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1. Introduction

1.1. Context of this report

This report gives an overview of the two training sessions provided in February 2024 to Estonian nature
conservation specialists on how to implement the methodology to assess the effectiveness of
biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia.

The report has been developed by the Baltic Environmental Forum (BEF) with support from Trinomics
and the Estonian, Latvian & Lithuanian Environment (ELLE).

It represents Deliverable 6 (DLV 6) of a technical support contract with the European Commission (DG
REFORM) titled ‘Framework for Assessment of Effectiveness of Biodiversity Conservation Measures in
Estonia’. The beneficiary of the work is the Estonian Ministry of the Climate, represented by the
Estonian Environmental Board (EE: Keskkonnaamet, hereafter EEB) responsible for the conservation
of wildlife and nature protection.

The report includes the training materials developed for the training sessions and a summary report
of the training sessions (including the summary of feedback from participants for each of the training
sessions).



2.1.

2.2.

2. Summary report of the training
sessions

Overview and aim of the training sessions

Two training sessions were held with the aim to build the capacity of nature conservation planning
specialists of the Estonian Environmental Board (EEB) on the implementation of the methodology for
assessment of the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation measures in Estonia. After a few
discussions with the EEB, it was agreed that the best was to organise two similar training sessions in
two locations, each lasting one day (instead of organising a two-day training).

The EEB provided the rooms for the training sessions. They also provided a list of 36 specialists from
EEB (Conservation Planning Department and Species Protection Bureau) and the contacts of two
specialists from the Environmental Agency to be invited to the trainings. BEF circulated invitations at
the end of December 2023 and took care of the registration of participants and the catering for the
sessions.

The training sessions took place on 15/02/2024 in Parnu (Roheline str. 64) and on 20/02/2024 in Tartu
(Aleksandri str. 14). For each training, 21 people registered, including 17 trainees and four
organisers/trainers (Merle Kuris from BEF, Pille Antons and Teele Kaljurand from ELLE, Marju Keis from
EEB). However, 1 registered trainee did not participate in the Tartu training, so 33 specialists were
trained in total. In Tartu the possibility for online participation via Teams was arranged (upon request
of some participants of the Parnu training who expressed their wish to follow the training in Tartu as
well).

As a follow up to the training sessions, on 21/02/2024, BEF sent the training materials (Power Point
presentations and the Excel assessment questionnaires) and a feedback questionnaire to the training
participants. The summary of the feedback is provided in Chapter 3 and the feedback questionnaire in
Annex Il of this report.

The programme/agenda of the trainings

The training sessions focussed on protected area level assessment. The agenda (Table 2-1) was
practically the same for both Tartu and Parnu with exception of the assessment questionnaire for
species protection sites, which was only covered in Tartu (in Parnu there were no species protection
specialists participating). The training started and ended an hour earlier in Tartu.

Table 2-1 The agenda of the sessions



Time Agenda ltem Speaker

Parnu/Tartu

10:00-10:30/ Welcome coffee

9:00-9:30

10:30-10:45/ Introduction Merle Kuris, BEF

9:30-9:45

10:45-1215/ In-depth explanation of the methodology, focusing | Teele Kaljurand & Pille

9:45-11115 on site level assessment (including 15" Q&A) Antons, ELLE

1215-12:45/ Results and learning points from test assessments | Teele Kaljurand & Pille

1:15-11:45 for different types of protected areas Antons, ELLE

12:45-13:30/ Lunch

11:45-12:30

13:30-14:00/ How to obtain data needed for assessment from the | Meelis Leivits (Parnu),

12:30-13:00 Environmental Monitoring Information System | Ragne Erimae (Tartu),
KESE and other databases (including 15" Q&A) Environmental Agency

14:00-14:15/ Introduction to the Tableau tool Liggi Namm, EEB

13:00-13:15

14:15-14:30/ Introduction of the practical tasks and forming | Merle Kuris, BEF

13:15-13:30 groups for group work

14:30-16:15/ Practical group work to test the method on a case | The groups worked

13:30-15:15 study (Vooremaa MKA, Peipsiveere LKA, Saxifraga | independently, with
adscendens in Astangu and Maarjamae Kklindi | gssistance from ELLE
species protection sites) and find out the challenges | 4 BEF when
Coffee/tea/some snacks available during group | Necessary
work

16:15-17:00/ Plenary session to summarise challenges and other | Reports by  groups,

15:15-16:00 reflections from the group work moderated by Merle

Kuris, BEF

2.3. Summary of the sessions
2.3.1. Introduction, by Merle Kuris, BEF

Merle Kuris introduced the agenda of the training and the goals and activities of the European
Commission-funded project "Framework for Assessment of Effectiveness of Biodiversity Conservation
Measures in Estonia", within the framework of which the training took place. She also gave a brief
overview of global, European Union and Estonian biodiversity strategies and agreements, from which
the need to develop a conservation effectiveness assessment methodology arises.

2.3.2. In-depth explanation of the methodology, focusing on site level assessment, by Teele Kaljurand &
Pille Antons, ELLE

Teele Kaljurand and Pille Antons gave an overview of the goals of the assessment methodology, the
inputs used for its development and the main elements of the assessment both at the protected area
and at the national level. They also explained the Excel assessment questionnaires for species
protection sites and other protected areas in detail (question by question).

Questions & discussion:

e Which components are included in annual assessments and which in mid-term assessment?
o Annual assessments include outputs. The aim is to check the progress, what is
implemented and what not, are we on track with implementation of the operational

plan. Also significant new or intensified pressures and threats are reported. Mid-term



assessment focuses on evaluating inputs and process, with the aim to inform updates
to the operational plan (e.g. checking whether the operational plan is still relevant or
needs updating e.g. because of new conservation objectives or threats added). As part
of the preparation of the action plan, we also must think about how to achieve that
different parties regularly give input to the specialists of the EEB about the
implemented measures. Also data should be gathered in one place. But it needs an
agreement on distribution of responsibilities and data management, so that the
evaluation could be more or less automatic, ideally, because there are many protected
areas and there is a lot of work.

Results and learning points from test assessments for different types of protected areas, by Teele
Kaljurand & Pille Antons, ELLE

Teele Kaljurand and Pille Antons summarised the results and learning points of the pilot assessment
carried out for two national parks, five nature conservation areas, five landscape conservation areas,
three limited-conservation areas and 25 species protection sites (ten species) between December 2023
and January 2024 with the help of specialists from the EEB.

Questions & discussion:

e Did somebody who is not a nature conservation planning specialist also test the assessment
questionnaire?

(¢]

ELLE tested it but they could fill in only the first half of the questionnaire because they
did not have enough background information for the second half. The results for the
first half were quite similar to the results of nature conservation planners. The
conclusion is that an external expert cannot do the assessment currently because the
data is not aggregated, even inside the EEB, information from other departments is
difficult to access.

e s it sufficient to assess the species/conservation values pointed out as indicators in the
performance assessment table of the management plan? If this prioritisation has already been
done, it could be used?

