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2. Executive Summary
Project background and objectives
Diverse and rich open water wetlands are highly characteristic to the natural environment
in Finland forming internationally important ecosystems. The Finnish wetlands provide
core breeding areas for many migratory bird species, especially to waterfowl, and
therefore it is in key importance for the European avifauna and waterfowl populations.
The term wetland includes open water wetlands in their natural state as well as in the
degraded state caused by human activity such as drainage for agriculture or forestry.
Wetlands have local and landscape level importance as water reservoirs against flooding
and dry summer periods as well as key role in halting the loss of the biodiversity of the
wetlands nature; both of which are nowadays more common due to climate change. At
natural state the boreal wetlands act as an efficient carbon sink. Wetlands can also retain
pollutants, nutrients and solid material from the drainage waters of agriculture and
forestry.
During the last century an estimated 4 000 lakes and 5.7 million hectares of peatlands
have been lost due to drainage for agriculture and forestry. In these operations majority of
small wetlands and moist forest habitat patches has been lost. The ecological connections
between wetlands are lost and therefore species have no longer access from a suitable
habitat to another. This causes an accelerating loss of biodiversity in the wetland nature.
There haven’t been cost effective methods or working models for the large scale
restoration of wetlands situated outside the protected areas. The co-operation of the
restoration of rural wetlands between landowners, local associations and regional
authorities working with environmental issues has been almost absent as local people
lacked the trust towards regional authorities due to their bureaucracy and their different
points of view towards nature conservation. Methods used in Natura 2000 sites are not
cost- effective enough to be applied at large scale to rural wetlands.
The main objective was to create a new frame and good start for the future nationwide
program for wildlife habitat conservation, restoration and re-creation that would operate
on local level. This project has objective of halting the loss of biodiversity in the Finnish
wetlands outside the Natura 2000 network and other protection programs.
The practical objective of the project was to promote positive development of biodiversity
in the rural wetlands of Finland through restoration and re-creation of wildlife habitats by
utilizing the combination of knowledge in public authorities, NGO’s and the manpower
and voluntary work done by the local people, including 300 000 hunters who has strong
tradition for voluntary work, interested in the nature conservation in their home range.
There was good prospects of enhancing biodiversity in the rural areas using new ways of
co-operation, planning and concrete actions on local, regional and national levels.

The objective of the demonstrative wetlands of the project was to promote and motivate
people for the conservation, restoration and re-creation of wetlands in the rural areas of
Finland.
Achieved results and comparison to expected as in Grant Agreement:
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The quality, variety and number of wetlands in rural areas was increased during the
project at local level, and new frame for the conservation, restoration and re-creation of
wetlands started working, resulting hundreds of local habitat conservation projects in
forthcoming years, which will have importance at regional and national level.
Re-created and restored open water wetlands offered new breeding, feeding and resting
sites for vast amount of species, especially to project target species Teal Anas crecca,
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos, Goldeneye Bucephala clangula, Wigeon Anas penelope,
Pintail Anas acuta and Shoveler Anas clypeata and also for bats, amphibians and a vast
number of invertebrates.
 Project restored or re-created 48 wetland sites covering 340 hectares, which
exceeded the target of at east 30 sites covering 200 hectares.
 The number of waterfowl breeding pairs and broods raised significantly in the
demonstrative sites compared to the situation before the project actions
 The motivation, skills and co-operation of local people and regional authorities
for the wetland conservation, restoration and re-creation in local and regional
level increased during the project.
Project achievements and outputs
Project organization and management
The Finnish Wildlife Agency was the only beneficiary in this project, which made the
project organization and management relatively simple. The project coordinator was hired
at the beginning of the project. Major organization change of the beneficiary gave a touch
of challenge for the project management for the first 6 month. The planning officers were
hired during the first months of the project and the project staff, operative team, was
formed by project coordinator and manager. The projects practical day-to-day progress
was in the responsibility of the coordinator. Most of the meetings and project management
issues were organized as video and phone meetings and physical face-to-face project
management meeting were organized 1-3 times year.
Technical progress
Project staff started the selection of the demonstrative wetland sites right from the start of
the project. The proposed wetland sites by landowners, approximately 1 000, before and
during the project were evaluated to select at least 30 project sites. The Action planning
for each selected site was started right after the selection to allow fast progress to concrete
actions and to allow sufficient time for the administrative permit procedure required for
certain sites. Small delays occurred due to changed legislation, the Water Act. During the
project 48 wetland sites was selected, planned and restored/re-created covering total of
340 hectares. In addition project prepared 5 additional plans for landowners and all of
these sites were restored by the landowners.
The impact of project actions were monitored by waterfowl counts at the wetland sites and
by attitude survey questionnaire and interview of the landowners and involved
stakeholders. The waterfowl counts covered target species, Mallard, Teal, Wigeon,
Shoveler, Pintail and Goldeneye. The analysed number of breeding pairs changed from
120,4 before actions to 365,3 after restorations. The number of observed ducklings in
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brood counts changed from 195,2 before to 862,9 after the restorations, which is 4-fold
increase. The bird numbers in late summer counts changed from 263,0 before to 1909,0
after the restorations. The survey revealed that the local people participating the project
were highly motivated for wetland work and they saw the role of the project very
important for the practical work. The questionnaire was focusing on the same people
before and after the wetlands restoration, and due to the high expectations no significant
change was observed. The survey provided valuable information of the motives and
reasons why landowners are restoring wetlands. This information is important for the
future development of the project approach. Hunting opportunities are among the most
important incentives, but it can only explain small part of the benefits people consider
important. As a conclusion the motives for restoring habitat are very diverse and personal
and no general rule can be stated for motivating people. Important for future projects are
that the approach is flexible enough to meet the expectations of the local level and there is
resources to professionally manage the action planning and restoration of a wetland. Once
basic support is available, the local contribution for the project can be received.
Dissemination activities
Awareness raising and dissemination actions are vital in a demonstration project. Active
communication with stakeholders by giving project presentation and presenting the
project by various means in diversity of events was effective way of communication.
Project reached 18 796 people in altogether 383 events, such as local meetings of Game
Management Association or hunting club, farmer education events and many seminars
and meetings at regional, national and international levels. Project staff also joined 12
thematic seminars dealing with wetland and had a privilege to give a presentation in each
of them. The Final Seminar was successfully organized in 2014 in co-operation with
Finnish Environment Institute and Metsähallitus as a part of the national bi-annual
wetland days. Active networking with other projects was an important part of the work.
Information with other Life projects was shared in three Platform meetings joined by the
staff. Close co-operation was done with MIRDINEC Life+ to organize effective Raccoon
Dog control to four sites. The working model of this project was also applied in two
projects funded by METSO Forest Biodiversity Programme for Southern Finland. Active
information exchange was done also with many regional and local water protection and
wetland projects and initiatives.
The project wetland sites were actively used in the dissemination purposes. Notice boards
were situated to all demonstrative sites. The location and pictures of all sites were
downloaded to the project webpage www.kosteikko.fi and for the most representative sites
the action plan an in-detail description of concrete actions were included, for key parts
also in English and Swedish. At the webpage up-to-date information of the wetland
restorations and funding opportunities were provided as well as electronic versions of the
project deliverables. The www.kosteikko.fi site had 400 – 1 000 annual visitors and it
became an important database and source of information for people interested in wetlands.
The project brochure was a key deliverable produced in Finnish, English and Swedish.
The brochure was updated twice to include the achievements of the project and to present
good examples of the demonstrative sites. The publication was available as electronic
version on all languages and as 5 200 Finnish and 500 English printed versions. The
projects experiences from the restoration of 48 wetlands gave solid foundation to compile
the experiences and update the Wetland Handbook, Kosteikko-opas - available only in
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Finnish, to support the future work of the landowners, interested associations and regional
authorities. With 2 000 copies the wetland handbook is very important deliverable
including project key experiences. It was shared at no cost at various events and to
interested landowners and it is also available at the web-store of Finnish Wildlife Agency.
The Laymans’ report was produced at the end of the project. Visual report full of quality
aerial pictures presents the project objectives, actions and achievements at reader-friendly
way. The Laymans’ was produced in two language versions, Finnish-English and FinnishSwedish, and 750 printed copies of both versions. Total of 1 500 copies were distributed
to interested people and stakeholders after the project. Project logo was prepared at the
beginning of the project and it became easily identified trademark of the project.
Media work had a key role in dissemination and awareness rising of the project – and it
succeeded beyond expectations. Project was presented in media altogether 224, including
magazines, newspapers, internet articles as well as radio interviews and section at national
TV-news! Most of the media visibility was achieved at the most influential channel – the
local and regional press. At national level focused media works was carried through
thematic magazines. Project was also notified at international level for example in the
press releases / web-pages of CIC, FACE and IUCN. This was achieved by active work
and good contacts to journalists. The project invited local and regional journalist to
demonstrative wetland sites during the concrete actions, when there was a lot to see. In
best cases there was a series of articles of the development of a single wetland, such as the
three large articles of Kiipu Wetland. Metsästäjä/Jägaren magazine was the key
information channel about the project. Total of 27 articles about the project were in the
magazine which is received by more than 300 000 hunters 6 times a year. The project also
published total of 9 releases press releases.
Evaluation of project implementation
The project management succeeded well despite the major organizational change of the
beneficiary in the beginning of the project. The fact that project had only one beneficiary
made the practical management relatively easy. Communication with the Commission and
Monitoring team worked well. Answers to questions were received in short notice and
many minor technical changes discussed during the project were implemented
successfully after constructive negotiations.
Long-term benefits
The restoration or re-creation of 340 hectares of wetlands in 48 sites outside of protections
areas has an important demonstration value. The project examples have triggered dozens
of new wetlands projects throughout the country. Project has knowledge of 26 sites
restored which has been advised by the project staff. The project demonstrative wetland
sites have a local long-term environmental impact as they provide habitat for wetland flora
and fauna, affect the local water flow by levelling out the peek flows and bind nutrients
and sediments out of the drainage waters. The key benefit monitored by the project was
the 4-fold increase of waterfowl broods at the project sites due to restorations. In a longterm the landowner-based working model can have a national level impact at wetland
habitats quantity and quality as it has initiated hundreds of local level wetland restorations
which provide significant benefits through multiple ecosystem services.
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Project has pump primed the use of agro-environmental subsidies and forestry subsidies
for wetland restoration and management to increase the quantity and quality of wetland
habitats outside of protection areas. The project had impact in the development of the new
agro-environmental criteria for wetland subsidies. The new criteria was very useful for
wetland restoration and the actual use of the funding opportunity is foreseen to be rising in
forthcoming years.
The project actions and objectives supported the implementation of the EU Biodiversity
strategy 2020, Aichi 15 % restoration target and National Biodiversity strategy of Finland:
Luonnon monimuotoisuuden suojelun ja kestävän käytön strategia ”Luonnon puolesta ihmisen hyväksi” and project has direct link to the National management plan for
Wetlands and Waterfowl published by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry. The
project implemented the strategy for Wetlands and Waterfowl and helped to develop
working model to halt the loss of biodiversity in practice.
Financial issues
The 64-monts project stayed well in the original budget of 2 061 310 euro and the actual
costs were 1 795 044,62 euro. The target was exceeded in the number and surface area of
wetlands and dissemination actions thanks to committed project staff and the beyond
expectations input from landowners and local associations. The costs in each cost category
stayed within the allowed limits of 10%/30 000 euro. Minor budget issues were discussed
with the EC and Monitoring Team during the projects and justification of costs not
mentioned in GA are provided in this report.

3. Introduction
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The Finnish wetlands provide core breeding areas for many migratory bird species and it is in
key importance for the European waterfowl populations. Wetlands have local and landscape
level importance as water reservoirs against flooding and dry summer periods and key role in
halting the loss of the biodiversity. At natural state the boreal wetlands act as a carbon sink.
Wetlands can also retain pollutants, nutrients and solid material from the drainage waters of
agriculture and forestry. Finland has lost thousands of shallow lakes and 5.7 million hectares
of peatlands was drained for agriculture and forestry. Countlessly of wetlands and moist forest
habitat patches has been lost. The quantity and quality of wetlands has declined and
ecological connections between wetlands are lost which causes a loss of biodiversity in the
wetland nature and waterfowl populations.
There haven’t been cost effective working models for the restoration of wetlands outside of
protected areas. The co-operation between landowners, local associations and environmental
authorities has been almost absent. The objective was to promote positive development of
biodiversity in the rural wetlands of Finland through restoration and re-creation of wildlife
habitats by utilizing the combination of knowledge in public authorities, NGO’s and the
voluntary work by the local people interested in their home range habitat restorations.
The main objective was to create a new frame and good start for the future nationwide
program for wildlife habitat conservation, restoration and re-creation that would operate on
local level. The objective of the demonstrative sites was to promote and motivate regular
people for restoration of their wetlands by practical examples at cost-effective and
participatory approach.
The results were: The quality, variety and number of wetlands in rural areas increased during
the project at local level, and new frame for restoration of wetlands started working, resulting
hundreds of future restorations, of importance at regional and national level. The project
wetlands offered new habitat target species Teal Anas crecca, Mallard Anas platyrhynchos,
Goldeneye Bucephala clangula, Wigeon Anas penelope, Pintail Anas acuta and Shoveler
Anas clypeata and also for bats, amphibians and a vast number of invertebrates.
o 48 open water wetlands with total surface area 340 hectares.
o Significant increase of waterfowl breeding pairs and broods in the demonstrative sites
o Increased motivation, skills and co-operation of local people and regional authorities
for the wetland conservation, restoration and re-creation in local and regional level.
The 48 demonstrative wetlands and active dissemination actions gave a good start for the
long-term wetland work in Finland, which can have national level positive impact for the
common waterfowl. Advice and help for more than 200 other wetland projects was requested
from project and close to 30 sites has already been restored, and the work continues to future.
As the criteria of the Agro-Environmental subsidies changed, partly thanks to project
experiences, to more flexible, there are better than ever conditions for restoring wetlands at
the areas of agriculture and forestry supported by the Wetland handbook of the project. The
future actions of Finnish Wildlife Agency (FWA) in the wetland restorations and
development of new funding scheme for wildlife habitat restorations as described in the After
Life Plan will create condition for wetland restorations having a national-level impact in the
forthcoming decades. The project landowner based working model was already applied by
FWA and Finnish Forestry Centre in the forest biodiversity projects working in private lands
and a new nationwide Life project was proposed in 2015 for large-scale implementation of
Wildlife Friendly Forest management and habitat restorations of commercial forests.
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Altogether the long-term results give practical tools for halting the loss of biodiversity by
cost-effective habitat restorations in the areas of agriculture and forestry.
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4 Administrative part
4.1 Description of the management system
4.1.1 Organisation and co-ordination of the project
The project management was organized by the project coordinator with the help and
support of the project manager and owner. The roles of project staff is described in detail
later in this section. The projects Steering Group (SG) was set up in the early stages of the
project to support and guide the implementation. Please refer to section 5.1.2 for detailed
description of SG actions. Project management structures were functioning well
throughout the project despite the major organizational change of the Wildlife
Administration 1.3.2011 (Amendment to GA 14.3.2011) and continuous changes in the
project management tools since then (video conferencing tools, intranets, e-mails,
webpage service providers etc). The organization change merged previous 16 independent
organizations to one national agency and the name changed from Metsästäjäin
Keskusjärjestö to Suomen Riistakeskus (Finnish Wildlife Agency)
Project coordinator had day-to-day control of project actions using phone, e-mails and
video-conferencing with staff. In GA travel costs for this action was only foreseen for
project coordinator, but as a practical change the direct travel costs of project management
of the whole staff was included into this action. Face-to-face meetings were organized
during travelling for other Actions. Special project management meetings were organized
when seen necessary. Project staff participated the annual personnel day of the
organization in December and May. Key information about working in the Agency was
provided, which is essential for the successful work in the project.
In Wildlife Agency annual development discussions with staff and boss about the work
and achievements were arranged. Project coordinator/manager organized the discussions
with project planning officers. In private discussions the current situation of project
actions, working conditions and other confidential issues were discussed.
The project had special excel-sheets for data collection of the project actions at the
intranet/external server. The progress of the project at wetlands sites was collected in one
excel for actions A5. A7, C1, D2, E4 and E5, Please refer to Annex 7.2.4. Information of
events participated or arranged by project was collected to another excel for the reporting
needs of actions A3, D1, D5 and D7, Please refer to Action 7.3.3.2.
During the project following key meetings has been arranged for organisation and
coordination of the project. Part of these events was organized under Action A3.





01.-03.02.2011: First training session for project planning officers was
organised in the Laitila centre, total of 10 people participated. A3
01.-03.03.2011: Second training session for whole project staff (project
planning officers, game management advisors and personnel of central office
of riistakeskus) was organised in Jyväskylä, total of 49 people participated. A3
March-April 2011: Annual development discussions of the temporary staff.
September and December 2011: 3 meetings with project staff to discuss about
the project actions and further progress. Each meeting was participated by
project coordinator, planning officer and five regional Game Management
Advisors
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o Eastern Area 5.9.2011 Juva, 7 persons
o Northern area 1.12.2011 Muhos, 7 persons
o South-western area 7.12.2011 Piikkiö, 7 persons
16.1.2012 Kajaani, project progress and forthcoming actions, whole agency
staff.
February-March 2012: Development discussions of temporary project staff.
(24.2, 27.2 and 1.3)
4.5.2012. Vääksy, project progress and forthcoming actions were presented to
whole agency staff.
Project planning officer Veli-Matti Pekkarinen was on a long term sick leave
and annual holidays from 01.07.2012 until 28.02.2013, and the task were taken
care of by regional personnel (Reijo Kotilainen) and project coordinator Mikko
Alhainen.
12.12.2012: the whole Wildife Agency staff was informed about the needs and
the progress of the project in the personnel seminar.
31.01.2013: Meeting with Juha Siekkinen was organised in Muhos office in
terms of new responsibilities described later in this part.
April 2013: Development discussion of temporary project staff.
March-May 2014 Development discussions of temporary staff
March 2015 Development discussions of temporary staff
22-23.9.2015 Final Project management meeting for whole project staff. The
achievements of project were discussed as well as information needs for Final
report and the After Life plan. Thank you –dinner was organized for the staff
due to successful project, 14 participants

Project staff organization
The project staff was organized in the beginning of the project.
Project manager was the responsible person of the project and official contact person to the
EC LIFE Unit. Key tasks were related to actions A1, A2, E2, E3.
Project coordinator was responsible for the day-to-day coordination, progress and reporting
with the help of Financial secretaries. Close contact was kept to External monitoring team
when questions emerged and in case of changes or adaptations of the project the EC LIFE
Unit was contacted after consulting with the External monitoring team. Project coordinator
carried out tasks in all of the project actions when necessary to ensure the good progress of
the project and adequate support for the projects staff.
The project’s planning officers were the key persons to carry out the project actions. In the
work to create the network of demonstrative wetland sites they had the main responsibility in
co-operation with the regional staff, who had the local expertise and contacts for the actions
A5, A7, C1, D1, D2, E4, E5 and E6. In the dissemination actions the planning officers worked
closely with the communications staff to ensure the quality and good content of the
dissemination actions D2, D3, D4, D5, D9 and D10. The Senior Planning Officer having indepth understanding of wetland issues and contacts to key stakeholders helped the planning
officers, regional staff and communications team in their task when necessary.
The project staff was reorganized January 1st 2013 (CL 05/08/2013) and new position of
Project Owner was established. This change of project organization allowed more efficient
12

work in later stages of the project as the contract of planning officer could be extended from
the original plan. This change generated good quality project actions all the way to the end of
the project without impacts to the project budget. Without this change, the contracts of project
planning officers would have ended in January 2014 and the whole project would have been
relying at the working power of project coordinator and regional staff. This change
reallocated the personnel resources over longer period of time allowing better project
management and achievements.
The project organization is described in the organigramme at the following page. The
organigramme presents the staff structure in the latter half of the project. The project staff
roles in the beginning of the project, as described in GA, reorganization at January 1st 2013
and practical changes since then are described in table ‘Project staff roles’ below.

