “Theorical perspective”:  
 
Therorical perspective of the Natura 2000 network at the EU level 
and 
Therorical perspective of the Natura 2000 network in Hungary 
 

The research questions and subquestions for this the theorical chapters are: 
 
 
Therorical perspective of the Natura 2000 network at the Eu level 

What is the Natura 2000 network?  
When and how was the Natura 2000 network formulated at the EU level?  
What are the main goals of the Natura 2000?  
What are the main directives (steps) that lead to the formulation of Natura 2000 areas? 
Which territories belong to the Natura 2000 network? 
What are the changes and updates at the legislative level? 
What is the LIFE? 
How does the financing of Natura 2000 work? 
 
 
Theoretical perspectives concerning Natura 2000 network in Hungary  
 
What is the situation at the Natura 2000 areas in Hungary? 
How does the legislation work in Hungary? 
How does the designation work in Hungary? 
What were the tasks after the Hungarian jointment to EU and after the announcement 
of the Natura 2000 areas? 
How does the financing of Natura 2000 work in Hungary? 
How does the Spatial Planning and Regional Development work in Hungary? 
What is the link between the Natura 2000 and the spatial planning, regional 
development? 
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4.2. Examination methods of the knowledge of Natura 2000 network and its’ problems 
among different population groups of Hungary  

In order to meet this objective (3.2) I applied the method of survey data collection  

Two surveys were carried out: 

Survey No 1. 
 
With the first survey I measured the severity of the problems arising at the Natura 2000 
network in Hungary. I pieced together the list of these problems during the overview of the 
literature earlier (see the literature overview part of my thesis). 
The candidates were asked to put the problems in a severity order from the list of the 
problems collected by me and to indicate the most serious problem at the first place. 
 
The question of the first survey is: What is the main problem at the Natura 2000 areas in 
Hungary? 
 
The listed problems are:  industrial investments and development, fragmentation, problems 
with the private ownership, information gaps, problems with the compensation, land use 
restrictions, instability of the support system offences, problems with the areas assignment, 
offences, legal issues, spread of invasive species, problems with the private forests and 
inadequate management (altogether 11).  

I created two groups of respondents in this survey: 
1. Group of professors and specialists 
2. Group of farmers and landowners 

So I have got information concerning the main problems of the Natura 2000 areas in Hungary 
from the most affected people in this topic.  
 
I chose for Group 1. the  professors from the Corvinus University of Budapest, Department of 
Landscape Architecture and specialists from the Hungarian Ornithological and Nature 
Conservation Society and Ministry of Rural Development because they have experience in 
this topic by their profession.  

Beyond this, if the problems are known and they are consistently collected (this is the aim of 
my thesis), the troubleshooting is in the hands of these two groups (inter alia). These 
respondents have the ability to solve the problems, have opportunity to make changes, and 
develop the Natura 2000 sites. According to their request I will send them the results of my 
thesis and I hope they will take adventage of it.  
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The Group 2. in this survey consists of landowners and farmers who live and work at the 
involved Natura 2000 sites. I created this group because these people encounter the 
implementation problems in their every day practice. They can point out the problems, which 
aren't thought to be important by professors and specialists. From respondents of this group 2, 
I received information (based on experience) from another perspective. 

40 persons took part in each group of this survey (altogether 80). The average age of the 
specialists was 49,4 years (38-68) and of the landowners it was 46,4 years (32- 65). 
The implementation of the survey was internet-based mailed delivery of the forms. 
The survey was made by the nonprobability sampling method, using the snowball 
sampling. 
Snowball sampling is a non-probability sampling technique that is used by researchers to 
identify potential subjects in studies where subjects or the candidates are hard to locate (Joan 
Joseph Castillo 2009)1. Disadvantages of the snowball sampling: Representativeness of the 
sample is not guaranteed. The researcher has no idea of the true distribution of the 
population and of the sample.Sampling bias is also a fear of researchers when using this 
sampling technique. Initial subjects tend to nominate people that they know well. Because of 
this, it is highly possible that the subjects share the same traits and characteristics2

As we can see there are some disadvantages of this method but it was the best solution in this 
case. 

  

The respondents were asked to add other problems not mentioned in my list, but I didn’t get 
any new problem from them, they chose problems from my list only.  
 
Survey No 2. 

In the second survey I examined the knowledge of the Hungarian people about the topic of the 
Natura 2000. I decided to examine this question because I found from the literature overview 
that the lack of information concerning the Nature 2000 is a problem in other countries3

The questions of the survey:  

 of 
EU. 

Question 1: Have you ever heard about the Natura 2000 network?   
Question 2: Do you know exactly what is Natura 2000? 
 
 I created three different population groups of the respondents in this survey: 
                                                           
1 http://www.experiment-resources.com/snowball-sampling.html#ixzz1y9D688ra, 01.08.2012. 
2 http://www.experiment-resources.com/snowball-sampling.html, 01.08.2012. 
3 Gligor Róbert László:A Natura 2000 nem bilincs (http://www.szekelyhon.ro/archivum/offline/cikk/32862/3-
evfolyam-100-szam, 12.05. 2012.) 
Hargitai Miklós: Natura 2000 a lista összeállt, Népszabadság, 2004.09.12.( http://www.nol.hu/archivum/archiv-
332392) 
Felmérés: a Natura 2000-es területek lakossága nem ismeri a természetvédelmi hálózatot, WWF, 11.10.2011. 
(http://think.transindex.ro/?p=10157) 

http://www.experiment-resources.com/snowball-sampling.html#ixzz1y9D688ra�
http://www.szekelyhon.ro/archivum/offline/cikk/32862/3-evfolyam-100-szam�
http://www.szekelyhon.ro/archivum/offline/cikk/32862/3-evfolyam-100-szam�
http://www.nol.hu/archivum/archiv-332392�
http://www.nol.hu/archivum/archiv-332392�
http://think.transindex.ro/?p=10157�
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1. Average people in Hungary (consist of people from Budapest or from the agglomeration 
and countryside; middle-class people, who have secondary education or in less case who have 
higher education) 
2. Professors and students at the Corvinus University of Budapest (landscape architects, 
gardeners) 
3. Landowners, farmers 
 
Group 1. The reason for the investigation of the average people is to get information about 
the knowledge of Hungarian population in general. 
The sampling method of the first group was,the random sampling, it is a probability method. 
 
In random sampling, each item or element of the population has an equal chance of being 
chosen at each draw. A sample is random if the method for obtaining the sample meets the 
criterion of randomness (each element having an equal chance at each draw). The actual 
composition of the sample itself does not determine whether or not it was a random sample.4 I 
have to mention the errors/disadvantages of the random sampling method: a simple random 
sampling is very difficult to conduct if the size of the population being studied is large and it 
needs a lot of time and money.5 Moreover there is no guarantee that the sample of 1000 or 10 
000 people is truly representative of the larger population as a whole.6 Advantage of random 
sampling is unbiased statistics. An unbiased statistic has the characteristic that as the sample 
size increases, the statistics from the sample approaches the true values of the 
population.This is true if the probability distribution of the population is not changing with 
time, or as a result of being sampled.7

 
 

In this group the implementation of the questioner based on telephone interrogation. The 
candidates were chosen randomly from the telephone book. Not everybody was helpful but I 
continued the interrogation until 50 persons were ready to answer my questions. Of the 
questioned people 58% live in Budapest or in the agglomeration and 42 % live in the 
countryside. 75% have secondary education and 25% have higher education. 
There was no sense to ask this group the question about the problems of the Natura 2000 sites 
and about the severity of the problems, because most people do not even know what is the 
Natura 2000, nor the rules, nor the obligations, nor the advantages or disadvantages. 
 

Group 2. The second group consists of professors and students at the Corvinus University of  
Budapest. It is an educated layer (landscape architects and gardeners), they should know more 

                                                           
4 http://davidmlane.com/hyperstat/A35563.html, 01.08.2012. 
5 http://wiki.answers.com/Q/What_are_the_disadvantages_of_simple_random_sampling 
6 Humphrey Taylor, http://www.pollingreport.com/sampling.htm, 01.08.2012. 
7 http://www.experiment-resources.com/simple-random-sampling.html, 01.08.2012. 

http://davidmlane.com/hyperstat/A35563.html�
http://www.pollingreport.com/sampling.htm�
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about the Natura 2000. I created this group to get information about professionals’ 
knowledge.  

Group 3.The third group consists of landowners, farmers; they live and work at the Natura 
2000 sites. All their life connected with Natura 2000. I created this group because these 
people should know exactly everything about the Natura 2000 network: the directives, the 
legislation, the obligations, the position and borders of the sites. All of them are owners of the 
sites.  

The sampling method of the second and third groups was the nonprobability (snowball) 
sampling.  

The implementation of the survey was internet-based mailed delivery of the forms. 

The survey was filled by 50 candidates from each group. The average age of the first group 
was 46,5 (16-72), of the second group of professors and students 37, 4 years (19-68) and of 
the third group of landowners and farmers it was 44, 4 years (32- 66). 

 
The disadvantage of the both surveys (Survey No 1. and Survey No 2.) is the small sampling 
size (small number of the respondents). Unfortunately I had only this option. 
 
To show that the questions of the two surveys reflect real problems I reviewed the notorious 
cases in Hungary, when the Natura 2000 interests were ignored. For the quest of the 
notorious cases concerning the Natura 2000 violations I studied the printed literature and the 
internet service, and the sources of media (newspapers, TV and radio, internet blogs).  
Furthermore these cases can be good examples for the future, or perhaps for other countries.  
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    5. THEORICAL PERSPECTIVE  

 
5.1. Therorical perspective and background of the Natura 2000 network at the Eu level 

 
Research and Subquestions: 

What is the Natura 2000 network?  
When and how was the Natura 2000 network formulated at the EU level?  
What are the main goals of the Natura 2000?  
What are the main directives (steps) that lead to the formulation of Natura 2000 areas? 
Which territories belong to the Natura 2000 network? 
What are the changes and updates at the legislative level? 
What is the LIFE? 
How does the financing of Natura 2000 work? 
 

5. 1.1. What is the Natura 2000 network 
 
According to the European Union the Natura 2000 Network is a coherent European ecological 
network created by the European Union. It ensures the protection of the biodiversity and 
contributes to the preservation and maintenance of favourable conservation status and 
recovery through the protection of the wild site of community importance. 

It sounds good and the aim is to create an ecologically coherent network, it would be a huge 
and important step to protect and conserve the nature but unfortunately in the real life we will 
see that it is not a coherent network yet.  
European ecological network, the EECONET had already appeared in 1970, but was first 
formulated in 1991, in the publication called "Towards an European Ecological Networks. 
This idea was confirmed at the conference of Maastricht (1993). By invitation of the 
conference the European Council with support of the ECNC (European Centre for Nature 
Conservation) in cooperation with the interested countries developed the Pan-European 
Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy. This Strategy was established as a programme 
in 1995, in Sofia. It emphasizes the role of landscape in Europe biological diversity and aims 
to improve the continent's biodiversity with consistently implemented action programs. The 
strategy plans for the period from 1996 to 2016 and the aim was to create the network until 
2005. 
 
If we examine the maps of the European Ecological Networks and of the Natura 2000 areas 
(Figures 1-2) we can see that unfortunately this goal hasn't been achieved until 2005 not even 
today.  
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Figure 1 Distribution of Natura 2000 sites across EU Member States 8

                                                           
8  

 

http://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/figures/distribution-of-natura-2000-sites-across-eu-member-states-

1/#previous-versions, 03.2012. 

 

http://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/figures/distribution-of-natura-2000-sites-across-eu-member-states-1/#previous-versions�
http://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/figures/distribution-of-natura-2000-sites-across-eu-member-states-1/#previous-versions�
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           Figure 2 Marine Natura 2000 sites across EU Member States9

 
 

Proffesionals did important steps by creating the Natura 2000 'network', the EECONET, the 
ECNC, the Pan-European Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy and other similar 
efforts but the loss of the biodiversity didn’t stop. 
Building the connection between the natural and semi-natural areas is particularly necessary 
because not all areas have legal protection thus the habitats are fragmented. The smaller living 
place reduces the chances of survival of organisms. In addition usually intensive agricultural 
activities are taken between the areas or they became incorporated. Thus, the human 
intervention hurts more harmful the wildlife. I will address the problems derived from 
fragmentation in the Problems and limitations part of my thesis. 
In many ways the Natura 2000 network is different than the current methods of conservation. 
It combines the national and community commitments (the European Commission checks the 
tasks). Natura 2000 is not only a group of protected areas. Already during the time of the EU-

                                                           
9 http://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/figures/in-shore-within-12-nautical, 03.2012. 

http://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/figures/in-shore-within-12-nautical�
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15, the Natura 2000 areas cover more than 15% of the Member States territories10, then in the 
EU-25's time it was 20% 11

The criteria of the Natura 2000 places’ selection based on two EU Directive, which focus on 
the most important, unique and endangered species and habitat types. These directives are the 
Birds Directive (79/409/EU) of April 1979 and the Habitats Directive (92/43/EU) of May 
1992.  The Birds Directive includes the Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and the Habitats 
Directive includes the Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) – both types of areas belong to 
the network of Natura 2000. 

 (which was much greater than the territory prevented by the 
national law). 

The community laws are regulated by directives and regulations. The directives are 
mandatory for every Member States but the selection of the methods and the choice of the 
tools are passed to the national authorities. It means that each member States is obligated to 
transpose the directives into their own national system, so that the aims which are defined in 
the directives have to be achieved. 
This way is of a really hard challenge for the Member States, because the directives don’t 
define specific provisions, but the EU checks, that the objectives are correctly inserted into 
the national legal system. 
The network of Natura 2000 sites is spread throughout Europe. Natura 2000 sites can be 
designated on both land and water.  Marine Special Areas of Conservation might include reefs 
or lagoons, intertidal areas, areas which are always covered by the sea or perhaps land near 
the sea which is used by marine wildlife. 

