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1. Introduction 

1.1. Context of this report 
This report represents Deliverable 7 (DLV 7) 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 the Climate, represented by the 
Estonian Environmental Board (EE: Keskkonnaamet, hereafter EEB) responsible for the conservation 
of wildlife and nature protection. 

The report has been developed by the Baltic Environmental Forum (BEF) with support from Trinomics 
and the Estonian, Latvian & Lithuanian Environment (ELLE). 

The aim of this deliverable is to present the outcome of the project to policy experts and biodiversity 
conservation authorities in Estonia as well as help raise awareness among EU Member States on the 
importance of setting a comprehensive framework to assess the efficiency of conservation measures 
in order to better protect and restore biodiversity.  

The report gives an overview of the communication materials developed and activities carried out as 
part of this deliverable, including: 

• a report summarising the main outcomes of the project; 
• a popular-scientific article about the main outcomes and challenges faced during the 

implementation of the project; 
• information about the project on websites; 
• social media posts; 
• invitations to the seminars; 
• a summary of the national and international seminars held (including the agendas, 

summary of the discussions and presentations (links to presentation  slides added), main 
conclusions). 
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2. Communication materials 
produced 

2.1. Report summarising the main outcomes of the project 
The summary report is targeted at biodiversity conservation specialists in Estonia. It is a succinct 
document to enhance user-friendliness, focussing on the key methodological components from 
Deliverable 3, and providing a practical overview of the steps outlined under Deliverable 5.  

The summary report can be found in Annex I of this report. 

2.2. Article about the main outcomes and challenges faced during 
the implementation of the project 
An article was prepared about the main outcomes and challenges faced during the implementation 
of the project. The article will be disseminated by the Estonian Environmental Board in biodiversity and 
conservation journals, e.g. “Eesti Loodus” or environmental news portals, such as Bioneer 
(https://www.bioneer.ee) or Novaator (https://novaator.err.ee). The article highlights the main outputs 
of the project with a particular focus on the methodology developed under Deliverable 3 and present 
the challenges faced during the implementation of the project and the further plan to implement the 
methodology. 

Article can be found in Annex II of this report. 

2.3. Other communication materials 
2.3.1. Information on websites 

Information about the project was published on the website of BEF in Estonian and in English, and on 
the website of the EEB in Estonian. 

The invitation to the international webinar was also published on the website of European State Forest 
association (EUSTAFOR) https://eustafor.eu/event/19806/  

The information that was posted on the websites can be found in Annex III of this report. 

2.3.2. Social media posts 

The following social media posts were published: 

BEF Facebook: 

• 09/05/2023 post about the project and TAIEX seminar 
https://www.facebook.com/www.bef.ee/posts/991301902084496 (shared by ELLE on 
11/05/2024)  

• 22/02/2024 post about trainings 
https://www.facebook.com/www.bef.ee/posts/1203824527498898 (shared by ELLE on 
04/03/2024) 

LinkedIn post inviting to participated in the international webinar 
https://www.linkedin.com/posts/merle-kuris-8897964_join-the-webinar-on-the-assessment-of-the-
activity-7188878249286897665-Zxu4?utm_source=share&utm_medium=member_desktop that got 
430 impressions, 200 unique views, 12 reactions and 4 reposts. 

Social media posts can be found in Annex IV of this report 

https://www.bioneer.ee/
https://novaator.err.ee/
https://bef.ee/bef_teema/looduskaitse-ja-elurikkus/elurikkuse-kaitsemeetmete-tohususe-hindamise-raamistik-eestis/
https://bef.ee/en/bef_teema/looduskaitse-ja-elurikkus/framework-for-assessment-of-effectiveness-of-biodiversity-conservation-measures-in-estonia/
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/bioloogilise-mitmekesisuse-kaitsemeetmete-tulemuslikkuse-hindamise-raamistik-eestis
https://eustafor.eu/event/19806/
https://www.facebook.com/www.bef.ee/posts/991301902084496
https://www.facebook.com/www.bef.ee/posts/1203824527498898
https://www.linkedin.com/posts/merle-kuris-8897964_join-the-webinar-on-the-assessment-of-the-activity-7188878249286897665-Zxu4?utm_source=share&utm_medium=member_desktop
https://www.linkedin.com/posts/merle-kuris-8897964_join-the-webinar-on-the-assessment-of-the-activity-7188878249286897665-Zxu4?utm_source=share&utm_medium=member_desktop
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2.3.3. Invitations to seminars 

Invitations to the national seminar were sent out on 14/03/2024 with the registration deadline 
22/04/2024.  

Invitations to the international online seminar (webinar) were sent out on 25/03/2024 with a request to 
register by 15/05/2024 and forward the invitation to other potentially interested colleagues or 
organisations.  

Invitations to seminars can be found in Annex V of this report. 

2.4. National seminar 
The aim of the seminar was to obtain backing for the implementation of the methodology (Deliverable 
3) and the action plan for its implementation (Deliverable 5) produced by the project and ensure wide 
dissemination of the results and uptake of the methodology in Estonia. 

The target group of the seminar included biodiversity conservation specialists and other 
concerned/interested stakeholders, including the EEB, Environmental Agency, Ministry of Climate and 
its Information and Technology Centre (KeMIT), State Forest Management Centre, Land Board, 
Ministry of Regional Affairs and Agriculture and its subordinated institutions, Ministry of Economic 
Affairs and Communications, Association of Estonian Cities and Municipalities, environmental NGOs, 
universities and sectoral actors such as farmers’ and foresters’ organisations. 

Date & place: The final national seminar of the project took place on 08/05/2024 at 10:00-17:00 EET in 
hybrid format: in-person in Tartu (University of Tartu, Oecologicum building / Institute of Ecology and 
Earth Sciences) and online via Zoom. The seminar was recorded. 

Participants: There were 55 participants in-person and 77 participants online. The following 
organisations were represented:  

• Authorities: Ministry of Climate (10), Environmental Board (39), Environment Agency (17), 
KeMIT (5), State Forest Management Centre (4), Ministry of Regional Affairs and Agriculture 
(2), Statistics Estonia (2), Environmental Committee of Tartu City Council (1), Jõelähtme 
Municipality (1);  

• Universities: Estonian University of Life Sciences (5), University of Tartu (Institute of Ecology 
and Earth Sciences, Estonian Marine Institute) (13), TTK University of Applied Sciences (2), 
Tallinn University of Technology (2); 

• Companies: forestry group Foreko Ltd (2)., communication and business development 
agency Akkadian Ltd. (1), ELLE (1); 

• NGOs: Estonian Private Forest Union (2), Estonian Forest Certification Council (PEFC-
Estonia)(1), Nature Fond (1), Estonian Ornithological Society (3), Estonian Fund for Nature (4), 
Estonian Seminatural Community Conservation Association (1), Pro Mare (1), BEF (3).  

The seminar materials (recording and presentations) were sent to all people that 
registered/participated, in total 153 persons. 

The agenda of the seminar included opening speeches by Jan Zimmermann (DG REFORM, 
European Commission) and Taavi Tattar (Estonian Environmental Board) and presentations on  

• METT and previously performed management effectiveness assessments in Estonia (Mart 
Külvik, Estonian University of Life Sciences);  

• The methodology for assessing the effectiveness of conservation measures developed in the 
project "Framework for assessment of effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in 
Estonia" (Pille Antons, ELLE); 

• The EEB nature conservation planners’ view and opinion on the assessment methodology 
(Gunnar Raun, EEB); 
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• The action plan for implementation of the methodology for assessing the effectiveness of 
conservation measures (Pille Antons, ELLE); 

• The view of the EEB on implementation of the action plan (Marju Keis, EEB); 
• Plans for development of data/IT systems, including the planned activities of the Swiss-

Estonian Cooperation Programme project and the assessment tool planned in EELIS (Timo 
Kark, Environment Agency); 

• ELME layers for assessment of effectiveness of conservation measures (Hanna Kaarin 
Hermlin, Environment Agency); 

• An overview of the results related to the management effectiveness assessment of the 
project "Forecasting changes in the status of endangered and protected species in Estonian 
natural habitats and developing protection measures" (KATUS) (Asko Lõhmus, University of 
Tartu); 

• Overview of the PROTECT BALTIC project dealing with the effectiveness of the management 
of marine protected areas (Georg Martin, Estonian Marine Institute, University of Tartu); 

• The importance of assessing the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures and the 
use of the results from the perspective of the Ministry of Climate (Hanno Zingel, Ministry of 
Climate). 

The agenda, participant lists, the summary of presentations and discussions, and the slides of 
presentations (in Estonian) can be found in Annex VI of this report. 

 

2.5. International seminar 
The aim of the seminar was to disseminate the results of the project among EU Member States and 
international stakeholders from across Europe, and to help raise awareness on the importance of good 
conservation management practices and tools (i.e., of setting a comprehensive framework to assess 
the efficiency of conservation measures) in order to better protect and restore biodiversity. The seminar 
enabled the project team to introduce the results of the project to the international audience and 
exchange experiences and information on assessing effectiveness of biodiversity conservation 
measures.  

The target group of the international seminar included conservation competent authorities from each 
boreal biogeographical region Member State, European Commission (DG REFORM, DG ENV), NGOs 
(such as European Environment Bureau, Client Earth, Rewilding Europe, European Habitats Forum, 
WWF, BirdLife), universities/research institutes involved in conservation management (such as 
Wageningen, Cambridge, Madrid, EUROPARC (academic training department), Biodiversity Research 
Institute of the University of Barcelona), and sectoral actors (such as Natura 2000 Users’ Forum, 
European Landowners’ Organisation (ELO), European State Forest Association (EUSTAFOR), Business 
Europe). 

Date & place: The final international seminar of the project took place on 29/05/2024 at 09:00-12:45 
CEST online via Zoom.  

Participants: 101 persons (including the organisers) registered to the seminar; the actual number of 
participants was 59.  

The registered persons were from Austria (1), Belgium (1), Croatia (1), Estonia (41), Finland (1), Latvia (7), 
Lithuania (27), Spain (2), The Netherlands (4), UK (Scotland (1), England (2)), and from international/EU 
organisations (13), including: 

• Environmental/nature conservation authorities: environmental ministries/agencies/boards, 
administrations of protected areas, Environmental Projects Management Agency (LT);  

• Consultancy companies: ATECMA, Trinomics, ELLE, Equilibrium Research, Ecosystems Ltd., 
Miltton New Nordics;  
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• NGOs: WWF Austria, WWF Adria, Estonian Fund for Nature, Estonian Naturalists’ Society, Baltic 
Environmental Forum EE & LT, Estonian Ornithological Society, Loodushoiu Fond (Nature 
Fund), Kotkaklubi (Eagle Club);  

• Universities: Estonian University of Life Sciences, Tallinn University of Technology, University of 
Tartu;  

• EU/international: European Commission, European Environment Agency, Institute for 
European Environmental Policy, UNEP-WCMC, EUROPARC Federation, WCPA Conservation 
Effectiveness Task Force, FOS (Foundations of Success), European State Forest Association 
(EUSTAFOR). 

The seminar materials (recording and presentations) were sent to all people who 
registered/participated, in total 101 persons. 

The agenda of the event included: 

• Welcome addresses by Milena Raykovska, Deputy Head of Unit,  DG REFORM of the European 
Commission and Leelo Kukk, Deputy Director General (wildlife area),  Environmental Board of 
Estonia;  

• Presentation of the developed Estonian methodology for evaluation the effectiveness of 
protected areas' management, the action plan for its implementation and learning points 
from the project by the consultants from Trinomics  B.V. (Graeme Nicholls) and ELLE (Pille 
Antons); 

• A panel of experts (Nigel Dudley, Equilibrium Research; Michael Hošek, EUROPARC; Matti 
Tapaninen, Metsähallitus, Finland; David Genney, NatureScot, Scotland) to discuss the latest 
developments in management effectiveness assessments and best-practices in the Boreal 
region countries and at a European level; 

• An overview of the latest developments and future plans regarding the evaluation of protected 
areas' management effectiveness at the European level by Vedran Nikolic, DG Environment of 
the European Commission. 

The agenda, participant list, the summary of presentations and discussions, and the slides of 
presentations can be found in Annex VII of this report. 
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3. Conclusions  
Based on the national and international seminar, the following conclusions about the developed 
methodology and further steps concerning the assessment of the effectiveness of conservation 
measures (both in Estonia and at the EU level) can be drawn: 

• The number of registrations and participants of both seminars shows that there is great 
interest in the topic and the developed methodology both in Estonia and internationally. 

• National stakeholders, e.g. NGOs, expect their involvement in the process of further 
development and implementation of the action plan and assessment of conservation 
measures.      

• In addition to harmonizing the terms in assessment methodology and management plans, it 
is important to harmonize the corresponding terminology with Estonian legislation 
(protection rules, Nature Conservation Act). Currently, the terminology of the European Union 
and Estonian legislation is not fully compatible with each other. 

• Good explanations/definitions of terms “effectiveness” and “efficiency” are provided in the 
article of Kukkala and Moilanen (2013)1. Management “efficiency” (“tõhusus” in Estonian) is 
more related to the governance of protected areas while “effectiveness” (“tulemuslikkus” in 
Estonian) is related to the end result/objective, i.e. good status of nature/conservation values.   

• The EEB conservation planning specialists highlighted the following needs:  
o involving KAUR in the assessment for analysis of the monitoring data,  
o more harmonised and streamlined data collection, 
o more automatic assessment process (developments of EELIS and KESE), 
o analysing the impact of conservation management on ecosystem services across 

Estonia. 
• The map layers prepared in the ELME project include information that can be used to answer 

the questions about impact of conservation measures on ecosystem services, and changes in 
coherence of the area. However, it is necessary to agree, whether to assess the coherence 
inside or between the areas, information can be found for both. 

• The Swiss-Estonian Cooperation Programme project (2024-28) foresees €1 million for IT 
developments, including amongst others the management effectiveness’ assessment tool 
and creating interfaces between EELIS and other data systems. However, the development of 
the new functionalities in EELIS (including the management effectiveness’ assessment tool) 
can start only in 2026.  

• The results of the KATUS project (the developed primary spatial process-oriented models of 
changes in forests and mires, applying the developed models to 50 systematically selected 
model species based on which the conclusions about ecosystem changes in the perspective 
of 2050 were made) can be used for planning and assessment of conservation measures. 

• Further cooperation and information exchange between the EEB and the project PROTECT 
BALTIC is needed, especially concerning work package 6 of the project (“Adaptive 
management”) dealing with enhancing governance, management, monitoring, and 
restoration of the Baltic Sea marine protected areas. 

• The international experts gave much positive feedback on the developed Estonian assessment 
methodology but also some criticism and recommendations.  

o Positive aspects: methodology was adjusted to Estonian conditions and integrates 
assessment on a national and protected area level; well-articulated holistic approach 
taken, linking outcomes with policy and funding; identifying the knowledge gaps; the 
ambition to agree evaluation priorities both for national and protected area scale. 

