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Executive summary of the report
Floodplains are recognized as very important element of biological diversity, their existence crucial for numerous endangered and priority species, such as Corncrake Crex crex*, Great Snipe Gallinago media, Lesser Spotted Eagle Aquila pomarina*. All these species require open floodplain areas that are not overgrown with shrubs or trees and are therefore endangered by current processes of land abandonment and overgrowing in Latvia. 

[image: image1.wmf]LIFE-Nature project “Restoration of Latvian Floodplains for EU priority species and habitats” started in October 2004 and lasted until June 2008. It was dealing with 15 protected areas and Natura 2000 sites in Latvia that represent typical floodplain meadow areas threatened by overgrowing and modifications of hydrological regime.   

Project was implemented by Latvian Fund for Nature, in cooperation with 25 partners – Nature Protection board, Latvian Ornithological society, North Vidzeme Biosphere reserve and 22 municipalities. It was co-financed by UNDP/GEF and Ministry of Environment. 
The main activity of the project was restoration of overgrown floodplain habitats. Project has delivered more than 2500 ha of restored and further managed floodplain areas, including habitats of EU importance, in particular Northern Boreal alluvial meadows 6450, Fennoscandian wooded meadows 6530*, Fennoscandian lowland species rich grasslands 6270* and others. Methods used included shrub cutting, initial mowing, controlled burning, cutting of shrubs around oak trees and experimental removal of the shrub roots. 

We signed 237 contracts with different landowners in project sites who were paid from our LIFE project funds for restoration of their grasslands. Therefore, restoration work was done by landowners and managers of the lands, thus ensuring the ownership of the project results and further management of restored floodplains. Farmers were encouraged and supported in applying for EU Agri-environmental support to ensure further maintenance of restored areas. 

Due to the low level of awareness on Natura 2000 and nature conservation issues among stakeholders in Latvia, especially on local level, project was putting much emphasis on education and public awareness activities. More than 240 different articles, 12 TV broadcasts and 11 radio broadcasts have been released in national and local media during the project, with stories about floodplain restoration activities, nature values of the floodplains, Natura 2000, farmers living in protected areas etc. 8 study tours and 8 educational and experience exchange seminars took place during the project. 17 booklets were issued both for tourists and site managers and 32 information stands set up at the project sites.
This report is comprised on 70 pages, with 35 Annexes and provides a comprehensive view on all activities, implemented during the project by Latvian Fund for Nature and project partners. 

More information about project activities is available on home pages of Latvian Fund for Nature www.ldf.lv and Latvian Ornithological society www.lob.lv. 

1. Introduction

1.1. Rationale and project territories

All the 16 project territories represent typical floodplain meadow areas, which are more or less regularly flooded. Because of this, these lands have never been used for intensive agricultural production. Most areas during 20th century have been party improved (drained) to expand areas for hay production. However, starting with 80-ties a need for hay as cattle food during winter decreased and eventually became insignificant with collapse of collective farms operating under socialism system. This was because the number of cattle decreased more than 2 times. As a result, a majority of ‘less perspective lands for agriculture’ (floodplain meadows) were abandoned and overgrowing process begun.

Since 1990-ies several countrywide inventory projects assessed biological values of the floodplain meadows using both site-based and species-based approaches. Floodplains were recognized as very important element of biological diversity, their existence crucial for numerous endangered and priority species, such as Corncrake Crex crex*, Great Snipe Gallinago media, Lesser Spotted Eagle Aquila pomarina*. All these species require open floodplain areas that are not overgrown with shrubs or trees.

1.2. Objectives of the project

To restore 2400 ha of biologically most important and presently abandoned floodplain areas and to ensure subsequent continuous management for the benefit of species (e.g., Crex crex*, Aquila pomarina*, Aquila clanga*, Gallinago media, Osmoderma eremita*) and habitats (e.g., Fennoscandian wooded meadows 6530*, Species-rich Nardus grasslands 6230* and Northern boreal alluvial meadows 6450). 
1.3. The main conservation issues being addressed
Decrease and fragmentation of open grassland areas, degradation of meadow quality, overgrowing of oak stands
These problems are taking place due to increasing abandonment of extensive farming methods in rural areas and changes in the hydrological regime in the floodplains. They were addressed by several project activities, in particular habitat restoration actions and information/education measures, as well as support to farmers in applying for EU Agri-environmental funds. 

Early grass mowing

Early grass mowing issue was addressed by educational activities, such as seminars and study tours. Requirements for receiving the financial support under Rural Development Plan Measure “Agri-environment”, sub measure “Preservation of Biodiversity in Grasslands” are supporting the late grass mowing and thus providing incentive to cease early grass mowing practice in biologically valuable areas.

1.4. Expected results

Expected results were: management plans prepared/elaborated for 15 Natura 2000 sites, 2400 ha habitats restored, improved knowledge on Agri-Environmental Schemes and management of biologically valuable grasslands, all restored areas further managed with Agri-Environmental support. 

2. LIFE-Project framework 
[image: image4.jpg]


2.1. Steering Group
Steering Group consists of representatives of all project partners (22 municipalities, Nature Protection Board, Latvian Ornithological society, North Vidzeme biosphere reserve) and Ministry of Environment.

2.2. Roles of project partners 

Partner Nature protection Board was implementing part of project actions A.5, A.6, C.1 and C.6.

Partner North Vidzeme biosphere reserve was advising on implementation of project actions in their territory and partly implementing project actions A.7 and E.4.

Partner Latvian Ornithological Society was partly implementing project actions E.1, E.2, E.3, E.7, E.8, providing data on bird distribution in project territories (A.3) and participating in the site management planning (A.5, A.6) and project management (F.3). 

Municipality partners were assisting with restoration and public awareness activities (C and E), liaison officers are assisting in daily communication with landowners and compilation of landowner database (A.2) and participating in the project management (F.3). 

Please see list of partner’s data included in Annex 23 to the Report.

2.3. Project implementation 

Project implementation is depending on successful cooperation of all project staff. To ensure that, regular planning meetings were held, apart from daily communication. Project manager was supervising implementation of all project activities and reporting to Steering group. 

A group activities were mainly the responsibility of project manager and public awareness coordinator. Regular meetings were held with editors of management plans and other experts, to monitor the project performance. 

C group activities were mainly the responsibility of regional coordinators. Regional coordinator for East Latvia was responsible for project sites “Sita and Pededze floodplains”, “Mugurve meadows”, “Pededzes lejtece”, “Burga meadows”, “Meadows of Seda river”, “Vidusburtnieks meadows”, “Ruja floodplain” and “Burtnieki meadows”.

Regional coordinator for West Latvia was responsible for project sites “Lielupe floodplains”, “Svetes lejtece”, “Kalnciems meadows”, “Rakupe meadows”, “Dviete floodplains”, “Lake Durbe meadows” and “Uzava floodplains”.

Regional coordinators were in charge of daily negotiations with landowners, preparing and supervising implementation of restoration contracts. They report to project manager that is supervising project restoration activities by regular visits to sites and project meetings. 

E group activities were mainly the responsibility of public awareness coordinator. He was responsible for hiring experts and contracting for publications, editing publication texts and ensuring their conformity to LIFE SAP. Project manager was supervising and advising on the implementation of the activities.

2.4. Modifications according to initial proposal 

1st Additional Clause was accepted by the EC on 24/05/2006 when 3 new municipality partners joined the project, there were also modifications in status of one of the existing partners (Pilskalne municipality was replaced by Ilukste Regional Council (including also Pilskalne municipality)) and new co-financer (UNDP Latvia) contributing to the project. 

2nd Additional Clause was accepted by the EC on 26/05/2008 with changes of status in 2 municipalities (Valgunde municipality becoming part of Valgunde Regional Council and Vecate municipality becoming part of Burtnieki Regional Council), withdrawal of Dunalka municipality from the project and increasing the financial contribution of project beneficiary to 27300 Euro. 
During EC and monitoring team mission to Latvia (5-6/07/2006) it was discussed that Natura 2000 site borders have been changing with their official approval. Changes were insignificant in most cases and did not differ much from borders, initially planned in the project. No project actions took place outside Natura 2000 borders. In Interim Report we submitted the maps with initially planned project site borders and finally approved Natura 2000 site borders and this change was accepted by EC (letter DG ENV/E4/SL/SEB D(2006)22466) on 22.11.2006. 

3. Progress

3.1. Summary table of activities. 
	Action No
	Action 
	Time plan
	Status

	A.1.
	Meetings with stakeholders on the sites, introduction of the project 
	IV 2004
	Accomplished, 19 meetings took place in 2005.

	A.2. 
	Development and maintenance of landowner database
	IV 2004 – I 2008
	Accomplished, database created and submitted to the Nature Protection Board.

	A.3
	Collection and analysis of existing information
	IV 2004 – IV 2007

	Accomplished, update with bird data from LOS done, data used in site management plans and monitoring.

	A.4
	Preparation of digital maps for project sites, mapping of habitats
	II 2005 – II 2007
	Accomplished, habitat maps attached with site management plans in Interim Report (Annex 2) and 2nd Progress Report (Annex 19).

	A.5
	Preparation of 13 site management plans, update of 2 management plans
	I 2005 – I 2007
	Accomplished, site management plans finalised. Except the Plan for nature reserve “Lake Durbe meadows”, more info in Chapter 3.4.

	A.6
	Supervising preparation of the management plans, organising public hearings and printing plans
	IV 2005 – I 2007
	Accomplished, site management planning procedure (including public hearings) finalised and necessary copies made for responsible institutions.

	A.7
	Training of farmers on applying for EU support for grassland management 
	II 2005 – II 2008

	Accomplished, 6 trainings took place. 

	A.8
	Analysis and recommendations of improvement of existing legislation regarding management planning in Latvia
	III, IV 2005

IV 2007-I 2008
	Accomplished, 1st and 2nd analysis done and communicated to MoE and MoA.

	A.9
	Agreements and contracts for habitat restoration and management works
	I 2005, I 2006, I 2007
	Accomplished. 237 contracts signed in total. 

	C.1.
	Removal of shrub
	I 2005 – I 2008
	Accomplished 1077.86 ha restored.

	C.2. 
	Destruction of shrub root system along melioration ditches
	III 2005 – I 2008
	Accomplished 9.55 ha restored.

	C.3. 
	Removal of shrub around individual oak trees
	I 2005 – I 2008
	Accomplished 59.28 ha restored.

	C.4. 
	Fence installation
	I-II 2006
	Accomplished. Ca 4 km of fences constructed.

	C.5 
	Controlled burning of grassland
	IV 2005 – I 2008
	Accomplished 368.64 ha restored.

	C.6 
	Initial moving of grassland
	III 2005 – III 2007
	Accomplished 2244.15 ha restored.

	E.1. 
	Informal letters and stakeholder meetings
	I 2005 – II 2008
	Accomplished, 5 letters send to each landowner.

	E.2.
	Design and update of project homepage
	IV 2004 – II 2008
	Accomplished, project home page contains all the information and news about project activities.

	E.3. 
	Information signs
	I 2006 – I 2008
	Accomplished, in total 32 information signs set up. 

	E.4. 
	Seminar for capacity building of meadow management planners
	IV 2007
	Accomplished, was conducted on 13-14.05.2008, together with presentation of Grassland management handbook prepared within action E.6.

	E.5. 
	Study tours to other grassland management areas in Latvia and EU, participation in international seminars
	I 2005 – II 2007
	Accomplished. In total 8 study tours organised, participation in 8 international conferences ensured.



	E.6. 
	Production of grassland management handbook
	II 2007 – I 2008
	Accomplished, handbook printed, distributed and attached to this Report (Annex 28) 

	E.7.
	Production of summary management plans
	I 2006, I 2007
	Accomplished. In total 14 summary management plans printed and attached to earlier Reports (Annex 11 in Interim Report and Annex 13 in 2nd Progress Report).

	E.8.
	Informal booklets about project sites and management of habitats for Crex crex and other target species
	I-II 2006, IV 2007-I 2008
	Accomplished. 4 thematic booklets and 13 site booklets printed, 7 of them attached to this report (Annexes 16 to 18). Other attached to previous reports.

	E.9. 
	Publication of layman’s report
	II 2008
	Accomplished. Published and distributed to project partners and stakeholders. Attached in Annex 19.

	E.10
	Closing event of the project
	II 2008
	Accomplished. Project closing event took place on 19.06.2008.

	F.1. 
	Establishment and meetings of the Project Steering group, monitoring of project performance
	IV 2004 – I 2008
	Accomplished, in total 6 meetings took place.