Over the last 25 years a huge network of 26.000 protected areas were designated in all the 
Member States and it equal to more than 750.000 km² (Figures 1-2), which are 18% of the 
whole EU’s land territory. In total, they cover a substantial area: almost a fifth of Europe’s 
land area and an important part of the surrounding seas. Natura 2000 is the largest network of 
the protected areas in the world, and in addition to protection, one another important task is to 
raise people's awareness of the importance of biodiversity. 
It is clear that every Member States who has designated Natura 2000 areas in its country help 
to conserve the rare habitats and species. At the Figure 3, we can see the distribution of the 
Natura 2000 sites in the Member States. It shows the sites in km². The individual Natura 2000 
sites range in size is different (from less than 1 ha to over 5,000 km²) which depend on the 
species or habitats they aim to conserve, the majority are around 100–1,000 ha. The areas are 
located in remote areas or they are an integral part of our countryside and contain a range of 
different habitats, buffer zones and other elements of the landscape. 
                                                           
10 Papp, Toth, 2004 
11 http://www.termeszetvedelem.hu 
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             Figure 3 Natura 2000 Areas in the Member States (km ²) 12

                                                           
12 datas based on: http://oceana.org/sites/default/files/euo/natura_2000_1.jpg 
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Furthermore we can see at the Figure 4 in the Annex, there is a big difference between the % 
size of the Member States’ Natura 2000 areas. The graph shows the percentage distribution of 
the Natura 2000 areas in each country. It is interesting that usually the smaller countries have 
higher percentage and usually these are the younger Member States except Greece. These 
counties joint to the EU in the last years and increase the natural heritage with their natural 
endowment too.  

5.1.2. When and how was the Natura 2000 network formulated at the EU level? 

The form of the network changed a lot over the years and still is not matured. At the first step 
it was necessary to create the political and professional frameworks. The Treaty which was 
signed in 1965 by the European Communities and came into force in 1967 was the beginning 
of biodiversity’s political life. 

Pursuant to the 174th Article of the Merger Treaty the Community's environmental policy 
contributes to preservation, protection and improvement of the environmental quality to 
protection of the human health, to the prudent and rational utilization of natural resources and 
finally encourages the measures to combat the regional or worldwide environmental problems 
on the international level.  

Later, environmental problems got greater emphasis, they are not only mentioned in some 
documents, but became the main goal of concrete action plans, programs and conventions. 
The first Environmental Action Programme began in 1973.  
In 1979 the Birds Directive, and in 1992 the Habitats Directive was created. These two 
directives lay the foundations of the natural conservation and it was the milestone of the 
Natura 2000 too. 
In 1992 the Conservation on Biological Diversity was signed in Rio de Janeiro, which came 
into effect in 1993. Since that time the tackle of the biodiversity decrease gained more 
momentum at the community level. 
It launched long-term objectives. At first the Biodiversity Strategy which created the political 
framework of the conservation was developed in 1998. According to it the Member States had 
to prepare appropriate national strategy, programs and plans which were complemented with 
the biodiversity aspects of community policies. The next two parts of the Strategy contain the 
liabilities of the Member States, the goals, and the necessary tools. 
The next step was the Biodiversity Action Plans, which were adopted in 2001 (Preservation of 
natural resources, Agriculture, Fishing, Economic cooperation and Development). 
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In 2006 the notification of the European Commission appeared: “To stop the loss of the 
biodiversity by 2010” - and beyond that - Sustaining of ecosystem services for human well-
being: Biodiversity in the EU, The EU and global biodiversity, Biodiversity and Climate 
Change, Knowledge Base.13

"We will certainly miss the target for reducing the rate of biodiversity loss by 2010 and 
therefore also miss the 2015 environmental targets within the U.N. Millennium Development 
Goals to improve health and livelihoods for the world's poorest and most vulnerable people," 
says Georgina Mace of Imperial College, London, and Vice-Chair of the international 
DIVERSITAS program, which was convening its 2nd Open Science Conference Oct. 13-16, 
2009 with 600 experts from around the world. 

  

14

Furthermore Prof. Mace says: "It is hard to image a more important priority than protecting 
the ecosystem services underpinned by biodiversity," and "Biodiversity is fundamental to 
humans having food, fuel, clean water and a habitable climate." 

 

15

The pursuit to “To stop the loss of the biodiversity by 2010” didn’t reach the target.  But more 
action is planned – for proper long-term protection of biodiversity by 2020. 

 

On May 3 2011, the European Commission adopted a new strategy to halt the loss of 
biodiversity and ecosystem services in the EU by 2020, in line with two commitments made 
by EU leaders in March 2010 – halting the loss of biodiversity and the degradation of 
ecosystem services in the EU by 2020, and restoring them in so far as feasible, while stepping 
up the EU contribution to averting global biodiversity loss"- and a vision for 2050: "by 2050, 
European Union biodiversity and the ecosystem services it provides are protected, valued and 
appropriately restored for biodiversity's intrinsic value and for their essential contribution to 
human wellbeing and economic prosperity, and so that catastrophic changes caused by the 
loss of biodiversity are avoided". The strategy is also in line with the global commitments 
made in Nagoya in October 2010, in the context of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 
where world leaders adopted of a package of measures to address global biodiversity loss over 
the coming decade.16

However the plans, conferences obtained many results loss of biodiversity is continuing 
today. On my opinion the legal regulation alone is not enough, people have to understand that 
nature carrying capacity of the nature is not finite, and that sustainable development can be 
the only base of our future. Efforts should be made to reach the balance between the 

 

                                                           
13 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/comm2006/pdf/sec_2006_621.pdf, 02.2012. 
14 http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/10/091011184419.htm, 03.2012. 
15 http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/10/091011184419.htm, 03.2012. 
16 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/policy/index_en.htm, 01.2012. 
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environment, the ecology and society. In addition more funding and better enforcement of EU 
rules are all urgently needed.17

The summary timeline can help to visualize the changing’s (Figure 5). 

 

 

Figure 5 Timeline 

5.1.3. What are the main directives (steps) that lead to the formulation of Natura 2000 
areas? 

The two Directives 
 
The Council Directive 79/409/EEC on the protection of wild birds (April 1979) 
The Birds Directive (1979) was created for the protection of the naturally occurring bird 
species in EU countries. The protection applies to specimens of species, their eggs, nests, their 
nesting and habitats. The Member States should take measures for designation of protected 
areas, habitat maintenance, and management, restore the damaged habitat and for create new 
habitats. In the directive's annexes list we can find the habitats of the species, which need 
special security measures to protect (the reproduction, free movement and distribution). 
This legislation was the basis for later legislation to create (in particular the Habitats 
development of Directive). 

Special Protection Areas (SPAs)  

SPAs are designated by the Member States according to the „Birds Directive” (79/409/EEC). 
The Directive obliges the Member States to „classify the most suitable territories” as SPAs in 
order „to ensure the survival and reproduction” of the bird species mentioned in Annex I. of 
the Directive. Similar measures have to be applied „for the regularly occurring migratory 
species not listed in Annex I.”, and particular attention has to be paid „to the protection of 
wetlands and particularly to wetlands of international importance”. The Commission’s role is 

                                                           
17 http://www.gallup.com/poll/139319/europeans-biodiversity-loss-serious-problem.aspx 
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to ensure the coherence of the SPA network. 18

 

 
The Figure 16 shows the extension of the Special Protection Areas in the Member States. 

Figure 6 Special Protection Areas in the Member States19

 

 

Under the Birds Directive Member States select the most suitable sites and designate them 
directly as Special Protection Areas (SPAs). These sites then automatically became part of the 
Natura 2000 network.  

The Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild 
fauna and flora - the Habitats Directive 
 
The Habitat Directive (1992) is a provision about the protection of the natural habitats in the 
European Union, and the conservation of the fauna and flora in these territories. The directive 
specifies the major biogeographical regions covered by the Union's member countries and the 
significant habitats and species in the Annexes. The Member States have to prepare a list of 
proposed areas for protection based on the criteria. 
So the directive creates a protection system network of natural habitats and species which 
consist of the special protected areas in the European Union.20

                                                           
18 Papp D-Tóth Cs.Natura 2000 

 

19 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/barometer/docs/SPA_EU27.pdf, 03.2012. 
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As I wrote before Natura 2000 sites are selected on the basis of national lists proposed by the 
Member States. For each biogeographical region the Commission adopts a list of Sites of 
Community Importance (SCI) which then become part of the network. Finally, the SCI are 
designated at the national level as Special Areas of Conservation (SAC). 

 
Proposed Site of Community Importance (pSCI) and Special Areas of Conservation 
(SAC)  

By the designation of SACs, this protection is extended for the habitats of other threatened 
species as well as birds, (Annex II. of the Habitats Directive) as well as for the habitats listed 
in Annex I. of the Habitats Directive. 21

There are three steps in the selection of Special Areas of Conservation for the Natura 2000 
network. The Member States have the responsibility for proposing the appropriate sites 
furthermore they carry out comprehensive assessments of each of the habitat types and 
species present on their territory. They give Standard Data Forms to the Commission. The 
Commission, in agreement with the Member States, has to adopt the lists of “Sites of 
Community Importance”. They are open scientific seminars to the Member States concerned 
and to experts representing relevant stakeholder interests, including owners, users, and 
environmental NGO’s (Non-Governmental Organization). If the lists of “Sites of Community 
Importance” have been adopted, the Member States have to put these sites to “Special Areas 
of Conservation” level, as required by the Habitats Directive as soon as possible and within 
six years at the most.  They should give priority to those sites. The Member States have to 
ensure the favourable conservation status of those sites and they must take the necessary 
management or restoration measures. 

 

I can establish that the Habitats Directive involved much more than the Bird Directive, 
because both animal and plant species and in addition their habitats are included as well. But 
the two directives have to be treated and interpreted together. The common use of these two 
directives ensures the conservation of biodiversity and the creation of the favourable 
conservation status (FCS). FCS is the guarantee of the sustainability. The aim is to create a 
status which results qualitative and quantitative improvement for the species and habitats. 
Furthermore it is not enough to reduce or termine the risk factors. 
The Figure 17 shows the extension of the Sites of Community Importance in the Member 
States. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
20 Galli A.- Sándor J. - Barati S., Ökológiai Intézet a Fenntartható Fejlődésért Alapítvány Kiadványaink újbóli 
megjelenését a Környezetvédelmi Alap Célelőirányzat támogatásának, 2001 
21 Papp D.- and Tóth Cs., Natura 2000 Site, 03.2012. 
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       Figure 7 Sites of Community Importance in the Member States22

 

 

5.1.4. Which territories belong to the Natura 2000 network? 
 

Biogeographical regions 

In the European Union there are nine biogeographical regions, each have their own 
characteristics blend of vegetation, climate and geology. As we know the Member States 
designate the Natura 2000 sites in partnership with the Commission. As the EU's territory has 
expand with successive EU enlargements the natural habitats and the number of the species 
has increased as well: 
In 1995 the accession of Sweden and Finland created the Boreal region. Sites in four regions 
(the Macaronesian, Alpine, Atlantic and Continental) were added between 2001 and 2004. 
In 2004, Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech Republic added the Pannonian region. Further 
areas in the Boreal region were added in 2005 and from the Mediterranean in 2006. 
In 2007, Romania and Bulgaria brought with them the Steppic and Black Sea regions. The 
Black Sea region is situated over Bulgaria and Romania, and the Steppic region is in 

                                                           
22 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/barometer/docs/SCI_EU27.pdf, 03.2012. 
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Romania. Further the Atlantic, Boreal and Continental regions updated thereby expand the 
network’s rich diversity of fauna and flora.23

In January 2008, the Alpine and Macaronesian regions were updated, followed by the 
Mediterranean region in spring. The offshore marine Natura 2000 network is still incomplete, 
and further progress is necessary here. By the end of 2008, Natura 2000 covers a land area 
greater than the combined surface of Spain and Italy.  

 

In 2011 some Member States had the latest update: Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, France, 
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Poland, 
Spain, Sweden and the UK. The number of "Sites of Community Importance" has increased 
by 166 to a total of 22 558, expanding the SCI network by 2.6 % or by nearly 18 800 km². 
The latest additions cover six of the EU's nine bio-geographical regions – the Alpine, Atlantic, 
Boreal, Continental, Mediterranean and Pannonian regions.  
The terrestrial sites of the Natura 2000 network mostly have been increased in Lithuania, 
Hungary, Cyprus and Italy. Furthermore this updating gave significant area of the EU's 
marine habitats to the Natura 2000 network: in the Atlantic biogeographical region (the UK, 
France and Belgium), in the Mediterranean (Greece and Cyprus).  
In some Member States (Austria, Germany, Spain, Ireland, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, 
Poland and Sweden) the update concerns modifications. 

If we check the map of the regions, we can see that the regions disregard the country's 
borders. Their demarcation bases on the ecological qualities. At the Bern Convention a map 
was created about this division, the map’s aim was to help to create the Emerald Network 
more seamless24

In the table (Figure 8 in the Annex) we can see which regions belong to the Member States 
but probably the map (Figure 9) is more useful because we can check the exact extent of the 
regions (the regions’ size of the affected countries, their connectivity).  

.  

                                                           
23 http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/11/806, 04.2012. 

 
24 Demeter, 2002 
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Figure 9 Natura 2000 network across biographical regions25

 

 

In the next table (Figure 10 in the Annex) we can see the percent proportion of the regions 
territory, the biggest is Mediterranean, which is 20.6 % and the smallest is the new Black Sea 
Region. And at the Figure 11 in the Annex, we can see the number of habitats, animals and 
plans in the Natura 2000 areas. 
 
Working at the biogeographical level helps and makes it easier to conserve species and habitat 
types under similar natural conditions across a suite of countries, irrespective of boundaries, at 
the political and administrative site as well. Together with the Special Protection Areas 
designated under the Birds Directive, the Natura 2000 sites selected for each biogeographical 
region make up the ecological Natura 2000 network which spreads throw the European 
counties. 
European Environment Commissioner Stavros Dimas said: “Each new site added to the 
network means greater protection for Europe’s species and habitats. I am delighted to see so 

                                                           
25 http://natura2000infocentar.wordpress.com/o-natura-2000/, 03.2012. 
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many sites from our newer Member States added to the lists. Natura 2000 is ensuring that 
future generations will enjoy Europe’s rich natural legacy.”26

 
  

Finally I aggregate all of the tables (Figure 12 in the Annex) and the information in one 
summary table about the regions, where we can see the SCI and SPA area’s total size, the 
covered areas and the percent of the terrestrial areas.  
 

