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Executive Summary 

This report, developed by Estonian, Latvian & Lithuanian Environment (ELLE) with support from 

Trinomics and Baltic Environmental Forum (BEF) aims to provide an overview of the current approach to 

nature conservation in Estonia, with a focus on Estonia’s national approach to ensure the effectiveness 

of conservation measures in its protected areas. It was developed with support of the European 

Commission (DG REFORM) as part of a broader project for the benefit of the Estonian Environmental 

Board (EE: Keskkonnaamet, hereafter the EEB), the executive agency of Estonia’s Environment Ministry 

competent for biodiversity. 

 

Estonia aims to develop a new methodological approach to effective conservation management, a need 

for which arose from acknowledged room for improvement in protected area management effectiveness 

(PAME) and its assessment identified through EEB’s own evaluations using the Management 

Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT). This need is also illustrated by the recent notice by the European 

Commission that Estonia currently fails to comply with legal requirements under the EU Habitats 

Directive for Natura 2000 site management planning. The findings in this report represent the problem 

statement on which recommendations for an improved national method for PAME assessment will be 

made in a subsequent step of the project.    

 

The findings in this report are based on literature review and in-depth focus group interviews with 

experts in different EEB departments, and the draft findings were reviewed by experts in the EEB and 

Estonian Environment Agency (EE: Keskkonnaagentuur, hereafter KAUR). To contextualise the findings, 

the report first presents summary information on the state of Estonia’s nature, the current policy and 

legal framework, and the key stakeholders involved in the management of protected areas at different 

governance levels. The report then describes on broad level the different types of conservation 

measures implemented, and approaches used to assess the effectiveness of these measures. The report 

then describes the key challenges identified, categorized by the key phases of PA management 

recommended for evaluation in the IUCN WCPA framework for PAME assessment.  

 

In summary, the study identified seven broad challenges, which are described in more detail in the 

report:  

 

1. Lack of knowledge and skills in PAME evaluation both at administrative- and site level  

2. Limited human resources and funding to undertake evaluations and grow competence 

3. Lack of a common methodology for setting conservation objectives and -measures  

4. Lack of consistent indicators used at site level to track progress towards set objectives  

5. Lack of causal links made in evaluation between measures taken and ecological outcomes  

6. Fragmented data accumulation, -storing, and -management to inform evaluations 

7. Challenges in understanding threats and pressures on protected areas, in particular the effect of 

accumulative pressures 

 

The first two of these are more systemic challenges beyond the scope of the development of a new 

methodology. The other five challenges will form the basis for future recommendations.  
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1    Overall project objectives  

The primary objective of the overall project is to develop a national methodology to assess the 

effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures within the various protected area1 domains in 

Estonia, and develop an action plan for the application of this methodology. These steps will be carried 

out with the close involvement of the Estonian authorities. Effectiveness, for the purpose of this 

project, encapsulates whether site-specific and national biodiversity-, socio-economic-, climate 

mitigation-related) objectives of protected areas have been attained.  

 

The national methodology to be developed will importantly build upon current approaches in place in 

Estonia to reach biodiversity objectives within protected areas (considering future developments), 

whilst also being consistent with key strategic documents and development plans applicable to Estonia. 

This will require the exploration of barriers which are currently encountered to allow an understanding 

of where additional measures need to be undertaken to improve the effectiveness of biodiversity 

conservation. Ultimately, the developed methodology should assist Estonian authorities in improving 

the effectiveness of the country’s protected area network and in tracking aggregated progress made in 

protected areas towards (inter-) national objectives such as Target 3 of the UN CBD’s Kunming-Montreal 

Global Biodiversity Framework to 20302 and the EU Biodiversity Strategy’s 2030 commitment to 

effectively manage all protected areas, defining clear conservation objectives and measures, and 

monitoring them appropriately3.  

  

 
1 Which includes: national parks, nature conservation areas, landscape conservation areas, special conservation areas 
and species protection sites. 
2 UN Convention on Biological Diversity press release of 22 December 2022 ‘COP15 final text of Kunming-Montral Global 
Biodiversity Framework’, https://www.cbd.int/article/cop15-final-text-kunming-montreal-gbf-221222  
3 European Commission (2020) Communication 2020/380 final: EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 - Bringing nature back 
into our lives, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1590574123338&uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0380   

https://www.cbd.int/article/cop15-final-text-kunming-montreal-gbf-221222
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1590574123338&uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0380
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2    Methodology 

2.1 Deliverable 2 objectives  

The aim of this deliverable is to provide a robust and comprehensive understanding of the current 

approach to assessing the effectiveness of conservation measures in Estonia. This ultimately will 

inform Deliverable 3, which seeks to develop a new national methodology in Estonia to assess the 

effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures. Achieving the aims of Deliverable 2 will require the 

following key elements to be developed: 

 

1) A review of the current policy and governance structure within Estonia to biodiversity 

conservation management.  

2) An overview of the available data sources and studies to assess the effectiveness of 

conservation measures; 

3) A review of the current biodiversity statues, values throughout Estonian protected areas, 

interventions which have taken place to achieve objectives, and the impacts of these 

interventions. 

4) The identification of areas for improvement in the current assessment approaches on the 

effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia, and recommendations to 

improve these approaches. 

5) The identification of good practice examples of effective biodiversity conservation in other EU 

Member states, which are relevant within the context of Estonia. 

 

As noted in the Terms of Reference, a number of deficiencies currently exist in the Estonian system 

which assesses the effectiveness of conservation measures, including insufficient information (or absent 

frameworks/methods/approaches) to assess the effect of conservation actions, policy coherence, lack 

of assessment of socio-economic impacts, and lack of tools to interpret large databases in an 

interdisciplinary manner. This Deliverable will seek to understand these issues in greater detail, and 

uncover further issues of the assessment system which can streamline the focus of Deliverable 3.  

 

2.2 Theoretical framework 

A good starting point to encase the project in a suitable framework is the IUCN World Commission on 

Protected Areas (WCPA). This framework, developed in 2000, established the foundation for assessing 

the management effectiveness of protected areas through elements relating to: context, planning, 

inputs, processes, outputs and outcomes.   
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Figure 2-1 The IUCN WCPA framework for assessing management effectiveness of protected areas (Source: 
Hockings et al. 2006, adapted by EEA). 

Linked to the framework, a proliferation of methodologies and systems have been developed- such as 

the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) and Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation of 

Protected Area Management (RAPPAM), which seek to provide useful tools to protected area managers 

with limited budgets. In the Estonian context, the METT tool is used in protected areas (METT includes 

all WCPA elements). Three previous assessments of the application of the METT have been conducted in 

Estonia in period of 2010-2020 (2010, 2012 and 2020) and these results were also analysed. In 2022, a 

fourth assessment was conducted, but the results are not yet analysed. The outcomes of these 

assessments in addition to the aforementioned priorities in the Terms of Reference provide a good 

initial basis for the project to begin its analysis. As such Chapter 4 of this report is structured around 

challenges encountered in the 6 WCPA elements, with inputs obtained through means discussed in the 

next section.  

 

2.3 Methods used   

To inform the findings of Deliverable 2, various sources of information were used. This involved 

undertaking a desk study of current applied methodologies, and reviewing datasets, available studies  

and strategies in Estonia to understand how effectiveness assessments are undertaken, and any insights 

to barriers/challenges encountered by protected area stakeholders. Several policy and protected areas 

management documents were shared with the project team by the EEB. All relevant documents were 

grouped together in a shared folder to inform Deliverable 3. Some of the materials sent have been 

excluded from the list and will be reviewed at later stages of the project (as relevant). In addition, 

during the literature review, major Estonian policy documents which guide national and protected 

areas management were identified. Examples of reviewed policy documents are: Estonian 
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Environmental Strategy 2030, draft of Estonian Environmental Development Plan (KEVAD) and also 

strategies/development plans of competent authorities. References to documents can be found in the 

relevant chapter or in the Annex I. At the same time, the Annex I also includes other materials and 

legislative acts that are relevant to this deliverable and have been revised. 

Beyond the initial literature and data review, employees of the Environmental Board (EEB) were 

interviewed to get a better understanding of actual processes and main challenges in protected area 

management. Interviews were conducted as group discussions, a total of 6 interviews were carried out 

with 15 people from different departments. The names of interviewees were provided by EEB. 

To guide the discussions, a list of discussion points (based on theoretical framework) were prepared and 

shared with most participants prior to the discussions. The discussion points are set out in Annex III. All 

the interviews were electronically recorded, minutes in Estonian compiled and key observations 

translated to English. These results were then used to complement the initial literature and data review 

and integrated into this report. 
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3    Current approach to nature conservation 

and assessment of its effectiveness 

3.1 Nature conservation context  

3.1.1 Nature state, -drivers and –pressures 

Compared to the rest of Europe, Estonia is considered to have preserved a relatively high proportion of 

its natural environment. The nature of Estonia is highly diverse – it includes both coniferous and broad-

leaved forests, bogs and mires, alvars and wooded meadows, coastal cliffs and dunes, sandy and stony 

beaches. Approximately half of the land area of Estonia is covered with forest. A total of 26 600 species 

are known from Estonia but the number may increase as the biota gets studied in more detail. Species 

diversity is particularly high in semi-natural habitats (wooded meadows, alvars, coastal and alluvial 

meadows, etc).4 

Significant habitat destruction in Estonia took place during the Soviet period, when traditional methods 

of agriculture practices were discarded, and more intensive techniques were introduced. Nowadays, 

the biggest threats to species and habitats are posed by the shrinkage of the area of habitats and 

fragmentation.5 More specifically, and on the basis of Estonia’s report to the European Commission, the 

main pressures for habitats (in descending order) are agriculture, natural processes (without direct or 

indirect influence from human activities or climate change) and forestry.6 The main pressures for 

species (in descending order) are forestry, agriculture and human-induced changes in water regimes.7  

In order to preserve the diversity of nature and ensure the favourable condition of endangered species 

and habitats, 19,6 % of Estonia's land and 28,4% of its territorial sea have been taken under protection. 

As of December 2022, there were a total of 4331 protected natural objects in Estonia.8   

Estonia has also acceded to all major global and regional nature conservation conventions and other 

international agreements9. For example, Estonia has to ensure the protection and functioning of Ramsar 

sites. Among other conventions Estonia has also signed and ratified The Convention on Biological 

Diversity and The Aarhus Convention.  

 

  

 
4 Looduskaitse arengukava aastani 2020 
5 Sixth National Report, 2019. CHM 
6 Article 17 National Summary Factsheet – Estonia, 2020 
7 Article 12 National Summary Factsheet – Estonia, 2020 
8 Looduskaitse statistika, 2023 
9 International agreements and organisation. Loodusveeb, 2023 
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3.1.2 Policy context and legal framework 

As a Member State of the European Union, Estonia is obliged to comply with the fundamental principles 

of the Union's environmental policy. EU aims to ensure the conservation and sustainable use of Europe’s 

natural resources for future generations, and to promote the integration of environmental 

considerations into all relevant policies and activities. The EU safeguards the natural environment by 

implementing regulations such as the Birds and Habitats Directives, and by establishing Natura 2000, 

which is the world's largest coordinated network of protected areas. In addition, the EU has adopted 

the Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 as a comprehensive framework to prevent the loss of biodiversity and 

promote the sustainable use of natural resources10. 

 

Birds Directive was adopted in 1979 and aims to protect all wild bird species in the EU. It sets out rules 

for the conservation, management, and control of bird populations, as well as their habitats. Habitats 

Directive was adopted in 1992 and aims to protect natural habitats and wild flora and fauna in the EU. 

It establishes a network of protected areas known as Natura 2000, which includes sites of special 

conservation interest and endangered habitats and species. For more information on the Natura 2000 

network in Estonia, see the chapter 3.2.2. EU Biodiversity Strategy is a comprehensive strategy 

adopted in 2020 to halt and reverse the loss of biodiversity in the EU by 2030. It includes a set of 

targets and actions to be taken at both EU and national levels, including measures to protect and 

restore ecosystems and to promote sustainable agriculture and forestry.  

 

At national level, in Estonia, the field of nature conservation is governed mostly by the Nature 

Conservation Act, which stipulates that nature conservation is carried out by means of:  

● Restricting the use of areas important from the aspect of preservation of the natural 

environment;  

● by regulating steps involving specimens of species of wild fauna, flora and fungi and specimens 

of fossils; 

● by promoting nature education and scientific research. 

 
In addition to the general protection regime determined in the Nature Conservation Act, each 

protected natural object (except limited-conservation areas) has its own (e.g, landscape conservation 

areas) or general (e.g., individual protected natural objects) protection rules which are legislative acts 

approved by the Government of the Republic or the Minister of the Environment (see also section 3.2). 

In 2007, the Estonian Environmental Strategy 203011 was approved. The main aim of this document is 

to set the basis for all development plans in the field of environment in Estonia. According to the 

Estonian Environmental Strategy 2030, Estonian nature conservation had until its adoption mostly 

focused on the protection of individual nature objects or areas. And that a more modern approach 

would have to deal more with the countrywide network of habitats and valuable landscapes as a whole.  

In 2012, the national Nature Conservation Development Plan until 2020 (NCDP or LAK 2020 in 

Estonian)12 was published by the Ministry of Environment and approved by the Government to build on 

general goals set out in the environmental strategy. More specifically, its purpose was to define the 

 
10 Nature and biodiversity. https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/nature-and-biodiversity_en 
11 Eesti Keskkonnastrateegia aastani 2030 
12 Looduskaitse arengukava aastani 2020 
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main tasks and objectives related to nature conservation. The development plan was developed to align 

with the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 - outlining objectives to prevent the further loss of 

biodiversity through ensuring the good status of species and habitats, diversity of landscapes and the 

functioning of ecological networks. The NCDP 2020 is still one of the most comprehensive strategic 

documents in the field on biodiversity conservation so far. It also addresses the effectiveness 

assessment aspects, both on national and protected areas levels - NCDP has pointed out that efficiency 

of current conservation measures needs to be analysed further. 

