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Crynodeb Gweithredol

Mae’r canllawiau hyn yn cyflwyno dull cychwynnol ar gyfer asesu effeithiolrwydd gwaith
rheoli mewn ardaloedd gwarchodedig a safleoedd Naturfa yng Nghymru, gan gefnogi'r
gwaith o gyflawni Targed 3 o’r Fframwaith Bioamrywiaeth Byd-eang, sef gwarchod 30% o’r
tir, o ddwr croyw ac o’r mér erbyn 2030 (a elwir hefyd yn 30x30). Mae’n addasu
fframwaith Effeithiolrwydd Gwaith Rheoli mewn Ardaloedd Gwarchodedig a Chadwraethol

i gyd-destun polisi a gweithrediadau Cymru, gan alluogi asesiadau cyson, seiliedig ar
dystiolaeth o ba mor dda y caiff safleoedd eu rheoli i gyflawni canlyniadau bioamrywiaeth
sy’n cael eu cynnal.

Diben a Chwmpas

Mae’r fethodoleg yn cynnig offeryn ymarferol i reolwyr safleoedd, rheoleiddwyr a
phartneriaid werthuso a yw safleoedd:

e Wedi'u cynllunio a’u llywodraethu’n dda

e Yn cael eu rheoli’n weithredol i fynd i’r afael & phwysau
e Yn cael eu monitro’n briodol

e Yn cyflawni canlyniadau cadarnhaol ar gyfer cadwraeth

Gellir cynnal asesiadau ar draws amgylcheddau’r tir, dwr croyw a’r mor, ac maent yn
addas ar gyfer safleoedd gwarchodedig dynodedig (e.e. Safleoedd o Ddiddordeb
Gwyddonol Arbennig) a safleoedd Naturfa sy’n cyfrannu at y rhwydwaith adfer natur
ehangach.

Y Dull Craidd

Mae’r fframwaith wedi’i strwythuro o amgylch saith cwestiwn asesu allweddol, sy’n
cwmpasu:

1. Trefniadau llywodraethu

2. Categoreiddio safleoedd

Argaeledd gwybodaeth am ddulliau rheoli
Rhoi camau rheoli ar waith
Gweithgareddau monitro

Cyflawni canlyniadau cadwraeth

S -

Hyder yn y dystiolaeth gefnogol



Gyda'i gilydd, mae’r cwestiynau hyn yn asesu’r cylch rheoli llawn, o gynllunio a gweithredu
hyd at ganlyniadau ac ansawdd y dystiolaeth.

Un egwyddor allweddol yw bod canlyniadau cadwraeth (Cwestiwn 6), a gaiff eu pwysoli yn
Ol hyder yn y dystiolaeth (Cwestiwn 7), yn ganolog i'r asesiad terfynol. Mae hyn yn sicrhau
bod y perfformiad a adroddir yn adlewyrchu’r statws ecolegol a chadernid y data sylfaenol.

Defnydd Hyblyg a Chymesur

Mae’r fethodoleg wedi’i chynllunio i fod yn hyblyg ac i’'w defnyddio ar wahanol
raddfeydd, gan gydnabod y gall y canlynol amrywio:

« Mathau o safleoedd a’'r amcanion
e Trefniadau rheoli ar draws daliadau tir
e Argaeledd ac ansawdd y dystiolaeth

Gellir cynnal asesiadau ar lefel y safle cyfan neu is-safle (e.e. uned neu ddaliadaeth tir), yn
dibynnu ar sut caiff y safle ei reoli. Mae hyn yn caniatau i’r dull gael ei ddefnyddio mewn
ffordd bragmatig ar draws safleoedd cymhleth a phartneriaethau.

Allbynnau ac Adrodd

Caiff canlyniadau’r asesiadau eu cyfrifo fel sgor ganrannol o effeithiolrwydd cyffredinol y
gwaith rheoli. Caiff y rhain eu cyfleu fel fframwaith adrodd wedji’i raddio.

Mae’r dull hwn yn rhoi darlun mwy cynnil o’r cynnydd na system llwyddo/methu syml ac yn
cefnogi olrhain gwelliannau dros amser.

Gwerth a Defnydd

Y tu hwnt i adrodd yn erbyn 30x30, bwriad y fframwaith yw:
o Cefnogi gwaith rheoli addasol a gwneud penderfyniadau ar lefel y safle
e Nodi bylchau yn y gwaith rheoli a monitro ac yn y dystiolaeth
e Llywio blaenoriaethu a chynllunio adnoddau

« Gwella cysondeb a thryloywder yn y ffordd y caiff effeithiolrwydd gwaith rheoli ei
asesu

Dros amser, bydd y canlyniadau’n cyfrannu at sylfaen dystiolaeth genedlaethol, gan
gefnogi goruchwyliaeth strategol o adferiad natur a galluogi gwell targedu o ran ymyriadau
polisi a gweithrediadau.

Datblygiadau at y Dyfodol



Mae’r canllawiau’n cynnig methodoleg gychwynnol sy’n esblygu, a disgwylir
gwelliannau yn y dyfodol, gan gynnwys:

e Gwelliannau i systemau data a llwyfannau adrodd
e Mireinio’r dulliau monitro
« Datblygu astudiaethau achos ac enghreifftiau o arferion gorau

At ei gilydd, mae’r fframwaith hwn yn sylfaen ymarferol, ar sail tystiolaeth, ar gyfer asesu a
gwella effeithiolrwydd gwaith rheoli bioamrywiaeth yng Nghymru, gan sicrhau bod
ardaloedd gwarchodedig a chadwraethol nid yn unig yn cael eu dynodi, ond eu bod hefyd
yn cyflawni go iawn ar gyfer byd natur.

Executive Summary

This guidance sets out an initial approach for assessing management effectiveness of
protected areas and of Naturfa sites in Wales, supporting delivery of Target 3 of the Global
Biodiversity Framework, which is to protect 30% of land, freshwater and sea by 2030 (also
known as 30by30). It adapts the Management Effectiveness of Protected and Conserved
Areas (MEPCA) framework to the Welsh policy and operational context, enabling a
consistent, evidence-based assessment of how well sites are managed to achieve
sustained biodiversity outcomes.

Purpose and Scope

The methodology provides a practical tool for site managers, regulators and partners to
evaluate whether sites are:

o Well-designed and governed

e Actively managed to address pressures

e Appropriately monitored

« Delivering positive conservation outcomes

Assessments can be applied across terrestrial, freshwater and marine environments, and
are suitable for both designated protected sites (e.g. Sites of Special Scientific Interest)
and Naturfa sites contributing to the wider nature recovery network.

Core Approach

The framework is structured around seven key assessment questions, covering:



8. Governance arrangements

9. Site categorisation

10. Availability of management information

11.Implementation of management actions
12.Monitoring activity

13. Achievement of conservation outcomes
14.Confidence in the supporting evidence

These questions collectively assess the full management cycle, from planning and
implementation through to outcomes and evidence quality.

A key principle is that conservation outcomes (Question 6), weighted by confidence in
evidence (Question 7), are central to the final assessment. This ensures that reported
performance reflects both ecological status and the robustness of the underlying data.

