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SUMMARY 
 
Global biodiversity is currently being lost at an unprecedented rate, posing a threat to vital 

ecosystems and hence the generation of ecosystem services that human society is entirely 

reliant upon. Within the European Community, the EU has set a target of halting biodiversity 

loss within the territory by 2010. This goal is intended to be operationalized by the 

implementation of the Habitats Directive and the Birds Directive. These directives constitute 

the framework for the establishment of a coherent ecological network, referred to as the 

Natura 2000 network.  

 

This study examines and analyses the socio-ecological complexities surrounding the 

designation of Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality, Sweden. The use of a case 

study-approach to focus on this area is applied in pursuit of identifying and explaining the 

inherent intricacies in the designation processes and linking them to the broader global 

context. Throughout Europe, biodiversity exists in a rich variety of grasslands, but only a few 

studies have been performed to establish appropriate conservation management strategies 

required for each habitat. This study makes a significant contribution towards shedding light 

on the Natura 2000 designation process, a phenomenon which has previously been only 

modestly documented, especially in Sweden. Ecosystem management is discussed and 

utilized as the theoretical basis for managing ecosystems sustainably, and an important aspect 

of note is the recognition that the distinction between man and nature needs to be understood 

as artificial and arbitrary.  

 

The study explains how social-ecological factors have had a prominent effect on the 

designation process of Natura 2000 sites. The main determining factor behind the designation 

process has been the time-constraints, which have affected the designation of SCIs as well as 

the interaction between the Uppsala CAD and local stakeholders. The lack of adequate 

participatory approaches used during this process has heightened the risk of compromising the 

aim of the network: to achieve Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) for natural habitat types 

as well as species.  

 

Key words: ecosystem management, biodiversity, ecosystem services, social-ecological 

systems, Habitats Directive. 



                                                                                                                                                

   
   
 

                        
                  

 

SAMMANFATTNING 
 
Biodiversiteten världen över minskar i en tidigare aldrig skådad hastighet vilket resulterar i ett 

hot mot fundamentala ekosystem, samt dess produktion av de ekosystemtjänster som det 

mänskliga samhället är beroende av. På grund av detta har EU satt upp målet att stoppa 

förlusten av biodiversitet inom unionens gränser tills 2010. Detta mål skall uppnås genom 

implementeringen av Habitat- och Fågeldirektivet. Dessa direktiv utgör ramen för 

etableringen av ett sammanhängande ekologiskt nätverk, det så kallade Natura 2000 nätverket.  

 

Denna studie utreder samt analyserar de socio-ekologiska aspekter som omger utpekandet av 

Natura 2000 områden i Östhammars kommun, i Uppsala län i Sverige. Genom appliceringen 

av en fallstudie av området söker denna uppsats att identifiera samt förklara inneboende 

svårigheter i processen av dessa utpekanden, samt att sätta dem i ett globalt sammanhang. 

Inom Europa existerar biodiversitet bland annat i olika typer av ängar, dock har endast ett 

fåtal studier tagit sig an uppgiften att formulera anpassade förvaltningsstrategier för dessa 

habitat. Denna studie bidrar till att sprida ljus över implementeringen av Natura 2000, ett 

fenomen som tidigare endast studerats i blygsam utsträckning, speciellt i Sverige. Den 

teoretiska grunden utgörs ekosystemansatsen, som appliceras för att utvärdera ett uthålligt 

förvaltande av ekosystem. Vidare understryks vikten av att betrakta ekosystem och mänsklig 

aktivitet som ett och samma system, och att synen på dem som skilda system bör anses 

artificiell och motsägelsefull.  

 

Denna uppsats förklarar hur socio-ekologiska aspekter har påverkat utpekandeprocessen av 

Natura 2000-områden i Östhammars kommun. De avgörande faktorerna bakom detta är en 

identifierad tidsbrist, vilket har influerat utpekandet av områden av gemenskapsintresse samt 

interaktionen mellan Länsstyrelsen i Uppsala och lokala markägare. Bristen på samverkan och 

information har resulterat i en förhöjd risk av att målet med nätverket inte kommer att nås: att 

åstadkomma gynnsam bevarandestatus för arter och habitat. 

 

Nyckelord: ekosystemansatsen, biodiversitet, ekosystemtjänster, socio-ekologiska system, 

Habitatdirektivet.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background realities 
The importance of maintaining biodiversity, the breadth and depth of variety of life, has been 

significantly acknowledged as both a global and political issue (Wramner et al. 2003). The 

need to conserve biodiversity for human-well being and ecosystem functioning has been 

further highlighted in international conventions, such as the Convention of Biological 

Diversity (CBD) (1992), Ramsar Convention (1971), the Convention on International Trade 

in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) (1973) and the Convention on 

Conservation of migratory species and wild animals (CMS) (1979). At the European Union 

level there are conventions such as the Bern Convention (1979), and two central directives: 

the Birds (1979) and Habitats Directives (1992) to protect biodiversity. Biodiversity and 

ecosystem services were further highlighted as central aspects in the Millennium Ecosystem 

Assessment (MA) in 2005. Biodiversity is seen as the foundation on which human well-being 

depends upon, and thus, the conservation and maintenance of biodiversity has been raised as a 

pressing issue (MA 2005a). Biodiversity and ecosystem services are emphasized, within the 

MA, as a tool for reaching the Millennium Goals and to reduce poverty worldwide (ibid). 

 

Rapid land use changes, where conversions of earlier “untouched” habitats are being altered 

and transformed into highly managed lands, are having increasingly negative impacts on 

biodiversity at an unprecedented rate (Foley et al. 2005). Anthropogenic actions are seen as 

the main drivers behind habitat loss, which is one of the gravest threats to biodiversity (MA 

2005d).  

 

The European Natura 2000 network is the cornerstone of the EU Biodiversity Conservation 

Strategy, and has been implemented in all EU member states in order to stop the destruction 

of habitats and extinction of species (Halahan & May 2003; Weber & Christophersen 2002). 

Presently, 18 percent of the European Union is protected under the Natura 2000 network 

(Raggamby & Hahn 2007). The central aim of the Natura 2000 network is to maintain or 

restore Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) of natural habitats and wild flora and fauna 

across member states (Halahan & May 2003), or essentially to preserve biodiversity in 

threatened habitats and species in Europe. FCS is the overall EU conservation objective, in 

which habitats and populations are needed to be viable across a long-term perspective 

(Halahan & May 2003). Natura 2000 is an ecological network, the framework of which was 

in1992 when the EU adopted legislation designed to protect the most seriously threatened 
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habitats and species across Europe (Ostermann 1998). This legislation was entitled the 

Habitats Directive and was intended to complement the Birds Directive adopted in 1979. The 

Natura 2000 network also intends to meet international agreements that have been ratified in 

the EU, such as the CBD and the Bern convention (Naturvårdsverket 2007d). 

 

There are currently approximately 4,100 Natura 2000 sites in Sweden, many of which are also 

protected as nature reserves (Naturvårdsverket 2007c). There are several factors that can 

influence the FCS objective, such as the selection of sites, the implementation of sites, as well 

as active management and monitoring. In addition to the strict ecological aspects of 

biodiversity, landscape ecology, and connectivity, there is an evident need to evaluate the 

designation process of the Natura 2000 network in order to investigate the possibilities and 

challenges of reaching FCS.  

1.2 Problem statement 

The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) argues that “healthy ecosystems are key to 

alleviating poverty and meeting other objectives in the UN’s Millennium Development goals” 

(Stokstad 2005). This acknowledgement of our ecosystems as crucial for reaching the MA 

goals is one way of highlighting their importance for policy formation and implementation. 

Human domination of the Earth’s ecosystems has greatly affected the biodiversity and natural 

processes (Vitousek 1997; Chapin et al. 2000; Foley et al. 2005). Humans are severely 

altering the natural habitats of the earth as well as accelerating global net loss of biodiversity 

(Stokstad 2005), something that is occurring at an unprecedented rate (MA 2005d; Lambin et 

al. 2001). Current economic systems have severe limitations and therefore it has not been 

possible to set a fair price on healthy ecosystems or on biodiversity (MA 2005d). Healthy and 

thriving ecosystems are strongly connected to biodiversity and ecosystem functions.  

 

The EU has taken one step closer to effective conservation of biodiversity, both on habitat and 

species levels, through the implementation of Natura 2000 sites across Europe. However, 

these sites have been determined by criteria from two directives: the Habitats and the Birds 

Directives, which has resulted in their central basis being defined solely by ecological aspects. 

Focusing exclusively on ecology often means leaving a crucial factor out of the process – the 

social side where humans are seen as part of the ecosystem. Berkes and Folke (1998) and 

Adger (2006) suggest that any distinction between humans and nature is arbitrary, and that 

they are instead to be seen as linked systems of humans and nature, so called social-ecological 
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systems. The Natura 2000 network aims to be part of a coherently knitted together network in 

order to protect the unique European natural heritage (Raggamby & Hahn 2007). 

 

Compromising the importance of the fact that we as humans are responsible for a successful 

implementation and management of Natura 2000 sites creates a paradox where the goal of the 

network of favourable conservation status is at risk of not being achieved. The 

acknowledgement of Natura 2000 sites as social-ecological systems is crucial in the 

endeavour towards successful implementation and management. There is also the important 

factor of the influence of landholders in the decision-making process of nature reserve 

implementation to be considered when taking into consideration possible oversights of 

ecological criteria found in the EU legislation, and opportunities for conflicts avoidance 

where possible. This points us towards one potentially problematic issue with the 

implemented Natura 2000 sites, which is that they are neither implemented from an ecological 

perspective nor a social one – making the goal of FCS a difficult one to operationalize. 

1.3 Aim and research questions  

This thesis will focus on the implementation of Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality, 

Sweden, in order to investigate the opportunities and constraints of whether the aim of 

favourable conservation strategy can be achieved through solely following the Habitats and 

Birds Directives. Natura 2000 network sites connected to the particular cultural landscape of 

Roslagen, with a focus on Östhammar municipality, will serve as a case study area in order to  

answer the following research questions: 

 

1. Are the designated Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality representative of the 

cultural landscape that characterizes the Roslagen area? Are there other areas that are 

more representative of Roslagen that are excluded from the European network? 

 

2. Has the designation of Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality been carried out 

according to the ecological integrity of the Habitat Directive and the Bird Directive, or 

have social factors influenced with ecological values? 

 

3. Is the goal of reaching ‘Favourable Conservation Status’ achievable for designated 

Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality? 
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1.4 Limitations 

This thesis takes an interdisciplinary approach, and concentrates on broad overarching aspects 

rather than a specific in-depth focus limited to regarding biodiversity or ecosystems. There are 

many highly varied facets associated with the conservation and management of natural 

habitats and species and a great deal of research has been conducted to date, addressing 

biodiversity-related issues. Several different scales of both temporal and spatial natures can be 

analyzed to address the wide-ranging issues surrounding conservation and nature protection. 

The purpose of this study is also to be more extensive than just to present an evaluation of the 

many complex dynamics and legal aspects of the EU and all its different international 

conventions as well as directives and laws. Rather, this study takes a broad-based and holistic 

approach and employs the concept of linked social- and ecological systems to endeavour to 

evaluate the designation process behind the Natura 2000 network and the opportunities and 

constraints towards establishing and maintaining FCS of designated sites. The central time-

period investigated was limited to the designation of SCIs in Östahammar municipality 

around 1995 and onwards. The theory used in this thesis is ecosystem management with a 

focus on the inherent complexity of social-ecological systems. The well-known island-

biogeography theory and the metapopulation theory, are often used to describe ecosystems 

and connectivity on a landscape level, are excluded because of their ecological basis. This 

thesis is interdisciplinary and tries to explain the importance of social-ecological systems and 

suitable management of ecosystems, rather than strict ecological aspects to conservation. At 

present the author does not have the specialist knowledge to approach ecosystems on a strict 

biological level.  
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

2.1 Theoretical review 

An extensive amount of research has been carried out addressing different biological as well 

as social aspects of conservation, though natural resource management with a social-

ecological systems approach is relatively new. This is something that this thesis endeavours to 

address by employing a holistic approach. The extensive work of the Millennium Ecosystem 

Assessment (MA) operationalized the goal of evaluating the current state of the Earth’s 

ecosystems and representing them as fundamental to human wellbeing. With this important 

outlook, there exists a need to further evaluate management approaches to nature conservation 

with an emphasis on the human impacts for biodiversity conservation successes. Throughout 

Europe, biodiversity exists in a rich variety of grasslands, but only a few studies have been 

performed to establish appropriate conservation management strategies required for each 

habitat (Muller 2002). This study makes a significant contribution towards shedding light on 

the Natura 2000 designation process, a phenomenon which has previously been only modestly 

documented, especially in Sweden. In order to address the inherent complexity of the Natura 

2000 network, it is of utmost importance to give a detailed review and explanation behind the 

history of the ecological network. 

