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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 identified by BioValue EU Horizon project. The 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 northern Germany. This 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 nature-positive futures. IPBES (2024) defines 

transformative change as a fundamental, system-wide 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/governments at multiple 

levels and involve synchronization across multiple spatial, temporal and sectoral scales to improve societal 

outcomes. Fast-emerging 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 with ecological 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 non-governmental stakeholders. However, decisions 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 approaches to restore 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 deep-seated leading to changes in behaviours and values and thus quite often will require bundles 

https://biovalue-horizon.eu/
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of incentive, regulatory and participative 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). 

 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ ŀ ǇǊŜŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΩǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ 

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 policy-, planning-, 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 including suggestions 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.  
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Table 1. Recommendations formulated by the HEU BioValue project for Enhancing Biodiversity through Spatial Planning (HEU BioValue 
project, Deliverable 4.4). 

Recommendations 

1- Evolve planning mindset to achieving net-gain of 

biodiversity 

Support the shift from the traditional no-net loss 

mindset, aimed at avoiding and remedying significant 

impacts, to a net-gain mindset, where biodiversity 

conditions are improved beyond current conditions. 

2- Integrate systems thinking approach 

Breaking conventional linear approaches ς 

particularly within spatial planning and EA 

governance systems ς and adopting systems thinking 

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 decision-making levels to mandate 

biodiversity enhancement as a fundamental 

component of spatial planning, ensuring that policies 

not only prevent damage but actively 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, and 

ensure coherent implementation across governance 

levels. Stronger coordination between these policy 

spheres is essential to ensure that biodiversity 

objectives can be systematically integrated into local 

governance and financial decision-making 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 ς 

essential for an integrated understanding of 

biodiversity with other policies concerning urban and 

rural areas and natural spaces ς require not only the 

continuous acquisition of data and basic information 

to support monitoring, but also devices, technological 

platforms, and the know-how underlying them. 

Incorporating system-level indicators can help monitor 

long-term outcomes, such as habitat connectivity or 

species recovery, and provide ongoing feedback for 

future planning cycles. 

6-  Empower and build capacity 

To navigate conflicts arising from vested interests in 

sectors like agriculture, urban development, and 

infrastructure, practitioners and decision-makers 

should promote early and transparent stakeholder 

engagement in environmental assessment and 

planning processes. Planning authorities must 

prioritize inclusivity in the design and 

implementation of spatial planning instruments to 

avoid exacerbating socio-economic inequalities.  

7- Secure early integration of biodiversity concerns 

Early integration of biodiversity concerns in the spatial 

planning process enables planners and policy-makers 

to embed biodiversity and ecosystem service priorities 

into the policy agenda from the outset. 

 8- Ensure successful planning and policy cohesion 

Policy cohesion ensures the effective coherence and 

communication between planning levels. To ensure 

coherence and coordination of planning levels, it is 

crucial that tiering is effectively and successfully 

implemented in both higher- and lower-tier spatial 

planning. This includes ensuring that lower-tier 
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planning levels adhere to planning decisions and 

future actions that are delegated to them from 

higher-tier planning and that higher-tier 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 enforcement 

of mitigation measures, the mitigation hierarchy 

should be integrated as a fundamental principle at 

the earliest stages of the planning cycle, ensuring the 

prioritization of impact avoidance and enhancement 

of biodiversity before any planning formulations and 

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 early-stage planning, 

R11 reinforces the need to align biodiversity ambitions 

within the stages of vision building and objective 

formulation. This strategic integration is essential to 

move from high-level ambition to actionable planning 

frameworks. Incorporating biodiversity from the outset 

clarifies the level of recognition it receives within 

administrative agendas and among the stakeholders 

shaping long-term 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 of 

possible and desired futures enables interactions with 

representatives of communities and stakeholders, in a 

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 action-oriented 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 follow-

up these complex processes, monitoring is essential. 

 

2. Background  

 

2.1 Eklipse - a knowledge broker mechanism  

Eklipse is a knowledge brokering mechanism created in 2016 to support governments, institutions, 
businesses, and NGOs make better-informed 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 (EC-KCBD). Since 2022, it has been managed by the non-profit 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 (see Eklipse outputs and main EC follow-up report) to better understanding 
impacts of green and blue spaces on mental health (see Eklipse reports).  
 

In the case of this request, the aim was to support the Biovalue project in increasing the policy relevance of 
their results. By developing a methodological backbone and facilitation scheme, Eklipse aims 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 request as "Which 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), and 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 in the Methods Protocol developed 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 regarding their applicability in particular planning contexts. 
 

 

3. Workshop Methodology  
 

3.1 Workshop invitation  
 
We looked for experts in spatial planning with a European expertise, putting an emphasis on urban and 
landscape planning. We targeted a diverse set of stakeholders, from academia to governments, civil 
societies and businesses. We put the emphasis 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 
{ŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅǿƻǊŘǎ άǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎέ hw άǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎέ !b5 άōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅέ hw άǇƻƭƛŎȅ 
ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎέ hw άǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘƻƻƭǎέ !b5 ƴŀƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ōȅ hwΦ 
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. 

