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INntroduction

This report, written by Trinomics with support from Estonian, Latvian & Lithuanian Environment (ELLE)
and Baltic Environmental Forum (BEF), compiles background information collected to inform the
development of a proposed new approach to assessing the effectiveness of biodiversity in Estonia.

The methodology was developed in the framework of a technical support contract with the European
Commission (DG REFORM) to the benefit of the Estonian Ministry of Climate!. The contract's overall
objective is to assist the EEB, and other Estonian competent authorities in the field of nature
conservation?, to build capacity in meeting growing national and international commitments on
biodiversity conservation and on Protected Area Management Effectiveness (PAME) more specifically.

The specific aim of Deliverable 3 in this contract was to develop, in consultation with the Estonian
authorities, and accounting for Estonia’s resource capacity, a methodology to assess the effectiveness
of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia at national and protected area (PA) level. It was
preceded by a technical baseline review (Deliverable 2 of the contract) on the current state of nature
conservation management in Estonia, current approaches to evaluate and assess it, and what would
be needed to improve them.

Chapter 1 of the report provides an overview of the key logic and building blocks of the established
methodology on assessing the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation, with a focus on the
management of PAs where most of such measures are taken.

Chapter 2 provides a summary of the key challenges in Estonia’s current approach identified in the
technical baseline review, and the design criteria for an improved approach based upon them.

Chapter 3 includes the results of a screening exercise to determine which evaluation themes and
questions, from the established Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) and the proposed
EU-wide tool to assess PA management effectiveness, would be relevant to include in the Estonian
context.

Chapter 4 gives an overview on how the information within Estonian PA management plans can help
inform the answering of tentative evaluation themes and questions, to help assess where additional
sources of information would be needed.

Chapter 5 includes a non-exhaustive list of information sources that could help inform answering
questions for each key evaluation theme.

TRepresented by the Estonian Environmental Board (EE: Keskkonnaamet, hereafter EEB), which in Estonia bears
responsibility for the planning and evaluation of nature conservation.

2 In particular the State Forest Management Centre and the Estonian Environment Agency
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1.Established guidance on evaluating
the effectiveness of biodiversity
conservation management

This chapter reviews the underlying aims of conservation effectiveness evaluations and briefly
describes the most pertinent international evaluation frameworks, tools and standards for
conservation management effectiveness. Their logic and terminology were used to inform and
describe our proposed methodology, and therefore help to interpret and understand its design
choices.

The methods presented are all targeted to help assess the management of individual nature PAs only,
which represents a narrower scope than the assessment of management measures at a national- and
landscape-wide level as desired by Estonia. The reason for this is that the majority of countries,
including Estonia, implement conservation management within nature PAs. In our view however, the
evaluation themes and indicators recormmended for PAs, are largely also relevant to conservation
measures beyond their boundaries.

To nevertheless be sensitive to the strengths as well as the limitations of such a PA-based approaches,
the ‘main report’ specifically reflects on the scalability of such approaches to inform national or
network-level assessments of effectiveness before proposing an integrated methodological
framework that responds to the need to inform assessment at different spatial levels.

1.1. Aims of biodiversity conservation management effectiveness
evaluation

Before designing a national approach to PAME evaluation, it is important to reflect on the intended
purpose. Perhaps the most obvious aim for evaluating PA effectiveness is to help assess if it effectively
conserves the values for which it has been designated. As highlighted in section 1.3 on the Estonian
policy context, this is not only important to those directly responsible for the management of individual
sites, but also for public policy makers and other stakeholders and knowledge-holders to help assess
the overall effectiveness of Estonian nature policy, and report on it internationally.

At a more practical level, the effectiveness of actual ‘management’, or the actions taken to ensure that
overall conservation is effective, is equally important. PAME evaluation can provide important lessons
to site managers on how to improve management over time, in function of the ever-changing nature
of the PA and its surroundings. Such ‘adaptive management’ makes PA management sensitive to
changing needs and can inform adjustment to them, which can help keep management relevant over
time. Again, lessons on adaptive management are not only important at site level, but also at national
level: Not least to share lessons on effective approaches with other site managers, but also to inform
possible adjustments in supporting policy at national or regional level. This could entail, for example,
changes in monitoring practices, permitting rules and spatial planning, or other natural resource use
policies (e.g. in farming, fisheries and forestry).

PAME evaluation can also provide an important contribution to resource allocation. Firstly, it can help
evaluate if budgets available for management are sufficient in view of management needs, and help
make explicit resource gaps visible. Secondly it can help in the prioritisation of future management
measures at site level, which helps in directing constrained resources to the most urgent and/or
important management challenges. Similarly, PAME evaluation can provide lessons on the cost-
effectiveness (efficiency) of certain management measures over others. For example, in identifying
needs and opportunities for more preventive measures to reduce threats and related degradation that
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could avoid costly reactive restoration measures. Also here, the combined lessons from individual PAs
provide helpful information for national decision-makers to identify current and future investment- or
regulatory needs.

Lastly, the combined benefits of PAME evaluation outlined above are a critical pre-condition to help
ensure accountability and transparency in the management of PAs. This is not only important at site
level, but also at regional, national and international level. In addition, PAME evaluation at site level can
help facilitate community and stakeholder engagement, and help create ownership and
representation in PA management. Since nature protection is mostly financed through tax payers
money, this is very important to help ensure long-term public- and stakeholder support to nature
conservation across Estonia.

When making design decisions in developing or updating PAME evaluation approaches, it is
important to keep in mind that the relative importance given to each of these four key aims will differ
between key stakeholders involved. Since the success of PAME evaluation, and PA management more
broadly, very much depends on these stakeholders, it is important that any new approach combines
their needs as much as possible in an integrated approach (Figure 1-1). However, in no situation will all
needs and wishes be met (or at least not immediately), due to (for example) constrained resources or
knowledge. Moreover, the achievement of one benefit may undermine that of others. For example, an
overly strong emphasis on (inter)national reporting guidelines may lead to a high administrative
burden to individual site managers and a lack of flexibility to adapt to their needs ‘in the field'. Similarly,
too much focus on fully understanding and monitoring ecological values at site level may take time
and resources away from day-to-day management and its monitoring and evaluation.

The following section introduces the most-commonly used methodological framework used to inform
PAME internationally.

Figure 1-1 Different purposes for an improved approach to PAME evaluation and assessment
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1.2.The IUCN WCPA framework for assessing PAME

In 2000, the IUCN and its World Commission on PAs (WCPA) agreed their joint PAs Management
Effectiveness Evaluation Framework, which was published in 20063, It provided the most commonly
used worldwide definition for PAME assessment (Box 1).

Box 1 IUCN WCPA definition of protected area management effectiveness assessment

‘The assessment of how well PAs are being managed — primarily the extent to which
management is protecting values and achieving goals and objectives.’

While the definition is strongly focussed on the assessment of conserving the values for which the area
was designated, the assessment framework proposes to evaluate different key elements preceding
thisoutcome. The framework is built on the important principle that effective PA management should
follow a cyclical process with six key stages (Figure 1-2), emphasising the importance of PAME
evaluation in enabling learning and adaptive management. Each of these six elements make critical
contributions to ensure the effectiveness of management. These key elements, the focus of their
evaluation, and the most common criteria to assess them are briefly introduced in Table 3-1 below.

Figure 1-2 Graphic representation of the IUCN WCPA framework for assessing PAME
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3 Hockings M. et al, (2006) Evaluating Effectiveness — A framework for assessing management effectiveness in PAs,
https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/pag-014.pdf
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Table 1-1 Key elements of the IUCN WCPA framework, their focus of evaluation, and proposed criteria (non-exhaustive)

Design Appropriateness/Adequacy Delivery
Elements of Context Planning Inputs Process Outputs Outcomes
management
cycle
Focus of -Importance - PA design Resources needed to = The way in which - Implementation of Assessment of the
evaluation carry out mMmanagement is management outcomes and the
mManagement conducted programs and actions = extent to which
-Threats - PA planning they met
objectives
-Delivery of products
-Policy and services
environment
Criteria that are -Significance - PA legislation - Resources available - Suitability of - Results of Impacts: Effect of
assessed and policy to the agency mManagement management actions = managementin
processes relation to
-Threats objectives
- PA system - Resources available - Services and
design to the PA - Extent to which products
“Vulnerability established or
accepted processes
- Management are being
-Stakeholders planning implemented

- National context



Context & planning

The IUCN WCPA framework puts a large emphasis on evaluating what it calls the ‘design phase’ — or
the phase before the actual implementation of PA measures. It starts by evaluating the context in
which the values for which a site is designated will be protected. A clear understanding of the current
status of these values, as well as the threats (drivers and pressures) on their conservation, are essential
for this. Next to ecological values, IUCN and WCPA also emphasise the importance of evaluating socio-
economic and cultural state and trends such as in cultural heritage, tourism & recreation, sustainable
use, and research & education. An important element of context evaluation, especially in relation to
threats, is the degree of control over factors impacting protected values —which often originate outside
the PA (Figure 1-3). This element is of particular importance to the development of a new PAME
evaluation methodology in Estonia, which explicitly seeks to be integrated between national and site
level, which would facilitate two-way coordination.

The second key element in the design phase is the evaluation of management planning, which
includes four key evaluation criteria: 1) PA legislation and policy; 2) Design of PA systems; 3) Design of
reserves; and 4) Management planning. Recurring management effectiveness evaluation could offer
a ‘safe space’ for central competent authorities and site managers to exchange views on site
designation and -boundaries, and for central authorities to use this feedback to identify common
challenges in a timely fashion and respond to them. An example of ‘legislation and policy’ could be
issues relating to the effectiveness of nature conservation requirements or support schemes in
agriculture-, forestry- or fisheries management in or around the PA. An example of ‘'system design’
could be questions on the sufficiency of the network in the face of changing climatic conditions. An
example of ‘reserve design’ could be the need to acquire land to improve the shape, ecological integrity
or connectivity of the PA.

The evaluation of management planning seems most relevant to the Estonian context, and the I[UCN
WCPA framework provides many critical elements of assessment?, but rather little detail on how to
evaluate them. Fortunately, on some of these elements, some evaluation tools and -guidance (often
developed based on the [IUCN WCPA framework) complement this®.

4 Objectives, management plan and their quality (scope, clarity and practicality, relevance to on the ground
mManagement), resource planning, consultation and participation, regularity of revision of planning, completeness
in terms of values, system for PAME evaluation and adaptive management, level of operationalisation (work plan).

5> For example European Commission guidance on Natura 2000 site management, including on setting of
conservation objectives and establishing conservation measures:
https//ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/management,
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Figure 1-3 The PA management environment shown in the ‘degree of control’ model as shown by
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4 N
External ‘appreciated’ environment Decreasing
{no control and little ability to influence, but need to degree of
consider these factors in management and evaluation) control
Weath i External ‘influenced’ environment k
eather ] (no direct control but may be able to influence 1
patterns — through education and representation) :  Exchange
climate change . ; rates
Community Funding for :
land use Internal ‘controlled’ p;jﬁg‘;;ﬂ_?erﬁ?
Large-scale i gnvlronment : Interest
disasters Data The internal protected Community rates
: availability area context — attitudes
: values and threats
:  Legal system Local | Commodity
Civilunrest : (e.g. protected Government leadership and prices
1 area legislation) policies institutions  ;
International relations National leadership
. J/

1.2.2.Inputs & process

The second decisive predictive factor in the PA management cycle is whether the implementation of
agreed plans is adequate and appropriate in function of its objectives. The [UCN WCPA framework
recognises two key elements to evaluate this: The management ‘input’, or the resources needed for
effective management of the PA (‘how much’), and the management ‘process’, or the way in which
management is undertaken (‘how' and ‘how well’).

In terms of inputs, the framework guidance indicates that repeated PAME assessments suggest, not
surprisingly, that the level of resources available for management often has a major impact on
effectiveness. However, it also rightly points out that this is a very subjective issue and virtually all
managers will claim (and believe) to be under-resourced. Assessments therefore need to develop a
clear and unbiased picture of the inputs available and be clear on how to identify gaps and shortfalls
(orwaste and over-spend if this is occurring). Management plans are often relatively clear on the ‘what/,
but less clear on the ‘how much’ and how this relates to costs and capacities. This makes it both
challenging to prioritise measures at site-level in function of available budgets, but also in providing
clarity on whether available budgets are adequate (see Box 2 below).