2.2 The importance of biodiversity 

The vast importance of biodiversity as a global environmental and political issue has been 

highlighted over the last 15 years (Wramner et al. 2003). Biodiversity is fundamental to 

healthy ecosystem functioning, which underpins all ecosystem processes that form the basis 

of ecosystem services from which humans and human societies depend upon (MA 2005a; 

Raggamby & Hahn 2007). The first-ever global attempt to evaluate the state of all the planets’ 

ecosystems was undertaken through the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, which was 

launched in 2000, on the initiative of the United Nations Secretary General, Kofi Annan 

(Carpenter et al. 2006). Svensson (2007-04-12) claims that “Biodiversity is the very heart of 

the environment”, but it is also important for recreational values; providing us with health and 

freedom of choice in addition to its own intrinsic value (MA 2005a). Despite ongoing 

international conservation efforts, biodiversity loss is continuing to occur at an unprecedented 

rate (Chapin et al 2000). Credible estimations of biodiversity loss claim that the rates are 

somewhere between 100-10,000 times the loss that can be seen in the fossil record of the 

Cenozoic (MA 2005c). The MA asserts that rapid biodiversity loss is a serious problem that 
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threatens the functioning of natural systems and human well-being (MA 2005b). Biodiversity 

also serves as insurance in a world of transformations and can function to spread risks of 

environmental condition changes, for example by building the capacity of ecosystems to be 

able to produce goods and services (Moberg 2006).   

2.3 Land use alterations and habitat fragmentation 

Land use change can result in both habitat loss and habitat fragmentation, leaving a complex 

landscape mosaic of native and human-dominated habitat types. This often strongly effects 

biodiversity (MA 2005a; Foley et al. 2005), causing threatening to species which are 

depending on large land areas for viable populations and sufficient connectivity (Pullin 2002). 

The MA (2005a) has identified the most important anthropogenic drivers behind biodiversity 

loss as; habitat destruction, the introduction of alien species, overexploitation, disease, 

pollution and climate change. It should be kept in mind, that even if habitat fragmentation is 

seen as the main driver of species declines, other anthropogenic disturbances can have similar 

effects on the landscape (Naturvårdsverket 2004). Disturbances can prevent animals from 

being able to use certain areas and resources, meaning an increased fragmentation and loss of 

habitat (Naturvårdsverket 2004). It should however be pointed out that many disturbances 

have the potential to be quickly reversed, as compared to significant habitat alteration or 

destruction, making it possible for affected plants and animals to recover or return to the 

previously disturbed area (Naturvårdsverket 2004). Human disturbances however, can also 

positively affect biodiversity, for example creating new and diverse habitats for other species 

(Pullin 2002). One example of this is species rich habitats such as meadows and grasslands 

that often contain high biodiversity (Pullin 2002). At present over half of the biomes, or 20 to 

50 per cent of land area, have been converted to human use (MA 2005a) with temperate 

grasslands being one of the most transformed biomes in the world (Townsed et al 2003; MA 

2005a).  

2.4 Biodiversity conservation – the bigger picture 

It is necessary to view the Habitats and Birds Directives in the broader context of the 

international commitments that the European Community has signed up to, notably the 1992 

Convention on Biodiversity (CBD), the 1979 pan-European Convention on the Conservation 

of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention), and the 1979 Convention on 

Conservation of migratory species and wild animals (Bonn Convention), as well as the 

regional seas conventions; OSPAR, HELCOM and the Barcelona Convention (Bennett & 
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Ligthart 2001) Together, the Birds and Habitats Directives serve to implement, at least in part, 

these international obligations (Naturvårdsverket 2007d).  

 

During the Sixth Conference of the Parties of the Convention, in April 2002, on the CBD 123 

Ministers expressed a desire to halt biodiversity loss;  

 

(…) achieve, by 2010, a significant reduction of the current rate of biodiversity loss 

at the global, regional and national levels as a contribution to poverty alleviation and 

to the benefit of all life on earth (Decision VI/26; CBD Strategic Plan).  

 

At the World Summit of Sustainable Development (WSSD) in1992 this resulted in the target 

of “a significant reduction in the current rate of loss of biological diversity” by 2010. All 

members of the CBD and the WSSD have now formally adopted this target. The EU has taken 

an even more ambitious approach to this target and committing to halt the decline in 

biodiversity on its territory by 2010 (European Council 2001). One of the main instruments 

required to be able to reach the successful achievement of this objective is the Natura 2000 

network (IUCN 2008). Article 6 (see Appendix F) of the Habitats Directive contributes to the 

fulfilment of the goals of these international conventions, for example the CBD (93/626/EEG) 

and the Bern Convention (83/72/EEG), but offers a much more detailed framework for the 

conservation and protection than does the two conventions (Europeiska Kommissionen 2000) 

2.5 The development of Natura 2000 

2.5.1 The History 

The Natura 2000 network is the most ambitious tool of the EU for the protection and 

conservation of biodiversity for future generations (Cederberg & Löfroth 2000; Beaufoy 

1998). Weber & Christophersen (2002) even suggest that it is perhaps the most ambitious 

supranational initiative for nature conservation world-wide. The legal framework 

underpinning the network directly originates from the Birds Directive and the Habitats 

Directive. From the Birds Directive, every Member State has the responsibility to implement 

Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and from the Habitats Directive protected sites are defined as 

Special Conservation Areas (SCAs). These different sites in combination are referred to as 

Sites of Community Importance (SCIs) (JNCC 2007) and together constitute the expansive 

Natura 2000 network (European Commission 2003). The Natura 2000 network is today the 

cornerstone of the European Union’s nature protection policy (European Commission 2003) 

and at present some 18 percent of the EU is protected under it (Raggamby & Hahn 2007). 
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2.5.2 EC Birds Directive 

On April 2nd 1979 the Council adopted the Council Directive 79/409/EEC on the conservation 

of wild birds, commonly referred to as the Birds Directive. The Birds Directive was the first 

major European nature conservation law, and is still one of the most important. Together with 

the Habitats Directive it forms the legal basis for the European network Natura 2000 as 

stipulated in Article 4 of the Habitats Directive: 

 

(…) the Natura network shall include the special protection areas classified by the Member 

States pursuant to Directive 79/409/EEC (Council Directive 92/43/EEG: Art. 4). 

 

The Birds Directive came about because of a growing need to protect the rich diversity of 

wild bird species in the EU (European Commission 2007a). Since many wild bird species are 

migratory, a joint effort by all Member States was needed; hence the Directive was adopted 

unanimously by all states. Many natural wild bird populations are suffering a decline, in 

some cases rapid, and they need to be protected in order to protect the Member States’ 

common natural heritage (Council Directive 79/409/EEC). This decline is seen as a serious 

threat against the conservation of the natural environment, especially since it poses a direct 

threat towards the natural biological balances ecosystems (Council Directive 79/409/EEC).  

 

Many of the threats against wild bird species are of an anthropogenic nature, making it 

imperative to stop or halter the most serious drivers (European Commission 2007c). Birds 

serve as effective gauges of disturbances in a system due to their high position in the food 

chain, and thus are valuable indicators of the overall state of biodiversity of the region 

(European Commission 2007c). The Birds Directive primarily focuses on the long-term 

conservation of all species of wild birds in the European Union. The directive stipulates that 

the Member States designate Special Protection Areas (SPA), particularly for the 

conservation of migrating birds (European Commission 2003). In order to conserve all 

species of birds, the Directive states that it is crucial to preserve, maintain and restore a 

sufficient amount of habitats with a great diversity. Article 3(2) of the Birds Directive gives 

guidelines for how the wild birds shall be maintained at viable populations:  

The preservation, maintenance, and re-establishment of biotopes and habitats 

shall include primarily the following measures: 

(a) creation of protected areas; 

(b) upkeep and management in accordance with the ecological needs of 

habitats inside and outside the protected zones; 
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(c) re-establishment of destroyed biotopes; 

(d) creation of biotopes. (Council Directive 79/409/EEC: Art. 3(2)) 

 

By now, EU Member States have classified over 36,000 SPAs, which together cover more 

than 7% of EU-15 terrestrial territory as well as marine areas (European Commission 2007c).  

2.5.3 EC Habitats Directive 

The Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of natural habitats and of wild flora 

and fauna (EC Habitats Directive) was adopted on May 21st, in 1992 (Council Directive 

92/43/EEC). The Directive requires that the Member States designate sites based on the 

distinction of whether it is a special habitat type or a species that needs to be protected in 

accordance with Annex 1 and Annex 2 respectably.  

 

The EC Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC is one of the most important pieces of wildlife 

legislation in the EU in the last 20 years (Halahan & May 2003), as well as one of the most 

effective legal instruments concerning biodiversity and nature conservation (Christophersen & 

Weber 2002). The aim of the Directive is stated in Article 2 and reads as follows: 

 

(…) contribute towards ensuring bio-diversity through the conservation of natural habitats and 

of wild fauna and flora in the European territory of the Member States to which the treaty 

applies (Council Directive 92/43/EEC: Art. 2(1)). 

    

Measures taken pursuant to this Directive shall be designed to maintain or to restore, at a 

favourable conservation status, natural habitats and species of wild fauna and flora of 

Community interest (Council Directive 92/43/EEC: Art. 2(2)). 

 

Article 2 underlines FCS as central to the implementation of the Directive (Halahan & May 

2003; Joint Nature Conservation Committee 2007). Within this context, the Directive requires 

that economic, social and cultural requirements as well as regional and local characteristics 

are taken into account (Article 2(3)). The maintenance of a healthy environment and its 

biodiversity is one of the key pillars of sustainable development, but must also be recognized 

in the context of its socio-economic significance (Halahan & May 2003). 

 

It is the responsibility of the Member States to designate Special Areas of Conservation 

(SAC) and to formulate management provisions which reconcile long term conservation with 

the economic and social activities of the human population, with an eye to developing a 
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sustainable development strategy (European Commission 2003). The SACs are to be managed 

in accordance with Article 6 of the Habitats Directive, which defines the necessary 

conservation measures that are required to be introduced and implemented (See Appendix F).  

2.6 Ecosystem Management 

The ecosystem management approach is used as the main theory of this study and will 

function as the framework for addressing the aim and the questions posed. Ecosystem 

management (EM) is most appropriate as it takes a holistic approach in endeavouring to 

manage natural resources on a landscape level, as well as emphasizing the need to maintain 

biodiversity as a critical component for strengthening ecosystems against disturbance 

(Christensen et al. 1996). An ecosystem approach also integrates environmental and socio-

economic objectives so that the needs of both humans and wildlife can be addressed and met 

in both the short and long term (Halahan & May 2003). According to Smith & Maltby (2003) 

the Ecosystem Approach (EA) is a strategy for management of land, water and living 

resources that promotes conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way. In 1996, the 

IUCN Commission on Ecosystem Management was involved in developing the Ecosystem 

Approach (EA) and came up with the first concrete definition, as well as the framework for 

setting up the ten original principles for EM. These ten principles were extended to twelve 

(see Box 1) in 1998 during a conference in Malawi, and therefore are often referred to as ‘the 

Malawi Principles’. The principles have since then been endorsed by the 5th conference of 

Parties to the CBD in May 2000 (Smith & Maltby 2003). 

 

The 12 Principles of the Ecosystem Approach: 

1. The objectives of management of land, water and living resources are a matter of 

societal choice.  

2. Management should be decentralized to the lowest appropriate level.  

3. Ecosystem managers should consider the effects (actual or potential) of their activities 

on adjacent and other ecosystems.  

4. Recognizing potential gains from management, there is usually a need to understand 

and manage the ecosystem in an economic context. Any such ecosystem-management 

programme should:  

      a) Reduce those market distortions that adversely affect biological diversity;  

      b) Align incentives to promote biodiversity conservation and sustainable use; 

      c) And internalize costs and benefits in the given ecosystem to the extent feasible. 
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5. Conservation of ecosystem structure and functioning, in order to maintain ecosystem 

services, should be a priority target of the ecosystem approach. 

6. Ecosystems must be managed within the limits of their functioning. 

7. The ecosystem approach should be undertaken at the appropriate spatial and temporal 

scales. 

8. Recognizing the varying temporal scales and lag-effects that characterize ecosystem 

processes, objectives for ecosystem management should be set for the long term. 

9. Management must recognize that change is inevitable. 

10. The ecosystem approach should seek the appropriate balance between, and integration 

of, conservation and use of biological diversity. 

11. The ecosystem approach should consider all forms of relevant information, including 

scientific and indigenous and local knowledge, innovations and practices. 

12. The ecosystem approach should involve all relevant sectors of society and scientific 

disciplines. 

Box 1: The 12 principles of EM. (Source: Smith & Maltby 2003: 12-13.) 
 

The terminology revolving around EA has varied, and many different names have been used, 

such as ‘ecosystem approach’, ‘ecosystem based approach’ and ‘ecosystem management 

approach’ which are among the more commonly known ones (UNEP 1998). For the purpose 

of this thesis, ecosystem management and ecosystem approach are used synonymously. 