• Recommendations:  
 

1 Kukkala, A.S. and Moilanen, A. (2013), Core concepts of spatial prioritisation in systematic conservation planning. 
Biol Rev, 88: 443-464. https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12008 

https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12008
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o Much work has already been done that could be used for developing supporting 
solutions for Estonia, e.g. the assessment tools developed by the International Institute 
for Environmental Development. 

o The most important part is not the assessment results per se but how and what they 
are used for.   

o Other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) should also be considered 
because this is a new tool still under definition on a European Union scale.  

o The key indicator values should be part of the methodology already, including how 
this approach is proposed to be harmonised with other countries and at the EU level. 
The core values or indicators should be the same on EU level, they should be based on 
EU nature directives and EU Biodiversity Strategy.  

o The future IT tool should be a central tool used by all stakeholders because there are a 
lot of measures that are not implemented by state bodies but also by NGOs and the 
private sector. The current Excel tool is a good start, but not sufficient for a broader use 
across stakeholders.  

o The whole assessment is so demanding that a modular approach should be taken, 
starting with assessment of nature conservation values and later complementing the 
assessment system with other values (e.g. socio-economic benefits) if there is capacity. 

o It is crucial that the collected data fulfils the needs at site, national and EU level at the 
same time and that data can be used for analyses for different purposes.  

o An important element of a holistic analysis that could additionally be considered is 
how resilient the system is to future changes and its abilities to meet local needs. This 
ensures that proactive measures are taken especially in areas with high risk of impact 
due to climate change and/or anthropogenic impacts. 

o Sustainability of the assessment system is important. Very ambitious assessment 
systems often get dropped due to reduction/termination of funding. Therefore, it is 
good to have a core set of most important things to be done and additionally more 
detailed activities that can be done if possible or less frequently.  

o Management plans are often very demanding. There is room for improvement to 
make management planning easier/simpler while keeping the value of it. 

o International cooperation is very important, sharing good practices internationally and 
learning from other countries, to ensure standardization as well as reducing double 
effort. 

o It is important to have a direct link between the outcome of evaluations and actions 
on the ground. The amount of work that goes into the evaluation should translate into 
mechanisms to take measures at the right scale on the ground. It is important to think 
about delivery mechanisms, to make sure monitoring is linked to outcomes.  

o Scotland has learned that developing IT systems is critical, and they must be built in a 
way that opens all the benefits from new technologies, such as the innovative data 
sources, using new approaches such as AI, using a data lake approach that allows 
flexibility within systems for future needs. This is closely linked to good data 
management; the data should be findable, accessible, interpretable, and reusable, to 
make maximum use of data.  

o Estonia could learn from Scotland about the IT systems that they are currently 
developing, including modules related to prioritisation, assessments and data 
gathering. 

o It is important to focus on the biggest issues affecting nature and protected areas, on 
data needed to inform the changes in management to hold loss of nature by 2030.  

o Prioritisation is very important because funding for monitoring will probably decrease 
and be more unstable. Nature conservation authorities must think through how to do 
monitoring, be smart and use alternative possibilities, e.g. citizen science and new 
technologies.  
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o The real field work cannot be fully substituted with remote sensing etc. For that 
reason, cooperation with academic institutions is necessary. Considering the limited 
capacities of nature conservation bodies, projects with external bodies are needed to 
help with data gathering. National coordinators for each habitat and species at 
national agencies or academic institutions could be helpful.  

o Continuous standardised monitoring system is needed for assessing management 
effectiveness.  

o A new LIFE PLP project PAME Europe (2024-2028) led by EUROPARC aims to develop 
a common methodology for EU countries to assess protected areas management 
effectiveness, including an IT tool developed by the EEA that will unify data collection 
for all countries – which is of course a challenge. The IT tool will not be ideal for all 27 
Member States, but it is a promising beginning. Consultation with all countries is 
planned about good and bad examples and how to develop a bridge between their 
systems and the European system. It is important to take this into account when 
developing new methodological approaches on country levels. More information on 
the project: https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/life/publicWebsite/project/LIFE23-PRE-DE-
PAME-Europe-101148110/management-effectiveness-for-protected-areas-in-europe.  

 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/life/publicWebsite/project/LIFE23-PRE-DE-PAME-Europe-101148110/management-effectiveness-for-protected-areas-in-europe
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/life/publicWebsite/project/LIFE23-PRE-DE-PAME-Europe-101148110/management-effectiveness-for-protected-areas-in-europe
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Annex I Summary report on the main 
results of the project 
The report is attached as separate file:  

DLV7 Summary_Report_on_results_140824_Accepted for publication.docx 
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Annex II Article about the main 
outcomes and challenges faced 
during the implementation of the 
project 

Uus metoodika looduskaitse tulemuslikkuse hindamiseks 
 

Looduskaitse tulemuslikkuse hindamise vajalikkus 
Klassikaline looduskaitse sai alguse juba aastal 1872 Yellowstone’i rahvuspargi loomisega ja praeguseks 
hõlmavad kaitsealad globaalselt umbes 16% maismaa- ja 8% merealade pindalast2. Eestis on kaitse all 
20,8% maismaast ja 18,7% merealast (koos majandusvööndiga). Sellest hoolimata oleme tunnistajaks 
kiiremale elurikkuse kaole kui kunagi varem. Teadlaste hinnangul on praegu 
maailmas väljasuremisohus umbes miljon taime-, putuka-, linnu- ja imetajaliiki. Sellega seoses on 
päevakorda tõusnud ka looduskaitse tulemuslikkuse küsimus – kuidas seda hinnata ja olukorda 
parandada.  

2022. aasta sügisel algas Euroopa Liidu tehnilise toe instrumendi kaudu rahastatud projekt “Elurikkuse 
kaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse hindamise raamistik Eestis”, mida viisid ellu konsultatsioonifirmad 
Trinomics ja Estonian, Latvian & Lithuanian Environment (ELLE) ning MTÜ Balti Keskkonnafoorum 
koostöös Euroopa Komisjoni struktuurireformide toe peadirektoraadi ja Eesti Keskkonnaametiga. 
Projekti raames töötati Eesti jaoks välja metoodika elurikkuse kaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse 
hindamiseks riiklikul ja kaitsealade3 tasandil ning tegevuskava selle rakendamiseks, korraldati 
metoodikaalased koolitused Keskkonnaameti spetsialistidele ning tutvustati projekti tulemusi 
huvirühmadele nii Eestis kui ka rahvusvaheliselt. Lisateavet projekti tegevuste ja tulemuste kohta leiab 

Keskkonnaameti veebilehelt https://keskkonnaamet.ee/bioloogilise-mitmekesisuse-

kaitsemeetmete-tulemuslikkuse-hindamise-raamistik-eestis.  

Kuidas hinnata looduskaitse tulemuslikkust? 
Looduskaitse tulemuslikkuse hindamiseks ei ole kokku lepitud ühtset metoodikat. Ülemaailmses 
kaitsealade andmebaasis Protected Planet4 võib leida 78 hindamismetoodikat, mida on erinevates 
riikides kasutatud. Neist enamik põhineb rahvusvahelise looduskaitseliidu (IUCN)  ja selle ülemaailmse 
kaitsealade komisjoni (WCPA) kaitsealade haldamise tulemuslikkuse hindamise raamistikul, mis 
avaldati 2006. aastal. Raamistik on üles ehitatud põhimõttele, et kaitseala tulemuslik haldamine peaks 
järgima kolme teema alla kuuluva kuue põhikomponendi tsüklilist protsessi (joonis 1), rõhutades 
tulemuslikkuse hindamise olulisust õppimisel ja kohanemisvõimelise kaitsekorraldustegevuse 
võimaldamisel. 

 
2 https://www.protectedplanet.net/en  
3 Selles artiklis kasutatakse mõistet "kaitseala" üldmõistena, mis viitab erinevat tüüpi kaitstavatele aladele 
(sealhulgas hoiualadele). 
4 https://www.protectedplanet.net/en 

https://keskkonnaamet.ee/bioloogilise-mitmekesisuse-kaitsemeetmete-tulemuslikkuse-hindamise-raamistik-eestis
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/bioloogilise-mitmekesisuse-kaitsemeetmete-tulemuslikkuse-hindamise-raamistik-eestis
https://www.protectedplanet.net/en
https://www.protectedplanet.net/en
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Joonis 1. IUCN-WCPA kaitsealade haldamise tulemuslikkuse hindamise raamistiku graafiline kujutis. 
Allikas:  Hockings M. et al, (2006) Evaluating Effectiveness - A framework for assessing management 

effectiveness in protected areas, https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/pag-014.pdf  

Esmakordselt 2002. aastal avaldatud kaitsekorralduse tulemuslikkuse jälgimise vahend (Management 
Effectiveness Tracking Tool e METT5) oli üks esimesi IUCN-WCPA raamistikul põhinevaid 
hindamisvahendeid, mida on hiljem mitu korda ajakohastatud – viimati 2020. aastal (METT-4). METT 
on maailmas enim kasutatud kaitsekorralduse tulemuslikkuse hindamisvahend, mida on ka Eestis 
aastatel 20106, 20127, 20208 ja 2022 kasutatud. Nende hindamiste tulemused on kokku võetud Mart 
Külviku koostatud aruandes (2023)9 ja „Eesti Looduses“ ilmunud artiklis10. METT on ka Eesti jaoks 
väljatöötatud uue alapõhise hindamismetoodika põhieeskuju.  

Ootused uuele metoodikale 
Uuelt metoodikalt oodati, et see võtaks arvesse elurikkuse aspekte (sh kaitseväärtuste seisund, 
invasiivsed liigid jms), sotsiaal-majanduslikke ja regulatiivseid aspekte (nagu konfliktid ja 
kohtuvaidlused vastuoluliste looduskaitseotsuste ja avalikkuse arusaamade kohta looduskaitse kohta) 
ning töökorralduslikke aspekte (nagu väljakujunenud hindamisrutiinid, asutuste ülesannete 
dubleerimise vähendamine ja häälestatud andmehaldus); sisaldaks lähenemisviise hindamaks 
kaitsemeetmete mõju sotsiaal-majanduslikele teguritele, ökosüsteemiteenuste seisundile ja riiklikele 
kliimamuutuste leevendamise eesmärkidele ning protsesse kaitsealade võrgustiku tulemuslikkuse 
analüüsimiseks, lähtudes Natura 2000 kaitse-eesmärkidest ning arvestades koosmõju maastikuga 
laiemalt ja Eesti rohevõrgustikuga; oleks rakendatav erinevat tüüpi kaitsealadele, kaitseväärtustele ja 
meetmetele; võimaldaks tulemuste (kaitseväärtuste seisund) sidumist konkreetsete rakendatavate 

 
5 Inglise keelest Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool – METT 
6 Külvik & Leibur (2010) Kaitsealade kaitsetõhususe hindamine. Eesti olude jaoks kohandatud 
METT metoodika. 
7 Külvik & Vaab, (2012) Kaitsealade kaitsetõhususe hindamine II. Eestile kohandatud METT 
metoodika põhjal. Tartu, 277 lk.  
8 Külvik & Štšjogolev (2020) Kaitsealade kaitsetõhususe hindamine III. Eestile kohandatud 
METT metoodika põhjal. Tartu, 393 lk 
9 Külvik, M. (2023) Kaitsealade kaitsetõhususe hindamine kasutades METT metoodikat – kokkuvõte neljast 
hindamisest Eestis perioodil 2010-2022. https://lva.eelis.ee/GetFile.aspx?id=1152714175 
10 Külvik, M., Keis, M. & Leivits, A. (2024). Kas kaitsealad kaitsevad? Eesti Loodus, mai-juuni 2024 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/pag-014.pdf
https://lva.eelis.ee/GetFile.aspx?id=1152714175
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meetmete ja kaitsekorraga; oleks objektiivsem ja suunatum kui varem kasutatud 
hindamismetoodikad ning oleks lisaks ka kulutõhus. 

Kuidas Eesti jaoks uut hindamismetoodikat välja töötati? 
Esmalt analüüsiti praegust lähenemisviisi looduskaitse tulemuslikkuse hindamisel Eestis, selgitati välja 
parendusvajadused ning koondati teave teiste metoodikate ja ELi liikmesriikide parimate tavade 
kohta, millest Eesti metoodika väljatöötamisel võiks eeskuju võtta. Samuti viidi läbi intervjuud ja 
töötoad Keskkonnaameti spetsialistidega, et selgitada välja praeguse lähenemise peamised 
probleemid. Esile kerkisid sellised probleemid nagu napid tööjõu- ja rahalised ressursid, hindamiseks 
vajalike andmete puudulikkus ja killustatus erinevate andmebaaside vahel, andmeanalüüsi 
keerukus/ajamahukus, ebapiisavad seosed ja juhised kaitse-eesmärkide ja meetmete seadmiseks 
erinevatel tasanditel (kaitseala - riiklik - EL). Hindamismetoodika ja tegevuskava koostamisel püüti neid 
arvesse võtta ja neile lahendusi leida. 

Lisaks lähteülevaate koostamisele analüüsiti ka olemasolevaid hindamismetoodikaid. Eesti metoodika 
väljatöötamisel oli aluseks peamiselt METT, aga võeti arvesse ka kaitsealade haldamise kiire hindamise 
ja prioriteetide seadmise vahendit RAPPAM11, Euroopa Komisjoni poolt 2023. aastal kogu ELi jaoks välja 
pakutud kaitsealade haldamise tulemuslikkuse hindamise metoodikat (algselt välja töötatud Natura 
2000 merealade ja muude ELi merekaitsealade jaoks12) ning kaitsekorralduse standardeid nagu 
„Euroopa kaitsealade diplom“ ja „IUCNi roheline nimekiri“13.  

Lähteülevaate ja olemasolevate metoodikate põhjal koostati kaitsealade tasandi jaoks esialgsed 
hindamisküsimustikud, mida arutati esmalt töötubades Keskkonnaameti spetsialistidega, katsetati 
seejärel 2 rahvuspargi, 5 looduskaitseala, 5 maastikukaitseala, 3 hoiuala ja 25 liigikaitseala (10 liiki) kohta 
tehtud piloothindamise käigus ning arutati ja katsetati ka rühmatöödes Keskkonnaameti 
spetsialistidele korraldatud koolitustel. Saadud tagasiside põhjal parandati ja täiendati 
hindamisküsimustikke korduvalt. 

Väljapakutud metoodika elurikkuse kaitsemeetmete 
tulemuslikkuse hindamiseks Eestis 
Projekti käigus töötati Eesti jaoks välja süsteemne lähenemine looduskaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse 
hindamiseks nii üksikute kaitsealade kui ka üleriiklikul tasandil. Hindamisprotsessis on mõlemal 
tasandil kolm erinevat korduvat hindamistsüklit, mis on ühiselt esitatud joonistel 2 ja 3. 

Kaitseala tasandi hindamine hõlmab järgmist:  

1. Iga-aastane aruandlus kaitsekorralduslike meetmete rakendamise ning uute või oluliselt 
suurenenud survetegurite kohta, mis nõuavad kiireloomulist sekkumist. Aruandlus peaks 
toimuma automatiseeritud ja enamasti eeltäidetud andmebaasi kaudu.   

