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major implementation challenge will be to increase the effectiveness of its manageme
¢CKS 9! . A2RAQGSNAAGE fedwly vabBage a grotedtddvarcayi Y Sy (
20300ffers momentum to rise to this challenge.

2. Despitean internationalcommitmentby EU andts Member Satesto asses$rotected
Area ManagementHfectiveness (RME) of 60% of its protected area by 20Member
States have only reported assessments for less thanf@e EU wants to demonstrate
progress on its 2030 commitmes)monitoring and reporting must improveonsiderably
either through an Etd¢oordinated pocess or through compilation of national reporting
by the EEA.

3. The implementation of many legal requirements under EidNature Directives directly
or indirectly delivers on what established PAME guidance identifies as critical pre
conditions for effetive managementFull and effectivamplementation and enforcement
of the Directives is therefore critickd boostNatura 2000nanagement effectiveness.

4. Member Stateauthorities and-stakeholdersould do more to meet the standards set out
in established EU guidance on management planning, for example in setting conservation
objectives, establishing conservation measures, and their integration in dedicated site
and other relevant management plassch as forestand fisheries management plans.

5. As existing standards on management effectiveness are currently insufficiently known and
understood among practitioners, the European Commission and Member States could
consider moretargeted capacity builchg and development of moreextensive EU
guidance on management process atdklivery, for example in relation to stakeholder
participation and resultdbased management.

6. EU Member States could better use available EU funding to fill the cunezgtmentgap
on Natura 2000 management effectivene$heinvestment needo ensure management
effectivenesshouldbe clearly communicateah Prioritised Action Frameworks (PAFsjor
Natura 2000 and met througsubsequent programming of E&nd national funding.
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The large diversity of Natura 2000 sites and their characteristics, whether in terms of
ecological, social, economic and governance contexts, makes improving Natura 2000
management effectiveness by definition a very multifaceted chgkeWhile in each site a
large number of conditions will have to be met to ensure conservation objectives are
achieved, each will require differemipproaches, whiclvill be implemented in differently
changing environments. The importance of sufficiendjored, preactive and adaptive site
management can therefore not be understated.

To improve management effectiveness it is necessary to measure it. The study found a well
established body of literature and methodologies with common criteria to evalaat
assess protected area management effectiveness that can be applaediversity of sites
Evidence showthey have been applied in Natura 2000 management in mbsiot all EU
Member States. Moreover, some Member States developed specific naappabaches to
improve Natura 2000 management in their countries. This is an important and positive finding
as it demonstrateghat the knowledge on how to raise management effectiveness standards
and experience orhow to apply it are already there. It cairrently, however, impossible to
establish the extent to which management effectiveness assessments have been undertaken
across the Natura 2000 network. Despite CBD commitments to increase the proportion of
protected areas that are assessed and reported BU Member States havet done this
sufficiently. Improving this should therefore be a key priority in any future strategy.

The greatest scope for substantial improvements in management effectiveness probably lies
in better and more complete implemeation. As this study found, full implementation of
existing requirements under the EU Nature Directives and adherence to established
Commission guidance would go a long way to set the right conditions for effective
management, in particular in terms of dga and planning. A wealth of evidence collected on
Natura 2000 implementation in recent years, including for this study, demonstrated a lot of
progress in many Member States as well as positive meadiwen conservation success for
habitats and specieat national biogeographic levels. On the other hand, there were many
cases of late, inadequate and/or absent management, that demonstrated the need for a more
pro-active approach between Commission and Member States on implementation and
enforcement.

This study also found that most Member States have designated their Natura 2000 sites and
set conservation objectives. Furthermore amagement plans exist for about 70% of sites (and

all sites in some countries). However, in several Member States objeaitiags and
management planning is delayemt is not in accordance with the standards set out in
Commission guidance. Whilst there is a desire amongst competent authorities for nature
conservation in Member States and site managams keento improve objedive setting,
management planning and assessment, they currently often lack the resources to do so.
Therefore targeted investment in capacity building on management effectiveness and
exchange of best practice between freninners and less advanced préichers seems to

be another critical requirement.
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Beyond targeted investment in Natura 2000 management effectiveness capacity, bridging the
wider funding gap identified for implementation of the Nature Directives and the protection
and restoration of ecseystems more broadly will be critical too. In particular this requires
better integration of Natura 2000 funding requirements, as set out in the PAFs, into EU and
national public budgets.

Another critical area of improvement would be a better integratafiNatura 2000 needs into
sectoral polices am planning, both through biodiversitfgroofing plans against perverse
incentives as well as to program practive measures and investment for wiin solutions

in management. Whereabe EU Member States analysed in this study appear to have made
important steps forward in the integration with agriculture (although in all cases probably not
yet sufficiently), the analysis also suggested significant scope for improvement in some
countriesregardingthe integration withfor exampleforestry and forest management plans,
fisheries and marine/fisheries management plarigshwater management plans and
integrated coastal zone managemesians

Based on the collected evidence and feedback fpoactitioners, eight criteria and indicators
from the IUCN Green List for Protected Areas are proposed that would be particularly relevant
to monitoring and overcoming the most persistent bottlenecks to improving Natura 2000 site
management effectivenes3hey mainly concern process indicators that would measure the
extent to which: management addresses broader s@donomic objectives, threats and
opportunities; objectives are set; required measures are implemented, and regularly
evaluated/adapted; the ecessary resources are in place; and conservation objectives are
achieved.

CKAa a0GdZRASAQ FTAYRAYy3Ia OFYy AYyF2NXY GKS RSOSt
biodiversity in the EU and its Member States, in which the implementation of thard&lat
Directives and Natura 2000 will continue to play a central role. The preliminary reporting on
the conservation status of habitats and species demonstrates the urgent need for significant
progress in improving conservation outcomes in Natura 2000 totaiai the legitimacy of

EU nature conservation.