Since the period of validity of the NCDP, strategic goals related to nature conservation can be found in 

the strategies/development plans of competent authorities. For example MoE13, EEB14, RMK15 and 

KAUR16 have their own development plans. These documents focus on short- and medium-term strategic 

actions. The goals presented are mostly administrative, but it also includes general goals for 

biodiversity protection. For example, RMK has set targets (hectares per year) for the restoration of 

threatened or degraded habitats and KAUR has set goal to ensure high data quality and the transition to 

open data.  

 

Another relevant policy document is the Prioritised Action Framework (PAF) for Natura 2000 in 

Estonia (2021-2027)17, whereby (co)funding needs for implementing Natura 2000 objectives are 

outlined. Although it is general for the whole Ministry of Environment and is related to an 

implementation of Habitats and Birds Directives, the majority of the actions included also address 

measures that the EEB is responsible for.  

In 2019 the planning process of Estonian Environmental Development Plan (KEVAD)18 started. The 

main objective of this plan is to set environmental goals for Estonia (until 2030) and organize the 

strategic planning of environmental work. KEVAD is set to replace the aforementioned Estonian 

Environmental Strategy 2030 and integrate various environmental and nature fields. The strategy will 

deal with environmental protection and -administration at general manner and strategic nature 

management and administration will only be one part of the various environmental protection sectors 

covered. According to the draft of KEVAD the main objective of nature conservation is to improve the 

status of native species, ecosystems and landscapes. The aim is to improve the state of nature, which 

means not only improving the conservation of specific natural features (species, habitats, etc), more 

attention needs to be paid to their interrelationships and coherence, and the functioning of integrated 

systems. Set indicators and targets are listed in table below (table 3-1). 

Table 3-1 Main indicators and targets of nature conservation (according to the draft of KEVAD) 

Indicator Initial level Target level 
Improved conservation status of habitats 
listed in the Habitats Directive 

0 (2019) 30% (2030) 

Percentage of breeding bird species with 
improved status 0 (2019) 30% (2030) 

 

 
13 Keskkonnaministeeriumi valitsemisala arengukava 2018-2021 
14 Keskkonnaameti strateegia 2022–2025 
15 Riigimetsa Majandamise Keskuse (RMK) arengukava 2021-2022 (pikendatud 2023) 
16 Keskkonnaagentuuri arengukava aastateks 2022–2025 
17 Prioritised Action Framework (PAF) for Natura 2000 in Estonia, Keskkonnaministeerium 2021 
18 Keskkonnavaldkonna arengukava 2030. https://envir.ee/kevad 
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The key priorities for action in the field of nature conservation up to 2030 are: 

• To maintain and improve the status of native species and habitats. 

• To provide a timely and relevant overview of the status of wildlife for conservation decisions, 

making greater use of innovative monitoring and inventory solutions and applied research. Also 

updating and upgrading databases and web applications. 

• To develop and implement a system to assess the effectiveness of conservation measures. 

 

The Development Plan will later be supported by a more concrete action plan on nature protection 

(expected in 2023).  

 

3.1.3 Competent authorities and -responsibilities 

In Estonia, nature conservation is mainly organized by the Ministry of the Environment (MoE, 

Keskkonnaministeerium). The administrative area of the Ministry encompasses State owned public 

limited companies and foundations, State authorities and Governmental authorities. The main agencies 

related to nature conservation are: Environmental Board (EEB, Keskkonnaamet), Environment Agency 

(KAUR, Keskkonnaagentuur), State Forest Management Centre (RMK, Riigimetsa Majandamise Keskus), 

Environmental Investment Centre (KIK, Keskkonnainvesteeringute Keskus) and Land Board (Maa-amet). 

In addition, the Ministry of Rural Affairs and Agricultural Registers and Information Board (ARIB, 

Põllumajanduse Registrite ja Informatsiooni Amet) are related to the field (as they can distribute grant 

funding to managers of semi-natural habitats to ensure the good condition of these habitats). They are 

briefly introduced in more detail in the following section. The MoE is responsible for organising 

environmental and nature conservation, performing tasks related to land and spatial databases, 

organising the use, protection, reproduction, and accounting of natural resources, performing tasks 

related to environmental monitoring, organisation of nature and marine research, organisation of the 

use of external funds for environmental protection, and preparation of relevant strategic documents 

and draft legislation. The ministry is also responsible for coordinating the implementation of the EU 

Birds and Habitats Directives.  

The task of the Estonian Environmental Board (EEB) is to implement the state’s policy on the use of 

the environment, nature conservation and to participate in the development and improvement of all 

kinds of environmental legislation and other official documents. More specifically, EEB is the manager 

of protected areas – legally and substantively. Board compiles the protection rules and 

management/action plans or organizes their preparation. The Environmental Board is also responsible 

for organizing the activities arising from the protection rules or management/action plans. In addition, 

board has to monitor the compliance with the requirements provided by the Nature Conservation Act 

and the protection rule. In 2021 Environmental Inspection merged with the EEB. 

The field of activity of the Environment Agency (KAUR) is the implementation of the national 

environmental monitoring programme which is necessary for forecasting changes in environmental 

factors and the status thereof. The national environmental monitoring programme consists of 12 sub-

programmes, including: monitoring the biodiversity and landscapes, forest monitoring and monitoring of 

internal water bodies. Monitoring data serves as a basis for planning, carrying through and improving 

environmental measures in Estonia. KAUR is also responsible for the preparation of national and 

international environmental reports and provision of vital services.  
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The task of the State Forest Management Centre (RMK) is to organise practical nature conservation 

work on state land. Among other things, marking the boundaries of protected area. maintenance of 

individual protected natural objects and parks, opening of views, maintenance and restoration of 

habitats, and species protection works are performed. The duty of RMK is also to organise the 

sustainable recreational use of the natural environment in state forests19 and visitor monitoring20.  

Agricultural Registers and Information Board (ARIB) is a governmental agency that works under the 

Ministry of Rural Affairs. The board is among other things responsible for organizing the granting of 

national subsidies, EU agricultural and rural development subsidies and market management subsidies. 

Through ARIB managers/land owners of semi-natural habitats in Natura sites as well as forests can apply 

for grants. 

The Environmental Investment Centre (KIK) is the central financier of environmental projects. With 

the support of various funding sources, more than 20,000 environmental projects have been 

implemented, with total support of more than 2 billion euros. In addition, loans are granted for the 

implementation of environmental projects. On the 1st January 2023, the Environmental Investment 

Centre and the Estonian Private Forest Centre merged. The name of the merged agency is 

Environmental Investment Centre. Estonian Private Forest Centre dealt with subsidies for private 

forestry (including Natura 2000 forest support),now it is curated by KIK-s forest department. 

The Land Board is responsible for directing land operations and providing land and spatial data. For 

example, information on protected natural objects is published on the website. 

In addition to the aforementioned, local municipalities are responsible for conserving nature at 

municipal level. For that they can take under protection valuable landscapes or individual elements 

that represent the special character, culture, settlement and land use, as well as determine the terms 

and conditions of their use. They are also responsible for planning the green network. 

3.2 Broad types of nature conservation measures taken in Estonia 

3.2.1 Nature conservation and the role of protected areas 

The field of nature conservation is governed mostly by the Nature Conservation Act. The purpose of 

the Act is to protect the natural environment by promoting the preservation of biodiversity through 

ensuring the natural habitats and the populations of species of wild fauna, flora and fungi at a 

favourable conservation status. Also, to preserve natural environments of cultural or esthetical value, 

or elements thereof and promote the sustainable use of natural resources. Protected natural sites in 

Estonia contribute to achieving all the objectives mentioned in the Act. 

 

According to the Nature Conservation Act, there are following types of protected natural objects 

(kaitstav loodusobjekt): 

1) Protected areas21 (kaitsealad): 

a. National park (rahvuspark); 

 
19 https://www.rmk.ee/organisation/operating-areas/management-of-the-natural-environment 
20  https://www.rmk.ee/organisatsioon/tegevusvaldkonnad/loodushoid/kulastaja-ja-kulastusseire 
21 Nature conservation Act defines protected areas (kaitseala) as national parks, nature conservation areas and 

landscape conservation areas. In the context of this document protected areas is used as broad definition (kaitstav 
ala) which also includes limited conservation areas and species protection sites if not stated otherwise.  
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b. Nature conservation area (looduskaitseala); 

c. Landscape conservation area (maastikukaitseala); 

2) Limited-conservation area (hoiuala); 

3) Species’ protection sites (püsielupaik, see p 3.2.3); 

4) Protected species and fossils (kaitsealused liigid ja kivistised); 

5) Individual protected natural objects (e.g., trees, springs, caves, etc) (kaitstavad looduse 

üksikobjektid); 

6) Natural objects protected at the local government level (kohalike omavalitsuste tasemel 

kaitstavad loodusobjektid). 

In the framework of this project the focus is on first three categories (with subcategories) listed above: 

national parks, nature conservation areas, landscape conservation areas, limited-conservation areas 

and species’ protection sites.  

 

According to the Nature Conservation Act, in national parks, nature conservation areas and landscape 

conservation areas nature is kept untouched by human activity or used according to special 

requirements where nature is preserved, protected, restored, studied or introduced. Protection 

objectives of national parks include not only nature and landscapes but also cultural heritage. 

 

The principles for establishment of limited-conservation areas are in chapter 3.2.2 and of species’ 

protection sites in chapter 3.2.3. 

 

Special protection procedures (protection rules) are determined for national parks, nature 

conservation areas, landscape conservation areas and for species protection sites. The protection rules 

set out the extent of protective zones inside the protected area and restrictions in these zones.  

 

There are three types of protective zones based on the operating restrictions in force there: strict 

nature reserve, conservation zone, and limited management zone. Nature conservation areas and 

national parks may include all types of protective zones. The zones possible in a landscape conservation 

area or species’ protection site are the conservation zone and limited management zone. It should be 

noted that there may be several types of the same zone within the same protected area, with different 

protection regimes depending on the values present. From 2015 onwards Estonia’s protected areas are 

distributed between the IUCN conservation management categories as shown in Table 3-2. 

 

Table 3-2. Distribution of Estonia’s protected natural objects between IUCN conservation management categories 

IUCN category Protected area type according to the Nature Conservation Act 
Ia strict nature reserve 

Ib wilderness part of a conservation zone, the most strictly protected part of a species 
protection site’s conservation zone 

III protected nature monument 

IV a managed part of a conservation zone, if it was established for species protection 
objectives, conservation zone of a species protection site 

V a managed part of a conservation zone, established for other objectives, the limited 
management zone of a protected landscape, park, object protected at the municipal level 

VI a limited management zone within a nature reserve, national park or species protection site, 
limited-conservation area 
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A strict nature reserve is a land or water area whose natural status is unaffected by direct human 

activity, where the preservation and development of natural communities only as a result of natural 

processes is ensured. It is also forbidden for people to visit such reserves all year round. 

 

A conservation zone is a land or water area of a protected area for the preservation of natural and 

semi-natural communities established or to be developed there. Mineral resources present within a 

conservation zone are not deemed to be resources intended for exploitation. In this zone, the presence 

of human beings in the habitats of protected species or in migratory bird assemblages is limited during 

times sensitive for these species. 

 

A limited management zone is a land or water area of a protected area where economic activities are 

permitted, taking into account the restrictions provided by the Nature Conservation Act. 

 

A management plan may be drawn up for each protected area whatever their category (not all areas 

have an up-to-date plan). Such plans assist in organizing the area-based conservation of areas under 

protection. The Environmental Board is responsible for the preparation of management plans and State 

Forest Management Centre is responsible for carrying out the management work. Their main objective 

is to create an action plan for the assurance of the favourable condition of the main nature values for 

which the protected area was designated. Management plan complements protection rules – it includes 

concrete site-specific actions to implement protection rules and/or additional measures (inventories, 

restoration works, visitor infrastructure, etc). Its general part includes important background 

information - characterization of the natural object and description of its values. As well to highlight 

the important environmental factors and their impact on the natural object, conservation objectives, 

works necessary for achieving these, their priority ranking, schedule and volume, and the budget 

necessary for implementing the plan. Preparing the plan is a public process and local community and 

interest groups are involved in the preparation. A plan was prepared for 3–10 years (typically for 10 

years), depending on the nature of the area. As a result of recent change in law, the plans were made 

open-ended. This is expected to reduce the bureaucracy and ensure more flexible continuity of 

conservation management in protected areas. 

 

3.2.2 Natura 2000 network 

In Estonia, the Natura 2000 network of the European Union consists of: 

1) Special Protection Areas (linnuala); 

2) Sites of Community Importance (loodusala). 

In 2017, there were 66 Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and 541 Sites of Community Importance (SACs)22. 

Natura 2000 areas in Estonia are protected pursuant to the Nature Conservation Act in the form of 

protected areas (fig 2-2): national parks, nature conservation areas, landscape conservation areas, 

limited-conservation areas, species protection sites or individual protected natural objects. This means 

that the Natura area is subject to the protection regime of the corresponding national protected site. 

Sites can partially or completely overlap.  

 

 
22 Natura 2000 loodusalad ja linnualad, EELIS 
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Figure 2-2 A single Natura 2000 site can contain more than one protected area, such as a nature conservation 

area, national park, species protection site, landscape conservation area and limited-conservation area and 

corresponding protection zones.23 

 

 

 

Limited-conservation areas have been established primarily for Natura 2000 areas that were not 

covered by the network of existing national protected areas. A limited-conservation area is an area 

designated for the conservation of species and/or habitats, for the preservation of which the impact of 

planned activities is assessed and activities liable to harm the favourable conservation status of the 

habitats are prohibited. Limited-conservation areas are placed under protection by a regulation of the 

Government of the Republic. No site-specific protection rules are established, and no protective zones 

are formed. The restrictions and permitted activities on limited-conservation areas stem directly from 

the Nature Conservation Act but can be also specified in the management plan of the area. 

Conservation measures are described by a conservation management plan.  

The European Commission has opened infringement procedure against Estonia for failing to comply with 

their obligations under EU law24. In detail, the Commission asks Estonia to take measures to manage its 

Natura 2000 sites to respect obligations under the Habitats Directive. It appears that Estonia’s 

conservation objectives do not always meet the legal requirements of the Habitats Directive because 

they are not sufficiently detailed, measurable and reportable. As a result, conservation measures that 

must be implemented to meet the conservation objectives set for each Natura 2000 site are 

insufficient. 

