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Introduction

European habitats are essential for sustaining our livelihoods. They provide clean air, contribute to
sustainable food systems, combat pollution, mitigate risks and enhance the continent’s overall resilience
and health. And yet, these habitats are under threat and 81% of them are in poor condition.! If no action is
taken to address the alarming rate at which biodiversity is declining, the damage to our livelihoods may
become not only tremendously costly, but irreversible. In this context, the Nature Restoration Regulation
(NRR),* adopted in 2024 is a step in the right direction - it gives the EU an opportunity to reverse this
devastating trend. This first-of-its-kind legislation aims to restore Europe’s natural heritage through
binding restoration targets for specific habitats and species. The goal is to restore all ecosystems in need
by 2050.

EU Member States now have until September 2026 to outline the measures that they intend to take for
nature restoration as part of their National Restoration Plans (NRPs). The successful implementation of
these plans partly depends on whether they will be adequately funded. Member States, which were
expecting a European Commission report on the funding of the NRR in August 2025, currently struggle to

estimate the necessary investment levels and are looking for options to finance their plans.

In parallel, in July 2025, the European Commission published its proposal for the Multiannual Financial
Framework (MFF) 2028-2034. The proposal foresees an overhauled structure that creates significant
uncertainty around the future of EU biodiversity funding, and which could possibly hamper the successful
implementation of the NRR. Most notably, the European Commission suggests that the EU’s only
standalone programme dedicated to nature and climate - LIFE - be split up into different funds. The MFF
proposal also scraps any mention of an environmental spending target. These changes would reduce the

options for biodiversity restoration funding.

Under this new structure, we also observe a renationalisation of part of the EU budget. With negotiations
ongoing, Member States will also be asked to prepare National and Regional Partnership Plans (NRPPs)
which require them to plan for their upcoming needs and priorities for the economy, social and territorial

cohesion, agriculture and rural areas, fisheries and maritime issues, prosperity, and security.

! European Commission, Nature Restoration Regulation, accessed 5 May 2026.

2 European Parliament, Regulation (EU) 2024/1991 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 June 2024 on nature restoration and
amending Regulation (EU) 2022/869, EUR-Lex, 29 July 2024.



https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/nature-and-biodiversity/nature-restoration-regulation_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1991/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1991/oj/eng
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So far, few attempts have been made to systematically evaluate the costs of various nature restoration
measures in the EU.? The European Commission has only made preliminary estimates as to how much
reaching the goals of the Nature Restoration Regulation will cost.* However, for both National and Regional
Partnership Plans and National Restoration Plans, Member States will need to put concrete numbers on the
table. As a significant share of public funding for nature across the EU comes from the EU budget, it is likely
that Member States will require dedicated EU public funding to comply with their obligations under the

Nature Restoration Regulation.

The purpose of this exercise is to help assess the financing needs in five Member States for the successful
implementation of the NRR, particularly, the restoration of existing habitats in poor condition as defined in
Article 4 (1) of the Nature Restoration Regulation. More specifically, we focus on the financing needs for the
period 2024-2032° for the four most widespread terrestrial ecosystem types as listed in Annex | of the NRR
(coastal and inland wetlands; rivers, lakes, alluvial and riparian habitats (freshwater); grasslands; and

forests) for Croatia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia and Poland.

By providing an alternative methodology for the calculation of national restoration financing needs, and
coming up with easily comparable results, we want to support these Member States in the elaboration of
their NRPs. In doing so, we want to enable them to make the most of ongoing EU budget negotiations and
of the new National and Regional Partnership Plans in order to secure sufficient funding for nature

restoration.
Methodology to estimate nature restoration costs and limitations

Our research work, which concluded mid-April 2026, included desk research, proactive outreach to EU and
national decision-makers, and technical discussions with project implementers and beneficiaries of public

funding. Our approach had three steps:

1) We identified the share of habitats in need of restoration to comply with the 2030 target of having
30% of ecosystems restored. To determine the extent of degraded ecosystems, we mainly used
national reporting under Article 17 of the Habitats Directive,® country reports under the
Environmental Implementation Review and additional national level documents, such as national

biodiversity strategies.

3 European Commission Joint Research Centre Institute for Environment and Sustainability, JRC Technical Report: Costs of restoration measures in
the EU based on an assessment of LIFE projects, 2015.