Organigramme of project staff as reorganized at January 1st 2013
Please refer also to tables below for project staff roles and table for the persons and changes in
the permanent staff.

External monitoring team
Astrale-ELLE / NEEMO ELLE

EC LIFE Unit

Finnish Wildlife Agency

Project manager

Project owner

Mikko Alhainen

Jarkko Nurmi

Project coordinator
Juha Siekkinen

Financial
secretaries
Main
responsibility
Carola
Lönnfors
with the help
of other
secretaries

Project planning
officers

Senior Planning
officer

Timo Niemelä
Juha Siekkinen
Veli-Matti
Pekkarinen

Marko
Svensberg

Communications
staff
Maria
Nikunlaakso
Marja
Martikainen

Regional personnel
15:
personnel of the
permanent regional
position of Game
Management
Planners/Advisors

Laura Ticklen
Henna Väyrynen

Project steering group, 9 members:
5 members from stakeholders
4 members from the Finnish Wildlife Agency
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Project staff roles:
Duties, as in GA
Project staff

Project Manager
Sauli Härkönen
1.9.201015.12.2011
Jarkko Nurmi
15.12.201131.12.2013
Mikko Alhainen
1.1.201331.12.2015

Project
Coordinator,
temporary staff
Mikko Alhainen
1.9.201031.12.2012
Juha Siekkinen
1.1.201331.12.2015
Project planning
officers, temporary
staff
Juha Siekkinen
1.2.201131.12.2012 (part
time 1.1.201331.12.2013
Timo
Niemelä1.2.201131.1.2014, part
time 1.2.201431.12.2015
Veli-Matti
Pekkarinen
1.2.2011-31.1.2014
Project Owner
NEW position
established
1.1.2013

and in the
beginning of the
project
Recruiting project
workers, part-time
responsibility for
the project and its
management
together with the
project
coordinator.

Responsible for
project
administration,
organisation, cost
monitoring,
reporting to the
Commission.
Responsible for
directing
operations and
planning officer
duties.
Planning and
arranging
implementation of
measures in private
land and cooperational work
between regional
stakeholders.

NA

Duties from January 1st
2013
CL 05/08/2013
 Responsible for project
administration,
organization, cost
monitoring, reporting to
the Commission.
Supporting the work of
project coordinator.
 Accepting invoices.
 Working approximately
33 % for the Rural
Wetlands, 67 % for
International Species
Management Plan for
Anser fabalis fabalis
 Responsible for active
coordination of the
project and project
workers and actions.
 Processing invoices
 Planning and arranging
implementation of
measures in Northern
Finland in private land
and co-operational work
between regional
stakeholders.
 Siekkinen: Part time
planning officer, main
responsibility to work as
project coordinator
 Niemelä: Planning and
arranging implementation
of measures in Southern
Finland in private land
and co-operational work
between regional
stakeholders.
 Pekkarinen: focusing to
communication with
stakeholders, media work
and preparing
presentations and
information materials of
the project sites.
 Overall responsibility of
the project.
 Official contact person to
the Commission

Other changes

Project manager
Mikko Alhainen
moved to
permanent
position 1.1.2014



 Niemelä
continued in
project as parttime temporary
staff until
31.12.2015
 Pekkarinen’s
contract ended
31.1.2014 and he
returned to
permanent
position in EteläSavo (he was on
a leave from
permanent
position already
before the
project)
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 Chair of the Steering
Group
 Recruiting project
workers, part-time
responsibility for the
project and its
management together
with the project
coordinator and manager.

Jarkko Nurmi

Senior planning
officer
Marko Svensberg
Game
Management
Advisors +
management
planner = Regional
permanent staff
(15)
There was many
changes in the
persons of the
permanent regional
positions. Please
refer to table
below.
Communications
staff
Communications
coordinators
As listed in the
financial sheets,
several persons
changing in
permanent
positions due to
paternity leaves
etc.
Financial
secretaries
Carola Lönnfors
Other secretaries
assisting

 Part time support and
advice for project and
regional staff



 Part-time planning and
arranging implementation
of measures and
monitoring in regional
level.
 Reijo Kotilainen is active
working with the
demonstration sites in the
regions of Eastern
Finland, supporting
Pekkarinen



Part time work
with media
related
aspects.

 Part time work with
media related aspects, the
brochure, webpage etc.
E-actions



Part-time
financial
administration
and clerical
functions.

 Part-time financial
administration and
clerical functions.

Part time
responsibility for
the project and its
management with
the Project
coordinator.
Part-time
planning and
arranging
implementatio
n of measures
and
monitoring.
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Persons and changes in permanent staff.
Permanent staff
working for the project
and changes in the
regional offices
personnel.PERMANENT
STAFF

PERSONS

Working for the project
Working also as the
Game manager affects the daily
rate

Game management
advisors/planners.
REGIONAL STAFF
Etelä-Häme

Marko Muuttola

1.9.2010- 31.12.2015

Teemu Lamberg
Teemu Lamberg
Veli-Matti
Pekkarinen
Jouni Tolvanen
Marko Paasimaa
Olli Kursula
Urpo Kainulainen
Harri Hepo-oja
Juha Heikkilä
Otto Hölli
Reijo Kotilainen
Ville Hokkanen
Sami Tossavainen
Teemu Lamberg
Stefan Pellas

1.2.2014 - 30.4.2014
1.3.2011 - 31.12.2015
1.3.2011 - 31.12.2013
1.3.2011 - 31.12.2015
1.3.2011 - 31.12.2015
1.3.2011 - 31.12.2015
1.3.2011 - 31.12.2015
1.3.2011 - 30.4.2015
1.3.2011 - 31.12.2015
1.3.2011 - 31.5.2013
1.5.2013 - 31.12.2013
15.1.2014 - 14.6.2015
1.3.2011 - 31.12.2015

Uusimaa
Varsinais-Suomi

Reima Laaja
Markku Laulumaa
Antti Piironen
Jörgen Hermansson

1.3.2011 - 31.12.2015
1.3.2011 - 31.7.2012
1.8.2012 - 31.12.2015
1.3.2011 - 31.12.2015

CENTRAL OFFICE STAFF

Sauli Härkönen
Jarkko Nurmi
Marko Svensberg

1.9.2010 - 31.12.2011
1.1.2012 - 31.12.2015
1.9.2010 - 31.12.2015

1.9.2010 - 31.12.2012

COMMUNICATIONS
COORDINATORS

Maria Nikunlaakso
Marja Martikainen
(Lammi)
Laura Ticklén

Etelä-Savo
Kaakkois-Suomi
Kainuu
Keski-Suomi
Lappi
Oulu
Pohjanmaa
Pohjois-Häme
Pohjois-Karjala

Pohjois-Savo
Rannikko-Pohjanmaa
Satakunta

1.3.2011 - 14.1.2014
15.6.2015 - 31.12.2015

4.9.2012 - 2.12.2012
and 1.9.2103 30.11.2013

1.5.2013-31.5.2013

9.7.2014-30.11.2014
1.5.2011-31.12.2015
1.9.2014 30.11.2014

1.7.2015-31.12.2015

1.1.2013 - 30.6.2014
1.1.2013 - 31.12.2014
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FINANCIAL SECRETARIES

Henna Väyrynen

1.1.2015 - 31.12.2015

Pekka Lehikoinen
CarolaLönnfors
Marja Kraufvelin
Irene Boström
Lena SödergårdAhlskog

1.9.2010 - 30.4.2011
1.3.2011 - 31.12.2015
1.1.2014 - 31.12.2014
1.1.2013 - 31.12.2014
1.1.2014 - 31.12.2015
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GANT-chart of the project
Action /task

2010

Number/name

September

2011
IV

I

II

III

2012
IV

I

II

III

2013
IV

I

II

2014
III

IV

I

II

2015

III

I

II

III

IV

IV

End Date

Mid-Term

Overall project
schedule

Start Date

Proposed

X

X

o

X

X

X

X

o

o
Actual

o

X = progress report

A. Preparatory actions, elaboration of management plans and/or action plans:
A.1
A.2
A.3
A.5
A.7

Proposed

X

Actual

X

Proposed

X

X

Actual

X

X

Proposed

X
X

X

X

Actual

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual

X

X
X

X

X

Proposed
Proposed

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

B. Purchase/lease of land and/or rights : N.A.
C. Concrete conservation actions:
C.1

Proposed
Actual

X

D. Public awareness and dissemination of results:
D.1
D.2
D.3
D.4
D.5
D.7
D.9
D.10

Proposed

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Proposed
Actual

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Proposed

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

Proposed

X

Actual

X

X

Proposed

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Proposed

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Proposed

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual
Proposed

X

Actual

X
X

E. Overall project operation and monitoring:
E.2
E.3
E.4
E.5
E.6
E.8
E.9

Proposed

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Proposed

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Proposed

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual
Proposed

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Actual

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Actual

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

Proposed

X

X

X

X

Actual

X

X

X

X

The discrepancies between the foreseen and actual schedules are visible in the Gant and
described in detail in section 5.

18

4.1.2

Reports submitted and amendments to the Grant Agreement

Reports submitted
Report
Inception report
Progress Report 1
Mid-term report
Progress Report 2

Reporting Date
17.5.2011
30.6.2012
30.6.2013
31.10.2014

Please refer to Annex 7.1.1 for four reports on the project have been submitted prior the
Final report (table 1):
An amendment to the GA was done March 14th 2011 and approved by the EC during the
project.

List of amendments to the GA
Modification
Additional Clause

Date
14.3.2011

Content
The name and legal status of Metsästäjäin
Keskusjärjestö changed. New organization of Suomen
Riistakeskus/Finnish Wildlife Agency was formed
1.3.2011. The new organization was responsible for this
project and the organization change did not have
negative impact to the project progress.

4.2 Evaluation of the management system
The project management succeeded well despite the major organizational change of the
beneficiary in the beginning of the project. The project management tools of FWA were
under constant change throughout the project due to development process of newly
established organization. This did not have major effect on the project management and
issues were solved in practical way as they appeared, such as using new video
conferencing tools, intranet and financial programs. The fact that project had only one
beneficiary made the practical management relatively easy. Well organized technical data
collection and financial accounting systems were vital for successful project management
and reporting.
Communication with the Commission and Monitoring team worked well. Answers to
questions were received in short notice and many minor technical changes discussed
during the project were implemented successfully after constructive negotiations.
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5. Technical part
5.1. Technical progress
5.1.1 Action A.1: Recruitment of project workers
Expected results in GA
The project coordinator will be hired for the period from September 2010 to 2015 and the
planning officers will be hired by 31.01.2011 for the period of 4 years.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.9.2010

End date
31.1.2011

Actual:

1.9.2010

31.1.2011

Comments on deviations: NA
Outcome: Action succesfull
The project coordinator was hired from September 1st until the end of the project. The
three planning officers were hired in February 1st 2011 to carry out the project tasks for
the period of three years. January 1st 2013 the project the staff was partly reorganized.
Two persons, project coordinator and planning officer, continued as project staff until the
end of the project and new position of Project Owner was created for effective project
management.
Project coordinator, temporary staff
 Mikko Alhainen 1.9.2010 - 31.12.2012.
 Juha Siekkinen 1.1.2013 - 31.12.2015 with responsibilities of Planning officer in
Northern planning area.
Project manager, part time staff permanent
 Sauli Härkönen 1.9.2010 - 15.12.2011
 Jarkko Nurmi 15.12.2011 - 31.12.2012
 Mikko Alhainen 1.1.2013 - 31.12.2015
Project owner, part time permanent staff, position was established during the project as a
part of the staff reorganization.
 Jarkko Nurmi 1.1.2013 - 31.12.2015
Planning Officers, full time temporary positions with part time extensions.
 Juha Siekkinen, Northern planning area: 1.2.2011 – 31.12.2012. Part time
responsibility 1.1.2013 – 31.12.2015
 Timo Niemelä, Southern Planning area: 1.2.2011 – 31.1.2014. Part time
responsibilities 1.2.2014-31.12.2015
 Veli-Matti Pekkarinen, Eastern (Central) planning area: 1.2.2011-31.1.2014. He
returned back to his permanent position in Etelä-Savo 1.2.2014 and continued
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working for the project as Game Management planner as part-time permanent
project staff.
Regional Game management planners, part time permanent positions
 Staff from each of the 15 regions participated the project actions in their region as
a part-time project staff specifically seconded to the project 1.1.2011-31.12.2015
 Reijo Kotilainen, game management planner, had responsibility of planning sites
in additional 3 regions (Pohjois-Savo, Keski-Suomi and Etelä-Savo) during sick
leaves of planning officer Veli-Matti Pekkarinen 28.6.2012-28.2.2013.

Communication manager and planners, part time permanent positions
 The staff of communication team of Wildlife Agency participated the project
actions as a part-time project staff specifically seconded to the project 1.9.201031.12.2015.
Financial secretaries, part time permanent positions 1.9.2010 – 31.12.2015. Most of the
work carried out by Carola Lönnfors.
Regional offices and administrative regions of Finnish Wildlife Agency and main
planning areas of Project planning officers.

Juha Siekkinen: Lapland, Oulu, Kainuu, Pohjanmaa, Rannikko-Pohjanmaa
Timo Niemelä: Pohjois-Häme, Etelä-Häme, Satakunta, Varsinais-Suomi, Uusimaa
Veli-Matti Pekkarinen: Keski-Suomi, Pohjois-Savo, Etelä-Savo, Pohjois-Karjala, Kaakkois-Suomi
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Regional Game management Planners had part-time responsibility to participate the project actions in
their regions and to assist the planning officers.
Reijo Kotilainen, Pohjois-Karjala, also worked in the regions of Pohjois-Savo, Keski-Suomi and
Etelä-Savo when Veli-Matti Pekkarinen was in sick-leave 28.6.2012-28.2.2013.
Project coordinator/manager assisted planning officers and game management planners when seen
necessary.
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5.1.2 Action A.2: Formation and action of the project steering group
Expected results in GA
The steering group will be set up within 2 months from the beginning of the project. The
steering group representatives will be kept up to date on the progress of the project and
they will have a meaningful opportunity to influence its operations and priorities. The
work of the steering group will lead to increased discussion and common understanding
between various organisations and among general public.
The Steering Group SG will have nine members.
The SG will have 1-2 annual meeting during the project, total of 8 meetings.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.9.2011

End date
31.12.2015

Actual:

1.9.2011

31.12.2015

Comments on deviations: NA
Outcome: Action successful
The SG was formed 29.10.2010 following the invitation letter sent 13.9.2010 to key
stakeholders and NGO’s.
The role of the SG was to promote discussion and common understanding of waterfowl
habitat restoration and biodiversity conservation outside of protection areas. Organizations
invited to SG had long-term experience in wildlife management, wetland restoration and
nature conservation. The representatives were able to provide input and comments for the
project when requested in SG meetings.
The agenda for SG meeting was send in advance and SG was informed of the project
progress by e-mail. In the meetings the status of the project was discussed in detail and SG
had opportunity to provide expertise and guidance for the projects forthcoming actions. In
the forthcoming changes compared to GA, like the reorganization of project staff in
1.1.2013, the changes was approved by SG. An advice was also requested to many issues
in site selection and dissemination of project results. The key issues and outcomes of the
SG meetings were recorded to the meeting notes, which were circulated among SG
members for possible corrections. SG visited the project wetland sites in field during most
of the meetings. The feedback was very positive, and the project significantly increased
common understanding of wildlife habitat management among wildlife administration,
environmental authorities as well as between WWF, Birdlife Finland and Finnish Hunters’
Association. In between the meetings the SG was informed of the project progress
approximately once in two months by the project coordinator. In general there were no
major issues to be solved by the SG. As a whole the project proceeded as described in the
GA
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Please refer to Annexes 7.2.1 of electronic version for invitations, agendas and reviews of
the meetings.
Members of the SG, (deputies) and occurred changes:
Finnish Wildlife Agency
• Chairman, Sauli Härkönen  Jarkko Nurmi since 2012.
• Vice Chairman Marko Svensberg,
• Jarkko Nurmi  Jörgen Hermansson since 2012
• Stefan Pellas
The Central Union of Agricultural Producers and Forest Owners MTK
• Airi Kulmala, (Vesa Malila)
Finnish Environment Institute SYKE
• Markku Mikkola-Roos
WWF Finland
• Elina Erkkilä, (Petteri Tolvanen)  Petteri Tolvanen since 2013
Birdlife Finland
• Teemu Lehtiniemi  Tero Toivanen since 2013
Finnish Hunters Association
• Teemu Simenius  Jaska Salonen since 2013
Project coordinator was the secretary of the steering group. After the reorganization of the
project staff in 1.1.2013 also the project manager participated the SG meetings.
Nine Steering Group meetings were organized in following days:
1. 02.12.2010, Office meeting Helsinki
2. 10.05.2011, Office meeting, Helsinki
3. 24.05.2012, Office meeting, Piikkiö, field visit to Härmälä and Isoahde wetlands
4. 08.05.2013, Office meeting, Helsinki, field visit to Kiipu and Vitikankorpi
wetlands
5. 07.11.2013, Office meeting, Helsinki, field visit to Myllärinniitty wetland
6. 28.04.2014, Office meeting, Helsinki, field visit to Myllärinniitty wetland
7. 13.11.2014, Office meeting, Helsinki, field visit to Ylikartano wetland
8. 03.06.2015, Office meeting, Hämeenlinna, field visit to Vitikankorpi wetland
9. 23.11.2015, Office meeting, Helsinki
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5.1.3 Action A.3: Training of project workers
Expected results in GA
Three project planning officers will have adequate training to be able to carry out the tasks
needed for the project. 14 Game Management Advisors will also be trained to be able to
do part time work for the project on regional level. Total on approximately 15-20 persons
will be trained to be able to work for the project and to have the skills to plan and establish
wetland restoration and re-creation on local and regional level.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.9.2010

End date
31.3.2011

Actual:

1.9.2010

31.10.2012

Comments on deviations: The prolongation accepted by CL. Please refer to text below.
Outcome: Action successful
The planned training for project staff has been carried out successfully. The training
events were divided to 3 different stages to allow practical arrangement and iterative
learning of the project staff as discussed in CL 14/07/2011 and 26/07/2012
Training of the project was organized in following sessions:


Training session for projects 3 new planning officers was organised 01.03.02.2011 in the Laitiala centre of MKJ (nowadays Laitiala centre of The Finnish
Wildlife Agency FWA). Practical information about the project and working
conditions of the organization was provided and computers and other basic
working tools given to staff. Lectures were held by permanent staff. Total of 10
people joined the event (3 new planning officers, project coordination and 6
persons from permanent staff). (Invitation and program reported in IR
17/05/2011).