 

3.2.3 Species protection 

Species protection is mainly based on the Nature Conservation Act. Rare and endangered species, 

whose survival is not assured without the necessary protection, have been placed under national 

protection. A total of 570 species of plants, fungi and animals are protected in Estonia. They are 

divided into three protection categories (based on their endangerment level). The most endangered 

species are included in protection category I and the least endangered ones in category III. 

 

Protected species outside other protected areas are protected in species protection sites. A species 

can only be exploited in accordance with special requirements. In Estonia, species protection sites are 

established mainly to preserve habitats and breeding sites for species in protection category I and II. 

 
23 Peterson, K. Natura hindamise praktikast ja kvaliteedist, 2011 
24 European Comission, 2023. January Infringements package: key decisions. 
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/inf_23_142 
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According to the Nature Conservation act the protection of all known habitats of species in the category 

I and at least 50% of species in the category II and 10% of species in the category III is ensured by 

formation of protection sites. In addition, it is prohibited to harm individual specimens of protected 

species. 

 

Action plans for species conservation are prepared for protection category I species or for those 

species which belong in other protection categories and/or are rare and endangered, if the results of 

the species inventory indicate that the current measures have failed to ensure the favourable 

conservation status of their populations. Action plans are also prepared for species which are not under 

national protection but are listed in Annex II of the Habitats Directive. Management plans are also 

prepared for managing species that have negative impact on the environment or pose a threat to 

human health or their property due to their increasing numbers (e.g., large carnivores, beavers, 

cormorants, etc). 

 

Based on the data provided by the EEB (Species Protection Bureau), there are 104 species with a valid 

or approved species action plan (including endangered species, i.e., species not under national 

protection (Cat I, II, III)). Several plans cover more than one species (e.g., predators, geese, bats). If 

the plans not received or approved by the Commission and not approved are taken into account, these 

plans cover a total of 220 species. Based on the extracts from the EELIS, there are 59 approved species 

action plans (plus plans that have e.g., expired, expired). 

 

Assessment of the risk of extinction, i.e., endangerment of a species or subspecies, is key to species 

protection. The International Union for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) has 

been publishing international Red Books since 1966. However, the current UCN Red List categories and 

criteria were first introduced in Estonia in 2008, for the fourth, species endangerment assessment. In 

2017-2019, the Estonian species Red List was updated with the fifth regional assessment of 

endangerment. The assessment addressed more than 13 500 species and of the 12 399 species assessed, 

106 species (1%) were classified as extinct in the region (RE), 928 species (8%) were endangered 

(CR+EN+VU) and 6 059 species (49%) were deemed to be of least concern (LC). 473 species (4%) 

qualified as near threatened (NT) and in the case of 4 833 species (38%), the data were deficient for 

assessment (DD)25. The fifth assessment continues and in the period 2020 until May 2023 records of 2465 

assessments have been added to the EELIS database.  

 

3.2.4 Habitat protection 

Habitats (including habitats with common European importance) are protected in protected areas 

described above. Measures are determined in the Nature Conservation Act, protection rules and/or 

management plans of corresponding sites.  

In addition, habitat action plans may be drawn up. Habitat action plans are nation-wide strategic plans 

drawn up for ensuring the favourable condition of the habitats if the results of a scientific inventory or 

other data indicate that the measures taken thus far do not ensure it or if it is required by an 

 
25 Leivits, A. 2020. Punane nimestik. Eesti looduse kaitse aastal 2020. Keskkonnaagentuur. 
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international obligation. Action plans have been approved for semi-natural habitats (until 2027)26 and 

protected mires (until 2023)27. Currently new plans are prepared for the dry forests and wet forests.  

Areas in the forest where the probability of the occurrence of narrowly adapted, endangered, 

vulnerable or rare species is high, are protected as key habitats (VEP). Key habitats are protected 

based on the Forest Act. Key habitats located in the state forest are protected by a directive of the 

Minister of the Environment. For a private forest owner protection of a key habitat is voluntary. 

However, a private owner can conclude a notarised contract with the state for the protection of a key 

habitat, on the basis of which the immovable is encumbered with a personal right of use in favour of 

the state for the term of 20 years. The owner is paid for this the amount of the value of the growing 

forest proportionally as annual payments over a period of 20 years. According to the FSC standards, 

timber that is FSC-certified must not originate from the key habitats. 

3.3 Estonian approach to assessing conservation effectiveness  

At the strategic level, conservation effectiveness is assessed based on mid-term review of strategic 

documents. For example, for the assessment of objectives set in NCDP and in its implementation plan 

(Looduskaitse arengukava rakendusplaan 2016-202028) evaluation report29 was compiled. According to 

the evaluation report most objectives (indicator level) were achieved. The evaluation report primarily 

presented positive achievements. Success in achieving the indicator levels is presented in the report 

with a list of the activities that have been completed in the given period. However, almost no 

information is available in the report on shortcomings and problems encountered during the 

implementation period of the plan. 

 

The Birds and Habitats Directives require EU member states to report on the conservation status of 

species and habitats of European importance. The reporting process involves gathering data from 

different sources, including scientific research, monitoring programs, and field surveys, to evaluate the 

status and trends of the targeted species and habitats. The reports are reviewed and evaluated by the 

Commission, which provides feedback and recommendations to the member states. The responsibility 

for reporting on the Birds and Habitats Directives lies with the Ministry of Environment. The 

Environment Agency, in collaboration with the Ministry of Environment and Environmental Board, 

compiles the report, with the participation of various experts and scientists in habitats and species. The 

necessary data required for Habitat and Bird Directives reporting mainly comes from the national 

monitoring program, but the results of other assessments are used (e.g., species endangerment 

assessment). The report's findings and feedback will provide a basis for national decisions, for example 

by integrating them into the habitat management plans. According to the Prioritised Action Framework 

(PAF) For Natura 2000 In Estonia (2021-2027)30 there is a need to further develop the principles of 

assessing the effectiveness of conservation measures and systematic implementation of monitoring of 

effectiveness of applied conservation measures. 

 
26 Pärandniitude tegevuskava. Keskkonnaamet, 2021 
27 Kaitstavate soode tegevuskava. Keskkonnaministeerium, 2016 
28 Looduskaitse arengukava rakendusplaan 2016-2020. Keskkonnaministeerium 2015 
29 Looduskaitse arengukava 2020. Täitmise aruanne 2021. Keskkonnaministeerium 2021 
30 Prioritised Action Framework For Natura 2000 in Estonia 
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The effectiveness of conservation measures applied can somewhat be assessed through species or 

habitat action plans or management plans. In those plans, threats to specific species or habitats are 

determined, conservation objectives and prioritised conservation measures are set. Action and habitat 

plans are meant to have intermediate evaluations and at the end of their validity period, analysis of 

plans’ effectiveness is carried out31. The management period is considered as successful, if the 

activities planned in the management plan have been implemented and the set objectives have been 

achieved. Interim evaluations, especially of site management plans, do not always take place with 

regularity (mostly due to insufficient resources)32. From the assessment examples provided by the EEB, 

it can be pointed out that in the case of management plan of Kääpa landscape conservation area, no 

analysis regarding the effectiveness of taken measures is conducted in management plans. The 

intermediate evaluation gives an overview of the measures carried out and information about the 

fulfilment of set objectives, but no links between measures and objectives have been made. A similar 

approach to intermediate evaluation can be found from the management plan of Karula national park.33 

For protected areas, the international Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT)34 is used. The 

methodology is based on scorecard questionnaire, which has been adapted to suit the conditions of 

Estonia35. This evaluation system promises rapid assessment on the management effectiveness - 

especially considering effectiveness of the protection rules. As the assessment is carried out by the 

employee in charge of managing the area, the results are subjective. The main weakness of the 

methodology is the fact that is does not give feedback on how to change the management to achieve 

set goals. In Estonia, METT based evaluations, have been conducted for selected protected areas three 

times – in 2010, 2012 and in 2020. Evaluations are not carried out for all areas at once, the latest 

evaluation conducted in 2020 was a reassessment of the 20 protected areas (national parks, nature 

conservation areas, landscape conservation areas, limited-conservation areas) evaluated in 2010. In 

2022, a fourth assessment was conducted, but the results have not yet been further analysed. 

3.4 Data management 

Data directly or indirectly related to nature conservation are stored in several databases. The following 

are some of the most important of these as identified by the project team and/or repeatedly 

mentioned by the EEB specialists. The overview is therefore not intended to be a complete list of all 

databases (Table 3-2). 

Environmental information, including information about biodiversity and nature protection, is 

collected, analysed and stored mainly by the Environmental Agency (KAUR). Data on protected areas, 

species and habitats is kept in EELIS (Estonian Nature Information System) database. The Environmental 

Monitoring Database (KESE) has been created to store monitoring data. Information on environmental 

permits is mostly collected in Environmental Permits Database (KOTKAS), but some information can also 

be found in EEB’s document register (KIRKE) data is managed by Environmental Board. A number of 

other state and other stakeholders manage data relevant for integrated biodiversity management 

development, in particular data on environmental pressures. An example is Register of Land 

 
31 Kääpa maastikukaitseala kaitsekorralduskava 2016-2025, Keskkonnaamet 2016 
32 Looduskaitse arengukava aastani 2020. Täitmise aruanne. Keskkonnaministeerium, 2021 
33 Karula rahvuspargi, Karula loodusala ja Karula linnuala kaitsekorralduskava 2020-2029, Keskkonnaamet 2020 
34 The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) https://www.protectedplanet.net/en/thematic-

areas/protected-areas-management-effectiveness-pame?tab=METT 
35 Külvik, M., Vaab, T. 2012. Kaitsealade kaitsetõhususe hindamine II. Eestile kohandatud METT metoodika põhjal 
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Improvement Systems for which the data manager is Agriculture and Food Board. In addition, 

universities and environmental NGOs possess information on status of habitats and species. All these 

databases contain data which, depending on the methodology, can provide important input to the 

evaluation of the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures. 

There are also platforms designed to simplify data collection and processing. One of such is PlutoF 

(http://elurikkus.ut.ee/), which is biodiversity platform for biology-related databases and projects. It 

holds observation records from Citizen Science and research projects. The developer of this platform is 

University of Tartu (Tartu Ülikool). 

In addition, data related to biodiversity have been mapped and systematised through several sectoral 

research projects. One of the most important is national assessment and mapping of ecosystems and 

ecosystem services (ELME)36. The project was carried out in cooperation of Environment Agency, 

University of Tartu and the Estonian University of Life Sciences. The project mapped the location, 

condition and services of Estonian ecosystems and compiled respective data set. During the project, 

methodology for assessing the status and ecosystem services of Estonian forests, marshes, grasslands 

and agricultural ecosystems was developed37. One of the outcomes of the project is a tool (map 

application) that helps to assess landscape capacity to support biodiversity conservation, considering 

environmental conditions, landscape structure and ecological indicators38.  

 
36 https://keskkonnaagentuur.ee/elme 
37 https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf 
38 https://kaur.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=9db1c0379be24a13a94c5ad6e4829320# 
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Table 3-2. Most common databases used. 

Abbrevation Full name in English Full name in Estonian Description Owner Public interface 

EELIS Estonian Nature 
Information System 

Eesti Looduse Infosüsteem39 EELIS is a database belonging to the state 
information system, the purpose of which is to 
collect and disclose information on spatial objects 
related to the environment, including to the nature 
conservation. It compiles data from the fields of 
nature conservation that were included in the 
former environmental register. In addition, it 
contains data sets that were not included in the 
environmental register: for example, objects from 
the book of primeval nature, cultural heritage 
objects, the data set on Natura 2000 habitats, and 
much more. The database contains data on natural 
objects as well as data on certain types of measures 
and pressures. 

Estonian Environment Agency 
(Keskkonnaagentuur) 

https://eelis.ee/default.as
px?state=2;381139665;est;e
elismat;;&page=eelisand 
 
 
In addition, data from EELIS 
and other environmental 
databases are made 
available through the web 
portal: 
https://keskkonnaportaal.e
e/et 

KESE Environmental 
Monitoring Database 

Riiklik keskkonnaseire 
andmekogu 

Dataset compiling data on the state of the 
environment collected in the framework of the 
national environmental monitoring programme and 
related environmental research projects. The 
information system aggregates environmental 
monitoring data and details of monitoring sites. 

Estonian Environment Agency 
(Keskkonnaagentuur) 

https://kese.envir.ee/kese
/ 

KOTKAS Environmental Decisions 
Information System 

Keskkonnaotsuste 
infosüsteem 

Centralizes data on environmental permits in a 
single information system. The information system is 
used for managing environmental permits, reports 
on environmental use and self-monitoring 
information. In addition, register of environmental 
impact assessments is integrated in KOTKAS.  

Estonian Environmental Board 
(Keskkonnaamet) 

https://kotkas.envir.ee/ 

LVA Estonian Nature 
Observation Database 

Loodusvaatluste andmebaas Holds observation data of various species added by 
citizens. 

Estonian Environment Agency 
(Keskkonnaagentuur) 

https://lva.keskkonnainfo.e
e/ 

Metsaregister National Forest Register Riiklik metsaregister Collects and preserves data on the location, area, 
reserve and conditions of the forest. 

Ministry of Estonia 
(Keskkonnaministeerium) 

https://register.metsad.ee/ 

OKAS Object Inspection 
Database System 

Objekti kontrollimise 
andmekogu süsteem 

Stores all the comprehensive information collected 
during the inspection of objects. 

Estonian Environmental Board 
(Keskkonnaamet) 

https://okas.kki.ee 

 
39 EELIS is geoinformation system, which consists of desktop software and database. In this context we refer to it as database 

https://eelis.ee/default.aspx?state=2;381139665;est;eelismat;;&page=eelisand
https://eelis.ee/default.aspx?state=2;381139665;est;eelismat;;&page=eelisand
https://eelis.ee/default.aspx?state=2;381139665;est;eelismat;;&page=eelisand
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4    Key challenges identified 

From the documentation reviewed and interviews conducted, key challenges and barriers to the 

effective management of Estonian protected areas were synthesised. Findings were integrated into the 

WCPA framework - using the six components of ‘effective management’ introduced in section 2.2 of 

this report.  

