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1. Introduction 

1.1. Context of this report 
This report, developed by Estonian, Latvian & Lithuanian Environment (ELLE) with support from 
Trinomics and Baltic Environmental Forum (BEF) presents an action plan and proposal for an IT 
structure to assess the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia. 

It represents the Deliverable 5 (DLV 5) of a technical support contract with the European Commission 
(DG REFORM) titled ‘Framework for Assessment of Effectiveness of Biodiversity Conservation Measures 
in Estonia’. The project was funded by the European Union via the Technical Support Instrument, 
managed by the European Commission Directorate General for Structural Reform Support. 

The beneficiary of the work is the Estonian Ministry of Climate (former Ministry of the Environment), 
represented by the Estonian Environmental Board (EE: Keskkonnaamet, hereafter EEB) responsible 
for the conservation of wildlife and nature protection. 

The action plan was drawn up on the basis of the challenges identified during the baseline review (DLV 
2) and the development and testing of the methodology (DLV 3 and 4). It aims to ensure the successful 
implementation of all elements of the methodology and the efficient use of resources. 

1.2. Reading guide 
This report provides insights into the institutional and administrative factors essential for the effective 
execution of the methodology developed in DLV 3. It outlines the necessary actions, delineates roles 
and responsibilities, and specifies the required resources for addressing these aspects if possible. 

The report is structured as follows: 

• Chapter 2 covers the required (administrative) steps for the implementation of the evaluation 
procedure. 

• Chapter 3 addresses the technical integration of assessment questionnaire(s). 
• Chapter 4 outlines elements for cost-effective reporting and evaluation support. 
• Chapter 5 proposes an IT structure for effective implementation. 

Priority levels are assigned to each action: 

• I - essential for implementation of the methodology, to be carried out as a first priority. 
• II - significantly improves the implementation of the methodology and/or nature conservation 

management in general. 

The resource requirements outlined in the report are estimations, emphasising the necessity to 
conduct procurement processes or request quotations to determine the costs of new developments. 

Text boxes are used to provide additional background information and examples. 
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2. Implementation of evaluation 
procedure 

2.1. Objective and needs 
To implement the methodology, administrative steps, roles, and responsibilities for the enforcement 
of regular assessment need to be clearly determined. A clear understanding of organizational 
arrangements is essential, encompassing when, how, and by whom the baseline assessment is 
conducted, as well as how the results are aggregated and analysed. Successful implementation also 
relies on the willingness of all involved parties, including baseline data collectors and processors, to 
collaborate. Additionally, strategic-level support is necessary, foreseeing and providing the required 
resources for the effective execution of the evaluation system. 

A comprehensive overview and mutual understanding of the following aspects are essential: 

• General principles of evaluation procedures (evaluation tiers, cycle, coverage of areas, 
reporting and use of assessment results, etc). 

• Task allocation among agencies, departments, and specialists, including resource 
requirements (both human and financial). 

• Evaluation of whether and which administrative measures within the Environmental 
Board/Environment Agency (KAUR)/Ministry of Climate administration are necessary to 
ensure a regular assessment. 

The project team has not identified any need for legislative or institutional changes. 

2.2. Description of required actions 
2.2.1. Agreeing on evaluation principles 

The first step in setting up the organisational structure of the evaluation system is defining the main 
principles of the evaluation procedure, determining the evaluation cycle, and specifying the scope of 
areas to be included in the assessment. 

In addition, it must be agreed with the relevant parties on how to involve stakeholders in the evaluation 
process and how to collect and aggregate information for the areas to be evaluated (in particular on 
the implemented measures/actions). 

A process for data management and data exchange must be agreed, ensuring the availability of data 
for evaluation and the long-term sustainability of this data management system. (See also Chapter 4.2 
for a proposal for datasets of management actions.) 

Depending on the availability of supporting methodologies and tools (see Chapters 3-5), it may be 
necessary to describe two or more steps: 

1. How will the evaluation process and data collection be carried out before supporting 
methodologies and IT-tools are fully implemented (initial approach, indicatively (first half of) 
2025-2028)? 

2. What is the expected final approach to be achieved through the development 
projects/actions? 

The initial evaluation process, before all the tools are in place, could focus on conducting and learning 
from evaluations at the protected area level, with a view to further developing the evaluation system. 
The national level assessment proposed in the developed methodology could be added in a second 
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phase (indicatively from 2028/2029 onwards), once data aggregation capabilities have improved and 
more input from the protected area level assessment has been gathered. 

It is recommended that the relevant principles are documented, e.g. in the form of a guidance 
document to be approved by the management. Formally, it could be an order (korraldus) or directive 
(käskkiri) signed by the Deputy General Director of EEB or Director General of EEB.  

Some of the general principles that need to be agreed upon are discussed in more detail in the 
following sections. 

Evaluation cycle 

The primary consideration for determining the evaluation cycle for protected areas (PA) should be 
grounded in the intended use of the assessment outcomes.  

The methodology recommends integrating management evaluation with existing condition 
monitoring cycles as well as management planning cycles, and where possible align all three. 
Currently, comprehensive biodiversity assessments occur every six years through status reporting of 
EU-protected habitats and species. Integrating this with regular assessments of all protected 
biodiversity values could establish a unified national management cycle. Extending the 10-year 
lifespan of protected area management plans to 12 years would allow for mid-term evaluations in line 
with condition reporting. While this alignment aids in setting national priorities, simultaneous 
planning poses resource challenges. Implementing improved digitalised planning may mitigate this 
issue, although aligning all management plans with status reporting dates may not be feasible. 
However, different lengths of assessment cycles may be applied to protected areas with existing 
management plans as appropriate (taking into account the 10-year period covered by the respective 
action plan). 

Regardless of the chosen alignment, there are three sub-cycles or ‘tiers’ within the full evaluation cycle. 
Each tier will focus on various components (context – condition, context – pressures & threats, 
conservation objectives, conservation measures, inputs, process, outputs, outcomes) of the evaluation 
cycle, at different periods of the entire management cycle (proposed to be 12 years), as outlined in the 
figure below. 

Note: The figure below aligns with the 12-year cycle proposed above, which differs from the 10-year 
cycle noted in the DLV 3 report. 

 

Figure 2-1 Evaluation tier system and frequency of evaluation 
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- Tier 1: provides an annual snapshot of the site/area/region through reporting by executive 
authorities (State Forest Management Centre, KAUR, EEB stakeholders) on aspects such as 
the presence of (new) pressures, new conservation values to consider, and mainly the 
implementation status of measures. These aspects could be reported and assessed through a 
pre-populated database(s). Agreement on the exact aspects to standardise/automise would 
need to be outlined prior to the beginning of management cycles, and trainings offered to the 
stakeholders tasked with providing the information for reporting. Given the resource 
constraints, implementation of Tier 1, as proposed, will become realistic once a database of 
management actions (and/or other relevant datasets, e.g. pressure analysis tool) is established 
and linked to the protected areas. The output of the Tier 1 could be an annual national progress 
report, utilising aggregated data from the datasets.  
 

- Tier 2: conducted in the middle of the management cycle, utilises the Excel evaluation form 
developed (see DLV 3 and DLV 4 reports). As shown in the figure above, some evaluation 
themes (those indicated as ‘quick scan’) would only be assessed if new changes (since the 
previous management cycle) have occurred (such as new values, new pressures identified etc). 
The output of Tier 2 would be a (partially) completed questionnaire, in addition to a summary 
report which highlights key findings and recommendations for the next cycle. This could 
intuitively link to the dashboard feature (a summary sheet that presents an overview of the 
main results of the assessment, including graphs with scores for the evaluation themes). The 
feature of this, and the content of the summary report will be required to be decided by 
Estonian authorities selecting which questions (and responses to these questions) are deemed 
appropriate to report upon. In addition, this tier could provide the opportunity to aggregate 
data to provide a national overview of progress. Similar data points from the Tier 2 assessment 
could be used to aggregate, for example, progress of sites in reaching common objectives, 
status of overall protected area extent, overall condition status of protected areas etc. The 
feasibility of aggregating site data points to present a national perspective would be required 
to be decided by Estonian authorities.  
 

- Tier 3: essentially provides a deeper analysis, covering all evaluation themes in detail. The same 
questionnaire, yet longer, will be used as for the Tier 2. The results can be further analysed to 
provide a SWOT presentation to be discussed at a workshop with all key stakeholders.1 This will 
culminate in a summary report of the findings of the questionnaire and the outcomes of the 
SWOT workshop to make recommendations for the next cycle/period. A template of the SWOT 
analysis is presented in the annex of the DLV 3 report.  

Based on the discussion with the EEB specialists, the assessment cycle can also take a hybrid form, 
where interim evaluations would be conducted only for selected areas (and/or with varying cycles). This 
would involve grouping sites based on their characteristics, such as their protection regime, including 
the extent of the zones. For example, species protection sites and protected areas entirely within a 
conservation zone would not need mid-term reviews. 

The final decision regarding the length of the assessment cycle must be made by the EEB. 

Scope of evaluation (evaluated areas) 

Determining the scope of areas for assessment involves deliberating whether to include all protected 
areas, limited-conservation areas, and species protection sites, or to focus on a representative sample. 
According to the developed methodology (DLV 3), at least final evaluations (Tier 3 evaluations) should 
be undertaken for all sites with management plans. However, given Estonia's substantial number of 

 
 

1 These could be e.g. 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. 
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protected areas and resource constraints, a comprehensive assessment may not be always feasible. 
Thus, principles for identifying the network of sites to be assessed may be necessary, considering 
factors like representativeness, importance, uniqueness, spatial distribution, and diversity of 
conservation values or issues. 

Acknowledging resource limitations, it is prudent to prioritise protected sites for evaluation. This entails 
formulating a minimum list of sites deemed essential for assessment. To ensure the evaluation of all 
protected areas over time, the core set of areas could be augmented with additional sites on a 
rotational basis. 

If opting for a sample-based evaluation approach, guidelines for site selection are essential. A site 
assessment matrix can serve as the basis for these guidelines, identifying territories that 
comprehensively cover protected values, provide representative insights into various protection 
categories, and depict the national conservation landscape. 

Box 2-1 Example list of criteria for area selection matrix for Tier 3 (full assessment) 

The selection matrix could include the following criteria: 

• Uniform regional coverage - representation across all regions. 
• Proportional representation of protected area types - representation based on the type of 

protected areas, and/or specificities of protected areas such as size (which could mean 
sites with several designations are selected). 

• Coverage of habitats and species - encompassing all natural habitat types and species 
(Annex II of the Directive) within the meaning of Council Directive 92/43/EEC - by choosing 
the PAs with the largest areas of the relevant habitats or the population of the species. 
Special attention should be given to priority natural habitat types and priority species 
within the meaning of Council Directive 92/43/EEC. 

• Representation of ecosystem groups - inclusion of all ecosystem groups (e.g., forests, 
swamps, semi-natural, waters, coast, marine areas, etc.) in proportion to their 
representation in protected areas. 

• Compliance with reporting obligations - covering frameworks of reporting obligations 
(Birds Directive, HELCOM, etc). 

• Proportional coverage of protection categories - selection proportionally covers PAs 
designated for protection of the species of protection category I and II. 

• Inclusion of areas requiring the preparation or renewal of a management plan. 

Within each criterion, a value is assigned to a protected area, facilitating the establishment of a 
priority order for conservation effectiveness assessment. 

 

By adhering to these principles, the selection of areas for evaluation can be guided by considerations 
of representativeness, efficacy, and the prudent allocation of limited resources, thereby enhancing the 
overall effectiveness of conservation efforts. 

Differences in species protection site evaluation 

Species protection sites (SPS) are subject to evaluation through both site-specific and national 
methodologies. Considering the unique characteristics of SPS compared to other protected areas—
such as their small size, few protected species per area (mostly 'single pair' SPS), and the fact that 
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performance evaluation is in some extent already conducted within the framework of the species 
action plans2 — there is a need to assess how to efficiently utilise resources for evaluation. 

Because of the large number of species protection sites, many of which are without active 
management, a prioritisation exercise should be undertaken before the assessment that decides 
which sites should be in scope of the evaluation.  

It was not possible to agree on principles of the SPS evaluation during the discussions with EEB 
specialists within the project. Therefore, the EEB is tasked with making the decision independently 
and comprehensively, ensuring that all relevant factors are taken into account. Criteria to inform these 
decisions could be absence of species action plan and/or unfavourable population trends.  

At the very least, an assessment is crucial for: 

• species lacking a species action plan or  
• species with action plans but demonstrating poor performance (i.e. population decline).  

Additionally, the exclusion of species with fewer than 30 SPS (which undergo baseline assessment 
already) and automatically created SPS (as per Nature Conservation Act § 50(2)) from the baseline 
assessment can be considered. As such, it is essential to clearly define the responsibilities of all parties 
involved in the evaluation process to prioritise sites. 

Reporting and analysis  

To foster the effectiveness of PAME evaluations, it is also important to introduce feedback cycles at 
both site and national levels. The proposed methodology (DLV 3) provides general guidelines and 
examples for the reporting, analysis and practical use of evaluation results. For example, at the 
protected area level, dashboards summarising the results could be used for reporting. Additionally, 
evaluation results could be validated and analysed by a panel of experts and stakeholders in a ‘SWOT 
workshop’. The results should be used to inform the renewal of management plans and/or the 
protection rules, depending on the identified problems. Combined evaluations from different sites, 
accompanied by national level analysis, should provide practical input to inform improvements to 
national-level planning and governance of nature conservation, as well as to inform a wider audience. 

Further details of reporting components and information flows should be designed based on practical 
needs, taking into account how these results can be integrated into existing conservation planning 
and decision-making processes. The evaluation should provide practical insights to conservation 
planners and other relevant parties to help improve management practices. To achieve this objective, 

 
 

2 The principal advantages of the proposed methodology over the current evaluation (action plan) are:  

- Regular Evaluations - the proposed methodology enables assessments to be conducted at regular 
intervals, allowing for the establishment of a fixed mandatory evaluation sequence for the most critical 
values. This ensures consistent and periodic assessments, providing valuable insights into the 
effectiveness of conservation efforts over time. 

- Comprehensive Assessment - while the current methodology primarily focuses on tracking the 
achievement of objectives outlined in action plans, the proposed methodology takes a more 
comprehensive approach. In addition to evaluating objective accomplishment, it also examines the 
implementation of measures and assesses whether changes have occurred as a result of these measures 
or independently of them. This broader scope allows for a more holistic assessment of conservation efforts 
and enables the consideration of additional criteria deemed important. 

- Standardised Categorisation and Reporting - unlike the existing action plan performance evaluation, 
which is specific to individual plans and species, the proposed methodology (national evaluation) offers a 
common categorisation and reporting of results. This standardised framework simplifies the aggregation 
and analysis of evaluation outcomes across plans, facilitating a broader understanding of conservation 
achievements and challenges. 
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appropriate reporting and decision-making processes need to be agreed upon, including how to 
involve relevant stakeholders in the analysis and consideration of evaluation results. 

2.2.2. Assigning roles and responsibilities 

To ensure the assessment is conducted with the highest efficiency, it is imperative to facilitate 
seamless exchange of information among various stakeholders, including EEB departments and 
different agencies. It's essential to clearly define the responsibilities of all parties involved in the 
evaluation process. 

By establishing clear responsibilities and communication channels early on, potential bottlenecks can 
be avoided, and the evaluation process can proceed smoothly. Each party should understand their role 
and contribution to the assessment, whether it involves data collection, analysis, interpretation, or 
decision-making. It is recommended that the relevant principles are documented, e.g. in the form of 
a guidance document to be approved by the management, in addition to a record of sites selected for 
evaluation during each cycle (as the selection of sites for evaluation may change between 
management cycles).  

The consultant’s view on main roles and responsibilities is presented in Chapter 2.4. 

2.3. Priority 
I - essential for implementation of the methodology, to be carried out as a first priority. 

2.4. Roles and responsibilities 
Responsible/coordinating authority: Environmental Board. 

Other authorities: Environment Agency, State Forest Management Centre, Ministry of Climate. 

In general terms, responsibilities are allocated as follows. 

Table 2-1 General task assignment for evaluation procedure 

Agency Main role Tier 
Environmental Board Determines the general principles of evaluation 

procedure and prepares corresponding guidance 
document.  

Tier 1-3 

Environmental Board,  
Nature Conservation 
Planning Department 

Conducts and coordinates assessments at both protected 
area level and national level. 
Incorporating the assessment results into conservation 
planning. 

Tier 1-3 

Environmental Board,  
Nature Conservation 
(Works) Bureau 

Gathers and submits information on actions related to 
both protected and alien species. 

Tier 1-3 

Environmental Board,  
Land Management 
Bureau 

Gathers and submits information on actions concerning 
the restoration and maintenance of semi-natural 
communities. 

Tier 1-3 

Environmental Board, 
Surveillance Department 
or Strategy and Analysis 
Department 

Gathers and submits information on surveillance 
activities within protected areas, utilising the OKAS3 and 
VMP4 systems. 

Tier 2-3 

 
 

3 Object Inspection Database System 
4 Portal of Misdemeanour Proceedings 
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Agency Main role Tier 
Environment Agency 
(KAUR) 

Compiles, processes, and presents environmental status 
data through the KESE5 and/or EELIS6 platform. Guides in 
answering the Q14 of PA evaluation questionnaire (Annex 
I). 
KAUR may also serve as an analyser of assessment results, 
according to the agreed division of roles, and create the 
necessary linkages (PA-s with monitoring programs and 
monitoring stations) in the KESE database to facilitate the 
evaluation. 
Additionally, KAUR can conduct or provide input and 
guidance for further analyses, such as ecological 
coherence assessments, which are essential for 
evaluating both the individual protected areas and the 
national level (refer to Chapter 4.5 for further details). 

