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&YFDVUJWF�4VNNBSZ
Europe encompasses a great diversity of habitats and species. De-
spite the value of this natural heritage and many efforts to protect
it, recent reports show that the diversity of our flora and fauna
continues to be lost at a dramatic rate. Given this situation, Europe 
has a tremendous responsibility to halt the loss of its biodiversity, 
and to take all necessary action to protect its remaining natural 
heritage.

The European Union has identified nature and biodiversity as one
of its key areas of environmental policy requiring legislation at 
a European level. It adopted its Biodiversity Strategy in February 
1998, which aims to anticipate, prevent and attack the causes of 
significant reductions in or losses to biodiversity.

The EU´s most significant contribution to protecting biodiversity
has been made through the Birds and Habitats Directives, which 
are key policy instruments to achieve favourable conservation sta-
tus for the most important habitats and species. Special Protected 
Areas (SPAs) and Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) designated 
under the Birds and Habitats Directives, together form the Natura 
2000 network which currently represents about a sixth of the total 
land area of the EU. The aim of the Natura 2000 network is to main-
tain or restore the most important European habitats and species, 
to favourable conservation status.

In addition to selecting and managing these sites, Member States 
are obliged to report on the conservation status of habitats and 
species within their territory every six years. The first report was
produced in 2001 and concentrated on the transposition of the 
legislation and the current status of the site designation process. 
The second report, covering the period 2001 to 2006, will include 
(based on best available information) a first assessment of the con-
servation status of all species and habitats of Community Interest, 
listed in the Habitats Directive.

The European Habitats Forum (EHF), as a member of the Habi-
tats Committee Scientific Working Group, strongly supports the
development of a robust monitoring scheme. Therefore the EHF 
co-ordinated the production of this report with the strong support 
of its member organisations and partners. The aim of this exercise 
was to:
1) Test the EU reporting format and the guidance documents
2) Collect some best practice examples 
3) Disseminate preliminary results concerning the conservation 

status of European protected habitats and species.

To this end, EHF experts selected 8 habitats from Annex I and 
14 species from Annexes II, IV and V of the Habitats Directive, as 
well as 5 bird species listed in the Birds Directive. Those 27 habitats 
and species are found in 5 of the biogeographic regions. Although 
this reporting obligation is restricted to the Habitats Directive, 
bird species were also included because it is also necessary to 
undertake such an exercise for bird species and it is likely that 
a similar monitoring system will be established for birds in the near 
future. The 27 habitats and species were generally chosen because 
of relatively high levels of data availability and expertise within the 
EHF network. 

In total 37 national reports were produced. In the case of the 
Eurasian Lynx (-ZOY�MZOY) 5 different country reports (including one
from Switzerland) were used to develop an overall report showing 
the status of this species within the Alps subregion of the Alpine 
biogeographic region.

Although it was possible to complete the first monitoring reports
for most of the habitats and species, a lack of data made it difficult
to complete major parts of the requested assessment. EHF there-
fore recommends that Member States significally improve the data
situation for future reporting periods.

When looking at overall assessments of the conservation status of 
the selected habitats and species, based on these national reports 
(with the exception of Switzerland), the results are disappointing. 
More than 60% of habitats and species were assessed as being 
in a “bad” conservation status and 22% had an “unknown” status. 
Only 6% of the sample ranked as being in a “favourable” condition. 
Out of the assessed 19 species, 12 had “bad” conservation status 
(including loggerhead turtles for the Mediterranean, brown bears 
in Austria and the Eurasian lynx in the Alps), 4 had “inadequate” 
conservation status (including wolves in France), 2 had “unknown” 
conservation status, and 1 had “favourable” conservation status. 
Two of these species were assessed in more than one country. 
Concerning the 8 assessed habitats, 4 had “bad” conservation 
status (including alkaline fens and Cork oak forests), 2 had “bad” or 

“unknown” conservation status depending on the country, 1 had 
“unknown” conservation status, and 1 had “favourable” conservation 
status. Two habitats were assessed in more than one country. 

4QFDJmD SFDPNNFOEBUJPOT

Further analysis, comments and detailed recommendations 
are provided in sections 4 and 5, but the most important ten 
steps to establishing an effective monitoring system can be
summarised as:
1) Ensure a streamlined approach is taken when using biodi-

versity data to meet the various monitoring requirements 
for different EU policies, such as nature conservation, wa-
ter management and rural development, and that these 
different monitoring obligations are compatible.

2) Fully integrate civil society in the monitoring  
process, to allow timely and adequate input at the  
national and EU level.

3) Special attention must be made to the setting of Favour-
able Reference Values (FRVs) in the European Commission 
evaluation of the national reports, and improve as neces-
sary, the guidance and practical advice.

4) Integrate NGO recommendations for setting FRVs, 
as given in section 3.4 of this report.

5) Ensure the integration of biogeographical aspects (con-
nectivity and trans-boundary perspectives etc) within the 
monitoring scheme.