A Flexible and Proportionate Application

The methodology is designed to be flexible and scalable, recognising variation in:
« Site types and objectives
« Management arrangements across landholdings
« Availability and quality of evidence

Assessments can be undertaken at whole-site or sub-site (e.g. unit or landholding) level,
depending on how management is delivered. This allows the approach to be applied
pragmatically across complex sites and partnerships.

Outputs and Reporting

Assessment results are calculated as a percentage score of overall management
effectiveness. These are translated into a graded reporting framework.

This approach provides a more nuanced picture of progress than a simple pass/fail system
and supports tracking improvement over time.

Value and Application
Beyond reporting against 30by30, the framework is intended to:
« Support adaptive management and decision-making at site level

« |dentify gaps in management, monitoring and evidence



e Inform resource prioritisation and planning

« Improve consistency and transparency in how management effectiveness is
assessed

Over time, results will contribute to a national evidence base, supporting strategic
oversight of nature recovery and enabling more targeted policy and operational
interventions.

Future Development

The guidance represents an initial, evolving methodology, with future improvements
anticipated, including:

o Enhanced data systems and reporting platforms
« Refined monitoring approaches
o Development of case studies and best practice examples

Overall, this framework provides a practical, evidence-led foundation for assessing and
improving the effectiveness of biodiversity management in Wales, ensuring that protected
and conserved areas are not only designated, but actively delivering for nature.



Purpose

This document provides guidance on the assessment of effective management in Wales
for those protected areas and Naturfa sites’ which are being considered for inclusion in
30by30. Once assessed the completed data (currently using the excel spreadsheet
provided) should be submitted to Natural Resources Wales (NRW)/Welsh Government
(WG)2.

Overview:

Effective management is a relative term defined according to the adequacy and
appropriateness of resources and processes that enable a site to achieve its conservation
objectives and deliver sustained positive biodiversity outcomes. “Management
Effectiveness of Protected and Conserved Areas” (MEPCA) is a tool developed to report
how effectively protected sites and how effectively Naturfa sites are managed for
biodiversity. It was introduced as part of the global effort to meet the Global Biodiversity
Framework targets, specifically Target 3. It provides a framework for evaluating
management effectiveness across marine, freshwater, and terrestrial environments.

The assessment of how effectively both protected sites and Naturfa sites are managed is
based on the MEPCA methodology developed by JNCC (see).

A key advantage of the MEPCA approach is that it offers a rapid assessment process
applicable across both protected areas and Naturfa sites, utilising diverse evidence
sources to support evaluation.

Using this guidance

This methodology builds on MEPCA, adapting it to the Welsh context by incorporating
national policy drivers and resourcing priorities. It is principally intended for both SSSI and
Naturfa site assessments and can be used by a range of stakeholders, from site managers
to organisations undertaking site evaluations.

Because SSSIs and Naturfa sites differ in biodiversity delivery and management
objectives, the guidance is deliberately flexible to accommodate varying aspirations for
biodiversity outcomes. For example, a Naturfa site may aim to deliver broad priority
habitats or species or a dynamic interplay of habitats, whereas an SSSI may focus on
highly specific habitat types.

The methodology is structured around key MEPCA questions, followed by the proposed
Welsh approach, scoring system and required supporting evidence. A number of case
studies will be made available to illustrate the assessment approach in practice (Appendix
4).

" Naturfa sites are sites in Wales contributing to Welsh delivery of 30by30 outside SSSI, SAC, SPA or
Ramesar sites.
2 Exact mechanism will be clarified in due course.


https://jncc.gov.uk/our-work/mepca-indicator/

As this is a preliminary method, results and a basic audit trail should be recorded in the
accompanying Excel spreadsheet. A more permanent data management solution will be
developed in the future.

Applying effective management evaluation to your
own situation.

While this guidance is intended to support assessments of effective management in
relation to supporting delivery 30by30, its potential to inform and guide site-based
management responses should not be overlooked. For example, it could help
organisations assess the resources required to address outstanding management
interventions or identify common site-based actions that may benefit from a coordinated
focus. The tool also holds value as an adaptable resource to support internal management
planning, target setting and decision-making.

Selecting the assessment area

Since effective management evaluation is management-focused, we propose that the
scale of assessment be guided by how management is structured for different site types.

If management varies significantly across different parts of a site, such as across different
landholdings or SSSI units, the assessment can be conducted at the unit or landholding
level. This approach allows separate bodies to report on their respective landholdings
while still enabling the aggregation of area values for overall reporting.

In other cases, particularly in the marine environment where not all protected areas are
underpinned by SSSI, assessment may be more appropriate at the whole-site level
(including SACs and SPAs), reflecting how pressures and management operate in that
context.

By adopting this flexible approach, we aim to make effective management assessment
more accessible and relevant to the diverse management strategies used across different
sites.

Taking this approach has implications for assessments conducted at the landholding level
within a larger site, such as an SSSI. Much of the available evidence may relate to whole-
site assessments, for example, a site-level feature condition assessment.

In such cases, careful consideration is needed to determine how larger scale site-level
data informs judgments at the landholding level. For instance, how should an overall
habitat condition of “unfavourable: recovering” be interpreted for a specific landholding?
Evidence from one or more holdings may indicate recovery, but this does not always align
with the overall site assessment. These situations require an element of professional
judgment.

For all assessments, the area and a unique identifier (e.g., SSSI unit number) must be
provided.



Question 1: What is the governance type of the
area?

Approach

The need to understand the way in which areas are governed has grown in prominence in
recent decades. The IUCN have undertaken reviews of this topic and developed a
typology for governance types according to the key actors holding authority and
responsibility for the main management decisions affecting the protected area?.
Understanding different governance arrangements for sites will help our understanding of
how protected area management is being addressed.

On the excel spreadsheet provided select (from the drop-down list) the appropriate
category for the area you wish to assess.

Governance type definitions:

Governance by Government(s) e.g. protected area or area where
Governance by Government management has been delegated to another by a government body
including the Crown Estate as a public corporation.

Shared governance by diverse rights holders and stakeholders
together (not necessarily Governments). Such as separate rights-
Shared Governance holders (e.g. commons, shooting rights), or where there are
tenants, or long-term management agreements in place. Please
describe the range of stakeholders in the ‘other’ entry box.

Governance by private entities such as any privately owned and

Private Governance L .
managed land, by individuals or organisations.

Governance by local communities
Governance by local communities

Other Governance type not listed — please state what this is.

3 Borrini-Feyerabend, G., N. Dudley, T. Jaeger, B. Lassen, N. Pathak Broome, A. Phillips and T. Sandwith
(2013). Governance of Protected Areas: From understanding to action. Best Practice Protected Area
Guidelines Series No. 20, Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. xvi + 124pp.



Question 2: How is the area categorised?

Approach

For the purposes of effective management evaluation in Wales we are focussed on a
limited set of area types (see below).

If the assessment area forms only part of a site e.g. one area of a SSSI is being assessed
because it forms part of a distinct management regime different from other parts of the
SSSI, then it should still be classified as a SSSI.

On the excel spreadsheet provided select (from the drop-down list) the appropriate
category for the area you wish to assess.