 

https://alterneteurope.eu/
https://eklipse.eu/request-nbs/
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6da29d54-ad4e-11eb-9767-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://eklipse.eu/request-health/
https://eklipse.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/BioValue_Method-Protocol.pdf
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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 Policy (IEEP), 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, 
ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ όCƛƎǳǊŜ нύΦ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 
expertise, with a majority of landscape and urban planners (Figure 3). 
 

 
Figure 1Φ /ƻǳƴǘǊȅ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΦ пΦу҈ Ґ м ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΦ 

 
 

 
Figure 2Φ tǊƻŦƛƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΦ пΦу҈ Ґ м ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΦ 
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Figure 3Φ CƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇΩǎ participants. 4.8% = 1 participant. 

 
 

3.2 Pre-workshop task ɀ 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 survey.  The 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 real-world planning and decision-making, while allowing for a concise set of 
questions in the online survey.  For 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 socio-economic 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 survey. Analysis involved simple 
frequency analysis of the closed questions with a simple contents analysis of the open questions using post 
survey thematic coding.  
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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. Participants expertise: 
 
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 answered Heathland and shrub, Sparsely vegetated ecosystems, Coastal 
beaches, dunes and wetland, Marine inlets and transitional waters, Marine ecosystems (coastal waters, shelf 
and open ocean).  
 

2. Capacity of the BioValue policy instruments categories and recommendations to enhance 
biodiversity  

 
The participants of the survey answered that it is more likely that spatial planning and management 
instruments category when 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 category (7,7% very likely, 30,8% somewhat likely) (Annex 7.4, 
Figure A2).  
 
While being asked if the recommendations are 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 it is more likely to strengthen  (very likely (15,6%) or somewhat 
likely (53,8%)) than addressing  the whole spatial planning (very likely (7,7%) or somewhat likely (30,8%)) or 
even embedding change (very likely (15,4%) or somewhat likely (38,5%)) (Annex 7.4, Figure A3).  
 

3. Prioritisation of three instruments and three recommendations that are most likely to be effective 
for enhancing biodiversity once implemented 

 
The participants were asked to list the top three individual instruments (from Table 1, p.43 of the BioValue 
report) that they  believe to be the most likely to be effective for enhancing biodiversity once implemented 
by their focal organization from 2026-2030. 
 
¶ As first instrument selected (A in Annex 7.4, Figure A4) was mentioned Land use zoning (23,1%), 

Guidelines for public space design and management (23,1%) and voluntary donations and 
sponsorship (7,7%). 
 

¶ As second instrument selected (B in Annex 7.4, Figure A4) was 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%).  

 
¶ The third instruments selected (C in Annex 7.4, Figure A4) were 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%).  

https://eklipse.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/D4.4.-The-transformative-potential-of-spatial-planning-to-enhance-the-value-of-biodiversity-version-pre-final-20250625.pdf
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For the top three individual recommendations (from the BioValue report) 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: 
 
¶ As first recommendations selected (A in Annex 7.4, Figure A5) ǿŜǊŜ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ŀǎ άŜǾƻƭǾŜ 
ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƳƛƴŘǎŜǘέΣ άƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘέΣ άǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ 
ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴέ όмрΣ п҈ύΦ 
 

¶ As second recommendations selected (B in Annex 7.4, Figure A5) ǿŜǊŜ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ άŜǾƻƭǾŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 
ƳƛƴŘǎŜǘέ όноΣм҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ άƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘέΣ άŜƳōŜŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ-oriented 
ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎϦ ŀƴŘ ά9ƴǎǳǊŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƻƘŜǎƛƻƴέ όмрΣ п҈ύΦ 

 
¶ The third recommendations selected (C in Annex 7.4, Figure A5) ǿŜǊŜ άƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ 
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘέ όолΣу҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ άŜǾƻƭǾŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƳƛƴŘǎŜǘέΣ άǎŜŎǳǊŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ 
ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴέ ŀƴŘ ά9ƴǎǳǊŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƻƘŜǎƛƻƴέ όмрΣ п҈ύΦ 

 
 

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: 

¶ Identify the most promising policy instruments and recommendations for enhancing biodiversity 
through spatial planning in different member states 

¶ Capture both country-specific challenges and EU-level perspectives 

¶ Enable knowledge exchange between different stakeholders and countries 

¶ Capture expertise regarding policy development 

¶ Identify enabling factors and hindering factors for implementing recommendations 
 

 
4.2 Workshop flow  

 
The methodology unfolded in three main blocks: 
 
¶ EU-level thematic discussions 

o Participants self-selected into breakout groups based on four thematic areas: Urban 
Planning, Landscape Planning, Nature Conservation, and Nature-Based Solutions. 

o Each group identified key challenges to biodiversity-friendly 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 ¢ƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƘŜƴ ŘƛǎǘƛƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴǘƻ ƻƴŜ ŎƭŜŀǊ άƘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜέ ŎŀǇǘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
EU-level insight. Outcomes were shared in plenary, providing a first cross-country synthesis. 
 