6) Member States should dedicate a specific section of their
reports to assessing the contribution of management 
measures adopted for the Natura 2000 network, and 
special species conservation measures.
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2.2.3� /BUVSB�����

Together the SPAs and SACs designated under the Birds and Habi-
tats Directives form the Natura 2000 network14

http://www.iucn.org/places/europe/rofe/rofe_at_work/ehf.htm
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/nature/home.htm
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/nature/home.htm
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3.3 'BWPVSBCMF�$POTFSWBUJPO�4UBUVT�	'$4


One of the key terms in the Habitats Directive is “Favourable 
Conservation Status” (FCS), which has been and continues to be 
subject to considerable scientific and political discussion. The
Habitats Directive aims to achieve and maintain FCS for habitats 
and species of Community Interest. Specifically, this applies to
habitats listed in Annex I and to plant and animal species listed 
in Annexes II, IV and V of the directive. In general, the directive 
takes a positive approach to defining the concept of FCS which
takes into account the long-term viability of habitats and species 
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3.4 %FmOJOH '$4 BOE 4FUUJOH 'BWPVSBCMF

3FGFSFODF�7BMVFT�	'37


by 1BVM�&EHBS and 5POZ�(FOU, Herpetological Conservation Trust, 
November 2005, with additional comments by 5IPNBT�4QFSMF, 
NABU.

3.4.1 #BDLHSPVOE

In the 2007 reporting and assessment of conservation status, the 
European Commission’s guidance* states that the following catego-
ries of conservation status should be used:
• Favourable Conservation Status (green)
• Unfavourable Conservation Status Inadequate (amber)
• Unfavourable Conservation Status Bad (red)
• Unknown
(The two unfavourable measures can be further qualified with
a ‘+’ symbol, to show that the current status is improving, or  
a ‘-‘ symbol to indicate a continued decline.)

In order to determine which of these categories is currently rel-
evant to a species, reference values need to be set for the combina-
tion of parameters used to define conservation status (as indicated
in Article 1 (i) of the Directive). These parameters are:
• The total range occupied by the species within a member state
• The population size of the species concerned
• The area and condition of relevant habitat(s) occupied by the 

species
• Future prospects of the species 
When certain minimum values for each and every one of these 
parameters have been exceeded then a species is considered to be 
at FCS. If the species is below some (or all) of these minimum values 
it will be in an Unfavourable Conservation Status, and how much 
below determines whether this status is inadequate or bad. These 
minimum values are the “Favourable Reference Values” (FRVs) and 
are essential for determining the conservation status of a species. 
So, FCS is the overall goal and political obligation on Member 
States, whereas FRVs are the scientific baselines which refer to the
practical implementation of FCS. The main difficulty lies in trying to
decide what the FRVs should actually be in the first place – i.e. what
numbers to give them.

To illustrate this problem, simply stating that species A is at FCS 
because 500 breeding pairs are present in a country would be 
meaningless without some kind of reference value against which 
to judge what this number really says about the status of this 
species. Although species A may not be in imminent danger of 
extinction, historical records may show that 50 years ago, there 
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• Ecosystem functions frequently extend beyond the boundaries 
of that habitat, for example, certain bog systems are essential for 
regulating water levels etc, in other systems.

• The interaction between species (e.g. predator-prey relations) 
and their impacts on habitats (e.g. grazing) need to be consid-
ered to ensure that these are in balance (e.g. long-term viability 
is likely) when determining FRVs

• In some cases the purpose of re-establishing a habitat for a par-
ticular species may be more to ensure ecological functionality 
than to provide a precise composition of species communities.

• FRVs therefore need to look at the extent of habitats and the in-
teractions amongst species to ensure biodiversity and long-term 
viability.

W�� 3FTUPSBUJPO�PG�GPSNFS�FYUFOU�BOE�BCVOEBODF
• It is clearly important to take historical losses into account. An 

understanding of the full geographic distribution appropriate to 
the current climatic environment is valuable for understanding 
the context of an FRV. This helps in understanding the reasons 
for change and identifying where restoration is meaningful and 
feasible. 

• Setting an aim for the FRV that reflects a re-establishment of
former ranges (extent and location) and levels (abundance), and 
off-sets past declines, provides a framework for determining
conservation goals. An understanding of former status should 
be used to determine conservation goals, including re-introduc-
tion aims, and this may involve an assessment of the potential 
for establishing the species beyond the known historic range. 
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Table 2: /PUFT�PO�TFUUJOH�'BWPVSBCMF�3FGFSFODF�7BMVFT��
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Table 5:  
4FMFDUFE�#JSET
�BTTFTTFE�DPVOUSJFT
�CJPHFPHSBQIJD�SFHJPOT�
BOE�&)'�FYQFSUT

7FS�OBDVMBS�OBNF3FHJ�O$�VOUSZ%J�FDUJ�F&YYFSU0SHBOJ�BUJ�O�CBSCBUV�#FB�EFE�WVMUV�F"MQ"5#%;JOL)�IF�5BVFSO�/BUJ�OBM�1B�L�m�*OUFSOBUJ�OBM�#FB�EFE�7VMUV�F�.�OJUPSJOH�&(4#V�IJOV���PFEJDOFNV�4UPOF�DVSMFX$�O"5
�6,#%%WPSBL
�)�DDPN�FU	BM�#J�E-JGF	"V�USJB�341#�#J�E-JGF	6,$B�NF�PEJ����BMCV�(�FBU�XIJUF�FHSFU$�O
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�����"DUJWF�SBJTFE�CPHT

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data
National Level 

Habitat Code 7110

Member State DE (Germany)

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

Alpine (Alp), Atlantic (Atl), Continental (Con)