 

4.1 Context 

Understanding the relevant background information for management planning and implementation is a 

crucial basis for effective protected area management. Establishing and understanding the contextual 

underpinning of a protected area not only assists in constructing a baseline for comparison against 

progress, but it also helps to evaluate the most important aspects of management – the current status 

and importance, as well as threats and opportunities affecting it. Some identified gaps and challenges 

related to context are described below. 

4.1.1. Nationwide analyses of the status of species and habitats often do not provide the 

information needed to assess the status or set protection goals of species and habitats at the 

protected area level. There are two main reasons for that. First, national wildlife monitoring programs 

are mostly designed to collect general information that is relevant for the national analysis to be drawn 

up and for meeting the requirements of further reporting (e.g., directives). Unfortunately, the data 

collected through these monitoring activities isn’t always suitable for extracting the information 

needed for area-based evaluations. However, it is important to note that national monitoring does not 

only cover the species listed in the Directive - for example much wider group of vascular plants and 

pollinators are included in the monitoring scheme. Second, interpretation of existing monitoring data 

can be difficult. Therefore, improved monitoring scheme is necessary to cover the needs on different 

biodiversity protection management levels. 

4.1.2. Difficulties exist in determining ‘good or favourable status’ of the protected areas. There is a 

need for guidance on how to set up the targets with appropriate indicators for the areas. Current 

practice has been that the protection objectives for the areas have been set, based on the species and 

habitats found in the area (for example, existing number of birds). However, the emphasis should be on 

ecologically reasonable potential of the area – the linkage between nature of that habitat and 

representative species should be at the centre of attention. 

4.1.3. One of the problems highlighted was the absence of clear and unified criteria and strategic 

vision (representativity of habitats and species, connectivity, buffering, contribution to the 

networking/filling gaps etc) for taking areas under protection. Often the decision is made ‘bottom-

up’ – for example, if endangered species or Natura habitats are inventoried, then the procedure of 

placing the area under protection is initiated. Strategic documents (national-level) do not provide 

enough guidance on where and to what extent has priority conservation value. At the same time, it was 

pointed out that the situation has improved compared to the past and examples of more central 
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approach can be also found, e.g., the development of principles for formatting permanent habitats of 

the lady’s-slipper orchid (in action plan) and protecting bore-nemoral fertile forests. 

 

4.2 Planning 

Efficient conservation management of biodiversity requires systematic and continuous planning. The 

aim of planning is to establish objectives and strategies to conserve valuable habitats and species and 

reduce threats or pressures. The planning cycle includes both legislation and policy. Identified gaps and 

challenges related to the planning process are described below. 

 

4.2.1. Establishing objectives and measures at the various spatial levels (protected area – national – 

EU) lacks an integrated approach. National strategic documents (e.g., action plans for conservation 

and management of species) usually set general objectives and measures but don’t provide enough 

guidance for implementing them on protected area level. Therefore area-level objectives are set on 

subjective grounds by the individual involved in the management of the specific area. The lack of a 

systematic approach (strategic vision and action planning) leads to inconsistency of objectives - on 

national and protected area level and consequently reduces management effectiveness and efficiency. 

For example, it is not clear if species that have been set within protection objectives is relevant in all 

areas where they are found or could they be exempted in the protected areas where the habitats 

conditions do not actually support their functions (in the case when the species is not Category I); what 

is the total area of certain habitat types to be protected in Estonia and how this relates to the total 

area of that habitat in all protected areas, should these habitats be protected through PA regime or are 

there other means to achieve the objective, etc?  

 

4.2.2. Also, raised as a challenge was the need to address controversial objectives. For example, 

across different fields (climate vs habitat protection, semi-natural communities and species dependent 

on them vs natural forest communities and their specific species) objectives can be conflicting and 

therefore halt the setting of area-based targets. Conflicts also occur in setting species specific 

conservation objectives - set conservation measure can contribute to the improvement of the status of 

one species, but may have a negative impact on another target species. It is therefore necessary to 

establish a common approach to ensure systematicity (see also p 4.6). 

4.2.3. There are no guidance documents that managers of protected areas can follow to establish 

coherent objectives and measures. Therefore, in management plans objectives are not always based 

on the same principles – they can vary between individuals setting them and/or between available 

data. For example, and in the case of animal species, the objectives can either be numerical 

(population size) or be based on the status of the habitat. 

4.2.4. Furthermore, challenges are often found in establishing the correct type of objectives, based 

upon the pressures and drivers and needs of protected areas - for example, it is challenging to know 

whether to establish species - or habitat-specific objectives (see also section 4.6). 

4.2.5. Stakeholders noted that a systematic, cause-impact analysis for species and habitats is needed 

in order to establish relevant objectives, and avoid instances where, for example, contradictory 

objectives (for species, cross-sectoral) are established. 
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4.2.6. The use of favourable reference values could be used to establish objectives yet establishing 

baseline reference values and related indicators has rarely been done in Estonia. For example, the 

protection of landscapes is often the objective of a protected area, but in practice there are no metrics 

to assess whether the situation has improved and whether conservation measures (not quantified) have 

contributed to achieving the objectives. 

4.2.7. It has been pointed out that, on a broad scale, the relationship between pressures (including 

cumulative) arising from various sectors and the impacts they have on biodiversity/ecological status 

is poorly established. More emphasis is placed on identifying conservation values than on thoroughly 

mapping the threats and their scale (e. g., no distinction is made between site-specific and species-

specific threat). Management or action plans address threats, but their exact impact stays unclear. 

Also, there is no assessment in management and actions plans whether the measures implemented are 

adequate or not in addressing the threats. Usually, no measures are described to mitigate or 

compensate for the negative impacts.  

4.2.8. The failure to connect threats to root causes is also highlighted as a shortcoming. This is a 

problem because it means that the protection measures that are actually needed can get overlooked. 

There may be situations where activities necessary for habitat restoration are not carried out as nature 

conservation works in the protected area. For example, the protection regime of a certain area which is 

impacted by melioration may ban management works, because the aim is to restore natural habitats.  

4.2.9. Challenges persist with the integration of biodiversity conservation goals and measures in 

domains such as water policy (Water Framework Directive) and Forestry. For example, difficulties 

were noted in considering what constitutes ecological success in these domains, measuring this success, 

and the obstacles to achieving this success. 

4.2.10. Integration with (renewable) energy strategy is lacking, for instance, the impacts of solar PV, 

wind power development, etc on biodiversity goals is not well understood, and is therefore 

insufficiently addressed either in biodiversity conservation management or development documents of 

corresponding activities. 

4.2.11. In addition, it was pointed out that there are problems in ensuring the functioning of 

protected areas as a network. The functioning and good status of protected areas as a whole depends 

on the coherence of the areas and on pressures arising inside and outside. The concept of green 

infrastructure is supposed to ensure the coherence of sites and the implementation of necessary 

measures. But in reality, there is a lack of overview and common objectives (e.g., no nationally agreed 

criteria for network elements classification) at national level, because the deployment of green 

infrastructure is decided mostly at the municipal level and through planning law. Therefore, 

environmental institutions lack legal support needed to ensure the actual functioning of protected 

areas as a network. 

 

4.3 Inputs 

Inputs are the required and allocated resources (of staff, money, facilities and equipment) for effective 

protected area management. Identified gaps and challenges related to inputs are described below. 
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4.3.1. One of the challenges brought out was the lack of sufficient competence (in general, both 

across the country and in the EEB) in biodiversity management, in particular regarding species 

experts. In many cases, when assessing the effectiveness of conservation measures, external experts 

are hired, or additional studies are ordered. The main disadvantage of this approach is the need to plan 

in advance, limited ability to order such studies, and the complexity of a wider interpretation of the 

results. As a result, the EEB’s decision-making can’t be made operational efficiently. 

4.3.2. There are limited resources (in terms of expert staff) available to further assess the status of 

the areas, i.e., to carry out inventories, despite some examples of scientific support by universities and 

research teams (which have assisted in developing inventories and applied research of, e.g., 

capercaillie, natterjack toad, restoration of wetlands and alvars). It was also highlighted during 

interviews that Estonian resources could be more efficiently used through integrating international 

experience from similar biogeographic regions (boreal). Also, experts mentioned that there is a lack of 

knowledge of the status of species and habitats regarding some marine habitats. More specifically, 

there are problems in defining marine habitats, because marine habitats have been designated on the 

basis of different methodologies (predominantly modelled (in different ways) indicating the likelihood 

of habitat occurrence). 

4.3.3. The main problem that affects all topics (planning, processes, etc) is lack of financing. The 

majority of financing currently stems from the state and the financial resources of the Ministry of 

Environment and Environmental Board are limited. 

4.3.4. Financial resource efficiency is also a concern. It was pointed out that a large proportion of 

resources is spent on site inventories and additional studies to improve the information needed to 

describe the existing situation. As a result, the evaluation of the effectiveness of conservation 

measures has been neglected (see also section 4.6).  Effective use of resources is also hampered by the 

practice of commissioning inventories, whereby sites are often inventoried on a partial basis (forest and 

semi-natural communities and peatlands separately) rather than mapping the site at once. 

 

4.3.5. In the EEB's view, the problem also lies in the funding measures. For example, funding policies 

are uniform and do not take into account the specific conditions and the variability between sites (e.g., 

maintenance of hard-to-reach sites such as grasslands and wetlands). Also, as different measures are 

divided between different ministries, decisions are not based on the same priorities (e.g., funding 

decisions for the maintenance of heritage sites is made by PRIA). 

 

4.4 Processes 

Processes describes how the various forms of management activities are implemented. Identified gaps 

and challenges related to processes are described below. 

4.4.1. There is no central planning tool that can be used by all parties involved in the process. The 

tool should bring together all the information needed for planning - from values and monitoring to 

works carried out and permits issued. At the moment and in the case of measures coming from 

different strategic documents, information needs to be retrieved from various documents and that is 

challenging and burdening. Also, there are problems both with primary monitoring (collection, 
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recording and processing the data available) but also with data storage and analysing the data for 

improved protected area management activities. The data exchange between EELIS, KESE and PlutoF40 

is unresolved.  

4.4.2. Additional sources of information may not be integrated into national database, in instances 

where research work have been financed outside of KIK funding schemes or without KIKs involvement. 

Integrating such information could assist in filling some key gaps. 

4.4.3. The possibilities for implementing conservation measures (e.g. maintenance and restoration 

works on seminatural grasslands) on public and private land differ. The implementation of measures in 

private land is dependent on the consent and will of the landowner. 

4.4.4. Stakeholders noted that comprehensive monitoring systems should be able to support the 

revision of objectives through providing information on whether measures/actions have been 

implemented, and their effect - currently there is a lack of a comprehensive data/inventories on 

species status (largely due to lack of resources), and monitoring is largely focussed on Natura 2000 

areas. 

 

4.4.5. There is a requirement currently for protected areas to submit interim assessments, but this is 

often not followed, and criteria assessed are often subjective and feedback loops are limited (due to 

resource limitations). 

4.4.6. Current effectiveness assessments conducted (using METT methodology), are too subjective 

and robust and do not give a comprehensive overview of protected area objectives, pressures/threats, 

outputs and outcomes (discussed in section 3.3). 

4.4.7. Few assessment methodologies have been developed for effectiveness assessment of some 

specific conservation management activities (e.g., restoration of semi-natural grasslands, restoration of 

bog and mire habitats). These are detailed studies, but the problem is the narrow focus and cost of 

these studies. It was brought out that there is no consistency and uniform methodology in these 

assessment methods. If the expert or methodology changes, the comparability of data is lost. 

4.4.8. The status of seminatural habitats has been inventoried by active NGOs such as Pärandkoosluste 

Kaitse Ühing and Eestimaa Looduse Fond. These NGOs and scientists have also prepared maintenance 

and restoration guidelines for seminatural areas. Assessing the effectiveness of these measures have not 

been part of their work and they have not taken the initiative to develop a methodology to assess the 

effectiveness of these measures. It is possible that the measures are not always implemented in the 

most effective and efficient manner. Mainly due to the lack of a substantive methodology for assessing 

the effects of the measures. 

 

4.5 Outputs 

Outputs are identified as activities or work programme targets (e.g., number of visitors paths built or 

restoration activities implemented). In Estonia, resultativity of management measures of protected 

 
40 According to the EEB, development work will start in 2023 to transfer relevant data from PlutoF to EELIS 
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area management plan should be evaluated during interim assessment of the plan or when the plans are 

updated. The management period is considered successful, if the activities planned in the management 

plan have been implemented, but no quality assessment to the real effect of the activity is usually 

given. Identified gaps and challenges related to outputs are described below. 

4.5.1. Generally, the evaluation of the activities performed, provides a good overview of the 

maintenance and restoration work carried out in the area and of visitor infrastructure works, etc. 

However, collecting information about the activities implemented regarding pressures and 

protection regime in a given area, is a challenge. There is a wide range of different activities and no 

comprehensive overview of them.  For example, there is no information, or the information is 

fragmented/scattered around different data sources, on rejected permit applications that would affect 

the landscape, species or habitat status. The same applies to the additional conditions imposed with 

the permits and their real effect on conservation values. 

4.5.2. One of the problems highlighted by the interviewees was the lack of connections made when 

assessing the effectiveness of conservation management. During the interim evaluations of 

management plans, information regarding the implementation of activities (outputs) and achievement 

of objectives (outcomes) is collected but no systematic analysis is carried out whether the implemented 

measures impacted the status of the habitat/species or not. Information about linkages between 

activities and the status of conservation values are also missing from the METT assessment system. 

 

4.5.3. Controversially, a large part of the measures in management plans are related to inventories or 

improving the visitor experience (information boards etc). The impact of such measures on natural 

values is indirect and assessing the effectiveness of those measures can be a challenge. 

 

4.6 Outcomes 

Outcomes are an indication on whether objectives (short- and/or long-term) established are met (e.g., 

favourable status of protected habitats, plant populations, animal populations). In Estonia, desired 

outcomes are established in protected area management plans, habitat action plan, species action 

plans or in other strategic documents. In the case of Natura sites (Natura species and habitats), the 

outcomes are linked to the data in Natura Standard Data Form. If possible, concrete numerically 

expressed indicators are set for each protection objective (e.g., number of nesting birds, habitat area 

and status class). Identified gaps and challenges related to outcomes are described below. 