Based on the analysis the following recommendations are made to EU institutions, and other
stakeholders more widely, to improve management effectiveness in Natura 2000 sites:

1. More transparent andtrategic enforcement of key EU legal requirements relevant to
Natura 2000 effectivenessfor example through an enhanced Environmental
Implementation Review (EIR) proceswith more binding and timdound
commitments. This could be supported by more 4aative approaches at
national/regional level to speed up implementation and enforcement, for example
through national courts andcourts of auditors. Examples of requirements are the
establishment of conservation objectives (Habitats Directive Article 4) an
conservation measures (Article 6.1) and meeting environmental objectives in-water
dependent protected areas (art 4(c) of the EU Water Framework Directive).

2. Ensure biodiversitproofing of relevant strategies and investment programming by
public authoities at all levels to prevent perverse incentives to the achievement of

9
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Natura 2000 objectives such dhke intensification of agriculture and forestry,
unsustainable renewable energy development or infrastructure development for
urbanisation or transport.

3. Ensure integration of Natura 2000 management requirements into otbérvant
sectoral plans between relevant authorities and -stakeholders, e.g. forest
management plandijsheriesmanagement plans and rural development plans.

4. The European Commissi@and EU Member States should fill the investment gap for
management, to ensure adequate resourca® availablefor planning, process,
delivery as well as evaluation and assessment. Future templates of the Natura 2000
PAFgould include a funding requireemt for management effectiveness assessment
and Member States should use available opportunities for integrated funding under
the agreed newMulti-annual Financial Framework (MFF).

5. Urgently prioritize thadentificationof measures in management plans &l Natura
2000 sites and ensure more transparent and regular intexualuation of their
implementation in particular for sites where established management measdoes
not adhere tothe standard set in EU guidance.

6. European Commission and Member $tto facilitate targeted knowledge sharing on
management effectiveness evaluation and assessment that focusses more strongly on
conservation outcomes. This could be done through the biogeographic process but
also at a more operational level in the regippsrhaps with support of the Committee
of the Regions and networks of local authorities where relevant.

7. European Commission and Member States to step up efforts to meet CBD targets for
protected area management effectiveness assessment, annually reviegvgss in
the Coordination Group on Biodiversity and Nature (CGBN), and actively encourage
and invest in the use of established management effectiveness assessments methods
(e.g. with support of LIFE funding).

8. European Commission and Member Statestrengthen EU cooperation doetter,
earlier, more frequent and bottorup stakeholder participatiorn and -training on
management effectiveness 2 NJ SEI YLX S @Al GKS 9! Qa . A2R,
for Europe (BISE) and through the biogeographicisars, but also more practical
peerto-peer exchanges between regional authorities and site managers.

9. The European Commission &xplore ways to more positively and paatively
highlight bestpractice in improving management effectiveness, for exampye b
introducinga new Natura 2000 Award category dedicated to projects that made a
large contribution to improving protected area management effectiveness.

10.The European Commission, Member States andsBBddexplore improvingurrent
Natura 2000 reportingpn management effectivenesim a costeffective way In
particular this shouldonsider criteria to track for each Natura 2000 site whether 1)
Established conservation objectives have been adopted amdwhich share of

10
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features; 2) Minagement requiremerst and ¢measures have been identifiedB)
Management measures are in place (e.g. under management agreement); 4)
Investment needs are met; and 5) PAME assessment undertaken. This information
could be included in the site management section of the SDF asiateq annually by
competent authorities.

11
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This scoping study was commissioned by the European Environment Agency (EEA) to review

the managementS T FSOGA GBSy Saa 2F GKS 9! Qa bl Gdz2NT  HA.
efforts to conserve and protect its natural capithd.its role to assist the EU and its Member

States make informed decisions on EU environmental matters including biodiversity, the EEA
intends to investigatdNatura 2000 management effectiveness part of the State of Nature

follow-up recommendations. This study was therefore carried out to support the EEA, and
consisted othe following three key interconnected tasks:

1) Develop a propsal on how to capture management effectiveness;

2) Provide an overview of the management frameworks of EU Member States for
protection of Natura 2000; and

3) Review the level of active (adaptive) management of Natura 2000 sites in Member
States.

The tasks wee informed by a combination of literature review, a questionnaire among
members of the Eionet National Reference Centres for Biological Diversity (NRC BD) and Land
Use and Spatial Planning (LUSP) and country case studies for Finland, France, Ireddmal, Slov
and The Netherlands. The questionnaire received 28 answers from 19 different EEA member
countries and 3 EEA cooperating countries. Based on this information, the study identified
key strengths and weaknesses of current management approaches agatabtisted
guidance on protected aee management effectiveness. These findinggorm key
recommendations on how to further improve Natura 2000 effectiveness in the years to come.

2020 marks an important milestenin internationalnature andbiodiversty policyas theUN
Convention on Biological Diver<tyCBD StrategidPlan for 20112020expires, as well as the

EU Biodiversity Strategy delivering ontitK S 9! { G N} 6S3& Qa KaflimgRt Ay S
the loss of biodiversity and the degradatioh ecosystem services in the EU by 2020, and
restoring them in so far as feasible, while stepping up the EU contribution to averting global
biodiversity los®Q G K S / " meting of he Conference of the Parti€@®QP1} parties

will take stock otheir successes and failures in reaching the 20 Aichi Biodiversity THrgets

guide the Strategic Plamand will agree on a new strategic framework to guide biodiversity
conservation.

In preparations for a new global strategic framework under the CRBRieg are discussing
how to better capture management effectiveness through indicators and taligeasmore
detailed manner For example, through dedicated quality indicators for effective planning,
appropriate implementation of management and demonsimat of achievement of
biodiversity outcomesin their first exchanges on a pe2020 biodiversity strategy, EU
institutions agreed that more efforts would be required in relation to management
effectiveness in protected are'dd. The EWiodiversity Strategy for 2030 published in May
2020 indudes a specific commitment t&ffectively manage all protected areas, defining clear
conservation objectives and measuresg anonitoring them appropriatefppy 2030.