Training session for whole project staff (project planning officers, game
management advisors and personnel of central office of FWA) was organised in
Jyväskylä 01.- 03.03.2011. Information about the implementation of the project
and updated information of wetland planning and restoration were the main
subjects. 19 persons from FWA were trained in this session. In the third day
session additional 30 persons interested in the subject participated. (Invitation,
program and list of participants of second training session reported in IR
17/05/2011)
o First day was project specific information for 19 participants
o Second day was project specific until afternoon. In the afternoon a planner
from Metsähallitus had a presentation about their valuable experiences in
wetland planning for 25 participants
o Third day was about updating knowledge on legislation and regulations in
wetland work. Five experts from different organisations had presentations
about the regulations and about experiences in wetland planning and
concrete work. Third day session was open to public and stakeholders, as it
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was seen valuable for the project to give opportunity to interested people to
participate the session for total of 49 participants.
o Two game management advisors were not able to participate, and separate
meeting was organized for them in Seinäjoki March 14th project
coordinator and planning officer joined the project management meeting.


Field training session of the project was intentionally delayed until October 2012
to be able to use the newly restored/re-created model wetland sites in this training
session. The training was split to 3 regional events in different parts of the country.
Altogether 17 different people participated the sessions. The project planning
officers and project coordinator joined all the sessions, total of 3 people/session.
The regional staff: game management advisors, and financial secretary joined one
of the sessions depending in which was most suitable (3-6 persons). (Invitation and
program reported in M-T 30/06/2013, please refer also to Annex 7.2.2).
 16.-17.10.2012 starting from Oulu 3 planning officers + 3 game
management advisors and personnel of central office of FWA, total of 6
participants
 23.-24.10.2012 starting from Kuopio 3 + 5, total of 8 participants
 30.-31.10.2012 starting from Forssa 3+6, total of 9 participants

In addition the project coordinator Mikko Alhainen, Senior planning officer Marko
Svensberg and Jarkko Nurmi travelled to Minnesota, US and visited the premises and
field sites of US Fish and Wildlife servise, Minnesota Department of Natural resources
and other smaller related organizations. The purposed of the travel was to learn about the
North American model of nature conservation, especially the long term and wide scale
work done to benefit wetland nature and waterfowl. The travel costs were not part of the
Life project, as organisation had separate funding for the travel. The working time of
Mikko and Marko was recorded for the project, as the experiences gained about the
restoration and management of wetlands were very supportive for the project and the
further development of wetland work in Finland. The land-owner based working model in
Minnesota private lands wetland restoration was very practical and encouraged to develop
the work in Finland into a direction that there is minimum bureaucracy for the landowner.
An important aspect was the examples of North America to motivate the Finnish hunters
about the importance of wetland habitat restorations for waterfowl populations. The series
of three articles of the North American experiences was published in the
Metsästäjä/Jägaren magazine, which reaches more than 300 000 hunters directly and their
family member in addition.
 The travel and recorded working time was approved by email from Ioana Cazan
October 4th 2010, please refer to Annex 7.2.2. Program of the event, approval of
the Commission and the articles published in Metsästäjä/Jägaren magazine from
the gained experiences were reported in the IR 17/05/2011.

26

5.1.4 Action A.5: Project site selection on private land and co-operative work
Expected results in GA
Minimum of 30 demonstrative open water wetland restoration and/or re-creation sites will
be selected so that the operations on the sites will be accepted by stakeholders in local and
regional level, and there will be strong participation of local people in the practical work
in the construction and later maintenance of the wetland.
Constructive co-operation network between public bodies, NGO’s, land owners and local
association for the conservation of wetlands is formed in each region (Game Management
District).
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.9.2010

End date
31.3.2011

Actual:

1.9.2010

31.12.2015

Comments on deviations: The original timetable was unrealistic due to organizational
change. The selection of project sites was postponed until 2014 due to withdrawal of
certain sites. In addition a prolongation of the action was agreed with the EC to allow
continuous co-operative work with the interested landowners throughout the project.
Please refer to section below for details and references to Commission letters.
Outcome: Action successful and target exceeded
The project site selection was an interesting action in which the 553 site proposals from
the wetland survey preceding the project and 450 contacts received during the project
were evaluated whether they qualify for this project as demonstrative sites. The action
progressed well and the set objectives were exceeded. Total of 48 sites was selected,
planned and restored/re-created as demonstrative wetland sites; please refer to table on
following pages. Additional 5 sites were selected to be planned by project staff and the
concrete actions were carried by the landowners during the project period (CL
26/07/2012)
The project had flexible selection criteria for the demonstrative sites.





The most important criteria were that all the landowners accept the restoration/recreation of a wetland. It is clear that working within a private property was much
easier than working with a site that had multiple landowners. As an example many
sites were great by topography but one of the landowners was not supporting the
idea and the site was left out of the project. On some of these sites project had to
carry out topography measurements and simple impact assessment to evaluate and
present the possible effect of damming for all stakeholders before site selection
was done and actual planning in action A7 started, or site was withdrawn from the
project.
The project was searching for relatively large sites being more than 1 one hectare,
and in any case more than 0,5 hectares.
The site has potential for waterfowl habitat and to increase biodiversity.
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The demonstrative sites are not included in Natura 2000 areas or other protection
programs.
Sites that fulfil the criteria for the wetland building support from agroenvironmental subsidy system were not selected for the project to avoid overlap of
EU funding. Landowners having these sites were advised by project staff when
possible and not interfering with the key project actions.

The working model how the sites are selected and done. This model was applied when
seen necessary:
1. Local landowners/people were willing to restore/re-create a wetland
2. The suitability of the proposed site to the project was evaluated with maps, aerial
pictures, information provided in the surveys and by phone/e-mail discussing with
local stakeholders. If the site looked OK, a field visit to site was done. Total of
approximately 1 000 site proposals/contacts were handled by project.
3. If the site seemed to be suitable for the project, the regional ELY-center was
contacted and asked whether officials know any details (nature values, infra,
existing restrictions etc) affecting the possible actions.
4. If the site was possible to restore/re-create in this project, a local level meeting
with landowners and other stakeholders was arranged.
a. In the meeting following issues were discussed: What the project is about,
what the restoration/re-creation activities at the site would be and what the
project expects from the landowners/local associations.
b. The landowners and possible local association was asked to sign a
preliminary agreement to participate the project and to allow the project to
start preparing action plan for the site. In the action plan the restoration/recreation activities was clarified as well as the participation of local
stakeholders.
c. The objective of selected site was that it will continue all the way to
concrete action, but the landowners are asked to accept the action plan in
order to give them a chance to back out if something unexpected is found
out during the planning of the site or someone has changed mind.
5. Action plan for the site was prepared, 52 sites of which 4 were withdrawn + 5
additional sites. The withdrawal was often the result of one landowner who
changed mind about the restoration, and there is no simple or general reason for it.
6. Local stakeholders and landowners accepted and signed the action plan.
7. Regional ELY-center accepted the plan, and possibly gave detailed guidelines
about issues to be noticed in the project. ELY-center informed if they consider that
water permit was required. (If water permit is required, the issue was discussed
with local stakeholders and decision was made whether to apply or not)
8. When all had accepted the action plan the excavator operator was selected and the
concrete conservation started. 48 sites + 5 additional sites
The project also had following corporations as landowners of the demonstrative sites:
VAPO Oy (Saarisuo, Pikku Nuoluanjärvi), Tornator Oy (Elinlampi, Kotouslammet),
Kemijoki Oy (Prunteli) and UPM Oy (Kannus). As these corporations have great
resources we were able to negotiate that the costs of concrete actions in corporation land
was to a large extent voluntarily covered by the corporation and the project was
responsible for planning and organizing of the concrete action. This way the project could
promote and create wetland demonstration sites to corporation land without decreasing the
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possibilities to carry out actions on private lands where, in general, the local resources and
voluntary work could not cover the costs of concrete actions to large extent due to the
small resources of the landowners.
The selection process was participatory involving all the landowners as well as relevant
stakeholders and authorities. The starting point was that everyone having a stake in the
restoration/re-creation of the wetland supported the idea. Once this was achieved, the
project proceeded to action planning for the site. If something appeared during the action
planning, such as unknown nature values or landowner(s) changes mind about the project,
it was discussed and concrete actions only started after all involved had accepted the
proposed changes or justifications and signed the action plan. This working model formed
co-operation network between public bodies, land owners and other stakeholders. In some
cases the emerging condition during action planning, such as misunderstanding of
landowner or requirement for water permit due to Water Act that changed in 2012,
resulted that the action planning was stopped, site withdrawn form project and new more
suitable site selected. Total of 4 selected sites were withdrawn from the project after
action planning had started and new site was selected from the proposed ones. Please refer
to list of withdrawn demonstrative sites in the following pages.

29

Map of locations of the projects demonstrative wetland sites.
List of project demonstrative wetland sites. Please refer to Annex 7.2.3. for detailed list of
selected project sites including information relevant to actions A7, C1, D2, D3, E4, E5
and E6.
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Nro Wetland site

Short description
Waterlogged field and lakeshore marhsland formed by
sediments from upstream fields. Damming and
excavation. Private landowner and Metsähallitus.
Active stakeholder is Lake association KIPSU

Area
ha

1

Kiipu

2

Jokiranta
Vitikankorpi
(working name
Ylhäinen)
Laviamäki
(working name
Hujansalo)

Wet depression in forest. Damming. Private landowner.
Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture.
Waterlogged field not useful anymore. Damming.
Private landowner
Former bay of a lake that has grown up and dried due to
water level manipulation on adjacent lake. Damming
and excavation. Private landowner.

2,5

5

Letkusuo

Drained marsh area. Damming. Private landowner

5,0

6

Peräsuo

2,0

7

Päivälahti (Oravi)

Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture. Left
abandoned decades ago. Damming. Private landowner
Wet meadow/floodplain adjacent to lake.
Damming/excavation. Several landowners

8

Saviponni

Old clay excavation area filled with brush. Damming.
Private landowner.

2,5

9

Honni

Low laying and waterlogged forest area. Trees killed by
beavers and area not suitable for forestry. Damming.
Several private landowners.

2,5

10

Tankka

Wet meadow historically dammed for fihery purposes.
Rebuilding dams and shaping the area for birds. Private
landowner

2,0

11

Lampsisuo

Former peat excavation area. Damming. Two private
landowners.

9,0

12

Latvalampi

Drained pond. Several private landowners.

8,0

13

Saarisuo

Former peat excavation area. Damming. Corporation
co-operation site

14

Isoniitty

Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture.
Waterlogged field not useful anymore. Damming

3,5

15

Peräneva

Former peat excavation area. Damming. Co-operation
with local town.

8,0

16

Aapajärvi

Drained pond. Damming. Several private landowners
and shared area.

47,0

17

Prunteli

Grown up shore area affected by water level
manipulation of Kemijoki. Excavation

3,0

18

Iso Kivijärvi

Drained and grown up pond. Private landowner

4,0

19

Pikku Nuoluanjärvi Drained pond. Damming and excavation. Corporation
co-operaton.

3

4

2,0

1,5
3,0

10,0

23,5

9,0
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20

Vähä-Komu

Drained pond where bottom sediments has been
historically excavated for commmercially purposes.
Damming. Several private landowners.

21

Välitalo

Drained open marsh area. Damming. Private landowner

8,0

22

Lammenneva

Drained open marsh area. Damming. Private landowner

6,0

23

Vanhanmaja

24

Tursonneva

25

Kurjenneva

26

Kaamatti

27

Pohtiolampi

28

Kulmala

29

Perräine

30

Elinlampi

31

Kannus

Drained wetland/wet meadow for forestry. Left
abandoned . Damming. Corporation owned

4,5

32

Koposensuo

1,5

33

Pappilanluhta

Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture. Left
abandoned decades ago. Damming. Private landowner
Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture. Left
abandoned decades ago. Excavation. Co-operation with
local town. Municipality owned

34

Koivisto

Drained wetland/wet meadow for forestry. Left
abandoned . Damming. private landowner

0,6

35

Lahnanen

Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture. Left
abandoned decades ago. Excavation. Private landowner

2,5

36

Sikapuro

Drained wetland/wet meadow for forestry. Left
abandoned . Damming. Private landowners

4,5

37

Kotouslammet

Drained forest meadow including two small ponds with
lovered water level. Damming and excavation.
Corporation co-operation.

7,0

Low laying shore/marhsland affected by the water level
manipulation of adjacent body of water. Damming.
Private landowner
Drained and excavated bog area that has been used for
sevage water treatment decades ago. Damming and
excavation. Co-operation with local town and hunting
association. Landowner is municipality of Isokyrö
Former peat excavation area. Damming. Private
landowner/small company
Grown up pond. Excavation/removal of vegetation.
Landowner: Collective waters of Ähtärinjärvi
Old fish pond area at former wetland area. Excavation
and shaping of the old fish ponds. Private landowner
Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture.
Waterlogged field not useful anymore. Damming.
Private landowner
Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture. Left
abandoned decades ago. Damming. Several private
landowners
Drained and grown up pond. Corporation co-operation.
Corporation owned the shoreline and the actual
property is unorganized collective water area/co
Koitajoki fishery district.

20,0

6,5

7,0

15,0
8,0
2,5
2,0

3,5

19,5

14,0
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38

Vehkasuo

Former marh area historically used for fishery purposes.
Damming. Corporation co-operation.

39

Välimäki

Drained wetland/wet meadow for forestry. Left
abandoned . Damming. Private landowner

2,5

40

Pilvisuo

Former peat excavation area. Damming. Private
landowner/small company

7,0

41

Boträsket

9,5

42

Kiimaneva

43

Myllärinniitty

44

Ylikartano

Grown up pond. Excavation. Several landowners and
shared area.
Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture.
Waterlogged field not useful anymore. Damming.
Private landowner
Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture/forestry.
Left abandoned decades ago. Damming. Private
landowner
Waterlogged area and old clay excavation areas.
Damming. Private landowner

45

Isoahde

Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture. Left
abandoned decades ago. Damming. Private landowner

3,0

46

Järvelä

Drained wetland/wet meadow for forestry. Damming
and excavation. Private landowner

2,0

47

Vuorela

48

Härmälä

Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture/forestry.
Left abandoned decades ago. Damming. Two private
landowners
Drained wetland/wet meadow for agriculture.
Waterlogged field not useful anymore. Damming.
Private landowner
TOTAL

22,0

1,5

5,0
2,0

3,0

2,0
340,1

List of selected sites in which Action planning was started and which were later
withdrawn from the project due to force major reasons, such as change of Water Act,
landowners changed opinion or other vital issue.
Uusimaa, Vähä-Matjärvi

Lappi, Seipilampi

Pohjois-Karjala, Kopsalampi

Satakunta, Pukinoja

Site required a Water Permit One
landowner was not supporting the proposed
change in water level after second thought
Site required a Water Permit and it had
relatively high expected costs compared to
the benefits.
Site required a Water Permit. One
landowner 1 km upstream from the pond
was worried about the drainage of his
agricultural land, and therefore the site was
withdrawn.
Site was expected to required a Water
Permit, depending on the action plan. One
landowner was not supporting the proposed
change in water level after second thought
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Number of sites

In the early stages of the project it became clear that in addition to selected sites there was
high demand amongst landowners for guidance on how to plan and carry out their own
wetland project. Supporting these landowners was seen very important for the overall goal
of the project, and therefore a minor modification to original GA was requested and
accepted (CL 26.07.2012). The landowners were advised by e-mail, phone and fieldvisits. On field-visits project staff had laser levels with them and they made key
measurement and short memos for the landowners to help their planning process. Project
staff recorded 206 cases where landowners were interested in wetland restoration and
advice was given. So far we have received information of 26 wetlands having had
concrete actions outside the project. It shall be noted that many of the interested
landowners have not contacted the project staff. They have read articles, visited webpage
and gathered information before carrying through the action planning and concrete
conservation actions without consultation of project staff. This can be seen as positive
sign of project examples motivating the people to take actions. These cases are hard to
prove, but we hear stories of these wetlands emerging to the landscape.

Year

Concrete
action by end
of the project

As a whole this action was very successful and a great learning experience. Many sites
that looked potential at the start was left out at some stage of the process usually due to
one landowner opposing the idea or by emerging restrictions or need of water permit to
change the water level of a permanent water body. Due to the great interest of landowners
and local people towards the project the original goal was exceeded significantly and there
is on-going demand for services provided by this project.
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5.1.5 Action A.7: Making action plans for sites in private land
Expected results in GA
At least 30 wetland sites have action plan made, meaning that at least 200 hectares has
been planned. All of the wetlands to be established in the project will be documented in
action plans.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.1.2011

End date
31.12.2014

Actual:

1.10.2010

18.3.2015

Comments on deviations: The delays in A5 and withdrawal of some sites caused delay in
the action.
Outcome: Action successful and target exceeded
All the 48 selected wetland sites on private lands (areas outside of state owned lands) were
successfully planned covering 340 hectares. The project succeeded to significantly exceed
the set objectives thanks to great participation of landowners and stakeholders. The five
additional sites also had action plans done as expected and discussed with EC, and the
landowners carried our concrete action during the project period (CL 16.10.2012).
Altogether project managed to prepare 53 action plans covering 350 hectares.
The action was delayed from the original schedule in GA due to some selected sites
dropping off at a late stage of the project. New sites were rapidly selected and actions
prepared to allow sufficient time for concrete actions during the project.
For the practical planning work 3 laser level devises and GPS-locators were purchased for
project staff as accepted in CL 14/07/2011. With these equipment staff was able to carry
out necessary field-measurements already during first field-visit. Additional
measurements were made when necessary and external assistance was used on more
challenging sites. For planning purposes historical aerial pictures and laser-scanning data
to assess topography at a wider scale were purchased when needed. For the assessment of
the required pipes and structures to handle the estimated peak water flow during spring
flood a user rights for flow-calculation software was purchased as external assistance for
the planning of the sites
The project was originally planning to select sites where legal permit to raise the water
level was not required, unless the site is very cost-effective. However, the water act
changed in 2012 and the status of some selected sites changed and they became a subject
to the legal permit. This issue and the eligibility of costs for the project were discussed in
detail with the EC (CL 05.08.2014). Project had 5 wetlands which required the water
permit. Kotouslammet (Salinmäki) and Elinlampi water permit were paid by Tornator
Corporation as a main landowner. Water permit was paid by the project for Latvalampi,
Iso Kivijärvi and Aapajärvi as the landowners were regular people and they did not have
resources to pay for the permit. In these latter three cases the permit cost was higher than
the cost of concrete conservation actions. Cost of three water permit was accepted by EC
(CL 05/08/2013).
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Please refer to Annex 7.2.3. for list of Action plans done, Landowners acceptance, ELY
centers statement and sites where water permit was needed and the reporting date of the
action plans. Please refer also to Annex 7.2.4. for 5 action plans not presented to EC in
Mid-term report including 43 Action plans. Please refer to Annex 7.2.4. for five
Additional Plans agreed with EC.

Aerial picture of the action planning area of Vitikankorpi Wetland site in June 2013.
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5.1.6

Action C.1: Restoration and re-creation of open water wetlands in private
land
Expected results in GA
At least 30 open water wetlands has been restored and/or re-created during the project in
co-operation of public bodies, NGO’s, landowners and local association. Significant part
of the work is done by voluntary local people willing to participate the wetland
conservation at their home range. Combined surface area of the wetlands is greater than
200 hectares.
The actions on the project sites has motivated the local people of the region surrounding
the demonstrative sites and several wetland conservation projects are to be started at
regional level following the example provided by the demonstration of the project.
The maintenance on these sites will be done by the local people and associations that have
participated the project. They will have a strong motivation for the maintenance as they
will highly value the restoration of the site.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.1.2012

End date
31.12.2014

Actual:

1.1.2011

7.12.2015

Comments on deviations: Due to unexpected long delays in Water Permit procedures, the
concrete actions on three sites was delayed.