Tier 2-3 

State Forest 
Management Centre 
(RMK) 

Gathers and submits information on actions within 
protected areas (on state land), including nature 
conservation efforts and the construction and 
maintenance of visitor infrastructure. 

Tier 1-3 

Ministry of Climate Provides additional input for the national level evaluation. 
Contributes to synthesising findings into national 
strategies and enforce the implementation of the 
findings at the national level. 

Tier 3 

 

2.5. Required resources 
It is anticipated that certain tasks, such as collecting and transmitting data on actions conducted, will 
be seamlessly integrated into the daily responsibilities of existing staff. This integration will be 
facilitated through the development of databases and the streamlining of work processes.  

However, as the evaluation is planned to be conducted using information already available in the EELIS 
system (see Chapter 3 for details) and in other relevant databases, the quality — timeliness and 
relevance — of this information needs to be verified prior to the evaluation. If necessary, provisions 
should be made for revising existing information or including missing data. Depending on the quality 
of the available data, additional time and labour costs need to be considered. 

Changes in personnel, whether through additional positions or reallocation of tasks, are necessary for 
the practical implementation of the assessment. This involves making individuals accountable for the 
assessment at both the protected area and state/network levels (the evaluation team), as well as those 
tasked with processing the necessary data for the assessment (the support team), including compiling 
and analysing monitoring data, and analysing and summarising evaluation results. 

The evaluation team should be made up of specialists familiar with the evaluation procedure as well 
as specialists familiar with protected areas. 

The support team should be composed of specialists familiar with data analysis, specifically in 
analysing the data relevant to the assessment. 

 
 

5 Environmental Monitoring Information System 
6 Estonian Nature Information System 
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For the first evaluation, the Swiss-Estonian cooperation program can potentially be used. Based on the 
application of the Swiss-Estonian cooperation program project, the EEB has estimated the additional 
manpower and their responsibilities needed for the first evaluation as follows: 

• Management Effectiveness Assessment Coordinator (1 FTE7s for 6 months in 2024, 1 FTE for 
2025‒april 2028). This employee will coordinate the management effectiveness assessment, 
supervise assessors, oversee methodology usage, and analyse and summarise the assessment. 

• Management Effectiveness Assessment Experts (2 FTEs, 2025‒april 2028). They will conduct 
the assessment. 

• Data Analyst (0.4 FTEs, 1 month in 2024, 2025‒april 2028). Initially, this employee will coordinate 
the preparation and evaluation of the assessment tool. Later, they will summarise results, 
propose further tool development, if necessary, analyse assessment results, and assist in 
obtaining necessary data. 

Given the fact that the evaluation does not take place in all areas at the same time, i.e. a certain number 
of areas will be evaluated each year, at least one or two dedicated management effectiveness 
assessment experts and one data analyst will be needed after the end of the Swiss-Estonian 
cooperation project (permanent positions). The need for additional specialists is likely to be greater (i.e. 
more people are needed) in the early years, when supporting processes and IT-tools are not yet (fully) 
implemented and there is a need to collect existing information from various sources and to enter 
missing data into the database.  

In addition, regular input from conservation planners and other specialists is needed. 

A management effectiveness assessment expert should be a member of the EEB, and a data analyst 
should be a member of the EEB or KAUR staff. 

 
 

7 full time equivalent 
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3. Technical solution for the 
assessment questionnaire(s) 

3.1. Objective and needs 
The evaluation forms created in DLV 3, presented as questionnaires in Excel format, offer a versatile 
and adaptable tool that allows continuous modification and commentary. However, for a more 
systematic and streamlined implementation of the evaluation process, it is essential to integrate these 
questionnaires into a user-friendly and efficient system. 

Ideally, the technical solution should enable: 

• completing assessment forms (questionnaires) at site level; 
• storing and easy accessibility of completed questionnaires:  
• linking questionnaires to the protected area and/or related documentation (for example 

management plan of the area); 
• analysis of the results and visual presentation options at site level (using rating scale, colour 

schemes and/or radar charts); 
• analysis of the results at national/regional/group level and visual presentation options of 

summarised results; 
• querying results based on specific aspects or indicators; 
• further development (changes) of the questionnaires. 

Separate tools can be used for completing and storing assessment questionnaires and for data analysis 
and visualisation processes (see Chapter 5). 

As a minimum, the solution should enable completing and storing the questionnaires. However, this 
minimum solution would be the most expensive solution in terms of recurring labour costs (the 
completion of questionnaires would require a lot of time to compile the data). Therefore, completing 
the questionnaires (answering the questions) and analysis of the results should be automated as much 
as possible. Allocating additional resources in the preparatory phase for the development of an 
advanced IT system will allow to increase the cost-effectiveness of the evaluation system in the 
subsequent phase of regular evaluations. 

It is advisable not to introduce new platforms/tools that would likely mean a significant learning curve, 
but rather integrate the assessment questionnaire into an environment already familiar to EEB 
specialists. 

In addition, a temporary/initial evaluation solution is needed to enable the assessment process until 
the development of the advanced evaluation tool is completed. 

3.2. Description of required actions 
3.2.1. Providing an initial solution 

It is likely that an initial, rapidly deployable solution for carrying out assessments will be required to 
enable site level assessments already before the necessary development work for the assessment tool 
has been completed. 

The initial solution could be based on the Excel format used in the pilot assessment of the proposed 
methodology (see DLV 4). The Excel format can be adapted to make both completing and the 
subsequent data aggregation and analysis more convenient for users. 
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Importing the completed Excel questionnaires into EELIS or more specifically into the developed 
advanced assessment module/database will need to be considered and addressed. 

3.2.2. Analysis and planning of advanced solution 

The initial phase of IT development involves crucial steps like identifying needs, selecting a platform, 
and crafting a detailed technical solution. This sets the direction for the entire process, ensuring the 
resulting solution meets specific requirements effectively. 

The first step of the analysis and planning phase can be a business analysis to map the expectations 
and needs of the relevant parties, followed by a detailed project plan and procurement requirements. 

A detailed timeframe should be developed, incorporating milestones for each phase of the project, 
from initial analysis and planning through to development, deployment, and user training. A phased 
approach allows for iterative testing and refinement, ensuring that the system meets the needs of its 
users effectively. 

The evaluation questionnaire integrated into the systems has to be based on the evaluation 
questionnaire developed in the framework of Deliverables 3 and 4, including the integration of the 
proposed dashboard. 

The elements required for evaluation are: 

• Tier 3 assessment form/questionnaire for protected areas; 
• Tier 3 assessment forms/questionnaires for species protection sites; 
• Tier 2 assessment form/questionnaire - selected questions from the Tier 3 questionnaire are 

used for Tier 2 evaluation;  
• Tier 1 reporting form and/or dashboards (to be completed on the basis of database queries)  

Tier 3/Tier 2 questionnaires are provided in Annex V of DLV 4 (Estonian versions: ‘PAME hindamistabel 
EST 150324.xlsx’, ‘PAME PEP hindamistabel EST 200324.xlsx’). 

In DLV 3, an example template for Tier 1 snapshot reporting on outputs is presented. However, a 
simpler format may be preferable, which would not require manual input and/or further analysis. 
Queries for all relevant sites (protected areas) could be run at the same time and a (national) overview 
report could be produced. The structure and the format of the reporting will be highly dependent on 
the structure of related datasets (measures, pressures, conservation values) and on the possibilities for 
data retrieval. An example is proposed below. Using dashboard(s) in Tableau platform can be 
considered, which would provide also a summary of the actions/measures (both at the protected area 
level and nationally). As an additional option, it could be possible to retrieve data based on selected 
criteria, for example, based on the types of protected areas or conservation values. 

Box 3-1 Example of data structure for Tier 1 reporting 

1) Based on queries from the measures datasets (priority I and II actions linked to the protected 
area): 
• % of implemented measures (actions for which the deadline has been reached and which 

are marked in the database as completed or ongoing (continuous/regular actions)). 
• % of partly implemented measures (e.g. an action has started or only part of the action has 

been implemented). 
• % of measures not completed/ongoing by the deadline. 
• List of measures not completed/ongoing by the deadline. 

2) Based on queries from the conservation values datasets and management plan datasets (data 
comparison): 
• Any new values of conservation importance? (yes/no) 
• List of new values. 
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3) Based on queries from the pressures datasets/analysis tool (if available) and management plan 
datasets (data comparison): 
• Any new significant pressures? (yes/no) 
• List of new pressures 

 

In addition, EELIS could have a data table in which the species and habitats condition data used for 
the assessment is stored (alternatively, these additional data fields could be integrated in the structure 
of the management plan). In case the management plan is not updated at the time of evaluation, this 
data table can be used as baseline condition data for the next evaluation period. The possibilities for 
automated transfer of monitoring data could be explored for this table. 

Data structure of these tables can be similar to detailed assessment tables of key indicator species and 
habitats of METT-4 methodology8. 

Box 3-2 Example of data structure for condition data of key indicator species and habitats 

• Key indicator value (name) 
• Code 
• Condition 

o Species’ population size 
o Size of the habitat 
o Habitat condition class 
o Qualitative description of status 

• Assessment year 
• Data source 
• Explanations 

 

Our recommendation is to integrate evaluation questionnaires into the existing EELIS software. 
Currently, EELIS already incorporates an evaluation questionnaire based on the METT methodology. 
This integration would enhance efficiency and coherence across different assessment processes. 

However, a different solution can be chosen based on further analysis. 

Specifically, we envision the system having the ability to automatically pre-fill certain data fields (see 
also Annex I and II). This feature aims to expedite the evaluation process while still maintaining the 
crucial element of human oversight. Evaluators should retain the flexibility to review and, if necessary, 
correct the pre-filled data to ensure accuracy and reliability. 

An overview of both, methodological and technical development suggestions to integrate and analyse 
available data and make the assessment process more efficient are provided in Annex I and II of the 
report. The overview is provided based on the Tier 3 questionnaires for protected areas. 

Moreover, we suggest implementing a querying feature within the system. The program should also 
have the capability to aggregate evaluation results, facilitating analyses based on diverse parameters 
such as site types, conservation values, and more.  

As EELIS already contains information on protected areas, it is necessary to assess the quality —
timeliness and relevance — of the existing information before conducting the assessment. If necessary, 
provisions should be made for revising information or including missing data. 

 
 

8 Stolton, S., Hockings, M., Dudley, N. (2020). Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool. Reporting Progress at 
Protected Area Sites: Fourth Edition. Excel Workbook and Guidance. Available online: 
https://www.protectedplanet.net/en/thematic-areas/protected-areas-management-effectiveness-pame  

https://www.protectedplanet.net/en/thematic-areas/protected-areas-management-effectiveness-pame
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3.2.3. Software development, testing and deployment 

Building upon the solutions developed in the previous phase, development work should proceed to 
ensure continuity and coherence in the project. 

In order to meet overall needs, it is essential to use existing platforms that provide extensibility and 
flexibility for integration with additional functionalities and tools. For example, the questionnaire 
component can be integrated into EELIS structure and the analysis and reporting component can be 
integrated into a platform such as Tableau or Microsoft Power BI. This could streamline data analysis 
and visualisation processes without introducing a rapid learning curve. This approach would allow data 
to be collected automatically from completed questionnaires, creating dashboards and reports that 
can effectively visualise data at both site and national level. Tableau's ability to connect to different data 
sources and the familiar interface with EEB specialists would ensure a smooth transition. 

In addition, the inclusion of GIS (geographical information systems) mapping for linking 
questionnaires to specific protected areas could provide spatial analysis opportunities by improving 
the understanding of data on geographical locations. This dual approach balances the need for 
improved data analysis and visualisation with user familiarity, greatly reducing the adoption barrier 
and ensuring smooth integration into the current workflow. 

Further enhancement of EELIS should include advanced data analytics capabilities for predictive 
analysis and trend identification. As part of the EELIS analytics project, it is planned to develop baseline-
based automated analyses that will provide conservation planners with a faster and more efficient 
overview of the conservation values, conditions, and relevance of sites. This, in turn, will aid in the 
preparation and updating of management plans and support the assessment of effectiveness of 
conservation measures. 

Additionally, enhancing the user interface of EELIS to be more intuitive and user-friendly can 
significantly improve the efficiency of data entry and analysis. 

3.2.4. User training 

User training is a critical aspect of ensuring the successful adoption and utilisation of any new software 
system, particularly one as comprehensive and multifaceted as the proposed enhancements to the 
EELIS platform. The efficiency of the system hinges not only on its technical capabilities but also on the 
proficiency of the individuals tasked with using it. Therefore, a comprehensive training program must 
be developed and implemented to empower users with the knowledge and skills necessary to 
leverage the full potential of the questionnaire integrated into the EELIS as well as potential supporting 
tools and databases (see Chapter 4). 

Based on the developed solution, the answering instructions for the questionnaires will need to be 
updated and amended (for example, with references to new data tables and supporting tools). 

3.3. Priority 
I - essential for implementation of the methodology, to be carried out as a first priority. 

3.4. Roles and responsibilities 
The successful implementation of the actions requires close cooperation between the different 
authorities. The overall development of EELIS is led by the Ministry of Climate. Development will 
engage the relevant agencies (Environmental Board, Environment Agency (KAUR), Information 
Technology Centre of the Ministry of the Environment (KeMIT)).  

KAUR and KeMIT will play pivotal roles in overseeing IT developments, serving as developers (and/or 
contact for developers) and primary points of contact for collaboration between the respective 
agencies. 
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3.5. Required resources 
Specifying the budget for technical development proves challenging, contingent upon decisions 
made during the analysis stage. These decisions not only determine the necessity of involving an 
external development team (through development procurement), comprising a project manager, 
analysts, developers, and GIS specialists, but also entail additional considerations. These may include 
acquiring specialised software for data analytics, machine learning libraries, and potentially upgrading 
hardware to accommodate increased computational demands. 

Moreover, the support of existing specialists in the EEB, KAUR, Ministry of Climate and KeMIT remains 
indispensable for system development. If system development is outsourced, no additional staffing 
requirements are anticipated in the aforementioned agencies, and the support/consultative role can 
be seamlessly integrated into existing staff responsibilities. 

As the entire EELIS system is currently being upgraded, the development of assessment module can 
be integrated in this process. The resources of the Swiss-Estonian cooperation programme (period 
01.05.2024-30.04.2028) can be utilised for the assessment system of the effectiveness of conservation 
measures. 
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4. Supporting elements for cost-
effective reporting and evaluation 

4.1. More harmonised and specific management planning 
4.1.1. Objective and needs 

During the development and pilot-testing of the methodology, it became apparent that some topics 
are not addressed in a consistent and/or comparable way in the management plans. Additionally, it 
has become evident that certain information within these plans requires further interpretation when 
responding to assessment questionnaires. To ensure effective implementation of the methodology, it 
is imperative to reassess the drafting of management plans and their communication. This involves 
presenting information clearly, cohesively, and ideally in a machine-readable format, while also 
ensuring that it remains understandable for the general public. 

Furthermore, developing a common ‘nature language’ as outlined in the methodology (Deliverable 3) 
is necessary. It entails adopting a standardised approach for describing conditions, pressure factors, 
etc., in management plans and EELIS to the greatest extent feasible. Uniform terminology and 
classification are essential to facilitate the automation of data queries and the aggregation and 
comparison of data. 

Utilising classifications from Natura reporting as a basis, with necessary adjustments for local contexts, 
can facilitate uniform terminology and classification. Estonia already uses EU terminology and codes 
to describe natural habitats and their conservation status, but less for other elements such as species 
or pressures. 

Harmonised data formats, such as tables and quantified data, should be employed to ease data 
processing and retrieval of relevant information. Currently, management plans are produced digitally 
using word processors, often resulting in lengthy descriptions with less emphasis on clarity and 
conciseness. This can lead to discrepancies between descriptive text and summary tables, 
complicating data retrieval and undermining data reliability. Therefore, there is a need for specific and 
clear aggregation and presentation of information within management plans. 

4.1.2. Description of required actions 

4.1.2.1. Enhancing and improving the structure of management plans 

This task involves two central components that are inextricably linked and must be carried out largely 
in parallel: 

1. Agreeing on the preparation principles and structure of the management plans and updating 
guidelines. 

2. Developing technical solution for the management plans (integration of the updated 
structure into EELIS and preparation of plans in EELIS). 

Required steps to achieve abovementioned objectives may include: 

• Setting up thematic working group to agree on principles and develop new structure. 
• Compiling the results of thematic working group and preparation of renewed format. 
• Integrating or modifying relevant elements in the IT-systems (classifications, table forms, etc). 
• Preparation, approval and enforcement of renewed guidance document. 
• Training/guidance for users of the updated guidelines and the IT tool (conservation planners).  



 

22 
 

The primary goal of enhancing management plans is to ensure the clear and coherent presentation 
and linkage of information on values, objectives, pressures, measures/actions, and implementation. 
This clarity is crucial for efficiently completing assessment questionnaires. Enhanced management 
plans will facilitate the systematic collection of necessary information, thereby enabling the generation 
of automated responses.  