	F.2. 
	Initiation of the monitoring system on effects achieved by management measures
	I 2005 – II 2008
	Accomplished, monitoring report attached in Annex 22. 

	F.3.
	Administration of the project 
	IV 2004 – II 2008
	Accomplished, project implemented and final report prepared. 

	F.4.
	Audit of the project
	I-II 2008
	Accomplished, audit report submitted with the Financial Report. 


3.2. Summary of project milestones

	Milestone
	No of reference action
	Date planned
	Date achieved

	First meetings with landowners conducted
	A.1
	31.12.2004
	14.01.2005

	First Steering group meeting conducted
	F.1
	31.12.2004
	27.04.2005

	Homepage set up
	E.2
	31.12.2004
	07.10.2004

	First management plan elaboration meetings conducted
	A.5, A.6
	31.03.2005
	14.01.2005

	First management contracts signed
	A.9
	31.03.2005
	23.12.2004

	10% of planned shrub removed
	C.1
	31.03.2005
	23.02.2005

	20% of parkland meadows restored
	C.3
	31.03.2005
	29.08.2005

	First farmer training conducted
	A.7
	30.06.2005
	07.03.2006

	40% of planned area mown 
	C.6
	31.08.2005
	31.08.2006

	50% of planned shrub removed
	C.1
	31.03.2006
	31.03.2007

	First km of fence made
	C.4
	30.06.2006
	30.07.2007

	Second farmer training conducted
	A.7
	30.06.2006
	28.03, 31.03 and 02.04.2008.

	90% of planned shrub removed

90% of planned shrub root destructed

90% of parkland meadows restored

100% of planned area burned
	C.1

C.2

C.3

C.5
	31.03.2007
	31.03.2008.

	100% (2395 ha) of meadows mown 
	C.6
	31.08.2007
	30.06.2008 (2244.15 ha)

	Meadow management training conducted
	E.4
	31.12.2007
	13, 14.05.2008.

	100% (112 ha) of parkland meadows restored 
	C.3
	31.03.2008
	30.06.2008 (59.28 ha)

	100% of planned shrub root destructed
	C.2
	31.03.2008
	30.06.2008.

	100% (980 ha) of shrub removed
	C.1
	31.03.2008
	30.06.2008 (1077.86 ha)

	Notice boards set up
	E.3
	31.03.2008
	30.06.2008. 


3.3. Summary of deliverable products

	Product
	n° of action
	Deadline
	Accompli-shed
	Submitted to ec

	8 management plans completed
	A.5 and A.6
	31 March 2006
	31 March 2006
	CD with full text of management plans and summaries of MPs in English submitted with Interim Report (Annex 2). 

	8 summary management plans ready
	E.7
	31 March 2006
	30 June 2006


	7 Plans submitted with Interim Report (Annex 11).

	First 10 booklets printed
	E.8
	30 June 2006
	30 June 2007
	Booklet “Birds in Floodplains” submitted with 1st Progress Report (Annex 12).

3 site booklets submitted with Interim Report (Annex 12). 
Booklet “Floods” and 5 site booklets submitted with 2nd Progress Report (Annexes 14 and 15).

	7 management plans completed
	A.5 and A.6
	31 March 2007
	October 2007
	CD with full text of 6 management plans and summaries of MPs in English submitted with 2nd Progress Report (Annexes 19 and 2).

	7 summary management plans ready
	E.7
	31 March 2007
	October 2007


	7 summary management plans submitted with 2nd Progress Report (Annex 13).

	Digital maps ready
	A.4
	30 June 2007
	30 June 2007
	Maps for 7 sites submitted with Interim Report (Annex 18, 21 and 2). Maps for remaining 8 sites submitted with 2nd Progress Report (Annex 19).

	All booklets printed
	E.8
	31 March 2008
	20 June 2008
	First 10 booklets submitted with previous reports – see above in this table. 

Booklets “Agri-environment”, “Restoration of Floodplains” and 5 site booklets submitted with this Report, Annexes 16 to 18.

	Legislation analysis complete
	A.8
	31 March 2008
	31 April 2008
	1st analysis submitted with Interim Report (Annexes 4 and 5). 2nd analysis submitted with this report, Annexes 7 and 8. 

	Management handbook complete
	E.6
	31 March 2008
	30 May 2008
	Handbook submitted with this Report, Annex 28.

	Layman’s report ready
	E.9
	30 June 2008
	19 June 2008
	Layman’s report submitted with this Report, Annex 19.
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3.4. Detailed report on actions

A. Preparatory actions, elaboration of management plans and/or of action plan

Project preparatory actions were focused on two main issues: 1) establishing good relationship with local stakeholders and introducing the project, combined with raising of public awareness on Natura 2000 issues in project sites and 2) setting the information basis for further management actions, by preparing management plans and analysing scientific information. 

During the project introduction meetings (Action A.1), it was recognized by project staff that level of awareness of local stakeholders on Natura 2000 issues is very low and much more work than initially planned should be done on information of local level stakeholders about nature conservation and Natura 2000 – responsibilities and benefits, as local support to the project directly depends on local acceptance of the project. More individual meetings with farmers, combined with active work with local media took place, to raise the awareness of local stakeholders on nature conservation issues, with special focus on Natura 2000 and floodplains. 

All planned management plans, except “Lake Durbe meadows”, were finalised in 2005 and 2006, and adopted by Minister of Environment at the beginning of 2006 and 2007. Please see more information in description to Actions A.5 and A.6.
Trainings of stakeholders on different issues related to floodplain management took place during the project and ca 320 participants were trained in Agri-environmental issues, Tourism in Natura 2000 sites and management and restoration issues in Natura 2000 sites. Please see more information in description to Action A.7.

Analysis of legislation was important step to take before Rural Development plan for period 2007 – 2013 was finalised. Recommendations from this analysis were communicated with responsible state institutions and repeated analysis was done in 2008. Please see more information in description to Action A.8.

Support to all project activities were provided by collecting and accumulation of information – both environmental and practical. Landowner database was prepared and submitted to further use by Nature Protection Board (Action A.2). Environmental information gathered within action A.3 and geographical information prepared within action A.4 was used for site management planning and planning of restoration actions. 
	ACTION A.1
	Meetings with stakeholders on the sites, introduction of the project

	Time plan: 
II-IV 2002
	Variations/complications/delays: No
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT

Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1

PREVIOUS REPORTS

List of introduction meetings submitted with 1st Progress report (Annex 1)


Stakeholder meetings were initially organised in all 16 project areas, to meet local stakeholders, especially the owners of the land in project sites and introduce planned actions. Before the meetings, information and invitation letters were sent to all stakeholders (Action E.1), providing them with insight into project goals, meeting agenda. Announcements about meetings were also placed in project home page and in local municipalities. In total, 19 meetings were held and 563 participants attended the meetings, it is very good rate (usually ca half of landowners of respective site attended the meeting personally) and we believe that this rate is so high largely due to individual invitation letters we sent to each landowner. 

General structure of each meeting was following: 

1. Introduction to the LIFE Floodplain project (by project manager Inga Racinska)

2. Introduction about Natura 2000 sites and management rules of protected areas (by Inga Racinska or representative of the ministry of Environment)

3. Introduction about North Vidzeme biosphere reserve and GEF/UNDP project (for those project sites (6) that are part of Biosphere reserve, presented by representative of the Biosphere reserve)

4. Summary about Natura 2000 values of the project site (by public awareness coordinator Andris Klepers)

5. Introduction about official procedure for management plan preparation (for those project sites where management plans are prepared in 2005, presented by representative of Nature Protection Board)

6. Summary about foreseen management planning process in the site (for those project sites where management plans are prepared in 2005, presented by editor of the respective management plan)

7. Summary about project activities that are planned in the site, with discussion (by project regional coordinators, either Ainars Aunins or Janis Reihmanis, depending on the site)

8. Introduction about financing mechanisms under Rural Development Plan and Structural funds (by representatives from the Latvian Rural Advisory and Training Centre).

All the interested landowners were invited to discussions after the meetings; first contracts were drafted already during these discussions that proved to be very fruitful in most of the sites. The questionnaire about socio-economic interests of landowners was distributed to stakeholders during the meetings, in territories were nature management plans are being elaborated. Data gathered was added to database and incorporated into management plans. 

These meetings proved to be essential and very important, as level of awareness about Natura 2000 was very low among local stakeholders. Individual and small-scale meetings continued throughout the project (project action E.1), to build the trust and awareness of landowners. 
	ACTION A.2
	Development and maintenance of landowner database

	Time plan: 

IV 2004 – I 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: No
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT
Database summary attached in Annex 2.


The database is prepared and submitted to Nature Protection Board for further use in supervising and organising management of project sites. 
The questionnaire about socio-economic interests of landowners was distributed to stakeholders during the introduction meetings (action A.1), in territories were nature management plans are being elaborated this year. Data gathered were added to database and incorporated into management plans. 

The inaccuracy of landowner information that was available was creating problems for preparation of the database and implementation of habitat restoration activities. In many cases even municipalities (that are believed to have most recent and updated information about land properties in their territory) had outdated and incomplete ownership information, or no contact information for landowners at all. Many landowners are living abroad, some have not finalised formal procedures of including their land in Land Cadastre etc. All this created problems with contacting landowners for information, management planning and habitat restoration purposes. Therefore, more effort and time than initially planned was invested to prepare contracts for habitat restoration. 

Please see the explanation of the structure and summary of the Database attached in Annex 2 to this Report.

	ACTION A.3
	Collection and analysis of existing information

	Time plan: 

IV 2004 – III 2005
	Variations/complications/delays: Time plan was extended to 2007  (need for this change was communicated during EC mission in Latvia, 5-6/07/2006)
	Additional information: 

No


All available information was collected from Latvian Natura 2000 database, from EMERALD/Natura 2000 project. Latvian Ornithological society collected data on bird species in project sites, from Latvian IBA database and Breeding Bird Atlas, in addition inventories took place in 2005, 2006 and 2007, to gather data series for longer time period. 
Experience of Lubans LIFE project was gathered during the study tour to Lubans (please see description in action E.5), experience on North-Gauja LIFE project was used as well, e.g. calculation methods for habitat restoration works and experience with involvement of local stakeholders. 

Significant effort was put into collection of quantified data on nature values registered in the project sites, to gather the comparable data to create the data series in order to assess the success of the project actions. The data from Breeding Bird Atlas and Latvian IBA database were most valuable to obtain the background information on status of project sites before the project start. The above-mentioned information was crucial for site management plans (action A.5) in order to analyse the trends and monitor the habitats and species of EU and Latvian importance in longer time period (background information for site management plans and basis for planning any management activities on the sites).
All this information was also used by regional coordinators for decision-making on daily basis. Data was used for preparing articles in Grassland management handbook (action E.6) and incorporated in booklet “Floods. Floodplains” (action E.8).
Time of the action was extended to 2007, to ensure that more bird data is collected by Latvian Ornithological society to provide data series for longer time period (need for this communicated during EC mission in Latvia, 5-6/07/2006 and Interim Report).
	ACTION A.4
	Preparation of digital maps for project sites, mapping of habitats of EU importance

	Time plan: 

II 2005 – II 2007
	Variations/complications/delays: No
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT
Examples of aerial photos with restored project areas in Annex 3.
PREVIOUS REPORTS

Maps of Natura 2000 sites and initial project site borders in Interim Report (Annex 18).
Habitat maps and other maps included in management plans (CDs in Interim Report Annex 2 and 2nd Progress Report Annex 19)


Action is accomplished. Digital mapping was done by project regional coordinators and project experts on daily basis – for mapping areas for restoration, preparing contracts, undertaking monitoring. GPS devices were used by regional coordinators and experts, to digitise all the site information on daily basis. The process of preparation of integrated and coherent digital maps begun in 2005, with first field season data from management plan experts and regional coordinators gathered in Latvian Fund for Nature. Maps (habitat and species, management measures, site zoning, tourism infrastructure, hydrological, etc.) were prepared for all management plans (project action A.5). 

Digital vector layers of full information topographic maps of scale 1:10000 did not become available in Latvia during the project implementation, thus we cancelled the planned purchase of these maps, used digital orthophotos (obtained from Nature Protection Board free of charge) and Landsat satellite images for digital mapping and assessed other options to obtain the necessary data. Digital Elevation Model was purchased in 2006 and used to model different flood scenarios for project sites, to plan the hydrological regime necessary for maintenance of biological values dependent on it. It proved to be very useful for management planning of project sites that are very dependent on regular floods and therefore these processes should be modelled to include relevant management measures in site management plans. 

