
A model for integrating conservation 
management and monitoring 



The proposal

• The following  model was presented during the final session of the previous 
Eurosite monitoring workshop and was put forward as a catalyst for good 
practice.  The model has several strengths.  

• In the first instance, each monitoring event triggers a management response, 
critically before a situation has become too severe to recover.  

• The model also creates a knowledge base that enables monitoring effort to be 
prioritised for sites where a) we are investing management resources and b)the 
condition of the key habitats and species is uncertain. 



The model
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1)   When the condition of the habitat or species is favourable
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In effect, there are two discrete phases to the 
model



This is the maintenance management phase 
of the cycle



2)  When the condition of the habitat or species is unfavourable
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The restoration management phase of the cycle



Although the model is basic, applying it involves 
several difficult decisions: 

1. How to apply Favourable Reference (FCS) Values at the individual site level?  Each 
site will have a different potential to support the key habitats and species, so how 
should each site contribute to a national Favourable Reference Value?

2. How to select the condition indicators for monitoring?  We have neither the time 
nor expertise to monitor everything

3. How to carry out the most appropriate management to restore a habitat or 
species?  Many of the habitats that we now value were not created or directly 
maintained by conservationists.

4. How to fund the management? And which sites, habitats and species are the 
priorities for funding?



Another question to consider during the decision making process: Can 
a habitat realistically achieve FCS if it no longer supports the animals 
that should be present?



The response

• The response to the model outlined above was very positive, though it was felt 
that guidance would be needed to help with its practical application and that 
collaboration between government agencies and NGOs would be needed to 
deliver the work.  

• The main area of concern was the need to develop clearly defined management 
goals from the outset and there was a strong recommendation for guidance 
documents and workshops (international and national) to help facilitate this 
‘objective-setting’ phase of the process. 

• However, some member states have been developing management objectives and 
condition indicators over several years now, so a range of good examples already 
exist.

The final break-out session of the workshop will be looking at how the material 
presented during this workshop can contribute to the production of a guidance 
document on developing Condition Indicators for Natura 2000





Delegate feedback

• How to ensure, wherever possible, that site management aims are in keeping 
with, and make a relevant contribution to national and international goals for the 
habitats and species?

• How to develop efficient and reliable monitoring protocols that take into account 
the factors most likely to impact on the condition of the key habitats and species 
on the site? 

• Whether status and trends data can be combined and how trends information can 
be incorporated into the monitoring targets? 

• How to ensure that the evidence of condition collected during the monitoring 
project relates to the overall management goal?

• How to involve the different stakeholders constructively in the process of setting 
good management objectives?

The workshop feedback suggested that the principal issues that workshops 
would need to address are:



Additional issues raised by delegates

• How to modify/adapt objectives as new information becomes available, perhaps in 
response to monitoring feedback?

• How to set limits that allow the monitoring to detect early warnings of problems 
rather than identify when a habitat or species is severely damaged?

• How to develop efficient monitoring systems that focus on what we need to 
know (rather than what it would be nice to know) and allow the majority of the 
available resources to be committed to management?

• How to ensure coherence between conservation objectives a) for species and 
habitats as components of an ecosystem and b) other policy objectives e.g. the 
Common Agricultural Policy.

• The provision of ‘objective-setting case studies’ covering a range of different 
habitats and species.

It was also suggested that this model could also be applied at the landscape scale 
and be equally relevant.  In this instance, however, the habitat monitoring would be 
more reliant on the integration of remote image interpretation and the 
management responses might differ. 


