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Increasing human pressure on the environment isesetlie counteraction — the quest for designation
of more land and sea areas for protection. Theleratmg trend of designating more sites of
protection has been noticed in the last 50 yeaEunope (EEA, 4/2009) and worldwide (Chagieal,
2005). Despite the increasing number, howevernbeease of territory of the protected areas does
not follow the same pace. The area that could lsigdated as protected to balance the economic
pressures is becoming scarce. Two reasons coutdiffi@ced in the European context. Firstly, over
175 years of history of nature conservation in [perothe best examples of natural and cultural
heritage have been already designated. Seconél\stélep increase of the network of protected areas
in the last decade largely corresponds to the ntandadesignation of Natura 2000 sites in the EU
member states. Due to its wide scope and rigid legality, EU-wide Natura 2000 network has also
changed the paradigm of nature conservation in feuréccording to the Habitats Directive, certain
types of ecosystems (eg old growth forest, coastddow or a salmon river) have a value of their
own, independent of their area, location or socor@mic implications on the maintenance cost. The
large number and area of designated sites undétahga 2000 network scheme, 26,807 sites (Natura
2000 Barometer Dec 2008) and up to 17% of EU-2réstnial land (EEA 4/2009), respectively, has
resulted in a situation where the extension of ib&work has become questionable. The growing
unavailability of substitute areas for the adverssffected Natura 2000 sites has been referred by
Therivel (2009). Followed by the difficulty to iresise the number and area of natural areas in highly
urbanised Europe, coupled with the failure to nteet challenge of halting of biodiversity by any
politically agreed date in the future, the tradib paradigm of nature conservation has to be athng
Lockwood&Kothari (2006) refer to the need for thafisfrom the traditional way of management
paradigm (ie protected areas are set aside forecaation) to an ‘emerging paradigm’ which claims
that protected areas are to be run in parallelomas and economic objectives. But even more
importantly, a holistic or sustainability approacchmaintain the life supporting natural systemf sti
left for today’s and future generations is needédis means that nature conservation would become
the responsibility of all sectors and authoritiest only of those designated for nature consermatio
Nature conservation, if not integrated into all ipels and not engaging people, will eventually
become isolated and thus left unsupported by tlhilemsociety. The progress of ICT has contributed
to the advancement of evidence-based decision makéy planning, permitting) and better
involvement of sectors and people. Data on landaumk biodiversity combined with data on risks
associated with human activities has increasinglyolne available on the web and used in decision
making almost on routine basis, also in EstoniaceRe survey (Peterson, 2010) demonstrated,
however, that despite the continuous upgradindn@fl€T tools and data quality, the management of
protected areas has not improved in the same acté¢he contrary, the distancing of administration
(into the web) from the practical management amksusion in the field are creating more problems
than actually can be resolved. Thus, progress dfttiols independently would not compensate the
personal communication and engagement with peopglecammunities that directly or indirectly are
affected by the nature management.

References

1. Chape, S., Harrison, J., Spalding, M., Lysenk@0D5. Measuring the extent and effectivenessratiepted areas as an
indicator for meeting global biodiversity targe®hilosophical Transactions of ther Royal Societyd, 360, pp 443-455.

2. EEA 4/2009. Progress towards the European 2@biversity target. European Environment Agency, €dragen, 52 p.

3. ICT — information and communication technologg)i

4. Lockwood, M, Kothari, A. Social Context: Lockwood, M., Worboys, G. L., Kothari, A. (editors)anaging Protected
Areas. Global Guide. 2006. Earthscan, pp 41-72.

5. Natura 2000 Barometer December 2008. Natura Zb@@pean Commission ENV Nature Newsletter. July9200

6. Peterson, K. Effect of administrative reforrmiature conservation: stakeholders’ perception&§itonian]. Series of SEI
Tallinn Publications, No11, 2010. 30 p.

7. Therivel, R. 2009. Appropriate assessment ofpiarEngland. Environmental Impact Assessment Rewelv 29, No4,

pp 261-272.

http://www.ncbeyond2010.eu



Conference ,Nature Conservation beyond 2010” May2®7 2010 Tallinn, Estonia

Kaja PetersonProgramme Director of Stockholm Environment togti, Tallinn centre; Lai Street 34,
Tallinn 10133 Tallinn, Estonia; phone: +372 6276104ax: +372 6276101; e-mail:
kaja.peterson@seit.ee

http://www.ncbeyond2010.eu



