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YŜȅ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜǎ  
 
 
1. !ǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ bŀǘǳǊŀ нллл ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛƴƎΣ its next 

major implementation challenge will be to increase the effectiveness of its management. 
¢ƘŜ 9¦ .ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ Ŝffectively manage all protected areas by 
2030 offers momentum to rise to this challenge. 

 
2. Despite an international commitment by EU and its Member States to assess Protected 

Area Management Effectiveness (PAME) of 60% of its protected area by 2015, Member 
States have only reported assessments for less than 8%. If the EU wants to demonstrate 
progress on its 2030 commitments, monitoring and reporting must improve considerably 
either through an EU-coordinated process or through compilation of national reporting 
by the EEA.  

 
3. The implementation of many legal requirements under the EU Nature Directives directly 

or indirectly delivers on what established PAME guidance identifies as critical pre-
conditions for effective management. Full and effective implementation and enforcement 
of the Directives is therefore critical to boost Natura 2000 management effectiveness.  

 
4. Member State authorities and -stakeholders could 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 plans such as forest- and 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 more targeted capacity building and development of more extensive EU 
guidance on management process and ςdelivery, for example in relation to stakeholder 
participation and results-based management. 

 
6. EU Member States could better use available EU funding to fill the current investment gap 

on Natura 2000 management effectiveness. The investment need to ensure management 
effectiveness should be clearly communicated in Prioritised Action Frameworks (PAFs) for 
Natura 2000 and met through subsequent programming of EU- and national funding. 
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9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ  
 
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 challenge. While in each site a 
large number of conditions will have to be met to ensure conservation objectives are 
achieved, each will require different approaches, which will be implemented in differently 
changing environments. The importance of sufficiently tailored, pro-active 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 evaluate and 
assess protected area management effectiveness that can be applied in a diversity of sites.  
Evidence shows they have been applied in Natura 2000 management in most, if not all EU 
Member States. Moreover, some Member States developed specific national approaches to 
improve Natura 2000 management in their countries. This is an important and positive finding 
as it demonstrates that the knowledge on how to raise management effectiveness standards 
and experience on how to apply it are already there. It is currently, 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 on, EU Member States have not 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 implementation. 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 design 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 measure-driven conservation success for 
habitats and species at 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, management plans exist for about 70% of sites (and 
all sites in some countries). However, in several Member States objective setting and 
management planning is delayed or 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 managers are keen to improve objective 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 front-runners and less advanced practitioners 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 ecosystems 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 integration of Natura 2000 needs into 
sectoral polices and planning, both through biodiversity-proofing plans against perverse 
incentives, as well as to program pro-active measures and investment for win-win solutions 
in management. Whereas the 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 
countries regarding the integration with for example forestry and forest management plans, 
fisheries and marine/fisheries management plans, freshwater management plans and 
integrated coastal zone management plans. 
    
Based on the collected evidence and feedback from practitioners, 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 effectiveness. They mainly concern process indicators that would measure the 
extent to which: management addresses broader socio-economic objectives, threats and 
opportunities; objectives are set; required measures are implemented, and regularly 
evaluated/adapted; the necessary resources are in place; and conservation objectives are 
achieved.       
 
¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΩ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ Ŏŀƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ 
biodiversity in the EU and its Member States, in which the implementation of the Nature 
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 to maintain 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 and strategic enforcement of key EU legal requirements relevant to 
Natura 2000 effectiveness, for example through an enhanced Environmental 
Implementation Review (EIR) process, with more binding and time-bound 
commitments. This could be supported by more pro-active approaches at 
national/regional level to speed up implementation and enforcement, for example 
through national courts and -courts of auditors. Examples of requirements are the 
establishment of conservation objectives (Habitats Directive Article 4) and 
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 biodiversity-proofing of relevant strategies and investment programming by 
public authorities at all levels to prevent perverse incentives to the achievement of 
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Natura 2000 objectives such as the 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 other relevant 
sectoral plans between relevant authorities and -stakeholders, e.g. forest 
management plans, fisheries management plans and rural development plans.   

  
4. The European Commission and EU Member States should fill the investment gap for 

management, to ensure adequate resources are available for planning, process, 
delivery as well as evaluation and assessment. Future templates of the Natura 2000 
PAFs could include a funding requirement for management effectiveness assessment 
and Member States should use available opportunities for integrated funding under 
the agreed new Multi-annual Financial Framework (MFF). 

 
5. Urgently prioritize the identification of measures in management plans for all Natura 

2000 sites and ensure more transparent and regular interim-evaluation of their 
implementation, in particular for sites where established management measures do 
not adhere to the standard set in EU guidance. 

  
6. European Commission and Member States to 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 regions, perhaps 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 review progress in 
the Co-ordination 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 States to strengthen EU cooperation on better, 

earlier, more frequent and bottom-up stakeholder participation in and -training on 
management effectiveness ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ .ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ {ȅǎǘŜƳ 
for Europe (BISE) and through the biogeographic seminars, but also more practical 
peer-to-peer exchanges between regional authorities and site managers.  
 