During the workshops at the Malawi conference, the participants developed the following 

description of EA: 

 

The ecosystem approach is based on the application of appropriate scientific methodologies 

focused on levels of biological organization which encompass the essential processes and 

interactions amongst organisms and their environment. The ecosystem approach recognizes 

that humans are an integral component of ecosystems. (UNEP1998: 3) 

 

The EA puts people and their natural resource use practices at the centre of the decision-

making framework and is therefore useful viewing and managing entire ecosystems such as 

forests, wetlands and grasslands, rather than just areas strictly protected for biodiversity 

purposes (Smith & Maltby 2003). EM is different from traditional approaches to natural 

resource management in numerous aspects. Early management and conservation efforts were 

developed in order to manage natural resources in a utilitarian way (Meffe et al. 2002; Pullin 

2002). This approach is being replaced by that of an ecosystem approach that expands to 

managing the landscape as well as taking into account aesthetical and intrinsic values as well 



 
as ecological processes and biodiversity (Meffe et al. 2002). Table 1 shows the general 

differences between conventional management and ecosystem management, where 

conventional management can be seen as representative of a reductionist view, in contrast to 

the holistic approach of EM. 

  
Table 1 General contrasts between traditional natural resource management and ecosystem management 
(Source: adapted from Meffe et al. 2002).  
Traditional management Ecosystem Management 
Emphasis on commodities and natural 
resource extraction 
Equilibrium perspective; stability; climax 
communities 
Reductionism; site specific 
Predictability and control 
Solutions developed by resource 
management agencies 
Confrontation, single-issue polarization; 
public as adversary  

Emphasis on balance between commodities, 
amenities and ecological integrity 
Nonequilibrium perspective; dynamics and 
resiliency;  shifting mosaics 
Holism; contextual view 
Uncertainty and flexibility 
Solutions developed through discussions 
among all stakeholders 
Consensus building; multiple issues, 
partnerships 

 

When studying the Natura 2000 network it is advisable to take an ecosystem approach to the 

management of land, sea and air, especially in consideration of the fact that EA considers 

humans as an integral part of the ecosystem. A model that is often used to illustrate this 

relationship is the one used by Meffe et al. (2002) (Fig. 1). It shows how three different 

contexts: the institutional, the ecological and the socio-ecological, partially overlap, and only 

in the zone where they all meet can management be defined as EM. Zone A is the area of 

regulatory or management authority 

where enforcement and regulation 

primarily dictate decision making. 

Zone B is the one of societal 

obligations where the primary agenda 

is the public policy. It does not 

directly affect the environment but is 

important as it serves the broader 

interests of society which need to be 

acknowledged by natural resource 

agencies. The third zone, C, relies on 

informal processes and interactions 

between stakeholders. Legal 

requirements come second to trust-

building and emphasize the 

 
 
 
 

Figur 1 A conceptual framework for Ecosystem Management.  
It illustrates how three different contexts partially overlap and
how EM is found in the centre where all contexts are integrated.
A: zone of regulatory or management authority; B: zone of
societal obligations. C; zone of influence; D: zone of win-win
partnerships.(Modified from Meffe et al. 2002) 
                                                                                                                                          12      



 

                                                                                                                                          13      

opportunities of NGOs and grass-roots involvement to assure for stewardship of private lands. 

In the last zone we hit upon win-win situations and is the area where all sectors overlap is the 

primary focus for EM. In a context of high ecological uncertainty and socioeconomic 

interests, the partnership of all sectors is crucial for successful management. EM is an 

interdisciplinary approach that flourishes with the involvement of major stakeholders seeking 

one or more mutual goals based on ecological science and socioeconomic considerations, in 

the context of a workable legal framework (Meffe et al. 2002). The involvement of local 

stakeholders and the public is encouraged by EM, something that is crucial in achieving 

suitable management plans for local areas. This builds on the awareness that the public often 

can contribute local ecological knowledge about the managed areas, which assists 

significantly in dealing with uncertainty and change in social-ecological systems and helps to 

building resilience, and at the same time enhances possibilities for maintaining high-quality 

management over time (Olsson et al 2001). The use of participatory approaches to science is 

promoted by Yaffee (1996) and Danter et al. (2000), and enhances the possibilities of 

successful ecosystem management (Olsson et al. 2004).  

 

Some ecosystems are in fact strongly dependant on human interference to maintain their 

essential functions (Ostermann 1998). In the Natura 2000 network there are natural habitats 

that have a strong history of human use and are presently depending on continuous 

management regimes (Ostermann 1998) in order to remain in the current stability domain. In 

the Roslagen area as well as Östhammar municipality, the present grasslands have been 

shaped through small-scale farming which has influenced the high levels of biodiversity 

found in these ecosystems, even from an international perspective (Länsstyrelsen Uppsala Län 

1987). In order to maintain or restore these natural habitats, social factors are highly relevant 

in promoting adaptive strategies in the management regimes. EM also incorporates large 

spatial scales and tries not to focus on single species or management areas, but rather multiple 

species and looks beyond political boundaries and addresses entire landscapes (Meffe et al. 

2002). The key characteristics of EA put forth by Smith & Maltby (2003) are: 

 

• it is designed to balance the three CBD objectives (conservation, sustainable use and 

equitable benefit sharing of genetic resources); 

• it puts people at the centre of biodiversity management; 

• it extends biodiversity management beyond protected areas while recognizing that 

they are also vital for delivering the CBD objectives; and 

• it engages the widest range of sectoral interests. 
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2.7 Social-ecological systems and the link to EM 

Berkes and Folke (1998) and Adger (2006) define social-ecological systems (SES) as 

complex adaptive systems in which humans are seen as part of nature and any distinction 

between the two is arbitrary. SESs have strong reciprocal feedbacks and act as complex 

adaptive systems (CAS) (Folke et al 2005). Conventional management has been 

disproportionately based on ecological knowledge, which has resulted in the failure of 

incorporating important feedbacks of complex adaptive social-ecological systems (Folke 

2006). In order for management and governance of ecosystems to be successful the social 

aspects of management need to be further incorporated in the process (Folke 2006). EM tries 

to bridge this gap by using a participatory approach, where local knowledge is integrated in 

the development of management plans (Carpenter & Gunderson 2001). Figure 2 shows the 

different dynamics defining a SES and the links between different sectors that need to be 

incorporated for successful ecosystem management, where the central aim is to maintain vital 

ecosystem functions and services (Hahn et al. 2006). Walters (1997) argues that the reason for 

failure in management is caused by management stakeholders not seeing adaptive-policy 

development as an opportunity to improve current research programs and management 

regimes. For this reason, social 

processes of participation, 

collective action and learning 

need to be emphasized in relation 

to EM (Folke 2005). The 

challenge for EM of socio-

ecological systems is thus to 

accept uncertainty, be prepared 

for surprise and change as well as 

to enhance the capacity to deal 

with disturbances (Hahn et al. 

2006).  

            

2.8 Favourable conservation status 

Favourable conservation status (FCS) is a key concept and aim within the Natura 2000 

regulation and is central to the establishment of the EU Habitats Directive (Halahan & May 

portance of maintaining structural 

 listed in Annex 1, to assure for 

Figure 2 A conceptual model of the dynamics facing a linked 
social-ecological system (SES). Institutional and organizational 
capacity together with ecological dynamics is fundamental for the 
capacity of ecosystems to generate ecosystem services. A SES 
consists of an ecosystem and the management of this ecosystem by 
actors and organizations and the formal and informal institutions 
behind this management. (Source: Hahn et al. 2006). 
                                                                                              

2003). Article 1 of the Habitats Directive highlights the im

and functional functions (synonym?) in the natural habitats
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health and dynamic processes. Populations are seen as viable when indications point towards 

a sustained future of species, as well as the long-term assurance of viable habitats for 

maintenance.  

 

FCS is described and defined in the Habitats Directive, but according to the European 

Commission, shall also be applied for the Birds Directive. FCS is to be interpreted by the 

Member States and is defined in Article 1 in the Habitats Directive (Council Directive 

92/43/EEC: Art. 1), and is also divided between natural habitats and species (Table 2): 

 

Table 2 The concept ”Favourable” as defined in the Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of natural 
habitats and of wild fauna and flora (Article 1).  
 
The conservative status of a natural habitat will be 
taken as “favourable” when (Art 1(e)): 
 

 
The conservation status of a species will be taken as 
“favourable” when (Art 1(i)): 
 

Ø its natural range and areas it covers within that 
range are stable or increasing, and 

Ø population dynamics data on the species concerned  
     indicate that it is maintaining itself on a long-term    
     basis as a viable component of its natural habitats,   
     and  

Ø the specific structure and functions which are 
necessary for its long-term maintenance exist for 
the foreseeable future, and 

Ø the natural range of the species is neither being  
      reduced nor is likely to be reduced for the   
      foreseeable future, and 

Ø the conservation status of its typical species is 
favourable as defined in (i). 

Ø there is, and will probably continue to be, a  
      sufficiently large habitat to maintain its  
      populations on a long-term basis. 

  

(For a further explanation to theoretical concepts used in this thesis, pleas see Glossary and 
Theoretical Concepts.) 
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3. METHODS 

3.1 Natura 2000 in Sweden 

In the Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of natural habitats and of wild flora 

and fauna, Annex 1 (Council Directive 92/43/EEC), nearly 170 natural habitats are described 

and Sweden is represented by 73 natural habitats (Löfroth 1997) (see Appendix A). Annex 2 

of the Habitats Directive contains approximately 620 species, whereof only 50 are represented 

in Sweden (Löfroth 1997). Sweden and Finland together have suggested another 18 natural 

habitats for the Habitats Directive, which have been presented to the European Council 

(Löfroth 1997). The reasoning behind this is supported by the view that the earlier decided 

natural habitats were dominated by a Central European perspective (Löfroth 1997), and 

therefore not representative of the Nordic countries. The same initiative has been taken for 

Annex 2 of the Habitats Directive, to complement the list of species (Löfroth 1997). The 

Birds Directive, Annex 1, lists of 194 threatened species and sub-species (European 

Commission 2007c), whereof 67 are commonly found nesting in Sweden (Löfroth 1997). 

Map 1 shows the different biogeographical regions in Europe. Sweden is represented by a 

total of three different biogeographical regions: the boreal (northern coniferous forest) alpine 

(montane) and continental (southern deciduous forest).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Map 1 An indicative 
map showing the 
European 
biogeographical 
regions with state 
borders marked in 
white. Sweden is 
represented by the 
continental (green), 
boreal (blue) and 
alpine (purple) 
biogeographical 
regions. (Source: 
European 
Environment 
Agency 2007). 



 

                                                                                                                                    

3.2 CASE STUDY DESCRIPTION 

3.2.1 Östhammar municipality 

The Municipality of Östhammar is situated on the Eastern coast of Central Sweden 

(Map 2), in the County of Uppsala. The bordering municipalities are Tierp, Uppsala 

and Norrtälje. The population of Östhammar municipality is almost 22,000 

inhabitants in a total area of 2,790 square kilometres, of which approximately 52 

percent is land area consisting of lakes and the Baltic Sea (Östhammars 

kommun 2007a). The coastline of Östhammar municipality covers an 

impressive 4 000 kilometres (Östhammars kommun 2007a) and the 

municipality is part of Roslagen, an area without a legally defined boarder. 

Roslagen is usually considered to consist of whole or parts of the four coastal mun

of  Norrtälje, Österåker and Vaxholm (the municipalities of Vaxholm, Österåker, N

Östhammar 2007). The well-known archipelago on the coast of eastern Sweden is 

be the richest and most abundant in Europe (Lindén 2007), and the islands have lon

inhabited by fishers and farmers. The islands of Roslagen are popular tourist destin

the population during the summer months multiplies when people take vacation an

to their summer houses. This has the effect of increasing the pressure on natural re

adding stress to wildlife and natural habitats. The importance of conserving the val

archipelago and in the Roslagen area is of great significance. In comparison to the 

closest to Stockholm, the archipelago in Östhammar has not yet suffered the same 

exploitation (Nevelius 2006). Roslagen has a long history of agriculture and land u

contributed to the shaping and creation of a specific landscape that is characterized

mosaic of varied habitat types.   

 

In 2004, the Swedish government suggested 139 Natura 2000 sites in Uppsala Cou

which were approved in 2005. Thirty-six of these Natura 2000 sites are designated

Östhammar (see Appendix B & C), with the majority (32) protected under the Hab

Directive, with one site being protected both under the Habitats and the Birds Dire

(Länsstyrelsen Uppsala 2007a). Several of these sites are seen as being of a nationa

and the numerous designated sites are intended to protect habitat types seen as prio

under the Habitats directive. By analyzing the designations of Natura 2000 sites in

Östhammar municipality, this thesis aims to explain this designation process with a

perspective and a broader context. Special focus is placed on present habitat types 
Map 2.  Map of 
Sweden. 
Östhammar 
Municipality 
marked in red. 
(Source: 
Östhammars 
kommun 2007b)  
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Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) that are connected to and shaped by 

historical human use and that could be threatened by the abandonment of low-intensity 

agricultural practices.  

 

Östhammar municipality was selected as a case study area because it represents a significant 

part of the well-known Roslagen area along the Baltic coastline, northeast of Stockholm. 

Östhammar municipality consists of many diverse types of habitat for investigation from a 

biological diversity perspective, especially with its great historical value in rich cultural lands. 

