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Executive summary

This report, written by Trinomics with support from Estonian, Latvian & Lithuanian Environment (ELLE)
and Baltic Environmental Forum (BEF) proposes a national methodology to assess the effectiveness
of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia. It represents the 3rd Deliverable (DLV-3) of a broader
technical support contract with the European Commission (DG REFORM) to the benefit of the
Estonian Ministry of Climate. represented by the Environmental Board (EE: Keskkonnaamet, hereafter
EEB) responsible for the conservation of wildlife and nature protection.

Improving the effectiveness of nature conservation has been for at least two decades an integral part
of global, European and Estonian biodiversity strategies and action plans, and was recently reinforced
with fresh targets in the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework and EU Biodiversity
Strategy for 2030. Only seven years remain to achieve these targets, which raises the urgency of parties
to the UN Convention on Biological Diversity and EU Member States like Estonia to understand where
action is needed to meet them. To help inform this, the EEB has asked advice on an integrated
approach to evaluate the effectiveness of conservation measures at a protected area (PA) as well as
national level.

Based on international guidelines and experiences with evaluation of nature conservation
effectiveness, the methodology proposed in this report takes an iterative approach to evaluating
effectiveness, which combines short-, medium- and long-term evaluation cycles. While doing so, this
approach aims to build as much as possible on established policy, practice, and information already
present in Estonia. Another important cross-cutting design criterion was to account for resource
limitations for nature conservation, of which evaluations are only part.

The proposed PA-level evaluation approach includes all required evaluation criteria in a recently-
proposed common EU-level methodology, complemented with criteria in other established guidelines
and in particular the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT, developed on the IUCN-WCPA
framework for PAME). The PA-level evaluation criteria and -questions were piloted with practitioners
as part of the project. The combined PA-level evaluation findings will provide important input into the
national-level evaluation.

The efficient implementation of the proposed methodology in this report would ideally be supported
by a number of enabling tools to better collect, manage and communicate data to inform and follow-
up on a large number of PA-specific evaluations and evaluation criteria. The report makes some first
suggestions of how these could be developed, illustrated where possible with best-practice examples.
The three main tools recommended to develop are:

1) A more standardised nature conservation terminology, or ‘nature conservation language’,

2) A more centralised and digitalised platform for integrated PA management planning, -
implementation, and -evaluation;

3) A Geographic Information System (GIS) application included in the platform under (2) that
would be able to make the planning, implementation and reporting of conservation objectives
(COs)and -measures (CMs) spatially-explicit .

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 still quite some open questions regarding the quickly-evolving EU-level and national policy- and
strategic framework for nature conservation. Two issues where the currently-proposed methodology
probably does not yet meet the expectations set out by the Estonian Ministry of Climate in the Request
for Service at the basis of this contract and proposed methodology:
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e Socio-economic costs and benefits of conservation measures. The Ministry requested to
consider ‘the positive impacts that sustaining resilient ecosystems has on citizens and
whether the current restrictions in protected areas are optimal or if additional access to
natural resources could be granted'. While both our proposed national- and site-specific
evaluation methodologies are sensitive to ecosystem services, as well as conflicts arising over
their sharing and trade-offs made, it was challenging to provide very specific evaluation
methodology for them. The most important reason is that currently no concrete socio-
economic objectives are set for nature conservation at national nor PA-level. While PA
management planning guidance requires the setting of objectives for tourism and cultural
heritage, most plans don't, or only in function of COs. A second barrier is that, despite recent
progress in natural capital and ecosystem service mapping in Estonia, it appears not to be at
a level of detail that would make it possible to easily calculate the socio-economic benefits of
concrete measures in the field (e.g. soil carbon loss avoidance of rewetting a drained
peatlands). Lastly, since natural resource extraction is often at odds with biodiversity
conservation and other environmental objectives such as climate mitigation, we would advise
Estonia to first develop a more solid framework for ecosystem services before including it in
nature conservation evaluation.

e Effectiveness of Estonia’s national nature network in its entirety: The Ministry asked for
‘..processes to analyse the effectiveness of the network of protected areas, based on Natura
2000 COs and taking into consideration its interaction with the wider landscape and the
Green Network of Estonia’. While this is a very relevant question for a national evaluation, it is
also avery complicated, and also complex one. And it requires a very clear idea of the minimum
area of healthy ecosystem necessary to sustainably conserve protected nature values such as
habitats or species!, and their coherence. Similar to ecosystem services, our understanding is
that this understanding is currently not present in Estonia. And therefore we'd recormmend to
further develop this understanding first, translate it into national-level objectives, against
which progress can then be evaluated. Without such a framework, evaluations can become
very challenging and easily lead to wrong conclusions. Ultimately, the effectiveness of the

network mostly depends on its representativeness, its size,and most of all the ecological health
of PAs. The first two criteria are relatively well-met in Estonia, and the proposed PA-specific
evaluation methodology will provide critical information on the underlying reasons on why
ecological conditions improved or not. As such, we still think it could provide a very valuable
contribution to inform a national-level evaluation.

Keeping in mind Estonia’s current starting situation, and available resources, this report advises the
Ministry to, in the coming first years, focus investment in the professionalisation and scaling-up of PA-
level evaluation. And use the information collected for a more developed national level evaluation, e.g.
in 2029-30 at the end of the international strategic cycle. Concrete actions on how to do this will be
included in an Action Plan for a Framework for Assessment of Effectiveness of Biodiversity
Conservation Measures in Estonia, which is currently developed under this same contract as
Deliverable 5.

' Called ‘Favourable Reference Values' in the context of the EU Nature Directives
6



Schematic presentation of the proposed integrated PA- and national-level evaluation (further introduced in Chapter 2)
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l.Introduction, scope, and objectives

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. While doing so, it works towards two main outcomes: 1) An endorsed methodology
to assess the effectiveness of conservation measures in Estonia, and 2) An implemented action plan
for the application of the proposed methodology to assess the efficiency of conservation measures.

The specific aim of Deliverable 3 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 a national and PA level. This assessment methodology should at
least monitor (based on Request of Service):

e Biodiversity aspects (such as species and habitats in favourable condition, number of species
of conservation concern, number of invasive species and state of conservation values
evaluated annually);

e Socio-economic and regulative aspects (such as conflicts and law-suites on contradictory
biodiversity management decisions and public perception on nature conservation); and,

e Operational aspects (such as established evaluation routines for the assessment of biodiversity
values, reduced tasks duplication across agencies and tuned data management).

In addition, the methodology should include, as a minimum:

e Approaches to assess how the conservation measures impact on short- and long-term socio-
economic factors; the state of ecosystem services; national climate mitigation objectives; and

e Processes to analyse the effectiveness of the network of PAs, based on Natura 2000 COs, and
taking into consideration its interaction with the wider landscape and the Green Network of
Estonia.

This Deliverable 3 report builds on the findings of the contract's Deliverable 2, which provided a
technical baseline review on the current state of nature conservation management in Estonia, current
approaches to evaluate and assess it, and what would need to happen to improve them. This report
(Deliverable 3) builds upon this baseline by structuring the problem with regards to management
planning and effectiveness assessment in the Estonian context and proposes a methodology for
evaluating this. Specifically, the chapters within this deliverable deal with setting the policy context for
this project at global, European and Estonian level (Chapter 1); a proposed integrated methodology for
assessment at national- and PA- level (Chapter 2); and the enabling conditions required for the
proposed methodology to be informed and used (Chapter 3). The future Deliverable 4 of this project
will pilot the methodology and Deliverable 5 will develop an Action Plan to help roll out the
methodology.

2 In particular the State Forest Management Centre and the Estonian Environment Agency
8



1.1.Global policy context

Biodiversity conservation is critical to the achievement of a wide range of global agreements, not least
the UN Sustainable Development Goals and the Paris Agreement under the UNFCCC Treaty. As a party
to the UN Convention on Biodiversity (CBD), Estonia and the European Union committed themselves
in 2011 to the Global Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 including its Aichi Targets®. It was built on
a vision of ‘Living in Harmony with Nature' where by 2050 biodiversity would be ‘.valued, conserved,
restored and wisely used, maintaining ecosystem services, sustaining a healthy planet and delivering
benefits essential for all people.’.

The Strategic Plan included five Strategic Goals and twenty Action Targets. Under Strategic Goal C to
‘improve the status of biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems, species and genetic diversity’, all CBD
parties commmitted to Target 11 that by 2020 ‘..at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and
10 per cent of coastal and marine areas [..] are conserved through effectively and equitably managed,
ecologically representative and well connected systems of protected areas and other effective area-
based conservation measures, and integrated into the wider landscapes and seascapes.’ This target
was partially met, since while the 17% target was met globally, progress has been more modest in
ensuring that PAs safeguard the most important areas for biodiversity, are ecologically representative,
connected to one another as well as to the wider landscape and seascape and are equitably and
effectively managed“.

The implementation of Aichi Target 11 gave a new impulse to nature conservation effectiveness
evaluation and PAME more specifically. In 2010, parties agreed that by 2014 60% of their total area of
PAs should be evaluated on their management effectiveness®. This commmitment was reiterated in 2016
when Parties committed to undertake more systematic PAME assessments, and to provide
information on the results to the Global Database on Protected Areas Management Effectiveness (GD-
PAME)®. Despite a notable increase in PAME evaluation reported by 2020, representing 5% of the
terrestrial- and 1% of marine PA network, still only one in twelve PA's had been evaluated and only 9.4%
of CBD parties assessed half or more of their PA's”.

In the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF), CBD parties agreed a set of 23 new
targets for 2030, which mention the term ‘effective’ 12 times in relation to different aspects of nature
conservation such as spatial planning and land- & sea-use management (Target 1), restoration (Target
2), protection (Target 3), access and benefit sharing (Target 13), resource mobilisation (Targets 18 and
19) and governance (Target 20). In particular, Target 3 stipulates that ‘.at least 30 per cent of [..]
especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem functions and services, are
effectively conserved and managed.... The agreed monitoring framework of the GBF also includes a
dedicated indicator on PAME assessment reported to help assess progress on Target 38,

3 UN CBD webpage on the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020, https//www.cbd.int/sp
4 Secretariat of the UN Convention on Biological Diversity (2020) Global Biodiversity Outlook 5, Montreal,
https://www.cbd.int/gbo5
5 Decision X/31 by the UN CBD COP10 on Protected areas, https//www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-10/cop-10-dec-31-
en.pdf
& Decision XI1/2 by the UN CBD COP13 on Progress towards the achievement of Aichi Biodiversity Targets 11 and 12,
https.//www.cbd.int/doc/c/c533/6dcd/0b0221d38ffc4fc8e992587b/cop-13-25-en.pdf
7 Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity (2020) Global Biodiversity Outlook 5. Montreal,
https//www.cbd.int/gbo5
& Decision 15/5 adopted by the UN CBD COP15 on a Monitoring framework for the Kunming-Montreal Global
Biodiversity Framework, https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-15/cop-15-dec-05-en.pdf
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1.2.European policy context

All European countries have already a long history of nature conservation policy, including national
PAs going back to the early 20™ century®. In addition, European countries have been coordinating the
development of international PA networks since the 1970's including through the Bern Convention'®
and EU Birds Directive'.

In 1992, the same year that the UN CBD was adopted, the EU adopted the EU Habitats Directive®.
Similar to the Birds Directive, the EU Habitats Directive requires the protection of both species and
important areas for their long-term conservation, however it also protects important natural habitats
by themselves. The Habitats Directive also for the first time included the objective to develop an
ecologically coherent European nature network called ‘Natura 2000" of which PAs designated under
the Birds Directive (Special Protection Areas, SPA’'s) and the Habitats Directive (Special Areas of
Conservation, or SAC's) would form the basis. It became the world's first and largest transboundary
network of PAs, now spanning close to 19% of the EU’s land- and 9% of its sea area®.

The EU Biodiversity Strategy sets out the strategic framework for EU policy action on biodiversity
conservation, and the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 included six headline targets for 2020, including
Target 1to ‘.halt the deterioration in the status of all species and habitats covered by EU nature
legislation and achieve a significant and measurable improvement in their status so that, by 2020,
compared to current assessments: (i) 100% more habitat assessments and 50% more species
assessments under the Habitats Directive show an improved conservation status; and (ii) 50% more

species assessments under the Birds Directive show a secure or improved status.

Achieving this target would require a significant step forward in implementation of the EU Birds- and
Habitats Directives (hereafter Nature Directives), and in particular in terms of management of Natura
2000 sites. To facilitate this, the European Commission and Member States developed a
comprehensive body of guidance on Natura 2000 site management. In the Habitats Directive, Article
6 defines how Natura 2000 sites are managed and protected. Paragraphs 6(1) and 6(2) require that,
within Natura 2000, Member States:

e Takein all SACs appropriate positive and site-specific conservation measures to maintain and
restore the habitats and species for which the site has been designated to a favourable
conservation status;

e Avoid damaging activities in SACs and SPAs that could significantly disturb these species or
deteriorate the habitats of the protected species or habitat types.

Paragraphs 6(3) and 6(4) lay down the procedure to be followed when planning new developments
that might affect a Natura 2000 site. In 2018, the EC published a guidance document which provides
guidelines to Member States on the interpretation of key concepts used in Article 6. In relation to
Article 6(1), the guidance emphasises the importance of setting site-level conservation objectives (COs)
which translate the Directive's overall objective of achieving Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) of

9 See for a recent overview, e.g., Tucker, G. (Ed.). (2023). Nature Conservation in Europe: Approaches and Lessons.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi10.1017/9781108654647,

https.//www.cambridge.org/core/books/nature-conservation-in-europe

0 Council of Europe webpage on the Convention of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention):

https//www.coe.int/en/web/bern-convention/presentation

" Council Directive 79/409/EEC of 2 April 1979 on the conservation of wild birds, last amended in 2009,

https//environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/nature-and-biodiversity/birds-directive_en

2 European Commission webpage on the EU Habitats Directive: https;//environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/nature-

and-biodiversity/habitats-directive_en

¥ European Environment Agency (EEA) webpage ‘Natura 2000 Barometer”: https//www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-

maps/dashboards/natura-2000-barometer

“European Commission (2018) Commission notice C(2018) 7621 final on Managing Natura 2000 sites. The provisions

of Article 6 of the Habitats' Directive 92/43/EEC,

https:.//ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/management/docs/arte/Provisions _Art_6_nov_2018_en.pdf
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protected habitats and species at national, biogeographic or European level to site-specific ones. In
2013 the Commission had already provided more detailed guidance on how to set COs™.