Area description definition :

Definition / Rationale Based on IUCN Categories*

Site of Special Category IV: Habitat/Species Management Area

Scientific Interest Protected areas aiming to protect particular species or habitats and management
(SSSI)/ European reflects this priority. Many category IV protected areas will need regular, active
site, Marine Site & interventions to address the requirements of particular species or to maintain
MCZs habitats, but this is not a requirement of the category.

In Wales - a geographically defined area other than a protected site, which is
governed and managed in ways that achieve positive and sustained long-term
Naturfa site outcomes for the in-situ conservation of biodiversity, with associated ecosystem
functions and services and where applicable, cultural, spiritual, socio—economic,
and other locally relevant values (Adapted from CBD, 2018; IUCN, 20195%).

Designated
Landscape Naturfa As above, when inside a National Park or National Landscape (AONB).
site

4 The definitions for responses for questions 1 and 2 are based on IUCN Categories:
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/PAG-020.pdf

5 Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) (2018). Protected areas and other effective area-based conservation
measures (CBD/COP/DEC/14/8). Conference of the parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity. & IUCN-WCPA
Task Force on OECMs, (2019). Recognising and reporting other effective area-based conservation measures. Gland,
Switzerland: ITUCN.



Question 3: Is management information available?

Approach

Sound design and planning is an important prerequisite for the effective management of
protected areas. Management information needs to provide a clear concise explanation of
the overall goals and objectives of management.

On the excel spreadsheet provided select (from the drop-down list) the appropriate score
for the area you wish to assess.

Scoring definitions for availability of management information

Score Definition
2=Yes
The area has appropriate management information documented and in use.
1 = Partially . . . .
The area has some appropriate management information, this can be drafted but not
yet in use.
0=No
The area has no appropriate management information drafted or in use
0 = Unknown It is not known if management information is documented.

Supporting evidence:

Is there an appropriate, up-to-date (i.e. it is considered good practice to review plans every
five-years), and currently used management plan, site management statement (as
available for SSSIs), or group of relevant documents available covering the assessment
area? It is acceptable for such a plan to cover a wider area than that currently being
assessed but must still currently guide management decisions for the selected area.
Provide a reference or link to the management plan documentation.

To achieve the maximum score, documentation should include the full suite of information
shown in Figure 1. For protected sites, this means combining notification and management
documents. For Naturfa sites, it includes materials compiled through the assessment tool,



such as biodiversity interest used in site selection, along with site objectives, pressures
and threats, and management approaches (see Figure 1 for details).

Figure 1: Minimum components of acceptable management information.

e Description of the conservation interest

Information on the site's habitats or species, and any other special features of
interest.

e A defined map.

Providing spatial information on the area being assessed.

e Vision for the management holding.

A clear long-term vision for the site and specific conservation objectives based on
its ecological, cultural, or landscape values.

¢ Identification of Pressures and Threats

Identification of current and potential pressures (e.g. invasive species, pollution,
land use change) that could impact the site's condition.

¢ Management Actions and Measures

Identification of activities and interventions to maintain or improve the condition of
the site’s features of conservation interest within relevant timelines, such as habitat
restoration, or desired grazing regimes.

For further information on management plan documentation for effective management
assessment see Jonas, et.al. (2023)° or Alexander (2012)” for management planning
support.

6 Jonas, H. D., MacKinnon, K., Marnewick, D. and Wood, P. (2023). Site-level tool for identifying other effective area-
based conservation measures (OECMSs). First edition. IUCN WCPA Technical Report Series No. 6. Gland, Switzerland:
IUCN. ISBN: 978-2-8317-2246-7 (PDF) DOI: https://doi.org/10.2305/WZJH1425

7 Alexander, M. (2012). Management Planning for Nature Conservation: A Theoretical Basis & Practical Guide.
Published by Springer Dordrecht. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-5116-3



Question 4: Are management actions being
implemented?

Approach

Adequately addressing the pressures that negatively impact biodiversity on a site is a key
component of effective management. To capture this, please review the information
available on the extent to which management measures have been implemented on the
assessment area. Note that this refers not only to measures targeting the assessment
area’s main features of interest but relates to the full range of identified measures for the
area.

When considering management measures, it is important to consider our level of
confidence, both in our understanding of the appropriate actions to be taken for a given
species or habitat, the currency of our information (i.e. older data may not be relevant to
sensitive habitats or species), and how effectively any implemented actions are being
applied. These factors can also influence the score assigned.

The implementation of site actions is an integral part of the adaptive management cycle
with actions being adjusted in the light of improved understanding, emerging pressures
and the ecological responses to previous and current actions. For example, the type of
intervention necessary for a damaged habitat may change over time as the habitat
recovers (Figure 2). Thus, the efficacy of management may change over time as the
interventions required change. To enable this adaptive approach, it is considered good
practice to, where resources allow, review site management plans at least every five
years, or more frequently depending on the agreed conservation objectives.

On the excel spreadsheet provided select (from the drop-down list) the appropriate score
for the area you wish to assess.

* focuses on actively re-establishing
Initial degraded habitats and species.
Identify restoration )
threats &
opportunities plan ~

* Revised approaches to management as
Phases of habitats respond to interverntions.

Updste plan recovery

S

~
* Once a habitat or species is restored

maintenance involves ongoing activities to
YEMiChEneel - preserve biodiversity resilience.

Figure 2: Phases of biodiversity management evolves as interventions lead to
recovery through repeated management cycles.



Scoring definitions for management actions.

Score Definition

All appropriate management measures are
implemented.

2=Yes

Some of the appropriate management measures
1 = Partially are implemented or are in the process of being
implemented.

None of the appropriate management measures
are implemented.

It is not known if appropriate management

0 = Unknown .
measures are implemented.

Supporting evidence:

The definition of management measures can differ between organisations. To assess this
question, consideration should focus on the management needs identified as relevant to
the assessment area’s features of conservation interest. These may include management
plans specific to the area or broader plans covering larger areas, provided the measures
are directly relevant to the assessment area. The implementation of such measures should
relate to actions being undertaken on the assessment area to benefit the features of
conservation interest within the period of the management plan, as opposed to planned
actions or actions with funding allocated but not yet being delivered.

Some actions can be applied at wider scales such as regulatory controls which are also
relevant in this context and should be taken account of.

An example for SSSIs would relate to any identified site ’action’ (underway’ or ‘complete’)

which are judged by site managers as needing action to bring site features into favourable

or recovering condition (see table 1 for example issues and actions). The types of possible
issues which may need to be addressed are listed in the appendix. If some issues selected
for an assessment area still need action, then a ‘partial’ score of 1 would be appropriate.



Table 1: Examples of issues which can require action on a site.

Issue category Example

Grazing levels may be too high for the site
and is impacting natural regeneration,
habitat structure and composition. Action
Grazing level - overgrazing is needed to adjust grazing levels.

Supporting evidence on a management
agreement would be appropriate.

Non-native species may be invading a site
and potentially impacting native species.
Action will be needed to manage the non-
native and prevent further expansion and
Freshwater non-native species impact.
Supporting evidence on a site clearance
intervention (either completed or ongoing)
and biosecurity methods would be
appropriate.

Collection of bait from a marine site may
be directly impacting the site by removing
or damaging the biodiversity. Action will be

Marine bait collection needed to manage the activity.