(¢]

These performance assessment tables are different, some include all species covered
in management plan, some only key species and habitats.

There are no guidelines or reference for using this table in the assessment
guestionnaire. It could be used as supporting information. Also, currently it is not clear
whether the performance assessment of management plans will still remain in
parallel if the developed conservation effectiveness assessment methodology will be
implemented. A related problem is that the developed methodology currently does
not look at whether conservation objectives have been achieved. It looks at general
level whether the condition of species and habitats is improving or deteriorating to
ensure a more objective and comparable approach.

The proposal of ELLE is that if we are not able to analyse all conservation values of a
protected area in the effectiveness assessment, then the keystone species/habitats
should be determined when updating or preparing the management plan, and this
in turn means that the main species and habitats would be only those included in the
performance assessment table. But then the question is, what will happen to the other
conservation values, if we no longer monitor their status at all.

Developing methodology for selection/using of keystone species could be a topic for
the Estonian-Swiss Cooperation Programme project (2024-2028).

e Isit planned to review/update the assessment methodology after some time, e.g. 10 years?

o

The proposal of methodology developers is that it should be a living tool that can be
updated and changed according to the changing circumstances and needs. However,
the main principles should remain the same. And the principles of assessing status
trends should not be changed to ensure comparability of results in time.


https://www.fin.ee/en/public-finances-and-taxes/foreign-financing/estonian-swiss-cooperation-programme#:~:text=Switzerland%20supports%20Estonia%20and%20other,now%2012%20new%20member%20states.

o It should be possible to add some questions/blocks, e.g. concerning Natura 2000
objectives and possible future need for area-based reporting. We should avoid parallel
assessments as mostly Natura and national protected areas are overlapping.

e The question regarding dynamic habitats (e.g. coastal habitats) and changes in habitat types
due to natural succession was raised. It was proposed that such habitats could be assessed as
a group and these assessment principles should be set in the management plan.

e For nature conservation planners, thinking through assessment questions is useful in itself. In
this sense, it is nothing new, as these are things that must be thought through before each
new plan is drawn up, and skilled planners do this. But they just do not format it that way.

e Thesummary of assessment results (e.g. in form of spider diagrams and colour codes) can be
useful for the Ministry, strategic level, to decide where more efforts and resources are needed.

o The current results of pilot assessments look quite positive — the scores for most of
topics are 2 or 3 (marked with green colour meaning that the situation is satisfactory
or good). However, the aggregate scores from the pilot assessment are rounded, for
example scores of 1.7 would be rounded up to 2. In that case, the situation may actually
not be satisfactory and may need improvement (should be marked with red colour
instead of in green).

o Stakeholder engagement was assessed as good almost in all areas (except one area
where there was no information). This good result may be because it is actually a self-
assessment. However, the assessment by stakeholders can also be subjective,
depending on whether their interests were taken into account or not.

o The question about conflicts: Conflicts often are communicated by phone and
therefore not recorded.

e It was proposed that maybe the Natura 2000 status assessment approach could be used, that
is, if one element is categorised as “bad"” then the summary assessment is “bad".

e Forfillingin this assessment questionnaire, interesting information is gathered that should be
also stored somewhere (not only in the questionnaire).

o lIdeally all this information, including management plans, information used for
assessment, and assessment results, should be in one place, e.g. in The Estonian
Nature Information System (EELIS) database. It could be in one table that is filled in
when the management plan is prepared (preparation of management plan could
start with filling in this table). When information about conservation values, their
status, pressures, and conservation objectives is inserted, it can be easily used for
further assessments. It would also make it easy to find out if a measure is planned for
each pressure (currently it is quite complicated to find this information).

e The methodology itself is quite simple but the necessary support systems are much more
complex and expensive.

e Passive conservation measures (e.g. management restrictions, leaving to natural
development) and their effects do not come out well in this evaluation questionnaire.
Sometimes passive conservation measures are the reason behind the improvement of the
condition of a habitat. Maybe a question on passive conservation measures could be added?

o Currently passive measures are left out. Perhaps this is the subject of further analysis.
In fact, we have information on how much of a certain protected area is in different
zones.

e The difference of pressures (real impact) and threats (potential impact) was discussed.
Relevant terms should be explained in the assessment table.

How to obtain data needed for assessment from the Environmental Monitoring Information
System KESE and other databases, by Meelis Leivits/Ragne Erimée, Environmental Agency

The presentations in Parnu and Tartu were not the same and were in fact presented by different
speakers (Meelis Leivits in Parnu and Ragne Erimae in Tartu). However, in both training sessions the



presentation included an overview of data included in the Environmental Monitoring Information
System KESE, and an explanation what | and Il level monitoring data are and how to perform data
gueries to obtain the data needed to evaluate the effectiveness of conservation measures, including
not only biodiversity data but also data about pressures. Also other relevant databases were discussed,
such as EELIS and PlutoF. For example, PlutoF is more and more used for inserting primary data. It was
emphasised that all information about the monitored parameters (including their codes) is written in
the monitoring methodologies, which are available at
https//www.keskkponnaagentuur.ee/seireankeedid. KESE enables to make queries based on
monitoring stations or monitoring sites (or also based on species or habitats) but not based on
protected areas - for that you need to find out first, which monitoring sites are located in the protected
area in question or use geo query. In some monitoring programmes, also information about pressures
is collected, including the type and extent/strength of the impact (weak, medium or strong). However,
this is a subjective evaluation of the person performing monitoring.

Questions & discussion:

e Arethe Natura2000/Birds and Habitats Directive and other inventory data not reaching KESE?
o They are in KESE but not all. These data require a lot of processing and the
Environment Agency does not have the resources for this, so it is done half-voluntary.
In the case of new inventories, the project manager must ensure that the data reaches

the monitoring database, so it should improve.

e |t was concluded that such queries are too complicated to be carried out by EEB specialists
doing the effectiveness assessment for protected areas. They should get prepared data, e.g.
from KAUR, a dashboard, Tableau or some other solution.

e Pressure data are also collected for Birds and Habitats Directive reporting. Are the pressure
codes used in KESE corresponding to the Natura pressure codes?

o Not exactly because there have been some changes but there is a correspondence
table that can be asked from KAUR (available also in KESE).

e The state monitoring data should be available by protected areas.

o KESE was made to manage monitoring data, it was not thought through who the
users are and how it would be good for them to get the data. There would be a need
for a separate tool that would enable data to be requested from KESE on a protected
area basis.

e What data are going from KESE to EELIS?

o All data should go as soon as possible but it lags behind human performance. Data
about protected species are all inserted to EELIS but for example for plants there is
huge amount of data, so it takes more time.

e Inventory data are not reaching KESE right now. Or maybe they could be inserted to EELIS?

o We could think about inserting inventory data to KESE. EELIS is not meant for such
data management.

e Isit not possible to combine/put together KESE and EELIS?

o Thedisadvantage of EELISisthat you have to go to the next table to view observations
from the Nature Observation Database (LVA). LVA and PlutoF observations are not
available from EELIS under the protected areas.