In addition, the Commission guidance emphasised the importance of establishing the necessary
conservation measures to achieve site-level objectives, and highlighted five key elements to consider
when doing so very relevant to biodiversity conservation assessment®:

Ensure a sound knowledge base to support measures

Participation, consultation and communication in management planning

Defining the necessary conservation measures with sufficient level of detail

Considering the necessary resources for implementation, including possible financial
instruments

e Ensure a mechanism to demonstrate effective implementation, and communicate progress

After the 2020 EEA's State of Nature Report'” found overall decreases in the conservation status of EU-
protected habitats and species between 2013 and 2018, the EC in its evaluation of the EU Biodiversity
Strategy to 2020® concluded that its Target 1 had been missed. To emphasise the importance of
improved nature conservation management overcome this, the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2030
proposed a wide range of commitments on both nature protection, nature restoration (including a
proposal for an EU Nature Restoration Law) and ‘enabling transformative change’ across the board for
example through improvements in governance, implementation & enforcement, investment and
knowledge®. In relation to PAME, the Strategy included for the first time an EU-wide commitment to
‘Effectively manage all protected areas, defining clear COs and measures, and monitoring them
appropriately. To facilitate Member States in evaluating, monitoring and reporting on progress in
PAME, the EC in spring 2023 presented a proposed EU-wide approach for evaluating PAME. This
approach is further presented in Chapter 3.

> For more detailed guidance on setting COs, see also Commission note on Setting COs (2013)
http//ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/management/docs/commission_note/commission_note2
_EN.pdf
' Which summarized a more detailed EC guidance note on Establishing Conservation Measures for Natura 2000
sites,
http//ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/management/docs/commission_note/comNote%20conserv
ation%20measures_EN.pdf
7 EEA website on the State of nature in Europe: https//www.eea.europa.eu/en/topics/at-a-glance/nature/state-of-
nature-in-europe-a-health-check
'8 European Commission (2022) SWD(2022) 284 final - EC SWD Evaluation of the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020,
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX%3A52022SC0284#footnote79
9 European Commission (2020) COM(2020) 380 final — EU Biodiversity Strategy, Bringing nature back into our lives,
https//environment.ec.europa.eu/strategy/biodiversity-strategy-2030_en
20 See the helpful EU Biodiversity Strategy Actions Tracker for current progress in implementing the Strategy's over
100 actions by 2030: https;//dopa.jrc.ec.europa.eu/kcbd/actions-tracker,
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1.3.Estonian policy context

Estonia has been internationally committed to sustainable development for decades and has been a
party to the UN CBD since 1994. Estonia’s national biodiversity strategy and action plan (NBSAP), the
2012 Nature Conservation Development Plan (NCDP)?, expired in 2020 and had three strategic goals:

1. People are familiar with, appreciate and conserve nature and know how to use their
knowledge in their daily lives.

2. The favourable conservation status of species and habitats and diversity of landscapes is
ensured, and habitats are functioning as a coherent ecological network.

3. Long-term sustainability of natural resources is ensured, and the principles of the ecosystem
approach are followed in the use of natural resources.

The ecosystem-approach of the NCDP was the strategic answer to a main conclusion of the 2007
Estonian Environmental Strategy 2030% (which sets the framework for all development plans in
Estonia) which found that Estonian nature conservation would still need to transition further beyond
its traditional focus on the protection of individual nature objects or -areas to a more modern approach
addressing the countrywide network of habitats and valuable landscapes in its entirety. To underline
this new ambition, the Strategy included priority measures for both landscapes and biodiversity (see
Table 1-1).

Table 1-1 Priority measures under the landscapes and biodiversity objectives of the Estonian
Environmental Strategy to 2030
Indicators

Priority Key measures

Long-term planning of nature conservation,
considering other fields of activity and being

based on the need to preserve coherent and °
multifunctional landscapes and on the priorities

of nature conservation development plan.

The area and relative share of semi-
natural biotic communities in the
aggregate territory of Estonia (%) .
Base level: 20,000 ha

Setting up a balanced system of benefits to
ensure the preservation of the diversity of °
landscapes and various types of habitats.

The area of PAs, expressed in
hectares +. Base level: 1389677
hectares

Landscapes/mprovement and development of supervision

and organisational systems for the purpose of .

managing the use of land also beyond PAs and
thereby promoting the preservation of the

The area of swamps and its relative
share in the aggregate mainland
area (%) . Base level: 22.0%

diversity of landscapes and species. i
e The relative share of land not used

for agricultural purposes in the
aggregate mainland area (%) .
Base level: 5.5%.

Development of a system of nature education that
ensures the provision of high-quality systematic
nature education and continuing training to
various target groups, which supports practical
nature conservation.

Formulation of measures to oust alien species and g
Biodiversity avoid the spread of new potentially invasive alien
species.

The relative share of the area of
threatened habitat types protected
under the EU Habitats Directive in

2l Ministry of Environment (2012) Nature Conservation Development Plan [English translation],
https.//www.cbd.int/doc/world/ee/ee-nbsap-v2-en.pdf
22 Ministry of the Environment (2007) Estonian
https//kliimaministeerium.ee/en/media/2042/download
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Development and improvement of monitoring
systems to enable informed decisions to be made.

Preservation, supplementation and development
of the existing network of PAs.

the territory of Estonia (%) +; data
available since 2007

Trends (changes in number) of
populations of 10 protected species
of the first category «; base level —
slight increase

The relative shares of areas
regarding which protective
restrictions have been established
in the territory of Estonia (%) ¢ Base
level: 18%.

Resources allocated to nature
conservation (% of GDP) +. Base
level: EEK 2.8 billion.

Changes in the number of
protected plant and animal species
(number) o.

Index of the population diversity of
bird species of agricultural land
(number) reo.

To help achieve the NCDP's Goal 2 to '..ensure the favourable conservation status of species and

habitats and the diversity of landscapes so that habitats function as a coherent ecological network’,
the plan established seven broad national measures (supported by 10 national-level indicators):

conservation activities.

2.1. Ensuring the favourable conservation status of species
2.2. Ensuring the favourable conservation status of habitats
2.3. Ensuring landscape diversity

2.4 Conservation management of natural objects
2.5 Ensuring the availability of nature data and storing scientific collections
2.6 International cooperation to conserve biodiversity

27 Compensating for nature conservation restrictions and providing financial support to

All of these included relevant sub-measures of relevance for the evaluation of effectiveness of
biodiversity conservation measures, however the NCDP rightly underlined the importance of
conservation management to achieve Goal 2, and defined its primary goal as to ‘.establish an up-to-
date protection regime for all protected natural values and to achieve the specified protection
objectives.. The Estonian Nature Conservation Act is the key legal provision governing nature
conservation management, and does so in three key ways:

1.

3.

Restricting the use of areas important from the aspect of preservation of the natural
environment;
Regulating steps involving specimens of species of wild fauna, flora and fungi and specimens
of fossils;

Promoting nature education and scientific research.

Today, over 21% of Estonia’s terrestrial area and almost 19% of its marine area are under some form of
nature conservation management. Estonia has different types of nature PA designations, and the ones
in scope of this contract are listed in Table 1-2 below. The national- and international designations
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overlap significantly, e.g. 92% of the Estonian Natura 2000 network is also protected under one of the
national designations. Therefore the main focus of the proposed methodology in on national PAs.

In addition to the diversity of site designation types, individual PAs and species protection sites often
contain zones with different protection regimes within them with differing requirements and levels of
strictness: Conservation zones, limited management zones, and also strict nature reserves. As a
conseguence, conservation measures to evaluate can differ not only between different PA types, but
also between zones within them.

Table 1-2 Protected area designation types in Estonia in scope of this deliverable (31.12.2022)*

Note: Natura 2000-, Ramsar- and UNESCO Biosphere reserve designations in Estonia are largely
overlapping with designated national PAs. Since PA management is primarily planned for national
designations, they are the primary focus of the proposed methodology.

National designations (primary focus) Count
Nature conservation areas (‘looduskaitseala’) 238
Landscape conservation areas 147
(‘maastikukaitseala’)

National parks (‘rahvuspark’) 6
Limited conservation areas (‘hoiuala’) 3N
Protection sites of species (‘pUsielupaik’)?* 1929
International designations Count
Natura 2000 sites (SPA and SAC) 608
Ramsar sites 17
UNESCO Biosphere reserve 1

Since the period of validity of the NCDP, strategic goals related to nature conservation can be found in
the strategies/development plans of competent authorities. For example (now Ministry of Climate?
Environmental Board (EEB)?®, the State Forest Management Centre (RMK)?” and Environment Agency
(KAUR)?® have their own development plans. These documents focus on short- and medium-term
strategic actions. The objectives presented in them are mostly administrative, but also include
concrete biodiversity COs. For example, RMK has set targets (hectares per year) for the restoration of
threatened or degraded habitats and KAUR has set a goal to ensure high data quality and the
transition to open data. In terms of planning more concrete biodiversity conservation measures,
Estonia has three key tools: National-level habitat management plans, national-level species
protection plans, and site-specific management plans. The procedure and content of the latter are
specified in a specific regulation?®. It obliges management plans to be drawn up for all Natura 2000
sites but, like the Estonian Nature Conservation Act, leaves this voluntary for national PAs. It does
require the preparation of management plans to be prioritised to national parks, sites in which
biodiversity values require maintenance management to be conserved (e.g. semi-natural grasslands),
and sites with diverging stakeholder interests and/or high visitor pressure.

2 Loodusveeb page with statistics of protected natural objects in Estonia:
https;//loodusveeb.ee/et/themes/looduskaitse-statistika/kaitstavate-loodusobjektide-statistika

% |n the Estonian Government Gazette (EE: Riigiteataja), there are currently 47 regulations of protection sites of
species, https://www.riigiteataja.ee/en/ The Estonian Estonian Nature Information System (EELIS) has 154 "different
combinations" considering species or species groups, https//infoleht.keskkonnainfo.ee/

2 Keskkonnaministeeriumi valitsemisala arengukava 2018-2021,
https:/kliimaministeerium.ee/media/l42/download
2 Keskkonnaameti strateegia 2022-2025, https://keskkonnaamet.ee/keskkonnaamet-uudised-

kontakt/organisatsioon/strateegia
27 Riigimetsa Majandamise Keskuse (RMK) arengukava 2021-2022 (pikendatud 2023),
https//media.rmk.ee/files/RMK_arengukava_2023 pdf
28 Keskkonnaagentuuri arengukava aastateks 2022-2025, https:/keskkonnaagentuur.ee/media/2073/download
22 Regulation of 02 November 2022 with the procedure for preparing and approving the defense management plan
and appointing the approver of the defense management plan https//www.riigiteataja.ee/akt/10411202200]1
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Habitat-, species- and site-specific management plans all follow a similar main structure of value-
status-objective-pressure-measures, and also include some indicators in relation to the status of
habitats and species. The indicators are monitored and reported on in the NCDP implementation
report*®, which flagged that whilst most objectives (indicator level) were achieved, a significant
proportion were not. Furthermore, Estonia's progress towards meeting the objectives of the Global
Biodiversity Strategy 2011 — 2020 as well as the EU biodiversity strategy to 2020 remain limited despite
having performed better than the EU average on some aspects?’.

1.4.Next steps and this report’s intended contribution

In 2019 the planning process of Estonian Environmental Development Plan (KEVAD) started®?, which
is set to replace the aforementioned Estonian Environmental Strategy 2030. The main objective of this
plan is to set environmental goals for Estonia (until 2030) and organize the strategic planning of
environmental work. According to the draft KEVAD the main objective of nature conservation is to
improve the status of native species, ecosystems and landscapes, which not only means improving the
conservation of specific natural features (species, habitats, etc) but also their interrelationships and
coherence, and the functioning of integrated systems (similar to the NCDP). The plan (KEVAD) sets
three overarching priorities for Estonian nature conservation, which will be probably further detailed
in a new Action Plan for Nature Protection and Restoration until 2030 expected later this year??:

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

e To provide a timely and relevant overview of the status of wildlife for conservation decisions,
making greater use of innovative monitoring and inventory solutions and applied research,
which will include the updating and upgrading of databases and web applications.

e Toimprove the system to evaluate the effectiveness of conservation measures.

To inform the implementation of the third priority, Estonia has already taken a range of preparatory
actions. These included, among other things the organisation of an international expert workshop on
20 April 2023 in Tallinn with support of the EU's Technical Assistance and Information Exchange
Instrument (TAIEX), a twinning exercise with Finland, which is updating its national approach, and the
development of a number of specific (sub-)projects to fill previously-identified gap. An example of the
latter is a specific action under the Estonian LIFE Integrated Project ForEst&Farmland 2020-2029
which aims to modernize tools for nature conservation action planning, -implementation, and -
monitoring**. However, as the ToRs for this contract emphasized, what is still missing is an appropriate
framework for the assessment of effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures to allow Estonia
to understand the main factors hindering the protection of biodiversity and design better targeted
conservation and restoration measures. This will be essential in light of responding to the national and
international commitments outlined in the previous sections.

The following Chapter 2 introduces an integrated methodology, of which the PA-level pillar was piloted
in Deliverable 4 of the contract in 2 national parks, 5 nature conservation areas, 5 landscape
conservation areas, 25 species protection sites (initially 5) and 3 limited-conservation areas. The findings
of this piloting are reported in a separate Deliverable 4 report. The national-level evaluation was not
piloted.

30 Ministry of Environment of the Republico f Estonia (2021) Nature Protection Development Plan until 2020 -
Performance report, https//envir.ee/media/52/download
3! Roasto, R. & Tampere, U. (eds) (2020) Eesti looduse kaitse aastal 2020. Tallinn: Keskkonnaagentuur,
https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elk_2020_est.pdf
32 Keskkonnavaldkonna arengukava 2030, https//envir.ee/kevad
33 Please note that KEVAD is not formally adopted yet, and reference was taken from the Draft Plan, Version 4, and
may still be subject to change: https//kliimaministeerium.ee/media/10945/download
34 LIFE ForEst&Farmland project website and LIFE database site: https;//life.envir.ee/et/life-ip-forestfarmland /
https:.//webgate.ec.europa.eu/life/publicWebsite/project/details/5180
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2.Methodology for assessing the
effectiveness of biodiversity
conservation measures in Estonia

This chapter proposes a systematic approach in which Estonia can structurally evaluate the
effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures taken at both the level of individual PAs in scope
of this study, as well as at national level.