Range Absent in the west and east of Germany

Map

?oCp䓡䓡䐀op䔳ᑅooBᑓᑂᑅᑑ䓡䔱䴔䔀ᑆp䔳ᑓᑂᑅᑊᑑ䓱䐀ᑅnᑅBᑓᑂrᑅᑊCp䓰ooCR1偕
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�����5SBOTJUJPO�NJSFT�BOE�RVBLJOH�CPHT

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Habitat Code 7140

Member State DE (Germany)

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

Alpine (ALP), Atlantic (ATL), Continental (CON)

Range Throughout Germany

Map

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

Biogeographic level (complete for each biogeographic region concerned)

Biogeographic 
region

Continental (CON)

1VCMJTIFE�
TPVSDFT

Database of pSCIs of Germany (2004) 
Rennwald, E. (2000): 7FS[FJDIOJT�VOE�3PUF�-JTUF�EFS�
1nBO[FOHFTFMMTDIBGUFO %FVUTDIMBOET
Dierssen, B.& K. (1984): 7FHFUBUJPO�VOE�'MPSB�EFS�
4DIXBS[XBMENPPSF

3BOHF Throughout the Continental region of Germany

Surface area 280,000 km²

Date 2004

Quality of data 3 = good

Trend 0 = stable

Trend-Period 1840–2004

Reasons for 
reported trend

3 = direct human influence (restoration, deterioration,
destruction)

"SFB�DPWFSFE�CZ�
IBCJUBU

Approximately 100 km²

Distribution map See database of pSCIs of Germany (2004)

Number of locali-
ties

Approximately 2,000–3,000

Surface area Approximately 100 km²

Date 2004

Method used 1 = based on expert opinion

Quality of data 2 = moderate

Trend  - 50% = net loss by 50%

Trend-Period 1965–1995

Reasons for 
reported trend

3 = direct human influence (restoration, deterioration,
destruction)

Justification of %
thresholds for 
trends

Main pressures ����Modification of cultivation practices 
��� Fertilisation 
��� Abandonment of pastoral systems 
��� Forestry replanting 
��� Peat extraction 
��� Drainage 
��� Other human induced changes in hydraulic 
conditions

Threats ��� Modification of cultivation practices 
��� Fertilisation 
��� Abandonment of pastoral systems 
��� Forestry replanting 
��� Skiing complex 
��� Other pollution or human impacts 
��� Drainage 
��� Other human induced changes in hydraulic 
conditions

4USVDUVSFT�BOE�GVODUJPOT

Structure Inadequate (U1): not favourable in more than 10% 
of localities

Functions Bad (U5): bad in more than 50% of localities (see main 
pressures)

$POTFSWBUJPO�
4UBUVT�PG�UZQJDBM�
TQFDJFT

Favourable (FV): 7 species 
Inadequate (U1): 8 species 
Bad (U2): 91 species
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(FOFSBM�FWBMVBUJPO�NBUSJY

Parameter Conservation Status

FV U1 U2 Un-
known

Range About 
stable

Area covered 
by habitat type 
within range

Large decrease 
in surface area: 
Equivalent to 
a loss of more 
than 1% per 
year and with 
major losses 
in distribution 
pattern within 
range and more 
than 10% below 

‘favourable refer-
ence area’

Specific struc-
tures and func-
tions (including 
typical species)

More than 25% 
of the area 
is unfavour-
able as regards 
its specific
structures and 
in particular its 
typical species

Future 
prospects (as 
regards range, 
area covered 
and specific
structures and 
functions)

The habitat’s 
prospects are 
poor, severe 
impact from 
threats 
expected; long-
term viability of 
the most typical 
species not 
assured.

Overall assess-
ment of CS

Bad

�����%FQSFTTJPOT�PO�QFBU�TVCTUSBUFT�PG�UIF�3IZODIPTQPSJPO

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Habitat Code 7150

Member State DE (Germany)

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

Alpine (ALP), Atlantic (ATL), Continental (CON)

Range Partly absent in the middle and south of Germany

Map

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

Biogeographic level (complete for each biogeographic region concerned)
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Complementary information

Favourable  
reference range

220,000 km²

Favourable  
reference area

1 km²

Typical species 'MPXFSJOH�QMBOUT�BOE�DMVCNPTTFT� 3IZODIPTQPSB�
BMCB
�3IZODIPTQPSB�GVTDB
�%SPTFSB�JOUFSNFEJB
�%SPTFSB�
BOHMJDB
�-ZDPQPEJFMMB�JOVOEBUB
�$BSFY�MJNPTB
�$BSFY�
MBTJPDBSQB
�5SJDIPQIPSVN�BMQJOVN
�&SJPQIPSVN�BOHVT�
UJGPMJVN
�7BDDJOJVN�PYZDPDDVT
�&SJPQIPSVN�WBHJOBUVN
�
%SPTFSB�SPUVOEJGPMJB��$BSFY�QBOJDFB
�.FOZBOUIFT�
USJGPMJBUB
�.PMJOJB�DBFSVMFB��
.PTTFT�BOE�-JWFSXPSUT� %SFQBOPDMBEVT�óVJUBOT
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Complementary information

Favourable refer-
ence range

Favourable refer-
ence area

Typical species $MBEJVN�NBSJTDVT

Other relevant 
information

Conclusions (assessment of conservation status at end of reporting period)

Range Unknown (XX)

Area Unknown (XX)
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�����1FUSJGZJOH�TQSJOHT�XJUI�UVGB�GPSNBUJPO�	$SBUPOFVSJPO


Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Habitat Code 7220

Member State AT

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

ALP

Range Throughout country

Map

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

Biogeographic level (complete for each biogeographic region concerned)

#JPHFPHSBQIJD�
SFHJPO

ALP

1VCMJTIFE�
TPVSDFT

Steiner, G. M. (1992): ½TUFSSFJDIJTDIFS�.PPSTDIVU[�
LBUBMPH. Grüne Reihe des BMGU Bd. 1: 509 pp. Styria 
Medienservice, Graz.

