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The legislative requirement for impact assessments  

1. The Natura 2000 network is comprised of  a) “Special Protection Areas” under the Birds 
Directive (2009/147/EC) designated for the protection of the 197 threatened bird 
species and sub-species that are listed in Annex 1 to the Directive, and b) “Special Areas 
of Conservation” under the Habitats Directive (92/43/EC) designated for the protection 
of plant and animal species that are of “Community interest” and which require 
protection.  

2. The need to carry out an assessment of logging activities stems from Article 6(3) of the 
Habitats Directive. This requires that the effects of human activities that are not 
necessary for the protection of a site must be properly assessed before consent is 
given, unless it can be excluded that the activity will have a significant impact on the 
site. Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive states: 

 
a. 1. For special areas of conservation, Member States shall establish the necessary 

conservation measures involving, if need be, appropriate management plans 
specifically designed for the sites or integrated into other development plans, 
and appropriate statutory, administrative or contractual measures which 
correspond to the ecological requirements of the natural habitat types in Annex I 
and the species in Annex II present on the sites.  
 
2. Member States shall take appropriate steps to avoid, in the special areas of 
conservation, the deterioration of natural habitats and the habitats of species as 
well as disturbance of the species for which the areas have been designated, in 
so far as such disturbance could be significant in relation to the objectives of this 
Directive.  
 
3. Any plan or project not directly connected with or necessary to the 
management of the site but likely to have a significant effect thereon, either 
individually or in combination with other plans or projects, shall be subject to 
appropriate assessment of its implications for the site in view of the site's 
conservation objectives. In the light of the conclusions of the assessment of the 
implications for the site and subject to the provisions of paragraph 4, the 
competent national authorities shall agree to the plan or project only after 
having ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the site 
concerned and, if appropriate, after having obtained the opinion of the general 
public.   
 
4. If, in spite of a negative assessment of the implications for the site and in the 
absence of alternative solutions, a plan or project must nevertheless be carried 
out for imperative reasons of overriding public interest, including those of a 
social or economic nature, the Member State shall take all compensatory 
measures necessary to ensure that the overall coherence of Natura 2000 is 
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protected. It shall inform the Commission of the compensatory measures 
adopted. 

 

3. Paragraph 3 of Article 6 indicates that assessments should occur of potential impacts to 
N2000 sites of “any” project. This means assessments should occur even if the project 
occurs outside the N2000 site. “Projects” necessarily includes forestry activities.  

4. The obligation to conduct an “appropriate assessment” under Article 6 of the Habitats 
Directive applies equally to habitats designated under the Birds Directive.  

5. Save Estonia’s Forests (the “Complainant”) filed a complaint to the Tallinn 
Administrative Court against the Environmental Board requesting the prohibition of 
logging on land owned by the Republic of Estonia within Natura 2000 sites, to the 
extent that the impact of that logging had not been properly assessed as required by 
the Habitats Directive.  

6. The Administrative Court dismissed the complaint on the basis that the request had not 
been submitted in relation to a specific administrative act and the procedural 
requirements had therefore not been met. 

7. The Complainant submitted an appeal to the Tallinn District Court requesting that the 
Administrative Court’s ruling be annulled. The District Court agreed with the 
Administrative Court that the complaint was not admissible because it did not relate to 
specific administrative acts. 

8. Save Estonia’s Forests then submitted an appeal to the Supreme Court. The Supreme 
Court accepted this appeal and found that it was reasonable for the Administrative 
Court to order a new deadline by which the Complainant was required to eliminate the 
deficiencies. The Supreme Court said that the complaint must be specified by 
identifying specific locations of the relevant forests but that we do not need to submit 
arguments for each forest separately in order to substantiate the complaint and the 
illegality of the forest notifications issued without prior assessment. Instead, the Court 
permitted the Complainant to submit its arguments in a generalised and grouped 
manner but still tying the arguments to specific forests. 