¶ National and mixed-country group work 
Participants reorganised into country-based 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 mapped barriers (e.g. lack of data, fragmented responsibilities, political 
challenges) and enablers (e.g. existing funding streams, participatory approaches, strong 
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legal frameworks). 
o DǊƻǳǇǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ōȅ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ άƳƻǎǘ ǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ƴŜȄǘ ǎǘŜǇέ ŦƻǊ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

country, distinguishing between quick wins and longer-term actions. 
 

¶ Cross-country 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 cross-cutting patterns and highlighted instruments with 

high potential for EU-wide adoption or adaptation. 
 
 

4.3 Facilitation and Tools  
 
The workshop was facilitated through Zoom, with trained facilitators and note-takers assigned to each 
breakout group. The MURAL board served as the central workspace, enabling: 
¶ Visual clustering of challenges and recommendations. 
¶ Comparative mapping of instruments across themes and countries. 
¶ Transparent documentation of discussions, accessible to all participants. 

Recordings of the breakout discussions were made locally by note-takers and later shared with the 
organisers to ensure accuracy in reporting. 
 
 

4.4 Outcomes and Methodology  
 
This structured, participatory approach allowed for: 
 
¶ A comprehensive mapping of challenges at both EU and national levels. 
¶ Clear identification of barriers and enabling conditions for biodiversity-enhancing instruments. 

Formulation of policy-relevant recommendations that reflect both local specificities and European-
wide trends. 

¶ Creation of a shared visual knowledge base (MURAL board) that can be revisited and expanded 
upon in follow-up 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, with occasional quotes of participant 
contributions to highlight some of the most salient findings. 
 
 

5.1 EU Break-out group session 1 
 

5.1.1 Group 1 - urban planning 
 
Facilitator: Alister Scott | Note taker: Hannah Korinth 
 
Participants: France (3), Poland (1), Spain (1), Netherlands (1). 
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Challenges Identified 
Participants highlighted a number of obstacles to integrating biodiversity into urban planning. A central issue 
was a need for άŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ώǘƻ ōŜϐ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎέ despite growing 
awareness of their importance. The group discussed the need to άƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛƴǘƻ 
ǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΣέ reversing the trend of prioritizing housing and infrastructure. However, this shift is 
hindered by an άƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƎŀǇέ between stated policy objectives and practice. Key structural issues 
included the need to άŜƴǎǳǊŜ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέ and that there is άƴƻǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜέ to support planners. Participants also raised concerns about how to άŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴέ and άƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƛƴ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΦέ 
 
Instruments and Mechanisms 
The group shared several approaches and tools that have proven useful in addressing these challenges. One 
example was an άŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ-ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘέ where projects began by assessing environmental value before 
development needs, leading to different outcomes. Another contribution was an άƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ǘƻƻƭέ 
to help planners balance issues like light pollution with biodiversity and citizen comfort. ά{ƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ 
ǘƻƻƭǎέ were mentioned as useful in exposing differences in spatial planning systems across countries and 
supporting mutual learning. At the municipal level, άƭƻŎŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ Ǉƭŀƴǎέ were considered a useful vehicle 
for integrating biodiversity goals, especially when authorities and developers work together from the outset. 
 

 
 

 
Figure 4. Reflection on urban planning - Mural board on the recommendations and policy instruments identified by Biovalue 
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Reflections 
The discussion emphasized that while some promising tools exist, the real barriers lie in implementation, 
ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΦ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀ άŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŘŜŎƛŘŜέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
most important to prioritize, highlighting the complexity of spatial planning systems. Nonetheless, there was 
broad agreement on the need for stronger regulations, cross-sectoral tools, and capacity-building efforts to 
support a more systemic inclusion of ecosystem considerations in urban planning. 
 
 

5.1.2 Group 2 ɀ landscape planning 
 
Facilitator: Candice Pouget | Note taker: Marina Abello 
 
Participants: Spain (1), Austria (1), Germany (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 short-term economic or political goals and the long-term 
needs of biodiversity, with one participant noting that άǎƘƻǊǘ ǘŜǊƳ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŦƛǊǎǘΧ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ 
and long ǘŜǊƳ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΧέ. Participation processes were also seen as insufficient, often involving only a 
narrow segment of society, raising the question άƛǎ ƛǘ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƻ 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜΚέ. Planning decisions sometimes fail to account for the trade-offs between local and global 
impacts, such as conservation in one region driving environmental harm elsewhere through global supply 
chains, illustrated by the remark άŘŜŦƻǊŜǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΧέ. In several countries, legal and 
institutional fragmentation further undermines biodiversity planning. In Austria, for example, planning 
responsibilities are split across nine provinces and dominated by municipalities, with άƴƻ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 
ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŀǿ ƻƴ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΧέ. Strong lobbying from agriculture and forestry sectors 
was seen as influencing planning in ways that undermine biodiversity goals, referred to as άƭƻōōȅ 
ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΧέ. Other problems included a άƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎǊƻǎǎ-sectoral coordination [that] leads to fragmented 
ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎέ and άƴƻǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎΧέ. The lack of attention to spatial connectivity in 
planning frameworks was also flagged as a serious issue, with the observation that άǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΧ 
ƻƴƭȅ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜŘ ŀǘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΧέ. 
 