In order to fully evaluate and demonstrate the overall effect and scale of habitat restoration actions done in the project, we purchased spring/summer 2008 hyperspectral aerial photos and laser data of project sites. Information about plans to do so was provided already in the 2nd Progress Report. The new images served as the most comprehensive baseline for controlling the management carried out by the farmers in the project sites. To evaluate the effects of the habitat restoration actions carried out by the Project we used several remote sensing data sources in addition to the conventional ground inspections of the restored areas in the Project sites. Please see Annex 3 to demonstrate the applicability of the methods used.
In addition to evaluation and demonstration, the newly obtained images will be used for supporting the actions foreseen in the site management plans (Action A.5). Hyperspectral image data allow better distinction between different meadow types or even plant communities thus allowing better assessment of the meadow structure and quality as well as presence and availability of different microhabitats required by target bird species of the project (e.g. Gallinago media and Crex crex*) during different periods of their life-cycle. Knowledge of missing or underrepresented components within the meadow will allow improving and fine-tuning the management of the particular meadow. The laser data allow building a precise digital elevation model (DEM) which is very important for organizing successful management of the territory. The precise DEM will be crucial for planning hydrological restoration of these floodplain ecosystems – an action which is included in all management plans of the project territories. 

During EC and monitoring team mission to Latvia (5-6/07/2006) it was discussed that Natura 2000 site borders have been changing with their official approval. As project was submitted before official approval of the Natura 2000 network in Latvia, slight changes occurred in borders of project sites. Changes have been insignificant in most cases, with exception of project site Vidusburtnieks. Initially, when project was planned, there were 2 sites proposed for Natura 2000 network – Vidusburtnieks 1 and Vidusburtnieks 2. During the official procedure of Natura 2000 site establishment, it was decided to unite both sites in one. Thus, we had one project site Vidusburtnieks, with total area 1333 ha that is much larger than previously recommended 2 sites (with 279 ha in total). More information was attached in Annex 18 to the Interim Report where we submitted maps with initially planned project site borders and finally approved Natura 2000 site borders. The change of the project site borders was accepted by EC (letter DG ENV/E4/SL/SEB D(2006)22466 on 22.11.2006). 

Issues raised in letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09/01/2008
All digital maps have been distributed to Nature Protection Board. There are restrictions on distribution of detailed species and habitat location maps in Latvia, thus we have been distributing these maps only as part of the site management plans in scale 1:10000 – to local municipalities, regional environmental boards, state forestries, and Latvian State forests.
	ACTION A.5
	Preparation of 13 site management plans, update of 2 management plans

	Time plan: 

I 2005 – I 2007
	Variations/complications/delays: 14
 site management plans prepared/updated, see explanation below and in Action A.4
MP for project site “Durbe meadows” not finalised, see explanation below
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT

Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1

Copies of Orders by the Ministry of Environment in Annex 4.

Copies of Regulations by the Cabinet of Ministers in Annex 5.
PREVIOUS REPORTS
CDs with management plans submitted with Interim Report (Annex 2)and 2nd Progress Report (Annex 19)
English summaries of MP submitted with Interim Report (Annex 3) and 2nd Progress Report (Annex 2).



Action is accomplished. 13 site management plans have been finalised within the project. 14 site management plans were finalised altogether, for project sites.  This number includes management plan for project site “Meadows of Seda River” that has been also finalised, but outside the project scope (as planned before), financed by Latvian State forests. 
The procedure of elaboration of site management plans included wide public consultation (introduction meetings, management plan supervisory group and public hearing), expert field inventory work and preparation of management recommendations as well as achieving consensus on site management goals and measures. The whole procedure is time and resources consuming and usually takes 1 year per management plan. 
All finalised site management plans are approved by the Ministry of Environment, by following orders:

1. Uzava floodplains, Order of the Ministry of Environment No.2, 04.01.2006.

2. Mugurve meadows, Order of the Ministry of Environment No. 48, 03.02.2006.

3. Kalnciema meadows, Order of the Ministry of Environment No. 87, 01.03.2006.

4. Sita and Pededze floodplain, Order of the Ministry of Environment No. 104, 10.03.2006.

5. Dviete floodplain, Order of the Ministry of Environment No. 118, 21.03.2006.

6. Vidusburtnieks meadows, Order of the Ministry of Environment No. 30, 26.01.2006.

7. Burtnieki meadows, Order of the Ministry of Environment No. 138, 31.03.2006.

8. Burga meadows, approved by the Order of the Ministry of Environment No.91, 20.02.2007.

9. Lielupe floodplains, approved by the Order of the Ministry of Environment No. 72, 06.02.2007.

10. Pededzes lejtece, approved by the Order of the Ministry of Environment No. 605, 02.10.2007.

11. Ruja floodplains, approved by the Order of the Ministry of Environment No. 91, 20.02.2007.

12. Rakupe meadows, approved by the Order of the Ministry of Environment No. 362, 06.06.2007.

13. Svetes paliene, approved by the Order of the Ministry of Environment No. 279, 26.04.2007.

Please see the copies of all Orders by the Ministry of Environment attached in Annex 4. 

Therefore, all the planned site management plans (except plan for project site “Lake Durbe meadows”) are finalised and approved by the Ministry of Environment. 

Copies of all finalised management plans (in Latvian) have been attached in CDs in following reports:

Annex 2 to Interim Report: MPs for project sites Uzava floodplains, Mugurve meadows, Kalnciems meadows, Sita and Pededze floodplain, Dviete floodplain, Vidusburtnieks meadows and Burtnieki meadows. 

Annex 19 to 2nd Progress Report: MPs for project sites Burga meadows, Lielupe floodplains, Pededzes lejtece, Ruja floodplains, Rakupe meadows and Svetes paliene. 
Summaries of these plans were translated to English and attached to Interim Report (Annex 3) and 2nd Progress Report (Annex2). Management plans have been distributed to Nature Protection Board, Ministry of Environment, State Forest service, Regional Environmental Boards, local municipalities and State Stock Company “Latvian Forests”. Management plans in Latvian are also available on project website www.ldf.lv, under sections of individual project sites and on home page of Nature Protection Board www.dap.gov.lv. Printed summaries of management plans (in Latvian) prepared in have been sent to all landowners (please see more information in description of action E.7). 

For those sites where Individual Site Protection Rules were necessary (larger and more complex sites where zoning is necessary and protection rules differ from those prescribed by General Protection Rules (22.07.2003, No.415), we have initiated the process of preparing these rules and provided all the necessary information on zoning and protection regime to Ministry of Environment. Individual Site Protection Rules have been prepared and adopted for 7 project sites:
- Mugurve meadows, approved by Cabinet of Ministers by Regulation No.245 on 10.04.2007.

- Sita and Pededze floodplain, approved by Cabinet of Ministers by Regulation No.168 on 06.03.2007.

- Dviete floodplain, approved by Cabinet of Ministers by Regulation No.274 on 24.04.2007.

- Burtnieki meadows, approved by Cabinet of Ministers by Regulation No.60 on 16.01.2007.

- Rakupe meadows, approved by Cabinet of Ministers by Regulation No.23 on 15.01.2008.

- Svete floodplain, approved by Cabinet of Ministers by Regulation No.134 on 03.03.2008.

- Lielupe floodplain, approved by Cabinet of Ministers by Regulation No. 326 on 13.05.2008.
Copies of all 7 Regulations of Cabinet of Ministers please see attached in Annex 5. 
Project regional coordinator Janis Reihmanis has been elected as representative of Latvian Fund for Nature in the Lielupe River Basin Consultative Board (Order of Minister of Environment on http://www.meteo.lv/public/28446.html). There are 4 River Basin Consultative Boards in Latvia – one for each of the River Basins (Gauja, Daugava, Lielupe and Venta). Until 2009 it is planned to set the water quality goals and prepare programs for their achievement. As member of Lielupe Consultative board we take active part in preparation of assessments and programs, including submitting the project data, when required. Introduction meeting took place on 28.04.2006, in Jelgava. On 7.12.2006 the first meeting of members of Lielupe River Basin Consultative Board took place. Currently discussions are taking place of formulation of RB management problems and goals and project information is very useful in this process. 
Site management planning process for project site “Lake Durbe meadows”

The process for preparation of site management plan for project site “Lake Durbe meadows” was started in 2005. The management plan was prepared by project partner Latvian Ornithological society. The procedure of preparation of site management plans (Rules of Cabinet of Ministers No. 686, 9.10.2007.) foresees that local municipalities and other stakeholders should be involved in elaboration of the site management plans. According the procedure, management plan supervisory group was established, including representatives of local municipalities - Durbe regional council and Dunalka municipality. 

Several meetings took place during the process of management planning for Lake Durbe meadows:

· 24.04.2006 – informative meeting for stakeholders

· 24.07.2006 – 1st management plan supervisory board meeting

· 13.09.2006 – 2nd management plan supervisory board meeting

· 05.12.2006 – 3rd management plan supervisory board meeting

· 09.03.2007 – 4th (extended) management plan supervisory board meeting with representatives from Nature Protection board, Regional Environmental board, Ministry of Environment

· 04.07.2007 – 5th management plan supervisory board meeting

· 27.09.2007 – 6th management plan supervisory board meeting

Unfortunately, during the preparation process of the site management plan the conflict between nature conservation and local economic development interests developed. Such situation is rather common in Latvia and usually is solved by additional consultations and compromises from both sides. Unfortunately, this was not possible in case of “Lake Durbe meadows” where Dunalka municipality was insisting on development proposals that were clearly contradicting the primary protection goals of the Natura 2000 site. In spite of prolonged management planning process (more meetings than usually held) and repeated consultations with participation from state institutions (Nature Protection Board and Ministry of Environment) and local municipalities, it was not possible to reach agreement on zoning and protection regime of the site. Therefore, site management plan could not be finalised and submitted to the Ministry of Environment for approval. 

According to Latvian legislation, unless site management plan is prepared and Individual site protection rules (Rule of Cabinet of Ministers, prepared separately for each protected site, if necessary
) are in place, the protection regime of nature reserves is prescribed by the General Rules of Cabinet of Ministers No.415 (22.07.2003). These Rules prescribe prohibited actions for all protected areas, depending on the category (Nature Reserve, Nature Park or other). Therefore, in order to ensure necessary protection regime of the site, in situation when no nature friendly agreement could be reached with municipality, it is advised to maintain the General protection regime for the site (that is providing the necessary restrictions to ensure maintenance of the value of the Natura 2000 site). To summarise the situation – the site management plan was not finalised and Individual Protection Rules for site will not be prepared. The necessary protection regime is ensured by General Protection Rules, which is the best available solution for the given situation. 

Nevertheless, the process of preparation of site management plan for project site “Lake Durbe meadows” was necessary in order to implement other project actions as information was gathered on nature values and necessary restoration (actions C) and site management and education (actions E.3 and E.8) measures. We communicated also the need to prepare the summary of nature values and necessary management within the project action E.7 and this was accepted by EC letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09.01.2008).
Total cost of management planning process for project site “Lake Durbe meadows” was 5936.30 EUR and we hope that these costs will be accepted as eligible due to the fact that inventories and planning work done within the scope of this action was crucial for performing all project activities in Lake Durbe meadows – restoration actions, and education measures. Based on site management planning process, 83.8 ha were restored by using initial mowing instead of 50 ha planned. Also 19.63 ha were restored using shrub cutting method based on site management plan. We have prepared information stand (action E.3), site booklet for visitors (action E.8), summary for landowners (action E.7) and planned restoration of 87 ha of floodplain habitats based on this information. 
Initially it was planned that 15 management plans will be prepared/updated. Due to changes in project site Vidusburtnieks
 number of management plans is reduced by 1, although the area covered by the plan increased. Site management plan for project site “Lake Durbe meadows” was prepared, but not submitted to the Ministry of Environment for approval. It should be emphasized that in case of Lake Durbe meadows the protection status of the site values is ensured by General Protection regime that is the best solution in the given situation when site values are endangered by local development plans. 

Issues raised in letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09/01/2008
· Copies of the final approval documents issued by the MOE are submitted in Annex 4.

· Details about use of data on Lake Durbe meadows obtained within this action please see above.

	ACTION A.6
	Supervising preparation of the management plans, organising public hearings and printing plans

	Time plan: 

IV 2005 – I 2007
	Variations/complications/delays: 

No
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT

Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1


Action is accomplished; the process of supervising preparation of site management plans for 14 project sites took place, according the Order of the Cabinet of Ministers No.686 (on 09.10.2007
). First management plan preparation meetings usually took place together with stakeholder introduction meetings (described in action A.1), management plan editors introduced the general procedure of preparation of the management plans and actions planned to the stakeholders. 