 

4.6.1. One of the problems identified, was the need to analyse non-coherent, conflicting and too 

detailed objectives (see chapter 4.2). This leads to situations where it is difficult to monitor if there 

has been progress towards achievement of goals or not. During assessments inflexible objectives set can 

result in inadequate descriptions of the status of the protected area. For example, the habitat can be 

in favourable status and provide all necessary conditions for bird species, but due to external factors 

the birds are not nesting in that area in the monitoring year. In this case, the monitoring result does not 

reflect the actual effectiveness of conservation management activities. The focus is on population not 

on the potential of habitat. 
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4.6.2. As pointed out in the previous chapter (p 4.5) due to unsystematic assessment, there is no 

linkage between activities carried out and outcomes (status of species or habitats) achieved – it is 

not clear whether the changes in status occurred as a result of action taken or for other reasons.  

4.6.3. The lack of relevant site-specific data (see chapter 4.1) also affects the assessment of outcomes. 

Extrapolation of status data to protected areas is either difficult and time-consuming or impossible. 

It is often necessary to collect additional information with additional monitoring and inventories. But 

that can be hampered by a limited budget or human resources (see chapter 4.3).  

4.6.4. Generally, based on the outcomes of the evaluations, management plans can be adjusted – 

objectives can be corrected and activities changed. However, modifying the protection rules (e.g., 

conservation objectives) is a rather complicated process ) and therefore it is avoided. As a result, non-

occurrences of species or habitats confirmed by monitoring and/or experts, may still remain as 

objectives of the protected area. 
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5    Common challenges and priorities for an 

improved methodology  

In summary, the study identified the following challenges in the development of an improved national 

approach to ensuring PAME in Estonia: 

• Limited knowledge and skills (mainly due to lack of a methodology); 

• Limited human resources and funding; 

• Limited knowledge on how implemented measures, including different permits issued by the 

governor of the area, affect the status of species and habitats; 

• Complexity and high cost (and therefore limited availability) of targeted effectiveness 

assessments; 

• Data fragmentation between databases;   

• No central methodology for collecting and storing data (including on activities carried out); 

• Gaps in monitoring data at protected area level; 

• Lack of common methodology for setting conservation objectives and measures (including 

cross-sectoral integration); 

• Lack of consistency (missing links) between national and protected-area objectives and 

measures; 

• No agreed indicators used in management plans (they could be reducible to a common basis, 

but this would entail additional work); 

• Difficulties in understanding and monitoring? threats and pressures on protected areas; 

• Assessment of cumulative threats and pressures is difficult and there are no general 

instructions how to do it.       

 

Based on these challenges, the following key components have been identified as priorities for 

improving the methodology for assessing the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in 

Estonia (It should be noted here that the scope of the project has been considered when selecting these 

priorities. For example, commonly noted challenges such as resource limitations, although a valid 

barrier to effectively managing protected areas, cannot be considered in the scope of this project as 

this would require fundamental governance and budgetary changes): 

 

• Creating a link between the implementation of the measures and the status of species and 

habitats (and the pressures and threats posed to species/habitats). An assessment system that 

monitors only one or the other of these elements will not provide feedback needed for 

corrective action. 

• Establishing an overview of pressures on protected areas, with the view of detecting shifts in 

pressure intensities so that mitigative actions can be taken. 

• Establishing representative indicators for protected areas  (e.g. key species, key habitats, 

ecological, social and cultural functions of habitats or protected areas). Estonia's limited 

resources call into question regular monitoring of all conservation objectives in all protected 

areas. More precise targeting of data needs for effectiveness assessment may enable 

monitoring of key indicators with larger spatial extent. 
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• Mapping the main data needs of the assessment to enable prioritization of data aggregation in 

the development of IT systems, and to also improve current monitoring approaches. 

• Creating of systematic framework between national-level objectives and priorities and 

protected area-level objectives, in order to achieve the contribution of the measures 

implemented at the protected area level to the national objectives and thereby more effective 

functioning of the system. 

• Making data available to site managers to help inform their decisions on which, when and where 

measures to implement. 

• It is also important to (1) think through the cycle of how the assessment results would actually 

reach the level of decisions and actions and (2) how to present the results to various stakeholders 

and the public in the most understandable and attractive way (well visualized etc) 
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6  Good practice approaches  

6.1 Introduction and approach 

As a final step in Deliverable 2, a series of ‘best practice’ examples of effective biodiversity management 

were identified. Examples were identified with the relevance to Estonia kept in mind: i.e. countries with 

similar climatic conditions and ecosystems, and examples which address an issue with the current 

biodiversity management challenges encountered in Estonia.  

 

During the process of analysing case examples, challenges were encountered in identifying in particular 

examples which depicted a system-wide approach of effective biodiversity management. By this, it is 

meant that the majority of examples located were scoped towards specific protected areas, rather than 

a region-/nation-wide or specific site-specific approach to improving the effectiveness of biodiversity 

management. Although some insights can be taken from these examples, the context-specific issues 

encountered by individual protected-areas means that their relevance for Estonian authorities is 

uncertain. As such, where possible, the case studies presented have focussed on examples which could 

be integrated within broad biodiversity conservation systems (which includes the components highlighted 

within the WCPA model), or principles/guidance/approaches which could be applied to systems in 

isolation.  

 

To identify best practice examples, a series of steps were undertaken: 

1) A literature review. For each of the identified relevant countries (i.e. boreal biogeographic 

countries, plus Netherlands and Germany) a keyword search was conducted, both in English and the 

respective language of the country to identify management effectiveness measures implemented. 

This included the review of any management effectiveness evaluations conducted within each of 

the respective countries. Furthermore, the database of the EU LIFE project was searched using 

relevant keywords.  

2) Stakeholder consultations. Environment Ministries, Nature Protection departments/agencies and 

other relevant actors (such as authors of evaluation studies, academics involved in relevant 

projects) were contacted. Stakeholders who provided information or partook in interviews are 

listed below.  
 

Table 1 Consultations carried out to inform good practice examples 

Country Organisation Response 

Finland Metsähallitus Interview  

Lithuania Environmental project 
management agency of the 
Ministry of Environment of the 
Republic of Lithuania 

Interview 

Germany Federal Agency for Nature 
Conservation 

Provided documentation on the 
approaches used by German 
agencies to evaluate the 
effectiveness of German 
National Parks. 

 

The outcomes of these steps is outlined in the following sections for each of the respective countries.  
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6.2 Good practice examples of effective biodiversity management 

6.2.1 Latvia  

Introduction 

Latvia, as with most countries, faces numerous anthropogenic pressures which can impact the 

effectiveness of protected areas to achieve biodiversity conservation goals. Within protected areas such 

as Natura 2000 sites, Latvia has proposed a methodology to evaluate the effectiveness of measures 

implemented which were aimed at the reduction of ‘anthropogenic pressures’- i.e. tourism, 

eutrophication, erosion and pollution. Despite the approach outlined here being targeted towards the 

impacts of infrastructure developments, the broad principles used could be foreseen to be used in other 

contexts- such as to assess the effectiveness of restoration measures conducted in various ecosystems. 

Furthermore, to tackle the ongoing issue of invasive alien species, Latvia has sought to overcome resource 

constraints by implementing citizen-led monitoring.  

 

Description of best practice (I) 

The methodology41 uses a simplistic formula to assess the impact of infrastructure-related projects:  

Pk = P x K , where the area of land beneficially affected (Pk –in hectares ), is calculated by multiplying 

the area of land affected within site (P – in hectares) by the coefficient for assessing beneficial impacts 

(K).  P is calculated by outlining the various forms infrastructure developments likely to take place within 

Natura 2000 sites, and the area this infrastructure will impact, for example, through the redirection and 

containment of tourists to managed zones.  

 

Textbox 6-1 Example of ‘P’ calculation42 - whereby an impacted area per measure type is calculated 

‘In the case of paths, footbridges, footpaths, cycleways, stairs, it is assumed that along the entire 
length of the linear infrastructure there is an improvement of the adjacent area of at least 10 m in 
total on both sides of the linear infrastructure (e.g. if the construction and/or 
renovation/reconstruction of a 100 m long footbridge is planned, the area of 1000 m2 will be 
positively affected)’ 

 

K is calculated through assigning a series of coefficients to potential impacts linked to the aforementioned 

infrastructure developments. The coefficients ultimately act as indication of the area of the protected 

area (positively) impacted by the measure implemented.  

 

Textbox 6-2- Example of the ‘K’ calculation43 - whereby a coefficient between 0.1 – 0.3 is assigned 

‘Infrastructure is planned along the existing road and path network, avoiding unwanted additional 
fragmentation of the territory and habitats - 0.1’ 

 

Using this approach, protected area managers are encouraged to complete a simple document, which 

outlines measures taken and a transparent overview of the potential impacts of these measures upon a 

calculated area of the Natura 2000 site. The Latvian Nature Protection Agency can then review this 

assessment, amend (if applicable) and ultimately approve/reject requests for infrastructure 

developments within such sites. 

 

 
41 https://www.daba.gov.lv/lv/apsaimniekosanas-pasakumu-metodikas  
42 From: Latvian Nature Protection Agency, (2022), Antropogēno slodzi mazinošas infrastruktūras efektivitātes 
novērtēšana. Available at:  https://www.daba.gov.lv/lv/apsaimniekosanas-pasakumu-metodikas 
43 From: Latvian Nature Protection Agency, (2022), Antropogēno slodzi mazinošas infrastruktūras efektivitātes 
novērtēšana. Available at:  https://www.daba.gov.lv/lv/apsaimniekosanas-pasakumu-metodikas 

https://www.daba.gov.lv/lv/apsaimniekosanas-pasakumu-metodikas
https://www.daba.gov.lv/lv/apsaimniekosanas-pasakumu-metodikas
https://www.daba.gov.lv/lv/apsaimniekosanas-pasakumu-metodikas
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The approach offered above is a simplistic method to calculate only one aspect related to protected area 

management- infrastructure developments within protected sites. Despite this specific focus, the 

approach has the potential to be expanded to use in various other components of protected area 

management- such as the assessment of the effectiveness of conservation measures. Such an approach 

could, for example, detail a set of high-level principles and parameters for restoration within specific 

habitat types, following the approach detailed above whereby the projected area impacted and 

effectiveness (i.e. coefficient calculation) of measures are calculated. Such approaches could be 

ingrained within management plans in order to transparently review which measures are being 

undertaken within protected areas, and if they are effectively and efficiently prioritised based upon their 

calculated Pk values.  

 

Description of best practice (II) 

EU Member States are obliged to report on Invasive Alien Species as per Regulation 1143/2014. Such 

reporting and monitoring obligations can put further strain on limited resources within nature protection 

agencies, therefore incorporating data gathered by the public can be seen as an effective approach to 

data collection. In this regard, Latvia have created an Invasive Species Manager for public reporting- to 

enhance information on where invasive species are located, whilst also increasing public awareness on 

the impacts of invasive species.  

 

The website, developed through the LatViaNature LIFE project, includes an overview of approximately 

50 species that have been identified as ‘invasive’, providing maps on their approximate location and 

species data sheets- which offer an image and description of the species, its impacts on the environment, 

and containment/eradication measures.44 Citizens can download an app for free, and submit their 

observations (providing a photo and completing some basic data fields) in order to contribute to the 

overall invasive alien species database. This is then used to inform planning and implementation of 

measures to effectively manage such species.  

 

 
44 Available at: https://ozols.gov.lv/kartes/apps/sites/#/invazivo-sugu-parvaldnieks  

https://ozols.gov.lv/kartes/apps/sites/#/invazivo-sugu-parvaldnieks
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Figure 6-1 Example taken from the LatViaNature Invasive Species Manager website45 

 

The system is more comprehensive than the Estonian equivalent version (such as monitoring of Spanish 

Slug46) – given the number of species that are used in the website. Furthermore, the Latvian version is 

more user friendly- with the informative data sheets allowing for clear identification whilst also providing 

further information to build awareness on why tackling the invasive species in question is important. 

Other Estonian tools such as the Nature Observation Database (LVA) do not focus only on invasive alien 

species. Therefore, tools such as the example presented here could be seen as useful in the Estonian 

context to gain further understanding on the frequency/severity of pressures on protected sites from 

invasive species. For example, the current survey on invasive Spanish slugs could be expanded to include 

other prioritised invasive alien species to assist in prioritising where mitigation/eradication measures 

against the species need to be taken nationwide.  

 

Further reading 

Further information on the Latvian best practice I can be found in the document referenced in the 

footnote above. Regarding best practice II, information can be found on the LIFE Project ‘LatViaNature’ 

website.47 

 

6.2.2 Germany 

Introduction 

Germany has been monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of protected area management within its 

national parks since 2005. The data generated from this has been used to improve and align their national 

parks management evaluations in a comparable and coherent manner.  

 

 
45 Ibid 
46 See: https://survey123.arcgis.com/share/f50da40017564ae28439e93aefc44159 
47 Available at: https://latvianature.daba.gov.lv/en/activities/c-5-3-development-of-early-detection-and-rapid-
eradication-systems-for-invasive-alien-species/  

https://latvianature.daba.gov.lv/en/activities/c-5-3-development-of-early-detection-and-rapid-eradication-systems-for-invasive-alien-species/
https://latvianature.daba.gov.lv/en/activities/c-5-3-development-of-early-detection-and-rapid-eradication-systems-for-invasive-alien-species/
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The process began with the development of ‘quality set’, containing fields of action, criteria, standards 

and a questionnaire to assess the state of the national park management. EUROPARC Deutschland 

(hereafter referred to as EUROPARC Germany), the umbrella organization of Germany’s large protected 

areas, supported by the Federal Agency for Nature Conservation (BfN, Bundesamt für Naturschutz), 

initiated the development of a quality set for German national parks between 2005 and 2008 and 

conducted a subsequent evaluation process from 2009 to 2012 on then all 14 existing German national 

parks. This was followed by another interim evaluation for the period of 2015 – 2018, which led to new 

efforts to improve the quality set of indicators and the evaluation process and methods. 