Introduction to the Tableau tool, by Liggi Namm, Environmental Board

Liggi Namm introduced the Tableau tool - a tool that will allow extracting data about protected
areas/Natura sites. The tool is currently under development and the speaker demonstrated the ready
parts of it. The aim was to create a place for making reports, summarizing data that are stored in EELIS
to prepare conservation management plans and conservation regulations as easily as possible.
Currently there are pages for Natura 2000 sites but a similar module will be developed for national
protected areas as well (probably by summer). Tableau will allow to query information about species
and habitat types (including their conservation status, representativity) based on Natura 2000


https://www.keskkponnaagentuur.ee/seireankeedid

site/national protected area. For species it will also show the share/number of locations of this species
that are under protection. The data is updated automatically after a specified period of time, e.g. every
night for habitats.

Questions & discussion:

e TheTableau allows to obtain valid up-to-date information. However some data/extracts should
be saved (e.g. information about conservation status) to allow comparison with earlier data.
o Itis possible to set in Tableau that it saves some data after certain period of time to
allow comparison.
e IsKESE linked to Tableau?
o No.There have been negotiations with universities about linking PlutoF to Tableau but
so far no agreement has been reached.
e Tableauis paid software but KEMIT favours it a lot, therefore this money probably will be found.

Practical group work to test the method on a case study (Vooremaa MKA, Peipsiveere LKA,
Saxifraga adscendensin Astangu and Maarjamae klindi species protection sites) and find out the
challenges

The participants formed two groups in Parnu (1. Vooremaa Landscape Conservation Area; 2.
Peipsiveere Nature Reserve) and three groups in Tartu (1. Vooremaa Landscape Conservation area; 2.
Peipsiveere Nature Reserve; 3. Saxifraga adscendens in Astangu and Maarjamae klindi species
protection sites). The case study areas for the group work were proposed by the EEB and some data
extracts for these areas were prepared by KAUR in advance (sent to the trainees on the day of the
training). The assessment questions to be tested during the group work were selected by BEF in
cooperation with ELLE and EEB (these were also questions that seemed to be most challenging for
pilot assessors).

The task for the group work was to focus on the assessment questions related to assessment of:

e Changes/trend of conservation status of conservation values (questions la-c in the species
protection sites questionnaire and 14a-d & 15a-d in other protected areas questionnaire);

e Pressures (questions 4a-c in the species protection sites questionnaire and 3a-c & 4 in other
protected areas questionnaire);

e Implementation of measures (questions 7a-d in the species protection sites questionnaire and
12a-fin other protected areas questionnaire).

The following questions were answered:

1. How would you answer the gquestions, which types of keystone or indicator species would you
use to assess the change/trend in conservation status?

2. Can this data be found and from where, what is missing, where/how could this data be found
in the future?

3. What are the main problems encountered and suggestions for solutions?

The results of the group work

Group 1. Peipsiveere Nature Reserve (Peipsiveere L KA), management plan 2016-2025 (178 pages)

e Status of conservation values: The Parnu group concluded that the situation regarding
species’ data was better but there was lack of data to assess the conservation status changes
of habitat types (no inventories carried out although inventories were planned in the
management plan). The Tartu group found that there are data about the status of habitats in
EELIS and concluded that the objectives regarding habitats are achieved.



e There are a lot of species that are conservation values/objectives in this area, and it was not
defined in the management plan, which species could be the keystone/indicator species. The
group in Parnu selected species for assessment based on species from different habitats (e.g.
white-tailed eagle from wetlands/bogs; Eurasian bittern from reedbeds). The Tartu group
chose more randomly (the species for which there are data): marsh gentian and common
spadefoot toad, may be also cormorant or white-tailed eagle. It was concluded that selection
of indicator species requires knowledge and experience.

e The Parnu group concluded that the situation concerning birds has improved because
numbers have increased.

e The conclusion is that it is very difficult to assess management effectiveness if the planned
inventories are not carried out and there are no data.

e Thegroup looked at the provided data extracts from KESE (Excel tables) but it requires further
analysis for which the given time was too short.

e As Peipsiveere LKA includes large wetland/mire areas including different bog and fen habitats,
it was discussed whether it makes sense to make inventories of large mire areas. Perhaps it
would be more reasonable to use indicator species to assess their condition (e.g. if whimbrel is
present then the status is good).

e |t is quite unclear which habitat types there are actually present. Fens, transition mires and
and bogs, also sparse swamp forests form a dynamic complex, it is difficult to distinguish what
is what. Maybe Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) data could be helpful. Kiira Aaviksoo did
a Landsat interpretation of these mire habitats some time before Estonia joining the EU (2001-
2002). However, it is natural dynamics happening in these habitats, so maybe we shouldn't
fight nature, as long as the health of the whole complex is good. Maybe it makes sense to
assess the status of such habitat types as a group, at least for the management effectiveness
assessment (this could be set in the management plan).

e Also for semi-natural grassland habitats maybe the concrete habitat types are not important
for assessing management effectiveness — as long as they are open habitats (managed, not
overgrowing).

e In the KATUS project' a mire model will be developed (similar to forest model), showing e.g.
how tree growth accelerates when drainage ditches are reconstructed (based on LIDAR data).
In KATUS project there are also management effectiveness aspects included. The models will
be made available for the EEB, just skilled data interpreters and analysts are needed.

e Other data source that can be useful are mire habitats status maps prepared in ELME project?
using remote sensing, LIDAR as well as inventory data. It does not provide information on
changes/trends of status but if the current status is good then it can be concluded that
conservation measures have been sufficient.

e Implementation of measures: There are a lot of activities planned in the management plan.
Monitoring is probably carried out (there was not enough time to investigate monitoring data
during the group work as this takes a considerable amount of time) but it is difficult to find
information about other activities, whether they have been carried out or not.

e Passive measures are also important, sometimes doing nothing is the best conservation
measure.

e Pressures; A pressure defined in the management plan was lack of data — can lack of data be
considered a pressure?

e The Tartu group used the indirect method for determining the extent of overgrowing/lack of
management pressure for seminatural habitats: namely, it can be derived from the area for
which management/restoration of seminatural habitats is planned.

! Eesti looduslike elupaikade ohustatud ja kaitstavate liikide seisundi muutuste prognoosimine ja kaitsemeetmete
valjatddtamine” ("Forecasting changes in the status of endangered and protected species in natural habitats in
Estonia and developing conservation measures" 2021-2024)

2 Elurikkuse sotsiaal-majanduslikult ja kliimamuutustega seostatud keskkonnaseisundi hindamiseks, prognoosiks
ja andmete kattesaadavuse tagamiseks vajalikud téévahendid”
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e Theimpact of drainage ditches was discussed in Tartu. If there is one ditch at the edge of the
area then the impact is probably local. Scientists have been dealing with assessing the extent
of impact of drainage ditches but there are different opinions, from 3 to 300 meters. A
common approach should be agreed on how to assess it or maybe a map analysis or remote
sensing analysis could be done to determine the extent of impact of drainage ditches. The
impact of ditches depends also on habitat type.