Supporting evidence on interventions to
stop damaging bait digging activities
would be appropriate.

For audit purposes, if known, the number of both implemented measures and the number
of measures awaiting implementation should be reported. In the future, if a data reporting
portal and database becomes available, we may also ask for listings of types of actions
both implemented and awaiting implementation, if they are on-site or off-site, together with
impediments to implementation. Such information will help inform policy over pressures
impacting delivery and where support may be needed.



Question 5: Is monitoring activity taking place?

Approach

To assess the extent of monitoring activity, evaluation will focus on actions which monitor
the key biodiversity values of the area being evaluated (e.g. the key notified features of a
SSSI as identified by the site manager or key biodiversity on a Naturfa site).

In the context of protected sites, this does not mean that all notified or qualifying features
of a site must be monitored for the assessment to be deemed adequate for effective
management evaluation. There is a distinction seen here between monitoring for reporting
on the condition of all site features and monitoring to support effective management
reporting.

To select the key biodiversity interests on an assessment area it can be helpful to think
about the biodiversity in two dimensions — the conservation importance of the particular
habitat or species, together with the closeness of the link between management and the
likely responses from the biodiversity interests (see figure 3). Such an approach can help
identify the higher priority species or habitats which could become the key site
features/biodiversity for assessment. For further advice on prioritising species and habitats
see Hurford et.al. (2006)8.

[ Medium High
) priority priority
:

g Low Medium
£ 2 priority priority

Low High

Biodiversity importance

Figure 3: Selecting key biodiversity interests based on importance and the link to
management (adapted from Dalton et.al, 2024°).

Given the nature of some assessment areas, it is acceptable for more than one feature to
be included in effective management evaluation. Some sites may consist of two distinct
habitats with very different management needs, or management may be driven by a
particularly rare species. If multiple features are used in the assessment, a one-out-all-out
approach should be applied. This means that, when looking at two features, if monitoring

8 Hurford, C. Schneider, M. (2006). Monitoring Nature Conservation in Cultural Habitats: A Practical Guide and Case Studies. Springer,
Netherlands.

9 Dalton, D., Berger, V., Kirchmeir, H., Adams, V., Botha, J., Halloy, S., Hart, R., citation: Svara, V., Torres Ribeiro, K., Chaudhary, S. &
Jungmeier, M. (2024). A framework for monitoring biodiversity in protected areas and other effective area-based conservation
measures: Concepts, methods and technologies. IUCN WCPA Technical Report Series No. 7, Gland, Switzerland: IUCN.



for one feature is deemed inadequate, the assessment should not receive a score of 2.
Instead, a score of 1 (partially adequate) may be more appropriate.

The frequency of monitoring should be considered in relation to the sensitivity'® of the
habitat or species being assessed and data collection designed around the ecology of the
species e.g. the appropriate field season has been used. It is anticipated that
recommended rapid assessment methodologies, tailored to a wide range of Welsh
habitats, will be developed in the near future.

On the provided Excel spreadsheet, select the appropriate score for the area being
assessed from the drop-down list.

Scoring definitions for monitoring activity

Response Definition

Ecological, and/or environmental monitoring (e.g., by sample collection, imagery
2=Yes and/or remote sensing) takes place at frequencies considered appropriate to
determine progress towards conservation outcomes.

Irregular or incomplete ecological and/or environmental monitoring, compliance
and/or proxy monitoring is conducted only (e.g., human activity data, modelled data,

1= Partially or remote sensing) and is relevant to assessing progress towards achieving the
conservation outcomes.

0=No No monitoring currently takes place which helps assess progress towards achieving
conservation outcomes.

0 = Unknown It is unclear if monitoring is in place.

Supporting evidence:

The evidence to support the monitoring assessment can include records of recent site
visits, monitoring reports, data synthesis exercises or desk-based evaluation exercises
(using a range of data). It is important to think here about the date and type of the most
recent monitoring work in relation to the sensitivity of the habitat or species (appendix 2).
Links, or references can be provided. Remember to indicate what the key habitat / species
are that form the focus for the effective management assessment and indicate the type of
monitoring that has taken place i.e. site walkover, desk-based assessment, field-based
survey/mapping/sampling, remote sensing, automated monitoring (passive acoustics,
camera traps), e-DNA, modelling or expert opinion.

10 See appendix for definitions.



Question 6: Are conservation outcomes being
achieved?

Approach

For the purposes of effective management assessment, we expect an assessment area to
be in ‘favourable’ or ‘unfavourable: recovering’ condition to score that it is achieving the
desired conservation outcomes.

The condition of key site features' will be treated as a proxy for the overall area
assessment. An assessment area is considered to be fully delivering conservation
outcomes if all key features'? are classified as either 'favourable' or 'unfavourable:
recovering.' If only some features fall into these categories, the area is classified as only
partially delivering. If all key features are either 'unknown' or 'destroyed,' the area is
considered not to be delivering (see figure 4).

Applying the precautionary principle often increases the likelihood of an unfavourable
assessment. Consequently, the trajectory of features classified as ‘unfavourable’ becomes
critical and requires careful consideration. The following explores the recommended
approach:

A feature can be classified as 'unfavourable: recovering' through one of two pathways:

. Pathway 1: The feature has been assessed twice, and a comparison of the results
indicates improvement. This is evidenced by certain recorded attributes meeting the
required thresholds more frequently in the second assessment.

. Pathway 2: There is at least one reliable data point for assessment, but evidence
suggests that all identified site issues have been addressed for the long-term. If all issues
have been implemented or resolved, it can be assumed (based on expert opinion), that the
feature is likely to be recovering. In contrast, if some issues remain unresolved or
outstanding, the feature is assumed not to be recovering and is highly likely to be
deteriorating.

1 Given the history of protected site condition assessments focussing on whole sites rather than units, there
will need to be an element of judgment for assessments of only part of a protected site using the larger scale
site level condition information to inform judgements.

12 As defined in question 5 above.



Figure 4: Translating condition scores into Effective Management scores:

Key: FV = favourable; ID key features: Are you

UFV:R = unfavourable recovering assessing a single
feature or multiple?

UFV:R can be classified in two ways: i) there is trend information

indicating recovery, ii) all the identified issues on the area have
been implemented.

Multiple features
selected

None are FV Some are FV Allfeatures are FV ora
‘ combination of FV & UFV:R

Some are UFV:R Allare UFV:R None are UFV:R R::::;:::?ii::&:?:s
v v
Si : Partiall:
Corepar iy Score: Fully Score: Partially L 5

A single feature
selected

Feature is FV or UFV:R Feature is neither FV
or UFV:R

Score: Fully Score: None

Scoring definitions for achievement of conservation outcomes.

Response Definition

2 = Full All of the site’s assessed key features are either classed as favourable or
y unfavourable: recovering.

Some, but not all, of the site’s assessed key features are classed as either

1 = Partiall .
y favourable or unfavourable: recovering.

0=No None of the assessed key features are either favourable or unfavourable:
recovering.

No evidence is available to show if the site is achieving its intended conservation

0 = Unknown
outcomes.




Supporting evidence.

Suitable evidence to support the assessment should include links or references to the
species or habitat assessments which formed the basis of the scoring.