6 Adapted from Cusworth & Franks (1993) Managing projects in developing countries.
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Box 1-1 Example on the importance of articulating resource needs to unlock public budgets for nature
conservation: Prioritised Action Frameworks for Natura 2000

e Requirement under the EU Habitats Directive for EU MS to indicate EU (co-)financing
needs for the implementation of Natura 2000 ahead of the development of the EU's Multi-
annual Financial Framework (7-year budget cycle, in which large investment programmes
are decided).

e Only a few Member States prepared Prioritised Action Frameworks (PAFs) ahead of the
2014-2020, and several PAFs developed were of low-quality - mostly because of a lack of
cost information on required measures.

e [N 2014-2020, many Member States made important progress in developing management
plans for their Natura 2000 sites, which greatly increased the level of detail on measures
required (while for many, costs had not yet been assessed in the plans).

e As a result, all EU MS except Denmark prepared PAFs for 2021-2027, providing a much
more complete picture of overall investment needs.

e Not surprisingly, investment needs identified by MS who prepared new PAFs were
substantially higher than in 2014-2020.

e However, the solidity of the assessment justified the allocation of larger EU budgets to
Natura 2000 implementation (i.e. through a 60% increase of the EU LIFE funding
programme for the environment for the period 2021-2027).

e |t provides an interesting example of how investment in proper management planning,
including costing, can provide an important contribution not only to site-level evaluation,
but also (inter-)national efforts to ensure the adequacy of nature budgets.

More detailed information can be found in: European Commission (2023) Staff working document
‘Investment needs and priorities for Natura 2000 and green infrastructure — EU-wide assessment
based on Member States’ prioritised action frameworks’, available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/documents-register/detail?ref=SWD(2023)99&lang=en

In terms of process, the IUCN WCPA guidance points out that even well-planned and supported PAs -
such as in the case of Estonia - need sound management processes if they are to be effective. Both PA
and nature protection authorities governing them are usually staffed by people with excellent
technical ecological training, but lacking in management training and experience. As a result, this
important step is often overlooked in management planning, and not well thought through before
the implementation phase of management. This often leads to inefficiencies, which can grow over
time as expectations for PA management to professionalise increase, for example on more integrated
planning, stakeholders to engage with, increasing financial accountability, etc. Since it is so frequently
ignored, evaluating management processes for most PA arguably provides the lowest hanging fruit
for improving overall management effectiveness. The four key elements the IUCN WCPA framework
proposed for this are:

1. The definition of what systems and standards are ‘acceptable’, and which are ‘best practice’
(lbenchmarks);

2. Decisions about which of these will be required in particular systems and individual Pas;

Investigation of whether systems are being implemented and standards are being met; and

4. Recommendations as to whether the systems and standards are appropriate or could be

W

improved.

Setting benchmarks (or standards) under (1) is the responsibility of the competent authority for nature
conservation, together with relevant stake- and knowledge holders on the process in question. Table

1-2 provides an overview of the management processes which [UCN WCPA recommend evaluating.
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However, since no PA is exactly the same, deciding on whether some may be irrelevant or should be
tailored to specific local context (2) will also require input from site-managers. Evaluating other relevant
management processes for some sites not listed may also need to be added. In addition to the
evaluation of standards and their applicability, the key question iswhether the management processes
agreed were followed during the management cycle (3). And if not, why. The information collected
under table 1-2 provide information on which benchmarks would require an update (4).

Table 1-2 IUCN WCPA recommended management processes to evaluate, and sources of information
to inform it

Management processes that need to be assessed Possible sources of information about management
processes
e Planning processes e Agency policies
e Natural resource management (for e Relevant provisions in existing park
conservation) management plans
e Natural resource management for e Best practice guidelines
human use (e.g. extractive, tourism) e International agreements and treaties
e Cultural resource management such as EU nature- and biodiversity
e Visitor management policy, UN CBD, RAMSAR and
e Facility and equipment management UNESCO
e Patrol and enforcement e People with local, national or
e Communication, education and international experience in PA
advocacy management
e Participation and conflict resolution e Official international standards where
e Staff management and training they exist (e.g. environmental
management systems)
Park staff

e Local communities and others with a

stake in the management of the area

Outputs & outcomes

The third phase of evaluation in the IUCN WCPA framework concerns the one most people instinctively
think of when evaluating management: What action did we take (outputs) and did it result in the
conservation results envisioned (outcomes). Outputs are the penultimate part of the assessment —
determining if PA managers and other stakeholders achieved what they set out to do. As [IUCN WCPA
point out, this type of information is most useful for evaluation purposes where pre-existing plans,
targets or standards have been established against which achievement can be measured —in an ideal
situation there will be a management plan or work plan with a clear set of targets that have either
succeeded or failed, although in many cases rather more work will be needed to collect this
information - as is currently the case in Estonia. Results from this type of monitoring can be used to
consider why some planned activities have not been undertaken and then either change processes or
obtain more resources to rectify the problem; or revise the plan both during its life and at the end of
the planning cycle. Reviews of work programme achievement and expenditure are common internal
management tools, and this type of output assessment is important in establishing accountability.
However, as IUCN WCPA rightly point out, its full value as an evaluation tool is achieved only if it is
integrated back into the planning and management cycle.

Finally, outcome evaluation is the ultimate question if a PA achieves its objective of protecting and
maintaining the values for which it was designated. It is the most important evaluation question, but
also usually the most difficult one, due to the generally complex cause and effect relationships in
ecosystems in which PAs are placed. For example factors impacting on protected values at population-
level sometimes happen very far away from the PA (e.g. on the flightpath of migratory birds);
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substantial knowledge- and data gaps, and large time lags for ecosystems to respond to conservation
management can make outcome evaluations difficult. These challenges, in combination with the
usually large number of protected values in most PAs, mean that proper outcome evaluation can
become very resource intensive when done right. However, since outcome evaluation ultimately
justifies the maintenance of any PA network, it should represent an important part of any evaluation
framework. The IUCN WCPA framework proposes 5 broad criteria that are commmonly evaluated in
PAME frameworks:

identification of desired outcomes;

options for outcome evaluation and monitoring;

the condition of values including biodiversity;

whether socio-economic and cultural conditions remained constant or improved; and
whether specific management objectives were achieved, and threats abated.

NI N

The outcome evaluation closely links with the objectives of PA management in the wider objective of
nature conservation, and sustainable development more broadly. For example, these can be
overarching (inter-)national conservation objectives to maintain or restore natural values to a
favourable conservation status at a national level, and their operationalisation in habitats- and species
action plans, site-specific management plans, or project plans (e.g. of large restoration projects). For
effective site management it is therefore essential that these objectives are defined before the start of
the management cycle in ways that are specific and measurable, to reduce ambiguity on progress in
outcome evaluation at the end of the management cycle. Again, here lies an important role for
national authorities to provide national-level conservation objectives which are coordinated with site-
level objectives, as for site managers it is often challenging to have an overview for all protected natural
values at their sites. Outcome evaluation also provides the main lessons for the context evaluation to
inform the next management cycle, as it will show where PA management has so far succeeded, and
what more is needed to achieve conservation.

Detailed scientific data from monitoring programmes is often used to underpin outcome evaluation.
However, maintaining these systems can be resource consuming and therefore costly, especially for
large PAs with multiple objectives and many values. Therefore monitoring efforts must be carefully
targeted and well designed, and should, as much as possible, rely on data sources that can
simultaneously provide relevant outcome information for different protected values. There is also a
trade off between comparability of outcome monitoring between sites, and the need to tailor
monitoring to management needs which will differ between PAs. To monitor the status of any value,
IUCN WCPA recommend being clear at the start of any PA management cycle on:

1. what attributes will be considered;
2. what indicators of this attribute will be measured/ assessed:; and
3. methods to be used in measuring the indicator.

Again, it will be important for national authorities to provide site managers with clarity on the
minimum standards for each of these to help ensure methodological robustness and comparability
beyond site-level. However, it would also be important for site managers to be able to add attributes
based on site-specific management needs (however, there is a tension with resource availability).

1.3.International assessment tools and standards

Before section 2.5 synthesizes the key design principles for any successful PAME methodology, this
and the next section provide an overview of the most commonly used PAME evaluation tools and some
examples of how PAME evaluation has been implemented in other European countries. Neither
chapter aims to be exhaustive: The Global Database on PAs so far collected evidence on the use of 78
different evaluation methodologies used worldwide, and the last review of methodologies used in
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Europe found 40 different approaches, 31 of which were not used elsewhere. Nearly all commmonly used
evaluation tools are based on the IUCN WCPA framework introduced in the previous chapter. As a
result, their focus is mostly on evaluating management at site level too, and less at national network
level as desired in Estonia.. The selection of evaluation tools in this section is based on their uptake and
relevance to the Estonian context.

1.3.1.Evaluation tool: Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT)

First published in 2002, the METT was one of the first tools developed to reflect the IUCN WCPA
Framework for PAME described above. The METT was originally developed by the World Bank/WWF
Alliance for Forest Conservation and Sustainable Use, and has since seen several updates, reflecting
lessons learned through implementation. Today, the use of METT has been recorded in 121 countries
worldwide’, including 11 EU Member States®. METT is also the mostly used PAME evaluation tool in
Estonia to date, and was used in 20102, 2012/°, 2020" and 20227 (repeated assessment of 34 PAs). Table
1-3 shows how the METT guidance was interpreted and adapted to the Estonian context, showing a
close resemblance to the IUCN WCPA framework.

Table 1-3 METT evaluation interpretation and -criteria adapted to Estonia used by Kulvik, et al., 2010-
2020

Evaluated items Explanation Evaluated criteria
Context Where are we now? e |mportance
e Pressures
e Threats
An assessment of significance, e National context
threats and the political e Partners
environment
Planning What do we want? e |egal protection and -
policy
e Network planning of
Assessment of the nature and PA
layout of the PA e Layout of the PA

Management Plan

Input What do we need? e Resources and means
of the manager of the
PA

Assessment of the

resources/means required to
/ 4 e PAresources

7 Own count based on UNEP-WCMC & IUCN (2023) GD-PAME (full reference above).
8 Bulgaria, Croatia, Finland, Germany, Greece, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, and Sweden (CD-PAME, 2023)
9 Kulvik & Leibur (2010) Evaluation of PAME - METT methodology adapted to Estonia. [In Estonian]

0 Kalvik & Vaab, (2012) Assessing the conservation effectiveness of PAs Il. Based on the METT methodology
adapted for Estonia. Tartu, 277 pp. [In Estonian]

T Kulvik & Stgjogolev (2020) Assessing the conservation effectiveness of PAs Ill. Based on the METT methodology
adapted for Estonia. Tartu, 393 pp [In Estonian]

2 The findings of which still have to be published.
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implement the protection
arrangement

Process How do we achieve this? e Adequacy assessment

of the protection
mManagement process

Evaluation of the protection

regime
Outputs What are the results? e Results of protection
management
activities
Assessment of the e "Goods and services"
effectiveness of specific
protection management
activities; inventory of offered
"goods and services".
Outcomes What did we achieve? e Effects of protection
measures:
Effects/changes
Evaluating the results and the achieved as a result of
extent to which they meet the combined protection
initial targets set. measures in relation
to targets

The METT methodology saw its latest update in 2020 (METT-4), which for the first time included an
Excel tool to help evaluators in the collection, compilation and aggregation of results. The METT
methodology comes with an elaborate handbook which, like the Excel tool, is publicly available and
can be used free of charge. The METT evaluation tool consists of two main sections:

1.

Datasheets that collect key information on the PA, its characteristics, threats and
management objectives and details of who carried out the assessment.

An assessment form that provides a composite measurement across 38 parameters
integrating all six components of the WCPA Framework. The form is designed around
a questionnaire with four alternative responses, each with an associated score ranging
between O (poor) to 3 (excellent). Each question also has data fields to include notes
about the answers (with justification if possible), steps to be taken to improve
management if necessary and details of information sources. Additional worksheets in
METT-4 allow for more detailed assessments of commmunity relations, planning
processes, condition of natural and cultural values, key species and habitats.

In terms of scope, METT-4 closely resembles previous versions previously used in Estonia, but has 8
added evaluation questions, which aim to obtain more useful information to better evaluate:

The ecological context in which protection takes place (ecological connectivity,
ecological threats);

Whether nature benefits to people are considered in management process (climate
adaptation, climate mitigation, other ecosystem services);

Ecological outcomes (conservation status of habitats, and of key indicator species); and
Staff security.
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The METT-4 handbook recognizes some limitations to the METT methodology. The approach intends
to provide a relatively quick and easy to use approach to evaluate individual sites, with a focus on the
evaluation of the more practical ‘management’ of sites and less on its ecological context and
outcomes. For example, the evaluation is very ‘qualitative’ and non-standardized, and therefore limits
comparability of evaluation data collected between sites for example for national-level evaluations. The
handbook also recognizes the limitations of self-assessment, and the risk of site managers not having
or taking the time to consult available information and co-managers and other key stakeholders in
evaluations, limiting their credibility. To help overcome these risks, the handbook includes a set of 12
best-practice recommendations to make the most out of METT evaluations. They include some helpful
lessons for PAME evaluation more broadly and are summarized in Table 1-4.

