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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The current report summarises the review of effective
implementation of the cluster of biodiversity-related
multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs) at the
national level in the party country of the Republic of
Estonia. The MEAs addressed are:

* Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD),

* Convention on Wetlands of International Im-
portance especially as Waterfowl Habitat (Ramsar
Convention),

* Convention on International Trade in Endangered
Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES or
Washington Convention), and

* Convention on Migratory Species of Wild Animals
(CMS or Bonn Convention).

The review methodology was developed by the Stock-
holm Environment Institute Tallinn Centre (SEI Tallinn)
and commissioned by the United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP) Division of Environmental Law
and Conventions in 2011. The testing of the methodo-
logy was carried out in 2013 and funded by the Stock-
holm Environment Institute through its Programme
Support fund provided by Swedish International Deve-
lopment Cooperation Agency (SIDA).

The review system for coherent and effective imple-
mentation of multilateral biodiversity agreements is ba-
sed on 15 categories, addressing two types of effective-
ness: objective-led and implementation effectiveness.
Each category formulates a single review question
together with several criteria and benchmarks for sco-
ring the implementation of the conventions. The overall
assessment of the cluster of MEAs is based on the re-
sults of the 15 review categories with implementation
effectiveness categorised as high, moderate or low. The
review methodology has the most features typical to
a compliance and performance audit, and is less com-
parable to a financial audit.

The review of the coherence and effectiveness of imp-
lementation of the four global biodiversity agreements
concluded that Estonia scored strong implementation
in the category ‘Cross-border cooperation’. The other
14 categories performed at the moderate level, inclu-
ding the category ‘Adequate financing of the implemen-
tation’, which, however, should be taken with caution,
since there is not a specific budget for implementation
of the MEAs, but rather a general budget for nature
conservation. The category ‘Coordination across the
cluster of MEAs’ is relatively effective within the en-
vironmental sector, but should be made more effective
across sectors and institutions. The overall implemen-
tation effectiveness was evaluated to be relatively high
as none of the categories resulted in weak scores.

It is concluded that Estonia has taken the approach of
consolidating the governance and financing of imple-
mentation of nature conservation, which on one hand
provides good governance via optimising the use of
human and financial resources, but on the other hand
makes the evaluation of the implementation effective-
ness of the biodiversity conventions difficult, since the
targets and resources are embedded and not directly vi-
sible in the system.

The study also provides recommendations for the app-
lication of the review methodology. The study results
indicate that the 15 review categories, benchmarks and
criteria are appropriate for this kind of evaluation and
could be further adapted to arising needs.
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INTRODUCTION

Multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs) are
widespread instruments of environmental governance;
the first MEAs were signed in the 19th century.! Although
international environmental treaties have contributed
to multiple achievements, the overall effectiveness of
MEAs is still under question. In spite of all the benefits
(improved knowledge of the issues, a considerable
dissemination of best practices, substantially-improved
monitoring, national action programs, networks and
numerous implemented projects), the environmental
One of the
most alarming trends is the loss of biodiversity: genetic

situation itself has continued to worsen.?

resources, species and ecosystems. Rockstrom and his
colleagues have provided evidence that biodiversity loss
has been the single most severe change among the nine
areas of environmental degradation and has exceeded the
safe operating space for humanity.> The United Nations
has called on states and international organisations to
join in action to reverse the processes that lead to further
environmental degradation. According to UNEP, by
2009 there were over 280 MEAs completely dedicated
to environmental protection, from biodiversity to climate
change, and from desertification to hazardous waste and
chemicals.*

Effectiveness of implementing MEAs depends on se-
veral aspects, but most notably on good governance.
International treaties are regarded as most effective
when they:

* state precise goals, criteria and benchmarks for as-
sessing progress;

* are designed to be flexible and adaptable to changes
in the problem and context;

* have formal procedures to ensure new scientific in-
formation is taken up quickly; and

* systematically collect information about the ef-
fectiveness of the treaty and review this information
regularly.’

In 2011, UNEP commissioned SEI Tallinn to develop a
methodology for reviewing the implementation effecti-
veness of two thematic clusters of MEAs at the national
level (biodiversity and chemicals/waste). The aim of
UNEP was to improve the evidence base for countries’
performance in complying with the provisions of the
MEAs in order to enhance knowledge on the links be-
tween global environmental degradation and national
implementation of MEAs. The methodology was also
aimed to facilitate understanding of whether fulfilling
the obligations under the different MEA regimes was
sufficient for countries to address properly their par-
ticular environmental concerns, whether countries were
doing enough to address them, what exactly the gaps in
the national implementing capacities were and what the
results of a cost-benefit analysis of MEA implementa-
tion at the national level would be.

The SEI Tallinn team of experts developed the review
methodology of MEAs on behalf of UNEP in close
cooperation with the State Audit Office of Estonia and
the Secretariat of the Working Group on Environmental
Auditing of the International Organisation of Supreme
Audit Institutions (INTOSAI). In order to test the me-
thodology, two country case studies were launched in
January 2013.

Two countries, Estonia, a European Union country of
1.3 million people in north Europe, and Tanzania, an
East African country of 44.9 million people, became
the testing grounds of the methodology. The aim of the
case studies was to collect empirical data on the usabi-
lity of the review methodology from these countries,
which differ in terms of size, location, population, cli-
mate, political framework, biogeographical region and
other aspects that influence the state of biodiversity.

The cluster of four global biodiversity conventions
were selected for testing: CBD, Ramsar Convention,

"Mitchell and the IEA Database Project, 2002-2013, http://ica.uoregon.edu/ [accessed 4 Sept. 2013].

2Seigel, M. T., Honda, Y. and Fujii, M. 2010.
3Rockstrom, J., Steffen, W., Noone, K., et al. 2009.
4“UNEP, 2010.

SRio+20 Policy Brief No 3. Transforming governance and institutions for a planet under pressure. Developed by IGBP, IHDP, DIVERSITAS, WCRP, ESSP

and ICSU.
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CITES and CMS. There is obvious potential for coo-
peration and synergies between them. The CBD and
CITES both address the threat of extinction of wild
plants and animals; thus, their aims are clearly comp-
lementary and their scope overlapping. However, they
are shaped by different political and legal contexts and
employ divergent strategies for biodiversity conserva-
tion.® There are also strong links between the Ramsar
Convention, which concerns the habitats of wetland
species, especially waterfowl, and CMS, which deals
with migratory species. Migratory species in general
are also included in CBD. A recent report which analy-
sed the potential for enhancing synergies between the
biodiversity-related conventions also developed a set
of options for realising these synergies.”

This report summarises the results of the testing of the
review methodology on the cluster of biodiversity con-
ventions in Estonia and provides recommendations for
both advancing the implementation of the MEAs and
for the application of the methodology. The results of
testing the review methodology in Tanzania are presen-
ted in a separate report.

This report is structured as follows:

- Chapter 1 gives the country profile and general fra-
mework for the nature conservation in Estonia;

- Chapter 2 introduces the review methodology;

¢Cooney, 2001.
7UNEP-WCMC, 2012.

- Chapter 3 describes the main objectives and concept
per each of the MEA;

- Chapter 4 provides the documentary evidence on the
implementation of the four conventions by 15 review
categories; and

- Chapter 5 summarises the overall assessment of imp-
lementation of the cluster of biodiversity MEAs, and
conclusions on the applicability of the methodology.

The study was carried out over the period January—
December 2013 by senior researchers of the Stockholm
Environment Institute’s Tallinn Centre: Dr Kaja Peter-
son, Piret Kuldna, Dr Plamen Peev and Meelis Uustal.
Funding for the study came from the Stockholm Envi-
ronment Institute’s Programme Support Fund provided
by SIDA.
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REVIEWING THE COHERENCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTILATERAL BIODIVERSITY AGREEMENTS IN ESTONIA

1 GENERAL FRAMEWORK

1.1 COUNTRY PROFILE: ESTONIA

Name: The Republic of Estonia

Territory: 45 227 km?

Population: 1286 479 (as of 1 Jan 2013)
Population density: 29/km?

Polity: Parliamentary democracy; member of

the European Union since 1 May 2004
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (Purchasing Power Parity) per capita: 21 713 USD (2012)

Human Development Index (HDI): 0.846 (2012), very high

Gini coefficient: 31.9 (2013), medium

Corruption Perceptions Index: Rank: 32/176; score: 64/100 (20128%)
Freedom of the Press: Free (2012°)

Major human pressures on nature: Air and water pollution and waste generation from fossil-fuel (oil-shale) based-
energy sector; water pollution from agriculture; decreasing forest land due to expansion of agriculture, housing
and industry.'°

8 Transperancy International, http://www.transparency.org/country#EST [accessed 29 Oct. 2013].
°Freedom House, http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-press/2012/estonia [accessed 29 Oct. 2013].
10 Estonian Environmental Strategy 2030. Ministry of the Environment, 2007.
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Information relevant for biodiversity-related conventions:

Biogeographical region Boreal

Land cover According to CORINE Land Cover (2006)":
Agricultural land 14 740 km? (32.2% of Estonian territory)
Forests 21 087 km? (45.7%)
Mires 3 059 km? (6.7%)
Shrubland 2 937 km? (6.4%)
Inland waters 2 201 km? (4.8%)
Parks and gardens 600 km? (1.3%)
Natural grasslands 562 km? (1.2%)
Coastal habitats 391 km? (0.9%)
Artificial areas 371 km? (0.8%)
Marine waters 24 990 km?

Share of protected area As of 20132
Land area: 785 373 ha 18%
Waters: 753 530 ha 28%
Land and water areas 1538 903 ha 22% of Estonian territory
together under protection
Ramsar sites 304 778 ha'? 19.8% of protected areas

areas

Land ownership of protected | As of 2011, the land ownership was divided as follows':

management cafegories | a (Strict Nature Reserve)

I'b (Wilderness Area)
Il (National Park)
Il (Natural Monument or Feature)

V (Protected Landscape/Seascape)

State property 63%
Private property 23%
Municipal property 1%
Public + mixed 1%
Unregistered 12%
Protected areas of IUCN As of 2011, the area of the IUCN categories was as follows':

IV (Habitat/Species Management Area)

VI (Protected area with sustainable use of natural resources)

7 958 ha
197 722 ha
none

1165 ha
180 323 ha
160 739 ha
966 040 ha

Specific to the country habi- Semi-natural habitats:
tats that need special conser-
vation attention

alluvial meadows, coastal meadows, wooded

meadows, Nordic alvars

endangered and endangered Endangered:

Limestone specific habitats: Nordic alvars, Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes,
screes and ravines
Bogs and other wetlands
Number of protected plant 570 (in 2013)'¢
and animal species
IUCN Red List of Threatened | As of 2013, there were 5 species in Estonia in these 2 categories'”:
Species in categories crifically Critically 2 (Anguilla anguilla [European eel], Mustela lutreola [European Mink])

Endangered: 3 (Limoniscus violaceus [beetle], Melanitta fusca [Velvet Scoter],
Unio crassus [Thick Shelled River Mussel])

WEEIC, 2012. Chapter 5.1. Changes in the distribution of CORINE land cover types.

12 Estonian Nature Information System (EELIS), http://loodus.keskkonnainfo.ee/ [accessed 25 Nov. 2013].
3The Ramsar List of Wetlands of International Importance, http://www.ramsar.org/cda/en/ramsar-documents-list/main/ramsar/1-31-218 4000 0

[accessed 26 Nov. 2013].
“EEIC, 2012. Chapter 3.2. Land ownership.
SEEIC, 2012. Chapter 3.1. Protection regime.

16 Estonian Nature Information System (EELIS), http://loodus.keskkonnainfo.ee/ [accessed 25 Nov. 2013].
7IUCN, 2013. TUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2013.1. http://www.iucnredlist.org. Downloaded on 20 Nov. 2013.
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1.2 OVERVIEW OF NATURE PROTECTION FRAMEWORK

Estonian nature conservation has a long history. The
first protected area was established in 1910 on its
western islands to protect breeding and migratory
water birds. The first Nature Conservation Act was
adopted in 1935 and amended in 1938. Another phase
of legal regulation started after the Second World War,
when private land ownership was abolished. In 1957,
four large protected areas and many smaller ones were
established, including the first national park (Lahemaa
National Park) in 1971. A new era of modern nature
conservation policy started with Estonia regaining its
independence in 1991. In 1994, a new Nature Conser-
vation Act was adopted. This act provided a framework
of nature conservation which took into account not only
the private and public property rights on land, but also
international obligations that Estonia had undertaken
by joining several international agreements in the early
1990s. The Nature Conservation Act was renewed in
2004, after Estonia joined the European Union (EU).

Besides the four biodiversity-conventions, related
protocols and agreements under review, Estonia is a
member of several other international treaties related
to nature conservation (entry into force for Estonia in
brackets):

* Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife
and Natural Habitats — Bern Convention (1992);

* UNESCO World Heritage Convention (1995);
e Convention on the Protection of the Marine Envi-
ronment of the Baltic Sea Area — Helsinki Convention

(1995);

* International Convention for Regulation of Whaling
—IWC (2009).

Nature conservation policy and regulatory framework
is developed by the Nature Conservation Depart-
ment of the Ministry of the Environment. The policy
and regulations are implemented by the Environmen-
tal Board, which has a central nature conservation de-
partment and six regional offices. The Environmental
Board also performs as the manager of state protected
areas, whereas the practical work in the field is execu-
ted by the State Forest Management Centre. The lat-
ter is the state-owned company whose main function
is to manage state forests (38% of the forest area) and
promote recreation in state forests. Since none of the
protected areas (including national parks) have had
local administration since 2006, the Environmental Bo-
ard acts as the administrator of all protected areas.

The Environment Agency performs as the central data
centre and environmental register, a monitoring centre
and the Clearing House for the Convention of Biolo-
gical Diversity (CBD-CHM). CBD-CHM is a technical
tool for collecting information concerning biodiversity
and efficient dissemination thereofto all potential users.
The Environmental Inspectorate is the enforcement
authority of environmental law, consisting of the centre
in Tallinn for coordination and 15 county offices, which
carry out day-to-day environmental supervision. The
Land Board, which is a government agency similar to
the Environmental Board and the Environmental Ins-
pectorate, manages the land cadastre and database on
land use restrictions, such as those arising from nature
conservation. All the listed authorities are supervised
by the Ministry of the Environment (Figure 1).
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Ministry of the Environment

Minister of the Environment

( Secretary General )

( Under Secretary )

Nature conservation
department

) ( Fish stock department )

( Forestry department ) C
N

J

State commercial
associations

Government institutions

Public Agencies

State Forest Land Board Environmental Inspectorate
Management Centre and boar (15 county offices)

Enwronmenf
Agency

( Environmental Board (6 regions) )

Figure 1. Administration of nature conservation in Estonia
Source: Adapted from EEIC, 2012.

In 2012, there were 940 protected areas in Estonia,
including 17 sites protected under the Ramsar Convention,
608 Natura 2000 sites protected under the EU Birds
and Habitats Directives (66 Special Protection Areas —
SPAs and 542 Sites of Community Importance — SClIs,
respectively), and other sites that are protected under
national legislation. Independent of the designation of the
site (area) — either a national park, landscape protected
area, species protection site or limited-conservation area
— the same system of protection regime is applied. In
principle, a protected area may have up to three zones of

* strict nature reserve (no management zone);

* conservation zone (some management allowed or
mandatory for conservation purposes); and

* limited management zone.

Thus, a protected area, either of national or internatio-
nal designation (e.g. Special Protection Areas, Sites of
Community Importance, and Ramsar sites) is managed/
protected via various protection regimes as illustrated

management or protection, in graduation from strict to  on Figure 2.
limited protection as follows:
NATURA 2000 SITE (SPA OR SCI) NATURA 2000 SITE (SPA OR SCI)
RAMSAR SITE RAMSAR SITE

NATURE RESERVE OR SHECIES LIMITED LIMITED
ke OF | PROTECTION | CONSERVATION| | LANDSCAPE PROTECTED AREA || CONSERVATION
SITE AREA AREA

STRICT \ /CONSER- LIMITED CONSER- LIMITED
NATURE | VATION = MANAGEMENT VATION MANAGEMENT
RESERVE ZONE ZONE ZONE ZONE

Figure 2. Examples of protection regimes applied to protected areas of various designations

Source: Peterson, 2011.
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In conclusion, the status of designation either national
or international is not explicitly visible, since the area/
site is called either a national park, landscape protec-
ted area, species protection site or limited-conserva-
tion area and managed via up to three management/
protection regimes. The designation(s) appear only
in formal documents, particularly in protection rules,
which is a government-adopted regulation. In this re-
gulation, one may find that a national park is a SPA or
SCI or both, and/or a Ramsar site, etc. An example of
this kind of situation is the Matsalu National Park (NP),
which was designated as a Ramsar site in 1994 and a
SPA and a SCI in 2004. In the case of Matsalu NP, the
designations are within the same borders, but there are
several cases where the SPA or SCI do not overlap or

do it partly, while a Ramsar site may be larger or smal-
ler than the SPA or SCI. Since the obligations for ensu-
ring the good conservation status of the protected sites
may differ between the international agreements (such
as the Ramsar Convention), EU directives or national
legislation, it makes the task to manage the sites rather
difficult for national authorities, given the non-over-
lap of borders and different protection regimes. Such
a system requires good GIS and biodiversity databases.
Thus, since each site may comprise up to three mana-
gement zones, [IUCN categories of sites cannot be au-
tomatically applied. This is the reason why Estonia by
TUCN definition does not have ‘national parks’.
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2

The methodology provides a basis for reviewing the
implementation effectiveness of a thematic cluster
of MEAs at the national level. The methodology builds
on several existing guidelines and methods for the imp-
lementation evaluations, e.g. Manual on Compliance
with and Enforcement of MEAs!®, Auditing the Imple-
mentation of MEAs: A Primer for Auditors'®, and other
reviews of implementation of MEAs.

The proposed review system for the implementation
of a cluster of MEAs is based on the benchmarking

METHODOLOGY OF THE EVALUATION

method and takes into account first of all objective-
led effectiveness and implementation effectiveness.
Specific studies need to be added if cost-effectiveness
is also planned for evaluation: whether the outcomes
of the implementation of the MEAs in question, i.c.,
benefits created, are in good correspondence with the
budget spent. The assessment consists of 15 review ca-
tegories (themes) which describe different aspects of
good governance that would enable implementation of
international environmental agreements effectively as a
thematic cluster (Table 1).

Table 1. Review categories and the type of effectiveness they address

Review category Type of effectiveness
1. Adequate legal and policy framework Implementation effectiveness
2. Coordinated institutional and administrative framework Implementation effectiveness
3. Development of an integrated national implementation/action plan(s) Implementation effectiveness
4. Effective implementation and review of the plan(s) Implementation effectiveness
5. Effective monitoring of implementation of the MEAs in question Implementation effectiveness
6. Consideration of objectives of the MEAs in decision making Implementation effectiveness
7. Adequate financing of the implementation Implementation effectiveness
8. Strong competencies and capacity Implementation effectiveness
9. Stakeholder engagement Implementation effectiveness
10. Effective enforcement system Implementation effectiveness
11. Cross-border cooperation Implementation effectiveness
12. Achieving the objectives Obijective-led effectiveness

13. Coordination across the cluster of MEAs Implementation effectiveness
14. Benefits for the environment Obijective-led effectiveness

15. Socio-economic benefits Obijective-led effectiveness

I Objective-led effectiveness means, in this metho-
dology, that the objectives of the MEAs in the cluster
are achieved (positive effects on the environment and
society; implementation/action plan(s) are in place and
being implemented; environmental policy is integrated
with other policies). An objective-led approach to eva-
luating effectiveness focuses mostly on outcomes.

the
implementation process. Here it is used when the

II Implementation effectiveness refers to

ISUNEP, 2006.
UNEP, 2010.

implementation framework for the MEAs in question is
in place and operational, which, in turn, means that the
legal structure is in place; administrative and research
capacities are sufficient; data and information manage-
ment are effective; transboundary cooperation is taking
place; stakeholders are engaged; access to information
is ensured; data and information are used in decision
making; implementation of the MEAs in question is pe-
riodically reviewed; and results are reported in a timely
manner to the secretariat of MEAs and communicated
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to the stakeholders and the wider public. The process-
oriented assessment emphasises the importance of re-
gulatory, participatory and rationality aspects.?

For each of the 15 categories, the methodology formu-
lates the main review question and describes the best
practice benchmarks for ideal level of implementation
(see Annex). Based on these benchmarks, the scoring
for implementation is on a three-level scale: strong,
moderate and weak implementation:

* Strong: Some minor gaps or lack of clarity exist in the
implementation of the respective category, but it does
not hinder the implementation of the MEAs in ques-
tion and the shortcomings can be easily eliminated.

* Moderate: Some gaps or lack of clarity exist in the
implementation of the respective category, but it does
not significantly hinder the implementation of the

MEAs in question and the shortcomings can be relati-
vely easily eliminated.

* Weak: Major gaps or lack of clarity exist in the imp-
lementation of the respective category and these sig-
nificantly hinder the implementation of the MEAs
in question. The elimination of shortcomings requires
major efforts.

Based on the findings across the 15 review categories,
an overall qualitative assessment of implementation
effectiveness of the MEAs in question at the national
level can be formulated and recommendations for
improvement drawn. The level of implementation
effectiveness can be presented by three levels of
grading: high, moderate or low implementation
effectiveness of the MEAs in question at the national
level (Figure 3).

