PIN-Matra project

“Management and Restoration of Natura 2000 sites through an Integrated River Basin Management Plan of the Dovine River (Lithuania)”

Minutes
Of the Meeting of Ecology working group

(15th of December, 2004, Institute of Botany, Vilnius)
There were 13 representatives from different institutions participated at the meeting (List of Participants are attached hereto). 

There were 8 reports delivered during the meeting (Agenda items are attached here to). 
Proceedings of the meeting:

1. V. Rašomavičius introduced participants of the meeting and presented the Agenda items. 
2. H. Zingstra presented the further progress of the PIN-Matra project “Management and Restoration of Natura 2000 sites through an Integrated River Basin Management Plan of the Dovine River (Lithuania)”.

3. V. Rašomavičius described the preparatory phase and carried out field research works in his presentation “The 1-st evaluation stage of Žuvintas Biosphere Reserve-NATURA 2000 territory”. Besides other problems he indicated particular constraints related to uncertainties due to the official List of Areas of Special Conservation (SACs). Amalvas wetland was not included into that List, which was sent to the European Commission; therefore proven doubts have been raised whether a management plan could be prepared for this particular territory. 
H. Zingstra asked which authority was responsible for those inconsistencies. 
V. Rašomavičius explained that the final version of the List was prepared by the Ministry of Environment, thus eventual responsibility is assumed to be taken by this institution. 
4. D. Matulevičiūtė presented initial research data on herbaceous vegetation habitats of European importance in her presentation “Status and diversity of wetlands and meadows vegetation in Žuvintas Biosphere Reserve”. Facts of structural changes observed in many areas of habitats were pointed out. 
K. Kilkus asked whether the whole Žuvintas was considered as the dystrophic lake. 
D. Matulevičiūtė explained that she had in mind only a small residual lake in upland bog. 
J. Taminskas was interested if any other classifications of habitats were available and why they were not applied. 
D. Matulevičiūtė confirmed the availability of other classifications, but the new one was created to ease its application. 
K. Seeberg Kitnæs asked whether the new habitats (which were not included into official List of habitats) were identified during the research phase. 
V. Rašomavičius confirmed that some of new habitats were explored in the investigated area. 
K. Seeberg Kitnæs enquired about the efforts and possibilities to restore all habitats or these habitats would be prioritized. 
V. Rašomavičius explained that all data obtained will be taken into consideration during the evaluation stage and priorities could be distinguished. 
V. Kesminas agreed that some of the structural changes could be influenced by specific edaphic factors; however, it could be as the outcome of natural succession. Thus, in his opinion, the natural processes should not be disturbed. 
V. Rašomavičius agreed with an opinion that there were some inconsistencies in the requirements of Habitats Directive. It was illustrated with some examples, when due to natural succession one valuable habitat becomes another valuable one, such as raised bog circumstances. He expressed an opinion that the directive requirement to preserve the actual status of habitat was not always reasoned, because sometimes one habitat could be converted and changed into the more valuable one, applying appropriate measures. He provided an example of degraded raised bog, which could be converted into more valuable habitat – active raised bog. 
K. Seeberg Kitnæs agreed with an opinion of V. Rašomavičius, stressing that it is quite difficult to search out the right solution, when it should be decided what is more preferably – to keep on natural succession or to maintain the habitat. 
J. Taminskas asked to comment a statement that more than a half of Žuvintas Biosphere Reserve as the Site of Community Importance habitats was unstable. In his opinion, Žuvintas reserve was treated as one of natural territories. 
D. Matulevičiūtė contradicted to such proposition, thus informed that vegetation of Lake Žuvintas is influenced by various anthropogenic factors, such as drainage, access of fertilizers from neighboring farming fields, changes in economical activities; stating that there are it could be found even more valuable territories from the botanical point of view. 
Z. Gulbinas was interested whether the actual status of habitats was assessed in separate areas. 
V. Rašomavičius explained that there was assessed each separate area differed in structure and status; however the overall conclusions have been delivered for such area without analyzing the separate fragments. 
V. Kesminas enquired whether the national efforts were focused on sustaining of habitats’ favorable conservation status in Lithuania. 
V. Rašomavičius answered that there were no activities in this field. 

