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Increase the transformative potential of the spatial
planning process in EU countries, to effectively
enhance biodiversity.

1. Introduction

This report assesses the transformative potential through a set of policy recommendations for spatial
planning and promising spatial planning instruments identifiedlmyalue EU Horizon projedthe BioValue
project developed recommendations for better integration of spatial planning and environmental assessment
instruments, and economic and financial instruments into spatial planning processes to enhance biodiversity
and the values that it provides to society. These recommendations were developed and partly tested in close
collaboration with practitioners in transformation arenas located in the North of Italy, the greater Lisbon area,
and northernGermanyThis report seeks to elaborate the BioValue findings through assessing their
transformative potential in the policy contexts of several European countries, and also at the EU level.

Continuing loss of biodiversity is not only an environmental problem but also a challenge for people due to its
economic and societal implications. In recent years, it has been emphasised that incremental adjustments are
not sufficient, but transformative change is needed for natpositive futures. IPBES (2024) defines
transformative change as a fundamental, systeide reorganization of technological, economic, and social
factors, including shifts in paradigms, goals, and values. It involves fundamental shifts in views (ways of
thinking), structures (governing and organizing), and practices (behaving and doing) to address the root
causes of nature's decline. In this workshop report, we focus on the aspects of governing and organizing from
the perspective of spatial planning and its transformative potential. This potential is here viewed as a capacity
of spatial planning instruments and policy recommendations to effectively enhance biodiversity.

Spatial planning processes are within the competence of public administrations/governmemigltigie

levels and involve synchronization across multiple spatial, temporal and sectoral scales to improve societal
outcomes. Faseémerging social, spatial, and environmental challenges and transformations accelerate the
scope and dynamics of uncertainties and contestation providing the context within which spatial planning
interventions take place (Lamker 2019; Scott et al. 2013). Hansen et al. (2023) reported that European
municipalities mainly show advancements in dealing withlogical issues, such as new plans, strategies,
regulations or funding programmes for climate adaptation or biodiversity support, as well as some progress in
co-governance with nomgovernmental stakeholders. Howevelgcisions often lack sufficient transparent
justification and incremental reactive measures, leading to disintegrated development (Scott et al. 2013).
When municipal representatives are aware that substantive changes are needed, and are willing to act, they
often lack the means (e.g., staff, budget, and knowledge). Many European countries deal with potential
biodiversity loss by using the mitigation hierarchy through environmental assessment processes (Savilaakso et
al. 2023). However, proactive approacheséstore or enhance biodiversity are lacking.

Spatial planning transformations can be divided into deep or shallow interventions (Scott et al. 2022). Shallow
transformations are more aligned with incentives that include or nudge changes such as taxes or subsidies but
these are vulnerable to change as other financial inducements come along. Deep transformation is more
radical and deegeated leading to changes in behaviours and values and thus quite often will require bundles


https://biovalue-horizon.eu/

of incentive, regulatory and patrticipative tools in a more deliberative strategy.

Spatial governance and planning systems in Europe are heterogeneous, reflecting the prevailing territorial
social model, institutions, and cultures (Nadin & and Stead 2012). European territorial cooperation initiatives
and policies are oriented towards mutual understanding and learning across national boundaries. Since 2002,
the EU funded ESPON programme has bridged research with policies to create evidence and knowledge on
the needs of European public authorities at all levels. However, implementable effective spatial planning
policies across the EU are still lacking.

One key regulatory spatial planning tool is the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive 2001/42/EC. This
Directive created the potential for proposed spatial planning plans to be consistent with policies, priority
actions for biodiversity protection, and sustainable use. It supports the consolidation and implementation of
biodiversity initiatives pursued by diverse actors through consultation and participation processes. However,
the literature points out that the way the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive is being practiced
appears to influence plans mainly through mitigation measures, steering implementation to the project level
rather than working at the level of strategic planning choices. Moreover, the Strategic Environmental
Assessment can be inappropriately used to justify the plan rather than to inform and improve it (Noble &
Nwanekezie 2017; Therivel 2010).

CKA& 20aSNBIGA2Y KAIKEAIKGA | LINBR2YAylLyGate NBIF O
mitigate negative impacts. There is a complementary strategy needed that emphasizes enhancing positive
impacts, which could more effectively integrate biodiversity objectives at the strategic level.

The potential of economic and financial instruments to enhance biodiversity is discussed in the literature (e.g.
Rode et al. 2016; Calvet et al. 2015). Although spatial plans often mention enhancement of biodiversity,
measures that actually enhance biodiversity are rarely implemented and/or evaluated.

The BioValue project has explored how and when pgliplanning, and management instruments could

be used in the planning process to increase the transformative potential of planning practices for biodiversity.
As a result, they produced a catalogue of instruments and measures applicable in the fields of spatial planning
(n=19), environmental assessment (n=11), along with economic and finance (n=15). They have also
elaborated a set of 14 recommendations (Table 1) on how to enhance biodiversity by integrating it more
explicitly and systematically within the spatial planning process. Their recommendations are based on a
generalized representation of the planning process and input from a limited set of countries or subnational
regions. In the request submitted to Eklipse, BioValue partners seek expert opinions on the validity of the
recommendations and instruments within countries across the EU inclsdiggestions on how to improve

these BioValue outputs to make them more applicable in different planning contexts.

Addressing the request involves examining the expected performance of the BioValue findings while
improving their transferability and impact within a representative suite of EU member states and accession
countries.



Tablel. Recommendations formulated by the HEU BioValue project for Enhancing Biodiversity through Spatial(PIEbhBigValue

project, Deliverable 4.4)

Recommendations

1- Evolve planning mindset to achieving nghain of
biodiversity

Support the shift from the traditional Aoet loss
mindset, aimed at avoiding and remedying significa
impacts, to a negain mindset, where biodiversity
conditions are improved beyond current conditions.

2- Integrate systems thinking approach

Breaking conventional linear approaches
particularly within spatial planning and EA
governance systemsand adopting systems thinkin
allows for a more integrated and systemic
understanding between causes and effects of
activities.

3- Strengthen the regulatory framework for
biodiversity enhancement

This recommendation calls for a regulatory shift at
multiple decisiormaking levels to mandate
biodiversity enhancement as a fundamental
component of spatial planning, ensuring that policie
not only prevent damage buaictively contribute to
nature recovery and sustainable land use.

4- Adjust frameworks for fiscal and economic tools
to broaden local governments' options for
enhancing biodiversity

Fostering vertical coordination between planning
authorities and fiscal policymakers is essential to
align incentives, unlock funding opportunities, ang
ensure coherent implementation across governan
levels. Stronger coordination between these polic
spheres is essential to ensure that biodiversity
objectives can be systematically integrated into lo
governance and financial decistamaking in an
economically and financially viable manner.

5- Establish multilevel monitoring systems for
biodiversity

The systems thinking approach and ongoing
evaluation based on an ecosystems approach
essential for an integrated understanding of
biodiversity with other policies concerning urban an
rural areas and natural spacesequire not only the
continuous acquisition of data and basic informatior
to support monitoring, but also devices, technologic
platforms, and the knovihow underlying them.
Incorporating systertevel indicators can help monitg
longterm outcomes, such as habitat connectivity or
species reogery, and provide ongoing feedback for
future planning cycles.

6- Empower and build capacity

To navigate conflicts arising from vested interests
sectors like agriculture, urban development, and
infrastructure, practitioners and decisiomakers
should promote early and transparent stakeholdet
engagement in environmental assessment and
planning processes. Planning authorities must
prioritize inclusivity in the design and
implementation of spatial planning instruments to
avoid exacerbating socieconomic inequalities.

7- Secure early integration of biodiversity concerns
Early integration of biodiversity concerns in the spat
planning process enables planners and patiakers
to embed biodiversity and ecosystem service priorit
into the policy agenda from the outset.

8- Ensure successful planning and policy cohesio
Policy cohesion ensures the effective coherence ¢
communication between planning levels. To ensu
coherence and coordination of planning levels, it i
crucial that tiering is effectively and successfully
implemented in both higheand lowertier spatial
planning. This includes ensuring that lovtier




planning levels adhere to planning decisions and
future actions that are delegated to them from
highertier planning and that highetier makes use
of insights collected for preexisting plans and
projects in the area.

9- Address cumulative aspects

Considering that biodiversity is complex, integrated
and dependent on connectivity across scales, it is
crucial for spatial planning practice to address the
cumulative processes that impact biodiversity over
time.

10- Strengthen proactive application and
enforcement of the mitigation hierarchy

To counteract the reactive application of the
mitigation hierarchy and ensure robust enforceme
of mitigation measures, the mitigation hierarchy
should be integrated as a fundamental principle a
the earliest stages of the planning cycle, ensuring
prioritization of impact avoidance and enhanceme
of biodiversity before any planning formulations aj
decisions start being made.

11- Integrate challenges and opportunities into the
vision building and formulation of objectives

While earlier recommendations (R1, R6, and R9)
emphasize the importance of eadjage planning,
R11 reinforces the need to align biodiversity ambitig
within the stages of vision building and objective
formulation. This strategic integration is essential to
move from higHevel ambition to actionable planning
frameworks. Incorporating biodiversity from the outs
clarifies the level of recognition it receives within
administrative agendas and among the stakeholder
shaping longterm planning directions.

12- Broaden baseline studies to support diagnosis
stage and ensure effective use of data at later
stages

Knowledge on the current and evolving situation,
and its diagnosis, depend on reliable and as
complete as possible data and information. It also
enables the use of artificial intelligence, which can
speed up the analysis when using multiple
instruments that depend on organized data and
information.

13- Improve the development and use of scenarios
and alternatives in the strategy stage

The development of scenarios as representations o
possible and desired futures enables interactions w|
representatives of communities and stakeholders, if
limited but very useful and fruitful way, allowing to
debate and agree on desired futures concerning
biodiversity and nature in the territory and in cities.