 

Description of best practice 

Germany tackled effectiveness management evaluations through a four-step process over 10 years. Below 

briefly summarizes the procedures and practices adopted by Germany throughout the four stages, and 

outlines the impacts of the evaluation methods implemented. 

 

Step 1- Establish and refine quality set 

Between 2005 – 2008 Germany developed a quality set of criteria, standards, indicators and questions to 

be answered by national park administrators. The initial analysis method was based on existing evaluation 

systems from large protected areas (e.g. PAME, UNESCO Biosphere Reserves). However, the methods 

were not simply taken up into the evaluation system: an expert office commissioned by EUROPARC 

Germany prepared a first draft of the quality set that was discussed and reviewed in various workshops 

with the German national park administrations, as well as other stakeholders including NGOs, 

consultancies, research institutions and German federal state ministries. Based on stakeholder feedback 

and considering national specific national situations and requirements, the standard criteria were tailored 

and finalized. The final list of fields of actions consists of 10 areas: 1. Framework Conditions; 2. Protection 

of natural biological diversity and dynamics; 3. Organisation; 4. Management;  5. Cooperation and 

partners; 6. Communication; 7. Education; 8. Experiencing nature; recreation; 9. Monitoring and 

research; 10. Regional development. Annex II offers an overview of the criteria and standards for each 

of these fields of action. Each criterion is accompanied with clearly established parameters on what 

constitutes ‘optimal’ conditions is for each criterion, in order to allow evaluators to give an assessment 

of the state of the park in comparison to a standard set. For example the criterion on ‘management plans’ 

clearly sets out that ‘the plan contains key fields of actions, strategies and the planning for measures in 

order to achieve the vision and the specific goals’. As such, Germany set clear minimum standards of 

expectations for the evaluation procedures, against which protected areas could be actively compared 

and their progress towards achieving the these standards can be tracked.  

 

Step 2- Apply quality set to evaluation of protected areas 

Following development of the quality set standards, an evaluation was then implemented on a voluntary 

basis by 14 German national parks. Evaluations were conducted by an appointed Committee that consisted 

of representatives from the federal government, federal states, university members, representatives 

from NGOs, representatives from National Parks and EUROPARC Germany. A first step in the evaluation 

consisted of an online questionnaire completed by national park administrations to assess the compliance 

of current management practices with the quality standards as seen in Annex II. This provided the basis 

for a draft report by the Committee. Subsequently, members of the Committee would visit the designated 

park for one and a half days to validate the observations, through interviews with members of the park 
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administration. Thereafter a second draft of the report would be produced. The goal of the evaluation 

was not to rank or rate the national parks against each other, rather the main aim was to identify the 

extent to which national parks were already fulfilling the quality standards and to deduce from that the 

strengths and weaknesses from each national park. Thus the assessment set a basis for providing park-

specific recommendations to improve their management effectiveness and success. As such, German 

national parks individually received recommendations targeted to their site-specific needs and 

conditions. 

 

Step 3- Interim evaluation 

All parks then conducted a follow-up evaluation to assess how well the recommendations had been 

implemented, and re-assessing the parks’ strengths and weaknesses to monitor the management 

effectiveness changes. A survey was sent to park administrations again, this time not only asking for an 

assessment of the quality set standards but also questions on the implementation of specific 

recommendations given in the previous evaluation, measures that were taken independently of the 

evaluation that go beyond meeting the quality standards and how the administration made use of the 

evaluation report in general. 

 

Step 4- Further development of quality set 

Using the learnings from previous steps, the quality set (fields of action, standards, criteria, questions 

and indicators) were refined/expanded upon through consultations with external experts (research 

institutions and NGOs) to improve the efficiency of evaluations conducted, and ultimately, the 

effectiveness of actions undertaken within the parks.  

 

The relevance of the German case study to Estonia covers a range of the key challenges identified in DLV 

2. In particular, the following best-practices in Germany can be relevant to overcoming challenges in the 

management effectiveness assessments in Estonia:  

• Standard sets of quality criteria should be drafted by national expert committee on the basis 

of existing frameworks, but with a clear tailoring of the specific national context. 

• Evaluation criteria, standard frameworks of definitions, general guidance on objective setting 

and monitoring, and the evaluation process itself should be developed together with the 

protected site managers, so that their experiences and needs are taken into account when 

developing guiding principles and assessment criteria. Consistent communication through 

workshops, interviews and surveys with stakeholders was central to ensuring the common 

understanding among protected site managers.  

• Standard definition of key central terms for the purpose of the protected site assessments, 

including definitions of good status, how to define and designate a national park, what 

constitutes ‘wilderness’, defining and identifying key threats and pressures etc. 

• Evaluation of national parks using standard set of parameters need to be trialled and 

optimized, driven by the national government in cooperation with local authorities. As such, 

national governments are responsible for the common method for evaluation, data collection 

and storage. 

• Protected area-specific recommendations need to be provided to improve targeted 

management effectiveness, based on contextual settings. 
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Further reading 

EUROPARC (2008) Quality standards and criteria for the evaluation of German national parks, 2008. Also 

available through Heiland et al., (2020) Evaluation of the Management Effectiveness of German 

National Parks—Experiences, Results, Lessons Learned and Future Prospects. Available at: 

https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/12/17/7135  

 

Version 2 available at: https://www.europarc.org/news/2022/03/new-revised-version-of-the-quality-

criteria-and-standards-for-german-national-parks/  

Heiland et al., (2020) Evaluation of the Management Effectiveness of German National Parks – 

Experiences, Results, Lessons learned and Future Prospects.   

 

6.2.3 Sweden 

Introduction 

Sweden have developed a number of best practice approaches to conserving their water and marine 

habitats within their approach to Marine Protected Areas (MPAs). The framework developed to guide the 

design and management of MPAs contains numerous good practice examples of management- such as 

formulation of objectives, targets and visions, and prioritising actions to achieve objectives. One 

component within this approach focusses on the identification and management of threats/pressures 

posed to Marine Protected Areas (MPAs). Such an approach could potentially be used in other 

contexts/ecosystems to inform decision makers on designing appropriate, efficient measures to take to 

increase the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation management.  

 

Description of best practice  

The Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management have developed a step-by-step guidance document 

to assist the design and management of MPAs. One particular feature of this guidance which resonates 

within the Estonian context (see Deliverable 2 report, whereby it was concluded that there are significant 

challenges in Estonia in understanding threats and pressures on protected areas, in particular the effect 

of accumulative pressures), is the guidance provided in relation to the identification of threats and 

stresses. The document presents a systematic approach, beginning with the development of a taxonomy 

of threats and their associated stresses applicable to all marine regions in Sweden.48  

 

Figure 6-2 Taxonomy of threats and related stresses to the Swedish marine regions 

 

 
48 Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (2021) The Swedish approach to MPA 
Network Design & Management. Available at: 
https://www.havochvatten.se/download/18.9d6062e17c13f61b9ec12c9/1634213662471/swam-report-2021-12-
framework-marine-protected-areas.pdf 

https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/12/17/7135
https://www.europarc.org/news/2022/03/new-revised-version-of-the-quality-criteria-and-standards-for-german-national-parks/
https://www.europarc.org/news/2022/03/new-revised-version-of-the-quality-criteria-and-standards-for-german-national-parks/
https://www.havochvatten.se/download/18.9d6062e17c13f61b9ec12c9/1634213662471/swam-report-2021-12-framework-marine-protected-areas.pdf
https://www.havochvatten.se/download/18.9d6062e17c13f61b9ec12c9/1634213662471/swam-report-2021-12-framework-marine-protected-areas.pdf
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Source: Taken from Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (2021) The Swedish approach to MPA 

Network Design & Management49 

 

Using this taxonomy, a series of targets and nested targets could be analysed for the sensitivity posed by 

each stress and threat to provide a matrix. The targets within this analytical framework are composed of 

habitats (for example, shallow soft bottoms) whereas nested targets are more granular- focusing on 

specific aspects of the habitat or species within (for example, eelgrass beds). Through a process of 

consultations with experts, each threat and related stress was designated a score to deem the sensitivity 

of each nested target. Based on the these scores, and the conservation status of each nested target, it is 

then determined to what extent relevant harmful human activities should be reduced within the MPAs, 

through the development of both threat reduction objectives and regulation objectives. Figure 6-3 below 

depicts this process.  

 

Figure 6-3- Process of designating objectives for MPA threat reduction 

 

Source: Taken from Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (2021) The Swedish approach to MPA 

Network Design & Management50  

Note: The precautionary approach entails: ‘when it is uncertain whether an activity will lead to harm, measures should 

be taken to prevent harm’ 

 

The process not only allows for a systematic mapping of pressures and threats applicable to the 

environment (in this instance, the marine environment), but also facilitates the harmonisation of 

regulation and measures across the environment. For example, the government can use the threat 

reduction objectives identified to implement various legislative tools in a systematic manner.  

 

Further reading 

All information taken from Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (2021) The Swedish 

approach to MPA Network Design & Management. Available at: 

https://www.havochvatten.se/download/18.9d6062e17c13f61b9ec12c9/1634213662471/swam-report-

2021-12-framework-marine-protected-areas.pdf 

 

6.2.4 Finland 

 
49 ibid 
50 Available at: https://www.havochvatten.se/download/18.9d6062e17c13f61b9ec12c9/1634213662471/swam-
report-2021-12-framework-marine-protected-areas.pdf  

https://www.havochvatten.se/download/18.9d6062e17c13f61b9ec12c9/1634213662471/swam-report-2021-12-framework-marine-protected-areas.pdf
https://www.havochvatten.se/download/18.9d6062e17c13f61b9ec12c9/1634213662471/swam-report-2021-12-framework-marine-protected-areas.pdf
https://www.havochvatten.se/download/18.9d6062e17c13f61b9ec12c9/1634213662471/swam-report-2021-12-framework-marine-protected-areas.pdf
https://www.havochvatten.se/download/18.9d6062e17c13f61b9ec12c9/1634213662471/swam-report-2021-12-framework-marine-protected-areas.pdf
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Introduction 

Finland are currently undergoing an effectiveness evaluation, building on the evaluation conducted in 

2004 to understand how a more effective and efficient conservation system within the country can be 

developed. In 2016, the Nature Protection unit of Metsähallitus published a principles of Protected Area 

Management in Finland to address some of the issues identified in the 2004 evaluation. One such approach 

within this document is the Natura site condition assessments (NATA), described below.  

 

Description of best practice  

Due to challenges encountered in the implementation of the management effectiveness evaluation 

processes (such as METT and RAPPAM), Finland developed a new approach to the assessment of state-

owned and managed protected areas. The method (Natura site condition assessments- NATA), building 

upon the approach developed by NatureScot, involves identifying key on-site cultural, natural and use 

values, in addition to their interrelated status, pressures and threats, and measures and planning required 

to maintain these values/restore them to targeted condition.  

 

The NATA tool is standardised and formatted in a way which facilitates the integration of information 

generated from Natura 2000 Standard Data Forms (SDFs). NATA assessments take baseline data from SDFs 

and formulate key values and objectives for sites. Values in the NATA framework are broadly categorised 

as the following value classes: natural values; cultural values; appreciation and awareness; research and 

monitoring; recreation and livelihoods. For each of these value classes, value types and subsequent 

criteria and indicators are outlined.  

 

Value category  Value type  Criteria/indicator 

Natural value Red-listed species Population within area and conservation status within PA networks 

 

Regarding value types, a series of related threats are assigned (in addition to an indication of the temporal 

and spatial distribution of the threat) and the foreseen impact of the threat is outlined within the data 

form. With this, key measures needed to address threats/pressures and achieve key value objectives are 

then developed. This process can help decision makers prioritise values within protected areas based 

upon their desired objectives, and draw clear linkage to indicators which can be used to monitor progress 

towards objectives, or the status of individual values within the protected area. As such, this approach 

can be embedded within other, broader assessment/evaluation processes such as METT. 

 

Further reading  

Information of the NATA system and the protected area values used can be found in: Metsähallitus 

(2016) Principles of Protected Area Management in Finland. Available at: 

https://julkaisut.metsa.fi/assets/pdf/lp/Bsarja/b217.pdf  

 

6.2.5 Lithuania  

Introduction 

Within Lithuania, multiple initiatives are underway to improve the management of protected areas 

throughout the country. One such project, Naturalit, is striving to ensure the full protection of Natura 

2000 sites, through improving the efficiency of management, surveillance and analysis processes. Two 

https://julkaisut.metsa.fi/assets/pdf/lp/Bsarja/b217.pdf
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examples are taken from this project (in progress), the digitalisation of management plans and the 

formulation of criteria to steer management decisions. 

 

Description of best practice (I) 

In order to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of implemented nature management measures in 

Lithuania, the data collection tool BIOMON has been developed.51 The methodological-analytical centre 

(MAC) aggregates data from various sources (i.e. management plans from various protected area 

designations) to provide a centralised repository. This results in a spatially-explicit overview of protected 

areas within Lithuania, in addition to information on the conservation measures implemented within the 

protected area (filtered by year). Conservation measure data can also be aggregated to present an 

overview of what type of measures have been implemented in areas within a specified timeframe.  

 

Figure 6-4- Snapshot from the BIOMON system- outlining the parameters of a protected area and the conservation 
measures taken 

 

 

The next stage of development for the database is to facilitate the coordination of management plans in 

order to allow efficient comparison of sites. The BIOMON database can then be used in a way which will 

enable changes (if required) within management processes and procedures (such as (re-) demarcating 

protected area limits, objectives, measures etc.) to be guided by actions taking place within other 

protected areas, to ultimately improve the efficiency and effectiveness of measures taken.  

 

Description of best practice (II) 

Within the aforementioned Naturalit project, work is underway to improve the use of existing monitoring 

data (for example, from Standard Data Forms (SDFs)) to assist in the formulation of objectives and 

measures within protected areas. The project is seeking to define the favourable conservation status for 

species and habitats of Community Interest, in order to eventually allow the prioritisation of measures 

within and between protected areas. For each species/habitat, the project is developing a list of criterion 

which can depict the status (favourable, moderate, poor), and overall priority for implementing measures 

within a Natura 2000 site. The prioritisation of sites will be chosen through the following formula: 

Priority score= Pr1+Pr2+Pr3+... 