This unique area has been powerfully shaped by human disturbances, which have contributed 

to the formation of habitats that are now viewed by the European Union (EU) as a high 

priority. This strong connection between humans and nature provides an excellent opportunity 

to investigate social-ecological issues surrounding the designation of Natura 2000 sites, as 

well as the need for active management in designated habitat types. Östhammar municipality 

is part of Uppsala County and its accessibility from Stockholm facilitated the opportunity to 

meet with several key informants for interviews. These personal meetings and discussions 

played an important role in further enhancing the validity and transparency of the study, as 

well as allowing for the study to be deepened and repeated by other students in the 

Mälardalen region. Since the Roslagen area consists of several municipalities across both 

Uppsala and Stockholm Counties, it also presents an excellent window of opportunity for 

further investigation of various municipalities in Roslagen- to compare the similarities and 

dissimilarities between the different municipalities, as well as the two different counties. 

3.2.2 Prioritized habitat types in Östhammar municipality 

As mentioned above, Östhammar is part of the Roslagen area, an area consisting of a diverse 

landscape, derived from small-scale agricultural practices. There are several natural habitats 

defined as grasslands that are present in the municipality, which are seen as prioritized in the 

EU. These semi-natural grasslands, which offer a wide diversity in natural habitats as well as 

flora and fauna, have been established or favoured by extensive management over centuries 

(Muller 2002). However changes in land-use practices, such as the intensification of drainage 

and fertilization, and tree cultivation or land abandonment, now leave these grasslands facing 

an increasing threat (Green 1990). Of the 198 listed habitat types in the Habitats Directive, 28 

(14%) may be threatened by the termination or of pauses of low-intensity agricultural 

practices (Ostermann 1998). The focus of this study is primarily the grassland habitats present 

in Östhammar municipality with special emphasis on the natural habitats seen as prioritized 
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by the EU. The following prioritized natural habitat types have been identified in the 

municipality: 

 
1150 Coastal lagoons 

1630 Boreal Baltic coastal meadows 

6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates 

(important orchid sites) 

6230 Species-rich Nardus grasslands, on siliceous substrates in mountain areas & 

submountain areas 

6270 Fennoscandian lowland species-rich dry to mesic grasslands  

6530 Fennoscandian wooded meadows 

 

3.3 Research design  

3.3.1 Case study approach 

This thesis examines the social-ecological factors surrounding the process of Natura 2000 

designation and focuses on three research questions, two of which are directly dependant on 

empirical findings. A case study approach such as the one described by Neale et al (2006) is 

useful to support the explanation of the reasons behind the results, for example, elaborating on 

what happened in the initial phase, or for highlighting certain challenges or difficulties in a 

project. The use of a case study approach is highly relevant in the context of this project as it 

provides for the possibility of using several methods and presenting them under one umbrella 

(Neale et al 2006). This is demonstrated in this paper as the case study is presented using both 

interviews as well as document reviews.  

 

Both Neale et al (2006) and Trost (2005) argue the point that parts of the scientific society 

still see qualitative methods as being unscientific, because some researchers have shown a 

bias or conducted their studies in unsystematic ways. However, the design of a project greatly 

benefits from recruiting the most appropriate methodology for that specific study. To answer 

the questions relevant to this study, a qualitative process provides the framework for a needed 

analysis and understanding of the patterns involved in the inherent social aspects of human 

dominated and managed ecosystems.  
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3.3.2 Research design framework 

The book by Booth et al. (2003) has been used throughout this study as a source of guidance 

in research design. Information about the case study area and the connected theory was 

gathered through secondary sources. Municipality information was collected and collated 

from the main webpages of the municipality and the County Administrative Board, as well as 

a diverse range of various books, published reports and newspaper articles on Roslagen. The 

underlying theory of this study is based on articles and books published from various peer-

reviewed societies. The important addition of primary data collection was accomplished by 

qualitative interview research methods of a semi-structured nature. Semi-structured interviews 

were selected as appropriate as they give the respondents space to elaborate their answers on 

specific questions, and can result in a feeling of confidence between the respondent and the 

interviewer. In addition, semi-structured interviews also provide the opportunity for in-depth 

answers and interesting associations, which contribute to the interviewer’s success at a 

thorough analysis. The author formulated a number of general questions to be answered by 

the respondents (see Appendix E), which were later slightly modified in an attempt to better 

suit the specific respondent. This approach often supports the result of strong reliability in the 

findings (Neale et al 2006), as well as at the same time creating a feeling of demonstrated 

interest and respect towards the respondent.  

3.3.3 Selection of informants and interview design 

The relevant informants were identified via key sectors connected to nature conservation or 

knowledge in natural resource use in Uppsala County. The snowball method was used 

through initialized contacts with the relevant sectors, resulting in suggestions of additional 

people for further contact. The interview design followed that which has been developed by 

Kvale (1996) and his ‘seven stages of an interview investigation’, which entails looking at the 

whole process from preparation through to analysis. These stages have been modified by 

Trost (2005), who emphasizes not only the process at different stages, but rather a natural 

continuous process where the stages are interlinked. Trost (2005) also claims that when 

searching for patterns and for their understanding, the best approach is a qualitative study 

rather than a quantitative, and as such is best suited for answering questions like “how often” 

and “how many”. Qualitative data can often be met with suspicion since it is not seen as 

representative from a strict statistical meaning (Trost 2005 and Neale et al 2006). This issue is 

met by the triangulation of information from the respondents against secondary sources, 

which is meant to increase validity and transparency. A total of four interviews were 

conducted during November and December in 2007. They each took between 30 minutes and 
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two hours and were recorded on digital voice recorder, with an additional MP3-player as 

backup. Informants all agreed to give permission to be named in this study. Interviews were 

conceived as structured conversations seeking both thematic and dynamic aspects, to generate 

theoretical knowledge and create an engaging conversation experience and context for better 

achieving the interview study’s goals (Kvale 1996). After the conclusion of the interviews, the 

main points were written down together with a short description of the tone and atmosphere, 

which can be important for analysis of the gathered data. The interview recordings were also 

transcribed to assure for the quality of the analysis, ensuring that main points communicated 

by the informants were not overlooked or misinterpreted.  

3.4 Main information sources 

3.4.1 Printed sources 

A comparative study between up to date maps of protected sites and older inventories and 

documents of important habitats in Östhammar municipality was conducted. This approach 

was used for the evaluation of the posed research questions regarding the designations of 

Natura 2000 sites and the possibilities of reaching FCS. 

 

The main documents used were maps and action plans for designated Natura 2000 sites, the 

Conservation Programme for Uppsala County, a shadow-list composed by the WFF in 

association with Swedish Society for Nature Conservation (SSNC) and Sveriges 

Ornitologiska Förening (Sweden Ornithological Society), a document from the Östhammar 

Municipality Board to the Uppsala County Administrative Board (CAB) (see Appendix D), 

and information given by key respondents. By triangulation of the material, including 

interviews, the quality of the review of the study is increased, as well as the validity of the 

results strengthened. The strongest criticism of this method is the age of the older inventory, 

which was published in 1987, and the presumption that it may have passed its ‘best before 

date’. This is however countered with the fact that Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar 

municipality were selected based in part the same information, as well as other sources from 

the same decade – something that is likely to be an additional beneficial to the study – rather 

than a detriment.  

3.4.2 Key informants 

Informants for this study were able to act as representatives of their different organisations as 

they were people involved with the designation process and current management in different 
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sectors in Uppsala County. The informants were selected based on their current or past 

involvement in the Natura 2000 process. The different sectors interviewed were Uppsala 

County Administrative Board, a regional foundation for conservation and outdoor recreation 

(Upplandsstiftelsen), the Swedish Forest Agency (SFA) and the Federation of Swedish 

Farmers (LRF).  

Out of the four different organisations interviewed, only LRF is a NGO, which could be seen 

as a weakness when looking at the Natura 2000 process and the revolving social-ecological 

complexity. Also, the organisations contacted work on a regional level and might not be 

adequately informed about the selected case study area. The view of local aspects, as well as 

further input from the perspective of an NGO, were intended to be ascertained through an 

interview with the chairman for the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation (SSNC) in 

Östhammar municipality. SSNC is a political and religiously independent association working 

for nature conservation (Svenska Naturskyddsföreningen 2008-01-02). Despite repeated 

contact, both by email and telephone, and a commitment to an interview, the chairman did 

follow through with the provision of this information. 
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4. EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

4.1 Review of the designation process in Östhammar municipality 

4.2 Results based the County Conservation Programme  

The Uppsala County Conservation Programme lists a total of 166 areas, in Östhammar 

municipality, across a range of classes (I-III). There different classes identified are: 17 (class 

I), 63 (class II) and 84 (class III), where class I is considered to be of the highest natural 

value, and class III the lowest. The reason behind the aggregated number of areas is listed as 

164 (instead of the actual 166) is because some areas have dual classification under both 

classes II and III, and three areas in the conservation programme are not classified at all, as 

they are old growth trees. 

  

A review of the maps of the County Conservation Programme and the Natura 2000 network, 

illustrates that eleven (11 of 17) class I areas are designated Natura 2000 sites. Six class I 

areas are therefore not protected as Natura 2000 sites. Appendix G shows the area names 

given in the conservation programme and its Natura 2000 site counterpart, as well as an 

estimation of the areas protected. This estimation reveals that designated Natura 2000 sites 

protect entire class I areas or more in nine cases, and less in two cases. Area 9 listed in the 

table, Gräsö Archipelago is a very large class I area situated east of Gräsö in the coastal part 

of Östhammar municipality, which despite the highest natural values, continues to currently 

remain unprotected.  

4.2 Results related to research questions 1 & 2 

4.2.1 Research question 1 

The majority of the designated Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality are implemented 

in the coastal area and tied to the cultural landscape. This is consistent with classified areas in 

County Conservation Programme, where a vast majority of listed areas are found in the 

coastal zone, something that is also verified by both Aronsson (07-12-04) and Lindberg (07-

12-14). Of the 91 natural habitat types from the Habitats Directive prevalent in Sweden (see 

appendix A), 36 are found within the boarders of Östhammar municipality.  

 

The most common natural habitat types found are ‘Fennoscandian lowland species-rich dry to 

mesic grasslands’ (6270) and ‘Boreal Baltic costal meadows’ (1630), found in 16 and 11 
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Natura 2000 sites respectively. They are followed by habitat types ‘Western taiga’ (9010), 

‘Fennoscadian wooded pastures’ (9070) and ‘Fennoscandian deciduous swamp woods’ 

(9080), all three of which are defined as forest habitat types. The prioritized natural habitat 

categories connected to the cultural landscape found in Östhammar, where frequency of 

habitat type is found in parenthesis following the habitat name, are as follows: 

 

1150 Coastal lagoons (7) 

1630 Boreal Baltic coastal meadows (11) 

6210  Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates 

(*important orchid sites) (6) 

6230  Species-rich Nardus grasslands, on siliceous substrates in mountain areas &  

submontain areas (3) 

6270  Fennoscandian lowland species-rich dry to mesic grasslands (16) 

6530  Fennoscandian wooded meadows (3) 

 

Habitat type ‘Fennoscandian wooded pastures’ (9070) is found in 12 sites but is not a 

prioritized habitat type according to the Habitats directive. It is however strongly connected to 

the cultural landscape, as the same vegetation types found in habitat types 6230, 6270 and 

6530 are also found in 9070, as well as also possessing a higher amount of tree-cover. This 

makes 9070 important for both the Roslagen area and Östhammar municipality.  

 

A comparison between the designated Natura 2000 sites, tied to the cultural landscape of the 

Roslagen area in Östhammar municipality, and the listed areas in the County Conservation 

Programme, demonstrates that various other areas that have been excluded from the Natura 

2000 network, ought to have been designated as well. This assumption is made on a review 

made on secondary sources and represents areas with high natural values. Table 3 lists the 

names of these areas as identified in the County Conservation Programme and a summary of 

their natural values, as well as the natural habitat types present in each area. 

 
Table 3 A list of areas containing high natural values in Östhammar municipality that have not been designated 
as Natura 2000 sites. Listed are the names of the areas, a presentation of present natural values as well as 
examples of natural habitat types found in each respective area. 
 

Gräsö Eastern 

Archipelago 

 

Gräsö Eastern Archipelago consists of many islands and island-groups as 

well as islets that form a rich archipelago east of Gräsö. It is of particular 

national interest due to a low degree of exploitation as well as containing 
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a rich fauna including many birds. Large parts of the archipelago show 

various degrees of the old land-use practices characteristic of Roslagen 

and the archipelago is amongst the finest examples of unexploited land. 

Examples of natural habitat types present in the area are 1620, 1630, 

1160 and 9030. 

 

 

 

 

Assjösjön 

 

Assjösjön is another area of national interest thanks to its high, well-

documented, limnological values. Parts of the beaches are grazed and 

cultivated and contain a high diversity of stoneworts (lat. Charales sp.), 

which are characteristic of natural habitat types 1150, coastal lagoons 

(especially when grazed), as well as 1630.  

 

 

 

 

 

Fiskarfjärden 

 

Fiskarfjärden is a shallow lake connected to the Baltic Sea and is 

therefore brackish in nature. The lake has national interest due to its 

untouched peat lands and its interesting composition of marine-limnetic 

species, making it hard to classify the vegetation in the area. It is also 

important for birdlife from a nesting and resting perspective as well as 

being an interesting study site of shallow lakes cut of from narrow inlets, 

and offers a good site for analysis of successional stages from inlets to 

lakes. Examples of habitat types found in the area are 1640 and 1150.  