14- Embed actiororiented monitoring into
planning practices

Implementing spatial planning involves executing
policies and plans, projects, and other types of
actions through regulations, public and private
actions, and other initiatives and activities often
engaging negotiation and the preparation and
utilization of further planning instruments. To follo
up these complex processes, monitoring is essen

2. Background

2.1 Eklipse - a knowledge broker mechanism

Eklipseis a knowledge brokering mechanism created in 2016 to support governments, institutions,
businesses, and NGOs make beitdbrmed decisions. Eklipse is recognised by the EU Commission as a
key actor in developing the Science Service for Biodiversity as the scientific pillar of the Knowledge
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Centre for Biodiversity (EKCBD). Since 2022, it has been managed by thepradit organisation
Alternet. Eklipse fulfils several roles including knowledge synthesis, identifying and prioritising research
needs and supporting the interaction between European and global biodiversity research and policy.
These knowledge needs cover a wide array of topics, ranging from developing an evaluation framework
for nature-based solutions (seEklipse outputsand mainEC followup reporf) to better understanding
impacts of green and blue spaces on mental health Edmse reports

In the case of this request, the aim was to support the Biovalue projestirasing the policy relevance of

their results. By developing a methodological backbone and facilitation schgkhipseaims at providing
support and facilitating key ongoing discussions and initiatives related to biodiversity and ecosystems
services at the local, national and global level. Following on the demand of an initial request put to Eklipse
by the Horizon project BioValue, Eklipse together with BioValue framed the requeatresh’individual or
combined instruments and recommendations identified by the HEU BioValue project are most likely to
increase the transformative potential of the spatial planning process in each EU focal country, to effectively
enhance biodiversity e.g. in the context of the Nature Restoration Regulation (NRR), ahd why?

As part of the Eklipse response to this request, this report outlines the results of a workshop organised
in September 2025 by Eklipse as specified inNethods Protocoldeveloped by the Eklipse scoping
group and approved by leaders from the BioValue project.

2.2 Background on the workshop design

The chosen approach was to conduct a workshop where the selected experts would discuss to which
extent the policy tools and recommendations developed by the BioValue project are applicable in different
EU planning contexts and systems.

This report assesses to what extent the BioValue outputs (the catalogue of tools and recommendations)
are applicable or adaptable to existing spatial planning regulatory contexts in the EU and accession
countries, by identifying: (a) potential differences in spatial planning contexts that highlight the need for
adaptation of the project outputs; and (b) examination of the project catalogue of tools and
recommendations regardinipeir applicability in particular planning contexts.

3. Workshop Methodology

3.1 Workshop invitation

We looked for experts in spatial planning with a European expertise, pw@tingmphasis on urban and
landscape planning. We targeted a diverse set of stakeholders, from academia to governments, civil
societies and businesses. We put thephasis on finding experts from Austria, Belgium, Finland, France,

Germany, Ireland and Spain, as we could provide facilitation in English, Finnish, French, German and Spanish.

Two approaches were used to find participants:

1. An open call was submitted via Eklipse social media channels such as LinkedIn and disseminated via

the Eklipse newsletter which counts around 1000 subscribers.

2. Targeted emails were sent to stakeholders. Researchers were identified via Scopus and Web of

{OASYOSs dzaAy3d GKS 18e62NRa GaLI GANE LI YyyAy3é
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Other stakeholders such as governmental agencies, civil societies, and businesses were found via
Google search to find information regarding the institutions involved in spatial planning in the focal
countries, plus the use of analogous keywords in the national language.

G
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37 individuals raised their interest in being part of the workshop, from which 3 were from Austria, 4 from
Belgium, 6 from Germany, 4 from France and 6 from Spain. Unfortunately, despite our efforts, we did not
have registrants from Finland and Ireland.

From those 37 registrants, only 21 attended the workshop, with 3 from Austria, 2 from Belgium, 4 from
Germany, 4 from France and 2 from Spain (see Annexe 6.2). In total, 10 countries from the European Union
and accession countries were represented (Figure 1). Among those present a majority were researchers
(76.2%), but a policy officer working for the European Commission (DG RTD), a policy analyst working for the
Institute for European Environmental PoliciER, two project managers (WWF Central and Eastern Europe
and from INRAE institute in France) as well as a territorial engineer from the civil society Zefco in France,
GSNBE faz2 IGGSYRAY3a G6CATdz2NE HOP S5AFFSNBYyG aLl GaAal
expertise, with a majority of landscape and urban planners (Figure 3).
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3.2 Pre-workshop taskz online survey

The goal of the online survey, as a form of expert consultation, was to assess the efficacy of BioValue
outputs, singly and in combination, across a representative set of EU member states and accession
countries. This online survey displays participant experiences through diverse countries and can help to
understand the potential benefits and challenges for the implementation of the BioValue outputs.
Information collected by the survey allowed the core team to obtain a more robust and informed answer to
the focal question for the request than would be possible without the online surddye survey was
furthermore considered as a means for participants to prepare themselves for the workshop by task
enabling participants by introducing their first thoughts and making the best use of the limited time
available during the request period.

3.2.1 Design and implementation the survey

Task 2.1. By following the Tailored Design Method (Dillman et al. 2014), we helped to ensure that the survey
results are reliable and useful. We also used Eklipse networks and member networks to maximize response
across the EU member states and accession countries.

Task 2.2. To identify priority themes for the survey, we reviewed Biovalue outputs and selected literature on
spatial planning tools through an unstructured literature review. The typology of BioValue outputs may be
adapted to ensure relevance for reabrld planning and decisiemaking, while allowing for a concise set of
questions in the online surveyror example, a set of recommendations may be merged to not only simplify
the elicitation process but also to ensure they are applicable across the broader geographic area. Biovalue
developed its outputs based on input from a limited set of countries, so this is a crucial validation to ensure
at least potential relevance for all member states.

Task 2.3. Develop an online survey instrument to learn about perspectives from a diverse set of experts and
practitioners regarding potential for applying BioValue outputs within member states. The instrument will
be informed by the outcomes of the policy framing in Task 1. Questions in the survey will capture
perspectives of participants regarding (1) their own experiences in using tools for nature restoration, and (2)
their reflections on BioValue recommendations based on the challenges and opportunities afforded by the
Nature Restoration Regulation. (3) basic saonomic details and country. We used a combination of
open and closed questions with 20 minutes maximum time for completion.

Task 2.4. Analyze results and generate a report of findings from the sémwalysis involved simple
frequency analysis of the closed questions with a simple contents analysis of the open questions using post
survey thematic coding.



3.2.2 Survey results

The survey was structured in three parts: 1) participants expertise, 2) capacity of Biovalue policy instruments
categories and Biovalue policy instruments categories to increase biodiversity, 3) the prioritisation of three
instruments and three recommendations that are most likely to be effective for enhancing biodiversity once
implemented.

In total, we had 13 survey response.

1. Participantsexpertise

Most of the survey respondents have shown expertise in the spatial planning and management policy
instruments (84,6%), when the rest was distributed equally between Environmental assessment instruments
and Economic and financing instruments (46,2%).

When being asked which would be the ecosystems that would target the organisation they are working in,
most of the respondents answered settlements and other artificial areas (84,6%), Rivers and canals (53,8%),
Cropland, Grassland and Forest and woodland (38,5%), Inland wetlands and Lakes and reservoirs (30,8%),
and the rest of participants answeredeathland and shrub, Sparsely vegetated ecosystems, Coastal
beaches, dunes and wetland, Marine inlets and transitional waters, Marine ecosy&teassal waters, shelf

and open ocean).

2. Capacity of the BioValugolicy instruments categories and recommendation® enhance
biodiversity

The participants of the survey answered that it is more likely thaatial planning and management
instruments categorywhen implemented would enhance biodiversity (23,1% very likely, 61,5% somewhat
likely) than economic and financing instruments(15,4% very likely, 38,5% somewhat likely) or
environmental assessment instruments categofy,7% very likely, 30,8% somewhat likelfinnex7.4,
Figure A2

While being asked if theecommendationsare strengthening the capacity of spatial planning processes,
addressing the spatial planning process altogether or embedding change within the spatial planning process,
most of the respondents answered that itrisre likely to strengthen(very likely (15,6%) or somewhat
likely (53,8%)) than addressirtge whole spatial planning (very likely (7,7%) or somewhat likely (30,8%)) or
even embedding change (very likely (15,4%) or somewhat likely (3§/&809x7.4, Figure AB

3. Prioritisation ofthree instruments and three recommendatiorthat are most likely to be effective
for enhancing biodiversity once implemented

The participants were asked to list the tdpee individualinstruments (fromTable 1, p.43®f the BioValue
report) that they believe to be the most likely to be effective for enhancing biodiversity impgemented
by their focal organization from 202830.

71 As first instrument selected (A in Annéx, Figure Adwas mentioned Land use zoning (23,1%),
Guidelines for public space design and management (23,1%) and voluntary donations and
sponsorship (7,7%).

1 As second instrument selected (BAnnex7.4, Figure Adyas mentioned assessment of cumulative
impacts (15,4%), payments for ecosystems services and direct payments (15,4%) and Guidelines for
public space design and management (7,7%).

1 The third instruments selected (€@ Annex7.4, Figure Adyere Land use zoning (23,1%), Monitoring
and evaluation (15,4%), and equally interim use permits for vacant lands, Awards and recognition
and assessment of cumulative impacts and Guidelines for public space design and management
(7,7%).
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For the topthree individualrecommendationg(from the BioValugeport) that the participants believe to be
most likely effective for enhancing biodiversity once implemented by their focal organization from 2026
2030, they answered the following:

1 As first recommendations selected (Ainnex7.4, Figure A5y SNB YSy GdA2y SR Sljdz £ ¢
LE FYYyAYyd YAYRASGES GAYGSaINIGS 284GSY GKAYLAyS3
YR a4SOdz2NBE SINI& AyiuSaNI GA2y O0A2RAOSNEAAGE O2y O

1 As second recommendatioselected (B il\nnex7.4, Figure A%y SNBE YSyYy A2y SR aS@2f¢
YAYR&S(GE O6HOZM:0T yR GKSYy Slidzd @& &hroyetda NI G S

|.
Y2YAG2NRAY 3 Ayd2 LIXFYyyAy3 LN OGAOSab | yR a9y adzN]

1 The third recommendations selected (CAinnex7.4, Figure A5y SNB & A
I LILINB F OKE odonZy:03X YR GKSy Sljdz €
OA2ZRAGSNEAGE O2yOSNYé¢ | yR G9yadzNB

4. Workshop Implementation

4.1 Aims and objectives of the workshop

The aim of the workshop was to bring together experts from around Europe to reflect on the
recommendations and instruments created for the BioValue project.