2. Vahehindamine kaitsekorraldustsükli keskel, hindamaks edusamme ja meetmete piisavust 
kaitseala kaitse-eesmärkide saavutamisel ning muudatuste tegemise vajadust 
tegevuskavades. Vahehindamine on vajalik ainult nende kaitsealade puhul, mille kaitse 
planeerimine ja korraldus on keerukas (nt suure inimmõju, meetmete vajaduse või 

 
11 Ervin (2003) WWF: Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM) 
Methodology, WWF International, Gland, Šveits, https://wwfeu.awsassets.panda.org/downloads/rappam.pdf.  
12 SUBMON, ATECMA, Ecologic Institute & SeaWatch (2022) Management effectiveness of 
marine Natura 2000 sites and other EU marine protected areas, developed for the European 
Commission DG Environment (D.3) under Contract Nr. 07.0202/2020/837870/ENV.D3 
[avaldamata]. 
13 IUCN ja Maailma Kaitsealade Komisjon (World Commission on Protected Areas  - WCPA) (2017) IUCN Green 
List of Protected and Conserved Areas: Standard, versioon 1.1, Gland, Šveits: IUCN, 
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/resrecrepattach/IUCN%20Green%20List%20Standard%20Ver
sion%201.1%20-%2025%20September%202018%20update_0.pdf 

https://wwfeu.awsassets.panda.org/downloads/rappam.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/resrecrepattach/IUCN%20Green%20List%20Standard%20Version%201.1%20-%2025%20September%202018%20update_0.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/resrecrepattach/IUCN%20Green%20List%20Standard%20Version%201.1%20-%2025%20September%202018%20update_0.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/resrecrepattach/IUCN%20Green%20List%20Standard%20Version%201.1%20-%2025%20September%202018%20update_0.pdf
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koostöövajaduse tõttu). Kui täishindamine hõlmab kõiki teemasid ja näitajaid, siis 
vahehindamisel hinnatakse ainult kavade rakendamist, mitte kavasid endid ega seda, kas 
need on endiselt asjakohased. 

3. Täismahus hindamine kaitsekorraldustsükli (hetkel kaitstavate alade puhul 10, tulevikus 
soovitavalt 12 aastat) lõpus, mille käigus hinnatakse, kas ala kaitse-eesmärgid  on või ei ole 
saavutatud ning milliseid järeldusi saab teha selle põhjuste kohta. See annab teavet järgmise 
perioodi kaitsekorralduskava väljatöötamiseks kõigi hinnatavate elementide (lähteolukord, 
eesmärgid, meetmed, sisendid ja protsess) osas. 

Hindamine võib toimuda asünkroonselt kaitsealade kaupa, sõltuvalt prioriteetidest, 
kaitsekorralduskava uuendamise vajadusest, ressurssidest jne. 

Riikliku tasandi hindamise  eesmärk on hinnata kavandatud looduskaitsestrateegiate, kavade ja nende 
rakendamise tulemuslikkust ning anda teavet muudatuste vajaduse kohta looduskaitsemeetmete 
strateegilisel planeerimisel. Selleks pakuti välja viiest etapist koosnev lähenemine, mida on soovituslik 
korrata igal kümnendil vastavalt ELi  elurikkuse strateegia ja ÜRO elurikkuse konventsiooni 
rahvusvahelisele strateegilisele planeerimistsüklile. Väljapakutud raamistik sisaldab üldisi suuniseid 
hindamistulemuste koondamiseks, analüüsimiseks ja huvirühmadele esitamiseks. Lisaks soovitatakse 
riigi tasandil teha iga-aastasi kokkuvõtteid elupaikade ja liikide tegevuskavade ning kaitsealade 
kaitsekorralduskavade rakendamise edusammude kohta ning vahehindamine (rahvusvahelise) 
strateegilise tsükli keskel, mille käigus hinnatakse kaitsealade iga-aastaste hindamiste kombineeritud 
tulemuste põhjal, kus on rakendamisel esinenud sarnaseid probleeme ja kas on vaja riikliku tasandi 
meetmeid olukorra parandamiseks (nt koostada juhendeid, parandada rahastamist, koordineerimist 
ja/või koostööd asutuste vahel, teha rakendamist toetavaid teadusuuringuid jne). 

 

Joonis 2. Väljapakutud hindamistsüklid kaitsealade ja riiklikul tasandil. 

 

Iga-aastane hetke-
seisu hindamine

•Kaitseala tasand: 
Aruandlus 
kaitsekorralduslike 
meetmete rakendamise 
ning uute surve- ja 
ohutegurite kohta.

•Riiklik tasand: Üldiste 
edusammude ning uute 
ühiste surve- ja 
ohutegurite hindamine. 
Lühike kokkuvõtlik 
aruanne otsustajatele 
koos kavandatud 
järelmeetmetega.

Vahehindamine

•Kaitseala tasand: 
Hindamine 
kaitsekorraldustsükli 
keskel, et hinnata 
jooksvat kaitsekorralduse 
muutmise vajadust.

•Riiklik tasand: 
Hindamine strateegilise 
tsükli keskel, et hinnata 
riikliku tasandi 
sekkumise vajadust, nt 
soodustavate meetmete 
kaudu (nt rahastamine 
või jõustamine).

Täismahus 
hindamine

•Kaitseala tasand: Kõigi 
asjakohaste kriteeriumide 
põhjalik hindamine 
kaitsekorraldustsükli 
lõpus, et anda teavet 
järgmise planeerimistsükli 
eesmärkide ja meetmete 
jaoks.

•Riiklik tasand: Põhjalik 
hindamine, et selgitada 
edusammude ja 
ebaõnnestumiste 
põhjused ja anda teavet 
struktuurseteks 
muudatusteks 
looduskaitsepoliitikas ja 
strateegilises raamistikus.
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Joonis 3. Põhielemendid ja teabevoogude liikumine kaitseala ja riikliku tasandi hindamiste ning riiklike 
ja alapõhiste kavade ajakohastamise vahel. Legend: sinine = riikliku tasandi hindamise etapid; roheline 
= kaitseala tasandi sammud ja järeldused; oranž = kavade ja strateegiate ajakohastamine. 

Kaitseala tasandil täidetavad hindamisküsimustikud hõlmavad kõiki kaitsekorralduse tulemuslikkuse 
põhikomponente, sh kaitsekorralduse planeerimine (lähteolukord (seisund, survetegurid), kaitse-
eesmärgid, kavandatud meetmed), rakendamise asjakohasus ja piisavus (sisendid (teadmised, 
seireandmed) ja protsess (kaasamine, konfliktid)) ning saavutatu (väljundid (elluviidud tegevused), 
tulemused (saavutatud seisund)). 

Kaitsealade ja hoiualade küsimustik sisaldab 21 põhiküsimust (53 alamküsimust). Liikide 
püsielupaikade jaoks töötati välja eraldi lühem küsimustik 10 (18) küsimusega (sealhulgas versioonid 

Näited küsimustest: 
• Kas liikide ja elupaikade seisund on teada? Kas andmed on usaldusväärsed ja 

piisavad? 
• Kas survetegurid on kaardistatud? Kas survetegurite olulisus on hinnatud? 
• Kas on seatud mõõdetavad kaitse-eesmärgid ja konkreetsed meetmed nende 

saavutamiseks? 
• Kas seire, inventuurid ja uuringud annavad piisava teabe, et hinnata 

tulemuslikkust? 
• Kas huvirühmi on kaasatud kaitse planeerimisse? Kas esineb konflikte 

huvirühmadega? 
• Milline on eri tüüpi kaitsekorralduslike meetmete ellu viimise seis? 
• Milline on liikide seisundi muutus? 
• Milline on elupaikade seisundi muutus? 
• Milline on mõju ökosüsteemiteenustele ja kaitsealade sidususele? 
• Kas on esinenud kaitsekorra rikkumisi?  
• Kas ala kaitsekord on sobiv? 
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täitmiseks püsielupaiga ja riiklikul (liigi) tasandil). Küsimustikud sisaldavad ka mõistete selgitusi ja 
suuniseid vastamiseks.  

Enamikul küsimustel on eelnevalt määratletud valikvastused koos hindepunktidega. Punktiarvestus 
võimaldab tulemuste koondamist (keskmise hinde arvutamist) hindamisteemade kaupa, et selgitada 
valdkonnad, milles on olukord parem ning valdkonnad, mis vajavad lisatähelepanu ja „järeleaitamist“. 
Hindepunktide kasutamine lihtsustab ka tulemuste analüüsi riigi tasandil ja kaitsealade vaheliste 
erinevuste tuvastamist ning võimaldab tulemuste visualiseerimist radardiagrammidena (joonis 4) või 
muul soovitud viisil.  

  

Joonis 4. Radardiagrammi näited kahe kaitseala kohta. Ala 1 puhul on kõige probleemsemad 
survetegurite kaardistus ja rakendamise sisendid (nt seire), ala 2 puhul aga meetmete määratlemine 
ja elluviimine. 

Metoodika katsetamine pilootaladel näitas, et väljatöötatud metoodika võimaldab peamiste 
probleemkohtade väljaselgitamist nii kaitstavate alade kui ka nende võrgustiku (riigi) tasandil ning 
kaitsekorralduse üldiste edusammude jälgimist.  Lisaks saab hindamise tulemusi ja järeldusi kasutada 
sisendina kaitsekorralduskavade ning muude valdkondlike tegevuskavade ja strateegiate koostamisel 
või uuendamisel. Hindamine ei sobi aga konkreetsete üksiktegevuste tulemuslikkuse mõõtmiseks. 
Samuti ei tohiks seda kasutada kaitstavatele aladele hinde andmiseks või paremusjärjestamiseks. 

Algsetest ootustest metoodikale ei täida väljatöötatud metoodika täielikult ootusi, mis on seotud 
kaitsemeetmete mõju hindamisega sotsiaal-majanduslikele teguritele, ökosüsteemiteenuste 
seisundile ja kliimamuutuste leevendamise eesmärkidele ning kaitsealade võrgustiku tulemuslikkuse 
analüüsimisega, lähtudes Natura 2000 kaitse-eesmärkidest ning arvestades koosmõju maastikuga 
laiemalt ja Eesti rohevõrgustikuga. Need teemad vajavad tulevikus edasiarendamist. Samuti vajavad 
paika panemist riikliku tasandi hindamise täpsemad alused ja põhimõtted. 

Kuidas edasi? Tegevuskava looduskaitse tulemuslikkuse 
hindamise metoodika rakendamiseks   
Väljatöötatud metoodika rakendamiseks koostati tegevuskava, milles kirjeldatakse metoodika 
tõhusaks rakendamiseks vajalikke tegevusi, piiritletakse rollid ja vastutusalad ning täpsustatakse 
võimalusel vajalikud ressursid. 

Vajalikud tegevused saab jagada kolme kategooriasse: hindamise korraldus, tehniliste lahenduste 
loomine ning toetavate metoodikate ja juhendite väljatöötamine. Tehnilise lahendusena on vajalik IT-
keskkond, kus saab täita ja säilitada hindamisküsimustikke ning teha neist koondanalüüse. Lisaks 
vajavad arendamist andmevahetuse lahendused erinevate andmebaaside vahel, et koondada 
hindamiseks vajalikke sisendandmeid, sh andmeid kaitstavatel aladel ellu viidud tegevuste kohta. 
Eesmärk on vähendada hindamiseks kuluvat aega. Ka toetavad metoodilised lähenemised ja juhendid 
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on suunatud nii hindamise kui ka üldise kaitse korralduse tõhususe tõstmisele. Sobivad ühtsed 
lähenemised tuleks välja töötada kaitseväärtuste seisundi muutuste jälgimiseks, sellesse muutuste 
jälgimisse kaasatavate oluliste  väärtuste valimiseks ning survetegurite ja nende mõju määratlemiseks. 
Lisaks on vaja ühtlustada kaitsekorralduses kasutatavat terminoloogiat ja klassifikaatoreid. Töö käigus 
kujunesid ka ettepanekud kaitsekorralduskava struktuuri kohandamiseks ning kaitsekorraldusega 
seotud ruumiandmete koondamiseks. Väljatöötatud metoodika rakendamiseks vajalike tegevuste 
indikatiivne ajakava on toodud joonisel 5. 

Positiivne on see, et Eestil on juba olemas vahendid paljude tegevuskavaga kavandatud tegevuste 
elluviimiseks. Šveitsi-Eesti koostööprogrammi projekti (2024-28) raames on kavas luua hindamiste 

läbiviimiseks tehniline lahendus ja hinnata vähemalt 300 kaitseala tulemuslikkust. LIFE’i projekti 

„Loodusrikas Eesti" (2020-29) rahastusega on plaanis arendada Eesti Looduse Infosüsteemi EELIS (sh 

kaitsekorralduskavade koostamise ja automaatse aruannete genereerimise võimaldamine EELISes) 
ning töövahendit kavandatud ja teostatud kaitsemeetmete info salvestamiseks ja analüüsimiseks.  

 

Joonis 5. Looduskaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse hindamise metoodika rakendamise tegevuste 
indikatiivne ajakava. 

 

I etapp: 2024

•Hindamise 
ettevamistused ja 
arendustööde 
planeerimine

II etapp: 2025-2028

•Toetavate 
metoodikate ja IT 
lahenduste 
väljatöötamine

•Esimene ring 
kaitseala tasandi 
hindamisi

III etapp: 2029+

•Hindamissüsteemi 
terviklik 
rakendumine (sh 
riigi tasandi 
hindamine) ning 
edasine arendus

https://kliimaministeerium.ee/elurikkus-keskkonnakaitse/looduskaitse/loodusrikas-eesti
https://kliimaministeerium.ee/elurikkus-keskkonnakaitse/looduskaitse/loodusrikas-eesti
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Annex III Information on websites 
Information about the project on the website of the Baltic Environmental Forum 

Framework for Assessment of Effectiveness of Biodiversity Conservation Measures in Estonia 

Financier: The European Union via the Technical Support Instrument 

Partners: The project is implemented by Trinomics B.V., Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian 
Environment (ELLE) and Baltic Environmental Forum Estonia (BEF Estonia) in co-operation with DG 
REFORM of the European Commission and Estonian Environmental Board (the project’s beneficiary). 

Duration: 28/09/2022-27/08/2024 

“Framework for Assessment of Effectiveness of Biodiversity Conservation Measures in Estonia” is a 
technical assistance project with the aim to support Estonian nature conservation authorities to 
develop and implement a national methodology to assess the effectiveness of biodiversity 
conservation measures in Estonia. The project is funded by the European Union via the Technical 
Support Instrument, managed by the European Commission Directorate General for Structural 
Reform Support. 

Under the contract, the consultants from Trinomics, ELLE and BEF Estonia are helping the Estonian 
Environmental Board (EEB) develop a new methodological approach to effective conservation 
management in Estonia. The need for this arose from acknowledged room for improvement in 
protected area management effectiveness and its assessment identified through EEB’s own 
evaluation. An effective framework will allow to understand the main factors hindering the protection 
of biodiversity and design better targeted conservation and restoration measures, helping Estonia 
achieve, among other things, the objectives of the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030, and the legally 
binding nature restoration targets in the upcoming EU nature restoration law. 