4 European Commission, COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT Accompanying the proposal for a Regulation of the
European Parliament and of the Council on nature restoration, 22 June 2022

® As per the uniform format, and considering the Plans’ revision in July 2032.

© European Council, Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora, EUR-Lex, 21 May
1992.



https://share.google/udSufhtyyU002Wh22
https://share.google/udSufhtyyU002Wh22
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52022SC0167&qid=1686750707844
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52022SC0167&qid=1686750707844
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:01992L0043-20250714
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We determined the cost of restoration per km? for each major ecosystem type, including costs
throughout the project lifecycle (pre-feasibility studies, annual maintenance, compensation to
stakeholders, awareness raising if relevant to the restoration work, etc.).” To do so, we extracted
financialinformation from past restoration projects, particularly recent LIFE projects. In many cases,
such as cross-border projects or projects covering several ecosystems, additional dialogue with

implementers was needed to disaggregate the data.

We calculated the total cost for the four most widespread terrestrial ecosystem types in each of the
five target countries for the period August 2024 to July 2032.2 To do so, we multiplied the median
cost per km? for each ecosystem type at the national level by the area to be restored by 2030 and

then followed a linear trajectory towards 2032, based on the annual cost of restoration by 2030.

During the research, certain limitations were observed and had to be acknowledged:

)l

)l

This calculation is an approximation. While we strived to be as precise as possible, we cannot
predict a country’s exact strategy when it comes to nature financing. Neither can we predict future

inflation or natural disasters that might negatively impact the costs of nature restoration.

At the time of publication we cannot predict countries’ nature restoration priorities for 2030, so the
calculation was made with the assumption that 30% of all considered habitat groups would be
restored by 2030. However, for the 2030 goal Member States have a choice in setting priorities,’ so

each country’s official calculation might differ.

Depending on conditions specific to each project’s size and scale, as well as each habitat and
additional externalities, the price per km?* varied significantly between projects. Although we
worked with the relevant project coordinators to ensure that only restoration-related costs were
included and categories were aligned, differences in cost reporting across projects could not be
fully eliminated. Median unit costs for price per km? were used to reduce the influence of outliers,
but results still must be interpreted cautiously and, in the decision making process, should be used

together with other estimates.

In some cases, sufficient exploitable data to make an accurate estimation of the cost of restoration
per km?was lacking. In these cases, the restoration cost per km? for a given ecosystem in the target

country was determined through indexing the cost per km? in another reference country, using

" Nota bene: Our results account for inflation, and all results are in 2026 prices.

8 Steppe, heath and scrub habitats as well as rocky and dune habitats (also part of the habitat groups covered by the Nature Restoration Regulation)

were not analysed in our calculations due to lack of available information on restoration projects across the five target countries.

9 See Article 4 (10) of the Nature Restoration Regulation.
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OECD price levelindices,' following the formula below. Where this is the case, it is mentioned in the
national chapters.

RCp(H) = RCs(H) (F)

where RCp(H) _ habitat H restoration costs in the target country (policy country);

RCs(H) _ habitat H restoration costs in the reference country (study country);

YP, Y per capita GDP adjusted for the purchasing power parity factor in the policy and study countries

accordingly.

9 Asfor the latest State of Nature Report, many Member States failed to report under the obligations
of Article 17 of the Habitats Directive, or the information was incomplete or not made public, or the
state of habitats is marked as ‘unknown’. Where this is the case, and our requests for additional

information did not succeed, it is mentioned in the national chapters.

9 Finally, the estimated costs do not represent the full costs for implementation of the Nature
Restoration Law in a Member State, but are only related to Article 4 (1): the restoration of existing
habitat areas that are not in a favourable state, but only for the four most widespread terrestrial

ecosystem types, and only for the period 2024-2032.

® Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Price level indices, accessed 5 May 2026.


https://www.oecd.org/en/data/indicators/price-level-indices.html
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Croatia

Croatian National Restoration Plan: Current status and progress

As of this writing, Croatia has not published its National Restoration Plan (NRP). However, in mid-April a
proposal regarding restoration areas and measures for the NRP draft was published on the website of the
Ministry of Environmental Protection and Green Transition, which is coordinating the preparation of the
NRP. The ambition is to have the first draft of the plan ready by the September 2026 deadline.