The objectives of the workshop were:
1 Identify the most promising policy instruments and recommendations for enhancing biodiversity
through spatial planning in different member states
Capture both countnspecific challenges and B&vel perspectives
Enable knowledge exchange between differstatkeholders and countries
Capture expertise regarding policy development
Identify enabling factors and hindering factors for implementing recommendations

=a =4 -4 A

4.2 Workshop flow
The methodology unfolded in three main blocks:

1 EUlevel thematic discussions

o Participants selfelected into breakout groups based on four thematic aréaban
Planning, Landscape Planning, Nature ConservatiodNature-Based Solutions

o Each group identified key challenges to biodivergigndly spatial planning, documented
them on digital sticky notes on a MURAL board, and linked them to relevant instruments
and recommendations from the BioValue report.

o ¢KS 3AINRdzLJA GKSY RAaGAfESR GKSANJI FAYRAyYy3a
EUlevel insight. Outcomes were shared in plenary, providing a first-c@sstry synthesis.

71 National and mixedcountry group work
Participants reorganised into countbased groups (e.g. Germany, France, Austria) with a few mixed
groups for smaller delegations.
o Using the MURAL board, groups identified the five most useful instruments and
recommendations for their national context.
o They then mappetharriers(e.g. lack of data, fragmented responsibilities, political
challenges) andnablers(e.g. existing funding streams, participatory approaches, strong

AY



legal frameworks).
o DNRdzLJA O2y Of dZRSR o6& F2NXNdz I GAY3 | aY2aid LINEP
country, distinguishing betweequick winsandlongerterm actions

71 Crosscountry patterns and synthesis
o Participants reviewed outcomes across all countries directly on the MURAL board.
o In plenary, we discussed which instruments and recommendations appeared in multiple
contexts and why these were transferable.
o This step allowed identification of cresatting patterns and highlighted instruments with
high potential for Elvide adoption or adaptation.

4.3 Facilitation and Tools

The workshop was facilitated through Zoom, with traidadilitators and noteakers assigned to each
breakout group. The MURAL board served as the central workspace, enabling:

1 Visual clustering of challenges and recommendations.

1 Comparative mapping of instruments across themes and countries.

1 Transparent documentation of discussions, accessible to all participants.
Recordings of the breakout discussions were made locally bytakérs and later shared with the
organisers to ensure accuracy in reporting.

4.4 Outcomes and Methodology
This structuredparticipatory approach allowed for:

1 Acomprehensive mapping of challenges$ both EU and national levels.

1 Clear identification ofbarriers and enabling conditiondor biodiversityenhancing instruments.
Formulation ofpolicy-relevant recommendationghat reflect both local specificities and European
wide trends.

1 Creation of a sharedisual knowledge bas€MURAL board) that can be revisited and expanded
upon in followup activities.

The workshop methodology proved effective in bridging diverse perspectives, fostering mutual learning, and

generating practical insights that will inform the further development of BioValue recommendations under
The Biovalue project.

5. Workshop results

We report on the main outcomes from each breakout group, withasional quotes of participant
contributions to highlight some of the most salient findings.

5.1 EU Breakout group session 1

5.1.1 Group 1- urban planning
Facilitator. Alister Scott [Note taker. Hannah Korinth

Participants:France (3), Poland (ISpain (1)Netherlands (1)

12
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Challenges Identified
Participants highlighted a number of obstacles to integrating biodiversity into urban planning. A central issue
was a need ford SO24de8aiSY ASNBAOSaA wi2 0S8 OdeypieAdoBIING R A Y
awareness of their importance. The group discussed the ne@dAoy’ O2 N1J2 NI} 6 S GKS SO2ae 3z
dzND | y  LJrdvefsihd th& fiehd of prioritizing housing and infrastructure. However, this shift is
hindered by amd A Y LI S Y Sy (bktirekr? syatedddolicyé objectives and practice. Key structural issues
included the need tax Sy a dzZNB Of S| NJ | y R aNdthaRtheie 2siNE 2 NBSyi2 dzA K 2 | 2
I @ A ftd soplpdstplanners. Participants also raised concerns about haiv@2 Yy 3 A RSNJ 6 KS Sy @
2dza A OS AIGMSHYORMNALENT 08 Ot dz2Sa Ay &Ll GAFE LEFYyyAy3o:

Instruments and Mechanisms

The group shared several approaches and tools that have proven useful in addressing these challenges. One
example was att SO 2 a-€ A NB ¥  whardhobjedd égan by assessing environmental value before
development needs, leading to different outcomes. Another contribution wag any’ G SNJ OG A2y Y I LJ
to help planners balance issues like light pollution with biodiversity and citizen comf¢rz OA I £ Ay (G SN
i 2 2 Weeémentioned as useful in exposing differences in spatial planning systems across countries and
supporting mutual learning. At the municipal levélf 2 OF t f | ywé&e cdriiGered d Usefuli ehicle

for integrating biodiversity goals, especially when authorities and developers work together from the outset.

Incorporate the

(1) Strengthenthe Capacity of the Spatial Planning ecosystem approach
Process to Enhance Biodiversity into urban planning
1 Evolve planning mindset to achieving net-gain of biodiversity

: 2 Integrate systems thinking approach
consider environmental 2 [ : 3 Strengthen the regulatory framework for biodiversity
justice dimensions in enhancement
soil sealing / greening
decisions 4 Adjust frameworks for fiscal and economic tools to broaden
local governments' options for enhancing biodiversity
5 Establish multilevel monitoring systems for biodiversity
(2) Addressing the Spatial Planning Process (3) Embedding Change Within the Spatial Planning Process
Attogether 11 Integrate challenges and opportunities into the vision
@ Empower and bulld cepacity building and formulation of objectives. consider environmental
7 Secure early integrationof biodiversityconcerns || ,, o 001 1 asatine studies to support diagnosis stage and justice dimensions in

8 Ensure successful planningand policycohesion | L oo of data at later stages soil sealing / greening

decisions
8 Addrees oumulative aspects 13 Improve the development and use of scenarios and e

1 licati .
O ShengHienpoaative spplication and alternatives in the strategy stage

tofthe mitig 14 Embed action-oriented monitoringinto planning practices

Achieving the aims included
in spatial planning law
(spatial planning acts) - link
between general aims and
detailed interpretation

(1] Spatial Planning and Management Instruments (SP&MI) — Instruments that affect the

delivery of policy goals implemented under spatial planning such as plans, programs, and projects. ECOS}/Stem ?e’Vices Incorporate the
Protected and Conservation Areas: Legally designated sites where ecological preservation is prioritized consndgred ] _u_rban ecosystem appro?ch
through restrictions on land use and activities (#3 of 19) planning decisions into urban planning

@ Environmental Assessment Instruments (EAI) — Instruments designed to systematically
integrate environmental considerations into policy, planning and decision-making processes to

dat P s ge . . . consider environmental
assess and mitigate negative impacts, enhance biodiversity, and monitor ecological outcomes.

justice dimensions in
Monitoring and Evaluation: Systematic tracking of environmental conditions to assess biodiversity soil sealing / greening
outcomes, refine mitigation measures, and inform future planning cycles and SP&MI through condition decisions

indicators, including biodiversity metrics. (#6 of 11)

Economic and Financing Instruments (E&FI) — Mechanisms that encourage behavioral shifts

toward Dbiodiversity-friendly practices, helping to correct market and policy failures by

incorporating the value of nature’s contributions and social and environmental costs into decision-

making.
Tax Reliefs and Subsidies: Tax reductions, exemptions, or subsidy payments by the government to support
products, technologies, and practices that minimize or prevent environmental degradation or contribute to
conservation goals. (#4 of 15)

Figure4. Reflection on urban plannindgviural board on the recommendations and policy instruments identified by Biovalue



Reflections

The discussion emphasized that while some promising tools exist, the real barriers lie in implementation,
SYF2NOSYSyYyiGs YR 6 NBySadad tIFNIAOALI yia RSEAONROGSF
most important to prioritize, highlighting the complexity of spatial planning systems. Nonetheless, there was
broad agreement on the need for stronger regulations, csesstoral tools, and capacHyuilding efforts to

support a more systemic inclusion of ecosystem considerations in urban planning.

5.1.2 Group 2z landscape planning
Facilitator: Candice PougetINote taker:Marina Abello
Participants:Spain (1), Austria (15ermany (1), Romania (1), Turkey (1)

Challenges Identified

Participants identified a wide range of challenges related to landscape planning across differing European
contexts. A key issue was the mismatch between stesrh economic or political goals and the letegm

needs of biodiversity, with one participant noting th@td K2 NIi G SNY ySSRa G2 oS | RR
and longli SNXY (i . RaRiGpatioX processes were also seen as insufficient, often involving only a
narrow segment of society, raising the questianrA & A G aYlr €t LR2NIAz2y 2F az20
LJ- NI A O Rladhirig Si&cisions sometimes fail to account for the traffe between local and global

impacts, such as conservation in one region driving environmental harm elsewhere through global supply
chains, illustrated by the remark RST2NB a il G A2y Ay sezeinKcdiries) deday” andA S & X
institutional fragmentation further undermines biodiversity planning. In Austria, for example, planning
responsibilities are split across nine provinces and dominated by municipalities, avth2 2 DS NI €
O2YLINBKSYyaA @S ylI GA2yLl fStrény bbbyy from latiriculiute fand [fdtestry gestofsd X ¢
was seen as influencing planning in ways that undermine biodiversity goals, referred éofa® 6 0 &

Ay (S NXBodhargpdolslems included & t | O -fedoralOdd@dination [that] leads to fragmented

RS OA aahdayya2éli. Sy 2dzZaK y S 32 (.AThdilacR gf Atteritioh ol spaliay” Soyin@clivityé in
planning frameworks was also flagged as a serious issue, with the observatiom &hatlr G A £ O2yy S
2yt e LINI OGAOSR |G, £t20Ff 2NJ NBIA2yIlt fS@St X¢

Instruments and Mechanisms

The group linked these challenges to several categories of responses. Building the capacity of local
administrations was seen as crucial, especially in contexts where planning professionals lack environmental
literacy, expressed a8 SRdzOl S LJdzo f A OFinangiaf msfranertsNducha trgedéd subsidies

or incentives, were also mentioned as ways to encourage biodivagrsgitive land management, with one
participantnotingd 6 S dza S FTAY I yOA Ll f Ay a (i NPEariSpadtsiemphasizés yh& megdO S &
for overarching coordination mechanisms to overcome jurisdictional silos, especially in federal systems like
Germany and Austria, referring to tiey SS R T2 NJ ONZR & & Samé BhalNigés wee mihi2dNI i A
to the BioValue recommendation areas, with participation and scale conflicts linked to the need to reform

spatial planning processes as a whole, and lobbying pressure connecte§td6 SRRSR OKIF y3S
LINE OS & & o¢
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(1) Strengthenthe Capacity of the Spatial Planning
Process to Enhance Biodiversity

1 Evolve planning mindset to achieving net-gain of biodiversity
2 -

3 Strengthen the regulatory framework for biodiversity
enhancement

4 Adjust frameworks for fiscal and economic tools to broaden
local governments' options for enhancing biodiversity

5 Establish multilevel monitoring systems for biodiversity

(2) Addressing the Spatial Planning Process
Altogether

6 Empower and build capacity
7 Secure early integration of biodi ity s

8 Ensure successful planning and policy cohesion
9 Address cumulative aspects

108 proacti lication and

(3) Embedding Change Within the Spatial Planning Process
11 Integrate challenges and opportunities into the vision
building and formulation of objectives.