It aims to integrate established national policy commitments on nature conservation (as summarised
in Chapter 1), the design principles established based on the findings of the baseline review (see
Background report Chapter 2) and established guidance on PA management effectiveness evaluation
and -assessment (see Background report Chapter 1), while adapting them to the context of Estonian
nature conservation.

Recognising that the effective assessment of biodiversity conservation effectiveness depends on many
aspects of the broader Estonian approach to nature conservation, and to public policy making more
broadly, Chapter 3 highlights some of the key enabling conditions that would need to be met for the
proposed methodology to work effectively.

This chapter purely focuses on the methodology itself, and firstly outlines a proposed approach to
national-level evaluation, before describing an approach to site-level evaluation. Jointly we call it the
Estonian biodiversity conservation effectiveness assessment process.

The integrated assessment process has three distinct iterative cycles of evaluation at both national-
and PA level*, which are shown jointly in Figure 2-1 below. The following sections describe the different
elements of the national- and PA-level evaluations in greater detail.

Figure 2-1 The three key evaluation cycles proposed, and their main focus at PA and national level

Mid-term evaluation Full evaluation
P,

PA level: Reporting PA level: Evaluation A level: In-depth

Snapshot evaluation

progress on conservation
measures (outputs) and
new pressures & threats.

National level:
Assessment of overall
progress and new
common pressures and
threats. Short summary
report for decision
makers with proposed
follow-up action.

halfway the management
cycle to evaluate need for
changes in operational
management.

National level:
Evaluation halfway the
strategic cycle to assess
need for national-level
intervention e.g. through
enabling measures (e.g.
financing or
enforcement).

3> These cycles are not necessarily aligned in time but follow a same logic.
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evaluation at end of
management cycle on all
relevant criteria to inform
new management
objectives and measures
in next planning cycle.

National level: In-depth
evaluation on underlying
drivers of success and
failure, with aim to inform
more structural changes
to policy- and strategic
framework for nature
conservation.




Table 2-1 Summarised description of aim and focus of each evaluation cycle at national and PA level

Evaluation cycle
Snapshot
evaluations

Frequency: Yearly

Protected area level

Site-specific reporting on progress
in implementation of previously
established conservation measures
in site management plans
(outputs), and any newly-identified
or significant increased pressures
on protected values that will require
a short-term management
response.

See: Chapter 2.2.2, Tier 1

National level

Annual stocktake on progress in
implementation  of  conservation
measures as defined in habitat- and
species action plans and PA site
management plans (outputs). Aims to
inform follow-up on implementation
of individual plans, and identify
common bottlenecks in
implementation in a timely fashion.

Mid-term
evaluations

Frequency: Once
every 10 years

National: Halfway
the (inter-) national
strategic cycle

For PAs: Halfway
the 10-year
management cycle

Single-species
protection sites will
not require a mid-
term evaluation, as
their management
cycle is only 5 years.

Evaluates progress towards site-
specific COs, and whether the
implementation of combined
measures is adequate to
remain/get back on track.

If not, it will evaluate whether
changes are needed in previously
established processes and/or
inputs (e.g. funding) that would
require an update of site-specific
operational plan(s)

The mid-term evaluation will
however not evaluate the
conservation outcomes of
implementation, or the validity of
objectives and measures in the
plans related to it (which will only
be evaluated in the final evaluation
to inform a new management
cycle —see below).

Note: A mid-term evaluation is only
needed in PA's which have a high
complexity in terms of planning
and management (e.g. high
pressures, management needs or
cooperation needs).

See: Chapter 2.2.2, Tier 2, and
questionnaires in Annexes | and Il.

Evaluates structural issues that
prevent the delivery of national
conservation plans and across the
network of PAs.

Based on the combined reporting
from progress based on annual PA
snapshot evaluations (on outputs), the
national mid-term evaluation wiill
evaluate where implementation has
faced common challenges, and
whether national-level action should
be taken to facilitate improvement
(e.g. more/better guidance,
more/more targeted financing,
more/better enforcement, improved
coordination and coherence between
agencies, implementation-supporting
research, etc.).

Final (full)
evaluations

Frequency: Once
every 10 years.

Species protection
sites: 5 years

The final site-specific evaluation will
assess if the combined measures
taken have achieved the
conservation (outcome) objectives
atsite level, and what lessons can be
drawn on why. This to inform the
development of a PA management
plan for the next cycle on all
elements (context, objectives,
measures, inputs and process).

See: Chapter 222, Tier 3 (and
questionnaires in Annexes | and Il)

The final evaluation will assess all
dimensions of nature conservation,
starting with the desired outcomes of
nature conservation and whether
planned  conservation  strategies,
plans, and their implementation have
been effective. This to inform potential
changes in strategic approaches to
taking nature conservation measures,
and enabling them.

See: Chapter 2.1
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Figure 2-1 Key elements and information flows between the PA- and national-level evaluations, and updating of national and PA plans

Legend: Blue = National-level evaluation steps (dark) and findings (light); Green = PA-level steps and findings; Orange = Updating of plans and strategies

Other relevant national data

National strategy
and action plans
Yearl -
progress

including habitat- and
speciesaction plans

Year 10 — Progress assessment

+ final (full) evaluation

Enabling
measures

prog

assessment Annual

progress
reporting by
all PAs in
scope (on
Year 8 — outputs)
progress
sessment

Year 5 — Progre

For priority PAs: i + mid-term evaluation

Yearb —
Mid-term evaluation

progress
assessment

(inputs and process)

For all PAs:
Final evaluation
(all criteria)

Protected area
management plans
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2.1.National-level evaluation

At the national level we propose a methodology consisting of 5 key phases to be repeated every decade
following the international strategic planning cycle of the UN CBD and EU Biodiversity Strategy, see
Figure 2-2 below. In addition, we propose to undertake a mid-term review and annual evaluations of
some aspects of biodiversity management. The national evaluations will for an important part build on
data collected for evaluating the management effectiveness of individual PAs (the approach to which
is introduced in section 4.2 below), however also other sources of information. In total, the five phases
of the national-level evaluation include 10 distinct steps. The following sections provide a description
for each step on its objective, why it is important, how the step could be implemented, and who would
be responsible to lead and implement it. While public authorities should take final responsibility for
the evaluation, it should closely involve other relevant stake- and knowledge holders in a co-creative
process.

Figure 2-2 Five main phases of the in-depth national-level evaluation

2.ldentify key
trends and -
measures

3.In-depth

assessment 4.Reporting

Phase 1: Inception

.1.Step 1: Articulate Estonia’s strategy to biodiversity conservation (theory of change), the key types

of measures through which it is implemented, and the scope of assessment

What?

The first step of any national evaluation should be a clear and comprehensive picture of Estonia’s
current or planned strategy and approach to taking biodiversity conservation measures and its
intended result. This step should involve as little new work as possible, instead compiling existing plans
and strategies already available to obtain a clear common understanding on how Estonia's combined
COs are intended to deliver on set objectives.

Why is this important?

Without a clear and commonly-supported description of how Estonian biodiversity conservation is
supposed to function effectively on paper, including the key types of measures taken as part of it, it will
be challenging to make a clear assessment of how effective it is in practice. Unclear assessments will
be at a higher risk of being contested, which in turn risk reducing the likelihood that assessment
findings will be translated into concrete follow-up action for improvement.

How?

The development of a description of the Estonian approach to nature conservation can largely be
based on existing documentation. This includes: the Estonian Nature Conservation Act, other
conservation-relevant laws, policy strategies such as the 2012 Nature Conservation Development Plan,
the Estonian Environmental Strategy 2030, and Estonia's commitments under EU nature- and
biodiversity policy (e.g. EU Biodiversity Strategy, Nature Directives, Nature Restoration Law), and the
UN CBD and its strategic framework. It should also define the scope of ‘conservation measures' to be
evaluated, and make explicit where they are taken in the overall Estonian approach. This involves
asking critical questions on the scope of the evaluation and assessment, for example:

1. Will the evaluation be only backward-looking (i.e. evaluate against the strategic framework at
the start of the period which is evaluated) or also forward-looking (i.e. evaluate whether the
current system is likely future-proof)?
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2. Will the evaluation keep a broad view in terms of biodiversity values, or only those for which
specific objectives and measures were articulated i.e. in habitat- and species action plans, and
PA management plans?

Does the evaluation only consider in-situ or also ex-situ conservation measures?

4. Does the evaluation only consider measures with an explicit and principal biodiversity
objective, or does it also consider other measures with other objectives known to effectively
conserve biodiversity (also known as Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures, or
OECM's®®).

5. Does the evaluation only include field-based measures with a direct impact on ecosystems, or
also indirect measures that make these actions possible (e.g. knowledge development,
capacity-building, stakeholder management, finance, etc.)?

6. Since other conservation values than biodiversity such as socio-economic values are important
to evaluate for Estonia, what are the explicit values for which the effectiveness of measures
should be evaluated? And are these values different for different broad types of measures?

7. WIill issues and priorities identified in previous assessments on the effectiveness of
conservation measures in Estonia be used to narrow down the focus of the evaluation, e.g. on
certain habitats and species groups, certain types of PAs, or certain compliance issues in
implementation and -enforcement — or will the evaluation keep a more open view and be
more sensitive to previously overlooked or emerging issues?3” Examples of focus areas could
be:

e EU-protected habitats and species found to be in an unfavourable conservation status at
national level in the last EU State of Nature reporting (Art 12 BD & Art 17 HD reporting)

e Species that are found to be threatened, e.g. in updated inventories or Red List
Assessments

W

e Certain habitats or PAs known to require a high-degree of management measures, e.g.
semi-natural habitats such as meadows or coppice forests (wooded meadows would be
better suited here) requiring human management, habitats under high natural resource-
use pressure such as active forestry or -fishing, or PAs at high risk of tourism and -recreation
pressures

e Ecosystem function and related services for which there is a high public policy demand, e.g.
climate change mitigation- and adaptation services, tourism and recreation, or sustainable
nutrition

8. For forward-looking assessments: Which future targets and objectives will the assessment
evaluate progress towards, beyond those already established in Estonian law and policy? For
example, the implementation of certain 2030 targets in the GBF, EU BDS for 2030 or soon to
be adopted EU Nature Restoration Law will both depend on more effective management as
well as the potential to help strengthen it.

9. Will the assessment prioritise the evaluation of measures directly within the ‘sphere of
influence' of EEB and the Ministry of Climate, (see section 3.2.1), keep a fully open scope in this
regard, or somewhere in between?

An important consideration to be made when answering these questions is their combined impact on
resources required to undertake the evaluation, and the impact of spreading limited resources too
thinly across a wide scope on the depth and usefulness of assessment findings. While narrowing down
the scope may feel counterintuitive when doing a nationwide review, it may actually lead to better
outcomes by allowing for more tailored assessment of outputs and for more powerful
recommendations

% See eg. EU BISE page on OECMs: https//biodiversity.europa.eu/europes-biodiversity/protected-areas/other-
effective-area-based-conservation-measures

%7 Sources of evidence to inform this could be e.g. past evaluations of biodiversity strategies- and action plans,
evaluations of key conservation tools or instruments, e.g. agricultural nature management, evaluations of individual
habitats- and species action plans, previous national assessment of PA management effectiveness (e.g. by Kulvik
M., et al), critical scientific or NGO reports on conservation effectiveness.
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Once the theory of change and scope of evaluation are sufficiently clear, they can be translated in
‘terms of reference’ for the evaluation. To help ensure that the scope and objective of the evaluation
are shared by all key stakeholders (e.g. other ministries or agencies), it would be wise to consult with
them on the draft (e.g. through a workshop) and find a commonly agreed approach before the
evaluation starts. While agreeing as much as possible from the start, it is also important to recognise
that not all questions can be conclusively answered ex ante, and may only become clear enough by
going through the subsequent steps below. Therefore this first step should try to conclude within a
relatively short timeframe (1-2 months).

Who?

Step 1 could be led by EEB, with involvement of at least KAUR, RMK, and relevant departments of the
Ministry of Climate and possibly other ministries such as the Ministry of Regional Affairs and
Agriculture, the Ministry of Finance, and the Ministry of Education and Research.

Phase 2: Evaluating key trends and links with measures taken

Step 2: Assess the state and trends of biodiversity and ecosystem services

What?
Once the terms of the national evaluation are clear, the next step is to get a clear overview on the key
state and trends of biodiversity and ecosystem services in focus of the evaluation.

Why is this important?

As outlined in established guidance on conservation effectiveness assessment (see Background report
Chapter 1), having a clear understanding of the context in which biodiversity conservation measures
are taken is critical, since once cannot manage what one cannot measure. Without this clarity, findings
in subsequent steps of the evaluation on concrete measures may risk being disputed and interpreted
differently, which would undermine the power of the assessment.

How?

There is no blueprint for this step, as its methodology and inputs required would greatly depend on
the choices made under Step 1. In light of limited resources and time to complete the in-depth
evaluation, this step should be informed as much as possible through existing data sources such as
state and pressure information collected EU Nature Directive status reporting*€, Red List assessment,
natural capital accounting undertaken through the ELME project, and other relevant sources.

An important source of data for the national-level assessment will come from the evaluation of
conservation measures taken in PAs (see section 2.2), however it is important that the national
evaluation should also collect evidence on topics that this data would not show but are nevertheless
of great importance to the evaluation of conservation effectiveness at national level. This includes
components such as conservation values outside of PA’s (e.g. farmland birds), ecological coherence at
(inter-)national level (e.g. Estonia's Green Network), trends and measures taken at national level to curb
diffuse pressures, national level management plans (e.g. habitats- and species action plans), enabling
measures taken at national level (e.g. in enforcement, or funding), or international lessons and best-
practice (see report on Deliverable 2).

National biodiversity monitoring is a difficult and complex task that needs to strike a right balance
between both long-term consistency in data collection, as well as flexibility to adapt to partly
unpredictable developments both biophysically (e.g. unknown impacts climate change or invasive
alien species) and socio-economically (e.g. changing natural resource use or biodiversity conservation

38 Article 12 reporting under the EU Birds Directive and Article 17 reporting under the Habitats Directive
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priorities). Since this goes beyond the methodology to evaluate conservation measures as such,
Estonia’s approach to biodiversity monitoring and -reporting is not further addressed in this report.