Following management plan introduction meetings took place in 2005 and 2006:

1. Sita and Pededze floodplains – 14.02.2005 in Litene

2. Mugurve meadows – 14.02.2005 in Litene and 18.02.2005 in Stradi

3. Uzava floodplains – 02.03.2005 in Alsunga

4. Dviete floodplains – 20.03.2005 in Bebrene and 30.03.2005 in Dviete

5. Burtnieki meadows – 28.01.2005 in Burtnieki

6. Vidusburtnieks meadows 1 and 2 – 11.02.2005 in Seli, 25.02.2005 in Vecate and 08.04.2005 in Jeri

7. Kalnciems meadows – 07.03.2005 in Kalnciems

8. Meadows of Seda river - 14.01.2005 in Ergeme and 03.03.2005 in Seda

9. Ruja floodplains – 23.03.2006 in Seli and 24.03.2006 in Jeri.

10. Pededzes lejtece – 30.03.2006 in Stradi and 31.03.2006 in Rugaji.

11. Rakupe meadows – 04.04.2006 in Dundaga.

12. Svetes paliene – 06.04.2006 in Livberze and Valgunde.

13. Lielupe floodplains – 12.04.2006 in Jelgava.

14. Burga meadows – 13.04.2006 in Valka.

15. Lake Durbe meadows – 24.04.2006 in Durbe.  

Management planning procedure foresees that Management Plan Supervisory Group that include all stakeholders of the site and management plan editor reports to this group about preparation process of the Plan. Such Groups were established for all management plans, they consisted mainly of representatives of local municipalities, landowner representatives, Nature Protection Board, project regional coordinator, JSC “Latvian State forests”, Regional Environmental Boards, Rural Consultants and others, if applicable. 

Public hearing meetings for management plans prepared in 2005 took place in December 2005 for most of the sites. Public hearing meetings for management plans prepared in 2006 took place at the end of 2006, after management plans were discussed in Supervisory Groups. They were announced in local newspapers, project web site www.ldf.lv and local municipalities.
LIFE and Natura 2000 logos were printed on all site management plans. 

	ACTION A.7
	Training of farmers on applying for EU support for grassland management

	Time plan: 

II 2005, II 2006
	Variations/complications/delays: 
Focus of the trainings wide-ned with Tourism seminar added (letter DG ENV/E4/ SL/nb D(2006) 16847 on 24.08.2006)

Time plan extended to II 2008   (accepted with letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D92008) 113 on 09.01.2008)
	Additional information: 

This report

Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1
Report on Agri-environment seminars in Annex 6

PREVIOUS REPORTS
Report of seminar “Maintenance of biodiversity in rural areas – possibilities of Rural Development Plan” submitted with Interim Report (Annex 20) 
Report on Tourism seminars submitted with 2nd Progress Report (Annex 4)


Action is accomplished. In total, 6 larger and 7 smaller scale seminars have taken place, as planned. In total, ca 320 participants took place in the training seminars. 
On 7.03.2006 we organised the first training seminar “Maintenance of biodiversity in rural areas – possibilities of Rural Development Plan” within this activity. 31 participants from all Latvian regions were present at the seminar – municipality representatives, rural consultants and farmers. Presentations from representatives of the project, Rural Training and Advisory Center, Latvian Fund for Nature and Ministry of Agriculture were given during the seminar. Report of the seminar (in Latvian) and presentations were submitted with Interim Report. Report of the seminar is also available on the project home page www.ldf.lv. 
During our first seminar we put emphasis on biologically valuable grasslands and their management and we also addressed this issue in our publications “Birds in Floodplains”, “Agri-environment” and “Restoration of Floodplains” (Action E.8). Also project staff did consultations to farmers on applying for EU support for grassland management on regular basis, during individual meetings with farmers in regions. 

After 1st seminar we did not immediately proceed with more training on Rural Development Plan and Agri-environment issue due to the fact that there were similar courses organised by Rural Training and Advisory Center on regular basis.
Several smaller scale trainings were organised parallel to the project introduction meetings. Lecturers from Latvian Rural Advisory and Training Centre were introducing topics of financing mechanisms under Rural Development Plan and Structural funds in following meetings: 

1. 14.01.2005 in Ergeme municipality

2. 25.01.2005 in Valgunde municipality

3. 01.02.2005 in Dundaga municipality

4. 02.02.2005 in Rugaji municipality

5. 18.02.2005 in Stradu municipality (by project manager Inga Racinska)

6. 28.02.2005 in Durbe municipality

7. 09.03.2005 in Jelgava, Cena and Jaunsvirlauka municipalities

2nd and 3rd regional training seminars “Economic alternatives for Natura 2000 sites – tourism” took place on 12 and 13 October, 2006.  These seminars took place in Western and Eastern Latvia to ensure maximum accessibility for the local stakeholders. The land owners of the project territories that were planning or already engaged in tourism activities in project sites, as well as municipal authorities, regional planners and officials from Tourism Information Centers were invited as participants in the both seminars. Each seminar had about 40 participants; this fact underlines the urgency of the topic and fact that many people are willing to relate their further activities with tourism industry. More detailed report on the seminars was provided with 2nd Progress Report, Annex 4.

In 2007 it was agreed that due to uncertainty about the supported agri-environmental measures in Rural Development Programme (as Latvian RDP was still in the process of negotiation with EC) the updated content of trainings will be assessed after the Rural Development Programme will be adopted. In the 2nd Progress report we proposed that regardless the status of Latvian RDP, we will organise 3 regional seminars in January/February 2008 to address the measures of RDP (in general or in more detail if RDP approved) and management methods for restoration and maintenance of habitats for project target species. Latvian RDP was adopted at the end of 2007 and we proceeded with preparation of Agri-environmental trainings. 

4th, 5th and 6th seminars on Agri-environment took place on 28.03 (in Gulbene), 31.03 (in Valmiera) and 02.04.2008 (in Jelgava). During the seminars we introduced the brochure “Agri-environment” prepared within the project (action E.8). All the presentations from the seminar are available on project home page www.ldf.lv. Agri-environment seminars were attended by 88 participants in total, mainly farmers and municipality representatives. Seminar report please see attached in Annex 6.

Focus of the trainings was widened with Tourism seminars added (accepted by EC with letter DG ENV/E4/SL/nb D(2006) 16847 on 24.08.2006). This change was introduced due to requests from the project partner municipalities and Project Steering Group. It was recognized that issue of restoration of floodplains in not only the question of funds available, but also the question of rural traditions and farmer activity and in order to ensure the further maintenance of floodplains, we have to support the rural lifestyle and enhance local economy.
Time plan was extended to II 2008 due to the fact that Rural Development Programme was not yet approved during the time of 2nd Progress report. This change was accepted by EC with letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D92008) 113 on 09.01.2008.
	ACTION A.8
	Analysis and recommendations of improvement of existing legislation regarding management planning in Latvia

	Time plan: 

III, IV 2005, 

IV 2007-I 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: Repeated analysis of legislation done in 2008 (accepted by EC with letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09.01.2008) 
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT

Full report on analysis of legislation in 2008 in Latvian in Annex 7

Summary of analysis of legislation in 2008 in English in Annex 8

Letter from MOA in Annex 9
PREVIOUS REPORTS

Summary of analysis of legislation in English in Interim Report (Annex 4)
Full report on analysis of legislation in Latvian in Interim Report (Annex 5)
Letters from MOE and MOA on 1st round of recommendations in 2nd Progress Report (Annex 5)


The action is accomplished. First analysis of legislation was done in 2006. During the analysis several experts were interviewed and in total 33 laws and Regulations impacting the floodplain management were analysed. The work resulted in 11 recommendations that were sent to responsible ministries. Analysis (full text in Latvian and summary in English) was attached to the Interim Report, Annexes 4 and 5. Replies were received from Ministries on 11.08.2006 (from Ministry of Environment) and on 29.08.2006 (from Ministry of Agriculture). They were attached in 2nd Progress Report, Annex 5. 

To follow up the implementation of our recommendations, we did the repeated assessment of legislation and improvements in the field of our recommendations in early 2008 and followed up the process with repeated letters to the both ministries. Full text of analysis in Latvian is included in Annex 7 and summary in English in Annex 8. During the time of writing Final Report, answer on recommendations have been received from Ministry of Agriculture, please see attached in Annex 9, we have included also short English translation there. 
Latvian Fund for Nature continue working on policy level in Latvia, participating in supervision and implementation of Rural Development Programme for Latvia (2007-2013), to ensure that floodplain management issues are followed up in this plan. Representatives of Latvian Fund for Nature are included in the Supervisory group of RDP in Latvia and also in Rural Network of Latvia. 
The process of redrafting of the Order of the Minister of Environment “Recommendations for preparation of the management plans” (No 120, 04.07.2002) took place in 2005/2006, it was transformed into Regulation of Cabinet of Ministers with amendments to the structure and procedure of elaboration of the management plans. Project manager was involved in this process, providing recommendations to the Ministry of Environment, in order to ensure that project initial experience is integrated in the Regulation (No. 234, adopted 28.03.2006).  

Issues raised in letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09/01/2008
Please find the full report of the legislation assessment (in Latvian) in Annex 7 and summary (in English) in Annex 8.

	ACTION A.9
	Agreements and contracts for habitat restoration and management works

	Time plan: 

I 2005, I 2006, I 2007
	Variations/complications/delays: Contracting took place throughout the whole project, not only in 1st quarters as planned before
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT

Copies of the latest contracts signed with landowners in Annex 25
PREVIOUS REPORTS
Examples of contracts for habitat restoration with private person (PP/I) and entity (PP/II), with translation of main parts of contracts – submitted with 1st Progress Report (Annex 2)


Action is accomplished. In total 237 contracts on habitat restoration with landowners were signed during the project. 

Each of the contracts required a lot of preparatory work, even several visits per one property before the contract is signed – there were a lot of negotiations with landowners. Some of the areas (e.g. Dviete floodplains) have high number of landowners and most of them own just few hectares. Therefore, preparation of agreements for restoration of floodplain areas was very time-consuming process as it was hard to get landowners interested in restoration. They own very small land pieces and income from restoration of such small plots is insignificant. 

During the project problems with contracting occurred due to incorrect and outdated land ownership information available in municipalities. This problem was described more in detail in description to action A.2. 

There were 2 types of contracts signed for habitat restoration – with private persons (PP/I contract example sent in 1st Progress Report) and with entities, e.g. companies or farms owned by landowners (PP/II contract example sent with 1st Progress Report). In 1st Progress report we have provided also summary translation of main parts of these contracts. The contract format has remained the same for all habitat restoration contracts.  
The contracted areas in total were larger than initially planned in the project, as we expected that not all the contracts would be finalised in full extent (due to weather conditions, flooding situation, lack of machinery and other human factors).  As we saw rather often in project implementation process, local people tend to underestimate the difficulties of restoration of these very difficult territories and sign up for contracts that they are later not able to fulfil. This was the case with ca 9% of contracted areas (21 contracts of 237) not restored due to different human and natural factors. Please see more info on contract implementation in description of implementation of C actions. 

Issues raised in letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09/01/2008
· Please find the summary of completion of restoration actions in comparison with planned in introduction to next Chapter (Table 1). 

· Please find the copies of latest contracts signed with landowners in Annex 25, although they are in principle identical to those submitted at the beginning of the project.
C. Non-recurring management 

Actions in this section are dealing with habitat restoration. In total, 216 habitat restoration contracts have been implemented, restoration methods applied on 3759.48 ha of overgrown habitats, with restored 2541.43 original
 (cumulative) hectares. Therefore, we have restored more areas than initially planned (2400 ha were planned, please see page 2 of the project proposal), mainly due to the fact that there has been less overlapping of restoration methods. Additionally, ca 530 hectares of floodplains have been restored in project sites within other initiatives (either by landowners before the start of the project, or by other financing during the project implementation period). 
Summary table implementation of habitat restoration activities within the project
	Restoration action
	Total planned (ha)
	Total restored (ha)

	C.1 – shrub cutting
	980
	1077.86

	C.2 – removal of shrub roots
	8
	9.55

	C.3 – removal of shrub around oak trees
	112
	59.28

	C.5 – controlled burning
	580
	368.64

	C.6 – initial mowing
	2395
	2244.15

	Total 
	4075
	3759.48

	The total restored original ha, where different restoration methods have applied/overlapped 
	2400

	2541.43


As seen from the table, habitat restoration works have been proceeding well and overall restoration goal of the project is fully achieved. 
The areas that have been restored using shrub cutting method and shrub root removal method are larger than initially planned, while removal of shrub around oak trees controlled burning and initial mowing is done on smaller areas than initially planned. These changes have occurred due to more detailed planning of restoration measures during project (Action A.5), and due to other factors described more in Table 1 on page 25. 