After an initial period in which there was practically no publicly available information on the process, in the
last couple of months the ministry made real efforts to include NGOs and the wider public. In November
2025, it launched an online survey which enabled participants to propose specific areas that need
restoration, as well as to suggest appropriate restoration measures. Initially aimed at experts within the
wider nature protection sector, it was later also opened to the general public.'* Apart from that, the ministry
has organised a series of meetings with relevant sectors (e.g. agriculture, forestry, water management,
fisheries, etc.), including an online meeting with NGOs in February 2026. The NGOs were also invited to
nominate members to the ministry’s working group for the development of the NRP. Ten regional
stakeholder meetings to present and discuss the draft proposal for areas and measures were also
announced by the ministry. Although these efforts to include the interested public in the process are
certainly laudable, it remains to be seen how much real influence NGOs and the wider nature protection
sector will exert on the final version of the NRP, especially compared to more politically powerful sectors.
Namely, though there seems to be genuine will amongst the people preparing the NRP within the ministry
to make it as comprehensive as possible, historically, nature protection hasn’t been very high on the list of
priorities of any Croatian government. When the interests of nature come into direct conflict with other

interests, it is usually nature that gets sacrificed.

Like in many other countries in central and eastern Europe, nature protection and restoration in Croatia are
heavily dependent on EU funding.'? Thus far, no official estimates on the costs and sources of financing for
Croatia’s NRP have been published, but it is almost certain that the implementation of the plan will heavily
depend on EU funds. In this context, the successful implementation of the measures foreseen in the NRP

will to a large extent depend on there being sufficient funds available at the EU level.

1 Ministry of Environmental Protection and Green Transition, Sudjelovanje gradana u izradi Nacionalnog plana obnove prirode, 9 December 2025.

2 Numbers on the exact ratio of EU vs. national funding are difficult to come by, but it is safe to say that most of the national funding that is available

goes into co-financing of EU projects or covering operating expenses of the state’s nature protection sector (salaries, etc.).


https://mzozt.gov.hr/vijesti/sudjelovanje-gradjana-u-izradi-nacionalnog-plana-obnove-prirode/10494
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Estimating nature restoration costs in Croatia

This methodology provides a bottom-up financial estimate for a substantial part of the costs of
implementing the EU Nature Restoration Law in Croatia, specifically targeting the recovery of existing
habitats that are not in a good condition, as defined in Article 4 (1) of the Nature Restoration Regulation.
The methodology focuses on the most widespread habitat groups: wetlands; grasslands; river, lake, alluvial

and riparian habitats; and forests.

The calculation of the total area requiring restoration for each ecosystem type, based on publicly available
data for the 2019-2024 reporting period under Article 17 of the Habitats Directive,” is complicated by the
fact that, for a significant number of Natura 2000 habitats, the extent of areas classified as having an
‘unknown’ condition far exceeds those reported as either ‘good’ or ‘not good’. This results in restoration
need estimates that vary by several orders of magnitude depending on whether the ‘unknown’ category is
included. For this reason, we decided to use the abovementioned proposal for areas and measures
published by the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Green Transition. This proposal includes
additional sources on top of the Article 17 report and it gives estimates of total restoration needs that are

probably more realistic than simply including all or none of the areas in ‘unknown’ condition.
The ministry’s proposal consists of three different datasets:

1. Areas based on the ministry’s analyses in accordance with the national report on the state of

conservation of species and habitats for the period 2019-2024 and the ministry’s databases;

2. Areas on which restoration projects are currently being implemented in Croatia and areas

designated through consultations with relevant sectors;
3. Allareas proposed by the members of the public through the abovementioned survey.

For our analysis, we decided to use only the first two datasets'* (downloaded on 16 April 2026) because the
quality of the proposals gathered through the open survey may vary more than the other two datasets. The
resulting values can be seenin the table below. However, due to the significant data gaps mentioned above,
the fact that at least some of the proposals gathered through the public survey will be accepted, and the
announcement from the ministry that their published data will be updated with additional areas in the

future, these numbers are best treated as the minimal restoration needs.