3BOHF Throughout region

Surface area

Date

Quality of data 3

Trend 0 = stable

Trend-Period 1988–2005

Reasons for 
reported trend

6 = increased awareness and knowledge of where 
sites are located

"SFB�DPWFSFE�CZ�
IBCJUBU

Distribution map

Surface area 0.765 km²

Date 1988–2005

Method used 3

Quality of data 3

Trend 0

Trend-Period 1988–2005

Reasons for 
reported trend

6 = increased awareness and knowledge of where 
sites are located

Justification of %
thresholds for 
trends

Main pressures ��� Drainage

Threats ��� Fertilisation

Complementary information

Favourable  
reference range

Favourable  
reference area

Typical species $SBUPOFVSPO�DPNNVUBUVN
�$��ñMJDJOVN
 %SFQBOPDMBEVT
SFWPMWFOT
�$BNQZMJVN�TUFMMBUVN
�$BSFY�EBWBMMJBOB
�
5PñFMEJB DBMZDVMBUB
 4BYJGSBHB BJ[PJEFT
 1SJNVMB GBSJOPTB

(FOUJBOB�QOFVNPOBOUIF

Other relevant 
information

Conclusions (assessment of conservation status at end of reporting period)

Range Unknown (XX)

Area Unknown (XX)

Specific structures
and functions 
(incl. typical 
species)

Unknown (XX)

Future prospects Unknown (XX)

Overall assess-
ment of CS

Unknown (XX)
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Complementary information

Favourable  
reference range

Favourable  
reference area

Typical species $SBUPOFVSPO�DPNNVUBUVN
�$��ñMJDJOVN
 %SFQBOPDMBEVT
SFWPMWFOT
�$BNQZMJVN�TUFMMBUVN
�$BSFY�EBWBMMJBOB
�
5PñFMEJB DBMZDVMBUB
 4BYJGSBHB BJ[PJEFT
 1SJNVMB GBSJOPTB

(FOUJBOB�QOFVNPOBOUIF�

Other relevant 
information

Conclusions (assessment of conservation status at end of reporting period)

Range Unknown (XX)

Area Unknown (XX)

Specific structures
and functions 
(incl. typical 
species)

Unknown (XX)

Future prospects Unknown (XX)

Overall assess-
ment of CS

Unknown (XX)

�����"MLBMJOF�GFOT

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Habitat Code 7230

Member State DE (Germany)

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

Alpine (ALP), Atlantic (ATL), Continental (CON)

Range Mostly in the central and southern Germany; isolated 
parts in the east and west

Map
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Main pressures ��� Modification of cultivation practices 
��� Fertilisation 
��� Forestry replanting 
��� Peat extraction 
��� Water pollution 
��� Drainage 
��� Other human induced changes in hydraulic 
conditions

Threats ��� Modification of cultivation practices 
��� Fertilisation 
��� Forestry replanting 
��� Water pollution 
��� Other pollution or human impacts 
��� Drainage 
��� Other human induced changes in hydraulic 
conditions
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�����$PSL�PBL�GPSFTUT

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Habitat Code 9330

Member State ES

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

Mediterranean (MED)

Range This species is within the Mediterranean biogeograph-
ical region. It occurs in the west, mainly in Spain and 
Portugal but also in southern France and Italy. There 
are also important Cork oak forests in the Atlantic side 
of the Moroccan plains, in the Riff Mountain and the
Mid Atlas ranges further east. Finally, Cork oak forests 
reach Telian Atlas in Algeria and Tunisia.

Map

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

Biogeographic level (complete for each biogeographic region concerned)

#JPHFPHSBQIJD�
SFHJPO

Mediterranean (MED)

1VCMJTIFE�
TPVSDFT

Benito Garzón, M., Maldonado Ruiz, J., Sánchez 
de Dios, R and Sainz Ollero, H. (2003): 1SFEJDUJOH�
4QBOJTI�TDMFSPQIZMMPVT�GPSFTU�QPUFOUJBMJUZ�VTJOH�
BSUJmDJBM OFVSBM OFUXPSLT. Graellsia 59 (2–3) 
Charco, J. (1999): &M�CPTRVF�NFEJUFSSBOFP�FO�FM�
OPSUF�EF�«GSJDB. Agencia Española de Cooperación 
Internacional. Madrid, 1999 
Costa Tenorio, M., Morla Juaristi, C. and Sainz Ollero, H. 
(eds) (1997): -PT�CPTRVFT�JCÏSJDPT��6OB�JOUFS�
QSFUBDJØO�HFPCPUÈOJDB. Planeta, Barcelona 
Maldonado, Ruiz, J., Benito Garzón, M., Sánchez 
de Dios, R. and Sainz Ollero, H. (2002): &WPMVDJØO�
SFDJFOUF�EF�MBT�ÈSFBT�EF�MPT�CPTRVFT�FTDMFSØ�
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�����#VGP�DBMBNJUB