In general, restoration works took more time than initially planned in the project. It was expected that works would be completed within max one year from the date of contract signing. In reality it took more time, especially in the final phase of restoration - removal of bushes and hay. Also there were many contracts where most of the work was done timely, but final accept of the works was delayed due to the fact that the cut bushes were not completely removed, or some other minor remarks on quality was received from regional coordinators. Additionally, there were extensions to the contracts due to difficult weather conditions and other practical considerations. All these obstacles were not foreseen in the planning phase due to the fact that to date actually no projects have been undertaking restoration works on such scale and arrangements as in our project. 

Another important factor impacting the location and area of restored floodplains was activities that landowners have undertaken in the period between project planning phase and beginning of the project. Project begun in late 2004, and by that time some of the active landowners already restored the floodplains and applied for Rural Development Plan support payments (at least 530 hectares, as mentioned above). Therefore, project payments were not necessary there and we applied the funds in other priority locations – either within the same or in another project site. For example, in project site Svete floodplains it was initially planned to restore 350 ha by initial mowing. During 2004, before project started, landowners had restored ca 230 ha of floodplains and applied for Agri-environmental payments for these areas. Project has contracted additional 125 ha for initial mowing in Svete. Therefore, the optimal goal (350 ha floodplains restored) of the project for Svete was achieved, but some of it was not done by project and does not sum up in reported restoration works. Such situation is the case in several project areas. In following chapters we have provided information also about areas restored with other funds, nevertheless contributing to achievement of site conservation/restoration targets (see table 1 on page 25). 

Fence installation (C.4) in Burtnieki was contracted earlier than planned, as there was high interest from local municipality and Burtnieki horse farm to begin grazing activities as soon as possible. Additional fence were constructed in Pilssala, project site “Lielupe floodplains”.

Project activities in Pilssala have high demonstration value and already initiated a lot of interest in nature conservation and Natura 2000 issues. We organised habitat restoration event in autumn 2006 that was very popular and valuable in both aspects – practical restoration and public involvement/education. We were planning to organise another event in 2008, but it had to be cancelled due to inappropriate weather conditions – water level was high and area inaccessible until March and it was followed by dense snow cover on 18 March. Please see more information in description to action C.1.

Link between the project actions as regards agri-environmental schemes. All habitat restoration contracts are including obligation for landowner or land user to apply for agri-environmental support after restoration - to ensure further maintenance of restored habitats (usually chapter 2.12 of the contract). Contractor also confirms that he/she is not receiving any double funding for restoration of the habitats mentioned in the contract (usually chapter 2.11 in the contract). Thus we ensure that funds invested in restoration of habitats are not wasted, as they are further managed and serve the purpose of maintenance of EU importance habitats and species. 

As a result of restoration actions, we see the increase of breeding Corncrakes Crex crex* and Great Snipes Gallinago media in project sites already. Please see more information in description of action F.2 and Monitoring report in Annex 22. 

Please see the location of all restoration actions on maps in Annex 10.

Please see examples or restored areas on aerial maps in Annex 3. 

Issues raised in letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09/01/2008
You have requested clarification on the planned and actually implemented restoration actions in terms of activities and sites. We hope that table in next page provides clear picture on this issue. 
Table 1. Summary on implementation of habitat restoration activities – per project site

	 
	Planned ha
	Restored ha
	Original ha per site
	Reasons for changes - increase or decrease of restored hectares
	Areas restored outside the project (ha)

	SITA AND PEDEDZE FLOODPLAINS 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	100
	150.2
	373.57
	During site management plan preparation more shrub cutting needs were identified. 
	 

	C.2
	2
	2.85
	
	During site management plan preparation more shrub root destruction needs were identified. 
	

	C.3
	10
	12.97
	
	During site management plan preparation more shrub removal around the oaks needs were identified. 
	

	C.5
	75
	28.8
	
	The activity had to be cancelled for several areas of the planned territory due to safety reasons - peat layers were identified in the soil and there was a high risk that burning may switch to these layers which was undesirable. The management plan of the territory that was prepared in 2005 did not allowed any burning activities in these areas
	

	C.6
	280
	322.52
	
	During site management plan preparation more initial mowing needs were identified. 
	

	MUGURVE MEADOWS 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	45
	33.973
	50.16
	Part of the initially planned areas had been restored by the landowner according to contract with Nature Protection board before the start of the LIFE project
	57


	C.2
	1
	0
	
	The initially planned area had been restored by the landowner according to contract with Nature Protection board before the start of the LIFE project
	

	C.3
	10
	5.76
	
	During the inventory carried out for management planning needs a part of the initially planned areas for restoration of the wooded meadows (6530*) were identified as being transformed into another HD Annex I habitats such as 9020*, 9160 and 91F0.
	

	C.5
	20
	6.78
	
	Part of the initially planned areas had been restored by the landowner according to contract with Nature Protection board before the start of the LIFE project
	

	C.6
	65
	44.05
	
	Part of the initially planned areas had been restored by the landowner according to contract with Nature Protection board before the start of the LIFE project
	

	PEDEDZES LEJTECE 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	20
	32.5
	104.19
	During site management plan preparation more shrub cutting needs were identified. 
	80


	C.3
	85
	37.76
	
	During the inventory carried out for management planning needs a part of the initially planned areas for restoration of the wooded meadows (6530*) were identified as being transformed into another HD Annex I habitats such as 9020*, 9160 and 91F0.
	

	C.5
	0
	11.35
	
	During site management plan preparation needs for controlled burning were identified. 
	

	C.6
	130
	63.81
	
	Part of the initially planned areas where only initial mowing was necessary had been restored by the landowner before the start of the LIFE project
	

	DVIETE FLOODPLAINS 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	140
	158.78
	494.61
	During site management plan preparation more shrubs cutting needs were identified
	170.7


	C.5
	50
	60.98
	
	During site management plan preparation more controlled burning needs were identified
	

	C.6
	200
	445.28
	
	During site management plan preparation more initial mowing needs were identified
	

	BURGA MEADOWS 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	20
	24.51
	94.1
	During site management plan preparation more shrub cutting needs were identified. 
	 

	C.2
	2
	1
	
	During site management plan preparation less areas where shrub destruction needs would be feasible were identified. 
	

	C.5
	25
	6.8
	
	The activity had to be cancelled for considerable part of the planned territory due to safety reasons - large peat layers were identified in the soil and there was a high risk that burning may switch to these layers which was undesirable. The management plan of the territory that was prepared in 2006 did not allowed any burning activities in these areas
	

	C.6
	80
	86.61
	
	During site management plan preparation more initial mowing needs were identified. 
	

	MEADOWS OF SEDA RIVER 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	30
	29.64
	92.51
	The small negative difference is due to rounding error of the initially planned figure.
	 

	C.5
	40
	1
	
	The activity had to be cancelled for most of the planned territory due to safety reasons - large peat layers were identified in the soil and there was a high risk that burning may switch to these layers which was undesirable. The management plan of the territory that was prepared in 2006 did not allowed any burning activities in these areas
	

	C.6
	80
	88.57
	
	During site management plan preparation more initial mowing needs were identified. 
	

	VIDUSBURTNIEKS MEADOWS 1 AND 2 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	90
	64.3
	67.39
	One of the areas initially planned for restoration (Vidusburtnieks meadows 2) was not available for this task due to landowner's refusal to carry out any activities on his land. In the project planning phase the same landowner had expressed willingness to participate in the project.
	 

	C.3
	7
	2.3
	
	One of the areas initially planned for restoration (Vidusburtnieks meadows 2) was not available for this task due to landowner's refusal to carry out any activities on his land. In the project planning phase the same landowner had expressed willingness to participate in the project.
	

	C.5
	50
	64.3
	
	During site management plan preparation more controlled burning needs were identified. 
	

	C.6
	160
	60.1
	
	One of the areas initially planned for restoration (Vidusburtnieks meadows 2) was not available for this task due to landowner's refusal to carry out any activities on his land. In the project planning phase the same landowner had expressed willingness to participate in the project.
	

	RUJA FLOODPLAINS 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	180
	198.79
	271.69
	During site management plan preparation more shrub cutting needs were identified. 
	 

	C.3
	0
	0.49
	
	During site management plan preparation needs for shrub removal around the oaks were identified. 
	

	C.5
	100
	72.15
	
	The activity had to be cancelled for several areas of the planned territory due to safety reasons - peat layers were identified in the soil and there was a high risk that burning may switch to these layers which was undesirable. The management plan of the territory that was prepared in 2006 did not allowed any burning activities in these areas
	

	C.6
	200
	254.65
	
	During site management plan preparation more initial mowing needs were identified. 
	

	BURTNIEKI MEADOWS 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	40
	61.31
	97.16
	During site management plan preparation more shrubs cutting needs were identified. 
	 

	C.2
	0
	1.9
	
	During site management plan preparation needs for shrub root destruction were identified. 
	

	C.4
	2
	2 km
	
	The length of the cattle enclosure fence was as planned in the project
	

	C.5
	0
	26.75
	
	During site management plan preparation needs for controlled burning were identified. 
	

	C.6
	60
	63.75
	
	During site management plan preparation more initial mowing needs were identified. 
	

	LIELUPE FLOODPLAINS 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	10
	30.2
	199.34
	During site management plan preparation more shrub cutting needs were identified. 
	 

	C.4
	0
	2 km
	
	Fence was constructed on Pilssala (Lielupe floodplains), after receiving confirmation from EC
	

	C.5
	25
	0
	
	Priority areas for restoration (using controlled burning or other methods) were identified during management plan preparation in 2006/2007, but these areas were restored by using other habitat restoration activities (C.1. and C.6.) before management plan adoption.
	

	C.6
	230
	192.01
	
	Initial mowing was done in smaller area than initially planned, but more shrub cutting needs were identified during site management plan preparation. Therefore, more areas have been restored using shrub cutting method. 
	

	SVETES PALIENE 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	85
	12.93
	132.04
	The area restored with shrub cutting method is smaller than initially planned due to fact that there is active farming company operating in area. This company restored ca 230 ha of floodplains and applied for Agri-environmental payments for these areas before project funding become available.   
	230

	C.2
	0
	3.8
	
	Appropriate areas were identified for carrying out this restoration method and site management planning process identified this action as required
	

	C.5
	75
	0
	
	Priority areas for controlled burning were identified during management plan preparation in 2006/2007, but these areas were already restored by landowners before management plan adoption (see above).
	

	C.6
	350
	125.51
	
	The area restored with shrub cutting method is smaller than initially planned due to fact that there is active farming company operating in area. This company restored ca 230 ha of floodplains and applied for Agri-environmental payments for these areas before project funding become available.   
	

	KALNCIEMS MEADOWS 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	45
	14.3
	74.12
	During site management planning, value of shrub-related biological features was recognized in old-growing Salix stands and location of priority areas for meadow restoration changed in accordance with expert recommendations. 
	 

	C.5
	25
	0
	
	Due to lower level of meadow overgrowing initially planned areas were restored by using other habitat restoration activities (C.1. and C.6.) than controlled burning.   
	

	C.6
	80
	64.06
	
	Area of initial mowing was reduced, but total area planned for restoration was reached by summing areas restored by shrub cutting and initial mowing. Because of lower level of meadows overgrowing there was little overlapping of habitat restoration activities. 
	

	RAKUPE MEADOWS 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	10
	59.94
	90.45
	During site management plan preparation more shrub cutting needs were identified. 
	 

	C.5
	25
	0
	
	Priority areas for restoration (using controlled burning or other methods) were identified during management plan preparation in 2006/2007, but these areas were restored by using other habitat restoration activities (C.1. and C.6.) before management plan adoption.
	

	C.6
	130
	67.31
	
	Amount of initial mowing was reduced due to the fact that status of some most densely overgrown parts of former meadows has been transformed from "agricultural land" to "forest land".
	

	LAKE DURBE MEADOWS 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	20
	19.63
	87.01
	Amount of shrub cutting was slightly reduced due to unfavorable water level conditions.
	 

	C.5
	20
	0
	
	Controlled burning has not been done due to fire safety - presence of peat soil was found in Durbe lake meadows and site does not have an adopted site management plan.  
	

	C.6
	50
	83.8
	
	During site management plan preparation more initial mowing needs were identified. 
	

	UZAVA FLOODPLAINS 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	C.1
	145
	186.86
	313.09
	During site management plan preparation more shrub cutting needs were identified. 
	 

	C.5
	50
	89.73
	
	During site management plan preparation more controlled burning needs were identified. 
	