Score of implementation

Moderate

Overall effectiveness

Moderate

Weak

Low

Figure 3.The relationships between the score of implementation and the overall assessment of implementation

effectiveness of the MEAs

Below is a set of qualitative criteria to take into account

while determining the overall implementation

effectiveness:

High effectiveness of implementation:

» The MEAs in question are implemented and trigger a
complete set of national actions in the environmental sector
and their impact on improvement of the state of environ-
ment and environmental policy integration is significant;

* Objectives of the MEAs are achieved or are in the
process of being achieved with significant results already
witnessed;

20 Peterson, 2010.

* The objectives of the MEAs, the implementation plans
and the achieved results are well acknowledged by the ma-
jor stakeholder groups and the wider public;

* There are no major gaps identified in the implementation
of the MEAs in question; and

* Highly effective implementation of the MEAs is secured
by political will that has assigned a high significance to the
issues of the MEASs in question and through the allocation
of sufficient resources.
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Moderate effectiveness of implementation:

» The MEASs in question are implemented, but there is little
evidence of impact in terms of improvement of the state of
environment and environmental policy integration;

* Only a limited number of objectives of the MEAs in
question are achieved or in the process of being achieved;

* The objectives and implementation plans of the MEAs in
question are criticised by major stakeholders and/or are not
acknowledged by the public;

* There are some major gaps detected in the implementa-
tion of the MEAs in question; and

* Implementation of the MEAs in question lacks political
support and/or sufficient resources.

Low effectiveness of implementation:

» The MEAs in question are poorly transposed into national
legislation or if the framework legislation for the MEAs is
in place, they are not enforced,

* Objectives and implementation of the MEAs in question
are poorly integrated into national policies, government
plans and the state budget;

* Only a few objectives of the MEAs are achieved or in the
process of being achieved;

* Implementation of the MEAs is not sufficiently secured
with human, financial and technical resources, even if the

implementation plans are in place;

* Major stakeholders are not participating in the

implementation of the MEASs in question and the objecti-
ves of the MEAs and status of their implementation are not
known to the public;

* There are far too many significant gaps identified in the
implementation of the MEAs in question;

* Further implementation of the MEAs in question is not
secured;

* Negative trends related to the subject of the MEAs are
increasing; and

« Issues related to the MEAs in question are not regarded as
important to the society.

The overall assessment will take into account country-
specific factors, as the reviewed issues can be of different
levels of importance for countries. Importance depends on
many determinants, including the governance system; the
range of policy instruments used in the country; the availa-
bility and reliability of environmental data; and the level of
development of the society and participation of stakehol-
ders in the policy planning and decision making processes.

In the current study mainly two methods of collecting
documentary evidence were used. Firstly, publicly availab-
le documents (such as the most recent national reports, mo-
nitoring reports, statistics, etc.) were analysed, and second-
ly, a stakeholder meeting with the national focal points
and public authorities was organised not only to verify
the data and findings, but also to receive feedback on
the usability and ways for improvement of the review
methodology.
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3 THE CONVENTIONS: OBJECTIVES AND MAIN CONCEPT

3.1 CONVENTION ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY (CBD)

Place and date of signature:

5 June 1992 at the United Nations Conference on Environment

and Development in Rio de Janeiro

Entry into force:
Number of contracting parties:

Location of the secretariat:

The Convention on Biological Diversity is the main
international instrument for addressing biodiversity
issues. It provides a comprehensive and holistic ap-
proach to the conservation of biological diversity, the
sustainable use of natural resources and the fair and
equitable sharing of benefits deriving from the use of
genetic resources.”!

As such, the biodiversity protection mandate of the
CBD addresses aspects relating to the control and
ownership of biological resources, encompassing is-
sues pertaining to conservation, development and the
equity between the developed and developing count-
ries. The CBD establishes a shared responsibility for
the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity
as well as for respecting the sovereign rights of states
for the conservation and sustainable use of biological
resources within their jurisdiction (Preamble of CBD).
The ecosystem approach is the primary framework for
action under the Convention.

To achieve its objectives, the CBD contains general
requirements for cooperation between states to preser-
ve biodiversity: create national strategies to research,
monitor and protect biodiversity; establish, restore and
maintain protected areas and habitats; report on natio-
nal implementation of the convention; govern access
to biological resources; and equitably share benefits
from biodiversity use. The text also gives the CBD
power to develop detailed subsidiary hard law instru-
ments called protocols to deal with distinct aspects of
its wide-ranging and general stipulations.

U http://www.cbd.int [accessed 14 Nov. 2013].

29 December 1993
193 (as of November 2013)
Montreal, Canada

The implementation of the convention is guided
through the Strategic Plans. CBD adopted its new
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020, including
Aichi biodiversity targets at its tenth Conference of
the Parties (COP), held in Nagoya, Japan in 2010.%
The plan reconfirms global biodiversity target-setting
as a central feature and key mechanism by which to
implement CBD objectives.

The meetings of COP — the governing body of CBD
— are held every two years to make progress on imp-
lementation and finalise agreement on subsidiary inst-
ruments and decisions: procedures which constitute
what is referred to as the CBD process. The scientific
advisory body to the CBD is the Subsidiary Body
on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice
(SBSTTA), which is comprised of government repre-
sentatives competent in the relevant field of expertise.

To date, three protocols to the CBD have been adopted:

* The Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety to the Con-
vention on Biological Diversity (Cartagena Protocol)
was opened for signature in Nairobi on 15 May 2000.
It entered into force on 11 September 2003. The Car-
tagena Protocol aims to ensure the safe handling, trans-
port and use of living modified organisms (LMOs)
resulting from modern biotechnology that may have
adverse effects on biological diversity, taking also into
account risks to human health.

* The Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic

22 Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 Living in harmony with nature. CBD COP 10 Decision X/2.
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Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of
Benefits Arising from their Utilization to the Con-
vention on Biological Diversity (Nagoya Protocol)
was opened for signature on 2 February 2011. It will
enter into force 90 days after the date of deposit of the
50th instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or
accession. Its objective is the fair and equitable sha-
ring of benefits arising from the utilization of genetic
resources, thereby contributing to the conservation and
sustainable use of biodiversity.

* The Nagoya — Kuala Lumpur Supplementary
Protocol on Liability and Redress to the Cartagena
Protocol on Biosafety was opened for signature on 7
March 2011. The Protocol will enter into force on the
90th day after the date of deposit of the 40th instrument
of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession. The
Supplementary Protocol provides for international ru-
les and procedure on liability and redress for damage to
biodiversity resulting from LMOs.

3.2 CONVENTION ON WETLANDS OF INTERNATIONAL IMPORTANCE ESPECIALLY
AS WATERFOWL HABITAT (RAMSAR CONVENTION)

Date and place of signature:
Entry into force:
Number of contracting parties:

Location of the secretariat:

The Ramsar Convention is an intergovernmental treaty
that provides the framework for national action and in-
ternational cooperation for the conservation and wise
use of wetlands and their resources.”® This is the first
of the global nature conservation conventions and the
only one that deals with a particular ecosystem — a wet-
land, either coastal or mainland.

The Convention’s member countries cover all geo-
graphic regions of the planet. Over 40 years later, as
of November 2013 the number of sites designated for
Ramsar List was 2 168, with total area covering 2.06
million km? (206 632 105 hectares).

The Convention’s mission is ‘the conservation and
wise use of all wetlands through local and national ac-
tions and international cooperation, as a contribution
towards achieving sustainable development throughout
the world’. The Convention uses a broad definition of
the types of wetlands covered in its mission, including
lakes and rivers, swamps and marshes, wet grasslands
and peatlands, oases, estuaries, deltas and tidal flats,

2 http://www.ramsar.org [accessed 14 Nov. 2013].

2 February 1971 in Ramsar, Iran

1 December 1975

168 (as of October 2013)

in the headquarters facilities” of IUCN in Gland, Switzerland

near-shore marine areas, mangroves and coral reefs,
and human-made sites such as fish ponds, rice paddies,
reservoirs, and salt pans.

At the centre of the Ramsar philosophy is the ‘wise
use’ concept. The wise use of wetlands (Article 3)
is defined as ‘the maintenance of their ecological
character, achieved through the implementation of
ecosystem approaches, within the context of sustainable
development’. “Wise use’ therefore has at its heart the
conservation and sustainable use of wetlands and their
resources, for the benefit of humankind.

The Convention is implemented through Strategic
Plans. Government representatives from each of the
Contracting Parties meet at COP every three years.
The scientific advisory body to the Ramsar Convention
is the Scientific and Technical Review Panel (STRP)
which comprises regional representatives, thematic ex-
perts and representatives of the International Organisa-
tion Partners of the Convention.
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3.3 CONVENTION ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN ENDANGERED SPECIES OF WILD
FAUNA AND FLORA (CITES/WASHINGTON CONVENTION)

Date and place of signature:
Entry into force:
Number of contracting parties:

Location of the secretariat:

CITES is a treaty created to ensure that international
trade in wild animals and plants does not threaten their
survival.?* Calls for an international treaty to regulate
global trade in wildlife were made as early as 1963 by
TUCN, but it took another ten years before such a treaty
was agreed.”

CITES works through a system of import and export
permits, and assigns three levels of regulation or pro-
tection to more than 35 000 species, that are or possibly
could be traded, both terrestrial and marine, including
their parts and derivatives. CITES species are listed in
three appendices:

» Appendix I: species are threatened with extinction
and trade in specimens of these species is permitted
only in exceptional circumstances.

* Appendix II: trade in specimens of these species
must be controlled in order to avoid utilization incom-
patible with their survival.

» Appendix I1I: contains species that are protected in at
least one country, which has asked other CITES Parties
for assistance in controlling the trade.

Of all the many international environmental conven-
tions, CITES has probably the single most detailed
control structure.”® The IUCN report on trade measu-
res of CITES concludes that in general CITES, wor-
king with other mechanisms, has been very effective
in reducing trade in certain species. However, for some
species, other factors have precluded CITES from being
fully implemented and from improving the situation.?’

*http://www.cites.org [accessed 14 Nov. 2013].
2 Bowles, 1996.

26 Swanson, 1999.

27TUCN, 2000.

2 CITES Secretariat. Activity Report 2008-2009.

3 March 1973 in Washington, United States of America
1 July 1975

179 (as of November 2013)

In Geneva, Switzerland, administered by UNEP

Each Party must produce annually a summary of all
the CITES permits it has issued. These records of trade
(import and export) in CITES-listed species of wildlife
per countries are entered into the CITES trade database,
which is managed by the UNEP World Conservation
Monitoring Centre (UNEP WCMC) on behalf of the
CITES Secretariat. In addition to annual report on CI-
TES trade, biennial report on legislative, regulatory and
administrative measures taken to enforce the Conven-
tion are submitted to the CITES Secretariat.

Any country that has joined the CITES must have do-
mestic legislation to:

1) Designate a CITES Management Authority and a CI-
TES Scientific Authority;

2) Regulate trade in accordance with the Convention,
and designate places of introduction and export of en-
dangered species for trade with third countries;

3) Penalize illegal trade; and

4) Confiscate specimens that are illegally traded or
possessed.?

The framework for implementation directions is estab-
lished in the CITES Strategic Vision and Action
Plans. Every two to three years, the parties to CITES
— the COP — meets to review the implementation of the
Convention. The scientific advisory bodies to CITES
are the Animals and Plants Committees, which con-
sist of government-designated experts.
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3.4 CONVENTION ON THE CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF WILD ANIMALS

(CMS/BONN CONVENTION)

Date and place of signature:
Entry into force:
Number of contracting parties:

Location of the secretariat:

CMS and its associated agreements aim to conserve
migratory terrestrial, marine and avian species and
their habitats and migration routes through co-ope-
ration between the states in the species’ range.”’ The
CMS acts as a framework convention. The agreements
may range from legally-binding treaties (agreements)
to less formal instruments, such as memoranda of un-
derstanding, and can be adapted to the requirements of
particular regions.

CMS species are listed in two appendices:

» Endangered migratory species in Appendix I of the
convention, and

» Migratory species conserved through global or regio-
nal Agreements in Appendix II.

From the agreements that have been concluded to date
under the auspices of CMS, three concern Estonia:

» Agreement on the Conservation of Populations of
European Bats (EUROBATS) covers 63 range states
and territories in Europe, North Africa and the Middle
East. In Europe, it applies to all European populations
of 45 bat species — whether migratory or not. The ag-
reement was opened for signature on 4 December 1991
and it came into force on 16 January 1994 .3

2 http://www.cms.int [accessed 14 Nov. 2013].

3 http://www.eurobats.org/ [accessed 26 Sept. 2013].

3! http://www.ascobans.org/ [accessed 26 Sept. 2013].
32 http://www.unep-aewa.org/ [accessed 26 Sept. 2013].

23 June 1979 in Bonn, Germany

1 November 1983

119 (as of April 2013)

Bonn, under the auspices of UNEP

* Agreement on the Conservation of Small Ce-
taceans of the Baltic, North-East Atlantic, Irish and
North Seas (ASCOBANS) includes dolphins, whales,
harbour porpoises and other species. The agreement
was opened for signature on 17 March 1992 and it en-
tered into force on 29 March 1994 3!

* African-Eurasian Waterbird Agreement (AEWA),
is an intergovernmental treaty to conserve migratory
water birds and their habitats across Africa, Europe, the
Middle East, Central Asia, Greenland and the Canadian
archipelago. It covers 255 species of birds ecologically
dependent on wetlands for at least part of their annual
cycle. AEWA was opened for signature on 15 August
1996 and it entered into force on 1 November 1999.%

Implementation directions for the CMS are set out in
the Strategic Plans. All CMS Agreements have comp-
rehensive action plans, which are key instruments for
the implementation of the agreements and provide for
range-wide and country specific actions. The decision-
making organ of CMS — COP — meets at three-year
intervals. The scientific advisory body to CMS is the
Scientific Council for which all parties are entitled to
nominate a qualified expert.
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4 REVIEW RESULTS AND OBSERVATI

ONS

4.1 CATEGORY 1. ADEQUATE LEGAL AND POLICY FRAMEWORK

Review question: Is there an adequate legislation and policy in place for enforcing the MEAs in question?

IDEAL:

* The MEAs in question are ratified. National policy and legislation are fully compatible with the MEAs.
*  Laws and regulations have brought into compliance with the provisions of the MEAs in question accord-

ing to the legal gap analysis.

e There is no evidence that legal framework hinders the enforcement of the MEAs in question.
* Legislation imposes concrete responsibilities on the regulated communities (state bodies, private sector,

the public, etc.).

»  Laws and regulations are regularly reviewed in the context of the relevant international obligations and

the national situations.

Ratification

Estonia is a party to all the four biodiversity-related con-
ventions, Cartagena Protocol, AEWA and EUROBATS
agreements (Table 2).

According to Nature Conservation Development Plan
(NCDP) 2020, the provisions of ASCOBANS will be
incorporated into national legislation by 2014. It is plan-
ned to become a party of the Nagoya Protocol in 2015.

Table 2. Ratification (or accession) of the biodiversity conventio

Ratification process of the Nagoya-Kuala Lumpur Supp-
lementary Protocol on Liability and Redress to the Car-
tagena Protocol on Biosafety has been started by the Mi-
nistry of the Environment; however, the time plan has
not been set.*

ns, protocols and agreements in Estonia

Convention / Protocol / Agreement Signed by Ratification / Entry into force for Estonia
Estonia accession
CBD 12 June 1992 11 May 1994 25 October 1994
Cartagena Protocol 6 September 21 January 2004 22 June 2004
2000

Nagoya Protocol

Accession planned in 2015

Nagoya-Kuala Lumpur Supplementary In process

Protocol

Ramsar Convention 20 October 1993 29 July 1994

CITES 20 October 20 October 1993 22 November 1993
1992

CMS 29 May 2008 1 October 2008

AEWA 18 June 2008 1 November 2008

EUROBATS 7 October 2004 11 December 2004

ASCOBANS Accession planned in 2014

Source: State Gazette, https://www.riigiteataja.ee; NCDP 2020, national reports.

3 Second Regular National Report on the Implementation of the Cartagena Protocol

of Biosafety, 2011.
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Legal framework

Sustainable Development Act (SDA), which Estonia
adopted in 1995, the second country in the world
after Costa Rica to do so, provides several articles
on biodiversity conservation, originally based on the
principles established in the decisions of the United
Nations Conference on Environment and Development
1992). For example, article 9
stipulates that ‘Preservation of biological diversity

(Rio de Janeiro,

shall be guaranteed through a national programme
and an action plan approved by the Government of the
Republic, the drafting of which shall be financed from
the national budget.’

The Estonian National Strategy on Sustainable Deve-
lopment, “Sustainable Estonia 21>, sets out overall
policy directions in nature conservation.

Policy goals, targets and measures related to biodiver-
sity are defined in the National Environmental Stra-
tegy (NES) up to 2030** under the objectives ‘Preser-
vation of diversity of landscapes and biodiversity’, and
‘Sustainable use of natural resources and reduction of
waste generation’. The first NES was adopted by the
Parliament in 1997. For the application of the NES
environmental action plans have been drawn up. The
National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP) for the
period of 2007-20133 comprised four measures under
landscape protection and three measures under biodi-
versity protection, with total budget allocation of 283.7
million euros over a seven-year period. Several activi-
ties to be carried out were related to CBD. However, it
is worth mentioning that the NEAP 2007-2013 did not
refer explicitly to the Ramsar Convention, CITES or
CMS and did not provide for activities in this respect.
It is still open with regard to whether the NEAP for the
next period will be updated.

The first National Biodiversity Strategy and Ac-
tion Plan (NBSAP)** was developed in 1998-1999
under the auspices of UNEP. The NBSAP was upda-
ted several times since then; however, it was never

3 Estonian Environmental Strategy 2030. Ministry of the Environment, 2007.

formally adopted neither by the Government nor by the
Parliament.

The international commitments, including implemen-
tation of the biodiversity conventions are most directly
embedded into the objectives and measures of the Na-
ture Conservation Developement Plan (NCDP) until
2020.% The NCDP, after several attempts, succeeded to
adoption by the Government only in 2012. It covers all
the areas of nature conservation, nationally and interna-
tionally, and serves as a national biodiversity strategy.
The measures that are designed to advance the inter-
national cooperation are described under measure 2.6
International cooperation for biodiversity protection.
The NCDP envisages continuous work in international
cooperation on information exchange, joint research and
best practice management of protected areas. The mea-
sure 2.6 also posits to enlarge the national list of Ramsar
sites by 2015, to improve enforcement of CITES and to
fulfil legal obligations with regard to ASCOBANS and
the Nagoya Protocol.

An implementation plan for the NCDP is under de-
velopment in the Ministry of Environment. However,
according to the Government regulation®®, such imp-
lementation plan shall be presented to the Government
three months after the adoption of the sectoral develop-
ment plan.

The main legal act transposing the provisions of biodi-
versity-related conventions into national legislation is
the Nature Conservation Act. In 1994, the fourth na-
ture conservation act in Estonia (since 1935) was adop-
ted, trying to capture the merits and obligations under
the CBD and other international biodiversity conven-
tions. The law was significantly revised and adapted in
2004, when Estonia joined the EU and the Birds and
Habitats Directives had to be transposed into national
laws (passed 21 April 2004).

Biodiversity-related objectives and references to

3 National Environmental Action Plan of Estonia for 2007-2013. Ministry of the Environment, 2007.

National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan. Estonian Ministry of the Environment, UNEP, 1999.

3" Nature Conservation Development Plan 2020. Ministry of the Environment, 2012.

¥ Types of strategic development plans and procedure for compiling, updating, implementing, evaluating and monitoring of strategic development plans. Regula-

tion of Government of the Republic No 302 of 13 December 2005.
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Table 3. Biodiversity-related objectives and references to biodiversity-related conventions in relevant national

policy documents, in effect as of October 2013

Policy document

Year

Obijectives directly related to
biodiversity

Reference to biodiversity-
related conventions

Sustainable Develop-
ment Act (SDA)

Passed by the
Parliament in

1995

Preservation of biological diver-
sity is a basis for the sustainable
use of the natural environment
and of natural resources.

Implementation principles of
international agreements (Art. 4).

Drafting of national programme
and action plan for preservation
of biodiversity (Art. 9)

Nature Conservation
Act (NCA)

Passed by the
Parliament in

2004

Protecting the natural environ-
ment by promoting the preser-
vation of biodiversity through
ensuring the natural habitats
and the populations of species of
wild fauna, flora and fungi at a
favourable conservation status.

CITES in relation to liability (Art.
75).

National Strategy on
Sustainable Devel-
opment “Sustainable
Estonia 21”

Approved by
the Parliament
in 2005

Preservation of biological diversi-
ty and natural areas.

Reference to the requirements

of international environmental
conventions in a course of action
(page 78).

National Environ-
mental Strategy (NES)
2030

Approved by
the Parliament
in 2007

Preservation of the diversity of
landscapes and biodiversity,
and sustainable use of natural
resources.

National Environmen-
tal Action Plan (NEAP)
2007-2013

Adopted by the
Government in

2007

Preservation of the diversity of
landscapes and biodiversity,
and sustainable use of natural
resources.

CBD in activities to be carried out
under NEAP

Nature Conservation
Development Plan
(NCDP) 2020

Adopted by the
Government in

2012

Favourable status of species
and habitats and diversity of
landscapes have been ensured
and habitats function as an
ecological network.

Measure 2.6 on international
cooperation for biodiversity pro-
tection comprises 4 actions in
relation to conventions.

Cartagena Protocol is also re-
ferred to in measure 3.6 on
biosafety.