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 as άŜŘǳŎŀǘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΧέ. Financial instruments, such as targeted subsidies 
or incentives, were also mentioned as ways to encourage biodiversity-positive land management, with one 
participant noting άǿŜ ǳǎŜ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎΧέ. Participants emphasized the need 
for overarching coordination mechanisms to overcome jurisdictional silos, especially in federal systems like 
Germany and Austria, referring to the άƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŎǊƻǎǎ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΦέ Some challenges were mapped 
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 connected to άŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƻ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦέ 
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Figure 5. Reflection on landscape planning - Mural 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 neededτone that combines regulation, participatory reform, and long-term 
political support for biodiversity integration. 
 
 

5.1.3 Group 3 - protected area management, conservation and connectivity 
 

Facilitator: Sonja Hölzl | Note taker: Eva Sievers 
 
Participants:  Austria (1), Germany (1), Europe (Institute for European Environmental Policy) (1), France (1), 
Turkey (1). 
 
 



16 
 

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 that άǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅέ for ecological corridors, which makes their 
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 
references to άŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ƴƻǘ ŜŀǊƳŀǊƪŜŘΧέ and άǇǳōƭƛŎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ±{ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎέ pointing to the 
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 and peri-urban areas where competition 
with other land uses is high, expressed as άŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎΧέ and άƴƻ ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ 
ǎȅǎǘŜƳΧέ. Participants pointed out a disconnect between strategic-level urban planning and project-level 
environmental assessments, described as άǳǊōŀƴ ǇƭŀƴƴŜǊǎΧ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭΧέ. In 
addition, planning cycles were considered too slow to adapt to emerging biodiversity challenges, with plans 
άǳǇŘŀǘŜŘ ŜǾŜǊȅ мл-нл ȅŜŀǊǎΧέ. Finally, there was a persistent άƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǇǊŜŎƛǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǳǇ ǘƻ ŘŀǘŜ ŘŀǘŀΧέ limiting 
integration into decision-making. 
 
Instruments and Mechanisms 
Several responses were discussed. These included land access mechanisms such as land swaps, stewardship 
agreements, or rezoning tools to designate land for nature, described as άŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊǎΣ ƻǊ 
ƭŀƴŘ ǎǿŀǇǎΣ ƻǊ ǊŜȊƻƴƛƴƎΧέ. Funding solutions were explored, particularly hybrid models combining public 
and private finance, with one example being άǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŦǳƴŘǎ ƛƴ CǊŀƴŎŜΧέ. Citizen science platforms were 
mentioned as a source of biodiversity data that could feed into planning processes if properly managed, 
illustrated by ά.ǊǳǎǎŜƭǎΧ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΧέ. Participants also emphasized the importance of 
involving local actors and building awareness at the municipal level, where many decisions affecting land use 
are made, expressed as άǘŀƭƪ ŀ ƭƻǘ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΧέ. These measures were mapped to all three 
BioValue recommendation areas. 
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Figure 6. Reflection on protected area management - Mural 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, multi-level governance and long-term 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 nature-based 
solutions (NBS) in planning and policy. A key barrier is the implementation gap: while many national or 
regional strategies mention green infrastructure, they άŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǘƻƻ ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎέ and lack practical guidance or 
instruments for local implementation. Fragmented responsibilities and policy silos across administrative 
levels were described as άǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǎƛƭƻǎ ώǘƘŀǘϐ ƘƛƴŘŜǊ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΦέ Short political cycles were also noted 
as a barrier, referred to as άǎƘƻǊǘ-ǘŜǊƳ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎȅŎƭŜǎΧέ. At the same time, there is a άƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ ŘŀǘŀΣ 
ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎΧέ and evaluation methods to assess the effectiveness of NBS. Education systems and 
professional training were said to provide άǿŜŀƪ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΧ ƛƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭŀΧέ on biodiversity or 
NBS, leading to low institutional capacity. Financial challenges were also prominent, with references to 
άǳƴŎƭŜŀǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƳƻŘŜƭǎΧέ as well as άƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜǎΧέ for landowners or private actors to adopt NBS. 
Finally, societal engagement was described as weak, with άǿŜŀƪ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴΧέ of the value of 
biodiversity in planning, and άƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ƭƻƴƎ-ǘŜǊƳ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜΧέ of local NBS projects. 
 