5.1.5. What are the changes and updates at the legislative level? 

After the enlargements of the European Union the number of the species and habitat types 
usually increase, mainly when one or more new counties join and it results the creation of a 
new biogeographical region. The Natura 2000 network was designated by European Union's 
two Directives: the Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) and the Habitats Directive (43/92/EGK). 

After the accession of Greece the Directive 81/854/EGK extended the I. and III. Attachments, 
and in 1985 the Directive 85/411/EGK increased the number of species of Annex I. from 74 
to 144. 

In 1986 the connection of Spain and Portugal resulted further changes in the lists: the 
86/122/EGK and then the Directive 91/244/EEC raised the number of species in the Annex I. 
to 175. 

In 1992 the Natura 2000 network was created and the Member States were obliged to 
designate special areas of conservation. 

After each expansion of the European Union the annexes of the Birds Directive were changed 
and since 1992 those of the Habitats Directive too. 

The 1995 expansion (Austria, Finland, and Sweden) resulted in the addition of a Boreal 
biogeographical region and of 28 new habitats to Annex I and of 68 species to Annex II of the 
Habitats Directive, and of 7 birds to the Annex I of the Birds Directive. 

In Gothenburg, 2001, the European Union decision-makers agree to stop the biodiversity loss 
in the European Union until 2010. And new sites would be joined to the networked from each 
biogeographical region across the EU. 

In 2002 The El Teide Declaration, Member States undertook the dissemination of knowledge 
about the Natura 2000 and involved the relevant parties. 

After the 2004 enlargement (Czech Republic, Estonia, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, 
Malta, Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia), 13 species or subspecies were added to the Annex I of the 
                                                           
26 http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/08/1956, 03.2012. 
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Birds Directive and 165 species to the Annex II of the Habitats Directive together with a new 
biogeographical region (the Pannonian). 

In many cases habitats proposed as new by a candidate country are very similar to existing 
Annex I habitats and in such cases the description given in the Interpretation Manual has been 
modified (for example several alpine habitat descriptions were amended in 2004 to cover very 
similar habitats found in the Tatra.) 

After the accession of Bulgaria and Romania 16 habitats were added to Annex I and 23 
species to Annex II of the Habitats Directive together with two new biogeographical regions 
(Black Sea & Steppic). 

Natura 2000 is comprised of sites designated by Member States under both the Birds and 
Habitats Directives, which have to be subjected to different selection processes. In the 
Member States the procedure of the consultation with the people is very different. In the 
countries where there is no consultation with affected stakeholders, it may causes problems 
which delay the submission of proposals. 
 
5.1.6. What is the LIFE?  
 
The EU has committed itself to stop the loss of biodiversity. On my opinion, one of the most 
important tools is the professional based designation of the Natura 2000 areas maintenance, 
repair and restoration of the sites. 
The provisions of the directive firmly make the Member States responsible for the designation 
of Natura 2000 sites and for their management. Sometimes the detailed work is further 
delegated to various national agencies or to the regions (ex. in Hungary).  
The Commission consistently promotes the development of management plans as the 
instrument for both ensuring the appropriate conservation management of the sites as well as 
the framework for judging the compatibility of different activities for conservation objectives. 
They involve the key interest groups affected by the designation in management decisions:  
the Life-Nature programme.27

It is natural that the designation is based on the two main directives (The Birds and Habitats 
Directives) and it can be operable work only with professional designation (ecological) 
criteria. But it is important to take into account that the economic, social and other aspects at 
the member country level may be contrary to the community law, this fact was confirmed by 
number of judgements of the European Court of Justice. This can be the source of numerous 
problems and conflicts. 

 

                                                           
27 http://www.natura.2000.hu/index.php?p=hirek&id=58&nyelv=hun&hir=1&sajto=1 
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LIFE 

LIFE, the 'Financial Instrument for the Environment' is European Union's financial instrument 
which support the environmental policy of European Union. The LIFE program is 
implemented in stages, currently the third stage is going on (I: 1992-1995, II: 1996-1999, III: 
2000-2004, III +: 2005-2006). 

Funding stages: 
1. Nature conservation (LIFE Nature) 

Main aim is to promote the designation of the Natura 2000 network. 
2. Environment (LIFE-Environment) 

The main aim is to support the activities which help the community environmental policy and 
the promoting of the legislation. 

3. Environmental programs of the Countries which are not in the European Union (LIFE-
Third Countries) 

 
The LIFE program was changed from 2007 as LIFE+ program. This consists of three strands: 
nature and biodiversity (specifically for the implementation of the Bird and the Habitat 
Directive), environmental policy and governance, information and communication.28

 
 

 
5.1.7. How does the financing of Natura 2000 work? 
 
In 2001 the European Commission issued a communication to the European Parliament and 
the Council about financing Natura 2000 network, including financial requirements, estimated 
expenses and perspectives for future support, consisting of two parts. One part is a new, 
independent fund; the other is providing support from already existing Community Funds. 
The Commission promoted this latter solution, claiming that “it will ensure that the 
management of Natura 2000 sites is part of the wider land management policies of the EU” 
and “it will allow Member States to set priorities and to develop policies and measures which 
reflect their national and regional specificities”29

The Environmental Directorate General of the Commission developed a guiding document in 
2007 to inform regional and national authorities about funding opportunities and introduce the 
funds available in the period 2007-2013. Based on this document, Natura 2000 can be 
supported from: Structural Funds (European Social Fund and European Regional 
Development Fund), Cohesion Funds, and European Agricultural Fund for Rural 

 

                                                           
28 http://www.termeszetvedelem.hu/index.php?pg=menu_562 
29 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:52004DC0431:EN:HTML, A Natura 2000 
finanszírozása, Útmutató,2007,  
Clare Miller, Marianne Kettunen; IEEP, 2007, A Natura 2000 finanszírozása, Útmutató 
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Development, European Fishery Fund and the Framework Programme For Research and 
Technological Development.  

These funds are usually available on the national and regional level, but the concrete funding 
options are defined by the Member States in their national and regional programs.30

The European Parliament, having regard to this communication, adopted a resolution about 
financing Natura 2000 “insisting that a dedicated fund be set up for this purpose”, as other 
sources of funding are considered insufficient. This dedicated fund would be Life+.

 

31

Based on the resolution of the European Parliament and the Council in May 2007, the 
financial instrument LIFE was prolonged under the name LIFE+ as I mentioned before. In the 
period of 2007-2013 the LIFE + program ensure total 2.143 million Euros for the 27 Member 
States. It can be paid for the objectives which are specified by the program. 

 

As a summary, financing Natura 2000 is a complex issue, as apart from environmental 
financial instrument (Life program); other Community Funds not directly related to 
environment and conservation also take part in the process. 

Co-financing 
 
In pursuant to Article 8 of the Habitat Directive the European Union might support the 
management of Natura 2000 sites. This support might cover the costs of scientific work, 
education and communication, management and monitoring activities, related administrative 
costs and expenses of additional infrastructure development. However in my opinion the lack 
of precise requirements on the implementation of this co-financing might give basis to 
problems.  
Each country has its specific conditions, including natural assets, species of community 
interest, that provide significant benefit, and at the same time providing obstacles, entailing 
some expenses. The volume of expenses increases proportionately with the volume of natural 
assets. It is obvious that it would be not fair to put more burdens on a country because it is 
richer in species and habitats of community interest. 32

 
 

Compensation - Mitigation 

What is the meaning of this two words?  

                                                           
30http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/env/financing_natura/library?l=/contract_management/handbook_update/fin
anszirozasa_2007pdf/_HU_1.0_&a=d, 03.2012. 
31 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P6-TA-2005-
0078+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN, 04.2012. 
32 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:52004DC0431:HU:HTML, 04.2012. 
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Mitigation is not compensation. Mitigation should be use in every case of any environmental 
impact in order to minimize or try to avoid the negative effects. Measure is integral part of a 
project, it is related to impacts and it has no meaning without a project. On the Natura 2000's 
part the possibility to mitigate and reduce impacts to adequate level may be the argument for 
the authorization of the project. Examples for the mitigation: animal passages, acoustic 
screens, sound barriers, landing noise and pollution absorbing assets, selection of the least 
harmful work time, construction work alternatives, building design modifications, the use of 
pro-environmental technologies, modifications and limitations in the functioning of the 
project. 

On the other hand compensation should be applied as the “last line of defence” to avoid the 
unfavourable environmental impacts. Measures focus on offset negative effects of a plan or 
project, compensation is independent from the project and is related to habitat and nature loss. 
At the Natura 2000's respect the possibility to compensate negative impacts significantly, 
normally cannot be the argument for the authorization of the project. Examples for the 
compensation en general: habitat restoration in exchange for destroyed habitat or designation 
new places, restoring links between ecosystems, construction of ecological corridors, green 
corridors, stepping stones, species reintroduction. 

Environmental compensation must be implemented in any case if a project causes damage in 
the Natura 2000 areas. According to Art. 6(4) of the Habitats Directive – in the absence of 
alternative solutions and presence of imperative reasons of overriding public interest the 
compensation must be applied. 

The general environmental compensation may be applied in case of any project also in the 
places which are not the part of the Natura 2000 network. Naturally the Member States can 
create special own rules and requirements to be applied. Similarly, environmental 
compensation may be a tool for achieving national targets for environment protection, 
according to national legal rules. It is common that similar measures are used to solve 
environmental damage. 

In summary it is not good if the compensation is needed because a damage or pollution 
happened. Therefore the best solution should be to avoid the damages during the planning, 
investment planning, in order to avoid the environmental impacts that would require 
compensation.33

 

 

                                                           
33 
http://www.ceeweb.org/workingroups/natura2000/resources/Referencedocuments/Compensation_guidance.pdf, 
03.2012. 
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5.2. Theoretical perspectives concerning Natura 2000 network in Hungary (Fig. 13) 
 
What is the situation at the Natura 2000 areas in Hungary? 
How does the legislation work in Hungary? 
How does the designation work in Hungary? 
What were the tasks after the joining the EU? 
How does the financing of Natura 2000 work in Hungary? 
How does the Spatial Planning and Regional Development work in Hungary? 
What is the link between the Natura 2000 and the spatial planning, regional 
development? 
 

 
Figure 13. Where is Hungary?34

 

 

 

 

                                                           
34http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/0/0e/Location_Hungary_EU_Europe.png;  05.2012. 
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5.2.1. What is the situation in Hungary at the Natura 2000 areas? 
 
One condition of the European Union accession was to form the national environmental status 
accordance corresponding to the European Union standards and to incorporate the EU 
legislation into the national law. 

Extensive research preceded the connection and to facilitate it in 1998 an initiative was 
launched by the Ministry of Environment and Regional Development: the PHARE program 
(Poland and Hungary Action for Reconstructing of the Economy, Polish Hungarian 
Assistance for Recovery Economies). Under the PHARE program Hungary received support 
to move forward in the fulfilment of tasks. According to that the PHARE a project tilted 
„Preparing for the implement of the Habitats Directive in Hungary” helped to establish the 
network in Hungary. 
Not only the governmental but also civil unions  took part the work. Expectations were in 
each country to select all the territories until 2004, which were recommended to link to the 
Natura 2000 network.  The Natura 2000 sites extend after each country's accession, the 
European Union is enriched with natural resources.  

In 2002, the Central and Eastern European Working Group for the Enhancement of 
Biodiversity (CEEweb for Biodiversity is a network of non-governmental organizations in the 
Central and Eastern European region.Their mission is the conservation of biodiversity through 
the promotion of sustainable development), the Association of the Hungarian Ornithological 
and Nature Conservation Association, - Bird Life Hungary, the Hungarian Society of 
Conservationists and WWF (World Wide Fund for Nature) Hungary Foundation created the 
Natura 2000 Working Group. The aims were to give comprehensive information about the 
network to the civil society organisations, to ensure the preparation of the network and to 
build a relationship with the local decision-makers in favour of the effective cooperation. 
The Hungarian Natura 2000 network was introduced by the 275/2004 (X.8.) Decree,which 
controls the nature conservation areas of European Community importance. This regulation 
was amended in 2008, a few points were supplemented in order to meet the two EU directives 
more precisely. 
Hungary has many natural values, which are endangered at the EU level, thus they are 
regarded as protected. In Europe there are around 110,000 animal and plant species and in 
Hungary there are about 45000.35

 
 

 

                                                           
35 Demeter, 2002 
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Data and heritage 

The Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and the Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) cover 
19.682 km² that is 21% of the country (Figure 14-1536

 

). The overlap of these areas is 41%. 
The Natura 2000 network consists of areas already protected before joining the EU (39% of 
the sites) and new areas too. 

 Distribution (km²) % of Hungary’s territory 
55 SPA  13.973 km² 15% 

467 SAC 13.512 km² 14,5% 

∑ 512 sites 19.682 km² 21% 
 
Figure 14 Distribution of the SPA and SCI sites in Hungary 
 
Figure 15 shows the situation and the extension of the Special Protection Areas (marked by 
green hatch which lean in to the left) and the data of the Special Areas of Conservation 
(marked by green hatch which lean in to the right) as well.  
 

                                                           
36 http://enfo.agt.bme.hu/drupal/node/6863; 03.2012. 
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Figure 15 The density of the Natura 2000 areas37

46 habitats, 36 plants, 91 birds and 105 other animals of Community interest occur in 
Hungary (Annex). 41% of the Natura 2000 Network is also protected by the national law, 
these means 846 537 hectares. In 1,2 million hectares nature conservation has effect on land 
use practices because of Natura 2000. 

 

One of the results of Hungarian accession was the creation of a new biogeographical region: 
the Pannonian region. It was the 6th biogeographical regions in the EU. Most of the 
Pannonian region is situated on the area of Hungary.  

It’s seen from the name of the region that it was created for Hungary, it covers Hungary as a 
whole. Although the Pannonian region continues in the Czech Republic and Slovakia, and 
even extends beyond the borders of the Union: Ukraine, Romania, Serbia-Montenegro and 
Croatia. 
It is clear that the cooperation between countries is important and we must keep in mind that 
the impact of the natural activities and the prohibitions has an impact on other countries as 
well. 
 