Source: SDA, NCA, Sustainable Estonia 21, NES, NEAP, NCDP.

There are also other cross-sectoral and sectoral develop-
ment plans and legal acts related to the biodiversity con-
servation. For example, the Rural Development Plan
includes support measures important for nature conserva-

tion (more information on it is given in chapter 4.15). The

Forestry Development Plan until 2020 is closely related

with biodiversity conservation topic in forests. The Baltic
Sea Action Plan (2007) and its national implementation
plan for Estonia 2012-2015 addresses biodiversity conser-
vation in marine areas.

Other relevant legal acts are summarised in Table 4.
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Table 4. Relevant sectoral legal acts for biodiversity protection

Legal act Year of Area of regulation in relevance for the
adoption by | biodiversity-conventions
the Parlia-
ment
Act on the Release of Genetically Modified | 2004 Biosafety, co-existence of GMOs and conventional
Organisms (GMOs) into the Environment crops (since 2011)
Animal Protection Act 2000 Protection of fauna who are not protected under the
Nature Conservation Act
Customs Act 2004 Trade in endangered species of wild fauna and flora
Earth’s Crust Act 2004 Restoration of land
Environmental Charges Act 2005 Natural resource charges, pollution charges
Environmental Impact Assessment and 2005 Consideration of biodiversity in decision-making
Environmental Management System Act
Environmental Liability Act 2007 Prevention of and remedying of damage caused to
the environment
Environmental Monitoring Act 1999 Monitoring of biodiversity
Environmental Supervision Act 2001 Supervision
Feed Act 2007 Biosafety
Fishing Act 1995 Fish resources
Food Act 1999 Biosafety
Forest Act 2006 Protection of forests and woodland key habitats
Hunting Act 2013 Wild game
Land Improvement Act 2003 Draining of land, regulation of water regime
Medicinal Products Act 2004 Use of genetically modified medicinal products
Penal Code 2001 Offences against environment
Planning Act 2002 Land use planning, green network
Plant Propagation and Plant Variety Rights | 2005 Biosafety
Act
Water Act 1994 Ecological status of water bodies

Source: National reports; State Gazette, https://www.riigiteataja.ee.

Due to the European Single Market and the absence of
systematic border controls within the EU, the provi-
sions of CITES have to be implemented uniformly in all
EU Member States. CITES is implemented in the EU
through a set of regulations known as the EU Wildlife
Trade Regulations.*

As of August 2011, Estonia was in Category I of Natio-
nal Legislation Project of CITES — legislation, which is

believed generally to meet the requirements for imple-
mentation of CITES.*

Two national reports include a question on the domestic
legal framework: on Cartagena Protocol*’ and Ramsar
Convention.* In both cases the assessment is positive — a
domestic regulatory framework for Cartagena Protocol is
fully in place and the national wetland policy is in place.

Score: MODERATE implementation

¥ http://ec.europa.eu/environment/cites/legislation_en.htm [accessed 30 August 2013].

“CITES, UNEP, 2012.

41 Second Regular National Report on the Implementation of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, 2011.
“National Report on the Implementation of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, 2012.
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4.2 CATEGORY 2. COORDINATED INSTITUTIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE FRAMEWORK

Review question: Is there an adequate legislation and policy in place for enforcing the MEAs in question?

IDEAL:

e The national focal points for the MEAs in question have been determined.
*  Agencies for implementing the MEAs in question are in place. Their responsibilities are:
- enforcement of laws and regulations related to the MEAs in question;
- development and review of the implementation plan of the MEAs in question;
- monitoring and evaluation of implementation of the MEAs in question;
- collection, reporting and analysing of data; and

- awareness raising and publicity.

»  Principal responsibility for carrying out the commitments under the MEAs in question, as well as the
roles and responsibilities of each agency, have been clearly defined and enforced. There are no gaps and

overlapping roles and responsibilities.

* Implementation of the MEAs in question is sufficiently coordinated among different levels of government

as well as horizontally.

*  Responsible agencies exchange information and cooperate closely with each other and with other sectors.
e The number of positions is sufficient for the implementation of the MEAs in question.

The national focal point and competent authority of
CBD, including Cartagena Protocol, Ramsar Conven-
tion, CITES, and CMS, including AEWA and EURO-
BATS agreements, is the Ministry of the Environment.
The daily duties are carried out by the Nature Conser-
vation Department. Other national focal points for the
scientific advisory bodies and initiatives under the four
conventions are listed in Table 5.

The general institutional and administrative framework
for all the conventions is in place and responsibilitics
defined. The administrative entities of the Ministry of
the Environment are responsible respectively: Nature
Conservation Department — for the policy; the En-
vironmental Board — for the implementation; and the
Environmental Inspectorate — for processing environ-
mental violations.

National advisory bodies have been established within
the area of government of the Ministry of the Environ-
ment for the implementation of CBD, Ramsar Conven-
tion and CITES:

* CBD advisory working group of Estonia — consists of
11 representatives of the Ministries of the Environment

and Agriculture, Environmental Board, universities and
environmental NGOs. The working group meets on the
basis of need.

* Estonian Ramsar Committee — 13 members repre-
senting Ministry of the Environment, NGOs (Estonian
Fund for Nature, Estonian Ornithological Society and
Estonian Wetland Society), research institutions and the
Environmental Board. The Committee meets irregularly
depending on issues, usually 1-2 times a year.*

* Estonian Scientific Committee of CITES is the scien-
tific authority of CITES consisting of 5 persons, from
them one person works permanently on CITES issues.
If necessary, Tallinn Botanical Garden, Tallinn Zoo, Na-
tural History Museum of University of Tartu, and Esto-
nian Museum of Natural History advise the Scientific
Committee.

In the issues of the Cartagena Protocol, the advisory body
is the Gene Technology Commission which comprises
17 members representing state authorities, universities,
institutes, agricultural producers, a farmers’ organisation
and an environmental NGO.*

#National Report on the Implementation of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, 2012.
“ Approving the composition of the Gene Technology Commission. Order of the Government of the Republic No 439 of 17 June 2004.
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Table 5. National focal points for scientific advisory bodies and initiatives under the four conventions

Scientific advisory bodies and
initiatives

Focal points

Convention

CBD Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Techni- | Ministry of the Environment
cal and Technological Advice (SBSTTA)
Clearing-House Mechanism (CHM) Environment Agency
Intergovernmental Committee for the | Ministry of the Environment
Nagoya Protocol on Access and Bene-
fit Sharing, Access and Benefit Sharing
Competent National Authority
Global Taxonomy Initiative (GTI) Institute of Ecology and Earth Sciences,
University of Tartu
Global Strategy for Plant Conservation | Institute of Agricultural and Environmental
(GSPC) Sciences, Estonian University of Life Sciences
Programme of Work on Protected Environmental Board
Areas (PoWPA)
Cartagena Biosafety Clearing-House Ministry of the Environment
Protocol
Ramsar Scientific and Technical Review Panel Environmental Board

(STRP)

Communication, Education,
Participation and Awareness (CEPA)
Programme

Environmental Board,
Estonian Wetland Society

CITES Animals and Plant Committees Estonian Scientific Committee of CITES
CMs Scientific Council Environmental Board

AEWA AEWA Technical Committee Not designated yet

EUROBATS Scientific focal point Tallinn University

Source: Websites of CBD, Ramsar Convention, CITES and CMS.
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Other competent authorities besides the Ministry of the
Environment are:

* The Cartagena Protocol: Veterinary and Food Board
under Ministry of Agriculture and Labour Inspectorate
under Ministry of Social Affairs.

In addition, the State Agency of Medicines is the natio-
nal drug regulatory authority for human and veterinary
products and competent authority for medical devices in
Estonia. In case of unintentional movements, the customs
checks documentation of shipments from third countries
on board. Customs has a right to take samples from shi-
pments if there is a threat of illegal (not labelled) GMO
shipment. Agricultural Board and Veterinary and Food
Board are responsible for sampling of GMOs.*

* CITES: The management authority is the Ministry of
the Environment who issues permits and certificates. The
enforcement authorities in addition to Environmental Ins-
pectorate are the Estonian Tax and Customs Board and
the Police and Border Guard Board. The CITES super-
vision on the state boundary is performed by the Tax and
Customs Board and in inland areas by the Environmental
Inspectorate.

There is no inter-agency or inter-sectoral committee on
CITES, but mechanisms are used by the Ministry of the
Environment to ensure coordination with other CITES
authorities: 1-3 meetings are held per year and 2-3
consultations per week according to the national report.*®
In addition, the report points out that at the national
level there is collaboration with the State Agency of
Medicines and the Veterinary and Food Board as well as
consultations and discussions with private companies and
NGOs.

Both national reports of CBD and Ramsar Convention
point out the need for better inter-sectoral and inter-ins-
titutional cooperation and coordinated action, as CBD
and Ramsar Convention cover a broad range of environ-
mental issues and concern a large number of institutions

(governmental and non-governmental). The national re-
port to the CBD admits that biodiversity is insufficiently
integrated into ministerial and regional policies due to
insufficient information exchange and communication
between sectors as well as low awareness of the role
of different sectors in fulfilling the obligations of the
conventions.*’

The national report to the Ramsar Convention COP
11%8  states that cross-sectoral cooperation in wetland-
related issues has not been sufficient, therefore the
understanding and valuation of wetland ecosystem
services and achievement of wise use of all wetlands of
the country is an ongoing challenge. According to the
report, between the Ramsar Convention administrative
authority (the Ministry of the Environment), the Ramsar
sites managers, other Convention’s focal points and
the relevant ministries, departments and agencies,
there are no institutionally-established communication
mechanisms in place (apart from the national committee).
The information on wetland issues is communicated if
needed via personal contacts, meetings, round-tables or
seminars.

The national administrative and scientific focal points for
CMS, for EUROBATS and AEWA agreements are de-
signated, except for the national focal point for AEWA
Technical Committee matters which is not designated
yet.* In addition, the Estonian Ornithological Society is
monitoring the migratory bird species and the Estonian
Fund for Nature is monitoring bat species.*

The national report on AEWA implementation also men-
tions an operational mechanism for cooperation on a re-
gular basis between the Ministry of the Environment as
administrative authority, the Environmental Board, uni-
versities, NGOs and local birds clubs in a form of case-
by-case cooperation.

Figure 4 summarises the CBD, Ramsar Convention,
CITES and CMS governance system in Estonia.

% Second Regular National Report on the Implementation of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, 2011.

“National Biennial Report to the CITES Secretariat 2009-2010, 2011.
4TIV National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2008.

“National Report on the Implementation of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, 2012.
“National Report on the Implementation of AEWA for the period 2009-2011, 2012.
3" National Report on the Implementation of the Convention on Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals, 2011.
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4.3 CATEGORY 3. DEVELOPMENT OF AN INTEGRATED NATIONAL IMPLEMENTATION/ACTION PLAN(S)

Review question: Is there an elaborated implementation/action plan for meeting the obligations of the

MEAs in question?
IDEAL:

»  The state has an enforced national implementation/action plan(s) for the MEAs in question.
*  The plan and its objectives are in accordance with all objectives of the MEAs in question.

e The plan includes:

- a prioritised list of measures with due dates to implement the MEAs in question at the

national and sub-national levels;

- monitoring and evaluation objects, measures and measurable indicators;
- responsible agencies for implementation, monitoring and reporting; and
- allocation of resources (human, financial, technical).
*  The plan has an integrated approach to the MEA issues: it identifies policies, programmes and plans in
related sectors through which specific measures need to be taken in order to effectively implement the

MEAs in question.

*  The plan has been developed through a consultative and participatory multi-stakeholder process.
*  Implementation of the MEAs in question is sufficiently coordinated among different levels of

government as well as horizontally.

*  Responsible agencies exchange information and cooperate closely with each other and with other sectors.
*  The number of positions is sufficient for the implementation of the MEAs in question.

There is no specific integrated action plan for the biodi-
versity-related conventions in Estonia. The overall po-
licy directions for the implementation of these MEAs are
provided in the NCDP 2020 and measures in respective
species conservation action plans and protected area
management plans.

The Environmental Board is responsible for drafting and
implementing of the protected area management plans.
Ministry of the Environment and the Environmental
Board organise the drafting and implementing of the
species conservation action plans.

Action plan for species is prepared according to the Na-
ture Conservation Act for:

1) organisation of protection of a species in the protected
category I;

2) ensuring the favourable conservation status of a species,
if the results of the species inventory indicate that the cur-
rent measures fail to do so, or if prescribed by an interna-
tional obligation; and

3) management of a species if the results of the species
inventory indicate a significant negative impact to the en-
vironment caused by the increase in the population of the

species, or a danger to the health or property of persons.

The plan shall include:

* biological data, population dynamics data and informa-
tion on the range of the species;

+ conditions for guaranteeing the favourable conserva-
tion status of an endangered species;

» risk factors to the species;

* objective for conservation or management;

* priority of measures for achieving a favourable conser-
vation status or management of the species, and a sche-
dule for application thereof; and

* budget for organisation of conservation or management.

At the end of 2013 there were 10 action plans in effect for
conservation of bird species who are protected under biodi-
versity conventions (Anser erythropus, Aquila chrysaetos,
Aquila pomarina, Calidris alpina schinzii, Ciconia nigra,
Cygnus columbianus bewickii Yarr., Grus grus, Haliaeetus
albicilla, Pandion haliaetus, Philomachus pugnax). There
are also action plans for the management and protection of
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large carnivores grey wolf, Eurasian lynx, brown bear
(CITES); and great cormorant (AEWA), and management
plan for eel resources (CITES).

Management plan is prepared for the purpose of orga-
nising the conservation action of protected areas. The
plan sets out:

* conservation objectives of the area;

« significant socio-economic factors and their impact to
the conservation objectives of the area;

* actions necessary to be taken to maintain or achieve
favourable conservation status of species and habitats,
the priority, schedule and volume of work; and

* budget for accomplishing the plan.

The Nature Conservation Development Plan 2020

anticipates that by 2014 other protected areas have ma-
nagement plans in place. As of 1 June 2013, there were
940 protected areas in Estonia. A total of 147 manage-
ment plans have been adopted, which is almost 40% of
the target by 2020 by surface of protected areas.”!

Management plans for habitat types are compiled
for integrated protection of the habitats. Based on these
plans specific actions have to be planned in the manage-
ment plans of protected areas.

In 1997, the National Programme on the Implemen-
tation of the Ramsar Convention was adopted by the
Government.”? The programme listed nine Ramsar sites
which were added to the Ramsar list in 1997 and 14 po-
tential Ramsar sites. Today, 17 Ramsar sites are designa-
ted. The main goal of the so-called Ramsar programme
was preparing management plans for all international-
ly-important wetlands by 2002. The programme has not
been updated since 2002.

Table 6. Specific action plans for biodiversity protection relevant for the four conventions

Plan Convention/

agreement

Remarks

Action plans for conservation CBD, CMS, AEWA

and management of species

Are developed without a term, activities for 15 years and
budget for 5 years. After 5 years, action continuity plan is
developed. Adopts the commission for action plans of species
in the Ministry of the Environment and approves Minister of
the Environment.

Action plan for conservation
management of bats

CMS, EUROBATS

Action plan for 2012-2016 has been compiled, but not
approved.

Management plans for pro-
tected areas

CBD, Ramsar Convention,
CMS, AEWA

Are developed for up to 10 years, approves Director General
of the Environmental Board.

Management plans for hab-
itats

CBD, Ramsar Convention,
CMS, AEWA

Action plan for semi-natural communities 2014-2020
has been approved by Minister of the Environment. Action
plan for wetlands is in preparation by the Ministry of the
Environment.

Action Plan for Implementing
the Programme of Work on
Protected Areas of the CBD

CBD

Submitted to the Secretariat of the CBD 15.06.2012 by the
Environmental Board.

A prioritised action framework
(PAF) for Natura 2000

CBD, Ramsar Convention,
CMS, AEWA, EUROBATS

Action plan for 2014-2020 has been developed: defining the
funding needs and priorities for Natura 2000 at the national
level and integrating them into the operational programmes
for the different EU funding instruments.

Implementation plan of the
NCDP 2020

All conventions

Under preparation by the Ministry of the Environment.

Source: National reports to the convention secretariats, national focal points.

Score: MODERATE implementation

I Data received from the Environment Agency, 30 Oct. 2013.

2 National Programme on the Implementation of Convention on Wetlands of International Importance especially as Waterfowl Habitat. Regulation of the

Government of the Estonian Republic, No 48 of 4 March 1997.
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4.4 CATEGORY 4. EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION AND REVIEW OF THE PLAN(S)

Review question: Is the implementation of the plan effective?

IDEAL:

e Measures are taken and objectives met according to the plan.
e The plan is reviewed and updated regularly according to the monitoring and evaluation results in order

to meet the set targets.

»  Sufficient, correct and timely reports are submitted to secretariats of the MEAs in question. Reporting

requirements of the MEAs are fulfilled.

»  The reports provide a complete and understandable picture of the state’s implementation of the MEAs

in question.

*  The reports assess compliance with the MEAs in question, identify compliance problems and indicate
solutions which are included in the national implementation/action plan.
*  The reports evaluate effectiveness of the policy measures implemented so far on issues covered by the

MEAs in question.

»  The reports identify barriers to effective implementation and mechanisms to facilitate implementation

of the MEASs in question.

*  The reports are made public via Internet and other publication channels.

As there is no specific national action plan for
biodiversity conventions in Estonia, the objectives of the
conventions are being fulfilled indirectly by means of
national and EU legislation. The national reports on the
implementation of the conventions are the only periodic
reviews conducted on that matter, which are regarded as
sufficient by the national focal points. The assessment
of the implementation of management measures has to
be carried out as a part of updating the protected area
management plans and species conservation action
plans.

National reporting to the secretariats is an obligation
in all four biodiversity-conventions. In case of CITES,
Estonia as an EU member state submits the reports on
permits issued and implementation of CITES to the con-
vention secretariat and to the European Commission.

Most of the national reports have been submitted in a

3 Estonian Ministry for Environment, 2004.

timely manner to secretariats of MEAs; they are also
publicly available on the websites of the conventions.
However, there are some information gaps in national
reports: not all of the report questions are answered.

The implementation of CBD in Estonia was assessed in
detail in the framework of the National Capacity Needs
Self-Assessment (NCSA) project, initiated with the
support of UNEP in 2003. The aim of that self-assess-
ment process was to improve the management of glo-
bal environmental issues in Estonia on the basis of three
environmental conventions adopted in Rio de Janeiro in
1991 (Convention on Biological Diversity, Framework
Convention on Climate Change and Convention to Com-
bat Desertification in Those Countries Experiencing
Serious Drought and/or Desertification, Particularly in
Africa).*

Score: MODERATE implementation
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4.5 CATEGORY 5. EFFECTIVE MONITORING OF THE MEAs IN QUESTION

Review question: Is there an effective monitoring system in place?

IDEAL:

»  Compliance and impacts of the implementation of the MEAs in question are regularly monitored and
evaluated according to the national implementation/action plan.

* A monitoring system for environmental components covered by the MEAs in question is in place.

*  Monitoring is based on updated and reliable environmental data.

*  Monitoring is carried out by independent professionals.

*  Environmental performance is improving in issues covered by the MEAs in question.

There are three types of environmental monitoring
schemes in Estonia:

» State environmental monitoring (organised by the Mi-
nistry of the Environment);

* Environmental monitoring carried out by local
governments; and

* Environmental monitoring carried out by undertakings.

The state environmental monitoring programme consists
of 12 sub-programmes: monitoring of biodiversity and
landscapes, forest, soil, ground water, inland waterbo-
dies, the sea, ambient air, radiation, meteorology and
hydrology, seismology, cross-border air pollution and
support programme.

The most relevant sub-programmes for the biodiversity
conventions are monitoring of biodiversity and

landscapes, forests, internal waters and the sea (Table 7).

Table 7. Sub-programmes of the state environmental monitoring relevant for the biodiversity conventions

Sub-programme

Responsible authority for organi-
sation of monitoring

Biodiversity and landscapes:

Environment Agency since 2014,

Monitoring of populations Coastal landscapes

previously Environmental Board

incl. | -
(incl. landscapes) Agricultural landscapes

Soil biota

Pollinators

Populations of burnt areas

Endangered plant populations

Monitoring of species

Endangered species of vascular plants and bryophytes

Protected species of fungi

Invertebrates

Fish species of international importance

Amphibia and reptilia

Birds

Mammals

Wild game

Environment Agency

Remote sensing of landscapes

Ministry of the Environment

Forests

Environment Agency

Inland waterbodies

Ministry of the Environment

Sea

Ministry of the Environment

Source: Estonian state environmental monitoring programme, http://seire.keskkonnainfo.ee/ [accessed 5 Dec. 2013].
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The sub-programme of biodiversity and landscapes,
which is the largest sub-programme, comprises
regular (annual) monitoring of species, populations
and landscapes. Monitoring of species populations
and habitats specified by international conventions is
one of the obligations of the sub-programme.’ The
main implementing institutions are universities, NGOs
and the Environmental Board. There are also a lot of
volunteers engaged in monitoring, especially in bird
counts.

The monitoring reports are made public annually.
Specific monitoring reports are not delivered on the
conventions, with the exception of the EUROBATS
agreement, as monitoring of bats is one of the specific
of the
landscapes’, operational since 1994.

areas sub-programme ‘Biodiversity and

Monitoring of species and habitats protected by the

conventions is carried out according to the species con-
servation action plans, while monitoring of Ramsar si-
tes and other protected areas is carried out according to
the management plans of protected areas. On the terri-
tories of all Ramsar sites, there are state environmental
monitoring stations or sites, the number and types of
which vary in different sites.