 

 
 
 
Söderbysundet 
and 
Gränsöfjärden 

 
Söderbysundet and Gränsöfjärden represent an area with a broad 

spectrum of vast coastal meadows with grazed section. It is an inlet in an 

early succession of being cut of from the Baltic Sea which makes it a 

particularly interesting study site. 1630, 1650 and 1150 are the habitat 

classifications in focus here. 

 

 

4.2.2 Ecological integrity in the designation process  

Examination of the designation process of Natura 2000 sites reveals several flaws, especially 

in connection with inherent time-restraints, both on a national and a regional (County) level, 
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as well as also having effects the local scale. The work carried out during 1995 by SEPA and 

the CAB was tremendous, especially as it was conducted under high pressure due to the strict 

time frame. This made it more difficult to interpret the natural habitats described in the 

Habitats Directive, as well as take into account the inadequate adjustments to Nordic 

conditions and lack of necessary inventories on several concerned nature types and species 

(Löfroth 1997).  

 

The success of the designation process in the different counties of Sweden has varied greatly. 

When asked about how the landowners were approached during the designation process, 

Nyström (07-11-28) expresses his view about the Natura 2000 network as “In very many 

places the landowners has not received any information at all”. Instead the designation 

process of the different sites was carried out at Uppsala CAB by the use of aerial photographs, 

as Aronsson (07-12-04) put it “In some sites we didn’t know – let us place the boarder 

somewhere in the middle”.  This is also confirmed by landowner Nyström (07-11-28) as he is 

asked to describe how the different Natura 2000 sites were identified: “The areas were 

probably compiled in a big hurry, because I think that in many places, I don’t think that one 

even evaluated or investigated them on location, but rather sometimes by looking at maps, 

I’m afraid”.  

 

Aronsson (07-12-04) shared valuable insights on the interpretation of the different habitat 

types listed in Annex 1 of the Habitat directive and explained how they were limited as they 

were only offered in English and were adapted to Central European definitions. In the 

interpretation of habitat type Western Taiga (9010), Aronsson and his colleagues at Uppsala 

CAB asked themselves “What is that? Is that not only found in Russia?”, as well as assessing 

the complications of identifying habitat type Coastal lagoons (1150), “Is that Western Taiga? 

What habitat type does that fall under?”. Rather than identifying sites with the highest natural 

values, they chose and applied a few habitat types, expressed by the following statement: “We 

were so unsure that we took the safe habitat types, those that we knew were present in the 

County” and “We chose objects and placed them in those habitat types.” Aronsson (07-12-04) 

says that they knew which sites were valuable, both nature reserves and previously 

unprotected lands: “We knew that this [site] is nice, it is only a matter of fitting it into the 

Natura 2000”. Many of the selected sites ended up under habitat type 9010, which has a broad 

definition, but many sites also later proved to contain other habitat types. This is a serious 

detriment in the designation process and suggests that the designation of Natura 2000 sites in 
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Östhammar municipality has not been carried out fully according to the Habitat or Bird 

Directives.  

 

Österbyn in Östhammar municipality is the area that has received the most attention by local, 

regional and national authorities, as well as in the media. Österbyn is an area that is well 

representative of the living cultural landscape of the Roslagen area. Controversies existed 

regarding the designation process when the County Board suggested that the area was to be 

designated as a Natura 2000 site, and as such it was added to the list sent in by SEPA to the 

European Commission in 1995. This was done without the consent of landowners who later 

felt excluded from the process and raised concerns over their land being ‘taken from them’ 

(Nevelius 2002). This resulted in demands from SEPA to have the site taken off the initial 

national list. This was executed according to Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive: 

 

If, in spite of a negative assessment of the implications for the site and in the absence 

of alternative solutions, a plan or project must nevertheless be carried out for 

imperative reasons of overriding public interest, including those of a social and 

economic nature, the Member State shall tale all compensatory measures necessary to 

ensure that the overall coherence of Natura 2000 is protected (Council Directive 

92/43/EEC, Article 6(4)). 

 

Another site was proposed for compensatory measures, which was considered to have 

approximately the same ecological values, where the landowners were positive to the 

establishment of the Natura 2000 network. Lindberg (07-12-14) explains the process:  

 

This case was carried out a bit awkwardly when the area was designated. We wanted 

to replace it and we finally found an area on Grasö, with approximately the same 

values, where the landowners were positive [to the establishment of the Natura 2000 

network].  

 

The reasons behind the decision to take back Österbyn from the national list were mainly 

because the ecological values connected to the cultural landscape were in perceived to be in 

danger due to changes in land use practices, as well as also in order to create a good climate 

between landowners and the Uppsala CAB for future collaboration: 

 

The landowners refused to let their cattle out to graze… it was on Gräsö, where we are also 

planning for other reserves, non the least a marine reserve… it is rather important to be 

sensible  to the landowners there (Lindberg 07-12-14). 
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Österbyn serves as a perfect example for highlighting the importance of a participatory 

approach as well as the process of how information about the Natura 2000 network has been 

inadequately communicated to local actors. This poses the issue of the Natura 2000 sites in 

Östhammar municipality in a different light, and proves that social factors have in fact had a 

role in impacting ecological values.  

4.2.3 Birds Directive connected to Research Questions 1 & 2 

The areas designated under the Birds Directive in Östhammar municipality are: Florarna, 

Forsmarksbruk, Hållet-Blådådan, Själgrynnorna and Västerbådan-Lågagrundet. These SPAs 

have all been, except for Själgrynnorna, under previous protection; mainly as bird 

preservation areas protected since1960 and 1970. Själgrynnorna was designated as a SPA in 

2002 and thus is the only area added to the SPAs that was not already protected. 

 

The SPAs designated under the Birds Directive are more difficult to assess compared to the 

SACs in Östhammar municipality. This is partly due to the small number of SPAs present in 

Östhammar - only 5 sites are designated as Special Protection Areas (see Appendix C) – as 

well as the fact that they have not been evaluated to the same extent as their Habitats 

Directive counterpart. This is confirmed by (Lindberg 07-12-14):  

 

SPAs have not been evaluated to the same extent; we do not know if they will be…it is 

not likely that we will designate more Natura 2000 sites since the [Swedish] 

Government and the [European] Commission thinks that it is enough.  

 

Areas particularly important for birdlife are partly covered by the designated SACs in the 

municipality and will not be further addressed in the evaluation of additional sites to be added 

to the Natura 2000 network. The County Conservation Programme lists many areas with a 

high diversity of wild birds, pointing to the conclusion (of this) in relation to the five SPAs 

present in the municipality, that more areas could have been designated under the Natura 2000 

network. 

4.2 Results tied to research question 3 

Connectivity, and its importance for the survival and dispersal of plants and animals in the 

landscape, is acknowledged by the aim of the Habitats Directive of “knitting a coherent 

network under the name of Natura 2000” (Christophersen & Weber 2002). The network will 

assure for the goal of achieving FCS in natural habitats and species of Community interest 
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(Council Directive 92/43/EEC). The management of SCIs shall take into consideration the 

connectivity in the landscape as stated in Article 10 of the Habitats Directive: 

 

(…) with a view to improving the ecological coherence of the Natura 2000 network, to 

encourage the management of features of the landscape which are of major importance for 

wild fauna and flora. Such features are those which (…) are essential for the migration, 

dispersal and genetic exchange of wild species. (Council Directive 92/43/EEC: Art. 10).  

 

During the designation process of Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality, Aronsson 

and his colleagues worked in accordance with Article 10 of the Habitats Directive, in order to 

create a coherent network of SCIs in the municipality. They also tried to minimize habitat 

fragmentation by designating large sites, hoping that it would be beneficial to biodiversity, 

specifically by creating habitats for area-sensitive animals as well as increasing the core of 

protected sites.  The present number of designated Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar 

municipality is 36, or which 17 additionally are protected as nature reserves. A comparison of 

area sizes between natural reserves and Natura 2000 sites show that the total size of Natura 

2000 is greater, with a total area of approximately 10,570 hectares compared to 9,880. The 

actual difference is 690 hectares (based on information found on nature reserves in 

Östhammar municipality and in management plans for Natura 2000 on the Uppsala County 

Board (Länsstyrelsen Uppsala. 2007a; b; c). The fact that SCI protects larger areas compared 

to nature reserves in Östhammar municipality could be advantageous in the pursuit towards 

FCS. Also supported by this data is that Aronson and the CAB were considerate of creating 

connectivity in the landscape. All informants claim that FCS is a very complex concept, 

making it difficult to put into practice. 

 

Lindberg (07-12-14) stated that the Uppsala CAB is not likely to designate more SCIs in the 

County and therefore the ecological network in the region needs to be seen as final. Sven 

Kihlström (07-11-28) of SFA, views this to contradict new research, which points to the 

importance of protecting larger areas in the landscape:  

 

But the thought behind Natura 2000 is to protect natural habitat types and species in 

a network, right? Isn’t it funny that…one can’t increase the area of already 

designated sites? Researchers say something different, at least regarding forest lands.  

 

When asked how the Natura 2000 network has helped the work of the SFA with the 

establishment of new reserves towards strengthening connectivity in the County, Helena 
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Ringbom (07-11-28) says “(…) not at all! Can I say that?”. She also explains that she does not 

see the benefits of the Natura 2000 network, mainly because of the fact that SCIs have to a 

large extent been designated in already established nature reserves.  

 
With regards to the question about the potential of the Natura 2000 network to preserve 

biodiversity over a the long-term perspective, both nationally and on the EU-level, all 

informants stated that measures need to be taken to preserve areas outside the designated 

SCIs. Lindberg (07-12-14), for example, says that  

 

(…) there is a need for complementing [Natura 200 sites] by careful measures, in the 

unprotected landscape…and I personally do not believe that it [the Natura 2000 

network] is enough… 

 

He also points out that the overall protection offered by the Natura 2000 network has been 

beneficial to the nature conservation in the County “(…)It has had a clear effect; so many 

more areas of various kinds have been given a strong protection, so that is in itself very 

positive”. Lindberg also makes the strong and poignant statement that “If the entire area in-

between Natura 2000 sites were a stone desert, a lot of species would go extinct.” 

 

Nyström (07-11-28) poses that if the implementation of the network has had any benefits to 

the landowners, it has been in the sense of available funding for keeping grazing animals. He 

also emphasizes the need of protecting cultural lands because of their rich biodiversity, but 

however expresses a concern about the profitability tied to pasture lands and the reality that 

biodiversity cannot be upheld by artificial respiration. He also highlights the need of having 

practical interactions across all different scales: local, regional and national, for the viable 

protection of biodiversity.  

 
Based on conclusions from interviews, FCS of natural habitats and species, the Natura 2000 

network does not alone provide possibilities for the protection of biodiversity on either local, 

regional, national levels, or on an EU-level. 
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5. DISCUSSION 

The ambition of the Natura 2000 network, to protect biodiversity and achieve Favourable 

Conservation Status (FCS) for habitats and species, is a way for the European Union to work 

towards the target of halting biodiversity loss by the year 2010. With the current loss of 

biodiversity there is a pressing need to preserve ecosystems in order to assure for the 

continued generation of ecosystem services. Temperate grasslands in Europe are thought to be 

one of the most altered biomes on Earth (Townsed et al 2003; MA 2005a). Grasslands can 

contain a rich biodiversity achieved through long-term management of natural resources. In 

Östhammar municipality, the importance of protecting these valuable habitats is partly 

acknowledged by their designation as part of the Natura 2000 network. 

 

The aim of this thesis was to set out to investigate the opportunities and constraints of whether 

the goal of favourable conservation strategy can be achieved through solely following the EU 

Directives. The examination and analysis have shown that the process of designation and 

establishment of the Natura 2000 network have faced many complications of a socio-

ecological nature. Socio-ecological complexity revolving around the Natura 2000 network has 

made the designation process intricate, especially due to time constraints, which indicates that 

several crucial components for the successful management of ecosystems were in fact not 

addressed.  

5.1 Implementing an EM perspective on the Natura 2000 process 

The designation of Natura 2000 sites in Sweden began in 1995, when Sweden became a 

member of the European Union. The formation of the ecological network was already in 

process by earlier members of the community, which prompted Sweden to apply for a 3 year-

extension to assure for the quality of suggested sites. The decline of this application however, 

resulted in Sweden being forced to immediately launch their process of evaluating 

representative areas (Löfroth 1997). It has been implied that the SEPA probably did not at 

least initially understand the importance of the Natura 2000 network. Sweden was to hand a 

list of proposed SCIs to the European Commission sometime in August/September 1995. In 

early August however, very little had been done at Uppsala CAB, and Aronsson was hired to 

meet the requirements in designating Natura 2000 sites. Aronsson explains that the work had 

to be finished in a matter of weeks, before submission of the Uppsala County list to SEPA. 

This supports the supposition that social factors interfered and influenced the ambitions 

behind the Habitats Directive and the Birds Directive.  



 

                                                                                                                                          32      

 

The main objective of the Natura 2000 network, to assure for the FCS of natural habitats and 

species, is of a dynamic and complex nature. It requires the application of the main thoughts 

found in EM management and the application of the 12 principles of the EA for successful 

implementation. The Article 3 of the Habitats Directive is aligned in Principle 5 of the EA: 

“Conservation of ecosystem structure and functioning, in order to maintain ecosystem 

services, should be a priority target of the ecosystem approach”.  