 

                                                           
37 http://www.eea.europa.eu/soer/countries/hu/soertopic_view?topic=biodiversity; 03.2012. 
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Pannonian Region 

The Pannonian Region is situated in the Carpathian basin that is transacted from north to 
south by two major rivers, the Danube and Tisza. All of Hungary is included in the Pannonian 
Region, the Region contains also the peripheral areas of Slovakia, the Czech Republic and 
Romania and from outside the EU Serbia, Croatia and the Ukraine. The Puszta contains of 
extensive grasslands which stretch out as far as the eye can see, across the flat plains (Figure 
16). This is one of the oldest man-made habitats in Europe, and also one of the largest 
continuous grasslands left in the continent. Another typical characteristic of the Pannonian 
Region is the water. In the past, huge areas regularly flooded by the Tisza and Danube rivers 
and their tributaries. Over time important habitats were formed ex. inland sand dunes, sand 
steppes, loess grasslands and maple-oak loess forests. In these territories, complex and 
variable biodiversity evolved with many endemics. Amongst them are rare species like the 
lesser white-fronted goose Anser erythropus, spoonbill Platalea leucorodia sand saffron 
Colchicum arenarium, the dimunitive pink carnation Dianthus diutinus, the Hungarian 
pasqueflower Pulsatilla pratensis ssp. hungarica and the Torna goldendrop Onosma tornensis 
as well as animals like the Hungarian meadow viper Vipera ursinii ssp. rakosiensis, the snail 
Sadleriana pannonica and the translucent Aggtelek cave shrimp Niphargus aggtelekiensis.38

The Pannonian Region contains 118 species of animals and 46 species of plants listed in the 
Habitats Directive, as well as around 70 birds listed in Annex I of the Birds Directive. 

  

The region is particularly rich in invertebrates too: Lucanus cervus and the nocturnal Morimus 
funereus or the little red Cucujus cinnaberinus.  

This area particularly important for birds, e.g. great bustard, Otis tarda, the ferruginous duck 
Aythya nyroca, the imperial eagle Aquila heliaca and the saker falcon Falco cherrug. 

Special attention was given to a lot of species in the Pannonian Region and their habitats 
played an important role when the areas were designated (the majority of the species proposed 
by Hungary belonged to this place). However a lot of species are also in the Annexes of the 
Directives, which are rare in the European Union but their strong population is still present in 
Hungary and had not basis for designation during former designation processes (e.g. Lucanus 
cervus, Osmoderma eremita, Emys orbicularis, Lanius collurio, Ficedula albicollis, Cirsium 
brachycephalum, Pannonic woods with Quercus petrae and Carpinus betulus etc.). 

                                                           
38  Csima P., Gergely A., Kiss G., Módosné B.I. 2003. Természetvédelem, védett területek tervezése. Egyetemi 
jegyzet 
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I should mention that it is a very important fact that the Pannonian Region is the home for 
numerous species and habitat types that are not present in the area of the other Member States.  
The habitat types and species that are found only in Hungary are called "pannonicums". It is 
especially important to have the adequate size of these areas, because the survival of the 
species dedicated to this territories depends primarily on Hungary.  Pannonian habitat types 
are: Sub-Pannonic steppic grassland, pannonic loess steppic grassland, Pannonic sand steppes, 
Pannonic woods with Quercus petrae and Carpinus betulus and Pannonic inland sand dune 
thicket (Junipero-Populetum albae). 
We can see that it is of a great importance that Hungary can meet the general nature 
conservation goals of the EU, we have to give emphasized attention to the protection of the 
habitats of these species.  
 

 

Figure 16 Pannonian Region39

  

 

                                                           
39http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/sites_hab/biogeog_regions/maps/panno
nian.pdf; 05.2012. 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/sites_hab/biogeog_regions/maps/pannonian.pdf�
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/sites_hab/biogeog_regions/maps/pannonian.pdf�
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5.2.2. How does the legislation works in Hungary? 

The Member States’own law can’t be less strict then the European Directives but it can be 
stricter. The last one prevails in Hungary. The Member States (including Hungary) had to 
aspire to harmonization of laws. The modifications were indicated in a so-called compliance 
table. 
 
The relevant legislation: 
The 1996th LIII. Act: The Environmental Protection 
The Hungarian Parliament, in conformity with the Constitution, created the Act LIII of 1995 
on the General Rules of Environmental Protection. It states that the harmony between human 
activities and nature should be maintained. The natural heritage and environmental values are 
part of the national wealth as well, their preservation and conservation is a very important task 
and of course it has an impact on our health and quality of life. 
The 1996th LV. Act about the wildlife conservation, wide life management and hunting 
275/2004. (X.8.) Regulation which was modified by the 201/2006. (X.2). Governmental 
Regulation about The European Community importance conservation areas  
75 / 2005. Governmental Regulation which was modified by the 201/2006. (X.2.) about the 
central and territorial bodies of state administration tasks controlled and managed by the 
Minister of Environment and Water (now the Minister of Rural Development) 
Legislation background of the Natura 2000 areas is included in a government order including 
the designation preparatory procedure and the detailed legislation regarding the Natura 2000 
network. In theory the reconciliation within the public administration sector is under process 
in Hungary. It should be a strong emphasis on the consultation with the landowners, farmers 
and residents. The interviews with the landowners show that their word wasn’t taken into 
account. There were inquiries and consultations, but unfortunately without major 
consequences.  
In Hungary the Annexes of the plan include not only the species and habitat types of 
Community interest that give the basis of the designation; it contains the accurate list with the 
topographical lot numbers of the designated areas. It is not a question that how useful is it, 
and I have to mention that it is really rare in the Member States to have a complete list of 
topographical lot numbers for the Natural 2000 areas as well. Later it will give a hand in 
every procedure which concerns the Natura 2000 areas (development, modifications, 
investments, and controllers).40

 
 

                                                           
40 http://elib.kkf.hu/edip/D_13930.pdf, 03.2012. 
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5.2.3. How does the designation works in Hungary?  
 
The first step is the preliminary data collection. Among the several data collecting projects, 
the framework of PHARE helped most in the designation in Hungary. In the framework of 
CORINE Biotope project 41

The Member States make proposal for the Special Areas of Conservation and the Commission 
reviews the proposal list regarding each species and habitat type.Biogeographical seminars 
are organized, where experts can be involved. The Commission has right to change the habitat 
list. 

, a database was developed. There are other programmes in 
Hungary besides the PHARE programmes: the National Biodiversity Monitoring Programme 
(created by the State Secretariat for Nature and Environment Protection in 1997), it also 
provided numerous data for the designation of the Natura 2000 areas. 

The designation proposals were developed by the staff of 10 Hungarian National Park 
Directorates, according to the mentioned aspects and the existing data basis. These proposals 
were petitioned to the State Secretariat for Nature and Environment Protection of the Ministry 
of Rural Development. Experts were involved if it was necessary. Besides staff of the State 
Secretariat, the Natura 2000 Consulting Committee also participated in the evaluation process. 
Supervision of the Natura 2000 areas was hold by the European Commission.  
The Special Protection Areas are announced by the Member States. If the lists are incorrect or 
deficient the Commission may organize an informal consultation with the Member States and 
a formal procedure may follow with the involvement of the European Court. 

 

5.2.4. What were the tasks after the Hungarian jointment to EU and after the 
announcement of the Natura 2000 areas? 
  
The 40 % of the Hungarian Natura 2000 sites' were already protected natural areas, before the 
announcement. Their status and the regulations concerning these territories have not changed 
in any way. The 60 % of the Natura 2000 sites hadn’t legislation of the nature conservation or 
protection previously. 

After the announcement the Member States arranged the necessary protection measures and 
restrictions in order to reach the species and places appropriate condition.  

                                                           
41 The goal of this subproject was identified as ‘to identify and describe biotopes of major importance for nature 
conservation in the Community’ (European Communities, 1991a). The project has two main achievements: a  
uropean classification system for biotopes and habitats and a database, containing information about habitats 
and species. 
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It is very important to know that the Natura 2000 areas’ goal is not to close the places where 
any activity is forbidden. People live, work in these places and this activities can be 
compatible with conservation. 

The monitoring tasks are made by the National Biodiversity Monitoring System functioning 
since 1997 at the Natural 2000 areas. But more efforts should be made to develop the 
monitoring methods and regulations.42

The practical implementation of the defences, the "how" is the task of the Member States (as 
the designation). The Community doesn't interfere with the implementation; only in such 
cases when the sent reports show that the national methods aren't efficient enough thus they 
don’t meet the requirements of the directives.  

 

The tools and the methods of implementation are set at national level. Each country has its 
own features, own implementation plans, so I think it was a good idea to give this task into 
the member states’ hands. In addition, the measures set in place are usually the most effective. 
Unfortunately in most Member states the prohibition is the only factor that really works. I 
think the most important reason of this is that the famers aren't involved in the Natura 2000 
task and they are not informed well. So the tasks are misunderstood.  

But I should like to mention that it is not so simple, because the directives are made at the EU 
level, and there are some parts of these that really restrict the possibilities. 
Several guidelines dictate that after the declaration of the territories to be designated the 
Member states must perform other tasks which help to prevent the species and habitats of 
community importance. As the two directives are the most important obligations in the Nature 
2000 areas, the conclusion is that management is in the EU's hand. Furthermore the EU 
controls almost everything by the monitoring system, including the assessments, reports, and 
research and education activities. Serious scrutiny is needed, whose results should be sent to a 
"higher" apparatus. This apparatus have the power to create sanctions if they find negative 
data. The experience shows that the lofty goal to let this network work only at the national 
level is not enough now. 
The Commission needs information about the endeavour of the Member states, on the other 
hand predicts the emerging trend of the network developments. The advantages of the strict 
control are that through this reports it can be realized that which country needs help or 
intervention. 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
42 Tompa, 2007 
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5.2.5.  How does the financing of Natura 2000 work in Hungary? 
 
In order to establish the Natura 2000 network, and especially to monitor the designated sites, 
to restore habitats and to develop further development and management plans, financial 
resources are needed. As I already mentioned, the LIFE-Natura fund is the financial 
instrument available for the financing of Natura 2000 network. In 1992, together with 
adopting the Habitat Directive, the LIFE program was also initiated, allowing the Member 
States to get financial support for the implementation of environmental and conservation. In 
Hungary the New Hungary Development Plan regulates the subsidies available for Natura 
2000 sites.  
It would be important to inform all stakeholders (land-owners, land-users, nature conservation 
authorities, NGOs and all parties directly or indirectly involved in the management of Natura 
200 sites) about the available financing opportunities.   

5.2.6. How does the Spatial Planning and Regional Development work in this topic in 
Hungary? 
 
In Hungary Act XXI of 1996 on regional development defines the institutional framework of 
spatial planning and also grounded the development of spatial planning as a profession. 
Spatial planning – as a new, specific form of regional development – influences and at the 
same time serves the implementation of the national regional development policy through 
studying technical and ecological conditions, and through defining the spatial orientation of 
technical infrastructural systems of regional significance.43

Gradual establishment 

  

 
The institutional and infrastructural background of spatial planning was gradually established 
over the last 10 years. Following the Act on Regional Development in 1996 further 
regulations were adopted covering the process of developing spatial plans: consultations and 
adoption of plans, technical content, accreditation to make such plans, central and regional 
planning committees for professional qualifications, information systems enabling appropriate 
baseline information, and the establishment and operation of the documentation centre for 
registering and filing the plans.  

The first milestone was in the year 2000, when the plans of the Recreational Region of 
Balaton were adopted by a law – this was the first time after the state-socialist period when 
the Parliament made a decision on a regional development plan, including development 

                                                           
43 http://www.vati.hu/files/sharedUploads/static/fvr2006_1/FVR/cikk_05.html, 43.2012. 
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zones, the location of roads, public utilities and other technical infrastructure and the 
conditions of establishing this infrastructure.) 
Then the National Spatial Plan, later the spatial plan of Budapest Metropolitan Area was 
adopted in 2005, thus the range of spatial plans adopted through a law became complete.  

In 2005 the Act on Regional Development was modified, to supplement the deficiencies of 
the 1996 law in relation to spatial planning.44

 
 

VÁTI's Spatial Planning and Evaluation Directorate 

VÁTI's Spatial Planning and Evaluation Directorate (VÁTI TTÉI) is at special professional 
backgrounds institution, recognized territorial planning, analyzing, evaluating, monitoring, 
consultation, research and expert service organization  of the Hungarian spatial planning. 

High quality works, professional documents were made, for example the National Regional 
Development Concept, the National Spatial Plan, Lake Balaton Act, the National Settlement 
Network Development Concept, the Parliamentary report on the development of regional 
processes, ROP, AVOP, NHDP and NHRDP planning, assessment of priority projects. 

The professional units are: 

    Strategic Planning and Rural Development Office (TTÉI STVI) 

    Regional Analysis, Evaluation and Monitoring Office (TTÉI Teem) 

    International, Regional Policy and Urban Planning Office (TTÉI NTUI) 

    Regional Planning and Regional Planning Office (TTÉI TTRI) 

The following table (Figure 17) summarizes the Territorial Plans System of Hungary 
(Regional development concepts and programs): 

Type of the plan   
The National Development Concept Parliament   (decision) 
Regional Development Concept  Regional Development Council 

 Regional Development Program 
County Development Concept County Development Council 
County Development Program 
Subregional Development Concept  Subregional Development Council 

 Subregional Development Program 
National Environmental Program  Parliament   (decision) 

Figure 17 Regional development policies and programs 
                                                           
44 http://www.vati.hu/index.php?page=main&menu=19782&langcode=hu, 03.2012. 
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Comparison of planning systems  

The main difference regarding spatial planning systems between Western European countries 
and Hungary is that in Hungary spatial planning primarily covers area use and linear 
infrastructure, while in Western Europe spatial planning is a more complex issue, namely 
involving settlement development, population, employment, social relations, economic 
structure, and financial support of enterprises. These areas belong rather to Regional 
Development in Hungary (Figure 18).  

 

Western Europe Planning sector Hungary 

Spatial  Planning 

 

 

 

covers area use Spatial  Planning 
linear infrastructure 
settlement development Regional planning 

population, employment 

social relations 

economic structure 

Regional planning financial support of enterprises 

Figure 18 the comparison of the Hungarian and European planning systems 
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5.2.7. What is the link between the Natura 2000 and the spatial planning, regional 
development? 