12 Broaden baseline studies to support diagnosis stage and
ensure effective use of data at later stages

13 Improve the development and use of scenarios and
alternatives in the strategy stage

14 Embed action-oriented monitoring into planning practices

(1] Spatial Planning and Management Instruments (SP&MI) — Instruments that affect the
delivery of policy goals implemented under spatial planning such as plans, programs, and projects.

Protected and Conservation Areas: Legally designated sites where ecological preservation is prioritized
through restrictions on land use and activities (#3 of 19)

 Environmental Assessment Instruments (EAI) — Instruments designed to systematically

integrate environmental considerations into policy, planning and decision-making processes to

assess and mitigate negative impacts, enhance biodiversity, and monitor ecological outcomes.
Monitoring and Evaluation: Systematic tracking of environmental conditions to assess biodiversity

outcomes, refine mitigation measures, and inform future planning cycles and SP&MI through condition
indicators, including biodiversity metrics. (#6 of 11)

© Economic and Financing Instruments (E&FI) - Mechanisms that encourage behavioral shifts

toward biodiversity-friendly practices, helping to correct market and policy failures by

incorporating the value of nature’s contributions and social and environmental costs into decision-

making.
Tax Reliefs and Subsidies: Tax reductions, exemptions, or subsidy payments by the government to support
products, technologies, and practices that minimize or prevent environmental degradation or contribute to
conservation goals. (#4 of 15)

Figure5. Reflection on landscape planninilural board on the recommendations and policy instruments identified by Biovalue

Reflections

Participants agreed that many challenges cannot be solved solely through technical tools. Political will,
power dynamics, and institutional cultures are all decisive. Although EU instruments and national policies
exist, their effectiveness is often limited by fragmented responsibilities and inconsistent enforcement. A
more systemic approach is neededne that combines regulation, participatory reform, and ldegm
political support for biodiversity integration.

5.1.3 Group 3- protected area management, conservation and connectivity

Facilitator. Sonja Ho6lzl | Note taker: Eva Sievers

Participants: Austria (1) Germany (1)Europe(Institute for European Environmental Poli¢Y), France (1),
Turkey (1)



Challenges Identified

This group focused on obstacles to spatial planning for biodiversity from a nature conservation perspective.
One of the main structural gaps is the absence of legal recognition for ecological connectivity, with

participants noting thatt G K S NB A

8 y2

implementation nearly impossible. The lack of a common terminology and definition of concepts like
ecological corridors added to the representation challenges. Funding was another major issue, with
referencestad Fdzy RAYy 3 Y2 &l andy 12dzo (SA QYT dwy[ BRK Dooirtifg tolthdk @1 G S F
difficulty of securing dedicated funds and integrating private and public finance mechanisms for restoration.

Access to land was identified as a core barrier, particularly in urban andnban areas where competition

with other land uses is high, expressedia® 2 Y LIS (i A y 3

w

& & a U SPdricipants pointed out a disconnect between stratdgiel urban planning and projetgvel

environmental assessments, describediadzND | Yy

LX F yYSNEX S$02t23Amda |

& LI forkedolbgicaldéotrighss Myich mékesithiia 2 NEB &

b3 A yandd y220 KRNI LISHYYER (dks2S

NE

addition, planning cycles were considered too slow to adapt to emerging biodiversity challenges, with plans

G dzLJR I (0 S Ru /8 O SIEiN:By Miliere was a persistedtt I O |

integration into decisiormaking.

Instruments and Mechanisms

27

LINBE OA & SlimitingR  dzLJ {

Several responses were discussed. These included land access mechanisms such as land swaps, stewardship
agreements, or rezoning tools to designate land for nature, describédla@ NB S Y Sy G &

f1yR

g AGK

a g LJa . Fandldg Ndfufioasyiverg explated, particularly hybrid models combining public

and private finance, with one example beidd INRA @ (' S T dzyCRzen stighce@lbtloryhvEie ¢

mentioned as a source of biodiversity data that could feed into planning processes if properly managed,
F OG A @S NBadpsdisialgomphgsizedl the iRgodaBA Bl A ( & X

illustrated bya . NHza & St a X

£y

involving local actors and building awareness at the municipal level, where many decisions affecting land use

are made, expressed asii I £ 1 |
BioValue recommendation areas.

Protected areas alone are
insufficient; biodiversity must
be safeguarded across wider
multifunctional landscapes. S

t20G G2

Other area based
nature conservation
(ecological corridors) -

data challenge: hierarchy
of planning steps

(national level)

access 1o land for large scale
nature restoration requires
agreements with landowners, or
and swaps, of rezoning. of other
instruments to commit land to
nature objective

Evolve planning mindset to achieving net-gain of biodiversity
mandatory regular

time frame of S
regu rocesses Lok AU %
__ updates onlocal i e ensure effectiveness
L {city) level updates)

Integrate systems thinking approach

engthen the regulatory for y __—
enhancement
Funding for Ecological
Restoration in Europe
{public funding VS
private funding)

Adjust frameworks for fiscal and economic tools to broaden

local government * options for enhancing —

Establish multilevel monitoring systems for biodiversity

3
2
(2) Addressing the Spatial Planning Process
Altogether

talk a lot to people on
the ground -
communicate the
value of the land

6 Empower and build capacity
7 Secure early integration of biodiversity concerns
8 Ensure successful planning and policy cohesion
9 Address cumulative aspects

10 Strengthen proactive application and

enforcementof the mitigation hierarchy

Incorporation of the nature
approach and European
Nature Restoration law in

urban planning

mandatory regular
updates on local
(city) level
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(3) Embedding Change Within the Spatial Planning Process

" 2 and opportunities into the vision
lack of precise and up
to date data on

species and biotopes

building and formulation of objectives.
12 Broaden baseline studies to support diagnosis stage and
ensure effective use of data at later stages

13 Improve the development and use of scenarios and
alternatives in the strategy stage

14 Embed action-oriented monitoring into planning practices

LT ese dheSsurdsyiveré riiaPpedtdl @l tmbdR X &



17

(1] Spatial Planning and Management Instruments (SP&MI) - Instruments that affect the
delivery of policy goals implemented under spatial planning such as plans, programs, and projects.

Protected and Conservation Areas: Legally designated sites where ecological preservation is prioritized
through restrictions on land use and activities (#3 of 19)

species and biotopes

@ Environmental Assessment Instruments (EAI) = Instruments designed to systematically

integrate environmental considerations into policy, planning and decision-making processes to

assess and mitigate negative impacts, enhance biodiversity, and monitor ecological outcomes.
Monitoring and Evaluation: Systematic tracking of environmental conditions to assess biodiversity
outcomes, refine mitigation measures, and inform future planning cycles and SP&MI through condition
indicators, including biodiversity metrics. (#6 of 11)

Economic and Financing Instruments (E&FI) — Mechanisms that encourage behavioral shifts
toward biodiversity-friendly practices, helping to correct market and policy failures by
incorporating the value of nature’s contributions and social and environmental costs into decision-
making.
Tax Reliefs and Subsidies: Tax reductions, exemptions, or subsidy payments by the government to support

products, technologies, and practices that minimize or prevent environmental degradation or contribute to
conservation goals. (#4 of 15)

Figure6. Reflection on protected area managemeMural board on the recommendations and policy instruments identified by
Biovalue

Reflections

Participants stressed that integrating biodiversity into spatial planning requires both structural reform. Even
where national laws exist, their local implementation is inconsistent or ineffective. Municipalities often
avoid action due to a lack of political incentives or social acceptance. This points to a need for more
inclusive, multlevel governance and loAgrm investment in building local capacity and public
understanding.

5.1.4 Group 4- nature based solutions
Facilitator: Brady Mattsson | Note taker: Harineeswari Meenakshi Sundaram
Participants:Spain (1), Serbia (2), Germany (2), European Commission (1).

Challenges Identified

The group identified a comprehensive set of challenges related to the implementation of #Axtses

solutions (NBS) in planning and policy. A key barrier is the implementation gap: while many national or
regional strategies mention green infrastructure, theyr NB 2 F (i S yandilaci pragtiay obibihad® ér
instruments for local implementation. Fragmented responsibilities and policy silos across administrative
levels were described asLJ2 £ A O& aAf 2a oiKI (Shortpditcd §tds BeFefaBdndtadd S LI
as a barrier, referred to a% & K-2 SINY LJ2 f A (At thé same@@edthefedisad | O1 2F o &aSft )
Y 2 y A (i 2 Ndidyedaluation methods to assess the effectiveness of NBS. Education systems and
professional training were said to provideg S 1 AY G0 S3IANI GA 2y X dnybiodiétaigOdr (G A 2 y 3
NBS, leading to low institutional capacity. Financial challenges were also prominent, with references to
Gddzy Of SI NJ 6 dziasywellasif ¥ZRE$ R Xbryadddwhiéra & Pridaxesactors to adopt NBS.

