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Abstract. The Specially Protected Nature Territories in Latvia
have specific nature management plans, which have to be
integrated in spatial planning documents of all levels. The
experience shows that transfer of requirements of Nature
management plan to municipality spatial plan is still in progress.
The case study about the Daugavpils County and Nature Park
“Daugavas loki” planning experience will highlight problems and
offer recommendations for their solution.
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INTRODUCTION

Latvia has about 15 years of experience of development of
nature management plans for Specially Protected Nature
Territories (SPNT), and now there are about 170 plans
developed. Nature management plans are developed for huge
SPNT’s — national parks, for example, Gauja National Park
(about 92 thousands hectares), and for really small areas —
nature monuments which have the area of some hectares.

The process of development and implementation of such
plans is regulated by several legal acts (the Law and
Regulations of the Cabinet of Ministers) now, and the
legislation on spatial planning requires ensuring protection of
nature, landscape and cultural monuments. The planning is a
routine practice; nevertheless it is still challenging to achieve
integration of the requirements of nature management plans
(NMPs) into spatial planning (SP). At present, this issue is
especially topical because of the amendments to the legislation
in the field of spatial planning.

Even the best nature management plan alone cannot
guarantee conservation of nature values and a favourable
conservation status for species and habitats. An important
issue in the nature conservation policy implementation is
involvement of main stakeholders (landowners, local people,
and municipalities) in management activities and
implementation of conservation regimes, especially if the
economic interests are touched.

The governance of Specially Protected Nature Territories is
a complicated system of biological diversity management,
public relations, and local socio-economics. Therefore, there is
the increasing need for additional efforts and innovative ways
to reach the balance between conservation and development.
The dramatically important stage in this process is
harmonization of other planning documents at all levels with
nature management plans.

METHODS AND MATERIALS

The goal of the research is analysis of experience and
opportunities, and provision of recommendations for qualified
integration of nature management plans in municipal spatial
plans.

The methods include analysis of planning documents,
interviews with spatial planning specialists and an integrated
case-study: integration of requirements of the nature
management plan for Nature Park “Daugavas loki” into spatial
planning documents (the development program and the spatial
plan) of the Daugavpils County.

DISCUSSION

There are both subjective and objective obstacles to transfer
information and to integrate requirements of a nature
management plan into the relevant municipality spatial plan.
Among objective obstacles, we can list differences in
procedures and contents of both planning documents. If spatial
plans are valid for the 12-year period, nature management
plans could be developed for different periods, depending on
the choice of an expert group and the managing authority of
the concrete SPNT — 5 to 15 years. The structure of both
documents is principally different, which can confuse spatial
planners, municipality staff and local people. Moreover, the
procedure of developing a planning document is different.
Both procedures involve public hearing and other kinds of
stakeholder involvement. It is worth to mention that usually
the same institutions are involved, but not the same persons,
and often there is an obvious lack of an internal flow of
information.

The most influencing factor is different goals of these
planning documents (nature conservation in case of nature
management plans, and the regional development in case of
spatial plans), and the most challenging and important is
balancing of these aims in both planning documents.

The area of a planning object is different and the
administrative borders differ: one SPNT can be included in
several municipalities. The difference in administrative
borders of SPNTs and municipalities can be both an advantage
and challenge, because there is the opportunity to gather
together more people from different municipalities and get
more information and opinions. Nevertheless, there is more
risk of “underwater stones” —  personal/historical
disagreements among people from different administrative
units. Hence, the former disagreements among different towns
or villages could be brought into the process of development
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of NMPs. Even if we could exclude the abovementioned
personal factors, the SPNTs being managed by several
municipalities in most cases have different development
scenarios, and there have to be strong intermediate linking
organization or structure to rule the management of a territory
as one unit.

The most widespread obstacle is low awareness of nature
conservation among spatial planning specialists, as well as
among other municipality specialists. Therefore, there are
situations, when municipality spatial planners ignore nature
management plans at all, because “we don’t know what to do
with this huge information about beetles and plants”, or the
opposite, but not less harmful situation, when the area of
SPNT is set aside from the spatial plan or the development
program as a “green spot” where nothing is allowed. The same
stands for thelimited knowledge among developers of nature
management plans for SPNT’s about spatial planning.

CASE STUDY

Nature Park “Daugavas loki” is large SPTN with the area of
about 12.5 thousands hectares, and it is included in the
administrative territory of two municipalities: Daugavpils and
Kraslava County (Fig.1). There are rich biodiversity values, as
well as beautiful landscapes and cultural monuments.
Nevertheless, the territory is inhabited, and the economic
development and infrastructure for this area is necessary.
Moreover, “Daugavas loki” is a popular tourism destination in
Latvia, which needs lots of efforts to achieve high standards
and avoid harm to nature values [2].
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Fig. 1. Nature park “Daugavas loki” [2].
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The nature management plan for “Daugavas loki” was
completed in 2010. The work on a development program and a
spatial plan for the Daugavpils County began in 2010 as well.