9. The European Commission to explore ways to more positively and pro-actively 
highlight best-practice in improving management effectiveness, for example by 
introducing a 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 and EEA should explore improving current 
Natura 2000 reporting on management effectiveness in a cost-effective way. In 
particular this should consider criteria to track for each Natura 2000 site whether 1) 
Established conservation objectives have been adopted and for which share of 
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features; 2) Management requirements and ςmeasures have been identified; 3) 
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 and updated annually by 
competent authorities. 
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 LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ  
 
This scoping study was commissioned by the European Environment Agency (EEA) to review 
the management ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ bŀǘǳǊŀ нллл ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊƴŜǊǎǘƻƴŜ ƻŦ 9¦ 
efforts to conserve and protect its natural capital. In its role to assist the EU and its Member 
States make informed decisions on EU environmental matters including biodiversity, the EEA 
intends to investigate Natura 2000 management effectiveness as part of the State of Nature 
follow-up recommendations. This study was therefore carried out to support the EEA, and 
consisted of the following three key interconnected tasks:  
 

1) Develop a proposal 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 were 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, Ireland, Slovakia 
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 against established 
guidance on protected area management effectiveness. These findings inform key 
recommendations on how to further improve Natura 2000 effectiveness in the years to come.    
  
2020 marks an important milestone in international nature and biodiversity policy as the UN 
Convention on Biological DiversityΩǎ (CBD) Strategic Plan for 2011-2020 expires, as well as the 
EU Biodiversity Strategy delivering on it. ¢ƘŜ 9¦ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩǎ ƘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ Ψhalting 
the loss of biodiversity and the degradation of 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 lossΦΩ At ǘƘŜ /.5Ωǎ мрth meeting of the Conference of the Parties (COP15), parties 
will take stock of their successes and failures in reaching the 20 Aichi Biodiversity Targets that 
guide the Strategic Plan and will agree on a new strategic framework to guide biodiversity 
conservation.  
 
In preparations for a new global strategic framework under the CBD, parties are discussing 
how to better capture management effectiveness through indicators and targets in a more 
detailed manner. For example, through dedicated quality indicators for effective planning, 
appropriate implementation of management and demonstration of achievement of 
biodiversity outcomes. In their first exchanges on a post-2020 biodiversity strategy, EU 
institutions agreed that more efforts would be required in relation to management 
effectiveness in protected areasi,ii,iii. The EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 published in May 
2020 includes a specific commitment to ΨEffectively manage all protected areas, defining clear 
conservation objectives and measures, and monitoring them appropriatelyΩ by 2030iv.  
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In 2019, the most comprehensive global biodiversity assessment to date demonstrated how 
the world has largely failed to turn the biodiversity crisis aroundv, triggering public calls for a 
ΨtŀǊƛǎ ƳƻƳŜƴǘΩ ŦƻǊ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ at COP15. It also sparked renewed interest in protected areas, 
with many experts calling for a global increase in their coverage1. The European Commission 
has made the European Green Deal its flagship initiative for the next six years and preserving 
and restoring ecosystems and biodiversity is one of ǘƘŜ DǊŜŜƴ 5ŜŀƭΩǎ ŜƛƎƘǘ prioritiesvi. This 
stark contrast between the ongoing loss of biodiversity and the growing political ambition to 
protect biodiversity, requires urgent and concrete guidance on how to achieve 
transformational change, and to reflect upon regional successes and failures.  
 
Protected areas have long been the cornerstone of international nature protection, and 
Europe is among the regions with the largest share of territory under some form of 
protectionvii. However, whilst protection is increasingly secured on paper, global progress on 
improving the management of areas and gauging the effectiveness of conservation measures 
has been moderate in comparisonviii. Aichi Target 11 sets out a series of elements that a global 
protected area network should deliver, including a commitment to secure a system of 
ΨŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ Ŝǉǳƛǘŀōƭȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘΩ protected and conserved areas. This commitment was 
reiterated in 2016, when Parties committed to undertake more systematic assessments of 
protected area management effectiveness (PAME) and their biodiversity outcomes, and to 
provide information on the results to the Global Database on Protected Areas Management 
Effectiveness (GD-PAME)ix . The assessment of protected 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/31, which included a target of assessing 60% of the total area of 
protected areas by 2015x. 
 
¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ bŀǘǳǊŀ нллл ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ is the largest and most ambitious internationally coordinated 
network of protected areas in the world, covering ƻǾŜǊ му҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ terrestrial surface and 
over 9% of its marine surface. The EU Birds and Habitats Directives, hereafter referred to as 
the ΨNature DirectivesΩΣ provide the legal basis for the Natura 2000 network and were adopted 
in 1979 and 1992 respectively. The first target of the EUΩǎ Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 was 
to Ψhalt the deteriorationΩ and achieve Ψa significant and measurable improvementΩ, meaning 
(i) 100% more habitat assessments and 50% more species assessments under the Habitats 
Directive should show an improved conservation status; and (ii) 50% more species 
assessments under the Birds Directive show a secure or improved statusxi.  
 