The ‘Pr’ score is score of the species/habitat in the site- in turn calculated through the formula: 

Pr = Ba* R (Bn + C). The formula is broken down as follows: 

 
51 Available at: https://biomon.lt  Access only in Lithuania 

https://biomon.lt/
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• Ba= Conservation status factor. For non-mapped areas in Lithuania, the Natura 2000 SDFs are 

used- whereby the conservation status is denoted as A - excellent value, B- good value, and C- 

moderate or low value. These values are directly taken from SDFs, whereby site managers 

assess the conservation status as per Commission guidance.52 Ba scores of 0, 0.5 and 1 are 

respectively given to each of these values. For mapped areas, the conservation status factor is 

calculated as follows: Ba=(p+b)/v . Here, p=area of potential status, b=area of poor and fair 

status, v= area of all statuses. 

• R= the representativeness or relative size factor, reflecting the percentage of population 

size/habitat area of the national population. Based on SDF data (i.e. for habitats - "relative 

surface", for species - "population") when values are between 15%-100%, R =4; 2%-15%, R =3;< 

2%, R =2, insignificant fraction, R =0, and if the species/habitat is targeted, R =1.  

• Bn= the national status factor (based upon Habitats Directive reporting), whereby FV 

(favourable status) is given a value of 1, U1 (unfavourable, decreasing status) a value of 2, U2 

(unfavourable poor status) a value of 3, and an unknown condition a value is designated by an 

expert.  

• C= the sensitivity of the species/habitat to environmental change. A rating between 0 to 3 is 

applied (3 being greater sensitivity). 
Other criteria are also explored for nationally protected species within the project report.53 The approach 

presents a relatively simple approach to prioritising sites for conservation actions, and could potentially 

be adapted to enable the integration of data sources beyond Natura 2000 SDFs.  

 

Further reading  

Information regarding the Naturalit project can be found via it’s dedicated webpage: 

https://naturalit.lt/en/studies-and-publications/  

The BIOMON website is available at: https://biomon.lt 

 

6.2.6 Netherlands 

Introduction 

Acknowledging that the Netherlands is not within the preferred scope of this ‘best practice’ report 

outlined in the report introduction (section 6.1), the approach outlined below is directly relevant to an 

identified challenge in Estonian biodiversity management- the availability of resources. The Netherlands 

have formed a non-governmental association- ‘Association for the Preservation of Natural Monuments in 

the Netherlands’ (hereafter ‘Natuurmonumenten’), which are now one of the largest nature managers in 

the Netherlands. Below presents an overview of the linkage between access to funding through 

management plan requirements.  

 

Description of best practice 

Within the Netherlands, the main tool supporting and steering nature management in protected areas is 

the Subsidy system for Nature and Landscape (SNL). Linked to the SNL is a national Index for Nature and 

Landscape which establishes uniform standards for, inter alia, monitoring indicators and costings for 

management measures. This Index is used by the Provincialauthorities responsible for nature management 

to develop nature management plans for their respective territory, which are mainly communicated 

through two online digital maps: One to shows the current state of natural features that need 

 
52 See: https://rm.coe.int/guidelines-for-filling-the-standard-data-form/16808d2a6b 
53 https://naturalit.lt/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/A.2.1-2.pdf  

https://naturalit.lt/en/studies-and-publications/
https://biomon.lt/
https://naturalit.lt/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/A.2.1-2.pdf
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management54, and one which shows the ambition on the state of nature in these areas in roughly ten 

years’ time.  Nature managers (such as the semi-public State Forest Service and large nature-managing 

NGO ‘Natuurmonumenten’) can apply for subsidies for a 6-years period to achieve the objectives of these 

management plans. Nature managers applying for subsidies must complete a quality assurance plan which 

includes the operationalisation of required management measures. Based on this plan managers annually 

report on progress to the Provinces, on which basis the Province decideson another year of funding. 

Managers are audited independently on whether they meet their quality assurance objectives, and if not 

risk losing certification and herewith access to funding. This annual update must also present progress on 

ecological outcomes to inform future direction, allowing the provinces to focus on outcomes. As such, 

the access to funding is clearly linked to not only the development of management plans and actions, but 

also allows funding to be directed towards sites which present clear ecological outcomes (i.e. 

improvements) to allow an efficient distribution of limited resources.  

 

Further reading 

Information on the Nature and Landscape Index can be found at: 

https://www.clo.nl/en/indicators/en1544-nature-and-landscape-index  

Information regarding the subsidy system for nature and landscape available at: 

https://www.rvo.nl/subsidies-financiering/natuurbeheer-snl  

  

 
54 This includes nature management, agricultural nature management, and management of landscape features.  

https://www.clo.nl/en/indicators/en1544-nature-and-landscape-index
https://www.rvo.nl/subsidies-financiering/natuurbeheer-snl
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Annex I- Sources reviewed 

Nature Conservation Act (RT I 2004, 38, 258) and it’s implementing acts 

https://www.riigiteataja.ee/en/eli/ee/515112018002/consolide/current 

Relevant management plans and actions plans found: 

https://infoleht.keskkonnainfo.ee/default.aspx?id=-1674455465&state=1;-164545161;est;eelisand 

https://keskkonnaamet.ee/elusloodus-looduskaitse/looduskaitse/liigikaitse 

https://envir.ee/elusloodus-looduskaitse/looduskaitse/elupaigatuupide-tegevuskavad 

https://pilv.envir.ee/index.php/s/7i5MKGRrkTqXK6r?path=%2F 

Databases found on RIHA (system for descriptions of state information systems and data) 

Other relevant documents: 

Eesti mereala survetegurite indeksi väljatöötamine ja rakendamine, TTÜ Meresüsteemide Instituut. 

Tellija: Keskkonnaministeerium 

https://envir.ee/media/451/download 

Helm, A. 2017. Loopealsete suuremahulise taastamise mõju elurikkusele, taastamiseelse seisundi 

jäädvustamine. Projekti lõpparuanne. Keskkonnainvesteeringute Keskus SFL nr 8286 3-2_7/2688-4/2015. 

Tartu Ülikool. 

https://landscape.ut.ee/mis-me-teeme/projects/loopealsete-suuremahulise-taastamise-moju-

elurikkusele-taastamisjargne-seisund-ja-taastamistegevuste-analuus/ 

Helm, A., Toussaint, A. 2020. Poollooduslike koosluste ökoloogilise toimimise hinnang. Tartu Ülikool, 

Ökoloogia ja Maateaduste Instituut.  

https://infoleht.keskkonnainfo.ee/GetFile.aspx?id=-2073607870 

Kalamees, R. 2019. Niiduelupaikade sihttaastamise tulemuslikkuse hindamise metoodika ja 

tulemuslikkuse seire. Keskkonnaministeeriumi tellitud meetme 8.1 tulemuste hindamise metoodika 

väljatöötamine. 

https://infoleht.keskkonnainfo.ee/GetFile.aspx?id=726710648 

Karuputke analüüs (Analyse of Sosnowsky's hogweed). 2022. Keskkonnaagentuur  

Keskkonna tulemusvaldkonna 2021. aasta aruanne  

https://www.google.com/search?q=Keskkonna+tulemusvaldkonna+2021.+aasta+aruanne&oq=Keskkonna

+tulemusvaldkonna+2021.+aasta+aruanne&aqs=edge..69i57j0i546l3j0i30i546j69i64l2.1151j0j1&sourceid

=chrome&ie=UTF-8 

Keskkonnaagentuuri arengukava aastateks 2022–2025 

https://keskkonnaagentuur.ee/asutus-uudised-ja-kontakt/organisatsioon/arengukava-2022-2025 

Keskkonnaameti strateegia 2022–2025 

https://keskkonnaamet.ee/media/3579/download 

Keskkonnaministeeriumi valitsemisala arengukava 2018-2021https://envir.ee/media/142/download 

Keskkonnavaldkonna arengukava 2030 (Environmental Development Plan 2030) 

https://envir.ee/kevad 

https://www.riigiteataja.ee/en/eli/ee/515112018002/consolide/current
https://infoleht.keskkonnainfo.ee/default.aspx?id=-1674455465&state=1;-164545161;est;eelisand
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/elusloodus-looduskaitse/looduskaitse/liigikaitse
https://envir.ee/media/451/download
https://landscape.ut.ee/mis-me-teeme/projects/loopealsete-suuremahulise-taastamise-moju-elurikkusele-taastamisjargne-seisund-ja-taastamistegevuste-analuus/
https://landscape.ut.ee/mis-me-teeme/projects/loopealsete-suuremahulise-taastamise-moju-elurikkusele-taastamisjargne-seisund-ja-taastamistegevuste-analuus/
https://infoleht.keskkonnainfo.ee/GetFile.aspx?id=-2073607870
https://infoleht.keskkonnainfo.ee/GetFile.aspx?id=726710648
https://www.google.com/search?q=Keskkonna+tulemusvaldkonna+2021.+aasta+aruanne&oq=Keskkonna+tulemusvaldkonna+2021.+aasta+aruanne&aqs=edge..69i57j0i546l3j0i30i546j69i64l2.1151j0j1&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8
https://www.google.com/search?q=Keskkonna+tulemusvaldkonna+2021.+aasta+aruanne&oq=Keskkonna+tulemusvaldkonna+2021.+aasta+aruanne&aqs=edge..69i57j0i546l3j0i30i546j69i64l2.1151j0j1&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8
https://www.google.com/search?q=Keskkonna+tulemusvaldkonna+2021.+aasta+aruanne&oq=Keskkonna+tulemusvaldkonna+2021.+aasta+aruanne&aqs=edge..69i57j0i546l3j0i30i546j69i64l2.1151j0j1&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8
https://keskkonnaagentuur.ee/asutus-uudised-ja-kontakt/organisatsioon/arengukava-2022-2025
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/media/3579/download
https://envir.ee/media/142/download
https://envir.ee/kevad
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Annex II- Quality standards and criteria for 

the evaluation of German national parks 

The following information is available through the supplementary information provided in the paper by 

Heiland et al., (2020) Evaluation of the Management Effectiveness of German National Parks – 

Experiences, Results, Lessons learned and Future Prospects.   

 

Criteria Standards 

1. Field of action - Framework conditions 

Legal 
foundations  

The national park is secured under national and state law. Laws and ordinances do not obstruct the 
implementation of the standards for national parks. 

Protection 
purpose 

The protection purpose of national parks is primarily that natural processes should be undisturbed with their 
natural biodiversity in all ecosystems in the national park, for which Germany bears national and global 
responsibility. 
As far as the protection purpose allows, other goals such as education, PR work, contact with nature, research, 
and monitoring are also to be implemented.  

Overriding 
planning 
principles 

Protection purpose, planning and management of the national parks as well as surrounding protected areas 
are integrated in the regional planning and other overriding basic planning provisions. In the federal state and 
regional planning programmes, the entire national park areas are classed as a “priority area for nature 
conservation”. The national park plan is also coupled with similar commitments in the federal state planning. 
In addition, concerns of the national parks are taken into consideration in the overriding planning. In the case 
of planning and projects in the vicinity of a national park, its interests are taken into consideration. 

Responsibilities  The national park administration has all the official authorisation needed for the realisation of the protection 
purpose. Where other bodies have additional responsibilities in the national park, these take into account the 
goals and the concerns of the national park in their decision-making in agreement with the national park 
administration.  

Ownership rights The area of a national park should if possible be completely owned by the public hand. Where this is not the 
case, then permanent provision shall be made in order to secure the realisation of the goals of the national 
park.  

Boundaries and 
shape 

The outer boundaries of the national park shall be in accordance with the natural features. It encloses all sub-
sections/elements of the ecosystem complex which is to be protected in an area which as far as possible is 
large, compact, and contiguous.  
The areas already have a high degree of closeness to nature or are suited to reach this within an acceptable 
period. They are virtually free of human settlements and transport infrastructure. 
The boundaries of the national park coincide with parcel boundaries in the land register or are specified in 
official sea charts.   

2. Field of action - Protection of natural biological diversity and dynamics  

Space for 
natural 
processes 

Over most of their area, national parks protect the natural dynamics of processes of nature with as little 
disturbance as possible. In general, this is ensured within a period of not longer than 30 years after an area 
has been designated a national park and for at least 75% of the national park area. The areas for the protection 
of natural dynamic processes should be contiguous or uninterrupted, with few outer boundaries.  
National parks with more than 30 % of their area not in public ownership or which in Germany completely 
enclose a habitat which is of global importance can define a longer transition period in the national park plan 
or can protect large areas of representative types of habitat in their natural processes over most of its area. 

Extent A national park is extensive, taking into account the ecosystem-related criteria. It represents one or more 
ecosystems and ensures the process of natural dynamics. A national park must have an area of at least 10,000 
hectares. As an exception, a smaller area can be a national park which is internationally representational. The 
area shall be so enclosed that the protection purpose is achievable within its boundaries. 

Degree of 
closeness to 
nature 

National parks have over the larger part of their area ecosystems which are very nearly natural. These 
ecosystems have the natural species composition and diversity which is typical for the location. 
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Habitats of 
international 
and national 
significance 

The national park contains habitats of international and/or national significance. These are shown in the 
management plan, which also includes definitions of the measures necessary to secure them that are 
permissible in terms of the space needed for natural processes. 

Diversity 
management 

Generally, species management is an exceptional situation in national parks. The necessary measures for this 
are presented in the management plan. 

Ecosystem 
networking 

The national park is connected by ecologically effective corridors with the important areas for habitats and 
species protection in its surroundings. 

3. Field of action - Organisation 

Organisational 
structure of the 
protected area 
administration 

The national park administration is directly responsible to the highest nature conservation authority. It is an 
independent, efficient special authority. In particular it has the following duties: 
Conservation of natural processes, management, supervision of area, maintenance of recreational 
infrastructure for experiencing nature, contribution to education for sustainable development, monitoring and 
research, communication, cooperation, cooperation in regional development in the surroundings of the 
national park and general administration. 

Staff levels The staffing levels ensure capable, on-going work on all the matters listed under “Organisational structure of 
the national park administration”. 