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data
National Level 

Species Code 1202 Natterjack Toad #VGP�DBMBNJUB

Member State United Kingdom

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

Atlantic (ATL)

Range

Map

 
This map shows polygons drawn around all reliable 
historical records of natterjack toads, i.e. the pre-
sumed ‘natural range’ in the UK. It is possible to pro-
duce other variations of this range map, based on suit-
able soil types, natural areas, presence in km2, etc. The 
distribution of Natterjacks has always been sporadic 
within this range, so the total area of 50,970 km2 does 
not represent the area of actual occurrence (whether 
past, current, favourable or otherwise). Maps of actual 
distribution within this range can also be produced to 
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1PQVMBUJPO

Distribution map 
5XP�FYBNQMFT�BSF�
HJWFO�UIBU�EFN�
POTUSBUF�EJíFSFOU
MFWFMT�PG�SFTPMVUJPO�
BOE�EFUBJM�









��



��

�����



��



��

�����$BSFUUB�DBSFUUB

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Species Code 1224

Member State IT

Biogeographic re
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�����3IJOPMPQIVT�IJQQPTJEFSPT

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Species Code 1303

Member State UK

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

ATL

Range 45,510 km2 (estimated from areas of Wales 20,779 km2, 
West Midlands 902 km2 & Southwest England 
23,829 km2). 

Maps ���/#/�NBQ�MFTTFS��
IPSTFTIPF�SFDPSET
Red 1995–2005
Orange 1900–1994
Yellow 1800–1899
With estimated current  
natural range line and  
historic range lines  
entered.

���3FHJPOT 
Wales 20,779 km2 
West Mids 902 km2 
Southwest 23,829 km2 
Total estimated current  
natural range 45,510 km2 
Total estimated historic  
natural range 114,720 km2

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

Biogeographic level (complete for each biogeographic region concerned)

#JPHFPHSBQIJD�
SFHJPO

ATL

1VCMJTIFE�
TPVSDFT

Richardson’s bat atlas (2000), Schofield (unpublished
PhD thesis, 1996)

3BOHF

Surface area 45,510 km2

Date Estimated from records between 1900 and 2005.

Quality of data 3 (Schofield thinks that we have ~80% of records, pers.
comm.)

Trend
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�����$BOJT�MVQVT

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Species Code Grey Wolf ($BOJT�MVQVT)

Member State France

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

Alpine

Range

Map

 
%BUB�GSPN�����o���� 
The potential range of the wolf almost cove/
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Complementary information

Favourable  
reference range

Possibly almost all the French territory with diverse 
densities depending on the food available.

Favourable  
reference  
population

Very difficult to define. In the Alps ONCFS considers
that with 4 reproducing packs the risk of extinction is 
below 3% [in X (= ?) years].

Suitable Habitat 
for the species

Other relevant 
information

Conclusions (assessment of conservation status at end of reporting period)

Range *OBEFRVBUF�	6�


Population
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Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Species Code 1361

Member State SI

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

ALP, CON

Range Roughly 4,700 km2 (grid cells constantly occupied)

Map



��

(FOFSBM�FWBMVBUJPO�NBUSJY



��



��

�����-ZOY�MZOY�o�'SBODF

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Species Code 1361

Member State FR

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

ALP, CON

Range roughly 7,300 km2 (grid cells constantly occupied)

Map
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Method used 1

Quality of data 1

Trend Inconsistent, depending on region; partly unknown

Trend-Period 1996–2001

Reasons for 
reported trend

From the data available it is not possible quantify the 
population.

Justification of %
thresholds for 
trends

Main pressures ��� Taking/Removal of fauna 
��� Trapping, poisoning, poaching 
��� Urbanized areas, human habitation 
��� Communication networks 
��� Routes, autoroutes 
��� Railway lines, TGV 
��� Sport and leisure structures  
��� Other natural processes  
(due to small population size)

Threats ��� Taking/Removal of fauna 
��� Trapping, poisoning, poaching 
��� Urbanized areas, human habitation 
��� Communication networks 
��� Routes, autoroutes 
��� Railway lines, TGV 
��� Sport and leisure structures 
��� Other natural processes  
(due to small population size)

)BCJUBU�GPS�UIF�
TQFDJFT

Area estimation Suggestion for making this estimation is to take the 
forested areas with a buffer zone.
S㄄猀�倀င퀄怄ꀅ䀅敵 fĀ嘀䴀一䈀䰀i퐠Հ�䤀倀伀ed �
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Complementary information

Favourable refer-
ence range

90,384 km2 

Favourable refer-
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�����)BNBUPDBVMJT�WFSOJDPTVT�	%SFQBOPDMBEVT�WFSOJDPTVT


Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Species Code 1393

Member State Germany

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

Alpine (ALP), Continental (CON)

Range In the north, east and south of Germany, lacking in 
the west

Map also see Bundesamt für Naturschutz (2003):  
Map on page 261
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(FOFSBM�FWBMVBUJPO�NBUSJY

Parameter Conservation Status

FV U1 U2 Un-
known

Range More than 10% 
below favour-
able reference 
range

Population Large decline: 
Equivalent to 
a loss of more 
than 1% per 
year within 
1980 to 1990 
AND below 

‘favourable 
reference popu-
lation‘ 

Habitat for the 
species

Habitat quality 
is bad, clearly 
not allowing 
long-term 
survival of the 
species

Future prospects 
(as regards to 
population, range 
and habitat avail-
ability)

Severe 
influence of
pressures and 
threats to the 
species; very 
bad prospects 
for its future, 
long-term  
viability at risk.

