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Abstract — The article deals with the findings in the landscape
ecological planning and the approbation of its methods at mosaic
pattern landscapes in Latvia, i.e., an interchange of agricultural
and forests lands. The research is based both on reviews taken
from scientific literature and on a spatial data analysis, using
geographical information systems and field research. Although
this approach of the landscape ecological planning and its
solutions are used comparatively rarely, in modern society,
however, they must be used when planning various levels of
authorities and branches of agriculture, forestry, transport etc.
This article highlights essential problems of landscape ecological
planning in Latvia, first, planning approach and practice, second,
spatial data, third, normative laws and regulations.
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[. INTRODUCTION

Starting from the middle of the 20" century landscape
ecology was acknowledged as a branch of science, so it
developed rapidly and its role in practical planning was
considerably increasing. Nowadays, in order to create a plan
how to develop a new territory, the emphasis is laid on the
way to satisfy the human needs. In the process of planning, not
sufficient attention is paid to ecological problems [1]. As a
successful elaboration of short term or long term planning is
not feasible unless ecological problems are integrated in it [2],
thus, to provide for sustainable territorial development, more
and more frequently the landscape ecological planning (LEP)
occurs or ecological principles in spatial planning are
introduced. During the last two centuries on a global scale
ever increasing landscape changes have affected landscape
functionality, biological diversity, ecological stability and
cultural landscape patterns [3]. Also in Latvia diverse
landscape transformation processes are becoming more and
more topical, for example, the overgrowing of agricultural
lands, intensive forest fragmentation and construction work in
valuable landscapes. Consequently, because of ever increasing
changes in landscapes, a strong emphasis is laid on more
severe global environmental protection issues. A broad list of
measures should be born in mind to provide for successful
long term territorial development. In the process of the LEP,
the ecological landscape principles and factors should be
borne in mind to implement the LEP approach, and should be
scientifically applied to secure a universal and long term
success of this document.

The LEP is a comparatively new branch of science and this
is the reason why various ideas, theories and essentially
diverse conceptions about its targets and significance are
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expressed. The LEP encompasses the planning of land-use and
management that is based on the biotic, abiotic, cultural and
historic, social and economic factors in the territorial
development, because they provide the development of a
particular territory preserving its biological diversity and
cultural landscapes [4].

The fundamentals of the LEP are based on the approach
which is aimed at the maintenance of viable species
populations in a long term perspective which is frequently a
much more difficult challenge that a short term protection of
species and biotopes. This approach must, first, provide for the
preservation of biological diversity, second, the protection of a
cultural and historic landscape and its components, and third,
the protection of aesthetic value of landscapes simultaneously
furthering a sustainable development of areas and regions [4].
However, the approach to the LEP used in North America
determines that the LEP is an instrument that integrates the
exploitation of resources with biological sustainability
considering the processes and transformations in nature
varying on the scale of time and space.

In spatial planning, a worldwide approach based on
landscape research has been applied already for several
decades. In most countries various types of methods for the
landscape ecological planning have been elaborated and used.
Undoubtedly they do not contradict each other. Their
distinction mostly lies in the characteristic diversity of their
territorial landscape and a large variety of ecosystem scaling
which have been applied [5]. The main targets of LEP have
been to provide preservation of biological diversity [6],
ecological sustainability [7], forest management activities [8]
or proposals for ecologically optimized spatial organizations
and functional land use. Suitable LEP for a number of
landscape types, such as wetlands [9], forestry areas [10], [11]
and urban areas [12] have been created.

In the field of landscape ecology, until now, great attention
has been paid to landscape pattern and landscape metrics
However, quite frequently further actions of the process, such
as drawing guidelines, presenting practical recommendations
for landscape management etc. are not indicated. The above
mentioned aspects are characteristic in the countries where
human altered landscapes dominate and it is considered
essential to restore or conserve natural landscapes [13].

The aim of this investigation is to study a landscape
ecological planning and to improve its practical solutions in
Latvia. In this article the authors have summarized, first,
information taken from the studies of scientific literature,
second, described the experience on elaborating the LEP in
Latvia, third, performed research work on landscape
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management and fourth, made cognitions and conclusions. In
the result and discussion chapter the principal findings of the
research have been discussed and analysed. The authors hold
the opinion that the obtained results provide for their wide
usage in landscape management, in nature protection planning,
as well as in the strategic development of agriculture and
forestry, and spatial planning.