Table 1-4 Best-practice lessons from implementing the METT

Carefully plan the METT 1. Plan the implementation process. Review the METT before

implementation undertaking the assessment and evaluate the information available
to complete it. Then think about capacity and pre-assessment
training needs, adaptation, timing, scope and scale, verification, etc.

2. Allow enough time to complete the assessment in full. A good
METT cannot be done in a quick hour; most questions take serious
thought and ideally discussion between several people. The first
METT is likely to take at least a day, probably two. Subsequent repeat
METTs may be a little quicker.

Do it properly and do it all 3. Complete all the METT including all questions on the datasheets
and narrative sections related to the multiple-choice questions. The
next steps section is essential as the steps identified create a quick
check list of needed actions. The electronic version will not let you
proceed without filling in next steps, but for example thinking
carefully about next steps may be even more important than
assessing current state of management.

4. Use quantitative data wherever available to support assessment,

this is most important of all in the “outcomes” questions. Data from
surveys, SMART patrolling and other sources can help to inform and
improve the METT.

Adapt and translate 5.The METT is a generic tool designed for global use; it is unlikely to
fit any one PA perfectly. Adaptation is encouraged; ideally by
keeping the basic format of the METT the same and adding to,
rather than changing, the wording of the METT (e.g., providing
additional advice on interpretation for local conditions or by
additional questions).

Repeat the assessment The METT is designed to track progress over time. Sites/networks
planning to implement the METT should aim to repeat the
assessment every few years. Ideally the METT should be an
automatic part of annual planning, filled in once a year and the “next
steps” identified 12 months previously carefully reviewed.

Consult and get consensus = The implementation of the METT should wherever possible include
a wide range of rightsholders and stakeholders to aid insight into
the assessment results; including people outside the PA, such as
local commmunities, will bring richer insights.
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Build capacity and 8. Although designed as a simple tool, implementing the METT may

guidance be the first time that PA staff and other rightsholders and
stakeholders have been involved in assessing PA management
effectiveness (PAME). Some capacity building is therefore advisable
so that all participants understand PAME and why it is important.

9. As a generic tool the METT questions can be interpreted
differently in different situations/jurisdictions. Developing a better
understanding of the METT and how it can be implemented in a
specific jurisdiction will help ensure valid results.

Verify results 10. Although designed as a self-assessment tool, METT
implementation can involve various verification processes; from
simple checking of completed METTs by external assessors, to more
detailed field verification exercises involving data collection.
Reaching consensus amongst multiple rightsholders and
stakeholders itself helps to ensure that results are as accurate as

possible.
Implement 1. Completing the METT is only the first step of the assessment; the
recommendations implementation process should include adaptive management (e.g,

a plan of action to implement results) and communications process
to share results locally and globally.

12. Ideally, data should be shared nationally or globally, for example
by submitting METT data to the Global Database on PA
Management Effectiveness (CD-PAME) managed by UNEP-WCMC,
which is mandated by the CBD to maintain the GD-PAME and use it
for CBD reporting.

Evaluation tool: Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM)

Like METT, RAPPAM was one of the first PAME evaluation tools. It was developed in 2003 for WWF
International to provide policy makers with a tool to quickly identify PAs or parts of them that would
require policy- and managementintervention®. Like METT, it was heavily based on the first IUCN WCPA
framework but focussing more on screening a pool of PAs for issues rather than in-depth evaluation
to improve management of individual sites. It also focusses more on the steps that evaluators in
management authorities should undertake before assessment (determining scope, assessing
information availability) and after assessment (analysing the findings, identifying next steps and
recommendations). The elements of assessment that RAPPAM proposes for individual sites are
however almost identical as those in the IUCN WCPA framework and earlier versions of the METT.
Given its similarity to METT, and because RAPPAM was (unlike METT) not updated since its inception
and is not much used anymore, it is not further discussed in this report. However, its focus on using
PAME to prioritise at a national or regional level to help identify and screen PAs with particular
management challenges is nevertheless relevant for Estonian which also aims for a national
methodology and which likely will not have the resources for highly detailed evaluations and follow-
up processes for all of its PAs.

3 Ervin (2003) WWF: Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM)
Methodology, WWF International, Gland, Switzerland, https//wwfeu.awsassets.panda.org/downloads/rappam.pdf
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Evaluation tool: Proposed EU approach to evaluate PAME

In spring 2023, the European Commission (EC) presented a proposed EU-wide approach for the
evaluation of PAME. It aims to support the implementation of the EU’s Birds- and Habitats Directives
and Natura 2000 network of PAs, and a specific commitment made in the EU Biodiversity Strategy to
2030 to ‘Effectively manage [by 2030] all PAs, defining clear conservation objectives and measures,
and monitoring them appropriately.’ (in line with a similar commmitment for 2030 under the UN CBD
to which the EU and its 27 MSs are parties).

The proposed methodology's main objective was to develop and test an EU system to assess the
management effectiveness of marine Natura 2000 sites and other EU Marine PAs (MPAs)™. For this
reason, the evidence base used to inform the development of this methodology was biased towards
MPA management evidence and -standards”. It however also sourced from more ‘generic’
methodologies including the IUCN WCPA framework, METT and RAPPAM described above. The draft
methodology was tested in 74 MPAs in all of Europe’s regional seas, representing 19 out of Europe’s 22
coastal countries. The methodology was then reviewed by 10 independent experts, and discussed in
two workshops with national authorities, MPA managers and -experts representing a wide range of
stakes and organisations.

The EC presented the proposed methodology as ‘work-in-progress’ and announced it is working with
the European Environment Agency (EEA) to develop a dedicated IT tool to help collect data to inform
a coherent, comprehensive and comparable assessment framework for all PAs across the EU. To
further illustrate its ambition, a 2-year, EUR 1,5 million, preparatory project to finalise the methodology
was announced, funded through the EU's LIFE funding instrument for the environment. In line with
its competence, the EC and EEA seem to be primarily interested in improving the effectiveness of
Natura 2000 sites and network, and mainly building on data collection and -reporting under the EU
Nature Directives (like the Natura 2000 site's Standard Data Forms and 6-yearly Article 12 and 17 status
reporting). Nevertheless, the EC encourages Member States to apply the same methodology to all their
PAs.

The proposed EU-wide approach has a similar logic as METT-4, being a self-assessment questionnaire
for individual sites which collects a combination of quantitative (1-3 scores) and qualitative answers. It
is also supported by an Excel file to help collect, manage and show data, as well as an interpretation
guide. The questionnaire includes 11 main questions organised in six main themes (Table 1-5).

While mirroring many of the elements of the IUCN WCPA framework and METT, the evaluation themes
are placed in a different order and do not follow anymore chronologically the different elements of the
PA management cycle. Annex | provides an in-depth comparison between the METT and proposed
EU-wide approach.

The questionnaire is linked to a provisional scoring system and the results are shown in a “progress
assessment” section, providing an overview of the management effectiveness of the MPA. In addition,
six particular questions are considered as indicators to give a quick snapshot assessment.

Table 1-5 Evaluation themes and lead questions proposed EU-wide evaluation approach.
Note: Lead questions are supported by a total of 13 sub-questions and free text fields for each theme.

Evaluation themes Evaluation questions

4 SUBMON, ATECMA, Ecologic Institute & SeaWatch (2022) Management effectiveness of marine Natura 2000
sites and other EU marine PAs, developed for the European Commission DG Environment (D.3) under Contract
Nr. 07.0202/2020/837870/ENV.D3 [unpublished)]

> Such as the IUCN ‘How is your MPA doing?' guidebook, the World Bank's MPA Scorecard and the OSPAR
Convention's Guidance to assess the effectiveness of management of OSPAR MPAs.
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Conservation objectives 1. Have conservation objectives been set?

Pressures 2. Have the pressures on species/ habitats protected in the site been
identified and their impact assessed (indicate if pressures are
inside/outside the PA, and confidence level)?

Conservation measures 3. Have conservation measures been established to achieve the
conservation objectives of the PA (NB. Applies to relevant measures
inside and outside the PA)?

4. How sufficient are conservation measures both within and outside
the PA to address the pressures and achieve the conservation
objectives?

Management 5. Is there a management plan for the PA?

6. Are sufficient resources available for site management and
implementation of conservation measures to achieve conservation
objectives?

7. Is there sufficient collaboration between authorities and bodies
that are responsible or competent for managing activities that affect
the protected species/habitats, including those outside of the PA?

8. Are stakeholders actively engaged in the management of the PA
(conservation objectives setting, conservation measures setting and
implementation, identification and assessment of pressures and
threats, monitoring, etc)?

Monitoring 9. Is there regular and systematic monitoring of the species and
habitats for which the PA has been designated?

10. Are monitoring results used or linked to adaptive management
of the site?

Conservation outcomes 11. Has the condition of the species/habitat (at site level) for which
the PA has been designated, improved/remained
stable/deteriorated since the establishment of the PA?

1.3.4.PA management standard: European Diploma of PAs

The European Diploma of PAs was established in 1965 by the Council of Europe to 1) protect biological,
geological and landscape diversity in Europe; 2) support appropriate management systems and 3)
award effective protection. It is awarded to sites which are managed in an exemplary way and hereby
achieve(d) protection. The government of any European State can apply for an award by answering a
questionnaire, and since 1965 in total 74 PAs across 25 European countries have been awarded this
prestigious diploma. Matsalu National Park was awarded the European Diploma in 2003 and remains
the only PA in Estonia today.

The initial requirements to obtain the European diploma are very high and include different layers of
external review and appraisal. After 5 years the diploma has to be renewed through provision of a
special report and another external review, after which the diploma can be extended for periods of 10
year. In addition, awarded PAs have to provide an annual report, which is mostly focussed on the
impact of the award rather than management itself. The assessment criteria for the European Diploma
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are listed in Table 1-6. It shows that most of the management-related aspects under general criterion
B and the specific criteria A and B largely cover similar themes as the IUCN WCPA framework and
related tools as METT and RAPPAM. However it does not evaluate several key elements of iterative PA
management, such as a good understanding of threats and pressures, SMART measures to address
them, stakeholder consultation and -engagement, and the evaluation of outputs and outcomes in
relation to objectives. On the other hand, two criteria in the European Diploma on which METT and
RAPPAM are more ambiguous are the requirements for financial and personal resources to ensure
meeting the objectives of the PA" and for clear (restrictive) regulation which is effectively supervised
and enforced in practice. Both are relevant in the Estonian context where resource availability for PA
management and -evaluation is scarce and uncertain, and with a relatively high presence of central
‘top-down' regulation which restricting human economic activity in PAs (through protection rules).

Table 1-6 Criteria for the award of the European Diploma of PAs
General criteria (application valid for every applicant)
A. European interest Applicant areas must:

e beimportant for the conservation of biological diversity in
Europe,

e conserve remarkable natural phenomena, geology or
physiographic,
formation characteristic of the Earth’s history, or

e be important for conservation of landscape diversity in
Europe.

B. Protection measures = Applicant areas must:

have legal protection status,

be considered in regional planning,

should have zones with different objectives,

be the subject of a development and management plan,
be assessed as taking the impact of surroundings into

account, and
e have an organisation with financial and personal resources
to ensure meeting the objectives of the PA.

Specific criteria (criteria depends on primary objective of PA)

A.  Primary goal of Areas must:
conservation of
biological and
landscape diversity
and ecosystems

e have strict regulations to prevent any artificial changes,
not have permanent human occupation and economic
activities,

e ensure the physical and biological integrity of the area
under current activities and installations,
guarantee enforcement of regulations and supervision,

e regulate and authorise public access, and

e present research and monitoring programmes.

B. Areaswhich Areas must:
combine
conservation of
biological and
landscape diversity
with sustainable

1. be clearly indicated,

2. ensure that permanent human occupation or other
activities do not harm the integrity of natural and cultural
values and guarantee sustainable development,
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development of 3. have strict regulations to limit activities,

socio-economic and 4. provide adequate supervision to prevent damage of the
educational values of the PA, and
functions 5. regulate and authorise public access.

PA management standard: IUCN Green List

The IUCN Green List for PAs was established in 2017 with the aim to set a global benchmark for quality
that motivates improved performance and achievement of conservation objectives. By committing to
meet the IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas Standard® site managers must
demonstrate and maintain performance and deliver real nature conservation results.

The Green List Standard is organised into four components, of which three baseline components are:

1. Good Governance
2. Sound Design and Planning
3. Effective Management

These support the fourth component of '‘Successful Conservation Outcomes' that attests to the
achievement of an area’s goals and objectives. Each component is supported by in total 17 criteria and
50 indicators to measure achievement. The Green List's 17 core criteria are introduced in Table 3-7.