Group 2. Vooremaa Landscape Conservation Area (Vooremaa MKA), management plan 2012-2021 (135
pages; updated 05.03.2020)

e Both, Parnu and Tartu groups concluded that a new management plan should be made for
this area ASAP.

e The time of the group work was too short to read through the long management plan. Some
things can be found with help of key word search. The provided data extracts would also need
more time for analysis.

e It wasconcluded that currently knowing the area simplifies the assessment and increases the
reliability of the results (although in principle, the conclusions of the assessment should
include references). Data mining and analysis is a key challenge that should be solved centrally
if we want to reach true results, regardless of whether the assessor knows the area or not
(although the column showing the situation regarding status mapping was green in the pilot
assessment results).

e Pressures: In the management plan, a lot of pressures were pointed out, it seems that for all
conservation values (or groups of values) the pressures were determined. However, the
pressures seem to be defined arbitrarily, it was difficult to decide which categories they belong
to (e.g. if the pressure is “deterioration of the status” or “lack of data”). Information about
significance and extent of pressures was not provided in the management plan.

e Increase in otter population is defined in the management plan as a pressure for rivers but at
the same time this species is a conservation objective for Vooremaa jarvede Special Area of
Conservation (SAC).

e The question was raised on whether the assessment should proceed from what is written in
the plan, from what the pressures were 10 years ago or whether it should be looked at what
has actually happened during the management plan period.

e Status of conservation values: It was concluded that if the assessor is not familiar with the area
and there is little time, then the assessment is quite difficult.

e It was not very easy to find information about all conservation values/objectives of the
Vooremaa Special Protection Area (SPA) and Vooremaa jarvede SAC areas (including
conservation objectives of the landscape protection area and Natura 2000 areas). It is difficult
to find data because the boundaries of the landscape protection area, SPA and SAC do not
overlap.

e The Parnu group selected some species for assessment that could indicate the management
effectiveness: corn crake, red-necked grebe, Eurasian bittern and Northern bat. The Tartu
group concluded based on the management plan that typical breeding bird species are forest
and agricultural landscape species; characteristic for lakes could be great crested grebe and
common pochard; from migratory birds, common gull and black-headed gull. It was
concluded that a common agreement is needed on how to select these species and what
these species should be.

e The Parnu group tried to use Tableau and EELIS (EELIS showed the same data as Tableau) to
find information about status of habitat types but it was difficult because the boundaries of
the landscape protection area and Natura 2000 area do not overlap (the comparison with
Natura 2000 Standard Data Forms is not possible). The condition of the habitats seemed to
have worsened (areas decreased), but it is not clear whether this change is real or due to the



improved data. Some habitat types that were identified during later inventories were not
included in the management plan.

e Measures: There was a long list of measures in the management plan, including lots of
measures for species. The group could not find information about implementation of
measures in such a short time.

e Information about management of semi-natural habitats could be obtained from the Land
Board.

e The State Forest Management Centre (RMK) has sent good aggregated data for the last years,
including map layers (Nature Management Bureau has this information). However,
sometimes it is difficult to match the activities in the RMK data and the management plan
(the activities are differently named).

e An electronic database of measures planned in management plans would be needed where
the implementation of each measure can be registered.

Group 3. Saxifraga adscendens in Astangu and Maarjamae klindi species protection sites

e The group of species protection specialists included a specialist who had good knowledge
about the case study species and species protection sites, so the questions of the group work
could largely be answered by heart.

e The opinion was expressed that species protection site-based assessment does not make
sense. At least for those species for which there are species action plans. National assessment
is reasonable, it gives better comparison between species than species action plans.

e However, the results of the test assessment show that there are some problematic species
protection sites where measures are not implemented - species protection site-based
assessment would allow mapping such problematic sites.

e Itis problematic if the person who can fill in the questionnaire by heart (knowing the species
and the sites), leaves the EEB. Finding information would be harder and a lot more time-
consuming for others without this knowledge (e.g. searching from KIRKE, contracts of Nature
management Bureau etc.). Again, the need for a database including map-based information
about all planned and implemented works was pointed out.

e Ideally, everything should be accessible from the map layers. All KESE data, EELIS data, all
planned and completed works. Map information is needed so that everything can be easily
visualised. Information about issued construction permits, plans, etc. would also be relevant as
well as having connections to other databases. Right now, much of the work is manual.

e There are still some problems with monitoring data, e.g. the same locations are called
differently in different years or by different people doing monitoring, so you can rely only on
codes. Sometimes even codes are not added, only the names of woodcock leks, meadows,
bays etc,, so one had to guess where exactly it is.

e EEB has no access to the databases of the State Forest Management Centre (although the
State Forest Management Centre sends aggregated data to EEB). It is important that
data/information about inventories, monitoring and nature management/restoration works
carried out by the State Forest Management Centre also reach national databases and as
directly as possible.

o Thisalso applies to data gathered by other organisations, e.g. universities, NGOs in the
framework of different projects - if these are financed with public/state money then
the state could also require that the gathered data should reach national databases.
All inventory data, e.g. concerning a species, should be accessible from one place.

o In EELIS, there is possibility to upload inventory reports and link it to the species, but it
is not always done.

o Work organisation process agreements are very critical. This should definitely be
included in the roadmap/action plan for implementing the methodology.



It was concluded that working on this management effectiveness assessment tool is revealing
the weak points that need to be dealt with. These discussions give ideas how to improve
management plans, monitoring, data systems.



3. Summary of feedback from the
participants

The feedback questionnaire was sent to all participants of the trainings on 21.02 but only 15 responses
were received by 01.03. This may be due to a short response time given, busyness of specialists and/or
an overly complex/long questionnaire.

1. The average overall assessment for the training was 8.5 (ranking 1-10).

1. Palun andke kokkuvéttev iildhinnang koolitusele 1-10, kus 1: vdga halb, 10: véga hea.

15 responses

0(0%)  0(0%)  0(0%)  0(0%)  0(0%)
o — | \ | | |
1 2 3 4 5

2. All respondents received useful information from the training for application of the
assessment methodology.

2. Kas saite koolituselt kasulikku informatsiooni hindamismetoodika rakendamiseks?
15 responses

® jah
®E

3. The respondents rated their understanding of the assessment tool with an average score of 4.1
(ranking 1-5)



3. Kui arusaadav on teie jaoks valjatootatud hindamistooriist ja selle funktsioonid? Andke hinnang
1-5, kus 1 — téiesti arusaamatu ja 5 — tdiesti arusaadav

15 responses

8
8
4
4 (26.7%)
3 (20%)
2
0 (0%) 0 (0%)

N | |

1 2

Most  problematic to answer were considered question 8 on adequacy @ of
monitoring/inventories/survey information for performance evaluation (60% of respondents); question
2 on data gaps in the status information and their filling during the management period; question 16
on the impact of management on ecosystem services (46.7% of respondents); question 15 on change
in the status of habitats that are the conservation objectives (40% of respondents). In the PEP
questionnaire, question 1 on the change in the status of conservation target species compared to the
beginning of the evaluation period, and question 3 on pressures (including their significance and
extent) and question 14 were also considered complex to respond to (by 33.3% of respondents).