Monitoring of CITES listed species is implemented
via permitting system by the CITES management and
scientific authorities and via the National Environmen-
tal Monitoring Programme for the CITES listed species
present in Estonia. According to the number of permits
issued, the export of CITES species from Estonia has
remained at around the same level since 2004, but im-
port volumes have grown, primarily due to import of
leather products (Figure 5).%
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Figure 5. CITES permits issued in Estonia, 2003-2010
Source: National biennial reports to the CITES Secretariat.

3 Procedure for Implementation of Sub-progammes of National Environmental Monitoring Programme. Regulation of Minister of the Environment No 71 of 7

Dec. 2006.
SSEEIC, 2012.
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Some national reports bring out areas where monito-
ring needs to be improved:

* Monitoring of alien invasive species in both water and
terrestrial environments.*

* Monitoring scheme for Ramsar sites and other wet-
lands in order to be comprehensive and effective.?’

* Regular monitoring for the AEWA species in reed-
beds, lakes and some IBAs/SPAs.™

* The data obtained through monitoring and indepen-
dent sources is statistically insufficient for estimating
status and trends of bats covering whole Estonia.>

Regular monitoring carried out by local governments
and undertakings have not included biodiversity so far.

Score: MODERATE implementation

4.6 CATEGORY 6. CONSIDERATION OF OBJECTIVES OF THE MEAs IN DECISION-MAKING

Review question: Are objectives of the MEAs in question taken into account in Impact Assessment of

projects, plans, policies and programmes?

IDEAL:

*  The objectives of the MEAs in question are taken into account through an Impact Assessment (IA) pro-
cess of projects (permitting process), spatial planning, policies, and programmes.

*  The Impact Assessment of projects, plans, policies and programmes is conducted systematically to ensure
that the MEA objectives are mainstreamed into the planning activities and policy measures of all sectors

and levels.

*  There are no conflicts between objectives, actions and targets in other areas and the MEAs in question.
*  Clear instructions are given to relevant agencies of all the sectors whose activities can have an impact on

the issues covered by the MEAs in question.

Impact assessment is addressed in all four conventions,
either in the convention text (CBD), in resolutions
(Ramsar Convention, CMS) or in decisions (CITES).

The relevant national legislation is the Environmental
Impact Assessment and Environmental Management
System Act (adopted in 2005), which regulates the En-
vironmental Assessment at project level (EIA) and stra-
tegic level (SEA). Biodiversity issues form a distinct

TV National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2008.

part in this act — it stipulates that an assessment of
potential significant environmental impacts shall inc-
lude direct, indirect, cumulative, synergistic, short and
long-term, positive and negative impacts on biological
diversity, populations, flora, fauna and the landscape,
among other impacts.

Impacts on protected species and habitats, as well as on
sites of European importance (Natura 2000 sites) are

S"National Report on the Implementation of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, 2012.
¥ National Report on the Implementation of AEWA for the period 2009-2011, 2012.

¥ Report on the Implementation of the EUROBATS Agreement 2006-2010, 2010.
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mandatory to consider once permits for construction,
extraction of minerals or water, air emissions, waste
management are applied for (called Appropriate Assess-
ment). Similar aspects are expected to be considered
when spatial plans at local, regional or state level are
drawn or sectoral strategies and policies are developed,
e.g. on energy, transport, land use, forestry etc.

EIA and SEA draft reports have to be made publicly
available and comments and proposals for amendments
have to be considered. As far as the nature conservation

aspects are concerned, the most stringent regulations are
set by the EU Birds and Habitats Directives, stipulating
that the decision makers have to ascertain that no harm
would arise to the Natura 2000 sites before any develop-
ment consent is issued or a plan adopted. Appropriate
Assessment is regulated under the articles 6(3) and (4)
of EU Habitats Directive. The quality analysis of Appro-
priate Assessment reports, however, has revealed a poor
quality of such assessments.*

Score: MODERATE implementation

4.7 CATEGORY 7. ADEQUATE FINANCING OF THE IMPLEMENTATION

Review question: Is an adequate level of funding secured for the implementation of the MEAs in

question?

IDEAL.:

»  The implementation, monitoring and enforcement of the MEAs in question are financed continuously from
the national budget, which contains a specific budget line for it.

*  There are other public and private funding sources and international funding sources (e.g. European Union,
World Bank, Global Environment Facility, etc.) available and used for the implementation of the plan.

»  All the measures in the implementation plan are covered by sufficient funding.

»  The funding allocations match the roles and responsibilities of implementing agencies and staff.

The main sources for financing the implementation of
the biodiversity-related conventions in Estonia are:

 State budget, from which administrative and labour
costs, national environmental monitoring programme
and other measures are financed;

* Environmental Investment Centre which channels the
funds — environmental fees from the state budget and
grants from European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF), European Social Fund (ESF) and EU Cohesion
Fund (CF) — into environmental and nature protection
projects;

0 Peterson, 2011.

* EU nature conservation related payments and projects
(e.g. European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
— EAFRD, Life Programme, Framework Programmes
for Research and Innovation, European Marine and
Fisheries Fund — EMFF); and

* Non-EU financing, e.g. European Economic Area and
Norway Grants mechanism and Estonian-Swiss Coope-
ration Programme.

Since the state budget does not specify the allocation
of funds per international convention or agreement, the
adequacy of financing cannot be estimated in detail.
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The total NCDP 2020 budget allocated for implementing
its three strategic objectives and corresponding 18 mea-
sures in 2012-2020 is 582.2 million euros. The measure
2.6 on international cooperation comprises 1.23 million
euros (0.21%) of the total budget. As referred above, the
cost of implementing the international agreements is
not specifically outlined in the budget, but embedded in
the total budget, largely because the multilateral nature

conservation agreements cover various areas of nature
conservation.

The direct costs of being a party to a convention and
corresponding agreements imply an annual member-
ship fee, costs for participation in the COPs and wor-
king groups. The 2013 membership fees for Estonia are
shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Membership fees of the biodiversity conventions for Estonia in 2013

Membership fees in 2013 (euros)

CBD 4700
Cartagena Protocol 1100
Ramsar Convention 1700
CITES 1700
CMS 1844
AEWA 2 000
EUROBATS 750

Total 13794

Source: Data received from the Ministry of the Environment, 19 Sept. 2013.

According to the Ministry of the Environment, the fees
are expected to increase on average 15-20% by 2016.

The financing of CBD in Estonia was estimated in 2012
by the Ministry of the Environment and Tallinn Uni-
versity of Technology, based on the template provided
by the CBD Secretariat and on 2010 data. This was the
first attempt to provide an overview of the domestic and
international financial resources used by the public and
private organisations and NGOs to protect the biodiver-
sity in one year. A total of 166 million euros was calcula-
ted by this special study in 2012, but due to the diversity
of data sources and complexity of such calculations, this
sum should be regarded as a very rough estimation. The
report does not provide evaluation of the adequacy of the
funds for implementing the CBD.

For other conventions, such estimations have not been
requested by the secretariats.

Although there are various funding sources available,
there is also a question whether adequacy of financing
ensures sufficiency of staff necessary for the implemen-
tation of the conventions or whether the lack of compe-
tent human resources is more acute than lack of financial
resources. This issue was pointed out by some of the
national focal points and representatives of enforcement
authority at the meeting to discuss the findings of the
current review.

Score: MODERATE implementation
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4.8 CATEGORY 8. STRONG COMPETENCIES AND CAPACITY

Review question: Are the competences and capacity of officials of the responsible authorities and of the

experts providing input to the implementation of the MEAs in question sufficient?

IDEAL:

*  The kinds of competencies that are required from the officials to implement and enforce the MEAs in

question are clearly defined, available and sufficient.

*  The competencies that are required from the experts for the implementation of the plan (providing data,
monitoring, research, etc.) are clearly defined, available and sufficient.
*  Capacity building is taking place through systematic training programmes. All positions are staffed with

well-trained specialists.

This category looks into the education, training and suf-
ficiency of relevant staff and capacity building needs for
implementation of the convention.

The competence of officials of the Nature Conservation
Department in the Ministry of the Environment is high.
All staff has higher level education, most of them have
MSc and some of them PhD degrees, usually in biolo-
gy/ecology. As of August 2013, the department consis-
ted of 19 people, including head of department, three
councillors and 15 senior officials. The same compe-
tence level is also typical to the staff of the implemen-
ting (also permitting) authority Environmental Board
and Environment Agency, which deals with monitoring
and reporting.

All national focal points have a full time position at the
Nature Conservation Department of the Ministry of the
Environment, except for the CMS focal point, who has
part-time position (0.8). However, besides the conven-
tion-related work, their positions also comprise other
duties. For example, the responsibilities of the CBD
national focal point include national coordination of the
biodiversity topic in strategies of other sectors; imple-
mentation of the EU Biodiversity Strategy; participation
in planning of the funding mechanisms relevant for bio-
diversity; preparing the Ministry’s biodiversity conside-
rations for the EIA and SEA consultations; participation
in the OECD working group on water and biodiversity;
informing and reporting work; preparation of regula-
tions, etc.

Terms of reference for the CBD national focal point is

available at the convention website.®!

There is a separate national focal point for Cartagena
Protocol at the Nature Conservation Department. The
focal point for CMS also coordinates the implementation
of AEWA and EUROBATS agreements.

The enforcement authority — Environmental Inspectorate
—does not have separate nature protection inspectors, but
the inspectors also must deal with supervision in other
environmental areas.

However, it is not the nature conservation officials only
whose assignments are crucial to the implementation of
the conventions: colleagues in other sectoral ministries
and administrative areas are needed to support their ef-
forts. Among the sectoral ministries, it is the Ministry of
the Environment and Ministry of Agriculture that have
the in-house environmental (including nature conserva-
tion) competence.

The national report on the implementation of CBD®
states the problems with the administrative set-up in order
to fulfil all obligations under CBD. The main obstacles
are a lack of qualified personnel in governmental “non-
conservation” sectors and brain-drain of qualified
personnel into the private sector. The biodiversity topic
is a relatively specific concern for public administration
and thus the staff needs more training on these issues.

Capacity building needs are also highlighted in the natio-
nal report on the EUROBATS implementation: Estonia
is in need of capacity building for bat monitoring.®

! http://www.cbd.int/doc/training/nbsap/a2-train-role-nfp-v2-2009-02-en.pdf [accessed 7 Nov. 2013].

2TV National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2008.

% Report on the Implementation of the EUROBATS Agreement 2006-2010, 2010.

40



STOCKHOLM ENVIRONMENT INSTITUTE TALLINN CENTRE

Adequate training of customs officials is of crucial im-
portance for effective implementation of CITES. The
Ministry of the Environment has periodically conduc-
ted seminars and trainings on CITES for customs of-
ficials and environmental inspectors. In addition, there
are awareness-raising activities like CITES exhibitions,

4.9 CATEGORY 9. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

presentations and lectures at different forums organised
for the general public or specialized audience.*

The NCDP 2020 envisages trainings on biosafety to be
implemented continuously.

Score: MODERATE implementation

Review question: Is the stakeholder engagement system in place and comprehensive?

IDEAL:

» A stakeholder participation system is in place. Stakeholders are involved in the whole cycle of the MEAs

in question, including:

- preparation for ratification of the MEAs in question;
- developing national implementation/action plan(s);

- implementing the plan;

- monitoring of compliance and impacts; and

- national reporting.

»  Stakeholders include anyone who is affected by or is otherwise interested in the MEAs or its implemen-
tation in either the governmental or non-governmental sectors, including businesses, national umbrella
organisations and issue-oriented national groups (environmental NGOs) and civil society groups.

»  The government secures a high level of stakeholder participation in the implementation of the MEAs in
question by allowing free access to the process, providing timely information, allocating financial resourc-

es and securing sufficient time for participation.

»  Stakeholders are engaged early in the process when options are still open. Feedback/input from stakehold-
ers is registered and it improves the implementation of the MEAs in question.
*  Regular (yearly or more often) stakeholder meetings presenting progress and under-achievements of im-

plementation of the MEAs in question take place.

»  National delegations to COP of the MEAs in question include NGO representative(s) and progress reports

of the COPs are made available for public.

»  Public awareness and outreach activities are systematically implemented (concerning obligations deriving
from the MEAs in question, the benefits of being party to the MEAs, new developments at international

level, etc.).

»  Stakeholders and public have right of access to administrative and judicial proceedings in issues of the

MEAs in question.

Stakeholders are involved in some of the stages of
the implementation of the conventions, through the
following actions, mainly:

* Nature protection NGOs are implementing nature con-
servation measures (management of semi-natural habi-
tats, creating habitats for endangered species, etc.);

®National Biennial Report to the CITES Secretariat 2009-2010, 2011.

* Management planning processes of protected areas and
species;

* Participation in EIA and SEA processes; and

* Participation in environmental awareness and nature
protection projects.
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There are several country-wide, regional and local NGOs
whose main objective is to conserve nature, such as the
Estonian Naturalists’ Society, Estonian Fund for Nature,
Estonian Ornithological Society, Estonian Seminatural
Community Conservation Association, Wildlife Estonia,
Estonian Wetland Society, Eagle Club, NGO Suurkorv,
NGO Pohjakonn, Estonian Orchid Protection Club, and
others. However, there is no regular communication
between the authorities and environmental NGOs on the
implementation of the biodiversity conventions.

According to the Nature Conservation Act, the draft pro-
tection rules and management plan, either of a new or al-
ready established protected area, have to be made public,
and public consultations have to be conducted. The rules
of protection of the area are a legal document which estab-
lishes the protection procedure and is approved by the Go-
vernment. The rules form part of the land use conditions
that are passed over to the new land owner once the land
is bought or sold. The management plan is developed for
implementing the rules. Stakeholder engagement is organi-
sed by the Environmental Board.

Stakeholders shall be also engaged into the EIA and SEA
processes. According to the law, the draft documents
of EIA and SEA must be made publicly available
and the stakeholders have to be consulted prior to the
decision-making.

The Environmental Investment Centre (EIC) finances
projects that promote public awareness on the environment,
including biodiversity. For example, in 2012, EIC financed
789 environmental awareness projects with a total budget
of 10.5 million euros. Among them, the largest budget
allocations were made for the renewal of environmental
education infrastructure: 13 projects to renew the premises
of local and regional nature education centres are in process
and 5.4 million euros were paid out in 2012 by EIC.%

Awareness-raising activities have been carried out on the
topics of all the biodiversity-related conventions by public
and non-governmental organisations all over Estonia. Such
activities are seminars, lectures, information days, excur-
sions, bird monitoring and counts for stakeholders and

% Estonian Environmental Investment Centre, 2013.
TV National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2008.

general public, educational programmes for schools and
kindergartens, CITES exhibitions and displays, TV and
radio programmes, publications, websites, etc. Each year
events are organised to celebrate:

* International Day for Biological Diversity (22 May);

» World Wetlands Day (2 February);

» World Migratory Bird Day (second weekend of May);

* International Bat Night and European Bat Night (last full
weekend of August), etc.

Other observations on stakeholder engagement / public
awareness and outreach activities are:

- So far there has been no formal procedure established to
send all national reports to stakeholders for commenting
as is the case in compilation of the Aarhus Convention na-
tional report. In the latter case, the stakeholders are widely
consulted in the process of drafting of the report. Thus the
draft or final results of the national reports of biodiversity
conventions have not usually been discussed with the
stakeholders.

- Representatives of environmental NGOs are not regular-
ly included in the delegations of COP of the biodiversity
conventions.

- Ramsar sites are not much used as brands nor receive
much special mentioning. The fact that a site is also a Ram-
sar site, is not very clear in many cases. Challenging is the
involvement of local communities and undertaking local
actions for conservation and wise use of wetlands, which
is one of the main principles of the Ramsar Convention.

- The last national report to the CBD noted the low level
of awareness-raising and publicity. The report points out
that there is a need for more thorough inclusion of local
communities and the private sector into implementation of
the convention.%

Score: MODERATE implementation
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4.10 CATEGORY 10. EFFECTIVE ENFORCEMENT SYSTEM

Review question: Is the enforcement system in place with effective enforcement tools at the disposal of

relevant authorities?

IDEAL:
*  An enforcement system has been established.

»  The enforcement agency has clear authority and a sufficient mandate (up to stopping illegal activity and is-
suing penalties) related to the issues of the MEAS in question.
*  Non-compliance and violations are registered by the national enforcement agency and made public via

Internet and media.

»  Corrective measures to curb the growth of violation numbers and severity are undertaken by designated
authority, including amendments to the legislation and practices.

*  The cost of non-compliance exceeds the cost of compliance. Enforcement tools include effective economic
instruments and penalties for violations are established at a level where number and severity of violations

are clearly decreasing.

The main authority for implementing enforcement and
supervision of environmental legislation in Estonia is
the Environmental Inspectorate. Supervision activi-
ties have been classified by the Inspectorate into three
main areas: environmental protection, nature protection
and fisheries protection. Nature protection supervision
comprises the following sub-areas:

» forest protection;

* protection of protected natural objects;

* protection of shores and banks;

* hunting; and

* protection of animals and fauna.

Implementation of environmental legislation is also su-
pervised by local governments and several state agencies,
whose fields of responsibility relevant for biodiversity
are the following:

* Agricultural Board — GMOs, plant protection;

» Health Board — GMOs;

* Local governments — maintenance, nature protection,
tree felling permits;

* Police and Border Guard Board — fishing, marine pol-
lution, prevention of offences;

" Estonian Environmental Inspectorate, 2013.

* Rescue Board — forest and landscape fires, terrestrial
pollution, wild animal rescue; and

e Tax and Customs Board — CITES, transactions with
forest.

According to the 2012 annual report of the Environmen-
tal Inspectorate, the main violations in nature protection
were concerned with violations of the forestry law (128
violations) and nature conservation law, specifically
the protection of shores and banks (73 violations). The
greatest number of violations in the responsibility area
of the Inspectorate was in the category of fish protection
(1547). By legal acts, the largest number of environmen-
tal violations were related to the Local Governmental
Organisation Act, Fishing Act, Waste Act and the Nature
Conservation Act (257 violations in the latter case).”’

Since 2011, the Environmental Inspectorate has had the
authority to process criminal offences against the envi-
ronment. There were 39 criminal cases against the envi-
ronment processed by the Inspectorate both in 2012 and
in 2011. The cases were mainly related to violation of
the Forest Act (15 cases), followed by violations of the
Fishing Act (14 cases), illegal extraction of minerals (7
cases), violations of the Nature Conservation Act (2 ca-
ses) and of the Ambient Air Act (1 case).

The annual report of the Environmental Inspectorate does
not specify the locations of violations by protected areas.
The Inspectorate regards early action to avoid illegal
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building on the sea coast and on banks of the inland water
bodies, illegal forest management and hunting, as well as
illegal trade of CITES species as priority activities in the
nature protection area for the next years.

In 2012, in addition to the Inspectorate, six other autho-
rities (local governments, Police and Border Guard Bo-
ard, Rescue Board, Tax and Customs Board, Consumer

Protection Board, Veterinary and Food Board) processed
altogether 1512 environmental cases.

The overall number of environmental violations regis-
tered by all supervisory authorities and persons fined
has been decreasing in the last years (Figure 6). As an
example, the number of violations and persons fined in
the field of protected objects of nature is given in Figure 7.
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Figure 6. Total number of environmental violations registered by all supervisory authorities and number of persons fined,

2005-2011

Source: Annual reports of the Environmental Inspectorate 2006-2011.
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Figure 7. Number of violations and persons fined in the field of protected objects of nature, 2005-2011
Source: Annual reports of the Environmental Inspectorate 2006-2011.
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In 2009-2010,
misdemeanours

there were
15 to 23 CITES

specimens have been seized/confiscated every two

in Estonia.®®

5 CITES-related  years since 2003 (Table 9). So far there have not been
CITES-related criminal cases in Estonia.

Table 9. Total number of seizures/confiscations of CITES specimens in Estonia, 2003-2010

2003-2004

2005-2006

2007-2008 [2009-2010

Total number of seizures/confiscations 16

20 23 15

Source: National biennial reports to the CITES Secretariat.

The Environmental Inspectorate has also started to
control fulfilment of the requirement on the total ban of
lead shots in waterfowl hunting, which derives from the
AEWA agreement and was enacted in the national le-
gislation in 2013. Generally, the Inspectorate estimated

4.11 CATEGORY 11.CROSS-BORDER COOPERATION

the control results as satisfactory. In addition to control-
ling hunters, the Inspectorate plans to start taking cont-
rol samples from the birds which were hunted.®

Score: MODERATE implementation

Review question: Is there bilateral and multilateral cooperation at the regional and international levels in

the context of the MEAS in question?
IDEAL:

*  Bilateral and multilateral cooperation mechanisms, including those with neighbouring countries, are in
place (agreements/Memoranda of Understanding, coordination bodies).

»  Joint projects to meet the targets of the MEASs in question are implemented.

*  Exchange of information and experience as well as joint projects are considered useful by the parties of the

MEAs in question.

»  The state is participating in COPs / Meetings of the Parties.
*  The state is participating in the work of the MEAs in question as a member of a Task Force, an expert group

or a technical group, etc.

*  Results of joint activities improve the implementation of the MEAs in question.

Estonia has signed several bilateral agreements on en-
vironmental protection, including nature conservation,
with its neighbouring and other countries since 1991.
However, the agreements address nature conservation as
a general area of bilateral cooperation, not specifically
in the framework of the four biodiversity conventions.

 National Biennial Report to the CITES Secretariat 2009-2010, 2011.