12
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In 2019, the most comprehaive global biodiversity assessment to date demonstrated how

the world has largely failed to turn the biodiversity crisis arotitriggeringpubliccalls fora

Wt | NR A Y2YSy idCOPPNAIso dparked rensveH iftérast in protected areas,

with many experts calling fax globalincreasein their coveragé The Ewopean Commission

hasmade theEuropean Green Dets flagship initiativefor the next six yearand preserving

and restoringecosystems antbiodiversityis one of i KS DNXB Sy pHofitled. ®his SA IK
starkcontrastbetween theongoing los®f biodiversity andhe growing politicambitionto

protect biodiversity, requires urgent andconcrete guidance on how to achieve
transformational changeand toreflect uponregional successesmd failures

Protected areas havéong been the cornerstone of iernational natureprotection, and
Europe is among the regions with the largest share of territory under some fdrm o
protection”i, However, whilsprotection is increasingly secured on paper, global progress on
improving the management of areas and gauging the effectivenessnskervatiormeasures

has been moderate in compariséinAichiTarget 11 sets out a seriesaléments that a global
protected area network should deliver, includingcammitment to secure a system of
WSTFSOGAGBSE & Iy poteStgddandiconseived aréashyidcanthir@ntwas
reiterated in 2016 when Partiescommitted to undertake more systematic assessments of
protected areamanagement effectivenes®® AME)and their biodiversity outcomesand to
provide information on the results to the Global Database on Protected Areas Management
Effectivenes¢§GDPAMEY . The assesment of potected area management effectiveness was
also a requirement of the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas adopted in 2004, and
CBD COP 10 Decision X/8hichincluded a target of assessi®§% of the total area of
protected areas by 20X5

¢KS 9! Qa bl ( didthe langasand mgsSainGit®us]nternationaligoordinated
network of protected areas in the worldovering2 @S NJ ™ y:": té@réstridl BuSacdand &
over 9% of its marine surfac&éhe EU Birds and Habitddérectives hereafter referred to as

the Wature Directive@provide the legal basisor the Natura 2000 networndwere adopted

in 1979 and 1992 respectively. Thiest target of theEW Biodiversity Strategy to 2020as

to Halt the deterioratiofand achieveld significant and measurable improvem@mbeaning

(i) 100% more habitat assessments and 50% more species assessments under the Habitats
Directive should show an improved conservation status; and (i) 50% more species
assessments under the BirBérective show a secure or improved status

Preliminary findingdfrom Member Statereports on the status of habitats and species
addressed by thélature Directive®ver 20182020suggest thatdespitesomeconservation
successeghis target is unlikely to be reach&t This inadequate implementation reflects a
global trend that will be reported to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) by the Global
Biodiversity Outlook 5 (GBOSJhe question of howo improve PAME in the Natur2000
network istherefore one of the most pertinent irthe development ofnew biodiversity
strategies and action plans for the EU and its Member Stasgecially since the 2030 EU

1 For example through the Half Earth project, inspired by a 2016 book by the renowned biologist E.O. Wilson,

calling for setting aside 50% of Earth to (human free) naiure and an early

Ottt o0& GKS g2NIRQA fSFRAY3I ylIGdz2NE bDhQa TF2NJ /.5 LI NI
included as a proposal of the zero draft strategic plan:

13
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Biodiversity Strategy introduced riew commitmentthat by 2030protected WK I 6 A G I G & |y
species show no deterioration in conservation trends and status; and at least 30% reach
favourable conservation status or at least show a positive @##dhe same time, European
experiencesn implementingNatura 2000 can provide importatessons for a new global
biodiversity strategic framework.

In2016 the European Commission finalize#&itness Check of tHeUNature Directivesvhich
concluded that, within the framework of broader EU biodiversity potioy directivesemain
highly relevant and are fit for purposdionever, their achievement would depend on a
substantial improvement in implementatih Implementation @lays hae been an
important limitation: Followingthe adoption of the Habitats Directiva 1992 the European
Commission and Member States had six years to adopt a listadlenl Sites of Community
Importance (SCI) after which Member States had another aissyte formally designatinese
sitesas Special Areas for Conservation (SAB8gr national law Despitethese generous
deadlinesmany Member Statefailed to meet them13 EU Member Statg®ined the Union
in 2004 orater and were giverthe same6-yeardeadline for completion of designation after
the adoption of the SCI listés theNatura 2000 designatioprocesshas now beemeaiy
compleied in most Member States, there is an increasfoguson improving andassessing
the effectivenessof Natura 2000 sitgrotection and management

Following theFitness Chedlindings the Commission published attion dan®in 2017 with

15 priority actions to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of Natura 2000
implementation, which was adopted by the Council of the European Whiamd the
European Parliameit. The actions were structured based on four overarching priorites
1) Improe guidance and knowledge and ensutbetter coherence with broader
socioeconomic objectives; 2) Bulipolitical ownership and strengthen compliance; 3)
Strengthen investmenand 4)Ensure letter communication and outreach, engaging citizens,
stakeholders and communitie®lthough allfour of these priorities are ofelevance to
management effectivenesthe planincluded a specific action to improve knowledgfehe
contribution andeffectiveness of the Natura 2000 netwdik achievinghe objectives of the
Directives(Action 3).Even though the Action Plan expired after 2019, many qfritsrities
andactions remain relevant todagnd forfuture EUstrategesandcaction plars.