Preliminary findings from Member State reports on the status of habitats and species 
addressed by the Nature Directives over 2013ς2020 suggest that, despite some conservation 
successes, this target is unlikely to be reachedxii. This inadequate implementation reflects a 
global trend that will be reported to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) by the Global 
Biodiversity Outlook 5 (GBO5). The question of how to improve PAME in the Natura 2000 
network is therefore one of the most pertinent in the development of new biodiversity 
strategies and action plans for the EU and its Member States, especially 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) nature https://www.half-earthproject.org/ and an early 
Ŏŀƭƭ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ bDhΩǎ ŦƻǊ /.5 ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŀƎǊŜŜ ƻƴ ŀ ол҈ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀ ŀǘ /htмр ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ 
included as a proposal of the zero draft strategic plan: 
https://www.nature.org/content/dam/tnc/nature/en/documents/JointStatement_Post2020_FINAL.pdf  

https://www.half-earthproject.org/
https://www.nature.org/content/dam/tnc/nature/en/documents/JointStatement_Post2020_FINAL.pdf
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Biodiversity Strategy introduced a new commitment that by 2030 protected ΨƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
species show no deterioration in conservation trends and status; and at least 30% reach 
favourable conservation status or at least show a positive trendΩΦ At the same time, European 
experiences in implementing Natura 2000 can provide important lessons for a new global 
biodiversity strategic framework.  
 
In 2016, the European Commission finalized a Fitness Check of the EU Nature Directives which 
concluded that, within the framework of broader EU biodiversity policy, the directives remain 
highly relevant and are fit for purpose. However, their achievement would depend on a 
substantial improvement in implementationxiii. Implementation delays have been an 
important limitation: Following the adoption of the Habitats Directive in 1992, the European 
Commission and Member States had six years to adopt a list of so-called Sites of Community 
Importance (SCI) after which Member States had another six years to formally designate these 
sites as Special Areas for Conservation (SACs) under national law. Despite these generous 
deadlines, many Member States failed to meet them. 13 EU Member States joined the Union 
in 2004 or later and were given the same 6-year deadline for completion of designation after 
the adoption of the SCI lists. As the Natura 2000 designation process has now been nearly 
completed in most Member States, there is an increasing focus on improving and assessing 
the effectiveness of Natura 2000 site protection and management.  
 
Following the Fitness Check findings, the Commission published an action planxiv 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 Unionxv and the 
European Parliamentxvi. The actions were structured based on four overarching priorities to 
1) Improve guidance and knowledge and ensure better coherence with broader 
socioeconomic objectives; 2) Build political ownership and strengthen compliance; 3) 
Strengthen investment and 4) Ensure better communication and outreach, engaging citizens, 
stakeholders and communities. Although all four of these priorities are of relevance to 
management effectiveness, the plan included a specific action to improve knowledge of the 
contribution and effectiveness of the Natura 2000 network for achieving the objectives of the 
Directives (Action 3). Even though the Action Plan expired after 2019, many of its priorities 
and actions remain relevant today and for future EU strategies and ςaction plans.  
 
The EEA is responsible for the coordination, synthesis and dissemination of national reporting 
ƻƴ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ aŜƳōŜǊǎ {ǘŀǘŜǎΩ ǎƛȄ-yearly reports on the 
implementation of the Nature Directives, in accordance with Article 12 of the Birds Directive 
and Article 17 of the Habitats Directive. Based on this information, the EEA publishes State of 
Nature reports on the conservation status of species and habitats protected under the EU 
Nature Directives. A report for the 2013ς2018 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 since the previous 
reporting period. Moreover, a significant share of habitats and species have declined further. 
This raises legitimate questions on the effectiveness of Natura 2000 at a time when CBD 
parties, including the EU and its Member States, are preparing new biodiversity strategies and 
action plans for 2020-2030.  
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 /ŀǇǘǳǊƛƴƎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŀƴŘ 9¦ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎ 

 

Key messages 
 
1) Methodologies for assessing PAME are well-established. However, most approaches focus 
more on assessing the early stages of the protected area management cycle (e.g. 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 in GD-PAME, resulting in an 
unclear picture of the status of 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 EU Member States to assess effectiveness. However only a relatively 
small share of Natura 2000 sites has been assessed at least once, and only 15 Member States 
report repeat assessments, which are usually only for a small number of sites. 
 
4) EU Member States have the discretion to design, implement and evaluate management 
according to their own needs and approaches. Full implementation of the EU Nature 
DirectivesΩ ƭŜƎŀƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ 
that important criteria of what is considered effective management, especially in terms of 
management planning, are met.  
 

 

2.1 Dƭƻōŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ  

 Global-level reporting on PAME  

The Global Database on Protected Area Management Effectiveness (GD-PAME) is the most 
comprehensive repository of global PAME information. Originally developed at the University 
of Queensland, it is now a joint effort of the IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas 
(WCPA) and the UN Environment Programme, managed by UNEP-WCMC.  
 