On the other hand, question 5 on set protection goals, question 7 on other data gaps (except status
information), question 10 on involvement of stakeholders in the planning and implementation of the
management plan and question 2 of PEP questionnaire on species protection site added value seem
to be the least problematic to answer.



4. Millised hindamistabeli kiisimused on teie arvates kdige keerulisemad moista/vastata? Markige
kuni 5 kdige problemaatilisemat. Numbrid valikvast...stabelis (sulgudes PEP tabeli kiisimuste numbrid)

15 responses

1 Teave kaitse-eesmarkide s...
2 Tuvastatud andmeliingad...
3-4 (PEP kusimustikus 4) Kil...
5 Kisimused seatud kaitse-...
6 Kisimused kavandatud m...
7 Muud andmeliingad (v.as...
8 Seire/inventuuride/uuringut...
9 Seire/inventuuride/uuringut. ..
10 Huvirthmade kaasamine...
11 Tekkinud konfliktid

12 (PEP kusimustik 7) Taast...
13 (PEP kusimustik 7) Muud...
14 (PEP kusimustik 1) Kaits...
15 Kaitse-eesmargiks olevat...
16 Ala kaitsekorralduse moju...
17 Muutused ala okoloogilis...
18 (PEP kusimustik 10) Ala...
19 (PEP kusimustik 11) Ala k...
PEP lisandvaartused (PEP k...

5. The explanations for the answers to the previous question (the reasons why these questions are

3 (20%)
7 (46.7%)
5 (33.3%)
0 (0%)
3 (20%)
0 (0%)
9 (60%)
4 (26.7%)
0 (0%)
1 (6.7%)
4 (26.7%)
3 (20%)
5 (33.3%)
6 (40%)
7 (46.7%)
4 (26.7%)
2 (13.3%)
3 (20%)
0 (0%)

problematic) were as follows:

e Questions were difficult to understand.

The problem is that there is always one person who has the answers from experience, and
whenever it takes too long to find an answer in the management plan, everyone would turn
to this one person. In addition, it is difficult to assess the impact of activities outside the
protected area, as this information is not included in the management plans.

Lack of data/the questions for which we have the least knowledge or the skills to get
information for/the questions that are most difficult to answer.

Take the most time to answer/Finding background information can be time-consuming /
More complicated/problematic because searching for answers to these questions was the
most time-consuming and required processing a large amount of different materials and
data.

It is difficult to measure the change in status, because, for example, a change in habitat area
may not result from an actual change in area/status but may be caused by improved data/new
inventories.

Gaps in monitoring data and complexity of interpretation.

1. There is little knowledge about the significance and extent of pressures and there are no
corresponding guidelines. 2. Research results are difficult to obtain and poorly applicable for
organising area-based conservation planning. 3. It is difficult to find information about the
implemented measures, as well as about the results of the measures. 4. The connections
between the conservation management of the area and ecosystem services are generally not
discussed, and there are no corresponding guidelines. 5. There is essentially no supervision
over compliance with the protection regime/rules, and the impact of violations on
conservation values is generally unknown.

In terms of ecosystem services, there is a need for methodology and training on how to assess
it. In solving other problematic issues, the much-talked-about single database, where



information would be collected and from which it could be easily extracted about protected
areas, would help.

e Difficult topics are those on which information can no longer be found. Also, some topics need
to be developed in the preparation of conservation management plans. If the evaluator does
not have knowledge about the protected area, then the evaluation is very difficult.

e Monitoring data is not always logically found (KESE) and once found, it cannot be
unambiguously transferred to a specific protected area, because monitoring is not planned
based on protected areas (the question of the monitoring station and its link to the protected
area). Monitoring planning is largely independent of conservation management plans.

e Monitoring information and species status assessments are difficult to find on a protected area
basis. The information is general, sometimes it is difficult to understand whether the
monitoring has been carried out at one specific point or a larger area. The data of some species
are very old and it is difficult to plan management based on them.

6. The practical group work was assessed as useful to understand the use of the assessment tool in
practice by 46.7% of respondents; one respondent (6.7%) replied that it is difficult in such a short time
to assess an unfamiliar area and 46.7% of respondents considered the group work not useful to
understand the use of the tool in practice. From the discussion it was concluded that all trainees
understood how complicated and time-consuming the assessment can be in the current situation (if
you do not know the area).

6. Kas praktiline riihmatdd oli kasulik tooriista praktilise kasutamise méistmiseks?

15 responses

@ Jah
[ B
Osaliselt
m @ Sisuliselt on keeruline nii lihikese ajaga
hinnanguid anda, kui tegemist on alaga,

millega pole varem kokku puutunud

7. To improve the ability to work with the assessment questionnaire, the following needs were
highlighted by the respondents:

e possibility to specify the content of the questions from the creator of the evaluation table;

e training sessions about KESE and information search;

e updating the primary data;

e analysis of monitoring data, which could be done by KAUR;

e gathering information about the implemented measures into a single database;

e common guidelines to ensure that all assessors use the right data from the right data sources
for the assessment;

e ecosystem services and coherence assessment training (methodology must be developed
first);

e regular meetings of evaluators and discussions of problem areas to ensure that the evaluation
results of different evaluators are similar and comyparable;

e feedback after assessment;

e further trainings on assessment, where one can familiarise with the developments that have
taken place over time and consolidate and supplement existing knowledge/skills.



8. The following suggestions were proposed on how to support implementation of the developed
methodology:

e Good guidelines would be helpful.

e The most important thing is to make it as easy as possible to collect the information needed
to fill out the questionnaire, so that you don't have to spend too much time.

e Creation of a unified database.

e Additional analysis regarding the monitoring of conservation values of specific areas (KAUR).

e Establish more precisely the criteria based on which to answer the assessment questions
(including how much information is sufficient or how much time can be spent gathering
information to answer a guestion). Otherwise, the evaluations of different areas or the
evaluations of different times are not comparable. How competent does the evaluator need to
be? (A large share of expert evaluations in the evaluation; background knowledge of a person
who has worked in the protected area for decades vs. the knowledge of a new person; how to
reduce the subjectivity of the evaluation resulting from competence?).

e A decision must be made that this methodology must be used and it must be explained to
the decision-makers what the benefits will be (what conclusions can be drawn).

e Start with assessments.

e Currently, the filling of a large excel table based on this methodology is largely based on the
knowledge of one "expert" and it distorts the result depending on the background knowledge
of the evaluator. The implementation would become more effective if it is performed based
on the knowledge of several "experts" who know the area.

9. Most of respondents had previous experience with using methodology for assessing conservation
management effectiveness (using METT® and/or participating in pilot assessments); only 4
respondents did not have any previous experience with management effectiveness assessment.