9. The following explanation sets out the methodology followed to identify the Natura 
2000 areas in which logging is likely to impact the protected features present on the 
site and for which an appropriate assessment should therefore be undertaken in order 
to comply with Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive. This methodology underpins the 
spreadsheet filed in support of the amended complaint filed by the Complainant on 5 
April 2024.  
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The amount of forest and special forest habitats in Estonia’s N2000 sites 

10. The EU’s GIS database for N20001 contains a variety of information on N2000 sites. This 
database is hosted by the European Environment Agency (EEA) and is a compilation of 
the data submitted by each Member State, including Estonia. That database provides 
much of the information used in this analysis, meaning that this analysis relies on the 
official data submitted by Estonia to the EEA.  

11. While most recently updated in October 2022, some information in the database for 
Estonia does not appear to have been updated in some time, so we acknowledge it 
may not reflect current conditions at the N2000 sites.  

12. The database contains datasets that can be linked using a program like Microsoft 
Access to perform various analyses. The main dataset is titled NATURA2000SITES.  
Other datasets are titled HABITATCLASS, HABITATS, IMPACT, MANAGEMENT, SPECIES, 
OTHERSPECIES, and METADATA.  

13. Each dataset contains multiple variables. Descriptions and details are provided online.2   

14. Much of the data, analyses and conclusions discussed here are summarized in the 
spreadsheet filed as part of the Complainant’s pleadings on 5 April 2024. This 
discussion will refer to that spreadsheet.  

15. According to the GIS database, there are 567 N2000 sites in Estonia.  

16. Our analysis shows that of these sites, 474 of them have at least 5% of their area 
owned by the state. Our analysis is confined to this group of sites.  

17. For the purpose of determining how much area in the N2000 sites is covered by forests 
or trees, the GIS database includes two variables pertaining to forests within a site:  

a. Habitatcode3 for forest within the HABITATCLASS dataset, which lists three 
“unclassified” types of forest: Deciduous, Coniferous, and Mixed. The dataset 
estimates the area of these types of forests as a percentage of the total area of 
the site (in hectares, “ha”).  This dataset includes all forest cover at a site but 
given that not all the sites have been inventoried, this is not assured.  

b. Habitatcode relating to the HABITATS dataset, which are habitats listed in the 
Habitats Directive at Annex I. Of these, there are 12 listed as occurring in 
Estonian N2000 sites with descriptions that mention forests or trees (see Table 1 
below of habitat forests).  The dataset estimates the area in hectares of these 
forests within each site. Again, because not all the N2000 sites have been 
completely inventoried, there may be more “habitat” forest in reality than is 
reflected in the GIS database.  

 
1 https://www.eea.europa.eu/en/datahub/datahubitem-view/6fc8ad2d-195d-40f4-bdec-576e7d1268e4 
2 At https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/data/natura-14/natura-2000-tabular-data-12-tables/ ; 
http://eko.org.pl/lkp/n2k/en-notes.pdf also provides helpful explanations.  
3 https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/data/natura-14/natura-2000-tabular-data-12-tables/ 

https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/data/natura-14/natura-2000-tabular-data-12-tables/
http://eko.org.pl/lkp/n2k/en-notes.pdf
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i. There are 356 sites that contain at least one area of habitat forest within 
their boundaries. Some contain multiple habitat forests. These sites are 
referenced as “Category A” sites in the pleadings and accompanying 
spreadsheet.  

 
 

The total area of forests in N2000 sites 

18. (Note that the following figures are derived directly from the database associated with 
the GIS coverage for the N2000 sites. There may be minor discrepancies with numbers 
reported in the accompanying spreadsheet, due to rounding errors associated with data 
processing). 