Nowadays ongoing development activities load a heavy burden on still remaining natural 
area. Recognizing that valuable ecosystems should be protected against inappropriate 
developments, a special emphasis is put on the evaluation of biological diversity in the case of 
new development plans and projects, impact assessment, strategic environmental assessment 
or environmental impact assessment should also be conducted. This ensures that negative 
impact on the natural environment is minimized or eliminated by selecting alternative 
locations or appropriate compensation measures. This assessment – in case they are done in 
the initial, planning phase – enable the consideration of biological diversity, conservation of 
plant and animal species and habitats is taken into account from the very start. Thanks to this 
strategic approach of spatial planning, development activities can be more integrated and 
more sustainable, risk of difficulties and delays can be reduced.  
Every new program and plan related to the EU Structural Funds (European Regional 
Development Funds, European Social Funds or Cohesion Funds) should go through a 
strategic environmental assessment before financing is approved.  
Larger development projects (with a value exceeding 50 million EUR) that are co-financed by 
EU Structural Funds first should be approved by the European Commission. In such cases the 
Commission checks if the environmental impact assessment and the appropriate evaluation in 
the case of projects affecting Natura 2000 sites is completely covering all possible 
environmental impacts, including those on biological diversity, and that appropriate measures 
are made in order to mitigate or avoid negative impacts. 
 
Results achieved so far  
• In the framework of the new Structural Funds (2007–2013) all plans and programmes are 
subject to strategic environmental assessment  
• In the framework of the new Structural Funds new opportunities are open to support the 
preservation of biological diversity regional development programs and cross-border 
programmes 
• Application forms of major projects co-financed from EU funds contain the requirement that 
complete environmental impact assessment and in the case of Natura 2000 sites, appropriate 
evaluation should be made.  
• Proper implementation of strategic environmental assessment, environmental impact 
assessment and appropriate evaluation is supported by the guidelines of the Commission and 
the infringement procedures.  
• At the moment the concept of an ecologically coherent, environment-friendly European 
infrastructure is being developed, in order to adopt a strategy in 2011 to manage the problems 
caused by habitat fragmentation and to promote a better adaptation to climate change by 
developing and maintaining ecosystems.  
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Conclusion of the theorical parts 
 
The detailed data collection from the literature was absolutly necessary (both chapters of the 
theoretical perspective part: 5.1 and 5.2).  
- On one hand I presented the Natura 2000 network at the EU level and - in more details - 
the situation of the Natura 2000 areas in Hungary. For this purpose I needed the detailed data 
collection from the literature. As I wrote before I quest for the information at the libraries of: 
the Corvinus University of Budapest, the Hungarian Ornithological and Nature Conservation 
Society and Ministry of Rural Development by using printed literature and the internet service 
as well. The research work was very useful for me because during the data collecting I have 
got a big amount of new information about the Natura 2000 network. Now I understand the 
principles of the Natura 2000 in general and in details, I can recignize the advantages and the 
goals of this net, but now I see the difficulties arise with the implementation of Natura 2000 
also. 
The creating of the Hungarian Chapter had some difficulties. The found literature was mainly 
in Hungarian language, and the quantity of the data was weak. It was much more difficult to 
find studies, documents in connection with Hungary than with Natura 2000 at the EU level. 
- On the other hand the second aim of the detailed literature review was to find and collect 
the problems that already had appeared Europe and could appear at the Natura 2000 sites in 
Hungary.  
During the overview of the following themes: development of Natura 2000, formulation and 
changes of the two Directives, management of the  Natura 2000 network, the current situation 
in Hungary, numerous problems popped up. So in this way as a result of the literature 
overview I came to know and collect the problems and furthermore I used them later when I 
created the surveys. 
 
The list of problems arising with the management of Natura 2000 network (collected 

from the literature review):  

- industrial investments and development  

- fragmentation  

- problems with the private ownership  

- information gaps  

- problems with the compensation  

- land use restrictions   

- instability of the support system offences  

- problems with the areas assignment  

- offences, legal issues  

- spread of invasive species  

- problems with the private forests and inadequate management  
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6. ANALYSIS 
 

 

Figure 19 45

The territories of Natura 2000 are the places were different interests meet, so it is not a 
surprise that problems appear. In connection with this I posed two questions which were 
answered with the help of two different surveys. 

 

 
6.1. What are the main problems arising in the Natura 2000 network in Hungary? 

 
This question was answered with the help of the survey No. 1. 
The question of the survey: What is the main problem in the Natura 2000 areas 
(according to the respondent’s opinion)? 
The method is the survey data collection in two respondent groups: first group: professors and 
specialists, second group: landowners and farmers. 
The listed problems options of the survey were based on literature overview. 
6.1.1. Professors’ and specialists’ opinion (the first group of respondents in this survey) 
The Figures 20-21 are based on the professors’ and specialist’ view of the problems in the 
Natura 2000 sites, show the the distribution of the problems. 

The number in the second column means the number of the persons who chose that certain 
problem from among 11 listed.  
                                                           
45 
http://pogi.blog.fn.hu/index.php?view=bejegyzes_oldal&bejid=156122&bejcim=Az_Unio_es_a_fenntarthatosag
&todo=/,05.2012. 
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Figure 20 Distribution of the chosen “main” problems according to the opinion of 
professors and specialists 

 

 

Figure 21 Diagramm: Professors and specialist view of “main” problems 
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The results show that according to the the experts’ opinion the industrial investments and 
development, the fragmentation, the problems with the private ownership and the information 
gap are the hardest problems at the Natura 2000 sites in Hungary. I would like to study these 
problems in details. 

 

Problem 1. Industrial investments at Natura 2000 sites  

It means the problems with construction, implementation of other projects or activities in the 
natural environmen, (interventions into the landscape because of industrial interests). 
 
Investments in Natura 2000 sites 

The most important thing about development and spatial planning areas is to know that there 
is no any priori prohibition at the Natura 2000 sites. But in most cases the new projects should 
be reviewed, as every investment affects the whole environment, and not only the direct place 
where the investment was made.  
 
Article 6 of the Habitats Directive provides the assessment of development proposals which 
are likely to have an impact on designated sites. These provisions are based on environmental 
impact assessment. 
Many people do not realize that even if this assessment shows that the planned interventions 
result significant damage, the directive does not preclude development. The Member States 
may authorize the intervention in cases where there is no other option for solving the problem 
and where an overriding public interest in the development is demonstrated. But in this 
situation the counrties have to implement compensation measures to maintain the integrity of 
the network. 
If an industrial intervention has negative impacts mainly on sites with that host priority 
habitats or species (particularly rare and vulnerable habitats and particularly protected 
species) the only considerations that may be raised are those related to human health, public 
safety or to beneficial consequences of primary importance for the environment.  In every 
other case the Commission's opinion should be asked. 
To assist Member States and other interested actors in implementing the provisions of Article 
6, detailed interpretative and methodological guidance have been published.46

Regulations on Natura 2000 sites are defined by government decree 275/2004. (X. 8.).

  

47

                                                           
46 

 
When investments are implemented, damages should be minimized. Nature conservation 
authority might require restoration and development activities (compensation measures) on 
another Natura 2000 site, proportionate to the expected environmental damage.  

http://www.haszon.hu/agrar/noevenytermesztes/148-elirasok-natura-2000-gyepen.html Előírások Natura 2000 
gyepen 2009.  
47 http://bnpi.hu/doc/natura2000.pdf, 03.2012. 
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The Natura 2000 status of a site can be deleted with the approval of the European 
Commission, in the case the species and habitats of Community importance for which the site 
was designated, disappear from the area, due to natural reasons.  
If any activity requiring permission is made without appropriate permission or not in 
accordance with the permission, the competent authority (in Hungary it is the Environmental, 
Conservation and Water Management Directorate) bans the activity, and demands the 
restoration of the original conditions. If this condition cannot be restored, then the Directorate 
will require restoration and development measures to be completed on another Natura 2000 
site.   
 
Three kinds of compensation measures are the most common: 

Restoration or improvement of existing natural areas (habitat reconstruction): the restoration 
of the habitat by maintaining the natural value and by ensuring the implementation of 
conservation objectives, and the improvement of the remaining habitat proportionately to the 
negative impact caused by the plan or project at the Natura 2000 site.  
The second opportunity is the relocation of habitat, means establishment of a habitat on a new 
or a larger area that will become part of the Natura 2000 network.  
And the third one is the designation of a new site pursuant to the Habitat Directive.48

 
 

Supplement:  
Licensing of plans and investment affecting Natura 2000 sites 

Each plan, program, investment affecting and presumably influencing the state of a Natura 
2000 site should be preliminarily assessed, in order to gauge the impacts made on the 
designating species and habitat and their conservation status.  
Determining the significance 
The authority issuing the license (directorate, notary public, transportation authority) assesses 
the plans. The decision is made based on its own sources of information, possibly involving 
the competent authority, experts or the directorate. If the assessment suggests significant 
impacts, then an impact assessment should be carried out. However it is important to define 
what is an impact, to avoid any misunderstanding.  
 
Dénes Nagy: „On the one hand the Act on Public Administration Procedures names few of 
the activities that cause significant impact. On the other hand, if this Act does not cover a 
certain activity, then the Directorate makes a decision in the framework of an authority 
procedure, whether the impact is significant or not. The issue of competence usually 
arises.”49

 
 

The task is further complicated by the fact that there are no guidelines applicable to all cases. 
In my opinion the most important thing is to maintain or reach the favourable conservation 
status. It is important to take into account that in the case of rare, locally threatened species a 

                                                           
48 Gáspár, 2011 
49 interview 
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minor impact can be significant. In the case of species and habitats with decreasing 
population, with unknown trend or with a high priority, special precaution is recommended. 
In pursuant to Article 17 an annual change of 1% in the population is considered significant 
(for example 1% loss of the habitat).50

In case there is no significant impact, the assessment study should be appropriately 
documented (and stated in the justification part of the authority decision). 

 

The interviews revealed that it might be problematic that not only the impacts on the 
designating species and habitats of Community importance, and their conservation status are 
assessed. The extension of the affected site, its relation to the Natura 2000 network (it can be 
outside the network!), the wildlife of the Natura 2000 site and the environment of the given 
site should also be taken into account.  

In summary the nature conservation authority contribute to the implementation of an 
investment only if it is established that it doesn’t harm or endanger the sites of the Natura 
2000 and it is not contrary to the purpose of selection, namely the preservation of the 
favourable conservation status. Endangered investment can be allowed only because of the 
public interest, and the European Commission must be informed. Public interest can: 
protection of human health or life, maintaining public safety, priority interest about the 
protection of the environment. In case of the high priority Natura 2000 areas the investment 
can be achieved only by high public interest, which has beneficial long run interest of the 
significant proportion of the population.  

Notorious cases in Hungary: Audi case  

The most known Hungarian case was when the Commission accepted the investment at the 
Natura 2000 area: the famous Audi case. 

There is a 200 hectares shooting range at Győrszentiván which is in the treatment of the 
Ministry of Defense it was abandoned since years. The neighbouring land owner is the Audi 
Hungaria Motor Kft (AHM Ltd) who acquired this place in 2010. 
The problem is that this beautiful sand area which has unique value is a part of the Natura 
2000 network (HUFH 2009 nyt.sz.) as "an extraordinary importance area of conservation".51

The protected and strictly protected plants and animals (which are found at this territory) are 
the core area of the national ecological network according to National Spatial Plan. 

 

Here we can find such rare floral spiciness like Festucetum vagainatae arrabonicum, Alyssum 
montanum, A. calycinum, A. desertorum, Carex humilis, C. stenophylla, Pulsatilla pratensis 
ssp. nigricans, Iris arenaria, Astragalus exscapus. Animal species like: Iphiclides podalirius, 
Papilio machaon, Zerynthia polyxena, Bufo viridis, Rana dalmatina, Lacerta agilis, Lacerta 
viridis, Ciconia nigra, Corvus corax, Falco cherrug are also endemic in this territory and rare 
or protected.  
Audi is a prominent employer in the region. Competent promised that 2100 new jobs are 
created with the factory expansion and through the suppliers it gives more job opportunity to 

                                                           
50 Gáspár, 2011 
51 http://www.greenfo.hu/hirek/2010/08/04/natura-2000-ren-terjeszkedik-az-audi_1280894590, 03.2012. 
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the people: in pursuance of the company' estimates " The Audi Hungaria activities directly or 
indirectly ensure more than 15, 000 people livelihood in the future." 
 However significant Natura 2000 sites disappeared because of the area's incorporation.   
 

 
Figure 22 The Audi factory52

 

 

Backgrond of the Audi case 

The professional opinion of the Fertő-Hanság National Park Directorate (2010) is: "112 
hectares Pannonian sand grasslands (6260) 53 , and 0.4 hectares Euro-Siberian steppic oak 
species (9110) habitat destroyed, and degradation of 3 hectares Pannonian sand grasslands 
(6260) habitat is accepted because of the fragmentation."54

One year later it happened… 

 

                                                           
52 http://www.tisztajovo.hu/kornyezetvedelem/natura-2000-vs-audi/2010/09/24 

 
54 Pálinkás-Bajomi t, greenfo.hu 2011.  
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Figure 23 The plans of the construction55

 

 

Plans of the compensation: 

The National Park proposed the following measures for compensation of the damages: 
1.) The expansion and enhancement of the Hajósi homokpuszta (sand desert) priority 
conservation areas (~ 220000 Euros)  
2.) The development and enhancement of the Kékhegyi lőtér (shooting area) priority 
conservation areas (~ 13000 Euros) 
3.)  Creating and restoring of the Pannon homoki gyepek (6260)56

4.) Establishment of Pannon Homoki borókás-nyarasok (91N0) (sand dunes-poplar), instead 
of the damaged pine and acacia plantations areas (~ 13900 Euros) 

 (sand grass) at the degraded 
areas instead of the damaged pine and acacia plantations areas (~ 137270 Euros) 

5.) Restoration of the Pannon homoki gyepek (6260) (sand grasslands) at the place of Szigeti 
homok (sandland) (~ 10400 Euros) 
6.) Extermination of the invasive plants at the new habitats around the Gönyű homokvidék 
(sand area) (~ 16700 Euros) 
7.) Restruction of Euro-Siberian steppic habitats with oak species (91I0) at the priority 
conservation areas of the Gönyűi-homokvidék (sand area) (~ 6800 Euros). 
 