Due to the low number of restoration projects implemented in Croatia, there is insufficient data to make

reliable estimates of restoration costs per km? Thus, to calculate the restoration costs for Croatia, the only

2 Reportnet, Habitats Directive reporting (Art. 17) - 2019-2024, accessed 22 April 2026.

To calculate the total surface in need of restoration for every ecosystem type, the shapefiles for different datasets published by the ministry were
analysed using QGIS 3.44.9. To solve the problem of overlapping polygons, Merge and Dissolve operations were performed on different layers

containing information for a certain ecosystem type, and the total surface of the resulting shape was then calculated.


https://reportnet.europa.eu/public/dataflow/1525
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option was indexation, i.e., using estimated costs from a comparable country with sufficient data on

restoration costs and using price level indices to compare prices between the two countries. We chose to

base our calculations on Hungarian data due to Hungary’s geographical proximity to Croatia, though this

has important limitations. Namely, although the two countries share a border, there are still significant

differences between the habitat types present. Hungary is a good approximation for the continental region

of Croatia, as they are both part of the Pannonian basin and thus share a lot of common species and habitats.

However, there are also Alpine and Mediterranean parts of Croatia for which Hungary is not such a good

comparison.®®

As a source for price level indices, we used the OECD website,® which assigns values of 57 and 58 for Croatia

and Hungary, respectively. Thus, restoration costs per km? were calculated for every habitat type using the

formula: costs (HR) = 0.98 * costs (HU). The results are shown in the table below.

Results

Area to be restored

at national level by

Median restoration
cost per km? (EUR,

Restoration cost at national

level by 2030 (area to be

2030 (km?) January 2026 prices) | restored at national

level*cost per km?) (EUR,
January 2026 prices)

Coastal and inland 134*0.3=40 181142 7245680

wetlands

Rivers, lakes and 912 *0.3=274 268 372 73533928

alluvial (freshwater)

Grasslands 225*0.3=68 195422 13288 696

Forest and woodland | 3471*0.3=1041 276 068 287 386 788

TOTAL (by 2030) 381 455 092°

TOTAL cost for the

period August 2024 - 469 483 190°

July 2032

1> Probably the least reliable estimate is the one for Coastal and inland wetlands, as estuaries, lagoons and other coastal habitats make around 2/3

of the total surface area of that ecosystem type that needs restoration in Croatia, while there are no comparable habitats in landlocked Hungary.

!¢ Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Price levelindices.

10



https://www.oecd.org/en/data/indicators/price-level-indices.html

Bankwatch

CEE Network

Calculations for Hungary were performed using full-precision data then rounded to the nearest whole number.

Thus, rounded totals may not sum exactly.

?Since median (and not mean) was used to calculate costs of restoration for each habitat group to reduce the

impact of outliers, the TOTAL sums should be considered as aggregated estimates, not precise totals.
Conclusions and recommendations

During our research, we discovered that the biggest problem plaguing the preparation of the National
Restoration Plan in Croatia is the lack of data on all levels. The condition of significant parts of Natura 2000
habitats is still largely unknown, which means that it is impossible to determine real restoration needsin a
systematic and objective way. In this situation, the people preparing the proposal for restoration areas had
to rely on information that is partial, of differing quality and based on restoration projects and measures
that are already in progress or that should start in the near future. On top of that, the current proposal for
restoration areas still must be discussed with other, politically more powerful sectors, meaning that the
areas that will make it to the final draft will almost certainly be reduced compared to the current proposal.
This means that there is a real danger that the total restoration needs for Croatia will be significantly

underestimated already at the level of designated areas.

The fact that major restoration projects are only just beginning in Croatia, and that there is therefore less
experiencein this area thanin some other countries, poses an additional risk that real restoration costs may
be underestimated. There is very limited national funding available for nature, a high reliance on EU funds
and even when these funds are available, nature ranks low on the list of priorities of the Croatian
government.'’ This leads to a reasonable doubt that sufficient funding will be secured to meet restoration
needs. Another bottleneck is the very limited capacity of the nature protection sector in Croatia, meaning
that a lot of restoration activities will probably have to be implemented in cooperation with other sectors,

for whom nature is usually not a top priority.
Recommendations

Research activities aimed at securing comprehensive, reliable and up to date data on the real condition of
natural habitats in Croatia must be prioritised and accelerated. For this purpose, Croatia should dedicate
part of its NRP budget for research and data collection. Although we cannot afford to wait for all this data
to be gathered, as nature restoration needs to begin as soon as possible, the restoration plan should be
updated regularly as these data become available to better reflect real restoration needs. A more objective

basis for the NRP could also reduce the influence of other sectors on the final shape that it takes.