The project includes, among others, the following activities: 

1. Technical baseline review including: 

1. analysing the current approach to assessing the effectiveness of conservation 
measures in Estonia, and identifying the needs for improvement; 

2. identifying and describing best practices in other EU Member States that could 
inform improvements to assessment in Estonia; 

2. Formulation of a comprehensive methodological framework for assessing the effectiveness 
of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia (primarily for protected areas but also for 
national level and pilot assessments to calibrate the methodology); 

3. Supporting the implementation of the methodology by development of an action plan and 
providing training for relevant Estonian experts/specialists; 
Training sessions on assessment methodology for the specialists of the Environmental Board 
took place on 15.02.2024 in Pärnu and on 20.02.2024 in Tartu. 

4. Communication activities to present the outcome of the project to policy experts and 
biodiversity conservation authorities in Estonia and raise awareness among EU Member 
States on the results of the project. 
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Seminars to introduce the project results: 

1. National final seminar on May 8, 2024 at 10:00-17:00 EET / 9:00-16:00 CET in Tartu, University of Tartu, 
Oecologicum building (J. Liivi 2, room 127) and online (in Estonian). The agenda can be found here. 
The recording of the seminar can be viewed here. 
Presentations (in Estonian): 

1. Introduction, Kai Klein, Baltic Environmental Forum Estonia 

2. Welcome address, Taavi Tattar, Estonian Environmental Board 

3. METT and previously performed management effectiveness assessments in Estonia, Mart Külvik, 
Estonian University of Life Sciences 

4. The methodology for assessing the effectiveness of conservation measures developed in the 
project “Framework for assessment of effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in 
Estonia”, Pille Antons, ELLE 

5. The EEB nature conservation planners’ view and opinion on the assessment methodology, Gunnar 
Raun, Estonian Environmental Board 

6. The action plan for implementation of the methodology for assessing the effectiveness of 
conservation measures, Pille Antons, ELLE 

7. The view of the EEB on implementation of the action plan, Marju Keis, Estonian Environmental 
Board 

8. Plans for development of data/IT systems, including the planned activities of the Swiss-Estonian 
Cooperation Programme project and the assessment tool planned in EELIS, Timo Kark, Estonian 
Environment Agency 

9. ELME layers for assessment of effectiveness of conservation measures, Hanna Kaarin Hermlin, 
Estonian Environment Agency  

10. An overview of the results related to the management effectiveness assessment of the project 
“Forecasting changes in the status of endangered and protected species in Estonian natural habitats 
and developing protection measures” (KATUS), Asko Lõhmus, University of Tartu 

11. Overview of the PROTECT BALTIC project dealing with the effectiveness of the management of 
marine protected areas, Georg Martin, Estonian Marine Institute, University of Tartu 

12. The importance of assessing the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures and the use 
of the results from the perspective of the Ministry of Climate, Hanno Zingel, Ministry of Climate 

2. International final webinar on May 29, 2024 at 10:00-13:45 EET / 9:00-12:45 CET (in English). The 
agenda of the webinar can be found here. The recording of the webinar can be viewed here. 
Presentations: 
1. Introduction, Maha Cziesielski, Trinomics 
2. Estonian methodology for evaluation of protected areas’ management effectiveness, Graeme 
Nicholls, Trinomics 
3. Action plan for implementation of the methodology to assess the effectiveness of conservation 
measures in Estonia, Pille Antons, ELLE 
4. The latest developments and next steps concerning management effectiveness assessment on a 
European level: EU – PAME. Proposal for an EU methodology to assess management effectiveness of 
Natura 2000 sites and other protected areas, Vedran Nikolić, European Commission, DG 
Environment 

https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Paevakava_Kuidas_hinnata_looduskaitse_tulemuslikkust_8mai2024_l6plik.pdf
https://youtu.be/IN5HcxkoBfo
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/01_Sissejuhatus_paevakava_KaiKlein.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/02_TaaviTattar_TSI_lopuseminar_avasonad_final.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/03_MartKulvik_METT_8-05-24.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/04_PilleAntons_metoodika_080524.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/04_PilleAntons_metoodika_080524.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/04_PilleAntons_metoodika_080524.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/05_GunnarRaun_08052024_Hinnang_metoodikale_KeA_looduskaitseplaneerijate_seisukohast.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/06_PilleAntons_tegevuskava_080524.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/06_PilleAntons_tegevuskava_080524.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/07_MarjuKeis_KeAVaade_08.05.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/08_TimoKark_Ettekanne_EELIS.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/08_TimoKark_Ettekanne_EELIS.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/09_HannaHermlin_ELME.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/10_AskoLohmus_KATUS_8mai2024.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/10_AskoLohmus_KATUS_8mai2024.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/10_AskoLohmus_KATUS_8mai2024.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/11_GeorgMartin_MPA_-tulemuslikkuse_hindamine.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/11_GeorgMartin_MPA_-tulemuslikkuse_hindamine.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/12_HannoZingel_Tulemuslikkus8.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/12_HannoZingel_Tulemuslikkus8.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Agenda_international_webinar_Estonia_biodiversity_final.pdf
https://youtu.be/fHuLPcHqj5A?si=d8_xDLJXh_UKvRnq
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/1_Introduction_Maha_Cziesielski.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/2_Estonian_methodology_Graeme_Nicholls.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/3_Action_plan_Pille_Antons.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/3_Action_plan_Pille_Antons.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/4_Vedran_Nikolic_EU-PAME-EE-seminar-May-2024.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/4_Vedran_Nikolic_EU-PAME-EE-seminar-May-2024.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/4_Vedran_Nikolic_EU-PAME-EE-seminar-May-2024.pdf
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Additionally, the project contributed to the organisation of the TAIEX (Technical Assistance and 
Information Exchange Instrument of the European Commission) hybrid workshop that took place on 
20 April 2023 in Tallinn. The aim of the workshop was to facilitate exchanges on experience, 
knowledge and good practices of other EU Member States in developing a methodology for 
assessing the effectiveness of conservation measures in Protected Areas. 

More information: 
Merle Kuris 
merle.kuris@bef.ee 
+372 56203864 

This project is carried out with the financial support of the European Union. Its contents are the sole 
responsibility of the author(s). The views expressed herein can in no way be taken to reflect the 
official opinion of the European Union. 

 

Information about the project on the website of the Estonian Environmental Board 

• Bioloogilise mitmekesisuse kaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse hindamise raamistik Eestis 

Eestis on tehtud suuri jõupingutusi halvenenud seisundiga elupaikade taastamiseks. Suuremat 
tähelepanu on seejuures pööratud rabadele ja pärandniitudele. Liikide ja elupaikade soodsa seisundi 
tagamiseks ja saavutamiseks on ülioluline jätkata edutoovate kaitsekorralduslike tegevustega ja viia 
neid läbi ka aladel, kui ökosüsteemi toimimine on endiselt ebasoodne. 

Tegevuste jätkamiseks on aga vaja luua sobiv raamistik, sealhulgas metoodika ja tegevuskava. Tõhus 
raamistik võimaldab Eestil mõista peamisi bioloogilise mitmekesisuse kaitset takistavaid tegureid 
ning kavandada sihipärasemaid kaitse- ja taastamismeetmeid. Kõikide kaitsealade tulemuslik 
haldamine on ka Euroopa Liidu Elurikkuse Strateegia looduskaitse valdkonnas üheks peamiseks 
kohustuseks. Samuti on see ära märgitud Keskkonnavaldkonna arengukava 2030 (KEVAD) 
mustandisse. 

• Projekt 

„Bioloogilise mitmekesisuse kaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse hindamise raamistik 
Eestis" (Framework for assessment of effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia). 
Projekti rahastab Euroopa Liidu Tehnilise Toe Instrument ja viiakse ellu koostöös Euroopa Komisjoni 
struktuursete reformide direktoraadiga.  

• Kestus 

28.09.2022 – 27.08.2024 

• Partnerid 

Projekti viivad ellu Trinomics B.V., Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian Environment (ELLE) ning Balti 
Keskkonnafoorum  koostöös Euroopa Komisjoni DG REFORMI ja Keskkonnaametiga. Projekti 
laiendatud töörühma on sisulisemalt kaasatud ka Keskkonnaministeerium, Keskkonnaagentuur ja 
Riigimetsa Majandamise Keskus (RMK). 
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• Projekti ülevaade ja tegevused 

Projekti tulemusena valmib: 

1. metoodika kaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse hindamiseks nii riiklikul kui kaitsealade tasemel; 

2. tegevuskava väljatöötatud metoodika rakendamiseks. Valmiv raamistik võimaldab paremini 
mõista bioloogilise mitmekesisuse kaitset mõjutavaid tegevusi ning aitab sihipärasemalt 
kavandada nii kaitse- ja taastamistegevusi. 

Tulemuslikkuse hindamise metoodika väljatöötamisel arvestatakse Eesti suutlikkuse ja võimekusega 
väljatöötatud metoodika ka reaalsuses kasutusele võtta ning metoodika väljatöötamine toimub 
tihedas koostöös Eesti ametiasutuste ja teiste asjakohaste asjalistega (stakeholders). 

Kavandatud metoodika peab jälgima muuhulgas nii bioloogilisi, sotsiaal-majanduslikke, 
regulatiivseid kui ka töökorralduslikke aspekte. Lisaks peab metoodika võimaldama analüüsida 
kaitsealade võrgustikuna toimimist, arvestades seejuures nii Natura 2000 kaitse-eesmärke, kui ka 
alade koostoimet maastikega laiemalt ja samuti rohevõrgustikuga. 

Täiendavalt on oluline, et arendatav metoodika võimaldaks hinnata kaitsemeetmete mõju sotsiaal-
majanduslikke aspekte nii pika- kui ka lühiajalises plaanis, ökosüsteemi teenuste seisundit ja 
panustaks kliimamuutuste leevendamise eesmärkidesse.  

Projekt koosneb kaheksast etapist: 

1. Ajakava ja tööplaani täpsustamine ehk avaraporti koostamine 

2. Olemasoleva baasolukorra kirjeldamine ja EL liikmesriikide parimate praktikate ülevaade. 
Raportis antakse ülevaade ja analüüsitakse Eesti olemasolevat looduskaitsesüsteemi 
kaitsemeetmete tõhususe hindamise raamistikust lähtuvalt ning tuuakse välja praeguse 
süsteemi puudused ning parandamisvajadused. Lisaks kirjeldatakse minimaalselt kaheksat 
parimat näidet teistest EL liikmesriikidest (sh kõigist boreaalse regiooni riikidest). 

3. Riikliku kaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse hindamise metoodika väljatöötamine. 

4. Kahekümne kaitseala piloothindamine ja metoodika kalibreerimine. Alade nimekiri hõlmab 5 
looduskaitseala, 5 maastikukaitseala, 2 rahvusparki, 5 püsielupaika ja 3 hoiuala. 

5. Tegevusplaan väljatöötatud metoodika rakendamiseks. Tegevusplaan hõlmab detailseid 
soovitusi administratiivseteks, seadusandlikeks ja institutsionaalseteks muudatusteks, mis on 
vajalikud väljatöötatud metoodika rakendamiseks. Lisaks tegevusplaanile valmib teejuhis 
(roadmap) IT-süsteemi kohta, mis töötatakse välja, et toetada metoodika kasutamist. 

6. Metoodika rakendamise koolitus 20-30 looduskaitse spetsialistile. 

7. Projekti tulemuste tutvustamine. Siseriiklik ja rahvusvaheline konverents ning 
populaarteaduslik artikkel. 

8. Lõpparuanne. 
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SÜNDMUSED 

Toimunud 

RAHVUSVAHELINE VEEBISEMINAR 29. MAIL 2024 

Rahvusvaheline veebiseminar 29. mail 2024 kell 10:00-13:45 (inglise keeles). 

Seminari päevakava | 138.03 KB | pdf 

Vaata seminari salvestust avaneb uues vahekaardis 

Rahvusvahelise veebiseminari ettekanded 

Introduction, Maha Cziesielski, Trinomics | 218.46 KB | pdf 

Estonian methodology for evaluation of protected areas’ management effectiveness, Graeme 
Nicholls, Trinomics | 1.81 MB | pdf 

Action plan for implementation of the methodology to assess the effectiveness of conservation 
measures in Estonia, Pille Antons, ELLE | 506.17 KB | pdf 

The latest developments and next steps concerning management effectiveness assessment on a 
European level: EU – PAME. Proposal for an EU methodology to assess management effectiveness of 
Natura 2000 sites and other protected areas, Vedran Nikolić, Europe | 3.06 MB | pdf 

PROJEKTI EESTI LÕPUSEMINAR “KUIDAS HINNATA LOODUSKAITSE TULEMUSLIKKUST?” 8.05.2024 

Projekti Eesti lõpuseminar “Kuidas hinnata looduskaitse tulemuslikkust?” 8. mail 2024 kell 10:00-17:00 
Tartus, Tartu Ülikooli Oecologicumi hoones (J. Liivi 2, ruum 127) ja veebis (eesti keeles). 

Seminari päevakava | 136.38 KB | pdf 

Vaata seminari salvestust avaneb uues vahekaardis 

Projekti Eesti lõpuseminari ettekanded 

Sissejuhatus, Kai Klein, Balti Keskkonnafoorum | 204.26 KB | pdf 

Tervitussõnad, Taavi Tattar, Keskkonnaamet | 934.95 KB | pdf 

METT ja Eestis varem tehtud tulemuslikkuse hindamised, Mart Külvik, Eesti Maaülikool | 6.59 MB | pdf 

Projektis “Elurikkuse kaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse hindamise raamistik Eestis” välja töötatud 
kaitse tulemuslikkuse hindamise metoodika, Pille Antons, ELLE | 4.79 MB | pdf 

Hinnang metoodikale Keskkonnaameti looduskaitseplaneerijate seisukohast, Gunnar Raun, 
Keskkonnaamet | 1.31 MB | pdf 

Tegevuskava looduskaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse hindamise metoodika rakendamiseks, Pille 
Antons, ELLE | 1.88 MB | pdf 

Keskkonnaameti vaade tegevuskava elluviimisele, Marju Keis, Keskkonnaamet | 1001.98 KB | pdf 