It is very possible that this step will already identify important knowledge- and data gaps in making
conclusive assessments on state and trends, which will most likely not be solved during the
implementation of the national effectiveness evaluation. Given the critical importance of overcoming
these gaps as much as possible for effective management, it is important that they are made explicit
in this step and are integrated in recormmendations for improvement under Step 8 (see section 2.1.8)

Who?

This step should be led by KAUR, which has the best overview of available data, gaps and ways to
overcome them. EEB should ensure the integration of data gaps into policy recommmendations in Step
8.

Step 3: Evaluate trends against the theory of change and (inter-)national objectives

What?

This step aims to identify in broad lines the discrepancies between intended outcomes of combined
and individual broad biodiversity conservation measures and actual trends in biodiversity- and other
values in scope of the assessment, and tries to establish causality between them. In a forward-looking
evaluation, this step would also reflect on the sufficiency of measures taken to achieve 2030 or later
objectives, ambitions of which may be higher than those previously set in Estonia.

Why is this important?

This critical step will show if biodiversity conservation measures taken have overall been effective in
achieving desired conservation outcomes at national level. This is important, both to make conclusions
on the overall effectiveness of Estonian biodiversity conservation, and to add focus to the further
evaluation in terms of conservation values and pressures on them, as well as in terms of measures
intended to conserve and mitigate them respectively.

How?
This is one of the most challenging elements of the evaluation methodology and will broadly need to
answer two key questions:

1. Whether desired improving or stable trends can be attributed to conservation measures taken
or not; and
2. Whether undesired declining trends can be attributed to either:
A. Afailure of conservation measures having been taken OR
B. Measures having been taken but not been effective to achieve the desired outcome

The more specific and well-supported the planning of and reporting on implemented measures and
their outcomes has been, the easier it will be to answer these questions, as it will allow the comparison
between foreseen measures and their outcomes compared to what has materialised in reality. As
highlighted in the summary of the baseline review (see Background report Chapter 2), such
information is not systematically collected yet in Estonia, and information is difficult to navigate.
Chapter 3 below therefore includes some recommmendations on how to improve this situation through
changes in PA-specific management planning and reporting.

Even without such improvements, the analysis in this step will in most cases also require additional
sources of information, such as:

1. National-level reporting and evaluation on measures taken outside PA’s, e.g. in habitat-
and species protection plans or agro-environment schemes
2. Further monitoring data on conservation values and drivers and pressures
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3. Scientific publications, e.g. on the conservation of certain habitats, species or ecosystem
services (e.g. on nature-based climate mitigation)
Like under Step 2, even with this type of information, it may not always be possible to answer the
guestions above without more in-depth research on underlying factors, in particular in the case of
Question 2B on effectiveness. This will be addressed in Step 4 and 5 below.

Similarly, there will be instances where, despite a wealth of information, it will still be impossible to
provide causality between measures taken and biodiversity outcomes even where monitoring is in
place. Here it would be a good idea too to create a feedback loop to the establishment of research
priorities in the final recommendations (Step 8 below).

Who?

This could be mostly a desk-based exercise led by the EEB, but would require substantial analytical
support from KAUR responsible for nature data and other relevant ecological and/or nature
conservation experts e.g. in academia or conservation NGO's who are able to interpret and explain the
causality between conservation measures and ecological outcomes at national level. This could be
organised through a dedicated working group, supplemented by bilateral interviews with experts if
needed. Where knowledge gaps to inform this step cannot be filled through more in-depth analysis
under Step 5 below but this would still be important to inform future effectiveness assessment, EEB
should ensure these are translated into research priorities in draft national biodiversity conservation
management recommendations.

Phase 3: In-depth assessment

Step 4: Prioritise conservation successes or failures for more in-depth analysis

What?

This step intends to focus the remainder of the assessment to measures taken (or not taken) of
greatest interest to Estonia to inform the future biodiversity conservation management strategy.
These would mostly focus on broad types of values and measures intended to conserve them where
COs were not met, but could also include:

e Positive examples of where COs were met unlike in other places which may hold useful lessons
on how similar challenges in other cases may be overcome; or,

e Values and measures on which the evidence in Step 3 could not inform a clear conclusion on
causality and success/failure on objectives, but it would still be important to understand this
as part of this assessment, and not only as a research priority for future ones.

Why is this important?

Because limited resources will not allow evaluation of all conservation measures taken, and addressing
a large number of measures will miss the depth needed to explain underlying causes and effects, it
will be important to focus evaluation efforts on measures of particular importance.

How?

The key findings of Step 3 could be presented at a workshop with key authorities, and potentially other
stake- and knowledge-holders, to discuss which features to investigate in greater depth in function of
common priorities and available resources. Making this decision jointly will reduce risk of later
disagreements in focus of recommendations, and help increase buy-in for the assessment's
recommendations.

Who?

This step could be led and largely implemented by EEB, but the workshop would require involvement
of at least KAUR, RMK and relevant ministries. They could also involve potentially other stakeholders
such as natural resource managers, nature NGOs, and academics in an observer/advisory role. A final
decision on where to focus in-depth analysis should be made by the joint competent authorities.
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Step 5: In-depth analysis to identify underlying challenges and possible solutions to them

What?
This step will analyse for the prioritised features under Step 4 the underlying reasons of why effective
measures were taken or not, and translate them in national conservation management priorities.

Why is this important?

As mentioned under Step 4, the information collected under Step 3 will likely not provide the
explanatory detail to help inform solutions to more structural challenges. Moreover, this information
may overlook important underlying drivers or dependencies that do not come out under more short-
and systematic reporting on management implementation. This step will uncover these, with the aim
to provide a clearer assessment and herewith being able to provide more tailor-made solutions (and
illustrate them with concrete cases).

How?

The way in which information for this step will be collected will likely depend on prioritised issues, but
would mostly involve the collection of more explanative qualitative information either in written or
through meetings from key knowledge- and stake-holders involved in the implementation of
management measures. These would in many cases involve site planners and those responsible for
the execution of measures in the field, but could also involve policy- and decision-makers, experts
involved in monitoring, stakeholders operating in the field or others. While in most cases bilateral
exchanges with these stakeholders may be sufficient, in some cases it may be more cost-effective
and/or interesting to organise focus groups with different stake- and or knowledge holders
simultaneously. For example site planners and managers all having implemented measures to
conserve a specific habitat or ecosystem service that was prioritised, or representatives of different
organisations that experienced challenges in working together on common measures to understand
the underlying causes and how they could be overcome in the future. Here it will be important to
coordinate with other ongoing evaluations, for example those undertaken as part of the renewal of
individual habitat and species action plans, and to avoid duplicating work.

Who?
This step could be led by EEB, but would require substantial input from other stake- and knowledge
holders depending on the research priorities and questions.

Step 6: International peer-review on challenges and solutions

What?
Before the identified conservation effectiveness challenges are translated into recommmendations for
improvement, this step seeks advice from foreign experts on their experiences.

Why is this important?

As several sources provided in this report and previous deliverables under this contract have shown,
many authorities and other experts in other countries have already undertaken similar assessments to
enhance the effectiveness of national biodiversity conservation measures, and some have already
implemented recommmendations following from them. As recent experience in Finland has shown,
seeking advice from these experts can provide Estonia with best-practice and lessons to avoid pitfalls,
which could help strengthen the recommendations made based on the Estonian assessment findings.

How?

A small group of experts should be invited whose combined experience should ideally mirror the
development and implementation of solutions to the types of challenges identified in Step 5. The
method and depth of consultation would depend on their availability, but would ideally involve at least
one physical meeting combined with a field visit to discuss issues with experts in the field. It could also
be possible to involve the external advisory board already earlier in the evaluation, for example from
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Step 3 onwards. However, this would significantly increase their required time investment, and
herewith their likelihood to accept this role (especially without renumeration). Therefore peer-review
is only proposed at this stage.

Who?
This task can be fully led and implemented by the EEB.

Phase 4: Reporting

2.1.7.Step 7: Synthesise findings in draft national biodiversity conservation management
recommendations

What?
This step will synthesise the joint findings from Step 2-6 into national conservation management
improvement recommendations for the next political/management cycle.

Why is this important?

The purpose of this assessment is to inform improvements to Estonia's current approach to
biodiversity conservation. Most structural challenges will require concerted action from different
managing authorities and other stakeholders to overcome. Therefore it is critical that assessment
findings are translated into clear and usable recommendations for key decision-makers at different
levels.

How?

This could be undertaken through simple desk-based research and synthesis, if needed in consultation
with previous Estonian and international expert group members involved in previous steps. It should
not be forgotten to include recommendations on filling monitoring- and knowledge gaps identified
under Steps 2 and 3.

Who?
This step could be led and implemented by the EEB.

2.1.8.Step 8: Consult on final draft recommendations with key decision-makers and stakeholders

What?
This step will test the draft recommendations with key decision-makers within and outside of
competent authorities.

Why is this important?

As mentioned under Step 7, structural improvements will require buy-in fromm many key stakeholders,
so it is important that they are heard before recommendations are finalised. This will help ensure that
recommendations are supported and followed-through when adopted.

How?
The most cost-effective way would be to share the draft recommendations in writing with decision-
makers and other key stakeholders, and then invite them for a workshop.

Who?
The consultation would be led by EEB, but would require involvement of all key stakeholders in the
implementation of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia.

25



2.1.9.Step 9: Publish a national conservation effectiveness report and jointly commit to integrate its
recommendations in national strategic frameworks and development plans

What?

This is the final public-facing step of the assessment that will present its main findings and
recommendations, and helps ensure they are integrated in national conservation- and other relevant
policies.

Why is this important?

A national conservation effectiveness report whose findings are widely supported by key stake- and
knowledge holders will provide a useful and credible input to national strategic policy to improve
Estonian nature conservation. It will also be the key tool to communicate assessment findings to a
wider audience not involved in the assessment process.

How?

This could be undertaken through simple desk-based writing, which should be signed off by all key
public authorities responsible for the implementation of area-based nature conservation measures.
Their political representatives could co-sign a memorandum of understanding to integrate the
assessment's recommendations in renewed national biodiversity strategies and -action plans
(NBSAPs) and other relevant strategic- and development plans.

Who?
This task could be led by the Ministry of Climate, who is politically responsible for nature conservation.
EEB could draft the report.

Phase 5: Closure

2.1.10.Step 10: Evaluate assessment process and make recommendations for future assessment(s)

What?
This step aims to help improve similar future assessments by reflecting on experiences from the
current one.

Why is this important?

It is the first time that Estonia will embark on an in-depth biodiversity conservation effectiveness
assessment, and it will likely experience some unexpected teething problems that could be avoided
with a good debrief with key people involved in the assessment.

How?
This will require normally only one meeting with key staff involved and a short report with conclusions
and recormmendations for future similar assessments.

Who?
This task could be led by EEB, with input from other relevant authorities involved in the assessment.
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2.2.PA-level evaluation

Since the large majority of biodiversity conservation measures is taking place in the context of Estonia’s
network of nature protected nature areas, information on these measures is of critical importance not
only to evaluate their effectiveness at site-level but also to inform the national-level evaluation outlined
in the previous section. This section outlines a systematic approach for all PAs in scope of evaluation
for collecting relevant information to provide both levels of evaluation, in line with international
guidance on conservation management effectiveness (see Background report Chapter1).

Before introducing the proposed evaluation criteria and -indicators for individual PAs and how
reporting on them could be communicated, this section first reflects on prioritisation between sites in
the type and level of monitoring, reporting and evaluation; and how management effectiveness
reporting could be integrated with existing monitoring and planning cycles. Chapter 3 then makes
three main recommendations on supporting elements that are not essential to implement the
proposed methodology, but could greatly improve its efficiency and herewith cost-effectiveness.

Agreeing evaluation objectives and deciding where evaluation is needed

As already emphasized in the introduction, different stakeholder will have different expectations about
the intended purposes of evaluation and to which evaluation criteria emphasis should be given. And,
asoutlined in the proposed national methodology in the previous section, national evaluation priorities
may change over time and between evaluations, e.g. driven by changing political ambitions, changing
biodiversity trends, new scientific insights, or changes in resources. In an ideal world, site-specific
monitoring, evaluation and reporting would focus on these priorities only, both in terms of PAs
included and as well as input requested from this. This could prevent unnecessary administrative
burden of collecting data that would not be required to undertake national evaluation.

However, in line with Estonian regulation on management planning, all national PAs with a
requirement to draw up management plans should in principle undertake a management
effectiveness assessment ahead of or between management cycles before a plan for the next cycle is
drawn up. And this is also international best-practice in terms of iterative protected management also
embedded in IUCN and European Commission guidelines of PA management planning (see
Background report). Therefore at least final evaluations should be undertaken for all sites with
management plans.

There are also downsides to changing evaluation criteria between evaluation cycles. Firstly, it reduces
the capacity to demonstrate changes between indicators over time, and secondly, it reduces the ability
to demonstrate interrelations and-dependencies between key evaluation criteria, which are often
essential in showing the underlying reasons of why effectiveness in practice was not as high as
planned. For example, if evaluations of sites with poor conservation outcomes only evaluate if agreed
measures were implemented (outputs), but not investigates inputs or lack thereof (which may have
been an important reason of low outputs), the evaluation may draw false or incomplete conclusions.

The procedure of evaluating species protection sites will have to be slightly different, as because of the
large number of species protection sites and many without active management, a prioritisation
exercise should be undertaken before the assessment that decides which sites should be in scope of
the evaluation and which ones should not. Criteria to inform this could e.g. be unfavourable population
trends or new identified threats. Timing of species protection site-specific evaluation could also be
linked to the updating of species protection plans, since species protection sites are an important
measure in the overall toolbox of these plans, but may not always be the most effective one or would
require supplementary measures. Evaluating multiple protection sites of prioritised species
simultaneously in the context of action plan revisions could increase the usefulness of its outcomes.