To achieve this objective, we propose the use of EELIS tables for the preparation of management plans. 
These tables should be designed to establish straightforward links between conservation values, 
objectives, pressures, and measures/actions. Specifically, each measure must be linked to a specific 
conservation objective and a specific pressure. EELIS already includes data tables for management 
plans, but the missing links is the main aspect that makes gathering information for evaluation 
purposes resource intensive. 

Additionally, they would provide a structured format for collecting condition information, essential for 
carrying out the evaluation. It is also important to specify whether each conservation value should 
undergo analysis in the assessment process or not. 

Where it is not necessary or feasible to address all conservation values in detail (e.g., setting individual 
conservation objectives and measures for each conservation value), this could be clearly indicated and 
justified in the management plan and accounted for in the evaluation (in which case lack of definition 
would not be considered a shortcoming). The exclusion of a comprehensive coverage of some 
conservation values in the management plan is expected to be an exception and not widely used, but 
it may be appropriate for large protected areas with a very high number of conservation values (of 
national importance). 

An overview of the proposed management plan structure in EELIS is outlined in the figure below 
(Figure 4-1). The overall proposed management plan structure is essentially the same as for existing 
management plans. A more detailed structure is shown in Box 4-1. It is important to maintain links 
with conservation values throughout the data tables (i.e., each measure in the measures table should 
include, where possible, information about the specific conservation values and pressures that the 
measure is targeting). A new element is the definition of indicator values. 
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Figure 4-1  Overview of proposed management plan structure in EELIS 

Wherever feasible, efforts should be directed towards linking information (e.g. measures) to spatial 
data (map layers). The data tables in the management plan should be linked to a set of spatial data to 
form a nature management map proposed in DLV 3. In addition to measures/actions, it is 
recommended to link conservation objectives with spatial data (e.g. desired habitat status for each 
habitat polygon to allow comparison with subsequent inventory data). A nature management map 
can be part of EELIS data set. 

To ensure consistency in spatial data management, it is important to define the elements and 
structure of the spatial data set and encourage the completion of information fields. This integration 
will enhance understanding of management actions and support informed decision-making. 

Integration of management plans into EELIS (i.e. drawing up of plans in standardised EELIS tables), 
leveraging its capabilities, will simplify data usage and maintenance. This integration not only 
enhances information accessibility but also lays the groundwork for automating responses, thereby 
enhancing overall efficiency. 

It may not be cost-effective to enter the information of already existing management plans into the 
updated database and fill in the data gaps as they arise. The transfer of these plans to the new format 
can be done when the plan is updated. However, this would mean that the process of assessing 
protected areas with such existing plans would be more time-consuming. 

Guidelines already exist for characterising status, long-term conservation objectives, and 
recommended management actions (as an annotated template for the management plan). In 
addition, further developments are needed on certain topics - for example, when describing values, it 
is necessary to create a data field indicating whether it is an indicator value proposed to be use in 
assessment of effectiveness.  
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For pressures, it is important to describe their impact (significance and extent/scope), and location 
(whether they occur inside or outside the protected area). The harmonisation of data tables and the 
creation of additional fields will ensure that the necessary information is accessible and easy to retrieve, 
which in turn will contribute to the efficient use of the assessment tool. 

Therefore, an advisable approach for incorporating species and habitat information into nature 
management plans is through EELIS-integrated tables. These tables should adhere to a predefined 
structure and utilise predefined content fields, such as drop-down lists, wherever possible. This 
approach enhances consistency and simplifies data entry and retrieval. 

Box 4-1 Proposed data structure for management plans (underlined are elements that are missing 
in the current structure of the management plans or are not addressed in a coherent way) 

As the information needed to carry out the assessment is currently not collected in a coherent way, 
the enhanced management plans should at least include (in the form of a table) the following 
information: 

• Conservation value 
o Category  
o Name 
o Code (habitats) 
o Conservation objective (yes/no) 
o Conservation category class 
o Reference to Birds or Habitats directive annex 
o Needs to be addressed in detail (individual objectives, measures, etc) (yes/no)9 
o Indicator value to be included in the evaluation (yes/no) 

• Baseline condition 
o Value 
o Year 
o Data source 
o Additional explanations 
o Data quality (low/moderate/good) 

• Conservation objective 
o Management plan period objective 
o Long term objective 

▪ Spatial data (for nature management map) 
• Pressures 

o Standardised pressure type (code and name) 
o Link to conservation value/objective 
o Impact (or separately significance and extent/scope) 
o Location outside PA (yes/no) 
o Actions needed (yes/no) 

▪ Spatial data 
• Measures 

o Link to conservation value(s)/objective(s) 
o Link to pressure 
o No/reference 
o Name/description 
o Type 
o Priority 
o Responsible party 
o Cost 
o Year 

▪ Spatial data (for nature management map) 
 

 
 

9 This data field is only needed if it is agreed that it is not always required to address all conservation values in detail. 
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In order to further systematise information provided in management plans and, more broadly, the 
conservation planning process, it is also important to address the following issues: 

• Need for common terminology and classification system (see Chapter 4.1.2.2). 
• Pressures and threats assessment system (see Chapter 4.1.2.3). 

Based on the enhanced elements of management plans, guidance documents should be renewed. 
Renewed guidance documents should include at least: 

• Common principles and formats for describing the status of different values (e.g species and 
habitats). 

• Common principles and formats for setting objectives. 
• Principles of distinguishing pressures and threats. 
• Principles of determining the importance of pressures (incl. prioritisation of main pressures), 

list of common pressure categories. 
• Clear links and/or new data formats for connections between objectives-pressures-measures. 

4.1.2.2. Development of common terminology and classification systems 

One important component in achieving more coherent management planning is the development of 
a common terminology (referred as common ‘nature language’ in DLV 3) and classification system. It 
is necessary to ensure that management plans describe conservation values, conservation objectives, 
threats and pressures, and measures as uniformly as possible, using common terminology. 

In addition to clarifying terminology, it is essential to establish a uniform classification system. 
Specifically, it is important that the same nomenclature and categories are used in different data 
tables, allowing for automatic data exchange and queries. It is crucial to ensure that these 
classifications are already used in inventories and monitoring, which in the long term will allow 
information to be found through simple data queries. For example, in the case of measures, there is a 
need to harmonise the categories of measures in the management plan, the measures database, and 
the datasets from partners. 

We recommend matching this uniformised terminology and classifications with common 
terminology and classifications developed in the framework of reporting under the EU Habitats 
Directives. While it would make sense to use the EU approach, it is very detailed and can generate 
more work, and Estonia may prefer a simpler/adapted national approach. 

Among other things, the definitions and classification of threats and pressures and their use need to 
be clearly defined (discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.1.2.3). 

4.1.2.3. Development of common principles for distinguishing pressures and threats, their 
importance and extent 

To effectively address the identified challenges arising from the lack of a unified approach to reporting 
pressures across all protected sites, thereby jeopardising the coherent identification and 
implementation of management actions, several key steps are proposed: 

1) Adoption of uniform definitions and common classification system (see also Chapter 4.1.2.2). 
2) Development of a common set of principles for identifying pressures (and threats) and 

determining their significance/impact for both individual conservation values and protected 
areas. 

3) If possible, development of a supporting tool to assist in the abovementioned mapping of 
pressures and the assessment of their impacts. 
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Uniform definitions 

The first step involves introducing uniform definitions for the concepts of pressure and threat. It is 
recommended to use the approach utilised in reporting for the Council Directive 92/43/EEC: 

• Pressure - acting now and/or during (any part of or all of…) the current evaluation/reporting 
period. 

• Threat - factors expected to act in the future after the current evaluation/reporting period. 

Adoption of a common classification system 

To maintain consistency, it is recommended to develop a pressure list or catalogue, providing a 
standardised reference for identifying and categorising various environmental pressures. In the 
catalogue, pressures need to be coded and consistent categories/lists need to be used for both 
management plans and assessments. This catalogue may be based on classifications already 
developed, in particular the Natura classification, i.e. the list of pressures and threats for Article 17 
reporting. The relevance and suitability of existing classifications must first be assessed to decide 
whether they can be directly adopted or need to be adapted. To facilitate the use of different data 
sources, it is advisable to establish a correspondence table that aligns Natura reporting categories with 
monitoring reports and KESE categories. 

Integrating this classification system into the management plan module in EELIS will ensure its 
uniform application across all protected areas. 

Pressure and threat assessment system 

Conservation management and species/habitats action plans and assessments can benefit from a 
systematic approach to pressure and threat assessment. 

This approach should include at least: 

• Common principles to determine the appropriate threats and pressures at the level of the 
protected area as a whole and at the level of the individual conservation value/objective of the 
site. 

• Identification of main data sources to be used to define the threats and pressures. The general 
aim could be to use, as far as possible, common data sets (e.g. (spatial) data on logging, land 
reclamation, agricultural practices, dams, etc.) and reduce the need to rely on expert opinion 
(presumably the predominant method used today in the preparation of management plans). 
These data layers could also be included in the ‘Nature Atlas’ (see Chapter 4.1.2.4). 

• Common principles on how to create substantive links between conservation objectives-
pressures-measures. 

• Common principles for determining the importance (impact and extent/scope) of pressures. 
• Common principles on how to convert the impact linked with species and habitats into 

protected area level, i.e. how to identify the main pressures for a whole site. 

As a minimum, methodological principles will need to be developed in a working group of specialists 
from EEB and KAUR and/or with the involvement of scientific institutions (outsourced study). 

A further step to improve the efficiency and harmonisation of the assessment of pressures and threats 
is development of a supporting technical analysis tool (smart tool). The pressures analysis tool could 
bring together existing spatial datasets on pressures (e.g. land reclamation, agriculture, logging, dams, 
etc.) and enable modelling of this data to assess the scope and influence of pressures on both the 
conservation objectives (e.g. habitats) and the protected area as a whole. 

It is beyond the scope of this project to develop and describe a more detailed concept for this analysis 
tool. The needs and possibilities will need to be further assessed by the EEB. 
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Box 4-2 Examples of a general approach to determining pressures 

Determining main pressures can be based on either: 

• Pressure source identification - Identifying pressures based on their sources of influence, 
such as agriculture, forestry, or mineral extraction. This approach allows for the integration 
of data from various databases, enhancing spatial analysis and identifying interactions 
with natural values. 

In this approach it is possible to base the pressure assessment system on data sets from 
other databases, such as agricultural support payment information systems, forest 
management data sets, invasive species data sets, information systems of planned 
construction plans, etc. Such an approach would allow defining individual pressures in the 
format of spatial data (impact polygons) and analysing their geospatial overlap or indirect 
interaction with spatial data characterizing natural values. 

The implementation of this approach could be supported by aggregation of pressure data 
into the Nature Atlas and the development of a supporting technical tool, enabling robust 
analysis at both national and protected area level. 

• Pressure impact assessment - Focusing on the impact of pressures on habitats and 
species. This approach enables a detailed evaluation of impacts and the identification of 
causal relationships, enhancing the understanding of direct impacts on protected values. 

The protected area level pressure assessment in this case is based on the aggregation of 
individual pressures identified for all species & habitats (or groups of species and habitats 
of common ecology). In this approach, expert knowledge plays a greater role. 

The benefit of a system based on the pressure impact assessment approach is the ability 
to evaluate impacts in more detail and identify causal relationships more directly. 

 
 

The minimum list of pressure data needed to implement the proposed methodology for effectiveness 
assessment is provided in Chapter 4.1.2.1, Box 4-1. The dataset of information describing the pressures 
and, accordingly, its representation in the nature management plan should include at least the 
following information: 

• the name of the pressure from the list and its code, 
• the type (negative or positive), 
• degree/intensity of the pressure (significant, moderate, or low), 
• scope/extent/location of the pressure, 
• in the PA territory or from outside the PA territory, 
• the need to reduce or eliminate the human impact. 

By adhering to these principles, stakeholders can establish a coherent framework for distinguishing 
pressures and threats, thereby enhancing the effectiveness of nature conservation efforts across 
protected sites.  

4.1.2.4. Development of Nature Atlas 

DLV 3 proposes the development of a ‘Nature Atlas’. This action aims to compile all spatial data (map 
layers) related to conservation management into a single web portal/map application. This tool will be 
used both for conservation planning and for assessing conservation effectiveness. 

The development of the Nature Atlas does not necessarily require creating a new map application. 
Instead, it could leverage existing solutions, such as an Environmental Portal (Keskkonnaportaal), by 
increasing the scope of the information integrated there.  
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Ideally, the Nature Atlas would provide access to at least the following spatial data in one location, 
allowing for comparison and analysis/data queries: 

• Protected sites and their protection regimes (zoning); 
• Conservation values and their status; 
• Pressures on these sites; 
• Conservation objectives and measures (nature management map layers). 

The actions will encompass the compilation and organisation of spatial data and the necessary 
development work to achieve this integration. 

4.1.3. Priority 

II - significantly improves the implementation of the methodology and/or nature conservation 
management in general (especially considering ‘next management cycle’ based on renewed 
management and habitats/species action plans). 

4.1.4. Roles and responsibilities 

The Environmental Board holds a responsible and coordinating position in this regard. To formulate 
common principles, it is advisable to establish a working group. Depending on the specific topic under 
consideration, this group should primarily comprise EEB specialists (cooperation between different 
departments is expected to be necessary), with additional representation from colleagues at KAUR 
and RMK. 

Collaboration with KAUR, Ministry of Climate and KeMIT will be essential for the development of EELIS 
and Nature Atlas. Regarding the development of the Nature Atlas, we see that KAUR could take the 
lead. 

4.1.5. Required resources 

Given that the main component involves agreement on basic principles through working groups, 
additional staff may not be necessary. Existing specialists from EEB, RMK, Ministry of Climate and KAUR 
could participate in these groups, so there is no need for additional manpower. 

However, if the development of an analytical tool to assess pressures is included in the work plan, this 
is likely to require additional external resources, i.e. possible procurement to involve research 
organisations. 

The exact scope of the IT solution isn't clear yet, so it's uncertain how much development work will be 
outsourced. However, KAUR, Ministry of Climate and KeMIT staff would likely have a role in contracting 
or consulting for the IT solution development.  

As the entire EELIS system is being upgraded, proposed elements can be integrated in this process. 
Some of the development work is expected to be carried out in the framework of development and 
maintenance of EELIS (2024-2028). The resources of the Swiss-Estonian cooperation programme 
(period 01.05.2024-30.04.2028) can be utilised. Also, the resources of LIFE Integrated Project 
ForEst&FarmLand can be considered for needed EELIS development and for preparation of 
management plan guidance documents. 

Additional funding will be needed for the methodology and supporting technical tool on pressures 
and threats. 
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4.2. Development of database of measures 
4.2.1. Objectives and needs 

The pilot assessments carried out under DLV 4 revealed that conservation planners lacked an overview 
of the actions carried out. Specifically, information on the implementation of actions is fragmented 
among different actors and therefore dispersed across various databases. Since this information is a 
crucial component in assessing the effectiveness of conservation measures, it is necessary to compile 
the information on actions into a single database. This database would include both the measures 
planned in the management plans and species and habitats action plans, as well as other work plans, 
including information on actions carried out by different stakeholders (such as RMK and NGOs) or 
implemented with the help of funding projects. 

4.2.2. Description of required actions 

Measures and related information should be consolidated within a single database accessible to all 
stakeholders, which is a component of EELIS. Parties involved in action planning and implementation 
should have both the authority and responsibility to input data regarding assignment and execution 
of measures into this database. 

This means that there are two distinct but closely linked sets of actions: 

1. enabling technical solution for the database; 
2. data creation and collection (operational procedures). 

To achieve this, it's essential to standardise the typology of measures across various databases 
(including management plans, EELIS, RMK, etc.). A standard nomenclature and coding of measures is 
recommended as supportive to the assessment of effectiveness. Standard nomenclature improves 
data interoperability (see also Chapter 4.1.2.2).  

Additionally, the structure for describing measures should allow for indicating the source of each 
measure, distinguishing between those outlined in management plans and those commissioned 
separately. For measures outlined in management plans, it is crucial to establish links to the specific 
plan and its planned actions/measures. Moreover, the structure for describing measures should 
facilitate inclusion of information on their implementation status. The proposed structure of the 
measures data table is outlined below. 

Box 4-3 Proposed data structure of measures table 

Information on protected object 
• Registration Code 
• Name of protected area 

General information on actions 
• Origin of the action (connection to plans, projects, work plans) 

o Source of measure/action: name of the management plan, name of the action 
plan, name of the project, etc 

• Type of action 
o According to classification 

• Name of the action 
o According to the management plan and/or other source 

• Priority 
o I, II, III 

• Repetitiveness of activities 
o One-time 
o Regular/continuous/recurring 

• Location of actions 
o Spatial data (nature management map) 

• Land ownership type (% of privately owned land) in the location 
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• Description of the work needed 
• Deadline 
• Implementer 

Information on the conduct of the actions 
• Status 

o Planned 
o Partially implemented 
o Implemented 

• Time of implementation 
• Location 

o Spatial data 
• Description of the actions implemented 

 
 

Implementing the above measures would enable the creation of an automated system for transferring 
information on measures from plans to the central measure database (including nature management 
map), and vice versa. This system should allow for updating information on measure implementation 
where links are established. 

Descriptive information of the management plan should be linked with corresponding spatial data 
(see also National nature management map in DLV 3 report). All spatially characterized management 
measures foreseen in the management plan must be accompanied by corresponding spatial datasets, 
created according to a unified data structure. 