19. The GIS database reports the total area of each site in hectares (ha), the percentage 
marine area, the percentage area for land under the HABITATCLASS habitatcode (we 
coded this as HC_habitatcode), and the area in ha of land under the HABITAT 
habitatcode (we coded this as HAB_habitatcode). Converting the percentage area to 
ha, we determined that: 

a. the total area of the N2000 sites is 1,955,548 ha, including marine areas 

b. marine areas constitute 919,222 ha 

c. total area of non-marine areas (including freshwater sites) is thus 1,036,326 ha 

d. the total area of HC_habitatcode forests is 441,383 ha  

e. the total area of the HAB_habitatcode forests (habitat forests listed in Annex I) is 
168,174.6 ha. These forests are a subset of the 441,383 ha of HC_habitatcode 
forests noted at d above.  

20. Relevant to our analysis is that these areas are larger than what has been reported by 
official sources, as evidenced by Appendix 1 and 2 of the Complainant’s pleadings filed 
on 28 June 2022.  

a. Appendix 1 shows data and states that total area of Natura 2000 sites in Estonia 
was 1,485,930 ha in 2017.  

i. However, our analysis of the data demonstrates that Natura 2000 areas 
in Estonia cover 1,955,548 ha, including marine areas. This number is 
thus greater than the area shown in Appendix 1 of the Complainant’s 
pleading dated 28 June 2022.  Subtracting marine areas of 919,222 ha, 
the total area of non-marine areas (including freshwater sites) is 
1,036,326 ha, which is smaller than the 1,485,930 figure from Appendix 
1. Our estimate of 441,383 ha of forests constitutes 43% of the total 
non-marine area of 1,036,326 ha.  

ii. We cannot explain the discrepancy with KeA’s numbers, but since we 
are relying on the official GIS data submitted for Estonia to the European 
Environment Agency, we will rely on it for our analysis.  
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b. Appendix 2, which was an email exchange between Olav Etverk at KeA info and 
Tina Georg on behalf of the Complainant in February 2022, stated   
“1. Logging will be stopped in Natura areas in all forest habitats known to KeA, 
this decision should concern approx. 42,000 hectares (state forest + private 
forest); 
2. According to the Environmental Agency, there are 365,697 ha of forest land in 
the areas of the Natura 2000 network (bird areas and nature areas)” 

i. The statement that “all forest habitats known to KeA” was 42,000 ha 
(including both state and private land) is significantly lower than our 
estimate of 168,174.6 ha of habitat forest area under the 
HAB_habitatcode (meaning these forest types are included in Annex I of 
the Habitats Directive).  

ii. Our estimate of forests with the unclassified forest HC_habitatcodes of 
441,383 ha is larger than the “365,697 ha of forest land in the areas of 
the Natura 2000 network (bird areas and nature areas)” reported in the 
email from KeA.  

iii. We cannot explain these discrepancies, but since we are using the 
official N2000 dataset submitted by Estonia to the EEA for our 
calculations, we will continue with our analysis, even while 
acknowledging that the GIS data may have some problems, as discussed 
below.  

 

The number of N2000 sites containing forests 

21. The following analysis concerns all N2000 sites, not just sites with at least 5% state 
ownership.  

22. Most Estonian N2000 sites (89%) include at least some forest.  

23. More sites are coded as having one or more unclassified types of forest with an 
HC_habitatcode (503, 89% of total sites) than as having one or more HAB_habitatcodes 
(404, 71% of total sites).   

24. That means that some of the forests included in N2000 sites are forest types that are 
not listed in Annex I of the Habitats Directive. Nonetheless, as explained below, these 
forests may contain protected species and their functioning interacts with functioning 
of the forest habitats that are protected under Annex I of the Habitat Directive. Some 
sites were designated as N2000 areas based on the species found there, rather than 
the habitats.  

25. Given the greater number of forests with an HC_habitatcode, we would expect the 
area of forests with an HC_habitatcode would exceed the area of habitat forest with a 
HAB_habitatcode. But in fact, there are 35 sites where the area of habitat forest 
reported under the HAB_habitatcode exceeds the area of the total area of forests 
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reported under the HC_habitatcode (and two sites where only the HAB_habitatcode is 
specified, and no HC_habitatcode). This indicates some inaccuracies in the data.  