 

Principle 1 of the EA reads “The objectives of management of land, water and living 

organisms are matter of societal choice”. The EU has taken one step towards taking 

responsibility for the biodiversity within its territory. The establishment of the Natura 2000 

network hence embraces the statement posed by Principle 1. The main objective of the Natura 

2000 network, to assure for the FCS of natural habitats and species, is of a complicated 

nature. It requires the application of the main thoughts found in EM management and the 

application of the 12 principles of the EA for successful implementation. Article 3 of the 

Habitats Directive is aligned in Principle 5 of the EA: “Conservation of ecosystem structure 

and functioning, in order to maintain ecosystem services, should be a priority target of the 

ecosystem approach”.  

 

This study shows that the majority of designated sites in Östhammar municipality, despite 

several exceptions of valuable areas, have been chosen for their inherent ecological values. 

This aspect provides a sufficient ground towards the direction of reaching FCS, for both 

habitats and species. In accordance with Article 3 of the Habitats Directive, continued 

management of prioritized natural habitats is crucial. EM advocates the use of participatory 

approaches in the establishment of management plans (Carpenter et al. 2006). Local 

landowners need to be consulted for this reason alone, because it is their LEK that has lead up 

to the intrinsic values of the semi-natural habitats of the Roslagen area. In Roslagen, with its 

long history of land use and small-scale farming practises, knowledge has been passed on 

from generation to generation. It is therefore essential to listen to the site-specific “experts”, 

in this case the landowners, and to incorporate their knowledge together with knowledge from 

the scientific society. As stated by Nyström (07-11-38) and Lindberg (07-12-14), landowners 

have not been advised about the specific goals of the management plans, but have had a 

chance to offer their views on how the goals are best approached. The conclusion therefore is 

perceived to be that management plans for natural habitats in Östhammar municipality, have 

been based to a large extent on scientific knowledge. Principle 11 of the EA reads: “The 
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ecosystem approach should consider all forms of relevant information, including scientific 

and indigenous and local knowledge, innovations and practices”. This implies, for the case of 

Östhammar municipality, the involvement of local landholders. The lack of consultation from 

the CABs has not helped in establishing a good relationship with the landowners, because as 

stated by Olsson & Folke (2001), the use of a participatory approach is crucial for successful 

implementation of ecosystem management.  

 

There is a current risk that due to the lack of consultation with the landowners, management 

practices will not be carried out as best as they could have if they would have had a more 

significant role in the designation process. Principle 2 of the EA approach reads: 

“Management should be decentralized to the lowest appropriate level”. The County board 

appears to offer a good platform for decentralized management, though however, the time-

compressed Natura 2000 process did not offer enough time to take into consideration other 

crucial aspects of EM. 

 
The social-ecological complexity surrounding landowners and the Natura 2000 network are 

many and of a highly complex nature. This is something that is again connected to the limited 

amount of time, which some CABs in Sweden had for contact and consultation with local 

landowners. Management of prioritized natural habitat types in Östhammar municipality, 

requires to a large extent, active management, for example through the grazing of cattle. In 

Österbyn, an area closely linked to the low intensive land-use practices specific to the 

Roslagen area, the lack of consultation with landowners was jeopardizing the cultural values. 

Landowners in the area decided not to let their cattle graze valuable lands as a protest to the 

designation of their lands under the Habitats Directive. This area was later withdrawn from 

the Swedish list of proposed SCIs and replaced by another area, thought to contain 

approximately the same natural values. Such an occurrence implies that social factors 

interfered with the strict ecological aspects of the Habitats Directive. As advocated by Folke 

(2006), social aspects of management need to be further incorporated into the process of 

management and governance of ecosystems, in order to be successful. Principle 12 of the EA, 

“The ecosystem approach should involve all relevant sectors of society and disciplines”, has 

in the case of Östhammar municipality, in fact not been addressed. In fact, a participatory 

approach implies the use of LEK as an integral part of the development of management plans 

(Carpenter & Gunderson 2001). If the Uppsala CAB would have applied participatory 

approaches in the designation of SCI, the risk of bad management practices, as in the case of 

Österbyn, could probably have been overcome. 
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Principle 3 of the EA: “Ecosystem managers should consider the effects (actual or potential) 

of their activities on adjacent and other ecosystems”, is addressed in the Natura 2000 process 

in several ways. There are many restrictions connected to the use of land and resources of the 

SCIs, and the designation in itself offers a strong juridical framework. Lindberg (07-12-14) 

emphasizes that the inherent protection of the Natura 2000 network is in many senses stronger 

than that offered by other types of protection, for example in comparison to nature reserves. 

Nyström however, contradicts this statement by saying that landowners have not been 

informed about juridical restrictions in the use of land. The concept of creating a network of 

sites across Europe can be defined as being in line with Principle 3, in the sense that it aims at 

creating connectivity as well as addressing the issues of habitat fragmentation.    

 
Principle 4 of the EA, is connected to finding ways to manage ecosystems in an economic 

context, for example by the promotion of biodiversity conservation and sustainable use. The 

concern raised by Nyström (07-11-28), regarding the funding for SCIs amounting to not much 

more than artificial respiration is, at least partly in line with EM. Maintaining an open 

landscape by grazing benefits biodiversity and should be seen as a tool in achieving FCS for 

habitats and species. 

 

The definition given in Article 1 of the Habitats Directive, regarding FCS (see Table 2), is 

broad and offers room for interpretation, which can result in divergent interpretations arising 

out of this inherent lack of clarity. It is of the highest importance to translate FCS 

categorization into practical and effective conservation actions. The current risk arising out of 

the way it is presently stated, is that it can be interpreted in a host of different ways to suit 

different, and often conflicting purposes (Halahan & May 2003). In order to tackle this issue, 

a lot of responsibility lies in the hands of the Member States, whom should have, for example, 

up to date scientific information consisting of a thorough understanding of the present species 

structure and functions necessary for the long-term maintenance of the habitat, as well as an 

assurance that the habitat’s typical species are at a FCS (Halahan & May 2003). As far as the 

conservation status of species and natural habitats are concerned, the fact is apparent that what 

is defined as favourable will vary from species to species and habitat to habitat (Halahan & 

May 2003). SEPA (2003a) mention a number of factors that may affect the conservation 

status for species and natural habitats, and highlight the following: 

• Natural habitats must be large enough, and important structures and functions must 

exist, as well as there must be viable populations of the species typical of the habitat. 
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• With regard to species, there must be a sufficient number of individuals within the 

area, and reproduction must take place and the species’ habitat must be large enough. 

 

Ringbom (07-11-28) raises a crucial concern with regards to the possibilities of fulfilling the 

requirements of EM and adaptive ecosystem management. This is a compromise to Principle 

7 of the EA, “The ecosystem approach should be undertaken at the appropriate spatial and 

temporal scales”. The issue is connected to current plans for the establishment of new nature 

reserves in Uppsala County. The CAB’s plans for setting aside land for protection gives no 

room for surprises; because the new reserves are planned according to budget, with no 

resources of accounting for changes regarding what knowledge is seen as valuable. This 

implies that potentially valuable habitats are not able to be protected until the CAB has the 

economic resources to do so. This could be in conflict with the temporal scales of EM, where 

both short-term and long-term maintenance of ecosystems need to be fulfilled. 

 
In a world of growing uncertainty and change, current apparent environmental problems such 

as those described by Ludwig (2001) as ‘post-normal problems’ or ‘wicked problems’, call 

for new approaches. The EA Principle 9: “Management must recognize that change is 

inevitable”, implies that management needs to stay adaptive, and equally importantly, so do 

the surrounding institutions. Environmental problems have moved increasingly from being of 

a local concern, to that of a global one. Humans today affect ecosystem services and functions 

at a previously unknown and unprecedented rate. This is now starting to become more 

apparent, for example, by accelerating climate change and increased losses of biodiversity, 

posing grave threats to ecosystem services.  

 
Principle 8 of the EA, “Recognizing the varying temporal scales and lag-effects that 

characterize ecosystem processes, objectives for the management should be set for the long 

term”, implies that management objectives of the Natura 2000 network need to acknowledge 

uncertainty and change. We do not know what the future will bring or how new 

environmental problems will present themselves. Therefore, to strive towards ensuring the 

maintenance and preservation of healthy ecosystems, as well as the continuation of generated 

ecosystem services, the links between institutions and society need to be apparent (Hahn et al. 

2006). In a world of growing uncertainties and emergent properties of SESs, ecosystem 

management can play a vital role in supporting capacity-building for the resilience of the 

ecosystems that human society depend upon.   
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With the current loss of biodiversity at unprecedented rate, humanity is facing major 

challenges in both the preservation of habitat and species. This is a global issue, with the 

implementation and enforcement of international treaties and conventions being of utmost 

importance. The CBD and the target of reducing biodiversity loss by 2010, as well as the EU 

target of halting this loss by the same year, call for a broad cross-scale effort. Strong linkages 

between global, regional and national levels are required to interact and work together 

towards these common goals. The Natura 2000 network works across all scales: local, 

regional/national as well as at the global level. In order to meet the two important Directives – 

Habitats and Birds Directives – member states need to designate areas of national interest as 

well as engage units on smaller scales, such as counties, municipalities and even land owners. 

The Natura 2000 network is an excellent example a diverse social-ecological system, where 

Östhammar municipality represents a small piece of the larger puzzle, as well as the 

opportunity to also be viewed in a supranational perspective. 

5.2 Discussion of methods and suggestions for further studies 

The case-study approach taken by this thesis has been of great benefit in highlighting and 

understanding the processes behind the Natura 2000 network. Östhammar municipality has 

many high natural values tied to the cultural landscape and this analysis points to the inherent 

need for ecosystem management. The many sources chosen for the methodological 

framework of this study have been of benefit in providing validity and transparency of the 

results derived from analysis of the social-ecological system of Östhammar municipality.  

 

Further applicability of this study could be increased by the use of structured field visits to the 

designated areas of Östhammar municipality. However, in-depth biological knowledge would 

be required to be able to adequately utilize such field inventories. Rather than that direction, it 

has been the characteristic landscape of the Roslagen area, with its diverse mosaic of natural 

habitat types, which has been the focus of this thesis. The author has grown up and lives in 

Roslagen and therefore has an intimate connection and knowledge of the historical and 

cultural values associated with it. The aim of this thesis was also to utilize and present an 

interdisciplinary approach to the designation process, something that functions broadly across 

disciplines and avoids specific investigations on genetic, species or population diversity-

levels. 

 
The view of the landowners was presented by a key informant with great experience in the 

Natura 2000 network as related to his position as a board member of LRF. This perspective 
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helped in the explanation of the delicate nature of the designation process from a landowners’ 

position. An additional approach for investigating these viewpoints could have been to contact 

local landowners for additional interviews. These contacts would have had to be of a 

quantitative origin in order to provide generally similar results as the ones given by selected 

key informants. There is also a possibility that landowners would not have been interested in 

meeting for discussion of this nature, since the Natura 2000 network is a sensitive topic to 

various landowners in the municipality. By applying semi-structured interviews with carefully 

selected key informants, the research questions have been qualitatively investigated both 

broadly and in depth. 

 

The ambitious goal of the Natura 2000 network to preserve and protect valuable habitats and 

species continues to expand via the increasing challenges that human society is facing. The 

political and economic structure of the EU is still growing, with many new Member States 

that will have to go through the same challenges as Sweden did during the designation process 

of the Natura 2000 network. This will provide(s) many interesting new research possibilities, 

and a chance to test the operationability of adaptive management: learning by doing. It would 

be of great benefit to new Member States of the Union if they could learn from Sweden’s’ 

past mistakes. Another interesting research topic presents itself as the different 

biogeographical regions representative to new members. When Sweden and Finland set out to 

designate SCI in the Nordic countries, they found that many habitats were not found in Annex 

1 of the habitats directive. The Fennoscandian habitat types were added to Annex 1 on 

Sweden(’s) and Finland’s request, but only under the condition that the other Member States 

would not have to designate SCI under them. This due to the fact that many Member States 

had already come a long way, in comparison with the two Nordic Countries, in designating 

areas under the original habitat types. Thus, the investigation of how other natural habitat 

types, presumably present in the Member States, are treated in the Natura 2000 network is of 

great relevance and importance. 
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6. CONCLUSIONS 

This study demonstrates the underlying complexities in the management of social-ecological 

systems as well as the need to embrace them on an ecosystem level. Due to social factors and 

limitations in the designation process of the ecological Natura 2000 network, there exists an 

inherent risk of compromising the overall goal of the network; to preserve natural habitats and 

species of community interest. The EU has made a commitment to halt the loss of biodiversity 

within its borders, something that should be addressed by the ecological integrity of the 

Habitats and Birds Directives.  

 

1. Are the implemented Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality representative of the 
cultural landscape that characterizes the Roslagen area? Are there other areas that are more 
representative of Roslagen that are excluded from the European network? 
 