Finally, societal engagement was described as weak, @ihS | { a2 OA S lof theN&BUE@DEY A { A
biodiversity in planning, and £ A YA G SR O ILS-NIOA GYel AFyRiNSoAl BB Rt cts.

Instruments and Mechanisms

The group aligned their responses with the three BioValue recommendation areas. Under capacity
strengthening, they recommended t© A Y LINE @S A o¢f biSd@editylialh® YBS écross all planning

levels and sectors, to expand data and monitoring infrastructure, anal #dzLJLJ2 NI S RdzOI-G A 2y

0 dzA f RfarylahKets and local actors. To address the planning process, participants suggestéditdO | S
AyailaddziA 2yl fandfiod SyYaSdyNis (A2 ty &8ss scalgskaSdiele@ofaK @ycles. Finally,
embedding change requires new financial mechanisms and funding frameworks thaskd&BS
investments and create incentives for biodiversity protection. Equally importantdsoK A F & a2 OA S |
YR AYONBIasS LzotAO 6 NBySaa [062dzi 0A2RADGSNBRAGE Q3



(1) Strengthenthe Capacity of the Spatial Planning
1 Process to Enhance Biodiversity

1 Evolve planning mindset to achieving net-gain of biodiversity

2 Integrate systems thinking approach

2 3 Strengthen the regulatory framework for biodiversity

enhancement
4 Adjust frameworks for fiscal and economic tools to broaden
local governments' options for enhancing biodiversity
5 Establish gsy for biodiversity

(2) Addressingthe Spatial Planning Process (3) Embedding Change Within the Spatial Planning Process

Altogether 11 Integrate challenges and opportunities into the vision

6 Empowerand build capacity S

building and formulation of objectives.

7 Secure early integration of biodiversity concerns
v € ty 12 Broaden baseline studies to support diagnosis stage and

nsure successful planning ani licy cohesion

# Eawire successiul plaoning sid policy ensure effective use of data at later stages

9 Address cumulative aspects
P 13 Improve the development and use of scenarios and

h S
10 Strengthen proactive application and L
of the hi
14 Embed action-oriented monitoring into planning practices

(1] Spatial Planning and Management Instruments (SP&MI) — Instruments that affect the
delivery of policy goals implemented under spatial planning such as plans, programs, and projects.

Protected and Conservation Areas: Legally designated sites where ecological preservation is prioritized
through restrictions on land use and activities (#3 of 19)

O Environmental Assessment Instruments (EAI) — Instruments designed to systematically

integrate environmental considerations into policy, planning and decision-making processes to

assess and mitigate negative impacts, enhance biodiversity, and monitor ecological outcomes.
Monitoring and Evaluation: Systematic tracking of environmental conditions to assess biodiversity

outcomes, refine mitigation measures, and inform future planning cycles and SP&MI through condition
indicators, including biodiversity metrics. (#6 of 11)

Economic and Financing Instruments (E&F1) - Mechanisms that encourage behavioral shifts
toward biodiversity-friendly practices, helping to correct market and policy failures by
incorporating the value of nature’s contributions and social and environmental costs into decision-
making
aductions, exemplions, or s
es that minimize or prevent nental de or contribute to

Figure7. Reflection on naturbased solutionsMural board on the recommendations and policy instruments identified by Biovalue.

Reflections

Participants mentioned that scaling up NBS is not simply a technical challenge. It requires structural,
financial, and cultural transformation. Financial viability, léegm political commitment, and public
engagement were seen as decisive factors. Without these, NBS will remain a marginalradloer than a
mainstream planning strategy.

5.2 Country Breakout group session 2

5.2.1 Group 1z France
Facilitator: Roxanne LebergerNote taker:Lucien Napoli
Participants: 4 with 1 projectmanager 1 territorial engineer and 2 researchers.

Most Useful Instruments / Recommendations:
1 Zéro Atrtificialisation Nett¢ZAN) as a planning and regulatory instrument
Environmental impact assessments
Urban biodiversity credits (under development; considered useful for testing at city level)
Soil strategy
Tools that embed justice and ecosystem services into urban planning (e.g. CARE method)
Governance structures that allow clear integration of environmental goals
Mutualisation of knowledge across actors in the planning process

= =4 -8 —a —a -2
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1 Use of zoning to influence development pathways and prevent environmentally damaging projects
1 Systems of compensation and renaturation
Main Barriers to Implementation:
1 Biodiversity is often perceived as a constraint by developers
1 Difficulties for some actors (e.g. developers) in fulfilling restoration or renaturation obligations
1 Lack of prioritisation of biodiversity and environmental concerns in planning decisions
1 Environmental concerns are still insufficiently present in state services
71 Limited uptake of environmental criteria in actual implementation of planning rules
Main Enablers:
1 Environmental laws and national strategies (e.g. ZAN, impact assessments)
1 Technical knowledge and scientific evidence
1 Integration of scientific research into operational planning
1 Planning tools that go beyond legal minimums to create proactive environmental strategies
Quick Wins:
1 Environmental assessments performed by independent ecological experts (not just planning offices)
71 Introduce experimentation with urban biodiversity credits as part of-ldtyel strategies
1 Apply renaturation practices more systematically in degraded urban spaces
1 Develop concrete pilots that show successful biodiversity restoration
1 Promote multiactor cooperation through localised environmental projects
1 Enhance visibility of existing environmental zoning instruments
LongTerm Actions:
1 Change who performs environmental evaluati@reoving from planning firms to ecological experts
1 Reform and contextualise mapping practices to reflect real environmental priorities
1 Better define and support optimal status of urban projects in line with ecosystem logic
1 Develop national frameworks for knowledge sharing on biodiversity and urban planning
Most Promising Next Step:
1 Use cartography as a mediation tool
1 Explore desigiased instruments

5.2.2 Group 2z Germany

Facilitator. Sonja H6lZINote taker: Justus Wittenbecher

Participants: 4 researchers.

Most Useful Instruments / Recommendations:

il

=a =4 —a —a —a -2

il

Patience for implementing and maintaining new regulations
Tax support and incentives

Use of ecepoints and biodiversity credits

Landuse regulations that promote biodiversity

Binding regulations for restoration targets

Inclusion of biodiversity targets in planning requirements
Interventions that can be anchored in regional planning

It was highlighted that while instruments may be useful in theory, it is important to also pay attention to
how they are implemented. A discussed example addressed that concepts l#oiete'biodiversity

credits may fail their goal to compensate for biodiversity losses when ecosystems and habitats created for
points do not represent local fauna and flora.



Main Barriers to Implementation:

1 Spatial planning remains disconnected from legislation
Economic priorities often override biodiversity goals (e.g. job creation or infrastructure projects)
Existing biodiversity regulations can be overturned by political or economic reform
Biodiversity knowledge is not well integrated in education or public discourse
Instruments are primarily designed for agriculture and exclude other land uses
Regulations often shiftonservation to less valuable land
Weak enforcement and monitoring structures
Limited access to or clarity of biodiversity regulations
Outdated or poorguality planning data
Lack of dialogue between farmers and political decisi@kers
Politicalshifts lead to inconsistent biodiversity policy

=4 =4 -8 8 4 8 a8 _a _a -9

Main Enablers:
1 Environmental education in schools

1 Incentives (e.g. eepoints, tax breaks) for biodiversity actions

1 Improved coordination between planning and biodiversity policies

1 Crosssector partnerships to implement biodiversity measures

1 Ensuring compliance and implementation of existing regulations
Quick Wins:

1 Create incentives for voluntary biodiversity measures
7 Raise awareness among landowners and local communities
1 Provide better guidance and clarity for planners

LongTerm Actions:
1 Reform spatial planning laws to integrate biodiversity explicitly
1 Improve transparency and access to biodiversity data for planners
1 Strengthen implementation and enforcement mechanisms
1 Ensure longerm funding and policy stability for biodiversity measures

Most Promising Next Step:
1 Improve the integration of biodiversity into spatial planning through education, legal reform, and
better enforcement of existing tools

5.2.3 Group 3z Austria
Facilitator: Lisa |Note taker:Eva Sievers
Participants:3 with 1 project manager 1 policy officer and 1 researcher.

Most Useful Instruments / Recommendations:
1 NBSAP and Soil Strategy with integrated financing: if properly implemented, these strategies can
have a high impact ospatial planning.
T Visualisation of biodiversity areas outside protected zones to improve awareness and support
planning decisions.
1 Early integration of negain perspectives into planning, moving beyond compensatity
approaches.
1 Planning incentives linked to regional planning (RP) instruments, including areas outside their direct
mandates.
1 Development of regional biodiversity Leitbilder (frameworks) that bring together diverse
stakeholder interests.
1 Use of existing ecological data (e.g. corridors) to inform planning and prevent biodiversity loss.
Emphasis on the intrinsic value of nature within planning decisions.
1 Awareness raising and public education, especially at the local level.

=
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Main Barriers to Implementation:

il
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Fragmented responsibilities and lack of coordination across governance levels.
Mismatched planning timeframes between actors, hindering alignment.

Lack of political will to address competergyated issues or propose constitutional changes.
Conflicting land use interests (e.g. development vs. conservation).

Limited use of effective tools for biodiversity integration.

Insufficient compensation and management measures in practice.

Main Enablers:

1 Strong political commitment and leadership.
1 Harmonised, transparent, and accessibiediversity data systems.
1 Improved knowledge and training for planners on biodiversity indicators and objectives.
1 Recognition of the intrinsic value of biodiversity and ecological corridors.
1 Awareness raising and education at local and regional levels.
1 Platforms like Lebensraum.at offering accessible biodiversity data.
Quick Wins:
1 Voluntary biodiversity schemes with financial incentives and certification models.
1 Awareness campaigns targeting both public audiences and landowners.
1 Effective consideration and use of existing biodiversity data (e.g. green corridors).
1 Strategic engagement with stakeholders to address data concerns (e.g. green bridge vs. supermarket

case).

LongTerm Actions:

f

f
f
f

Shift planning competences from local municipalitiesdgional levels to enable more holistic
decisions.

Improve monitoring systems, especially for cumulative impacts of land use change.
Tiered implementation of naturbased solutions (NBS), including phased approaches.
Strengthen institutional and technical capacities at all levels.