Outcome: Action successful and target exceeded
Project achieved to restore or re-create all the 48 wetlands planned in the action A7
totalling 340 hectares. Also the five additional sites were restored by landowners at their
own costs. The nationwide network of demonstrative sites includes all representative
examples of different cases of wetland work. The fact that model sites are found in each of
the regions, and several sites in most, makes the issue easy to approach for regular people
interested in the wetland work.
The participation and resources that landowners and local stakeholder invested to the
wetland sites was beyond expectations. The voluntary works especially in the tree removal
from forthcoming wetlands as well as the use of own machinery and assistance in all work
stages was impressive. The working hours, directly paid costs and the added value to the
project was estimated by the project staff based on information from the landowners,
actions plans and occurred direct costs. Total of 6 406 hours of voluntary work was
recorded by locals during the project actions. The value of this work plus the direct costs
paid by the landowners were estimated at 330 268 euro. The management of wetland after
concrete conservation action within the project framework has been significant on many
sites. The total working hours estimated by the landowners and local associations for the
management was 15 811 hours. The value of this work plus the direct costs of
management paid at local level were estimated at 287 602 euro. The total added value for
concrete conservation actions for wetland restoration and further management during the
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project is estimated to be total of 617 870 euro. Please refer to graphs at following pages
for more detailed information at the site level.
The main purpose on the demonstrative sites was to promote interest towards wetland
restoration among regular people, so they would carry out their own wetland projects in
surrounding areas following the examples provided by the project. This approach was
very successful. As described in A5 there has been more than 200 wetland sites where
landowners have contacted the project for assistance and many sites has been already
known to be restored outside of project framework.
In general the concrete actions in field went well. Understandably some repair work and
additional days of machinery work was necessary to ensure the long-term durability of the
dams and embankments. Most common issue was small-medium leaks in the dams. It
usually took 1-2 days of machinery work to fix the problem places. The water level is
supposed to be raised after sufficient time for structures to settle after the construction. In
some cases the landowners were enthusiastic about the wetland and they raised the water
faster and higher than supposed, which lead to damages in the new structures. These
experiences were valuable learning opportunity for project staff. The key points in the
need of special attention when restoring wetlands were raised up in the Wetland
Management handbook Kosteikko-opas (only in Finnish) produced in the end of the
project as a total update of the old handbook Riistakosteikko-opas. Repair work that
required extra days with excavator was needed on following sites: Isoniitty, Honni,
Kulmala, Pikku Nuoluanjärvi, Peräsuo, Perräine, Välimäki, Tankka, Laviamäki.
The possible risks of working in field with machinery were taken into account and project
purchased 3 emergency packages to handle possible oil leaks from machinery. The
packages were in possession of project staff and taken to project sites during concrete
action.
The project sites are currently managed by landowners and local stakeholders. It has been
encouraging to see the commitment and efforts for wetland management at local level. On
many sites additional management activities such as organization of shore meadow
grazing and/or construction of birding towers, fire places and nature trails has been done
to mention some. Local events for school children, villagers and other interest groups are
organised continuously in the model wetland by the local forces on their own initiative
and additional to the D-actions of this project.
Please refer to Annex 7.2.3. for list of model wetlands of concrete conservation and
restoration actions, surface areas and wetland. Refer to Annex 7.2.5 for proof of the
concrete actions on the 5 additional sites as requested in CL 08/01/2015. Refer also the
materials produced to the webpage of the construction work in Annex 7.3.3.4.
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Aerial picture of the Vitikankorpi Wetland site in June 2015. The concrete conservation
actions took place in August 2013. Photo: Marko Muuttola

Examples of complementary work of FWA and landowners during the Life project in
Janakkala municipality. On front left corner a 2,5 ha Keihäoja wetland constructed with
agro-environmental subsidies by landowner inspired by the project. On background a 14hectare Röyhynsuo wetland constructed to an abandoned corner of a peat mine by VAPO
Corporation in consultation of the Life project. These are examples of wetlands that has
been done by landowners following the example provided by the project, as described in
A5. Photo: Marko Muuttola.

39

The costs of actions in euro at each project sites. Blue: costs occurred for the project. Red:
costs covered by locals (own funding and voluntary work). Green: the value of the local
input to wetland management after the concrete actions.
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The voluntary working hours of landowners and local stakeholder on project sites. Blue:
During the concrete actions. Orange: for the continuous management, as reported by
landowners for the project duration as cumulative value
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ACTIONS D.1 – D.10 reported in Section 5.2. Dissemination actions
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5.1.15 Action E.2: Project management
Expected results in GA
The project will have progressed according to the planned timetable and achieved its
assigned objectives. The coordinator will have managed to delegate duties and areas of
responsibility and to monitor performance. A successful implementation of this action
promotes the overall success of the whole project.
Outcome: Action successful
Please refer to 4.1 Administrative part for description of project management activities.
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5.1.16 Action E.3: Monitoring of project actions
Expected results in GA
Evaluation report will be carried out annually by 1.5. These reports will be monitored in
Steering Group meetings and used in the preparation of progress, mid-term and final
report.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.9.2010

End date
31.12.2015

Actual:

1.9.2010

31.12.2015

Comments on deviations: NA

Outcome: Action successful
The project actions were monitored with separate monitoring trips in field, by aerial
pictures taken by project staff from airplane and especially during the trips and events
necessary for other actions, E2 for example. The monitoring trips to take aerial pictures
were discussed during Joint Mission 14-15.5.2013, Mid-term report 30/06/2013 and
approved in CL 05/08/2013.
The evaluation reports mentioned in GA about the project progress were prepared
annually either by short Finnish summary to be presented for SG meetings and for
drafting of the next progress report. The reports presented to SG were provided in Annex
7.2.1.
Monitoring trips in field:
 07.05.2012 South-Western Finland. Picture report provided with Mid-Term report
30.06.2013
 28-29.06.2012 Oulu region. Picture report provided with Mid-Term report
30.06.2013
 14-15.5.2013 Joint Mission, Uusimaa and Etelä-Häme regions
 04.-05.06.2013 Pohjois-Häme, Keski-Suomi, Pohjois-Savo and Etelä-Savo,
altogether 10 sites. Picture report provided with Mid-Term report 30/06/2013
 14.05.2014 Pohjois-Häme region. Picture report provided with PR2 report
31/10/2014
 09.06.2015 Uusimaa region.
 2-3.7.2015 North Karelia region. Picture report provided in Annex 7.2.6
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External monitor Ms Sonja Jaari and project manager Mikko Alhainen visiting
Mylläriniitty project site in Kirkkonummi on 9 June 2015.Photo. Juha Siekkinen

Aerial photographs from airplane of project sites were taken in all regions except Lappi,
Kainuu and Pohjois-Karjala. Pictures taken from bird-perspective are great for
dissemination and educational materials, as the wetlands can be seen a whole. Pictures of
sites in Uusimaa, Etelä-Häme and Varsinais-Suomi were taken in 2013 and 2015 to have
reference pictures of before-after concrete action as well from the succession of the
vegetation after the concrete action. Some sites in Pohjois-Häme and Pohjanmaa were
covered 2014 and 2015 to cover some sites where picture could not be taken in 2014 due
to local weather condition (thunder/rain) or poor picture quality caused by weather
(mist/turbulence). Tankka wetland in Kaakkois-Suomi was supposed to be included, but
accidentally nearby natural wetland was filmed as Tankka had low water level at the
moment and not as visible as expected by the photographer.
In addition several sites where consultation and advice of the project were given were
included in the aerial pictures, if they were located roughly on the flight route. Once
airborne, additional loops to cover more sites are a question of 5minutes per site and
compared to the added value it was definitely worth the extra time and pictures of 24
wetland sites along the way in Pohjanmaa, Etelä-Häme, Uusimaa and Varsinais-Suomi
regions. These additional sites were included in the flight plan and routing and the
approximately 5 % extra cost of these was seen as a minor issue compared to the added
value.

Aerial photographs was taken by project staff on following monitoring trips.
 07.06.2013: Etelä-Häme, Varsinais-Suomi, Uusimaa. Total of 9 sites by Mikko
Alhainen, picture report provided with Mid-Term report 30/06/2013
 02.06.2014: Oulu, Kainuu and Pohjois-Savo regions. Total of 10 demonstrative
wetland sites by Juha Siekkinen. Picture report provided with PR2 report
31/10/2014.
 10.07.2014: Pohjois-Häme, Pohjanmaa, Keski-Suomi, Pohjois-Savo and Etelä
Savo regions. Total of 11 demonstrative wetland sites by Juha Heikkilä.
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01.07.2015: Etelä-Häme, Pohjois-Häme, Pohjanmaa, Satakunta, Varsinais-Suomi,
Uusimaa. Total of 10 project sites and 2 additional sites described in A5 and A7,
by Marko Muuttola
04.07.2015: Etelä-Häme, Uusimaa, Kaakkois-Suomi. Total of 7 project sites by
Marko Muuttola.
In addition Välitalo and Pikku-Nuoluanjärvi wetlands in Oulu region were
photographed with remote-controlled helicopter (UAV) as a part of project aerial
picture activity.
Boträsket in Rannikko-Pohjanmaa was UAV photographed by Metsähallitus
22.05.2015 and the pictures were given to be used in the Wetland management
handbook for free.
Aapajärvi in Lappi was UAV photographed by Antti Manninen and project had
permission to use the pictures at the webpage
o http://kosteikko.fi/mallikosteikot/lappi/aapajarvi/

Please refer to Annex 7.2.6 for aerial pictures taken by project staff.
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5.1.17 Action E.4: Monitoring of the change in waterfowl populations on the sites recreated or restored during the project
Expected results in GA
Annual waterfowl counts will be carried out in each of the 30 open water wetland sites
during the project to produce data for the evaluation of the success of the project. The
counts are mainly done by local people, and they will be continued after the project. These
waterfowl counts will also play a significant role determining the sustainable level of
waterfowl hunting bag on these wetlands in the rural regions of Finland.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.5.2011

End date
31.12.2015

Actual:

1.5.2011

31.12.2015

Comments on deviations: NA

Outcome: Action successful
The monitoring was done according to the guidelines of Finnish Game and
Fisheries research RKTL for pair and brood counts of waterfowl. (RKTL was merged to
Natural Resources Institute Finland LUKE in 1.1.2015). These guidelines were applied to
the project monitoring actions to provide data of breeding pair, brood, late summer
waterfowl and harvest numbers. The guidelines were reported in the Inception Report
17/05/2011.

Picture from brood count at Vitikankorpi 2015
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The structure of monitoring procedure in all wetland sites
Description of monitoring activities including requested clarifications (CL 14/07/2011,
26/07/2012 and 08/01/2015).
1. Site was selected as demonstrative wetland site. The baseline counts before the
concrete action were carried out during the field visits for A5 and A7 or on a separate
trip of E4. The project staff did baseline monitoring or advised the local stakeholders
in field with the monitoring papers how to do it, if project staff is not present at the
right time. The monitoring guidelines and reporting sheets were given to the local
stakeholder taking care of the post concrete action monitoring, which were foreseen to
be carried out annually.
a. In practice the certain baseline counts were carried out already during the
selection phase A5. This was necessary as the monitoring has fixed schedules,
and the concrete action had not. As baseline monitoring was done early in the
process, it was not postponing the concrete actions if project proceeded quickly
to concrete actions.
2. After concrete action the organization of monitoring was split to two separately
organized sections:
a. Pair and brood counts organized within the national waterfowl monitoring
scheme of the RKTL. Project provided the established monitoring points and
contact information to RKTL which in turn sent the papers for the local person
responsible for the monitoring of the site.
b. Late summer counts and harvest reporting organized by the project. Project
coordinator sent the papers to the local person with return envelope.
3. The project staff was foreseen to participate the pair or brood count in field on after
the concrete action annually on each site to advice the locals to do the monitoring
properly and also monitor the overall development of the sites and the condition of
structures. In practise and due to time constraints of regional staff, monitoring visits of
project staff annually on each site did not happen.
Monitoring and results
Waterfowl monitoring was carried out on all sites to estimate the project impact to target
species, mallard, teal, wigeon, shoveler, pintail and goldeneye. The number of breeding
pairs as analysed by RKTL changed from 120,4 before actions to 365,3 after restorations,
which is 3-fold increase. The number of observed ducklings in brood counts changed from
195,2 before and 862,9 after the restorations, which is 4-fold increase. The bird numbers
in late summer counts changed from 263,0 before to 1909,0 after the restorations, which is
7-fold increase. The monitoring data from each wetland is provided in the table below.
Data of pair and brood counts after the restoration is lacking from 8 sites. Therefore the
presented total numbers after restorations are underestimates.
The monitoring data was scientifically analysed by Ismo Laakso of Oulu University which
included all the data provided by the project and the two Masters’ thesis mentioned in GA
was combined in this one. Please refer to Annex 7.2.7 for Draft Master’s Thesis.
Unfortunately there has been unexpected delays in the finalization of the Master’s thesis
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and therefor only draft could be provided at this stage. The final version will be submitted
to EC in due course when available. The key findings were following:
Some key findings of the Masters’ thesis:
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There was significant increase in numbers of species and breeding pairs in the project sites
as a result of project actions.

Before

After
Treatment

Number of breeding pairs before and after project actions.

Number of species before and after the project actions.
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Waterfowl monitoring. Average observed
numbers on annual level before and after
concrete actions.
Regional office

Town

Wetland site

Etelä-Häme
Etelä-Häme
Etelä-Häme
Etelä-Savo
Etelä-Savo
Etelä-Savo
Etelä-Savo
KaakkoisSuomi
KaakkoisSuomi
KaakkoisSuomi
Kainuu
Kainuu
Keski-Suomi
Keski-Suomi
Keski-Suomi

Jokioinen
Hausjärvi
Hämeenlinna
Heinola
Pieksämäki
Pieksämäki
Savonlinna

Kiipu
Jokiranta
Vitikankorpi
Laviamäki*
Letkusuo*
Peräsuo
Päivälahti*

Kotka

Saviponni

Mikkeli

Honni

Taipalsaari

Tankka*
Lampsisuo*
Latvalampi*
Saarisuo
Isoniitty
Peräneva

Lappi
Lappi

Kajaani
Suomussalmi
Viitasaari
Karstula
Karstula
Pelkosennie
mi
Rovaniemi
Simo

Oulu

Liminka

Oulu
Oulu
Oulu
Oulu
Pohjanmaa
Pohjanmaa
Pohjanmaa
Pohjois-Häme
Pohjois-Häme
Pohjois-Häme
Pohjois-Karjala
Pohjois-Karjala
Pohjois-Karjala

Pyhäjärvi
Pudasjärvi
Siikalatva
Siikalatva
Isokyrö
Seinäjoki
Ähtäri
Kangasala
Ruovesi
Virrat
Ilomatsi
Joensuu
Kitee

Lappi

Aapajärvi*
Prunteli
Iso Kivijärvi*
Pikku
Nuoluanjärvi
Vähä-Komu
Välitalo
Lammenneva
Vanhanmaja
Tursonneva
Kurjenneva
Kaamatti
Pohtiolampi
Kulmala
Perräine
Elinlampi
Kannus
Koposensuo

Number of
breeding pairs of
target species in
counts as
analyzed by
RKTL.
Before After
0,0
5,3
0,0
7,5
0,0
6,0
5,0
7,0
0,0 No data
0,0
5,3
0,0 No data

Observed total
ducklings in the
brood counts,
index of brood
production.

Late summer
waterfowl
numbers, August
1-19th

Before After
Before
0,0
16,0
0,0
0,0
32,5
0,0
0,0
42,5
0,0
4,0
4,0
0,0
0,0
9,0
0,0
0,0
17,0
1,0
0,0 No data
0,0

After
49,0
40,0
59,0
No data
No data
16,0
No data

0,0

5,0

0,0

15,0

0,0

31,0

2,7

3,5

10,0

11,0

2,0

3,0

0,0 No data
17,0
8,0
1,3 No data
7,0
11,5
0,0
10,3
3,0
10,5

0,0 No data
0,0
44,0
0,0 No data
15,0
19,5
0,0
21,7
16,0
49,3

0,0 No data
7,0
31,0
0,0
4,0
18,0
21,0
0,0
40,0
15,0
72,0

1,0
1,0
2,5
15,0
2,8 No data

0,0 No data
6,5
6,7
0,4 No data

0,0 No data
13,0
46,0
3,0 No data

0,0
10,0
0,0
0,0
8,5
10,5
3,0
6,7
16,0
1,5
0,0
4,5
0,0
0,0

9,0
18,5
3,0
4,5
12,0
12,5
9,7
12,5
22,0
4,3
19,0
18,0
7,0
6,8

1,5
7,0
0,0
0,0
0,0
31,0
15,5
10,5
28,5
1,3
0,0
11,0
0,0
0,0

18,3
26,0
13,3
6,0
10,5
23,0
8,3
22,5
36,0
8,3
45,7
33,0
12,5
22,0

0,0
70,0
4,0
57,0
3,0
18,0
0,0
10,0
13,0
65,0
40,0
29,0
13,0
155,0
26,0 No data
35,0
217,0
0,0
184,0
1,0
41,0
50
0,0
72,0
0,0
35,0
0,0
35,0

Pohjois-Karjala
Pohjois-Savo
Pohjois-Savo
Pohjois-Savo
Pohjois-Savo
Pohjois-Savo
Pohjois-Savo
Pohjois-Savo
RannikkoPohjanmaa
Satakunta
Uusimaa
Uusimaa
Uusimaa
VarsinaisSuomi
VarsinaisSuomi
VarsinaisSuomi
TOTAL

Lieksa
Kiuruvesi
Kiuruvesi
Kiuruvesi
Kuopio
Sonkajärvi
Sonkajärvi
Sonkajärvi

Pappilanluhta
Koivisto
Lahnanen
Sikapuro*
Kotouslammet
Vehkasuo
Välimäki
Pilvisuo*

Mustasaari

Boträsket

Siikainen
Kirkkonummi
Mäntsälä
Raasepori

Kiimaneva*
Myllärinniitty
Ylikartano
Isoahde

Salo

Järvelä

Salo

Vuorela

Sauvo

Härmälä

0,0
6,0
0,0
1,0
0,0
14,0
0,0
2,0
0,0
5,7
0,0
4,7
0,0
2,5
0,0 No data
3,5
17,3
0,0 No data
0,0
5,5
11,0
12,5
0,0
13,8

0,0
9,5
0,0
12,0
0,0
8,7
0,0
8,0
0,0
51,5
16,0
141,0
0,0 No data No data No data
9,0
18,0
1,0
46,0
4,0
7,0
21,0
3,0
0,0
3,0
0,0 No data
0,0 No data
0,0 No data
4,5
16,3
0,0 No data
0,0
44,0
19,5
41,5
0,0
36,5

1,0
0,0
0,0
27,0
0,0

18,0
88,0
84,0
34,0
32,0

0,0

2,0

0,0

5,3

3,0

8,0

0,0

12,0

0,0

30,5

0,0

16,0

3,0

11,8

0,0

17,5

0,0

19,0

120,4

365,3

195,2

862,9

263,0

1909,0
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Explanation for sites and figures marked with an asterix *
 Lavianmäki, Etelä-Savo: Information of late summer bird numbers was not
received from the landowner even on request.
 Letkusuo, Etelä-Savo: Site was established into a drained peatland and it was not
used by waterfowl before the concrete actions. Information and monitoring papers
has been sent to contact person, but no data received by project.
 Päivälahti, Savonlinna: Site was not used by waterfowl before the concrete actions.
Information and monitoring papers has been sent to contact person, but no data
received by project.
 Tankka, Taipalsaari: Monitoring has not been possible due to leak in the dam in
the spring of 2014 following the restoration in autumn of 2013. The Dam was
repaired in the autumn of 2014 and as a precautionary measure the water level was
held low in 2015 to ensure that the dam will settle properly and hold water.
 Lampsisuo, Kainuu: The high number of pairs before the action compared to
situation after can be a result of high spring water levels in 2012 when there was
28 pairs. After restoration the water reached willow bushes in which birds are
more difficult to observe.
 Latvalampi, Kainuu: Due to delay in Water Permit procedure, the site was restored
as late as August 2015.
 Aapajärvi, Lappi: Data of bird numbers after the restoration are only from one
year. Due to delay in the Water Permit procedure, the site was restored as late as
February 2015.
 Iso-Kivijärvi, Lappi: Due to delay in Water Permit procedure, the site was restored
as late as December 2015.
 Sikapuro, Pohjois-Savo: Problems with the RKTL system. Local birdwatcher has
monitored the site for all birds, but representative brood count data missing.
 Pilvisuo was the last site to be selected into the project and constructed as late as
2015. This site replaced Kopsalampi wetland, which was withdrawn from the
project due to possible negative effects of restoration.
 Kiimanneva, Siikainen: Landowner did not receive the monitoring papers due to
problems of RKTL. Unofficial counts was done indicating that several breeding
pairs were using the site after restoration
Conclusion of the problems in the waterfowl monitoring: In future there needs to be backup system to rabidly respond to problems of national censuses to ensure that all data is
received by the project. The problems of RKTL/LUKE were at national level. Despite
some missing data, the results are representative and the situation in sites where data is
missing is similar to those where monitoring was succesfull. The proplems caused
probable underestimation of projects impact.