Needed steps for the preparation and storing of spatial data: 

• agreeing on common data structure for data exchange on measures in protected areas with 
cooperation partners, for example RMK; 

• improving and adjusting the data structure of other data collection activities (e.g. surveys) to 
ensure a unified data collection system; 

• data preparation in a special EELIS module or preparation of the data structure, which is 
transferred to the executor for filling in convenient GIS software (current approach); 

• creation and integration of data quality control tools for checking spatial data of nature 
management plans, inventory data and similar data before adding to EELIS. 

Box 4-4 Recommendation for a cataloge of measures 

It is advisable (although not directly linked to the methodology nor essential part of the action plan) 
to prepare guidelines for the selection of effective measures appropriate to pressures and a list of 
measures developed in detail corresponding to local conditions.  

An example of the approach to choosing appropriate measures is formulated in the Reference 
portal for reporting under Article 17 of the Habitats Directive reference document10.  

Additionally, any available information on the effectiveness of measures can be recorded and 
standardised. (National) costs can be calculated, resulting in a catalogue of cost-effective 
measures linked with pressures and conservation values.  

This catalogue would include 'standard measures' whose impacts have been adequately assessed 
(studies, monitoring) in Estonia or other countries with similar conditions. The measures could be 
catalogued with references to existing studies and links to relevant conservation values and 

 
 

10 
https://cdr.eionet.europa.eu/help/habitats_art17/Reporting2025/List%20of%20conservation%20measures%20for%2
0the%20period%202019-2024%20v1-1.xlsx  

https://cdr.eionet.europa.eu/help/habitats_art17/Reporting2025/List%20of%20conservation%20measures%20for%20the%20period%202019-2024%20v1-1.xlsx
https://cdr.eionet.europa.eu/help/habitats_art17/Reporting2025/List%20of%20conservation%20measures%20for%20the%20period%202019-2024%20v1-1.xlsx
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pressures. The catalogue would aim to streamline the identification of necessary measures and 
assist in directing limited monitoring resources towards actions with less available information. 

 

4.2.3. Priority 

I - essential for implementation of the methodology, to be carried out as a first priority. 

4.2.4. Roles and responsibilities 

The development of technical solution will necessitate cooperation between the Environmental Board, 
Environment Agency (KAUR), Ministry of Climate and the Information Technology Centre of the 
Ministry of the Environment (KeMIT). There is also a case for close co-operation with RMK, including 
the use of their experience in managing a measures database. 

Responsibilities of parties for operational phase (creation of data) are described in the chapter of 
evaluation procedures (Chapter 2). 

4.2.5. Required resources 

Development of database of measures can be integrated into broader developments of EELIS and 
evaluation module.  

4.3. Methodology to select key indicator values to be included in 
the assessment 

4.3.1. Objective and needs 

Protected areas pose a significant challenge with their potential inclusion of numerous conservation 
values. While assessing habitat conditions is relatively straightforward, evaluating species conditions 
proves resource-intensive and, to some extent, impractical. To know if nature conservation values are 
increasing or decreasing, monitoring data are needed, but it is practically impossible to monitor 
everything everywhere. 

To address this challenge effectively, a strategic approach is necessary. Instead of completing an 
assessment questionnaire for all conservation values, the focus should shift towards evaluating their 
status through selected indicator species, typically ranging from 3 to 10 species. This approach is not 
only more time-efficient but also more feasible for extensive areas. To facilitate this, it is crucial to 
develop a methodology or harmonised principles for identifying these indicator species. 

The principles guiding the selection of key species should encompass considerations such as the 
value's significance within the protected area or Estonia and the availability of reliable monitoring data. 
The result of this strategic identification process will manifest as guidance documents or a predefined 
list of key species at the national level. 

Ideally, the identification of key species for each site should seamlessly integrate into the preparation 
or revision of the respective management plan. This integration ensures a streamlined assessment 
process, enhancing its efficiency and overall effectiveness. 

4.3.2. Description of required actions 

Required steps (actions) are: 

• Setting up thematic working groups to agree on main principles; 
• Development of detailed and practical methodological basis (with a study outsourced to 

research institutions); 
• Development of guidance document with selection matrix and/or predefined list of indicator 

values at national level; 
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• Identification of indicator values for each site in the process of compiling or renewing 
management plans. 

Existing methodologies and studies can be used as a basis for development of selection criteria for key 
indicator species. For example, ‘KATUS’ project11, which describes selection process for determining 
focal species to be included in the study. The focal species should enable assessing the effectiveness 
of protected areas, conservation practices and impact of climate change. Indicators of EU Nature 
Directives and/or EU Biodiversity Strategy should be included, but these can be supplemented based 
on national needs. 

Following aspects can be considered for choosing selection criteria: 

• representation of species groups relevant for the site; 
• representation of habitat types relevant for the site; 
• representation of impacts of pressures (sensitivity to human disturbance); 
• importance at national level; 
• importance at site level; 
• availability of monitoring data; 
• availability of alternative solutions to assess condition (e.g. modelling); 
• species of Bird and Habitat Directives. 

4.3.3. Priority 

I - essential for implementation of the methodology, to be carried out as a first priority. 

4.3.4. Roles and responsibilities 

Implementation of the action is likely to require cooperation of Environmental Board and Environment 
Agency. Involvement of external specialist from research institutions may be necessary. 

4.3.5. Required resources 

The primary financial resource requirement for this activity arises from the necessity to outsource the 
methodological basis from a research institution. However, the remaining sub-activities can be 
conducted using the expertise of existing specialists within thematic working groups. No additional 
manpower is needed, as the time of these specialists can be allocated for the completion of these tasks. 

4.4. Facilitating the assessment of outcomes 
4.4.1. Objective and needs 

The assessment methodology requires an analysis of whether and what changes in the condition of 
(key) values (species and habitats) have occurred during the evaluated management cycle. This 
requires the availability of relevant condition data. 

Collecting the condition data needed to evaluate the outcomes means linking the evaluation system 
to surveys, monitoring programmes and inventories. 

The current monitoring system, along with KESE, lacks comprehensive coverage for fulfilling the 
requirements of conservation management and effectiveness evaluation. 

 
 

11 Univesity of Tartu. Threatened and protected species in Estonian natural habitats: predicting the trends and 
elaborating conservation measures (Eesti looduslike elupaikade ohustatud ja kaitstavate liikide seisundi muutuste 
prognoosimine ja kaitsemeetmete väljatöötamine) 
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Specifically, there is a need for accessible timelines that showcase the condition data of (key indicator) 
species at the protected area level. Relying solely on national monitoring is insufficient, prompting the 
exploration of integrating studies and inventories into the system (data from EELIS, PlutoF, JAHIS, etc). 

Additionally, it is essential to consider alternative solutions that can complement traditional 
monitoring methods for a more holistic approach. 

In addition to ensuring the availability and quality of data, it is also necessary to ensure the capacity to 
process and analyse this data. 

4.4.2. Description of required actions 

Required actions are: 

• Conduct an in-depth analysis of data needs, identifying priorities (taking into account indicator 
values if appropriate). 

• Audit of the relevance of available data in EELIS and other databases, mapping data gaps. 
• Explore various data collection methods, including national monitoring programs, remote sensing 

(see Box 4-5), inventories, studies, external databases, etc, to define an optimal system for regular 
and supplementary monitoring and additional studies.  

Where appropriate, the implementation of these abovementioned steps can be carried out in stages, 
i.e. focusing on the needs of the protected areas included in the assessment over a given period. 

• Linking monitoring and other relevant condition data to protected areas. 
• Implementation of needed changes in the monitoring system if relevant based on analysis. 
• Develop approaches to use data sets to assess changes in the condition of conservation values. 
• Implementing an interface for seamless data exchange between EELIS and external databases to 

ensure comprehensive data utilisation in decision-making. Another possibility is to use the Tableau 
analytics platform (already in use for some tasks) as an interface, which allows information to be 
integrated from different systems. 

• Develop supporting technical tools and/or processes (using, for example, capabilities of analytics 
platform Tableau) for data aggregation and analysis.  
Technical solutions could provide an aggregated overview of status changes by protected areas 
and their conservation values (overview report prepared for the Q14 of the assessment 
questionnaire (see Annex I)). 

• Training for evaluators and/or other specialists in the use of condition data and technical solutions 
and the interpretation of results. 

Box 4-5 Remote sensing data as an example of possible data source 

Remote sensing data can be used for the automated assessment of several parameters 
characterizing habitats, in order to assess changes in their area and quality.  

A particularly important field of application of remote sensing is hard-to-reach and vast territories 
where data collection and condition assessment are performed. Such areas are widely represented 
in protected territories established in coastal areas. In Estonia, there are already good practices for 
the use of remote sensing data for the study of such areas (Estonian Marine Institute, Department 
of Remote Sensing and Marine Optics). However, it should be emphasized that many parameters 
characterizing biotopes can be determined only during field visits of experts in nature. Remote 
sensing data should be considered as a complementary approach to habitat monitoring, not a 
replacement for the standard approach. 

The main advantage of remote sensing data is their availability and frequency, which allows 
detection of most changes in different types of land cover. Optical data from Sentinel-2 satellites, 
with a spatial resolution of 10 m/pix and a new scene collected every five days, can be considered 
the best available open-access satellite data that can be used for monitoring changes in habitat 
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area and quality. Although the amount of practically usable data is limited by cloudiness, in the 
case of Sentinel-2 data, you can usually count on 1-4 cloud-free observations per month during the 
vegetation season. 

Among other open-access data, it is recommended to use national laser scanning data, which 
provide opportunities for relief forms and related analysis, as well as tree and shrub cover mapping.  

Information on habitat area changes is also available from various national register data, e.g., 
forestry databases, agricultural support payment databases etc., mostly allowing to identify 
potential areas where habitats have been lost. 

In order to evaluate changes in the area and quality of biotopes from the available open access 
data, it is necessary to conduct a feasibility study in order to clarify the possibilities and limits in the 
evaluation of the various characteristics. In other countries of the boreal region, feasibility studies 
are also currently being carried out in the form of projects to test the possibilities of remote sensing 
data for different habitat groups. As a result of the feasibility study, it would be possible to 
determine the specification for the development of a tool or service based on the relevant data. 

It is important to note that the spatial resolution of open-access data is too weak for the 
assessment of many habitat-characterizing parameters, and high-resolution data is required for 
the identification of individual plants or their groups. A suitable platform for obtaining such data 
would be an unmanned aerial vehicle or drone. 

A potential result for remote habitat monitoring could be a multi-level approach: 

1) Screening of open-access Sentinel satellite and other data for national habitat area changes to 
identify potential areas where habitats have disappeared or may appear; in this case, the criteria 
for identifying habitats should be simplified, leaving those that can be estimated from the relevant 
data; 

2) In-depth evaluation of the identified sites with high-resolution remote sensing data collected 
from a drone; the data should be used both for the assessment of areas and also for the planning 
of face-to-face visits; 

3) Planning of field visits using previously obtained remote sensing information for route planning 
and selection of sample plots. 

 

4.4.3. Priority 

I - essential for implementation of the methodology, to be carried out as a first priority. 

4.4.4. Roles and responsibilities 

Implementation of the action is likely to require cooperation of Environmental Board and Environment 
Agency. 

External specialists from research institutions will be possibly crucial for implementing these actions. 

4.4.5. Required resources 

The main financial resource requirement for these tasks is the in-depth analysis of data needs, possibly 
outsourcing expertise for research activities. Specialists need to audit data relevance in EELIS, explore 
data collection methods, plan needed changes in the monitoring system, link monitoring data to 
protected areas, and establish an interface for data exchange with external databases efficiently. 

In particular in the first evaluation cycle, additional human resources are needed to collect and analyse 
data in PA level from different databases. 
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The Swiss-Estonian cooperation programme foresees the analysis of existing monitoring 
methodologies and the mapping of alternative monitoring solutions; therefore, the resources of that 
project could be (partly) used. It is sensible to assess simultaneously whether the developed 
methodology is applicable at PA level and/or what should be done to make it applicable. 

It is not possible to evaluate required resources to implement changes in the monitoring program as 
it depends on the outcomes of the analysis. 

4.5. Methodologies to assess some aspects of conservation 
effectiveness 

4.5.1. Objective and needs 

Ecological connectivity, ecosystem services, and contributions to climate change mitigation are 
presently absent from the management plans but have been incorporated into the assessment 
methodology. Currently, respondents have to rely on their individual background knowledge for 
assessments as there is no agreed methodology to assess these aspects at site level. Establishing a 
unified methodology for analysing these aspects is essential.  

A logical approach involves conducting a national-level analysis using a common methodology, 
particularly through spatial data analyses. This methodology could offer a standardized approach for 
both individual protected areas and the wider protected area network. 

The map layers derived from the National Assessment and Mapping of Ecosystems and Ecosystem 
Services (ELME project) and related further developments12 could serve as a foundational basis for 
developing this methodology. 

4.5.2. Description of required actions 

4.5.2.1. Development of methodological approach 

Development of national methodologies based on available data is needed for the evaluation of 
condition of/changes in: 

• ecological connectivity; 
• ecosystem services and/or ecosystem condition; 
• contribution to climate mitigation and adaptation to climate change. 

For all three aspects mentioned above, the map layers from the ELME project (Establishment of tools 
for integrating socioeconomic and climate change data into assessing and forecasting biodiversity 
status and ensuring data availability) can be utilised. These map layers are outcomes of the Estonian 
national Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems and their Services (MAES), led by KAUR. 

For example, the map layers within the ELME ecosystem condition section can be used to assess 
ecosystem connectivity and status. 

Additionally, map layers under the global climate regulation section can be separately employed to 
identify contributions to climate mitigation (although it is also one of the ecosystem services). 

Regarding ecosystem services, most of the map layers from ELME are relevant, including those related 
to provisioning services (such as food and feed, wood, and peat), regulating services (such as buffering 
services), and cultural services (such as recreation and other cultural values). The specific map layers to 
be selected will depend on the chosen methodology. 

 
 

12 In this and following chapters, the abbreviation ELME is used to refer to both the completed project and future 
prospective developments related to ecosystem services mapping led by KAUR. 
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For a more in-depth analysis methodology concerning ecological connectivity, ecosystem services, 
and/or ecosystem condition, the analysis13 of the green network conducted by the Environment 
Agency can serve as an example/foundation. While this analysis primarily targeted the green network, 
a similar approach can be used for protected areas as well. 

Analyses based on ELME data should adhere to a common national methodology, facilitating 
extraction and assessment at the level of specific protected areas. However, before conducting 
analyses, it is necessary to establish the methodological framework in more detail: 

• Identify the map layers for analysis. 
• Determine if map layers will be updated consistently in the future, and if not, how this will be 

addressed in the methodology. 
• Assess if additional data transformations are required. 
• Establish protocols for monitoring changes. 
• Identify limitations and specific considerations for data use, particularly regarding ecological 

connectivity. 

It would be beneficial to involve relevant members of the ELME working group in developing the 
methodology. The analyses should be documented to allow for repeated assessments over time and 
across different areas following the same principles. Additionally, it is desirable for the results to inform 
conservation management plans. 

The consultants foresee that assessments can be provided as spatial analyses and could be carried out 
by KAUR or, after a suitable approach has been developed, by EEB. It is already possible to use 
ecosystem mapping and assessment data for the assessment of the state of protected territories in 
terms of the state of ecosystems. This could be achieved with relatively small additional measures - 
analysing the available data layers for PA territories using standard GIS data analysis tools. 

4.5.2.2. Regular updating of the data (GIS layers) needed for the methodology 

According to the information provided by the ELME project manager, it is planned to continue the 
implementation of the developed methodology, including the re-analysis, and updating of the map 
layers. 

The update interval will depend on the indicator - e.g. if the indicator does not change rapidly, it will 
not be updated as frequently. It also depends on the volume of data processing needed. The potential 
optimal assessment interval is 3 years, which means that relevant indicators can be reassessed within 
this time. This would mean that the results of an ELME project can be well integrated into a 12-year 
evaluation cycle. 

It is foreseeable that as different input layers (e.g. more accurate clear-cut map layers) and 
methodologies (e.g. remote sensing, AI) evolve, the methodology used to analyse the ELME may also 
change, i.e. the assessment will become more accurate. However, this does not eliminate the possibility 
of comparing the results of analyses from different years, i.e. tracking changes, as the principles used 
in the methodology (e.g. the indicators used to classify the forest stand into condition classes) are 
maintained. 

 
 

13 Keskkonnaagentuur, 2023. Rohevõrgustik. Üldplaneeringute analüüs ja planeerimissoovitused 
 https://keskkonnaportaal.ee/sites/default/files/2023-07/20230619%20-%20KAUR%20-
%20Rohev%C3%B5rgustiku%20anal%C3%BC%C3%BCs.pdf  

https://keskkonnaportaal.ee/sites/default/files/2023-07/20230619%20-%20KAUR%20-%20Rohev%C3%B5rgustiku%20anal%C3%BC%C3%BCs.pdf
https://keskkonnaportaal.ee/sites/default/files/2023-07/20230619%20-%20KAUR%20-%20Rohev%C3%B5rgustiku%20anal%C3%BC%C3%BCs.pdf
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4.5.2.3. Other topics potentially to be integrated into the methodology 

The assessment methodology is intended to be an adaptable solution to which additional evaluation 
components could be added in the future by incorporating questions regarding socio-economic, 
cultural, and landscape dimensions. 