Most Promising Next Step:

1

1

Promote systematic use of existing connectivity data in planning, combined with monitoring of
implementation to assess and improve effectiveness.

Consider incentive mechanisms such as awardarnkings for besperforming municipalities or
regions to promote positive competition.

5.2.4 Group 4- Mixed country 1

Facilitator: Brady Mattsson [Note taker: Harineeswari Meenakshi Sundaram

Participants:4 with 1 policy analyst and 3 researchers.

Most Useful Instruments / Recommendations:

il
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Serbia: Guidelines for Public Space Information, Baseline Assessments, Project Design, and
Regulation (including both quantitative and qualitative standards).

Spain: Cumulative Impact Assessment to account for aggregate effects across space and time.
EUlevel: Land acquisition, land zoning, and land rearrangements.

Additional: Protected and Conservation Areas (especially to manage construction and unregulated
tourism in fragile zones).

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) as a mechanism to integrate biodiversity considerations.

Main Barriers to Implementation:

1

Serbia: Political challenges, poor coordination between institutions, weak connection between



policy, science, and implementation, and overburdening of end users.

1 Spain: Lack of coordination between administrations, limited availability oftkenmg ecological
data, and economic pressures that downplay biodiversity impacts.

1 EUlevel: Absence of strategic drivers at high planning levels, weak integration of biodiversity
objectives, and limited regulatory pressure.

1 Additional: Difficulty accessing biodiversiglated regulations, weak ecological data, conflicting
regulatory framewaorks for farmers, lack of implementation enforcement, and variable interpretation
of responsibilities across political cycles.

Main Enablers:

1 Serbia: Interdisciplinary planning approaches, local capaditging, awareness raising on NbS
tools, and legislative reforms to reverse harmful provisions.

1 Spain: Strengtheimter-administrative coordination and establish leteym integrated data
systems.

1 EUlevel: Promote highevel strategic planning and ensure integration of biodiversity goals into
impact assessments.

1 Crosscutting: Citizen engagement for legitimacy, use of citizellected ecological data, and
involvement of NGOs to fill ecological knowledge gaps.

Quick Wins:
1 Not explicitly listed in MURAL or notes for this group.

LongTerm Actions:
1 Not explicitly listed in MURAL or notes for this group.

Most Promising Next Steps (by Country):
1 Serbia: Strengthen interdisciplinary planning, improve i@rgn funding structures, and support
legislation that integrates biodiversity at local level.
1 Spain: Enhance cumulative impact monitoring and establish better-agency coordination.
1 EUlevel: Promote strategitevel biodiversity integration through mandatory mechanisms and
consistent data usage

5.2.5 Group 5- Mixed country 2
Facilitator: Alister Scott [Note taker:Hannah Korinth
Participants:4 with 1 policy officerand 3researchers

Most Useful Instruments / Recommendations:
1 Countryspecific:
o Romania: Education and training for mdisciplinary cooperation.
o Poland: Clear inclusion of environmental rules in spatial and local planning frameworks.
1 EUwide:
o Embedding Naturdased Solutions (NBS) into seespecific policies (e.g. water, health,
urban planning) through soalled "sector hooks".
o Use of Green Deal and EU Biodiversity Strategy as a‘whetiety approach.
o Develop capacity among EU policymakers to better integrate biodiversity into decision
making.
o A clear and binding EU regulation requiring the integration of the ecosystem services
approach into Environmental Impact Assessments.

Main Barriers to Implementation:
1 Countryspecific:
o Netherlands: Lack of ecological expertise training for judges and courts dealing with
planning conflicts.
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1 EUwide:
o Siloed work across Directorat€&eneral and insufficient crosectoral training on NBS.
o Siloing across countries and institutions.
o Differences in technical language and policy jargon between fields.
o Strong role of private property rights, with limited powers for authorities to intervene.
o Variability in legal interpretation by decisionakers.
Main Enablers:
1 Countryspecific
o Sweden: Use of environmental courts as preceewetting institutions.
1 EUwide:
o Interdisciplinary training programmes for legal professionals (e.g. judges, lawyers).
o Development of sectoral hooks that link biodiversity integration to-eomironmental
policies.
o Involvement ofinterdisciplinary mediators to help connect spatial planners and diverse
stakeholders.
o Creation of economic incentives beyond regulation (e.g. blended finance models).

Quick Wins:
1 EUwide
o Use of decision support tools and brief guidance documents to deliver change.
o Strengthen the role of spatial planning law at practitioner level.
o Ensure that planning instruments remain flexible and focused on positive outcomes.

LongTerm Actions:
1 EUwide:
o Breaking down silos and mainstreaming biodiversity across all planning sectors.
o Establishing stronger links between spatial planning and climate change
mitigation/adaptation.
o Development of interdisciplinary education programmes.
o Enabling systemic change through lelegm institutional reorganisation.
o Create a more supportive ecosystem for transformative change.

Most Promising Next Steps:

1 EUwide:

o Bridge knowledge gaps between sectors such as urban development, water management,

food systems, and health.
Foster interdisciplinary collaboration across countries.
Increase exchange of lessons learned and mutual listening.
Strengthen interdisciplinary education and improve nature valuation methods.
Harmonise methodologies for biodiversity assessment and policy integration.

O O o o

5.2.6 Shared insights across countries

Data implementation, access, and monitoring
A first and striking overlap lies in timeed to better implement and use existing dat&everal countries
highlighted how data is either inaccessible, fragmented, or not integrated into planning. This was echoed in
calls forbetter monitoring systems especially to assess cumulative impacts of land use change.
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Lack of capacity and skills
Closely related is the issueadpacity and skillsSome participants pointed to the limited capacity of
planners, local authorities, or legal experts to engage meaningfully with biodiversity concerns. In response,



there was a call fainterdisciplinary education and trainingnot only for spatial planners but also for legal
professionals such as judges and decisitakers.

9 [ 01 2F OFLIOAGE FYyR &1Aftfasg

9 GbSSR F2NJAYUGSNRAAOALX Ayl NARGE SRdzOF GA2Yy Lt GNF AN

9 GodAf RAY3 OF LI OAGASaAE

T aYP{ DT {SNDBALFY . FNNARSNI 20SNI LAY SEOSaargdS o dzNg
O22NRAYFGA2YY YR (G4KS tF01 2F RIGI ¢

Breaking silos and strengthening cooperation
Breakingsilos between sectors and governance levedsanother red thread. Participants stressed tieed
for integrated planning approachedn countries like Serbia, Romania, and Poland, this was tied to poor
intersectoral cooperation, bureaucratic inertia, and the lack of coordinated leadership.
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Awareness raising and communication tools
Another theme iswareness raisingThis includes better communication of the benefits of biodiversity
(especially in urban contexts), as weltagls like maps and visualisatioto support mediation, negotiation,
and shared understanding.

1 a! 6 NBySaa NIAaAy3da a gte (2 32¢

I a
9 a¢KS dzas 2F VYI L&A¢E
9 4! asS OFNI23INFXLKe & | YSRALFLGAZ2Y G22¢ ¢

Learning across countries and shared experiences
A need forlearning from one anothemas also present. Participants emphasized the valdistehing
across countries and sectgrexchanging good practices, and aligning strategies where possible.
7 aft SENYyAYy3I FNRBY &KIFNBR SELISNASyOSa | ONraa O2dzy il

1T a,Saz AAYAELENI GKSYS&a Ay {SNDAIL F& Ay w2YFYyAl ol
T a[ A&aiGSyAy3 (G2 SIFOK 20KSNJ I yR SEOKFyYy3IAy3d SELSNA:
1 a,Sax FyR I LRGSYGAFT FT2NJ O22LISNIGA2YyE

Policy coherence and lontgrm political support
There was a call faggreater policy coherence and loAgrm political commitment Environmental
regulations often exist, but lack enforcement, stability, or clarity.
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Mainstreaming nature in broader policy agendas
Several sawrban nature planssector hooks andnature protection instrumentsas promising ways to
better align environmental and soc&conomic goals especially when tied to climate, water, or health.
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6. Conclusion and next steps

Based on the findings of thdorizon EuropddioValueproject, the results of this workshop highlighted that
integrating biodiversity into spatial planning requires a combination regulatory, economic, and
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knowledgebased instruments Regulatory and policy integration is central, embedding biodiversity
explicitly into planning laws, zoning regulations, and fasd management. Complementanyarket-based
and incentive mechanismssuch as financial schemes, certification models, and awards, can motivate actors
to adopt biodiversityfriendly practices.

Effective integration also relies anbust monitoring and data systemsAccessible and reliable biodiversity
and connectivity data, supported by mapping, citizen science, and digital platforms, enables elidsede
planning and adaptive managemeapacity building through education and trainingargeting planners,
legal professionals, decisionakers, and communitiesensures that biodiversity is valued and ecosystem
logic is applied in planning processes. Innovative tools, such as desigd approaches, cartography for
mediation, and urban restoration projects, can further enhance resilience and ecological outcomes.

Severalbarriers impede implementation. Governance fragmentation, weak irdggency coordination,
regulatory enforcement gaps, and political instability reduce effectiveness. Persistent tensions between
development priorities and conservation goals, coupled with knowledge and data limitatinokiding
insufficient ecological expertise and weak leiegn datasets create gaps between policy ambition and
practical action.

Keyenablersinclude education and awarenesaising, reliable data integration, cresectoral and multi

actor collaboration, and a balanced combination of incentives and enforcement. Strong legal instruments
and strategic planning provide the foundation for embedding biodiversity into-femg governance
structures, ensuring that conservation objectives are systematically integrated.

Moving forward, threepriority areasemerge:

1. Strengthen interdisciplinary collaboration and educati@across sectors (urban development,
water, food, health) and countries, using interdisciplinary training and improved valuation methods
to mainstream biodiversity in decisianaking.

2. Improve policy frameworks and enforcemenharmonising biodiversityelated laws and
methodologies, ensuring clarity and stability, securing #evgh funding, and involving independent
ecological experts in evaluations to increase credibility.

3. Enhance monitoring and data ussystematically applying connectivity data, tracking cumulative
impacts, and promoting transparent data sharing across agencies to support accountability and
adaptive planning.