9. Kas olete varem kokku puutunud kaitse tulemuslikkuse hindamise metoodikaga?

15 responses

Olen kasutanud METT-
metoodikat

10 (66.7%)

Osalesin selle projektiga

)
seonduvas piloothindamises 10/(66.7%)
Ei ole kokku puutunud 4 (26.7%)
0 2 4 6 8 10
10. Concerning the feasibility/reasonability of wusing this methodology (or similar

methodologies/approaches) to better plan the conservation management cycle, the majority of
respondents considered it useful and applicable (see the positive opinions below); only one respondent
does not currently see much benefit from the application of this methodology.

e If you are not experienced enough and cannot tell by feel, searching for information and
writing answers will take quite a long time. While the assessment is done, it seems to provide
very informative content.

3 Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool



e This methodology is better adapted to Estonian situation, with guidelines/explanations it is
more understandable than METT.

e It is necessary/helpful/useful and gives information for better/more effective conservation
management planning.

e Promising but definitely needs further development (living tool)

e Probably we cannot develop a better one, so it must be implemented.

e An assessment is necessary, it helps to unify the preparation of management plans, gives an
overview, reveals the biggest national problem areas and provides a good overview of previous
measures and their relevance and effects, and helps to plan future measures.

11. Other thoughts and comments

e Thankyou for the training, it was very exciting and educational.

e Since | participated in the pilot evaluation, the training did not add much to me. The part of
the practical work was very fast, and in fact, no overview of the protected area can be put
together in such a short time.

e The general problem is that the conservation management plan does not function as a good
working document, because even if everything was planned thoughtfully, its implementation
has not been a priority.

e |tisgood that a KAUR representative was involved, the presentation and discussion about the
data was the most useful for the future. Otherwise, it was more useful for those who had not
completed the questionnaire before and got some idea of it. The questionnaire itself ended
up being quite good and it is possible to fill it out. The trainers were pleasant and professional,
thank you!



4. Conclusions and next steps

General conclusions of the sessions

In general, it can be concluded that the training sessions were useful both from the point of view of
the trainees and the developers of the methodology. The EEB conservation planning specialists
became more familiar with the methodology, had the chance to hear more about the peculiarities and
possibilities of the KESE database. and had the opportunity to ask questions about both the
methodology and the data. The discussions in the training sessions and feedback from the participants
revealed the challenges and provided useful information and suggestions that can be used and
considered to improve the methodology and develop the action plan for its implementation.

The time planned for group work sessions (1 hour and 45 minutes) was too short to carry out a real
assessment, even though only a few selected questions had to be answered. The main reasons for that
were:

e In the current situation, it is very time-consuming for a person who does not know the
protected area to be evaluated to carry out this evaluation.

¢ Management plans of the case study areas are very voluminous but still do not contain all the
necessary information.

e The data is not available or very difficult to query on a protected area basis so quickly; data
search and especially processing is very time-consuming.

e Although the extract from KESE species data for the case study areas was provided ahead of
the workshop, it consisted of raw data and therefore not very helpful. It should have been
organised and analysed in advance to make it usable for the group work.

Nevertheless, the discussions after the group work were very useful and brought out all these issues.

In general, the assessment methodology and questionnaires were considered applicable by the
trainees but the main challenges are related to gaps/problems in the current data systems, monitoring
and management planning. In addition, it became clear that before the assessments, it would also be
necessary to consolidate and to pre-analyse the data from the databases or to convert them into a
suitable format for the evaluation. Identifying trends and status changes from the available data and
organising the data need to be addressed separately (especially concerning species data).

It was concluded that working on this management effectiveness assessment tool is revealing the
weak points that need to be dealt with. These discussions give ideas on how to improve management
plans, monitoring, data systems and how to organise the assessment process. The main general
suggestions from the participants in this regard included:

e improve data systems; make data easily available on protected area basis;

e improve management planning (adding information that is necessary for management
effectiveness assessment, e.g. information about significance and extent of impact of
pressures, indicators for assessing management effectiveness (SMART conservation
objectives), key species to be used for assessing trends of conservation values, principles for
assessing dynamic habitat complexes etc); gather information about conservation
values/objectives and planned and implemented measures into a single database;

e develop common guidelines to ensure that all assessors use the right data from the right data
sources for the assessment;

e provide further training courses on assessment, data search, ecosystem services and
coherence assessment;

e regular meetings of evaluators and discussions of problem areas to ensure that the evaluation
results of different evaluators are similar and comparable.



There is however no one-size-fits-all regarding how the training (format) should look in the future.
This will depend on the concrete topic of the training and also on further developments (e.g.
concerning databases/tools). In any case it is important to plan sufficient time and to make
necessary preparations for the concrete training (e.g. prepared data analyses/extracts). For regular
(calibration) meetings of evaluators, the evaluators themselves should prepare for the meeting,
e.g. note down the questions/problems that appeared during evaluation.

Conclusions on assessment methodology

e In general, the assessment methodology was considered necessary, useful, applicable, and
better adapted to Estonian situation than METT. An assessment is necessary as it helps to unify
the preparation of management plans, gives information for more effective conservation
management planning, and reveals the biggest national problems in nature conservation.

e Currently knowing the area simplifies the assessment and increases the reliability of the results
(although the conclusions of the assessment should include references).

e An external expert cannot do the assessment currently because the data is not aggregated,
even inside the EEB, information from other departments is difficult to access.

e The developed methodology should be a living tool that can be updated and changed
according to the changing circumstances and needs. However, the main topics to be
evaluated should remain the same to ensure comparability of results in time.

e Thesummary of assessment results (e.g. in form of spider diagrams and colour codes) can be
useful at the political level (for ministries), to decide where more efforts and resources are
needed. A very important aspect is the interpretation and presentation of the results to the
decision-makers at the political level and to ensure that the conclusions are considered in
decision-making.

e Itwas proposed that maybe the Habitats Directive status assessment approach could be used
that is, if one element is categorised as “bad” then the summary assessment is “bad".

e The assessment of stakeholder engagement should be thought through as currently it is a
self-assessment. Also, information about conflicts is often not available in written form.

e The methodology itself is quite simple but the necessary support systems are much more
complex and expensive.

e The opinion was expressed that the species protection site-based assessment does not make
sense, at least for those species for which there are species action plans prepared. A national
assessment is considered reasonable, as it gives better comparison between species than
species action plans. However, the results of the pilot assessment show that there are some
problematic species protection sites where measures are not implemented — species
protection site-based assessment would allow mapping such problematic sites.

Most problematic questions in the assessment questionnaire
e The following questions were considered most problematic to answer:

o Adequacy of monitoring/inventories/survey information for effectiveness evaluation

(Q8);

o Identified data gapsin the statusinformation and theirfilling during the management
period (Q2);

o Impact of management on ecosystem services (Q16);

o Change in the status of habitats that are the conservation objectives (Q15);



o

o

Questions about pressures (including their significance and extent) (Q3-4);

Change in the status of conservation target species (Q14/Q1 in the species protection
sites questionnaire).

e The stated reasons for the problematic nature of questions were as follows:

o

Difficulties to understand the questions (questions 12,13, 14, 18, 19);

Problems with finding data/information: lack of data; information not included in
management plans; gaps in monitoring data and complexity of interpretation; finding
information is time consuming and requires processing a large amount of different
materials and data; difficult to find information on implementations and results of
measures; research results are difficult to obtain and poorly applicable for organising
area-based conservation planning. (questions 1, 2, 3-4, 6, 8,9, 11,12,13, 14,15, 16, 17,19)

Difficulties to assess the change in status, because it may be caused by improved
data/new inventories (questions 8,15, 16, 17).