Additionally, acknowledging that the current evaluation questionnaire primarily focuses on 
monitoring conservation value condition rather than achievement of conservation objectives, the EEB 
emphasises the need to integrate monitoring of these objectives into the assessment process. 

Although the questionnaire currently lacks provisions for addressing these aspects, the adaptable 
structure allows for the introduction of new topics as needed. To facilitate this, establishing assessment 
methodologies, securing data linkages, and subsequently integrating relevant questions into the 
questionnaire are essential steps in the process. 

4.5.3. Priority 

II - significantly improves the implementation of the methodology and/or nature conservation 
management in general. 

4.5.4. Roles and responsibilities 

Implementation of the actions is likely to require cooperation of Environmental Board and 
Environment Agency.  

4.5.5. Required resources 

As one of the main components of these actions is to agree on a methodological framework, which 
can also be carried out through a working group and using the capacity of existing staff (EEB, KAUR), 
no additional staff is foreseen. 

Involvement of external specialist from research institutions may be necessary to develop additional 
evaluation topics. 

Also, given that the ELME project has already planned to update the data regularly, it is not known at 
this stage whether additional staff will be needed to carry out the more detailed analyses required for 
the evaluation or whether this can be integrated into the tasks of the existing KAUR specialists. This 
will depend on the volume and complexity of the additional data analyses to be carried out and will 
have to be agreed between the EEB and KAUR once the methodology has been refined. 
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5. Proposal of IT structure 

5.1. Objectives and needs 
Supporting IT solutions are needed to implement the methodology effectively.  

The central challenge addressed here is the data availability constraint within the existing operational 
IT system. Specifically, the system lacks centralized data retrieval capabilities, compelling the use of 
diverse methods and databases. As highlighted in the pilot testing of the methodology, gathering 
information from various databases or agencies proves to be a significant challenge, necessitating 
strategies for more efficient data retrieval. 

The IT structure should include the evaluation forms and analysis tools as well as data exchange 
processes with relevant databases. 

The envisaged IT system should ideally encompass the following functionalities: 

• integration with existing systems;  
• transfer of existing baseline data; 
• centralized data retrieval; 
• user-friendly interface. 

5.2. Alternative solutions for IT structure 
There are several options for the technical implementation of the evaluation system. Three main 
options are described below. 

1. EELIS integration. The goal of this approach is to enhance the existing Estonian Nature 
Information System (EELIS) by integrating advanced data analysis/storage capabilities directly 
within its framework. This involves leveraging EELIS’s comprehensive environmental data 
repository by adding functionalities for automated data collection, transformation, complex 
query processing, and sophisticated data visualisation. 

The approach would include: 

• API development: Develop and implement APIs (Application Programming Interfaces) to 
enable seamless data exchange between EELIS and the new data analysis modules. These 
APIs will facilitate data querying and updates, ensuring that EELIS remains the central 
repository while extending its analytical capabilities. 

• Data synchronization: Implement mechanisms for periodic data synchronization to 
ensure that the integrated system reflects the most current data, accommodating 
scenarios where real-time integration is not feasible due to technical or operational 
constraints. 

• User interface enhancement: Enhance the EELIS user interface to incorporate new data 
analysis and visualisation tools, ensuring that they align with EELIS’s existing user 
experience design/user interface design principles for a cohesive user experience. 

The benefits of this option are: 

• Leverages existing infrastructure: Integrating with EELIS takes advantage of the existing 
data and infrastructure, reducing the need for duplicate data storage and maintenance. 

• Centralized data management: Keeps data centralized within EELIS, simplifying data 
governance, security, and compliance. 
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2. New system development. In scenarios where integration with EELIS is not feasible or optimal, 
developing a new standalone system dedicated to environmental data analysis offers a 
tailored solution. This new system would independently aggregate, process, and analyse data 
from various sources, including EELIS, and present findings through a dedicated interface. 

The approach would include: 

• Independent data aggregation: Establish separate data aggregation layers that collect 
data from EELIS and other sources, ensuring comprehensive coverage of environmental 
data. 

• Advanced analytical capabilities: Incorporate cutting-edge data processing and analysis 
tools, specifically designed for environmental data insights, offering capabilities beyond 
what is currently available in EELIS. 

• Custom user interface: Design a user interface focused on data analysis and visualisation, 
tailored to the needs of environmental experts and decision-makers. This interface would 
be optimised for the functionalities of the new system, potentially offering more advanced 
user interaction than EELIS. 

The benefits of this option are: 

• Tailored solution: Offers the flexibility to design a system specifically for environmental 
data analysis needs, without the constraints of existing EELIS functionalities. 

• Advanced capabilities: Enables the incorporation of the latest technologies and 
methodologies in data analysis, potentially offering more sophisticated insights than 
could be integrated into EELIS. 

 
3. Aggregating data for comprehensive analysis. Centralise data aggregation across all relevant 

environmental systems, including EELIS and other data sources, to create a unified data 
repository. This approach is aimed at providing a holistic view of environmental data, enabling 
more nuanced analysis and decision-making. 

The approach would include: 

• Unified data collection: Develop a comprehensive framework for data collection that 
automatically or manually consolidates data from EELIS, monitoring reports, conservation 
plans, and other pertinent sources, creating specific data sheets/fields for each question. 
Here lies the opportunity to develop connectors or APIs that enable a smooth flow of data 
into a centralised aggregation system. 

• Data standardisation and enrichment: Apply advanced data transformation techniques to 
standardise and enrich the aggregated data, ensuring uniformity across different data 
formats and enhancing the data’s analytical value. 

• Advanced visualisation and analysis tools: Leverage for example: Jupyter Notebooks as a 
flexible platform for conducting data analysis and creating interactive visualisations.  

The benefits of this option are: 

• Holistic data insights: By aggregating data from multiple sources, experts gain access to a 
more comprehensive dataset, enabling deeper insights into environmental trends and 
impacts. 

• Interactive data exploration: The use of, for example, Jupyter Notebooks facilitates 
interactive data exploration, allowing experts to query the data dynamically, visualise 
results in various formats, and iteratively refine their analyses based on immediate 
feedback. 

• Enhanced decision support: The system provides a robust foundation for decision support, 
enabling experts to access, review, and analyse aggregated data efficiently. This supports 
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informed decision-making by providing a detailed understanding of environmental 
conditions across different territories. 

5.3. Overview of proposed IT structure 
5.3.1. General description 

Some needed elements of the IT structure are separately described in preceding chapters (see 
references below). This chapter summarises these elements, presenting an overview of development 
needs and the links between the elements and existing tools and datasets. 

We recommend designing IT tools to automate data collection from the sources, standardise data 
formats, enable queries, and produce graphical representations. 

The main elements of the IT structure are: 

• evaluation module (questionnaires & reporting) (see also Chapter 3); 
• management plan module (Chapter 4.1.2.1); 
• database of measures (Chapter 4.2); 
• map application for spatial data (Chapter 4.1.2.4); 
• supporting analysis tools (condition trends, pressures, ecosystem services) (Chapters 4.4.2;   

4.1.2.3; 4.5.2); 
• data exchange between modules and datasets. 

Additional analysis tools (smart tools) may be needed to process condition data of the conservation 
values, pressures data and/or data layers of ecosystem services. 

Given the substantial time and financial resources required for creating and implementing new IT 
systems and databases, the proposed IT structure adheres to the principle that a system linking 
existing tools and databases is more favourable. 

This means that it is necessary to create a management effectiveness assessment tool into EELIS in 
the framework of the systems possibilities and limits. 

However, it is considered that for data aggregation and visualisation, other platforms could be used if 
integration of such functionalities is not feasible or optimal in EELIS.  

For example, the questionnaire component can be integrated into EELIS structure and the analysis 
and reporting component can be integrated into a platform such as Tableau or Microsoft Power BI. 
This could streamline data analysis and visualisation processes without introducing a rapid learning 
curve. This approach would allow data to be collected automatically from completed questionnaires, 
creating dashboards and reports that can effectively visualise data at both site and national level. 
Tableau's ability to connect to different data sources and the familiar interface with EEB specialists 
would ensure a smooth transition. 

. 

In addition, the inclusion of GIS (geographical information systems) mapping for linking 
questionnaires to specific protected areas could provide spatial analysis opportunities by improving 
the understanding of data on geographical locations. This dual approach balances the need for 
improved data analysis and visualisation with user familiarity, greatly reducing the adoption barrier 
and ensuring smooth integration into the current workflow. 

In addition, the IT structure aims to unify and streamline data collection, analysis, and reporting 
processes by leveraging existing systems and databases, especially focusing on EELIS and KESE. The 
integration of these systems should prioritise data exchange, centralised data access, and 
interoperability among different environmental databases. 
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A high-level overview of the general IT structure is provided in the figure below (Figure 5-1). The orange 
dashed-line boxes in the figure represent the proposed smart tools for the (pre)processing of data. 

The project team has not proposed any detailed technical solutions for the IT system as it depends on 
the needs, possibilities, and preferences to be specified in the planning phase of IT development. 
Different solutions can be selected during the analysis. 

The project team has taken into account potential developments that are described in projects already 
in planning phase: Swiss-Estonian cooperation program, LIFE Integrated Project ForEst&FarmLand14 
and framework agreement procurement for development and maintenance of EELIS (2024-2028)15. 

 

 

Figure 5-1 High level overview of the system components and interactions (numbers correspond to 
the questions in the protected area questionnaire (Annex V of DLV 4); the figure does not include 
questions that require expert judgement from the respondent and/or use of other documents- Q7, 
Q9, Q10, Q11, Q19, Q20; see also Annex I for some further details)  

 

5.3.2. Required functionalities of evaluation module 

The main required functionalities of the evaluation module (in EELIS) are: 

 
 

14 “Comprehensive management of forest and farming landscapes to improve the conservation status of Natura 
2000 habitats and species”, https://loodusrikaseesti.ee/  
15 Eesti Looduse infosüsteemi (EELIS) arendus- ja hooldustööde teostamine 2024-2028 (RHR viitenumber: 275791.  
https://riigihanked.riik.ee/rhr-web/#/procurement/6985912/general-info  

https://loodusrikaseesti.ee/
https://riigihanked.riik.ee/rhr-web/#/procurement/6985912/general-info
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• completing assessment forms (Tier 2 and Tier 3 questionnaires) at site level (incl. adding 
information on used data sources and explanations to justify the response option for each 
question); 

• storing and easy accessibility of already completed questionnaires;  
• data extraction and visualisation solutions for Tier 1 reporting; 
• storing detailed assessment (condition) tables of species and habitats; 
• linking questionnaires to the protected area and/or other related documentation (for example 

management plan of the area); 
• further development of the questionnaire (adding/removing questions, changing response 

options, adding automated queries etc). 

The system should ensure easy navigation between different thematic blocks and allow for the 
inclusion of detailed explanations and suggestions, as highlighted during the initial questionnaire pilot 
testing phase. 

To present and analyse evaluation results there is a need to: 

• create an overview reports/dashboards for the evaluation outcomes for each evaluated area; 
• aggregate results at network (state) level and create reports/dashboards for summarised 

results. 

A separate analysis and visualisation tool can be used for this purpose. The aim is to provide interactive 
and user-friendly interfaces for data visualisation. Visualisation and reporting tools can assist in making 
informed decisions based on the available data. 

Optional functionalities of the evaluation module are: 

• automated queries to pre-fill some responses (with an option to correct the pre-filled 
response); 

• querying results based on specific aspects or indicators (protected area type, conservation 
objective, etc). 

In addition, the methodology requires the availability of data from different sources. An overview of 
both methodological and technical development suggestions to integrate and analyse available data 
and make the assessment process more efficient are provided in Annex I and II of the report. The 
overview in Annexes is prepared based on the Tier 3 questionnaires for protected areas and includes a 
proposed approach for each question. 

The IT structure needs to include functionalities for automated data synchronization to ensure that the 
latest and/or the most adequate information needed for evaluation is always available, advanced data 
analytics for insightful conservation analysis, and customizable reporting tools to cater to various 
stakeholder requirements. 

The IT architecture for the data compilation and analysis ecosystem (evaluation forms, data analysis 
tools and developed data exchange processes) should be designed with resilience and adaptability at 
its core. 

5.3.3. Synergies and data exchange with existing systems and databases 

In the present scenario, the collection of information related to objectives, measures, and indicators 
entails a time-consuming process. This involves reaching out to various agencies through separate 
channels, such as emails, or accessing multiple databases simultaneously. The challenge lies in the 
complexity of managing data from diverse sources, making it challenging for professionals to 
efficiently locate the relevant information within these databases. 

To streamline this process, establishing information exchange procedures between databases and the 
evaluation form is essential, focusing on critical aspects such as: 
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• Condition data of habitats (EELIS). 
• Monitoring/condition data of species (KESE, EELIS, inventories etc). 
• Other relevant data from monitoring reports (information on pressures, needed actions, etc). 
• Data on implemented measures. 
• Data on supervisory procedures (OKAS). 

Creating API endpoints for existing databases will facilitate seamless data exchange, ensuring that 
conservation management systems can access and utilise data from disparate sources efficiently. This 
integration should also support data enrichment by allowing cross-referencing of data points across 
systems. 

EELIS 

We envision EELIS as a pivotal central data aggregation tool, unifying different sources and 
streamlining information exchange among various agencies. To realise this vision, enhancements to 
the EELIS system's modules for data collection and analysis are imperative. This entails ensuring 
seamless automatic interaction between these modules. One approach involves establishing 
principles of cooperation among different agencies to facilitate data sharing within the EELIS 
framework. Additionally, the development of IT tools tailored for centralised data analysis, seamlessly 
integrated with EELIS, stands as a crucial step forward. These tools would not only enhance efficiency 
but also promote cohesive collaboration and informed decision-making across all levels of operation. 

Environmental Monitoring Information System (KESE) 

In Estonia, the national monitoring data is kept in KESE and information of protected species and 
nature observations is kept in the Estonian Nature Information System (EELIS). Data about the 
protected species is currently transferred manually from KESE to EELIS, which is time consuming and 
therefore there is a risk that relevant and updated information is not used in decision making and 
analysis. It is essential to automate the data transfer from KESE to EELIS to reduce manual work and 
ensure decision-making is based on updated and relevant information. 

According to information received from KAUR, necessary business analysis has already been done and 
according to the analysis, this work can and should be automated. In line with the project documents 
for the development and maintenance of EELIS16 (covering the period 2024-2028), there are plans to 
improve data exchange between KESE and EELIS. This enhancement aims to facilitate a more efficient 
flow of monitoring information and habitat data. 

Although currently the EELIS system includes modules with a good structure and potential for natural 
data collection, analysis, management planning, management, and protection effectiveness 
assessments of protected areas, as well as report preparation, such as Natura 2000 SDF segment, 
protected area management plan segment and protected species and habitat information segments, 
the lack of mutual integration of these modules is very pronounced. 

Anticipating that the system will be supplemented with a conservation effectiveness assessment 
element/tool, which should use information from other EELIS data sets mentioned here, special 
attention should be paid to ensuring automatic interaction of these modules. 

However, the integration of universal monitoring data analysis tools for evaluation questionnaire is 
probably unrealistic, and the data analysis need addition step of analysis by competent specialist. 

Object Inspection Database System (OKAS) 

Information on violations of the protection rules, which is determined for a protected area, is collected 
in two systems: 

 
 

16 Eesti Looduse infosüsteemi (EELIS) arendus- ja hooldustööde teostamine 2024-2028  
https://riigihanked.riik.ee/rhr-web/#/procurement/6985912/general-info  

https://riigihanked.riik.ee/rhr-web/#/procurement/6985912/general-info
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• Object Inspection Database System (OKAS), managed by Environmental Board. System stores 
information collected during the inspection of objects within the PAs. 

• Portal of Misdemeanour Proceedings (VMP), managed by IT and Development Centre at the 
Estonian Ministry of the Interior. 

Both databases are limited access data sources, thus retrieving data from these databases involves a 
specific procedure. 

It is expected that direct linking of EELIS to VMP databases is not easy to implement and probably not 
critically necessary. The integration of EELIS with OKAS is already planned in accordance with the 
framework contract for EELIS development. 

Two possible solutions are recommended: 

a) The indication of violation occurrence could be added to EELIS as separate data field for PA. The 
migration of information from the OKAS and the Portal of Misdemeanour Proceedings system to EELIS 
could be ensured periodically, for example twice a year, based on a data exchange agreement, 
provided that the information transferred to EELIS includes the PA code/name and the article number 
of the violated normative act. The responsibility of EELIS system managers would be to attach relevant 
information to the data set of relevant PAs. IT tool designed to support effectiveness assessment would 
obtain relevant data from EELIS. 

b) Violation information from the OKAS and the Portal of Misdemeanour Proceedings system would 
be requested for each of the protected areas foreseen for assessment, an ‘information extract’ could 
be requested from the relevant databases and the information would be manually entered into the 
assessment form. 

Option a) could provide the basis for these data to be included in nature management plans, and, 
where possible, analysed. 

Other databases 

There are also other information systems and databases in Estonia that collect and keep wildlife data, 
but do not belong to the KAUR. The data of these databases could also be used for analysis and 
decision-making. One such information system is eBiodiversity Portal (using online and citizen 
science-based database called PlutoF) which is managed by the University of Tartu.  Another database 
to consider is JAHIS (jahilubade infosüsteem) with wild game monitoring data. 