Estonia has participated in most of the COPs of the bio-
diversity conventions since becoming a party to the con-
vention. The state is also taking part in the work of seve-
ral task forces, committees, expert or technical groups of
the MEASs in question in the EU and other venues.

% Tiirutaja, No 24, December 2013. Quarterly of the Estonian Ornithological Society
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Table 10. Bilateral, regional or multilateral agreements or arrangements relevant for the biodiversity conventions in Estonia

Examples of bilateral, regional or multilateral agreements or arrangements

All biodiver- e The Estonian Ministry of the Environment has its longest working relationship in nature conservation
sity-conven- with the Finnish Ministry of the Environment. In 2013, 22 years of cooperation was celebrated. A
tions joint working group meets twice a year to discuss management of protected areas, including Natura

2000 sites, alien species, visitors’ services as well as also nature education and impact assessment.

*  In 2003 Estonia became a Voting Participant of the Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF),
an international open data infrastructure, funded by governments.”®

o Since 2007, Estonia has been a member of International Union for the Conservation of Nature
(IUCN). Membership right is exercised by the Ministry of the Environment. In addition, Estonian Fund
for Nature (NGO) is a member of IUCN.”!

¢ The Ministry of the Environment is a member of Co-ordination Group for Biodiversity and Nature,
which is an Expert Group of the European Commission. Estonian governmental officials and species/
habitat experts meet regularly in the EU biogeographical seminars and Habitas and Ornis Com-
mittee meetings to discuss the sufficiency of the number and area of Sites of Community Importance
and Special Protection Areas. The boreal biogeographical region seminars are attended by officials and
experts from Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Finland and Sweden.

CBD, Ramsar | ¢  Estonia established a biosphere reserve in the West Estonian Archipelago in 1990 and joined the UN-
Convention, ESCO “Man and the Biosphere Programme”, intergovernmental scientific programme aiming to
CMS set a scientific basis for the improvement of the relationships between people and their environment
globally.”? There are two Ramsar sites located in the West Estonian Archipelago (Hiiumaa Islets and
Ké&ina Bay and Laidevahe Nature Reserve).

¢ Lahemaa National Park and Environmental Board are members of EUROPARC Federation, Europe-
an organisation for protected areas bringing together professionals, government agencies, decision
makers and supporters — and its Nordic-Baltic section.”®

¢ Soomaa National Park is @ member of PAN Parks network, the European wilderness protection
organisation, which works for the protection, greater understanding and appreciation of Europe’s
wilderness areas.”*

Cartagena Estonia has not entered such specific agreements or arrangements.’®

Protocol

Ramsar Con- | *  Estonian and Latvian Ministries of the Environment have designated the North-Livonian Trans-
vention boundary Ramsar site pursuant to article 5 of the Ramsar Convention.

e Estonia is a member of the Nordic-Baltic Wetlands Initiative (NorBalWet), which is a regional ini-
tiative for the Ramsar Convention (with Denmark, Greenland, Faroe Islands, Estonia, Finland, Iceland,
Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Sweden, Russian Federation).”¢

CITES Exchange of intelligence: customs collaborates with police and customs of different countries for joint op-
erations (e.g. with neighbouring countries) and with international organisations (World Customs Organisa-
tion, Europol etc.).””

AEWA Estonia participated in the first international, flyway-scale wetland and waterbird conservation initiative:
African-Eurasian flyways project “Wings Over Wetlands”, supported by UNEP-GEF (2006-2010).78
EUROBATS Several Estonian bat experts are involved in cooperation with range states. Active cooperation is held

amongst Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Finland.”?

Score: STRONG implementation

" http://www.gbif.org/ [accessed 19 Nov. 2013].

"' http://www.iucn.org/ [accessed 18 Nov. 2013].

7 http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/man-and-biosphere-programme/ [accessed 18 Nov. 2013].
7 http://www.europarc.org/ [accessed 18 Nov. 2013].

" http://www.panparks.org/ [accessed 18 Nov. 2013].

7>Second Regular National Report on the Implementation of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, 2011.

"¢ http://www.norbalwet.org/ [accessed 18 Nov. 2013].

"National Biennial Report to the CITES Secretariat 2009-2010, 2011.

" http://www.wingsoverwetlands.org/ [accessed 18 Nov. 2013].

7Report on the Implementation of the EUROBATS Agreement 2006-2010, 2010.
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4.12 CATEGORY 12. ACHIEVING THE OBJECTIVES

Review question: Are the objectives achieved under the MEAs in question?

IDEAL:

e There is a political will for achieving the objectives and meeting the obligations of the MEAs in question.

*  The objectives of the MEAs in question are achieved and obligations met.

e The overall effectiveness of the MEAs in question in meeting their objectives is regularly reviewed and
improvement measures undertaken.

*  The national implementation/action plan is enforced by the national government.

e The reports on compliance, non-compliance and impacts of the MEAs in question are reviewed by Minister
of the Environment/the national government/parliament and discussed in public.

There are no specific reports on compliance, non-comp-
liance and impacts of the MEAs in question and these
issues are not generally discussed in public media. It can

be concluded that in general the goals of the MEAs in
question are met, but in specific objectives there is still
room for improvement.

Table 11. Objectives of the biodiversity conventions and assessment to their achievement

Objectives / goals

Assessment / comments

CBD 1. Conservation of biodi- | Assessment to the achievement is positive, yet there is much to
versity achieve in putting the knowledge into practice.®®
2. Sustainable use of its Achievement is more complicated: the use of resources is often not
components yet subject to the principle of sustainable use of biodiversity in places
where the actual usage of resource takes place.
Biodiversity-related and wider environmental knowledge in society
are low.®!
3. Fair and equitable shar- | This issue is, from a practical point of view, not tackled yet in Esto-
ing of the benefits arising [ nia.8? The procedure towards ratification of the Nagoya Protocol is
out of the use of genetic under way.
resources, taking into ac-
count all rights over those
resources.
Cartagena | To ensure the safe han- The national report does not provide evidence on non-achievement
Protocol dling, transport and use of | of goals or failure to meet obligations.

living modified organisms
(LMOs), resulting from
modern biotechnology that
may have adverse effects
on biological diversity, but
also takes into account
risks to human health.

8TV National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2008.
81TV National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2008.
821V National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2008.
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Ramsar
Convention

To promote the conser-
vation and wise use of all
wetlands through local,
regional and national
actions and international
cooperation, as a contri-
bution towards achieving
sustainable development
worldwide.

Understanding and valuation of wetland ecosystem services and
achieving wise use of all wetlands of the country is an ongoing chal-
lenge.®

There are 17 Ramsar sites in Estonia with a total area of 304 778
hectares, covering marine areas, coastal areas, bogs and freshwater
habitats.®* Inventory of nature protection values and status has been
carried out in all Estonian mires in 2009-2012.8°

Several initiatives on national action and international cooperation
are implemented according to the national report.

CITES

To ensure that internation-
al trade in specimens of
wild animals and plants
does not threaten their
survival.

The national report to the CITES secretariat does not provide evi-
dence on non-achievement of goals or failure to meet obligations.

CMs

To conserve terrestrial,
aquatic and avian migra-
tory species throughout
their range by conserving
or restoring their habitats
and mitigating the obsta-
cles to their migration.

Most CMS species for which Estonia is a range state are protected
under the Nature Conservation Act. Exceptions include some vagrant
mammal and bird species and two breeding bird species: Long-
eared owl (Asio otus) and Turtle dove (Streptopelia turtur), for which
Estonia is a range state and which are not under national protection.

Main areas for wintering, breeding, stop-over, etc. of CMS species
in Estonia are located in protected areas. Estonia is a range state for
103 species listed in Appendix Il of CMS and 6 bird species protected
under Appendix .8

AEWA

To conserve migratory
waterbirds and their habi-
tats across Africa, Europe,
the Middle East, Central
Asia, Greenland and the
Canadian archipelago.

There is a need to update the inventory on sufficiency of protected
areas network for AEWA species.

As Estonia is located on the East-Atlantic migratory route, it has an
important role in the protection of arctic water birds. There are 139
AEWA species that are found in Estonia.®”

EUROBATS

To protect all 52 Europe-
an bat species through
legislation, education,
conservation measures and
international co-operation.

All regularly breeding bat species (11) in Estonia are protected un-
der the Nature Conservation Act, except for Soprano pipistrelle bat
(Pipistrellus pygmaeus), which is not yet under national protection.

Score: MODERATE implementation

% National Report on the Implementation of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, 2012.

S http://www.ramsar.org/cda/en/ramsar-documents-list/main/ramsar/1-31-218 _4000_0 [accessed 26 Nov. 2013].
%5 Paal and Leibak, 2013.
% National Report on the Implementation of the Convention on Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals, 2011.
87 National Report on the Implementation of AEWA for the period 2009-2011, 2012.
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4.13 CATEGORY 13. COORDINATION ACROSS THE CLUSTER OF MEAs

Review question: Are the MEAs in question effectively implemented as a cluster?

IDEAL:

e The implementation of the MEAs in a cluster is effectively coordinated.
*  The national implementation/action plan of the MEAs in question identifies cross-cutting themes and syner-

gies between the MEAs in the cluster.

*  Responsible agencies for the implementation of the MEAs in the cluster share data and tools.

*  Reporting is coordinated within the cluster of MEAs.

*  National legislation supports the implementation of the cluster of thematically related MEAs.

The national focal points for the four MEAs under
review are all working in the Nature Conservation
Department of the Ministry of the Environment.
Thus, the interaction between the focal points is very
close and coordination of the biodiversity cluster is
implemented from a single authority. Mostly there
are informal mechanisms at the national level in place
for collaboration between the focal points and other
concerned authorities of biodiversity-MEAs: personal
contacts and exchange of information in the Ministry
of the Environment and its agencies. Generally, it can
be evaluated that the coordination across the cluster of
the biodiversity MEAs is relatively effective within
the environmental sector, but less effective across
sectors. For example, there is no clear evidence on high
level and various modes of cooperation between the
Ministry of the Environment and other ministries with
powers in sustainable use of biodiversity and genetic
resources (e.g. Ministry of Agriculture) as well with
local governments. Considering also other institutions

(governmental and non-governmental) involved in the
implementation of biodiversity MEAs, it is clear that
only inclusive governance with working mechanisms
could lead to a functioning coordination across the
cluster of MEAs.

Almost all forms of the national reports under review
include a question about the coordination across the
cluster of biodiversity MEAs. However, the national
reports do not provide yet an overarching approach to
the implementation of this issue.

As the Ministry of the Environment is a managing and
policy-making authority for all biodiversity MEAs, it
is a question of initiative first within the ministry to
drive stronger coordination means and invite all the
other concerned institutions to inter-sectoral group(s)
or committee(s).

Score: MODERATE implementation
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4.14 CATEGORY 14. BENEFITS FORTHE ENVIRONMENT

Review question: Has the implementation of the MEASs in question created benefits for the environment?

IDEAL:

»  The cluster-specific and wider environmental benefits have been assessed in the national implementation/

action plan, for example, as to whether and how:

- the implementation of the MEAs in question has improved the status of species and habitats;
- the implementation of the MEAs in question has increased or maintained the ecosystem

services;

- the implementation of the MEAs in question has resulted in reduced emissions to the

environment; and

- the implementation of the MEAs in question has resulted in more efficient land use, mineral

use and biomass use.

It has to be noted that Estonian environmental law has
been directly based on EU environmental law since Es-
tonia became an EU member in 2004. Prior to EU mem-
bership, it is difficult to undervalue the significance of
the CBD and Ramsar Convention in promoting nature
conservation during the 1990s. Nowadays, however, the
obligations deriving from EU law may be as strict as or
even stricter than those coming from the MEAs. That
fact has diminished the significance of these environ-
mental MEAS to the benefits for the Estonian environ-
ment or at least made it difficult to distinguish the role
of EU legislation from that of the MEAs. The total ban
of lead shots since 2013 in waterfowl hunting may be
the only direct recent ecological benefit, which does not
derive from EU law, but from the biodiversity MEAs
—AEWA.

The benefits for the environment from the biodiversity-
conventions can be indirectly measured via trends in
favourable condition of species and habitats.

Every 6 years, the EU memberstates reportto the European
Commission on the progress of implementation of the
Habitats Directive, according to its article 17. Estonia
has submitted the respective national report in 2007%
and 2013* on the status of species and habitats protected
under this directive. Both submissions admit gaps in data
on species and the 2007 submission also noted gaps in
habitats. As an overall assessment, the favourable status
of species and habitats has increased in 2013 compared
to 2007 (Table 12 and Table 13). The target levels by
2020 set out in the NCDP are the improved status of 28
species and 14 habitat types.

Table 12. Status of species in the national implementation report of the Habitats Directive, 2007 and 2013

Status of species 2007 2013
Number % Number %
Favourable 23 24 53 54
Unfavourable-inadequate 41 43 27 27
Unfavourable-bad 7 7 8 8
Unknown 25 26 11 11
Total 96 100 99 100

Source: Data received from the Ministry of the Environment, 14 Nov. 2013.

8 Report on Article 17 of the Habitats Directive. National Summary and Checklist — Estonia.
% Data received from the Ministry of the Environment, 14 Nov. 2013.
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Table 13. Status of habitats in the national implementation report of the Habitats Directive, 2007 and 2013

Status of habitat types 2007 2013
Number % Number %
Favourable 25 42 32 53,3
Unfavourable-inadequate 21 35 27 43,3
Unfavourable-bad 9 15 3,3
Unknown 5 8 0
Total 60 100 60 100

Source: Data received from the Ministry of the Environment, 14 Nov. 2013.

A total of 19 species out of 99 which are protected un-
der the Habitats Directive in Estonia are also protected

species of the biodiversity conventions (CITES, CMS

or EUROBATS). The assessment of their status in Es-
tonia in 2007 and 2013 is given in Table 14.

Table 14. Status of species in Estonia who are protected under the EU Habitats Directive as well as under the biodiversity

conventions

Species protected under

Convention /

Overall assessment to the status in the

(Natterer’s bat)

Habitats Directive agreement national report of the Habitats Directive
2007 2013

Canis lupus CITES Appendix Il Favourable Favourable

(Gray Wolf)

Cypripedium calceolus CITES Appendix Il Inadequate Favourable

(Lady’s slipper orchid)

Eptesicus nilsonii EUROBATS Favourable Favourable

(Northern bat)

Halichoerus grypus CMS Appendix Il Inadequate Favourable

(Grey seal)

Hirudo medicinalis CITES Appendix Il Inadequate Inadequate

(Medicinal leech)

Lutra lutra CITES Appendix | Favourable Favourable

(European ofter)

Lynx lynx CITES Appendix Il Favourable Favourable

(Eurasian lynx)

Myotis brandtii EUROBATS Unknown Favourable

(Brandt’s bat)

Myotis dasycneme EUROBATS Inadequate Inadequate and unknown

(Pond bat)

Myotis daubentonii EUROBATS Favourable Favourable

(Daubenton'’s bat)

Myotis mystacinus EUROBATS Unknown Unknown

(Whiskered bats)

Myotis nattereri EUROBATS Unknown Favourable

51



REVIEWING THE COHERENCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTILATERAL BIODIVERSITY AGREEMENTS IN ESTONIA

Species protected under Convention / Overall assessment to the status in the

Habitats Directive agreement national report of the Habitats Directive
2007 2013

Nyctalus noctula EUROBATS Unknown Favourable

(Common noctule)

Pipistrellus nathusii EUROBATS Unknown Favourable

(Nathusius’ pipistrelle)

Pipistrellus pipistrellus EUROBATS Unknown Favourable

(Common pipistrelle)

Pipistrellus pygmaeus EUROBATS Was not on the list in | Favourable

(Soprano pipistrelle) 2007

Plecotus auritus EUROBATS Favourable Favourable

(Brown long-eared bat)

Ursus arctos CITES Appendix Il Favourable Favourable

(Brown bear)

Vespertilio murinus EUROBATS Unknown Favourable

(Particoloured bat)

Source: Data received from the Ministry of the Environment, 14 Nov. 2013; websites of the conventions [accessed

20 Nov. 2013].

The initial national report on the implementation of the
Birds Directive was completed by the end of December
2013.

The global assessment of the status of species can be
done by applying the IUCN Red List Categories and
Criteria to species and species groups registered in

a country. Out of the species of Estonia listed in the
TUCN Red List of Threatened Species (categories Cri-
tically Endangered, Endangered and Vulnerable), all
five bird species are under protection of CMS/AEWA;
two species belong to the CITES Appendix II; and four
species are protected under the Habitats Directive (Tab-
le 15).

Table 15. Species in Estonia listed in the [IUCN Red List of Threatened Species (categories: Critically Endangered, Endange-
red and Vulnerable) who are also protected under biodiversity conventions or the EU Habitats Directive

Species

Status in the IUCN

Population trend in

Convention /

Overall assess-

(Long-tailed Duck)

AEWA

Red List of Threat- | the IUCN Red List agreement ment of status
ened Species 2013 | of Threatened Spe- in the national
cies 2013 report of the
Habitats Direc-
tive 2013
Anguilla anguilla Critically endangered | Decreasing CITES Appendix Il -
(European eel)
Anser erythropus Vulnerable Decreasing CMS Appendix |, -
(Lesser White-fronted AEWA
Goose)
Aquila clanga Vulnerable Decreasing CMS Appendix I, -
(Greater Spotted CITES Appendix Il
Eagle)
Astacus astacus Vulnerable Decreasing - Inadequate
(Noble Crayfish)
Clangula hyemalis Vulnerable Decreasing CMS Appendix I, -
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Coregonus lavaretus | Vulnerable Decreasing - Bad

(Whitefish)

Melanitta fusca Endangered Decreasing CMS Appendix I, -

(Velvet Scoter) AEWA

Mustela lutreola Critically endangered | Decreasing - Inadequate, but

(Thick Shelled River
Mussel)

(European Mink) unknown
Polysticta stelleri Vulnerable Decreasing CMS Appendix |, -

(Steller’s Eider) AEWA

Unio crassus Endangered Unknown - Inadequate and

unknown

Source: IUCN 2013. IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2013.1. www.iucnredlist.org. Downloaded on 20 Nov.
2013; websites of the conventions [accessed 20 Nov. 2013]; data received from the Ministry of the Environment, 14 Nov.

2013.
Note:

‘~"means that the species is not on the list of protected species of the biodiversity conventions or the Habitats Directive

Score: MODERATE implementation

4.15 CATEGORY 15.SOCIO-ECONOMIC BENEFITS

Review question: Has the implementation of the MEASs in question created socio-economic benefits?

IDEAL:

e The cluster-specific and wider socio-economic benefits have been assessed in the national implementation/

action plan, for example, as to whether and how:

- the implementation of the MEAs in question has created more jobs, including green jobs;
- the implementation of the MEASs in question has increased safety benefits;

- the implementation of the MEAS in question has created health benefits;

- the implementation of the MEASs in question has promoted the introduction of green

technologies;

- the implementation of the MEASs in question has created better governance;
- the implementation of the MEAS in question has provided incentives for local communities;

and

- the costs of implementation of the MEAs in question are smaller than benefits gained.

As to the socio-economic benefits, one can notice a si-
milar trend to the environmental benefits (see Chapter
4.14): it is EU law that first and foremost affects the
level of socio-economic benefits, not the biodiversity-
related MEAs. Thus, the role of MEAs during the 1990s
and nowadays in generating socio-economic benefits is
difficult to assess and so far it has not been done for
Estonia.

Such benefits arising from biodiversity conservation
may be manifold for both the society and private
persons. It can be estimated that the implementation

of the biodiversity-related conventions in Estonia,
for example, has created health benefits and better
governance, provided incentives for local communities.
Bothland land management for biodiversity conservation
and nature tourism in rural areas have contributed to the
reduced unemployment rate in rural areas in Estonia. The
following benefits could be highlighted here in relation
to private persons: land tax incentive in protected areas;
subsidies for management; compensation for income
losses due to land use restrictions; selling the land
containing protected natural object to the state.
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1. Nature tourism and recreational benefit

Nature tourism is part of overall incoming and outgoing
tourism in Estonia. According to Statistics Estonia,
tourism forms about 8% of the GDP of Estonia.
Protected areas promote local businesses in rural arcas
by creating demand from tourists for lodging and local
food to tourists. In the past 15 years, both domestic
and international nature tourism in Estonian protected
areas has been rising. For example, birdwatching tours
and kayak tours with experienced guides in the West
Estonian Archipelago have become very popular. The
State Forest Management Centre (RMK) provides free
nature tourism services for the public in 13 recreation
areas across the country. According to the RMK annual
report”, the number of visitors to these recreation areas
and RMK managed protected areas has doubled in
five years, from almost 800 000 visitors in 2008 to 1.6
million visitors in 2012.

Everyman’s right

According to the Nature Conservation Act, all roads
and pathways within conservation zones and limited
management zones of protected areas must be open for
public use from sunrise to sunset. There must be free
public access to the shore paths of public or publicly-
used water bodies; the width of shore paths must extend
from 4 to 10 m depending on the water body. In state
forests, free public access should be ensured to pick
berries, mushrooms and plants, including medicinal
plants, that are not protected, and to fish with a single
handline in a public water body.