This study has shown that the designated SCIs in Östhammar municipality are, in large part,  

representative of the cultural landscape of Roslagen. The present SCIs protect many of the 

habitat types in the municipality seen as prioritized within the EU. They have also been 

particularly established in the coastal zone, something which is in accordance with the natural 

values of the municipality, which to a great extent are connected to the coast. However, 

several areas of high value presently remain unprotected, especially habitat types connected to 

the archipelago and lakes (i.e ‘Coastal lagoons’ (1150) and ‘Boreal Baltic coastal meadows 

(1630)). An addition of these areas to the list of SCIs in the municipality could increase 

possibilities of achieving FCS for habitats and species. 

 
2. Has the designation of Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality been carried out 
according to the ecological integrity of the Habitat Directive and the Bird Directive, or have 
social factors influenced with ecological values? 
 

The examination and analysis carried out in this study is utilized to endeavour to explain the 

social-ecological complexity behind the implementation of the Habitats and Birds Directives.  

The results indicate that the designation process of the Natura 2000 network in Östhammar 

municipality have been somewhat influenced and compromised because of social factors. The 

issues with the designation process in Östhammar municipality are to a great extent tied to 

inherent time constraints. This is something that could have been avoided if the work with 

Natura 2000 would have been initiated in an earlier stage, at both Uppsala CAB and SEPA. 

The complexity of collaboration between the CAB and local stakeholders has been identified 
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as one of the main reasons for excluding certain areas, where a lack of participation and 

information lead to a delicate relationship between the two actors. 

 
3.  Is the goal of reaching ‘Favourable Conservation Status’ achievable for designated 
Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality? 
 

As concluded, the designated areas in Östhammar municipality have been implemented on 

land with high natural values tied to the coastal areas. This provides hope for reaching FCS on 

a local and regional level. However, the lack of participation and hence the exclusion of TEK 

might result in incoherent management of SCIs. Another concern needs to be raised regarding 

the designated SPAs, where the majority have been designated on already protected land. This 

implies that the most valuable areas for the protection of birds has not been fully evaluated. 

Last but not least, there is a need to further define the concept of FCS in order to enable 

stakeholders to conserve biodiversity in Östhammar municipality as well as within the EU.  
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7. CONCLUDING REMARKS 

It is my personal belief that the establishment of the Natura 2000 network alone is inadequate 

for the preservation of biodiversity, both nationally and territorially. I think however, that it 

offers ambitions to take us one step closer towards the goal, as well as serving as a tool for the 

further emphasis of the importance of biodiversity. One can only hope that the weight of the 

network will be continuously advocated by institutions as well as by managers. The potential 

of the network is greater than the sum of its parts, hence functioning as a complex adaptive 

system. I think that the Habitats and Birds Directives, as well as the formation of the network, 

are perhaps better suited for Southern and Central European states. This is based on the 

assumption that Sweden has not yet suffered the same degree of degradation and 

fragmentation of habitats as many other parts of Europe. This statement is also strengthened 

by the fact that the original natural habitat types listed in the Annex 1 of the Habitats 

Directive were adapted after the earlier Member States of the EU. In pursuit of FCS of 

habitats and species, there is a strong need to further develop theories regarding ecosystem 

management. Increased understanding of humans as part of functioning of ecosystems, as 

well as the ecosystem services which they generate, can hopefully lead to pathways of 

sustainable management for human societies. The Natura 2000 network is soon to enter into a 

new phase dominated by the actual management and monitoring of designated sites. 

Hopefully the positive aspects of the designation process will be built upon and strengthened 

in a way that offers the best possible outlook for management practises. 

 

The time to act is now. It is no longer acceptable to wait for perfect knowledge to present 

itself, but the need is to minimize uncertainty and change by the use of participatory 

approaches (Ludwig 2001). We need to embrace the use of adaptive ecosystem management, 

and take advantage of management as a trial and error business. In doing so, we can learn 

from doing, but also take advantage of what we learn from our mistakes and hopefully move 

closer to the goal of maintaining vital ecosystem services and processes. As Einstein has been 

quoted as saying: “We cannot solve the problems we have created with the same thinking that 

created them”.   
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GLOSSARY AND THEORETICAL CONCEPTS 
 
Adaptive Management: 
Adaptive management deals with the unpredictable interactions between humans and 
ecosystems that evolve together – it is the science of explaining how social and natural 
systems learn through experimentation (Adger 2006). The acknowledgement of uncertainty is 
the basis for adaptive management (Christensen et al.1996); this since ecosystems come with 
a great deal of change and emergent qualities. Adaptive management is a way for managers 
and institutions to learn through experience (Meffe et al. 2002) as well as accept that 
knowledge related to ecosystem function and best management practices are provisional and 
subject to change with new information (Christiansen et al. 1996). Adaptive management is 
an integral part of the implementation of EM (Christensen et al. 1996).  
 
Complex adaptive systems (CAS): 
As argued by Manson (2001) and Folke (2006), complex adaptive systems (CAS) are systems 
with emergent qualities, where the whole is bigger than the sum of its parts. This implies that 
CAS and ecosystems inherently exist with a great deal of uncertainty and surprise and which 
need to be taken into consideration when developing suitable management strategies (Berkes 
et al 2003; Folke 2006). Complex Adaptive Systems theory takes a holistic approach, in 
opposite to systems theory which is described as a reductionist view (Manson 2001). 
Ecosystems are characterized as CAS through historical dependency, non-linear dynamics and 
multiple basins of attraction. Complex behaviour evolves and emerges from relatively simple 
local interactions between system components over time. A characteristic of CAS is self-
organization where a system learns to adapt and function better in relation to its environment 
as well as a historical dependency (Elmqvist et al 2003); hence time is a crucial delimiting 
factor to any system (Manson 2001).  
 
Connectivity: 
Landscape connectivity is considered a vital element of landscape structure because of its 
importance to population survival (D'Eon et al. 2002). The concept of landscape connectivity 
can be defined as the degree to which the landscape facilitates or impedes movement between 
resources patches (Taylor et al. 1993). Migration and the resulting gene flow between habitat 
fragments may well be the only key for survival in the case of a number of species, where 
efficiency of migration (and gene flow) depends on the landscape structure (Jórdan 2003). 
Corridors and patches is important connectivity, but the way of how to measure it is a matter 
of debate.  
 
Direct drivers:  
Are human actions and natural processes that directly alter flows of ecosystem services. 
 
Ecosystem function:  
The capacity of natural processes and component to provide goods and services that satisfy 
human needs, directly and indirectly. 
 
Ecosystem Approach (EA):  
A strategy for the integrated management of land, water and living resources that promotes 
conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way. The CBD developed a set of 12 
principles for EA. 
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Ecosystem management:  
Analogous to the EA. 
 
Ecosystem services:  
The combined actions of the species in an ecosystem that perform functions of value to 
society.  
 
Habitat Fragmentation:  
Fragmentation of habitats is the result of habitat destruction or disturbance and often is of an 
anthropogenic nature. It is the process by which the landscape is broken up into smaller 
patches of natural ecosystems, something that causes isolation (Meffe et al. 2002), which has 
effects on biodiversity and can cause populations to go locally extinct. On a regional revel 
species are depending on connectivity between isolated patches for migration and re- 
establishment (Christiansen et al. 1996). As fragmentation proceeds, dispersal from one 
habitat fragment to another becomes more difficult, leading to decreased connectivity in the 
landscape.  
 
Institutions:  
Institutions are the formal and informal rules and norms of society by which humans organize 
themselves to extract or protect natural resources (Dietz et al. 2003). The ability to adjust 
institutions to changing environmental conditions, in a world of uncertainty and surprise, is 
thought to be of growing importance (Gunderson 1999). Local institutions can add to the base 
of scientific knowledge and help in expanding information sources for EM (Olsson & Folke 
2001). In order for EM to be successful, ecological knowledge and understanding needs to be 
incorporated into institutions because of the clear influence of institutions in human 
behaviour, and can help in strengthening resilience in ecosystems (Olsson & Folke 2001). 
 
Local Ecological Knowledge: 
Local ecological knowledge (LEK) is defined by Folke & Olsson (2001) as knowledge that is 
held by a specific group of people about their local ecosystems. It is different than 
conventional management in the sense that it is often inherited across generations, as well as 
the inclusion of historical and cultural knowledge in resource use (Folke & Olsson 2001). 
LEK can be constituted by both scientific and practical knowledge but is always site-specific 
(Folke & Olsson 2001). 
 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA):  
A global assessment of ecosystem services. The goal was to synthesize information about the 
status and trends, and plausible futures of ecosystem services, as well as the policy 
instruments available for governing or managing ecosystem services. 
 
Participatory approach: 
In order to achieve EM there is a need to embrace a participatory approach, which can be 
defined as the inclusion of different stakeholders in a discursive process. In a world of 
transformations, a participatory approach can help in strengthening knowledge and 
minimizing uncertainty and change. Folke and Olsson (2001) advocate a participatory 
approach that “(…) includes resource users, their knowledge, experience, and practices; and 
the norms and rules these practices are embedded in” in research and development of EM.  
 
Population:  
A group of individuals of the same species, occupying a defined area and usually isolated to 
some degree from other similar groups. 
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Resilience: 
Resilience is a concept sprung from the relation in the dynamic development of complex 
adaptive systems, with interactions across temporal and spatial scales (Folke 2006). 
Resilience theory explains how social-ecological systems deal with change, thus the ability to 
withstand shocks and disturbances, as well as the capacity to renew itself afterwards (Walker 
& Salt 2006). Resilience in social-ecological systems implies adaptability and transformative 
capacity (Folke 2006).  
 
SAC:  
Special Areas of Conservation, sites designated under the Habitats Directive. 
 
SCI:  
Sites of Community Importance, includes both SPAs and SACs. 
 
SPA:  
Special Conservation Areas, sites designated under the Birds Directive 
 
Spatial and Temporal Scales: 
The most significant challenge to ecosystem management, as stated by Christensen et al 
(1996), is the mismatch between the spatial and temporal scales at which humans make 
resource management decisions and the scales at which ecosystem processes operate. 
Boundaries between ownerships and jurisdictions rarely match the domain of ecosystem 
processes. Matters of time and space are inherently filled with great uncertainties, and 
therefore managers need to be prepared and plan for long-term goals as well as short term 
ones. Spatial scales of institutions are sometimes not adapted to the ecological systems in 
need of management, nor are the temporal scales (Cumming et al. 2006). In EM it is 
important to acknowledge the fact that the pursuit of truly long-term goals requires 
management strategies that transcends human timelines (Christensen et al. 1996).  
 
Species-area relationship: 
The species- area relationship is defined by Meffe et al. (2002, p. 301) as “A well-known 
ecological relationship in which the number of species increases with the area of an 
ecosystem.”  It can be explained by asserting that the bigger the area is, the more habitats it 
offers, and therefore results in a positive effect on biodiversity. The species-area relationship 
is one of the underlying reasons behind why habitat fragmentation is a main driver of 
biodiversity loss.  
 
Sustainability:  
The likelihood an existing system of resource use will persist indefinitely without a decline in 
the resource base or in the social welfare it delivers. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A: Natural habitat types in Sweden 
 
Code Natural Habitat Types (so called "nuts-codes") 
  
1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time 
1130 Estuaries 
1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide 
1150 *Coastal lagoons 
1160 Large shallow inlets and bays 
1170 Reefs 
1210 Annual vegetation of drift lines 
1220 Perennial vegetation of stony banks 
1230 Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic coasts 
1310 Salicornia and other annuals colonizing mud and sand 
1330 Atlantic salt meadows 
1610 Baltic esker islands with sandy, rocky and shingle beach vegetation and sublittoral vegetation 
1620 Boreal Baltic islets and small islands 
1630 *Boreal Baltic coastal meadows 
1640 Boreal Baltic sand beaches with perennial vegetation 
1650 Boreal Baltic narrow inlets 
2110 Embryonic shifting dunes 
2120 Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophilia arenaria (white dunes) 
2130 *Fixed dunes with herbaceous vegetation (grey dunes) 
2140 Decalcified fixed dunes with Empetrum nigrum 
2170 Dunes with Salix repens ssp. Argentea 
2180 Wooded dunes in Atlantic, Continental and Boreal regions 
2190 Humid dune slacks 
2320 Dry sand heaths with Calluna and Empetrum nigrum 
2330 Continental dunes woth open Corynephorus and Agrostis grasslands 
3110 Oligotrophic waters containing very few minerals of sandy plains 
3130 Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters with vegetation of the littorelletea uniflorae and/or  
 
3140 

the Isoeto-Nanojuncetea 
Hard oligo-mesotrophic waters with benthic vegetation of Chara spp. 