Andme- ja IT-süsteemide arendusplaanid, sh Eesti-Šveitsi koostööprogrammi projekti tegevused ja 
EELISesse kavandatud hindamistööriist, Timo Kark, Keskkonnaagentuur | 1.9 MB | pdf 

https://keskkonnaamet.ee/bioloogilise-mitmekesisuse-kaitsemeetmete-tulemuslikkuse-hindamise-raamistik-eestis#rahvusvaheline-veebi--accordion
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-04/Agenda_international_webinar_Estonia_biodiversity_draft_02042024.pdf
https://youtu.be/fHuLPcHqj5A
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/1_Introduction_Maha_Cziesielski.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/2_Estonian_methodology_Graeme_Nicholls.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/2_Estonian_methodology_Graeme_Nicholls.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/3_Action_plan_Pille_Antons.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/3_Action_plan_Pille_Antons.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/4_Vedran_Nikolic_EU-PAME-EE-seminar-May-2024.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/4_Vedran_Nikolic_EU-PAME-EE-seminar-May-2024.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/4_Vedran_Nikolic_EU-PAME-EE-seminar-May-2024.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/bioloogilise-mitmekesisuse-kaitsemeetmete-tulemuslikkuse-hindamise-raamistik-eestis#projekti-eesti-lopus--accordion
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-04/Paevakava_Kuidas_hinnata_looduskaitse_tulemuslikkust_8mai2024-2.pdf
https://youtu.be/IN5HcxkoBfo
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/01_Sissejuhatus_paevakava_KaiKlein.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/02_TaaviTattar_TSI_lopuseminar_avasonad_final.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/03_MartKulvik_METT_8-05-24.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/04_PilleAntons_metoodika_080524.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/04_PilleAntons_metoodika_080524.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/05_GunnarRaun_08052024_Hinnang_metoodikale_KeA_looduskaitseplaneerijate_seisukohast.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/05_GunnarRaun_08052024_Hinnang_metoodikale_KeA_looduskaitseplaneerijate_seisukohast.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/06_PilleAntons_tegevuskava_080524.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/06_PilleAntons_tegevuskava_080524.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/07_MarjuKeis_KeAVaade_08.05.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/08_TimoKark_Ettekanne_EELIS.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/08_TimoKark_Ettekanne_EELIS.pdf
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ELME kihid kaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse hindamiseks, Hanna Kaarin Hermlin, 
Keskkonnaagentuur | 20.54 MB | pdf 

Ülevaade projekti „Eesti looduslike elupaikade ohustatud ja kaitstavate liikide seisundi muutuste 
prognoosimine ja kaitsemeetmete väljatöötamine” (KATUS) kaitse tulemuslikkuse hindamisega 
seotud tulemustest, Asko Lõhmus, Tartu Ülikool | 2.71 MB | pdf 

Ülevaade merekaitsealade haldamise tulemuslikkusega tegelevast projektist PROTECT BALTIC, 
Georg Martin, Tartu Ülikool, Eesti Mereinstituut | 5.01 MB | pdf 

Elurikkuse kaitsemeetmete tulemuslikkuse hindamise olulisus ja tulemuste kasutamine 
Kliimaministeeriumi vaatevinklist, Hanno Zingel, Kliimaministeerium | 2.54 MB | pdf 

TAIEX HÜBRIIDTÖÖTUBA 20.04.2024 

20. aprillil Tallinnas toimunud töötoas jagati parimaid praktikaid ja kogemusi teiste Euroopa riikide 
spetsialistidega,  et saada hea lähtepunkt Eesti alapõhise tulemuslikkuse hindamise metoodika 
väljatöötamiseks. Esinesid Maano Aunapuu  (Naturvårdsverket, Rootsi), Matti Tapaninen 
(Metsähallitus, Soome), Dave Genney (NatureScot, Šotimaa). Lisaks tegi ettekande Anna Cheilari 
Euroopa Komisjonist. Töötoa ava- ja lõppsõnad esitasid Euroopa Komisjoni Struktuurireformi Toetuse 
Peadirektoraadi poolt Leticia Lopez-Joya ja Keskkonnaameti poolt Leelo Kukk. Eesti poolelt osalesid 
looduskaitsevaldkonna spetsialistid Keskkonnaametist (looduskaitse planeerimise, 
looduskaitsekorraldamise, looduskasutuse ja keskkonnahariduse osakonnast), 
Keskkonnaagentuurist, Keskkonnaministeeriumist.   

* TAIEX - Euroopa Komisjoni Tehnilise Abi ja Teabevahetuse Instrument (Technical Assistance and 
Information Exchange instrument of the European Commission) 

Projekti kontakt Keskkonnaametis 

Marju Keis  

marju.keis@keskkonnaamet.ee avaneb uues vahekaardis 

The project is funded by the European Union via the Technical Support Instrument and 
implemented by Trinomics, ELLE and BEF in cooperation with the European Commission’s 
Directorate General for Reform Support (DG REFORM). 

 

https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/09_HannaHermlin_ELME.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/09_HannaHermlin_ELME.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/10_AskoLohmus_KATUS_8mai2024.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/10_AskoLohmus_KATUS_8mai2024.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/10_AskoLohmus_KATUS_8mai2024.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/11_GeorgMartin_MPA_-tulemuslikkuse_hindamine.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/11_GeorgMartin_MPA_-tulemuslikkuse_hindamine.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/12_HannoZingel_Tulemuslikkus8.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2024-07/12_HannoZingel_Tulemuslikkus8.pdf
https://keskkonnaamet.ee/bioloogilise-mitmekesisuse-kaitsemeetmete-tulemuslikkuse-hindamise-raamistik-eestis#taiex-hubriidtootuba--accordion
mailto:marju.keis@keskkonnaamet.ee
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Information about the international webinar on the website of the European State Forest 
Association (EUSTAFOR) 
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Annex IV Social media posts 
Facebook post by BEF Estonia on 09/05/2023 
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Facebook post by BEF Estonia on trainings on 22/02/2024 
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LinkedIn post inviting to participate in the international webinar 
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Annex V Invitations to seminars 
Invitation to the national seminar sent out on 14/03/2024 

 



 

33 
 

Invitation to the international seminar sent out on 25/03/2024 
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Annex VI National seminar agenda, 
summary of presentations and 
discussions, and presentation slides  

Agenda: 

How to assess the effectiveness of nature conservation? 
Final national seminar of the project “Framework for assessment of effectiveness of 

biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia” 
08.05.2024 

Tartu, Oecologicum (J. Liivi 2), room 127 
Agenda 

Time (EET) Agenda Item Presenter 

10:00-10:30 Welcome coffee/tea 

10:30-10:45 Opening and introduction  Kai Klein, Baltic 
Environmental Forum (BEF) 

10:45-11:05 Welcome address European Commission, DG 
REFORM 

Taavi Tattar, Environmental 
Board (EEB)  

11:05-11:25 METT and previously performed 
management effectiveness assessments in 
Estonia  
(incl. 5 min for QA) 

Mart Külvik, Estonian 
University of Life Sciences 

11:25-12:05 The methodology for assessing the 
effectiveness of conservation measures 
developed in the project "Framework for 
assessment of effectiveness of biodiversity 
conservation measures in Estonia" 
(incl. 10 min for QA) 

Pille Antons, Estonian, 
Latvian & Lithuanian 
Environment (ELLE) 

12:05-12:30 The EEB nature conservation planners’ view 
and opinion on the assessment 
methodology 
(incl. 10 min for QA) 

Gunnar Raun, EEB 

12:30-13:30 Lunch break 

13:30-13:50 The action plan for implementation of the 
methodology 
(incl. 5 min for QA) 

Pille Antons, ELLE 

13:50-14:15 View of EEB on implementation of the 
action plan 
(incl. 10 min for QA) 

Marju Keis, EEB 

14:15-14:40 Plans for development of data/IT systems, 
including the planned activities of the 
Swiss-Estonian Cooperation Programme 

Timo Kark, Environment 
Agency (KAUR) 
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project and the assessment tool planned in 
EELIS 
(incl. 10 min for QA) 

14:40-15:00 ELME layers for assessment of effectiveness 
of conservation measures 
(incl. 5 min for QA) 

Hanna Kaarin Hermlin, KAUR  

15:00-15:30 Coffee/tea break 

15:30-15:55 An overview of the results related to the 
management effectiveness assessment of 
the project "Forecasting changes in the 
status of endangered and protected species 
in Estonian natural habitats and developing 
protection measures" (KATUS) 
(incl. 10 min for QA) 

Asko Lõhmus, University of 
Tartu 

15:55-16:20 Overview of the PROTECT BALTIC project 
dealing with the effectiveness of the 
management of marine protected areas 
(incl. 10 min for QA) 

Georg Martin, Estonian 
Marine Institute, University of 
Tartu 

16:20-16:45 The importance of assessing the 
effectiveness of biodiversity conservation 
measures and the use of the results from 
the perspective of the Ministry of Climate 
(incl. 10 min for QA) 

Hanno Zingel, Ministry of 
Climate 

16:45-17:00 Conclusions and closing Kai Klein, BEF 

 

Summary of presentations and discussions 
Introduction, Kai Klein, Baltic Environmental Forum Estonia 

Kai Klein introduced the project, its aims, and activities as well as the goals and agenda of the seminar. 

 

Welcome address, Jan Zimmermann, DG REFORM, European Commission 

Jan Zimmermann welcomed all participants on behalf of DG REFORM to this Estonian national 
seminar that together with the international seminar will close the project “Framework for Assessment 
of Effectiveness of Biodiversity Conservation Measures in Estonia” funded by the European Union via 
the Technical Support Instrument. He highlighted the fruitful cooperation between Estonia and DG 
REFORM, which has lasted for many years and for various projects. He thanked Estonian authorities, 
especially the Environmental Board, and the project team for good, close, and intensive cooperation 
for the current project. He emphasized the importance of the topic that the project is focussing on 
both for Estonia and more broadly for the EU and all its Member States, and its contribution to the 
implementation of the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030, especially the commitment to „effectively 
manage all protected areas, defining clear conservation objectives and measures, and monitoring 
them appropriately“. In this respect management of protected areas is a key to biodiversity protection 
and requires significant efforts. The high number of registered participants for the national and 
international seminar shows that the topic is highly relevant for Estonia as well as for other Member 
States that are facing similar challenges and can learn from this project.  

Welcome address, Taavi Tattar, Estonian Environmental Board 
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Taavi Tattar, the head of the Conservation Planning Department of EEB, spoke the opening words on 
behalf of EEB. He gave a brief overview on the system of protected areas in Estonia and their 
management. There are (as of 31.12.2023) 4330 protected areas in Estonia, including 6 national parks, 
242 nature reserves, 150 landscape conservation areas, 461 protected parks, 308 limited-conservation 
areas, 2041 species protection sites, 1088 protected nature monuments, 28 sites protected at the 
municipal level, and 4 protected areas with unrevised protection rules. In the Estonian Natura 2000 
network there are 66 Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and 541 Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) with 
a total area of 14,859 km². The organisations participating in management of protected areas include 
Ministry of Climate, Environmental Board, Environment Agency, State Forest Management Centre, 
municipalities, NGOs etc. The EEB makes about 125,000 decisions in these areas every year. The 
speaker emphasized that “management effectiveness evaluation is only worth doing if it results in 
better managed protected areas” (Hockings et al., 2006), and provides clear guidelines for actions.  The 
Environmental Board interprets the performance evaluation methodology as a process of learning 
from its own activities. In addition to the methodology, a system is also needed that ensures 
continuous learning from mistakes and the ability to correct them in time. 

 

METT and previously performed management effectiveness assessments in Estonia, Mart Külvik, 
Estonian University of Life Sciences 

Mart Külvik gave an overview on Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) and the 
effectiveness assessments done in Estonia in 2010-2022. 

He pointed out that although effectively managed protected areas are included in political targets (e.g. 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), Aichi target 11), there is no common agreement on methods 
to be used for evaluation of management effectiveness. In the international database of protected 
areas Protected Planet, 78 different methodologies for evaluating conservation management 
measures are presented. In Estonia, for example Birdlife Important Bird Areas (IBAs), PAN Parks 
(Soomaa NP) and European Diploma for Protected Areas (Matsalu NP) evaluation procedures have 
been used in addition to METT. METT (originally developed by the World Wildlife Fund and the World 
Bank (2009) to evaluate the success of forest protection projects) is the most widely used method for 
evaluating conservation management effectiveness worldwide (>3000 evaluations to date). METT is 
based on the WCPA's conservation management effectiveness evaluation cycle, which includes 
context, planning, input, process, outputs, and outcomes. METT was adapted for Estonian conditions 
already in 2010 and the test assessments were carried out in 2010, 2012, 2020 and 2022. Repeated 
assessment was done after 10 years for 32 areas and after 8 years for 2 areas. The assessed area 
constitutes 46.8% of the total area of protected areas (including the territorial sea), including 
reassessed areas 24.1% and areas assessed once 22.7%. Together with IBAs, the CBD target to assess 
60% of protected areas by 2015 should be fulfilled. 

Repeated assessments have shown that the effectiveness of conservation management has improved 
with some minor exceptions. The main problems identified include monitoring that is not sufficiently 
linked to management planning and budget that is insufficient and not sustainably secured. 

The speaker concluded that METT is a relatively simple and quick assessment tool that offers a 
harmonized reporting system characterizing protected areas; replicability (repeatability); the integrity 
of the dataset, which ensures the traceability of temporal dynamics; and the possibility of scoring, 
which provides some comparability both domestically and internationally. However, METT is not 
suitable for an in-depth analysis of the nature conservation system, its results cannot be considered 
completely objective as the evaluators are the specialists responsible for the management of the 
assessed protected areas. Internationally, the differences in nature conservation systems also cause 
systematic differences in the interpretation of the methodology and in the choices made when filling 
out the questionnaire. METT does not provide reliable information about the status of the conservation 
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values and outcomes of management (except METT4 that aims at assessing the outcomes in terms of 
status of conservation values but is much more resource intensive than previous METT versions).  

More information about management effectiveness assessments carried out in 2010-2022 in Estonia 
can be found in a summary article by Mart Külvik, Marju Keis & Agu Leivits “Kas kaitsealad kaitsevad?” 
in “Eesti Loodus” 3/202414. 

Discussion: 

• The assessments were based on expert judgements, not on analysis of reference data. 
• Good explanations/definitions of terms “effectiveness” and “efficiency” are provided in the 

article of Kukkala and Moilanen (2013)15. Management “efficiency” (“tõhusus” in Estonian) is 
more related to the governance of protected areas while “effectiveness” (“tulemuslikkus” in 
Estonian) is related to the end result/objective, i.e. good status of nature/conservation values.  

 

The methodology for assessing the effectiveness of conservation measures developed in the project 
"Framework for assessment of effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia", Pille 
Antons, ELLE 

Pille Antons gave an overview on terms of reference for development of the assessment methodology 
and the baseline analyses done and introduced the proposed methodology for assessing the 
effectiveness of conservation measures and the conclusions drawn from test assessments. 

She emphasised that the proposed methodology focuses on management effectiveness 
(“tulemuslikkus” in Estonian), not on efficiency/cost effectiveness (“tõhusus” in Estonian). The 
methodology does not include the component of assessing whether the results have been achieved 
with optimal costs, but the result is viewed as such. 

The main objective was to develop a methodology to assess the effectiveness of biodiversity 
conservation measures at the national and protected areas’ level considering Estonia's 
resources/capacity.  

The methodology mainly builds on baseline review where Estonia's current practices, including today's 
organisation of conservation planning and effectiveness’ assessment and, previously prepared and/or 
used methodologies were analysed; interviews and workshops with specialists of the Environmental 
Board were carried out, and information on experience of other countries and existing assessment 
methodologies was collected. 

Based on the interviews, the expectations for the methodology included applicability to different types 
of protected areas, conservation values and measures (including both passive and active measures); 
linking the outcomes (status) to specific implemented measures and protection regime (zoning); 
greater objectivity and higher accuracy/targeting than previously used assessment methodologies; 
and applicability with the resources of the Environmental Board. 

The main issues/constraints identified were scarce labour and financial resources, limited baseline data 
(status/condition data, data on pressures, data on implemented activities), fragmentation of existing 
data between different databases and the complexity/time-consuming nature of aggregating data, 
insufficient links, and guidelines for setting conservation objectives and measures at different spatial 
levels (protected area - national - EU). 