The EEA is responsible for the coordination, synthesis and dissemination of national reporting
2y SY@ANRYYSyYyll Adadz$Sasz A ydadydzBpbrit Jon the&kK S a S
implementation of theNature Directivesin accordance with Article 12 of thérds Directive

and Article 17 of the Habitats Directive. Based on this informatieEEA publishes State of
Nature reports on the conservation status of species and habitats protected under the EU
Nature Directives A reportfor the 20132018 period will be published later this year and
preliminary findings suggest that despite progress in establishment of the network, the
overall status of habitats and species has only marginally improved siec@revious
reporting period Moreover, a significant sharwof habitats and specid¢mvedeclined further.
Thisraises legitimate questions on the effectiveness of Natura 2000 at a time when CBD
parties,including the EU and its Member Statage preparing new biodiversity strategies and
action plans for 202@030.

14
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Key messages

1) Methodologies for assessing PAME are-estihblished. However, most approaches focus
more on assessing the early stages of the protected area managemeat(eyg. planning
than on conservation outcomes.

2) Although Parties to the CBD (including the EU and its Member States) have committed to
report on PAME, management assessments are underreported iRAME, resulting in an
unclear picture of the statusf PAME globally and in the EU. This is partly due to a lack of
established reporting systems at the national level.

3) Based on the PAME assessments and reports that are available, a range of methods are
currently being used by BMemberSates to assessffectiveness. However only a relatively
small share of Natura 2000 sites has been assessed at least once, and only 15 Member State
report repeat assessments, which arsually only for a small number of sites.

4) EU Member States have the discretiond&sign, implement and evaluate management
according to their own needs and approaches. Full implementation of theN&ture
Directive® f S3Ff NBIdZANBYSydGa FyR &dzaSljdzsSyid 9 dzNE
that important criteria of what is considered effective management, especially in terms of

management planning, are met.

~
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2.1.1 Globatlevel reporting on PAME

The Global Database on Protected Area Management EffectivenesBAME) is the most
comprehensive repository of global PAME information. Originally developed at the University
of Queensland, it is now a joint effort ¢fie IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas
(WCPA) and the UN Environment Programme, managed by-\AWNHERC.

The aim of the GIPAME is to compile PAME evaluations for all countries in the world from
governments and other authoritative organizations, referred to as data providers. The GD
PAME is hosted on the Protected Planet website, along with the World Datehd&®tected

Areas (WDPA), at www.protectedplanet.net. The database indicates whether protected areas
that are recorded in the World Database on Protected Areas have been PAME assessed, and
whether the assessment is publicly available. The database eteghdn a continuous basis

as data providersharenew information and a new version of the database is published on
Protected Planet every month.

15
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The GBEPAME is recognized by the CBD as the official portal for collecting PAME data (COP
10 Decision X/3}! and is used as a reporting mechanism for tracking PAME commitments
at the global level. However, it is important to note that data contained withinRFBIME is

reliant on submissionsfom data providersBased on UNEP/ a/ Q& SELISNA Sy O0S 27
the WDPA and GBAME, most countries do not have established mechanisms for reporting
protected area management effectiveness information to the database; in many cases, site
monitoring proceses are in place and activities are ongoing, however mechanisms to report
on these activities have not been developeadtionally, despite CBD recommendations.
Therefore, data providers includerange okexperts from NGOs, academia, or protected area
managers¢ in addition to governmentsg, since there is seldom a nationalised scheme to
collate the dataAs a resultGDPAME provides an incomplete overview of the status of PAME

in Europe and at the global level. Nevertheless, it is the most comprehenstesyhat
currently exists to compile information on protected area management effectiveness.

2.1.2 Methods for assessingAME

The most comprehensive global review of protected area management effectiveness, carried
out in 2008, recorded 900 PAMEssessments from 140 countries (Leverington et al, 2008).
The study found that only 6% of Protected Areas in the WDPA had recorded PAME
evaluations, a long way from the target of asses&@oof the total area of protected areas

by 2015.

In terms of metlodologies used to assess PAME, the study found that these vary depending
on local context and protected area system. At the global level, the most widely used methods
include Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation of Protected Area Management Tool
(RAPPAMYi and the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METWhile other tools

such as Parks in Peril Site Consolidation Scorecard, PROARCA and ParksWatch Parks Profiles
are widely applied in Latin America and the Caribb€arer the past 30 years, a rangeadls
varying in scope and content have been developed to assess protected area management
effectiveness. The choice of methodology is largely dependent on the intended
objective/purpose of the PAME evaluation and the scale/level of the asses$méfitile

PAME assessments primarily serve as support tools for protected area managers, the
evaluation process is characterized by varying levels of capacity (e.g. availability of staff,
appropriate skills, level of information); different participants (e.g. lecahmunities, NGOs,
tourists, researchers); varying scope and frequency of evaluation; and different audiences
(e.g. donors, policymakers, local community) (Hockings et al., 2806hgle system for
evaluating management effectiveness canmatorporateall these specific sitéevel needs

and objectivesand the availability of different systems allows evaluations to be tailored to
the requiremens and circumstances of a particular protected area. However, the risk of
having too many PAME methodologieshat this limits the comparability of results and the
capacity to draw general conclusions about management effectiveness on the national,
regional, and global level (Hockings, 2006).

To overcome this challengthe L | / Wd@ld Commission on Protectedeas(IUCN WCPA)
published amanagement effectiveness frameworto ensure that different types of
evaluations adhere to a common logic and approach, similar criteria, assessment methods
and tool®¥. The framework offers an international standard for PAME, providing overall
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guidance to managers for protected area management effectiveness assessment and
reporting. The WCPA framework is centred on a cyclical process composed of six key
elements:

Contex: Where are we now?

Planning Where do we want to be and how will we get there?

Inputs What do we need?

ProcessesHow do we go about management?