	C.6
	300
	282.12
	
	Amount of initial mowing was slightly reduced due to the fact that more shrub cutting was done instead.
	

	 
	4074
	3759.48
	2541.43
	 
	537.7


	ACTION C.1
	Removal of shrub

	Time plan: 

I 2005 – I 2008
	Variations/complications/de-lays: Larger area than initially planned
	Additional information: 

THIS REPORT

Summary of restoration per sites in Table 1 on page 25
Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1
Aerial photos with restored project sites in Annex 3
Maps of project activities in Annex 10
Lake Burtnieki meadows flooded in Annex 31
PREVIOUS REPORTS

Report on restoration event in Pilssala

in 2nd Progress Report (Annex 3)


This action has been successfully implemented with 1077.86 hectares restored instead of 980 planned, in all project sites. 
Bush cutting was done by contracted landowners, in exceptional cases (when landowner did not have the capacity to do restoration works, but accepted them) we used hired companies or workers. The manual method was used in most cases – motor saws. Removal of bushes was requested in all cases, we accepted also burning of bushes on the site. There were cases when bushes were chipped and used for heating as well. Experience in Uzava floodplain and Rakupe meadows show that this is environmentally friendly (no burning) and less time consuming method, therefore also more interesting for contractors. Unfortunately, this method can only be used in sites with good access and necessary machinery (wood choppers) available and in municipalities where is a demand for chopped wood. 

Level of overgrowing was assessed by regional coordinator, prior to contracting, amount of funds paid for restoration was depending on level of overgrowing. At the beginning of the project, the average price paid per hectare was ca 185 Euro per hectare; in 2006 we had to increase the price to ca 250 Euro per hectare – due to steep increase in fuel prices and general inflation rate in Latvia. Nevertheless, the planned budget of the action was not exceeded. 
Works were carried out outside the bird breeding season, not later than 30 March and not earlier than 15 July. 

Implementation of the restoration actions (and especially shrub cutting) was very much dependent on weather conditions (layer of snow, flooding periods etc) thus the finalisation of works took more time than initially foreseen in the project. We also set high quality standards for restoration works and did not accept the finalisation of works until all the cut bushes were removed or burnt and restored area was of good quality. All this delayed the final acceptance of completed works in part of the areas. 

In addition to contracting landowners for restoration of lands on their properties, we organised habitat restoration event in summer 2006 that was very popular and provided much publicity for the project. It took place in Pilssala, project site “Lielupe floodplains” – in the centre of Jelgava city. The event very successfully achieved 2 goals – practical restoration goal and public involvement/education goal. Within this event 0.5 ha of floodplain meadow was restored (bushes cut) and event was attended by 42 volunteers, city major, journalists, students and local people who altogether worked for restoration of floodplain, cutting and piling bushes. Further management of this site will be ensured by Latvian Fund for Nature, as we have started the grazing activities in the area (please see more info in action C.4). Project activities in Pilssala have high demonstration value and already initiated a lot of interest in nature conservation and Natura 2000 issues. We were planning to organise another event in project site Lake Burtnieki meadows at the end of March 2008 (approval was received from EC in letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09/01/2008), but had to cancel it due to inappropriate weather conditions – spring floods started earlier than usual in 2008 (mid March). Thus the planned area was covered with water and inaccessible in the date of the event. The floods retreated only in late April not leaving a possibility to organize another action. In Annex 31 please see pictures taken on 20 March in the Burtnieki meadows where bush cutting event was planned. The aerial picture is taken in April 22, and from that you can see that the site where bush cutting event was planned (river mouth) is still under water. 
	ACTION C.2
	Destruction of shrub root system along melioration ditches

	Time plan: 

III 2005 – I 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: Larger area than initially planned
	Additional information: 

THIS REPORT

Summary of restoration per sites in Table 1 on page 25
Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1

Maps of project activities in Annex 10


This action has been successfully implemented with 9.55 restored hectares instead of 8 planned. Works were done in 4 project sites: “Svetes paliene”, “Burga meadows”, “Burtnieki meadows” and “Sita and Pededze floodplain”. The list of sites where this action took place differs from that planned in project proposal; please see Table 1 for changes and explanations. 

As this action required special machinery, we had begun the survey of available technical means in municipalities and in farms already in 2005. The action was rather complicated due to lack of appropriate machinery; contractors were testing different machines and approaches to removal of shrub roots. Usually the destruction of the shrub roots was done by cutting rotator, but other techniques such as shrub extraction with digger were applied as well. 
Vegetation inventory of the plots where action took place in all restored areas – to record the situation before the restoration activity takes place and to monitor changes. Please see more information in description to action F.2.
	ACTION C.3
	Removal of shrub around individual oak trees

	Time plan: 

I 2005 – I 2008
	Variations/complications/de-lays: 

Smaller area than initially planned
	Additional information: 

THIS REPORT

Summary of restoration per sites in Table 1 on page 25
Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1

Aerial photos with restored project sites in Annex 3
Maps of project activities in Annex 10


This action has been successfully implemented; on 59.28 hectares of Fennoscandian wooded meadows (initially 112 hectares were planned). This activity was implemented in project sites Mugurve meadows, Pededzes lejtece, Sita and Pededze floodplains, Ruja floodplains and Vidusburtnieks. Initially it was planned to take place in all these sites except Ruja floodplains.

The scope of restoration actions using this method in project sites differs from that planned in the project proposal; please see Table 1 for explanations on changes. The largest difference occurred in project site “Pededzes lejtece” - during the inventory carried out for management planning needs a part of the initially planned areas for restoration of the wooded meadows (6530*) were identified as  being transformed into another HD Annex I habitats such as 9020*, 9160 and 91F0.

During site management plan preparation needs for shrub removal around oaks were identified and action implemented also in Ruja floodplains (on small scale). 

Shrubs were removed from surroundings of oak trees. It was mainly done manually; cut wood was removed from the area. Part of the restoration actions (where oaks were most heavily overgrown) were done in 2 steps – 1st year partial removal of the bushes and 2nd year final removal of bushes. It was done in order to prevent sudden overexposure of oaks to sun that could damage them.
	ACTION C.4
	Fence installation

	Time plan: 

I-II 2006
	Variations/complications/delays: Additional fence constructed in Pilssala (project site Lielupe floodplains), approval by EC with letter ENV/E4/SL/nb D(2007) 7989 on 10/05/2007.
	Additional information: 

THIS REPORT

Summary of restoration per sites in Table 1 on page 25
Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1

Maps of project activities in Annex 10


Action is successfully implemented with 4 km of fence constructed instead of 2 km planned in project proposal. 

Contract about construction of 2 km long fence in project site “Burtnieki meadows” was signed with horse breeding farm “Burtnieki” in 27.07.2005, on fencing 29 ha of floodplain. Construction of the fence made it possible to ensure the management of this area by grazing, domestic horses are grazing there during summer. Restored and fenced area is forming a larger complex of managed nature that is popular tourist attraction. Nature path starts there and bird watching tower is constructed (by North Vidzeme UNDP/GEF project) by the fenced and grazed area. Further grazing in the area will be ensured by horse breeding farm “Burtnieku zirgaudzētava”. 
Additional fence was constructed in Pilssala, project site “Lielupe floodplains” in June 2007, this change has been approved by EC (letter ENV/E4/SL/nb D(2007) 7989 on 10/05/2007). The total length of the fence is 1585 m, it fences ca 90 ha of area where grazing is taking place since 2007. Konik horses were delivered to the site on 29.08.2007, as result of project cooperation with “Ark Foundation”, the Netherlands. Additional 485 m of winter fencing was constructed later in 2007 in Pilssala – to optimise the grazing conditions in area and to prevent horses from leaving the area in wintertime.

Konik horses is the breed of wild horses that are capable of grazing outdoors also during winter. Wide public interest have been received on this occasion as this is the first case in Latvia when wild horses are grazing in the centre of the major city. The major of Jelgava city personally welcomed horses in Pilssala. We have signed the agreement with one of the local inhabitants about taking care of the fence and horses in Pilssala. Currently there are more than 20 horses grazing in area, forming the basis for long-term maintenance of the site. 

In one of the areas restored within the project (in Sita and Pededze floodplain) another fence was constructed (ca 5 km) with own funds of the landowner. The cattle and horses are grazing in the restored and fenced area thus supporting long term sustainable management of this area. 

	ACTION C.5
	Controlled burning of grassland

	Time plan: 

IV 2005 – 
I 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: Smaller areas than initially planned
	Additional information: 

THIS REPORT

Summary of restoration per sites in Table 1 on page 25
Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1

Aerial photos with restored project sites in Annex 3
Maps of project activities in Annex 10


Action has been successfully implemented with 368.64 hectares restored instead of 580 hectares planned. This action was carried out in different scale and locations than initially planned in the project. Please see explanations for changes in Table 1.
During site management planning process it was recognized that controlled burning should be done also in project sites “Lake Burtnieki meadows” and “Pededzes lejtece”. 

Controlled burning was not done in project sites “Lielupe floodplains”, “Svetes paliene”, “Kalnciems meadows”, “Lake Durbe meadows” and “Rakupe meadows” – due to different reasons, but mainly due to the fact that areas that were initially planned for this method were restored using other methods or due to fire safety reasons.

Significantly smaller amount than initially planned was restored using this method in “Sita and Pededze floodplains”, “Meadows of Seda river”, “Burga meadows” and “Ruja floodplain”. The activity had to be cancelled for several areas of the planned territory due to safety reasons - peat layers were identified in the soil and there was a high risk that burning may switch to these layers which was undesirable. Action was implemented in smaller areas than initially planned also due to the legislation restrictions (Regulation of the Cabinet of Ministers No 415, 22.07.2003) that prevented us from starting the action before site management plans were adopted.
According to Regulation of the Cabinet of Ministers “On the General Protection and Use of Specially Protected Nature Territories”, No 415, adopted 22.07.2003, in nature reserves and nature parks (all project sites are either nature reserves or nature parks) it is prohibited to “burn grass and reed, except in cases if it is necessary for undertaking the management measures foreseen in management plan of the site and approved by the administration of protected area or regional environmental board” (chapters 16.8 and 18.4 of the Regulation). 

Therefore, this action was possible to begin only in 2006 when first management plans were adopted and included management measure “controlled burning”. Therefore, the beginning of the action was delayed. 
	ACTION C.6
	Initial moving of grassland

	Time plan: 

III 2005 – III 2007
	Variations/complications/de-lays: Slightly smaller areas than initially planned
	Additional information: 

THIS REPORT

Summary of restoration per sites in Table 1 on page 25
Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1

Aerial photos with restored project sites in Annex 3
Maps of project activities in Annex 10


This action has been successfully implemented with 2244.15 hectares restored instead of 2395 hectares planned. It was carried out in all project sites, but the areas restored differ in some cases from those planned in project proposal. Please see explanations to changes in Table 1. 

The most significant change from planned was in “Dviete floodplain”, where restored areas more than 2 times exceeded the planned areas. This happened due to the fact that before project Dviete floodplain was very little studied and we did not have precise information on the restoration needs in the site. 
At the same time project sites “Svetes paliene” and “Pededzes lejtece” have smaller areas restored – due to the fact that significant areas were restored already before the beginning of the project. Smaller areas were restored also in project site “Vidusburtnieks” due to the fact that landowner refused to cooperate. But fortunately this was the only case in the project when area was not restored due to lack of cooperation from landowner. 
3 different methods were used for initial mowing:

· Manual mowing, with removal of hay – the most expensive and labour costly method, exercised in areas not accessible by any machinery or too complicated to be mechanically mown (e.g. due to tussocks, old riverbeds etc.)

· Mechanical mowing with removal of hay – commonly used method in cases when site is accessible, machinery is available and there are possibilities to use the hay collected (e.g. selling (very rear) or using in farmstead)

· Mechanical mowing with chopping of hay – most commonly used method in cases when site is accessible, but there is no market for hay. We accept leaving the chopped grass on the floodplain, as this method is acceptable in low and traditionally nutrient rich meadow types, such as floodplains. This restoration method is the least expensive.

Restoration works were delayed mainly due to fact that landowners were not experienced in evaluation of time needed for this type of works and were underestimating the scale of the work. Problems with restoration occurred also due to incorrect and outdated land ownership information available in municipalities. Some landowners were not possible to locate and discuss habitat restoration options with them. This problem is described more in detail in description to action A.2.