It is necessary to ensure an interface between these data systems and set up the exchange of data to 
ensure that the most complete set of data is considered in decision-making. This also ensures the 
convenience of using the data, as the data does not have to be searched from different systems. Often 
the data is not used because it is not easy to collect it from different databases and it leads to ignorance 
by the decision-makers and analysts. 

According to the project documents for the development and maintenance of EELIS, there are plans 
to enhance the data exchange between PlutoF and EELIS. The primary goal is to transfer information 
from PlutoF to EELIS, such as species observations and literature references. The specific details of this 
interface will be determined during the system analysis phase of the project. 

5.4. Required steps to achieve the defined objectives and 
functionalities 
The Required steps to operationalise the IT system are similar to standard software development: 

• Comprehensive audit of existing IT systems and databases to identify integration points. 
Identification and defining requirements and expectations related to the IT system. 
Development of a detailed implementation plan that outlines each step towards achieving a 
fully integrated IT infrastructure. 
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• System architecture design, development, and integration. 
• Initial testing and debugging. 
• Pilot testing for real-world application and adjustments, ensuring compliance with user 

expectations. 
• Documentation, capacity building and specialised user training to ensure users are well-

prepared to utilise system effectively. 
• Operationalisation and maintenance, post-deployment monitoring and adjustments. 

However, it can be expected that not all elements of the IT system will be developed simultaneously.  

After the development of the evaluation module, it should be readily usable as it was used for pilot 
testing without any supporting systems. Further developments to improve the data use and make 
evaluation process more efficient can be implemented step-by-step. 

To enable the evaluation procedure the priority of system elements is as follows: 

i. development of evaluation forms (questionnaires),  
ii. development of reporting module, 

iii. database of planned and implemented measures, 
iv. analysis tool to process condition data, 
v. improved structure for management plans, 
vi. improved data exchange processes, 

vii. automation of the response process where possible. 

5.5. Roles and responsibilities 
Assigning clear roles for IT development, data management, and user support is crucial. Establishing 
a dedicated project management team to oversee the implementation and ensure adherence to 
timelines is recommended. 

Environment Agency, Ministry of Climate and KEMIT will be responsible for the IT developments.  

Specialists from EEB should be included in the dedicated project management team to ensure 
consideration of users need. 

5.6. Required resources 
Resources will need to cover software development, system integration, data security measures, and 
training programs for users to navigate the new IT structure effectively. 

However, since the exact scope of the EELIS development for the period 2024-2028 is not known, i.e., 
which systems will be connected and to what extent (to be determined during the system analysis), it 
is not possible to say at this stage exactly which developments are necessary in addition and in view of 
the objectives of this project. 

Additional resources may include specialised software for data analytics and potentially hardware 
upgrades to support increased computational demands. 

It can be generally assumed that additional external developments will be necessary, the exact cost of 
which will become clear as a result of the tendering process. Expanding the team to include data 
scientists and machine learning experts could further enhance the capabilities of the system, 
leveraging their expertise to implement advanced data analysis features. 

The need for additional permanent staff is not foreseen, and it can be expected that the necessary 
tasks can be integrated into the daily work of the specialists. 
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5.6.1. Overview of options for funding 

The resources of the Swiss-Estonian cooperation program are considered for the first stage of needed 
development. 

In addition, a range of potential EU funding programmes are available to potentially assist the 
development of the proposed IT system. 

The LIFE fund provides financial support (through co-funding) to projects which seek to protect, 
restore, and improve the quality of the environment. Co-funding through the programme can cover 
up to 95% of total costs (for biodiversity related projects, this is more commonly up to 60% of total 
costs). Member States such as Greece and Ireland have previously utilised the LIFE programme to 
implement their own biodiversity-related IT systems (for example, see LIFE EL BIOS17 and EU Nature 
Projects18). 

Beyond the LIFE programme, the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), which focusses on 
(inter alia) climate change mitigation and adaptation, nature protection and biodiversity, could be 
potentially utilised. Each project has contrasting eligibility criteria to receive funding - more 
information can be found on relevant Commission websites.19 One of the key areas of the InvestEU 
fund is ’research, innovation and digitisation’ - which could encompass the development of biodiversity 
IT systems. 

Finally, Horizon Europe could also be explored as a possible avenue to use during the development of 
the IT system - as this would align with the cluster 6 (food, bioeconomy, natural resources, agriculture, 
and environment) of Pillar II of the programme. An overview of these programmes and others which 
could be used for funding purposes can be found in the footnote link.20 

 

 
 

17 Available at: https://biodiversity-greece.gr/en/  
18 Available at: https://www.gov.ie/en/press-release/60738-minister-noonan-announces-34m-project-to-transform-irelands-
approach-to-biodiversity-data/  
19 Such as https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/2021-2027_en   
20 Trinomics, Ricardo, OIR (2022) Find Your EU Funding Programme for the Environment. Available at: 
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/33b54f0d-0251-11ed-acce-01aa75ed71a1   

https://biodiversity-greece.gr/en/
https://www.gov.ie/en/press-release/60738-minister-noonan-announces-34m-project-to-transform-irelands-approach-to-biodiversity-data/
https://www.gov.ie/en/press-release/60738-minister-noonan-announces-34m-project-to-transform-irelands-approach-to-biodiversity-data/
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/2021-2027_en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/33b54f0d-0251-11ed-acce-01aa75ed71a1
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6. Roadmap 
Below is a summary of the main action points addressed in the report, along with an indicative timetable. An elaborated version of the timetable is given in 
Annex III. 

Given that most actions are strongly interlinked, a strict sequencing of tasks is not required. Instead, these actions should be undertaken in parallel to ensure 
a more cohesive and integrated approach. 

Table 6-1. A general timeframe for the actions 

 
Action 

Chapter 
Direct (inter-) 
dependencies 

Phase I 
(2024)  

Phase II 
(ca 2025-2028) 

Phase III 
(ca 2029-

…) 1st half 2nd half 
I Administrative actions and assessment process    

    

1.1.* Agreeing on preliminary assessment framework and resource 
allocation 

Ch.2.2   
    

1.2.* Establishing (initial) data exchange processes for measures and 
other relevant data 

Ch.2.2   
    

1.3.* Identifying development needs for full implementation and 
resource allocation 

Ch.2.2 3.1 
    

1.4. First cycle of (Tier 3) assessments Ch.2.2 3.2. 
    

1.5. Establishing reviewed (updated) assessment framework (including 
updating the questionnaire while ensuring comparability with 
previous assessments) 

Ch.2.2 3.3 
    

1.6. Regular Tier 1 reporting and Tier 2 & 3 assessments, full-scale 
implementation of evaluation system 

Ch.2.2 3.3 
    

II Development of methodological approaches    
    

2.1. Development of updated structure and guidance document for 
management plans 

Ch.4.1.2 2.2.; 2.3; 3.4 
    

2.2. Development of common terminology and classification systems Ch.4.1.2   
    

2.3. Development of pressures and threats assessment system Ch.4.1.2 3.8 
    

2.4.* Development of approach for key indicator values Ch.4.3   
    

2.5.* Development of approach for outcomes evaluation Ch.4.4 3.7 
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Action 

Chapter 
Direct (inter-) 
dependencies 

Phase I 
(2024)  

Phase II 
(ca 2025-2028) 

Phase III 
(ca 2029-

…) 1st half 2nd half 
2.6. Development of approach to evaluate ecosystem services, 

ecological coherence, and climate mitigation 
Ch.4.5.2 3.9 

    

III Development of technical solutions     
   

3.1.* Analysis and planning (including business analysis) Ch.3.2.2, 5; 
Annex I & II 

1.3 
    

3.2.* Development or adaptation of preliminary assessment solution (for 
first cycle) 

Ch.3.2.1, 5; 
Annex I & II 

1.4 
    

3.3.* Development of advanced/final evaluation module, including data 
exchange & reporting 

Ch.3.2.3, 5; 
Annex I & II 

1.5 
    

3.4. Development of updated technical solution (digital 
format/database) of management plans 

Ch.4.1.2; 5 2.1; 2.2 
    

3.5.* Development of database of measures Ch.4.2; 5 3.4; 3.6. 
    

3.6. Development of nature management map Ch.4.1.2; 5 3.4; 3.5; 3.10 
    

3.7. Development of supporting technical solutions for outcomes 
evaluation  
(if required) 

Ch.4.4; 5 2.5 
    

3.8. Development of supporting technical solutions for pressures 
assessment  
(if required) 

Ch.4.1.2; 5 2.3 
    

3.9. Development of supporting technical solutions for ecosystem 
services assessment (if required) 

Ch.4.5.2; 5  2.6 
    

3.10. Development of ‘Nature Atlas’ - consolidation of spatial data related 
to conservation management (values, status, pressures, objectives, 
actions) into a single portal  

Ch.4.1.2.4 3.4; 3.6     

3.11. Maintenance and further developments Ch.3, 5      
* first priority actions 

Timetable colour codes: 
Administrative actions 
Assessment process 
Development of methodological approaches 
Development of technical solutions 
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ANNEX I – Proposed data sources and related 
development needs for PA evaluation questionnaire 

Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

0. Is there a management 
plan for this site? 

Management 
plan (MP), EELIS 

EELIS EELIS data 
indicating that 

there is a 
management plan 

(and/or 
species/habitat 

action plan) for the 
protected area 

- - 
 

Automated data 
request to pre-fill the 

questionnaire 

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

Management 
plan, EELIS 

EELIS 
nature conservation 

data (list of 
conservation 

values) 
management plan 

data (condition 
table) 

Comparison of list 
of conservation 

values 
(conservation 

objectives) of the 
site with entries in 
the MP condition 
table. Identifying 
missing entries. 

Standardised approach for 
describing baseline 

condition. Improved table 
structure for baseline 

condition. 

Improvement of 
MP database 

structure. 
Opt 1. Linkages 
between data 

tables in EELIS. 
Opt 2. New 

conservation 
values are 

regularly added 
to the MP table 
as a new entry. 

Empty data 
fields can be 

identified from 
MP tables.  

 
Automated data 

request to pre-fill the 
questionnaire 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

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

Management 
plan, EELIS, 

Tableau 

EELIS 
nature conservation 

data (list of 
conservation 

values) 
management plan 

data (condition 
table) 

Comparison of list 
of conservation 

values 
(conservation 

objectives) of the 
site with entries in 
the MP condition 
table. Identifying 
missing entries. 

Standardised approach for 
describing baseline 

condition. Improved table 
structure for baseline 

condition. 

Improvement of 
MP database 

structure. 
Opt 1. Linkages 
between data 

tables in EELIS. 
Opt 2. New 

conservation 
values are 

regularly added 
to the MP table 
as a new entry. 

Empty data 
fields can be 

identified from 
MP tables. 

 
Automated data 

request to pre-fill the 
questionnaire 

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

Management 
plans, EELIS 

EELIS 
management plan 

data (condition 
table) 

Information on 
used data source 

and year in MP 
condition table + 

expert assessment. 
Opt 1. 

Standardised 
categorisation 
(rating) of data 

quality in MP table. 
Opt 2. Data quality 
is assessed by the 

evaluator. 

Standardised approach for 
describing baseline 

condition and assessing 
data quality. Improved 

table structure for 
baseline condition.  

Improvement of 
MP database 

structure. 

 
Automated data 

request to pre-fill the 
questionnaire (if Opt 

1 is used) 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

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

Management 
plans, EELIS 

EELIS 
management plan 

data (condition 
table) 

Information on 
used data source 

and year in MP 
condition table + 

expert assessment. 
Opt 1. 

Standardised 
categorisation 
(rating) of data 

quality in MP table. 
Opt 2. Data quality 
is assessed by the 

evaluator. 

Standardised approach for 
describing baseline 

condition and assessing 
data quality. Improved 

table structure for 
baseline condition.  

Improvement of 
MP database 

structure. 

 
Automated data 

request to pre-fill the 
questionnaire (if Opt 

1 is used) 

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

Management 
plans 

Management plans Evaluators 
assessment based 
on data provided in 

the MP and 
responses of Q1. 

- - 
  

2.b Were the identified 
data gaps to assess 
baseline condition 
filled during this 
management cycle?  

Management 
plans, EELIS, 
KESE, KIRKE, 

expert opinion 

EELIS 
measures data 

Evaluators 
assessment based 

on data provided 
about the 

implemented 
measures + other 

available data. 

- Development of 
database of 

measures/actio
ns 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

3.a Were pressures (direct 
drivers) on the 
conservation of all 
values for which the 
site was designated, 
identified? 

Management 
plans 

EELIS 
protected area data 
(list of conservation 

values) 
management plan 

data (pressures 
table) 

Comparison of list 
of conservation 

values 
(conservation 

objectives) of the 
site with entries in 
the MP pressures 
table. Identifying 
missing entries. 

Standardised approach for 
describing 

pressures/threats.  
Improved table structure 

for pressures. 

Improvement of 
MP database 

structure. 
Opt 1. Linkages 
between data 

tables in EELIS. 
Opt 2. New 

conservation 
values are 

regularly added 
to the MP table 

(without 
additional data). 

Missing data 
fields can be 

identified from 
MP tables.  

 
Automated data 

request to pre-fill the 
questionnaire 

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

Management 
plans, EELIS 

EELIS 
management plan 

data (pressures 
table) 

Identifying missing 
entries in the MP 
pressures table. 

Standardised approach for 
identifying and describing 

pressures, incl. 
assessment of level of 

impact.  Improved table 
structure for pressures. 

Improvement of 
MP database 

structure.  

 
Automated data 

request to pre-fill the 
questionnaire. 

Development of 
methodology for 

determining 
pressures and their 
impacts based on 

available spatial data 
(forest register, 

ELME, land 
reclamation data, 

PRIA registers, etc). 
Technical tool for 

pressures analysis.    
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

3.c Name the most 
significant pressures 
on the site 

Management 
plans, EELIS, 

expert opinion 

EELIS 
management plan 

data (pressures 
table) 

Evaluators 
assessment based 
on data provided in 

the MP + expert 
knowledge. 

Standardised approach for 
identifying and describing 

pressures. 

- 
 

Automated data 
request to pre-fill the 

questionnaire. 
Development of 
methodology for 

determining 
pressures and their 
impacts based on 

available spatial data 
(forest register, 

ELME, land 
reclamation data, 

PRIA registers, etc). 
Technical tool for 

pressures analysis.    
4. Were pressures related 

to outside of the 
protected area 
considered in the last 
management cycle? 

Management 
plans, expert 

opinion 

EELIS 
management plan 

data (pressures 
table) 

Evaluators 
assessment based 
on data provided in 

the MP + expert 
knowledge. 

Standardised approach for 
describing pressures. 

Improvement of 
MP database 

structure. 

  

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

Management 
plans, EELIS  

EELIS 
protected area data 
(list of conservation 

values) 
management plan 

data (objectives 
table) 

Comparison of list 
of conservation 

values 
(conservation 

objectives) of the 
site with entries in 
the MP objectives 
table. Identifying 
missing entries. 

 -  Improvement of 
MP database 

structure. 
Opt 1. Linkages 
between data 

tables in EELIS. 
Opt 2. New 

conservation 
values are 

regularly added 
to the MP table 

(without 
additional data). 

Missing data 
fields can be 

identified from 
MP tables.  

 
Automated data 

request to pre-fill the 
questionnaire 



 

54 
 

Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

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

Management 
plans, EELIS 

EELIS 
management plan 

data (objectives 
table) 

Evaluators 
assessment based 

on the described 
objectives. 

 -   -  
  

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

Management 
plans, EELIS 

EELIS 
protected area data 
(list of conservation 

values) 
management plan 

data (objectives 
table) 

Comparison of list 
of conservation 

values 
(conservation 

objectives) of the 
site with entries in 
the MP objectives 
table. Identifying 
missing entries. 

 -  Improvement of 
MP database 

structure. 
Opt 1. Linkages 
between data 

tables in EELIS. 
Opt 2. New 

conservation 
values are 

regularly added 
to the MP table 

(without 
additional data). 

Missing data 
fields can be 

identified from 
MP tables.  

 
Automated data 

request to pre-fill the 
questionnaire 

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

Management 
plans 

EELIS 
protected area data 
(list of conservation 

values) 
management plan 

data (objectives 
table) 

Comparison of list 
of conservation 

values 
(conservation 

objectives) of the 
site with entries in 
the MP objectives 
table. Identifying 

additional entries. 

 -   
Linkages 

between data 
tables in EELIS. 

 
Automated data 

request to pre-fill the 
questionnaire 

6.a Are CMs needed within 
the Protected Area? 

Management 
plans, expert 

opinion 

Management plans, 
expert opinion 

Evaluators 
assessment  

- - 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

6.b Were CMs established 
to achieve all COs for 
the PA? 

Management 
plans, expert 

opinion 

EELIS 
management plan 

data (objectives 
table) 

management plan 
data (measures 

table) 

Identifying missing 
entries in objective-

measure 
comparison. 

Improved table structure 
for objectives. Each 

objective should have 
linkage to pressures and 

measures or "not 
relevant/not needed" 

should be marked. 
Improved table structure 

for measures. Each 
measure should have 

linkage to conservation 
value, objective, and 

pressure or "not relevant" 
should be marked. 

Improved table 
structure for 

objectives. Each 
objective should 
have linkage to 
pressures and 
measures or 

"not 
relevant/not 

needed" should 
be marked. 