The proposed methodology is based on the International Union for Conservation of Nature's World 
Commission on Protected Areas Framework for Assessing Protected Area Management Effectiveness 

 
14 https://www.loodusajakiri.ee/kas-kaitsealad-kaitsevad/  
15 Kukkala, A.S. and Moilanen, A. (2013), Core concepts of spatial prioritisation in systematic conservation planning. 
Biol Rev, 88: 443-464. https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12008 

https://www.loodusajakiri.ee/kas-kaitsealad-kaitsevad/
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12008
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(IUCN WCPA PAME) framework but adapted to the Estonian context. It includes assessment 
questionnaires to be filled in at the protected area level and guidelines/framework for aggregating, 
analysing and presenting results to stakeholders at national level. The 10- or 12-years assessment 
process has three iterative cycles of evaluation (annual, mid-term and final) at both national and 
protected area level. The questionnaire for protected areas and limited-conservation areas includes 20 
main questions (55 sub-questions). A separate shorter questionnaire with 12 (18) questions was 
developed for species protection sites (including versions for completion at site and species/national 
level). The output is a short summary report highlighting the main progress and areas of concern, 
summary results of different assessment topics, and radar charts.  

To test the methodology, pilot assessments were carried out by the specialists of the EEB for 2 national 
parks, 5 nature conservation areas, 5 landscape conservation areas, 3 limited-conservation areas and 
25 species protection sites (10 species). Based on that it was concluded that the approach 
(questionnaire) is suitable for identifying the main problem areas both at the protected area and 
network level, tracking the overall progress, and giving input for updating of management plans or 
action plans, national aggregate analysis and strategies. The approach (questionnaire) is not suitable 
for assigning a score or ranking to protected areas or getting answers to specific questions (e.g. 
whether a concrete measure has improved the situation). Currently it is not possible to give the 
evaluation as a whole to an external expert. It is necessary to organize, consolidate and collect 
additional baseline data necessary for evaluation, and to develop several supporting methodologies 
and IT solutions to reduce the resource intensity for assessment. 

 

The EEB nature conservation planners’ view and opinion on the assessment methodology , Gunnar 
Raun, EEB 

Gunnar Raun pointed out the possibilities/positive sides of the new methodology as well as problems 
appeared during pilot assessments. 

The methodology enables systematic assessment of the effectiveness of protection based on a unified 
logic, allows making generalizations about changes in the state of conservation values, provides an 
additional tool for performance evaluation, gives an overview of what should be dealt with first and 
foremost at the national level, provides a better overview of bottlenecks when planning a new area-
based management cycle, and is better adapted to the situation in Estonia than METT. 

The following problems were identified during pilot assessments: the data necessary for the 
assessment (e.g. monitoring data, data on implemented measures) are not available from one place 
and it is difficult to obtain data on a protected area basis, the analysis of the monitoring data did not 
take place on a uniform basis,  assessment was time-consuming as it required processing of a large 
amount of materials, assessments may be subjective due to the use of expert opinion, management 
plans lack certain information (e.g. on significance and extent of pressures, the impact of activities 
outside the protected area, the impact of management on ecosystem services and the changes in the 
ecological coherence of the area), sometimes it is difficult to interpret change in habitat status/area – 
whether it is due to real changes or improved data, the impact of passive conservation management 
measures does not come out well in the evaluation, the methodology only enables assessing whether 
the status of species and habitats is improving or deteriorating but not whether the conservation 
objectives have been achieved, there is a multitude of similar concepts - e.g. pressures, impacts and 
threats, in case of protected areas with many conservation values it is not practical to evaluate them 
all using this methodology (key species and habitats should be defined), it is difficult to assess whether 
the protection rules of the area and the supervision of their implementation are functioning effectively, 
assessment is difficult for new/external experts as not all information can be found (e.g. about past 
conflicts). 

The speaker concluded that there is a need for  
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- involving KAUR in the assessment for analysis of the monitoring data,  
- more harmonised and streamlined data collection, 
- more automatic assessment process (developments of EELIS and KESE), 
- analysing the impact of conservation management on ecosystem services across Estonia. 

Discussion: 

• The evaluation is intended as a summary over a longer period, the tool that increases 
effectiveness is the renewal of the management plan. It was discussed whether it makes sense 
to complete the questionnaire when the management plan has just been updated or to do 
the assessment first to get input for updating the management plan. The proposal of the 
methodology developers is to gather data simultaneously but to do the assessment first to 
provide input for updating the management plan. Also, management plans should become 
more structured, containing fewer long texts and more concrete tables. 

• The assessment questionnaire is meant for filling in for the full assessment/management 
period (10 or 12 years); the annual reporting should be done into the database to enable 
monitoring of implemented activities.  

• Environmental Board itself is giving the permits i.e. is the manager of threats and pressures.  
How does the assessment result apply to discretionary decisions? – The conservation planners 
assess whether it is necessary to change the protection regime or make better discretionary 
decisions.  

• The larger the protected area, the more values, what happens if some values change in the 
positive and others in the negative direction? - For each area individually, the indicator/key 
values that should be monitored in this area should be determined. There is no approach for 
this yet, the action plan provides for the development of a methodology for this. 

• It was pointed out that there are still some unclear aspects in the methodology, including how 
it is planned to get from output to the outcome/result and what the annual reporting includes. 
- The assessment reveals bottlenecks and provides input for developing/updating the 
management plan. The analysis at the national level is described in the methodology, 
summarizing the assessments of protected areas and analysing it with stakeholders, no 
specific form is given at the moment. The result must be a favourable state of conservation 
values.  

 

The action plan for implementation of the methodology for assessing the effectiveness of conservation 
measures, Pille Antons, ELLE 

Pille Antons gave an overview of the action plan for implementation of the methodology for assessing 
the effectiveness of conservation measures.  

The action plan provides insights into the institutional and administrative factors essential for the 
effective execution of the methodology to assess the effectiveness of conservation measures. It 
outlines the necessary actions, delineates roles and responsibilities, and specifies the required 
resources for addressing these aspects if possible. 

The action plan includes three main elements: 

• Organising implementation of the evaluation procedure, including agreeing on the general 
principles (the length of the evaluation step, scope/coverage of assessment) and 
organizational arrangement of the assessment (distribution of tasks, provision of resources, 
data exchange procedures between institutions and departments, development of 
supporting methodologies and IT solutions and how to do assessment before these 
developments will be ready).  
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• Technical solutions, including technical solutions for evaluation questionnaires (e.g. evaluation 
module in EELIS), analysis and visual presentation of results (e.g. using Tableau), data exchange 
solutions for aggregating input data, creation of a unified database of planned and 
implemented measures. 

• Supporting solutions, including development of an approach to select key indicator values to 
be included in the assessment (conservation values for which changes in condition are 
monitored); development and implementation of a combined approach (monitoring, 
inventories, surveys, modelling, indirect assessments, etc.) to monitor changes in the status of 
conservation values (or indicator values); improving the structure of management plans; 
development of harmonized vocabulary and typologies (objectives, pressures, measures); 
development of Nature Atlas compiling all spatial data (map layers) related to conservation 
management into a single web portal or map application; availability of all important spatial 
data (conservation values, status, pressures, objectives, measures) from one portal; 
methodology and/or tool for defining pressures and their impact; integration of data on 
ecosystem services (ELME project and its follow-up activities) into the assessment; analysis of 
needs and possibilities of adding topics not directly covered by the evaluation questions (e.g. 
socio-economic or aspects related to cultural values). 

 

The view of the EEB on implementation of the action plan, Marju Keis, EEB 

Marju Keis described the planned activities and projects for the implementation of the methodology 
and action plan. The Swiss-Estonian Cooperation Programme project (2024-28) includes activities 
related to management effectiveness assessment, management planning and species protection. It is 
planned to develop the assessment tool (KAUR) and carry out the assessment for at least 300 protected 
areas in the framework of this project. 

Also, the LIFE IP project ForEst&FarmLand (2020-29) includes activities related to implementation of 
the action plan, namely the development of EELIS (including enabling compilation of management 
plans and automatic generation of reports in EELIS) and the tool for storing and analysing information 
on planned and implemented conservation measures.  

EEB plans to start with preparatory activities (establishing principles and organisation of the 
assessment, agreeing on data exchange procedures, collaboration with KAUR) this year, carry out 
assessments for 300 areas (focussing on protected area based full assessment) in 2025-28, and 
hopefully continue with area-based assessment and carry out a national level assessment starting 
from 2029. 

The activities planned in the near future also include updating management plan guidelines and 
developing a methodology and/or tool for defining pressures and their impact. 

The speaker pointed out management effectiveness’ assessment as an important tool in the cycle of 
adaptive conservation management but admitted that organising the assessment before supporting 
methodologies and IT solutions are completed is a challenge. 

Discussion: 

• How open is the process of action plan and assessment of conservation measures? NGOs 
could have pretty good information based on practice; will they be included as well? - It is 
planned to involve different parties when preparing management plan guidelines. The 
evaluation process, how inclusive it will be, is the topic of the organisational arrangement of 
the process, probably it will be more inclusive in larger protected areas. Management 
effectiveness assessment is the stage before the preparation of management plan, which is 
itself an inclusive process, so the involvement of NGOs will be important. 
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• Cost efficiency is also stressed, will there be any more concrete information on that, e.g. a rough 
estimate of labour costs? -  The cost calculations were not made in the project, although labour 
needs and involved parties are outlined. The wish of the Environmental Board was that it 
should be analysed as detailed as possible, but it is complicated to estimate. In the case of large 
protected areas, the process is definitely more labour-intensive. 

• It was pointed out that in addition to harmonizing the terms in assessment methodology and 
management plans, it is important to harmonize the corresponding terminology with 
Estonian legislation (protection rules, Nature Conservation Act). Currently, the terminology of 
the European Union and Estonian legislation is not fully compatible with each other. 

 

Plans for development of data/IT systems, including the planned activities of the Swiss-Estonian 
Cooperation Programme project and the assessment tool planned in EELIS, Timo Kark, Environment 
Agency (KAUR) 

Timo Kark talked about ongoing and planned developments of IT systems, including the planned 
activities of the Swiss-Estonian Cooperation Programme project and the management effectiveness’ 
assessment tool planned in EELIS. 

The development of EELIS has been ongoing already for the last four years. By the end of 2025, the old 
EELIS should be copied to the new EELIS and after that, in 2026, the development of new 
functionalities (including the management effectiveness’ assessment tool) can start. The tool will 
receive data from different environments, not only EELIS, but also KESE, the biodiversity information 
system PlutoF, interfaces with other data systems are also planned.  

Also, an analytical tool is currently under development that enables making data extracts/reports from 
different databases. It is a working version, but conservation planners can already use it. 

The Swiss-Estonian Cooperation Programme project (2024-28) foresees €1 million for IT developments, 
including amongst others the management effectiveness’ assessment tool and creating interfaces 
between EELIS and other data systems. 

 

ELME layers for assessment of effectiveness of conservation measures, Hanna Kaarin Hermlin, KAUR 

Hanna Kaarin Hermlin gave an overview of map layers prepared within the ELME16 project that could 
be used for assessment of effectiveness of conservation measures. Within the ELME project, four main 
terrestrial ecosystems (grasslands, mires, forests, and agricultural ecosystems) were assessed and 
mapped across Estonia, including their distribution, condition and coherence, and their ecosystem 
services. This information could be used to answer the questions about impact of conservation 
measures on ecosystem services, and changes in coherence of the area. However, it is necessary to 
agree whether we want to assess the coherence inside or between the areas, information can be found 
for both. 

The materials produced within ELME project are available at: 

• ELME1 report: loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-
baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf 

• ELME1 catalogue of map layers: https://arcg.is/1z1iO10 

 
16 „Elurikkuse sotsiaal-majanduslikult ja kliimamuutustega seostatud keskkonnaseisundi hindamiseks, 
prognoosiks ja andmete kättesaadavuse tagamiseks vajalikud töövahendid” (2016-2023) 
("Tools necessary for the assessment, forecasting and ensuring the availability of data of the socio-
economic and climate change-related environmental status of biodiversity") 

https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf
https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf
https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf
https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf
https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf
https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf
https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf
https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf
https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf
https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/elme-ost-baastasemed_l6pparuanne_14-06-21.pdf
https://arcg.is/1z1iO10
https://keskkonnaagentuur.ee/elme
https://keskkonnaagentuur.ee/elme
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• ELME2 report: https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-
files/ELME2_LOPPARUANNE_fin_151123.pdf  

• ELME2 story map: https://arcg.is/WuW9 

Discussion: 

• It was pointed out that it is very important to use the most up-to-date data when creating both 
protected areas and national technical tools, and to constantly update the dataset. 

 

An overview of the results related to the management effectiveness assessment of the project 
"Forecasting changes in the status of endangered and protected species in Estonian natural habitats 
and developing protection measures" (KATUS), Asko Lõhmus, University of Tartu 

Asko Lõhmus introduced the results of a recently completed project KATUS17 that was focussing on 
forecasting changes (by 2050) in the status/condition of endangered species in natural habitats in 
Estonia depending on climate change, the area, location and protection regime of protected areas, 
and restoration of natural habitats. The project dealt with forests, mires, and small water bodies. The 
aim of the project was to find out where we end up with a business-as-usual scenario and how things 
would change if we changed the conservation regime and/or nature use; also, to point out worst-case 
scenarios and in what time perspective and where the changes are bigger/smaller. 

50 model species were selected (species that are sensitive to key ecosystem characteristics and 
representative) for which initial prognoses until 2050 were made, including current and hypothetical 
future habitat quality maps and some conclusions on species protection. 

Two simulation models were developed within the project: the forest simulator NextStand18 and mire 
simulator SooSim which enable simulating future status of habitats, considering different factors 
(working principle: generating the next state from the current state at an interval of 1 year). Forests and 
mires both had multiple scenarios in this project. For forests, 1) the most likely scenario, 2) What will 
happen if we set additional restrictions on clear-cutting, or 3) if we make the protection regimes of the 
restricted zones stricter. For mires, there were different scenarios depending on how much drainage 
systems are reconstructed or how much mires are restored per year. 

In conclusion, the main results of the project include development of primary spatial process-oriented 
models of changes in forests and mires, a technique that connects them to the forecasting of nature 
conservation values, and a validation methodology for forecasts and applying the developed models 
to 50 systematically selected model species based on which the conclusions about ecosystem changes 
in the perspective of 2050 were made. Regarding small water bodies, it was concluded that there is 
not enough data on them to create such models. 

Discussion:  

• These models do not enable predicting which species will become extinct by 2050, because 
the principle of choosing the model species was that they would not be too rare, because the 
task was also to get an overview of the state of the ecosystems. Secondly, predominantly the 
area of habitats was predicted but the extinction of a species may occur earlier than the habitat 
is completely exhausted.  