" As exemplified by the negligible amount of NRR funding that went to nature. See: CEE Bankwatch Network and EuroNatur, Building back

biodiversity: How EU Member States fail to spend the recovery fund for nature, May 2021.

11


https://bankwatch.org/publication/building-back-biodiversity-how-eu-member-states-fail-to-spend-the-recovery-fund-for-nature
https://bankwatch.org/publication/building-back-biodiversity-how-eu-member-states-fail-to-spend-the-recovery-fund-for-nature
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Adedicated EU fund for nature restoration should be created, potentially by redirecting funds that currently
subsidise activities damaging to nature. As the national sources of funding will in all likelihood never be

sufficient to meet the real restoration needs, the capacity for absorption of EU funds must be raised.

The capacities of the nature protection sector in Croatia must be increased significantly in order for it to be
able to contribute to achieving the goals set in the NRP in a meaningful way. This includes employing new
people and increasing their expertise. Thus, part of the NRP budget should be dedicated to capacity
building.

More pressure should be put on the Croatian government, both on the national and international level, to

put nature protection and restoration higher on its list of priorities.

0ld flow of the Mura River (photo: Branka Spanicek).
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Estonia

Estonian National Restoration Plan: Current status and progress

Despite the Estonian government’s overall low prioritisation of biodiversity goals, there has been a notable
political will for nature restoration. Industry attempts to shape public opinion - by portraying wooded
wetland restoration as ‘drowning forests’ - have failed to undermine the Ministry of Climate’s resolve to
restore Estonian habitats, which are increasingly in declining condition. Estonia supported an ambitious
Nature Restoration Regulation (NRR) in 2022-2023 and vowed to strive for its goals even when it was

temporarily left unapproved at the European level in early 2024,

However, the subsequent National Restoration Plan (NRP) drafting can be characterised by extended
deadlines and lacklustre inclusion. Progress has been slower than foreseen and has resulted in the expected
draft deadline shifting from spring to the end of the year, leaving little time for considering the
Commission’s feedback. The schedule could become even tighter, or longer, due to a recent proposal to

create another format for consulting with practitioners.

The public has been included in the process through stakeholder engagement seminars, though
participation is limited to either asking questions from predetermined panelists or group discussions split
up according to habitat categories. Additionally, selected stakeholders are included in the lead committee
where, in positive contrast, meetings offer more opportunities to share opinions and discuss. Further

inclusion is envisioned through meetings, need-based dialogues and potentially a people’s assembly.

The ministry has communicated their plans to include as little private land as possible, but it needs to be
assessed to what extent (and by which target deadlines) it is possible for the goals of the NRR to be achieved
with minimal inclusion of private land. Private property constitutes a substantial share of Estonian
agricultural ecosystems (92%), grasslands (67%) and forests (50%), as well as a crucial percentage of coastal
ecosystems (34%), bodies of water (30%) and wetlands (12%). This ownership pattern suggests that the

feasibility of limiting nature restoration to state lands differs by habitat.

EU funding has been vital for nature conservation in Estonia up to now. For example, EU funds have
provided 71% of the funding for semi-natural community restorations from 2014 to 2020.® Estonia’s
dependence on the EU continues, and the ministry has stated that ‘a large share’ of the NRP’s funding will

come from different EU funds.'® The ministry will be applying for funding from the LIFE programme under

18 Estonian Environmental Board, Parandniitude tegevuskava 2021-2027, 24 March 2021.

9 Estonian Ministry of Climate, Kui palju looduse taastamine maksab ja kes selle eest maksab?.

13


https://keskkonnaamet.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2021-09/parandniitude_tegevuskava_2021-2027_1.pdf
https://kliimaministeerium.ee/elurikkus-keskkonnakaitse/looduse-taastamise-kava-koostamine#20kui-palju-loodus
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the project LIFE SNAP RESTore2Connect, which could provide up to EUR 33 million for restoration.? Still,
without clear insight into the National and Regional Partnership Plan, and with the absence of a
biodiversity-specific funding instrument, it appears the government’s approach to selecting prospective

measures may end up being overly restrained.
Estimating nature restoration costs in Estonia