Aquatic macroinvertebrate monitoring
The invertebrates are the key food source for waterfowl and good abundance of food is
attractive for breeding waterfowl. The monitoring was carried out in two study areas:
North (Lampsisuo, Peräneva, Pikku Nuoluanjärvi, Välitalo, Lammenneva, Kurjenneva)
and South (Kiipu, Jokiranta, Vitikankorpi, Ylikartano, Isoahde, Järvelä, Vuorela,
Härmälä), total of 15 wetlands sites, as agreed in the CL 08/01/2015.
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The study was done with Activity traps which are also used in other similar studies in
Finland. This way the results are comparable to the studies made in the wetlands restored
at state owned lands. The Activity trap is a 1-litre glass jar with plastic funnel. 10 of these
traps were set for 48 hours into each of the monitored 15 wetland during June-July 2014.
Number of macroinvertebrates was counted in family or genus level and added up to total
number of observed individuals. For table and graph below the number of invertebrates
were divided by 10 to create more comparable index for the graph. The results show that
the quantity of invertebrates correlates with the bird numbers: The wetlands with higher
amounts of invertebrates also has higher duckling densities. There was a summer worker
who carried out the monitoring tasks in Southern Finland
Wetlands where macroinvertebrates was monitored, average density of ducklings per
hectare after the restoration and the index of invertebrate abundance.
Wetland
Kiipu
Jokiranta
Vitikankorpi
Lampsisuo
Peräneva
Pikku
Nuoluanjärvi
Välitalo
Lammenneva
Kurjenneva
Myllärinniitty
Ylikartano
Isoahde
Järvelä
Vuorela
Härmälä

Ducklings/ha Invertebrate
index
16,0
7,5
33,0
13,4
28,0
37,7
7,0
11,4
14,0
3,5
3,0
3,0
2,0
1,0
11,0
28,0
18,0
5,0
15,0
12,0

9,6
1,1
1,9
6,3
19,5
17,1
29,6
20,5
28,7
21,6
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40,0
35,0
30,0
25,0
20,0
15,0
10,0

Ducklings/ha
Invertebrate index

5,0
0,0

Observations of Moor frog Rana arvalis
The Moor frog is a wetland species Annex IV of the EU Natural Habitats Directive. The
observations of Moor frog were collected during the pair counts and other visits to
wetlands. On two sites, Tursonneva and Kaamatti, Moor frog was found before the action.
After restoration Moor frog was found to use the restored areas as new habitat. Moor frog
was established to 7 wetlands, Välitalo, Pikku Nuoluanjärvi, Lammenneva, Sikapuro,
Kurjenneva, Saarisuo and Isoahde. The restoration actions has benefitted Moor frog on 9
wetlands. The Moor frog monitoring was not mentioned in GA, but as it is Annex IV
species, it needed to be considered when planning the project actions as required by
regional environmental authorities. The monitoring was carried out during pair counts of
waterfowl and other visits to project sites, and did not cause any additional costs for the
project
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5.1.18 Action E.5: Monitoring attitudes of local people and regional authorities
towards nature conservation and wetland restoration and re-creation
Expected results in GA
As in revised Action description accepted in CL 05/08/2013, please refer to Annex 7.2.8.
The survey is carried out on at least 20 demonstrative wetland sites. The survey will reach
at least 200 people at national level and we are looking forward to get 50% answer rate in
both of the questionnaire rounds. Further and more detailed information will be collected
by on-site (4 sites) and phone interviews (5 sites). The survey will provide useful
information for the further development of the participatory wetland work.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.3.2011

End date
31.12.2015

Actual:

1.1.2011

30.9.2015

Comments on deviations: The action was started little bit earlier to get things moving.
The action was finalised when the Masters’ thesis was published in September 2015.

Outcome: Action successful
The action was done in cooperation with Scenar Oy as external assistance, which prepared
the questionnaires and preliminary analysis of the data. The scientific analysis was done in
the Master’s Thesis of Samuli Karppinen of Helsinki University.
The survey was organized in two rounds. The idea was to monitor the attitudes and
experiences before or during the restoration to cover the pre-restoration situation and after
the wetland is finished and working.
In the first round the questionnaire was send to the contact persons of wetlands via e-mail
when possible and to 2 persons via regular mail as they did not have e-mail address.
Contact persons were asked to forward it to the people involved or interested in the
project. Contact persons were chosen by project staff based on persons involved in
Actions A5 and A7. Survey received 79 answers with 95% reply rate, which does not
include the questionnaires that were forwarded to other stakeholders or persons by the
contact person.
The second round was organised when the wetland had been restored for at least one
summer. The questionnaire was send to the same persons as the first one, and in addition
to all wetlands selected to the project since the first round to cover better quality data.
Survey received 93 answers with 60% reply rate. The second round includes also
questionnaires that were send to 52 persons working in regional ELY centres and which
had been in contact with the project staff during the work in Actions A5 and A7.
In-field interviews in 4 sites and phone interviews for 5 sites were organized to give
support and additional information for the analysing of the survey data.
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Please refer to Annex 7.2.8 for Master thesis "Kotiseutukosteikko Life+ -hankkeen
mallikohteiden paikalliset vaikutukset” of Samuli Karppinen Helsinki University. Master
thesis is also downloadable at kosteikko.fi-website.
Key findings of the Master’s thesis:
The local stakeholders saw the impact of wetlands to people and environment as positive,
and there were no negative attitudes. The people involved in the project had very high
expectations before the restoration and they were fulfilled. The local stakeholders
described that their relation were good or very good and they valued the wetland as good
site for nature watching and waterfowl habitat. They also estimated that the wetland is not
causing negative attitudes in the neighbouring areas.
External funding was seen as a bottleneck for the wetland work. People participating the
project regarded the Life+ project as very important for their wetland restoration. Optional
funding sources were A-E subsidies or Leader funding, but these were poorly know or not
seen as significant funding channels. The working model of the Life project including
planning, money for restoration and worksite supervision was seen as important.
Based on the results there is no single way for the local projects to proceed due to the
varied objectives and conditions among the landowners and the high variety of different
wetland sites. The wetlands and landowners are all individuals and to be succesfull,
projects or funding schemes need to be flexible enough to meet the expectations of the
landowners and the condition of the wetlands. There seems to be no barriers hindering the
future wetland work demonstrated in the Life project, if there is continued funding in the
different government sectors.
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5.1.19 Action E.6: Networking with other projects
Expected results in GA
The project will have worked with at least the METSO Forest Biodiversity Programme for
Southern Finland in 2008-2016 and will have changed information with ongoing longterm wetlands project in Sweden.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.9.2010

End date
31.12.2015

Actual:

1.9.2010

31.12.2015

Comments on deviations: NA

Outcome: Action successful and target exceeded
METSO Forest Biodiversity Programme for Southern Finland in 2008-2016
The METSO program is the key implementation instrument to conserve the forest
biodiversity in Southern Finland. Various projects were and are funded through METSO
and project staff participated events and delivered information of the importance of
wetlands. The networking started by participating a METSO field trip in Varsinais-Suomi
May 4th 2011 (reported in IR 17/05/2011)
The beginning and early success of the Life+ project gave bases for the initiation for two
METSO funded forest biodiversity projects Riistaa reunoilta and Askel riistametsään.
These project were applying and further developing the landowner-based working model
of nature management demonstrated in the Life+ project.
Riistaa reunoilta – Wildlife from the forest edges – networking project
The project was started by Finnish Wildlife Agency with key stakeholders: Metsätalouden
kehittämiskeskus Tapio, Metsähallitus, Rannikon, Etelä- ja Pohjois-Pohjanmaan
metsäkeskukset (Suomen metsäkeskus regional offices since 1.1.2012), Länsi-Suomen
metsänomistajaliitto, Suomen luonnonsuojeluliitto, Metsäliitto-konserni and a number of
interested landowners as well as towns of Kokkola and Oulu.
In this Riistaa reunoilta –project one of the objectives was to create a network of
demonstration sites in forested habitats specially focusing on habitat requirements of
grouse species. In the selection of demonstration areas for Riistaa reunoilta project the
landowners co-operating with Rural Wetlands project were contacted, and a number of
them was willing to expand the demonstrational sites from wetlands to forests in their own
properties.
The Riistaa reunoilta project created open and constructive discussions between
stakeholders and managed to deliver action at 14 demonstrative sites. Six of the Life+
wetland sites had adjacent forest habitat demonstration site of Riistaa reunoilta project: Iso
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Kivijärvi Simo, Välitalo Pudasjärvi, Pikku Nuoluanjärvi Liminka, Vanhamaja Siikalatva,
Vähä-Komu Pyhäjärvi, Isoahde Raasepori. Project produced guidelines for the
management of the forest edges and had active media visibility.
Askel riistametsään – Step towards Wildlife Forest
Askel riistametsään project followed the good examples of Riistaa reunoilta project with
the key partner Suomen Metsäkeskus. The project organized 3 workshops for
professionals, produced guidelines for wildlife friendly forest management in Finnish and
Swedish, prepared an education package and Zonation analysis of forest patches valuable
for Willow Grouse and accomplished 22 demonstration area in field including mire
restorations and wildlife friendly forest management. These projects have done
preparatory work for the forthcoming nationwide Life project for land-owner based
habitat management to halt the loss of biodiversity in the long-term. Taiga-Grouse Life
proposal LIFE15 NAT/FI/000261 in the forestry areas to restore and improve the
management of the Grouse and Taiga Bean Goose habitats in the areas of commercial
forestry.
Information change with ongoing long-term wetlands project in Sweden
In Sweden long-term traditions for wetland work exists. The Swedish Wetlands Fund
(Våtmaksfondet) and wetland work funded with agro-environmental subsidies has been
done at a large scale resulting thousands of wetlands. The impact has been measurable in
the water quality and the populations of many wetland birds has started to recover.
Information with Swedish wetland projects were exchanged in the meeting organized by
Baltic Deal projects Constructed wetlands workshop in Helsinki 20.9.2011 (reported in
Action D1). The project was also shortly presented to the Våtmarksfond and Svenska
Jägareförbund in Öster Malma, Sweden by Mikko Alhainen 13-14.1.2014
The Swedish wetland experts were invited to Finland by the project to visit the project
sites and exchange information June 16-17 2015. Please refer to Annex 7.2.9 for
invitation. Unfortunately due to other commitments or funding situations invitees from
Sweden were not able to come and the field trip had to be cancelled.
Networking with other Life projects
Communication with other projects were carried out throughout the project. Important
events were the national and international Platform meetings participated and jointly
organized by the project staff. Additional networking activities were carried out with
MIRDINEC and NatNet Life+ projects
Platform meetings:
 Lohja 04.-06.09.2012
 Östersund, Sweden 24.-26.09.2013
 Rovaniemi, Finland 10.-12.06.2014, project was an organizer with NatNet LIFE
and Metsähallitus
Natnet Life+
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Project networked with NatNet Life+ project by having a meeting in Yli-Ii in
18.10.2012. As a result a shared article was published in the Metsästäjä/Jägaren
magazine 1/2013.

MIRDINEC Life+
 MIRDINEC provided live traps for the eradication of raccoon dogs for the hunters
at 4 demonstrative wetland sites: Prunteli, Välitalo, Vähä-Komu and Perräine..
Please refer to Annex 7.4., in Excel file column W (gray) for the list of
MIRDINEC networking sites. A shared article was published in the
Metsästäjä/Jägaren magazine 2/2012.

Other activities - PISA
The project changed information with water protection projects and initiatives in the Lake
Pien-Saimaa area in Kaakkois-Suomi region. The work is coordinated by local
municipalities and environmental authorities. The PISA projects has been a great example
of local-level coordinated approach for effective wetland establishment and restoration
activities. The PISA-projects have applied the landowner-based working model
demonstrated by the Life+ project. In the Wetland-Agent project 2012-2014 there was
designated person to work with the landowners, compose wetland action plans and to
coordinate concrete action. This hands-on working model has generated approximately 50
wetlands in the catchment area of Lake Pien-Saimaa and more are in the planning phase.
The PISA projects has taken the next step in the wetland work from the principles and
demonstrative wetlands of the Life project. Finnish Wildlife Agency is looking forward to
more local-regional Wetland-Agent projects utilizing the bottom-up landowner based
working model which has proven to be successful and well marketed by the Life project
and PISA-projects.

The status of Wetland restorations in Pien-Saimaa are in October 2015. Red dots:
Established Wetlands, Green dots: Forthcoming wetlands in action planning process.
http://www.piensaimaa.fi/kunnostus/kosteikot

Please refer to Annex 7.3.3.2 for list of events mentioned in this action are also listed. The
participants in the events of this action are included in the numbers mentioned in D1
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5.1.20 Action E.8: Audit
Projects official audit was done March 2nd 2016. by contracted auditor
Please refer to section 6.4 and financial annexes 8.4

5.1.21 Action E.9: After-LIFE+ Communication plan
Projects After-LIFE communication plan was prepared in the end of the project.
In the GA it was stated as After-LIFE Conservation plan, which would be more
applicable for Life Nature project. The After-LIFE conservation issues are discussed
in section 5.4. Please refer to Annex 7.3.2 for After-LIFE+ Communication Plan.
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5.1.22 Milestones
Code of
the
Name of the Milestone
associate
d action
Nomination of the project management A.1
staff
First meeting of the project steering A.2
group
Project website has been opened
D.3

Deadline

Status

01.09.2010

Achieved on time

31.12.2010

Achieved on time

31.01.2011

Achieved on time

The wetland sites for the project has been A.5
selected

31.03.2011

The monitoring of the sites has been
started
At least 15 action plans for the wetland
sites done
The concrete conservation actions has
been started
25 action plans for the sites has been
done
20 open water wetland sites done
All action plans done

E.4, E.5

31.05.2011

Original objective
achieved, action
continued until the end
of the project
Achieved

A.7

31.12.2011

Achieved

C1

31.03.2012

Achieved

A.7

30.04.2012

Achieved

C.1
A.7

30.04.2013
31.12.2014

A Layman’s report

D.9

30.06.2015

Achieved
Achieved: 48 plans +
5 additional plans
done, action was
achieved 18.3.2015 as
Pilvisuo Action plan
was ready
Achieved 31.12.2015

All concrete conservation actions done

C.1

31.12.2014

Useful monitoring data, preliminary E.4, E.5
results
Monitoring of species and local peoples E.4, E.5
attitudes done

31.12.2014
31.08.2015

Achieved: 48 sites
done. Last one Iso
Kivijärvi was done
7.12.2015.
Achieved
Achieved, the
analysing of project
results continued until
the end of the project.
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5.2 Dissemination actions
5.2.1 Objectives
The projects objectives for dissemination:
 Deliver information to general public, landowners, hunters, NGO’s and authorities
about the importance of wetlands for biodiversity and waterfowl populations.
 Inspire people for wetland restoration and re-creation through active awareness raising
and dissemination work utilizing the practical examples of the project’s demonstrative
wetland sites
 Increase the know-how, skills and capacities of landowners and authorities for wetland
restoration and re-creation in rural areas by increased networking, exchange of
information and project examples and deliverables
5.2.2 Dissemination: overview per activity
List of deliverables:
Name of the Deliverable
Actual outcomes. Please refer to Action
description for details and changes
compared to GA. Please refer to section 7.3
Dissemination annexes
Use of LIFE logo on documents and durable
goods;
Erection of notice boards
Web site
continuous updating since establishment
Photographs of the project
Please refer to Annex 7.2.6 for aerial
pictures and 7.3.3.1 for other photographs
Project logo stickers. 10 000 printed
Project brochure
CL 26/07/2012
1st version + two updates
1. Finnish 2000, English 100, Swedish
as electronic only
2. Finnish 2000, English 200, Swedish
as electronic only
3. Finnish 1200, English 200, Swedish
as electronic only
A Layman’s report
Articles in Metsästäjä and Jägaren magazine
Please refer to section 5.2.2.5 for detailed
list of articles

Code of the
associated
action

Ready for
delivery

Reported to EC

31.12.2015
31.1.2011

31.12.2015
31.12.2015

Final report
All reports

31.12.2015

31.12.2015

Final report

1.1.2011
31.1.2011

1.1.2011

IR 17/05/2011

2011

IR 17/05/2011

2013

MT 30/06/2013

2015

Final report

31.11.2014
31.12.2015

31.12.2015
31.12.2015

Final report
Final report
contains all

31.12.2015

31.12.2015

Final report

31.12.2015
31.12.2015

31.12.2015
31.12.2015

Final report
Final report

31.12.2015

31.12.2015

Final report

Deadline

All D-actions
D.2
D.3

D.10
D.4

D.9
D.5

Kosteikko-opas in Finnish /Wetland
D5
handbook
Press cuttings overview
D5
Social Media use for communicating with D1
stakeholders
Presentations, posters and roll-ups
D1 and D7
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5.2.2.1 Action D.1: Communication with stakeholders
Expected results in GA
National level: Arrangement of or participation in at least 5 stakeholder events during the
project. There will be approximately 20 people on each event, total of 100 people.
Regional level: 15 Game Management Districts: Arrangement of or participation in at
least 3 regional stakeholder events annually. Approximately 10 people on each event, total
of 2250 people.
Local level: Arrangement of or participation in at least 4 local level events annually.
Approximately 50 people in each event, total of 15 000 people.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.9.2010