The compensation is started (we can see the mentioned places at the Figure 24 
 
Two new Natura 2000 sites were adopted and existing Natura 2000 site were expanded (based 
on 275/2004. (X. 8.) and 96/2011. (VI.28.). 

Newly created or expanded Natura 2000 sites: 

                                                           
55 http://www.vedegylet.hu/index.php?page=news&news_id=1269, 03.2012. 
56 code of Natura 2000 habitat which denotes 
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Tiszaújvárosi ártéri erdők (floodplain forests)57

Expansion of the Gödöllői-dombság
  

58

Expansion of the Felső-Tisza
 

59

Expansion of the Hajósi-homokpuszta (sand "desert")
 

60

Kékhegyi Lőtér
 

61

Expansion of the Gönyűi homokvidék
 

62

 

 

Figure 24 Compensation sites63

The experts’ opinion (they didn't want to confess their names in this part of the interviews, 
because it is a delicate case in addition, the situation is sensitive; it got a political colour 
because of the prime minister's support) is that this situation is incomprehensible at the nature 
protection side. It didn't meet any professional protocol.  

 (arrows) 

 
Impact assessments were made, but they didn’t make much effect. Special reference to major 
public interest proved to be a decisive argument. 

                                                           
57 more detail here: http://melleklet.kozlony.magyarorszag.hu/MK_11_079_88_szelveny.pdf, 03.2012. 
58more detail here:  http://melleklet.kozlony.magyarorszag.hu/MK_11_079_66_szelveny.pdf, 04.2012. 
59 more detail here: http://melleklet.kozlony.magyarorszag.hu/MK_11_079_88_szelveny.pdf, 03.2012. 
60 more detail here: http://melleklet.kozlony.magyarorszag.hu/MK_11_079_25_szelveny.pdf, 03.2012. 
61more detail here:  http://melleklet.kozlony.magyarorszag.hu/MK_11_079_25_szelveny.pdf , 05.2012. 
62more detail here:  http://melleklet.kozlony.magyarorszag.hu/MK_11_079_73_szelveny.pdf,03.2012. 
 
63 based: http://www.vedegylet.hu/index.php?page=news&news_id=1269, www.kolcsonosmegfeleltetes.eu., 
03.2012. 
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The compensation is definitely needed. But the compensation isn't the perfect solution; 
furthermore it can make other problems as well. One of the compensation is that new smaller 
areas are designated at different places, so the Natura 2000 network won't be coherent 
anymore; the network became more and more fragmented. 

It is clear that it is impossible to compensate a habitat perfectly with such classification of 
other areas. Of course, it is joyful that other sites became the part of Natura 2000, but that 
ones, who are withdrawn, unfortunately disappeared. 
 
 

Problem 2. Fragmentation  

Fragmented areas, isolated areas 

Fragmentation: the process when a bigger coherent habitat decomposes into smaller parts. 
Usually the reason is the humain intervention. It is a huge problem because the border zone is 
growing and it leads to extreme situations (Figure 25) 

The consequences of large scale constructions 
(urban sprawl, intensive farming or forestry 
practices and transportation routes) result the 
disappearance of the natural ecological corridors. 
So there is no more connection between the 
remaining green patches, no connection between 
growing organisms and between feeding areas. 
Isolated areas (usually they are protected) are 
developed. Most of the human activities build barrier for living beings, become significant 
and sometimes insurmountable obstacles for species movement. They also make the 
environment more hostile and inaccessible for wildlife. The area is reduced and the district 
increases so the 'edge effect' becomes harder. 

There are direct and indirect effects of the investments. Direct effect is for example when the 
place is incorporated, most often in the form of industrial sites and the other is the 
infrastructure (construction of roads, overhead power lines etc.).There are several harmful 
ecological impacts which are more indirect: destruction of the tracks and the surroundings of 
the stationary and slow-moving species, the impact on the species behaviour (changed living 
environment, changed movement pattern), changing of the physical characteristics of 
environment (edge effect, microclimate, compaction), pollution. 

Border Area, lack of buffer zones 

In our urban world, almost everywhere in the natural and semi-natural areas are surrounded 
by man-made facilities. This raises many problems because these small green areas are under 
the urbanization and recreational loads. 

The Figure 26 shows the fragmentation situation in Europe. And at the Figure 27 we can see 
the Hungarian core areas (orange), buffer areas (yellow), continuous ecological corridor 

Figure 25 Fragmentation 
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(green), interrupted ecological corridor (purple). We can see that that the ecological corridors 
try to keep the connection between the core areas, but it is a really hard work. Today it is 
almost impossible because there are complex road systems everywhere, the cities and towns 
are connected with hard covered roads, which cut the connectivity between the green areas. 
Green gateways should be established for the wildlife to get through the roads and to solve the 
fragmentation problem. Unfortunately in Hungary the greenways, green bridges are built 
slowly and only in a few places. 

However the purple signs mark the interruptions, it is clear that if we draw all of the lack 
between the natural sites, the whole map should become purple. So I can say the areas which 
have the biggest interruption are only marked with purple. Hungary has relatively huge 
extension of the natural and semi-natural areas but the connectivity is not solved as we can 
see. Public authorities should try to develop the connectivity between the areas. 

 

 
Figure 26 Fragmentations in the EU64

The value of the effective mesh size per country is represented as a regular grid (a proxy cell 
size of mesh in km²) 

 

                                                           
64 http://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/figures/illustration-of-the-level-of, 03.2012. 
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Figure 27 The National Ecological Network65

 

  

How could the problem of industrial investments be solved or minimalized? 

An integrated approach to spatial planning can increase landscape permeability and help to 
establish multifunctional zones. The final aim should be to create an ecologically and 
functionally coherent habitat network, which ensures the life for plants, animals and for 
humans too. So, integrated spatial planning could be an effective tool for building a green 
infrastructure.  
Moreover, integrated spatial planning of green infrastructure is a part of a broader 
development policy, which goal is to give opportunities to the countries for sustainable 
economic growth and will help the EU’s territorial cohesion agenda (the Lisbon Treaty). 
In order to achieve these aims, it is important to match different policy sectors in an integrated 
and co-operative way, so that land-use priorities can be determined in a sustainable and 
intelligent manner at a strategic level, over a large enough geographical area. 
If we see the practical side, this means considering the ecological impact of such necessities 
as housing, energy and transport at all stages of the planning process, rather than housing 
authorities make planning decisions that are subsequently subject to ecological impact 
assessments. 

                                                           
65 http://www.termeszetvedelem.hu/index_v.php?pg=menu_588, 03.2012. 
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One of the most important thing and it is one of the biggest deficiencies in Hungary the 
engagement of authorities and stakeholders (at local or regional level). They should be 
engaged at the earliest possible stage in preparation, in planning of the framework of a future 
EU green infrastructure. It is particularly important if they have to play a crucial role in its 
implementation. For the sake of coherence, these local and regional spatial planning strategies 
then need to be supported by an overall policy framework that sets clear objectives, targets, 
timetables and funds for implementation. 

 

Green infrastructure 

Green Infrastructure focus on the health and resilience of ecosystems and the provision of 
ecosystem services, and takes into account addressing mitigation and adaptation to climate 
change. It contributes to minimising disaster risks, by e.g. using ecosystem-based approaches 
for coastal protection through marshes/flood plain restoration rather than constructing dikes. 
Green Infrastructure helps ensure the sustainable provision of ecosystem goods and services 
while increasing the resilience of ecosystems. The concept emphasises on the overall 
objective of ecosystem restoration, which is now part of the 2020 biodiversity target. 
Building a green infrastructure will help to reconnect existing nature areas, for instance 
through wildlife corridors or stepping stones and eco-bridges, as well as improve the general 
ecological quality of the wider environment so that it is more friendly and permeable to 
wildlife. 
I think the green infrastructure will be an important help for the Natura 2000 areas. 
Furthermore we have to take efforts to long-term security, efficiency and cost effectiveness of 
investments. 
But it is true that to reach the full impact, green infrastructure needs to go beyond the Natura 
2000 network. If doing so, Green Infrastructure can still bring substantial benefits to the 
network. At the spatial dimension, Green Infrastructure should help to solve the objectives of 
Article 10 of the Habitats Directive by ensuring the ecological coherence of the Natura 2000 
network and avoiding that the Natura 2000 sites become isolated ‘islands of nature’. 
Green Infrastructure is aimed at strengthening ecosystems by developing an integrated land 
management. It shall protect and restore Europe's rich natural heritage and counter loss and 
fragmentation of the natural environment. Developing Green Infrastructure will enhance the 
land's permeability for migrating species and re-connect habitats which had been separated by 
intensive land use, transport routes and urban sprawl. 
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Figure 28 Parts of the green infrastructure;66

  
 

 

 

Figure 29 Green infrastructure designs;67

 
 

                                                           
66 http://www.greeninfrastructure.net/content/definition-green-infrastructure, 03.2012. 
67 http://www.docstoc.com/docs/49575252/Green-Infrastructure 
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Besides making spatial connections for nature, Green Infrastructure can also support a range 
of vital ecosystem functions. It strengthens ecosystems' resilience and sustains key services 
they provide. If ecosystems become too small or isolated, they may stop delivering valuable 
services such as food, clean air and freshwater. Green Infrastructure – from valuable green 
urban areas and manmade bridges to natural areas, ecological corridors and zones where 
habitats merge – is maintaining and strengthening ecosystems by giving them space to 
develop all their functions and to flexibly react on climate change effects. 

In summary the green infrastructure's main aims are to maintain Europe’s biodiversity, for 
instance by ensuring the ecological coherence and connectivity of the Natura 2000 Network 
(of article 10 of the Habitats Directive) and,  to safeguard and to restore valuable natural 
ecosystems at a broader landscape level so that they can continue to deliver valuable services 
to mankind. 

Problem 3. Question of private ownership 

In Hungary, the majority of soil land is privately owned. It is hard, expensive and almost 
hopeless to designate protected area and to keep the natural interest's priority in the private 
places. In addition it is not enough to designate a protected area in order to protect a species. 
In this respect one of the biggest problems with the Natura 2000 areas, that most of the people 
thinking on an extreme way: agriculture OR nature protection. Unfortunately, even today 
many people have this attitude in connection with Hungarian Natura 2000 network's 
preparation and acceptance. However, this point of view is wrong. The agricultural activities 
in most cases, also serves the interests of nature conservation. But of course it doesn’t mean 
that there are no conflicts between the protection activities of the natural values and the 
agriculture. This happen mostly when such a management form is forced, which is different 
from the ecological characteristics of the region. 
Example: There is a famous case of the idea of forced rice cultivation in the Hortobágy (a 
reagion in Hungary) in 1950'-s. Thousands of acres, suitable for grazing were destroyed by 
extremely long sewerage construction, which was necessary for this water-intensive culture. 

To solve the problems rising from the territories of the private ownership several projects 
were designed: for example to buy the private sites from the farmers, stop the agricultural 
work at these places and meet the management objectives. 

Good example is the case of Nagy-sziki Lake (and it’s catchment area) 

At the Figure 30 we can see the forests and grasslands which were nationalized in 2009: the 
forest at Kerek-fenék, Nagy-szik and the grassland at Nagy-szik (photos by Olah János) 
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 Figure 30 The lake of Kerek-fenék was purchased (Oláh János)  

The purchased land is marked with red and the boundary of the Natura 2000 area is marked 
with green. It is clear that all of the purchased lands are located within Natura 2000 (Figure 
31) 

 
Figure 31 The purchased land is marked with red and the boundary of the Natura 2000 
area is marked with green.  

   

 

http://www.hortobagyte.hu/images/akcio/hte2011_01.jpg�
http://www.hortobagyte.hu/images/akcio/b2_4.jpg�
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Figure 32 The purchased lands 

 

Problem 4. Information gap 

The analysis of this problem is discussed later. 

 

6.1.2. The landowners’ and farmers’ opinion 

At the Figures 33-34 the problems at the Natura 2000 sites are shown (based on the 
landowners and famers view).  

The numbers in the second column mean the number of the persons who chose the certain 
problem among 11 listed. The suggested problem options are based on the literature overview 
and were pieced together by me. 

http://www.hortobagyte.hu/images/akcio/hte2011_02.jpg�
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Figure 33  What are the hardest problem with the Natura 2000 area – opinion of 
landlowers and farmers 

 

 

 

Figure 34 Diagram: Landowners and farmers point of view  

The results show that according to landowners’ and farmers’ opinion the most important 
problems in Hungary for them are: land use restrictions, problems with the compensation, 
problems with the private forests and inadequate management, invasive species and instability 
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of the support system. So I turned into these problems in detail. Interestingly nobody of the 
asked persons of this group chose the problem of private owner shipment, as we remember 
this was the problem No 3. of specialists!  

 

Problem 1. Insufficient compensation 

The investment process cannot be stopped, especially if the easily accessible, but 
continuously decreasing green fields are targeted.  
During the interviews I found that the mostly targeted and endangered lands are the Natura 
2000 grasslands with plans to be bought and built in. Forests are not preferred, because 
preparation of the area would cost too much.  
Exactly for this reason, those grasslands are the most exposed to such “threats”; at first only 
these areas received compensation support.  

Furthermore BTAU (Biodiversity Technical Assistance Units) predominantly concentrated on 
grasslands (2007), as these habitat types are covered better by research, policy, subsidy. Also, 
grasslands are rather connected with SMEs (small and medium enterprise), by the fact that 
enterprises, working in forest management are mostly state owned. In 2008, the BTAU has 
widened its portfolio to include fishponds and vineyards. 

The land use regulations for the management of grasslands were published in a government 
decree in 2007 (269/2007 gov. decree). This decree stipulates necessary expectations. If these 
are fulfilled, then the farmer is entitled to receive top-up compensation support, 38 Euro for 
each hectare for one year.  