Unlike the IUCN WCPA PAME framework and METT, the Green List includes a separate component on
good governance. Progress on its criteria of ‘legitimacy’ and ‘ transparency and accountability’ depend
very much on the national legal framework and other nationally-made decisions. Therefore they may
be challenging to evaluate at PA level. However, since the baseline review under Deliverable 2
identified governance challenges, for example unclarity on roles and responsibilities, this could be an
interesting evaluation component to consider in a national methodology for Estonia.

A second criterion which stands out compared the above-mentioned evaluation initiatives is the
assessment of how well the PA is managed ‘within the social and economic context of the area’
Related to this, the Green List also includes criteria on ‘ecosystem services' and ‘cultural values' as part
of the evaluation of conservation outcomes — and also mention these values as part of planning. Since
this is also a specific wish of Estonia, these criteria and indicators could provide an interesting model.

Lastly and interestingly, the Green List also includes the ‘effective and fair' enforcement of laws and
regulations (similar to the European Diploma). The Green List's other evaluation criteria are also
included in METT/RAPPAM, although unfortunately abandoned both the ‘iterative’ order of evaluation
elements following the management cycle, and also is less clear on the evaluation of actual
implementation (e.g. on how much resources were committed in practice, and the evaluation of
progress on conservation measures).

Table 1-7 Evaluation criteria of the [UCN Green List standard

Component Criterion Explanation
Good Guarantee There are clearly defined, legitimate, equitable, and functional
governance legitimacy governance arrangements, in which the interests of civil society,

rights-holders and stakeholders, are fairly represented and

16 JUCN and World Commission on PAs (WCPA) (2017) IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas:
Standard, Version 1.1, Gland, Switzerland: I[UCN,
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/resrecrepattach/I[UCN%20Green%20List%20Standard%20Version%
201.1%20-%2025%20September%202018%20update_0.pdf
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Sound design
and planning

Effective
Management

Achieve
transparency
and
accountability

Enable
governance

vitality and
capacity to
respond

adaptively

Identify and
understand
major site values

Design for long-
term
conservation of
major site values

Understand
threats and
challenges to
major site values

Understand the
social and
economic
context

Develop and
implement a
long-term
management
strategy

addressed, including those relating to the establishment or
designation of the site.

Governance arrangements and decision-making processes are
transparent and appropriately commmunicated, and
responsibilities for implementation are clear, including a readily
accessible process to identify, hear and resolve complaints,
disputes, or grievances.

Planning and management draws on the best available
knowledge of the social and ecological context of the site, using
an adaptive management framework that anticipates, learns
from and responds to change in its decision-making.

The site’'s major values for conservation of nature with
associated ecosystem services and cultural values are identified
and understood.

The design of the site in its landscape/seascape context support
long-term maintenance of the major site values.

Threats and challenges to major site values are described and
understood in sufficient detail to enable effective planning and
management to address them.

The social and economic context of the site including the
positive and negative social and economic impacts of the way it
is managed is understood and reflected in management goals
and objectives.

The site has a long-term strategy that provides a clear
explanation of the overall goals and objectives of management
(explicitly including the conservation of the area’s major values
and achievement of its social and economic goals and
objectives). This is reflected in an up-to-date management plan
or its functional equivalent, which:

e Provides clear and appropriate management directions:
Strategies and actions specified in plans, policies and
procedures are appropriate and sufficient to achieve
the planned goals and objectives for the area.

e Demonstrates adequate capacity to manage effectively:
Key strategies and associated activities to achieve goals
and objectives in the long-term are supported by
adequate financial and human resources, adequate
staff competency, capacity development and training;
appropriate access to equipment and adequate
infrastructure; and measures are in place to deal with
critical shortfalls.
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Successful
conservation
outcomes

Manage
ecological
condition

Manage within
the social and
economic
context of the
area

Manage threats

Effectively and
fairly enforce
laws and
regulations

Manage access,
resource use and
visitation

Measure success

Demonstrate
conservation of
major natural
values

Management can clearly demonstrate that ecological attributes
and processes are being managed to maintain the area's major
natural values and associated ecosystem services.

Management can clearly demonstrate that:

e Rights-holders and stakeholders are recognized and
engaged effectively by management, and their
interests are fairly and fully considered,;

e The social and economic benefits of the area are
recognized, promoted and are being maintained, OR,
where such maintenance is incompatible with the
maintenance of the area’s natural values, any
restrictions are designed and implemented in
consultation with, and preferably following the free,
prior and informed consent of right-holders and
stakeholders.

Threats are being actively and effectively responded to, so that
their impact is not compromising the maintenance of major
site values or the achievement of the area’s goals and
objectives.

Relevant laws, regulations and restrictions are fairly and
effectively applied in all aspects of the PA management and
operations.

When permitted, activities within the area that involve direct
access to resources are compatible with and support the
achievement of the area’s conservation goals and objectives,
meet the needs of users, and are properly regulated. When
permitted, tourism and visitor management are compatible
with and support the achievement of the area’s conservation
goals and objectives.

Monitoring, evaluation and learning provide an objective basis
for determining measures of success. Monitoring and
assessment programmes should be capable of providing data
on:

e \Whether each of the site's major values is being
successfully protected;

e Level and intensity of threats; and
Achievement of management goals and objectives.

As appropriate, thresholds may be determined by changes in
major values over a specified time period compared to those
anticipated without the protected and conserved area.

The area is meeting or exceeding the performance thresholds
for nature conservation, consistent with its [IUCN PA
management category.

24



Demonstrate The area is maintaining and providing the major ecosystem
conservation of service values.

ecosystem

services

Demonstrate The area is maintaining and providing for the persistence of
conservation of major cultural values.

cultural values

1.4.Scalability of site-based evaluation to inform national

assessment

As the previous section showed, there is a strong correlation between the most commonly used
standards and tools for PA management, and the key evaluation themes one would be interested in
evaluating at a regional- or national level. The aggregated data collected in evaluating individual sites
could therefore provide a wealth of relevant data to help inform a national level evaluation.

However, as pointed out by Estonian authorities in the review of a proposed draft methodology, it will
not necessarily be able to answer all relevant questions that must be answered when evaluating the
effectiveness of biodiversity conservation at a national scale. This section briefly touches upon some of
the key elements that risk being under-evaluated, and for which complementary steps in the
evaluation and assessment framework may be needed. We see at least six key dimensions:

1. Conservation values outside of PAs: The first and most obvious is that not all biodiversity or
other values for which conservation requirements or objectives are set in Estonia are solely
present in PAs. For example highly mobile species like most bird species may have
significantly important breeding or feeding areas outside of designated PAs in scope of this
study, in which conservation measures are or should be taken. These should be accounted for
in national evaluation. In Estonia such questions could be informed, among others, through
data brought together in the ELME project which mapped ecosystem condition and related
services across the Estonian landscape in 2019 and 2022".

2. Ecological coherence and diffuse pressures: Similar to (1), some of the site-specific evaluation
criteria depended on data from outside of the PAs itself are challenging to assess by simply
aggregating site by site data. For example, evaluation questions on ecological coherence of
Estonia's national network of PAs, or parts of it, cannot be answered by simply adding up
evaluation data of ecological coherence of individual PAs. Similarly, the evaluation of key
external pressures on individual PAs will often benefit from a more birds-eye view, for example
information on diffuse water pollution at river basin-level. In relation to ecological coherence,
the ELME project already produced mapping too® which could help to evaluate the
effectiveness of Estonia's Green Network at landscape scale. Information on pressures on
terrestrial biodiversity still remains quite diffuse, however in the marine environment, relevant
previous work has been undertaken too that could help inform effectiveness evaluation.

7 Helm, A, Kull, A, Veromann, E., et al., (2020) Final report of the nationwide assessment and mapping of the state
of forest-, marshland-, meadow- and agricultural ecosystems and the base levels of ecosystem services. ELME
project. Client: Environmental Agency (state procurement no. 198846) [In Estonian],
https://keskkonnaagentuur.ee/media/1482/download

B Helm, A, Kull, A, Veromann, E,, et al,, (2020) Final report of the nationwide assessment and mapping of the state
of forest-, marshland-, meadow- and agricultural ecosystems and the base levels of ecosystem services. ELME
project. Client: Environmental Agency (state procurement no. 198846) [In Estonian],

https://keskkonnaagentuur.ee/media/1482/download
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3. National-level management plans: As outlined in section 1.3 on the Estonian policy context,
important national-level planning of conservation measures takes place through habitat
action plans and species protection plans. These plans, their delivery and outcomes, as well as
their integration with site-specific and other development- and management planning, will
be important to integrate in assessments. Similarly, species protection sites are governed only
through national-level regulation and do not have site-specific planning to inform evaluations
on.

4. Enabling measures: Based on past biodiversity conservation evaluation, important national or
regional initiatives may have been taken (or intended, but not taken) to help enable concrete
conservation measures in the field. For example changes were made to the national-level
approach to biodiversity monitoring. Or initiatives may have been taken to close the resource-
gap, such as Prioritised Action Frameworks for Natura 2000. The evaluation of such enabling
measures is very important as it shows whether national measures taken have been effective
in responding challenges of the past. These would not show from solely evaluating national
habitat or species plans or site management plans.

5. International lessons and best-practice: As hundreds of countries worldwide are undertaking
similar evaluations, there is potential for international exchange and cooperation to avoid
investing large amounts of resources in re-inventing the wheel. While the focus of evaluation
is Estonia, and national information therefore logically the most important, fully ignoring
international experiences would overlook important opportunities for insights and cost
savings.

Efficiency of the evaluation and assessment approach itself: As mentioned previously, Estonia has a
rich biodiversity and large number of PAs, and only limited means to undertake management
evaluation and assessment. Therefore it is important to evaluate whether the evaluation approach is
fit for purpose for delivering the best value for the committed resources. As outlined in the technical
baseline review (Deliverable 2), compared to many other European countries Estonia has a relatively
large share of PA surface of relatively undisturbed natural ecosystems which do not require
mMaintenance management and/or do not face significant negative human pressures. Therefore an
important question in evaluating the national approach is whether resources for evaluations are well-
targeted.
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2.Operationalising key design criteria in
Estonia (key considerations based on
DLV?2)

Estonia has identified certain shortfalls in their current management system that are a barrier to the
ability to conduct an appropriate assessment of the effectiveness of their conservation measures. The
Deliverable 2 report (technical baseline review)' collected and reported detailed information on these
challenges and synthesised the most critical shortcomings. This chapter briefly summmarizes these, and
based on them outlines the broad design criteria which an improved methodology should meet to
help overcome them.

In a nutshell, the baseline review showed that substantial effort goes into nature conservation, however
the efficiency and effectiveness of protection measures?, including the selected biodiversity values
and interventions, must be assessed at the national and natural protected site level, out of which
national level assessments are primarily carried out. Further, the current system does not provide
sufficient information to assess whether the conservation actions are adequate to sustain resilient
ecosystems and halt biodiversity loss, and herewith contribute adequately to national- and
international biodiversity conservation objectives. Thus, a more granular approach is needed to
effectively assess the efficiency of protection measures to these different levels.

The review provided an overview of the current national approaches conducted in Estonia, and
identified challenges and gaps that remain throughout the key phases of PA management. Seven
broad challenges were identified:

Lack of knowledge and skills in PAME evaluation at an administrative level and site level.
Limited human resources and funding to undertake evaluations and grow competence.
Lack of a coommon methodology for setting conservation objectives and measures.

Lack of consistent indicators used at site level to track progress towards set objectives.
Lack of causal links made in evaluation between measures taken and ecological outcomes.
Fragmented data accumulation, storing, and management to inform evaluations.
Challenges in understanding threats and pressures on PAs, in particular the effect of
accumulative pressures.

N NN

Note that the first two challenges are not directly related to the methodological implementation or
operational functioning of effectiveness assessments, however, will be important enabling conditions
for it to work and therefore important to ensure the proposed methodology can be effectively used. In
the following sections we describe the key challenges, and what we would propose to address them.

2.1.Challenge: Lack of a common methodology for setting
conservation objectives and measures

In the planning phase of the management of national PAs, our assessment found several gaps relating
to the established planning process, in particular in relation to setting objectives and strategic

9 ELLE, Trinomics & BEF (2023) Framework for Assessment of Effectiveness of Biodiversity Conservation Measures
in Estonia Deliverable 2: Report on the technical baseline review [unpublished, final version shared with EEB in
June 2022]

20 With ‘effectiveness’ we mean the level of success in the achievement of the measures' intended outcomes (EE:
tulemuslikkus), and with ‘efficiency’ the ability of measures to achieve these outcomes with as little scarce
resources as possible (EE: t6husus).
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measures to conserve habitats and species, and reduce threats or pressures. Unlike the approach for
Natura 2000 sites, the review indicated a lack of an integrated approach to establishing objectives and
measures at different spatial levels (national and PA level with sometimes conflicting objectives across
different species, habitats or cormmunities), no common principles for objective setting, and a lack of
focus on pressures and drivers when setting objectives and selecting measures.