Ranger system Full-time personnel shall be provided by the national park administration, generally on permanent contracts, 
for the supervision of visitors and the monitoring of the compliance with the protection regulations. For the 
supervision work, the administration integrates a network of volunteers, honorary personnel and full-time 
staff of associations. 
The number of people needed for visitor guidance and supervision of the compliance with the protection 
regulations depends on the nature and size of the national parks, the numbers of visitors, the tasks involved, 
and the potential risks and disturbances. 
The national park administration coordinates a uniform presentation and ensures a uniform level of 
information. The supervisors are well trained and receive regular further training. They are qualified as a 
certified nature and landscape carer, or have equivalent training. 

Personnel 
management 

The personnel management is carried out professionally by the national park administration. The objective is 
to achieve high levels of motivation and satisfaction of the personnel and high levels of efficiency. Staff work 
independently, they are involved in decision-making processes, receive regular further training and share in 
the internal flow of information. The national park administration has a clear voice in the selection of its 
personnel. 

Financing The full financing of the national park is provided by the federal state in each case. The financing covers at 
least the protection of natural processes, management, supervision of area, maintenance of recreational 
infrastructure for experiencing nature, contribution to education for sustainable development, monitoring and 
research, communication, cooperation in the regional development in the national park surroundings as well 
as general administration. Support by third parties for the goals of the national parks is desirable. 

Advisory boards 
and board of 
trustees 

Advisory boards, boards of trustees and other advisory bodies promote the development of the national park 
and support the integration of the national parks in the region. 

4. Field of action – Management 

Vision of the 
national parks 

Every national park has its own vision. This provides a foundation, is valid over the long term, is visionary, and 
is compatible with the overriding vision for German national parks von EUROPARC Germany (2005). The specific 
vision for the national park is anchored in the management plan. The vision is directed both inwardly towards 
the personnel, and also outwardly. 

Management 
plan 

The management plan is essential for the work of the national park administration. The goals of the national 
park are clearly identifiable in this. The plan contains the key fields of action, strategies and the planning for 
measures in order to achieve the vision and the specific goals. The plan is binding for the authorities. The 
management planning also specifies time-horizons and indicators to reach the individual goals. An important 
component of this is the determination of measures to monitor success. The management plan should be 
formulated not more than five years after the designation of the national park and subsequently updated at 
least every ten years. 

Zoning Zoning – where necessary – serves to structure the national parks in areas in which process protection has 
already been realised and areas in which management measures are being carried out temporarily or in the 
long-term. The process protection zone should be as contiguous and extensive as possible. 

Renaturation Renaturation measures in the national parks are limited to restoration or initial measures solely in those areas 
in which anthropogenic changes prior to the establishment of the national park have been such that it is not 
reasonable to expect natural self-regulation even in the long term. Renaturation measures are determined for 
a limited period in the national park plan. They serve to optimise the ecosystem quality of the national parks. 
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Use strategies National parks are not aimed at the commercial utilisation of resources. Where such usage occurs in the 
national park it should not contradict the protection purpose and should only take place on a smaller part of 
the area of the national park. Utilisation which does not satisfy this condition is to be terminated as soon as 
possible. 

Visitor guidance 
and area control 

Visitor guidance takes place on the basis of a zoning strategy which forms part of the management plan. On 
the basis of the knowledge of nature conservation experts and experience with nature recreation, routes and 
areas are selected for the visitors and appropriately designated. In the national park, paths are signposted 
and where necessary no access areas are determined. The ranger service guides, informs and supervises. 

Integration of 
the national 
parks in the 
region 

The national park region is defined. The management plan contains recommendations for the national park 
region. The national park administration contributes to the planning for surrounding areas. 

Evaluation of 
the measures 

The necessity for the measures carried out in the fields of visitor guidance and supervision, educational work, 
nature conservation, species protection, and renaturation as well as volunteer management is examined at 
regular intervals and their success evaluated. The results are disseminated. The findings from the evaluation 
flow into the management process and where appropriate lead to alterations of the strategies and their 
implementation. 

5. Field of action: Cooperation agreements and partners 

Cooperation 
agreements 

The national park administration uses cooperation agreements and partnerships in order to gain the support 
of as many relevant social groups as possible for the shaping of the national park and its surroundings. The 
participants in the cooperation agreements and the partners acknowledge the goals of the national park and 
support them. The basis for the cooperation is the presentation of a strategy document by the national park 
administration concerning the general handling of the cooperation. 

Integration in 
working groups 
and networks 

The national park is integrated in many ways with its surroundings. It contributes significantly to the image of 
the region. The national park administration is actively represented in all relevant working groups and 
networks. 

Volunteer 
management 

National parks understand that the cooperation with volunteers is an enrichment of their activities and helps 
to establish the protected area in the region. It offers opportunities for people of all ages, with various 
qualifications, abilities and interests. The volunteer management programme includes professional 
supervision, the integration of volunteers in the team with full-time personnel as well as recognition of 
volunteers. 

6. Field of action - Communication 

Message  The messages of all communication activities promote the unique selling point of the national parks and 
strengthen its product and image position. The messages are targeted towards selected groups, have a depth 
of content and also reach the emotions. 

Corporate 
design (CD) 

The corporate design (CD) and the corporate identity (CI) provide a uniform image, based on the specifications 
in a CD Manual, with which the protected area administrations can present their national park in all their 
communications as belonging to the “National Nature Landscapes”. 

Communications 
structure 

The national park administrations communicate with the relevant target groups at regional and national levels. 
In addition to regularly collecting up-to-date information, the direct dialogue with the target groups is also 
very important. This offers the opportunity to inform about the role of the national parks, their specific tasks 
and special activities and at the same time to invite them to participate in joint activities. A communications 
structure is institutionalised to provide continuous contacts to partners, superior authorities and regional 
bodies such as advisory boards and board of trustees, special purpose associations, nature conservation 
societies and tourism associations. 

7. Field of action - Education 

Educational 
strategies 

Existing educational strategies for specific target groups are implemented as part of the work relating to 
national parks. It is essential that the educational plans are regularly up-dated and that the personnel are 
provided with further training. Educational courses are coordinated by the national park administration, and 
periodically evaluated. 

Education 
courses 

The educational contributions provide information about the goals and duties of the national parks and what 
can be found in them, with the main focus being placed on the central message of the national parks. The 
national park makes a contribution towards education for sustainable development. In the educational work, 
the idea of the national parks is linked to the global task – the conservation of natural basis of life for this and 
future generations. 

Visitor guidance For visitor guidance, the operating strategies adopted for the work of rangers, for education, and for other 
visitor supervision are coordinated with one another. The individuals involved know the approaches of the 
others who are contributing. The general guidance of visitors takes place in the information centre and at the 
individual information points. The personnel working there explain the general and specific duties and goals 
of the national parks and transmit identification with the national park. 

8. Field of action - Experiencing nature and recreation 

Offers for 
experiencing 
nature 

Encouraging people to experience nature is one of the most important tasks of a national park. The methods 
adopted will depend on the characteristics of the park itself. It will include offers for groups, individuals and 
for seasonal activities. In addition, the national park administration works together with cultural institutions 
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in the region. Where it is appropriate and compatible with the protection purpose it combines cultural and 
natural experiences.  

Infrastructure 
for visitors 

An infrastructure for visitors exists in the national park. This is appropriate for the natural area and the 
protection purpose and is also attractive and visitor-oriented, while at the same time being in accordance 
with the principles of sustainable development. The signposting in the park is uniform and easily recognisable. 

9. Field of action - Monitoring and research 

Research 
coordination 

Research is directed towards questions which are relevant for national parks. The research strategy of the 
national park forms a part of the management plan. The national park administration assesses whether 
research projects proposed by third parties are compatible with the protection purpose, and also coordinates 
research projects. 

Establishing 
fundamentals 

The national park administration collects information about the features of the park over the whole of its area 
in the context of the landscape history and the history of its use, and this can provide the basis for the national 
park plan. The determination of the fundamentals can be carried over into a monitoring process. 

Monitoring Monitoring is carried out in the national park to an adequate extent and in accordance with uniform standards, 
and is oriented to the goals and the protection purpose of the national park. Among other things it also serves 
to check progress.   

Documentation The information collected in the general surveys, monitoring and project research is evaluated in accordance 
with scientific criteria, worked up, documented and shall be made accessible in a suitable form. 

10. Field of action - Regional development 

Image  The national park is the most important image factor in its region. Survey are conducted regularly to determine 
the status of its image among the residents and visitors, as a way of monitoring the success of the park’s own 
communications strategy. 

Impulses for the 
region  

The positive effects of the national parks for the region are regularly measured, documented, communicated 
outwards, and developed further. 

Impulses for 
sustainable 
regional 
development 

The national park administration provides impulses for sustainable regional development. In particular it 
contributes to the formulation of a sustainable mobility strategy for the region. The strategy provides the 
basis for traffic guidance measures and traffic calming as well as for the deployment of environmentally-
friendly means of transport in the region in general and in the park itself, in order to make the park accessible 
and enjoyable. In addition, the national park administration cooperates locally in the development of 
sustainable tourism.  
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Annex III- Discussion points for the interviews 

I General 

1. What outcomes are expected from the effectiveness assessment of the Estonian approach to 

biodiversity conservation? 

E.g., improved policy elaboration, more efficient institutions, more efficient use of available 

resources, better biodiversity conservation results (improved conditions of protected species 

and habitats)  

 

II Current methodology/-ies to assess management effectiveness in Estonia  

2. Can you identify knowledge, methodological approach or data gaps which hinder/prevent the 

effective assessment [of results] of the current biodiversity conservation system?  

E.g., inconsistent, or outdated planning documents, lack of set objectives/goals, insufficient 

policy and/or legislation enforcement, personnel capacity, scientific research capacity, 

inadequate education/training of staff, lack of data, insufficient infrastructure (data 

processing software and hardware). 

3. Which nature protection conservation effectiveness assessment method(s) have been used to 

your knowledge at country level or specific species- or habitat level?  

4. In that method(s) - which effectiveness elements have that method worked well and where does 

it fall short? And what would need to change in order to overcome shortcomings? 

 

 

III Assessment of effectiveness against objectives/goals vs. against measures on Protected 

areas/Species plans. Following one of the widespread nature planning frameworks (promoted by IUCN-

WCPA) please provide information on the following three major phases: planning, implementation, and 

outcome. 
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III A Design/planning (The context, explicitness of overall general national objectives and measures e.g. 

for Natura 2000 in line with EC guidance, level of detail and operationalisation in planning documents 

e.g. on the who/what/where/by when)).  

5. Which (policy) documents are considered for planning actions for protected areas/species? 

Where do the Protected areas/Species objectives come from? (Eg are there the set favorable 

reference values (FRV) for all protected/EU importance species and habitat types in Estonia 

considered? EU Biodiversity strategy 2030-what element would be relevant for overall 

effectiveness assessment?) 

6. How are these documents used for protected areas planning the protection activities?  

7. Do the management plans of Protected Areas/ Species set out the principles and criteria for 

assessing the achievement of the objectives of designation/conservation goals of sites?  

Examples? 

8. Do the species or habitat management plans set out the principles and criteria for assessing the 

implementation and effectiveness of measures in those plans? Examples? 

9. How and by whom and when the protection objectives of the Protected Areas/Specis are revised? 

If revision is necessary, then how the revision in objectives is made? 

 

III B Adequacy/appropriateness of implementation 

10. Are there sufficient competences (knowledge, skills, attitudes etc) and material and human 

resources (also financial) to implement for species/areas what has been planned? What practical 

challenges have been encountered in implementation?  

11. Are resources limitations to improving the assessment of conservation effectiveness in Estonia? 

In which aspects especially? 

12. What aspects of nature protection objectives outside the state managed areas you consider 

significant and how, eg Green Infrastructure/Green Network measures?  

13. How does Estonia currently evaluate the effectiveness of conservation of habitats and species 

by private sectors outside of protected areas e.g. by farmers and foresters?  What is going well 

/ could be better? 

14. Where do you see significant challenges in implementing other sectoral policies? (Eg forest, 

agriculture, fisheries, energy, urban development, infrastructure etc. sectors?) 

 

III C Delivery (How clear is Estonia on the outputs of what was agreed in planning? How have the combined 

measures outputs resulted in actual conservation outcomes?) 

15. Do the management plans of Protected Areas/Species set out the principles for assessing the 

achievement of the objectives of designation/conservation goals of sites?  

16. Monitoring and measurement. Are there set activities for monitoring and measurement to assess 

the effect of the set measures? What are the challenges for the biodiversity monitoring program? 

Are the monitoring programmes developed and used in Estonia effective (serves the purpose) 

and efficient (utilizes resources in best possible manner)? Do monitoring provide data for 

assessment of the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation in Estonia? Where are the gaps? 

17. Please assess the availability of data and information on a) … e) related to biodiversity 

conservation aspects, based on DPSIR approach 

a) drivers  

b) pressures 
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c) state 

d) impact 

e) response  

18. How the monitoring/measurement relate to overall biodiversity effectiveness assessment? Data 

availability, sufficiency, and data management for Protected areas/species.  

19. Data collection, storage and sharing. What are common data sharing practices among the MoE, 

other governmental institutions and third parties (eg research organizations, NGOs, etc)? Which 

are the problems with the data sharing? 

20. Are you aware of data sources that could be useful for assessment of the effectiveness of 

biodiversity conservation in Estonia that are not available or are available but not in use? 

 

IV Governance challenges 

21. Based on all phases and their elements above -  what should greater attention given to for 

improvement? Where the gaps are biggest – what are the priority areas to improve biodiversity 

effectiveness assessment? What are the general challenges with governance from your 

perspective? (roles and responsibilities for effectiveness assessment and inter-agency 

coordination, supporting policy/legal framework, ensuring implementation and -enforcement, 

facilitation of resources, etc). 

 

V Summing up questions  

22. Best practices in Estonia. Can you provide examples of case studies/used approaches for 

effectiveness assessment of species conservation measures and/or Protected Areas/species 

management measures that have worked well in Estonia and those that have not? 

23. What are realistic aims for improvements, bearing in mind financial, administrative, and other 

potential constraints which could limit the desired scope of improved approaches for assessment 

of the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia? 
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