Instruments and Mechanisms 
The group aligned their responses with the three BioValue recommendation areas. Under capacity 
strengthening, they recommended to άƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΧέ of biodiversity and NBS across all planning 
levels and sectors, to expand data and monitoring infrastructure, and to άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ-
ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎΧέ for planners and local actors. To address the planning process, participants suggested to άǘŀŎƪƭŜ 
ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦǊŀƎƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΧέ and to άŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƻƘŜǎƛƻƴΧέ across scales and electoral cycles. Finally, 
embedding change requires new financial mechanisms and funding frameworks that de-risk NBS 
investments and create incentives for biodiversity protection. Equally important is to άǎƘƛŦǘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ƴƻǊƳǎΧέ 
ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƛƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ 
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Figure 7. Reflection on nature-based solutions - Mural 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, long-term political commitment, and public 
engagement were seen as decisive factors. Without these, NBS will remain a marginal add-on rather than a 
mainstream planning strategy. 
 
 

5.2 Country Break-out group session 2 
 

5.2.1 Group 1 ɀ France 
 
Facilitator: Roxanne Leberger | Note taker: Lucien Napoli 
 
Participants: 4 with 1 project manager, 1 territorial engineer and 2 researchers. 
 
Most Useful Instruments / Recommendations: 
¶ Zéro Artificialisation Nette (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 
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¶ Use of zoning to influence development pathways and prevent environmentally damaging projects 
¶ Systems of compensation and renaturation 

 
Main Barriers to Implementation: 
¶ Biodiversity is often perceived as a constraint by developers 
¶ Difficulties for some actors (e.g. developers) in fulfilling restoration or renaturation obligations 
¶ Lack of prioritisation of biodiversity and environmental concerns in planning decisions 
¶ Environmental concerns are still insufficiently present in state services 
¶ Limited uptake of environmental criteria in actual implementation of planning rules 

 
Main Enablers: 
¶ Environmental laws and national strategies (e.g. ZAN, impact assessments) 
¶ Technical knowledge and scientific evidence 
¶ Integration of scientific research into operational planning 
¶ Planning tools that go beyond legal minimums to create proactive environmental strategies 

 
Quick Wins: 
¶ Environmental assessments performed by independent ecological experts (not just planning offices) 
¶ Introduce experimentation with urban biodiversity credits as part of city-level strategies 
¶ Apply renaturation practices more systematically in degraded urban spaces 
¶ Develop concrete pilots that show successful biodiversity restoration 
¶ Promote multi-actor cooperation through localised environmental projects 
¶ Enhance visibility of existing environmental zoning instruments 

 
Long-Term Actions: 
¶ Change who performs environmental evaluations ς moving from planning firms to ecological experts 
¶ Reform and contextualise mapping practices to reflect real environmental priorities 
¶ Better define and support optimal status of urban projects in line with ecosystem logic 
¶ Develop national frameworks for knowledge sharing on biodiversity and urban planning 

 
Most Promising Next Step: 
¶ Use cartography as a mediation tool 
¶ Explore design-based instruments 

 
 

5.2.2 Group 2 ɀ Germany 
 
Facilitator: Sonja Hölzl | Note taker: Justus Wittenbecher 
 
Participants: 4 researchers. 
 
Most Useful Instruments / Recommendations: 
¶ Patience for implementing and maintaining new regulations 
¶ Tax support and incentives 
¶ Use of eco-points and biodiversity credits 
¶ Land-use 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 like eco-points/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. 
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Main Barriers to Implementation: 
¶ 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 shift conservation to less valuable land 
¶ Weak enforcement and monitoring structures 
¶ Limited access to or clarity of biodiversity regulations 
¶ Outdated or poor-quality planning data 
¶ Lack of dialogue between farmers and political decision-makers 
¶ Political shifts lead to inconsistent biodiversity policy 

 
Main Enablers: 
¶ Environmental education in schools 
¶ Incentives (e.g. eco-points, tax breaks) for biodiversity actions 
¶ Improved coordination between planning and biodiversity policies 
¶ Cross-sector partnerships to implement biodiversity measures 
¶ Ensuring compliance and implementation of existing regulations 

 
Quick Wins: 
¶ Create incentives for voluntary biodiversity measures 
¶ Raise awareness among landowners and local communities 
¶ Provide better guidance and clarity for planners 

 
Long-Term Actions: 
¶ Reform spatial planning laws to integrate biodiversity explicitly 
¶ Improve transparency and access to biodiversity data for planners 
¶ Strengthen implementation and enforcement mechanisms 
¶ Ensure long-term funding and policy stability for biodiversity measures 

 
Most Promising Next Step: 
¶ Improve the integration of biodiversity into spatial planning through education, legal reform, and 

better enforcement of existing tools 
 
 

5.2.3 Group 3 ɀ Austria 
 
Facilitator: Lisa | Note taker: Eva Sievers 
 
Participants: 3 with 1 project manager, 1 policy officer and 1 researcher. 
 