• The study revealed that in forests, logging restrictions generally create more habitats than 
restricted zone restrictions, but at the same time, clearcutting restrictions create or rely largely 

 
17 „Eesti looduslike elupaikade ohustatud ja kaitstavate liikide seisundi muutuste prognoosimine ja kaitsemeetmete 
väljatöötamine” ("Forecasting changes in the status of endangered and protected species in natural habitats in 
Estonia and developing conservation measures" 2021-2024) 
18 Kaasik A, Kont R, Lõhmus A (2023) Modeling forest landscape futures: Full scale simulation of realistic 
socioeconomic scenarios in Estonia. PLoS ONE 18(11): e0294650. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0294650  

https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/ELME2_LOPPARUANNE_fin_151123.pdf
https://loodusveeb.ee/sites/default/files/inline-files/ELME2_LOPPARUANNE_fin_151123.pdf
https://arcg.is/WuW9
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0294650
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on novel habitats that can be slowly colonized by species. For species with good dispersal 
ability, the limitation of logging is a better measure, for species with poor dispersal ability, 
restrictions in restricted zones may be more effective.   

• All the developed models (with codes (R-scripts)) and other results of the project are publicly 
available and hopefully will be used, e.g. for planning conservation measures for species and 
habitats. 
 

Overview of the PROTECT BALTIC project dealing with the effectiveness of the management of marine 
protected areas, Georg Martin, Estonian Marine Institute, University of Tartu 

Georg Martin gave an overview of the aims and activities of the EU-funded Horizon project PROTECT 
BALTIC (2023-2028; https://protectbaltic.eu/), focussing on assessment of management effectiveness 
of marine protected areas.  

PROTECT BALTIC aims at ensuring sufficient protection and restoration in the Baltic Sea's marine 
environment. It is implemented by 17 partners around the Baltic Sea and coordinated by HELCOM 
Secretariat. Its work package (WP) 6 “Adaptive management” deals with enhancing governance, 
management, monitoring, and restoration of the Baltic Sea marine protected areas (MPAs). The 
component on management (led by Klaipeda University) will update guidelines for MPA 
management, develop and test a methodology for management effectiveness assessment (MEA), and 
assess the management effectiveness of the entire Baltic Sea MPA network. 

WP 6 of PROTECT BALTIC builds on and further develops the results of the project HELCOM ACTION 
(2019-2021)19, including the characteristics of the Baltic Sea MPA network, method to assess its 
management effectiveness and the results of the management effectiveness study. 

Regarding the method used in the HELCOM ACTION project, it can be concluded that it provides 
interpretable results but is more suitable for management effectiveness analysis of the network than 
single MPA assessment (potential for integrated scoring for MPA). It does not prioritize human 
activities and conservation features. Possible errors can occur due to different interpretation of the 
questionnaire statements. 

The results of the management effectiveness assessment carried out in the HELCOM ACTION project 
show that the majority of human activities are well managed. However, most of human activities are 
managed by other instruments than conservation management plans. The number of relevant 
human activities is lower in fully marine MPAs, but they are better managed. The worst managed 
human activities are fisheries (primarily by bottom gears) and shipping.  Infrastructures are better 
managed compared to activities. “Large Shallow Inlets and Bays” and “Estuaries” are the least 
managed habitat types. 

The management effectiveness assessment method used in the HELCOM ACTION project was 
designed to score how well human activities that generate pressures to important conservation 
features are managed in terms of planning, implementation and enforcement of measures. PROTECT 
BALTIC will develop this methodology further to include assessment of impacts of management 
measures on the state/condition of protected habitats and species as well as to add a reliability 
assessment in terms of both the state and the management of the effects of human activities. 

Discussion: 

• PROTECT BALTIC is currently collecting background information on other initiatives dealing 
with similar issues, so also information on the methodology developed in the TSI project and 
cooperation with EEB is very relevant in this sense.  

 
19 Actions to evaluate and identify effective measures to reach GES in the Baltic Sea marine region (HELCOM 
ACTION), https://helcom.fi/helcom-at-work/projects/action/  

https://protectbaltic.eu/
https://helcom.fi/helcom-at-work/projects/action/
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• It was also discussed that information for marine areas is not so easily available as for terrestrial 
sites. Large scale modelling can be used on network level but for single MPAs also 
fieldwork/monitoring is necessary. PROTECT BALTIC will develop also comprehensive 
monitoring framework and guidelines for the entire MPA network.  
 

The importance of assessing the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures and the use of 
the results from the perspective of the Ministry of Climate, Hanno Zingel, Ministry of Climate 

Hanno Zingel gave an overview of the general framework in which Estonian nature conservation 
institutions operate, including the Estonian Nature Conservation Act, protected areas and species and 
organisation of their management, EU Biodiversity Strategy until 2030 and global Kunming-Montreal 
Biodiversity Framework. He also highlighted the reporting needs for EU Habitats and Birds Directives 
for which the results of the management effectiveness assessment are necessary and provided some 
information about the conservation status of species and habitats of EU importance in Estonia as well 
as on main threats and pressures impacting them, and conservation measures to achieve/maintain 
favourable conservation status. 

Discussion: 

• We have success stories, but there are also quite a lot of species and habitats that are in poor 
condition, for some of them this is known and various conservation measures have been 
planned in the action plans. EEB can implement 5-10% of the measures due to lack of 
resources. How do we get to the point where the knowledge we get through effectiveness 
evaluations also reaches actions in practice? - We have to say the same things in different 
documents, the input of species’ experts into habitat management plans is important. We 
need to use target or symbol species. If quick funding decisions need to be made, the 
necessary information must be available to justify where and why the money should be 
directed. 

• What does the ministry mean by strict protection? -  In practice, strict protection refers to 
conservation zones and strict nature reserves.  

 

Presentation slides 
The slides of presentations are available here: 

1. Introduction, Kai Klein, Baltic Environmental Forum Estonia 

2. Welcome address, Taavi Tattar, Estonian Environmental Board 

3. METT and previously performed management effectiveness assessments in Estonia, Mart Külvik, 
Estonian University of Life Sciences 

4. The methodology for assessing the effectiveness of conservation measures developed in the 
project “Framework for assessment of effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in 
Estonia”, Pille Antons, ELLE 

5. The EEB nature conservation planners’ view and opinion on the assessment methodology, Gunnar 
Raun, Estonian Environmental Board 

6. The action plan for implementation of the methodology for assessing the effectiveness of 
conservation measures, Pille Antons, ELLE 

7. The view of the EEB on implementation of the action plan, Marju Keis, Estonian Environmental 
Board 

https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/01_Sissejuhatus_paevakava_KaiKlein.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/02_TaaviTattar_TSI_lopuseminar_avasonad_final.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/03_MartKulvik_METT_8-05-24.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/04_PilleAntons_metoodika_080524.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/04_PilleAntons_metoodika_080524.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/04_PilleAntons_metoodika_080524.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/05_GunnarRaun_08052024_Hinnang_metoodikale_KeA_looduskaitseplaneerijate_seisukohast.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/06_PilleAntons_tegevuskava_080524.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/06_PilleAntons_tegevuskava_080524.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/07_MarjuKeis_KeAVaade_08.05.pdf
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8. Plans for development of data/IT systems, including the planned activities of the Swiss-Estonian 
Cooperation Programme project and the assessment tool planned in EELIS, Timo Kark, Estonian 
Environment Agency 

9. ELME layers for assessment of effectiveness of conservation measures, Hanna Kaarin Hermlin, 
Estonian Environment Agency  

10. An overview of the results related to the management effectiveness assessment of the project 
“Forecasting changes in the status of endangered and protected species in Estonian natural habitats 
and developing protection measures” (KATUS), Asko Lõhmus, University of Tartu 

11. Overview of the PROTECT BALTIC project dealing with the effectiveness of the management of 
marine protected areas, Georg Martin, Estonian Marine Institute, University of Tartu 

12. The importance of assessing the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures and the use 
of the results from the perspective of the Ministry of Climate, Hanno Zingel, Ministry of Climate 

 

https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/08_TimoKark_Ettekanne_EELIS.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/08_TimoKark_Ettekanne_EELIS.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/09_HannaHermlin_ELME.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/10_AskoLohmus_KATUS_8mai2024.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/10_AskoLohmus_KATUS_8mai2024.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/10_AskoLohmus_KATUS_8mai2024.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/11_GeorgMartin_MPA_-tulemuslikkuse_hindamine.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/11_GeorgMartin_MPA_-tulemuslikkuse_hindamine.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/12_HannoZingel_Tulemuslikkus8.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/12_HannoZingel_Tulemuslikkus8.pdf
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Annex VII International seminar 
agenda, summary of presentations 
and discussions, and presentation 
slides 

Agenda 
Framework for assessment of effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia 

Final international webinar 
29.05.2024 online 

Agenda 

Time (CEST) Agenda Item Presenter 

9:00-9:25  Welcome address and introduction to 
the context and purpose of the 
seminar 

• Moderator: Maha Cziesielski, 
Trinomics 

• Milena Raykovska, Deputy 
Head of Unit, DG REFORM, 
European Commission 

• Leelo Kukk, Deputy Director 
General (wildlife area), 
Environmental Board, 
Estonia 

9:25-9:55 Estonian methodology for evaluation 
of protected areas’ management 
effectiveness (incl. 10 min for QA) 

Graeme Nicholls, Trinomics  

9:55-10:25 Action plan for implementation of the 
methodology to assess the effective-
ness of conservation measures in 
Estonia (incl. 10 min for QA) 

Pille Antons, Estonian, Latvian and 
Lithuanian Environment (ELLE) 

10:25-10:40 Break  

10:40-11:40 Panel discussion:  
- feedback on the Estonian 

methodology  

- the latest developments in 
management effectiveness 
assessments and good practices in 
the Boreal region countries and on 
a European level 

Moderated by Trinomics 
Panellists: 

• Nigel Dudley, Equilibrium 
Research  

• Michael Hošek, EUROPARC  
• Matti Tapaninen, 

Metsähallitus, Finland  
• David Genney, NatureScot, 

Scotland  

11:40-11:55 Break  

11:55-12:25 The latest developments and next 
steps concerning management 
effectiveness assessment on a 
European level  

Vedran Nikolic, DG Environment, 
European Commission  

12:25-12:45 Discussion and conclusions Moderated by Trinomics 
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Summary of presentations and discussions 
Introduction to the context and purpose of the seminar, Maha Cziesielski, Trinomics 

Maha Cziesielski introduced the project „Framework for assessment of effectiveness of biodiversity 
conservation measures in Estonia” and its activities as well as the aims, participants and agenda of the 
seminar. 

Welcome address, Milena Raykovska, Deputy Head of Unit, DG REFORM, European Commission 

Milena Raykovska welcomed all participants on behalf of DG REFORM. She recognized that it was a 
very ambitious project to support the Estonian Environmental Board in developing the framework for 
assessment of effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia. She thanked the EEB 
and other Estonian authorities involved in the project for trust and engagement and all project 
partners for expertise, efforts and commitment during implementation of this project.  

She stressed the importance of the topic for Estonia as well as for the EU and other Member States. 
The project is aligned with the major EU objectives set in EU Biodiversity Strategy until 2030 and the 
European Green Deal that also underlines the importance of biodiversity. The lessons learned from this 
project are an important source of information for other Member States facing similar challenges. She 
recalled the long-term fruitful partnership between Estonia and DG REFORM and expressed 
confidence that it would continue. She emphasized that the Technical Support Instrument (TSI) and 
DG REFORM stand ready to support the reform needs of the Member States also in the future.  

Welcome address, Leelo Kukk, Deputy Director General (wildlife area), Environmental Board, Estonia 

Leelo Kukk noted that this was the first TSI project for the Environmental Board and was very 
ambitious, but despite this, it went very smoothly and has also sparked interest in other departments 
of the Environmental Board to request support for doing reforms on other environmental topics as 
well. She pointed out that it was one of the first TSI projects in the field of nature conservation and 
thanked DG REFORM and the project partners for good cooperation. 

Leelo Kukk also gave a brief overview of Estonia's nature conservation situation. Estonia is a small 
country, half of which is covered by forests. Protected areas cover about 20% of Estonia. She pointed 
out that although Estonia is doing quite well in terms of nature conservation and the condition of 
species and habitats is quite good compared to other Member States, there was a lack of analysis of 
conservation management, whether it is effective and going to the right direction. Therefore, the 
Environmental Board wanted to develop a methodology for assessing the effectiveness of 
conservation measures that can be applied for all Estonian protected areas and on national level. It is 
also good that the methodology can be immediately implemented and tested as part of the Swiss-
Estonian Cooperation Programme project (2024-2028), where it is planned to apply the methodology 
for assessment of 300 protected areas and develop the necessary IT system. The speaker also thanked 
partners from other countries, especially Finland whom the Environmental Board was able to visit 
through a TAIEX20 study visit within the context of the project to learn about their activities. She 
expressed the hope that within the framework of EUROPARC's LIFE project, a unified European Union 
methodology for assessing the effectiveness of management of protected areas will be developed, 
which will allow comparison between the Member States. 

Estonian methodology for evaluation of protected areas’ management effectiveness , Graeme Nicholls, 
Trinomics 

Graeme Nicholls introduced the developed methodology for assessment of effectiveness of 
biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia, including its main objective, the inputs used for its 
development, the conceptual underpinning and the assessment process with three iterative cycles of 
evaluation (snapshot, mid-term and final) at both national and protected area level. He also briefly 

 
20 Technical Assistance and Information Exchange Instrument  

https://neighbourhood-enlargement.ec.europa.eu/funding-and-technical-assistance/taiex_en
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talked about supporting elements for implementation of the methodology, such as development of 
common nature language, nature atlas, national nature management map and updated guidance 
e.g. on pressures. 

Discussion: 

• The methodology will be published in English and in Estonian. 
• Databases/GIS technologies to be used for nature atlas and mapping have not been 

determined yet but the most practical solution seem to be existing map layers produced 
within the ELME project and interactive maps of Estonian Land Board. Different elements of 
protected areas’ assessment questionnaire could be integrated into these maps, so that it 
would function as an alert system to inform the next management cycle. 

• The resource limitations were considered, and the assessment approach was streamlined to 
Estonian context as much as possible, including having many predefined answers in the 
questionnaire to make the assessment easier and quicker. However, estimation of costs 
related to implementation of the methodology has not been done in this assessment. 

• The methodology focusses on biodiversity, but protected areas have several other important 
targets such as landscape and heritage. These other values are also covered by the 
methodology to certain extent (e.g. the landscape values) and the action plan foresees further 
elaboration to incorporate more of these other values in future.   

• When developing the methodology, the project team focussed on aligning it with the recently 
proposed EU PAME methodology (developed for marine Natura 2000 sites) and METT4 and 
took inspiration from evaluation practices undertaken in other Member States. Part of the 
project report outlines a comparative analysis of the proposed Estonian methodology against 
these other approaches, to outline why certain elements are included, not included, or 
adapted. 

• For EU Natura 2000 sites and implementation of EU nature directives, Member States make 
estimates of financing needs for their implementation, so called Prioritised Action Frameworks 
(PAFs). More info can be found on DG ENV webpage. The Prioritised Action Framework (PAF) 
for NATURA 2000 in Estonia for 2021-2027 can be found here. 