The review suggests that there is a need for a more coordinated and coherent national approach to
inform site-specific objective setting, both to clarify what type of objectives are set (natural, social,
economic), and to better understand how Estonia’s network of PAs contributes to (inter-)national
conservation objectives such as Favourable Conservation Status (as set out in the EU Habitats Directive
and the Estonian Nature Conservation Act) for biodiversity. Without such guidance, it is challenging to
judge how individual PAs contribute to overall objectives — and when protection is ‘enough’. The lack
of a common methodology for setting conservation objectives and measures appears to reflect a
broader lack of a common approach to PA management planning, which has resulted in a large
diversity of management plans both between and within different PA designation types.

To address these concerns, a methodology should enhance and supplement existing management
plans with key recormmendations and guiding principles for the Estonian context. As a first step, it is
recommended to identify and describe site reference values encompassing both biodiversity- and
socio-economic conservation values following a common system. Taxonomy used in the framework of
the EU Nature Directive could provide base attributes that can help define reference values from which
to work on. Concerning objectives, the proposal advocates for setting conservation and/or ecological
objectives in alignment with target reference values specific to each PA. This approach forms the
guiding principle for objective establishment and facilitates the assessment of goal attainment relative
to the targets. As for conservation measures, an ideal methodology should follow a common typology
of measures too across site managers, to enhance common understanding and comparability and to
estimate resource requirements more easily.

2.2.Challenge: Lack of consistent indicators used at site level to
track progress towards set objectives

Difficulties arise when attempting to determine the 'good or favourable status' of PAs and monitoring
a site's progress toward established objectives. 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 the ecologically reasonable
potential of the area — the linkage between nature of that habitat and representative species should
be the centre of attention. In addition, site-specific objectives and measures are not one-size-fits-all,
and as such may lead to inefficiencies and unnecessary data being monitored and reported if always
applied consistently across all sites. At the same time a certain consistency in indicators would increase
comparability and aggregation of findings, which would increase the value of evaluation at network-
scale. Therefore, a methodology is needed which strikes the right balance between common and
differentiated planning requirements and monitoring/reporting based on it.

2.3.Challenge: Lack of causal links made in evaluation between
measures taken and ecological outcomes and challenges in
understanding threats and pressures on PAs, in particular the
effect of accumulative pressures

One of the problems that results from the lack of standardised objectives and measures selection, as
well as indicator selection, is the inability to properly link the effectiveness of measures taken and their
resulting impact on species or habitats (i.e. ecological outcomes). The assessment revealed that there
was a lack of connections being made between the implementation of activities and achievements of
objectives. No systematic analysis is being made of implemented measures and their impact on status
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of habitat and species. This leads to a lack of information on where changes in status occurred as a
result of actions, in-action or due to other reasons, significantly hampering effectiveness assessments.

Although some aggregation of PAs characteristics exists (e.g. in the Keskkonnaportaal where relatively
uniform structure can be found), there still appears to be a lack of a uniform approach to describe PAs
and their management. In particular, DLV2 identified challenges of insufficient understanding of
threats and pressures on Estonian PAs. In light of limited staff resources, and unexpected
developments, it is most important to have a proper ex-ante clarity on the expected effects of
management, and evaluating this across time points. Thus, the expected effects become part of the
indicators, and the long-term monitoring and evaluation of the site, which allows for lessons to be
learned and adaptive management.

2.4.Challenge: Fragmented data accumulation, storing, and
management to inform evaluations

While the DLV2 assessment showed that there was generally a lot of data already being collected and
available, one of the key limitations was that there is no centralised information tool that can be used
by all involved parties. Information regarding objectives, measures and indicators had to be collected
from different strategic documents or data sources, which increased the challenge of comparability
and ultimately evaluating effectiveness across sites. Compounding this issue was the lack of a
standardised description and definition of PAs, and their management with information scattered
among different documents and plans, often in disparate formats. Standardising this would allow for
better and faster understanding of key features to inform planning, reduce ambiguity in management,
and facilitate the collection, aggregation, and analysis of data.

A centralised information tool that brings together available data from different sources, as foreseen
under the LIFE ForEst&FarmLand Integrated Project, is essential for standardisation of formats and
description of key terminology, and critically streamlining the PAME evaluation process. This would in
turn inform planning, reduce ambiguity in management and facilitate the collection, aggregation and
analysis of data.

To foster PAME evaluations effectiveness, it is also important to introduce robust feedback cycles, at
site and national level. At site level, the evaluation should provide valuable insights to site managers,
to help improve management practices and align these with site specific objectives. This is essential
for informing new management cycles and tracking progress. At national level, PAME evaluations
should assess the combined management of PAs, allowing for an evaluation of whether national
nature and other relevant objectives/targets have been achieved. By providing a centralised
information tool that aggregates all information, PAME evaluations can be conducted more easily and
embedded in the management planning processes, enabling continuous monitoring and improving
of PA management.

Finally, further digitalisation and utilisation of interactive Geographic Information System (GIS) tools
could provide significant benefits. Considering that Estonia already has the Nature Information System
(EELIS) and the Keskkonnaportaal, the further leveraging of GIS tools and digitalisation of existing data
can help maximise the information output of available data and overcome resource limitations.
Expanding and elaborating on existing tools can enable more efficient data integration, visualisation
and analysis to support better decision making and resource allocation. To address this limitation, we
recommend the development of a nation-wide digital ‘nature atlas’ along with a digitised nature
management map (see sections 2.2 and 2.3 of the main report), considering already existing tools in
Estonia.

2.5.Design criteria for an improved methodology

The main elements of a methodology for assessing biodiversity conservation effectiveness in Estonia
will involve the streamlining of available information, selecting, and defining relevant criteria and
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indicators, developing an assessment and reporting modality, including an approach to technical
analysis of collected data, establishing options for presenting and reporting results at various levels.
Based on the needs identified in the technical baseline review, and published evidence on good
evaluation and assessment methods (see next Chapter 3), we established a list of design principles to
which a proposed methodology should correspond (Table 2-1). Such criteria provide the standard
against which to judge methodologies being considered. In this specific context, we have developed
a set of questions of one per criterion with a view to enable evaluating the proposed methodology to
the Estonian context based on expert and local knowledge.

It is important to recognize that several of these criteria can be mutually conflicting. For example,
replicability and scalability require a certain minimum level of common data collection on different
criteria between e.g. different PAs. This can have important trade-offs with still meeting criteria for a
methodology being sufficiently targeted, efficient, and herewith cost-effective. Moreover, the relative
importance given to each of these criteria will differ between different stakeholders and over time.
Therefore, finding a ‘perfect’ methodology will require proper consultation and discussion, and be
reviewed over time to adjust to shifting balances of needs.

The proposed methodology also recognises that not all relevant evaluation questions at national level
can be answered based on information on measures taken in PAs alone, and the report makes several
suggestions of additional national-level evaluation questions and criteria and how they could be
informed. However, discussions on national-level evaluation priorities also revealed differences of view
and various open questions regarding the quickly evolving EU-level and national policy- and strategic
framework for nature conservation. The advice of the study is therefore to firstly prioritise investing in
the professionalisation and scaling-up of PA-level evaluation, and use the information collected
through this evaluation for a more-developed national-level evaluation in a few years' time (e.g. in 2029-
30 at the end of the international strategic cycle).

Box 2-1 Criteria for evaluating proposed methodology

e Cost-effective: Is the proposed method implementable within available budgets?
e Replicable: Does the proposed method allow comparability across sites and times?

e Scalable: Can the methodology inform assessment at different relevant geographic scales:
(Inter-), national, regional (e.g. part of network) or area/site-level.

e Targeted: Does the methodology focus on the key areas and issues of greatest importance to
evaluate effectiveness of measures?

e Robust and statistically valid: Can the results withstand statistical scrutiny?

e Simplicity: Are proposed components of the methodology useable and understandable to field
practitioners and local actors?

e Field-tested: Can a pilot study be developed for the proposed methodology?

e Documented: Has the selected methodology/combination of tools and approaches been made
publicly available? Has it been tested/applied by at least one other project or country?

e Credible, honest, non-corrupt: Can the results obtained known to be genuine?
e Unambiguous: Does the proposed methodology have the good explanatory power?

e Congruent:. Does the proposed methodology meet management and community
expectations?

e Efficient: How time-consuming is the proposed methodology?

e Adaptable: Does the proposed methodology have room for amendment based on feedback
collected over time?
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3.Comparison of PAME evaluation criteria between the
European Commission-recommended approach? and

[JUCN WCPA METT-44

METT-4 EC approach

1.  Doesthe PA have legal status
or is it established through Not included
"other effective means"?

Consultants’ view on relevance for use in Estonia

Excluded as irrelevant in the case of Estonia - since all PA designation types in
scope of the foreseen methodology are recognized in the Estonian Nature
Conservation Act.

Partly included

Q1. Have Conservation Objectives

(COs) been set for the MPA?
2. Ismanagement undertaken to

achieve the objectives of the

PA? :
Q3: Have conservation measures

been established to achieve the
conservation objectives of the
PA?

The way METT structured this answer is confusing in our view, as it mixes up the
setting of objectives (= an important element of ‘planning’) and whether the actual
implementation of management measures has been adequate in meeting them
(= an important element of ‘outputs’).

The EC approach is more professional, since it recognizes that translating PA
objectives into practical management measures during the planning state is a
critical pre-condition to ensure management delivers on (all) objectives. METT
appears to overlook this.

21 As prepared by SUBMON, ATECMA, Ecologic and Sea Watch Foundation in their report “Management effectiveness of marine Natura 2000 sites and other EU marine PAS’,

prepared under European Commission Contract Nr. 07.0202/2020/837870/ENV.D3

22 Protected Planet page on The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT): https//www.protectedplanet.net/en/thematic-areas/protected-areas-management-

effectiveness-pame?tab=METT
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Whether management/conservation measures are actually undertaken should be
evaluated under output reporting, and not the evaluation of objectives under
planning.

While the EC approach does not include regulations specifically, in our view they
are captured under Q3 on conservation measures, which in EC guidance is defined
broadly as '..the actual mechanisms and actions to be put in place for a [PA] with
the aim of achieving the site's conservation objectives.”?* This same guidance
explicitly recognizes the need for ‘Statutory, administrative and contractual

3. Are appropriate measures’.

regulations/controls in place to
manage use and activities in

accordance with the ) ) )
S Again, METT appears to mix up two related, but nevertheless different elements of
management objectives of the

PA? on the one hand putting in place the statutory measure of setting regulation
(which ideally should be part of the ‘planning’ phase), and other the other hand
the execution of controls to monitor and enforce adherence to these regulations
(the design of which should also happen in planning, but the success of which is
mostly defined by the quantity and quality of actual controls in the field — which
are ‘outputs’).

Not included

While this is obviously important, in our view this issue is (or at least, should be) at
site-specific level captured in the EC approach under Q2 on pressures and/or Q3
on measures. Since for PAs to which poor spatial planning around the site’s
borders is an issue, this should normally have been identified in the mapping of
pressures as part of the broader understanding of ‘context’. And in PA's where this

4. Does land and sea use
planning outside of the PA
recognise the PA and Not included
contribute to the achievement

of management objectives? issue was already identified as a key pressure before, conservation measures would

(or at least should) have already been defined to deal with them. The EC

%3 European Commission guidance note on establishing conservation measures for Natura 2000 sites:
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/management/docs/commission_note/comNote%20conservation%20measures_EN.pdf
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guestionnaire includes a specific sub-question on conservation measures outside
of the PA (3.e)?4

At a more national level, we feel that coherence in spatial planning is not
something that should be addressed through the site-specific PA management
cycle, but rather by better and more pro-active guidance, coordination, and
alignment between national, regional, and local authorities. Therefore, we did not
include it in the site-specific evaluation questions for site managers.

5. Isthe PAtheright size and
shape to protect species,
habitats, ecological processes Not included
and water catchments of key
conservation concern?

In our view this question relates mostly to the designation of new PAs, and less to
the management of existing PAs at which the proposed methodology aims.
Although in some cases it can also be relevant for existing sites, including in
Estonia, for example for special protection areas, which may become future nature
conservation areas or landscape conservation areas.

While we recognize that the quality of designation is an important shaping factor
in defining conservation outcomes, we assume that the designation in most cases
was based on the remaining presence of key biodiversity- or other values.

Where existing PA's struggle to fulfil their objectives for this reason, this should
become apparent through the evaluation of site-specific condition and -pressures.
And in our view not worth asking to each PA which is evaluated.

6. Isthe boundary known and

derarcated? Not included

Like METT Q5 above we think that this question relates to designation and
therefore precedes the evaluation of established PA management (and is
therefore out of scope). Moreover, since Estonia has clearly demarcated all of its

24 Question 3.e: 'If any conservation measures needed outside the MPA to address pressures on the MPA to help achieve the COs please report on their status and the level of

implementation.
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national PAs in scope our methodology, this question did not seem relevant, and
was therefore excluded.