Most Useful Instruments / Recommendations: 
¶ NBSAP and Soil Strategy with integrated financing: if properly implemented, these strategies can 

have a high impact on spatial planning. 
¶ Visualisation of biodiversity areas outside protected zones to improve awareness and support 

planning decisions. 
¶ Early integration of net-gain perspectives into planning, moving beyond compensation-only 

approaches. 
¶ Planning incentives linked to regional planning (RP) instruments, including areas outside their direct 

mandates. 
¶ Development of regional biodiversity Leitbilder (frameworks) that bring together diverse 

stakeholder interests. 
¶ 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. 
¶ Awareness raising and public education, especially at the local level. 
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Main Barriers to Implementation: 
¶ Fragmented responsibilities and lack of coordination across governance levels. 
¶ Mismatched planning timeframes between actors, hindering alignment. 
¶ Lack of political will to address competency-related 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: 
¶ Strong political commitment and leadership. 
¶ Harmonised, transparent, and accessible biodiversity data systems. 
¶ Improved knowledge and training for planners on biodiversity indicators and objectives. 
¶ Recognition of the intrinsic value of biodiversity and ecological corridors. 
¶ Awareness raising and education at local and regional levels. 
¶ Platforms like Lebensraum.at offering accessible biodiversity data. 

 
Quick Wins: 
¶ Voluntary biodiversity schemes with financial incentives and certification models. 
¶ Awareness campaigns targeting both public audiences and landowners. 
¶ Effective consideration and use of existing biodiversity data (e.g. green corridors). 
¶ Strategic engagement with stakeholders to address data concerns (e.g. green bridge vs. supermarket 

case). 
 

Long-Term Actions: 
¶ Shift planning competences from local municipalities to regional levels to enable more holistic 

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

 
Most Promising Next Step: 
¶ Promote systematic use of existing connectivity data in planning, combined with monitoring of 

implementation to assess and improve effectiveness. 
¶ Consider incentive mechanisms such as awards or rankings for best-performing 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: 
¶ 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. 
¶ EU-level: 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: 
¶ Serbia: Political challenges, poor coordination between institutions, weak connection between 
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policy, science, and implementation, and overburdening of end users. 
¶ Spain: Lack of coordination between administrations, limited availability of long-term ecological 

data, and economic pressures that downplay biodiversity impacts. 
¶ EU-level: Absence of strategic drivers at high planning levels, weak integration of biodiversity 

objectives, and limited regulatory pressure. 
¶ Additional: Difficulty accessing biodiversity-related regulations, weak ecological data, conflicting 

regulatory frameworks for farmers, lack of implementation enforcement, and variable interpretation 
of responsibilities across political cycles. 
 

Main Enablers: 
¶ Serbia: Interdisciplinary planning approaches, local capacity-building, awareness raising on NbS 

tools, and legislative reforms to reverse harmful provisions. 
¶ Spain: Strengthen inter-administrative coordination and establish long-term integrated data 

systems. 
¶ EU-level: Promote high-level strategic planning and ensure integration of biodiversity goals into 

impact assessments. 
¶ Cross-cutting: Citizen engagement for legitimacy, use of citizen-collected ecological data, and 

involvement of NGOs to fill ecological knowledge gaps. 
 

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

 
Long-Term Actions: 
¶ Not explicitly listed in MURAL or notes for this group. 

 
Most Promising Next Steps (by Country): 
¶ Serbia: Strengthen interdisciplinary planning, improve long-term funding structures, and support 

legislation that integrates biodiversity at local level. 
¶ Spain: Enhance cumulative impact monitoring and establish better inter-agency coordination. 
¶ EU-level: Promote strategic-level 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 officer and 3 researchers. 
 
Most Useful Instruments / Recommendations: 
¶ Country-specific:  

o Romania: Education and training for multi-disciplinary cooperation. 
o Poland: Clear inclusion of environmental rules in spatial and local planning frameworks. 

¶ EU-wide: 
o Embedding Nature-Based Solutions (NBS) into sector-specific policies (e.g. water, health, 

urban planning) through so-called "sector hooks". 
o Use of Green Deal and EU Biodiversity Strategy as a whole-of-society 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: 
¶ Country-specific: 

o Netherlands: Lack of ecological expertise training for judges and courts dealing with 
planning conflicts. 
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¶ EU-wide: 
o Siloed work across Directorates-General and insufficient cross-sectoral 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 decision-makers. 

 
Main Enablers: 
¶ Country-specific 

o Sweden: Use of environmental courts as precedent-setting institutions. 
¶ EU-wide: 

o Interdisciplinary training programmes for legal professionals (e.g. judges, lawyers). 
o Development of sectoral hooks that link biodiversity integration to non-environmental 

policies. 
o Involvement of interdisciplinary mediators to help connect spatial planners and diverse 

stakeholders. 
o Creation of economic incentives beyond regulation (e.g. blended finance models). 