The aim of the GD-PAME 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 Database on Protected 
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 is updated on a continuous basis 
as data providers share new information and a new version of the database is published on 
Protected Planet every month. 
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The GD-PAME is recognized by the CBD as the official portal for collecting PAME data (COP 
10 Decision X/31)xvii and is used as a reporting mechanism for tracking PAME commitments 
at the global level. However, it is important to note that data contained within GD-PAME is 
reliant on submissions from data providers. Based on UNEP-²/a/Ωǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ 
the WDPA and GD-PAME, most countries do not have established mechanisms for reporting 
protected area management effectiveness information to the database; in many cases, site 
monitoring processes are in place and activities are ongoing, however mechanisms to report 
on these activities have not been developed nationally, despite CBD recommendations. 
Therefore, data providers include a range of experts from NGOs, academia, or protected area 
managers ς in addition to governments ς since there is seldom a nationalised scheme to 
collate the data. As a result, GD-PAME provides an incomplete overview of the status of PAME 
in Europe and at the global level. Nevertheless, it is the most comprehensive system that 
currently exists to compile information on protected area management effectiveness.  
 

 Methods for assessing PAME 

The most comprehensive global review of protected area management effectiveness, carried 
out in 2008, recorded 9,000 PAME assessments 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 assessing 60% of the total area of protected areas 
by 2015. 
 
In terms of methodologies 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 
(RAPPAM)xviii and the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT)xix, while other tools 
such as Parks in Peril Site Consolidation Scorecard, PROARCA and ParksWatch Parks Profiles 
are widely applied in Latin America and the Caribbean. Over the past 30 years, a range of tools 
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 assessmentxx. While 
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. local communities, NGOs, 
tourists, researchers); varying scope and frequency of evaluation; and different audiences 
(e.g. donors, policymakers, local community) (Hockings et al., 2006). A single system for 
evaluating management effectiveness cannot incorporate all these specific site-level needs 
and objectives and the availability of different systems allows evaluations to be tailored to 
the requirements and circumstances of a particular protected area. However, the risk of 
having too many PAME methodologies is that 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 challenge, the L¦/bΩǎ World Commission on Protected Areas (IUCN WCPA) 
published a management effectiveness framework to ensure that different types of 
evaluations adhere to a common logic and approach, similar criteria, assessment methods 
and toolsxxi. The framework offers an international standard for PAME, providing overall 

https://www.cbd.int/decision/cop/default.shtml?id=12297
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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:  
 

1. Context: Where are we now? 
2. Planning: Where do we want to be and how will we get there? 
3. Inputs: What do we need? 
4. Processes: How do we go about management? 
5. Outputs: What did we do and what products or services were produced? 
6. Outcomes: What did we achieve? 

 
These six elements reflect three main themes of protected area management: Design, 
appropriateness/adequacy and delivery. Evaluations that follow the framework and assess 
each of the elements (Figure 2-1, Table 2-1) should provide a comprehensive picture of 
management effectiveness. The IUCN WCPA framework has been used as a framework to 
structure the findings of this scoping study.   
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Figure 2-1 The IUCN WCPA framework for assessing management effectiveness of protected 
areas (Source: Hockings et al. 2006). 

 
 
 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/PAG-014.pdf
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Table 2-1 IUCN-WCPA Framework for assessing management effectiveness of protected areas and protected area systems (Source: Hockings 
et al. 2006). 

 Design Appropriateness/adequacy Delivery 

Management 
cycle stage 

Context Planning Inputs Process Outputs Outcomes 

Evaluation focus  
 

Assessment of 
importance, threats and 
policy environment 

Assessment of 
protected area 
design and 
planning 

Assessment of 
resources needed 
to carry out 
management 

Assessment of the 
way in which 
management is 
conducted 

Assessment of the 
implementation of 
management 
programmes and 
actions 
 
Delivery of products 
and services 

Assessment of the 
outcome and the 
extent to which 
they achieved 
objectives 

Criteria assessed 

Significance/values 
Threats 
Vulnerability 
Stakeholders 
National context 
 

 

Protected area 
legislation and 
policy 
 
Protected area 
system design 
 
Protected area 
design 
 
Management 
planning 

Resources 
available to the 
agency 
 
Resources 
available to the 
protected area 

Suitability of 
management 
processes and the 
extent to which 
established or 
accepted 
processes are 
being 
implemented 

Results of 
management actions 
 
Services and products 

Impacts 
 
Effects of 
management in 
relation to 
objectives 

 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/PAG-014.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/PAG-014.pdf
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2.2 ¢ƘŜ L¦/b DǊŜŜƴ [ƛǎǘ ƻŦ tǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŜŘ !ǊŜŀǎ 

The IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas (GLPCA) is a global standard for all 
nature protected areas ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǘƻ άincrease the number of protected and 
conserved areas that deliver successful conservation outcomes through effective and 
equitable governance and managementέxxii . 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 pertinent research and 
scientific evidence. Its criteria and indicators were developed based on a comprehensive 
review of existing PAME tools. Rather than replacing these tools, the GLCPA offers a holistic 
framework for considering good governance, effective management and sound ecological 
design as foundations for biodiversity outcomes (The view from Gran Paradiso, 2019)xxiii. 
 