K. Seeberg Kitnæs summarized presented opinions pointing that work carried out will serve the excellent background information for the future activities, and the attempt to restore favorable conservation status of Amalvas wetland should serve as pilot study, when suitability of appropriate measures will be verified and examined. 
5. A. Balsevičius made presentation on topic “Status and diversity of forest habitats in Žuvintas Biosphere Reserve”. He detailed the variety of forest habitats, identified the conservation status of separate areas, and their threats, reasoning the attribution or rejection of different forest types to the List of habitats of community importance. 
A. Pranaitis enquired what area of Bukta forest was calculated to satisfy the requirements of sites of community importance. 
A. Balsevičius replied that such calculations have not been made, however he promised to accomplish that. 
V. Rašomavičius asked which of the areas from communities of degenerative forest habitats could be restored. 
A. Balsevičius answered that it was possible to restore only those, where the structure of herbaceous yard structure had minimal variations. He explained that it was impossible to maintain when forest stand structure was considerably changed, because of the consequent fluctuation in soil. 
V. Rašomavičius asked how many such areas were available. 
A. Balsevičius expressed an opinion that there were total about 150-200 ha un-recreational habitats in the Northern part of Bukta forest. 
K. Kilkus requested to specify some particular points of the latter presentation: whether there was indicated melioration of forest habitats or nearby bordering areas. 
A. Balsevičius answered that it was meant as forest melioration in his presentation. 
V. Rašomavičius inquired whether there should appear possible suggestion to eliminate melioration system, as the latter intervention was considered as threat to many habitats. 
A. Balsevičius was of an opinion that melioration system should be changed. 
A. Povilaitis doubted of possibility to originate entirely new habitats in case of changed hydrology regime. 
A. Balsevičius confirmed that in some cases it could be true, but in general – not. 
A. Pranaitis made an intervention replying that forests would not become wet anyway, comparing to previous status before melioration. 
J. Taminskas was of an opinion that result could be opposite. 
A. Balsevičius summarized discussions pointing that forest habitats could be characterized as the dynamic ones and their variations could contravene with typical regularities of meadows, thus in different cases could the unambiguous answers obtained. 
6. A. Pranaitis accented a fact that various bird species react differently to natural variations made in his presentation “Diversity and status of bird species under the Bird directive in Žuvintas Biosphere Reserve”. 
K. Seeberg Kitnæs intervened that marsh-harrier mentioned in the presentation was not included into the II annex of Habitats directive. 
A. Pranaitis explained that latter bird species was included into the Lithuanian Red Data Book. 
Z. Sinkevičienė was interested were there identified particular bird species for which sites of community importance are similar, but they need different management. 
A. Pranaitis explained that almost all territories were marginally overlapping. 
Z. Sinkevičienė asked to explain whether it could cause possible problems. 
A. Pranaitis was of an opinion that in some cases it could cause some problems. 
K. Kilkus asked whether planned natural water level fluctuations would not contradict to the demand of stable water levels in the habitats. 
A. Pranaitis explained that only considerable natural water level fluctuations could make harm to those bird species, but natural fluctuations would not be dangerous. 
V. Rašomavičius enquired whether there were any overlapping between the species of sites of community importance and habitats boundaries. He was interested whether it would be possible to combine the required measures for restoration of Amalvas transitional wetland valley along with ecological demands of whistling thrush. 
A. Pranaitis was of an opinion that there should not be major problems in this particular case, because whistling thrush is characterized as a very labile bird species, tending to occupy the brand new suitable areas. 
A. Povilaitis enquired whether the status of bird populations has worsened considerably after the melioration. 
A. Pranaitis explained that there was no specific detailed population research works carried out before the melioration. He expressed an opinion that only sudden changes in habitats structure could be observed, whereas overall complex of different factors have influenced bird populations. 
A. Povilaitis doubted whether those indicated natural water level fluctuations could be beneficial to the bird species. 
A. Pranaitis was of an opinion that such problem could be explained in this way – decreased areas of suitable territories, because some areas of wetlands grassed over with reeds, other parts were converted into the cultural meadows, consequently – decreased possibilities of possible alternatives applied for bird species. 
7. Ž. Sinkevičius made a presentation “Diversity and status of animal species under the Habitats directive in Žuvintas Biosphere Reserve”. He raised a problem that there was almost no data on checker, which has been included into the list recently. 
V. Kesminas wondered whether lynx, which required vast forest areas, would be able to survive in the territory of the biosphere reserve. 
Ž. Sinkevičius explained that the latter animal species often migrate, and because it has been observed in the pinewood of Punia, it could be found in the territory of biosphere reserve. 
A. Pranaitis specified that forested reserve territory was too small for lynx habitats, and further suitable conditions should be considered if reserve forested areas were connected to Balbieriškis forest. 
V. Rašomavičius asked were there any plans to introduce bison in the reserve territory. 