Improved table 
structure for 

measures. Each 
measure should 
have linkage to 
conservation 

value, objective, 
and pressure or 

"not relevant" 
should be 
marked. 

 
Automated data 

request to pre-fill the 
questionnaire 

6.c Did the established 
CMs require action 
beyond the boundaries 
of the protected area? 

Management 
plans, expert 

opinion 

EELIS 
management plan 

data (measures 
map) 

management plan 
data (measures 

table) 

Spatial analysis of 
measures 

(identifying 
locations outside 

PA borders) 
Evaluators 

assessment based 
on the described 

measures. 

Improved table structure 
for measures.  

Standardised approach for 
creating map layers for 

measures. 

Improved table 
structure for 
measures.  

Management 
map. 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

6.d Did CMs address all 
identified key 
pressures to the values 
identified in the 
protected area? 

Management 
plans 

EELIS 
management plan 

data (pressures 
table) 

management plan 
data (measures 

table) 

Identifying missing 
entries in pressure-

measure 
comparison. 

Improved table structure 
for pressures and 

measures. Each pressure 
should have linkage to 

corresponding measures 
or "not relevant/not 
needed" should be 

marked. 

Improved table 
structure for 

pressures and 
measures. Each 
pressure should 
have linkage to 
corresponding 

measures or 
"not 

relevant/not 
needed" should 

be marked. 

 
Automated data 

request to pre-fill the 
questionnaire 

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

Management 
plans, EELIS, 
KESE, KIRKE, 

expert opinion 

 
Evaluators 

assessment  
- - 

  

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? 

Management 
plans, EELIS, 
KESE, KIRKE, 

expert opinion  

EELIS 
Condition data, 

including 
monitoring data 

Studies and 
inventories 

Report from data 
analysis (see Q14) 

Evaluators 
assessment 

Linking studies, 
inventories and monitoring 
with protected objects and 

conservation values. 

Linking studies, 
inventories and 
monitoring with 

protected 
objects and 

conservation 
values. 

Ensuring regular 
data exchange 

between 
databases.  
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

8.b If answer to 9.a= 'no', 
what must be done to 
overcome this? 

Management 
plans, expert 

opinion 

 
Evaluators 

assessment 
- - 

  

9 Were monitoring 
results, inventories 
and/or studies used to 
adapt management of 
the site? 

Management 
plans, expert 

opinion 

 
Evaluators 

assessment 
- - 

  

10.a Were stakeholders 
consulted or involved 
in the management 
planning?  

Management 
plans, KIRKE, 

expert opinion 

management plan Evaluators 
assessment based 
on description of 

stakeholder 
involvement 

procedure in MP 

- - 
 

Asking feedback from 
the stakeholders on 
the appropriateness 
of the involvement. 

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

Management 
plans, KIRKE, 

expert opinion 

 
Evaluators 

assessment 
- - 

 
Asking feedback from 
the stakeholders on 
the appropriateness 
of the involvement. 

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

Management 
plans, expert 

opinion, KIRKE, 
media sources 

 
Evaluators 

assessment based 
on description of 

stakeholder 
involvement in MP 
and other available 

data 

- - 
 

Procedure to collect 
and record 

information on 
significant conflicts 

(e.g KIRKE) + 
database in EELIS 

11.b If you answered ‘yes’ to 
question 11a, please 
identify the nature of 
the significant 
conflicts. 

Management 
plans, expert 

opinion 

 
Evaluators 

assessment based 
on description of 

stakeholder 
involvement in MP 
and other available 

data 

- - 
 

Procedure to collect 
and record 

information on 
significant conflicts + 

database in EELIS 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

12.a What is the overall 
implementation status 
of measures for the 
restoration of semi-
natural meadows?  

Management 
plans, EELIS, 

RMK data, expert 
opinion  

EELIS 
measures data 

Extract of 
implemented and 
ongoing measures 

from measures 
database. 

Comparing 
implemented 

measures with the 
planned MP 
measures.  

Improved standardised 
approach for grouping 
measures (conformity 

between MP, EELIS, RMK 
database, etc).  

Developing 
measures 

database and 
measures map 

which would 
allow central 

management of 
measures 

information 
from different 
sources and 

linking 
measures to PA, 
MP and/or exact 

location. 

  

12.b What is the overall 
implementation status 
of measures for 
restoration of wetland 
and water habitats?  

Management 
plans, RMK data, 

expert opinion  

EELIS 
measures data 

Extract of 
implemented and 
ongoing measures 

from measures 
database. 

Comparing 
implemented 

measures with the 
planned MP 
measures.  

Improved standardised 
approach for grouping 
measures (conformity 
between MP, EELIS, RMK 
database, etc).  

See Q12.a 
  

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

Management 
plans, EELIS, 

KIRKE, RMK data, 
LIFE data, expert 

opinion 

EELIS 
measures data 

Extract of 
implemented and 
ongoing measures 

from measures 
database. 

Comparing 
implemented 

measures with the 
extent of planned 

MP measures.  

Improved standardised 
approach for grouping 
measures (conformity 
between MP, EELIS, RMK 
database, etc).  

See Q12.a 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

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

Management 
plans, EELIS, 

RMK data, LIFE 
data, expert 

opinion  

EELIS 
measures data 

Extract of 
implemented and 
ongoing measures 

from measures 
database. 

Comparing 
implemented 

measures with the 
planned MP 
measures.  

Improved standardised 
approach for grouping 
measures (conformity 
between MP, EELIS, RMK 
database, etc).  

See Q12.a 
  

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

Management 
plans, EELIS, 

RMK data, expert 
opinion  

EELIS 
measures data 

Extract of 
implemented and 
ongoing measures 

from measures 
database. 

Comparing 
implemented 

measures with the 
planned MP 
measures.  

Improved standardised 
approach for grouping 
measures (conformity 
between MP, EELIS, RMK 
database, etc).  

See Q12.a 
  

12.f Which I and II priority 
conservation measures 
were not implemented, 
and why? 

Management 
plans, EELIS, 

expert opinion  

EELIS 
measures data 

Extract of not 
started measures 

from measures 
database. 

Improved standardised 
approach for grouping 
measures (conformity 
between MP, EELIS, RMK 
database, etc).  

See Q12.a 
  

13.a Have I and II priority 
measures been 
implemented for 
monitoring, inventories 
and studies? 

Management 
plans, EELIS, 
KESE, KIRKE, 

expert opinion 

EELIS 
measures data 

Extract of 
implemented and 
ongoing measures 

from measures 
database. 

Comparing 
implemented 

measures with the 
planned MP 
measures.  

Improved standardised 
approach for grouping 
measures (conformity 
between MP, EELIS, RMK 
database, etc).  

See Q12.a 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

13.b Have I and II priority 
measures been 
implemented 
effectively for 
administrative 
management of the 
site? 

Management 
plan, EELIS, 

KIRKE, expert 
opinion 

EELIS 
measures data 

Extract of 
implemented and 
ongoing measures 

from measures 
database. 

Comparing 
implemented 

measures with the 
planned MP 
measures.  

Improved standardised 
approach for grouping 
measures (conformity 
between MP, EELIS, RMK 
database, etc).  

See Q12.a 
  

13.c Have I and II priority 
measures been 
implemented 
effectively for 
facilitating recreation 
and education? 

Management 
plan, EELIS, 

KIRKE, expert 
opinion 

EELIS 
measures data 

Extract of 
implemented and 
ongoing measures 

from measures 
database. 

Comparing 
implemented 

measures with the 
planned MP 
measures.  

Improved standardised 
approach for grouping 
measures (conformity 
between MP, EELIS, RMK 
database, etc).  

See Q12.a 
  

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?  

- EELIS 
measures data 

Extract of 
implemented and 
ongoing measures 

from measures 
database which are 

not linked to MP. 
Expert opinion. 

Improved standardised 
approach for grouping 
measures (conformity 

between MP, EELIS, RMK 
database, etc).  

See Q12.a 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

14.a What is the current 
condition of the 
species values for 
which the protected 
area is formulated? 

Management 
plans, EELIS, 
KESE, PlutoF, 

eElurikkus, 
inventory, expert 

opinion 

EELIS  
Report from 

separate data 
analysis 

The response will 
be provided based 

on condition 
datasets in EELIS 

and/or a 
report/overview  of 

separate data 
analysis. 

Methodological approach 
for selecting values to be 

included in the 
evaluations. 

Audit of available 
condition data.  

Defining and development 
of optimal combined data 
collection system for key 

indicator values, including 
national monitoring 

programs, remote sensing, 
inventories, studies, 

modelling, etc. 
Development of processes 

for aggregation and 
analysis of available data, 

resulting in an overview 
report of condition data of 

indicator values. 

Linking 
monitoring and 
other relevant 
condition data 

to protected 
areas. 

Development of 
analysis tool 

and processes 
for aggregation 
and analysis of 

available 
(monitoring) 
data, which 

would serve as 
input for further 

assessment. 

There is 
currently a 
structure 

discrepancy 
between the 

KESE monitoring 
programme 

module and the 
EELIS 

monitoring 
programmes 

table. 
Harmonisation 

is needed. 

 

14.b If you have answered 
'ALL OR MAJORITY' for 
Q15.a, what were the 
key drivers of success 
identified? 

Expert opinion 
 

Evaluators 
assessment 

 -   -  
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

14.c If you have answered 
OVER HALF; LESS 
THAN HALF, or NONE 
OF THE VALUES for 
Q15.a, what were the 
values that show 
deterioration?  

EELIS, KESE, 
expert opinion 

EELIS  
Report from 

separate data 
analysis 

The response will 
be provided on the 

basis of a 
report/overview 

table integrated in 
EELIS. 

Methodological approach 
for selecting values to be 

included in the 
evaluations. 

Audit of available 
condition data.  

Defining and development 
of optimal combined data 
collection system for key 

indicator values, including 
national monitoring 

programs, remote sensing, 
inventories, studies, 

modelling, etc. 
Development of processes 

for aggregation and 
analysis of available data, 

resulting in an overview 
report of condition data of 

indicator values. 

Linking 
monitoring and 
other relevant 
condition data 

to protected 
areas. 

Development of 
analysis tool 

and processes 
for aggregation 
and analysis of 

available 
(monitoring) 
data, which 

would serve as 
input for further 

assessment. 

  

14.d If you have answered 
OVER HALF; LESS 
THAN HALF, or NONE 
OF THE VALUES for 
Q20.a, what where the 
reasons of 
deterioration and what 
actions must be taken 
to achieve 
better/successful 
outcomes based on 
your experience? 

Management 
plan, EELIS, 

expert opinion 

 
Evaluators 

assessment based 
on monitoring data 

and studies, 
implementation 

status of measures 
and other available 

information. 

 -   -  
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

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

Management 
plan, EELIS, 

KESE, Natura 
reporting, expert 

opinion 

EELIS 
Natura habitat data, 

Tableau 

Comparison of 
latest Natura 

habitat data to the 
data from the start 

of the 
management/evalu

ation cycle.  
Evaluators input is 
needed to detect 

inconsistencies in 
the data (data 

quality problems) 
which distort the 

results. 

 -   -  Improved data 
management to 
ensure that the 
Natura habitats 
data in EELIS is 
up-to-date and 
the need to use 

several data 
sources is 

minimised. 

 

         

15.b If you have answered 
'ALL OR MAJORITY' for 
Q15.a, what were the 
key drivers of success 
identified? 

Expert opinion 
 

Evaluators 
assessment based 
on monitoring data 

and studies, 
implementation 

status of measures 
and other available 

information. 

 -   -  
  

15.c If you have answered 
OVER HALF; LESS 
THAN HALF, or NONE 
OF THE VALUES for 
Q15.a, what were the 
values that show 
deterioration?  

Management 
plan, EELIS, 

Natura reporting, 
expert opinion 

EELIS 
Natura habitat data 

Comparison of 
latest Natura 

habitat data to the 
data from the start 

of the 
management/evalu
ation cycle. Listing 
the habitat types 
with deteriorated 

status. 

 -   -  
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

15.d If you have answered 
OVER HALF; LESS 
THAN HALF, or NONE 
OF THE VALUES for 
Q15.a, what where the 
reasons of 
deterioration and what 
actions must be taken 
to achieve 
better/successful 
outcomes based on 
your experience? 

Management 
plan, expert 

opinion 

 
Evaluators 

assessment based 
on monitoring data 

and studies, 
implementation 

status of measures 
and other available 

information. 

 -   -  
  

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

Management 
plan, EELIS, 

expert opinion  

ELME analysis Opt 1. Extract from 
analysis data table 

for PA. 
Opt 2. Analysis is 
done at network 
level only and no 
response at PA 
level is needed. 

Methodology for analysis 
based on ELME map layers 

 -  Regular spatial 
analysis for PA 
network based 
on ELME map 

layers. 

Storing analysis 
results (reports/data 

tables) in EELIS 

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

Management 
plan, EELIS, 

expert opinion  

ELME analysis Opt 1. Extract from 
analysis data table 

for PA. 
Opt 2. Analysis is 
done at network 
level only and no 
response at PA 
level is needed. 

Methodology for analysis 
based on ELME map layers 

 -  Regular spatial 
analysis for PA 
network based 
on ELME map 

layers. 

Storing analysis 
results (reports/data 

tables) in EELIS. 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

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

OKAS, VMP, 
expert opinion 

EELIS 
Data imported from 

OKAS 
(+ query from VMP) 

Extract from 
databases for PA. 

Identifying relevant 
records. 

 -  Data exchange 
with OKAS 

Improved 
approach for 

reporting 
violations to 

include 
information 
relevant for 

conservation 
specialists/eval

uators. 

 

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

OKAS, VMP, 
expert opinion 

 
Evaluators 

assessment based 
on qualitative 
information 

provided in OKAS 
and VMP 

 Common principles to 
assess the potential 

impact on the 
conservation values.   

 -  Improved 
approach for 

reporting 
violations to 

include 
information 
relevant for 

conservation 
specialists/eval

uators. 

 

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

Management 
plan, KIRKE, 

expert opinion, 
protection rules 

draft  

 
Evaluators 

assessment based 
on information 

collected for the 
evaluation + 
background 
knowledge 

 -   -  
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during pilot 

testing 

Recommended 
data source after 

development 

Basis for reply Methodology 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

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

Management 
plan, KIRKE, 

expert opinion 

EELIS 
Protected species 

Natura habitats 
Natura areas 

Evaluators 
assessment based 

on information 
collected for the 

evaluation + 
background 
knowledge. 

Comparison with 
data on protected 

species and 
habitats in the PA. 
Comparison with 

conservation 
values of 

overlapping Natura 
areas. Response to 

Q5.d. 

 -   -  
  

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

Management 
plan, expert 

opinion 

 
Evaluators 

assessment 
 -   -  

  

20 Please indicate if there 
are any further 
contributions you 
would like to provide. 

Expert opinion 
 

Evaluators 
assessment 

 -   -  
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ANNEX II – Proposed data sources and related 
development needs for SPS evaluation questionnaire 

Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during 
pilot testing 

Recommended 
data source 

after 
development 

Basis for reply Methodological 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

0 Is there a (up to date) 
management plan or 
species action plan (AP) 
for the site?  

Action plan EELIS EELIS data indicating that 
there is a relevant plan 

   
Automated data 

request pre-fill the 
questionnaire 

1.a [SPS 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? 

EELIS, KESE EELIS Comparison of list of 
conservation values 

(conservation objectives) of 
the site with entries in the 

AP condition table. 
Identifying missing entries. 

Standardised 
approach for 

describing 
baseline 

condition. 
Improved table 

structure for 
baseline 

condition. 

Improvement of AP 
database structure. 

Opt 1. Linkages 
between data tables 

in EELIS. 
Opt 2. New 

conservation values 
are regularly added to 
the MP table as a new 

entry. Empty data 
fields can be 

identified from AP 
tables.  

  

1.b. [SPS level] What is the 
trend in the status of the 
species(s) of 
conservation value 
(conservation objective) 
in the area under 
assessment? / [National 
level] What is the trend in 
the status of the 
species? 

EELIS, KESE EELIS  
Report from 

separate data 
analysis 

The response will be 
provided on the basis of a 

report/overview table 
integrated in EELIS. 

Audit of 
available 

condition data.  
Defining and 

development of 
optimal 

combined data 
collection 
system for 

values, 
including 
national 

Linking monitoring 
and other relevant 
condition data to 

species protection 
sites. 

Development of 
analysis tool and 

processes for 
aggregation and 

analysis of available 
(monitoring) data, 

which would serve as 

There is currently a 
structural discrepancy 

between the KESE 
monitoring 

programme module 
and the EELIS 

monitoring 
programmes table. 

Harmonisation is 
needed. 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during 
pilot testing 

Recommended 
data source 

after 
development 

Basis for reply Methodological 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

monitoring 
programs, 

inventories, 
studies, 

modelling, 
Natura reports 

etc. 
Development of 

processes for 
aggregation and 

analysis of 
available data, 
resulting in an 

overview report 
of condition 

data of 
indicator 
values. 

input for further 
assessment. 

1.c [National level] What 
proportion of the species 
is found in the protected 
areas, limited-
conservation areas, or 
species protection sites? 
/ [SPS level] What 
proportion of the 
population of the 
species is in the 
assessed species 
protection site? 

EELIS, KESE EELIS Comparison of species 
proportions found in 

protected areas, limited-
conservation areas, or PEP 

with the overall species 
proportion. / Comparison 

of species proportion in the 
assessed species 

protection site with the 
overall species proportion. 