End date
31.12.2015

Actual:

1.9.2010

31.12.2015

Comments on deviations: NA

Outcome: Action successful
The project had very active communication with stakeholders at multiple levels. Most
common form of action was presentations in various events dealing with wildlife
managements, water protection or biodiversity issues of agriculture and forestry.
Information was shared in presentations, posters and by delivering project brochures at
local, regional, national and international levels reaching altogether 18 796 people in 383
events with additional work in Social media in the later stages of the project.
As a practical note, in GA it was planned that the project will produce T-shirts for
visibility reasons. Instead of T-shirts 100 hats with project logo was purchased for project
staff and they were also shared for the landowners of the wetland sites, as reported in IR
17/05/2011
Outcomes of the project at different levels.
International level:
Project participated in 10 international level seminar and congress with total of 383
participants. During the project period the international level work was focused in to the
participation seminars where the project was presented as well as presenting the project to
several visitor groups interested in the project.
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National level:
At national level the focus was in the presentation of the landowner based cost-effective
working model of the project which can serve as a model for the wetland work of
agriculture and forestry sectors.
Project participated in 42 national level stakeholder meetings and seminars with total of
1231 participants. Cooperation in wetland management with various stakeholders was in
focus. For example cooperation with forestry and agricultural sectors and Ramsar-wetland
group was important. Project gave ideas and experiences from the LIFE+-project how to
restore and create cost-effectively and why it is important to communicate with local
people and encourage voluntary work for wetlands.
An important forum of communication with stakeholder was participation of project
coordinator/manager to two different working groups in the ministry of Agriculture and
forestry (MMM) preparing the Rural development program RDP / agricultural subsidy
system for 2014-2020. The RDP system 2007-2013 was criticised in the GA due to the
inadequate criteria for establishment of agro-environmental wetlands. Working groups
were Monimuotoisuus ja maisema (Biodiversity and landscape) and Valumavesien
käsittely (Treatment of drainage waters). These working groups were the key place to
influence currently the most important wetland funding to become more achievable to
local stakeholders in the RDP 2014-2020. The work was successful and the current
criteria are far more flexible and usable than before and the biodiversity issues have more
weight than before in the funding decision, which is focusing in the water protection of
agriculture. Project staff joined total of 11 meetings, included in the 42 national level
events. In addition there was active working in e-mail discussions. The experiences of the
project was raised several times in the working groups, and it had an important role in the
formation of the new rules. In practice a practical task force of two persons was formed by
MMM to draft the new criteria. The task force was composed of the project coordinator
Mikko Alhainen and the representative of WWF Elina Erkkilä, who was also in the SG of
the project. The draft criteria was adopted by MMM to new RDP without major changes.
The wetland subsidies still involve a lot of bureaucracy and the funding level is uncertain
due to the economic situation, but in general the conditions and criteria are better than
ever.
During the last year of the project the new RDP program and wetland funding criteria
came into force. In addition to other dissemination activities to promote this important
funding scheme, the project staff had 13 presentations in the educational events for
farmers organized by agricultural NGOs or authorities. In most events there was hundreds
of farmers participating and the project had 15-45 minutes to talk about the wetland
issues, depending on the event. The material was also available at the webpage for
interested people. (events included in the total number of local-regional events)

Regional and local level and exhibitions
At local and regional level the main focus was to deliver information about the importance
of wetlands for waterfowl and nature in general as well as the opportunities for restoration
and establishment of wetlands through many funding opportunities and the Life project of

65

course. This was achieved by participating in or organizing of total of 324 events with 12
802 participants.
Events were meetings or events of Game Management Associations or hunting clubs,
seminars organised by local water protection projects, farmer education events, field trips
and meetings for stakeholders organized by the project and participation in many working
groups dealing with wetland issues at regional level. There was ongoing interests and
demand of wetland restoration and creation. Furthermore we shared ideas and experiences
discussed at “National level”. Practical information and license process were the most
common topics of discussions.
Local Game Management Associations GMA were widely informed about the project in
67 annual meetings, covering key people active in wildlife management at local level. In
addition information slides about the project were provided annually for the info package
used in GMA meetings at national level.
As an additional activity for D-Actions communication with stakeholders, workshops and
seminars and media work D5 a wetland exhibition was built by project coordinator Juha
Siekkinen. This exhibition contained key information of wetland restoration and physical
examples of damming devices. The portable system was open for public in following time
periods and it was seen by an estimated 16 500 visitors. There is no detailed list of visitors
and the estimated number of people visiting the wetland exhibition is based on average
visitors in these locations and information received from the local organizers. This
additional activity was accepted in CL 08/01/2015
 Science Centre Pilke, Rovaniemi (Platform meeting) 28.5-15.6.2014. Estimated
1 000 visitors
 Oulu Zoological Museum, Oulu, 01.08.2014- 30.05.2015. Estimated 10 000
visitors
 Nature Centre of Limingalahti, Liminka 1.7-31.8.2015. Estimated 5 000 visitors.
 Keitele 2-30.10.2015. Estimated 500 visitors.
Please refer to Annex 7.3.3.2 for materials and pictures of the activity.

Project was visible in seven major outdoor exhibitions as a part of the stand of the Finnish
Wildlife Agency FWA, which is always situated at a good position in the exhibition area.
We assumed that in exhibitions 2 % of all visitors saw our roll-ups and brochures or
visited the stand. In these seven events 219 000 visitors were recorded. 2% of this is 4380
visitors at project stand.
Altogether regional-local events and exhibitions reached 17 182 people!
Please refer also to Action D7 where 13 seminars are listed with additional 1 066
participants.
Please refer to Annex 7.3.3.2 for list of events and numbers of participants of
Communication with stakeholders and for examples of presentations.
For communication with stakeholders project also used #kosteikko in Twitter that was
visible at the front page in web since 14.11.2013. There has been discussions e.g. about
wetlands and their importance to water protection. Facebook was used through the FWA
account at riista.fi-webpages and project webpage www.kosteikko.fi was shared through
facebook 248 times.
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The project actions will be continued in future and FWA staff has already been asked to
give a presentation of the project achievements and approach in two seminars. 1)
Workshop on drainage, watercourse and artificial wetland construction planning of
NUTRINFLOW project in February 18th 2016 and 2) At the national seminar of
Vesistökunnostusverkosto (Watershed restoration network) in June 2016.
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5.2.2.2 Action D.2: Notice boards
Expected results in GA
At least 30 notice boards will be placed to the project sites
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.10.2011

End date
31.12.2014

Actual:

1.10.2011

10.12.2015

Comments on deviations: The last notice boards were placed and sheets attached shortly
after last concrete action was done.
Outcome: Action successful and target exceeded
All the project demonstrative sites have Notice boards along the shore with two info
sheets attached to the board. First sheet contains basic information of the Life project and
its objectives. Second sheet is site-specific containing the key information of the wetland,
how it was constructed, what were the costs and who were the key people responsible for
actions. For most of the sites also additional sign was printed with wetland name and
necessary logos. This was used for example to indicate the road or path to the notice
board. Notice boards were built either by landowners or project staff out of the purchased
materials. Several sets of info sheets were printed and laminated for each site. The sheets
will stay good for some years and can be replaced by the landowners once they are faded
by sunlight. The extra sheets are in possession of the landowners and they are willing to
keep the notice board in place and replace the sheet when needed.
In the additional 5 wetland sites the key information was combined to one info sheet
attached to notice board next to the wetland.
Please refer to Annex 7.2.3 for list of sites where the notice board has been placed to the
project site. Please refer to Annex 7.3.3.3 for site specific info sheets of 48 model
wetlands and 5 additional wetlands that has been attached to the notice boards.
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5.2.2.3 Action D.3: Project website
Expected results in GA
The website will be completed by 31.01.2011. The site will be advertised at webpage of
MKJ and it will have at least 150 000 hits annually. The site will have following
information:
 The importance of the LIFE+ funding instrument in implementing the project
 The biodiversity and the importance of boreal wetlands; Description of the
measures taken in words and photos
 The location of at least 30 most representative wetland sites restored or re-created
in this project. At least 10 of these will be presented in detail in Finnish and
English.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.1.2011

End date
31.12.2015

Actual:

1.1.2011

10.12.2015

Comments on deviations: NA

Outcome: Action successful
The webpage www.kosteikko.fi was published in internet at planned schedule containg all
the key information about the Life funding, importance of wetlands for biodiversity and
the objectives and working model of the project. The webpage is available in Finnish and
most important sections have also been translated to Swedish and English.
The location of all 48 demonstrative sites was shown on a google map base with link to
the wetlands own sub-page. Each wetland was presented in Finnish at the webpage. For
10 wetland sites detailed presentation was also produced in English. For many sites
detailed presentation of the construction was produced and the wetland plan and other
relevant material downloaded to web for interested people to look at. The purpose was to
show the plan and what was actually done in order to help people to plan their own
wetlands and to construct them well. Also the info sheets of wetlands are available online.
At a special section “establishing a wetland” the whole process of was described in detail
to help landowners and other people working with wetlands to carry through this type of
restoration projects at local level.
Separate section was also created to describe all the benefits wetlands can provide both to
nature and humans. At the “publications and links the project deliverables and articles of
Metsästäjä/Jägaren magazine were available online. In addition a variety of useful link
was provided for people searching for further information.
News –section was very useful in the advertisement of new deliverables, informing about
the project progrees and events as well as other important occasion in the field of wetland
restoration and conservation.
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The webpage had good number of monthly visits and hits. Hits, mentioned in GA, as an
indicator for user numbers of the site is actually not very useful. In the early stages of the
project the ‘hits’ were followed and they were clearly above the target of 150 000, and
since that the number of visitors at the site has increased. Based on statistics the number of
unique visitors varies from 400 to 1 000per month. Based on statistics, there was 6 129
different visitors at the site during 2011, 10 261 in 2014 and 10 334 in 2015.
The feedback of the webpage has been very encouraging. The information provided is
regarded as useful, interesting and easy-to-approach among people.
Please refer to Annex 7.2.3 for listing of wetlands that has been presented in detail at the
webpage. Please note that for most sites the site presentation is only directly at the
website and separate powerpoint/pdf presentation was not produced. The detailed separate
presentations in PDF format of project sites and statistics of webpage visitors and hits are
provided in Annex 7.3.3.4.
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5.2.2.4 Action D.4: Project brochure
Expected results in GA
Project brochures will enhance the dissemination of information on project objectives,
actions and gained results to the general public and stakeholders. Total of 4000 copies will
be printed during the project, of these brochures 1000 will be in English and 3000 in
Finnish. The project brochure will reach at least 10 000 people.
Revised expected results in PR1
The brochure will be updated only twice during the project, and the actual number of
copies will be higher than 4000 mentioned in GA.
The actual number of copies per update is foreseen to be 1500 Finnish + 500
English/update. This will add up to 4500 in Finnish and 1100 in English. The Swedish
version will be downloaded to website. Total number will be 5600. CL26/07/2012
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.1.2011

End date
31.12.2015

Actual:

1.1.2011

30.05.2015

Comments on deviations: The 2nd update was ready for distribution in May 2015.
Outcome: Action successful
Project brochure and the updates were important dissemination material at exhibitions and
other events. The brochures form a development path from explaining what the project is
about in the start to a publication presenting the achieved results in the 2nd update.
Please refer to Annex 7.3.3.5 for Project brochures in English, Finnish and Swedish.
Printing numbers:
2011
2013
2015
Total
2 000
Finnish
2 000
1 200
5 200
100
English
200
200
500
Swedish
only pdf in web only pdf in web only pdf in web
Total
2 100
2 200
1 400
5 700
Virtually all the printed brochures have been distributed into field and interested people in
various meetings, events and exhibitions.
The number of printed English version was smaller than planned, but this was
compensated by higher number of Finnish version. This decision was made because the
Finnish versions had significantly had more demand during the project. English versions
were available, when needed.
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5.2.2.5 Action D.5: Media work
Expected results in GA
The project has been presented in media at least 70 times. There will be at least 20 articles
in Metsästäjä/Jägaren magazine during the project, each reaching at least 300 000 hunters
and their families (this alone will count to be close to 15 % of the whole population of
Finland).
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.9.2010

End date
31.12.2015

Actual:

1.9.2010

31.12.2015

Comments on deviations: NA.
Outcome: Action successful and target exceeded
The media work of the project succeeded beyond expectations. Project was presented in
media altogether 224 times, including magazines, newspapers, internet articles as well as
radio interviews and section at national TV-news! Most of the media visibility was
achieved at the most influential channel – the local and regional press. The local and
regional newspapers are very commonly read in Finland and the issues are usually close to
regular people. This helps to deliver the message as the wetlands are not just somewhere
far, but just in the neighbour village or behind the next corner. At national level focused
media works was carried through thematic magazines. Project was also notified at
international level for example in the press releases / web-pages of CIC, FACE and IUCN.
This was achieved by active work and good contacts to journalists. The project invited
local and regional journalist to demonstrative wetland sites during the concrete actions,
when there was a something concrere to see. In best cases there was a serie of articles of
the development of a wetland work, such as the three large articles of Kiipu Wetland in
Forssan lehti –magazine (articles provided M-T 30/06/2013)
Metsästäjä/Jägaren magazine was the key information channel about the project for FWA.
Total of 27 articles about the project, with Life+ logo, were in the magazine. Please refer
to table on following page for list of articles in Metsästäjä/Jägaren the pdf-versions of the
articles in Annex 7.3.3.6.
The project published press releases 1-2 times each year, total of 9 releases as provided in
Annex 7.3.3.6. The press releases were usually timed with key days such as World
Wetland Day, World Migratory Bird Day or opening of the waterfowl hunting season in
Finland.





World Wetland Day in Nordic-Baltic region 02.09.2011
World Migratory Bird Day 10.5.2012
World Wetland Day in Nordic-Baltic region 28.08.2012
Press release about the agro-environmental funding for 2013 and the information
available at the project webpage 26.03.2013.
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World Wetland Day in Nordic-Baltic region 30.08.2013
Waterfowl hunting beginning 20.8.2013
Waterfowl hunting beginning 20.8.2014
Waterfowl hunting beginning 20.8.2015
World Wetland Day in Nordic-Baltic region 02.09.2015

During the last year of the project the best example and learned experiences were
compiled to 75-page publication Wetland handbook - Kosteikko-opas, in Finnish. This
updated and extended version of the Wetland management handbook, Riistakosteikkoopas, published in 2010, is one of the key deliverables of the project with 2 000 printed
copies. This deliverable was not in GA, but it was discussed with External monitoring
team and accepted by EC during 2015 and the total cost of this additional activity was 10
786,58 euro. Printed versions are distributed through the staff of FWA free of charge.
Please refer to Annex 3.3.6 Wetland handbook/Kosteikko-opas.
The costs of Kosteikko-opas and this additional activity in general was discussed in emails with external monitoring team. This was preliminarily approved in a mail
correspondence between the external monitor and the TDO on 04/12/2015.
Please refer to Annex 7.3.3.6 for list of media events and for examples of press articles
about the project.
List of project articles in Metsästäjä in Finnish and Jägaren in Swedish
Issue of the
Region of Presented
Metsästäjä/Jägaren model wetlands /
subject of general
article
6/2013 s. 44-45
Etelä-Häme
4/2015 s. 30-31
3/2012 s. 20-21
Etelä-Savo
6/2013 s. 46-47
Keski-Suomi
3/2015 s. 60-61
3/2015 s. 62-63
Lappi
5/2012 s. 32-34
Oulu
3/2015 s. 58-59
Pohjanmaa
3/2015 s. 36-37
Pohjois-Häme
4/2015 s. 30-31
5/2011 s. 74-75
Pohjois-Karjala
6/2012 s. 52-53
1/2015 s. 43
Rannikko-Pohjanmaa
2/2012 s. 8-10
Varsinais-Suomi
2/2013 s. 56-58
Uusimaa
5/2010 s. 6-8
Myönteinen rahoitusp.
6/2010 s. 18-21
Hankkeen esittelyä
1/2011 s. 12-13
Hanke-esittelyä + hlöt
2/2011 s. 26-28
Pienpetopyynti
4/2011 s. 44-46
Tilannekatsaus
6/2011 s. 53
Tilannekatsaus
1/2013 s. 4-6
Hankeyhteistyö
1/2013 s. 47
Hankeyhteistyö, saame

LIFE-logo
visible

Reported to EC

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Final report
Final report
PR1 30/06/2012
Final report
Final report
Final report
MT 30/06/2013
Final report
Final report
Final report
PR1 30/06/2012
MT 30/06/2013
Final report
Final report
MT 30/06/2013
IR 17/05/2011
IR 17/05/2011
IR 17/05/2011
IR 17/05/2011
PR1 30/06/2012
PR1 30/06/2012
MT 30/06/2013
Final report
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3/2013 s. 34-35
3/2013 s. 46
6/2013 s. 66
4/2014 s. 22-23
2/2015 s. 26-27
3/2015 s. 34-35
4/2015 s. 26-29
6/2015 s. 24-26
1/2011 s. 14-17
2/2011 s. 16-19
3/2011 s. 14-20

Tilannekatsaus
Patokaivon esittely
Kosteikkokokemuksia
Laskennat
Kyselytutkimuksen tul.
Julkiset kosteikkotuet
Suunnittelukokemuksia
Kosteikkoverkosto
Lännen riistamailla 1
Lännen riistamailla 2
Lännen riistamailla 3

Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No

Final report
Final report
Final report
Final report
Final report
Final report
Final report
Final report
IR 17/05/2011
IR 17/05/2011
IR 17/05/2011
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Number of different types of media notifications during the project. Year 2013 was the
most active year of the project.
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Media work was carried out at many levels. Most articles were about the project in
general, but representative number also wrote about demonstrative wetlands in each of the
regions. The project achievements were also notified at international level.
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5.2.2.6 Action D.7: Workshops and seminars
Expected results in GA
One national seminar, the Final seminar, will have been arranged during the project and
the project staff has taken part in at least five national seminars. These seminars focus
wetland restoration, re-creation and conservation of wetlands as well as to the importance
of wetlands for the biodiversity. (as revised and accepted by EC (CL 26.07.2012)
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.9.2010

End date
31.12.2015

Actual:

1.9.2010

31.12.2015

Comments on deviations: NA.
Outcome: Action successful and target exceeded
Project gave presentation in 12 different seminars focusing in wetland, wildlife
management and biodiversity issues. Total of 1 066 participants joined these events.
The final seminar of LIFE+ Return of Rural Wetlands was held as a part of
Kosteikkopäivät (a national two day Wetlands seminar organised in co-operation of the
Life+ project/FWA, Metsähallitus and Finnish Environmental Institute SYKE) was held in
1.-2.9.2014 including an extra day for media in the field near Hämeenlinna 3.9.2014. The
media, 5 journalists was taken to visit along with the Vitikankorpi, Hämeenlinna
demonstrative site. There were about 50 participants in the seminar and 13 people
attending with video connection. Minister of the Environment Ville Niinistö gave opening
ceremony speech. He highlighted the importance of the biodiversity of wetlands and how
to sustain it by different kind of actions, he mentioned Life+ Rural Wetlands project in his
speech. The project manager Mikko Alhainen gave an overview of the project
achievements. Project coordinator Juha Siekkinen presented the preliminary results of the
project with focus in the biodiversity effects. Landowner of Perräine wetland gave speech
from landowners perspective and Samuli Karppinen presented the results of the attitude
survey E5. Project owner Jarkko Nurmi concluded the session with highlighting the
importance of co-operation and wetland restoration for the viable waterfowl populations.
The Final Seminar was successful and received good feedback from participants during
the event.
Please refer to Annex 7.3.3.7 for program, list of participants and presentations of the
Final Seminar.
The project staff participated the 4th Pan European Duck Symposium in southern Finland,
Hanko in 7.-11.4.2015 (http://www.peds4.fi) as approved in CL 08/01/2015. Project had
oral presentation, posters and abstracts in the seminar with active networking with
waterfowl experts. Please refer to Annex 7.3.3.7.
Please refer to Annex 7.3.3.7:
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Posters and roll-ups were produced for the networking with stakeholders and seminars of
SER2014 and programme and lists of participants and other relevant issues for the Final
Seminar and PEDS4 Seminar in Hanko as requested in CL 08/01/2015.
List of workshops and seminars of this action
Workshop /seminar