Question 7: What is the level of confidence in the
data used to assess progress towards the
achievement of conservation outcomes?

Approach

Confidence values attached to condition assessments allow us to understand when the
evidence we hold is ‘good enough’ for a given output (i.e. to justify a change in
management or to contribute to a given statistic driving a policy) and when it is not.
Inevitably, the less evidence we collect on habitats and species, the lower our confidence
in any conclusions drawn about these aspects of biodiversity.

When assessing and reporting on the achievement of conservation outcomes for
assessment areas it is also vitally important that we are clear where the evidence
underpinning that decision comes from and how confident we are that the conclusion is
correct. Applying a confidence rating, particularly to conclusions derived from a range of
evidence sources for the key features informing our assessment, allows others to make an
informed decision about how representative of the true picture the assessment is
considered to be.

The confidence in any overall assessment of supporting data will be determined by several
key factors, most notably:

e The quality/strength and relevance of evidence from individual sources.

e How up-to-date the evidence is in the context of the species or habitat sensitivity to
change.

e The overall body of supporting evidence and the extent to which sources agree or
disagree.

Score definitions for confidence in data

Response Definition

3 = High There is appropriate and sufficient direct field based ecological and/or
environmental monitoring data available to have a high confidence in the condition




of the site to assess progress towards achievement of ecological conservation
outcomes.

There is a combination of direct and proxy monitoring data (combining ecological,
environmental or compliance data) available from the site leading to a moderate

2 = Moderate confidence assessment of data quality to assess progress towards achievement of
conservation outcomes, but some expert judgement (or extrapolation of data) has
been used to make the assessment.

There are no data from direct ecological and/or environmental, compliance and/or
proxy monitoring available from the site. The assessment of whether the site is
1=_Low moving towards or achieving conservation outcomes is therefore based largely on
expert judgement e.g., an understanding of how the condition of the key habitats
and species might be impacted by ongoing activities.

0 = Not applicable | No suitable information is available on which to base an assessment.

Supporting evidence

The evidence used to support the assessment of confidence is based on the same
sources used to answer Question 6 (the achievement of conservation outcomes). Key
considerations include:

e The balance between, and appropriateness of direct field-based observations e.g.
complete counts, partial counts or site condition etc., and proxy data.

e How recently the data were collected.

e How directly linked the data are to the key habitats or species being assessed.

e The extent to which expert opinion has been relied upon.

A brief justification should be provided for the confidence rating, outlining how these
factors influence the reliability of the assessment. If you are unfamiliar with allocating
confidence ratings then see appendix 3 for further guidance.

Final calculation of confidence in achievement of
conservation outcomes

The answers to questions 6 & 7 are automatically multiplied together in the spreadsheet to
produce an overall conservation outcome assessment.

A final overall effective management score is then determined by combining the (weighted)
scores and presenting them as a % of the maximum possible score. The weightings
ensure higher value is placed on assessment areas that are fully achieving positive
conservation outcomes and where this is based on high confidence in the evidence
underpinning the assessment.




Your contact details

To ensure we can follow up any submissions if necessary, please provide the following
information on the spreadsheet:

Name of individual or organisation

Contact details

e-mail contact details for the submission

the nature of your land ownership (landowner, tenant, land manager etc.)

How will the data be managed?

Currently the assessments will need to be captured on a spreadsheet (see accompanying
draft), in the long run it is hoped the information will populate a database and be presented
via a more user-friendly interface such as a power-Bi app.

Please note GDPR?"3 considerations apply to any information provided in support of the
assessments.

Given the drive for transparency and accountability, there is an intention to publicly report
the assessment results.

Reporting results

The final outcome of the assessment will be a percentage score, calculated as a
proportion of the maximum possible score.

While the original MEPCA assessment process uses a binary threshold, classifying sites
as either achieving or failing to achieve effective management, in Wales, we propose
reporting status across a range of thresholds.

The current proposal (Table 2) presents a five-category system, offering a more nuanced
approach to tracking change in Wales.

3 General Data Protection Regulations



Table 2: Reporting categories for effective management assessment.

85 - 100 Platinum- effectively | Conservation outcomes fully achieved with high
managed confidence
Gold- effectively Conservation outcomes fully achieved with
65 - <85 ) .
managed medium confidence
Silver— effectivel Conservation outcomes fully achieved with low
44 - <65 y confidence or partially achieved with medium
managed : :
confidence (or higher).
Bronze— effectivel Minimum threshold reached but significantly more
39 - <44 y work is required to be confident of full delivery of
managed .
long-term conservation outcomes for the area.
On a pathway to At least partial monitoring in place but no positive
24 - <39 ; . . e
effective management | conservation outcomes identified as yet.
0-<24 Significant Key elements for effective management are
improvement needed | missing entirely and will need to be addressed.

Acting on your results

In Wales, areas contributing to the 30x30 target should be effectively managed (together
with a number of other criteria). Whilst the recommended pass threshold of 39% is used in
the assessment this still leaves significant opportunities for improvement given a desire to
see sites in favourable condition with all issues addressed and robust management in
place.

Once an assessment has been completed it is recommended that areas for improvement
should be identified and plans put in place to address any shortfalls.

Quality assurance of your results

Whilst we would recommend the data provided as part of your assessment is subject to
quality assurance before submission. Submitted data will also be subject to a range of
quality assurance activities. Such assurance, when developed, is likely to incorporate the
following types of activities:

e Relevant templates have been used.

e Submissions will be subject to expert review for audit information ensuring data is
impartial and objective.

e In some circumstances submissions may be subject to more in-depth review.

e Automated validation of data for completeness and accuracy.

e Arecord of errors and corrections will be retained.



Appendices

Appendix 1: List of issue types which may need addressing on
a protected site such as a SSSI or Naturfa site.

Access & Recreation Access/Use - erosion/disturbance/damage

Access & Recreation

Angling - freshwater

Access & Recreation

Angling - sea

Access & Recreation

Archaeology and salvage

Access & Recreation

Bait collection (recreational)

Access & Recreation

Boats - not powered

Access & Recreation

Boats - powered

Access & Recreation

Diving & snorkelling

Access & Recreation

Educational /Scientific Use

Access & Recreation

Gathering marine resources (e.g. seaweed,

recreational collection)

Access & Recreation

Inappropriate vehicle use

Access & Recreation

Mooring and anchoring (small boats eg in eel-grass

beds)

Access & Recreation

Wildfowling

Agriculture and Land management

Cutting/ Mowing - excessive

Agriculture and Land management

Cutting/ Mowing - insufficient

Agriculture and Land management

Drainage

Agriculture and Land management

Fertilizer use

Agriculture and Land management

Fire - deliberate or accidental




Agriculture and Land management Game management

Agriculture and Land management Grazing insufficient grazing

Agriculture and Land management Grazing overgrazing

Agriculture and Land management Grazing type and/or timing (inc shepherding)
Agriculture and Land management Habitat loss and fragmentation
Agriculture and Land management Herbicide/ pesticide use

Agriculture and Land management Modification to more intensive agricultural practise
Agriculture and Land management Predation and pest control