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS

The research on the solutions of the LEP is based, first, on
the review of scientific literature, second, on the analysis of
spatial data in planning areas, which include field
investigation, too. Due to the abundance of data and in order
to provide their interoperability, geographical information
systems (GIS) were widely used.

The sampling territories are located in the North and
Southeast of Latvia. They form particularly protected nature
territories with a different status i.e., the North Vidzeme
(region) Biosphere Reserve (founded in 1997) and the Razna
(lake) National Park (founded in 2007), and they cover an area
of 4576 sq.km and 596 sq.km respectively (Figure 1).
Sampling territories were chosen in accordance with the
principle that for these territories the LEP was duly elaborated.
In these territories diverse types of landscapes could be found,
for example, landscapes of agricultural lands, landscapes of
large forest tracts, wetlands, lake districts and mosaic pattern
landscapes that have been gradually developed through the
interaction between humans and nature. The landscape
structure and its resolution are the main distinctions
characterizing these territories.
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Fig. 1. Location of North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve and Razna National
Park.

In order to give an assessment to the urgency of landscape
management and practical usage in Latvia, within the course
of the research, expanded interviews from the professionals
were taken with the aim to clarify their viewpoint about their
previous experience in landscape protection and planning,
about the urgency of these activities as well as how to improve
landscape management in Latvia. In compliance with the
target the following questions were asked:

*  What implements in landscape management are
existing at present?

s Which way are they applied in Latvia?

*  What priorities should be granted to the landscape
management problems in various land management
and planning documents?

*  What activities have to be brought forward in order to
perfect landscape management protection and
planning methods in Latvia? Which is the most urgent
activity that has to be undertaken first?

o Is there any need to elaborate the landscape
ecological planning approach in Latvia? In which
cases would it be preferable?

*  How is it feasible to put into practice the landscape
ecological plans, observations or various with the
landscape protection related aspects?

In total, 27 experts from different interest groups were
interviewed  including  scientists, representatives  of
municipalities, representatives of nature protection and
environmental institutions, nongovernmental organizations, as
well as farmers and forestry managers. The responses in the
course of an interview were taken down. After each interview
was finished, it was repeatedly analyzed. The interviewer
made a summarization in the database compiled for interviews
that was subsequently used in data analysis. In addition, all
normative laws and regulations related to landscape
management were studied and analyzed.

This article gives a summary of the methodological
approach used in North Vidzeme Biosfere Reserve and Razna
National Park as well as the obtained conclusions and findings
were applied in further research work. When the LEP is
created, parallel the biotic, abiotic, socioeconomic factors and
cultural heritage values are also included. The methodology
for the LEP is taken the approach from “Forest Analysis and
the Methodology Design [14]. This planning methodology is
mastered and introduced into Latvia by Simon Bell and
Olgerts Nikodemus [15], elaborating the LEP for local
authorities in Taurene.

The process of LEP in Latvia includes several stages such
as analysis of landscape pattern, the landscape biological,
aesthetical, cultural and historic, and economic values their
definitions and valuable landscape categorization, the
landscape alternations flow analysis and its green-network
planning, the dynamics analysis of a landscape, the
opportunity and limitation analysis, the development of
various scenarios, the desired landscape construction, the
creation of the Landscape ecological plan and guidelines for it
implementation.

II1. RESULTS

C. Topicality of Landscape ecological planning

The studies of scientific literature reveal the fact that the
LEP is rarely created in territories with dominance of a mosaic
pattern landscape the structure of which in the course of years
has developed in an interaction between humans and nature.
The landscape structures in Latvia are shaped in the 20th
century [16], [17], but nowadays their transformations are still
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essential mainly because of considerable polarization and
marginalization processes [18], [17]. The transformations of
landscape structures including overgrowing of agricultural
lands and forest fragmentation have significantly affected the
biological diversity of landscapes [19]. Within the context of
this research, it is essential to mention, that mosaic pattern
landscapes are not similar to typical Western Europe
landscapes in which the functional land users compete with
each other because of the restricted space of land [12]. For this
reason the approach to the LEP in Western Europe could be
partially suitable also for the Northen Europe countries.

Also the studies of scientific literature proved that in
landscape ecology until now great attention has been paid to
landscape characterization, but quite frequently succeeding
actions such as elaboration of guidelines, practical
recommendations in landscape management etc. [13] are not
indicated.