Town

115

NorBalWet.seminaari

Tromssa, Norja 24.5.2011

32

Jyväskylä

10.6.2011

10

Turku

24-25.8.2011

73

125
133

Riistanhoitoseminaari, Jyväskylän
Luonto- ja Erämessut
Kosteikkojen kunnostuksen
neuvottelupäivät

Date

Number of
participants

Nro

135

Ympäristöakatemia

Salo/Raasepori

30-31.8.2011

66

174

Maatalouden valtakunnalliset LUMO
neuvottelupäivät

Helsinki

1.2.2012

103

198

Valtakunnalliset riistapäivät

Kajaani

18.2.2012

191

8.8.2014

321

1.9.2014

63

30.10.2014

61

Helsinki

31.10.2014

12

Hanko

8.4.2015

74

27.10.2015

60

369

371
377
378
394
404

SER 2014 ennallistamiskokous, 9.
Oulu
Euroopan kongressi 4.-8.8.2014,
osallistujia 400. Pikku Nuoluanjärven
mallikosteikon esittely 6.8.2014,
osallistujia 321
Kotiseutukosteikko LIFE+
Helsinki,
loppuseminaari, Kosteikkopäivät
Hämeenlinna
1.-3.9.2014
SYKE vesineuvottelupäivät
Helsinki
RAMSAR -kosteikkotyöryhmän
kokous
Kotiseutukosteikko esittely PEDS4

Lintuvesien ja kosteikkojen hoidon,
Helsinki
kunnostuksen ja tutkimuksen haasteet
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5.2.2.7 Action D.9: Layman’s report
Expected results in GA
There will be 1500 full colour copies (1000 in Finnish and 500 in English) delivered to the
general public. The delivery will be done by both project beneficiaries. The electronic
document will be available in the project websites and will be offered to media.
Approximately 25 000 people will be reached via Layman’s report.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.7.2013

End date
31.06.2015

Actual:

1.7.2014

31.12.2015

Comments on deviations: The Laymans’ report was delayed to avoid overlap with the 2nd
update of the project brochure and to include the aerial pictures taken in June 2015.
Outcome: Action successful
The Layman’s report was compiled in the very end of the project to include the aerial
pictures taken in the summer of 2015. Small practical change was made to numbers of
language versions. Two versions were produced: Finnish-English version with 750 copies
and Finnish-Swedish version with 750 copies. All 1500 reports are useful in Finland, and
bilingual Laymans’ reports are in general more useful and hopefully accepted by the EC.
Electronic version is available online at the webpage and printed versions were distributed
to FWA regional and central offices to be shared for stakeholder organizations and
interested people as well as in various exhibitions and events.
Please refer to Annex 7.3.1 for Layman´s report.
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5.2.2.8 Action D.10: Designing of the project logo
Expected results in GA
The project logo will be ready for use in January 2011. The project logo will be printed on
stickers (3000 pieces in various sizes) to be delivered during the project.
Action timeline
Foreseen:

Start date
1.9.2010

End date
31.01.2011

Actual:

1.9.2010

31.12.2015

Comments on deviations: NA

Outcome: Action successful
The project logo was designed in the early stages of the project by project staff, as
described in GA. As a minor change 10 000 stickers of one size were printed, instead of
3 000 including various sizes. The stickers were disseminated in a number of events.
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5.3 Evaluation of Project Implementation
Methodology applied:
The objective of the project was to promote positive development of biodiversity in the
rural wetlands of Finland through restoration and re-creation of wildlife habitats by
utilizing the combination of knowledge in public authorities, NGO’s and the manpower
and voluntary work done by the local people, including 300 000 hunters who has strong
tradition for voluntary work, interested in the nature conservation in their home range.
The landowner-based bottom up working methodology used by the project was described
in detail in section 5.1.4. Action A5.
Through this working model project was able to work effectively for habitat restorations
outside of protection areas. Bottom-up working model was well taken by the landowners
and local associations. Project could answer only to a fraction of the existing demand, but
the achieved demonstrative wetlands provide good reference for future work. Altogether
48 project sites covering 340 hectares was planned and restored during the project. The
original target of 30 sites was clearly exceeded, mainly thanks to the good site selection
and the high-level of voluntary input as added value from the local stakeholders. The
projects costs for Actions A7 and C1 were 609 750 euro. Project estimated that the total
value of the voluntary work and actual costs for the restoration and further management of
project sites during the project by local stakeholders was 617 870 euro.
The methodology in general was a clear success. In many sites the working model
generated results beyond expectations. Lessons were learnt specially at sites owned by
many landowners. Special attention is needed to meet all the landowners face-to-face at
the very early stage – relying on the second-hand mandate of a landowner even on the
hands of the farmer of the area is not sufficient. Personal contact is vital to shed the
suspicions of landowners towards nature management – in our working model there is no
hidden agenda of protecting the site after restoration activities.
The methodology and the angle of the project were vital for the future management of the
project sites. The angle was that the project was helping landowners to restore their own
wetland and their own input and participation was very important. This approach
promotes ownership for the site among landowners, which is the key for proper
management of the area. Without this feeling of ownership, even the sites situate on their
properties, the landowners would probably call the beneficiary in case of any management
need and demand that the Wildlife Agency should take care of their wetland. This was a
scenario to avoid.
The landowner-based working model to restore habitats outside of protection areas can be
applied to other contexts such as farmland and forest bird habitats. An important aspect is
the transparent and flexible approach and marketing to all potential landowners. Only part
of the landowners are interested in this type of work and only part of the interested
landowners possess suitable sites. To find the potential sites for concrete actions a high
number of proposals from landowners are required to meet set objective for concrete
actions. The work-intensive background work generates successful practical field work to
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benefit the target species. The perspective of this Life project was that it is better to have
basic restoration to provide reasonable habitats by restorations now rather than wait and
spend significant resources over high-quality site with conflicting landowners. Only
concrete actions benefit nature and it’s better to create good results with low costs than
seek for unreachable perfection.
Comparison of the results against the objectives:

Task
At least 30 open
water wetlands
distributed to
regional level. Total
surface area of the
sites is greater than
200 hectares.

Significant increase
of waterfowl
breeding pairs and
broods in the
demonstrative sites
compared to the

Achieved
48 open water wetlands
with total surface area of
340 hectares. Additional 5
sites planned by the
project and restored by the
landowners on their own.
During the project 204
other wetland projects
were advised and 26 of
these are known to be
restored.

The number of breeding
pairs as analysed by
RKTL changed from
120,4 before actions to
365,3 after restorations,
which is 3-fold increase.

Evaluation
There is existing high demand among
landowners for this type of landowner
based approach and support. When the
initiative is coming from the landowners
and projects perspective is to help them, it
generates very cost-effective working
model which was able to generate results
beyond expectations.
Thanks to many proposals from
landowners and their own input the set
objectives were exceeded. The project
was able to answer only to part of the
demand, which was increasing as project
was coming to its end, which indicates
that the project successfully promoted
interest among landowners to the
restoration of wetlands.
The sites above the minimum level of at
least 30 sites in the GA had significantly
enhanced the projects objectives. In
addition the objective was exceeded with
less money than expected which was very
supportive for the demonstration of costeffective working model from two
perspectives. First for government
organization the working model is costeffective as there is significant input from
landowners and secondly the most of the
sites had reasonably low costs from
landowner point of view, which
encourages the neighbours to take on with
action at their own sites.
The waterfowl found the restored sites
immediately and the brood production
has been significantly high while noting
that there is high diversity among the
sites.
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situation before the
operation.

The number of observed
ducklings in brood counts
changed from 195,2
before and 862,9 after the
restorations, which is 4fold increase.

The actual increase can be even higher as
some sites were lacking the postrestoration monitoring results due to
problems with the national monitoring
scheme.
Also the observability of the waterfowl,
broods especially, decreases after the
restoration. The larger water-covered area
including brushes and aquatic vegetation
provides good shelter and birds are in
general harder to see than in the before
restoration situation

Increased
motivation, skills
and co-operation of
local people and
regional authorities
for the wetland
conservation,
restoration and recreation in local and
regional level.

The motivation has been
clearly increased based on
the high number of
proposed sites for project
staff during the project.
Skills has increased first
of all among the
landowners of the project
sites and the involved
authorities but also
generally due to the
dissemination actions of
the project delivering
information of the action
and working process,
especially via web-page
and Kosteikko-opas
The co-operation has,
based on experience of
project staff,
increased/enhanced
between local people and
regional authorities.

As a whole, the project succeeded with
significant increase of waterbirds and the
achievement is encouraging for future
restorations in the areas of agriculture and
forestry which can over time have
national level importance for waterfowl
populations
The project examples clearly promoted
large-scale boost in the wetland
restorations at local level. Motivation has
risen due to good experiences in
demonstrative sites and the welldocumented project actions and key
recommendations at webpage and
Kosteikko-opas has delivered information
and increased skills and know-how. A
detail worth mentioning is the increased
skills of the machinery drivers who
worked on project sites under the
supervision and guidance of project staff.
Many excavator drivers have now very
good understanding and experience on
wetland restorations.
The involvement of project coordinator in
two ministerial working groups preparing
the criteria for agro-environmental
wetland subsidies for 2014-2020 had
effect and the current criteria is
significantly more useful than before. In
the 2015 application round for wetland
subsidies there is twice as many
application compared to current funding
possibility of 2 million euros.
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Project results immediately visible and results apparent after a time period.
The increased waterfowl numbers in demonstrative sites were immediately visible as well the
value of the sites for dissemination and awareness rising actions. The long-term increase in
the level of wetland restorations will be seen over period of time, 5-15 years as well as the
impact of these actions to waterfowl populations at a larger scale. The changes in the funding
mechanisms, especially agro-environmental funding which improved significantly partly
thanks to project experiences, has great impact on the future level of wetland restorations.
Many simple sites can be done on the resources of the landowners themselves, but the large
work requires significant national funding with practical and easy to approach working model.
The projects main objective was to create a new frame and good start for the future
nationwide program for wildlife habitat conservation, restoration and re-creation that would
operate on local level. The project achieved this key objective!

Effectiveness of the dissemination
The projects dissemination activities were more successful and effective than expected in the
beginning of the project. Projects media work in Metsästäjä/Jägaren magazine reaches all the
over 300 000 hunters and their families and its available at libraries. The articles in press and
short section at national TV news have potentially reached high proportion of the whole
Finnish population. The webpage has been effective and well used by stakeholders, which is
indicated that it is linked often wetland-related issues and articles. Large-scale work in the
communication with stakeholders reached close to 19 000 people. The project deliverables:
brochures, Laymans’ report and Kosteikko-opas have been very valuable items when
promoting the importance of wetlands and their restoration and management.
Altogether it can be concluded that this project had very effective dissemination actions and
high media visibility compared to the projects size and subject. No major drawbacks were
encountered in the dissemination actions, more of the opposite.
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5.4 Analysis of long-term benefits
1.

Environmental benefits
The restoration or re-creation of 340 hectares of wetlands in 48 sites outside of
protections areas has an important demonstration value. The project examples have
triggered dozens of new wetlands projects throughout the country. Project has
knowledge of 26 sites restored which has been advised by the project staff. In a longterm the landowner-based working model can have a national level impact at wetland
habitats quantity and quality, if adopted and applied by other government sectors. The
project examples have and will promote self-funded concrete actions of landowners
and local associations, but even relatively common it still is of local and regional
importance as larger and technically demanding sites require additional funding. The
significant increase if waterfowl at project sites has had local-level impact at
waterfowl populations and this can motivate local people to carry out their own project
at their own costs.
The project demonstrative wetland sites had a local environmental impact as they
provide habitat for wetland flora and fauna, affect the local water flow by levelling out
the peek flows and bind nutrients and sediments out of the drainage waters. The key
benefit monitored by the project was the 4-fold increase of waterfowl broods at the
project sites due to restorations.
Project has pump primed the use of agro-environmental subsidies and forestry
subsidies for wetland restoration and management to increase the quantity and quality
of wetland habitats outside of protection areas. The project had impact in the
development of the new agro-environmental criteria for wetland subsidies and the
actual use of the funding opportunity will be seen in forthcoming years.
The hands-on landowner-based working model should be adopted to the
implementation of the funding schemes of agriculture and forestry. The current
working model in other government sectors, such as the agro-environmental subsidies
for wetlands, is an establishment of bureaucratic application system and landowners
are expected to manage the multi-year project and all paperwork independently or pay
for external consultant to do that. By hiring a team of skilful wetland planners which
can act as catalyst between the funding schemes and landowner would provide good
value for money and actual results in field.
The project actions and objectives support the implementation of the EU Biodiversity
strategy 2020, Aichi 15 % restoration target and National Biodiversity strategy of
Finland: Luonnon monimuotoisuuden suojelun ja kestävän käytön strategia ”Luonnon
puolesta - ihmisen hyväksi”
Project has direct link to the National management plan for Wetlands and Waterfowl
published by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry – The Strategy for Wetlands and
Waterfowl. The project was based on the draft strategy and actually started to
implement the key actions of the strategy it in practice well before the strategy was
officially approved.
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2.

Long-term benefits and sustainability
The outlook for the targeted habitat type and species
The six target species teal, mallard, goldeneye, wigeon, pintail and shoveler and their
key habitat, wetlands, are still in need of conservation actions. The project impact at
local level for the populations of teal, mallard and goldeneye was positive and at
national level these populations has been stable or increasing. By restoring and recreating more quality habitats the conservation status and viability of these species can
be further enhanced. The more demanding species wigeon, pintail and shoveler do use
the project wetlands, but the focus of actions and key conservation needs for these
species is in the high-quality wetlands of the Natura 2000 network of Finland. These
species has significant negative population trends which are related to changes in
habitat quality. Urgent actions will be needed in Natura 2000 wetlands for the
conservation of declining waterfowl. The future actions in Natura 2000 can benefit
from the project examples by better-than-before co-operation with local stakeholders.
The key actions to take for the conservation of declining waterfowl was presented in
the Action Plan for the Declining Quarry Waterfowl prepared by Finnish Wildlife
Agency in 2016

How to continue and to develop the actions that were initiated in the LIFE
project in the years that follow the end of the project
Development of the Wildlife Stamp -fundraising mechanism
The ”Wildlife Stamp” an innovative way in European context of voluntary financing
through fund or foundation to support habitat restorations. In the Wildlife Stamp
fundraising high-quality stamps or other items will be sold to regular people and more
expensive paintings will be sold or open funding opportunities will be opened for
businesses to support the hands-on habitat restorations. The focus of restorations is in
the areas outside of nature protection programs and the purpose is to increase the
habitat quality of the rural areas to benefit waterfowl, forest and farmland bird
populations. The restorations have also positive impact to other ecosystem services,
such as surface water purification, water retention, biodiversity and landscape.
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Based on past and on-going fund-raising experiments in Finland and the demand for
channels to provide funding for enhancement of the wildlife populations, biodiversity
and ecosystem services through widely known, transparent and thus trusted
mechanism among regular people it is foreseen that demonstrating a new way of
fundraising in the Finnish context is worth to explore.
A Wildlife Stamp –funding mechanism will follow the great example of the North
American Waterfowl Stamp and small-to-medium scale experiments in Finland and
apply the models to meet the context and the basic themes of After Life needs. The
potential of this type of fundraising is also recognized in the Technical Series No. 19
of the African-Eurasian Waterbird Agreement Conservation Guidelines No. 5 Guidelines on sustainable harvest of migratory waterbirds Chapter 7 Step 7: Minimise
the negative impacts of hunting:
"Good habitat management…. Several hunting organizations have developed ‘habitat
stamp’ schemes using designs by famous artists, with sales producing substantial
amounts of revenue for habitat conservation projects. Such efforts should be
recognized and encouraged".
In the Finnish context of hunting, wildlife management and nature conservation, the
following conditions need to be met to be able to build a successful funding scheme:





Funding is based on voluntary donations and it is made easy for people to
participate.
The use of raised funds is transparent and straight forward to the designed
purpose, focus is on the concrete field work to achieve visible results.
Active media work and dissemination of results is needed for throughout
justification of the work and to promote future fund raising.
Multiple fund-raising mechanism alongside stamp sale for regular people will
be developed to meet the needs of varying interests. For example larger
painting, donations from timber sales and open account for larger donation are
potential options for corporation which are willing to support this type of work.

For the credibility of the funding mechanism it is highly important to have functional
mechanisms delivering concrete actions in field within reasonable short time frames
followed by substantial awareness raising and marketing efforts.
The establishment of the Wildlife Stamp -fundraising mechanism is foreseen to be
integrated into a larger project dealing with habitat restoration. As a part of a project,
the necessary working models for delivering concrete conservation actions as well as
vital information and communication channels are available providing significant
synergies.
Detailed structure for the establishment of the Wildlife Stamp is provided at the end of
this section. This presented frame is foreseen to be integrated to future habitat
restoration project to achieve necessary leverage for the execution.
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PARAGRAPHS DELETED FROM PUBLIC VERSION DUE TO CONFIDENTIAL
INFORMATION
How will the longer term management of the sites be assured?
The future of the Return of Rural Wetlands Demonstrative Wetland sites
The demonstrative wetland sites of the project are in the responsibility of the
landowners and/or local association. These sites are in the ownership of the
landowners and the project position was to support and help them to carry out their
own conservation and management work. This angle was essential to create an
ownership to the wetlands, which is vital for the adequate management and
conservation actions after the Life+ project ends.
As the future of the sites is in the hands of the landowners, it is possible that some
sites will not be maintained properly to provide quality habitats for breeding
waterfowl. If abandoned, the sites will enter into natural wetland succession which is
good for the biodiversity, water protection and flood retention. The lack of
management has negative impacts mainly on the waterbird numbers and the
recreational values for the landowner. Therefore the abandonment of some sites
cannot be seen as a problem for the project achievements at large, nor the biodiversity
in general.
The waterfowl monitoring has been organized through the national waterbird census
system. It is foreseen than monitoring activities of local stakeholders will continue on
approximately 30 of the project sites by local people. The census is operated by LUKE
(Natural Resources Institute Finland, former Fisheries and Game Research Institute
RKTL).