Agriculture and Land management Scrub invasion

Agriculture and Land management stock feeding

Agriculture and Land management Weed control

Climate change Climate change

Earth Science Feature Issue Feature obscured

Earth Science Feature Issue Feature removed or damaged

Forestry and woodland management Deer grazing/ browsing

Forestry and woodland management Insufficient tree management

Forestry and woodland management Tree planting, past and present
Forestry and woodland management Woodland management and tree felling
Invasive Species Diseases pathogens and parasites
Invasive Species Freshwater - native

Invasive Species Freshwater non-native

Invasive Species Marine - native

Invasive Species Marine - non-native




Invasive Species

Terrestrial - native and archaeophyte

Invasive Species

Terrestrial - non-native

Marine management risk - Forestry
and woodland management

Deer grazing/browsing

Marine management risk - Forestry
and woodland management

Insufficient tree management

Marine management risk - Forestry
and woodland management

Tree felling and management

Marine management risk - Forestry
and woodland management

Tree planting, past and present

Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Access/Use - erosion/disturbance/damage

Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Angling - Sea

Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Archaeology & salvage

Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Bait Collection (Recreational)

Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Boats - powered

Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Boats - not powered

Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Diving & snorkelling

Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Education/Scientific Use

Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Gathering Marine Resources e.g. seaweed,
recreational collection

Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Inappropriate vehicle use

Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Mooring and anchoring (e.g. small boats in eel-grass
beds)




Marine management risk - Access &
Recreation

Wildfowling

Marine management risk - Agriculture
and land management

Fertilizer use

Marine management risk - Agriculture
and land management

Grazing - insufficient grazing

Marine management risk - Agriculture
and land management

Grazing - overgrazing

Marine management risk - Agriculture
and land management

Grazing - type and/or timing

Marine management risk - Agriculture
and land management

Herbicide / pesticide use

Marine management risk - Agriculture
and land management

Pest control

Marine management risk - Earth
Science Feature Issue

Feature obscured

Marine management risk - Earth
Science Feature Issue

Feature removed or damaged

Marine management risk - Invasive
Species

Marine - native

Marine management risk - Invasive
Species

Marine - non-native

Marine management risk - Invasive
Species

Marine - non-native

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Aggregate extraction

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Cables & Pipelines

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Energy production - non-renewables (Fossil & Nuclear)

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Energy production - renewables: Biofuel




Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Energy production - renewables: Solar

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Energy production - renewables: Tidal -
barrage/impoundment

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Energy production - renewables: Tidal - turbine

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Energy production - renewables: Wave

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Energy production - renewables: wind

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Infrastructure - construction

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Infrastructure - maintenance

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Military

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Oil and gas exploration

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Quarrying and mining

Marine management risk - Pollution
and waste

Air pollution

Marine management risk - Pollution
and waste

Inappropriate pollution response

Marine management risk - Pollution
and waste

Sediment pollution

Marine management risk - Pollution
and waste

Waste impacts - dumping spoil, sludge, etc

Marine management risk - Pollution
and waste

Waste impacts - fly-tipping, litter, etc

Marine management risk - Pollution
and waste

Water pollution - diffuse sources




Marine management risk - Pollution
and waste

Water pollution point source (inc. thermal &
radioactive)

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Bait Collection (Commercial)

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Commercial angling marine rod and handline

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Dredging: bladed (mussels: seed & adults)

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Dredging: hydraulic

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Dredging: toothed (scallops & oysters)

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Electrofishing

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Finfish & crustacean cages or enclosures

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Finfish & crustacean land based enclosures

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

General fisheries

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Hand gathering of fish / shellfish

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Long lining

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Molluscan farming and assoc. structures (ropes,
trestles, poles)

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Netting - drift (gill, trammel)

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Netting - purse & beach seine

Marine management risk - Sea fish
industries

Netting - (fixed engine and fyke nets)




Marine management risk - Sea fish Netting - (hand held)

industries

Marine management risk - Sea fish Netting - fixed (gill, tangle, trammel)
industries

Marine management risk - Sea fish Potting (crab, lobster, prawn, whelk)
industries

Marine management risk - Sea fish Shellfish media laying (i.e. Cultch laying)
industries

Marine management risk - Sea fish Trawling - demersal beam

industries

Marine management risk - Sea fish Trawling - demersal towed other (inc otter)
industries

Marine management risk - Sea fish Trawling - midwater

industries

Marine management risk - Sea fish Trawling - demersal rockhopper

industries

Marine management risk - Sea fish Wild stock enhancement / ranching /restocking (e.g.
industries sea bed lays)

Marine management risk - Shipping , Anchoring

Ports, Marinas

Marine management risk - Shipping , Dredging maintenance
Ports, Marinas

Marine management risk - Shipping , Dredging capital
Ports, Marinas

Marine management risk - Shipping , Mooring
Ports, Marinas

Marine management risk - Shipping , Port waste management (including refuse & litter)
Ports, Marinas

Marine management risk - Shipping , Vessel accidents and associated issues
Ports, Marinas

Marine management risk - Shipping , Vessel maintenance & repair (incl. Antifouling)
Ports, Marinas




Marine management risk - Shipping ,

Ports, Marinas

Vessel movements

Marine management risk - Species
feature issue

Animal Welfare operations

Marine management risk - Species
feature issue

Removal of species feature

Marine management risk - Species
feature issue

Structural problems, renovation issues, buildings,
bridges , caves

Marine management risk - Water
management and issues

Coastal flood defence and erosion control (including
squeeze)

Marine management risk - Water
management and issues

Coastal processes and sediment supply

Marine management risk - Water
management and issues

Ditch management

Marine management risk - Water
management and issues

Inappropriate beach cleaning

Marine management risk - Water
management and issues

Inland flood defence and erosion control

Marine management risk - Water
management and issues

Siltation

Marine management risk - Water
management and issues

Water abstraction

Marine management risk - Water
management and issues

Water levels

Other Industries and Development

Aggregate extraction

Other Industries and Development

Cables and pipelines

Other Industries and Development

Energy production - non-renewables (Fossil & nuclear)

Other Industries and Development

Energy production - non-renewables : wave

Other Industries and Development

Energy production - renewables : biofuel

Other Industries and Development

Energy production - renewables :Tidal - turbine




Other Industries and Development

Energy production - renewables: Tidal -
barrage/impoundment

Other Industries and Development

Energy production - renewables: wind

Other Industries and Development

Infrastructure - construction

Other Industries and Development

Infrastructure - maintenance

Other Industries and Development

Military

Other Industries and Development

Peat extraction

Other Industries and Development

Quarrying and mining

Pollution and waste

Air pollution

Pollution and waste

Marine litter

Pollution and waste

Pollution response

Pollution and waste

Waste impacts - dumping spoil, leachate, sludge, etc

Pollution and waste

Waste impacts - fly-tipping, litter, etc

Pollution and waste

Water pollution - diffuse sources

Pollution and waste

Water pollution - discharge(s)/point source (inc.
thermal, radioactive and oil)

Pollution and waste

Water quality - Sediment pollution

Pollution and waste

Water quality - turbidity

Sea fish Industries

Access for sea fisheries

Sea fish Industries

Bait collection (Commercial)

Sea fish Industries

Commercial angling, marine rod and handline

Sea fish Industries

Dredging: bladed (mussels :seed & adults)