 
Quick Wins: 
¶ EU-wide 

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. 

 
Long-Term Actions: 
¶ EU-wide: 

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 long-term institutional reorganisation. 
o Create a more supportive ecosystem for transformative change. 
 

Most Promising Next Steps: 
¶ EU-wide: 

o Bridge knowledge gaps between sectors such as urban development, water management, 
food systems, and health. 

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

 
 

5.2.6 Shared insights across countries 
 
 Data implementation, access, and monitoring 
A first and striking overlap lies in the need to better implement and use existing data. Several countries 
highlighted how data is either inaccessible, fragmented, or not integrated into planning. This was echoed in 
calls for better monitoring systems, especially to assess cumulative impacts of land use change. 
¶ άLƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀέ 
ά5ŀǘŀ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŀ ōŀǎƛŎ ƴŜŜŘέ 

¶ άƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎκ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴέ 
 

Lack of capacity and skills 
Closely related is the issue of capacity and skills. Some participants pointed to the limited capacity of 
planners, local authorities, or legal experts to engage meaningfully with biodiversity concerns. In response, 
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there was a call for interdisciplinary education and training, not only for spatial planners but also for legal 
professionals such as judges and decision-makers. 
¶ ά[ŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭǎέ 
¶ άbŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊƛǘȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎǎ ŦƻǊ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƧǳŘƎŜǎέ 
¶ άōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎέ 
¶ άYΦ{ΦΣ {ŜǊōƛŀΥ .ŀǊǊƛŜǊ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇǎΥ ŜȄŎŜǎǎƛǾŜ ōǳǊŜŀǳŎǊŀŎȅΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΣ ǇƻƻǊ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 
ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ Řŀǘŀέ 
 

Breaking silos and strengthening cooperation 
Breaking silos between sectors and governance levels is another red thread. Participants stressed the need 
for integrated planning approaches. In countries like Serbia, Romania, and Poland, this was tied to poor 
intersectoral cooperation, bureaucratic inertia, and the lack of coordinated leadership. 
¶ ά.ǊŜŀƪƛƴƎ ǎƛƭƻǎέ 
¶ ά{ŜǊōƛŀ ŀƴŘ wƻƳŀƴƛŀΥ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƎŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎΣ ǇƻƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘƻǊŀƭ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴέ 
¶ ά/ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿŀȅ 
ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎέ 

¶ άbŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎέ 
 

Awareness raising and communication tools 
Another theme is awareness raising. This includes better communication of the benefits of biodiversity 
(especially in urban contexts), as well as tools like maps and visualisation to support mediation, negotiation, 
and shared understanding. 
¶ ά!ǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ Ǝƻέ 
¶ ά!ǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎέ 
¶ ά¢ƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƳŀǇǎέ 
¶ ά¦ǎŜ ŎŀǊǘƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻƻƭέ 

 
Learning across countries and shared experiences 
A need for learning from one another was also present. Participants emphasized the value of listening 
across countries and sectors, exchanging good practices, and aligning strategies where possible. 
¶ άƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭƛǘȅέ 
¶ ά¸ŜǎΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƘŜƳŜǎ ƛƴ {ŜǊōƛŀ ŀǎ ƛƴ wƻƳŀƴƛŀ όŀƴŘ tƻƭŀƴŘύέ 
¶ ά[ƛǎǘŜƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎέ 
¶ ά¸ŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴέ 

 
 Policy coherence and long-term political support 
There was a call for greater policy coherence and long-term political commitment. Environmental 
regulations often exist, but lack enforcement, stability, or clarity. 
¶ άtƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴŎŜέ όƭƛǎǘŜŘ ǘǿƛŎŜύ 
¶ άǇƻƭƛŎƛŀƭ όƭƻƴƎǘŜǊƳύ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘέ 
¶ ά9ƴŦƻǊŎŜ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅέ 
¶ άƴŀǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘκǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴέ 

 
 Mainstreaming nature in broader policy agendas 
Several saw urban nature plans, sector hooks, and nature protection instruments as promising ways to 
better align environmental and socio-economic goals τ especially when tied to climate, water, or health. 
¶ άǳǊōŀƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
ǉǳŀƴǘƛŦȅ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ό9¦ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜύέ 

¶ άǎŜŎǘƻǊ Ƙƻƻƪǎέ 
άbƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ȊƻƴŜǎέ 
 
 

6. Conclusion  and next steps  
 
Based on the findings of the Horizon Europe BioValue project, the results of this workshop highlighted that 
integrating biodiversity into spatial planning requires a combination of regulatory, economic, and 
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knowledge-based instruments. Regulatory and policy integration is central, embedding biodiversity 
explicitly into planning laws, zoning regulations, and land-use management. Complementary market-based 
and incentive mechanisms, such as financial schemes, certification models, and awards, can motivate actors 
to adopt biodiversity-friendly practices. 
 