7. Isthere a management plan or
equivalent and is it being
implemented?

Included

Q5: Is there a management plan
for the PA?

This question was included in both methodologies, and while management plans
are a legal requirement under the Estonian Nature Conservation Act, we still felt it
was important to include this (although the question on whether the planis up to
date seems more relevant in the Estonian context).

Additional points: Planning process
(7 a-c)

7a) The management planning
process allows adequate and equal
opportunities for stakeholders to
influence management

7b) There is an established
schedule and process for periodic
review and updating of the
management plan

7¢) The results of monitoring,
research and evaluation are
routinely incorporated into
management planning

Partly included

Q7: Are stakeholders actively
engaged in management of the
PA?

Q5 on management plan: Its sub-
question on which elements are
included in the management
plan asks specifically for
‘Procedure for review and
updating’

QI10: Are monitoring results used
or linked to adaptive
management of the site?

The METT sub-questions on management planning were only partly included in
the EC methodology. In particular the ‘adaptive management’ question in the EC
approach solely focusses on the monitoring results on biodiversity values
(outcomes) and no other elements of the management cycle. This seems to us a
(too) narrow interpretation of the IUCN WCPA framework and other established
guidance on integrated PAME evaluation.

However, we felt that all three questions should mostly be addressed at national
level as part of the design and minimum requirements of the management
planning process (and not to managers of each specific PA). For this reason, we
integrated both elements in the ‘overall’ methodology in our proposal which
integrates national and site-level evaluation, rather than in the site-specific
evaluation criteria and -questions.
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8.

Is there a regular work plan
and is it being implemented?

Partly included

Q5: Isthere a management plan
for the PA? -> The sub-question
on which elements are included
in the management plan asks
specifically for:

° Surveillance of activities
and regulatory enforcement

° Budget and financing

° Timetable for actions
including responsibilities

Like under METT Q2, this question combines an element of planning (whether a
work plan exists) and an element of adequate/appropriate outputs (whether it is
implemented).

This is confusing, and for clarity and possibility for standardized reporting, we think
it is better to keep these elements separate.

We think the most important elements of what constitutes a good work plan are
captured in the EC approach question on management planning.

The evaluation of whether agreed plans are implemented is in our view not
sufficiently captured in the EC approach, which is why we included two separate
‘output’ questions in our methodology asking for:

. The implementation status of CM's

° The status of supporting measures (monitoring, finance, surveillance and
enforcement, stakeholder engagement)

9.

Do you have enough
information to manage the
area?

Not included

While this METT question is in our view too generic, its entire exclusion from the
EC approach seems a limitation. To fill this gap and make the evaluation more
specific and actionable we included different questions related to information

gaps in our proposed methodology:

Context — condition
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° Was the ecological condition of all values for which the site was designated
identified at the start of the management cycle? If not, for which values could no
baseline condition assessment could be made?

° Were data gaps to assess baseline condition filled during the management
cycle?
° Which data gaps remain to assess condition for the upcoming

mMmanagement cycle?

Context — pressures & drivers

e For which values no pressure information could be identified?

Inputs

o  Were all key relevant knowledge gaps for effective site management
identified in management planning, or during implementation, filled?

e Didregular and systematic monitoring (of outputs and outcomes) take
place as agreed in the management plan?

If not, why?

If yes, did the monitoring provide the information needed to assess
whether CMs and COs were achieved? If not, why —and what must be
done to overcome this?

10. Are there enough people to
manage the PA?

Not included

The exclusion of ‘input’ evaluation from the EC methodology seems an important
omission. However, in our view the METT questions 10-12 are very similar, and we
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therefore summarized them under a ‘common’ question (Q19) on the sufficiency
of resources.

1.

Do the people involved in
managing the PA have the
necessary knowledge and

Not included (See answer under 10 above)
skills?
12. Isthe current budget .
- ° Not included (See answer under 10 above)
sufficient?
13. Is the budget secure? Not included Following this review, we added this as a sub-question under Q19 on resources.
We included a sub-question under Q19 on resources, whether available resources
14. |Is the budget managed to } ) ) ! . .
) o ) . were used in the most effective way. This question goes beyond administration,
ensure effective administration Not included . o :
which we think is important as this can also relate to other elements of PA
of the PA?
management.

15. Are equipment and facilities
sufficient for management Not included (See answer under 10 above)
needs?

16. Can staff (i.e. those with We did not consider this question relevant in the context of Estonian PA
responsibility for managing the Not included management, as enforcement responsibilities are sufficiently clear. A challenge
site) enforce PA legislation and seems related to capacity (like most other countries), which in our view would be
regulation? captured already under our proposed Q19 on resources.

17. Are systems (e.g. patrols,
perrhlts, intelligence gathering This question strongly overlaps with METT Q3 —and in our view this is (or should
etc) in place to control Not included be) covered under the EC approach Q3 on conservation measures (see answer

access/resource use in the PA?

under 3. above)
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18.

Do PA staff have safe working
conditions and does

To our knowledge Estonia does not experience critical workplace safety issues for

management prioritise safety? Notincluded PA area staff, and therefore we chose not to include this question in our proposed
methodology to avoid too much unnecessary reporting.
19. Istherea programme of This question strongly overlaps with (better) METT question 9 on sufficiency of
management-orientated Not included information to manage the PA, for which we included several more specific
? ) )
survey and research work questions in our proposed methodology to overcome knowledge- and
information gaps (see answer under 9. above)
Similar to the questions related to the iterative design of management planning
20. Are management activities (see answer under 7. above), our view is that activity monitoring should be
regularly monitored, evaluated integrated as a minimum requirement for PA management at a national level.
and adapted? Not included This is why we proposed in our overall methodology three feedback cycles (annual
output reporting, mid-term review with possibility for adaptation of planning, and
final evaluation). And did not include this as a standard question for each site-
specific evaluation.
21. lIs active resource
management being To our knowledge all (or at least nearly all) PAs in Estonia require some form of
undertaken? Not included active management (beyond simply enforcing restrictions/prohibitions). We
therefore did not include this question to avoid too much unnecessary reporting.
Since the EU Nature Directives only protect biodiversity values (species and
habitats), logically no questions related to ecosystem service objectives were
22. Isthe PA consciously managed included.
i 2 :
to adapt to climate change- Not included

However, since for the EEB this is in important priority (and partially already a
requirement in PA management for cultural heritage and tourism & recreation)
we included in our proposed methodology a specific question if conservation

38



objectives were set for nature benefits (other than biodiversity conservation) such
as climate mitigation and -adaptation.

23. Isthe PA being consciously
managed to prevent carbon

Not included See answer under (22)
loss and to encourage further
carbon capture?
24. Does management consider .
° . . Not included See answer under (22)
ecosystem service provision?
We chose not to include this as a question, since in our view having a site-specific
education- and awareness programme is not a necessary prerequisite for the
effective management of any given PA.
In our view for PAs to which a lack of understanding and awareness drives key
pressures on their protected values (e.g. disturbance), this would -or at least-
25. Is there a planned education should be identified under the evaluation of condition, pressures and their
programme linked to the translation into conservation measures.
management needs? Not included

While we understand that promoting nature education is an important principle
in Estonian nature conservation?, also for national-level education objectives we
see a very differentiated responsibility between PAs (e.g. highly-accessible or
popular sites close to cities).

As a consequence, this question would likely be of low relevance to a large share of
PAs in Estonia.

2> And even recognised as such in the Estonian Nature Conservation Act's Article 2 with ‘Principles of nature conservation',

https://www.riigiteataja.ee/en/eli/515112018002/consolide
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Also included in our proposed methodology under several questions related to the
evaluation of ‘process”.

e Was coordination on PA management as agreed in the management
plan (if included)?

e Was there sufficient collaboration between EEB and stakeholders
responsible or competent for PA site management affecting the

Included protected values, including those outside of the PA?

26. Isthere co-operation with
neighbouring land/sea State )
. 5 Q7: Are stakeholders actively . .

and commercial users: ) e  Were external stakeholders actively engaged in the management of the
engaged in management of the
DAY MPA?

' e  Were external stakeholders consulted on key management decisions
beyond the minimum requirements for consultation on the

management plan?
e Did any unforeseen conflicts arise? How were they dealt with?

e What lessons can be learnt on process to improve future management
and management planning?

27. Do commercial tour operators This is a very specific question for a nation-wide evaluation, and one that seems
contribute to PA mostly informed by experiences in less-developed countries with very little public
management? Not included funding or PA management.

40



While better payment for nature tourism services is an interesting question for
Estonia at national as well as site-level, we think that this question was too specific
to include. And we think our more broadly defined sub-questions under Q18
(sufficiency of resources) would cover budget issues.

28. If fees (i.e. entry fees or fines)
are applied, do they help PA

management? Not included (See answer under 27)

29. Are visitor facilities and services .

Not included
adequate?

30. Are |nd|g-enous people We chose not to include this question since Estonia does not have indigenous
involved in management , group with distinctly different governance and natural resource use practices (like
decisions? Not included . - . ‘ .

the Sami in Northern Scandinavia). Stakeholder engagement is covered in detail
though (see answer under 26. above)

31. Do local commmunities living in
or near the PA have input to This question strongly overlaps with METT questions 7a and 26, and therefore we
management decisions? Not included chose not to include this as a separate question (see answers under 7a. and 26.

above).

Additional points - Impact on

communities (31 a-c)

31a) There is open communication  Not included (See answer under 30. and 31. above)

and trust between local and/or
Indigenous people, stakeholders
and PA managers
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31b) Programmes to enhance local
communities and/or Indigenous
people's welfare, consistent with
conservation of PA values, are
being implemented

31c) Local commmunities and/or

Indigenous people actively support

the PA

32. Isthe PA providing sustained
livelihood benefits to local
communities and/or
Indigenous people, e.g.
income, employment,
payment for ecosystem
services?

Not included

See answers under 30. and 31. above. While livelihoods in and around PAs are very
important, we chose not to include this since it is only marginally applicable to
Estonia, and it goes beyond the current overall objectives of Estonian PAs.

33. Are the threats to the main
values of the PA being
effectively addressed?

Partly included

Q3.c. Do conservation measures
address known pressures to the
protected species/habitats in the
PA?

Q3.d. What is the status of the
conservation measures? (-> Asks

While the EC approach does not directly ask on the effectiveness of addressing
threats, it does ask both about pressures on key values under planning —and the
effect of their results under outcomes. This approach risks not evaluating well the
effectiveness of measures chosen against pressures and threats. Therefore we
included this question (in slightly adapted form) in our proposed methodology:

e Were the CMs sufficient to address identified pressures and achieve the
COs?

e [fnot, why —and what additional effort will be required in future
management and management planning?
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for corresponding medium- and
high-level pressures)

Q11. Has the condition of the
species/habitat (at site level) for
which the MPA has been
designated, improved/remained
stable/deteriorated since the
establishment of the PA?

Even though ensuring ecological coherence is a requirement under the EU
Habitats Directive®®, the EC approach does not evaluate it for site-specific
evaluation. Given the importance for a well-functioning (inter-)national PA
network, we included a specific question on it in our proposed methodology under
the evaluation of condition in the baseline context:

34. Have the requirements for
functional connectivity have
been assessed and Not included ‘Was ecological coherence considered in the baseline assessment of condition?'
ot include

implemented?

However, we did not include further questions on it in more operational planning,
implementation or evaluation of outcomes, since we felt that acting on improving
landscape-scale coherence goes (far) beyond the sphere of influence of individual
site managers. And rather is in the domain of e.g. national spatial planning
authorities-, agriculture- and fisheries departments responsible for agricultural
nature management, and local authorities green planning and -permitting.

26 Article 10 states that ‘Member States shall endeavour, where they consider it necessary, in their land-use planning and development policies and, in particular, with a view to
improving the ecological coherence of the Natura 2000 network, to encourage the management of features of the landscape which are of major importance for wild fauna and
flora. Such features are those which, by virtue of their linear and continuous structure (such as rivers with their banks or the traditional systems for marking field boundaries) or
their function as stepping stones (such as ponds or small woods), are essential for the migration, dispersal and genetic exchange of wild species!’
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Included

35. What is the condition of the
important natural values of the
PA as compared to when it was
first designated?

Q11. Has the condition of the

species/habitat (at site level) for Included this ultimate question of PAME assessment too.
which the PA has been

designated, improved/remained

stable/deteriorated since the

establishment of the PA?

Additional points - Condition of Included
natural values (35 a-c):

Q9. Is there regular and

35a) The assessment of the systematic monitoring of the

condition of natural values is based =~ SPecies and habitats for which

on research and/or monitoring the PA has been designated?