Little knowledge and lack of guidelines/methodology on assessment of
= thesignificance and extent of pressures (questions 3-4);

= ecosystem services and their connection to conservation management
(question 16);

There is no supervision over compliance with the protection regime/rules, and the
impact of violations on conservation values is generally unknown (question 18).

Monitoring data is not always logically found in KESE and once found, it cannot be
unambiguously transferred to a specific protected area, because monitoring is not
planned based on protected areas. Monitoring planning is largely independent of
conservation management plans. Monitoring information and species status
assessments are difficult to find on a protected area basis. The information is general,
sometimes it is difficult to understand whether the monitoring has been carried out
at one specific point or a larger area. The data of some species are very old (questions
1,2,6,8,9,15,17,19).

Specific conclusions

Pressures

e Common principles and tool(s) for defining and assessing pressures should be developed, so
that protected area level pressures and threats can be determined on a uniform basis.
Information about significance and extent of pressures should be added (currently this
information is mostly not provided in management plans). Also, relevant terms (pressure,
threat) should be defined and explained in the assessment table and in the guidance of
management and species action plans.

e A common approach should be agreed on how to assess the extent of the impact of drainage
ditches or maybe a map analysis or remote sensing analysis could be done to determine it.
The impact of ditches depends also on habitat type.

Measures

e Passive conservation measures (e.g. management restrictions, leaving to natural
development) and their effects do not come out well in the evaluation questionnaire.
Sometimes passive conservation measures are the reason behind the improvement of the



condition of a habitat. It was proposed by the participants to add a question on passive
conservation measures.*

e It is difficult to find information about implementation of planned management measures.
The information of the works carried out by the Environmental Board is not aggregated into
one dataset. The State Forest Management Centre (RMK) has sent aggregated data for the
last years to EEB, including map layers. However, sometimes it is difficult to match the
activities in the RMK data and the management plans (the activities are differently named).

Dynamic habitats and indicator species

e The management plans include a performance assessment table where indicators for
assessing implementation of the management plan are listed. Currently these performance
assessment tables are different, there is no common principle for defining these indicators.
Also, currently it is not clear whether the performance assessment of management plans will
still remain in parallel if the developed conservation effectiveness assessment methodology
will be implemented.

e The proposal of ELLE is that if we are not able to analyse all conservation values of a protected
area in the effectiveness assessment, then the keystone species/habitats should be
determined when updating or preparing the management plan, and this in turn means that
the main species and habitats would be only those included in the performance assessment
table. But then the question is, what will happen to the other conservation values, if we no
longer monitor their status at all. As long as protected areas are evaluated based on old
management plans, some other approach/logic must be used.

e The selection of indicator species requires knowledge and experience. Developing
methodology for selection/using of keystone species could be a topic for the Estonian-Swiss
Cooperation Programme project (2024-2028).

e Dynamic habitat complexes (e.g. mires, coastal habitats) where changes in habitat types take
place due to natural succession could be assessed as a group and these assessment principles
should be setin the management plan. For assessing the condition change of large mire areas
it might be reasonable to use indicator species/conditions instead of habitat inventories. Also
for semi-natural grassland habitats maybe the concrete habitat types are not important for
assessing management effectiveness — as long as they are open habitats (managed, not
overgrowing).

Data, information, monitoring

e Data mining and analysis is a key challenge that should be solved centrally if we want to reach
objective results, regardless of whether the assessor knows the area or not.

e |deally all information, including management plans, information used for assessment, and
assessment results, should be available/accessible in one place, eg. in EELIS. When
information about conservation values, their status, pressures, and conservation objectives is

“The project team does not intent to review the questionnaires based on feedback to Deliverable 6. The following
questions already address passive measures: Q 6.a (Are CMs needed within the Protected Area? (If active measures
are not needed, it can be concluded that passive measures (protection rules) are expected to be sufficient)) and Q
19b (Do you think the zoning of protection strictness been sufficiently effective in supporting conservation
outcomes?) While these questions do not provide information on the nature and implementation process of the
passive measures, including such aspects would require additional analysis and discussions with stakeholders. A
very simplified indicator that could be included in the questionnaire is an overview of the percentage of the
protected area within zones with different level of restrictions, i.e. strict nature reserve, conservation zone, limited
management zones (+'protection regime of limited-conservation areas' as separate category as these areas do not
have zones).



inserted, it can be easily used for further assessments. It would also make it easy to find out if
a measure is planned for each pressure (currently it is quite complicated to find this
information). The database should also include map-based information about all planned and
implemented measures (It is important that all implemented activities can be linked to
activities planned in specific plans because it is necessary for Tier 1). Information about issued
construction permits, plans etc. would also be relevant as well as having links to other
databases.

e Currently there are problems that inventory data are not reaching KESE or it takes a very long
time due to lack of resources for processing these data in KAUR. The same problem of lack of
human resources hinders inserting KESE data to EELIS.

e The protected area-based queries from KESE are too complicated today to be carried out by
EEB specialists doing the effectiveness assessment for protected areas. They should get
prepared data, e.g. from KAUR, a dashboard, Tableau or some other solution.

e Tableau is currently only linked to EELIS but it could be linked also to other databases (e.g.
KESE and PlutoF). Also, there should be a possibility to save some data/extracts (e.g.
information about conservation status) to allow comparison with earlier data.

e Other useful data sources that can be used for assessment include:

o models developed in the KATUS project® (the models will be made available for the
EEB, just skilled data interpreters and analysts are needed);

o habitats’ status maps prepared in ELME project® using remote sensing, LIDAR as well
as inventory data (do not provide information on changes/trends of status but if the
current statusis good then it can be concluded that conservation measures have been
sufficient).

e All inventory data, e.g. concerning a species, should be accessible from one place. It is
important  that data/information  about inventories, monitoring and  nature
management/restoration works carried out by the different national stakeholders reach into
single databases and as directly as possible. This also applies to data gathered by other
organisations, e.g. universities, NGOs in the framework of different projects — if these are
financed with public/state money then the state could also require that the gathered data
should reach national databases.

e Work organisation process agreements are very critical. This should definitely be included in
the roadmap/action plan for implementing the methodology.

5 Eestilooduslike elupaikade ohustatud ja kaitstavate liikide seisundi muutuste prognoosimine ja kaitsemeetmete
valjatddtamine” ("Forecasting changes in the status of endangered and protected species in natural habitats in
Estonia and developing conservation measures" 2021-2024)

6 Elurikkuse sotsiaal-majanduslikult ja kliimamuutuste statud keskkonnaseisundi hindamiseks, prognoosiks
ja andmete kattesaadavuse tagamiseks vajalikud téévahendid”



https://keskkonnaagentuur.ee/elme
https://keskkonnaagentuur.ee/elme

Annex | Training materials

Submitted as separate attachments:

e Training_Presentation_ET (PDF)
e PAME hindamistabel EST 130224 (Excel)
e PAME PEP hindamistabel EST 190224 (Excel)



Annex |l Feedback questionnaire

Feedback questionnaire on training

1.