In the development of the methodology in this chapter, Estonia's overall objective of nature

conservation to achieve favourable status of protected biodiversity values in Estonia was taken as a

guiding evaluation criterion. However achieving this will require very different conservation
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management measures depending on the time, place and starting point. And their effectiveness could
depend on many factors described in established guidance (see Background document). For the
above reasons a relatively broad and common approach was taken in terms of including other
evaluation criteria of all different key evaluation themes in established standards, to be sensitive to
different factors impacting on management effectiveness and help facilitate continuity between
evaluations. Nevertheless, a critical view was taken on the relevance of certain evaluation questionsin
the context of Estonia, and some questions in established international guidance were left out for this
reason. In addition a different, shorter, set of evaluation criteria is proposed for (often single-) species
protection sites (further explained in section 4.2.3 and ANNEX Il — Species protection evaluation
guestionnaire).

Integration with existing monitoring and planning cycles

Following the iterative approach in established guidance on conservation management effectiveness
evaluation, we would recommend to integrate management evaluation with existing condition
monitoring cycles as well as management planning cycles, and where possible align all three.

Status reporting of EU-protected habitats and species currently represents the most in-depth nation-
wide condition assessment of biodiversity values in Estonia, and takes place every six years. It would
make sense to undertake a stock-taking on the condition of all protected biodiversity values in Estonia
with the same frequency, so that jointly it can form the basis of another national management cycle.
PA management plans in Estonia currently have a duration of 10 years, but in the future it would be
worth considering to raise this to 12 years, in which the 6-yearly condition assessment and -reporting
could provide a mid-term evaluation on progress towards conservation outcomes (favourable
conservation status).

Another advantage of a management cycle aligned with condition reporting is that it facilitates the
setting of national priorities and strategies for an upcoming management cycle. An important
drawback however, raised in the development of this methodology, is that updating all PA
management during the same period would require too many EEB planning staff resources for
management planning at the same time. This ‘planning burden’ could be reduced with more
developed, focussed, and digitalised management planning (see recommendations on this in Chapter
3). Nevertheless, it is not realistic to expect that all management plans have the same start and end
dates aligned with status reporting.

Independent of whether status reporting and management planning cycles will be harmonised or not,
for each management plan (whether national, site-specific or both), we recommend an assessment
approach with three standing iterative evaluation cycles, hereafter called ‘tiers”:

1. The most important of the three (Tier 3') is in-depth evaluation of management plans in
focus of assessment just before the end of the duration of PA management plans (currently
10-year; based on a regulation, management plans are now open-ended) and/or drawing up a
new management plan. This evaluation would review all core indicators of effective PA
management found in established guidance relevant to Estonia, including a detailed
inventory of what the WCPA framework calls the ‘planning context’.

2. A second evaluation cycle (Tier 2) is a mid-term review of the management plan, so in the
current system after about 5 years. Its main purpose is to evaluate if the way in which
established conservation measures were implemented so far were ‘adequate and appropriate’
to achieve set objectives. So the evaluation would focus on inputs, process, and outputs and
whether they are likely to achieve the desired conservation outcomes at the end of the
management cycle or if a change or intensification in implementation is required. For sites in
which significant new conservation values were identified, or new/significantly increased
pressures were identified in previous years and this would justify an update to the
management plan,, the mid-term evaluation would also offer an opportunity to do this.
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3. Lastly, a third annual evaluation (or rather reporting) cycle aims to gather data on outputs
to be able to track and assess progress in implementation. This will help inform national and
regional planners to quickly identify implementation challenges and respond to them. This
reporting would also add an optional response option to indicate possible new significant
conservation values or -pressures at the site. This would signal cases requiring a quick response
(e.g. updating protection rules and permitting), as well as possible changes to management
planning required in the mid-term review of management plans. with no further evaluation

Table 2-2 Linking of specific indicator categories to proposed monitoring and evaluation approach

Evaluation theme Snapshot reporting Mid-term evaluation Final evaluation
(Tier 1) (Tier 2) (Tier 3)
1. Context — condition Xi (X) i X
2. Context — pressures & threats Xi (X) i X
3. COs (X) i X
4. Conservation measures (X)i X
5. Inputs X X
6. Process X X
7. Outputs X X X
8. Outcomes X X

"Annual reporting in Tier 1 only scans for the appearance of significant new conservation values or high-level pressures that were
not part of established management planning.

"Tier 2 may not require an evaluation of context (pressures & condition) and planning (objectives and measures) if no new or
significantly increased pressures impacting on condition were identified which were not yet part of management planning.

TOutcomes may not always be possible to demonstrate with solid monitoring data after 5 years, and may be done by expert
judgement only.

Tier 1: Snapshot reporting

This provides the basic level of evaluation and is recormmended to be conducted at the
site/area/region/project level using self-assessment. This assessment can be led by the main
stakeholder responsible for conservation management and will require input from all actors involved
in implementing the conservation measures. Recommmended periodicity for such an assessment is
once per year based on a prioritized set of indicators.

Specifics of this tier:

e Responsible institution(s): The EEB Nature Planning department, responsible for site
management planning, would coordinate the collection this information centrally. However it
would require input from all other authorities (e.g. RMK and EEB's Nature Conservation
Enforcement Department) and -stakeholders implementing conservation measures.

e Modality: This could be through an automated and mostly pre-populated database based on
the management plan. It would only ask executive authorities (e.g. RMK, KAUR, different
offices/departments of KeA) or other stakeholders that implement measures to report on
management outputs on established conservation measures by themselves in a central
database. For example, on which area were maintenance/restoration works implemented in
function of the quantitative target set in the management plan? No evaluation of
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management context or outcomes is requested, however the reporting template (see Table
2-3 for an example of what this could look like) would offer an opportunity to identify
unforeseen urgent developments that would need short-term follow-up (e.g. by updating
protection rules based on new pressures).

e Periodicity: Annual
Resources estimated: Training on assessment template or agreements between different
stakeholders to assure the adequate data availability/transfer, man days in work plan for
including assessment.

e Output: A database with management implementation data, which can be used by public
authorities to analyse or cormmunicate progress, depending on policy asks and resources
available.

Table 2-3: Example template for annual snapshot reporting on outputs

Conservation Progress on quantified target | If no If off track: = For all If barriers,
measure (pre- quantified Estimated = measures: please
populated from target: On % Barriers to indicate
management track? progress implementation | which?
plan) (dropdown: coming year? (key words
yes/no) (yes/no) only)

l.a Rewetting of Target Progress so (na) - No -
drained (Prepopulated) | far

2000 ha 1500 ha
1.b Maintenance | 1000 m 250 m - - No -
of retention
dams
2 Enforcement (no quantified target) No 20% Yes Insufficient
of rules to capacity
regulate harmful
recreation
Measures 3, 4,
Etc.
Any new values Yes/no If yes, please indicate which values (pre-populated list).
of conservation
importance?
Any Yes/no If yes, please indicate which values (pre-populated list).
new/significantly
new pressure
that requires
urgent
response?

Tier 2: Mid-term evaluation

This involves a relatively light evaluation halfway the PA management cycle, something which is
normally already foreseen in Estonian PA planning guidance but not consistently undertaken. This
mid-term evaluation focusses on progress towards desired outcomes (as proposed in Table 4-1). In
particular it focusses on whether processes and inputs have been sufficient to ensure the desired
outcomes, and to assess if there is a need to change and/or increase them to ensure the
achievement of set objectives by the end of the management cycle.

The evaluation will be guided by a detailed questionnaire (see ANNEX | — Protected area-level
evaluation questionnaire) that covers all key criteria of effective PA management, which will be
populated by a range of data sources e.g. the most recent monitoring data of biodiversity and other
values, broader ecosystem and pressure data (e.g. those collected through the ELME project), and
earlier evaluation findings from Tier 2 and 1. While the final evaluation will evaluate all themes and
indicators (see Tier 3: Final evaluation below), the mid-term evaluation will only evaluate
implementation of agreed plans, and not the plans nor whether they are still appropriate in the
current management context. Instead, the evaluation takes the reporting on outputs of the last 4-5
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years as a starting point, and investigates the underlying reasons for successes and challenges. In
other words, the mid-term evaluation remains at a relatively operational level, and investigates the
appropriateness of inputs and processes to implement area-based conservation measures.

Examples of input challenges are e.g. knowledge gaps, insufficient capacity, and process challenges
e.g. cooperation/coordination issues between authorities, or low stakeholder buy-in. In case the mid-
term review unveils significant issues and delay, a decision can be made to agree on an updated
operational planning for the second half of the management cycle.

If the mid-term evaluation identifies new values or pressures, it may also advise to update the site
management plan objectives and measures. However no in-depth revisions of context, planning and
outcomes are required based on the mid-term evaluation. No mid-term review is required for species
protection sites, which are renewed every 5 years, nor for other PAs with 10-year management cycles
that have no operational planning or need for active management (but for the latter this should be
assessed on a case-by case basis).

Specifics of this tier:

e Responsible institution(s): Competent authority for nature conservation planning (EEB)

e Modality: Can be conducted mostly through desk research by a conservation expert other
than those involved in implementing the management plan (e.g. someone in the EEB's
specialized in evaluations), using the questionnaire included in ANNEX | — Protected area-
level evaluation questionnaire, limiting the evaluation to questions under the themes of
‘inputs’ and ‘process’). Important input to the evaluation will be the annual reporting on
outputs under Tier 1, as well as (preliminary) site-specific monitoring data of conservation
values. Where data is inconclusive, short surveys or follow-up interviews with knowledge
holders could provide missing information. In some cases, for example where cooperation
issues have indicated to be a barrier to implementation, a common evaluation and planning
meeting between partners could be appropriate. Annual output reporting, monitoring data,
and information on resource availability and -allocation could be helpful information sources
to inform this evaluation.

Periodicity: Mid-cycle, i.e. between 4-5 years after new cycle starts

e Resources estimated: Will depend on the complexity and number and type of challenges
found per site, but would require at least 1 man day per site, and 2 days if more external
consultation is required (excluding time required for the updating of operational plans).

e Output: A partly filled-out questionnaire, and a short summary report (1-2 pages) that
highlights key findings, and recommendations for updating operational planning (if needed),
and can inform repeat-assessment as part of the final evaluation

Tier 3: Final evaluation

The third level of evaluation is the most in-depth, and investigates all key elements of the management
cycle (see IUCN WCPA framework in Background report Chapter 1), including the outcomes of
combined conservation measures and to what extent they have met set objectives. It also evaluates
contextual changesthat may have impacted on the achievement of objectives, but were not previously
factored into planning and would be important to account for in a next management cycle.

The final evaluation will use the same questionnaire introduced under Tier 2 (see ANNEX | — Protected
area-level evaluation questionnaire). However, unlike the mid-term evaluation, the final evaluation will
evaluate all evaluation themes and indicators. This means that ‘inputs’ and ‘processes’ are re-evaluated
for the second half of the management cycle. Based on this data collection, a presentation is prepared
that summarises the key strengths and weaknesses of the past management cycle, as well as
opportunities and threats for the next one (SWOT-analysis). The findings of this analysis would ideally
be presented and discussed at a workshop with all key implementation partners. A suggested
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reporting template for these 'SWOT workshops isincluded in ANNEX Il - Proposed reporting template
for SWOT workshop.

The presentation is then shown and discussed in an evaluation workshop with relevant stake- and
knowledge holders®, and jointly validated. In addition, the workshop will discuss and draw up
recommendations for the next management cycle. These recommendations could relate to site-
specific management, but also e.g. identify needs for action beyond site-level, e.g. in research or
governance.

Depending on the outcomes of the workshop, some further data collection and follow-up meetings
may be needed to consolidate recormmendations for the next management period. The combined
result should provide a full evaluation across all indicators at the regional/network level and knowledge
transfer across areas that can be used in the preparation of an updated management plan.

The findings of this in-depth evaluation will provide important input to the development of new site
management plans, and combined evaluations from different sites will provide important evidence to
inform improvements to national-level planning and governance of nature conservation (e.g. the
updating of habitat- and species action plans).
Specifics of this tier:
e Responsible institution(s): Competent authority for nature conservation planning (EEB)
e Modality: Desktop research, workshop or seminar
e Periodicity: Prior to final evaluation of management cycle of individual sites assessed, i.e,
once every 10 years or 5 years in the case of species protection sites
e Resources estimated: Will require at least 2-3 days per site in planning, coordinating, inviting
various stakeholders; planning agenda; venue; budget.
e Output: A fully-filled out questionnaire, a summary presentation, and a short report (max 5
pages) of the SWOT workshop that concludes on the evaluation’s key findings and makes
recommendations for the next 10-year PA management cycle (see template in ANNEX I11).

Proposed site-specific PAME evaluation criteria and indicators for Estonia

The most critical element in PAME assessment is which criteria and indicators one uses to evaluate
progress against, and based on them which questions are asked in evaluation to collect helpful
information to assess against them. The selection of indicators should reflect all key relevant factors
that have been found to contribute to effective PA management, in order to be able to inform a full
and coherent argumentation for assessment findings. However, evaluations should not overload
respondents with questions, and certainly less-relevant ones, as it would waste scarce staff resources
and reduce willingness of respondents to engage in evaluations a second time. An important step in
the development of this methodology was therefore to strike this careful balance between
inclusiveness, relevance and resource-efficiency.

Based on the PAME needs and experiences in other countries found in Deliverable 2, the design criteria
based on them described in the Background report that supports this methodology (Chapter 2),
established guidance described in ANNEX IX, and various discussions with EEB experts, a set of
evaluation criteria and indicators was drawn up to collect site-specific information for PAME evaluation.
The selection approach took the proposed EU guidance as a starting point, since it will likely form the
basis of common EU-wide reporting in the near future, to which Estonia would like to contribute.
However, it was felt that several important elements of the IUCN-WCPA framework necessary for
effective management effectiveness evaluation were missing from the EU approach.

%9 These could be eg. other relevant EEB specialists, other public and private authorities involved in the
implementation of measures, scientific experts (e.g. in management planning or key habitats present), local
community representatives, etc.

32



National methodology for assessing effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in
Estonia

To complement the questions in the EU approach in a systematic way, all evaluation questions in the
METT-4 tool questions were reviewed for their relevance of use in the Estonian context. It resulted in a
set of 28 remaining core questions*®, compared to 12 in the EC's and 38 in the METT-4 methodology.
An overview of argumentation of which questions were kept and which ones discarded is included in
the Background report supporting this methodology (see Chapter 3: Comparison of PAME evaluation
criteria between the European Commission-recommended approach and [IUCN WCPA METT-4).