Long-term / qualitative economic benefits
The project sites long-term benefits are non-significant even at certain sites they may
have local-level importance for the landowner or local stakeholder as an attraction of
nature tourism.
In the long-term, if wetlands are restored and re-created at a large scale, they can have
significant indirect economic benefits provided by the regulatory ecosystem services
such as surface water purification, water retention, huntable waterfowl populations
and other sources of recreational use and the landscape values.
The wetland restorations itself provides seasonal working opportunities for wetland
planners and machinery operators. If the number of wetland restorations rises, there
will be opportunities for businesses to focus full-time to wetland work at regional
level.
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Long-term / qualitative social benefits
The social benefits at local level have been and remain at long term at the project sites
as they provide recreational and aesthetic experiences for the landowners and
stakeholders. On many sites the management of the wetland is run by an association
and it has an important role for the local community.

Continuation of the project actions by the beneficiary or by other stakeholders.
Promoting the existing funding schemes to landowners and associations
The funding opportunities for constructing multi-functional wetlands in agriculture
and forestry are advertised to the key stakeholders via channels described in the
Communication Plan. The funding is based on the Rural Development Program 20142020 and the Forest Act KEMERA.
Promoting the landowner based working model for other government sectors and
agencies
Based on the national management plans for game birds approved by the Ministry of
Agriculture and Forestry (Management Plan for Grouse species and habitat, Strategy
for Wetlands and Waterfowl, Partridge Management Plan) and the great experiences
of the Life+ Return of Rural Wetlands project and smaller habitat restoration projects,
the Finnish Wildlife Agency has prepared its own Strategy for Nature Conservation
and Management.
In this strategy the landowner based working model demonstrated in the Life+ project
has a central role. By advertising this strategy it is possible to promote the project
approach for other government sectors to achieve socially sustainable and costeffective nature conservation and management in rural areas, benefitting the
biodiversity and wildlife populations.
The landowner based working model is foreseen to be applied in the forestry areas to
restore and improve the management of the Grouse and Taiga Bean Goose habitats in
the areas of commercial forestry. This work is already started in smaller development
project and hopefully implemented at national level in the Taiga-Grouse Life project.
Proposal LIFE15 NAT/FI/000261.

Continued efforts of Finnish Wildlife Agency for supporting the voluntary work
The know-how and capacity of the agency’s permanent staff in wetland issues has
risen significantly during the Life-project. After the project end the available time for
these issues will be limited, but the regional Wildlife Planners will provide their
expertise for interested landowners and hunting associations within the available time
budgets.

89

The revised Wetland handbook, website and Laymans’ report are great support for the
FWA staff when they are advising people on site selection, planning and concrete
actions. Focus of the work will be in the mobilization of existing funding opportunities
to concrete actions in field, in which the local stakeholder often requests help to get
started. In addition the FWA can advise in sustainable hunting practices, control of
Invasive Alien Species, predation and other management actions at and around the
wetland.

3.

Replicability, demonstration, transferability, cooperation:
Replicability:
The projects demonstrative approach of land-owner based bottom-up working model
can be replicated in the other contexts of wildlife habitat restorations such as forests
and agricultural/grassland areas at local, national and EU levels.
The focus areas of potential replication are other than state owned areas where is a
need for improved habitat management or restorations for biodiversity and/or wildlife
management reasons.
Demonstration:
The landowners in general are rather suspicious towards the nature conservation and
habitat restorations. However, there are significant proportion of landowners who are
interested in nature and good management of their land. The interest is often based on
free-time activities of the landowners such as birdwatching, nature observation, berry
or mushroom picking, hunting or fishing. These landowners are potential forerunners
of the wildlife friendly management habitat restorations outside of protection
programs. The participatory approach in this project provided tools for the interested
landowners and local stakeholders and to carry out the wetland project they were
interested in. The hearth of the demonstrative approach of the project is in the practical
examples and success stories of wetlands in regular villages at the back forests and
fields of regular landowners who are proud and happy about their wetland and
increased bird numbers. Happy landowner telling stories and maybe even bragging
about all the good things of the wetland can increase the understanding about the
importance of wetlands and motivate the neighbours to initiate their own projects.
Happy landowner is the best marketer of nature conservation. However, if the
demonstrative site is unsuccessful the messages delivered by landowners can be
negative. An important aspect in relation to this is that all the stakeholders and
landowners at and around the site agree and support the actions and they are carefully
planned. If there is a landowner changing mind and willing to back up, the planned
actions should be stopped by the project to avoid the feeling of ‘forcing from above’.
This leads to condition where the local stakeholders need to figure out their internal
relations and the project and the wetland is not seen as the reason for the
disagreement. When the project backs up and leaves the case open for future, the
wetland might be restored later.
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Just as an example, the Aapajärvi wetland, a drained lake, was originally selected as a
project site. However, due to change of Water Act the site became a subject to a water
permit and the planning became more complicated. At this stage one of the old
landowners stated that he is not interested anymore. Project thanked of all the
landowners for cooperation and interest for wetland restoration and backed up while
providing all the ideas and materials for possible future use. Few years later the project
received information that the water level of Aapajärvi will be risen as planned in the
early stages of the project. There had been a change of landownership and the new
generation was more positive towards restoring the lake. This process was run by local
people and works as a good example how it may take time to have the concrete actions
in field. It is important that the decision making is at the local level and the processes
of nature management and conservation are bottom-up as far as possible, or we end up
again in a situation where landowners are afraid to manage their properties well
because they are concerned of potential top-down protection of their properties by
government agencies due to increased nature values.
The working model demonstrated in this project has significantly raised the awareness
of wetlands. The landowner-based bottom up working model has resulted a positive
boost of interest towards habitat restoration. This has also partly helped to clear out the
suspicion and mistrust towards habitat restorations which were created by the poor
implementation of past nature protection programs, namely Natura 2000, in Finland.
This approach can provide cost-effective solutions for nature management with good
social sustainability, compared to ‘traditional’ nature conservation. Traditionally
experts and government agencies have decided which are the best spots for habitat
restoration and protection and carried out initiatives or project with unsufficient
consultation and participation of local landowners and stakeholders top-down. This
has caused conflicts between landowners and authorities resulting long and expensive
processes before anything concrete in field can be done. On the other hand the topdown processes have failed to assess the existing interests for conservation and habitat
restorations and existing interests at average-good sites might have been overlooked.
In the working model of this project the initiative for action comes from the interested
landowners. The project had criteria for sites we were searching for and resources to
restore the sites in cooperation with the landowner at client-service attitude. The sites
proposed by landowners might not the best spots in the country, but most often they
are better than average sites where concrete actions can be done and actual results
achieved at relatively low costs and time frames while concentrating to the habitat
restoration instead on negotiations and legal processes. Often it can be better to have
average-good results at a large scale than try to achieve pre-determined perfection at
high cost.
The demonstrated working model resulted cost-effective wetlands where the costs of
the individual sites were reasonable from the landowners perspective and the whole
process was easily understood. This created positive experiences, which are essential
for the continuation of voluntary-based habitat restorations at the areas of agriculture
and forestry.
Transferability and cooperation
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The working model can be transferred and/or adopted and applied by other
organizations in Finland. There are no patents or barriers to it; it is more of question of
attitude and perception how to work with the landowners in co-operation instead of
telling them to carry out actions from remote bureau. It’s also about minimizing the
bureaucracy for the landowner, which is often seen as a burden and is one of the major
obstacles in the more common use of the agricultural funds for example.
There are good prospects to transfer the working model to other EU countries as well.
The chances for successful transfer is in countries like Finland, where large proportion
of land is owned by private persons and where the hunting right in bind to the
landownership. Hunting opportunities and wildlife management is often the key
incentive for habitat restorations outside of conservation areas, and this important
work supporting biodiversity can be enhanced and developed following the project
examples.
The working model needs to flexible and adaptable to meet the main objectives. Quite
often there are obstacles in the way due to land use restrictions, infrastructure or
disagreeing neighbours or stakeholders. In many cases good start at a site is facing
these obstacles. If solution is not found with reasonable efforts it may be forth
exploring other opportunities, and leave the door open for the problem area in case
they find a solution over time.
The cooperation of local stakeholders, landowners and government authorities can be
very beneficial. Many landowners don’t have personal interest for nature management
but they are not against it. In these cases local NGO’s and stakeholders can have an
important role carrying out concrete actions and landowner’s permission and
project/government support. For example hunting association, birdwatchers
association or local lake protection NGO can provide significant resources and knowhow in good co-operation generating added value, like in the example of Kiipu
wetlands in this project. Open discussion, compromising and accepting different forms
of sustainable use is often the key to successful projects.

4.

Best Practice lessons:

The good cooperation with landowners and the open and transparent approach of the
project can be seen as a potential adoption to the current Best Practises of the nature
conservation. Landowners in general are not against the idea of nature conservation. The
conflict is probably caused due to the mechanism and approach of nature conservation,
where landowners feel threaten instead of being treated as key stakeholders and owners
of a high-nature value areas.
The role and credibility of the beneficiary also has impact on the potential success of a
project. For example the FWA has long-term well established cooperation with hunters
and landowners and there are no major conflicts and issues can be discussed. On the other
hand the environmental authorities are not trusted among many landowners and hunters
due to past experiences and examples. In this context the same project proposal carried
out by, for example, regional environmental authority would probably have less success.
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As a Best Practise lesson for future strategic projects dealing with biodiversity: It’s worth
assessing which organization and approach is the best and have the highest changes for
success in the projects context. For example project trying to enhance farmland bird
habitats within areas of agriculture probably have better changes and acceptance if run by
landowners and/or hunters NGO targeting partridge and other game birds and assessing
habitat issues of other birds along the target species. If run by environmental authorities
or Nature NGO’s with full focus in endangered species regular people have hardly heard
of, the project will probably face problems and resistance and the issue is harder to
understand and there are less evident benefits at local level. The feeling of ownership
among landowners and local stakeholders over local projects is essential for the longterm sustainability of the actions and the realization of local level social acceptance and
benefits for economy, local community and biodiversity.

5.

Innovation and demonstration value:
This demonstration project would not been possible without the EU Life+ funding.
The added value of the Life+ program made it possible to organize a national level
project with significant level of demonstration sites distributed at regional level and
effective set of dissemination action delivering the message to general public,
potential landowners and associations, decision makers and experts. This
demonstration proved the potential of landowner-based working model in the field of
nature management and habitat restorations, which can have great added value at
national and even international levels, if applied by other organizations and countries.
The demonstration value on the project sites was very high at local level and
significant at regional level. As described in previous chapters the practical work with
wetlands done by regular people in the neighbourhood and nearby villages brings the
issue close and easy-to-approach which in vital for the objective of having more and
more wetland projects in future. It is great to hear fellows from next town ask ‘How to
make a wetland, because there was some many ducks at your project site’. Through
practical demonstration things can start proceeding.
Very important aspect of demonstration in this project was the local context and
feeling of ownership to the project sites. The project’s approach was to help interested
landowners to carry out their own wetland restoration, while input and engagement of
the landowner and/or local stakeholder was a requirement. By this approach a situation
where the landowner has later management needs and calls the FWA requiring
funding and action for the management of the projects wetland. As the sites belong to
the landowner and it is clear that they have the responsibility and decision making, the
ownership of the site is not taken away, and the landowners feel they are responsible
for the management which is important for the proper management of the wetland.
This feeling of ownership of landowners, which is often lost in the establishment of
conservation areas as the decision making is taken away even the legal ownership has
stayed, is essential for the long-term sustainability of the sites.

6.

Long term indicators of the project success:
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For the future monitoring of the project sites and impact on target species, Finnish
Wildlife Agency is prepared to carry out brood counts in June-July 2020 on 30
demonstrative sites. This will give a good reference for the development of the sites
after the project end in terms of importance to breeding waterfowl, on-going
management efforts and habitat quality at a longer term
At large the success of the project can be measured in the changes of the number and
surface area of restored wetlands in rural areas. This is naturally affected also by the
economic situation and the available funding. The key indicators to follow are the
numbers of wetlands funded through agro-environmental subsidies and forestry
funding instruments.
Finally, if the project succeeded to impact the level of wetland restorations outside of
the protections areas and provided examples how to manage the protected areas more
cost-effectively with the local stakeholders, the long term indicator can be also that the
decline of populations of generalist waterfowl species such as teal and wigeon is
halted. However, it needs to be recognized that many of the drivers of the declines are
in the staging and wintering areas along the flyways
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6. Comments on the financial report
6.1. Summary of Costs Incurred
PROJECT COSTS INCURRED
Cost category

Budget according to the Costs incurred within
grant agreement*
the project duration

%**

1 234 191,00

1 071 444,37

86,81 %

Travel

215 118,00

174 861,72

81,29 %

3.

External assistance

385 000,00

342 983,92

89,09 %

4.

Durables: total nondepreciated cost

1.

Personnel

2.

- Infrastructure subtot.
- Equipment sub-tot.
- Prototypes sub-tot.
5.

Consumables

65 500,00

72 439,30

110,59 %

6.

Other costs

24 000,00

16 627,31

69,28 %

7.

Overheads

134 001,00

117 484,00

87,67 %

2 057 810,00

1 795 840,62

87,27 %

TOTAL

Please refer to section 6.6 for justification of discrepancies in cost categories between
incurred costs and cost estimation in the grant agreement and the form FB in section 6.5

6.2. Accounting system
The project employed the Fivaldi accounting system used by FWA for all accounting tasks
(payments, invoicing, time recording and travel costs)
In the Fivaldi accounting system the following codes were used to identify the project costs:
 Project number 1501 (old number 3001 until end of 2012)
 Account numbers used by the project:
o Personnel 3050
o Travel costs 3170-3179
o External Assistance 3351
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o Consumables 3561
o Other Costs 3562
Cost categories to identify Actions:
o Action A2: 1700  Action E.6 1717

The procedure for approving costs:
Invoices:
1. Cost/invoice is entered to Fivaldi system by financial secretary.
2. Project coordinator checks the invoice and adds relevant information and account
number and cost category and accepts the invoice, which is then forwarded to
project manager
3. Project manager checks the invoice and accepts it for payment
4. Financial secretaries makes the transaction
Travel costs of the staff:
1. Staff member types requested information for travel costs and subsistence and
selects the correct project and cost category
2. Project coordinator check the travel cost payment request and accepts it for
payment
3. Financial secretaries makes the transaction included in the monthly salary slip
Time recording system used:
 In the early stages of the project manual excel-sheets were used for time recording
 Since 01.01.2012 the working hours were recorded in the Fivaldi system as a part of
the official time recording of the FWA. The project had special field visible for
persons working for the project with cost categories for accurate recording. The
information from electronic system was derived to excel-sheets by financial secretary
and send to 1. staff member for signature and 2.forwarded for the project
manager/responsible person for signature optimally within two weeks.
References to the LIFE+ project
 In the purchases or contracts the project invoicing information was provided to the
supplier with demand to include relevant reference to the project.
 Is the supplier did not manage to include the reference appropriately the project had
special stamp to ensured that invoices are marked and they contain a clear reference to
the LIFE+ project.
6.3. Partnership arrangements
NA
6.4. Auditor's report/declaration
Auditor
Matti Koskelainen, HTM
0400 745 335, matti.koskelainen@tilintarkastusrengas.fi
Tilintarkastusrengas Oy
Siltasaarenkatu 12 C
00530 Helsinki
The auditor’s report/declaration provided as Annex 8.4

96

6.5 Summary of costs per action
Please refer to Annex 8.5 of electronic version for excel-format
1.
Personnel

2.
Travel and
subsistence

1 336

681

413

2 430

Project steering
committee

39 838

5 522

174

45 534

A.3

Training of project
workers

55 233

14 394

A.5

Project site
selection and cooperative work

135 877

27 915

A.7

Making action
plans for sites

139 534

18 734

C.1

Restoration of
wetlands
Communication
with stakeholders

75 122

Action
no.
A.1

Short name of
action
Recruitment of
project workers

A.2

D.1

3.
External

6.
Consumables

7.
Other Costs

TOTAL

221

69 849

59

11

163 861

9 235

7 725

5 912

181 140

29 798

274 958

48 350

383

428 611

119 501

28 541

2 055

1 777

5 262

157 136

669

67

20 784

D.2

Notice boards

15 362

2 147

2 540

D.3

Project website

37 408

220

7 327

D.4

Project brochure

5 702

D.5

Media work

81 356

D.7

Workshops and
seminars

D.9

44 956

6 364

2 173

14 240

3 278

5 569

26

90 229

18 970

4 862

600

1 816

26 248

Layman’s report

6 512

257

5 037

D.10

Project logo

1 220

E.2

Project
management

E.3

11 806
1 220

229 792

14 822

1 820

Monitoring of
project actions

35 972

10 092

8 358

E.4

Monitoring
waterfowl

22 382

3 883

E.5

Monitoring of the
attitudes

9 014

566

E.6

Networking with
other projects

41 312

9 150

E.8

Audit

E.9

After-LIFE+
conservation plan

13 860

200

260 493
54 423

42

26 307

18 155

27 735
150

50 612

744

744

117 484

Overheads
TOTAL

1 071 444

174 862

342 984

72 439

16 627

1 678 357
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PARAGRAPHS DELETED FROM PUBLIC VERSION DUE TO CONFIDENTIAL
INFORMATION

7. Annexes
Name and number of the Annex.
All included in electronic version

Included in paper
Code of the version or
associated reference to
action(s)
previous
submission

7. Annexes
7.1 Administrative annexes
 7.1.1 Previous project reports

E2

Electronic only
IR 17/05/2011
PR1 30/06/2012
M-T 30/06/2013
PR2 37/10/2014

7.2 Technical annexes
 7.2.1 Formation and action of the projects steering group

A.2

Electronic only



7.2.2 Training of project workers

A.3

Electronic only



7.2.3 Project site selection on private land and co-operative work
Excel list of project sites including information relevant to A7, C1

A.5

Yes



A.7



7.2.4 Making action plans for sites in private land
5 action plans reported in Final report
43 Action plans M-T 30/06/2013
5 Additional plans Final report
7.2.5 Restoration and re-creation of open water wetlands

C.1

Electronic only



7.2.6 Monitoring of project actions

E.3

Electronic only



7.2.7 Monitoring of the change in waterfowl populations

E.4

Electronic only



7.2.8 Monitoring attitudes of local people

E.5

Electronic only



7.2.9 Networking with other projects

E.6

Electronic only

D.9
E.9

Yes
Yes

many
actions
D.1

Electronic only

D.2

Electronic only
Electronic only

7.3 Dissemination annexes
7.3.1 Layman’s report
7.3.2 After LIFE Communication Plan
7.3.3 Other dissemination annexes
 7.3.3.1 Photographs taken during the project




7.3.3.2 Communication with stakeholders.
List of events
Standard presentation and other examples
Wetland exhibition materials
7.3.3.3 Notice boards



7.3.3.4 Project website

D.3



7.3.3.5 Project brochure
3rd version

D.4

Electronic only
30/06/2013
Electronic only

Yes
Electronic only
Electronic only

Yes
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2nd version
1st version


7.3.3.6 Media work
List on events
Examples of articles

 7.3.3.7 Workshops and seminars
7.4 Final table of indicators

30/06/2013
17/05/2011
D.5

Yes
Electronic only

D.7

Electronic only

NA

Yes
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_________________________________________________________________

8. Financial report and annexes
8.1 Standard Payment Request and Beneficiary's Certificate

8.2 Financial Statement of the Individual Beneficiary

8.3 Supporting documents
8.3.1 Proof of collective insurance fees
8.3.2 Tables compiling the request and questions in Commission Letters
and answers provided in Progress reports.
8.4 Auditor's report
8.5 Summary of costs per action in electronic excel-format

100