 

 

How forestry activities degrade ecosystem function of the N2000 sites 

26. As the Habitats Directive recognizes at Article 6, activities occurring not just within the 
boundaries of an N2000 site, but also outside the site, can impact ecosystem function 
and the continued viability of the habitats and species for which the site was 
conserved.  

27. Forestry activities create noise pollution and disturbance, release fossil fuel pollution, 
remove trees and deadwood vital for habitat and carbon balance, disturb soils, change 
the amount of precipitation runoff, increase soil loss via runoff, change soil carbon 
content, change soil nutrient regimes (both increasing and decreasing nutrient 
availability), change soil moisture and temperature regimes, and change species 
composition. Logging can eliminate species that are susceptible to disturbance and 
make it impossible for them to regenerate or reproduce.  

28. Over hundreds to thousands of years, older forests become more biodiverse as more 
species become established and mutually interdependent, but logging activities 
simplify ecosystems, wiping out species and their habitats and thus making it 
impossible for the species to rely on them to persist, as well. Once destroyed or 
degraded, these ecosystem assemblages of species and their habitats cannot be 
reconstituted for centuries, if ever.  

29. Forestry impacts can occur within a N2000 site even if the logging is conducted outside 
the site. This is particularly the case since as remotely sensed data show, intensive 
logging is conducted right up to the border of N2000 sites (and also increasingly within 
sites). See Figure 1.  
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Figure 1. Example of the contrast between the N2000 sites, which have historically largely been 
left unlogged, and the intensity of logging outside the sites (red represents 30 x 30 meter pixels 
of satellite data). Logging is occurring inside of some sites, however.  
 

30. In the case of aquatic habitats and related species that depend on cold, clear water, 
upstream logging even at great distances may change water chemistry, silt load, and 
temperature, thus degrading ecosystem function downstream and making it impossible 
for some species to persist.  

a. This is the case for instance with Salmo salar, Atlantic salmon, which is a named 
Annex II species at 12 N2000 sites. Salmon are an important economic species 
and their continued survival depends on maintaining the freshwater streams 
where they spawn.  

b. While not a “forest” species per se, Salmon are affected by forestry activities, as 
for example noted in a report by the Helsinki Commission: 
“The overall ecological state of the Baltic rivers and their fish populations has 
deteriorated from their pristine state. This is a consequence of direct 
anthropogenic impacts caused by many activities in the drainage area, in the 
rivers and in the Baltic Sea. In the rivers, the most detrimental activities have 
been damming, dredging and channelizing rivers to serve for hydropower 
production, log driving and agricultural purposes. Also indirect impacts of 
human activities such as nutrient and sediment loads from agriculture, forestry 
and sewage sources have had negative consequences on the ecological state of 
the Baltic rivers.”4 

 
4 Page 4 at https://helcom.fi/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/BSEP126B-EE.pdf  

https://helcom.fi/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/BSEP126B-EE.pdf
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c. The same can be said for the many freshwater species, including invertebrates, 
amphibians, and fish, that dwell in Estonia’s rivers, streams, bogs, and lakes.  

 

Logging is intensive around Estonia’s N2000 sites 

31. We used remote sensing data showing forest cover loss from 2001 to 2023 to examine 
logging in Estonia as a whole, in the N2000 sites, and near N2000 sites.  

32. Using the Global Forest Change dataset5, we used GIS to clip forest cover loss data 
(“lossyear,” showing the year cover was lost) to the Estonian border. We then 
calculated the forest cover loss for both 2001-2023 and 2022-2023 in two regions: 
areas within borders of N2000 sites, and a buffer or ring around each site that is 1 km 
wide.  These buffers excluded other N2000 sites that might occur within them.  

33. As demonstrated by Figure 1, which shows tree cover loss in the 2001-2023 period, 
tree cover loss (from logging) is commonly occurring on the border of N2000 sites and 
also occurs within N2000 sites themselves.  