35b) Specific management Q3.c. Do conservation measures We think the EC approach considered these elements sufficiently, and we
programmes are being address known pressures to the included these questions in our proposed methodology too.

implemented to address threats to ~ Protected species/habitats in the

natural values MPA?

35¢) Activities to maintain natural ~ Q3.a. Have conservation measures
values are a routine part of PA been developed with a view to
management achieving the COs of

species/habitats for which the
MPA has been designated?

36. What is the condition of the Not included We did not include this question since while the Estonian management plan
important cultural values of the template includes planning requirements for the conservation of cultural heritage,
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PA as compared to when it was
first designated?

it is not considered a principal objective in Estonian nature conservation. We did
however include questions on broader ecosystem services, under which cultural
services could be captured where relevant (see answer under 22. above)

Additional points - Condition of
cultural values (36 a-c):

36a) The assessment of the
condition of cultural values is based
on research and/or monitoring

36b) Specific management Not included
programmes are being

implemented to address threats to

cultural values

36c) Activities to maintain cultural
values are a routine part of PA
management

(See answer under 36. above)

Included
37. Has the status of key indicator
species changed over the last 5
years? Q11. Has the condition of the

This question strongly overlaps with METT Q35 above, and we think our proposed
questions and -indicators sufficiently capture this.

species/habitat (at site level) for
which the PA has been
designated, improved/remained
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stable/deteriorated since the
establishment of the PA?

38. Has the status of habitats
changed over the last 5 years?

Included

QIl1. Has the condition of the
species/habitat (at site level) for
which the PA has been
designated, improved/remained
stable/deteriorated since the
establishment of the PA?

This question strongly overlaps with METT Q35 above, and we think our proposed
questions and -indicators sufficiently capture this.
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4 Key elements of Estonia management plans

Key elements

I) Values

a) The PA key values (which the protection = Fig 1. Management plan of Nabala-Tuhala nature reserve 2023-2032
was based upon) (fragments from the table of contents)

2. VAARTUSED JA KAITSE-EESMARGID.........
2.1. ELUSTIK
2.1.1. Soontaimed
2.1.1.1. Kaunis kuldking (Cypripedium calceolus)..
2.1.1.2. Piist-linalehik (Thesium ebracteatum).........

i) The condition of these values

2.1.2. Samblad
2.1.3. Imetajad
2.1.3.1. Saarmas (Lutra Iutra) .......ccccooveveeeceene
2.1.4. Linnud
2.1.4.1. Must-toonekurg (Ciconia nigra) .............
2.1.4.2. Viike-konnakotkas (Aquila pomarina) ...

2.2. KOOSLUSED
2.2.1. Karstijiirved ja -jirvikud (3180%) ....ccceveeruievecarneeas
2.2.2. Joed ja ojad (3260)

2.3. MAASTIK JA UKSIKOBJEKTID...........ccommerenenne
2.3.1. Karstialad, -objektid ja allikad.....
2.3.2. Viiirtuslikud kultuuriobjektid ........ccocvveveennnnes

2. Values and conservation objectives; 2.1. Biota; 2.1.1. Vascular plants;
2.1.2. Mosses; 2.1.3. Mammals; 2.1.4. Birds; 2.2. Habitats; 2.3. Landscape
and natural objects.
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The conservation values of
the PA are determined by
protection rules and
described in more detail in
management plans.

In general, management
plans set out the values in
accordance with the
management plan
guidelines. This means that
the values are described in
the relevant chapter of the
plan. Specifically, the
conservation values are
mostly divided into two
categories: 'biota' and
'habitats'. Under the 'biota’
category, the name of the
species group/class and a
general description of it are
given (Fig1). Values that are
not explicitly set as a
conservation objective, and
are not intended to be
listed as such, but are



Fig 2. Summary table of the values of the Marjamaa jartade nature

area
Tabel 1. Miéirjamaa jirtade loodusala viiiirtuste koondtabel
Ouodata
Fikanjaline Krit;eriuwid t:h?mu!
Viiirtus® Seisund® | kaitse-cesmirk | Obutegurid | Meetmed | ‘6™ iz
(30 a) . |kku‘se kurr'nllh
hindamiseks periood
lipuks
2.1. Elustik
Piist-linalehik Populatsicon | Piist-linalehiku Ehitustegevus | Kasvukohta | Kasvukoha Kasvukoha
(Thesium elujduline. kasvukohad on kahjustavate | seisund, on séilinud
ebracteatum) 2020.a sdilinud heas chitustdode | populatsiconi | liigile sood
LKS - II;: KE loendatud seisundis ning viiltimine. suurus. se1sundis
jah: viithemalt alal kasvab iile vihemalt
LoD —II; LoA 1900 taime. | 2500 isendi. 2500
Jjah Vosastumine isendiga.

Columns: values; status; long-term conservation objective; threats;
measures; criteria for assessing effectiveness; expected result by end
of the management period.
LKS - protection category under the Nature Conservation Act; KE —
species is conservation objective (jah —yes, ei — no); LoD - annex
number of Habitats Directive; LOA — species is protected under the
Habitats Directive.

Fig 3. Habitats in Lahemaa National Park
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important to know to
understand the overall
representativeness of the
PA, are also indicated.

Subsequently, and by
chapter, the name and
description (including
status assessment) of the
target species are given.
The conservation category
of the species must be
written down, together
with an indication of
whether the species is
listed in the Habitats or
Birds Directive Annex and
whether the species is the
target species.

The structure of the
category “habitats” is
analogous to that of the
biota category. The name
and description (including
status assessment) of the
overtype of the assemblage
is given, followed by the
name and description of
the more specific
conservation values. Also,
information on Habitats
Directive is brought out.



Elupaigatiiiip®

EK

esitatud

elupaigatiiiibi
pindala
(pindala/ha)

Esinduslikkus
(A-C)

Kaardistatud
gatiiiibid

Elupaigatiiibidloodusreser

vaatid vidi

(pindala/ha ja
esinduslikkus/A-C)

sihtkaitsevbdndites

(pindala/ha)

710
looduslikus
seisundis
rabad

20247

13202 A-C

12855

T120 -
rikutud, kuid
taastumisvidim
elised rabad

86,4

1144 C-D

ah.4

TI40 — siirde-
ja Gdtsiksood

7373

4367 A-C

3530

7150
nokkheinakoo
slused

00

0

T160 - allikad
ja allikasood

19

I1.8B,D

Kokku

28503

AvaiC

18731 A-D

1700,0
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In addition, long-term and
management period
objectives are set for each
conservation objective.
Also, pressures and
measures are identified.

Depending on the nature
of the PA, these two
categories may be followed
by the chapter describing
valuable landscapes, parks
and individual objects. The
content of this category is
broadly similar to the
previous ones.

The structure of the section
describing the
conservation values is
shown in Fig 1.

Management plans also
contain a summary table
where conservation
objectives, status and other
relevant information is
provided. (Fig 2). + criterias
to evaluate
(management/conservatio
n) effectiveness.

Condition of biota is usually
provided as descriptive text
—estimated or monitored



size of population (number
of specimens, number of
nesting pairs, etc).

Condition of habitats can
be presented as text or as a
table (Fig 3). Usually size (in
ha) and representativity
information is provided as
in Natura standard
dataform.

b) Other, non-ecological values are included Fig 4. Management plan of Karula national park 2020-2029

(social, cultural, recreational, economic)
i) Indicators are established for tracking
these values

(fragments from the table of contents)

2.4, KULTUURTPARAND .tttiiitiirieiiariesisrsisrsanessesiesessassassensassssnenns

2.4.1. Elanikkond ja elu]laad .........cooevveeoeeveeeieeieeseeieeee

2.4.2. djalooline maakasutus, asustusstruktuur, arhitektuur.

2.4.4. Ajalugu ja arheoloogia ..........ccoocoveeevioeieeieeeeee
2.4. Cultural heritage; 2.4.1. Population and way of life; 2.4.2. Historical
land use, settlement structure, architecture; 2.4.3. Folklore; 2.4.4.
History and archaeology

Fig 5. Fragment of cultural values and their indicators of Karula
national park

2.4. Kultuuripiirand

Elanikkond Jja | Pisiasustus, Pisielanik talude | Pisiclanikega talude arv (vihemalt 70 | Hinnatakse  piisicla
clulaad traditsiooniline clulaad | arv  on  siilinud | talu) on sdilinud stabiilsena, iga- | talude arvu pdhjal
ja dotraditsioonid, biil It toi kultuuripirandi | kultuuripdrandi koolit
voru keele oskus | ksc koolituste ja teabepdcevadega, on | teabepievade ning os
traditsioonilise soodustatud traditsioonilise clulaadi, | inimeste arvu alusel.
elulaadi, 60~ | tootraditsioonide  ja  voru  keele

traditsioonide ja | tundma-&ppimist ja kasutamist.
voru keele tundma-
Sppimist ja
kasutamist.

2.4 Cultural heritage; Columns: value, indicator, criteria, outcome,
explanation.

Value: Population and way of life; Indicator: Permanent settlement,
50




traditional way of life and working traditions, knowledge of Véro

language.

Fig 6. Fragment on cultural values and their indicators of Lahemaa

national park

g

plancerimine. vnaua

Looduslikud piihapaigad Siilmud looduslike Siilinud looduslikud pi Siilinud loodushkud piih
pithapaikade arv Teadlikkust tstvate
infomaterjalide ja firituste on koostatud ja tiritused on labi
planeerimine; viidud;
Valdkondlike uuringute Valdkondlike uuringud on ellu
planeerimine. viidud.

Teadlikkust tostvate
infomaterjalide ja
irituste arv;
Valdkondlike
uuringute arv (tk).

ja uuringute arvu jargi.

gad; Salivust  hinnatakse  looduskasutuse
Teadlikkust tdstvad infomaterjalid lubade alusel (kaardikiht) ning vaatluste
kaigus; teadlikkust arituste, seal osalejate

Columns: value, indicator, criteria, outcome, explanation
Value: Natural sites of worship

Indicator: Number of preserved natural sites of worship, number of

awareness-raising information materials and events, number of

sectoral studies.

) Pressures/threats

a) Pressures on values protected
in the site been identified

i) These pressures are coded,
based on a standardised
taxonomy/typology

ii) The main values these
pressures affect are noted

Fig 7. Threats of the weatherfish (Viljandi landscape protection are
management plan)

Majutegurid ja meetmed

+ Viljandi jirve léunaosas on keelatud mootorpaatide liikumine kevadisel kudemisajal.

— Luhaalade jiirvekallaste vosastumine.

Meetmed
Jarvekallaste puhastamine vdsast.

— Luhaalade hooldustoéd.

Meetmed
Luha ja madalsoo hooldustédde ldbiviimsel viilida métastunud kaldaalade kahjustamast
ning raiutud vosa tuleb kaldaaladelt likvideerida.

Pressures and measures

+In the southern part of Lake Viljandi, the passage of motor boats during
the spring spawning season is prohibited.

- Overgrowth along floodplain banks.

Measures: Clearing the banks.

- Floodplain maintenance

Measures: When carrying out maintenance work on the floodplain and

5]

As outlined above, the
management plan also
identifies the pressures to
each of the conservation
objectives. Pressures are
addressed both within the
text (under each
conservation objective; Fig
7).

Term “impacts” is used
instead of “pressures” in
management plan. Also,
positive impacts are listed.
Pressures and their impacts
are usually not clearly



wetland, avoid damaging the banks and cut scrub has to be carried out
from the banks.

distinguished, and both can
be described under this
section. (Example from
Kantu-Kastja management
plan: “Some 6450 habitats
are not maintained. Lack of
management leads to
overgrowth and
degradation.” + the reason
why habitats are not
maintained is noted as “lack
of needed equipment”)

Pressures are not coded,
and quantified values are
usually not noted.

b) If pressures are noted against
any of these values, the relative
impact of this pressure is noted
(perhaps scored on 1-3).

i) The pressure is noted as
occurring inside or outside the
protected site

Currently not carried out and/or not described in management plans.

[ll) Objectives
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a) Set objectives for the values in
which the site was designated

i) Assess the degree to which
these objectives are set for the
values for which the site was
designated (for example, all
values have objectives or not, are
values clearly-defined?)

Fig 8. Osprey long term and management period conservation objectives
(fragment fromm management plan for Kdapa landscape protection area)

Kaitse-eesmiirk:

Pikaajaline kaitse-eesmdirk.
e Elupaigad on jitkuvalt soodsas seisundis ning kaitsealal pesitseb edukalt vahemalt 1
haudepaar merikotkaid ja 1 haudepaar kalakotkaid.

Kairsekorraldusperioodi kaitse-eesmdirk:
o FElupaigad on jitkuvalt soodsas seisundis (kuna inimesed on piirangutest teavitatud) ning
kaitsealal pesitseb edukalt vihemalt 1 haudepaar merikotkaid ja 1 haudepaar kalakotkaid.