Dénes Nagy (colleague of the MME/BirdLife Hungary): „There is compensation payment 
for direct Natura 2000 requirements in the case of grasslands. This year a similar measure 
for forests is expected. For plough lands there is no compensation support, as there is no 
special management requirement apart from the national „good farming practice” 
guidelines.” There are certain voluntary actions in the framework of the agric-environment 
support scheme, but this cannot be directly linked to Natura 2000. 68

 
 

Problem 2. Land use restrictions 

Many users or owners of the land don't know that they cannot be obliged to switch to other 
land-use that would be more favourable for the Natura 2000 site (for example after clean 
cutting a plantation, there is no obligation to plant a natural forest, that is to improve the 
current state.) If for the sake of conservation such a transformation of the site is 
                                                           
68 interview 
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recommended, then it can be implemented with appropriate subsidy after an agreement with 
the owner.  

However in the case of land-use conflicts may arise if the owner is not willing to continue the 
farming practice applied for decades, but wishes to sell the area.. In such cases the EU would 
not allow the intervention, and damages or lost profit cannot be claimed. 
As I wrote before there is a lot of misunderstanding, the owners are not appropriately 
informed.  They are not well informed that the designation of Natura 2000 sites does not lead 
to new restrictions on land use, as the legislation on the conservation of protected species 
outside protected areas already had regulated this.  
Pursuant to the Birds Directive plough-lands are designated as feeding, breeding or nesting 
areas. In order to conserve Natura 2000 bird’s species the most important measure is to ensure 
that their lands will be cultivated the same way in the future, they should not be transformed 
to forests or industrial areas.  
In case a given area was designated as a feeding area (for example for the Imperial Eagle or 
the Saker), then we can be sure that the land-user should not expect any significant changes. 
But if the site is for example the breeding or nesting area of the Great Bustard, then during 
breeding and nesting season there might be restrictive measures on land-use to ensure 
successful breeding. Nevertheless such restrictions can be ordered by the authorities in any 
protected or not protected, non-Natura 2000 sites as well. Protection of the birds is ensured by 
other measures, such as tree plantations, hedges along the sides of the lands.  

In the case sites used as pastures, the objective is to maintain current land use practices that 
are to graze appropriate animal species in appropriate density in accordance with the carrying 
capacity of the area. The most important problem for Hungarian pastures is the drastic 
decrease in the number of livestock; therefore most of the pastures are not grazed to the 
necessary extent, which is an unfavourable tendency both for agricultural production and for 
nature conservations.  

In the case of meadows there might be more restrictions, as at the usual time of the first 
reaping, most bird species breeding at such places (Great Bustard, Corncrake, Eurasian 
Curlew) are still laying their eggs or having nestlings in or around their nests on the ground. 
The objective of the legislation is to stipulate seasonal restrictions, for which the farmer is 
entitled to receive subsidy. Where there is no opportunity for such restrictions, because 
species settle their unexpectedly, maybe only temporarily, then restrictions can be ordered 
based on the relevant national legislation already in effect. In such cases the land user in 
entitled to claim damages.  
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Néber Szilveszter landowner: 

"I have meadows, which are the part of the Natura 2000. One of the requirements is that it is 
forbidden to mow before June, because of the plants of natural value. It is an unfortunate 
situation because the main mowing season is in May (the flowering plants have the highest 
nutritional value). Later the fodder is much poorer, it is appropriate only for the animals." -
explained the man, who manages 132 hectares. 

This regulation is not beneficial for the farmers. Therefore the European Union compensates 
the loss through the state by 38 Euros per hectare. But Néber Szilveszter complains that it 
needs a huge amount administration to get the compensation money. 

Keep in mind that for the sites of the Natura 2000 network the land users are entitled for the 
flat rate support scheme without any further requirements. The amount of the support will 
change according to the land use regulations necessary for the conservation of the Natura 
2000 sites; taking into consideration extra expenses a lost profit due to the additional land use 
requirements. Therefore the amount of the support might change depending on the method of 
cultivation.  
The Natura 2000 support is linked to the simplified system of flat rate subsidy, so users of 
Natura 2000 areas can get increased support if they respect all regulations, including land-use 
requirements and Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition.  
Besides these subsidies, Natura 2000 land-users can take voluntary conservation measures in 
the framework of the agri-environmental scheme. On one quarter of the Natura 2000 sites 
(500 thousand hectares) the program of Environmentally Sensitive Areas is already available, 
ensuring an increased level of support for farmers undertaking certain voluntary conservation 
measures. In an optimum case the land-user is entitled to 100 thousand forint per hectare if 
obligatory and voluntary land-use measures are combined.  

 

Problem 3. Private forests and inadequate management 

It is a positive and promising process that the condition of state-owned Natura 2000 forests, 
mainly on the territory of National Parks is slowly improving. Nevertheless this is not true for 
private forests.  
In Hungary approximately 700 thousand hectares of forest are owned by 180 thousand small-
owners. This is not reassuring at all, as a small and poor forest-owner is always a threat to 
forests requiring long-term management. Plantation of new forests is also related to 
privatization. Most of the areas available for forestation are already in private hands. The 22 
forest managements and the 28 agricultural limited companies (all of them are mostly state-
owned) have no more reserve areas for this purpose.  
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There are some forest types (e.g. oak forests of the Hungarian Plain) which are special on the 
EU level, and significant areas fall victims to inappropriate management. With the help of EU 
support the situation could be improved, however the competent authorities (Ministry of 
Agriculture and its environmental department and the National Alliance of Private Forest 
Managers) cannot reach an agreement regarding the method of support.  
For the representatives of WWF Hungary the system elaborated by the Ministry of 
Agriculture seems acceptable. According to this scheme the forests of the Natura 2000 
network could be supported through the Forest-Environmental Program.  
The support could be used on a voluntary basis: the manager of the forest would implement 
management measures improving the given forest (habitat), including nature-friendly methods 
of timber exploitation, such as directional tree felling or the curtail of invasive alien species. 
Later management and operational plans would ensure that objectives specific to given 
species could also be attained.  
Finally the Alliance of Private Forest Owners did not support the concept of the Ministry; 
instead they stick to a support scheme universally paid to every forest-manager.  
The designation of NATURA 2000 forests was not advantageous in this regard, as the value 
of the affected forests decreased.   
WWF Hungary acknowledges that managers are entitled to get support, but only to the extent 
to the efforts made to improve the ecological condition of the forests. Forests, even if 
privately owned are public goods; therefore their status is a public issue, especially with 
regards to wildlife.  
During the plantation of new forests, restoration, management indigenous species should be 
prioritized. It might be easier and cheaper to plant black pine (Pinus nigra) and locust 
(Robinia pseudoaccia), but this is not a good solution in the long run. Floodplain forests 
degraded to Alasia and Salix plantations should also be restored.69

 
 

In my opinion it would be important to raise awareness that economic profit is not the only 
measure of success, and not only exploitation of natural values could be a profitable 
investment, but cooperation with nature could be just as reasonable and rewarding. 
Ecotourism is an expanding market niche, and Natura 2000 areas can contribute to these 
activities. In Hungary ecotourism is not well established, but gaining momentum, as I was 
informed at the Hungarian Research Institute of Organic Agriculture. Therefore ecotourism 
might be a good opportunity. The market of the Union can strengthen this trend, as it is 
absolutely open to chemical-free ecological products produced in a nature-friendly way.  
 
                                                           
69 http://wwf.hu/archivum/2007ev/1/mi-lesz-a-magantulajdonu-natura-2000-erdokkel,02.2012.  
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Problem 4. Alien species  

As a result of global change and also as a trigger of further negative processes, alien species 
appear in natural and human-managed living communities.  

Besides restrictions and the lack of information, the most inconvenience is caused by invasive 
alien species. Locust (Robinia pseudoacacia) and cherry (Prunus serotinus) are intensively 
expanding, Chinese sumac (Ailanthus glandulosa), pines (Pinus nigra, P. sylvestris) and 
silkweed (Asclepias syriaca) is moderately spreading. 

The territory of Natura 2000 sites covered by invasive alien species is rapidly increasing; their 
coverage is 15-20% on the average. Invasive species extrude indigenous species, shadow 
smaller plants, take away nutrients, and change the characteristics of the soil, which might 
lead even to the extinction of local species. As a whole, the ecological condition of the 
designated habitat types is deteriorating.  
 
      Figure 35 Robinia pseudoacacia 70                  

Figure 36 Ailanthus glandulosa71

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
70 http://intermountainbiota.org/portal/taxa/index.php?taxon=3638 
71 http://picasaweb.google.com/lh/photo/u4h7DxDKp2xkjmiCi5EwsQ 
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Problem 5. Instability of the support system 

Due to its complexity and constant change the support scheme is not reliable and transparent 
to the farmers, they don't know what to expect in the long run, and this makes them even less 
trustful.  
Only cultivated lands will be eligible to payment - “none should receive income without 
work, as human work is needed to reach the conservation objective, and this work should be 
rewarded” - as a consultation on Natura 2000 formulated the idea. 

   
6.2. The result of the examination of the knowledge of Natura 2000 network and it’s 
problems among different population groups of Hungary.  

The questions of this (No 2.) survey: 

Question 1: Have you ever heard about the Natura 2000 network?  

Question 2: Do you know what is the Natura 2000? 

The method is the survey data collection in three respondent groups. 

As we can see at the Figure 37 the answers of average people show that of 50 people 
surveyed only 9 (18%) heard about the Natura 2000, 41 didn’t and only 2 persons of 9 (it is 
4% of all involved candidates) knew what did it mean. 

In the second group, where professors, experts and students at the Corvinus University of 
Budapest filled in the survery forms, we got better results: of 50 asked persons 49 (98%) had 
heard about the Natura 2000, one hadn’t and 42 persons had known exactly what is Natura 
2000, even when this topic wasn’t strictly the research theme of these specialists. 

The third group consists of landowners and farmers. The interview showed that of 50 – forty 
five persons (90%) had heard about Natura 2000, 5 hadn’t. Of 45 24 persons had known 
exactly what was Natura 2000, 21 hadn’t known exactly. 
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Figure 37 
Question 1: Have you ever heard about the Natura 2000 network?   
Question 2: Do you know what is the Natura 2000?  

Notes: The dark blue column means the “yes” and the red is the “no” for the first question. 
The light blue column means the “yes” and the dark red is the” no” for the second question. 
 
The results are shocking. It is distressing that most of the average people doesn't know 
anything about the Natura 2000 and there are persons who even haven't heared about it?! 
The result gained from the second group in the University is acceptable but don't forget that 
educated persons (students and professors) filled in the surveys. They must know about 
Natura 2000. 
It was surprising that almost half of the asked landowners and farmers, who live and work in 
the Natura 2000 sites, didn’t know what does it mean exactly. 
It revealed that they didn't receive enough information or they didn’t get the updated data, the 
latest changes concerning the Natura 2000 management. It definitely should be remedied. It 
could be a good idea to create a database, where the owners may find data concerning their 
area. This can make easier to keep the contact and to inform the landowners about the 
changes. 
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2. no 48 8 26 

0 

10 

20 

30 

40 

50 

60 
nu

m
be

r o
f t

he
 r

es
po

nd
er

s 
(5

0)
 



69 
 

7. FUTURE 

It is not a question that protecting biodiversity will be more important than ever in the coming 
years, it is a fact. Climate change is raising global temperatures and affecting the pattern of 
the seasons, and will continue to do so even if greenhouse gas emissions are reduced. This is 
having a serious impact on ecosystems and wildlife (ex. the natural timing of events such as 
breeding or migration is altering, migratory bird communities are chaining, several species 
could lose suitable habitats by 2050) and it has a huge influence on our life as well. 
 
Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 
 
Perhaps we can think that the greatest hope is in the Biodiversity Strategy to 2020. Its’ aim is 
to reduce the loss of the biodiversity and stop the degradation of ecosystem services in the 
European Union by 2020. Furthermore they have to restore and the EU's contribution has to 
increase the global loss of biodiversity. This strategy contains six specific objectives and 
contains 20 actions for their implementation. 

 
Figure 38 Structure of the EU 2020 Biodiversity Strategy72

 

 

                                                           
72 http://europa.eu,04.2012. 
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The aim of the Hungarian presidency is to approve the Strategy in the form of Council 
conclusions and it is a priority also. 
 
It is a very important step to try to protect and stop the loss of the biodiversity and in this case 
maintain and develop the Natura 2000 network.  It is necessary for people know to what is 
happening around them and they should require the change off the current destructive life 
style. 
It is important that Natura Barometer informs the public about the latest news, in every two 
years.  In addition, the Commission assesses the Member States' implementation reports in 
every six years. A geographic information system is under development which will give 
online data about the whole Natura 2000 network. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

The Natura 2000 network isn't only about the protection of biodiversity; it may give benefits 
at the economic and social level. 
Economic benefits may derive from ecosystem services (such as water purification, soil 
erosion protection) or activities and services connected to the involved territories as tourism, 
education and training, sale of the products derived from Natura 2000 territories. All of these 
may result significant local income, employment benefits or wider regional development 
benefits.  
The interviews show that we should take more attention on the question: how can the Natura 
2000 network become the power of the local economy's sustainable development and how can 
it help to maintain the local rural communities. 
 
Among the social advantages I emphasize the growth of employment and involvement 
opportunities of local residents' which increases the economic stability and improves the 
living conditions. Other advantages are the protection of cultural and natural heritage, the 
support of the environmental education, recreation, health and comfort. 

Figure 39 Opportunities of the 
environmental 
education(http://www.tisztajovo.hu/kornyez
etvedelem/kornyezetvedelmi-kepzes-
ovopedagogusok-es-tanitok-
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Recreation in the nature, active recreation 
 
People go outside due to different reasons. Many of them prefer a peaceful, quiet place to 
relax, others want to know new landscapes, while others are looking for more active forms of 
recreation (swimming, hiking, biking, and fishing). 
Whatever is the reason, the Natura 2000 network is the great site of enjoyment of European’s 
unique natural heritage. Of course it would work until the leisure activities don't harm the 
habitats and the species of the nature. Most of the activities may be planned according to the 
Habitats and Birds Directive's provisions. 