The GLPCA is designed as a sustainability standard/label to recognize conservation successes 
within protected areas (i.e. similar to the Forest Stewardship Council for forest management 
or Marine Stewardship Council for fisheries). To achieve and maintain IUCN Green List status, 
PAs must complete an evaluation process that is made up of three phases: 
 

¶ Application Phase, where PAs demonstrate that they have the basic ingredients and 
potential to comply with the IUCN Green List Standard requirements. 

¶ Candidate Phase, where PAs work to gather sufficient evidence to support an 
evaluation that the PA meets all of the IUCN Green List Standard requirements. 

¶ Green List Phase, where a Green List PA undertakes a mid-term 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 baseline ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ΨDƻƻŘ 
DƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜΩΣ Ψ{ƻǳƴŘ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ9ŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ψ{ǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ hǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ 
(50 in total) can be adapted to the national context or other relevant jurisdictions (e.g. 
subnational or regional levels) (Table 2-2). The four components address all six categories 
(and their three main themes of management) of the IUCN WCPA Framework presented in 
Section 2.1. Although there is more focus on the site design and planning, there is a 
substantial proportion of generic indicators that focus on delivery (Figure 2-2). This is 
especially evident when compared to the other PAME methodologies which have fewer 
indicators to measure actual delivery. 
 
In 2016 the European Commission supported a LIFE project aimed at improving the 
performance of the Natura 2000 network through a Green Listing approach (LIFE Green List 
for N2K) which was completed in October 20192. The project adapted the GLCPA to Natura 
2000 by developing specific indicators in line with the requirements of the EU Nature 
Directives. This was done as part of a broader feasibility study on the application of the IUCN 

 
2 LIFE project database page on LIFE Green List for N2K - Improving the performance of the Natura 2000 
network through a green listing approach (LIFE16 PRE/BE/000001), 
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/project/Projects/index.cfm?fuseaction=search.dspPage&n_proj_id=61
58  

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
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Green List Sustainability Standard to Natura 2000 sites. The adapted indicators are designed 
to retain the same meaning and intention of the generic Green List indicators, but are better 
suited to the European context. These regionally adapted indicators, recently approved by 
the IUCN Standards Committee, could provide a basis for standardized EU reporting. It should 
be recognized that applying the full GLCPA assessment to almost 28,000 Natura 2000 sites 
would be highly resource-intensive and therefore unrealistic. However, identifying its most 
relevant elements for the common Natura 2000 context could help inform a more targeted 
approach. Chapter 6 further reflects on this, following a closer analysis on the current state 
of play on key aspects in Natura 2000 implementation that affect management effectiveness 
in Chapters 3-5. Before addressing implementation however, the last section of this Chapter 
will focus on the key legal obligations in terms of management effectiveness Member States 
are committed to under the Nature Directives.  
 
Table 2-2 Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas baseline components and criteria 
(Source: IUCN & WCPA, 2017). 

Good Governance Sound Design and 
Planning 

Effective 
Management 

Successful 
Conservation 
Outcomes 

1.1 Guarantee 
legitimacy and voice 

2.1 Identify and 
understand major 
site values 

3.1 Develop and 
implement a long 
term management 
strategy 

4.1 Demonstrate 
conservation of 
major natural values 

1.2 Achieve 
transparency and 
accountability 

2.2. Design for 
long-term 
conservation of 
major site values 

3.2 Manage 
ecological condition 

4.2 Demonstrate 
conservation of 
major associated 
ecosystem services 

1.3 Enable 
governance vitality 
and capacity to 
respond adaptively 

2.3. Understand 
threats and 
challenges to major 
site values 

3.3 Manage within 
social and economic 
context of the area 

4.3 Demonstrate 
conservation of 
cultural values 

 2.4. Understand 
social and 
economic context 

3.4 Manage threats   

  3.5 Effectively and 
fairly enforce laws 
and regulations 

 

  3.6. Manage access 
resource use and 
visitation 

 

  3.7 Measure success  

 

https://www.iucn.org/theme/protected-areas/our-work/iucn-green-list-protected-and-conserved-areas/global-standard
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Figure 2-2 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 effectiveness of protected 
areas. Proportions of GLCPA generic indicators that fall into each framework category are shown.  
 