34. Logging within N2000 sites was visually verified using satellite imagery available from 
ArcGIS, Google Earth Pro, and Google Maps. Visual verification examples can be viewed 
online.6 

 

Logging pressure around N2000 sites appears to be increasing 

35. The satellite data for tree cover loss over the years 2001-2023 indicates there is a great 
deal of tree cover loss, most of it from logging, across Estonia including in the 1-km-
wide buffer area surrounding terrestrial N2000 sites and beyond.    

36. Tree cover loss rates in these buffer areas appear to be generally higher for the two 
most recent years of data (2022 and 2023) than would be expected if loss occurred at a 
constant rate over the period.   

a. This was determined by expressing the ratio of tree cover loss in the buffer of 
each site in the 2022-2023 period to loss in the 2001-2023 period. If loss were 
distributed evenly over the years, the two-year period would be expected to 
represent about 9% of the total loss. Instead, on average the two-year period 
represented 14% of the total loss. The majority of sites (70%) had ratios greater 
than 9%.  

37. The cumulative tree cover loss for all the sites is shown in Figure 2. The data show that 
20% of the sites had tree cover loss in a 1 km area from the site boundary of 25% to 
40% over the 2001-2023 period, and cover loss of between 3% and 10% in the 2022-
2023 period.  

 
5 https://storage.googleapis.com/earthenginepartners-hansen/GFC-2023-v1.11/download.html 
6 https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/2844d0a5e5e942db880b7395d056a8ef 
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Figure 2. Cumulative tree cover loss in a 1-km buffer around N2000 sites for the full 2001-
2023 period, versus the 2022-2023 period.  This analysis considers all sites, not just state-
owned sites.  

 
38. Tree cover loss has occurred and is still occurring in N2000 sites, but the rate does not 

appear to have increased in the 2022-2023 period relative to the 2001-2023 period as it 
has for the buffer areas.  

 

Types of N2000 sites that need impact assessments prior to forestry activities 

39. We developed a taxonomy for categorizing N2000 sites and explaining why they should 
be assessed to determine how forestry activities could impact the species and habitats 
at the sites. Our approach is not meant to be definitive.  

40. The following discussion refers to the spreadsheet filed in support of the Complainant’s 
amending pleadings on 5 April 2024.  

 

Category A: Sites containing “habitat” forests 

41. There are 12 Annex I habitat types including forests or trees found in Estonia N2000 
sites (see Table 1 below). Some of these are marked as “priority” habitats (see Article 
1(d) Habitats Directive), which are habitat types in danger of disappearance and thus 
are considered priorities for conservation. Table 1 lists the habitat types within N2000 
sites by area in descending order.  
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 Table 1. Summed cover for the 12 different habitat types that contain forests or trees. This 
analysis considers all sites. 

 

42. Logging in or even near these forested habitats will drastically change their character 
and composition, acknowledging that at least one of the habitats, “Fennoscandian 
wooded pastures,” probably depends on some human intervention to maintain a 
balance of herbaceous and wooded cover (see paragraphs 70-74 below for more 
detail).  

43. If these habitat forests are located in a site that also contains other, unclassified forests 
(i.e., the coniferous, deciduous, and mixed forests that have not been designated as an 
Annex I habitat), logging of those unclassified forests can still change the 
temperature, light penetration, hydrology, nutrient balance, living space, and a host 
of other ecosystem attributes of the habitat forests.  

44. Further, there is evidence to suggest7 that only about half the forests in N2000 sites 
have been inventoried, meaning that “unclassified” forests may in some cases actually 
be “habitat” forests.  