Outputs What did we do and what products or services were produced?
Outcomes What did we achieve?

ogkwnNE

These & elements reflect three main themes @rotected areamanagement:Design
appropriatenessadequacy and elivery. Evaluations that follow the framework and assess
each of the elementsHgure2-1, Table2-1) should provide a comprehensive picture of
management effectiveneshe IUCN WCPA framework has been used as a framework to
structure the findings of this scoping study.
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Figure2-1 The IUCN WCPA framework for assessing management effectiveness of protected
areas Source:Hockings et al. 2006).
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Table2-1 IUCNWCPA Framework for assessing management effectiveness of protected areas and protected area sy&bemte Hockings

et al. 2006).
\Appropriateness/adequacy Delivery
Management Context Planning Inputs Process Outputs Outcomes
cyclestage
Assessment o Assessment ol Assessment o] Assessment of th¢ Assessment of th¢ Assessment of th¢
importance, threats ang protected  area| resources needed way in which| implementation of| outcome and the
policy environment design and to carry out| management i§ management extent to which
Evaluation faus planning management conducted programmes and they achieved
actions objectives
Delivery of productg
and services
Significance/values Protected area Resources Suitability of| Results of Impacts
Threats legislation and available to thel management management actions
Vulnerability policy agency processes and the Effects of
Stakeholders extent to which| Services and product management in
National context Protected area Resources established o relation to
o system design available to the| accepta objectives
Criteria assessed
protected area processes are
Protected  area being
design implemented
Management
planning
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The IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas (GLRQRb&E standardor all

nature protected areadi KI & ¢ & R $@&se2thadBmber &f préotected and
conserved areas that deliver successful conservation outcomes through effective and
equitable governance and manageméfit. The Green List framework was developed by a
coalition of professionals from all relevant thematic areas related to protected areas and has
been tested and reviewed by experts, ensuring that it is based on pertiesaarch and
scientific evidence. Its criteria and indicators were developed based on a comprehensive
review of existing PAME toolsafRer than replacing these tools, the GLGRf&rs a holistic
framework for considering good governance, effective mamage and sound ecological
design as foundations for biodiversity outcomes (The view from Gran Paradiso*2019)

The GLPCA is designed as a sustainability standard/label to recognize conservation successes
within protected areas (i.e. similar to the For&tewardship Council for forest management

or Marine Stewardship Council for fisherieB). achieve and maintain IUCN Green List status,

PAs must complete an evaluation process that is made up of three phases:

1 Application Phasewhere PAslemonstrate that they have the basic ingredients and
potential to comply with the IUCN Green List Standard requirements.

1 Candidate Phasewhere PAs work to gather sufficient evidence to support an
evaluation that the PA meets all of the IUCN Green Listdata requirements.

1 Green List Phasayhere a Green List PA undertakes a #en review to justify
continued compliance with the Green List Standard and thereby maintain Green List
status.

The GLPCA brings together 17 criteria grouped into three bas@lidey LI2 y Sy 1a 2 F W
D2OSNY I yO0SQ>s W{2dzyR 5SaAidy IyR tftlyyAyaQ Iy
ddzLILR2 NI GKS F2dzNIK O2YLRYSyld 2F W{dz00SaaTdzA
(50 in total) can be adapted to the national context or athrelevant jurisdictions (e.g.
subnational or regional levelsYdble2-2). The four components address all six categories

(and theirthree main themes of management) of the IUCN WCPA Framework presented in
Section2.1. Although there is more focus on the site design and planning, there is a
substantial proportion of generic indicators that focus on delivdfigre 2-2). This is

especially evident when compared to the other PAREthodologies which have fewer

indicators to measure actual delivery.

In 2016 the European Commission supported a LIFE project aanedhproving the
performance of the Natura 2000 network through a Green Listing approach (LIFE Green List
for N2K) which was completed in October 28TEhe project adapted the GLCPA to Natura
2000 by developing specific indicators in line with the resmients of the EWNature
Directives. This was done as part of a broader feasibility study on the application of the IUCN

2LIFE project database page on LIFE Green List forINMpioving the performance of the Natura 2000
network through a green listing approach (LIFE16 PRE/BE/0)0001

20


https://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/project/Projects/index.cfm?fuseaction=search.dspPage&n_proj_id=6158
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/project/Projects/index.cfm?fuseaction=search.dspPage&n_proj_id=6158

. M
European Environment Agency ;’_)

Green List Sustainability Standard to Natura 2000 sites. The adapted indicators are designed
to retain the same meaning and intentior thhe generic Green List indicators, but are better
suited to the European contexThese regionally adapted indicators, recently approved by
the IUCN Standards Conttee, could provide a basis fetandardized EU reporting should

be recognized thatapplying the full GLCPA assessment to almogfi@BNatura 200Gites
would be highlyresourceintensiveand therefore unrealisticHowever, identifying its most
relevant elements fothe common Natura 2000 context coufelp inform a more targeted
approad. Chapter6 further reflects on this, following a closer analysis on the current state
of play on key aspects in Natura 2000 implementatiat affectmanagement effectiveness

in Chapters &. Before addressing implementation however, the last sectichisfChapter

will focus on the key legal obligations in terms of management effectiveness Member States
are committed tounderthe Nature Directives

Table2-2 Green List of Protected and Conserved Areaseli@e components and criteria
(Source: )

Good Governance  Sound Design anc Effective Sucessful
Planning Management Conservation
Outcomes
11 Guarantee 2.1 Identify and 3.1 Develop anc 4.1 Demonstrate
legitimacy and voice understand major implement a long conservation of
site values term management major natural values
strategy
1.2 Achieve 2.2. Design foi 3.2 Manage 4.2 Demonstrate
transparency anc longterm ecological condition conservation of
accountability conservation of major associateq
major site values ecosystem services
1.3 Enable 2.3.  Understand 3.3 Manage within 4.3 Demonstrate
governance vitality threats and social and economir conservation of

and capacity to challenges to majo’ context of the area cultural values
respond adaptivly  site values
2.4. Understand 3.4 Manage threats
social and
economic context
3.5 Effectively and
fairly enforce laws
and regulations
3.6. Manage acces
resource use anc
visitation
3.7 Measure succes

21


https://www.iucn.org/theme/protected-areas/our-work/iucn-green-list-protected-and-conserved-areas/global-standard

| WV
European Environment Agency 7, _)

Figure2-2 Proportion of GLPA indicators by management phase

Key:Each generic indicator in the IUCN Green List of Conserved and Protected Areas (GLCPA) has been paired
with a corresponding IUCN WCPA framework category for assessing management effectivenessctedprote
areas. Proportions of GLCPA generic indicators that fall into each framework category are shown.