A. Pranaitis confirmed that bison was among the prospective species listed to be introduced in this site. 
Z. Gulbinas asked to explain in more detail why there were no data about checker. 
Ž. Sinkevičius explained that checker was not listed in the previous register, therefore it was not studied. 
8. Z. Sinkevičienė made a presentation „Water bodies of Dovinė river basin. Assessment of the ecological status based on macrophytes research data”. She particularly stressed extremely poor status of flowing rivers. 
A. Povilaitis noticed that rivers with straightened watercourses could be named “regulated”. 
V. Kesminas was interested if there could be possibilities to distinguish indicator species to characterize the actual status. 
Z. Sinkevičienė commented to this point that specific underwater vegetation could serve as indicators for certain types of lakes, but it was quite difficult to identify indicator species for regulated rivers. 
A. Pranaitis asked whether it was investigated abundance of vegetation. 
Z. Sinkevičienė confirmed that there were investigated not only plane coverage of plant species, but also assessed type of overgrown area. 
K. Seeberg Kitnæs wondered whether there were employed criteria established by the DANCEE project. 
Z. Sinkevičienė explained that there was no one river except of Dovinė, which could satisfy the established reference parameters and conditions. 
J. Kasperovičienė asked to name which concrete parameters contravened. 
Z. Sinkevičienė replied that there were observed an inconsistency among number of plants and their corresponding depth of distribution. 
J. Taminskas was interested why the general assessment of Amalvas Lake was considered as bad, when only 5 species of macrophytes were registered there, whereas considerably more number of relevant species has been registered in other lakes. 
Z. Sinkevičienė explained that there have been registered not only the number of macrophytes species, but also other parameters. 
J. Kasperovičienė asked to specify which other parameters, apart from those mentioned-above could indicate bad status of the lake. 
Z. Sinkevičienė replied that there was found much of sludge in Amalvas Lake and was observed little water clarity there. 
A. Pranaitis intervened that some data obtained proving that previously the specific underwater vegetation (stellated algae) was grown in the water of this lake. 
Z. Sinkevičienė replied that there were no herbarium specimens, who could prove such a fact, but in case there were grown stellated algae, the status of a lake has been extremely changed. 
J. Taminskas expressed an opinion that Amalvas Lake should be attributed to the modified, but not - to the artificial ones. 
K. Seeberg Kitnæs was interested whether the water bodies investigated have met the requirements formulated in the DANCEE project. 
Z. Sinkevičienė explained that explicit specific data ought to be presented in the final report. 
Z. Gulbinas asked whether it could be possible to specify the results obtained by the DANCEE project, thus eliminating remaining questions, as it was requested by the Environmental Protection Agency. 
Z. Sinkevičienė replied that part of the questions could be answered, but not all. 
V. Kesminas made an intervention, saying that different evaluation methods could lead to divergent results obtained, but tendencies should be the same. 
Z. Sinkevičienė argued that the reference conditions could be wrongly determined. 
Z. Gulbinas asked about some possibilities that separate length (intervals) of rivers could meet the requirements of the directive. 
Z. Sinkevičienė denied such a possibility. 
V. Olšauskytė was interested were there any rivers in Dovinė river basin, which could meet the requirements of the directive. 
Z. Sinkevičienė replied there could be identified throughout the whole Dovinė river basin. 
9. J. Kasperovičienė made a presentation on the topic of “Assessment of Dovinė river basin’s lakes ecological status, based on phytoplankton research data“, which revealed quite poor ecological status of Žuvintas and Amalvas lakes. 
Z. Sinkevičienė noted that equal reference conditions were applied for all lakes investigated, whereas they differ by their depth. 
J. Kasperovičienė explained that Dusia could be a reference lake according to all parameters, because shallow lakes meet even fewer requirements. 
Z. Gulbinas argued that Žuvintas met the requirements of reference lakes according to the chlorophyll concentration and total amount of algae. 
J. Kasperovičienės assumed that species composition indicated poor status of algae, such as systematic group example of ciano-bacterium.