This methodology provides a bottom-up financial estimate for a substantial part of the costs of
implementing the Nature Restoration Regulation in Estonia, specifically targeting the recovery of existing
habitats that are not in a good condition, as defined in Article 4 (1) of the Nature Restoration Regulation.
The methodology focuses on the most widespread habitat groups: wetlands; grasslands; and river, lake,

alluvial and riparian habitats.

The forest habitat group has been excluded from the final calculation for Estonia due to an insufficient
number of projects evaluated and vast differences between the project costs in the region (Latvia and
Estonia). According to the provisional Estonian dry forest action plan,* the cost of preserving and restoring
forest habitats is estimated to be EUR 4 million for the period 2025-2032.

The calculation is based on 18 nature restoration projects completed over the past 17 years, most of which
were funded by the LIFE programme or jointly by the Cohesion Fund and the Estonian Environmental
Investment Centre (the list of projects can be found in Annex 1 at the end of this document). The projects
were selected on the basis of representativeness and quality, both the potential variety of restoration

measures and the typicality of habitats.

Data regarding habitat condition was accessed through the Ministry of Climate’s current status report sent
to participation seminar attendees and is based on the Habitats Directive 2019-2024 reporting under Article
17.22 The main limitation to this data is that the exact division of how the 30% restoration target will be
added up between different groups of habitats is not known. Based on the government’s comprehensive
approach, i.e., the plan to restore habitats belonging to ecosystems of every type, a simplification that 30%
of each group of habitats will be restored is used in this calculation. Another limitation is that the
information held by the Ministry of Climate includes habitats in an unknown condition. In this calculation,
we adhere to the ministry’s approach of using a mean between the potential minimum and maximum of
areas to be restored. This way, the margin of error is limited to 15 km? for grasslands and is even smaller for

wetlands and freshwater habitats.

20 Estonian State Forest Management Centre, Mart Kiis: “Kuidas viia looduse taastamise suured strateegilised sihid Eesti maastikele?”, 24 November
2025.

2! L oodusrikas Eesti, Kuivade metsaelupaigatiiiipide tegevuskava konsultatsioonideks, November 2025.

22 Estonian Environmental Agency, Loodusdirektiivi artikkel 17 aruanne 2019-2024, 21 November 2025.

14


https://rmk.ee/uudised/blogi/mart-kiis-kuidas-viia-looduse-taastamise-suured-strateegilised-sihid-eesti-maastikele/
https://loodusrikaseesti.ee/sites/forest/files/2025-11/kuivade-metsaelupaigatuupide-tegevuskava-konsultatsioonideks.pdf
https://keskkonnaportaal.ee/et/loodusdirektiivi-artikkel-17-aruanne-2019-2024
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In calculating median costs, the margin of error is likely smaller for wetlands and grasslands, although
restoration costs for all habitats are heavily dependent on measures and priorities not yet agreed upon.
Moreover, the range of prior projects available does not allow for the full capture of the wide variety of
habitats due for restoration, indicating that uncommon, and presumably more expensive projects, may be
underestimated.

The assessment for wetlands is predominantly based on mires, while the cost maximum was set by a less
typical coastal lagoon restoration. For grasslands, the cost is a combination of different meadow habitat
restorations. For rivers, lakes and alluvial habitats, our range covers alluvial meadows, common river
habitats and spawning grounds. This is based on the assumption from expert group protocols that in the NRP,
active river restoration measures will initially be prioritised. The final cost comes from the meticulous yet cost-
wise median project LIFE HAPPYFISH that treated both water courses and alluvial meadows, but focused on
spawning grounds and oxbow lakes, which can be comparatively costly to restore. Excluded are lakes, alluvial
forests, as well as weir and dam removal projects for which the average cost is, per the State Forest
Management Centre,” around EUR 140 000.