Collectively, these measuresupported by awarenessising, crosgountry learning, and policy
mainstreaming can shift planning cultures towaretological resilienceensuring biodiversity integration is
both effective and durable.

To further explore the transferability of the BioValue EU Horizon project's results across E iz vl
develop an additional outpuduring the coming montht provide deeper insights into this topic



7. Annexes

7.1 Workshop Agenda

2025-Biovalue Workshop

M facilitators/trainers M logistics [l input [M discussion/debriefing [l break [M activity

TIME
Pre-workshop
09:00 Organisers « Opening Zoom
15m meeting « Testing breakout rooms, screen-sharing, closed-captioning with live translation
« Little check-up with organizers & Facilitators
o Short check it
o Any burning questions/statement
09:15 Pre- e Welcome slide:
15m [ Workshop o we start at 9:30

o Change your name to: Country - first and last name - ENG (or other language if you don't
understand English)

Opening
09:30 Welcome by « Welcome everybody
1m Sven « Happy that you are here
« My name is Sven and | will facilitate this gathering
« Meeting is recorded for reporting purposes
« Explain how to put Closed captions in your language

09:31 Introduction « Why we are here (Brady) -> 5 min
15m to the project o Identify the most promising policy instruments and recommendations for enhancing
biodiversity through spatial planning in different member states
o Capture both country-specific challenges and EU-level perspectives
o Enable knowledge exchange between different stakeholders and countries
o Use your expertise to policy development
o ldentify enabling factors and hindering factors for implementing recommendations

« Introduction to Eklipse (Alister) -> 5 min

+ What is the BioValue about (Maria) -> 5 min
o Some short info about Eclipse and the Horizon Europe Biovalue project
o Give a quick overview of the results

-> Maria passes the floor back to Sven
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TIME
09:46

5m

09:51
3m

09:54
40m

Collaboration
guidelines
(Sven)

Introduction

Group
discussion

27

« Short introduction to Zoom
« Change your name (if you haven't done already)
o Country - first and last name - ENG (or other language if you don't understand English)

» Guidelines for working together:
« Listen with intention to understand, not to respond
o What you give is what you get
o Keep webcam on in break-out groups if possible
o Fair share of speaking time: Listen as much as you speak

« We have a bunch of BioValue people who might drop in and out

« We will work on Mural during the break out rooms. | will show you some quick tips on how to
use this

o Navigate the Mural
o Create a post-it
o Move a post-it

EU-level mixed group discussion

We will create transnational theme based break-out groups where you can share your on
biodiversity-focused spacial planning on EU level.

The themes will be:

1. Urban planning -> 2 groups

2. Landscape planning in plenary with CC + Spanish -> 1 group

3. Nature conservation promotion/regulation (e.g. protected areas, EU Nature Directives, habitat
connectivity) -> 1 group

4. Nature-based solutions -> 1 group

Once | have open te groups, you will see the break out icon on the bottom of your screen and you
can join them freely.

The group on Landscape planning will stay in the plenary (where you can keep the Closed
Captions on)

Facilitator of each group presents the one-sentence summary of EU-level insight, 1-2 main
challenges, and names of instruments/recommendations to address those. (MAX. 2 min)

STEP 1: Facilitator welcomes participants and states goals of the session, we'll start from what you
know: the instruments you've used or seen in action. We'll link these to the challenges they
address. (30 sec)

STEP 2: To help with the interaction and taking the floor, the facilitator asks participants to share
their name (2 minutes)

STEP 3: Brainstorm from your perspective: Define what are the main challenges to biodiversity-
friendly spatial planning that apply across Europe. You write these on the post-its under the title of
your break-out group (10 min).

STEP 4: Facilitators shares briefly the recommendations and instruments briefly. You can show 1
slide (5 min)

STEP 5: Take your top 3 challenges and place them either on the grid with policy
recommendations and/or next to the instruments that solve the challenge.Discuss what makes
that this works so well? -> note that 1 challenge can be linked with various recommendations and
instruments. In that case, the post-it can be copied. (20 min)

STEP 6: Create one clear sentence that captures your EU-level insight. (4 min)
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TIME

10:34
10m

Plenary Each group gets 1 minute to share:

sharin
9 + their headline sticky with their most sharable outcome from the conversation

10:44 BREAK

Country-level discussion
10:54 Introduction « Break out groups per country + some mixed groups

5m » We use Mural to take notes

10:59 Group STEP 1: The goals of this block create a country-specific snapshot that captures the most

45m discussion relevant policy tools, and realistic actions. We should have per country group a clear picture of
barriers, enablers, and next steps - from quick wins to longer-term priorities - so that these can
feed into cross-country learning and EU-level recommendations.

STEP 2:To help with the interaction and taking the floor, the facilitator asks participants to share
their name (1 minute)

STEP 3: Discuss in your group and take notes on Mural

« which are the 5 most useful instruments/recommendations for your country. (11 min)

« Which are the Barriers (pink) and enablers (yellow) to implement recommendations in your
country -> Encourage concrete examples (laws, funding, capacity, politics, etc.). (11 min)

+ What are some quick wins (short-term) and Longer-term actions. (11 min)

« Headline sticky -> Most promising next step for biodiversity in your country and why (5 min)
-> the transnational groups add their country to the post-its
Cross-country patterns

11:44

5m

Explanation You will get 10 min to look at the Mural board to what other countries have written. Then we will put
you back in multi-country groups to look for cross-country patters.

11:49
25m

Plenary « Discuss the following 2 questions:
discussion o Take a look at the MURAL BOARD individually (5min)

o | will make random trio's and you will answer the following question: Which
instruments/recommendations showed up in multiple countries

o Discussion: What makes that they are easily transferable from cne country to another ->
means instruments appear in multiple countries and/or are easily adapted)?

Closing
12:14

Mentimeter Open guestion: what do you take from this morning
question
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. Closing
What happens next (Simo)

‘ « We will write a report of the outcomes of this meeting. This report will be sent to you afterwards.
« Afew of you may be invited for a light peer-review (quick checks, no heavy lift).

Stay connected with ECLIPSE (Simo)
Thank you (Maria)

« “Thanks for your time and insights today. This was rich and practical.”

« Join the newsletter and community to follow next steps and results.

« We'll hang on the call for informal networking / Q&A for anyone who wants to stay a few
minutes longer.

3h 09m

7.2 Workshop participants
21 Expertgsee Table.2 below)

Table.2. Experts profile

Country Profile Specialty

Romania Researcher Architecture and urban planning

Europewide but alsaBelgium in Policy officer EU policy tools

particular

Europe (Belgium) Policy officer (DG | Biodiversity and Nature Based Solutions

RTD)

Netherlands Researcher Environmental Assessments

Poland Researcher Urban Planning

Germany Researcher Landscape Planning

Germany Researcher Landscape Planning

Germany Researcher Nature Based Solutions

Germany Researcher Landscape Planning

Austria Policy officer National Biodiversity Strategy and
implementation

Austria Researcher Landscape Planning

Austria Project Manager WWEF Central Europe

France Project Manager Ecological restoration

France Researcher Urban Planning




France Territorial Engineer | Urban and Landscape Planning
France Researcher Urban Planning

Turkey Researcher Urban Planning

Serbia Researcher Urban Planning

Serbia Researcher Urban Planning

Spain Researcher Urban Planning

Spain Researcher Landscape Planning

Facilitators and nota¢akers:

CoNOOR~LOWNOE

Sven RetorgVisuality Belgiunffacilitator english)
Alister Scot{facilitator english)

Brady Mattssor{facilitator english)

Candice Pougédfacilitator spanish)

Eva Siever@otetaker german)

Hannah Korintt{note-taker english)
HarineeswarMeenakshi Sundararfmote-taker english)
Justus Wittenbechefnote-taker german)
Lisa Bibefreudenberge(facilitator german)

10. Lucien Napoljnote-taker french)
11. Marina Abello Buyl¢note-taker spanish)
12. Roxanne Lebergédfacilitator french)

13. Simo SarkMfacilitator english)
14. Sonja HolAfacilitator german)

BioValue observers:

Emilia Ravn Boess
Heidi Wittmer
Karla LocheKrause
Lia Laporta

Maria Partidario

7.3 Mural Board
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0 Instruments de planification et de gestion spatiales (PPGS) - Instruments qui affectent la réalisation des objectifs politiques mis.
‘en ceuvre dans le cadre de la planification spatiale, tels que les plans, les programmes et les projets.

2}
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nGus pour intégrer les
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les de

du marché et des politiques en intégrant la valeur des

contributions de la nature et les colts sociaux et environnementaux dans la prise de décision.

0 Instrumentos de planificacion y gestion espacial (PEyET) - Instrumentos que afectan el cumplimiento de los
objetivos de politicas implementados en el marco de la planificacion espacial, como planes, programas y proyectos.
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TRANSNATIONAL & THEMATIC VIEW

Brainstorm on what are the main challenges to biodiversity spacial
planning from your perspective. Write each challenge on a separate post it
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Take your top 3 challenges and place them either on the grid with policy
recommendations and/or next to the instruments that solve the challenge.
Discuss which ones you have used and what makes that this works so well?

Note that 1 challenge can be linked with various recommendations and
instruments. In that case, the post-it can be copied. You can do that by

selecting the post-it and then do ctri-c followed by ctrl-v o memrion
fletdrjoteas
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(EAI) — Instruments designed to systematically
¢ into policy, planning and decision-making processes to
assess and mitigate negative impacts, enhance biodiversity, and monitor ecological outcomes.

Monitoring and i tracking of to assess
outcomes, refine mitigation measures, and inform future planning cycles and SP&MI through condition
indicators, including biodiversity metrics. (#6 of 11)

(3 ic and Financing (E&FI) - Mechanisms that encourage behavioral shifts
toward biodiversity-friendly practices, helping to correct market and policy failures by
incorporating the value of nature’s contributions and social and environmental costs into decision

making.
Tax Reliefs and Subsidies: Tax reductions, exempt or subsidy payments by the government to support
products, technologies, and practices that minimize or prevent environmental degradation or contribute to

conservation goals. (#4 of 1




5 niitzlichste Instrumente erman: 5 wichtigste Hiirden
Empfehlungen bei der Umsetzung von
Instrumenten / Empfehlungen

Consistency of policies
Tax regulations regence; Baning Jesd progiti a0 a0k
(no policy change)

Okopunkte/Biocredits
(for something that

you are supposed to
compensate anyways)

Most promising next step in my countr

Pl Conlbasedenergy | JICISRIC0 0
cases cietal . . .
improve information and
— . e responsibility through state
earth perspective of knowledge in in agriculture and . . A
and communication agrcuiure industry organizations (consulting /
SR Sy —— extension services)
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o e by private owners)
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Rafael
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plus utiles

principaux obstacles a la mise
en ceuvre des instruments /
recommandations
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gl (MRAG, CNPN, CSRPN) -
IS IO b S CNPN, CSRPN)
Comeumeson
e e gt i ce ot
1 o el S D
Communcaton a0t
i st k.
preeiriner)

La prochaine étape la plus
prometteuse dans mon pays
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Working with ecosystem-
centered metrics.