 
7 Section 3.2.1 at https://media.voog.com/0000/0037/1265/files/Natura-raied-2021.pdf 

DESCRIPTION
HAB_HABITAT

CODE

 Priority habitat 

in database? 
Total cover (ha)

Western Taïga 9010 Y                      57,961 

Bog woodland 91D0 Y                      39,253 

Fennoscandian deciduous swamp woods 9080 Y                      36,594 

Fennoscandian herb-rich forests with Picea abies 9050                        7,359 

Fennoscandian hemiboreal natural old broad-leaved 

deciduous forests (Quercus, Tilia, Acer, Fraxinus or 

Ulmus) rich in epiphytes 9020 Y                        7,343 

Wooded dunes of the Atlantic, Continental and Boreal 

region 2180                        5,569 

Fennoscandian wooded meadows 6530 Y                        4,299 

Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus 

excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) 91E0 Y                        3,279 

Coniferous forests on, or connected to, glaciofluvial 

eskers 9060                        3,269 

Fennoscandian wooded pastures 9070                        2,125 

Riparian mixed forests of Quercus robur, Ulmus laevis 

and Ulmus minor, Fraxinus excelsior or Fraxinus 

angustifolia, along the great rivers (Ulmenion minoris) 91F0                            715 

Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes, screes and ravines 9180                            409 
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45. In the spreadsheet, we classified the sites that contain any amount of habitat forest 
(listed in Annex I of the Habitats Directive) as “Category A” forests (spreadsheet 
column Q). There were 356 such sites with at least 5% state ownership.  

46. These sites should always receive an impact assessment prior to any logging – even if 
the area of “habitat” forest is a minority share of the site.  

 

Category B: Sites that contain only “unclassified” forests  

47. In the spreadsheet, we refer to sites with forests where 100% of the forest is 
unclassified (meaning none of the forest is classified as an Annex I habitat-type) as 
Category B sites (column R).  There were 74 such sites.  

48. As stated above, because much of the N2000 area has not been inventoried, some of 
the sites where 100% of the forest is unclassified may actually contain some Annex I 
“habitat” forests.  

49. Just because these forests are unclassified does not mean they are not playing a vital 
role in providing ecosystem services and habitat for plants and animals (included those 
protected under the Habitats and Bird Directives), etc.  

a. Spreadsheet column V, “Category B sites with forest-dwelling species,” shows 
the number of forest-dwelling species listed in Annex II of the Habitats Directive 
which the GIS database specifically identifies as being associated with sites that 
solely contain “unclassified” forest. There were 34 sites containing at least one 
forest-dwelling species.  

b. Spreadsheet column Y, “Category B sites that contain Annex IV species,” refers 
to sites identified in the GIS data as containing species requiring “strict 
protection” under Annex IV of the Habitats Directive. We identified 22 sites 
containing solely unclassified forest that contained at least one Annex IV 
species, speaking to the habitat value of forests even if they are not classified 
under one of the habitat-types of Annex I.  

 

Category C: Sites where conservation objectives would be harmed by logging  

50. Category C sites do not necessarily contain a designated forest habitat, but the site’s 
specified conservation objectives are likely to be negatively impacted by logging. Such sites 
can be grouped as follows:  

Category C: Sites with forest-dwelling species 

51. Sites with conservation objectives that include the protection of habitats of forest 
dwelling species listed in Annex II of the Habitats Directive and Annex I of the Birds 
Directive. The spreadsheet identifies these as “Category C: sites with forest-dwelling 
species” (column U). See below for how we determined which species were “forest-
dwelling”. There were 170 such sites.   
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52. Our analysis shows that there are 34 sites that contain unclassified forest while not 
containing any of the 12 Annex I forest or tree habitats, that nonetheless contain 
forest-dwelling species listed in Annex II of the Habitats Directive or Art. 4(1) and 4(2) 
of the Birds Directive. The spreadsheet identifies these as “Category B sites with 
forest-dwelling species (column V). 

53. In other words, even though these sites are not designated as containing one of the 12 
special N2000 forest habitat types, their conservation objectives include protecting the 
habitat of individual species that are found in forests and are listed in the Birds and 
Habitats Directives.  