 
Linkages between 
relevant (species 
protection sites, 

protected area etc.) 
data with overall 

species data. In order 
to generate an 

automatic response, 
it is necessary to 

create a new data 
field. 

  

2.a [SPS level] Are there any 
noteworthy additional 
values in the area? 

Action plan, 
EELIS 

EELIS 
Protected 

species 
Natura habitats 

Cultural 
heritage 

Evaluators assessment 
based on information 

collected for the evaluation 
+ background knowledge. 
Comparison with data on 

protected species, 

For ELME: 
Methodology 
for analysis 

based on ELME 
map layers 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during 
pilot testing 

Recommended 
data source 

after 
development 

Basis for reply Methodological 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

Green network 
ELME 

ecosystem 
services (e.g. 

carbon 
sequestration) 

habitats, cultural heritage 
objects in the species 

protection site. In addition, 
spatial comparison of 

species protection sites 
with green network. For 

ELME: Opt 1. Extract from 
analysis data table for PA. 
Opt 2. Analysis is done at 
network level only and no 

response at PA level is 
needed. 

2.b [SPS level] If you 
answered "yes" to 
question 2.a, please 
indicate the additional 
value 

Action plan, 
EELIS, expert 

opinion 

 
Evaluators assessment 

    

3.a Have pressures (direct 
negative drivers) been 
identified for the 
conservation value(s) of 
the site/species? 

Action plan, 
management 

plan 

EELIS 
action plan 

data (pressures 
table) 

action plan 
data (measures 

table) 

Comparison of list of 
conservation values 

(conservation objectives) of 
the site with entries in the 

AP pressures table. 
Identifying missing entries. 

Standardised 
approach for 

describing 
pressures.  

Improved table 
structure for 
pressures. 

Improvement of AP 
database structure. 

Opt 1. Linkages 
between data tables 

in EELIS. 
Opt 2. New 

conservation values 
are regularly added to 
the MP table (without 

additional data). 
Missing data fields 

can be identified from 
AP tables.  

  

3.b Has the importance and 
extent of each of the 
pressures addressed in 
question 3.a been 
determined? 

Action plan, 
expert 

opinion 

EELIS 
action plan 

data (pressures 
table) 

Identifying missing entries 
in the AP pressures table. 

Standardised 
approach for 

describing 
pressures.  

Improved table 

Improvement of AP 
database structure. 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during 
pilot testing 

Recommended 
data source 

after 
development 

Basis for reply Methodological 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

structure for 
pressures. 

3.c [SPS level] Name the 
most important 
pressures in the area? / 
[National level] Name 
the most important 
pressures on the 
species? 

Action plan, 
KESE, 

inventories, 
expert 

opinion 

EELIS 
action plan 

data (pressures 
table) 

Evaluators assessment 
based on data provided in 

the AP + expert knowledge. 

Standardised 
approach for 

describing 
pressures.  

Improved table 
structure for 
pressures. 

  
Automated data 

request to pre-fill 
the questionnaire. 

Development of 
methodology for 

determining 
pressures and their 
impacts based on 
available spatial 

data (forest 
register, ELME, land 

reclamation data, 
PRIA registers, etc). 

Technical tool for 
pressures analysis.    

4. [SPS level] Are active 
management measures 
(in addition to the 
protection 
regime/restrictions 
applicable under the 
Nature conservation act) 
required for the site / 
[National level] Are 
active management 
protection 
regime/restrictions 
applicable under the 
Nature Conservation 
Act) required to ensure 
the favourable status of 
the species? 

Action plan, 
expert 

opinion 

 
Evaluators assessment 
based on information 

collected for the evaluation 
+ background knowledge 

   
Automated data 

request to pre-fill 
the questionnaire. 

Development of 
methodology for 

determining 
pressures and their 
impacts based on 
available spatial 

data (forest 
register, ELME, land 

reclamation data, 
PRIA registers, etc). 

Technical tool for 
pressures analysis.    
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during 
pilot testing 

Recommended 
data source 

after 
development 

Basis for reply Methodological 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

5 What is the overall state 
of implementation of the 
planned Priority I and 
Priority II actions for 
conservation values? 

Action plan 
draft, 

inventories 

EELIS 
measures table 

Extract of implemented and 
ongoing measures from 

measures database. 
Comparing implemented 

measures with the planned 
AP measures.  

Improved 
standardised 
approach for 

grouping 
measures 

(conformity 
between AP, 
EELIS, RMK 

database, etc).  

Developing measures 
database and 

measures map which 
would allow central 

management of 
measures 

information from 
different sources and 
linking measures to 
PA, AP and/or exact 

location. 

  

6 [National level] Has the 
planned amount of 
applied studies for the 
conservation of the 
species been carried 
out? 

Inventories, 
expert 

opinion 

EELIS 
measures table 

Extract of implemented and 
ongoing measures from 

measures database. 
Comparing implemented 

measures with the planned 
AP measures.  

Improved 
standardised 
approach for 

grouping 
measures 

(conformity 
between AP, 
EELIS, RMK 

database, etc).  

Developing measures 
database and 

measures map which 
would allow central 

management of 
measures 

information from 
different sources and 
linking measures to 
PA, AP and/or exact 

location. 

  

7 Are there any additional 
active management 
measures for the 
conservation of the 
species that are not part 
of the plan? 

 
EELIS 

measures table 
Extract of implemented and 

ongoing measures from 
measures database which 

are not linked to AP. 

 
Developing measures 

database and 
measures map which 
would allow central 

management of 
measures 

information from 
different sources and 
linking measures to 
PA, AP and/or exact 

location. 

  

8.a [SPS level] Did any 
known conflicts 
(confrontations) arise 

KIRKE 
 

Evaluators assessment 
based on description of 

   
Procedure to 

collect and record 
information on 
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Q 
No. 

Question Data sources 
used during 
pilot testing 

Recommended 
data source 

after 
development 

Basis for reply Methodological 
development 

Technical/IT 
development 

Other Suggested 

during the consultation 
or coordination of 
activities? 

stakeholder involvement in 
AP and other available data 

significant conflicts 
+ database in EELIS 

8.b [SPS level] If you 
answered "yes" to 
question 8.a, please 
indicate the main areas 
of conflict. 

Expert 
opinion 

 
Evaluators assessment 
based on description of 

stakeholder involvement in 
AP and other available data 

   
Procedure to 

collect and record 
information on 

significant conflicts 
+ database in EELIS 

9.a Have there been any 
breaches of the site's 
protection rules? 

OKAS, VMP EELIS 
Data imported 

from OKAS 
(+ query from 

VMP) 

Extract from databases for 
PA. Identifying relevant 

records. 

 
Data exchange with 

OKAS 
Improved approach for 
reporting violations to 

include information 
relevant for 

conservation 
specialists/evaluators. 

 

9.b Are the identified 
breaches of the site's 
protection rules likely to 
have a (significant) 
impact on the site's 
conservation values? 

Expert 
opinion 

 
Evaluators assessment 

based on qualitative 
information provided in 

OKAS and VMP 

  
Improved approach for 
reporting violations to 

include information 
relevant for 

conservation 
specialists/evaluators. 

 

10.a [SPS level] Do you 
consider that the site's 
protection regime has 
been appropriate and 
sufficiently effective to 
support the achievement 
of the conservation 
objectives? 

Expert 
opinion 

 
Evaluators assessment 
based on information 

collected for the evaluation 
+ background knowledge 

    

10.b [SPS level] If you 
answered no to question 
11.a, what changes 
would be needed? 

Expert 
opinion 

 
Evaluators assessment 
based on information 

collected for the evaluation 
+ background knowledge 
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ANNEX III – Elaborated roadmap 

No Action Explanations Authorities Chapter 
 (Inter-) 

depende
ncies 

Phase  
I Phase II 

Phase 
III  

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029+ 

I 
Administrative actions and 
assessment process 

           

1.1.* Agreeing on preliminary assessment 
framework and resource allocation 

Agreeing on the general principles of evaluation 
(scope, cycle, usage of results) and the 
organisational arrangements for evaluations 
(especially before the methodologies and IT 
solutions supporting the system are in place), 
including the roles of the parties involved. 
Documenting the agreements (guide/order) and 
foreseeing the necessary resources (including 
manpower). 

Estonian 
Environmental 
Board (EEB), 
Environment 
Agency (KAUR), 
Ministy of Climate 
(KliM), State Forest 
Management 
Centre (RMK) 

Ch. 2.2         

1.2.* 
Establishing (initial) data exchange 
processes for measures and other 
relevant data 

Agreeing on procedures for data exchange between 
agencies and departments (division of tasks, data 
composition and structure, transfer procedures) to 
aggregate evaluation input data (planned and 
implemented measures, condition data, etc.) in a 
central database. Integration of these procedures 
into the day-to-day work.  

EEB, KAUR, KliM, 
RMK 

Ch. 2.2         

1.3.* 
Identifying development needs for full 
implementation and resource 
allocation 

Agreeing, documenting and anticipating the 
development objectives (supporting 
methodologies, IT solutions) and the steps to 
achieve them, as well as the necessary resources 
(including manpower) for a comprehensive 
evaluation system. 

EEB, KliM, KAUR, 
Information 
Technology Centre 
of the Ministry of the 
Environment 
(KeMIT) 

Ch. 2.2 3.1       

1.4. First cycle of (Tier 3) assessments 

Site-level assessment (300 sites) and preparation 
of corresponding summary reports (based on an 
initial, probably Excel-based solution). Compilation 
of data needed for the evaluation. Analysis of the 
evaluation process and results for further 
improvement of the evaluation system. 

EEB, (KAUR, RMK) Ch. 2.2 3.2.       
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No Action Explanations Authorities Chapter 
 (Inter-) 

depende
ncies 

Phase  
I 

Phase II Phase 
III  

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029+ 

1.5. 

Establishing reviewed (updated) 
assessment framework (including 
updating the questionnaire while 
ensuring comparability with previous 
assessments) 

Updating the general principles and organisational 
arrangements for evaluation, taking into account 
the lessons learned from the first round of 
evaluation and the supporting tools developed. 
Incorporation of national level evaluation into the 
evaluation system. Documenting the agreements 
(guide/order) and foreseeing the necessary 
resources (including manpower). 

EEB, KAUR, KliM Ch. 2.2 3.3       

1.6. 
Regular Tier 1 reporting and Tier 2 & 3 
assessments, full-scale 
implementation of evaluation system 

Regular evaluations at protected area and national 
level according to the renewed framework and 
agreed scope, implementing a comprehensive 
evaluation system (annual progress reporting, mid-
term evaluation, full evaluation) and using 
supporting IT solutions. 
Compilation of data for evaluation. 

EEB, (KAUR, RMK) Ch. 2.2 3.3       

II 
Development of methodological 
approaches 

           

2.1. 
Development of updated structure 
and guidance document for 
management plans 

Developing a revised structure for the management 
plan, taking into account the need for harmonised 
data formats and linking of information to map 
layers as far as possible. Appropriate updating of 
guidance materials. 

EEB Ch. 4.1.2 
2.2.; 2.3; 
3.4 

      

2.2. 
Development of common 
terminology and classification 
systems 

Streamlining and harmonisation of terminology and 
classifications used in the relevant databases and 
documents (to describe conservation objectives, 
pressures, measures, etc.), building on existing EU-
level classifications where possible. Linking 
classifications to relevant datasets (i.e. 
management plans and monitoring reports). 

EEB, (KAUR) Ch. 4.1.2         

2.3. Development of pressures and 
threats assessment system 

Developing a common approach to pressures 
affecting protected sites. In addition to a common 
classification, defining a common set of principles 
on how and on the basis of which datasets to map 
pressures and how to determine their 
impact/relevance/extent. Involvement of scientific 
institutions in the working group where appropriate. 

EEB, KAUR Ch. 4.1.2 3.8       
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No Action Explanations Authorities Chapter 
 (Inter-) 

depende
ncies 

Phase  
I 

Phase II Phase 
III  

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029+ 

2.4.* 
Development of approach for key 
indicator values 

Developing a set of principles/approaches for 
selecting conservation values for monitoring 
changes in condition for effectiveness assessment. 
Where appropriate, involve scientific institutions in 
the working group and/or commission input as a 
separate work. The output will be the development 
of a list of key indicator values or a clear guide to 
enable this choice to be made in the process of 
preparing the management plans or carrying out the 
effectiveness assessment. 

EEB, KAUR Ch. 4.3         

2.5.* Development of approach for 
outcomes evaluation 

Developing and implementing a combined approach 
for monitoring changes in the condition of 
conservation values (or key indicator values). 
Mapping of missing data through an aggregated 
review of existing and regularly updated data sets. 
Identification of appropriate solutions to fill data 
gaps (monitoring, inventories, studies, modelling, 
implicit estimates, etc.). 
Developing an approach for the aggregation and 
analysis of existing and future data, including the 
development of guidelines. 

EEB, KAUR Ch. 4.4 3.7       

2.6. 
Development of approach to evaluate 
ecosystem services, ecological 
coherence, and climate mitigation 

Integrating the use of ELME project and its follow-
up data (ecosystem services map layers) into the 
evaluation - defining the principles of which data 
layers and how to use for national and protected 
area level analyses. Preparation of guidance 
material. 

KAUR, EEB Ch. 4.5.2 3.9       

III Development of technical solutions           

3.1.* 
Analysis and planning (including 
business analysis) 

Mapping and planning of the necessary 
developments and technical solutions. Includes 
business analysis. 

KAUR, KeMIT, KliM, 
EEB 

Ch. 
3.2.2, 5;        
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No Action Explanations Authorities Chapter 
 (Inter-) 

depende
ncies 

Phase  
I 

Phase II Phase 
III  

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029+ 

3.2.* 
Development or adaptation of 
preliminary assessment solution (for 
first cycle) 

Adapting the Excel evaluation questionnaires used 
in the pilot assessment to the needs of the first 
evaluation round. The solution will need to be 
developed taking into account the user-
friendliness, the need for aggregated analyses of 
the results and the possibility of exporting the data 
to EELIS at a later stage. 

EEB, (KAUR, KeMIT) Ch. 
3.2.1, 5; 

       

3.3.* 
Development of advanced/final 
evaluation module, including data 
exchange & reporting 

Development of the evaluation module (in EELIS), 
including: 
- evaluation questionnaires (completion, 

storage, linking to protected area); 
- supporting data tables for the evaluation of 

outputs and outcomes (measures and status); 
- data queries from related databases. 
Data analysis and reporting module (presentation 
of protected area results, aggregation of results at 
national level) development (Tableau). 

KAUR, KeMIT, KliM, 
EEB 

Annexes 
I & II 

1.4       

3.4. 
Development of updated technical 
solution (digital format/database) of 
management plans 

Updating the data structure of the management 
plan in EELIS. 

KAUR, KeMIT, KliM, 
EEB 

Ch. 
3.2.3, 5; 

       

3.5.* Development of database of 
measures 

Establishment of a database of planned and 
implemented actions, including actions from the 
management plans, species and habitat action 
plans, as well as other work plans and projects. The 
database must allow data from different sources to 
be brought together and the status of planned 
actions in a given protected area to be queried. 

KAUR, KeMIT, KliM, 
EEB, RMK 

Annexes 
I & II 

1.5       

3.6. Development of nature management 
map 

Development of a data structure for spatial data on 
conservation objectives and management actions, 
organisation of the management of the 
corresponding spatial data. 

EEB Ch. 
4.1.2; 5 

2.1; 2.2       

3.7. 
Development of supporting technical 
solutions for outcomes evaluation  
(if required) 

A tool for compiling and presenting monitoring 
and/or other condition data. Technical solutions 
that combines/processes raw data into a form 
necessary for further analysis and interpretation. 

EEB, KAUR, KeMIT 
Ch. 4.2; 
5 

3.4; 3.6.       
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No Action Explanations Authorities Chapter 
 (Inter-) 

depende
ncies 

Phase  
I 

Phase II Phase 
III  

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029+ 

3.8. 
Development of supporting technical 
solutions for pressures assessment  
(if required) 

Development of a tool (IT solution) to identify 
pressures and their impacts (extent, importance) 
using existing (spatial) databases. 

EEB, KAUR, KeMIT Ch. 
4.1.2; 5 

3.4; 3.5; 
3,10 

      

3.9. 

Development of supporting technical 
solutions for ecosystem services 
assessment  
(if required)  

Development of a supporting technical solution to 
enable ELME map layer processing/protected area 
based data queries. 

EEB, KAUR 
Ch. 4.4; 
5 

2.5       

3.10. 

Development of ‘Nature Atlas’ - 
consolidation of spatial data related 
to conservation management into a 
single portal  

Development work to ensure that all relevant 
spatial data (conservation values, conditions, 
pressures, objectives, actions) are available from a 
single central portal/map application based on 
existing solutions (e.g. the Environment Portal). 

EEB, KAUR, KeMIT, 
KliM 

Ch. 
4.1.2; 5 

2.3       

3.11. 
Maintenance and further 
developments 

Maintenance of the technical solutions developed. 
Introduction of possible improvements and 
additions due to changes in the evaluation 
methodology, additional data sources, new 
technical possibilities, etc. 

EEB, KAUR, KeMIT 
Ch. 
4.5.2; 5  

2.6       

 

Timetable colour codes: 
Administrative actions 
Assessment process 
Development of methodological approaches 
Development of technical solutions 
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