Source:UNEPWCMC_2019,developed for this study.
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Based on reporting t&DPAME, management effectiveness assessnretite EUis below
the global average7.6% of the protected area®cordedin the EUare PAME assessed and
reported, with significant differences in number of sites assessed between ElbbteBtates
(Figure 23). Overall 3.7% of SCls and 14.6% of SPAs have been assessed at ledSinaitare.
to the global situation, these figures suggessignificant underreporting by CBD parties to
GDPAME.For The Netherlandsg case study country fothis report, no information was
reported in GBPAME although PAME evaluationand assessmentwere recently made
obligatory countrywide in order to obtaineligibility for nature and agricultural nature
managemensubsidieqthe latter cefunded throughthe EAFRD

Although some nationdevelPAMEeviewshave been carried out (e.g. Heiland et al. 2612

for Germany and Gilligan et al. 2005or Finland), there is a lack of Elide analysis The

only comprehensive review of PAME in Europe found that the majoritehber Sates

have assessed at least some of their protected areas within the last ten¥eatswever,

only a few countries (Spain, France, Germany, UK, Sweden and Faighd) time had
institutionalizedand recurringnanagement effectiveness evaluatiofifiereview found that

the RAPPAM method was most frequently used for natideat| assessments oentral and
eastern Europe. The METT system was edglarlyapplied, ofen as part of the funding
requirements from the World Wildlife Fund (WWF), Global Environment Facility (GEF) and the
World Bank.

As of October 2019, a total of 19 PAME methodologies are recorded in tHAGIE by EU
Member StategMSY. The Birdlife Irportant Bird and Biodiversity Area (IBAdnitoring*Vii

is the most widely used; it was reported in at least one PA itMSAFigure 24). Other
commonly used methods were the European Diploma (applied iM$5and Management
Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) (applied iM$&2. Overall, the Common Standards
Monitoring methodology was used to assess the highest number of protected amgarted

to GDPAME, however it was only applied to sites in the Ed¢. Natura 2000 sites, the UK
only assessed SPAs &dls with the Common Standards Monitoring methodology, and other
MSpredominantly used the Biftide IBAmMethodology(368 assessmenfsom SPAs ii6 MS
131 assessments froi8Cls irl4 MS). Belgium reported a dedicated Natura 2000 national
monitoring framework for over 350 sites.

Figure2-3: Total number ofprotected areas by EMMSand number of areas PAME assessed

Key: The total number of Protected Areas per EU couimgjuding Natura 2000 siteshowing the proportion
that are PAME assessed of October 2019Germany has the most protected area; however, the UK has the
highest percentage of its sites assessed.

Source:UNEPWCMC and IUCIRQ19, Protected Planet: The Global Database on Protected Area Management
Effectiveness (GBPAME) [Odine], [October, 2019]. Cambridge, UK: UNEEMC. Available at:
www.protectedplanet.net)

3 For a more detailed description of the most commonly used methods, please see:
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Figure2-4: Methods usedby EUMSto assess protected area management effectiveness

Key: Methods used in EU countries to assesstected area management effectiveness based on data in the

GDPAMEas of October 2019

Source:.UNEPWCMC and IUCN (2019), Protected Planet: The Global Database on Protected Area Management

Effectiveness (GBAME) [Odine], [October
www.protectedplanet.net)
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The overall aim of thelabitats Directiv&Xis tosecurebiodiversity through the conservation

of natural habitats andpeciedisted in Annexes |, I, IV, or b achievingheir Favourable

Conservation Status (FCS) amsuringtheir long-term survival.The management contexs

outlined in Habitats Directives Articles 1 and 2 identifies the meaning of conservation and

FC& Ly ! NIAOfS mMX Ofsedes oieadukes gquifed to Réntaih yrS R |

restore natural habitats and populations of wild fauna and flora éavourable status @ne

of the key measures to achieve the objectives of the Directive is the establishment of the

Natura 2000 network of protected areas (undérticle 3). This comprises Special Areas of

Conservation (SACs) designated by Member Statdsr Article 4, based on a list of Sites of

Community Importance (SCIs), agreed with the European Commission. The network also

includes Special Protection Areas (SPASs) designated under the Birds Directive, as described

below.

The Birds Directiv&has $milar aims of maintaining the populations of birds, but this applies

to all naturally occurring wild birds in the EUo achieve thidirticles 2 and 3 requirlember

Sates to take measures to preserve, maintain ofegablish a sufficient diversity and area

of habitat for althesed A NRa ® ¢ KS &S opsepandbnagemefitfactabitdancé

with the ecological needs of habitats inside and outside protectecszotle | RRAGA 2y | f £ &
4 specifies that the habitats dird species (and some sigipecies)nentioned in Annex, land

other regularly occurring migratory specieshould bethe subject of special conservation
measureQThese measures include thlkesigration of SPAsand avoiding theipollution or
deterioration.