5 niitzlichste Instrumente
Empfehlungen

Soil Strategy, Funding

Voluntary schemes

Awareness raising

Consideration of
existing data (e.g.
corridors)

Shift competences

More effective
from local actors to monitoring (also of

German: 5 wichtigste Hiirden
bei der Umsetzung von
Instrumenten / Empfehlungen

Politisches suitable, transperant
Kommittent - Political and well accessible
Comittment data
Knowledge on
biodiversity targets Dota
and variables/
indicators.

Intrinsischar Wort dor Natur Awareness raising,
especially at local

Most promising next step in my count

regionalactors cumuative impacts) Use of existing connectivity

Tiering of measures
for NBS (e.g. for
implementation of
nature restoration)

Strengthen

data and monitoring of

implementation, Award for
best implementing region
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Mol a/Romania;
Poland;
Netherlands

main barriers to

most useful instruments
implement recommendation

recommendations

Create enabing econcmic
Em:‘: Ehg training for lawyers et goes beyond pure.
and judges iordec inmce el

Most promising next step in my countr

Promote external role

EU: decision support

tools, clear briefguidance  of spatial planning law ing of silos,
relation between spatial
wider mainstreaming, Lo
e level change
groups
instruments and

planning needs to be ‘enable

more flexible and -aducational wr:;;m
BRUBTIAY institutions.

metho

create an enabling
envrironment for
systemic change




Mixed (1,7)

Serbia (3,4)

Serbia (2)
Spain (5,6,8)

most useful instruments
recommendations

main barriers to
implement recommendation
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7.4 Survey results

A) Do you have expertise in the following categories of policy instruments?

Spatial Planning and Management Instruments: Instruments that affect the delivery of policy goals
implemented under spatial planning such as plans, programs, and projects.

Environmental Assessment Instruments: /nstruments designed to systematically integrate
environmental considerations into policy, planning and decision-making processes to assess and
mitigate negative impacts, enhance biodiversity, and monitor ecological outcomes.

Economic and Financing Instruments: Mechanisms that encourage behavioral shifts toward
biodiversity-friendly practices, helping to correct market and policy failures by incorporating the value
of nature’s contributions and social and environmental costs into decision-making.

Spatial Planning and
Management Instruments

11 (84.6%)

ironmental n
Environmental Assessment 6 (46.2%)
Instruments

Economic and Financing
Instruments

6 (46.2%)

Prefer not to answer[—0 (0%)
0.0 25 5.0 75 10.0 125
B) Ecosystem(s) that are or would be targeted by your focal organization when actually or potentially

implementing the BioValue instruments and recommendations.
Select all that apply among the EU ecosystem typology

Coastal beaches, dunes and... 1(7.7%)
Cropland 5 (38.5%)
Forest and woodland 5 (38.5%)
Grassland 5 (38.5%)
Inland wetlands 4 (30.8%)
Heathland and shrub 3(23.1%)
Marine ecosystems (coastal... 1(7.7%)
Marine inlets and transitional... 2 (15.4%)
Lakes and reservoirs 4 (30.8%)

Rivers and canals
Settlements and other artifici...
Sparsely vegetated ecosyste...

11 (84.6%)
3(23.1%)

1(7.7%)
All major EU ES types (fresh... 1(7.7%)
all of these 1(7.7%)

0.0 25 5.0 75 10.0 125

Figure 1. Participants’ expertise in A) policy instruments, B) ecosystem types as described by the EU
ecosystem typology, level 1: Settlements and other artificial areas, Cropland, Grassland, Forest and woodland,
Heathland and shrub, Sparsely vegetated ecosystems, Inland wetlands, Rivers and canals, Lakes and
reservoirs, Marine inlets and transitional waters, Coastal beaches, dunes and wetlands, Marine
ecosystems(coastal waters, shelf and open ocean), Settlements and other artificial areas. 13 respondents.

FigureAl.t | NI AOA LI yiaQ SELISNIA&AS Ay !0 LRtAd& AyadNHzS
ecosystem typology, level 1: Settlements and other atrtificial areas, Cropland, Grassland, Forest and

woodland, Heathland and shrub, Sparsely vegetated ecosystems, Inland wetlands, Rivers and canals, Lakes
and reservoirs, Marine inlets and transitional waters, Coastal beaches, dunes and wetlands, Marine
ecosystemgcoastal waters, shelf and open ocean), Settlements and other artificial areas. 13 respondents.



A) How likely do you believe the spatial planning and management instruments category, if implemented
by your focal organization, will enhance biodiversity from 2026-2030?

@ very likely (80-100%)
@ somewnhat likely (60-79%)
@ very unsure (40-59%)

@ somewhat unlikely (20-39%)
@ very unlikely (0-19%)

B) How likely do you believe the environmental assessment instruments category, if implemented, will
enhance biodiversity from 2026-2030?

@ very likely (80-100%)

@ somewhat likely (60-79%)
46.2% A @ very unsure (40-59%)

@ somewhat unlikely (20-39%)

@ very unlikely (0-19%)

30.8%

C) How likely do you believe the economic and financing instruments, if implemented, will enhance
biodiversity from 2026-2030?

@ very likely (80-100%)

@ somewnhat likely (60-79%)
@ very unsure (40-59%)

@ somewhat unlikely (20-39%)
@ very unlikely (0-19%)

Figure A2 Capacity of the BioValymlicy instruments categorie® enhance biodiversity A) spatial planning
and management instruments category, B) environmental assessment instruments category, C) economic
and financing instruments category. 13 respondents.
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A) How likely do you believe the recommendations on strengthening the capacity of the spatial planning
process to enhance biodiversity, if implemented by your focal organization, will enhance biodiversity
from 2026-2030?

@ very likely (80-100%)

@ somewhat likely (60-79%)
@ very unsure (40-59%)

@ somewhat unlikely (20-39%)
@ very unlikely (0-19%)

) How likely do you believe the recommendations on addressing the spatial planning process
altogether, if implemented, will enhance biodiversity from 2026-2030?

@ very likely (80-100%)
® somewhat likely (60-79%)
46.2% A @ very unsure (40-59%)
@ somewhat unlikely (20-39%)
@ very unlikely (0-19%)

30.8%

C) How likely do you believe the recommendations on embedding change within the spatial planning
process, if implemented, will enhance biodiversity from 2026-2030?

@ very likely (80-100%)

@ somewhat likely (60-79%)
@ very unsure (40-59%)

@ somewhat unlikely (20-39%)
@ very unlikely (0-19%)

Figure A3Capacity of the BioValuecommendations categorie® enhance biodiversity A) strengthening
the capacity of the spatial planning process to enhance biodiversiagdBgssing the spatial planning
process altogether, C) embedding change within the spatial planning process. 13 respondents.




A)

@ Voluntary Donations and Sponsorships @ Guidelines for Public Space Design a...
@ Best Practice Guidelines for Private L...

@ Basecline Assessment @ Green Credils and Investment Facilities
@ Protected and Conservation Areas
@ Land Use Zoning @ Land Use Zoning
@ Design-Based Instruments
@ Land Acquisition
A @ Density Bonuses

@ Fast-Tracking Approval Process
@ Interim Use Permits for Vacant Land

@ Land Rearrangements
@ Contractualization and Stewardship Pr...
@ Transfer of Development Rights (TDR)

@ Payments for Ecosystem Services and direct payments @ Performance-Based Approaches (Poi...
@ Quantitative Targets and Standards
@ Qualitative and Technological Require...
B) @ Compensation Measures

@ Expropriation of Land and Compulsor...
@ Administrative Possession

® Preemption Rights
@ Assessment of Cumulative Impacts
@ Scoping
@ Information, Consultation, Engagement
@ Baseline Assessment
w @ Monitoring and Evaluation
@ Strategic Environmental Assessment (...
@ Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
@ Baseline Assessment - @ Formulation of Alternatives

@ Design-Based Instruments @ Best Practice Guidelines for Private -
Landowners @ Mitigation Hierarchy

@ Enhancement Measures

@ Guidelines for Public Space Design and management

@ User Fees and Surcharges
C) @ Payments for Ecosystem Services an...
@ Environmental Taxes
@ Tax Reliefs and Subsidies
@ Ecological Fiscal Transfers
@ Benefit and Revenue Sharing
@ Awards and Recognitions

@ Auctions and Tenders
@ Habitat/Mitigation Banking
» w @ Green Products and Eco-Labelling/
Certification
@ Green Credits and Investment Facilities
@ Quotas and Licenses
@ Voluntary Donations and Sponsorships

@ Fines, Penalties, and Legal Liabilities
@ Deposits and Performance Bonds

@ Monitoring and Evaluation @ Protected and Conservation Areas
@ Interim Use Permits for Vacant Land

@ Tax Reliefs and Subsidies
@ Awards and Recognitions

@ Design-Based Instruments

@ Land Use Zoning @ Protected and Conservation Areas

Figure A4Top three individuahstruments (fromTable 1, p43 of the BioValue repoythe participants
believe to be the most likely to be effective for enhancing biodiversity once implemented by their focal
organization from 202&030 (A) first instrument selected, (B) second instrument selected and (C) third
instrument selected by participants. 13 respondents.
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Figure A5Top three individualecommendationgfrom the BioValue repodrthe participants believe to be

the most likely to be effective for enhancing biodiversity once implemented by their focal organization from
20262030 (A) a first recommendation selected, (B) a second recommendation selected and (C) a third
recommendation selected by participants. 13 respondents.