Given the significant different between Estonian species protection sites, which usually are formed for
single species (therefore also small in size) and often through passive measures restricting access or
economic activity only, a separate set of evaluation questions was drawn up with only 5 evaluation
questions. During fall 2023, both questionnaires were discussed and piloted with the specialists of EEB
nature conservation planning department. Both final questionnaires are included in ANNEX | —
Protected area-level evaluation questionnaire and ANNEX Il — Species protection evaluation
guestionnaire .

Possible ways of representing collected data

Management planning and execution can result in the collection of substantial amounts of data. For
this, having an effective technical approach for data management and analysis is essential.
Furthermore, understanding if a conservation plan has been successful requires taking a
comprehensive overview examining trade-offs and synergies among different indicators is essential. It
is also necessary to go beyond site-level assessments, when there is a need to understand how effective
management has been at the national level. Hence, here we provide a brief recommmendation on how
to conduct technical analysis of the collected data.

Scoring by grouping the indicators into categories is one way of comprehensively assessing the
narrative provided by different indicators measured at a specific site and helps in identifying trade-offs
and synergies. This approach is also recommended by the latest EU Marine Natura 2000 methodology.
Furthermore, by implementing the previous recommendations on use of uniform terminologies, it is
possible to analyse data provided on indicators at higher management levels such as national or
regional as well by grouping sites into ‘networks’' based on common attributes shared. In this context,
a network refers to a collection of sites that can share either natural attributes like habitat type or
geographical connectivity or other attributes such as same COs, pressures, or measures. Examples of
such networks could include:

e Sites characterized by high levels of population of a particular invasive species
Sites sharing similar biogeographic attributes such as elevation gradients
Sites that record the same migratory species occurrence
Sites that have at least one element of historical or cultural significance
Other opportunities remain networks governed by existing legal frameworks such as the
River Basin Districts approach under the EU’'s Water Framework Directive.

To address the challenge of assessing effectiveness at various levels, from individual sites to a national
scale, we suggest using a hierarchical clustering approach. This method integrates information from
site-level assessments, allowing for comprehensive monitoring over time. We have already grouped
indicators to reflect the evaluation themes they come under. Scoring of the indicators subsequently
provides basis for the data assessment in a thematic manner by creating ‘category scores’. Category
score can be expressed as a percentage of total maximum score possible to be obtained, provided all
indicators performed at the highest optimal level achievable. The average score of all criteria evaluated
within each category generates the "category score" or “thematic score”. Representing the analysed

“0 Including all sub-questions, the total number of questions is 51.
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data as radar charts is useful here and can offer valuable information for effectiveness assessments,
including:

Comparisons across different sites.

Assessing the progress of a site over time.

Tracking progress at the network level over time by averaging across PA types.
Comparing the progress of a site against the average progress of the network.

This allows for easy identification of trade-offs and synergies. For instance, if a management plan
achieves a high score on the thematic area of “COs" (a score of 5 overall) but a low score on the thematic
area of “monitoring” (a score of 1), decision-makers can then, based on such an analysis, strengthen
monitoring mechanisms. This in turn may prompt a discussion on budget allocation and the need for
cost-cutting for effective monitoring. It's important to note that such assessments rely on the
interpretation of objectives and can only be evaluated against the established COs. We provide here a
sample of what the data analysis for such an assessment could look like in practice (see use case in Box
1 below).

Box 1 Use case for scoring assessment of indicators

Note: Figures shown are for illustrative purposes only, and not based on real data.

Objective: The scoring methodology aims to assess and evaluate the effectiveness of biodiversity
conservation efforts across different sites or PAs. By assigning scores to specific indicators, it provides
a systematic approach to measure and compare conservation outcomes. Here, we wish to
performance comparison of two sites (N1, N2) across the different categories of indicators informing
on management effectiveness. Further, we want to compare their performance against national
average performance of PAs on the said indicators.

Scenario: A regional agency responsible for monitoring effectiveness of biodiversity conservation
measures wants to know how the previously implemented measures performed across two sites
under their management.

Implementation Steps:

1. Scoring Criteria: For each indicator, there are nationally established clear criteria and
benchmarks that represent different levels of conservation success. These criteria can be
based on scientific research, expert knowledge, or predefined objectives.

2. Data Collection: Field staff and conservation experts collect data at site level using
standardised protocols and tools, and self-assessment templates.

3. Scoring Process: Based on the collected data, each indicator is scored using a defined scale
(e.g, 1-3). The scores reflect the level of achievement or progress towards the established
benchmarks.

4. Portal Login: The agency looking to evaluate effectiveness logs in to the portal containing
PAME data and selects a set of relevant indicators across available categories that reflect
key aspects of biodiversity conservation, such as species richness, habitat quality, ecosystem
health, and community engagement.

5. Weighting: The agency assigns appropriate weights to each indicator to reflect its relative
importance in overall biodiversity conservation effectiveness. This ensures that indicators
contributing more significantly to conservation goals have a greater influence on the final
scores. Alternatively, weighting can be skipped to avoid bias.

6. Calculation of Overall Scores: The individual indicator scores are combined to calculate an
overall effectiveness score for each site or PA. This score provides an aggregated measure
of conservation success.
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7. Comparative Analysis: The agency/concerned authority compares the scores across
different sites or PAs to identify variations in conservation effectiveness. This analysis helps
identify best practices, areas requiring improvement, and potential trade-offs between
different conservation metrics.

8. Reporting and Communication: The agency/concerned authority can also generate reports
and visual representations, such as graphs or charts, to communicate the conservation
effectiveness scores to stakeholders. These reports facilitate informed decision-making,
resource allocation, and adaptive management strategies.

9. Periodic Assessment: The scoring methodology is applied regularly to conduct periodic
assessments of biodiversity conservation effectiveness. This allows for tracking changes over
time, evaluating the impact of management interventions, and facilitating adaptive

management approaches.
A sample of such an assessment output could look like this:

Figure 2-2 Radar charts providing scoring for categories, each informed by aggregated scoring of
multiple indicators

Categorical assessment of management effectiveness Categorical assessment of management effectiveness

Conservation objectives Conservation objectives
3

Monitoring Pressures Monitoring Pressures

Management Conservation measures Management Conservation measures

w—=Site N1 —=Site N2

It can be seen that while management and COs aspects scored high for site N1, measures scored
lower for site N1. Here it is possible for a site manager accessing such data to reference the
management plan of site N2 to source additional measures for implementing at site N1 to improve
the score, given other aspects between the two sites are comparable. For reporting purposes, the
site manager could also compare performance of the site against the national average.
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Figure 2-3 Site condition scoring across monitoring categories set against mean score for protected
area type nationally

#4Site N1  #£PA type average score

Conservation objectives
3

Monitoring Pressures

Management Conservation measures
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3.Supporting elements for cost-
effective reporting and evaluation

The methodology for assessing biodiversity effectiveness can be strengthened by the inclusion of
some supporting elements that will enable improved efficiency in creation of management plans,
increase the knowledge available to decision-makers, and contribute to more effective management
planning. As these recommendations form the interface between methodological and technical
components to enabling assessment of management effectiveness, they are described here as
supporting elements.

3.1.Developing a common ‘nature language’

The development of a commmon ‘nature language’ will facilitate communication, data collection, and
data processing to support more efficient PA management and its evaluation. While not part of PAME
evaluation itself, in order to reduce ambiguity in execution, it is important to have clarity between
policy makers, site managers, and other key stakeholders, on the language used to describe various
aspects of the effectiveness assessment. In particular, terminologies for describing pressures on nature
and the management measures to address them should be standardized nationally - for example in
common codes or costs per practice estimation as it isimportant to be able to aggregate data beyond
the level of individual PAs and inform evaluation at national (or other) level. It would also facilitate the
digitalisation of management planning. In the framework of EU nature policy such common
terminology has been developed previously, in particular in the framework of reporting under the EU
Habitats Directives*"

Estonia already uses EU terminology and codes to describe natural habitats and their conservation
status, but less for other elements such as broad habitat classes, species, pressures & treats, or other
relevant features such as measures implemented“. Using a common ‘taxonomy’ especially for
describing pressures and threats as well as measures would be an important help in improving the
effectiveness of PA management and its evaluation as it provides a window of opportunity for coherent
data collection and assessment. Development of such a nationally uniform, standard index of
terminologies is key to improving the effectiveness of biodiversity management in Estonia. For this,
there is a need to understand what terminologies are currently being used in existing data already
collected in the Estonian Nature Information System (EELIS) across categories such as:

- Habitat descriptions

- Pressures and threats

- Management measures

- Standard workload of measures (e.g. man days)

Subsequent to this, we would recommend there be an exercise in matching this uniformized
terminology with EU standardized nature language. It could make sense to use the EU approach, itis
very detailed (e.g., 177 'Level 2' pressure categories). Despite this allowing you to be precise, it can also
generate more work, and Estonia may prefer a simpler national approach beyond their Natura 2000
sites that is more workable. National level examples of improving coherence of terminologies to
provide uniform, seamless, and interoperable exchange of ‘nature management’ data are helpful to
learn from in this context. In the Netherlands, to enable provinces to work together on the

“ Most of this information can be found in the reference portal for Natura 2000:
https://cdr.eionet.europa.eu/help/natura2000

%2 Habitats Directive reporting has for example letter code lists for species groups, type of presence
(permanent/temporal), data quality, abundance, and motivation for inclusion of additional species not protected
under EU law.
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implementation of nature policies, a “Nature and Landscape Index’** — defined as the common,
nationally uniform “natural language” that describes the types of nature, agricultural nature, and
landscape in NL — exists. This index forms the basis of nature management plans and standards such
as IMNa (Nature Information Model)*4, which facilitate uniform digital data exchange in nature
conservation management. IMNa describes in a structured way how nature data are related, which
requirements the exchange of data must meet, and which definitions apply. Understanding the extent
to which these two can be aligned proposes the way forward. Uniformity is key to allow common
understanding among practitioners and comparability/aggregation of data for PAME evaluations.

3.2.Develop a nation-wide digital ‘nature atlas’ and ‘nature
management map’

Making site-specific PA management objectives, as well as key contextual conditions in which will have
to be achieved, spatially explicit. This is to concretize ambition levels for site management and
communicate this with stakeholders to support a common understanding. GIS tools provide the
opportunity to bring together existing data on the current state of nature, which can be combined
with information on PAs and their management objectives towards a desired future state of nature.
The spatial representation would enable the EEB to clearly communicate expected site-specific
objectives to stakeholders. The mapping could be integrated into (digital) management plans, to
which site managers could add more detailed operational objectives and measures.

Nature Atlas

With its Nature Information System (EELIS) administered by the by the Estonian Environment Agency
(EE: Keskkonnaagentuur, or KAUR), Estonia already has a platform which brings together relevant
spatial data to inform PA management with information on PA boundaries, protection zones, habitats,
and habitats for protected species. These different datasets are brought together by the Land Board
(EE: Maa-amet) in an interactive platform for nature protection, which also adds other relevant
contextual data such as cadastral- and altitude maps*®.

In addition, various strands of ongoing work are developing further relevant spatial information to
inform and communicate PA management planning and evaluation. In particular the 2016-2023 ELME
project*®, led by KAUR, developed a wide range of relevant spatial data layers to contextualise and
inform management planning. This included a base map of ecosystems present in Estonia, a layer
showing the condition of these ecosystems, their ecological coherence, and a wide range of layers
showing information on ecosystem services such as food & feed; wood; climate regulation; pollination;
genetic diversity; tourism and recreation; energy potential and (other) cultural values (the Flemish
example presented below in the Flemish Biological Valuation Map builds on this even further, offering
an indication of the ‘value’ of such ecosystem services). Estonia has the ambition to update these
datasets over time. Some specific elements which are currently missing to contextualise the current
situation in and around PAs are:

- Information on pressures: EELIS currently includes data on only few pressures (alien species,
dams on watercourses, water abstraction, wastewater outlets, hunting areas). There are several
other databases/sources (such as Metsaportaal and the Land Board database) which contain
data on pressures and portals such as Keskonnaportaal containing highly relevant information,
but they are currently not brought together.

“ Web page of the executive agency of the 12 Provinces of the Netherlands (Bij12) on The Netherlands' Nature &
Landscape Index (NL: Index Natuur en Landschap): https//www.bijl12.nl/onderwerpen/natuur-en-landschap/index-
natuur-en-landschap
“ Web page of the executive agency of the 12 Provinces of the Netherlands (Bij12) on The Netherlands' Nature
Information Model (NL: Informatiemodel Natuur or IMNa): https//www.bijl2.nl/onderwerpen/natuur-en-
landschap/natuurgegevens-uniform-uitwisselen-imna/informatiemodel-natuur-imna
% Land Board XGIS portal on nature protection: https;//xgis.maaamet.ee/xgis2/page/app/looduskaitse
“6 ELME was supported through the EU Cohesion Fund and developed the Tools necessary for the assessment,
forecasting and data availability of biodiversity socio-economically and the environmental condition associated
with climate change’, https://loodusveeb.ee/en/countrywide-MAES-EE
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- Information on Estonia's Green Network: The green network is shaped by the combined plans
drawn up by local municipalities. This data needs to be reported by municipalities, however not
all of them have updated digitalized data yet. Map layers of green network are available on
regional level (not in EELIS), but with a greater degree of generalization.

National example: Flemish Biological Valuation Map

Different levels of ecological value:
e No colour: Less valuable

e \White-green lines: Mix of more and less valuable elements — with bigger lines
elements of high value

e Light green: Ecologically valuable

e Light+tdark green lines: Mix of valuable + highly valuable elements

e Dark green: Highly valuable elements
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Geopunt is een officiéle website van de Vlaamse overheid Meer info A

3.3.National nature management map

The national nature management map could have two key elements to spatially show:

(a) The desired state in which the protected natural features in the nature atlas must be in future (e.g.,
in 10 years following international strategic biodiversity frameworks, or after a national PA
management cycle if it is synchronized).

(b) The different broad types of management measures necessary in and around PAs, in order to
contribute to the site-specific objectives. These broad management types would follow a common
nomenclature for nature management developed earlier. For instance, this could mean including
potentially information on:

o Maintenance management: For example, recurring mowing of grassland.

o Restoration measures: E.g. drainage ditches to be filled.

o Re-creation measures: E.g. enlarging the site through acquisition and rehabilitate them for
natural recovery.

o Visitor management: E.g. maintenance of infrastructure

39



National methodology for assessing effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in
Estonia

Ifintegrated with a digital reporting tool for management measures as proposed in this methodology
for the ‘Tier 17 evaluation, the national nature management map could also collect and show for each
site (or at a more granular level, if desired) progress in outputs of management.