54. We further found that for all sites, there were 149 sites containing “other” listed forest-
dwelling species – those that are a Species of Annex IV or Annex V of Habitats Dir.; on 
the National Red List; Endemics; listed under International Conventions (incl. Berne, 
Bonn and Biodiversity); or are listed for “Other reasons.” (See column W, “All sites: 
forest-dwelling species listed elsewhere”).  

55. Forestry activities are extremely destructive to forest-dwelling species. The sites that 
are designated as providing habitat for species listed under the Directives should 
receive impact assessments prior to the issuance of forest notifications.  

 

Category C: Sites with Annex IV species (that need strict protection) 

56. Annex IV species in the Habitats Directive are those in need of “strict protection.” 
Pursuant to Article 12(1)(d) of the Habitats Directive, Member States must prohibit 
“the deterioration or destruction of breeding sites or resting places” of these species. 
Even for non-forest dwelling species, it cannot be known without prior assessment 
whether the destruction, noise, and pollution associated with logging will cause the 
deterioration or destruction of the breeding or resting sites for these species  

57. We identified 140 sites where Annex IV species are recorded as being present on site as 
“Category C: Sites with Annex IV species” (column X).  

58. For the reasons explained above, sites containing Annex IV species should always 
receive an impact assessment prior to any activities, even if the species are not forest-
dwelling.  

59. There is overlap between these groups of sites, but this speaks to the many roles 
outlined in legislation that any given site may be performing.  

 

How we determined which species of plants and animals are “forest-dwelling” 

60. The International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) maintains a database of 
species, of all kingdoms, listing their status, habitat, and threats to their continuation 
and wellbeing, among other information.8 The database lists the habitats where the 

 
8 https://apiv3.iucnredlist.org/api/v3/docs#general 
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species are found, including forests, and what types of activities and impacts threaten 
the species, including forestry.   

61. We downloaded the IUCN information on habitat and threats for all the species that 
were listed in the N2000 “species” and “other species” datasets within the GIS 
database, then coded each species as to whether the IUCN data indicated it was to be 
found in forests. Since the list of species that are considered by the IUCN to be 
threatened by forestry is essentially a subset of the species that live in forests, with 
minor exceptions, for simplicity, we only evaluated whether species were forest-
dwelling.   

62. We linked the IUCN data to the species and “other species” data in the N2000 GIS 
database. Not every N2000 site has species listed – some of the sites that were listed 
under the Habitats directive do not have species listed.  

 

Category D: Sites where conservation objectives include protecting freshwater habitats  

63. Freshwater ecosystems and the species that occupy them (fish, amphibians, 
invertebrates) are generally extremely susceptible to changes in water chemistry, 
water temperature, and siltation (runoff with sediment in it) that are associated with 
logging. Logging is supposed to stop within set buffer areas near the waterbody, but 
these buffers are not sufficient to prevent impacts.  

64. Many N2000 sites are designated as containing freshwater habitats protected under 
Annex I of the Habitats Directive in the Habitatclass dataset. Included are freshwater 
sites (Bogs, Marshes, Water-fringed Vegetation, Fens) or inland water bodies (Standing 
Water, Running Water).  

65. The GIS impacts dataset lists several aquatic-related impacts including “drying out,” 
“silting up,” “water abstractions,” “eutrophication,” “erosion,” and others. All of these 
impacts can be generated by or worsened by forestry activities.  

66. 153 of the sites with Annex I freshwater habitats were marked in the dataset as having 
impacts to aquatic systems (column Z, “Category D: Freshwater sites with aquatic 
impacts’) and 154 sites of the sites that included freshwater resources were marked as 
having forestry impacts (column AA, “Category D: Freshwater sites with forestry 
impacts”).  

67. This shows that degradation of aquatic systems is already widespread and will be 
further exacerbated by forestry activities.  