J. Taminskas intervened with correction that it was because of considerable amount of biogenic matters. 
J. Kasperovičienė confirmed that assumption. 
V. Olšauskytė was interested whether it was established respective criteria, which indicate what lake could or could not fulfill the reference conditions. 
J. Kasperovičienė answered that criteria established by the DANCEE project – average of investigations done during various seasons, however the most representative analyses were done at summer time. 
V. Kesminas asked whether quite big concentration of chlorophyll detected in the water of Simnas Lake could be caused by possible chemical pollution. 
J. Kasperovičienė confirmed such an assumption. 
Z. Sinkevičienė asked whether sampling site could influence the assessment process of actual status, because Žuvintas Lake according to some parameters could be characterized as having a quite good status. 
J. Kasperovičienė replied that it had no difference in case of such shallow lakes. 
A. Pranaitis contradicted saying there were quite big differences in distribution of macrophytes, which indicated conditional differences. 
J. Kasperovičienė reasoned her opinion stating that benthos diatoms could influence the results obtained. 
Z. Sinkevičienė asked whether macrophytes could suppress the growth of algae. 
J. Kasperovičienė replied that algae were able to migrate; therefore they could be found not all day long, and only experienced investigators enabled to undertake right interpretation. 
J. Taminskas asked rhetorical question how water clarity could be determined in a quite shallow lake. 
J. Kasperovičienė replied that despite the shallowness, water clarity was very low in Lake Amalvas. 
J. Taminskas asked why chlorophyll concentrations were quite similar in waters of Simnas and Amalvas lakes, at the same time when those lakes were characterized as different ones (Amalvas – marshy lake); he asked to indicate the sources of pollution in Amalvas lake. 
J. Kasperovičienė explained the situation when pollution was indicated by the abundance of filamentary algae, which has not been determined in cases of other lakes. 
A. Pranaitis raised an assumption, that it should be some source of pollution. 
Z. Sinkevičienė mentioned that there were a lot of channels. 
Z. Gulbinas summarized the opinions expressed; indicating that hydrologists should identify the possible sources of pollution thereof. 
K. Gaigalis replied indicating that Amalvas Lake has been polluted by natural processes only, because no extraordinary materials accessed it due to the surrounding desolated areas. 
Z. Sinkevičienė suggested discussing the type of that lake. She thought that due to the presence of specific underwater vegetation it could not be considered as a dystrophic lake, as quite typical for the upland bogs. 
A. Balsevičius stated that he could not agree with a fact that there was not detected any source of pollution; in fact, there were stock farms nearby inflowing rivers. 
Z. Gulbinas asked to ascertain the actual sources of pollution, thus providing also raw data. 
10. V. Kesminas made a presentation on „Assessment of ecologic status of water bodies of Dovinė river basin based on ichthyo-fauna investigations“. He expressed an opinion that some sections of rivers were characterized as quite poor quality. 
Z. Sinkevičienė asked to specify where those investigations took place. 
V. Kesminas named the sampling sites. 
A. Povilaitis raised an assumption that requested improvement of water quality in Amalvas Lake could not be combined with the development of natural processes. 
V. Kesminas contradicted that it could be impossible to improve the ecological status of Amalvas Lake, because it is impossible to discontinue the natural ageing process. He suggested sustaining the status quo of certain condition eliminating pollution; however there were quite expensive activities. It could be sustained better water quality in the case of diminishing pollution. He has an opinion, that there was no external pollution, but the actual status of that lake – the result of natural ageing. 
A. Povilaitis asked the reporter whether he could confirm the latter assumption using examples of other lakes. 
V. Kesminas answered providing an example of Lake Glitis in Viešvilė reserve. 
J. Taminskas contradicted replying that a lot of water has been discharged into Lake Amalvas from the proximate anthropogenic territories. 
V. Kesminas argued that physical parameters have been measured, which were similar to such type for lakes. 
K. Kilkus was interested whether two lakes, Amalvas and Dusia, could be compared. 
A. Povilaitis noticed that a parallel could be drawn in that case during the report writing. 
11. J. Taminskas indicated the variations of hydrographic regime caused the deterioration of ecological status of Amalvas wetland in his presentation „Variability of Amalvas wetland hydrographic regime“. 