A ambivekasr: Nerwurypen
B 0001 Zoskgenied 1 Algemeen Geen CHW

B 0001 Zoekgesied 2 Aigemeen Hoge CHW

B 0001 Zoekgesiec 3 Aigemeen Zeer Hoge CHW.

B 0001 Zoskgesiec 4 Beekbegeieicende nawur

B N0001 Zoskgesiec S Boven Dommel

[ 10001 Zoeksebied 6 de Mortelen, e Schesken, St
Annabos (wist)

Bl N00.01 Zoekgebiea 7 Heivoima Broek Pompveic
Il N00.01 Zoekgeniec 8 ce Brane
B N00.01 Zoekgeniec 9 Westeiijke Langstrsat
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Figure 3-2 Management measure map for nature The Netherlands (Province of Noord-Brabant)

Provincie Noord-Brabant Natuurbeheerplan

Bestuurlijke Gebieden actueel - Provincie

Natuurbeheerplan

~o
L

-

3.4.Updated guidance for more harmonised and specific
management planning

Management plans can be created for specific sites, habitat types, or species, as is the case in Estonia
(see Background report Chapter 4: Key elements of Estonia management plans). Here we focus
primarily on the content of a management plan and certain common principles that can apply
regardless of whether the plan applies to a specific site, species, or habitat. Components of an Estonian
management plan are usually values-status-objective-pressure-measure. Hence, keeping this
structure, we delve into each component providing recommendations as relevant that will contribute
to the development of an overall mechanism for evaluating effectiveness.

Management plan component: “Values”
Values refer to the attributes to protect, maintain, and conserve for which the PA is designated.
Broadly, these can be categorised as:

a) Biodiversity values (which the protection was based upon)
b) Other, non-biodiversity values (e.g. social, cultural, recreational, monetary)

PAs may also carry additional significance based on whether they have been assessed previously for
ongoing reporting. The significance stems from the continuity potential offered by such sites which
become the crux of periodical reporting on conservation values.

Current scenario

Estonian management plans contain a description of values in the relevant chapter of the plan. The
data structure report of the Estonian Nature Information System EELIS recognises four value types (‘'n’
represents the number of times they are included as a conservation value in management plans):
“biota” (N=3118), “habitats” (n=3193): “cultural values” n=127) and “single objects and landscape elements”
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(N=419)). Under the 'biota' category, the name of the species group/class and a general description of it
are given. Other types of values described include aspects such as ‘cultural heritage’, ‘way of life,
‘historical land use’, ‘architectural elements’, ‘folklore etc. (see Background report Chapter 4: Key
elements of Estonia management plans”). Values in the plans usually are by way of a generic
description with an assessment of their status. However, such assessments are not standardized or
reported in quantifiable terms. Assessments show significant variation between sites. Values have
identified indicators to monitor status, which, depending on the context, can be either generic or
specific. For example, if a cultural heritage value for which a site is protected is described as ‘population
and way of life’, then an indicator for it is ‘knowledge of Véro language' (see Background report Chapter
4: Key elements of Estonia management plans’). However, values are not intended to be listed as COs
although linkages (may) exist. Rather the purpose of values in the management plans of Estonia are
to know and understand the overall representativeness of the PA and what is has been established for.

Recommendations

According to the IUCN Framework, a clear expression of values is very useful for outcome assessment.
Also, setting of objectives needs to be based on the values for which a site is protected because
evaluating effectiveness based on outcomes needs to be thought about from an early stage of
developing a management plan“6. Hence, to strengthen objective setting and outcome evaluation in
a bottom-up mManner, it is recommended that values other than those relating to ‘biota’ and ‘habitats’
are considered and described in future revisions of management plans, whether they are
site/species/habitat specific plans. In addition to the current description of biota and habitat-based
values and cultural values, some other types of values can be considered (see Figure 4-5). Values
relating to socio-economic and cultural aspects deserve special attention as identifying and describing
them in the management plans lays the basis for subsequent objective setting and monitoring.

Figure 3-3 Some types of values to be considered in assessing protected area context (Source:
Hockings et al., 2006 )%

Ecological Socio-economic and cultural

Ecosystem services/ functions Cultural
e Catchment management and water supply e Spiritual — e.g. sacred sites
e Soil conservation e Indigenous heritage
e Climate and disaster mitigation e Historical
e Clean air/pollution mitigation o Aesthetic/artistic
Biodiversity Social
® Ecosystem level ® Recreation
e Species level (rare and threatened, indicator species, e Green space
popular species, economically or socially important e Scenic
species etc) Economic
e Local population level e Tourism
o  Genetic level e Adjacent land values
Landscape and geological e Sustainable resource harvesting
e FEvidence of formation and ongoing geological | Research and education
processes e Benchmark sites
Fossils ® Research
Special geological formations and landscape ® Formal education
features e |Interpretation
e Water bodies and wetlands

From Finland's approach to management effectiveness, some examples on describing values based
on aspects other than biodiversity can be referenced as best practices which are applicable to the
Estonian context as described in the technical baseline report (see Deliverable 2 report). Interestingly,

47 Hockings, M, Stolton, S., Leverington, F., Dudley, N. and Courrau, J. (2006). Evaluating Effectiveness: A framework
for assessing management effectiveness of protected areas. 2nd edition. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland and Cambridge,
UK. xiv + 105 pp., https//portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/PAG-014.pdf (a more detailed introduction to the
IUCN WCPA framework is included in the background report).
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in Estonia the varied types of protected objects already present a valuable opportunity for more in-
depth description of values and require identifying and linking the location of such individual
protected objects (e.g., historical wreckage, relics etc.) to management plans.

Management plan component: “Objectives”

Effectiveness assessments are most meaningful where concrete objectives for management have
been specified in management plans. Site level COs are a set of specified objectives to be met at a site
in order to make sure that the site contributes in the best possible way to achieving favourable
conservation status at the appropriate level (national or the regional level, considering the natural
range of the respective species or habitat types). In cases where clear, operational, SMART objectives
specifying desired outcomes were set, assessments can quickly move to data gathering and analysis.

Current scenario

Estonian management plans have both long-term objectives and ‘management period’ objectives for
each value that the site has been designated for. This is provided in the management plans as a
descriptive text for each objective and as a summary table (see Background report Chapter 4: Key
elements of Estonia management plans. Biota-linked objectives (e.g., quantified size of a particular
species population; area of a certain habitat; number of habitats) are more commonly accompanied
by a general description such as ‘suitable habitats are preserved'. The information relating to objective
setting in currently implemented management plans include a description of the relevant value;
criterion; current status; expected outcome; actual outcome in the year of assessment; % of target
achieved; and any additional comments.

Objective setting is the most crucial part of management planning but also often the most
challenging part. Acommon problem, not limited to the Estonian context, is finding that objectives do
not always clearly specify desired outcomes, making data collection and monitoring disconnected.
Assessment can rapidly progress from data collection to analysis when concrete well-defined
objectives have been specified in relevant plans. However, objective setting can be a common pitfall
in management plans when they are too vague (e.g. ‘biodiversity should be conserved’) to allow
targeted monitoring, or are framed in terms to activities to be undertaken instead of end goals
(outcomes) to be achieved. In Estonia, we note a lack of management objectives in the site
management plans as most are linked to status of biota or habitats. Furthermore, objectives linked to
cultural and socio-economic values are not emphasised enough. In addition, the ‘timeliness’
component of the objectives is currently often missing. While it is difficult to anticipate exactly how a
certain outcome may occur and when with certainty, it is possible to scrutinise some best practices in
this context.

Recommendations
o The European Commission guidance on setting objectives for Natura 2000484° recommends
that the general objective of favourable status for all species and habitats needs to be
translated into site-level COs further defined based on site-specific conditions. Keeping this in
mind, objective setting in Estonia can be strengthened by including new objectives linked to
socioeconomic and cultural values as well as setting a time duration within which a set
objective is expected to be achieved. This is particularly relevant for objectives that are linked
to management measures, as it can be harder to postulate a specific time for biodiversity
outcomes. Nonetheless, knowing that biodiversity management is an adaptive and iterative
process, based on scientific knowledge of species ecology and in consultation with experts and
knowledgeable stakeholder, it is possible to bring in the aspect of timeliness to objective
setting. Commission guidance provides the following broad recommendations for setting

48 European Commission (2018) Commission Notice C(2018) 7621 final, Brussels, 21112018,
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/lle4ee91-2a8a-11€9-8d04-01aa75ed71al
4 Commission  (2012) Note on setting conservation objectives for Natura 2000 sites:
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/68834981-033a-4d8e-b306-
54dd8bef48fa/Commission%20note%200n%20setting%20conservation%200bjectives.pdf
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COs: Be specific: relate to a particular feature of interest (species or habitat type) and define
conditions required to satisfy the CO.

o Be measurable and reportable: enable monitoring to be undertaken to determine whether
the COs are being met for purposes of Article 17 of the Habitats Directive.
Be realistic: consider timeframe and resources.
Be consistent in the approach: the structure of COs should, as far as is possible, be the same
across all sites, and at sites supporting the same interest feature, use similar attributes and
targets to describe favourable condition; and

o Be comprehensive: the attributes and targets should cover the properties of the feature of
interest necessary to describe its condition as either favourable or unfavourable.

In setting such objectives, it is also important to assess the degree to which these objectives are set for
the values for which the site was designated (for example, all values have objectives, only the key values
etc). Further, site level COs, across different types of PAs, must have full regard to:

o Ecological requirements of species and habitat types listed in Natura 2000 SDF.
o Local, regional, national conservation status.
o Overall coherence with the Natura 2000 network.

Management plan component: “Pressures and threats”

PAs can face a range of significant threats both from actions in their immediate vicinity and from
pressures originating from further away. Pressures are different processes that carry an impact (usually
adverse) to the site values. Direct threats are defined as proximate human activities or processes that
have impacted, are impacting, or may impact the status of a value under consideration. Therefore, in
designing management plans the current and potential future threats and pressures should be
carefully examined and listed. Properly described relationships between pressures and site objectives
is a powerful management tool, as it can enable managers to set thresholds for specific pressures and
features of interest and thereby assess their condition, choose appropriate management measures,
and evaluate the effectiveness of the chosen measures. In describing pressures, it is important to also
delineate the differentiation between natural environmental variations and impacts of human
activities. Some pressures act in the long term, while others are more acute.

Current scenario

In Estonia, management plans do contain description of pressures and linked measures. Pressures are
usually addressed within each CO (see Background report Chapter 4: Key elements of Estonia
management plans). Note that the term threat is also used in place of pressures and including the
listing of positive impacts as well as adverse impacts. Our assessment is that threats and pressures are
usually not clearly distinguished, and in some cases a lack of necessary equipment and lack of
appropriate measures and management actions are also noted as pressures. Pressures are also usually
not coded (i.e., uniformly described across the country), and seldom quantified. In the reporting of
articles 12 and 17 of the BHDs, the classification of threats and pressures given in the corresponding EU
directive is used, which has also been used in the assessment of the species®®®!. Without a unified way
of reporting pressures across all protected sites, it becomes difficult to coherently choose
management actions and implement them. As a consequence, developing indicators to monitor
implemented actions and their outcomes also becomes challenging. Furthermore, describing
pressures using codes can help group sites that face common pressures and hence select common
packages of measures to be applied to the sites.

0 EEA-EIONET Reference portal for reporting under Article 17 of the EU Habitats Directive:
https://cdr.eionet.europa.eu/help/habitats_artl?7

S' EEA-EIONET Reference portal for reporting wunder Article 12 of the EU Birds Directive:
https://cdr.eionet.europa.eu/help/birds_artl
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Coding the pressures based on a standardised taxonomy/typology is a key step in progressing towards
systematic assessments. It was noted that currently no such coding system is practiced in Estonia in
biodiversity conservation management (although in EELIS and the Estonian Environmental
Monitoring Database (KESE) classification codes for area-based pressures are already available). The
presence of such a coding system can enable grouping of sites based on common pressures and test
or apply conservation measures across all sites experiencing similar levels/types of pressures. For this,
several classifications of pressures exist such as CMP Direct Threats Classification V2.0%? or IUCN threats
classification scheme (v 3.3)%%. EU specific classifications are also published for the period from 2019 -
2024 and can be referenced in coding pressures® and threats® accordingly. It is important that the
same system is adopted by all PAs and sites in order to be able to commonly aggregate data and
calculate national level metrics. The IUCN assessment framework determines threat impact level by
assessing the timing (past, ongoing, future), its scope (proportion of area/population/value affected),
severity (overall decline caused by threat). By creating a matrix of the three impact categories and their
scales, it is possible to assign a threat prioritisation to the identified pressure. In addition to natural
groupings, it is also possible to create arbitrary groupings for the threats such as within site, outside
site etc. Prioritisation among pressures in turn could inform management measures, monitoring
objectives, and indicators specific to identified pressures. The table below provides an overview of the
broad pressure codes used in the framework of EU nature policy.

Table 4-2 Level 1 pressures used in EU nature policy reporting®®

Code Label

A Agriculture related practices

B Forestry related practices

C Extraction of resources (minerals, peat, non-renewable energy resources)
D Energy production processes and related infrastructure development

E Development and operation of transport systems

Development, construction and use of residential, commmercial, industrial and

F ) )
recreational infrastructure and areas

G Extraction and cultivation of biological living resources (other than agriculture and
forestry)

H Military action, public safety measures, and other human intrusions

| Alien and problematic species

J Climate change

52 Conservation standards web page on the Direct Threats Classification (v2.0) (2016),

https://conservationstandards.org/library-item/direct-threats-classification-v2-0
5 JUCN Red List Threats Classification Scheme (Version 33), https//www.iucnredlist.org/resources/threat-
classification-scheme
5% EEA (2023) Standard list of conservation measures to be used in reporting information under the EU Nature
Directives (Version 1.0 24/05/2023),
https://cdr.eionet.europa.eu/help/habitats_artl7/Reporting2025, L|st%20of%20conservat\on%20measures%20for%2
0the%20period%202019-2024.xIsx
SSEEA (2023) Standard list of pressures and threats to be used to report information under the EU Nature Directives
(Version 11 - 24/05/20223),
https://cdr.eionet.europa.eu/help/habitats_artl7/Reporting2025/List%200f%20pressures%20and%20threats%20for
%20reporting%202019-2024%20v1.1.xIsx
6 Taken from: Natura 2000 reference portal:
https:.//cdr.eionet.europa.eu/help/natura2000/Documents/Ref_threats_pressures FINAL_20110330.xIs
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K Mixed source pollution
L Human-induced changes in water regimes
M Geological events, natural processes and catastrophes
X Unknown pressures, no pressures and pressures from outside the Member State

Management plan component: “Measures”

Conservation measures are interventions aimed at acquiring, preserving, creating, enhancing,
restoring, or managing habitats for endangered or threatened wildlife species. The careful selection of
interventions or a package of interventions is crucial to the implementation of planned management
objectives across biodiversity, socio-economic, and managerial aspects in accordance with theory of
change estimations about how selected interventions will lead to desired impacts.