Overall assessment 
of CS

Bad

t�4QIBHOVN�XBSOTUPSñJ

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Species Code

Member State Germany

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

Alpine (ALP), Continental (CON)

Range Germany, lacking in the northwest and middle

Map

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data
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4.5
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Quality of data 3 = good

Trend + = net increase

Trend-Period 1995–2004

Reasons for 
reported trend

3 = direct human influence (restoration, deterioration,
destruction)  
6 = conservation measures, habitat management

'VUVSF��
QSPTQFDUT

2 = poor prospects

Complementary information

Favourable refer-
ence range

 ~100 km²

Favourable refer-
ence population

> 50 breeding pairs

Suitable Habitat 
for the species

>100 km²

Other relevant 
information

Conclusions (assessment of conservation status at end of reporting period)

Range Inadequate (U1)

Population Bad (U2

Habitat for the 
species

Bad (U2

Future prospects Inadequate (U1)

Overall assess-
ment of CS

Bad (U2)

"�����$BQSJNVMHVT�FVSPQBFVT

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

National Level 

Species Code A224  European Nightjar $BQSJNVMHVT�FVSPQBFVT

Member State UK

Biogeographic re-
gions concerned 
within the MS

Atlantic (ATL)

Range 275 10 km2. Note that 1 km2 resolution is possible if 
required.

Map

 
UK distribution of nightjars (churring males) by 10 km2  
in 2004. 
From: Conway, G., Wotton, S., Henderson, I., Langston, 
R., Drewitt, A. & Currie, F. 2005. 5IF�TUBUVT�BOE�
EJTUSJCVUJPO�PG�UIF�&VSPQFBO�/JHIUKBS�$BQSJNVMHVT�
FVSPQBFVT�JO�UIF�6,�JO�����. Bird Study [submitted]

Data Comments/Guidelines for reporting data

Biogeographic level (complete for each biogeographic region concerned)

#JPHFPHSBQIJD�
SFHJPO

Atlantic (ATL)

1VCMJTIFE�
TPVSDFT

Conway, G., Wotton, S., Henderson, I., Langston, R., 
Drewitt, A. & Currie, F. 2005. 5IF�TUBUVT�BOE�EJTUSJCV�
UJPO�PG�UIF�&VSPQFBO�/JHIUKBS�$BQSJNVMHVT�FVSP�
QBFVT�JO�UIF�6,�JO������ Bird Study [submitted].

3BOHF The species currently occurs in England, Wales and 
southern Scotland. It is considered extinct in Northern 
Ireland

Surface area 27,510 km2 

Date 2004
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Data
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4.6  
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4.6.3  3FBTPOT�GPS�5SFOE

&$�(VJEFMJOFT�

The EU Reporting Format requires an indication of reasons for the 
reported trends in “range”, “population”, “habitat for species” and 

“area covered by habitat”, and proposes the following classes:

• ����VOLOPXO
• 



��

The EU Reporting Format requires that all criteria are combined to 
generate a single value estimation of conservation status per habi-
tat and species per country. This overall assessment is also reported 
as being either:

• (SFFO�GBWPVSBCMF = if all parameters are “green/favourable”  
or three “green/favourable” and one “unknown”

• "NCFS�JOBEFRVBUF = one or more “amber/inadequate”  
but no “red/bad”

• 3FE�CBE = one or more “red/bad”
• 6OLOPXO = two or more “unknown” combined with  

“green/favourable” or all “unknown”

$IBSU��� Conclusions: Percentage of conservation status classifications for “range”, “populations”, “habitat for the species”,  
“area covered by habitat”, “specific structures” and “future prospects”.

The results of this combined assessment by the EHF experts, was 
that only 6% of the habitats and species were judged to be in a  
favourable conservation status, whereas more than 60% were 
judged as having a conservation status of “red/bad”.

$IBSU��� Overall assessment: Percentage of conservation status classes, combining all assessments.
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Section 5:  

$PNNFOUT���3FDPNNFOEBUJPOT

5.1 (FOFSBM�$PNNFOUT

5.1.1  'PSN���(VJEBODF�%PDVNFOUT

The structure of the reporting forms is relatively complex, which led 
the EHF to recommend the provision of a clear and concise single 
guidance document for filling in the various sections of the forms.
The new improved guidance document prepared by the ETC-BD is 
welcome and more or less provides all the necessary information 
from which to fill in the various forms26. However, the EHF experts 
still have some additional recommendations which could be taken 
into consideration during future reporting rounds. One obvious 
recommendation is that the guidance document includes a clear 
time schedule for reporting. EHF also supports an electronic data 
entry system in order to simplify the reporting, for example, by 
including tick boxes or codes, for easier processing as proposed by 
the ETC-BD. The proposal to make the assessment results visible via 
a simple and clear “traffic light” signal system, also seemed to work
well. 