At the beginning of the project, the average price paid per hectare was ca 60 Euro per hectare for mechanical mowing with chopping of hay and ca 100 Euro per hectare for mechanical mowing with removal of hay. In 2006 we had to increase the price to ca 70 and 120 Euro per hectare respectively – due to steep increase in fuel prices and general inflation rate in Latvia. The price of manual mowing was not increased (ca 160 Euro per hectare). These changes did not affect the budget - the planned budget of the action was not exceeded. 
E. Public awareness and dissemination of results

As mentioned in introduction to Preparatory actions, already during project introduction meetings it was recognized that level of awareness of local stakeholders on Natura 2000 issues is very low and much more work than initially planned should be done on information of local level stakeholders about nature conservation and Natura 2000. Therefore, much emphasis was put during the project on individual contacts with landowners, different publications, campaigns and other information and education activities. 

Individual letters to landowners have proven to be very useful, although rather time-consuming activity. We have sent 5 sets of individual letters and each of them have raised the interest of landowners on floodplain restoration activities; many of landowners are stimulated to apply for Agri-environmental payments to Rural Support Service. Please see more information in description to action E.1. 

Public awareness coordinator has been working intensively on promoting project activities and Natura 2000 issues in Latvia. More than 240 different articles have been issued on different levels (from regional to national newspapers) during project implementation, prepared by public awareness coordinator. 12 TV broadcasts have been shown on National Television, with stories about floodplain restoration in project sites Burtnieki meadows, Ruja floodplains, Meadows of Seda River, Uzava floodplain and Lielupe floodplains. Videos with some of the TV broadcasts were attached to 1st Progress Report (Annex 13) and Interim report (Annex 17). 11 radio broadcasts have taken place during reporting period with information about tourism, nature values and wild horses in project sites. Please see the list of articles published and participation in different media during the project attached in Annex 11 to this report.
Project staff has attended different meetings with presentations about LIFE-Floodplain project, more information in description to action E.1. Home page of Latvian Fund for Nature and Latvian Ornithological society has been serving as a very useful tool to disseminate information about floodplain nature values and project activities, more information in description to action E.2. 

Another important tool for exchange of information and dissemination of experience is Study tours and international seminars. Project staff has participated in 8 study tours and 8 international seminars; they have been very different (ranging from 2 project staff visiting Norwegian experts to discuss about conservation requirements of Great Snipe, to 39 people participating in study tour to Estonia to accumulate neighbor’s experience of grassland management). We also participated in EU Green Week events – on 2006 as participants and on 2007 with LIFE project stand. Please see more information in description to action E.5. 

In total, 13 site booklets, 4 thematic booklets, 15 summary management plans and Layman’s Report have been printed and distributed to municipalities, tourism information centers, landowners and protected areas administrations. Layouts of the site booklets have been provided to all corresponding municipalities. Please see more information about project publications in description to actions E.7, E.8, E.9. 

32 information stands have been set up in all project sites. Layouts of information stands have been provided to the corresponding local municipalities. Please see more information in description to action E.3.

Grassland restoration experience in Latvia and EU Boreal Region have been summarized and analyzed in Grassland management handbook. It is targeted at protected areas managers, scientific community and landowners and land managers who are planning restoration activities in their grasslands. Please see more information in description to action E.6.

Dissemination and networking with other LIFE projects in Latvia and abroad is important component for strengthening the project and improving the overall effectiveness of LIFE Programme. Project manager has been included in the Steering Group of the LIFE-Nature project “Marine Protected Areas in the Eastern Baltic Sea” LIFE05 NAT/LV/000100, implemented by Baltic Environmental Forum. Project regional coordinator Ainars Aunins have been working in the consultative board of Lubana fund that was established within the LIFE-Nature project “Management of Lubana wetland complex” LIFE03 NAT/LV/000083. We have cooperation with LIFE projects also outside Latvia, regional coordinator participated in seminar organized by LIFE project “Lafnitz – cross-linking habitats along an Alpine-Pannonian river” LIFE04 NAT/AT/000001 in Austria and visit was paid to project by Slovakian LIFE project “Restoration and Management of Sand Dunes Habitats in Zahorie Military Training Area” LIFE06 NAT/SK/000115. Project partners and staff visited Finnish LIFE project “Management of wetlands along the Gulf of Finland migratory flyway” LIFE03 NAT/FIN/000039 during our study tour to Finland. Summary of experience of European LIFE projects dealing with grassland management and restoration have been included in Grassland management handbook prepared within project action E.6.

Based on our experience and high need for more activities dealing with awareness building on Natura 2000, Latvian Fund for Nature have initiated the project to inform general public on Natura 2000, funded by Latvian Environmental Protection Fund. Within the frame of Natura 2000 project, open-air photo exhibition was traveling to all Latvian regions in 2006, educating general public about nature values in Natura 2000 sites. Many pictures (14 out of 40) in this exhibition were provided by our project, showing project sites and their values. Farms, participating in LIFE Floodplain project have been selected as demonstration farms in Natura 2000 project (3 farms – from Uzava, Sita & Pededze and Dviete floodplains). Please see more information about this project on our home page www.ldf.lv.

Among most significant actions on top of those planned in the project we should mention our participation in the World Environment Day with campaign “Looking for Corncrake” on 4-5 June 2005. The campaign took place countrywide with final event in project sites – floodplain meadows in North Vidzeme biosphere reserve. Minister of Environment and local stakeholders participated in the event; it was widely published by different media. More information about the event was reported in the 1st Progress Report.

Issues raised in letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09/01/2008
· Information about dissemination of project publications please see in description to corresponding project actions and dissemination summary in Annex 26. 

· We accept your remark on acknowledgement of Community support in the booklet “Pali.Plūdi.Palienes” and apologize for this mistake. We have printed Natura 2000 stickers and added the Natura 2000 logos to all remaining booklets. The price of printing the stickers was not charged to the project. 

	ACTION E.1
	Informal letters and stakeholder meetings

	Time plan: 

I 2005 – II 2008
	Variations/compli-cations/delays: 
No
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT

Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1

List of small scale meetings in Annex 12

Examples of 4th and 5th landowner letters in Annex 13
List of meetings in Annex 32
PREVIOUS REPORTS
Example of 1st landowner letter attached to 1st Progress Report (Annex 6)
Examples of second and third landowner letters in Interim Report (Annex 6)
Project envelopes in Interim Report (Annex 19)
List of educational events – 2nd Progress Report (Annex 20)


The action is successfully accomplished. We have sent 5 sets of individual letters and each of them have raised the interest of landowners on floodplain restoration activities; many of landowners were stimulated to apply for Agri-environmental payments to Rural Support Service. There have been 18 larger scale and ca 300 small scale meetings (with landowners) during the project implementation. 
Informal letters
First informal letter was sent to all landowners in project sites prior to the project introduction meetings providing them with insight into project goals, meeting agenda. In total, ca 800 letters were sent, and more than 50% of stakeholders attended the introduction meetings. It is very good rate and we believe that this rate was so high mainly due to these individual invitation letters we sent to each landowner. The example of the first letter to the landowners was attached in Annex 6 to the 1st Progress Report. 

Second letter was sent in 31/01/2006 to 843 landowners, with information about project progress, planned activities, Natura 2000 and new Law on Compensations.  Many people called us after this letter, with particular interest on restoration and Agri-environmental payments. It has been also confirmed by local Rural Support Services in regions, that interest of landowners is higher after project communication activities. The example of the second letter to the landowners was attached in Annex 6 to the Interim Report. 

Third letter to landowners was sent in March/April 2006 to 341 landowners in project sites where management planning was taking place in 2006. Examples of letters were attached in Interim Report, Annex 6. Some problems occurred during sending these letters – some of the letters were sent back by post, due to lack of correct information about land ownership in municipalities (already described in description to action A.2).

Fourth letter was sent to landowners during 2006 and 2007 when summary management plans became ready and were distributed. Individual text was drafted for each of the project sites, the letter contained information about project progress in respective site, planned actions and explanation to summary management plan. This letter was sent to ca 800 landowners. Please see the example of letter attached in Annex 13.

Final letter was sent to ca 200 most active landowners and project partners in June 2008, it contained booklet “Restoration of Floodplains” and Layman’s report. Please see the example of letter attached in Annex 13.

Meetings
Project staff was participating in various small-scale individual meetings and stakeholder negotiations on daily basis. Project regional coordinators were discussing with local stakeholders about management and restoration measures before contracts are signed, project manager was discussing with local majors (and liaison officers) about their participation in the project and further activities to be taken, financial assistant was having regular communication with project liaison officers on regular reports about municipality participation in the project. All these meetings (ca 300 meetings in total) are small scale and taking place when necessary, according to project activities. Please see the list of these meetings attached in Annex 12.
In addition, we are addressing also other audiences that are interacting with local landowners and decision-makers on daily basis, such as rural consultants, media and tourism operators. List of 20 most important meetings with presentation of our project is included in Annex 32. 

Public awareness coordinator has participated in 15 national educational events with floodplain conservation and nature tourism message; these events have been listed at the end of the table in Annex 20 (2nd Progress report).

To facilitate distribution of the letters and raise public awareness on Natura 2000 and project, we have printed project envelopes, with Natura 2000 logo and floodplain meadow. The examples of envelopes were attached to the Interim Report (Annex 19). 

Issues raised in letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09/01/2008
Please find detailed information on small-scale meetings within the project in Annex 12 and in the text above. 

	ACTION E.2
	Design and update of project homepage

	Time plan: 

IV 2004 – II 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: No
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT

Printouts of the latest project news in Annex 14
PREVIOUS REPORTS
Printouts of latest project news in 1st Progress Report (Annex 3), Interim Report (Annex 7) and 2nd Progress Report (Annex 6)
General printouts of the home page in Annex 5 of the 1st Progress Report and in Annex 6 of the 2nd Progress Report


The action has been successfully implemented. First project news were posted on project homepage on 07.10.2005, since then more than 80 news items have been posted on project home page within homepage of Latvian Fund for Nature. Please see printouts of latest news (time period 01/10/2007 – 30/06/2008) attached in Annex 14. 

Project home page has been established within homepage of Latvian Fund for Nature www.ldf.lv. It contains general information about project (with information about project goals, nature values, Natura 2000, general publications, socio-economic context of the project, news archive and photos), and sub-sections for each of the project sites. Site sub-sections can bee accessed by clicking on site names in the introduction of the project. We include all site-specific information into respective sub-sections, e.g. general information about site, management plans (draft working versions and final approved ones, English summaries), announcements, project publications (booklets, MP summaries, information stands), maps with habitats and management activities and pictures of the sites. Example of sub-section for Sita and Pededze floodplain please see on http://www.ldf.lv/pub/?doc_id=28429 

Project homepage have been also set up within homepage of Latvian Ornithological Society www.lob.lv, this home page is focusing more on floodplain protection from the bird perspective. 

Printouts of both homepages (in Latvian and English) were attached to 1st and 2nd Progress Reports (Annexes 5 and 6 respectively).

According to recommendation in letter DG ENV/E4/SL/SEB D(2006) 22466 on 22.11.2006, we have included Natura 2000 logo on welcome page of Latvian Fund for Nature. 
The statistics of the home page during the last 2 years please see below.


[image: image3]
Issues raised in letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09/01/2008
We have updated the information on web page and hope that web page is acceptable at this stage with all the necessary information available both in Latvian and English subpages.

	ACTION E.3
	Information signs

	Time plan: 

I 2006 – I 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: Yes, see below
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT
Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1
Maps in Annex 10


The action has been successfully implemented. In total, 32 information stands have been prepared and set up in all project sites. Please see location of information stands on maps in Annex 10.
We started to work on designs and standards for information boards and other informative materials in 2005. Visual identity guidelines, funded by GEF/UNDP, have been prepared for North Vidzeme Biosphere reserve (6 of our project sites are situated in NVBR); we contributed information about nature values and local municipality information to this process. Nature Protection Board has also prepared visual identity guide, which we used for all protected areas in Latvia outside NVBR. All project publications were following these guidelines, as well as LIFE requirements for publicity of Community support.  

Designs for information signs have been prepared and discussed among project participants. 

Stands contain information about Natura 2000, LIFE Floodplain project, local municipalities, site protection rules, nature values, habitat restoration activities, and tourism attractions in the region. They are placed on wooden poles, with wooden roof. The size of each stand is 1100x1600 cm. 

First information signs were set up in project sites Sita and Pededze floodplains and Mugurve meadows (in total 3 stands), with participation of EC representative Ms Sylvie Ludain. The number and location of information stands is planned in management plans and discussed with municipalities. The list of prepared stands is following – Sita and Pededze floodplain - 2; Mugurve meadows – 1; Dviete floodplain – 5; Burtnieki meadows – 2; Burga meadows – 1; Seda meadows – 1; Vidusburtnieks – 3; Ruja floodplain – 2; Rakupe meadows – 2; Pededze floodplain – 2; Lielupe floodplains – 3; Svete floodplain – 3; Kalnciema meadows – 2; Lake Durbe meadows – 1; Uzava -2. Please see pictures of the information signs attached in Annex 1.