Effective integration also relies on robust monitoring and data systems. Accessible and reliable biodiversity 
and connectivity data, supported by mapping, citizen science, and digital platforms, enables evidence-based 
planning and adaptive management. Capacity building through education and trainingτtargeting planners, 
legal professionals, decision-makers, and communitiesτensures that biodiversity is valued and ecosystem 
logic is applied in planning processes. Innovative tools, such as design-based approaches, cartography for 
mediation, and urban restoration projects, can further enhance resilience and ecological outcomes. 
 
Several barriers impede implementation. Governance fragmentation, weak inter-agency coordination, 
regulatory enforcement gaps, and political instability reduce effectiveness. Persistent tensions between 
development priorities and conservation goals, coupled with knowledge and data limitationsτincluding 
insufficient ecological expertise and weak long-term datasetsτcreate gaps between policy ambition and 
practical action. 
 
Key enablers include education and awareness-raising, reliable data integration, cross-sectoral 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 long-term governance 
structures, ensuring that conservation objectives are systematically integrated. 
 
Moving forward, three priority areas emerge: 
 

1. Strengthen interdisciplinary collaboration and education across sectors (urban development, 
water, food, health) and countries, using interdisciplinary training and improved valuation methods 
to mainstream biodiversity in decision-making.  
 

2. Improve policy frameworks and enforcement, harmonising biodiversity-related laws and 
methodologies, ensuring clarity and stability, securing long-term funding, and involving independent 
ecological experts in evaluations to increase credibility. 
 

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

Collectively, these measuresτsupported by awareness-raising, cross-country learning, and policy 
mainstreamingτcan shift planning cultures toward ecological resilience, ensuring biodiversity integration is 
both effective and durable. 
 
To further explore the transferability of the BioValue EU Horizon project's results across Europe, Eklipse will 
develop an additional output during the coming months to provide deeper insights into this topic. 
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7. Annexes 
 

7.1 Workshop Agenda 
 

 
 



27 

 

 



28 
 

 



29 

 

 
 

7.2 Workshop participants 
 
21 Experts (see Table.2 below) 

 
Table.2. Experts profile 

Country Profile Specialty 

Romania Researcher Architecture and urban planning 

Europe-wide but also Belgium in 
particular 

Policy officer EU policy tools 

Europe (Belgium) Policy officer (DG 
RTD) 

Biodiversity and Nature Based Solutions 

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 WWF Central Europe 

France Project Manager Ecological restoration 

France Researcher Urban Planning 
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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 note-takers: 
 

1. Sven Retoré, Visuality Belgium (facilitator english) 
2. Alister Scott (facilitator english) 
3. Brady Mattsson (facilitator english) 
4. Candice Pouget (facilitator spanish) 
5. Eva Sievers (note-taker german) 
6. Hannah Korinth (note-taker english) 
7. Harineeswari Meenakshi Sundaram (note-taker english) 
8. Justus Wittenbecher (note-taker german) 
9. Lisa Biber-Freudenberger (facilitator german) 
10. Lucien Napoli (note-taker french) 
11. Marina Abello Buyle (note-taker spanish) 
12. Roxanne Leberger (facilitator french) 
13. Simo Sarkki (facilitator english) 
14. Sonja Hölzl (facilitator german) 

 
BioValue observers: 

Emilia Ravn Boess 

Heidi Wittmer  

Karla Locher-Krause 

Lia Laporta  

Maria Partidario  

 
 

7.3 Mural Board 
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7.4 Survey results 
 

 
 
Figure A1. tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ !ύ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎΣ .ύ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘȅǇŜǎ ŀǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9¦ 
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. 
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Figure A2. Capacity of the BioValue policy instruments categories to 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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Figure A3. Capacity of the BioValue recommendations categories to enhance biodiversity A) strengthening 
the capacity of the spatial planning process to enhance biodiversity, B) addressing the spatial planning 
process altogether, C) embedding change within the spatial planning process. 13 respondents. 
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Figure A4. Top three individual instruments (from Table 1, p.43 of the BioValue report) the participants 
believe to be the most likely to be effective for enhancing biodiversity once implemented by their focal 
organization from 2026-2030 (A) first instrument selected, (B) second instrument selected and (C) third 
instrument selected by participants. 13 respondents. 
 
 

https://eklipse.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/D4.4.-The-transformative-potential-of-spatial-planning-to-enhance-the-value-of-biodiversity-version-pre-final-20250625.pdf
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Figure A5. Top three individual recommendations (from the BioValue report) the participants believe to be 
the most likely to be effective for enhancing biodiversity once implemented by their focal organization from 
2026-2030 (A) a first recommendation selected, (B) a second recommendation selected and (C) a third 
recommendation selected by participants. 13 respondents. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