There are several recommendations to the spatial plan and
development program developers, based on the experience of
the Daugavpils County and the nature management plan of
Nature Park “Daugavas loki”.

1. The Daugavpils County specialists were involved in
preparation of the nature management plan of “Daugavas
loki”, therefore they are aware of the situation. Moreover, the
Daugavpils County has been employing the Nature Park
Manager for more than 17 years, and the County is the leading
partner in the project concerning improvement of
infrastructure in “Daugavas loki”.

2. Nature management plans include the following parts,
which are important for their connectivity with spatial plans:

e Analysis of all planned activities in existing SPs against
nature conservation aims (building versus species and
habitats, tourism and habitats, linear objects (roads,
railways, power lines) versus migratory routes and
defragmentation of habitats;

e Suggestions for amendments of existing SPs (if needed);

e Map of the functional (structural) zoning (Fig.2);

e Draft individual Regulations for specific SPNT with
restricted activities in each defined zone.
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Fig. 2. Functional (structural) zoning of Nature park “Daugavas loki” [2].

The planning specialists of the Daugavpils County are
acquainted with these parts, and they invited the experts who
developed the NMP to take part in working groups for the
Daugavpils County development program.

3. The Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment (SEIA)
is a part of the spatial planning procedure where all aspects of
possible environmental impact during implementation of
spatial plans have to be evaluated and possible development
scenarios must be provided. SEIA includes analysis of impact
on vulnerable habitats and species in SPNTs, even if
potentially threatening activities are planned outside SPNT.

4. One of the most important issues in sound integration of
nature management plans in spatial plans is awareness and
understanding of local stakeholders. Therefore, it is extremely
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important to use all possible procedures and tools for the
information spreading, explanation, education and awareness
raising. For the sake of better understanding, it is necessary to
use all methods available to choose, prepare, visualize and
show information about nature values in SPNT and ways to
protect them. The GIS tools and mathematical methods help to
show nature values and possible threats and impacts to them in
an easy and accessible way. That helps to visualize scientific
information and to involve people in discussion. The GIS
based methods are one of the possibilities to achieve a better
understanding of nature conservation issues among people
who have no special knowledge about these problems.

Therefore, the Daugavpils County specialists use the GIS
database and 3D models from the Nature management plan for
the Nature Park “Daugavas loki” for visualization of planned
activities in the Nature Park during the working group
meetings (Fig.3) [1, 2].

5. The Daugavpils County has the Cooperation Agreement
with the Daugavpils University, which includes transfer of
knowledge in all fields, and there is a close cooperation with
biology and nature conservation specialists and municipality
specialists.
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Fig.3. 3D model of Nature Park “Daugavas loki” [2].

CONCLUSIONS

1. The best way for a municipality to have all information
and knowledge about SPNTs in their territory is to take an
active part in nature conservation activities here.

2. The spatial planning procedure should involve a detailed
analysis of SPTN nature management plans.

3. One of the tools for integration of NMPs into spatial
plans is the Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment
(SEIA) procedure, where all data layers from NMP can be
used.

4. The municipality will receive the necessary information
and assistance in the field of knowledge needed for spatial

planning, if there is cooperation ensured with relevant

Universities and Institutes.
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Jolanta Bara. Dabas aizsardzibas planu nosacijumu integrésana pasvaldibu teritorijas planojumos: Daugavpils novads un dabas parks ,,Daugavas loki”
Latvija dabas aizsardzibas planus Ipasi aizsargajamam dabas teritorijam izstrada vairak neka 15 gadus, un paslaik ap 170 teritorijam ir §adi plani. PlanoSanas
procesu regulé dazadi normativie akti, tomér joprojam ir gritibas kvalitativi integrét dabas aizsardzibas planu prasibas pasvaldibu teritoriju planojumos un
attistibas planos. Ipasi §is jautdjums ir aktuals sakara ar izmainam teritorijas plano$anas likumdosana.

Raksta atklati objektivi un subjektivi ierobezojumi informacijas parneSanai un integréSanai no dabas aizsardzibas plana paSvaldibas teritorijas planojuma.
Visbiezak sastopamo subjektivo faktoru rada teritorijas planosanas specialist un citu pasvaldibas specialistu zinasanu trukums par dabas aizsardzibu. Tadg|
teritorijas planojuma vai nu vispar nepem v&ra aizsargajamas teritorijas dabas aizsardzibas planu, jo ,,nevar saprast, ko darit ar So informaciju, vai tiesi otradi —
aizsargajamas teritorijas neplano nekadu attistibu, ar1 to, kas tur atlauta un pat vélama. Tas pats attiecas uz dabas aizsardzibas planu izstradatajiem, kuriem biezi
nepietiek zinaSanu par pasvaldibu teritorijas plano$anu. Objektivie faktori ir atSkiribas planojumu izstrades procedura, dokumentu strukttira, plana darbibas
perioda. Pie tam planojuma objekti ir dazadi un to administrativas robezas atSkiras — viena aizsargajama dabas teritorija var ieklauties dazadu pasvaldibu
administrativajas teritorijas.