Current scenario

Site management- and habitat & species action plans include concrete site-specific actions to
implement protection rules and additional measures such as inventories, restoration works, visitor
infrastructure, etc. The measures are grouped by type (see Background report Chapter 4: Key elements
of Estonia management plans), and each measure carries information such as reference to the specific
chapter of the management plan, description of the measure, authority identified as responsible,
priority, implementation timeframe, and cost per year or total cost. Priority is assigned on a scale of | —
Il based on whether the activity is essential, necessary, or recommended (see Background report
Chapter 4: Key elements of Estonia management plans). Management plans usually assign one or
more conservation measures to each conservation value for which the site is designated, or mention
specifically if no measure is required. However, not all measures are linked to specific values and
objectives: Some may be generic measures such as visitor infrastructure, area signs, etc. for which no
specific objectives were included in the management plan. An important aspect is that the possibilities
for implementing conservation measures (e.g., maintenance and restoration works on seminatural
grasslands) on public and private land differ (see Ch.3, of Deliverable 2). The implementation of
measures in private land is dependent on the consent and will of the landowner. In addition to site
management plans, prioritised conservation measures are also set in species and habitat action plans.
Measures can be described differently across different sites, and this hinders the grouping of sites that
have the same set of interventions and knowledge sharing based on outcomes. Furthermore, it is
unclear how cost estimations are arrived at for different measures carried out. The lack of such
information complicates assessment of effectiveness and adequacy of measures to achieve objectives
given the cost-benefit ratios cannot be computed.

Recommendations

A standard nomenclature and coding of measures (similar to the system for describing pressures) is
recommended as supportive to the assessment of effectiveness. Standard nomenclature improves
data interoperability. One example could be  through the development of
standardised (national) cost per measure indications. For instance, as done in the Netherlands where
‘standard cost prices (SKP)' are estimated and catalogues with aim to map out the actual, average
costs of adequate nature and landscape management®’.

Management plan component: “Work plan”

In addition, a well-structured work plan is an indispensable component of management plans for
biodiversity conservation. It serves as a “roadmap” that outlines the systematic and coordinated actions
required to safeguard the unique ecological and biological values of a particular site. By detailing

57 Web page of the executive agency of the 12 Provinces of The Netherlands (Bij12) on standard costs in the
Netherlands' grant scheme for nature and landscape: https//www.bijl2.nl/onderwerpen/natuur-en-
landschap/subsidiestelsel-natuur-en-landschap/subsidiestelsel-natuur-en-
landschap/tarieven/standaardkostprijzen
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specific tasks linked to objectives, timelines, responsible parties, and allocated resources, a work plan
ensures that conservation efforts remain focused, efficient, and accountable. Furthermore, it has the
potential to facilitate improved communication among stakeholders, allow adaptive management,
and contribute to the evaluation of progress towards conservation goals. In essence, a robust work plan
is the critical link in transforming set COs into “tangible steps”, thereby translating vision into
meaningful, measurable conservation outcomes at the site/habitat/plan or restoration project level.

Current scenario
In Mmost cases, in Estonia, management plans include a table as part of the work plan component
showing the measures needed, timeframe, their cost, and the responsible parties.

Recommendations

A workplan should break down objectives into smaller actionable milestones, and this step could be
better detailed. Some recommendations on the specific components of such a workplan includes
having a:

e Detailed task breakdown: List and describe individual tasks required to achieve each measure
selected in relation to CO set thereby breaking down the operationalization into further
smaller and easily executable components. Each task should be clearly defined and linked to
a timeline. Examples of task breakdown, for instance for a restoration measure, would include:
carry out reconnaissance visit to the site, create fencing around the restoration area, activate
restoration team, set dates for carrying out restoration activity.

e Timeline: Yet another essential component of an operationalizable management plan.
Establishing realistic timelines for each task considers factors like seasonal constraints and
species life cycles. Clearly outline the start and end dates for each task, allowing for efficient
allocation of resources and monitoring of progress.

One way to tie together tasks, measures, and COs with timelines is through the use of GANTT charts
that can be formulated with varying levels of detail as required for each specific context.
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ANNEX | — Protected area-level evaluation questionnaire

This table summarises the full questionnaire, which was developed in Microsoft Excel, and can be found in file: 'EE PAME Evaluation_Final xlsx’

Phase Evaluation Q# | Question
theme

Management Condition Is there a management plan for this site?

planning 1.a Was the condition of all species values identified at the start of the management cycle?

1b Was the condition of all habitat values identified at the start of the management cycle?

1c What is the perceived quality of baseline condition data for species?

1d What is the perceived quality of baseline condition data for habitats?

2.a Were data gaps to assess baseline condition identified in previous management cycle?

2.b | Were the identified data gaps to assess baseline condition filled during this management cycle?
Pressures and 3a Were pressures (direct drivers) on the conservation of all values for which the site was designated,
drivers identified?

3b | Wasinformation available on the geographic location/distribution and level of impact of pressure (those
indicated in 3a)?

3.c List the most significant pressures on the site

4 Were pressures related to outside of the protected area considered in the last management cycle?

COs (COs) 5a Have COs been established for the biodiversity conservation values of the site?

5b Did the COs specify the condition of the habitats and species to be achieved?

5c Were COs set for values other than biodiversity conservation? If yes, list these.

5d | Are COs set to other benefits that are not identified in the designation act?

Conservation 6.a | Are CMs needed within the Protected Area?

measures (CMs)

6.b | Were CMs established to achieve all COs for the PA?
6.c Did the established CMs require action beyond the boundaries of the protected area?
6.d Did CMs address all identified key pressures to the values identified in the protected area?

Implementation | Inputs 7 Are there any other relevant knowledge gaps (beyond those identified in relation to question 2- baseline
(appropriateness assessment) for effective site management identified in management planning, or during implementation,
& adequacy) which have not been filled?

8.a Did the monitoring, inventories and/or studies provide the information needed to assess whether
measures/actions and COs were successful, or allow progress to be tracked towards achieving these COs?
8.b If answer to 9.a="'no', what must be done to overcome this?
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9 Were monitoring results, inventories and/or studies used to adapt management of the site?
Process 10.a | Were stakeholders consulted or involved in the management planning?

10.b | Were stakeholders competent in PA management and understanding of the protected values consulted or
involved in the implementation of the management plan?

T.a | Did any conflicts or major uncertainties arise during consultations or coordination of activities?

T.b | If youanswered ‘'yes' to question 11a, please identify the nature of the significant conflicts.

Results Outputs 12a | Whatis the overall implementation status of measures for the restoration of semi-natural meadows?
(Delivery) 12b | What is the overall implementation status of measures for restoration of wetland and water habitats?

12c | What is the overall implementation status of measures relating to the maintenance of habitats?

12d | What is the overall implementation status of species' conservation measures?

12.e | What is the overall implementation status of other conservation measures set out in the management
plan?

12.f | Which | and Il priority conservation measures were not implemented, and why?

13.a | Haveland Il priority measures been implemented for monitoring, inventories and studies?

13.b | Have l and Il priority measures been implemented effectively for administrative management of the site?

13.c | Have | and Il priority measures been implemented effectively for facilitating recreation and education?

13.d | Have any other measures been implemented which were not included in the management plan, but have
had a positive impact towards the objectives of the site?

Outcomes 14a | Whatis the current condition of the species values for which the protected area is formulated?

14.b | If you have answered 'ALL OR MAJORITY' for Q.14.a, what were the key drivers of success identified?

l4.c | Ifyou have answered OVER HALF; LESS THAN HALF, or NONE OF THE VALUES for Q.14.a, what were the
values that show deterioration?

14.d | If you have answered OVER HALF; LESS THAN HALF, or NONE OF THE VALUES for Q.14.a, what where the
reasons of deterioration and what actions must be taken to achieve better/successful outcomes based on
your experience?

15.a | What is the condition of habitat values for which the protected area was formulated?

15.b | If you responded 'not possible to assess' to Question 15.a- please indicate the primary reason why Question
15.a could not be answered.

15.c | Ifyou have answered 'ALL OR MAJORITY' for Q.15.a, what were the key drivers of success identified?

15d | If you have answered OVER HALF; LESS THAN HALF, or NONE OF THE VALUES for Q.15.a, what were the

values that show deterioration?
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15e | If you have answered OVER HALF; LESS THAN HALF, or NONE OF THE VALUES for Q.15.a, what where the
reasons of deterioration and what actions must be taken to achieve better/successful outcomes based on
your experience?

16 What is the impact of the protected area management on provision of ecosystem services?

17 What is the impact of the protected area management on ecological coherence?

18.a | Were violations of protection rules detected and recorded?

18.b | Do detected violations have potential impact on the conservation value(s)?

19.a | Do you think the zoning of protection strictness been sufficiently effective in supporting conservation
outcomes?

19.b | Are the conservation values listed in the designation act of the site adequate and sufficient?

19.c | If you answered 'no' to question 19a and/or 19.b, what changes would be required?

Other 20 Please indicate if there are any further contributions you would like to provide.
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ANNEX |l — Species protection evaluation questionnaire

This table summarises the full questionnaire, which was developed in Microsoft Excel, and can be found in file: 'EE PAME Species Protection Sites_Final.xIsx’

Phase Evaluation Q# | Question
theme

Management Condition Is there an up-to-date management plan or species action plan for this site?
planning 1.a [PA level] Is the status of the species(s) of conservation value (conservation objective) of the site known?
[National level] Is the status of the species known?
1b [PA level] What is the trend in the status of the species(s) of conservation value (conservation objective) in

the area under assessment?

[At national level] What is the trend in the status of the species?

1c (PA level) What proportion of the population of the species is in the assessed species protection site?
(National level) What proportion of the species is found in the protected areas, limited-conservation areas or
species protection sites?

1d What is the perceived quality of baseline condition data for habitats?

2a | Arethere any noteworthy additional values in the area?

2.b If you answered "yes" to question 2.3, please indicate the additional value

Pressures and 3a Have pressures (direct negative drivers) been identified for the conservation value(s) of the site/species?
drivers 3b Has the importance and extent of each of the pressures addressed in question 3.a been determined?
3.c [PA level] Name the most important pressures in the area?

[At national level] Name the most important pressures on the species?

Conservation 4 [PA level] Name the most important pressures in the area?
measures (CMs) [National level] Name the most important pressures on the species?
and their outputs | 5 What is the overall state of implementation of the planned Priority | and Priority Il actions for conservation
values?
6 Has the planned amount of applied studies for the conservation of the species been carried out?
7 Are there any additional active management measures for the conservation of the species that are not part
of the plan?
8 What is the overall implementation status of all other conservation measures required for the continued

success of the other values in the site?

Process 9.a Did any known conflicts (confrontations) arise during the consultation or coordination of activities?
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Implementation 9.b | Ifyouanswered "yes" to question 8.a, please indicate the main areas of conflict.
(appropriatenes
s & adequacy)
Results Outcomes 10.a | Have there been any breaches of the site's protection rules?
(Delivery)
10.b | Are the identified breaches of the site's protection rules likely to have a (significant) impact on the site's
conservation values?
Ta Do you consider that the site's protection regime has been appropriate and sufficiently effective to support
the achievement of the COs?
T.b | If youanswered no to question 11.a, what changes would be needed?
Other 12 Are there any further comments you would like to add?
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ANNEX Il - Proposed reporting
template for SWOT workshop

The proposed methodology for the final PA-specific evaluation (see section 222) suggests to
undertake a workshop in which the findings from the full evaluation questionnaire are presented to,
and discussed with, all key administrations and other key stakeholders involved in implementing PA
management plans and the conservation measures in them. The first purpose of this workshop is to
validate the preliminary conclusions from the questionnaire, discuss differences in perspective, and
come to a commonly agreed final conclusion. The second purpose of the workshop is to discuss
priorities for the next management cycle, keeping in mind the lessons from the evaluation. Lastly, the
workshop will identify measures that will need to take place outside the sphere of influence of PA
management in scope of the management plan, in order to achieve COs in the PA.

The workshops logic is (loosely) based on that of the SWOT analysis approach, which is often used to
inform strategic planning. SWOT is an acronym of Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities & Threats. It
combines an assessment of today's status by evaluating key strengths and weaknesses (or ‘areas of
improvement’, framed more positively), with a forward-looking assessment of how success can be
achieved in the future (also on the areas for improvement) in a context of opportunities and threats.
Given limited resources, the workshop should not take longer than half a day per protected area. To
help reduce time investment, several PAs in the same region could be discussed jointly, in particular if
they have faced similar management challenges. It could start with a short presentation with the
findings of the evaluation questionnaire, and then open the floor around a limited number of key
questions. A first suggestion of questions is provided below.

The outcomes of individual workshops will provide useful input in the development of new PA
management plans, and the outcomes of combined workshops will provide invaluable information to
inform national-level evaluation, and identify common priorities that will need action at scale (e.g.
through the development of national guidance, updates of national strategies and action plans, or
more strategic and/or integrated action to fill resource gaps).

Suggested questions to structure the discussion:

1) What went well — particular successes to highlight?

| Answer box |

2)  What went not so well, and should be improved during the next management cycle?

| Answer box |

3)  What would need to change from today, in order to make the improvements under (2)?
| Answer box |

4)  What are the main obstacles you foresee to making the necessary changes under (3)?
| Answer box |

5) Which new or changed objectives and/or measures would you recommend for the next
management cycle, considering the answers under (2)-(4)?
| Answer box |

6) Which of the issues under (3) and (4) cannot be overcome through changes in area-based
management, and will have to be followed-up at a regional/national level?
| Answer box |
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