Z. Sinkevičienė was interested whether Lake Amalvas and river Amalvė by its canal lock were attributed to the modified water bodies. 
J. Taminskas confirmed an assumption made by Z. Sinkevičienė. 
V. Kesminas noted that measurements were performed on 29 of September, whereas his group took samples on 15 September. It was quite a surprise because of the different data obtained. 
J. Taminskas explained that there were quite windy and rainy during the actual sampling, thus water layers were mixing. He expressed an opinion that sampling should be repeated. 
V. Rašomavičius made an intervention informing about hypothesis that Marijampolė sugar factory have spilled out waste into the Lake Amalvas. 
A. Balsevičius assured that such rumors he heard at the Ministry of Environment, besides that, pollutants could access into rivulet Šlavanta flowing through the settlements, also from influent Iglė, flowing through quite big village Igliškės. 
J. Taminskas agreed with that opinion noting that contamination of the lake could be related to the pollution from upper reaches of rivulet Šlavanta. 
V. Rašomavičius suggested asking K. Seeberg Kitnæs to comment that juncture. 
K. Seeberg Kitnæs was of an opinion defining that water body was quite poor quality according to the established criteria by the Water Framework Directive. She noted that because of the goal – to improve the water quality, - thus the reasons of pollution, natural or anthropogenic, should be defined and assessed. 
V. Olšauskytė contradicted stating that if the defined processes were natural, the situation should not been proved as improvable. 
H. Zingstra stressed the principle problem – nature of pollution, i. e. whether the pollution was natural or not. He noted that criteria used for evaluation ought to be adjusted at the national level, and an action plan should be developed in order to discontinue the process of degradation. Taking into account the directive requirements, it is a need to provide appropriate information and additional trainings for determination of object status and choosing evaluation criteria. 
V. Kesminas was interested what kind of indicators could indicate the sufficiently improved natural status. He had an opinion that there was no concrete typology of water bodies, because the investigations were performed employing different methods, thus there was no evidence to which indicated level the status should be improved. 
12. V. Rašomavičius summarized the results of the meeting, indicating that evaluated progress made from the beginning of the project, especially the results of fieldwork, have lead to optimistic expectations the objectives and tasks of the project should be fulfilled in time. 
The following problems and gaps for the next phase have been identified:
· There are no described assessments of favorable conservation status for the particular habitat types and species from the respective Annex I and Annex II of the Habitats Directive on the national level. Assessment of favorable conservation status on the local level (for Žuvintas BR) seems to be problematic;
· Coordination of the protection and conservation priorities (Birds Directive versus Habitats Directive) should be started immediately for some areas;
· Additional investigations (including fieldwork) should be performed for specification of specific status for insect species Dytiscus latissimus and Hypodryas maturna in Žuvintas biosphere reserve;
· Proposals for the management of respective territories should be reviewed by the specialists, who are experienced in applying of such measures. Consultants from foreign countries would be taken into consideration;
· Proposal for establishment of a NATURA 2000 territory in the Amalvas mire complex has not included in the official documented list. Further assessments should be performed after the consultations with responsible authorities;
· Only little probability exists that this project could substantially supplement or improve the implementation plan of the EU Water Framework Directive in Lithuania (although the steering committee has been considered such expectations earlier);
· Discussions on the coordination of strategies could be started with the hydrology working group. This can be done in a smaller separate workgroup responsible for the integration of different proposals.
Finally Z. Gulbinas informed participants of the meeting that there is planned another meeting with R. Baškytė, Director of the State Service of Protected Areas under the Ministry of Environment, together with K. Seeberg Kitnæs and H. Zingstra, during which the necessary answers to the raised questions could be found and re-discussed. It is foreseen to discuss some other problems during the planned Workshop of Peatland Restoration. 