&)'�SFDPNNFOET�UIF�JODMVTJPO�PG�DMFBSMZ�DPNNVOJDBUFE�
QSPDFEVSFT�BOE�UJNF�TDIFEVMFT�GPS�.FNCFS�4UBUF�SFQPSUJOH�
PCMJHBUJPOT�

5.1.2  %BUB�4PVSDFT

Although it was possible to undertake the assessment and report-
ing for most of the selected habitats and species (see quality of 
data section 4.6.1), our results showed a clear lack of information 
for some parts of the assessment (see above). 

BOX 3: &YBNQMFT�TIPXJOH�UIF�EJõFSFODFT JO EBUB TPVSDFT BOE UIF QSFTFOUBUJPOT �
PG�UIFTF�GPS�WBSJPVT�TQFDJFT��

European fire bellied toad (#PNCJOB�CPNCJOB) – CZ, Sphagnum sp. (4QIBHOVN�XBSOTUPSñJ) – DE, Sand lizard (-BDFSUB�BHJMJT) – UK

#PNCJOB�CPNCJOB: Grid map based on absence/
presence in 296 mapping squares of Czech 
Republic

4QIBHOVN�XBSOTUPSñJ: Polygon drawn by expert 
judgment for Germany

-BDFSUB�BHJMJT: Distribution based on detailed field
surveys down to the local level in the UK.

26  Scientific Working Group: Assessment, monitoring and reporting under Article 17
of the Habitats Directive: Explanatory Notes & Guidelines; Draft 2, January 2006
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5.1.5  /PO�&6�.FNCFS�4UBUFT

Although non-EU countries do not have to implement the EU 
Habitats and Birds Directives they sometimes make a significant
contribution to the conservation status of habitats and species 
occuring within EU territory. One such example is the Wolf ($BOJT�
MVQVT), where Switzerland plays an important role as a biological 
corridor and stepping stone country within the Alpine region. 
Another is the Eurasian lynx, for which Switzerland is actually one of 
the most important sources. Including non-EU countries would not 
only support the establishment of a real European-wide monitoring 
scheme, but is also essential in order to produce a sound assess-
ment as defined in the directive. This is particularly important for
migratory species, especially birds that spend large parts of their 
life cycle outside the EU.

&)'�SFDPNNFOET�JOUFHSBUJOH�JOGPSNBUJPO�BOE�EBUB�GSPN�
OPO�&6�DPVOUSJFT�XJUIJO�UIF�SFQPSUJOH�FYFSDJTF
�WJB�UIF�#FSO�
$POWFOUJPO�PS�PUIFS�BQQSPQSJBUF�DIBOOFMT�PG�DPNNVOJDBUJPO��
*O�BTTFTTJOH�UIF�DPOTFSWBUJPO�TUBUVT�PG�NJHSBUPSZ�TQFDJFT
�
QSFTTVSFT�PO�UIFJS�QPQVMBUJPO�GSPN�PVUTJEF�PG�UIF�&6�TIPVME�
BMTP�CF�UBLFO�JOUP�DPOTJEFSBUJPO�

5.1.6  *NQBDU�PG�/BUVSB�����

As the Natura 2000 network is one of the most significant tools for
European nature conservation, it is important to relate conserva-
tion efforts and actions and the impacts of habitats and species
management within this network to the wider aims of the directive, 
to ensure a coherent strategy and corresponding actions.

&)'�SFDPNNFOET�UIBU�B�TQFDJmDi/BUVSB ����wTFDUJPO JT
QSPWJEFE�XJUIJO�UIF�SFQPSUJOH�GPSNBU�UP�NFBTVSF�BOE�NPOJ�
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6OJUT

Adopting the proposed list of units for species or species groups28 
in the guidance is a first step and would improve the situation in
terms of establishing common values for estimates and setting ref-
erence values. After the second reporting period the experiences of 
applying those units should be reviewed and updated if necessary.

5.2.3  )BCJUBU�GPS�TQFDJFT

6OJUT

Clarity is needed as to whether estimates refer to currently used 
habitat or suitable (potential) habitat. The new guidance document 
from ETC/BD provides more detail concerning this issue, which 
is a useful basis. Nevertheless, more definitions are needed as to
the parameters that should be used in making the estimation, for 
example, should only “size” of the habitat be used, or also “quality”, 

“management regime”, “connectivity to other habitats” etc.

"SFB

The purpose of this section needs greater clarification, for example,
it was not clear whether this was an assessment of the area of habi-
tat currently used by the species or an assessment of the area of 
habitat available for use by the species. For the purpose of assess-
ing conservation status (including future prospects), a comparison 
of both values makes more sense. Any assessment should take into 
account the difficulties of accurately measuring available habitat
across a species´ range, given the constraints posed by, for example, 
altitude, size of patch, management regime, relationship to other 
habitats (for example, for foraging). 

Some partners mentioned that the measurement of such habitats 
is extremely difficult, for example, in the case of the Great white
egret ($BTNFSPEJVT�BMCVT) the habitat changes during different stag-
es of the annual cycle, between individuals, different age groups
and for different functions (for example for feeding, breeding etc.).

Estimating area proved to be extremely difficult and complex,
especially for plant species. Plantlife International found problems 
because the habitats in non Natura 2000 sites are insufficiently
assessed and for lower plants the microhabitat might be more 
relevant than the habitat itself, so a suitable habitat does not neces-
sarily support the plant. As microhabitats are such small areas, it is 
unlikely that information is available. Such habitats are also highly 
dynamic.