D. Results of interviews

The interviews taken from specialists of various branches of
agriculture, science, foreign institutions etc. proved that the
LEP or the use of its principles is extremely topical. The
majority of interviewees except two persons knew that the
LEP is used in Latvia. These interviews confirmed that
accessible tools for landscape management in Latvia are used
quite rarely or are not used at all. But the interviewees
acknowledged that spatial planning is the most significant tool
in order to organize protection of landscapes or provide their
desirable development. As other important tools were
mentioned the nature protection plans, the rural strategic plan
and subsequent subsidiary payments for it were mentioned as
being of minor importance. Almost all interviewees admitted
that in Latvia there is no sufficient database for normative
laws and regulations in landscape protection. Also the
majority of the interviewees acknowledged that landscape
management must be of first priority, the role of landscape
protection in the planning process must be considerably raised,
and the practice of the LEP must be introduced into Latvia. As
to the possibilities how to change the existing situation, the
opinions varied, though the majority of the interviewees stated
that at present, the study of the existing situation,
methodological materials and also good practises examples of
planning are missing in Latvia. But several interviewees held
the opinion that it is essential to improve the database of
normative acts and regulations. The majority of the
interviewees admitted that the LEP approach should be
introduced into the whole territory of Latvia primarily
formulating the national basic guidelines as well as giving an
assessment of landscapes at least at the level of the regional
planning. On the other hand, for the landscapes of the highest
value it is urgent to adopt detailed regulations for planning at
the level of local authorities. In this respect also the two most
effective solutions how to introduce the LEP principles, i.e.,
first by planning the catchments area, and second, by passing
the law on land management were mentioned. When assessing
the existing landscape management it was indicated that the
previous collaboration among various institutions, which are
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subject to the Ministries of the Environmental and Regional
Development, Agriculture and various institutions, was
assessed as negative. For example, as several interviewees
remarked thus the Ministry of Environment had once dealt
only with particularly protected nature territories or habitats
and species, not paying attention to the quality of ecosystems
or the functional significance of a landscape. Moreover, the
Ministry of Agriculture and Government affairs are
reproached, first, to have too much relied only on economics
and second, to have neglected problems connected with
landscape management.

E. Implementation of Landscape ecological planning process

In the LEP process, primarily the analysis of the landscape
structure, which reflects the abiotic, ecologic and
socioeconomic factors of a landscape, is performed. In Latvia,
owing to the complex mosaic pattern of landscapes, it is
feasible to select matrix, patches, corridors and small
landscape elements using the scale 1:25 000. When
performing mapping of landscapes, on a smaller scale, it is
faceable to divide these landscapes following the dominating
pattern or a complex of matrices and not drawing separated
landscape patches. The structural analysis of a landscape
encompasses also the assessment of its dynamics. For Latvia,
this type of data analysis reveals the rapid transformations
within a landscape. Thus, considering the obtained data, in the
Razna National park within the course of the 20th century the
territorial area of forests has expanded more then double. As a
result, in Latvia, similar to other North European countries [7]
essentially different trends in the landscape transformational
processes are observed. However, it should be remarked that
when analyzing data, which differ in time, it is essential to be
aware of their initial preparatory scale and target.

The estimation of the existing and potential territorial
biodiversity in approach of the LEP, is based on the territories
which are more fitted for species and biotopes rather than on
definite distribution of species and biotopes.

The biologically significant selection of landscapes lies in
the statement that providing for the activities of biodiversity
protection at the landscape level, it is not feasible to take one
optimal solution that would fit all species because each of
them has specific requirements. It is preferable to select the
species who indicated landscape scale of which corresponds or
is close to the planning scale. So, several landscape structures
and their biodiversity characterized by indicator species of
mammals, birds, fishes and invertebrates as well as types of
separate plant communities and biotopes were selected. As
defined by experts the environmental conditions in order to fit
each indicator, and using the GIS and various spatial data,
such as the database of forest inventory, the hydrologic
information, the available data on the distribution of one or
other species, landscape elements that are significant for
biodiversity were selected. The use of this method in the
conditions existing in Latvia prefers an optimal solution
because in the situations when information about the
distribution of species and the ecological significance of
territories frequently is quite scarce, this approach provides
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information both about existing and potential ecological
niches of species. The investigations reveal, that existing
spatial distribution of landscapes and its elements in planning
areas supports ecologically sufficient structure of landscape
nowadays as well as in near future. However to maintain
biological diversity in longterm, special care must be dedicted
for maintaining quality of certain elements of landscape, such
as — age structure of forests, spatial distribution of grasslands.