Results

Area to be restored

Median restoration

Restoration cost at national

period August 2024
- July 2032

at national level by | cost per km? (EUR, level by 2030 (area to be
2030 (km?) January 2026 prices); | restored at national
[range]l; n = number of | level*cost per km?) (EUR,
projects considered January 2026 prices)
Coastal and inland 524 *0.3=157 44 310; [19 957 - 797 157 *44310=6956 670
wetlands 388];n=5
Rivers, lakes and 80%0.3=24 1774995;[128799-22 | 24*1774995=42599 880
alluvial (freshwater) 736995];n=5
Grasslands 680.3=20.4 390592;[217 863 -713 20.4*390592=7968 077
900;n=9
TOTAL (by 2030) 57 524 6277
TOTAL cost for the 70 799 541°

% Information acquired from the State Forest Management Centre through request via email.

15
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Calculations were performed using full-precision data then rounded to the nearest whole number. Thus,

rounded totals may not sum exactly.

?Since median (and not mean) was used to calculate costs of restoration for each habitat group to reduce the

impact of outliers, the TOTAL sums should be considered as aggregated estimates, not precise totals.
Conclusions and recommendations

Merely four months ahead of the draft deadline, too little progress has been made in Estonia to provide
comprehensive feedback on financing the plan. The timely recognition of Estonia’s financial needs should
therefore be a priority. By our calculations, based only on selected habitat groups, these financial needs
amount to at least EUR 70 million for the 2024-2032 period.

Our comparisons to estimations from earlier habitat action plans show that the NRR’s targets are
potentially realistic, and measures could be regarded as financially comparable to earlier state-level plans.
Forreference, it was previously estimated that EUR 10.8 million would be needed to restore mires from 2016
to 2023* and more than EUR 31 million for restoring rivers from 2022 to 2027.%%%?" Ultimately, the cost will
depend on what the eventual measures are. In the example of wetlands, focusing on common mire
restorations would be cheaper than a broad solution that fully incorporated lagoons and estuaries, but this

would also bring benefits to fewer habitats.

Despite some uncertainties, the NRP holds tremendous potential if backed with sufficient funding and if the
implementation goes beyond minimal compliance. High-quality nature restoration can significantly
improve Estonia’s Nature and Birds Directive results, whilst benefiting diverse ecosystems that are home to
thousands of species. An ambitious plan would be an investment in a wide variety of ecosystem services,

climate mitigation and nature tourism.

Conversely, inadequate funding and overcaution could exacerbate the deterioration of Estonian
ecosystems, especially since other national conservation measures are insufficient to balance out intensive
forest management, peat extraction and land development. Without the help of a confident plan, nature

degradation looks unlikely to be reversed and European biodiversity objectives remain but a distant dream.

To prevent biodiversity loss and the many resulting socio-economic impacts, it is essential for Estonia to

ensure that sufficient EU funding can supplement the state budget.

24 Estonian Ministry of Environment, Kaitstavate soode tegevuskava aastateks 2016-2023, 33, 2016.
25 Estonian Ministry of Environment, Lddne-Eesti vesikonna veemajanduskava 2022-2027, 181, 2022.

% Estonian Ministry of Environment. lda-Eesti vesikonna veemajanduskava 2022-2027, 172, 2022.

2" Estonian Ministry of Environment, Koiva vesikonna veemajanduskava 2022-2027, 160, 2022.
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https://kliimaministeerium.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2021-07/Soode%20tegevuskava%20aastateks%202016-2023%20%28kinnitatud%2018.01.2016%29.pdf
https://kliimaministeerium.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2022-10/L%C3%A4%C3%A4ne-Eesti%20vesikonna%20veemajanduskava%202022-2027.pdf
https://kliimaministeerium.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2022-10/Ida-Eesti%20vesikonna%20veemajanduskava%202022-2027.pdf
https://kliimaministeerium.ee/sites/default/files/documents/2022-10/Koiva%20vesikonna%20veemajanduskava%202022-2027.pdf

Photo: Jaanus Tanilsoo

Recommendations

Estonia should strategically emphasise nature restoration needs both in the ongoing Multiannual Financial
Framework negotiations in Brussels, as well as throughout the National and Regional Partnership Plan

development gaining momentum nationally.

Estonia should acknowledge nature restoration as an investment, go beyond the 30% target, desist from
excluding private lands and consequently ensure that meaningful dialogues with landowners are backed

by adequate compensations.