Sea fish Industries

Dredging: hydraulic

Sea fish Industries

Dredging: toothed (scallops & oysters)




Sea fish Industries

Electrofishing

Sea fish Industries

Finfish & crustacean cages or enclosures

Sea fish Industries

Finfish & crustacean land based enclosures

Sea fish Industries

General fisheries

Sea fish Industries

Hand gathering of fish / shellfish/seaweed

Sea fish Industries

Long lining

Sea fish Industries

Molluscan farming and assoc. structures (ropes,
trestles, poles)

Sea fish Industries

Netting - fixed (gill, tangle, trammel)

Sea fish Industries

Netting - drift (gill trammel)

Sea fish Industries

Netting - purse & beach seine

Sea fish Industries

Netting (fixed engine and fyke nets)

Sea fish Industries

Netting (hand held)

Sea fish Industries

Potting (crab, lobster, prawn, whelk)

Sea fish Industries

Shellfish media laying (ie Cultch laying)

Sea fish Industries

Trawling - demersal beam

Sea fish Industries

Trawling - demersal rockhopper

Sea fish Industries

Trawling - demersal towed other (inc otter)

Sea fish Industries

Trawling - midwater

Sea fish Industries

Wild stock enhancement / ranching (eg sea bed lays)

Shipping, Ports, Marinas

Anchoring

Shipping, Ports, Marinas

Dredging - capital

Shipping, Ports, Marinas

Dredging - maintenance




Shipping, Ports, Marinas

Mooring

Shipping, Ports, Marinas

Port waste management (including refuse & litter)

Shipping, Ports, Marinas

Vessel accidents and associated issues

Shipping, Ports, Marinas

Vessel maintenance & repair (incl. antifouling)

Species feature issues

Noise disturbance

Species feature issues

Off site issues (e.g. migratory species)

Species feature issues

Removal of species feature

Species feature issues

Structural problems, renovation issues, buildings,
bridges, caves

Water management and issues

Freshwater fish stocking

Water management and issues

Acidification

Water management and issues

Coastal flood defence and erosion control (squeeze)

Water management and issues

Ditch management

Water management and issues

Freshwater fisheries management

Water management and issues

Inappropriate coastal management e.g. beach cleaning

Water management and issues

Inland flood defence and erosion control

Water management and issues

Modified water courses

Water management and issues

Natural coastal processes and sediment supply

Water management and issues

Siltation

Water management and issues

Water abstraction

Water management and issues

Water levels (inc. barriers to natural hydrology and
altered water flow)

Water management and issues

Weirs and other in-channel structures

Access & Recreation

Access/Use - erosion/disturbance/damage




Access & Recreation

Angling - freshwater

Access & Recreation

Angling - sea

Access & Recreation

Boats - not powered

Access & Recreation

Boats - powered

Access & Recreation

Educational /Scientific Use

Access & Recreation

Gathering marine resources (e.g. seaweed,
recreational collection)

Access & Recreation

Inappropriate vehicle use

Access & Recreation

Mooring and anchoring (small boats e.g. in eel-grass
beds)

Access & Recreation

Wildfowling

Agriculture and Land management

Cutting/ Mowing - excessive

Agriculture and Land management

Cutting/ Mowing - insufficient

Agriculture and Land management

Drainage

Agriculture and Land management

Fertilizer use

Agriculture and Land management

Fire - deliberate or accidental

Agriculture and Land management

Game management

Agriculture and Land management

Grazing insufficient grazing

Agriculture and Land management

Grazing overgrazing

Agriculture and Land management

Grazing type and/or timing (inc. shepherding)

Agriculture and Land management

Habitat loss and fragmentation

Agriculture and Land management

Herbicide/ pesticide use

Agriculture and Land management

Modification to more intensive agricultural practise

Agriculture and Land management

Predation and pest control




Agriculture and Land management

Scrub invasion

Agriculture and Land management

stock feeding

Climate change

Climate change

Earth Science Feature Issue

Feature obscured

Forestry and woodland management

Deer grazing/ browsing

Forestry and woodland management

Insufficient tree management

Forestry and woodland management

Tree planting, past and present

Forestry and woodland management

Woodland management and tree felling

Invasive Species

Avian non-native

Invasive Species

Diseases pathogens and parasites

Invasive Species

Freshwater - native

Invasive Species

Freshwater non-native

Invasive Species

Marine - non-native

Invasive Species

Terrestrial - native and archaeophyte

Invasive Species

Terrestrial - non-native

Marine management risk - Agriculture
and land management

Drainage

Marine management risk - Other
industries and development

Peat extraction

Marine management risk - Pollution
and waste

Water quality - turbidity

Marine management risk - Shipping ,
Ports, Marinas

Vessel movements

Other Industries and Development

Aggregate extraction

Other Industries and Development

Energy production - non-renewables (Fossil & nuclear)




Other Industries and Development Energy production - renewables - solar

Other Industries and Development Energy production - renewables: Tidal - turbine

Other Industries and Development Energy production - renewables: Hydro-Electric

Other Industries and Development Energy production - renewables: wind

Other Industries and Development Infrastructure - construction

Other Industries and Development Infrastructure - maintenance

Other Industries and Development Military

Other Industries and Development Oil and gas exploration

Other Industries and Development Quarrying and mining

Pollution and waste Air pollution

Pollution and waste Light pollution

Pollution and waste Marine litter

Pollution and waste Pollution response

Pollution and waste Waste impacts - dumping spoil, leachate, sludge, etc.

Pollution and waste Waste impacts - fly-tipping, litter, etc.

Pollution and waste Water pollution - diffuse sources

Pollution and waste Water pollution - discharge(s)/point source (inc.
thermal, radioactive and oil)

Pollution and waste Water quality - Sediment pollution

Pollution and waste Water quality - turbidity

Sea fish Industries Access for sea fisheries

Sea fish Industries Hand gathering of fish / shellfish/seaweed

Sea fish Industries Netting - fixed (gill, tangle, trammel)




Sea fish Industries

Trawling - demersal towed other (inc. otter)

Sea fish Industries

Wild stock enhancement / ranching (e.g. sea bed lays)

Shipping, Ports, Marinas

Dredging - maintenance

Shipping, Ports, Marinas

Vessel accidents and associated issues

Shipping, Ports, Marinas

Vessel maintenance & repair (incl. antifouling)

Shipping, Ports, Marinas

Vessel movements

Species feature issues

Noise disturbance

Species feature issues

Off-site issues (e.g. migratory species)

Species feature issues

Removal of species feature

Species feature issues

Structural problems, renovation issues, buildings,
bridges, caves

Water management and issues

Freshwater fish stocking

Water management and issues

Acidification

Water management and issues

Coastal flood defence and erosion control (squeeze)

Water management and issues

Ditch management

Water management and issues

Freshwater fisheries management

Water management and issues

Inappropriate coastal management e.g. beach cleaning

Water management and issues

Inland flood defence and erosion control

Water management and issues

Natural coastal processes and sediment supply

Water management and issues

Siltation

Water management and issues

Water abstraction

Water management and issues

Water levels (inc. barriers to natural hydrology and
altered water flow)

Water management and issues

Weirs and other in-channel structures




Appendix 2: Site habitat and species sensitivity.