The visual, cultural and historic value of a landscape is a
significant landscape resource that provides also the
socioeconomic development of rural territories. The most
significant criteria in order to give an assessment to the visual
value of landscapes are, first, the quality of a landscape,
second, the visibility of a landscape, and third, the
accessibility to a landscape [15]. As most frequently a
landscape is associated with definite scenery or its visual
image, the assessment of the visual value of a landscape
nowadays is of great importance, but at the same time it is
subjective because it is based on several experts viewpoint.
However, when relying on the GIS it is feasible to model the
visibility of a landscape thus essentially diminishing the
subjective approach in the assessment process. The use of this
approach enables to access the visibility of landscapes not
only nowadays but also in former days. For example, the
visibility modelling performed in the Razna National park
testifies that nowadays the range of scenery to the lakes that
are typical of the Latgale Upland has considerably narrowed.
In order to give an assessment to the cultural and historic
value of a landscape, first, the history of the landscape or its
elements must be studied, and second, the existing situation
must be evaluated.

When elaborating the LEP, to characterize the landscape
structure, also various socioeconomic indicators are used.
Most frequently they are various indicators obtained from
national economy and demography which refer to the land use
[18] and which are provided by local governments, i.e., the
dynamics of the number of population, the number and
location of guesthouses, the total number of cattle per hectare,
industrial fishing in lakes and other indicators.

All stages of landscape assessment and analysis are aimed
at the definition of the preferable landscape structure. The
definition encompasses characteristic features of a landscape
regarded as desired considering all the preconditions of
landscape development as described before. To construct a
preferable landscape, its significant component is the
elaboration of a landscape scenario, which clearly reveals the
probable direction of landscape development and identifies the
potential problems. At the concluding stage of the LEP, the
options how to implement the preferable landscape structure
and restrictions, are analysed. The analysis is required in order
to assess the options of the preferable condition of a
landscape. From the very beginning, when starting to define
the total landscape values, a significant role in the LEP
process is played not only by involving the professionals but
also the interested stakeholders (Figure 2). In the LEP process
interest groups from various layers of society, such as

representatives from nature protection organizations and local
authorities, nongovernmental organizations, farmers, forest
managers are involved. As the existing LEP experience in
Latvia testifies that its population does not take an active part
in the planning process. The innovative status of the LEP
approach in Latvia, the planning scale and the recommending
character of the LEP could explain it. Similarly as most
frequently the major target of the LEP is aimed at providing
for the ecological stability and desired conditions, then it is
popular with the local inhabitants and interested stakeholders
to associate this LEP with nature protection activities to which
the reaction is very often negative. As the existing LEP
experience in the Northern Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve
proves that useful information can be obtained by enquiring
the local inhabitants. For example they all, with the exception
of one person, admit that in Northern Vidzeme they have
observed negative transformations in landscape caused by
human commercial activity or inactivity. The inhabitants also
admit that the landscape is mostly affected by cutting down
the trees (44%) and abandonment of land (40%).

At present the introduction of terms for landscape
protection and development in Latvia can be fulfilled by
planning of territorial and nature protection, because the
existing legislation does not provide for this special approach.
In the analysis of restrictions and benefits, therefore, the
territorial planning at various levels and nature protection
plans must be assessed. In addition also the data connected
with agricultural land and woodland was analyzed. For
example, when analyzing the database of forest stands, the
activity of forest management, both in space and time, is
assessed. Spatial analysis reveals the high level of forest
fragmentation caused by intensive forest works especially at a
period from 2002 to 2005 in Razna National park. Such
increase is caused by the forest owners’ anxiety about the
foundation of a particularly protective nature territory and
potential restrictions in it. On the other hand, the spatial data
analysis on support payments in agriculture within the period
of five years reveals the territories with a high
transformational risk in future. The LEP and its research have
proved that a significant role in the landscape transformational
intensity and direction similar to other countries is played by
the Europe Union agrarian policy [20]. However, when the
subsidiary payments were analysed, conclusions were made
that for their management, the available options of support
payments are used only partially. For example, by applying
remote sensing methods in the planning process, the
prospective natural meadows amounted to 10 percent of the
total area but at present in this territory only 0.3 percent of
biologically valuable grassland are being managed. Given
examples demonstrates consequences of our decisions and
possibilities of actions in landscape management.

