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ÅHeadline indicator of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF).

ÅDerived directly fromecosystem extent accounts. 

ÅProvides information about the area and proportion of naturaland semi-natural ecosystem types relative to 
anthropogenic ecosystems. 

ÅDoes not aim to address the ecological condition or integrity of natural ecosystems meaning that 
ecosystems do not have to be in good ecological condition to be included in the indicator as natural or semi-
natural. 

ÅAddresses Goal A and Target 1 of the GBF, which aim to contribute to maintaining the integrity, connectivity
and resilience of ecosystems.

ÅEcological condition (reflected in structure, compositionand functionof an ecosystem) can vary significantly 
within an ecosystem type
üdmbttjgzjoh!bo!foujsf!fdptztufn!uzqf!bt!ƪobuvsbmƫ!ps!ƪtfnj-obuvsbmƫ!nbz!ijef!fttfoujbm!jogpsnbujpo!po!uif!deterioration and 

thus loss of ecologically valuable ecosystems, which in turn is reflected in the supply of a different set of ecosystem 
services.

ÅCombining ecosystem extentand conditiondata helps to demonstrate how within an ecosystem type there 
nbz!cf!bsfbt!uibu!ibwf!cffo!tp!joufotjwfmz!npejgjfe!cz!ivnbo!bdujwjujft!uibu!uifjs!dmbttjgjdbujpo!bt!ƪobuvsbmƫ!
ps!ƪtfnj-obuvsbmƫ!tipvme!cf!rvftujpofe/

Joejdbups!B/3!ƪFyufou!pg!obuvsbm!fdptztufntƫ!
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FMNFƫt!nbjo!pckfdujwft!xfsf!countrywidemapping and assessment of the main 
terrestrial ecosystems and their services:

Å2019Ƨ2020: base levels of extent, conditionand services(biophysical assessments, 
potential supply)

Å2021Ƨ2023 socioeconomicvaluation and mapping

Å2024 ƧƵ!dpoujovfe!cz!Ftupojbo!Fowjsponfou!Bhfodz

+!ưEstablishment of tools for integrating socioeconomic and climate change data into assessing and forecasting biodiversity status,and ensuring data availabilityƮ/
Fundedby the EU Cohesion Fund and the foundation Environmental Investments Centre

Mapping and assessment of terrestrial 
ecosystems and their services ƧELME project*
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Estonian national MAES project



ELME1 base map Ƨmap of 
ecosystems and their extent
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DEFINING AND MAPPING ECOSYSTEM CONDITION

FORESTS, 6 (+2) classes:
VProtection status
VValidity of data
VNature protection value estimation
VHistorical habitat continuity
VCutting information
VDrainage
VStand composition
VAlien tree species
VDeadwood
VAge

AGRO-ECOSYSTEMS, 4 classes:
VLandscape elements on and bordering the field 
VOrganic/non-organic farming
VPresence of grasslands in good condition in the vicinity
VEnvironment-friendly management, subsidies
VEtc.

WETLANDS, 5 (+3) classes:
VProtection status
VDistance to the nearest drainage system
V (Rate of) human impact (cutting, mowing, grazing)
VRestoration status/potential

GRASSLANDS, 4 (+1) classes:
VProtection status
VValidity of data
VNature protection value estimation, 

preservation of functions, structure 
VMaintenance: mowing, grazing
VHistorical habitat continuity
VOvergrowth rate 
VRestoration status/potential
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ELME2 
condition
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ELME2 
generalized 
condition
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Foto: 
Keskkonnaagentuur

ELME1 Ƨ27, ELME2 Ƨ22 assessed and mapped ecosystem 
services(ca 100 maps of respective indicators)

Regulating and maintenance services Ƨpollination, flood 
control, climate regulation, habitat provisioning, etc.  

Cultural 
services Ƨ
nature-based 
tourism and  
recreation, 
hunting, nature 
observations, 
orienteering, etc.

Provisioning 
services Ƨ crops, 
timber, 
mushrooms, wild 
berries, etc.
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