Source: UNEP-WCMC, 2019, developed for this study. 
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2.3 t!a9 ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴ  

Based on reporting to GD-PAME, management effectiveness assessment in the EU is below 
the global average: 7.6% of the protected areas recorded in the EU are PAME assessed and 
reported, with significant differences in number of sites assessed between EU Member States 
(Figure 2-3). Overall, 3.7% of SCIs and 14.6% of SPAs have been assessed at least once. Similar 
to the global situation, these figures suggest a significant underreporting by CBD parties to 
GD-PAME. For The Netherlands, a case study country for this report, no information was 
reported in GD-PAME, although PAME evaluations and assessments were recently made 
obligatory country-wide in order to obtain eligibility for nature and agricultural nature 
management subsidies (the latter co-funded through the EAFRD).         
 
Although some national-level PAME reviews have been carried out (e.g. Heiland et al. 2012xxiv 
for Germany and Gilligan et al. 2005xxv for Finland), there is a lack of EU-wide analysis. The 
only comprehensive review of PAME in Europe found that the majority of Member States 
have assessed at least some of their protected areas within the last ten yearsxxvi. However, 
only a few countries (Spain, France, Germany, UK, Sweden and Finland) at that time had 
institutionalized and recurring management effectiveness evaluations. The review found that 
the RAPPAM method was most frequently used for national-level assessments in central and 
eastern Europe. The METT system was also regularly applied, often 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 the GD-PAME by EU 
Member States (MS)xxvii. The Birdlife Important Bird and Biodiversity Area (IBA) monitoringxxviii 
is the most widely used; it was reported in at least one PA in 17 MS (Figure 2-4). Other 
commonly used methods were the European Diploma (applied in 15 MS) and Management 
Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) (applied in 12 MS)3. Overall, the Common Standards 
Monitoring methodology was used to assess the highest number of protected areas reported 
to GD-PAME, however it was only applied to sites in the UK. For Natura 2000 sites, the UK 
only assessed SPAs and SCIs with the Common Standards Monitoring methodology, and other 
MS predominantly used the Birdlife IBA methodology (368 assessments from SPAs in 16 MS; 
131 assessments from SCIs in 14 MS). Belgium reported a dedicated Natura 2000 national 
monitoring framework for over 350 sites.    
 

Figure 2-3: Total number of protected areas by EU MS and number of areas PAME assessed 

Key: The total number of Protected Areas per EU country including Natura 2000 sites, showing the proportion 
that are PAME assessed as of October 2019. Germany has the most protected area; however, the UK has the 
highest percentage of its sites assessed.  
 
Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN, 2019, Protected Planet: The Global Database on Protected Area Management 
Effectiveness (GD-PAME) [On-line], [October, 2019]. Cambridge, UK: UNEP-WCMC. Available at: 
www.protectedplanet.net) 

 

 
3 For a more detailed description of the most commonly used methods, please see: 
https://www.protectedplanet.net/c/protected-areas-management-effectiveness-pame/methodologies  

http://www.protectedplanet.net/
https://www.protectedplanet.net/c/protected-areas-management-effectiveness-pame/methodologies
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Figure 2-4: Methods used by EU MS to assess protected area management effectiveness 

Key: Methods used in EU countries to assess protected area management effectiveness based on data in the 
GD-PAME as of October 2019.  
 
Source: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN (2019), Protected Planet: The Global Database on Protected Area Management 
Effectiveness (GD-PAME) [On-line], [October, 2019]. Cambridge, UK: UNEP-WCMC. Available at: 
www.protectedplanet.net) 

 

 

 

http://www.protectedplanet.net/
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2.4 [ŜƎŀƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 9¦ bŀǘǳǊŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ƪŜȅ 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 

The overall aim of the Habitats Directivexxix is to secure biodiversity through the conservation 
of natural habitats and species listed in Annexes I, II, IV, or V, by achieving their Favourable 
Conservation Status (FCS) and ensuring their long-term survival. The management context as 
outlined in Habitats Directives Articles 1 and 2 identifies the meaning of conservation and 
FCS4Φ Lƴ !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ мΣ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άa series of measures required to maintain or 
restore natural habitats and populations of wild fauna and flora at a favourable statusέΦ One 
of the key measures to achieve the objectives of the Directive is the establishment of the 
Natura 2000 network of protected areas (under Article 3). This comprises Special Areas of 
Conservation (SACs) designated by Member States under Article 4, based on a list of Sites of 
Community Importance (SCIs), agreed with the European Commission. The network also 
includes Special Protection Areas (SPAs) designated under the Birds Directive, as described 
below. 
 
The Birds Directivexxx has similar aims of maintaining the populations of birds, but this applies 
to all naturally occurring wild birds in the EU.  To achieve this, Articles 2 and 3 require Member 
States to take measures to preserve, maintain or re-establish a sufficient diversity and area 
of habitat for all these ōƛǊŘǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ άupkeep and management in accordance 
with the ecological needs of habitats inside and outside protected zonesέΦ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ 
4 specifies that the habitats of bird species (and some sub-species) mentioned in Annex I, and 
other regularly occurring migratory species, should be Ψthe subject of special conservation 
measuresΩ. These measures include the designation of SPAs, and avoiding their pollution 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 priorities ς which 
is generally interpreted as the setting of conservation objectives. Site-level conservation 
objectives must be established by the time sites are adopted as SACs (Article 4.5). 
Furthermore, Article 4 specifies that the site-level priorities should consider the ecological 
requirements of the species and habitats protected under the Directive at the site, the local, 
regional and national level, conservation status of the focal species and habitats and the 
relevant threats and degradation pressures, all within the context of the overall coherence of 
the Natura 2000 network. The site-related conservation objectives should be developed as a 
reference for the site-level measures.  
 