The analysis of territorial plans in planning areas proved
that, if passing over to a lower planning level, that is, planning
at a regional-local authority level, the landscape protection and
development conditions in these lower level planning
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disappearing.

The development of scenarios is unused tool till nowadays
at spatial planning in Latvia. Defining of scenarios and its
modelling demonstrate effective solutions in LEP process. For
instance the development of scenarios and comparison of its
spatial models point out that within next 15 years changes in
landscape structure can cause significant impacts on economic
and biological diversity. Therefore to reduce negative impacts
it is necessary to use scenarios modelling approach in planning
systems connected to landscape management. It supports with
necessary solutions for defining priorities for development of
certain land use forms.

In order to provide for the preferable structure and
functionality at the conclusion of the planning process, the
ecological plan of a landscape has been elaborated. As the
legislation of Latvia does not provide for the LEP, therefore,
within the planning process, additional guidelines are created
to introduce this plan. The LEP encompasses suggestions both
for planning the territories by local authorities and for the
nature protection plan of a particularly protective nature
territory as well as for the forest management plans.

At present the situation in Latvia is similar to other
European countries, where an intensive exploitation of nature

are gradually decreasing or even totally
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resources, such as forest fragmentation, intensification of
agriculture, mining of mineral resources, construction work in
scenery sensitive territories, has lasted for a long time and is
still going on, on the one hand, as well as abandoning of fertile
territories on the other. Therefore the transformational
processes become more intensified in a landscape and cause
disapproval among the interest groups. Because of this factor,
solutions must be sought in landscape management that are
mostly related to land use planning.

The core problems that the handle author of this article have

to deal with in the landscape ecological planning process are,
first, data availability and their compliance with the selected
scale, second, the legal status of the LEP, third, the definition
of preferable landscape structures, fourth, the inactivity of
local inhabitants.
The process of elaborating the LEP and its findings offer
significant information about the explored territory. Exactly
the multifarious approach can be considered as a decisive
factor that particularly intensifies the urgency for the LEP
approach and the significance of the findings, which is also
proved by the interviews taken from the specialists in the
course of the research work.

Assesment of landscape
socioeconomics
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dynamics
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¥ Laws and
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Fig. 1. The improved process of LEP includes several stages that predict more detailed planning approach. It showed linkages between several stages, involved
stakeholders and role of them in planning process. Similarly this scheme emphasizes implementation of LEP approach and results.
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As nowadays to protect biologically valuable species, a
special attention is paid to their habitats and biotopes, at the
same time not sufficiently analyzing species feeding and
abiotic aspects [6], [21] the biological assessment performed
in the LEP process revealed the functional link among the
territories and the existing problems. On the whole the mosaic
pattern structure is fitted to the expansion of diverse species,
but quite frequently the problems in the landscape
functionality are caused by the quality of its separate
components, for example, the shortage of old forest stands and
rapid overgrowing of meadow patches. Therefore, when
planning the territorial management, these shortcomings must
be diminished or eliminated.

By performing an all-round analysis of a landscape, quite
frequently a discrepancy between the visual and ecological
values of a landscape as well as between its preservation and
management is formed [22]. Also the visual and aesthetic
value of a landscape is closely dependent on the way that
agricultural land is cultivated and what the anthropogenic load
on the neighbouring lakes is like [4]. This dependence was
also proved by elaborating the landscape ecological plan, for
in most cases economically significant territories coincided
with visually high-quality landscape territories. But, when
overlapping the whole spatial data it appeared that these
economically significant territories mostly refer to lake
districts and also overlap with ecologically significant
landscape territories. For that reason, it is essential to elaborate
the territorial planning and in addition it must be done using a
most highly integrated approach encompassing various
landscape factors [23, 24]. Similar to the territories of high
quality landscapes abroad, the rapid changes of the last years
in mosaic pattern landscapes that are typical of Latvia have
lowered the traditional understanding of a landscape with the
population. That is why one of the most difficult stages in the
elaboration process of the landscape ecological plan was
attempts to give the definition of the preferable landscape.
Theoretically, the definition of the preferable landscape should
correspond with the viewpoints of all stakeholders, but
practically it is not feasible to obtain this condition of
landscape because of the lack of one common target [25]. In
case the interests of two groups contradicted each other, the
priority was given to ecological interests. The biggest problem
in preserving the mosaic pattern landscapes is how to provide
for the vital capacity of farmsteads and for land management
simultaneously providing the resources needed for their
existence and functionality, raising the landscape to a
functional level which offers economic benefit for the local
population and recreation options for the tourists [26].