To stay in line with the goals of the NRR, measures need to be picked not by affordability but by efficiency.
To do so, Estonia should follow the efficiency standards set by several successful LIFE projects such as LIFE
to alvars, URBANCOWS and LIFE Mires Estonia.

Should the Ministry of Climate introduce new formats for inclusion, these must not delay the submission
deadline. The process is already behind schedule and further impediments might hinder the plan’s quality

and the attainment of the NRR’s targets.

Clarity around the areas in unknown condition is needed as soon as possible, so that the habitats in
unsatisfactory condition can benefit from sufficient restoration funding. The budget should therefore

account for environmental condition assessments and for subsequent restoration where needed.
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Hungary

Hungarian National Restoration Plan: Current status and progress

Hungary plans to submit its National Restoration Plan on time. Implementation requires the close
coordination of several ministries and coordination meetings and drafting are underway. While a single,
unified draft document does not yet exist, work is proceeding along thematic lines corresponding to the

specific articles of the Regulation.

A formal, structured framework for public, stakeholder and civil society involvement is planned. Several
NGO experts are involved in the working groups. The organisation of civil society involvement and the
management of a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) have been outsourced to an environmental
organisation, the National Society of Conservationists - Friends of the Earth Hungary. Conclusions from the
SEA and inputs from the public together with the comments and recommendations of the European

Commission will be incorporated into the planin 2027.

Funding of the Regulation’s implementation is highly uncertain. Implementation is expected to rely almost
exclusively on European Union funds. For the current programming period, the strategy focuses on
identifying existing measures within the CAP Strategic Plan, the Environmental and Energy Efficiency
Operational Programme Plus, and LIFE projects to align them with restoration targets. Regarding future
financing, Hungary’s plans for the next Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) remain fluid and highly
dependent on future EU-level budget negotiations. The financial architecture of the plan is still in the very
early stages of quantification. The primary baseline for future cost calculations will be the national Natura
2000 Prioritised Action Framework (PAF).?®

Land ownership, usufruct and land management tasks often belong to different actors. For example,
several protected forests are managed by state-owned forestry companies instead of national parks. These
companies, taking advantage of weak protection laws, are able to maintain unsustainable logging practices
in protected forests. Currently, there is no plan or strategy on how to solve this problem, but an evaluation

is expected between autumn 2026 and spring 2027.
Estimating nature restoration costs in Hungary

This methodology provides a bottom-up financial estimate for a substantial part of the costs of

implementing the EU Nature Restoration Law in Hungary, specifically targeting the recovery of existing

28 Ministry of Agriculture, Natura 2000 Prioritised Action Framework, 2021.
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habitats that are not in a good condition, as defined in Article 4 (1) of the Nature Restoration Regulation.
The methodology focuses on the most widespread habitat groups: wetlands; grasslands; river, lake, alluvial

and riparian habitats; and forests.

The calculation is based on empirical data from 19 conservation projects (Environmental and Energy
Efficiency Operational Programme and LIFE programmes) conducted over the past 13 years, where habitat
restoration was the primary objective (the list of projects can be found in Annex 1 at the end of this

document).

Exchange rate and inflation adjustments: A considerable part of the costs are national contributions
denominated in forints. For projects denominated in euros (most LIFE projects), costs were converted to
Hungarian forints using the average exchange rate of the project’s start year. Project budgets typically
account for inflation, so in this methodology inflation was accounted for by calculating out from each
project’s costs in the closing year to determine the present value in forints. All figures were converted back

to euros using the exchange rate from January 2026 to establish a current value.

Habitat categorisation and cost allocation: Costs were allocated using either area-proportional distribution
or weighted spending based on specific project goals. Refinements were based on interviews with project

managers.

Upscaling: The median cost per hectare derived from these projects was multiplied by the total national

extent of ‘not good’ status habitats (as reported under the Habitats Directive 2025 report).”

Representativeness: The current sample covers 303 km?, representing roughly 7% of the total 4,236 km?
requiring restoration. While data for grasslands and wetlands is adequate, the sample size for rivers and

limited, leading to higher uncertainty in these categories.

Photo: Antal Molnar

29 European Commission, Reportnet 3, accessed 11 March 2026.
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