The most relevant provisions relating to management in the Habitats Directive are Articles 4
and 6. Article 4 refers to the designation of Sites of Community Importance (SCIs) as Special
Areas of Conservation (SACs) and the process of establishing conservation prionitiech

is generally interpreted as the setting of conservation objectiv&selevel conservation
objectives must be established by the time sites are adopted as SACde(Ar&).
Furthermore, Article 4 specifies that the sitvel priorities should consider the ecological
requirements of the species and habitgisotected under the Directive at thsite, thelocal,
regional and nationalevel, conservation status of theotal species and habitats and the
relevant threats and degradation pressures, all within the context of the overall coherence of
the Natura 2000 network. The sitelated conservation objectives should be developed as a
reference for the sitdevel measurs.

In line with Article 4, for all Natura 2000 sites a Standard Data Form (SDF) must be submitted
with informationallowing the European Commissitmnassess the contribution of tHeCI/SPA

G2 0KS 5ANBOUA IS aefore déSguatiohlantisydatribatiorésto0idi be @ S
periodically reviewedArt 9) The SDF should include at leashap of the sitea site name

4The conservative status of a natural habitat will be taken as 'favourable' wheratiigal range and areas it
covers within that range are stable or increasing, and the specific structure and functions which are necessary
for its longterm maintenance exist and are likely to continue to exist for the foreseeable future, and the
conservaion status of its typical species is favourable.
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its geographic locatioand extent, and the dataresulting fromthe application of the criteria

used inthe site selection proces3he content of theSDFshould be updated regularly based

on the best available information for each site of the netwonkwever no deadlines for
review are set ana significant share of SB&re outdated and staticThelast SDRemplate

of 2012 includes requests for important informatiofor management effectiveness,
particulaty Ay GKS aSOiAz2ya gA0K WAAOGS OKI NI OGSNAa
LINBaadz2NBa | yRS i KING I @h&8udiSgfay éampla ikformation on whether

a management plan is in place). However, again due to irregular review of the SDFs the quality
and depth of information provided differs considerably between sitestemplatealso does

not request specific information on management effectiveness, for exampleether
evaluations took place anahat their main findingsvere.

The provisions of Article 6 set the framework &@tual measures to ensusste conservation

and protection,including proactive, preventative and procedural requirements relevant for
management. The protection and conservation regime covering Article 6 should include
[emphasisadded]

6.1 For special areas of conservation, Member States s$tablish the necssary
conservation measuresinvolving, if need be, appropriate management plans
specifically designed for the sites or integrated into other development plans, and
appropriate statutory, administrative or contractual measures which correspond to
the ecologcal requirements of the natural habitat types in Annex | and the species in
Annex Il present on the sites.

6.2 Appropriatesteps to avoid the deterioratiorof natural habitats and significant
disturbance of species for which the areas have been desigivated far as such
disturbance could be significant in relation to the objectives of this Directive

¢ KS 9dzNR LIS y guidangevhbtésaoh 2sgttid@ coservation objectives and
establishing conservation measures for Natura 2000 ite&¥ii recommend that
conservation measures should be detailed and substantive enough to ensure their
implementation delivers the conservation objectives of the site, whiletrdouting to the
overall objective of the Habitats Directive. How the conservation measures are established
and implemented for example whether they are published in dedicated management plans,
remains in the remit of each Memberta®. Nonetheless the Commission guidance
emphasises that management plaae a useful tool to implement the Article 6.1 provisions

in a clear and transparent way. Furthermotiee EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 inclede
O2YYAUYSyld o0& 9! easie BalimidngemantSpians (o2 equivadent
instruments which set out conservation and restoration measures are developed and
implemented in a timely manner for all Natura 208@e<) $he Commission note on
establishing conservation measures identifies various key elements for success:

1 Having a sound information base to define and establish adequate and feasible
measures.

1 Ensuring participation, consultation and communication with stakeéis.

1 Defining measures with a sufficient level of detail, appropriate technical expertise with
a work plan and timeline.
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Having a clear understanding of the resource needs.

Ensuring effective implementation and communication.

Ensuring that monitoring, eluation and review processes for the measures are in
place.

= =4 4

European Commission guidance also encourages Member Stateshe, context of the 6
yearly reporting cycles undérticle 17the Habitats Directive, establish mechanisensuring

the effective implementation of the conservation measures. However, the notes do not
specify the mechanisms that could be useful to ensure #ii8 NJ ¢ Kl & GKS G SNY
means in this contextdowever, onmonitoring requirements within Natura 2000 sites the
Commessionadvisedthat the focus should be on assessing: (1) The implementation of the
planned conservation measures and their effectiveness in meeting the conservation
objectives for the site and (2) the impact of the measures on the degree of conservation of
target habitats and species present at the ¥fté Additionally, monitoring mechanisms
should include measures, verifiable objectives and irtdisato facilitate the evaluation of
results and adapt site management accordingly. Nevertheless, the focus remains on
evaluating FCS and there are no requirements to report on management effectiveness.

Despite the abovenentioned managementrelated provsionsin the Nature Directivesand
Commission guidancenly the establishment of measures as such #machievement of
FCS are a binding commitmehbllowing the subsidiarity principle enshrined in EU Directives,
EUMember Statediave discretion to dagn,undertakeand evaluatemeasures according to
their own needs and approache&s such, Member States are degallycommittedto assess
andreport the effectiveness of measurasthe Natura 2000 networindno specificguidance

on the assessment of management effectiveness been developed in the context of Natura
2000.