In line with Article 4, for all Natura 2000 sites a Standard Data Form (SDF) must be submitted 
with information allowing the European Commission to assess the contribution of the SCI/SPA 
ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΩ ƻǾŜǊŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜs before designation and this contribution should be 
periodically reviewed (Art 9). The SDF should include at least a map of the site, a site name, 

 
4 The conservative status of a natural habitat will be taken as 'favourable' when: its natural range and areas it 
covers within that range are stable or increasing, and the specific structure and functions which are necessary 
for its long-term maintenance exist and are likely to continue to exist for the foreseeable future, and the 
conservation status of its typical species is favourable. 
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its geographic location and extent, and the data resulting from the application of the criteria 
used in the site selection process. The content of the SDF should be updated regularly based 
on the best available information for each site of the network, however no deadlines for 
review are set and a significant share of SDFs are outdated and static. The last SDF template 
of 2011xxxi, includes requests for important information for management effectiveness, 
particularly ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǎƛǘŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎΩ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŀ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎύ ŀƴŘ ΨǎƛǘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΩ (including for example information 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 sites. The template also does 
not request specific information on management effectiveness, for example whether 
evaluations took place and what their main findings were.  
 
The provisions of Article 6 set the framework for actual measures to ensure site conservation 
and protection, including proactive, preventative and procedural requirements relevant for 
management. The protection and conservation regime covering Article 6 should include 
[emphasis added]: 
 

6.1 For special areas of conservation, Member States shall establish the necessary 
conservation measures involving, 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 ecological requirements of the natural habitat types in Annex I and the species in 
Annex II present on the sites. 
 
6.2 Appropriate steps to avoid the deterioration of natural habitats and significant 
disturbance of species for which the areas have been designated in so far as such 
disturbance could be significant in relation to the objectives of this Directive. 

 
¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ guidance notes on setting conservation objectives and 
establishing conservation measures for Natura 2000 sites,xxxiixxxiii recommend that 
conservation measures should be detailed and substantive enough to ensure their 
implementation delivers the conservation objectives of the site, while contributing 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 Member State. Nonetheless, the Commission guidance 
emphasises that management plans are a useful tool to implement the Article 6.1 provisions 
in a clear and transparent way. Furthermore, the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 includes a 
ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ōȅ 9¦ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ΨΧensure that management plans or equivalent 
instruments which set out conservation and restoration measures are developed and 
implemented in a timely manner for all Natura 2000 sitesΩΦ The Commission note on 
establishing conservation measures identifies various key elements for success: 
 

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

¶ Ensuring participation, consultation and communication with stakeholders. 

¶ 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, evaluation and review processes for the measures are in 
place. 

 
European Commission guidance also encourages Member States to, in the context of the 6-
yearly reporting cycles under Article 17 the Habitats Directive, establish mechanisms ensuring 
the effective implementation of the conservation measures. However, the notes do not 
specify the mechanisms that could be useful to ensure this, ƴƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ 
means in this context. However, on monitoring requirements within Natura 2000 sites the 
Commission advised that 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 sitexxxii. Additionally, monitoring mechanisms 
should include measures, verifiable objectives and indicators to 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 above-mentioned management-related provisions in the Nature Directives and 
Commission guidance, only the establishment of measures as such and the achievement of 
FCS are a binding commitment. Following the subsidiarity principle enshrined in EU Directives, 
EU Member States have discretion to design, undertake and evaluate measures according to 
their own needs and approaches. As such, Member States are not legally committed to assess 
and report the effectiveness of measures in the Natura 2000 network and no specific guidance 
on the assessment of management effectiveness has been developed in the context of Natura 
2000.  
 
The following chapters 3-5 present a state of play on the three key elements of ensuring 
management effectiveness: Management design & planning, management adequacy and 
appropriateness, and management delivery. The evidence shows that Member States have 
taken many steps towards meeting the recommended standards set out in established PAME 
guidance such as the IUCN Green List. However, previous findings and this study also point to 
significant remaining challenges. Based on the main common challenges identified, Chapter 
6 discusses a number of possible solutions to overcome them.  
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 aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ πǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ  
 

Key messages 
 
1) There is a large diversity among EU Member States in regards to Natura 2000 management 
design and -planning, both in terms of ambition level, governance set-up and progress made   
 
2) Persistent bottlenecks to inform and evaluate effective management design and planning 
include a lack of knowledge of ecological requirements and pressures affecting habitats and 
species; the absence of smart objectives and measures; a lack of public participation and poor 
financial planning 
 