NRW has previously undertaken a review of species and habitats listed as features on
protected sites and categorised them into simple indicative sensitivity categories (table 3)
linked to rates of change over a range of time periods.

Table 3: Feature sensitivity scores.

Description Score
Low sensitivity features, i.e. those which are expected to respond less rapidly to changes | 1
in the most likely pressures or management and/or those which occupy more stable
settings where changes in pressures and/or management have been relatively uncommon
in recent times. Significant changes in a features condition in response to typical changes
in pressures/site’s management are unlikely to take place in less than 10 years.

Medium sensitivity features, i.e. those where changes in pressures/management are 2
neither particularly uncommon or particularly frequent and where significant changes in a
features condition in response to typical changes in pressures/management unlikely to
have occurred in less than 5 yrs.

High sensitivity features, i.e. those which occupy relatively insecure settings (where 3
changes in pressures and/or management have been relatively common in recent times)
and which are expected to respond relatively rapidly to typical changes in pressures or
management. Significant changes in a features condition in response to typical changes in
pressures/site’s management may take place in less than 3 years.

Appendix 3: Assessing confidence in conservation outcomes.

The assessment of evidence quality and strength when considering conservation
outcomes can be a complex undertaking given the potential diversity of evidence
available, how old the evidence is and the relevance of the data to the conservation
outcome. The following guidance is a slightly modified version of the recommendations
from Sutherland '* and may support you in assessing the quality of your evidence. This
methodology focusses on the relevance of the evidence, the reliability of the evidence and
the source of the evidence to calculate an indicative score.

4 William J. Sutherland, Transforming Conservation: A Practical Guide to Evidence and Decision Making.
Cambridge, UK: Open Book Publishers, 2022, https://doi.org/10.11647/0OBP.0321



Overview of process:

1. List the evidence you have found for the assessment that you consider is relevant.

2. For each piece of evidence determine an overall combined score for the information
reliability, source, and relevance of the data. This is an ISR score.

3. Sum these combined ISR scores to produce a cumulative score.

4. Allocate a confidence rating based on the cumulative score.

Step 1: List your evidence.

Make a list of the evidence you have found on the conservation outcomes for the area.
Use you judgment to decide realistically which is in scope for scoring based on the age of
the data and the relevance to the key features on the site.

Step 2: Determine an ISR score.

For each piece of evidence determine the ISR score using table 4. Basing your
considerations on the following definitions.

Information Reliability - how much can the information contained within a piece of
evidence be trusted, such as the rigour of the monitoring, how recent it took place or
whether the statement is supported by information, such as photographs or direct
observations rather than proxies, secondary information or vague file notes etc. e.g. the
information comprises recording forms about species composition and structure from
site based stopping points using a referenced method (score = 5), compared to other
evidence from a decade ago comprising a file note saying that the site ‘appeared to be
rank’ based on evidence but no explanation of the evidence or method used (score =
1).

Relevance — how closely does the evidence apply to the key feature conservation
outcomes, such as whether it relates to that feature in the assessment area, another
area or a similar feature is being used as a proxy e.g. the evidence relates to the key
habitat feature identified by the site manager for the assessment area (score = 5),
compared with evidence that a lot of these habitats tend to be in poor condition in
Wales (score =3).

Source - how much trust can be placed in the source of the evidence, is it authoritative
or anecdotal, competent, and does not suffer from a conflict of interest, or bias. When
handling situations such as multiple species records it may be more efficient to treat
these as a category and provide an overall score rather than scoring every individual
record. Examples of source scores include cases where the evidence has been
collected by a qualified, certified or member of a professional body such as CIEEM
(score = 5), compared with a source from an anonymous source (score = 1).



Table 4: Suggested scoring for each ISR axis.

Very reliable 5 Considerable trust 5 | Extremely relevant 5

Mc_)derately 4 Moderate trust 4 | Very relevant 4

reliable

Weakly reliable 3 Some trust 3 | Relevant 3

Little

understanding of | 2 No knowledge of source | 2 | Somewhat relevant 2

the method

Some concern 1 So_me_ concern over 1 Not very relevant 1
reliability

The scores for each component: Source, reliability and relevance are then scored to
produce a value out of 125. This is termed an ‘ISR’ score.

Step 3: Sum your ISR scores.
Take each score and sum them to produce a cumulative ISR score.
Step 4: Allocate a confidence category.

Use the following table (table 5), to allocate an overall confidence rating based on your
cumulative score. Enter this confidence rating in your assessment.

Table 5: Allocating a confidence category based on your ISR score.

3 = High confidence >101
2 = Medium confidence 51 -<101
1 = Low confidence 10 - <51

0 = not applicable <10




Appendix 4: Case studies.

Case study 1: A Raised Bog SSSI.

Background.

A SSSI with Raised Bog and Swamp features. The site is split into two management units
with the Bog as the key feature in the western unit and swamp as the key feature in the
eastern unit. The western unit is ¢.40% of site area with the Bog feature covering c. 7% of

the site area.

Assessment.

Question 1: What is the

categorised?

site, Marine Site & MCZs

governance type of the area? Governance by Government | N/A
. . . Site of Special Scientific
Question 2: Howis the area | |0 ot (SSSI) European | N/A

Question 3: Is management
information available?

1 - partially

There is no Management Plan for the
site though a site management
statement exists together with a map
and defined biodiversity features
(see link to notification information).

Question 4: Are management
actions being implemented?

0 - None of the appropriate
management measures are
implemented.

There is an absence of information
on implementation of management
actions on this site.

Question 5: Is monitoring
activity taking place?

1 — partially.

Monitoring of the key site features
has been patchy.

Monitoring of the Bog feature has
been undertaken three times: in 2010
(recorded as over-grazed), 2016
(recorded as under-grazed) and
again in 2025 (link/reference to
report). Using a structured site walk
of the bog habitat with stopping
points to record critical information.

There is no evidence of monitoring
for the swamp feature.




Question 6: Are conservation
outcomes being achieved?

0 - None of the assessed
key features are either
favourable or unfavourable:
recovering.

As outlined in the response to
question 5, the 2025 monitoring site
visit found the site was not achieving
the outcomes we would like to see (it
was under-grazed). The Bog feature
is clearly not achieving its
conservation outcomes. Appropriate
management is not in place, and a
further issue has been identified i.e.
Himalayan Balsam has invaded
stands of bog habitat.

Question 7: What is the level
of confidence in the data used
to assess progress towards
the achievement of
conservation outcomes?

3 — High confidence. There
is appropriate and sufficient
direct field based ecological
and/or environmental
monitoring data available to
have a high confidence in
the condition of the site to
assess progress towards
achievement of ecological
conservation outcomes.

This assessment relied on a recent
monitoring site visit (2025), using a
standard monitoring method. This
means there is appropriate direct
field based ecological monitoring
data collected which clearly indicated
the fact that outcomes are not being
achieved. A high confidence rating
was therefore allocated to the
assessment.

The overall score is well below a
39% minimum.

Key elements for effective
management are missing entirely
and will need to be addressed.

The area for improvement includes:

e More detail on management
aspirations for the site.

e Alack of full site
management information.

e Evidence that one key
feature is not achieving the
desired minimum condition
and no information on the
second site key feature.