3150 Natural eutrophic lakes with Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition-type vegetation 
3160 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds 
3210 Fennoscandian natural rivers 
3220 Alpine rivers and the herbaceous vegetation along their banks 
3230 Alpine rivers and their ligneous vegetation with Myricaria germanica 
3260 Watercoursers of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitans & Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation 
4010 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix 
4030 European dry heaths 
4060 Alpine and boreal heaths 
4080 Sub-arctic salix spp. Scrub 
5130 Juniperus communis formation on heaths or calcareaous grasslands 
6110 *Rupicolous calcareaous or basophilic grasslands of the Alysso-Sedion albi 
6120 *Xeric and calcareaous grasslands 
6150 Siliceous alpine and boreal grasslands 
6170 Alpine and subalpine calcareaous grasslands 
6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (*important orchid sites) 
6230 *Species-rich Nardus grasslands, on siliceous substrates in mountain areas & submontain areas 
6270 *Fennoscandian lowland species-rich dry to mesic grasslands 
6280 *Nordic alvar and precambrian calcareaous flatrocks 
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6410 Molina meadows on peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils 
6430 Hydrophilous tall herbfringe communities of plains and of the montane to alpine levels 
6450 Northern boreal alluvial meadows 
6510 Lowland hay meadows 
6520 Mountain hay meadows 
6530 *Fennoscandian wooded meadows 
7110 *Active raised bogs 
7120 Degraded raised bogs still capable of natural regeneration 
7130 Blanket bog (*active only) 
7140 Transition mires and quaking bogs 
7160 Fennoscandian mineral-rich springs and springfens 
7210 *Calcareaous fens with Cladium mariscus and species of the Caricion davallianae 
7220 *Petrifying springs with tufa formation 
7230 Alkaline fens 
7240 *Alpine pioneer formations of the Caricion bicoloris-atrofuscae 
7310 *Aapa mires 
7320 Palsa mires 
8110 Siliceous scree of the montane to snow levels 
8120 Calcareous and calcshist screes of the montane to alpine levels 
8210 Cacareaous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation 
8220 Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation 
8230 Siliceous rock with pioneer vegetation of the sedo-scleranthion or of the Sedio albi-Veronicion dellenii 
8240 *Limestone pavements 
8310 Caves not open to the public 
8330 Submerged or partly submerged sea caves 
8340 Permanent glaciers 
9010 *Western taiga 
9020 *Fennoscandian hemiboreal natural old broad-leaved decidious forests rich in epiphytes 
9030 *Natural forests of primary succession stages of landupheaval coast 
9040 Nordic subalpine/subartic forests with Betula pubescens spp. czerepanovii 
9050 Fennoscandian herb-rich forests with Picea abies 
9060 Conierous forests on, or connected to, glaciofluvial eskers 
9070 Fennoscandian wooded pastures 
9080 *Fennoscandian deciduous swamp woods 
9110 Fagetum b Luzulo-Fagetum beech forests 
9130 Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests 
9150 Medio-European limeston beech forest of Cephalanthero-Fagion 
9160 Sub-Arctic and medio-European oak-hornbean forests of the Carpinion betuli 
9170 Galio-Carpinetum oak-hornbeam forests 
9180 *Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes, screes and ravines 
9190 Old acidiophilous woods with Querqus robur on sandy plains 
91D0 *Bog woodland 
91E0 *Residual alluvial forests 
91F0 *Mixed oak-elm-ash-forests of great rivers 
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APPENDIX B: Map of Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality 
 
Natura 2000 sites in Uppsala County. The boarder of Östhammar Municipality is marked in pink. 
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APPENDIX C: Natura 2000 sites in Östhammar municipality 

 
Acronyms 'Owners'  
A = Association  
C = Corporation  
F = Foundation  
M = Municipality  
P = Private  
Px = 2 or more private  
SK = Sveaskog  
S = State  
SS = Skärgårdsstiftelsen i Stockholms län 
UA = Unknowned Ass.   
US = Upplandsstiftelsen  

 

  Site name Object code Area (ha) Owners Status Designated Class 
1 Andersby Ängsbackar SE0210223 204.4 S, P SCI jan-97 I 
2 Bruksdammen SE0210233 597.3 SK SCI jan-98 I 
3 Edskärret SE0210049 1.6 P SCI dec-95, revised may-02 n/a 
4 Ekbäcken-Jämnbromossen SE0210159 32.0 C SCI jun-96, revised may-02 III 
5 Eriksdal-Lönnholmen SE0210251 66.7 Px SCI dec-98 II 
6 Fagerön SE0210052 507.0 P SCI dec-95 I 
7 Florarna SE0210023 5,141.7 Px, S, C SCI, SPA jan-98 I 
8 Forsmarksbruk SE0210153 206.0 P SPA mars-96, revised may-02 II 
9 Grillskäret SE0210248 24.9 P SPI dec-98, revised may-02 I 

10 Grundsjön SE0210274 32.0 S SCI jul-00 I 
11 Gräsö Gård SE0210250 48.8 M SCI dec-98 III 
12 Hargs tallpark SE0210244 5.7 P SCI dec-98 II 
13 Hovön-Alnön SE0210045 380.0 S, P, A SCI dec-95 II 
14 Hållet, Blåbodan SE0210041 33.1 P, UA SPA mars-96, revised may-02 I 
15 Högbådan SE0210249 20.4 P SCI dec-98, revised may-02 I 
16 Idön SE0210256 124.3 F SCI jul-00 II 
17 Kallriga SE0210220 1164.2 P, M, C, US SCI jan-97, revised may-02 I & II 
18 Kavarö SE0210263 29.8 Px SCI feb-00 n/a 
19 Långalma SE0210265 32.1 Px SCI jul-00 II 
20 Måsjön SE0210323 2.6 C SCI apr-04 II 
21 Mässmyrfallet SE0210158 114.9 C SCI jun-96, revised may-02 n/a 
22 Raggarön SE0210326 56.2 Px SCI apr-04 I 
23 Rävsten SE0210257 61.0 P, A, US SCI jul-00 II 
24 Själgrynnorna SE0210279 40.3 C SPA jun-00, revised may-02 n/a 
25 Sjöhagen SE0210324 39.4 P SCI apr-04 II 
26 Skaten-Rångsen SE0210227 2,227.5 P, C, US SCI jan-97, revised may-02 II 
27 Skräddarmossen SE0210156 55.6 C SCI jun-96, revised may-02 I 
28 Snöbottenkärret SE0210327 13.0 P SCI apr-04 II 
29 Storskäret SE02103322 25.9 P, SK SCI apr-04 II 
30 Sund SE0210321 11.5 unknowned SCI apr-04 n/a 
31 Sundsäng SE0210264 23.3 P SCI jan-02 II 
32 Valkrör SE0210058 29.5 P SCI dec-95 II 
33 Verkarna SE0210310 4.4 P SCI apr-04 II 
34 Västerbådan-Långagrundet SE0210040 1,600 P, UA SPA mars-96, revised may-02 II 
35 Örskär SE0210228 483.3 SS SCI jan-97 I 
36 Öster-Mörtarö SE0210313 24.9 P SCI apr-03 n/a 
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APPENDIX D: Map of Municipality Board Document 
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APPENDIX E: Interview guide 
 
Below is attached a list of the main questions posed asked to all respondents. Questions have 
purposely been slightly adjusted with consideration for appropriateness to the respondents’ 
expertise and position in the different sectors.  
 
 

1. What is your perception of the Natura 2000-process? 
 

2. What are your views on the landowners’ opinion of the Natura 2000 network? 
- What are the main opinions of the landowners’ regarding the implementation of 

the Natura 2000 network and their collaboration with the County Administrative 
Board? 

 
3. How has the Natura 2000 process affected the nature conservation in Uppsala County, 

and especially Östhammar Municipality? 
- What are the advantages with the Natura 2000 network? 

 
4. Are there any other areas in Uppsala County or Östhammar Municipality that you 

would like to see designated as Natura 2000 sites?  
 

5. What is your opinion of the designated Natura 2000 sites in Uppsala County or 
Östhammar    Municipality? 
- Are they representative of the region? 

 
6. What areas do you see as most important to preserve in Uppsala County? Do they 

differ from other areas in Sweden?  
 

7. What is your perception of the interpretation of the Habitats Directive? 
 

8. How do you think the central concept of ‘favourable conservation status could be best 
applied? 
- How did you incorporate ‘favourable conservation status’ in the designation 

process? 
 

9. What is your perception of Natura 2000 and its legal aspects as compared to other 
types of protection concerning nature conservation?  

 
10. Are you of the opinion that Natura 2000 offers protection for species and habitats of 

national interest resulting in the conservation of biodiversity? 
 

11. How do you perceive the possibilities for Natura 2000 long-term protection of 
biodiversity?  
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APPENDIX F: Article 6 of the Habitats Directive 
 
Art. 6 of the Habitats Directive for management of SACs (Source: Council Directive 92/43/EEC: Art. 6(1-4)). 
 
 
(1) 

For special areas of conservation, Member States shall establish the necessary 
conservation measures involving, if need be, appropriate management plans specifically 
designed for the sites or integrated into other development plans, and appropriate 
statutory, administrative or contractual measures which correspond to the ecological 
requirements of the natural habitat types in Annex I and the species in Annex II present 
on the sites. 

 
 
(2) 

Member States shall take appropriate steps to avoid, in the special areas of conservation, 
the deterioration of natural habitats and the habitats of species as well as disturbance of 
the species for which the areas have been designated, in so far as such disturbance could 
be significant in relation to the objectives of this Directive. 

 
 
(3) 

Any plan or project not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the 
site but likely to have a significant effect thereon, either individually or in combination 
with other plans or projects, shall be subject to appropriate assessment of its implications 
for the site in view of the site’s conservation objectives. In the light of the conclusions of 
the assessment of the implications for the site and subject to the provisions of paragraph 
4, the competent national authorities shall agree to the plan or project only after having 
ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the site concerned and, if 
appropriate, after having obtained the opinion of the general public. 

 
 
(4) 

If, in spite of a negative assessment of the implications for the site and in the absence of 
alternative solutions, a plan or project must nevertheless be carried out for imperative 
reasons of overriding public interest, including those of a social or economic nature, the 
Member State shall take all compensatory measures necessary to ensure that the overall 
coherence of Natura 2000 is protected. It shall inform the Commission of the 
compensatory measures adopted. 
Where the site concerned hosts a priority natural habitat type and/or a priory species, the 
only considerations which may be raised are those relating to human health or public 
safety, to beneficial consequences of primarily importance for the environment or, 
further to an opinion from the Commission, to other imperative reasons of overriding 
public interest.  
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APPENDIX G: Raw data on important nature areas 
 
  Conservation Programme (class I) N2000 site  Estimated protection (%) 

1 Andersby-Gisselby Andersby ängsbackar 100 

2 Assjösjön not protected n/a 

3 Dundersborg Kallriga 100 

4 Fagerön Fagerön 100 & more 

5 Fiskarfjärden not protected n/a 

6 Florarna Florarna 100 

7 Gillskäret & Högbådan Gillskäret & Högbådan 100 

8 Grundsjön with surrounding peat lands Grundsjön 50 

9 Gräsö Eastern Archipelago not protected n/a 

10 Hållet-Blåbådan Hållet-Blåbådan 100 

11 Northern Vällen not protected n/a 

12 Skräddarmossen Skräddarmossen 100 

13 Southern Åsjön & Bruksdammen Bruksdammen 50 

14 Söderbysundet & Gränsöfjärden not protected n/a 

15 Trollgrund, Slätören & Gränskär Kallriga 100 & more 

16 Vambörsfjärden & Djupsundsdelarna not protected n/a 

17 Öskär Örskär 100 
    
    
  Shadow list N2000 site  Esitmated protection (%) 
1 Assjösjön not protected n/a 

2 
Fiskarfjärden, Vambörsfjärden, 
Djupsundsdelarna 

not protected 
n/a 

3 Forsmarksån not protected n/a 
4 Grundsjön-Äppelsjön Grundsjön 50 
5 Gräsö Eastern archipelago not protected n/a 
6 Gräsö Southern archipelago e.g. Rävsten, Idön 20 
7 Harg Hargs tallpark 100 
8 Harvikadammen not protected n/a 
9 Nolsterby not protected n/a 

10 Northern Vällen Mässmyrfallet, 30 
    Ekbäcken-Jämnbromossen   
11 Stenalma, Söderön Långalma 5 
12 Söderboda not protected n/a 
    

    

  Municipality Board list Natura 2000 site(s) Estimated protection (%) 
1 Alnön Hovön-Alnön 100 
2 Forsmark Forsmarksbruk, Kallriga,  50 

    Skaten-Rångsten, Bruksd.   
3 Assjösjön not protected  n/a 
4 Björnäs-Långalma Långalma 50 
5 Dannemorasjön Andersby ängsbackar 30 
6 Edskärret Edskärret 100 
7 Fagerön Fagerön 100 
8 Florarna Florarna 100 
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9 Grundsjön-Äppelsjön Grundsjön 50 
10 Gräsö Eastern archipelago not protected  n/a 
11 Västerbådan-Hållet- Hållet-Blåbådan 100 
  Långagrundet-Blåbådan Västerbådan, Långagrundet   
12 Klacken not protected  n/a 
13 Lönnholmen Eriksdal-Lönnholmen 50 
14 Norrsten-Norrskär not protected  n/a 
15 Northeastern Vällen Mässmyrfallet, Måsjön 30 
    Ekbäcken-Jämnbromossen   
    Skräddarmossen   
16 Nosterby not protected  n/a 
17 Olandsån not protected  n/a 
18 Southern Gisslaren not protected  n/a 
19 Storträsket-Kavarö Kavarö 50 
20 Söderboda Öster-Mörtarö 30 
21 Valkrör Valkrör 100 
22 Örskär Örskär 100 
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