IV.CONCLUSIONS

Within the framework of the research, the methodology of
the LEP and its solutions in compliance with its conditions in
Latvia, have been improved. First, the analysis and the
specification have repeatedly been performed to the solutions
fitted for the mosaic shaped structures in such LEP stages as
the structural analysis, the usage of socioeconomic parameters

and biological diversity indicators. Second, in comparison
with previously used approaches, this one additionally
encompasses all — embracing data analysis, public
involvement and defining development scenarios. The
methodological solutions that are approbated in this research
offer convincing samples for their practical usage.

In Latvia LEP approach and its principles is still being
applied comparatively rarely, but nowadays there is an urgent
need to use it when planning various branches of economy and
levels of spatial planning, for example in territorial planning,
in nature protection plans of biggest Natura 2000 sites, as well
as in forest management plans.

In the practice of planning, the most significant problems
when integrating the results of landscape research and
guidelines of LEP are caused by the insufficient legal
regulation, scarcity of data, lack of interest and the inflexible
approach of the existing planning practice.

In the development of the landscape ecological science and
of the LEP, using of the GIS has played a significant role. As
the LEP solutions in planning territories testify, nowadays
effective solutions of the GIS offer the essential contribution,
and they are an integral part of the LEP.

The landscape visualization methods approbated in the
research work have testified that their usage reduces the
presence of the widely criticized subjective attitude in
landscape visual assessment. The usage of these methods
allows landscaping visibility within different periods of time
as well as allows access the options of landscape management
and development.

In the same way, defining the scenarios and their spatial
shaping is one of the most significant LEP stages because in
the course of its elaboration all the summarized data about the
given territory are used and this background provides a
foundation for the landscape management guidelines. The
elaboration of the development scenarios guarantees the
simultaneous assessment and comparison of socioeconomic
and ecological impacts.

In the LEP, an interdisciplinary approach has to be applied
which encompasses the territorial assessment based on abiotic,
biotic as well as socioeconomic factors and which offers
sustainable solutions in the planning process.
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Raksta apkopoti pétijuma rezultati par ainavu ekologisko planosanu un tas metozu aprobaciju dazada tipa ainavu telpas Latvija. Pétjjuma analizéts ainavu
ekologiskas planosanas process, sniegts apraksts planosanas soliem, kuri aprakstiti, balstoties uz praktisko pieredzi. Raksta ir izveértétas ainavu ekologiskas
planosanas processa uzlaboSanas iesp&jas. P&tljums balstits gan uz literatliras apskatu, gan telpisko datu analizi ainavu ekologiskas planosanas teritorijas.
Pétijuma izmantotas geografiskas informaciju sistémas, ka ari apkopoti lauka pétijumu rezultati. Lai novértétu ainavu parvaldibas aktualitati un praktisko
izmanto$anu Latvija, pétijuma gaita veiktas padzilinatas intervijas ar dazadu ieintereséto pusu parstavjiem. To mérkis bija noskaidrot viedokli par ainavu
aizsardzibas un planoSanas lidzs$ingjo pieredzi, nepiecieSamibu, ka arT iesp&jam uzlabot ainavu parvaldibu Latvija. Lai gan Latvija §ada planoSanas pieeja un
risinajumi tiek izmantoti salidzinos$i maz, tom&r musdienas to blitu nepiecieSams izmantot dazadu Iimenu un nozaru planosana. P&tijjums apliecinaja, ka ainavu
ekologija liela uzmaniba lidz $im pievérsta ainavu metrikai, ainavu struktiiras analizei, ainavu vésturiskas attistibas gaitas aprakstam, tadu biezi vien netieck
paraditas talakas darbibas — vadliniju izstrade, praktiski ieteikumi ainavu apsaimnieko$ana vai planosana. Veiktais p&tijums apliecina, ka ainavu ekologiska
planosana un tas pieeja nodroSina daudzfunkcionalu ainavas analizi un parada butiskus aspektus, kuri ne vienmer tiek nemti véra dabas aizsardzibas vai teritorijas
planosana. Raksta paraditas galvenas problémas, kuras saistitas ar normativo regul&jumu, planosanas pieredzi un praksi, ka arT telpiskajiem datiem.