Thefollowing chapters3-5 present astate of play onthe three keyelementsof ensuring
management effectivenessManagement design & lanning, management adquacyand
appropriatenessand management deliveryThe evidence shows thaember States have
taken many steps twards meeting the recommendestandards set out iestablished®AME
guidancesuch as the IUCN Green Lidbweverpreviousfindings andhis study also point to
significantremainingchallengesBased on thanaincommon challenges identified, Chapter
6 discusses humberof possiblesolutions to overcome them
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Key messages

—

1) There is a large diversity among EU Member States in regaistwa 2000 managemer
design andplanning, both in terms of ahition level, governance setp andprogress made

2) Rersistent bottleneckto inform and evaluate effective management des@nd planning
includea lack otfknowledge of ecological requirements and pressures affecting habitats and
speciesthe absence admart objectives and measureslack of public participation and poor
financial planning

3) Only two of the five Member Stes studied in detaihaveestablished management plans
for all Natura 2000 siteis their territory. For two Member States no clear informationtbe

number of sites with management plans could be obtained, wihiicstrates how some
Member States stillack rudimentary informatiormnd the associated transparenty assess
the national status ofnanagement effectiveness

4) Despite these challenges, the case studissshowed innovative approaches trow to
overcome such challenges, for example theegration of public participation in France and
Finland

As section2.4 highlighed, the Nature Directivesprovide a legal framework for the
establishment of necessary conservation measugegnsure conservationand necessary
steps to avoid the deterioration gfrotected habitats and speciés Natura 2000 However,
Member Stateshave the freedom to determine how to best achieve this. Giverihe
importanceof planning and design ithe establishment othe network, the Directives and
established European Commissigyuidanceand followup have dedicated significant
attention to it and there is more evaluation evidence available than on the
adequacyappropriateness and delivery of measures. As this chapter shbgmber States
have takenvaryingapproaches and with different levels of ambition. Before section 4.5slook
into the key commonalities and differences between the five countries analysed for this
scoping study, the next four sections highlight four common challefrggsently recurring
which became eviderftom available evidence and policy evaluations.

31/ 2 Yy UGETIYA y ¥ 2Bl IBOPSya §NDI A2y O ¢

An understandng of conservation values amgedsis paramount for effective management

The Nature Directivesnclude spedic provisions requiring research and nitring to be
undertaken. e evaluation study to support th&itness Check of thBirds and Habitats
Directives®concluded that these obligations and practical requirements have stimulated a
substantial increaseniresearch and monitoring activities in most Member States, from the

initial knowledge required fothe designation of sites, to the later stages of monitoring
KFoAdGrFGa FyR aLISOASaAaQ O2yaSNBFGA2Y &aidl (dzao
Member Sateswere financed with EU fundsn particular the LIFE programme
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Nonethelessthe evaluation identified significant remaining gaps in knowledgekawodkon

effects on all stages of implementatignfrom designation tothe establishment of
management measures and their evaluatidime EU Action Plan fd¥ature, People and the
Economytherefore included aspecificOlF €t £ (2 F OlA2y TFT2HBdhadce aSYo
monitoring and fill the gaps in knowledge on the Natura 2000 network, the corgerva
status and trends of species and habitats, the effectiveness of the Natura 2000 network and
its contribution to achieving the Directives' objectives, including in view of the next reporting
under Article 17 of the Habitats Directive and Article 1thefBirds Dective due in 201Q
Preliminary findings of the last Article Y&@portingshowthat for 124o0f habitats assessments

(or close to 4%) and 1048 of species assessments (or close taheI%batus is unknown
(Figure3-1)°. Similarlyfor birds, the share dbreeding bird assessmentsr which noshort-

or longterm trend could be assessed remaii9% and 25% respectivelfFigure 3-2).
Although this may be partly explained by changes in methods, it demonstrates the significant
remaining knowledge gajo assess status witredainty.

A recent evaluation of measurglriven improvements under theNature Directive$™
demonstratedthe importance of eliable, upto-date and contextelevant knowledge of
ecological requirements and pressures affecting habitats and spetwesiesign and
implement appropriate, effective and efficient measurder them. Monitoring of this
information is notonly important to inform the establishment aiheasures but also tobe
able to track progress anmlentify measuredriven improvements. It demonstrates that,
despite the aboveaveragecoverage obiodiversitymonitoring in the EU compared to many
other regionsknowledge gapstill remain an importanbarrier to management effectiveness
both EUwide and especially in certain Member States.

5 Please note thathe percentages in the graph represent them up of the Member Stat€assessments and
not the EU assessments of conservation status of habitats and species which are done using a specific
methodology and per biogeographical / marine regions
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Figure3-1 Satus assessments of habitats and species protected under the EU Habitats Dinacterehe 20072012 and 2012018 reporting
cycles

Please noteThe percentages in the graph represent siuen up of the Member Stat@sssessments and not the EU assessments of conservation status of habitats and species which are done
using a specific methodology and per biogeographical / marine regions

Key:Red = Unfavourablbad; Orange = Unfavourableadequate;Grey= Unknown; Gree =Favourable.
Source EEA, 2020, State of Nature 2020. Availablé @t

Overall assessment of conservation status

Member State M Methodology

(A1) -

Conservation Status

Good: Favourable (FV)
Unknown; XX .n,c

Paor: Unfavourable-inadequate (U1)
Bad: Unfavourable-bad (U2) [ ]
N/A

Proportion of assessments in each category of conservation status for 2007-2012 and 2013-2018 reporting periods

Member State(s) selected: AT, BE, BG and 25 more Member State(s) selected AT, BE, BG and 25 more

9% of assessments - habitats % of assessments - species

8
H
i
- 2,624 2,671
5 60% 37.17% 35.08%
2
E 1,285
= 41.32% 1,265
£ 38.97%
= 40% 987 1,048
£ 13 98% 13.77%
5
- 0 2,139 2,390
788 774 30.30% 31.40%
2537% 2384%
20072012 2007-2012 20

Note: The figures shown for 2007-2012 and 2013-2018 are not necessarily directly comparable because changes in Member State’ s conservation status may be due to changes of methods or to better data
rather than reflecting genuine changes.
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Figure3-2: Proportion of breeding species/populations reported as having decreasing, stable, fluctuating, increasing or unknown populatio
trends for 20082012 and 2012018 reporting periods

Key:Grey = Unknown; Red = Decreasi@igan= FluctuatingBlue = Stable; Gem =Increasing

Source: EEA, 2020, State of Nature 2020. Available lair
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