2.

*How satisfied were you with the overall training? (ranking 1-10)

*Did you get useful information from the training for application of the assessment
methodology? (yes/no/other)

*To what extent do you feel you understand the new proposed asessment tool and its
functionalities? Ranking 1-5

*Which parts/questions of the assessment questionnaire are most problematic to
understand/fill in? Please tick up to 5 most problematic. The numbers in the questions refer to
the question numbers in the assessment table (numbers of the species protection sites (PEP)
table questions in brackets) (check boxes)

a.

b.

1 Information on the status of conservation values/objectives at the beginning of the
management period

2 ldentified data gaps in the status information and their filling during the
management period

3-4 (in PEP questionnaire 4) Questions about pressures (including their significance
and extent).

5 Questions about the set protection goals

6 Questions about the proposed measures

7 Other data gaps (except status information)

8 Adequacy of monitoring/inventories/survey information for performance evaluation
9 Use of monitoring/inventories/research results to adapt conservation management

10 Involvement of stakeholders in the planning and implementation of the
management plan

1 Arised conflicts

12 (PEP Questionnaire 7) Implementation of restoration, maintenance and
mManagement measures

13 (PEP questionnaire 7) Implementation of other measures (monitoring/research,
area management, organization of visits, etc.)

14 (PEP Questionnaire 1) Change in the status of conservation target species
compared to the beginning of the evaluation period

15 Change in the status of habitats that are the conservation objectives
16 Impact of management on ecosystem services
17 Changes in the ecological coherence of the area

18 (PEP Questionnaire 10) Violations of the protection regime/rules of the area and
their impact on conservation values



10.

1.

r. 19 (PEP questionnaire 11) Adequacy and sufficiency of protection/management of the
area and the set conservation objectives

S.  S.species protection site added values (PEP questionnaire 2)

* Please explain your previous answer — why these questions are most problematic? Do you
have any suggestions on how this can be improved? (long answer text)

* Was the practical group work useful to understand how to use the assessment tool in
practice? (yes/no/partially/other)

*What further trainings and/or information would you need in order to improve your ability to
work with the assessment questionnaire? (long answer text)

*Do you have any suggestions on how to support implementation of the developed
methodology? (long answer text)

*Do you have any previous experience with using methodology for assessing conservation
management effectiveness? (check boxes)

a. |haveused METT

b. | participated in pilot assessment for this project
c. | have no previous experience

d. other

What do you think about the feasibility/reasonability of using this methodology (or similar
methodologies/approaches) to better plan the conservation management cycle? (free text
box)

Any other thoughts and feedback you would like to share with us? (long answer text)

TagasisidekUsimustik

1.

2.

4.

* Palun andke kokkuvéttev Uldhinnang koolitusele 1-10, kus 1: vaga halb, 10: vaga hea.

* Kas saite koolituselt kasulikku informatsiooni hindamismetoodika rakendamiseks?

(jah/ei/muu)

*Kui arusaadav on teie jaoks valjatdotatud hindamistooriist ja selle funktsioonid? Andke
hinnang 1-5, kus 1 - taiesti arusaamatu ja 5 — taiesti arusaadav

* 4. Millised hindamistabeli kiisimused on teie arvates kdige keerulisemad mdista/vastata?
Markige kuni 5 kbdige problemaatilisemat. Numbrid valikvastustes viitavad kuUsimuste
numbritele hindamistabelis (sulgudes PEP tabeli kUsimuste numbrid) (check boxes)

a. 1Teave kaitse-eesmarkide seisundi kohta kaitsekorraldusperioodi alguses

b. 2 Tuvastatud andmellngad seisundiinfos ja nende taitmine kaitsekorraldusperioodi
jooksul

c. 3-4 (PEP kusimustikus 4) Kusimused survetegurite (sh nende olulisuse ja ulatuse)
kohta

d. 5 KUsimused seatud kaitse-eesmarkide kohta



e. 6 Kusimused kavandatud meetmete kohta
f. 7 Muud andmelungad (v.a seisundiinfo)
g. 8 Seire/inventuuride/uuringute teabe piisavus tulemuslikkuse hindamiseks

h. 9 Seire/inventuuride/uuringute tulemuste kasutamine kaitsekorralduse
kohandamiseks

10 Huvirihmade kaasamine KKK planeerimisse ja rakendamisse
j. N Tekkinud konfliktid
k. 12 (PEP kusimustik 7) Taastamis-, hooldus- ja ohjamismeetmete elluviimise seis

. 13 (PEP kusimustik 7) Muude meetmete elluviimine (seire/uuringud, ala valitsemine,
kUlastuskorraldus jms)

m. 14 (PEP kuUsimustik 1) Kaitse-eesmargiks olevate liikide seisundi muutus vorreldes
hindamisperioodi algusega

n. 15 Kaitse-eesmargiks olevate elupaikade seisundi muutus

o. 16 Ala kaitsekorralduse moju dkosUsteemiteenustele

p. 17 Muutused ala 6koloogilises sidususes

g. 18 (PEP kusimustik 10) Ala kaitsekorra rikkumised ja nende maoju kaitsevaartustele

r. 19 (PEP kuUsimustik 11) Ala kaitsekorra ja seatud kaitse-eesmarkide asjakohasus ja
piisavus

s.  PEP lisandvaartused (PEP kUsimustik 2)

5. *Palun selgitage oma eelmist vastust - miks just need kUsimused on kdige
problemaatilisemad. Kas teil on ettepanekuid, kuidas olukorda parandada?

a. Pikk tekstivali

6. *Kas praktiline ruhmatdd oli kasulik toodriista praktilise  kasutamise moistmiseks?
(jah/ei/osaliselt/muu)

7. *Milliseid koolitusi ja/vdi teavet oleks edaspidi veel vaja, et saaksite hindamismetoodikat
edukalt rakendada?

8. *Kasteil on ettepanekuid, kuidas toetada valjatdéotatud hindamismetoodika rakendamist? (nt
mida oleks selleks vaja, millised peaksid olema edasised sammmud) (pikk tekstivali)

9. *Kas olete varem kokku puutunud kaitse tulemuslikkuse hindamise metoodikaga (check
boxes)

a. Olen kasutanud METT-metoodikat

b. Osalesin selle projektiga seonduvas piloothindamises
c. Eiole kokku puutunud

d. muu

10. Mida arvate selle metoodika (v&i analoogsete metoodikate/ldhenemiste) kasutamise
mottekusest kaitsekorraldustsukli paremaks planeerimiseks? (pikk tekstivali)

1. Muud mobtted ja kommentaarid? (pikk tekstivali)
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