68. Given the interconnectivity of aquatic systems and their susceptibility to temperature 
and siltation impacts from even remote logging, impact assessments should be widely 
conducted, even if the logging is to be conducted outside the N2000 site.  
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Forestry impacts are widespread and should be mitigated 

69. We used three different approaches to identify Natura 2000 sites that are threatened 
by forestry impacts and other activities.  

 

Sites containing habitat-types identified as under threats/pressure by Article 11-mandated 
surveillance  

70. Article 11 of the Habitats Directive requires reporting on the condition of N2000 sites in 
aggregate. The reports are summaries that refer to the overall condition of each 
habitat type but do not report on individual sites. The reports are titled “Annex D - 
Report format on the 'main results of the surveillance under Article 11' for Annex I 
habitat types.”  Estonia’s data are available online.9  

71. The reporting for the types of threats and pressures to each habitat type habitats is 
found under item 7, “Main pressures and threats.”  

72. The pressures/threats to the 12 forested habitats found in Estonia include various 
forestry-related activities, but also commonly “Modification of hydrological conditions, 
or physical alteration of water bodies and drainage for forestry (including dams).” 

73. The fact that all of these habitat types are considered under pressure from various 
forestry-related and other modifications indicates that impact assessments should 
always be carried out if there is potential for impacting a named habitat-type.  

74. This conclusion essentially mirrors the conclusion above concerning “Category A sites.”  

 

Sites the N2000 GIS database identifies as threatened by logging 

75. The site-specific GIS database contains a field, “impacts,” that lists various threats to 
particular sites. Several impact types pertain to forestry and forestry-related activities. 
Impacts are further characterised as occurring inside or outside the site.  

76. We do not think these data are comprehensive because for sites with no impact listed, 
it is not clear if the site was assessed, and no impacts found, or if the site was not 
assessed. We suspect it is the latter.  

77. Nonetheless, the impacts data are significant because these assessments are contained 
in the N2000 database itself and are specific to sites. Some of the impacts are reported 
as occurring outside the site itself. The forestry-related impacts listed in declining order 
of incidence are shown in Table 2.  

 
9 https://cdr.eionet.europa.eu/Converters/run_conversion?file=ee/eu/art17/envxtxasa/EE_habitats_reports-
20190725-083848.xml&conv=589&source=remote  

https://cdr.eionet.europa.eu/Converters/run_conversion?file=ee/eu/art17/envxtxasa/EE_habitats_reports-20190725-083848.xml&conv=589&source=remote
https://cdr.eionet.europa.eu/Converters/run_conversion?file=ee/eu/art17/envxtxasa/EE_habitats_reports-20190725-083848.xml&conv=589&source=remote
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Table 2. The number of sites with listed forestry-related impacts present in the N2000 
GIS database. Not all N2000 sites in Estonia have impacts listed, and not all impacts 
listed are forestry related. 

 
78. There are 125 unique sites that have at least one forestry-related impact listed (column 

S, “All sites: forestry impacts”). Some sites have more than one forestry-related impact 
listed. There are 15 sites that solely contain “unclassified” forests, not “habitat” forests, 
that are designated as having forestry impacts (column T, “Category B sites: forestry 
impacts”).  

79. Many sites with forests do not have any impact listed, but this does not mean that 
there are no impacts. Figure 3 shows an overlay of satellite data showing tree-cover 
loss 2001-2023, with N2000 sites outlined in either pink or green. Although logging 
intensity is high around all the sites, only some N2000 sites (those outlined in green) 
are noted as having impacts from forestry activities. Pink sites have no such notation.  
This suggests the sites were not evaluated for impacts.  

 

DESCRIPTION Number of sites

Sylviculture, forestry 77

forestry clearance 36

removal of dead and dying trees 25

Forestry activities not referred to above 18

forest planting on open ground 16

forest exploitation without replanting or natural regrowth 12

forest replanting 7

removal of forest undergrowth 5

artificial planting on open ground (non-native trees) 2
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Figure 3. N2000 sites where forestry impacts were noted in the GIS database (green) versus 
sites where there is no such notation (pink). 

 