2. Tax incentives, subsidies, compensations
2.1 Land tax incentive

Land owners located in protected arecas may enjoy
a reduced rate of land tax, depending on the level of
restrictions imposed on private land use by nature
conservation. Pursuant to the Land Tax Act, land in strict
nature reserves and conservation zones of protected areas
as well as in conservation zones of species protection

% State Forest Management Centre, 2012.
I EEIC, 2012.
2 ERDP 2014-2020

sites are exempt from land tax since 2009: the land tax
rate is 0%. The land in limited management zones of
protected areas, species protection sites and protected
nature monuments as well as in limited-conservation
areas is 50% exempt from land tax. In 2011, 73% of the
land (1 127 132 ha) in protected areas benefited from the
50% reduced rate, while 27% of the land (413 960 ha)
was not taxed (zero rate).”’

2.2 Payments to farmers

Semi-natural communities. For restoring and maintai-
ning semi-natural communities, subsidies to farmers are
provided by the EU and from the state budget. Mainte-
nance of semi-natural communities in Natura 2000 areas
are subsidised from the EAFRD through Estonian Rural
Development Plan (ERDP). The Ministry of Agriculture
manages the ERDP budget. In 2012, managers of about
26 500 ha of semi-natural habitats (alluvial meadows,
coastal meadows, wooded meadows, Nordic alvars, etc)
received such a subsidy.”? In the Nature Conservation
Development Plan 2020, it is foreseen to increase the
area of maintained semi-natural communities to 45 000
ha by 2020.

The Ministry of the Environment provides subsidies
for restoring semi-natural communities. Restoration of
such habitats is a prerequisite for further management
and application for respective subsidies from the ERDP.
The Environmental Board as the manager of protected
areas also outsources nature conservation work, such as
mowing, clearing of brush and installation of culverts.

Farmland and forests. The Government provides pay-
ments to the owners of private farmland and forest loca-
ted within Natura 2000 areas by partly compensating for
the loss of income due to restrictions on land use im-
posed by nature conservation. The payments are made
from the EAFRD through the ERDP. In 2012, 22 293 ha
of farmland and 54 448 ha of forest land received such
compensation.” Altogether there are about 55 000 ha of
farmland and 85 000 ha of private forest land on Natura
2000 areas.”

% A Prioritised Action Framework for Natura 2000. Estonia. For the EU Multiannual Financing Period 2014-2020.

% ERDP 2014-2020.
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Table 16.The budget of support measures for semi-natural habitats, Natura 2000 agricultural and forest land in Estonian

Rural Development Plans 2007-2013 and 2014-2020

Measure Budget (million €)
2007-2013 2014-2020
Support for the maintenance of semi-natural habitats 26.8 33.2
Natura 2000 support for agricultural land 8.7 5.3
Natura 2000 support for private forest land 25.4 26.4

Source: ERDP 2007-2013, ERDP 2014-2020 (draft).

In rural areas where jobs are scarce, such subsidies
may provide additional income to people. However, no
statistics on benefits exists. The compensatory measures
for land owners also help protect natural values,
especially in forests, on privately-owned land which
otherwise would be a much more difficult task.

2.3 Selling the land containing protected natural ob-
ject to the state

The Nature Conservation Act provides the possibility for
private land owners located in protected areas to sell the
land to the state. The Government does not accept all
such applications but will consider seriously cases where
significant natural features (values) are concerned, and
the restrictions on land use are severe for the land owner.
Some years ago, in such circumstances, the law also
provided options to swap private land with state land.
This option became a major real estate business, since it
was used for buying land with restricted land use from
several landowners by real estate companies first and
then proposing the Government to buy the land or swap
the land with land lots in cities. The law was amended
and currently land lots of high nature value and restricted
use can be purchased by the state, but not swapped with
state land.

3. Monetary valuation of the ecosystem services

There are a handful of scientific studies on biodiversity
and ecosystem service value assessments and willingness

% Ehrlich, 2012.

% Kosk and Lohmus, 2011.
97Kosk, 2012.

% Ehvert, 2013.

% Nommann et al. 2014.

to pay (WTP) for ecosystem services in Estonia.
For example:

* Protected forests: WTP of Estonian working-age po-
pulation for maintaining protected forests.”® A survey
undertaken in 2011 by Tallinn University of Technology
concluded from the responses of 1000 people that a vast
majority (82%) of the Estonian working-age population
had a positive WTP and only 18% had a negative WTP.
The annual average possible payments to maintain pro-
tected forests ranged from 3 to 40 euros, depending on
sex, education, age and income.

* Ecosystem services of bogs: Estonian University of
Life Sciences carried out a study on the economic va-
luation of Estonian bogs in 2011.% As a case study, the
authors identified and analysed the ecosystem services of
Kuresoo bog in the Soomaa Ramsar site. The study used
various methods for calculating the monetary value of
ecosystem services per year in Kuresoo bog.”’

* Ecosystem services of Lahemaa National Park: a
master’s thesis in Tallinn University (2013) studied the
economic valuation of ecosystem services in Lahemaa
National Park and the WTP of the Estonian working-age
population for these services.”®

» Use of marine waters: WTP of residents of North-
West Hiiumaa for development of an off-shore wind
park and establishment of a marine protected area.®”
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4. Benefits for public awareness

Socio-economic benefits can also be evaluated in terms
of the opinion of the general public on the value of the
environment and nature conservation. The Ministry of
the Environment has conducted all-Estonian surveys
of public opinion on the environment biannually since
2008. The most recent survey is from 2012. An example
is given here on the visits to nature trails and protected
areas, although exact comparison between the years
cannot be done due to the slight variation in questions
and possible replies.

In2012:

* 43% had visited a nature trail or hiking trail, and

* 32% had visited an environmental education centre, na-
ture house or visitor centre of protected area in the past
12 months.

In 2010:

* 58% had visited a protected area, nature trail or hiking
trail, and

* 18% had visited an environmental education centre or
nature house in the past 12 months.

In 2008:

* 36% had visited an environmental education centre, na-
ture house, protected area, nature trail or hiking trail in
the past 12 months.

In general, 84% of the respondents regarded themselves
as rather or very environmentally aware, while 64% of
the respondents considered the access to environmental
information on Estonia good or very good in 2012.'%°

Score: MODERATE implementation

5 OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION OF FOUR
BIODIVERSITY CONVENTIONS AND WAYS FOR IMPROVEMENT

The review of the coherence and effectiveness of the
implementation of four biodiversity conventions (CBD,
Ramsar Convention, CITES and CMS) resulted in the
following conclusions:

1. Legal and policy framework. Estonia has ratified all
four conventions, the Cartagena Protocol and the AEWA
and EUROBATS agreements. The national legislation
and policy for enforcing these MEAs is in place.
However, Estonia has not yet ratified the ASCOBANS
under CMS, the Nagoya Protocol under CBD or the
Nagoya-Kuala Lumpur Supplementary Protocol.

2. Institutional and administrative framework. Es-
tonia has developed a unified nature conservation ad-
ministrative system (from policy to management and
enforcement) under the Ministry of the Environment.
Responsibilities between the management, scientific and

enforcement authorities of the MEAs have been designa-
ted. The Ministry of the Environment has the exclusive
responsibility to ensure effective implementation of the
MEAs in question. Public authorities in other sectors
share some of the specific responsibilities within their
authority and capacity.

3. National implementation plan for the biodiversity
conventions. The Estonian Government has adopted
a single policy document on nature conservation: the
national Nature Conservation Development Plan 2020.
The NCDP aims at covering all nature conservation
targets and responsibilities arising from national laws,
EU directives and international agreements, such as
the four conventions in question. Due to the general
character of the NCDP, the specifics of the conventions
are not addressed in it.

1 Environmental awareness of the Estonian public 2008, 2010, 2012. Ministry of the Environment, Environmental Investment Centre, Turu-Uuringute AS, oU

Faktum & Ariko.
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4. Implementation and review of the plan. The review
of implementation of the biodiversity conventions is
periodically conducted via mandatory national repor-
ting to secretariats of the conventions by the Ministry of
Environment, but at different points in time and scope.
There is no synergies report available that addresses the
issues of implementation of the four conventions.

Thus, it is largely impossible to evaluate the imple-
mentation effectiveness of the biodiversity conventions
only, but the NCDP 2020 will provide a good opportu-
nity to evaluate the overall effectiveness of implemen-
tation of the nature conservation policy once the first
review of the implementation of the NCDP is comple-
ted in 2014.

5. Monitoring system. A national environmental mo-
nitoring scheme is in place and comprises elements
that are largely relevant and adequate for meeting the
monitoring obligations in the cluster of biodiversity
conventions. However, special monitoring obligations
under the Ramsar Convention need to be included in
the national scheme more distinctively.

6. Consideration of the MEAs in decision-making.
Impacts on species and habitats are typically addressed
in Environmental Assessment procedure, either at the
project (EIA) or strategic level (SEA) and also in the
transboundary context. Studies on the Appropriate As-
sessment that is required by the EU Habitats Directive
have revealed the poor quality of the assessment, which
needs to be improved.

7. Financing. Various sources for financing the imp-
lementation of the biodiversity-related conventions are
available in Estonia, both nationally and international-
ly. The state budget does not specify the use of public
funds per convention. Thus, it is almost impossible to
evaluate the sufficiency of the funds for the effective
implementation of biodiversity conventions. Only ap-
proximate estimates can be provided, mostly by quali-
tative evaluations of the institutions involved.

8. Competencies and capacity. The competence of
focal points and nature conservation officials at the
Ministry of Environment and its agencies is high. The

capacity to implement the four MEAs in question is
adequate. However, in terms of supervision, there are
no separate nature protection inspectors, but the inspec-
tors also have to deal with other environmental areas.
The competence in nature conservation issues needs to
be expanded to other sector ministries and respective
institutions to ensure sufficient consideration of biodi-
versity protection in decision-making.

9. Stakeholder engagement. Stakeholders are invol-
ved in some stages of the implementation of the con-
ventions. So far there have been no formal procedures
in place to engage stakeholders in all stages (e.g. to
discuss the draft or final results of the national reports
of biodiversity conventions with the stakeholders).

10. Enforcement system. The enforcement system is
in place. The overall number of environmental vio-
lations has been decreasing since 2003. The greatest
number of violations in the last years has been in the
category of fish protection.

11. Cross-border cooperation. Estonia is actively in-
volved in bilateral, regional or multilateral cooperation
on biodiversity conservation.

12. Achieving the objectives. It can be evaluated that
in general the objectives of the biodiversity conven-
tions are met, but in terms of specific objectives there is
still room for improvement.

13. Coordination across the cluster of biodiversity
MEAs is done informally and there is no formal proce-
dure or strategic approach established for this issue.
Coordination is relatively effective within the environ-
mental sector, but less effective across sectors.

Thus, it is suggested that setting up a permanent working
group for biodiversity conventions could be considered,
involving representatives of all the responsible
governmental authorities, local governments, experts
and NGOs. Such a working group can periodically
review the implementation of the conventions, discuss
the challenges and communicate the results to a wider
audience. Review reports of the conventions could
become part of the regular review of the NCDP which
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provides general nature conservation targets and
measures. Establishment of a joint working group
could also enhance the competence and capacity of
other sectors to implement the biodiversity conventions.

14. Benefits for the environment. The benefits for the
environment are mostly arising from the designation of
protected areas (18% of the territory of Estonia), such
as national designations (over 900 sites), Natura 2000
network (608 sites) and Ramsar sites (17 sites), and
management of the habitats. However, 35% of species
and 48% of habitats protected under the EU Habitats
Directive were in unfavourable status, most of them in
inadequate status, in 2013.

15. Socio-economic benefits are poorly studied and
understood as of yet; however, the first attempts to
evaluate the ecosystem services of raised bogs, protected
forests and a national park have been made. To the authors’
knowledge, the effects of the natural environment in
good conservation status on human safety and health

have not yet been studied. Management of semi-natural
habitats and nature tourism have provided jobs in rural
areas, but the actual value of this has not been estimated.

In summary, the review of implementation of the four
global biodiversity agreements concluded that the
strongest implementation in Estonia is in the category
(Table 17). Although
the rest of the categories were scored as moderate,

‘Cross-border cooperation’

there are several categories which are close to strong
implementation, for instance ‘Adequate legal and policy
framework’, ‘Achieving the objectives’ and ‘Benefits for
the environment’. 1t was difficult to score the category
‘Adequate financing’, since nature conservation budget
does not specify the budget for implementation of
the MEAs. The overall implementation effectiveness
was evaluated to be relatively high as none of the
categories resulted in weak scores. Objective-led and
implementation effectiveness received almost equal
scores; however, the latter can be more easily measured
than the objective-led effectiveness.

Table 17. Assessment of implementation of biodiversity conventions in Estonia

Review categories

Moderate Weak

1. Adequate legal and policy framework

2. Coordinated institutional and administrative framework

plan(s)

3. Development of an integrated national implementation/action

4. Effective implementation and review of the plan(s)

5. Effective monitoring of implementation of the MEAs in question

6. Consideration of objectives of the MEAs in decision-making

7. Adequate financing of the implementation

8. Strong competencies and capacity

9. Stakeholder engagement

10. Effective enforcement system

XIX|IX|X|X|X|Xx

11. Cross-border cooperation

12. Achieving the objectives

13. Coordination across the cluster of MEAs

14. Benefits for the environment

15. Socio-economic benefits

X XXX

58



STOCKHOLM ENVIRONMENT INSTITUTE TALLINN CENTRE

5.1 OBSERVATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS TO THE METHODOLOGY

Based on the testing of the methodology for reviewing
the coherence and effectiveness of implementation of
the biodiversity conventions in Estonia, the following
conclusions were made:

1. The 15 review questions and categories appeared ap-
propriate to be applied in such evaluations. The criteria
and benchmarks for ‘ideal implementation’ were taken
as overall guidance and therefore it was not attempted
to evaluate the implementation of each given bench-
mark separately.

2. The review was carried out based on existing reports
and studies as well as on information and opinions
received from the focal points and other stakeholders.
Conducting new studies and focus group interviews,
which is proposed in the methodology as one option
to collect evidence, would give additional information,
but would also take more time and resources.

3. The review focused on objective-led and imple-
mentation effectiveness. If cost-effectiveness is also
planned for evaluation, specific studies may need to be
conducted on whether the outcomes of the implementa-
tion of the MEAs in question, i.c., benefits created, are
in good correspondence with the budget spent.

4.1t is not always possible to distinguish the implemen-
tation of the biodiversity conventions from the ove-
rall nature conservation. In this case the implementa-
tion practice of the latter was evaluated, for example in
the categories ‘Consideration of objectives of the MEAs
in decision making’ and ‘Adequate financing’. Or, vice
versa, some categories were handled more widely than
providing convention-specific information only, since
the wider nature conservation activities also contribute
to the implementation of the conventions, for example
in the categories ‘Stakeholder engagement’, ‘Cross-
border cooperation’, ‘Benefits for the environment’,’
Socio-economic benefits’.

5. While the process of implementation is usually
documented more thoroughly and thus can be better
evaluated, the outcomes of implementation are
less traceable by influencing factors, such as in the
categories: ‘Achieving the objectives’, ‘ Benefits for the

environment’,’Socio-economic benefits’.

6. Qualitative assessment was used in all review categ-
ories. Quantitative assessment had a bigger role in the
categories ‘Effective enforcement system’ and ‘Benefits
for the environment’.

59



REVIEWING THE COHERENCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTILATERAL BIODIVERSITY AGREEMENTS IN ESTONIA

REFERENCES

Articles, reports, books

Bowles, D. 1996. Wildlife trade — a conserver or exploi-
ter? In: Taylor, V. J. and Dunstone, N. (eds.), The Exploi-
tation of Mammal Populations, pp 266-291. Chapman
& Hall.

CITES Secretariat. Activity Report of 2008-2009.
UNEP, 36 p. http://www.cites.org/eng/disc/sec/ann_
rep/2008-09.pdf

CITES Secretariat, 2012. Notification to the Parties, No.
2012/036. Geneva, 18 April 2012. http://www.cites.org/
eng/notif/2012/E036.pdf

Cooney, R. 2001. CITES and the CBD: Tensions and Sy-
nergies. RECIEL, 10 (3): 257-267.

EEIC (Estonian Environment Information Centre) 2012.
Estonian Nature Conservation in 2011. Tallinn, 125 p.
http://www.keskkonnainfo.ee/publications/ELK 2011
eng.pdf

Ehrlich, U. 2012. The willing to pay of Estonian wor-
king-age population for maintaining protected forests.
[In Estonian]. Presentation, 13.04.2012. Tallinn Univer-
sity of Technology.

Ehvert, K. 2013. Ecosystem services of the Lahemaa
National Park. [In Estonian]. Master Thesis, Tallinn
University. http://www.keskkonnaamet.ee/public/kaitse-
alad/lahemaa/Magistritoo Lahemaa rahvuspargi oko-
susteemiteenused.pdf

Environmental awareness of the Estonian public 2008,
2010, 2012. [In Estonian]. Ministry of the Environment,
Environmental Investment Centre, Turu-Uuringute AS,
OU Faktum & Ariko. http://www.envir.ee/378516

Estonian Environmental Inspectorate. Annual reports
2006-2012. [In Estonian]. Tallinn. http://www.kki.ce

Estonian Environmental Investment Centre, 2013.

Yearbook 2012. Tallinn. http://www.kik.ee/sites/default/
files/KIK yld failid/kik aastaraamat.pdf

Estonian Ministry for Environment, 2004. National
Capacity Needs Self-Assessment for Global Environ-
mental Management in Estonia. Final NCSA-Estonia
Document. GEF project # GF/2740-03-4608. http://
www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/
document/ncsa-estonia-fr.pdf

IUCN, 2000. Trade Measures in Multilateral
Environmental Agreements. A Report by I[UCN — The
World Conservation Union on the Effectiveness of
Trade Measures Contained in The Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora (CITES). Prepared for The Economics,
Trade and Environment Unit, United Nations
Environment Programme. IUCN Report (09/11/00).
http://www.cites.org/common/prog/economics/iucn-
trademeasuresinCITES.pdf

TUCN, 2013. IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Ver-
sion 2013.1. http://www.iucnredlist.org. Downloaded on
20 Nov. 2013.

Kosk, A. 2012. Economic value of ecosystem services of
Kuresoo bog. [In Estonian]. Presentation, 30.08.2012.

Kosk, A. and Léhmus, L. 2011. Overview of the ecosys-
tem services of Estonian bogs and methodologies for
economic evaluation. [In Estonian]. Estonian Univer-
sity of Life Sciences, Tartu. http://www.envir.ee/orb.aw/
class=file/action=preview/id=1184503/RabadeOkos-
TeenustMajVaartusteHind TeooriaOsa_AijaKosk.pdf.
pdf

Mitchell, R. B. 2002-2013. International Environmental
Agreements Database Project (Version2013.2). Available
at: http://iea.uoregon.edu/ [accessed 4 September 2013]

Nommann, T., Karldseva, A., Urbel-Piirsalu, E. and
Nommann, S. 2014. Offshore Wind Park Versus Marine
Protected Area — Is There a Compromise and How Much

60



STOCKHOLM ENVIRONMENT INSTITUTE TALLINN CENTRE

Will It Cost? SEI Science Forum 2014. 27-28 January
2014, Stockholm. Abstracts. Stockholm Environment
Institute. http://www.sei-international.org/mediamana-
ger/documents/Events/ScienceForum2014/SEI-Abst-
racts-ScienceForum2014.pdf

Paal, J. and Leibak, E. 2013. State and protection
of Estonian mires. [In Estonian]. Estonian Fund
for Nature, Tartu. http://issuu.com/elfond/docs/
eesti_soode seisund ja kaitstus/1?7e=3463775/3992035

Peterson, K. 2011. Practice and quality of Appropriate
Assessment in Estonia. [In Estonian]. SEI Tallinn Series
of Publications No 16. http://seit.ce/publications/4383.
pdf

Peterson, K. 2010. Drivers of Effectiveness of Environ-
mental Assessment. PhD Thesis. Tallinn University. Dis-
sertations on Natural Sciences, 23.

Report on Article 17 of the Habitats Directive. National
Summary and Checklist — Estonia. http://bd.eionet.euro-
pa.eu/activities/Reporting/Article 17/Reports 2007

Rio+20 Policy Brief No 3. Transforming governance
and institutions for a planet under pressure. Developed
by IGBP, IHDP, DIVERSITAS,WCRP, ESSP and ICSU.
Commissioned by the international conference Planet
Under Pressure: New Knowledge Towards Solutions,
26-29 March 2012, London.

Rockstrom, J., Steffen, W., Noone, K., et al. 2009. A Safe
Operating Space for Humanity. Nature, 461: 472—475.

Seigel, M. T., Honda, Y. and Fujii, M. 2010. Promises
and Pitfalls of Global Environmental Treaties. Nanzan
University Institute for Social Ethics, Japan, 24 p.

State Forest Management Centre, 2012. RMK Annual
Report 2012. http://rmk.ee/files/RMK_ Annual Re-
port 2012.pdf

Swanson, T. 1999. Why is there a biodiversity conven-
tion? The international interest in centralized develop-
ment planning. International Affairs, 75 (2): 307-331.

The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP),
2010. Auditing the Implementation of Multilateral Envi-
ronmental Agreements (MEAs): A Primer for Auditors.
Developed in cooperation with INTOSAI-WGEA,

136 p.

The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP),
2006. Manual on Compliance with and Enforcement of
Multilateral Environmental Agreements. Nairobi, 792 p.
http://www.unep.org/delc/portals/119/UNEP_Manual.
pdf

Tiirutaja, No 24, December 2013. Quarterly of the Es-
tonian Ornithological Society. http://www.coy.ee/sites/
default/files/tiirutaja/Tiirutaja_24 www.pdf

UNEP-WCMC, 2012. Promoting synergies within the
cluster of biodiversity-related multilateral environmen-
tal agreements. UNEP-WCMC, Ministry of the En-
vironment of Finland, 95 p. http://www.unep-wcmc.
org/medialibrary/2012/04/27/8b832e8c/Final MEA
synergies 27April2012_cover.pdf

Legal acts
Directives:

Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the
conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and
flora. (The Habitats Directive). OJ L 206, 22.7.1992, p.
7-50.

Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and
of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the conserva-
tion of wild birds. (The Birds Directive, 79/409/EEC as
amended). OJ L 20, 26.1.2010, p. 7-25.

Laws:
Act on the Release of Genetically Modified Organisms
(GMOs) into the Environment. 2004, as amended. State

Gazette 12004, 30, 209.

Animal Protection Act. 2000, as amended. State Gazette
12001, 3, 4.

61



REVIEWING THE COHERENCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTILATERAL BIODIVERSITY AGREEMENTS IN ESTONIA

Customs Act. 2004, as amended. State Gazette 1 2004,
28, 188.

Earth’s Crust Act. 2004, as amended. State Gazette I
2004, 84, 572.

Environmental Charges Act. 2005, as amended. State
Gazette [ 2005, 67, 512.

Environmental Impact Assessment and Environmen-
tal Management System Act. 2005, as amended. State

Gazette I 2005, 15, 87.

Environmental Liability Act. 2007, as amended. State
Gazette 1 2007, 62, 396.

Environmental Monitoring Act. 1999, as amended. State
Gazette 1 1999, 10, 154.

Environmental Supervision Act. 2001, as amended.
State Gazette I RT 12001, 56, 337.

Feed Act. 2007, as amended. State Gazette 12007, 6, 32.

Fishing Act. 1995, as amended. State Gazette I 1995, 80,
1384.

Food Act. 1999, as amended. State Gazette I 1999, 30,
415.

Forest Act. 2006, as amended. State Gazette I 2006, 30,
232.

Hunting Act. 2013. State Gazette I, 16.05.2013, 2.

Land Improvement Act. 2003, as amended. State Gazette
12003, 15, 84.

Land Tax Act. 1993, as amended. State Gazette I 1993,
24, 428.

Medicinal Products Act. 2004, as amended. State Gazette
12005, 2, 4.

Nature Conservation Act. 2004, as amended. State
Gazette 1 2004, 38, 258.

Penal Code. 2001, as amended. State Gazette 1 2001, 61,
364.

Planning Act. 2002, as amended. State Gazette 2002, 99,
579.

Plant Propagation and Plant Variety Rights Act. 2005, as
amended. State Gazette 12005, 70, 540.

Sustainable Development Act. 1995, as amended. State
Gazette 1 1995, 31, 384.

Water Act. 1994, as amended. State Gazette I 1994, 40,
655.

Regulations and orders:

Approving the composition of the Gene Technology
Commission. Order of the Government of the Republic
No 439 of 17 June 2004.

Procedure for implementation of sub-progammes of
National Environmental Monitoring Programme. Regu-
lation of Minister of the Environment No 71 of 7 Dec.
2006.

Types of strategic development plans and procedure for
compiling, updating, implementing, evaluating and mo-
nitoring of strategic development plans. Regulation of
Government of the Republic No 302 of 13 December
2005.

National reports to convention secretariats

IV National Report to the Convention on Biological
Diversity. Estonian Ministry of the Environment, 2008.
http://www.cbd.int/doc/world/ee/ee-nr-04-en.pdf

National Biennial Reports to the CITES Secretariat.
2009-2010, 2007-2008, 2005-2006, 2003-2004.
Ministry of the Environment, 2005...2011. http://www.
cites.org/eng/resources/reports/biennial.php

National Report on the Implementation of AEWA for
the period 2009-2011. Ministry of the Environment,
January 2012. http://www.unep-aewa.org/meetings/en/

62



STOCKHOLM ENVIRONMENT INSTITUTE TALLINN CENTRE

mop/mop5_docs/nr/estonia_national report 2009
2011.pdf

National Report on the Implementation of the Conven-
tion on Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Ani-
mals. Submitted to COP 10, Norway. Ministry of Envi-
ronment, 2011. http://www.cms.int/bodies/COP/cop10/
national report/073_estonia_e.pdf

National Report on the Implementation of the Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands. Submitted to COP 11, Bucha-
rest. Ministry of the Environment, 2012. http://www.ram-
sar.org/pdf/cop11/nr/cop11-nr-estonia.pdf

Report on the Implementation of the EUROBATS Agree-
ment 2006-2010. Ministry of the Environment, August
2010.  http://www.eurobats.org/sites/default/files/docu-
ments/pdf/National Reports/nat rep Est 2010.pdf

Second Regular National Report on the Implementation
of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety. Ministry of the
Environment, 2011. http://bch.cbd.int/database/record.
shtml?documentid=102469

Strategies, programmes and action plans

A Prioritised Action Framework for Natura 2000. Estonia.
For the EU Multiannual Financing Period 2014-2020.

Action plan for conservation management of bats 2005—
2009. Comp. by Masing, M., Keppart, V. and Lutsar, L.
Ministry of the Environment, 2004. http://www.envir.
ee/498230

Action Plan for Implementing the Programme of
Work on Protected Areas of the Convention on Bio-
logical Diversity, 2012. Submitted to the Secretariat
of CBD on 15.06.2012, Ministry of Environment, Es-
tonia. http://loodus.keskkonnainfo.ee:88/convention/
cbd_action_program/1359441789

ERDP (Estonian Rural Development Plan) 2007-2013.
Ministry of Agriculture, 2008. http://agri.ee/public/juur-
kataloog/MAK/RDP 2007-2013.pdf

ERDP (Estonian Rural Development Plan) 2014-2020,

draft, 18 Nov. 2013. Ministry of Agriculture. http://agri.
ee/public/18.11.2013.pdf

Estonian Environmental Strategy 2030. Ministry of
the Environment, 2007. http://www.envir.ee/orb.aw/
class=file/action=preview/id=1101230/inglisekeelne.pdf

Estonian Forestry Development Plan until 2020. Ministry
of the Environment, 2010. http://www.envir.ee/orb.aw/
class=file/action=preview/id=1160296/MAK2020vastu-
voetud.pdf

Estonian National Strategy on Sustainable Development
“Sustainable Estonia 217. 2005. http://www.envir.ee/orb.
aw/class%3Dfile/action%3Dpreview/id%3D166311/
SE21 eng web.pdf

National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP).
Estonian Ministry of the Environment, United Nations
Environmental Program (UNEP), 1999. Tallinn-Tartu.
http://www.cbd.int/doc/world/ee/ee-nbsap-01-en.pdf

Nature Conservation Development Plan until 2020. [In
Estonian]. Ministry of the Environment, Estonia, 2012.
http://www.envir.ee/orb.aw/class=file/action=preview/
id=1186984/LAK lop.pdf

National Environmental Action Plan of Estonia for 2007—
2013. Ministry of the Environment, 2007. http:/www.
envir.ee/orb.aw/class=file/action=preview/id=1103821/
inglise keeles_tegevuskava.pdf

National implementation plan of the Baltic Sea Action
Plan 2012-2015. Ministry of the Environment, 2013.
http://www.envir.ee/orb.aw/class=file/action=preview/
id=1196636/rakendusplaan_Allkirjaga.pdf

National Programme on the Implementation of Conven-
tion on Wetlands of International Importance especially
as Waterfowl Habitat. Regulation of the Government of
the Estonian Republic, No 48 of 4 March 1997, https://
www.riigiteataja.ee/akt/25273

Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 “Living in
harmony with nature”. CBD COP 10 Decision X/2,
http://www.cbd.int/decision/cop/default.shtml?id=12268

63



REVIEWING THE COHERENCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTILATERAL BIODIVERSITY AGREEMENTS IN ESTONIA

*(s10p8s |pyusw

-ulaA0B-uou jo seAlpiussaidal
‘se1pusbo Bunuswsdwi yIw)
SI9P|OYa3DIS YHM SMIIAIBU|

‘uonsanb

ul SyJW 8y jo uonpjuswad
-wi 8y} BuipioBeu spuiojdwod
pUD S8SDD LINOD JO MIIASY

‘auop uas(q sny
siskjoup |pBa| ay} jpy} @dusp
-1A8 apiroad o} sjuswinNdop jo

MaIABI 10 SpPD B3| JO MBIy

‘suolpNyIS [ouolPU 8y} pup suolpBijgo [puoly
-DUJBIUI JUDAS| BY} JO X8JU0d 8y} Ul pamalral AjinjnBal aio suoyo|nBal puo smo] e

(210 “211qnd ey} 1opaes aypALId ‘saipoq
aypys) saluNWIWOD payo|nBal ayt uo salyjiqisuodsal 9@I1du0d sesodwi uoyp|siBe] e

‘uolsanb
Ul SyYJW @Y} JO jusWwiedIojus ay} slapuly sJomawnly 0B joyp eduspiAe ou sl aiay| e

'sisAjpup dob |pba| b o} Buipiodp uoysenb ul syzw
3y} 4o suoisiroad yiim eoupidwod oul yybnouq ussq aAbY suoyp|nNBal pup SMo] e

SYIW 84t yim 9|q
-ijodwiod Aj|ny euo uonpisiBa| pup Adijod [pUolDN PayiRl 81D uolysanb Ul syJW By e

“vadil

suolsanb ul sygw

ay} Bu.oyus 1oy eo0|d

ut Ao110d pup uonp|siBa)
ajpnbapo ub aiay} S| * ||

jdomewnly Adijod pun
|oB3| sypnbapy |

asuodsau jo poyioy

uolpjuawa|dwi [PBPI 10} SHIDWLYIUSC PUD DLIDYID

uoysanb mainay

KioBand mainay

SY3IN 40 d31SNTD V 40 NOILVINIWITdNIT TYNOILYN FHL ONIMFIATY O LSITHOTIHD XINNY

64



STOCKHOLM ENVIRONMENT INSTITUTE TALLINN CENTRE

‘(slopo8s |pjuBLILIBACB-UOU JO saAl
-pjussaidal ‘sapusbo Buyuswadwi
WVIAW) SI9P|OYoDS UHM SMBIAIIU|

{§p1ID§RIOBS YW By}
o} spodal pup upjd ayj jJo malrsy

'ssa20.d Jep|oyaypis-ijnw Alopodidind pup aAlpyNsuod b yBnoayy padojarep usaq soy up|d ay|

‘uonsenb ul sygw ayi juswajduwi
AjoAlDaYe Of JBPIO Ul U D} 8¢ O} PaaU saINspawW didads Yoiym yBnouyy siopdss pajpjas ul sunid
pup sswwpiBoud ‘seidijod saiuspl i :saNssI W 8y} o} yooouddo peyoiBejul uo soy upjd ay|

*(|P21uy28) ‘|PIdUD UL ‘UDWNY) $82JNOS8J JO UOKDIO||D -

pup ‘Buipodal puo Buliojiuow ‘uonpjuswaldwi Joy sepusbo a|qisuodsal -

!S10j02IpUl 9|gRINSDaW PUD SaINspaW ‘spalqo uoypnpAs pup BuLioyuow -

!S|oA8| |PUOHPU-CNS PUD

|ouolpu sy} Jo uoysenb Ul sygy oy} jusws|dwl O} SBIDP BNP YiiM SBINSDaW 4O §si| pasyliold o -
:sopnpul unid ay|

‘uolsanb Ul syygyy 8y} Jo saAIBlgO ||D Yim 82UDPI0ID Ul 91D saAldalgo sp pup upid ay)

.CO:mmj_u ul s\yyJW 8y} 1o4 CU_Q CO:UO\CO:O«COEw_QrC |PUOIPU PBJIOJUD UD SOY 94Pis 3y |

“vadl

suolsanb ul sygw

ay} jo suonyobijqo ey} Buyesw
104 upjd uoipp/uonpuswe|dwi
paibiogo[e Ub 818yl S| “| '€

(uojd Jopm o

jo pnd o so 1o juswindop
aypindas o so Iayyia)
up|d uoipp/uoypjuswe|d
-wi [puoypu payoiBajul
up jo yuswdojere( ‘g

‘Jsixe @say} 41 uonpiadood
pup uolLUIPIO0D Jo} ainpado.d
JO 3|1 10 SaUIPPING Jo Malrsy

{siop|oyadpys
JBYIO YHIM PUD JUBUSSESSD-}|s
J18Y} 104 s812UBBD Ypm SmalaIau|

!jpLIDjeId8Ss YW By} of spodal pup
up|d uoypjuswa|dwi 8y} JO MaIASY

!(spodau ‘suoly
-dusep qol) sjuswinoop jo mairey

‘uonsanb ul syygw 8y} Jo uonpjusws|dwi 8y} 4oy juaIdIYNS SI suolyisod Jo Jequinu 8y |

's10jas Jayjo
UM pup Jayjo Yyopa ypm Ajoso)d appiadood puo uoypuwiojul sbubydxe senusbo sjqisuodsay

‘A||pjuoziioy so ||am Sp juswiulIanoh
O sjaA8| juaiapip Buowp paypulpIood AjjusdIYNS si uoysenb ul sy3y 8y} jo uonpiuswa|dw|

‘salji|iqisuodsal pup sajos Buiddpjiaro pup sdpb ou

21D alay] "padJojus pup paulep AlD8|D Usaqg aAbY ‘AdusBD Ydpa Jo salj|igisuodsal pup sa|ol sy}
SD ||@M SD ‘uolsanb Ul SyyJyy 8y Japun spuBWHWWOD ay} 4no Bulkiind oy Apjiqisuodsal [pdipulig
“Ayd11gnd pup Buisipa sseuaiomo

‘pjpp y0 BuisApuo pup Buiodal ‘uolds||0d

‘uoysenb ul syy3yy 8y} jo uoypjuswa|duwi Jo uoypN|AL pup Buliojuow

‘uoysanb ul sy3y sy} jo upjd uoyousws|dwi ay} Jo maIABI pup juswdojorsp

‘uolysanb Ul sy3yy By} O} pap|a. suolD|NBal PUD SMD| JO JUBWSDI0US

1240 san|iqisuodsau Jiay | @2p|d ul aip uoysanb ul sygw ay} Buluaws|dwi 1oy seduaby

‘pauIWIBep Udaq 8ADY UosaNb Ul S\yy3y Y4 1o} sjutod [Pd0} [pUOHDU BY |

“vadl

3A||DJUOZIIOY SD ||oMm SD JusILID
-A0B Jo s|aAg| jualayip Buowo
pajpubisep AjeAlpaye usaq

saul|igisuodsal ayL SADH " |z

SjJomawiny
SAIIDIISIUILLIPD PUD [PUOI}
-N{IISUl PaJpUIPIo0)) 7

asuodsau jo poyiapy

uonpjuswa|dwi [PapPI 10} SHIDWLYIUSC PUD DLISYLID)

uoysanb mainay

AioBaynd mainay

65



REVIEWING THE COHERENCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTILATERAL BIODIVERSITY AGREEMENTS IN ESTONIA

*(s10129s |DIUBWILIBACB-UOU JO S3AlL
-pjussaidal ‘sedusbo Bunuswe|dwi
VIW) SISPIOYSY DS YiM SMBIAISIU|

!sjuaw
-ndop Ad1jod jupAs|al Jo maIASY

!sauljapInB y| os|o Inq

‘sjuswindop |pB9| 8q p|NOd 9dUBPIAS
0 821nos 8y} ‘ssedoud | 8y} Jo
sISA|pUD DIA 82uspiAe apiroid of

‘uolsanb ul sygy 8y} Aq patanod senssi sy} uo podul
UD SADY UDD SBIHIAIDD 8SOYM SI0§I9S B} || JO SBIDUSBD JUDAS|SI O} USAIB 81D SuolINIsUl IDB|D)

‘uoysenb
Ul S\YJW 84 puD Sp8ID I8yjo Ul spebuny pup suoLdD ‘saAlalqo usamiag SPIJUOD ou aIb alay|

'S|9AS| PUD S10JI3S || JO SaUNS
-paw Adijod pup saiiAldD Buluup|d sy} ojul pawbalsuUIDW 81D SBADRIGO YW Sy} JDy} 8insus o}

Ajpo1ypwialsAs papnpuod si sswwniBoid pup seijod ‘supjd ‘spsloud jo juswssessy podw| oy

‘sswwniBo.d puo ‘saijod ‘Butuunid jpyods ‘(ssedoid Buiiwied) spsloid jo ssedoud
(V1) suswissassy ppodw| up yBnouyy funoddD ojul U P} alp uoysanb Ul sy3w 8y} Jo saAldalqo ay |

“vadl

ssowwn.b

-oud pup senijod ‘supid ‘sps
-load jo yuswssessy podw) ut
JUNOD2D ojul UL} uoysenb ul
SYIW @Yt 40 saAlalqo a1y 1| °9

Bupjpw-uoisidep
Ul SY3W a4 Jo sanipalqo
JO UoDIBPISUOD) ‘Q

‘Buliojluow Jo ssauaAlaye

9y} 91oN|DAS O} (SI0JDBS |DJUSILID
-AoB-uou jo seApjussaldal ‘seld
-uabp Buyuswe|dwi y3W) siepjoy
930S UM smalaiajul dnoub snooq

!sjeBpnq

J0 @sn pup suoudp paubisep sy}
0 juswysijdwoddD a8y} 8sAjpuo

O} §0LID}RIDBS YW 8y} O} spiodal
pup up|d Buliojuow sy} Jo maIARy

‘uoysanb ul sygw 8y} Aq paianod senssi ul Buiroidwi si @dubwioped [pjUBLILOIIAUY
‘sjpuoissajo.d yuspuadapul Aq jno palpd st Buliojuow

"DIOP |DJUSWILOIIAUS 8|qPI|a) puUD pajopdn uo paspq si BuLioyuow

*9op|d ul s1 uonsanb ul sygy ey Aq palaaod sjusuodwod |DjUBIUOLIAUS 10} WdlsAs Buliojluow v

‘up|d uonpb/uolpUaWS|dWI [PUOPU By} O} BuIpPI0IdD PaIPN|PAS PUD
paJojiuow AupjnBal aip uoysenb ul sygw 8y} jo uonpuswa|dwi ay; o sppdwi pup 8dupldwor)

“vadl

5900|d U1l weysAs Bulioy
-IUOW BAII8Ye UD 818y} S| “|°G

uoysanb u1 3w sy}
Jo BuLioyluow eAlPaYT G

‘up|d

8y} 4O ssauaAlaye uolbiuaWs|dw!
9y} 910N|DAS O} (SI0JDBS |DJUSILID
-AoB-uou jo seAnpjussaidal ‘seld
-uabp Buyuswe|dwi y3W) siepjoy
930S UM smalaiajul dnoub snooq

!sjeBpnq jo asn pup suoudD
paubisep ay} jo yuswysijdwoddp
8y} 8sA|oUD O} jDLID}RINBS YW By}
0} spodas pup up|d sy} JO Malsy

‘Sjpuunyd CO:CU__O_DQ J19yjo pup jauisiu| DIA U__O_DQ apow aip spodal ay|

‘uoysanb ul syygy 8y} jo uony
-uswa|dwl 84py1|1DD} O} SWISIUDYIBW pPUD UolpiuBWS|dWI 8AlBYe O} sIaLLIRg Ajijuap! spodal ay |

‘uoysanb ur sy3w ay} Aq
paJaA0d sanssi uo Ipy os pajuswe|dwi sainsoaw Adijod 8y} JO SseUSAIDYS 9N |DAS spodal 8y

‘up|d uoldD/UoNDIUBWS|dWI [PUOIDU BY} Ul PAPN|IUI 8D YDIYM SUOLN|OS BjDIpUI
pup swa|qo.d edupidwod Ayuap! ‘uoysenb Ul sy3w 8y} yim eoupidwod ssasso spodal ay |

‘uoysanb ur sygw
8y} jo uoypjuswalduwi s 840)s 8y} Jo ainpid sjqppubisiBpuUN pup aje|dwod b spiroid spodal ay |

‘Pa||4|n} 840 YIW 8y} Jo stuswaiinbai Buipod
-8y "uoysanb Ul syJyy By} JO SIPLIDIBIIBS Of PaRILGNS 81D spodau Ajawi pup P81I0d ‘jusidiyng

'sjoBlp} Jos 8y} yoaw o} Japio ul
sj|nsaJ uonpn|oAe pup Buliojiuow ayy o} Buipioop AjpjnBas pajppdn pub pamalrai st upjd ay |

‘up|d 8y} o} BuIp1oddD Jow s8AlDBlGO PUD USX D} 81D SBINSDBYY

“vadl

29A1p8y8 up|d sy}
o uonypjusws|dwi sy s| “ |

up|d
38U} JO M3IABI PUD UOLD}
-uswia|dwi 8ABYT ¢

asuodsau jo poyjoy

uonpjuswWwa|dul [PIPI 10} SHIDWILYOUIQ PUD DLISHID)

uoysanb mainay

Aobajnd mainay

66



STOCKHOLM ENVIRONMENT INSTITUTE TALLINN CENTRE

‘spadxe puo

s|piIyo jo spaau Buluioiy a|qissod
pup sdusiiadxe Bunjiom ‘uolLINpPs
asA|pup o} smalasejul dnoub snooy
PUD SJUSWINDOP JUDAS|S JO MIIASY

's§si|o1ads PaUIDIL-||9M YIIM PaJ0IS
a1p suoisod ||y "sswwpiBo.id Buiuioly oyowaysAs yBnoayy 8oojd Buioy st Buipjing Apoodo)