Additionally, for many wide ranging animals including bat and bird 
species that use a variety of habitats during their life cycle, it was 
difficult to decide which habitats should be included. Habitat and
range seems to be the same for large and very adaptive mammals 
such as the bear or lynx. The difference between habitat and range
for generalist and highly adaptive species like the Brown bear 
(6STVT�BSDUPT) might only be identified by excluding densely human
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5.2.6  'VUVSF�1SPTQFDUT

This is a crucial section; however, we recognise that it is also one of 
the most difficult. Further guidance is needed to better understand
the three classes (good, poor, bad) and gather coherent informa-
tion which can be compared between countries. For species this 
will be mostly assessed on the population level whereas for the 
habitats it may be the range or even a subcategory of this, encom-
passing a specific regional unit within a country or biogeographic
region. 

5.2.7  '$4�BOE�'37

In terms of setting FRV NABU noticed: “that the guidance docu-
ment only requires reference values for ‘range‘, ‘populations‘ (size) 
and ‘area‘ (size) but this is insufficient according to the directives
Article 1 (e and i), because ‘specific structure and functions‘ as well

‘typical species‘ are also listed as part of the FCS evaluation”. 

In the case of birds, RSPB/BirdLife UK reported that there is current-
ly no commonly agreed means of determining range, population or 
suitable habitat for any bird species in the UK. Agreeing a common 
method for setting a favourable reference range/population must 
be a priority. 

In general, for the populations, it may only be possible to gain in-
formation via a modelling process (e.g. bats) and for some species 
the information is not available (e.g. habitat for European nightjar, 
$BQSJNVMHVT�FVSPQBFVT). 

For large mammals and birds, WWF Austria commented that the 
key problem was estimating the “favourable reference popula-
tion”. For most species this is impossible to know, as mortality 
rates, inbreeding factors etc are unknown. The biggest problem as 
identified previously also remains, of how to handle transborder
populations. One Member State alone may never have the capacity 
to host a favourable population of a certain species, because the 
species spreads over three Member States. It is possible for the 
whole population to be in a favourable status, even if the condi-
tions in one country are unfavourable. It is difficult to know how
this should be reflected when only making assumptions based on
the carrying capacity of one Member State. For example, in Austria 
there should still be enough room for up to 400 Brown bears (6STVT�
BSDUPT), although they will always remain part of the alpine-dinaric 
population, which has to be favourable as a whole.

In the case of large carnivores, for example the Eurasian lynx (-ZOY�
MZOY), von Arx FU�BM� suggested the following approach: it should 
be spread all over its potential habitat in the Alps but at a density 
that does not cause conflicts with the local communities (around
1 ind./100 km2). The favourable reference range and population 
have been calculated using a GIS model (according to Zimmer-
mann 2004).

Plantlife International warned that only basing calculations of 
FRV on population size would not be meaningful in some cases, 
because populations naturally fluctuate, especially for pioneer
plants like Petalwort (



��

Section 6: �
5FO�4UFQT�5PXBSET�&õFDUJWF �
&VSPQFBO�#JPEJWFSTJUZ�.POJUPSJOH
1) Ensure a streamlined approach is taken when using biodiversity 

data to meet the various monitoring requirements for different
EU policies, such as nature conservation, water management 
and rural development, and that these different monitoring
obligations are compatible.

2) Fully integrate civil society in the monitoring process,  
to allow timely and adequate input at the national and EU level.

3) Special attention must be made to the setting of Favourable 
Reference Values (FRVs) in the European Commission evaluation 
of the national reports, and improve as necessary, the guidance 
and practical advice.

4) Integrate NGO recommendations for setting FRVs,  
as given in section 3.4 of this report.

5) Ensure the integration of biogeographical aspects  
(connectivity and trans-boundary perspectives etc)  
within the monitoring scheme.

6) Member States should dedicate a specific section of their
reports to assessing the contribution of management measures 
adopted for the Natura 2000 network, and special species  
conservation measures.

7) Member States must improve the data situation within  
the 6-year period before the next report.

8) Establish adequate monitoring procedures for marine habitats  
and species. Clear guidance is needed with concrete actions  
and clear responsibilities.

9) Implement a “biogeographical seminars process” for monitoring, 
for all biogeographic regions, starting in 2008 in a similar way 
to those undertaken for Natura 2000 site selection, with a focus 
on concrete results and obligations for action. Member States 
should be required to take actions to improve the conservation 
status of habitats and species within the next six years. 

10) Promote the establishment of a similar monitoring system 
for the signatories of the Convention on the conservation of 
European wildlife and natural habitats in order to ensure the 
assessment of the conservation status of habitats and species is 
included in the annexes of the convention.
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Annex 3 "TTFTTNFOU�4VNNBSZ�o�)BCJUBUT�

Habitat Region Country Range Area covered by habitat Conclusions
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7110  
Active raised bogs

con DE 3 -40% 2,3 1 2 -50% 2,3 U2 U2 U2 U1 U2

7110  
Active raised bogs

alp AT 3 0% 6 3 3 0% 6 XX XX XX XX XX

7140  
Transition mires and quaking bogs

con DE 3 0 3 1 2 -50% 3 FV U2 U2 U2 U2

7150  
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