Translation:

Conservation objectives

Long-term objectives:

Habitats continue to be in favourable condition and there is a successful
breeding population of at least 1 breeding pair of white-tailed eagles and 1
breeding pair of ospreys.

Management period objectives:

Habitats continue to be in favourable condition (as people have been
informed of the restrictions) and at least 1 breeding pair of white-tailed
eagles and 1 breeding pair of osprey are successfully nesting in the PA.
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In management plans long-
term and management
period objectives are set for
each value which the site
was designated for (Fig 8).

Objectives are given as text
for each conservation value
+there is usually summary
table (see figures above and
below).

Objective of a habitat is
usually set as size (in ha) and
representativity (A-D) of
habitat.

Objectives of biota can be:

° quantified size of
population (number of
specimens, number of
nesting pairs)

. area and/or
condition of habitat

° number of habitats

° general description
(“suitable habitats for the
species have been
preserved”, “population is
preserved”, etc)



As a rule, currently most
values for which sites were
designated have objectives,
and this kind of assessment
is not part of management
plan and/or assessment of
implementation of the
management plan.

b) Targets are established for the
values the site was designated for
i) The targets are measurable,
with clearly indicated timelines

Fig 9. Viljandi landscape protection area performance evaluation based on

evaluation criteria

Tabel 1. Viljandi maastikukaitseala kaitsekorralduskava tiitmise edukus hindamiskriteeriumide alusel.

oodatay

Tiitmise

suurenemine

Kaitseviiiirtus Kriterrium Livend Tulemus 2022 Allikas/miirkus
tulemus osakaal
Elupaigad
151 ;ﬁlvc ‘clupmga 155 ha 155 ha 155 1 Jirve elupaik on séilinud
(3150) looduslikult e
rohketoitelised jarved 2) Jirve elupaiga b s resine .
seisun
1) Metsa elupaiga Pindala viihenenud, kuna 0.4 ha arvati kaitsealast
e CupalE 40.9 ha 40 ha 39.5 1 vilja. 0,1 ha vihenemine kaardistamise tipsuse
Soostuvad ja so0- " 3 korrigeerimise tulemusena.
lehtmetsad 2 el "
; ;:‘n(::l::‘:c}wb“ rahulday 25 ha 273 L1 Pindala suurenes kaardimaterjalide tipsustamise

tulemusena.

Columns: value (habitat or species); criterion; threshold; expected outcome;

Pindala muutus seoses kaardiandmete tipsustamisega

actual outcome 2022; % of achievement; comments.

In protection rules
conservation objectives =
values in management
planes

c) Ensure protection rules and
protection zones (under the
Nature Conservation Act) for
national parks, nature
conservation areas, landscape
conservation areas and for
species protection are spatially
explicit.
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This is ensured in designation
acts. The boundaries are
defined as map layers, the
data is kept in EELIS.

Description of protection rules
and protection zones is
provided in the management
plan. Protection rules and
maps are included as an
annex.



Such assessment is not
directly an official part of the
management plan today. The
analysis may take place

during the preparation of the
d) Assessment on whether the g brep )
plan and the output is

regulations/controls in place are . 452,
9 P corresponding measure P P

adequate for achieving objectives ) ) 4.6.2,
(updating the protection
and targets

rules). But as a rule, the
description and results of
these analysis are not
presented in the conservation
management plans.

e) Assessment of functional

o Currently not carried out and/or not described in management plans.
connectivity has been assessed

IV) Measures

Fig 10. Viljandi landscape protection area, proposed conservation measures
and their costs

There is concrete list of
measures grouped by types:

a) The measures to achieve value 4t vied fallscker = nlzj ’; e TR TR ST e
targets and site objectives are Nr.' | Tegevuse nimetus e e A T I | & ‘Eidesﬁ ‘ & | s | 8 | W’ | |nventories, monitoring,
inventorised and clearly linked to Inventuurid, seired, uuringud studies
another (eg reporting data by 153, | Viikejirvede seire (riiklik seire) | Inventuur KAUR I X X X ) )
RMK on the implementation of R . n p o <o o Maintenance, restoration, 4o
site-specific management s s it management P .2
measures as noted in DLV2 pgl8) [sht [vesalemsawse st | ™ |Kovikea| 1| o | 1o | o > | . Infrastructure, equipment,

512 | st cealdanmine () | hostenss | KOV U1 | 5000 | 5000 | 5000 | 5000  S000 | S000 | 5000 | S000 | 000 | S000 | 50000 livestock
i) This is done for all site values/ S12 [y e Koee | xov 1| 3000 | 3000 | 3000 | 3000 | 3000 | 3000 | 3000 | 3000 | 3000 | 3000 | 30000
On|y L(ey values 503, |Puistute ja metsakoosluste hooldus | RO | kov, MO | 11 X X X x | x| x| x| x| x| x X i Dlans, protection rules,

Columns: no; measure; measure type (inventory, survey, control of problem

species, maintenance of habitat); priority, year/cost (eur); total cost (eur). Education
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Each measure has:

1) Number (reference to the
chapter)

2) Name/description

3) Type

4) Responsible authority
5)  Priority

6) Implementation
year/years

7) Costs in each year and
total costs

In addition, measures are
described and details of the
implementation in the
chapters of the management
plan.

Links with values and
objectives can be found in
chapters as described above,
but are not given in the
overview table of measures.

Usually all values have
identified measures, or it is
stated that measures are not
needed



Some measures (visitor
infrastructure, area signs, etc)
are not linked to values and
objectives.

b) Measures are assessed as to
whether they address identified
pressures (see point 2)

Measures are linked with
pressures, i.e the structure of
management plan is value-
>pressure->measure.

Some measures (inventories,
studies, visitor infrastructure,
area signs, etc) are not linked
to pressures.

0427, p
4.2.8.

c) The status of the
implementation of measures is
included (i.e. not implemented,
proposed, established,
completed)

Fig 1. Assessment of Viljandi landscape protection area management plan
effectiveness based on the planned activities

Viljandi

planeeritud tegevused

2011-2020

Priori-
teet

Maot

Tiidetud
osa

Tehtud/

Kaitsekorraldusperioodi jooksul teostatud

i d ja mju iiirtustele

ELUPAIKADE HOOLDUSTOOD

Jiirve elupaiga hooldustéid

Jirve kaldaalade koristamine prahist

2

11 km

11km

08

Jarvekallast on rgulaarselt prahist koristatud. Igassc kohta
pole ligi péisctud.

niitmine ja

1

6 ha

2.4 ha

04

Tulemus 2022 aasta scisuga. Esialgsed vaimalused ja
plaanid olid tilchinnatud

Jirvekallaste korrastamine ja koristamine

2

7.5 ha

21 ha

1

Orika ja jirve pohjaotsa korrastamine ja vaadete avamine.

Columns: measures; priority; measure; completed part; activities fulfilled and

their impact on conservation values during the conservation period.
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INn Most cases plans which are
renewed include information
about measures
implemented in previous
period and about their status
(implemented, partially
implemented etc.).

At the same time, it should be
highlighted that usually no
links between measures and
objectives have been made in
the plans. In the case of the
Viljandi landscape protection
area, the table does include a
column for "activities fulfilled
and their impact on
conservation values during



the conservation period", but
only activities carried out are
described.

d) Assessment of the sufficiency
of the measures in achieving the
objectives

There is currently no clear
assessment whether the
measure or set measures is
sufficient to achieve set
objectives.

Based on available data, it can
be assessed for some
measures (for example it can
be expected that continued
maintenance preserves the
condition of the semi-natural
habitat), but not for all (for
example measures related to
infrastructure, inventories,
etc).

e) Assessment of whether
measures are in place to

continuously prevent carbon loss Currently not carried out and/or not described in management plans.

and encourage further carbon
capture

V) Work plan

a) Resource costs for
implementing measures are
calculated, in given timeframes
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In Most cases, management
plans include a table showing
the measures needed,
timeframe, their cost, and the
responsible parties (fig 10).



b) Prioritisation of measures, in
relation to resources available in
the site, is conducted

All measures have priority | —
111 (fig 10).

1) first priority —an essential
activity without which the
fulfilment of the protection
objectives in the planned
period is impossible; activities
aimed at preservation of
values and elimination of
pressures.

2) second priority — necessary
action aimed at restoration of
values and elimination of
potential pressures.

3) third priority —
recommended action, i.e.
action that indirectly
contributes to preservation
and restoration of values and
elimination of pressures.

c) Assessment of whether key
objectives and targets can be
achieved with resources available,
and whether additional sources of
funding are required

Currently not carried out
and/or not described in
management plans.

d) Assessment of whether local
communities are involved in
mgmt. decisions
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Management plans and
protection rules have public
displays and public hearings.
The results of the public
display (minutes of the public



i) Is there a designator
coordinator for the site to do so

meeting) is annex of the
management plan

e) Assessment of impacts on local
livelihoods

Currently not carried out
and/or not described in
management plans.

f) Assessment of regularity of
monitoring of pressures

Currently not carried out
and/or not described in
management plans.

g) Assessment of regularity of
monitoring values
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Currently not carried out
and/or not described in
mManagement plans.



5.Non-exhaustive potential indicators for use

Evaluation theme

Context- condition

Context — pressures & drivers

Potential indicators (aligned to indicator questions)

List of major/ most important values in the site*

IUCN Red List Status for key species and habitats are given*
Size and perimeter of the site clearly shown 2

Site connectivity (ProtConn Indicator)?” +

Ecosystem services + (see below for carbon. Note: it is unknown, currently, from the map layering in the ELME
project which provisioning services estimated could potentially be overlayed on PA sites (i.e. the nature atlas
outlined in our methodology), nor if these ELME values could be quantified per protected site).

Ecosystem Health Index # or simply Habitats Directive Condition assessment
Ecosystem Area Index #

Carbon stocks- here ELME indicator 31.9.1 and 3.1.9.2 mentions peat extraction. PAs could be obliged to monitor
peat extraction rates per annum.

Perimeter:area ratio indicator- to outline the complexity of the habitat. Generally, lower ratios indicate less habitat
fragmentation or exposure to pressures.

Management plan or equivalent listing threats for each major value*+ (coded pressures necessary)
Management plan contains information on the method/process to identify the threat*
Trends in levels of pollution fromm N and P #

Actual vs desired occurrence of each threat identified within and outside the PA ()

27 As described by the JRC https;//dopajrc.ec.europa.eu/var/www/app/app/static/dopa/files/factsheets/en/DOPA%20Factsheet%20C1%20EN%20Connectivity.pdf and the sourced

document: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S00063207173122847?via%3Dihub
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https://dopa.jrc.ec.europa.eu/var/www/app/app/static/dopa/files/factsheets/en/DOPA%20Factsheet%20C1%20EN%20Connectivity.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320717312284?via%3Dihub

Conservation objectives (COs)

Conservation measures (CMs)

Inputs

Process

Outputs

Qutcomes

Sources:

The site has a current management plan which includes:
a) the goals and objectives for management of the natural values and social and / or economic objectives

b) the management strategies and activities to achieve these goals over the long term and an indication of the
activities that are allowed or prohibited in the site and any zoning or temporal / spatial restrictions on access to or
use of the site*

Strategies and actions to maintain ecological attributes and processes (including natural disturbances) to maintain
or enhance the site's major values are identified and implemented*

The site can demonstrate that management activities related to natural values are being implemented and are
sufficient for the maintenance of the site's major natural values and ecological processes*

The site management is implementing a work programme that identifies effective responses to each of the major
threats to major site values identified under the indicator in ‘context’ or the achievement of the site's goals and
objectives (identified in 'conservation objectives’ *

Cost of measures required to be implemented clearly calculated (and compared against current funding levels) A
Clear delineation of management roles and responsibilities in management plan

Clear linkage between monitoring results and management actions (prioritizing actions against significant
(negative) monitoring results

Indicators on the status of each significant CM:
o Notimplemented (include indication of when work projected to begin)
o Implemented (ongoing- including indication of timeline)
o Finished (including date of finalization)

Linked to the tracking/progress in conservation of indicators outlined in ‘context condition’

*from IUCN (2017) Green List: https//iucngreenlist.org/standard/global-standard/

A Nolte et al,, (2010) Protected Area Management Effectiveness Assessments in Europe
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https://iucngreenlist.org/standard/global-standard/

+ from: Rita et al,, (2017) Indicators for Ecosystem Conservation and Protected Area Designation in the Mediterranean Context

# from https//www.cbd.int/sbstta/sbstta-24/post2020-indicators-en.pdf

() from Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (2021) The Swedish approach to MPA Network Design & Management: Framework and step-by-

step guidance.
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https://www.cbd.int/sbstta/sbstta-24/post2020-indicators-en.pdf
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