Pétijuma mérkis ir analiz&t iesp&jas un veiksmigo pieredzi planu integracijai (Daugavpils novads) un sniegt ieteikumus dabas aizsardzibas planu prasibu
kvalitativai integréSanai pasvaldibu planoSanas dokumentos. Darba metodes ietver planosanas dokumentu analizi, intervijas ar teritorijas planosanas specialistiem
un integrétu gadijuma izpéti (case-study) par dabas parka “Daugavas loki” dabas aizsardzibas plana prasibu un ieplanoto ricibu ieklausanu Daugavpils novada
planosanas dokumentos.

Honanra bapa. UHTerpanus njiaHoB ynpaBJjieHHs! 0XpaHsieMbIMH NPHPOIHBIMH TePPUTOPHSIMU B TePPUTOPHA/ILHOE IIaHHpoBaHue: JlayraBnuicckuit
Kpaii u npupoaHblii napk «/layraBac Jokm»

B JlatBuM IuiaHbl yIpaBJICHUS OXpPaHAEMbIMHU IPUPOAHBIMU TEPPUTOPUSMHU pa3zpabaTbiBatoTcs Oosee 15 sier, u B Hacrosiiee Bpems okono 170 Teppuropuit
HMEIOT TakWe IUaHbl. IIpolecc IIaHHPOBaHUS PETYNUPYETCS PasHBIMH HOPMATUBHBIMH JoKyMeHTamu JlarBuu. HecMoTps Ha 3T0, 1O CHX IOp BO3HHKAIOT
TPYJHOCTH IPH HHTETPAllMd UX TPeOOBAaHMII B TEpPPUTOPHANIBHBIC IUIAHBI caMoymnpapieHHil. OcoOeHHO akTyalbHa INpoOieMa cTana H3-3a W3MEHeHUH
3aKOHO/IAaTENIbCTBA B C(hepe TePPUTOPUATBHOTO IUIAHUPOBAHMSL.

B crathe packpbITEl OOBEKTHBHBIC M CyObEKTUBHBIC OTpaHHYEHHS [0 IEPEHOCY HH(OpPMaluM H3 IUIAHOB YIPAaBICHHS OXPaHACMBIMH TEPPHTOPUSIMH B
TeppuTopuaibHble IaHbl. CyObeKTHBHBIE (JaKTOPHI CO3MAeT HEXBaTKa 3HAHUH CIIEIMAINCTOB IUIAHUPOBAHHS O OXPaHe MPUPOABI U, HA000POT - CHELHAIHCTaM
10 OXpaHe NPHUPOJbI HE XBaTaeT 3HAHMI O IUTAHUPOBAHHU TEPPUTOPUM camoyrpapieHuid. [TosToMy IuiaHel 1160 coBceM He OepyTcst BO BHHMaHHUE, Tak Kak
HEMOHATHO, 4YTO JeNaTh ¢ MH(popManuel, 1mdo, Ha000POT — B OXpaHSAEMBIX TEPPUTOPHSAX HE IUIAHUPYIOT HUKAKOE PAa3BHTHE, XOTS MHOIOE TaM JKEIaeMo.
OOBeKTUBHBIE (PAKTOPBI — 3TO pasiIM4He B NPOLEAypax pa3paboTKH ITHX IUIAHOB, CTPYKTYpa JOKYMEHTOB, IEPHOA NEHCTBHS IUIaHOB. Pa3nuyarorcs U 0ObeKTHI
IUIAHUPOBAHMS U UX aJIMHHHCTPATUBHbIE IPAHHIIBL.

Ilens mccnenoBaHUS: aHATU3UPOBATH BO3MOXKHOCTU U MOJNOXKUTENIBHBI OIBIT HHTETPaluy IUIaHOB (/{ayraBIUICCKOTO Kpas), IPEATIOKUTh PeKOMEHNAINH UL
KaueCTBEHHOIl HHTErPaIMy TPeOOBAHUIA IUIAHOB YIIPABJICHHS OXPAaHAEMBIMU TEPPHUTOPUSIMH B TEPPHUTOPUAIBHEIC IUIAHBI U APYTHEe JOKYMEHTHI CAaMOYIIPaBIICHHUI.
Metozanka paboThl BKIIFOYAET aHAIU3 JOKYMEHTOB ILUIAHMPOBAHMS, WHTEPBBIO CO CIEHHMATUCTAMU TEPPHTOPHAIBHOrO IUIAHHPOBAHHSA CaMOYIpABICHHI H
HHTETPHPOBAHHOE CHTYAI[HOHHOE HCCIIEI0BaHNE 110 HHTETrPaluy TpeOOBaHUI IIaHa yIIpaBIeHHs IPUPOAHEIM MapKoM «JlayraBac JIOKH» U BHEJPEHHE IEHCTBUH,
IPeyCMOTPEHHBIX B IUIaHE, B IOKYMEHTHI INTAHUPOBaHU JlayraBImICCKOro Kpasi.
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