 
Action plan for implementation of the methodology to assess the effectiveness of conservation 
measures in Estonia, Pille Antons, ELLE 

Pille Antons gave a brief overview of lessons learned from pilot assessments carried out by the EEB 
specialists and introduced the action plan for implementation of the methodology for assessing the 
effectiveness of conservation measures. The challenges revealed as result of pilot assessments were 
considered when developing the action plan. 

The main focus of the action plan is on improving the efficiency of assessment system by more 
harmonised and specific management planning, improved data management, common principles 
for data analysis, and IT-solutions. 

The action plan includes three main elements: 

• Organising implementation of the evaluation procedure, including agreeing on the general 
principles (the length of the evaluation step, scope/coverage of assessment) and 
organizational arrangement of the assessment (distribution of tasks, provision of resources, 
data exchange procedures between institutions and departments, development of 
supporting methodologies and IT solutions and how to do assessment before these 
developments will be ready).  

• Technical solutions, including technical solutions for evaluation questionnaires (e.g. evaluation 
module in EELIS), analysis and visual presentation of results (e.g. using Tableau), data exchange 
solutions for aggregating input data, creation of a database of measures. 

https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/nature-and-biodiversity/natura-2000/financing-natura-2000_en#prioritised-action-frameworks
https://kliimaministeerium.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2021-07/Natura%202000%20tegevuskava%202021-2027.pdf
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• Supporting solutions, including development of an approach to select key indicator values 
and monitor changes in the status of conservation values; improving the structure of 
management plans; development of harmonized vocabulary and typologies (objectives, 
pressures, measures); Nature Atlas compiling all spatial data related to conservation 
management; methodology and/or tool for defining pressures and their impact; integration of 
data on ecosystem services into the assessment; analysis of needs and possibilities of adding 
topics not directly covered by the evaluation questions (e.g. socio-economic or aspects related 
to cultural values). 

The action plan also includes an overview table of actions together with an indicative timeline. The list 
of needed actions is long, it will take several years to implement them. All actions are quite strongly 
interlinked, some of them have to be implemented in parallel, many are already in process. The action 
plan was developed in close cooperation with EEB and other stakeholders, so its implementation 
seems quite realistic. 

Discussion: 

• Making such assessment for the whole country can be quite resource-intensive. For the 
national-level assessment various ways are outlined in the report in which the evaluation can 
focus on particular aspects in order to align with the resources available. At this stage, no 
extrapolation approach is proposed (similar to the Finnish approach, for example), as the 
approach outlined in the proposed methodology is very much a 'maximum' approach for data 
collection. Any approaches which impose extrapolations or prioritisation of data collection 
would need to be a decision taken in the next steps.  

Panel discussion 

The panel discussion was moderated by Maha Cziesielski (Trinomics). The following experts 
participated in the panel discussion: Nigel Dudley (Equilibrium Research), Michael Hošek (EUROPARC), 
Matti Tapaninen (Metsähallitus, Finland), and David Genney (NatureScot, Scotland).  

The following questions were discussed:  

1. Could you provide a short (2 min) reflection on the proposed approach to evaluate the 
effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures for Estonia?  

2. Which lessons from other countries already implementing similar approaches would you like 
to give to Estonia and other countries updating their national approaches? 

3. Resource limitations are an important challenge in Estonia (and most other countries). How 
would you recommend going about the prioritisation of evaluation efforts? 

The main conclusions from the panel discussion: 

Feedback on the Estonian methodology 

Positive feedback:  

• The experts liked that the developed methodology was adjusted to Estonian conditions and 
that it integrates assessment on a national and protected area level. 

• It was found very positive that Estonia has already found some means for further 
implementation of the methodology and action plan. 

• It is good that there is understanding of the need to do this kind of effectiveness evaluation on 
national level. 

• Lessons learned and info collected on different levels are quite similar to findings and methods 
used/data collected in Finland. So clearly there is kind of common understanding in different 
countries but how to analyse that further, that is a big question. 

• The developed approach was found to be well articulated. It includes common challenges and 
opportunities that apply more widely than just in Estonia, like holistic approach taken, the time 
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taken in the beginning of the process both on national and protected area level, to link 
outcomes with policy and funding and also the knowledge gaps identified. Experts also liked 
the ambition to agree evaluation priorities both for national and protected area scale. 

Criticism and recommendations:  

• The experts were surprised about the long list of supporting solutions still to be developed that 
would take several years, e.g. social assessment, governance assessment, indicator species. 
There is quite a lot of work already done that could be used and adjusted to Estonian 
conditions, e.g. the assessment tools developed by the International Institute for 
Environmental Development. 

• The most important are not the assessment results but what they are used for.   
• Other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) should be also considered 

because this is a new tool still under definition on a European Union scale.  
• The key indicator values should be part of the methodology already, at least some kind of 

indication, including how this approach is proposed to be harmonised with other countries 
and at the EU level. The core values or indicators should be the same on EU level, they should 
be based on EU nature directives and EU Biodiversity Strategy.  

• Experts agreed that the future IT tool should be a central tool used by all stakeholders because 
there are a lot of measures that are not implemented by state bodies but also NGOs, private 
sector. So, the Excel tool is good but not sufficient for this.  

• The whole system is so demanding that a modular approach should be taken, the system 
should be developed step by step, starting with assessment of nature conservation values and 
then amending the system by other values if there is capacity. 

• It is crucial that the collected data fulfils the needs at site, national and EU level at the same 
time and that data can be used for analyses for different purposes.  

• An important element of a holistic analysis that could additionally be considered is how 
resilient the system is to future changes and its abilities to meet local needs. This ensures that 
proactive measures are taken especially in areas with high risk of impact due to climate 
change and/or anthropogenic impacts. 

• The 10- or 12-years cycle and 3 tiers make sense in terms of understanding the link between 
management and outcomes but there are some challenges related to tight time scales. 
Annual assessments could be potentially very resource intensive when scaled up to thousands 
of protected areas, especially if OECMs will be incorporated. But there are solutions, innovative 
technologies for data management, Artificial Intelligence that can be helpful. Scotland is 
currently working on that. Information on pressures in protected areas is very important and 
feeds into national assessment. According to Scottish experience, landscape and seascape 
scale actions are needed to deliver good outcomes for protected areas.  
 

Lessons from other countries already implementing similar approaches:  

• If outsiders propose something for a country, it is important to test it, to talk it through with 
local stakeholders whether they like the wording of the questions, whether something is 
missed, practical or ecological differences that have not been considered.  

• Many assessment systems, especially very ambitious assessment systems, get dropped due to 
reduction/termination of funding. Therefore, it is good to have a core set of most important 
things to be done and additionally more detailed activities that can be done if possible or less 
frequently.  

• It is quite easy to develop an ideal ambitious system, but it always will be a compromise. You 
always need to start with small steps to succeed. Estonian methodology is already a 
combination of nature values assessment and IT tools. There is a lot of stakeholders and actors 
that need to collect data. Therefore, it is important to develop a system that is simple/easy to 
use, considering the capacities, otherwise it will not work.  
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• Protected areas are just a tool that is important for nature conservation but there are also other 
tools we need to consider, e.g. action plans for species etc.  

• Management plans are often very demanding. There is space for reconsidering, management 
planning could be made easier/simpler while keeping the value of it. 

• Finland started to work with management effectiveness assessment 20 years ago with 
assessing the protected areas system using the IUCN framework adjusted to the needs of 
Finland. It is important to plan such evaluations carefully to ensure continuous improvement 
by considering recommendations from assessments. Very important is international 
cooperation, sharing good practices internationally and learning from other countries. The first 
evaluation 20 years ago gave an understanding to Finland that an evaluation system on site 
level is needed and the idea about methodology to be used was taken from Scotland and 
adjusted to Finland’s needs. There were also other recommendations from assessment, such 
as to improve management planning system, make it standardised and create IT tool for 
management system, improve protection of cultural heritage and historic sites. It is important 
to have a holistic understanding what needs to be done in a long term. In 2023, a new 
assessment was carried out in Finland using the same approach to understand the change 
and improvements compared to previous assessment. The 2023 evaluation confirmed the 
importance of including the topic of climate change and resilience that was not included in 
the previous assessment. Link to Finland PAME report: https://www.metsa.fi/en/nature-and-
heritage/network-of-protected-areas/management-effectiveness-evaluation-of-finlands-
protected-areas/.  

• It is important to have a sustainable evaluation process. In Scotland, there has been a big drop 
of resources for monitoring of protected areas. There are 5500+ features to be monitored but 
in 2023 only 80 were monitored and up to 350 in 2024. It is important to have a direct link 
between the outcome of those evaluations and actions on the ground. The amount of work 
that goes into the evaluation should translate into mechanisms to do something at the right 
scale on the ground. Scotland is thinking how to involve private funding to help with 
management issues. It is important to think about delivery mechanisms, to make sure 
monitoring is linked to outcomes.  

• Scotland has learned that developing IT systems is critical, and they must be built in a way that 
opens all the benefits from new technologies, such as the innovative data sources, using new 
approaches such as AI, using a data lake approach that allows flexibility within systems for 
future needs. And that is closely linked to good data management, the data should be findable, 
accessible, interpretable, and reusable, to make maximum use of data.  

• It is important to focus on the biggest issues affecting nature and protected areas. Scotland’s 
monitoring system was criticised for monitoring everything individually, in isolation from each 
other. Scotland is now trying to focus on data needed to inform the changes in management 
and behaviour to hold loss of nature by 2030.  

 

Recommendations for prioritisation of evaluation efforts considering resource limitations 

• Prioritisation is very important because funding for monitoring will probably decrease and be 
more unstable. Nature conservation authorities must think through how to do monitoring, be 
smart and use alternative possibilities, e.g. citizen science and new technologies. There are lots 
of new tools for identification of species. Many academic institutions provide info on protected 
areas that is very valuable, but their priorities might not be the same as the protected area 
priorities. They can provide information important from research point of view but may be not 
so important from management point of view. Many more people need to be involved in 
monitoring, but they also must be steered to the right direction.  

• The problem of losing real experts working in the field was pointed out. It is related to the idea 
that real field work could be substituted with remote sensing, which is actually not correct. For 
that reason, cooperation with academic institutions is really necessary. Considering the limited 

https://www.metsa.fi/en/nature-and-heritage/network-of-protected-areas/management-effectiveness-evaluation-of-finlands-protected-areas/
https://www.metsa.fi/en/nature-and-heritage/network-of-protected-areas/management-effectiveness-evaluation-of-finlands-protected-areas/
https://www.metsa.fi/en/nature-and-heritage/network-of-protected-areas/management-effectiveness-evaluation-of-finlands-protected-areas/
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capacities of nature conservation bodies, projects with external bodies are needed to help with 
data gathering. National coordinators for each habitat and species at national agencies or 
academic institutions could be helpful.  

• The key question is how much information is needed to make wise decisions. Probably it is not 
sufficient to focus only on fulfilling EU requirements because there are also national specifics 
and needs. It is important to find new, more efficient ways to collect data and do monitoring, 
not only about species and habitats but also about social and economic aspects. For example, 
visitor monitoring can also provide information on economic and health benefits arising from 
nature. A continuous standardised monitoring system is needed for assessing management 
effectiveness. The management effectiveness assessment in Finland confirmed the 
importance of citizen science - quite a lot of information on species in Finland is collected by 
citizen science.  

• Scotland is developing its IT systems including a prioritisation module that would enable to 
get a holistic look across features, sites, different types of sites and pull together various aspects 
that determine the priority, including e.g. data on invasive or priority species recorded by 
citizen scientists. There are also new tools under development automatically detecting 
landscape changes that are also planned to be incorporated in prioritisation. However, these 
are supporting tools, not replacement tools for expertise and understanding of ecology. They 
provide information for prioritisation of field works and management. The next modules 
planned are related to assessments and data gathering, to make it more efficient by doing it 
at multiple sites and for multiple features at the same time. We should start using innovative 
data sources and approaches, but we need to understand the confidence of these data 
sources before we deploy them.  

• A new LIFE PLP project PAME Europe (2024-2028) led by EUROPARC aims to develop a 
common methodology for EU countries for assess protected areas management 
effectiveness, including an IT tool developed by EEA that will unite collecting data for all 
countries – which is of course a challenge. The IT tool will not be ideal for all 27 Member States, 
but it is a promising beginning. Consultation with all countries is planned about good and bad 
examples and how to develop a bridge between their systems and the European system. It is 
important to take this into account when developing new methodological approaches on 
country levels.  More information on the project: 
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/life/publicWebsite/project/LIFE23-PRE-DE-PAME-Europe-
101148110/management-effectiveness-for-protected-areas-in-europe.  

 

The latest developments and next steps concerning management effectiveness assessment on a 
European level: EU – PAME. Proposal for an EU methodology to assess management effectiveness of 
Natura 2000 sites and other protected areas, Vedran Nikolić, European Commission, DG Environment, 
Nature Conservation Unit 

Vedran Nikolić gave an overview of the development of the EU-PAME – an EU methodology to assess 
management effectiveness of Natura 2000 sites and other protected areas – including the policy 
context, the initial methodology proposal developed for and tested on marine protected areas in 2021-
2022, the feedback on strengths and challenges of this methodology, and the next steps planned to 
finalise and implement EU-PAME. He also talked about the relation of EU-PAME to Estonian 
methodology (and other national methodologies) and pointed out some EU funding instruments to 
finance protected area management effectiveness (PAME) assessments. 

Discussion: 

• The outcomes of the previous contract on the EU methodology can be found here 
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/00564ca7-9d16-4b81-bac5-
b35fcb84aa33/library/0d81306a-2f30-4062-81a1-bfeebb01f152?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_ASC. 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/life/publicWebsite/project/LIFE23-PRE-DE-PAME-Europe-101148110/management-effectiveness-for-protected-areas-in-europe
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/life/publicWebsite/project/LIFE23-PRE-DE-PAME-Europe-101148110/management-effectiveness-for-protected-areas-in-europe
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/00564ca7-9d16-4b81-bac5-b35fcb84aa33/library/0d81306a-2f30-4062-81a1-bfeebb01f152?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_ASC
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/00564ca7-9d16-4b81-bac5-b35fcb84aa33/library/0d81306a-2f30-4062-81a1-bfeebb01f152?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_ASC
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Presentation slides  
The slides of presentations are available here: 

1. Introduction, Maha Cziesielski, Trinomics 
2. Estonian methodology for evaluation of protected areas’ management effectiveness, Graeme 
Nicholls, Trinomics 
3. Action plan for implementation of the methodology to assess the effectiveness of conservation 
measures in Estonia, Pille Antons, ELLE 
4. The latest developments and next steps concerning management effectiveness assessment on a 
European level: EU – PAME. Proposal for an EU methodology to assess management effectiveness of 
Natura 2000 sites and other protected areas, Vedran Nikolić, European Commission, DG 
Environment 

https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/1_Introduction_Maha_Cziesielski.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/2_Estonian_methodology_Graeme_Nicholls.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/3_Action_plan_Pille_Antons.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/3_Action_plan_Pille_Antons.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/4_Vedran_Nikolic_EU-PAME-EE-seminar-May-2024.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/4_Vedran_Nikolic_EU-PAME-EE-seminar-May-2024.pdf
https://bef.ee/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/4_Vedran_Nikolic_EU-PAME-EE-seminar-May-2024.pdf
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