3) Only two of the five Member States studied in detail have established management plans 
for all Natura 2000 sites in their territory. For two Member States no clear information on the 
number of sites with management plans could be obtained, which illustrates how some 
Member States still lack rudimentary information and the associated transparency to assess 
the national status of management effectiveness  
 
4) Despite these challenges, the case studies also showed innovative approaches on how to 
overcome such challenges, for example the integration of public participation in France and 
Finland  
 

 
As section 2.4 highlighted, the Nature Directives provide a legal framework for the 
establishment of necessary conservation measures to ensure conservation- and necessary 
steps to avoid the deterioration of protected habitats and species in Natura 2000. However, 
Member States have the freedom to determine how to best achieve this. Given the 
importance of planning and design in the establishment of the network, the Directives and 
established European Commission guidance and follow-up have dedicated significant 
attention to it and there is more evaluation evidence available than on the 
adequacy/appropriateness and delivery of measures. As this chapter shows, Member States 
have taken varying approaches and with different levels of ambition. Before section 4.5 looks 
into the key commonalities and differences between the five countries analysed for this 
scoping study, the next four sections highlight four common challenges frequently recurring, 
which became evident from available evidence and policy evaluations.   
 

3.1 /ƻƴǘŜȄǘΥ CƛƭƭƛƴƎ ƎŀǇǎ ƛƴ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ  

An understanding of conservation values and needs is paramount for effective management. 
The Nature Directives include specific provisions requiring research and monitoring to be 
undertaken. The evaluation study to support the Fitness Check of the Birds and Habitats 
Directivesxxxiv concluded that these obligations and practical requirements have stimulated a 
substantial increase in research and monitoring activities in most Member States, from the 
initial knowledge required for the designation of sites, to the later stages of monitoring 
Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΦ {ƻƳŜ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƛƴ 
Member States were financed with EU funds, in particular the LIFE programme.  
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Nonetheless, the evaluation identified significant remaining gaps in knowledge and knock-on 
effects on all stages of implementation, from designation to the establishment of 
management measures and their evaluation. The EU Action Plan for Nature, People and the 
Economy therefore included a specific Ŏŀƭƭ ǘƻ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 9¦ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ΨEnhance 
monitoring and fill the gaps in knowledge on the Natura 2000 network, the conservation 
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 12 of the Birds Directive due in 2019Ω. 
Preliminary findings of the last Article 17 reporting show that for 124 of habitats assessments 
(or close to 4%) and 1048 of species assessments (or close to 14%) the status is unknown 
(Figure 3-1)5. Similarly for birds, the share of breeding bird assessments for which no short- 
or long-term trend could be assessed remains 19% and 25% respectively (Figure 3-2). 
Although this may be partly explained by changes in methods, it demonstrates the significant 
remaining knowledge gap to assess status with certainty. 
 
A recent evaluation of measure-driven improvements under the Nature Directivesxxxv 
demonstrated the importance of reliable, up-to-date and context-relevant knowledge of 
ecological requirements and pressures affecting habitats and species, to design and 
implement appropriate, effective and efficient measures for them. Monitoring of this 
information is not only important to inform the establishment of measures, but also to be 
able to track progress and identify measure-driven improvements. It demonstrates that, 
despite the above-average coverage of biodiversity monitoring in the EU compared to many 
other regions, knowledge gaps still remain an important barrier to management effectiveness 
both EU-wide and especially in certain Member States.  

 
5 Please note that the percentages in the graph represent the sum up of the Member StatesΩ 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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Figure 3-1 Status assessments of habitats and species protected under the EU Habitats Directive under the 2007-2012 and 2013-2018 reporting 
cycles.  

Please note: The percentages in the graph represent the sum up of the Member StatesΩ 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 
 
Key: Red = Unfavourable-bad; Orange = Unfavourable-inadequate; Grey = Unknown; Green = Favourable.  
Source: EEA, 2020, State of Nature 2020. Available at: https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/biodiversity/state-of-nature-in-the-eu/article-17-national-summary-dashboards  

 
 

https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/biodiversity/state-of-nature-in-the-eu/article-17-national-summary-dashboards
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Figure 3-2: Proportion of breeding species/populations reported as having decreasing, stable, fluctuating, increasing or unknown population 
trends for 2008-2012 and 2013-2018 reporting periods 

Key: Grey = Unknown; Red = Decreasing; Cyan = Fluctuating; Blue = Stable; Green = Increasing.  
 
Source: EEA, 2020, State of Nature 2020. Available at: https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/biodiversity/state-of-nature-in-the-eu/article-12-national-summary-dashboards/breeding-
population-and-distribution-trends  

 

https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/biodiversity/state-of-nature-in-the-eu/article-12-national-summary-dashboards/breeding-population-and-distribution-trends
https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/biodiversity/state-of-nature-in-the-eu/article-12-national-summary-dashboards/breeding-population-and-distribution-trends

































































