"JUBIDIYNS PUD B|CP|IDAD ‘Paulep AUD8[2 8.0 (248 ‘YdIpaesal ‘Buriojuow ‘pjop Bul
-piro.d) upid sy} jo uoypjuawa|dwi 8y} 104 spadxe ay} wouy pasinbal 8o yoyy sedusjedwod ay|

"JUBIdIYNS PUD B|CD|IDAD ‘paulyep AJuDa|> 81D uoysanb ui
SYJW @Y} 92J0jus pup juswa|dwi O} S|PIDIJO By} WOy palinbal 81D oy} sedUsEdWOod Jo spui| ay]

“vaal

31Ua1DIYNS uonsanb

Ul Sy3w 8y Jo uolioy
-uswa|dwi ayy o} yndul
Buipiroad spiadxe syt
JO pup salLIoYiND 3|qIs
-uodsal sy jo sjodIo
Jo Ajpopdpd pup sanusy
-odwod ayjaly '|'g

Apopdod pun
sapusjedwod Buoug g

*(s1opoes

|pfuBLILIBACB-UOU JO saAlpjuasaldal
‘sepuabp Buyuswa|dwi yaw) sie
-ploya3ipis 3 JUBUSSISSD BADY|DNYD)

!Buipuny
[P0} Ul $82n0S Jayjo pup 4oBpng
|PUOHDU JO BIDYS BY4 JO SISAIPUY

‘uoysanb ul
SyYJW @y o uonpjuswa|dwi 1oy} sysp}
pup sgeBpnq ui spuauy jo sisA|puy

‘}o4s pup sapuabo Buyuswa|dwi jo saijiqisuodsas pup s3jol 8y} Ydpow suoyndo|o Buipuny sy

‘Buipuny jusdiyns Aq pataaod aio upjd uoypjuswe|dwi 8y Ul SaINSDaW By} ||y

‘uo|d
8y} jo uoypjuswa|dwil 8y} 10} Pasn pup 8|qo|IPAD (*348 upg juswdojeas upisy 439 “yupg PO
‘N3 "6-8) seounos Buipuny jpuoypuiaiul pup s824N0s Bulpuny ajpALd pup d1gnd Jayjo 8o aiay|

“§ oy aul| JeBpng diydads o suibjuod YdIYMm ‘peBpnq [puonpu By} woly A|sno
-NUIUOD PadUDUY 8D UOKsaNb Ul SyyJy 8y} Jo juswaediojus pup Buliojuow ‘uoypjusws|dwi ay |

“vaal

suolsenb ul

SYJW 8y} J0 uonpjusw
-9|dwi ay} Jo} paind
-as Buipuny jo |aAs|
ayponbepo UD S| |/

uolpjuswa|dwi ay}
jo Bupupuly eyponbapy

‘(s1opes |ppuswiuiarob-uou jo
saAlpjuasaidal ‘sapuabo Buyuswse|d
-WI \Y3W) SI9P|OYSY{DIS YHIM SMaIAIBIU|

!suawindop Adijod jubas|al JO malrsy

!sauljepinB

V| 0s|p inq ‘sjuswindop |oBs| aq pjnod
92USPIAS JO 921n0s sy ‘ssadoud | syl
JO sisA|oup pIA 8dusplAe apiroid of

‘uonsanb ul sygyw oy} Aq pateaod senssi syt uo poduwi
UD SADY UDD SBLIALDD 8SOUM SI0JI8S By} ||P JO S812U8BD JuDA8|a Of UBAIB 81D suoldINISUl JDB|D)

‘uonsanb
Ul S\YJW 8yl puD SPS.D 18ylo Ul siaBiny pup sUoLdD ‘SaAIBlGO USaMIS] SIDIJUOD OU 1D aJay |

'S|oAs| pup
5104295 || Jo sainspaw Adijod pup saiyAlRL Buluup|d sy} ojul paWDaISUIDW 81D S9AID3IGO YIW
8y} $oy} @insua o} A||polpwaysAs paonpuod si sswwpiBoid pup saiijod ‘sunid ‘spaloid jo y| 8y

‘sswwp.bBoud pup ‘seijod ‘Buiuup|d |pypds ‘(ssedoud Bu
spsloud jo ssedoud y| ub yBnoyy junoddD ojul usy P} 81D uoysenb Ul sy By} 4o seAldal

ssewwniBouid pup sed
-ijod ‘sup|d ‘spsloid jo
(V1) tuswssassy poduw|
Ul JUNODOD Oful U D}
uonsanb ul sygw eyt
jo seApalqo a1y |9

Buppw uoisep
ul sygw ay4 4o saaial
-CO JO UONDIBPISUOD) "9

asuodsau jo poyoy

uoynjusawa|duul [PIPI 10} SHIDWLYIUSC PUD DLISYID

uoysanb mainay

KioBajnd> mainay

67



REVIEWING THE COHERENCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTILATERAL BIODIVERSITY AGREEMENTS IN ESTONIA

'sdQD P suoyobajep
|ouolDU Jo UolISOdWOD JO MalASY

H;OEOIQJUG ||0 wouy
SOON |PjuswUOlIAUS JO ODOF.@U..Q&

‘uoysenb ui

SYIW Y4 Jo uoypjusws|dw sy} ypm
SI3P|OY@D}S JO UOLIDYSIDS BSA|PUD
0} (s10§28s |PjUBWIUIBAOB-UOU JO
soAlpjuasaldal ‘sepuabp Bulusw
-ajdwi y3y) smaiasejul dnoub sndoy

!(steBpnq ‘spodal

v3S ‘spodas Buioyuow ‘upid uoy
-pjuswe|dwi ‘sBuleaw Jepjoysypis
1O S3INUILW) SIUSWINJOP JO MIIASY

‘uoysanb ui sy3w a8y} jo
sanss| ul sBuipeado.d [pdIpNl pUD BAlDSIUILIPD O} 582D JO Bl 8ADY J1jgnd pup S1ep|oyeDig

‘(240 ‘|oAs| |pUONDUIBIUI
10 sjuswdojeasp mau ‘syqyy ayy o Appd Buieq jo spyauaq sy ‘uoysanb ul sygy eyt wouy BuiaLiep
suolpBijgo Buluieduod) pajuswa|duwi A||DJIDWSYSAS 940 SSIIAIDD YODSIINO PUD SSBUSIDMD dI|gNnd

*(s)eAnpjussaida
OON 8pnpaul uoysenb Ul syJyy 8y} 4O SBILID] By} JO 9DUBIBJUOT) B} O suopBsjap [PUOYDN|

+90p|d @b} uonsanb ul sy3y 8y} jo uoypjuswe|dwi jo
sjuawaAsIydp-1epun pup ssaiboid Bunuesaid sBuleaw Jepjoyadpis (Uayo aiow o Aupak) sojnBay

‘uolsanb ul syygyy 8y} jo uoypjusws|dwi sy} serocsdwil ji pup paisysiBal si s1ep|oyadpis
wouy yndui/spogpesy uado ||ys 8o suondo uaym ssadoud ayy ul Alupa pabpBus aip siep|oyadpig

‘uoyodind 104 dwiy jusdIYNs BulINJes pup $82IN0SaI |PIdUDUL
Buypoo||o ‘uoypwIoul Ajlewiy Buipiroid ‘ssedoud sy} of ss8200 88.y Buimo|p Aq uoysanb ur sygyw
8y} Jo uoypjuawa|dwi sy} ur uoypddiipd Jepjoyepls 4o [9A8] YBIy D seindes juswuiaob ay|

*sdnouB Ap100s
AID PUD ‘(SOON [PIUSWUOIIAUS) sdNOIB [pUOHDU PBJUSLIO-SNSSI PUD SUOLDSIUDBIO-D|[BIquIN
|pUONDU ‘SBSSAUISN] “|DUl ‘SI0§8S [DJUBLLIUISACB-UOU JO |pjusWLIBA0B By} Jayyie ul uoypjuswse|d
-WI S} 10 SyYJW Syl Ul Pajsalajul 8SIMIBYIO SI IO AQ PSIOSLD SI OYM SUOAUD 8pN|oul SI9P|OYa3 oIS

‘Buipiodau |puoyou -

pup ‘spoduwi pup @upijdwod jo Buliojuow -

‘uo|d ay} Buyuswedwi -

‘upo|d uoipp/uonpuswa|dwi jpuolou Buidojeasp -
‘uolsenb ul syy3yy 8y} Jo uolILIDI Joy uoypindaid -

:Buipnpul ‘uoysanb ur sygwy
3y} 40 8242 B|OYM By} Ul PBAOAUI 8D SIBp|oyay g “eon|d Ul sI weysAs uoyoddind 18pjoyedpys

“vadl

39AIsUBY
-a1dwod pup edp|d Ul
wiajsAs juswabpbus

19p|oyRPIS 3L S| “|"6

jusw
-aBobBus JepjoyaypiS “4

asuodsau jo poyoy

uoynjusawa|diul |PIPI 40} SHIDWILYOUDC PUD DLISHID

uolsanb mainay

K1oBajnd> mainay

68



STOCKHOLM ENVIRONMENT INSTITUTE TALLINN CENTRE

‘(s1opes |ppuswiuiarob-uou jo
saAlpjuasaidal ‘sapuabo Buyuswse|d
-WI /W) SI9P|OYSY{DIS YHIM SMBIAIBIU|

!spodau
PUD S}UBWINDOP {UDAB|BI JO MBIASY

‘uonsanb ul syygw ay4 jo uonpjuaws|dwi syy srosdwi SBIALID julol JO synsey

20 ‘dnoub |po1uyoey o 1o dnolb pedxe
uD ‘82104 3SD} D JO Jaquiawl b SO uoysanb Ul syJW 8y} Jo iom sy} ul Buyonddipod si ejoys ay |

*211qnd Jo} 9|gD|IDAD SpLW 81D spodal
ssalboid pup saiing 8y} jo sBuleayy / salpng 8y} jo sedualejuo)) ayy ul Buypdidind st aypls ay |

‘uonsanb ui sygw sy} jo
saind sy} Aq |njesn paispisuod .o spsloid juiol pup ‘edusiedxe pup uoipwIOUI JO BBUDYIX]

‘pajuswe|dwi aio uoysenb ul sygw 8y} jo sjebupy sy} jeaw oy sposload juror

‘(se1poq uoypuIpI00d ‘Bulpupbisiapun JO PPURIOWSW/sjuUaWaa.Bp) 2op|d
Ul 8o ‘salipunod BulinoqyBiau yyim asoyi "|oul ‘swisiubydaw uoin1adood [0Jayo|ljNW puD |0Ia§o)|ig

“vaal

suonsanb ul sygw ayi
JO IX8JU0D B} Ul S|9A9|

|ouolpUISUI PUD
|puoiBau ayj jo uoNLID
-dood |pJspoinW pun
[PIBIP[Iq 818yt S| T L7 L

uolpiadood
J9pJog-ssolD T |

*(s1opes |ppuswiuiaroB-uou jo
saAlpjuasaidal ‘sapuabo Buyuswse|d
-WI W) SI9P|OYSYDIS UM SMaIAIBMU|

‘1onss| Ayouad

AQ uom saspd pNod uonpjjeddo -
‘uoysenb ul sygw

ay} Buyuswe|dwi uo spuipjdwod -
!spuaJ} pup spiodas 9oupijdwod-uou -
:sa1s1Ba. puD SUBINDOP JO MBIASY

‘uoyo|siba| Jo mainey

‘Buispaidep Ajupa|d 81D SUOHD|OIA JO AjlIoAes
PUD JaqINU 313YM [9A3| JD PaYSI|DISS 9D SUOHD|OIA 10} Saljjpuad PUD S{USWINIISUI JILIOUODS
SAI29}48 SPN|IUI |00} fUSWdI0JUT *9dUDIdWOD JO §SOD By} SPasIXe 9dUPI|dWOoD-UoU JO §SOD 8y |

'seo1on.Id pup uolp|siBa| By} of spusWpUBWD *|aul ‘Ajioyino pajouBisap
Aq uxpLIBPUN 8D AJLI9ASS PUD SISQUINU UOHD|OIA JO YiMmOIB 8y} IND O} S8INSDBW BAIDII0D)

‘DIPBW pup jautsyu| pIA d1jgnd
apow pup A>usbp juswediojus [puoybU By} AQ patsysiBal a1 sUOLD|OIA pup 8dupIjdWwod-UoN

‘uoysenb Ul sy3w 8y} Jo sanssi ay} o} pajpjal (saiypuad Buinssi pup ApAido
|oBa||1 Buiddoys o} dn) epopupw jusyns O pup Aoy Jpa|d spy Adusbp juswediojus ay|

‘PaysI|qpise Uaaq SbY WajsAs juawadiojus uy

“vadal

3S9lLIOY4ND

{UDAS|a O |psodsip
3y} 4P 5|00} JuswadIo}
-UD 9AIDBYS UM
9o0|d Ul wiajsAs jusw
-edJ0jus Y S| |01

wiaysAs

JusWedIoUS SAIPBKT 'O |

asuodsau jo poytoy

uoypjuawajdwi [PIPI 40} SHIDWILYOIUSC PUD DLISFID

uoysanb mainay

K10Baypd mainay

69



REVIEWING THE COHERENCE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF IMPLEMENTATION OF MULTILATERAL BIODIVERSITY AGREEMENTS IN ESTONIA

*(s10p08s |pyusWILIBAOB-UOU JO
saAnpjuasaldal ‘sepusbo Buyuswsed
-WI /W) SI9P|OYSYDIS YHM SMIIAIBIU|

!sisA|pup ssauaAlay]
!sIsA|oup jijeuaq-4soD)

‘un|d uoydo/UOH
-Djuswa|dwi [pUOHDU BY} JO MaIASY

‘pauIpB spjauaq Uy} J9||DWS 81D uolsanb Ul sy 8y} jo uoypjusws|dwl JO S} By} -

puD ‘saiiUNWWOD [020| 10} saAUBdUI paplroid spy uonsenb ul syy3yy ayj jo uoypjuawa|dwi sy} -
@2unulaA0B Jeyaq pajpald spy uonsanb ul syyJyy ay; jo uoypjuawa|dwi sy} -

!sa1Bojouyae} usalB jo uondnpojul syt pajowoid soy uonsenb ul SyJyy Y4 jo uoypjuawa|dwi sy} -
!sjiyeuaq yjpay pajpald soy uoysenb ul sygw ayi jo uonpjuswedwi ayy -

!spyjeuaq Ajeyos paspaidul soy uoysenb ul sygyw ayi jo uonpjuswe|dwi ayy -

!sqol usaib *pul ‘sqol a1ow pajpaid soy uoysenb ul sygw Y4 jo uonpuswe|dwi sy -

:MOY puD Jayjaym o} so ‘sidwioxe 4oy ‘uojd uoldp/uoypUsW
-o|dwI [DUONDU BY} Ul POSSESSD U9 SADY S}1}aUSQ DILIOUODS-0I0S JSPIM PUD diidads-Iajsnp ay] e

“vaal

esHye

-U9g 2IWOU0I9-0120S
pajoa.d uoysanb ul
SY3IW 8y} 40 uonypjusw
-9|dwi 8y} spH |G|

spyeuaq
IWOU09-010G *G |

‘(s4opes |pjuswiuIBAOB-UOU JO
saAlpjuasaldal ‘seipusbo Buyuswse|d
-WI /W) SI9P|OYSY{DIS YHM SMIIAIIU|

‘up|d uoyoo
/uoypjusws|dwi [DUOHDU JO MBIASY

'@sn sspwolq puo
8sN |PJBUIW ‘@SN PUD| JUBIDIYS SI0W Ul Paj|nsal soy uoysanb ul sy3yw ay4 jo uoypjuswe|dwi ayy -
pup jusw

-UOJIAU® B} O} SUOISSILS PadNpal Ul pajnsal spy uonsanb ul syygyy ayy jo uoypjuawe|dwi ay} -
!S@DIAI9S WBISASOD8 BY} pauIpjuIbW JO paspaldul soy uolysenb Ul sy3w ey} jo uonpjuswa|dwi ay -
!sypygoy pup saidads o snypjs ayy paroidul soy uoysanb Ul sygy 8y} jo uoypjuswe|dwi ayy -

1MOY pup Jayjaym o} so ‘s|dwioxe 1o} ‘unjd uoldp/uoyUBW

-a|dwi [pUOIIOU By} Ul PSSSSSSD LSS SADY SHIJOUS] [OJUSWUOIIAUS ISPIM PUD DIydads-1ajsnp ay] e

“vaal

2iuswuol

-IAU® 8y} 10} spyeueq
pajoa.d uoysanb ul
SYIW 8y} J0 uonpjusw
-o|dwir 8y} spH ||

juswiuos
-IAUS U} 0} sjyeuag ‘f |

*(s4opes |pjuswiuIA0B-UOU O
saAlpjuasaidal ‘sepusbo Buyuswse|d
-WI /3W) SISP|OYSYDIS M SMaIAIU|

‘auop uaaq sby sisAjoun [oBs| sy} joy}
2ouspIAe apiroid o} sjUsSWINDOP Jo
MBIASI 1O $12D |0BB| {UDAS|a JO MIIASY

'SyYJW Paip|ad Ajjpoupwayy o 1ajsn| ay} jo uoypjuswaldwi sy} spoddns uoyp|siBa) [ouoypN| .
'SYJW 4O 181SN|2 8y} UIypm payoulpiood si Buipioday .
'S|00} PUD DJOP BIDYS JBJSN|D 8y} Ul Sy 8y} Jo uoypjuswa|duwl sy Jof seduabo s|qisuodsay .

UBISN[2 By} Ul S\YJW Byt usamiaq saiBisudks pup
saway} Buiyno-ssoud seyusp! uoysenb ul sy3yy ay} jo upjd uonop/uoyplusws|dwi [puoybU 8Y]  ©

‘Pa§oUIPI00d A[oAldBlS SI J9iSN|D D Ul SyJW 8yj jo uonpjuswaldwi ay] e

vaal

PICTETb)
o s pajuswa|dwi
AjaAlpaye uonsanb
Ul Syaw eyt ety gl

SYJW JO Jajsn|d 8y}
$SOUIDD uUoHPUIPIOOD “C |

*(sBuyeaw 1epjoy

-93|Djs Jo saynuIw ‘spodal Bulioyuow
pipaw ‘up|d uonop/uonpuswa|dw!
|ouolDU ‘ypLIDRIISS \YIW By} o4 spod
-a4 "*6°8) sjuaWINO0p JO MalAal By |

‘01— j0 8|05 D UO jusw

-ui9A0B |puolbU By} 1o} Uosanb ul
SyYIW @Y+ 40 Ajiolid ssassp oy (si1ojoes
|pjUBWILIBACB-UOU JO saAlpjussaidal
‘sapusbp Bunuswae|dwi y3w) siepjoy
-9XDJs Yjim smalalejul dnoab snoog

211gnd Ul passNIsIp pup juswIIPd /JUBWUIBACS [DUOHDU BY}/JUBWIUOIIAUT 8U} JO JBISIUIW Aq
pamalral ai1p uoysanb ul sy3y sy} jo spodwi pup sdupijdwod-uou ‘eduniidwod uo spodaray] e

"juswiuiaAob [puonpu 8y} Aq padiojus st upjd uoldp/uoypjusWL|dwi [pUCHPU BY] e

‘uMpHIBPUN saINsLaW juswaroldwi pup
pamalral AjipjnBaul si seAldalqo sy Buieaw ul uoysanb Ul S\yJW Y4 JO SSBUSALDBYS ||[DIBAC BY| e

‘Joaw suoyoBijqo pup paAsiydL aio uonsanb ul sy By} JO seAlpalqo sy e

‘uonsanb
ul sy3w ay4 jo suonpBijqo ayy Buyeasw pup saAldalqo ayy Buiaeiyo oy [jm |poiijod D si aiay] e

vaal

suolsanb ul sy3aw ay}
\_m_OCD _u®>®_r_u_u SOAl}
-2slqo sy} a1y | 'z

saAlpalqo
ay} Bunaiypy ‘z|

asuodsa. jo poyo

uopjuawa|dwi [PBPI 10} SHADWLYIUSC PUD DLIDYID

uoysanb mainay

K106aypd mainay

70






SEl - Africa

World Agroforestry Centre
United Nations Avenue, Gigiri
P.O. Box 30677

Nairobi, 00100, Kenya

Tel: +254 207 224 886

SEI - Asia

15th Floor

Witthyakit Building

254 Chulalongkorn University
Chulalongkorn Soi 64
Phyathai Road, Pathumwan
Bangkok 10330

Thailand

Tel: +(66) 22514415

SEI - Oxford

Florence House

29 Grove Street
Summertown
Oxford OX2 7JT

UK

Tel: +44 1865 426316

SEI - Stockholm
Linnégatan 87D
Box 24218
Stockholm

104 51

Sweden

Tel: +46 8 30 80 44

SEI - Tallinn

Lai Str. 34,

10133, Tallinn,
Estonia

Tel: +372 6 276 100

SEI-U.S.

11 Curtis Avenue
Somerville, MA 02144
USA

Tel: +1 617 627-3786

SEI - York

University of York
Heslington

York YO10 5DD

UK

Tel: +44 1904 43 2897

The Stockholm Environment Institute

SEl is an independent, international research institute. It has been engaged in
environment and development issues at local, national, regional and global policy
levels for more than a quarter of a century. SElI supports decision making for
sustainable development by bridging science and policy.

www.seit.ee

www.sei-international.org
Twitter: @SElresearch, @SElclimate