 

Figure 40 Székelykő73

 

  

                                                           
73 http://termeszetbaratikor.network.hu/blog/termeszet-barati-kor-blogja/turizmus-2012-04-21-07-53-
turaajanlat-hazajaro-a-szekelyko-es-a-torockoi-hegyseg-video, 05.2012. 

http://termeszetbaratikor.network.hu/blog/termeszet-barati-kor-blogja/turizmus-2012-04-21-07-53-turaajanlat-hazajaro-a-szekelyko-es-a-torockoi-hegyseg-video�
http://termeszetbaratikor.network.hu/blog/termeszet-barati-kor-blogja/turizmus-2012-04-21-07-53-turaajanlat-hazajaro-a-szekelyko-es-a-torockoi-hegyseg-video�


72 
 

 

Figure 41 Egervár74

 

 

 

Figure 42 Sószoros75

 

 

In conclusion the Natura 2000 sites, instead of the reservation-like protection may give 
priority to an another type of protection: it is based on the coordination and harmonization of 
the social, cultural, economical and natural protection and conservation. 

                                                           
74 http://www.zalamedia.hu/zalamedia_statikus/naplo/100924/ki.html, 05.2012. 
75 http://erdely.ma/turizmus.php?id=115872,05.2012. 

http://www.zalamedia.hu/zalamedia_statikus/naplo/100924/ki.html�
http://erdely.ma/turizmus.php?id=115872�
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8.  CONCLUSIONS 

The management of Natura 2000 is troubled with several problems. In this work for the first 
time in Hungarian professional literature I collected the problems in connection with Natura 
2000 operation pointed to Hungary. The severity of the problems was determined according 
to the opinions of specialists and people involved in work at Natura 2000 sites. The most 
important problems were analysed in details, I tried to find ways to solute these difficulties 
either. 
As the result of my research I defined the following most severe problems arising from the 
management and implementation of the Natura 2000 areas in Hungary: 
1. The industrial investments and the development of the infrastructure may take away space 
from the Natura 2000 site.  
It is clear that industrial investments are essential for the development of the country, but it is 
important to try to reconcile the interests of the different sectors. We must take efforts to 
create brown-fields in areas where they won’t threaten or destroy green spaces, especially 
natural reservations and protection areas, such as Natura 2000 areas. Many are seeking 
economic benefits only and don't deal with the harm caused to the nature or to others.  The 
Audi case which I mentioned shows that even at the protected or special places as the Natura 
2000 areas can be damaged. 
It would be important to raise awareness of the society that economic profit is not the only 
measure of success, and not only exploitation of natural values could be a profitable 
investment, but cooperation with nature could be just as reasonable and rewarding. Today 
ecotourism is an expanding market, and Natura 2000 areas can contribute to these activities. 
In Hungary ecotourism is not well established, but gaining momentum, as I was informed at 
the Hungarian Research Institute of Organic Agriculture. Therefore ecotourism might be a 
good opportunity. The market of the Union can strengthen this trend, as it is absolutely open 
to chemical-free ecological products produced in a nature-friendly way.  
2.  Fragmentation and the lack off the puffers do harm; the areas should be connected to each 
other. 
On my opinion, the greatest innovation of Natura 2000, that it does not allow to detach the 
species from their habitat and the ecologically associated areas from each other. The 
interconnection between the habitats is the basic condition of the plant and animal populations 
to their survival. If their living space is reduced, then the biodiversity as well, which means 
the reduction of their adaptability, thus chances of survival. 
Nowadays, unfortunately the problem of the fragmented areas and the isolated areas is an 
observed situation in Europe. The fragmentation and the problems, which are caused by it, 
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causes hard cases, especially at the protected areas. These areas can't be preserved and 
maintained without the connection between the sites. 
Spatial planning has a very important role to develop landscape connectivity and condition 
between natural areas (including the protected areas, forests, farmland etc.). It ensures the 
connectivity for the animals and plants help to restore ecosystem functions and ecological 
processes. The most important is to link the fragmented areas to each other. 
3. Big territories are owned by private persons in Hungary, it may obstruct the establishment 
of the Natura 2000 directives.  
The human formed landscape for a long time, as a result the habitats which are looks like 
totally natural are influenced by men in reality. It is particularly true in Europe that one of the 
key elements of the biological diversity is the complex relation system, which links people 
with nature (different land use practices, domesticated animals and plants bred diversity). 
That's why it is very important to focus on the farmers’ activity, the traditional farming 
methods play a key role in protecting of the Natura 2000 sites.  
At the privately owned territory the owner has the same obligations, like at the public owned, 
but it is much more difficult to control the enforcement of the directives. Other problem is that 
it is hard to impact the willing of the farmer. For example if the owner doesn’t want to 
continue the farming practices applied for decades and he wants to sell his land, it is 
impossible to define the customer. 
4. Lack of information and communication leads to ignorance of the Natura 2000 both among 
average people and landowners and farmers. 
As the survey’s results show nor the average people nor the farmers and landowners have 
enough information about the Natura 2000 areas. The average people should know and 
understand that Natura 2000, because it is one of the key tools of the nature conservation and 
the sustainable development. People must change their attitude, they must understand that the 
natural values are representing not only aesthetic value but with appropriate treatment they 
can be also the sources of income. 
On the other hand the farmers and landowners should know their obligations and their 
possibilities to be successful and sustainable. For example they should understand the concept 
of compensation. Compensation must be used in such way when it encourages the farmers to 
manage the environment in nature friendly mode. Landowners and farmers should understand 
that the aims of Natura 2000 don’t restrict their activities. On the contrary, Natura 2000 helps 
to create the conditions necessary for sustainable development. Either we recognize it or not, 
we are mutually depending on the nature and its ‘values. The role of education at all levels, 
the role of specialists and media is invaluable in spread of the Natura 2000 principals. 
 



75 
 

5. Other problems are also important and wait for solution: 
We have the theoretical and the legal basis in practical implementation of corrections which 
are needed here in Hungary. There are too many unclear issues based on relative judgement. 
Sometimes even the authorities disagree in some questions, they have different standpoints 
and that makes the process much more complicated. Lack of the coherent standpoints makes 
the transparency and development much more difficult and complicated to observe. 
Sophisticated but strict instruments can help a lot. 
The other major problem mainly for the farmers is the appearance of outlandish invasive 
species. The main conflict is that the condition of the designated ecological habitat types is 
also deteriorating and it is a difficult task for the farmers to exterminate them. 
Other problems are the lack of stability of the support scheme, offences, legal problems, 
disaffection. We have to strive for compromise solutions. 
I would like to mention two interesting observation in connection with the surveys. First is 
that there is an interesting difference between specialists’ and landowners’ opinion in 
judgment of problem severity: ones approach the problem from theoretical, others from 
practical views.  
The other observation is that there is a huge gap between the knowledge of educated persons 
and average people. It underlines the big role of the education. It is essential for the Natura 
2000 principles to be adopted by the general public in order its’ objectives can be 
implemented in one country. To do this, the average inhabitant must recognize and understand 
the objectives of the Natura 2000. 
 
Natura 2000 is not only a network; it is also a process in progress, hopefully leading to a 
comprehensive, coherent conservation system, where human society gives a hand to wildlife 
for mutual benefits. Human exploited the nature; it was the main tendency until now. 
When the system of Natura 2000 was developed, all sub-processes were interconnected from 
the inception phase through designation to current management practices. This might look 
idyllic; however we must see that this process is a much more complex. There are many 
stakeholders; there are many natural values, and even more economic interests that drive 
human actions. It is not easy to preserve a positive attitude, while we have to restrain 
ourselves from certain habits. On the top of all, the road to the target is still volatile due to 
unknown and influential factors. But I think as time passes the human will see that the current 
lavish, devastating and harmful life is not sustainable in the long term and the changes are 
needed. The role of specialists in this process is big, with the help of different methods like 
education; they can raise the awareness of the public. The government and policies should 
help the specialists in this work. 
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ANNEX 

 

 

Figure 4 The Natura 2000 sites (mainland) in the European Union Member States76

  

 

                                                           
76 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/db_gis/pdf/area_calc.pdf 
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MEMBER 
STATES 

Total 
Natura 
2000 
(km²) 

Terrestria
l Natura 
Area  
(km²) 

% of 
Terrestrial 
Natura Area   

Marine 
Natura 2000 
area (km²) 

Total 
Natura 2000 
sites 

BELGIUM 5,136 3,870 12.7% 1,266 458 
BULGARIA 38,606 37,634 33.9% 972 332 
CZECH 
REPUBLIC 

11,072 11,072 14.0% 0 1,125 

DENMARK 22,390 3,849 8.9% 18,541 350 
GERMANY 80,729 55,06 15.4% 25,668 5,266 
ESTONIA 14,663 8,03 17.8% 6,626 561 
IRELAND 15,885 9,12 13.0% 6,763 583 
GREECE 42,955 35,80 27.1% 7,151 419 
SPAIN 147,591 137,31 27.2% 10,275 1,787 
FRANCE 110,088 68,79 12.5% 41,298 1,752 
ITALY 62,623 57,73 19.2% 4,886 2,549 
CYPRUS 1,760 1,627 28.4% 132 61 
LATVIA 7,865 7,305 11.3% 560 325 
LITHUANIA 8,565 7,879 12.1% 686 488 
LUXEMBOURG 471 471 18.1% 0 60 
HUNGARY 19,939 19,939 21.4% 0 523 
MALTA 50 41 13.0% 11,781 35 
THE 
NETHERLANDS 

17,506 5,725 13.8% 0 215 

AUSTRIA 12,324 12,324 14.7% 7,261 220 
POLAND 68,043 60,782 19.4% 1,748 958 
PORTUGAL 20,951 19,202 20.9% 1,573 147 
ROMANIA 44,227 42,654 17.9% 0 381 
SLOVENIA 7,205 7,203 35.5% 2 286 
SLOVAKIA 14,141 14,141 29.0% 0 420 
FINLAND 55,672 48,758 14.4% 6,914 1,833 
SWEDEN 64,978 57,124 13.8% 7,854 4,074 
UNITED 
KINGDOM 

54,474 17,683 7.2% 36,791 898 

SUM 949,910 761,150 17.5% 198,760 26,106 
Figure 5 Distribution and the number of the Natura 2000 areas in each of the Member 
States 
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Figure 8 The biographical regions covering the territories of the Member 
 States in the EU77

 

 

 

 

Region Countries involved % of EU 
territory 

Atlantic Belgium, Germany, Denmark, Spain, France, Ireland, Portugal, 
Netherlands, United Kingdom 

18.4 

Boreal Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Sweden 18.8 
Continental Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Germany, Denmark, 

France, Italy, Luxembourg, Poland, Romania, Sweden, Slovenia 
29.3 

Alpine Austria, Bulgaria, Germany, Spain, Finland, France, Italy, Poland, 
Romania, Sweden, Slovenia, Slovakia 

8.6 

Pannonian Hungary, Czech Republic, Romania, Slovakia 3.0 
Steppic Romania 0.9 
Black Sea Bulgaria, Romania 0.3 
Mediterranean Cyprus, Spain, France, Greece, Italy, Malta, Portugal 20.6 
Macaronesian Spain, Portugal 0.2 
Figure 10 Biographical regions in the Member States and the percentage78

 

 

 
 
 
                                                           
77 Papp D.- and Tóth Cs., Natura 2000 Site Designation Process with a special focus on theBiogeographic 

seminars,CEEWEB, 2004 
78 European Topic  Cenre on Biological Diversity; http:// biodiversity.eionet.europa.eu 
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Region  Habitat types Animals Plants 
Atlantic 117 80 52 
Boreal 88 70 61 
Continental 159 184 102 
Alpine 119 161 107 
Pannonian 56 118 46 
Steppic 25 25 14 
Black Sea 58 79 6 
Mediterranean 146 158 270 
Macaronesian 38 22 159 
Figure 11 The number of the habitats, animals and plans in the Natura 2000 
 
 
Region SPA SPA -

Total 
area 
covere
d 
(km²) 

SPA - 
Terrestri
al area 
covered 
(km²) 

SPA- % 
of total 
terrestri
al area 

SCI SCI -
Total 
area 
covere
d 
(km²) 

SCI - 
Terrestri
al area 
covered 

SCI - 
% of 
total 
terrestri
al area 

Alpine 365 93,397 93,397 31,1 1,496 145,64
3 

145,643 39,7 

Atlantic 882 76,572 50,572 6,4 2,747 109,68
4 

68,794 8,7 

Black Sea 27 4,100 3,561 30,8 40 10,243 8,298 71,8 
Boreal 1,16

5 
70,341 54,904 6,8 6,266 111,27

8 
96,549 12,0 

Continental 1,47
8 

147,55
9 

128,632 12,4 7,475 150,01
4 

135,120 10,8 

Macaronesia
n 

65 3,448 3,388 32,3 211 5,385 3,516 33,5 

Mediterranea
n 

999 147,35
8 

142,350 16,0 2,928 188,58
0 

174,930 19,8 

Pannonian 100 19,965 19,965 17,5 756 15,858 15,858 12,3 
Steppic 40 8,628  24,4 34 7,210 7,210 19,4 
TOTAL 5,00

4 
486,57
1 

429,615 10,5 26,61
2 

655,96
8 

568,463 13,3 

Figure 12 SPA and SCI sites in the Biographical Regions79

 

 

 

 

                                                           
79 datas based on: http://biodiversity.eionet.europa.eu 
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Survey No 1 

Problems at the Natura 2000 areas 

Please answer the question.  

Underline your choise among the listed options below and put them in severity order 
beginning with the most severe.  

 

What is the main problem in the Natura 2000 areas? 

 

- industrial investments and development, 

- information gaps,  

- fragmentation, 

- instability of the support system offences,  

- land use restrictions,  

- offences, legal issues, 

- problems with the areas assignment,  

- problems with the compensation,  

- problems with the private ownership, 

- problems with the private forests and inadequate management. 

- spread of invasive species, 

 

Please add any other problem that is not mentioned, but you want to 
asses:______________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Thank you for your help! 
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Survey No 2 

The examination of the knowledge of Natura 2000 network and its’ problems among 
different population groups of Hungary 

 

Please answer the question. Underline your choise. 

Question 1: Have you ever heard about the Natura 2000 network?  

yes   no 

 

Question 2: Do you know what is the Natura 2000?  

yes   no 

If “yes”, please define it: 

 

 

 

Thank you for your help! 
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