Herepuc JlakoBckuc. JIanamagTHO-IK0I0rH4YecKoe NJIAHUPOBAHKE U ero pewieHus B JlaTBun

B craThe NpUBOAATCS pe3yJIbTaThl UCCICIOBAHUS 110 JIaHAMA(THO-3KOJIOIHUECKOMY [UIAHMPOBAHUIO H alpoOalMy METO/I0B UCCIICAOBAHUS B PA3JIMYHBIX TUMAX
nagamadTa JlarBuu. B uccnenoBaHny npoaHaIM3UpPOBAH MpoLEce JTaHIMA(THO-IKONIOIUYECKOTO MIAHUPOBAHHS, ONUCAHBI ATy IJIAHUPOBAHUSI, OCHOBBIBASICH
Ha IIPaKTHYECKOM OmbITe. B crarhe Takke pacCMOTPEHBI BO3MOXKHOCTH YIIy4INCHHS MIAroB JaHIMIAadTHO-IKOJOTMYECKOTro IUIAHUpPOBaHWs B JlaTBUH.
HccnenoBanne 0OCHOBaHO KaK Ha 0030pe JIUTEpaTyphl, Tak M HA aHAJM3€ JAHHBIX CTPYKTYp NaHAmadTa. B uccnenoBannn ObIIN UCIOIB30BaHbI reorpaduyueckue
nHGOPMAIMOHHBIE CHCTEMBI U MOJIeBbIe HCCIefoBaHus. [l OIEHKH aKTyaJbHOCTH YHPaBIeHMS TaHAMAGTOM M IPaKTUUECKOrO HCIONb30BaHHA B JlaTBHH, B
XO0JIe UCCIIEZIOBAaHMS [IPOBEJICHB MHTEPBBIO C PA3INYHBIMH 3aHHTEPECOBAHHBIMU CTOpPOHAMH. L{ebi0 HHTEpBBIO OBUIO BBISCHUTH MHEHHMS 110 3aIIUTe JaHmadTa
U BBISIBUTH OIBIT IUIAHUPOBAHMS, @ TAK)KEe BO3MOXKHOCTH JUISl yJIy4IICHHs yrpaBieHus Janamadrom B Jlaruu. HecMoTps Ha To, uTo B JlaTBUM Takoil MOAX0J K
IUTAHUPOBAHUIO M PEIICHHUs UCIIONB3YIOTCSI OTHOCUTENIBHO Majlo, COBPEMEHHAs! CUTyalusl TpeOyeT HCIOIb30BaHUs 9TOr0 MOIX0Aa B IIAHUPOBAHUE PA3INIHOIO
ypoBHS M oTpaciell. MccinenoBanne mokasayio, 4To B JIAHAMIAQTHOH 3KOJOTHU OOJIbIIOE BHUMAHWS JO CHX IIOpP 3aHUMaeT METPUKH JaHmmadTa H aHalIu3
naHAmAGTHOH CTPYKTYpBI, OIMMCAHUS MCTOPHYECKOrO PasBUTHS JAHAIIA(Ta, HO 4AacTO HE yKa3bIBAIOTCS JAajbHEHIIMEe ACHCTBUS - pa3paboTKa PYKOBOJICTB,
IPaKTHYEeCKHe PEKOMEHJIAlUHY 110 yIpPaBIeHUIO MU IUIaHHpoBaHHIO JaHamadTa. [IpoBeneHHoe HCcIenOBaHUE MOKA3bIBACT, YTO JAHAMA(THO-DKOIOTHIECKOE
IUIAaHUPOBAaHHE M €ro IOJXOX O0ecreynBaeT MHOTO(YHKIHOHAIBHBIH JTaHIMadTHEIH aHalM3 U BBIIBISIET CYLIECTBEHHBIC AaCIIeKTHI, KOTOpbIE HE BCeraa
IPUHUMAIOTCS BO BHUMAaHHUE B XOJI€ 3aIUTBHI OKPY)KAIOIEH Cpeibl MM TEPPUTOPHUANILHOTO IIaHMpOBaHHUA. B craThe mpejcTaBieHbl OCHOBHbIE MPOOJIEMBI,
CBSI3aHHBIE C HOPMATUBHO-TIPaBOBOI 023011, ONBITOM IUIAHHPOBAHMS U MPAKTHYECKOH AESITEIbHOCTHIO, a TAKXKE IPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIMU JAHHBIMH.
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