Layouts of the information stands have been provided in electronic format to local municipalities and Nature Protection Board – to enable them to update information and further maintain the information stands. Pictures and designs of the information stands are also available on project home page www.ldf.lv, under sub-sections of respective sites. 

	ACTION E.4
	Seminar for capacity building of meadow management planners

	Time plan: 

IV 2007
	Variations/complications/delays: Delayed, accepted by EC letter ENV/E.4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09.01.2008.
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT
Pictures of project activities in Annex 1


The action has been successfully implemented. We linked this seminar with presentation of the “Grassland management handbook” that was prepared within project action E.6. 

Meadow management capacity building seminar took place on 13-14.05.2008 in Burtnieki. It was attended by 35 representatives from municipalities, landowners and project partners. 

Grassland management handbook was presented during the seminar and following presentations made by authors of the articles in handbook:

1. Nature management and monitoring of management measures. A.Aunins

2. Restoration and management of Boreal grasslands in LIFE projects. Article of A.Gazenbeek presented by I.Racinska

3. Management of grasslands for biodiversity in North Gauja. S.Rusina

4. Experience of project “Flooplain restoration”. J.Reihmanis

5. Restoration of floodplain hydrological regime in Slampe river. J.Kuze

6. Experience of restoration of floodplain hydrology and vegetation in Lubans. U.Bergmanis

7. The status of habitats and species of EU importance related to Rural Development Programme. V.Larmanis

On the second day of the seminar, field visit was made to project site Burtnieki meadows where participants evaluated the effect of habitat restoration measures themselves. 

Seminar was very successful in triggering discussion on different restoration methods in floodplains, on restoration priorities and role of Rural Development Programme in this process. 

Issues raised in letter ENV/E-4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09/01/2008
Thank you for acceptance of the delaying of the seminar and please find the information on the seminar above.
	ACTION E.5
	Study Tours to other grassland management areas in Latvia and EU, participation in international seminars on grassland management

	Time plan: 

I 2005 – II 2007
	Variations/complications/ delays: No
	Additional information: 

THIS REPORT

Pictures of activities in Annex 1
Report on study tour to Karula NP in Annex 33
Report of study tour to Engure in Annex 34
PREVIOUS REPORTS

Study tour reports from Norway, Lubans, Matsalu, Finland and Austria in 1st Progress report (Annexes 7 to 11)
Study tour reports from Belarus, Denmark and Green Week 2006 in Interim Report (Annexes 8 to 10)
Study tour reports from Finland, Sweden, Green Week 2007 in 2nd Progress Report (Annexes 7 to 9)
Conference reports from Switzerland, Austria and Netherlands in 2nd Progress Report (Annexes 10 to 12)
Project posters in 2nd Progress Report (Annex 22)


The action has been successfully implemented. In total, project staff has participated in 8 Study Tours and 8 international seminars. 

	Planned:
	6 short study tours for project staff 
	3 study tours for project partners 
	5 international seminars

	Implemented:
	5 study tours (Lubans, Engure, Norway, Belarus and Estonia)
	3 study tours:

- Matsalu, Estonia

- Finland

- Svartadalen, Sweden
	8 seminars (Finland, 2 Austria, Denmark, 2 EU Green Week, Netherlands, Switzerland)


In total, project staff and partners participated in 5 short study tours in Latvia and abroad:
1st short study tour of project staff was done to LIFE project “Management of Lubans wetland” LIFE03 NAT/LV/000083 in 15-16 February 2005. The report of this study tour was attached to 1st Progress Report, Annex 8. 

The 2nd short study tour was organised for Livberze municipality; they visited Lake Engure Nature Park and learned about experience of already finished LIFE project “Implementation of the management plan for Lake Engure Nature Park” LIFE00NAT/LV/007134. This study tour took place in 19.07.05 with 20 participants. Please see the report of this Study Tour attached in Annex 34.
3rd short study tour for project staff took place in 29.06 – 04.07.2005. It was organised to visit Norwegian experts on management of Great Snipe and to share information about conservation requirements of this species. Special approval to organise this study tour was received from European Commission DG ENV (letter DG ENV/D1/SL/nb D(2005) 7458, dated 18.04.2005). Report of this study tour was attached to 1st Progress Report, Annex 7. 

4th short study tour for project staff outside Latvia took place in May 2006. It was organised to visit Belarusian experts and natural floodplains in River Pripjat, discuss flood management experiences and share habitat restoration experiences. Special approval to organise this study tour was received from European Commission DG ENV (letter DG ENV/D1/SL/nb D(2006) 4373, dated 03.03.2006). Report of this study tour was attached to Interim Report, Annex 8.
5th short study tour was done to Estonia, on 1-2.08.2007 project manager and project regional coordinator Ainars Aunins visited Karula National Park, including project 
“Conservation of Natura 2000 biotopes in Karula National Park” LIFE02 NAT/EE/008559. Report of this ST please find in Annex 33.
Project staff (project manager and public awareness coordinator) visited project “Protection of habitats and species in Nature Park Razna” LIFE04 NAT/LV/000199 on 01.03.2006, to discuss project implementation, in particular public information aspects. 

Project partners have participated in 3 Study Tours during the project implementation:

1st Study tour for project partners was organised in 4-5 August 2005 and targeted at grassland management experience in Matsalu National Park, Estonia. It was attended by project staff and project partners, with 39 participants (including representatives from municipalities, nature protection governmental institutions, most active landowners, media and project staff). Report of this study tour was attached to 1st Progress Report, Annex 9.  

The high interest raised by study tour to Matsalu (articles in newspapers please see in the list of articles in Annex 16 and attached to the 1st Progress Report) resulted in repeated excursion to Matsalu NP, Estonia for general public, organised and paid by Impro Travels tours operator, where public awareness coordinator participated as guide. 48 participants, 6-7.05.2006.

2nd Study tour for project partners was organised in 15-17 August 2006 and targeted at grassland management experience in Finland. It was attended by project staff and project partners, with 39 participants (including representatives from municipalities, nature protection governmental institutions, most active landowners, media and project staff). Participants of the study tour visited Helsinki eco-city and Finnish LIFE project “Management of wetlands along the Gulf of Finland migratory flyway” LIFE03 NAT/FIN/000039. Report of this study tour was attached to 2nd Progress Report, Annex 7.   

3rd Study tour for project partners was organised 24-26 August 2007 and targeted the grassland management experience in Svartadalen valley, Sweden. Main target group of this study tour was project partners, mainly local municipalities. 39 participants (representatives from municipalities, protected area administrations, most active landowners, media and project staff) took place in this Study Tour. Report of this study tour was attached to 2nd Progress Report, Annex 8.   

In addition to participation in study tours, project staff has participated in 8 international seminars targeted at issues related to floodplain management and public involvement. 

1. On 13-17 June 2005 project public awareness coordinator participated in conference „Sustainable Development through Education” in Finland. Participation in conference was combined with visit to Finnish LIFE-Nature project ”Management of wetlands along the Gulf of Finland migratory flyway” LIFE03 NAT/FIN/000039, to exchange information and assess the possibility to organise study tour for Latvian municipalities to this project. The Report of the conference and project visit was attached to 1st Progress Report, Annex 10.  

2. On 26-29 September 2005 project regional coordinator Ainars Aunins participated in international LIFE-Symposium “Riverine Landscapes - Restoration, Flood Protection, Conservation” in Austria. The Report of the conference was attached to 1st Progress Report, Annex 11.

3. On 19-21.04.2006 project regional coordinators and project manager participated in conference “Wetland Restoration and Management”, organised by LIFE projects implemented by Fyn County, Denmark. Project manager did presentation “Restoration of Floodplains” in seminar session 1. Report of this seminar was attached to Interim Report, Annex 9.
4. On 31.05-02.06.2006 project manager and public awareness coordinator participated in EU Green Week in Brussels. Report of this seminar was attached to Interim Report, Annex 10. 

5. On 6-7.11.2006 project regional coordinator Janis Reihmanis participated in seminar “Sustainable agriculture, water management supported by LIFE in Natura 2000 sites across Europe” in Buchschachen, Austria that was organised by the LIFE project “Lafnitz – cross-linking habitats along an Alpine-Pannonian river” LIFE04 NAT/AT/000001. Report of this seminar was attached to 2nd Progress report, Annex 11. 

6. On 12-15.06.2007 project manager and public awareness coordinator participated in EU Green Week in Brussels. It was the second year of project participation in this event and we prepared a stand describing project goals, activities and main problems. This event was very useful in establishing new contacts and finding similar activities elsewhere. Also presentations and discussions of the Green Week were very inspiring in our work, especially for different ideas related to improvement of the ecological status of the sites and minimizing the ecological footprint of human activities. Report of this seminar and pictures of the stand were attached to 2nd Progress report, Annex 9. 

7. On 3-6.09.2007 project regional coordinator Ainars Aunins participated in conference "Monitoring the effectiveness of Nature conservation" in Switzerland that was organized by Swiss Federal Research Institute. A poster of the project “Impact of floodplain restoration on populations of Corncrake and Great Snipe in Latvia” was presented during the conference. Approval for participation in this conference was received on 04.07.2007 in e-mail from desk officer Sylvie Ludain. Report of this seminar was attached to 2nd Progress report, Annex 10. 

8. On 8-12.07.2007 project regional coordinators Ainars Aunins and Janis Reihmanis took place in IALE World Congress “25 years Landscape Ecology: Scientific Principles in Practice” that was organized in Wageningen, The Netherlands. The seminar was organized by the International Association for Landscape Ecology (IALE). Project regional coordinators participated in congress poster session Theme 11: Landscape for Life, with poster presentation “Restoration of Latvian floodplains for EU priority species and habitats”. Report of this seminar was attached to 2nd Progress report, Annex 12. 
Information about the study tours was also published on project home page www.ldf.lv. 

Please see pictures from study tours attached in Annex 1 to this report and in previous reports (Annex 1). 

Although project staff has participated in more seminars than initially planned, the budget of the action has not been exceeded. All these seminars have been very important in both, learning and experience sharing, aspects. Findings from seminars and study tours have resulted in better implementation of the project, for example grazing schemes in Pilssala (project site “Lielupe floodplains”) were transferred from experience learned during project 2nd Study Tour in Finland where similar methods were used for maintenance of grasslands in cities. 

Visits of other projects to project sites:

A group of 19 persons from Helsinki Environment Centre visited project sites on 19-22 April 2006. They visited project site Lake Burtnieki meadows and used opportunity to spend some time in bird watching tower, whilst others were interested in discussions with local municipality about environment policy and practice. They also visited project site Lielupe floodplains in Jelgava and discussed the aspects of Natura 2000 sites in urban areas. There were representatives from LIFE-Nature project (Management of wetlands along the Gulf of Finland migratory flyway) LIFE03 NAT/FIN/000039 in the group and experience was exchanged on best practices of making tourism infrastructure in specially protected nature areas. Based on established contacts the program for planned study tour to Finland (see more information above) was prepared.

On 8-9.06.2007 experts from LIFE project “Restoration and Management of Sand Dunes Habitats in Zahorie Military Training Area” LIFE06 NAT/SK/000115 in Slovakia visited several project sites. Guided by project public awareness coordinator, Slovakian experts learned about restoration and management methods and effects of these measures on floodplains. 

1-day excursion to Burtnieki meadows was organised on 9.06.2007 by Ltd.”Impro Ceļojumi” with 42 participants. Another 2-day excursion was organised on 14-15.07.2007, by the same company, to project site “Dviete floodplain”. Both events were follow-up of our activities on advertising project sites as ecotourism destination and thus providing for development of nature friendly activities there.

	ACTION E.6
	Production of grassland management handbook

	Time plan: 

II 2007 – I 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: No
	Additional information: 

THIS REPORT
Pictures of project activities in Annex 1

Grassland management handbook attached in Annex 28
Dissemination summary in Annex 26


The action has been successfully implemented. Grassland management handbook was printed in May 2008, in 1500 copies. It contains 12 articles of 16 authors on their experience in habitat restoration and management. The volume of the handbook is 162 pages and color attachment, it is printed on environmentally friendly paper, with Natura 2000 and LIFE logos. Handbook includes 13 articles in Latvian with summaries in English, please find the summary list of articles in Annex 28. 

As recommended during EC mission on 5-6/07/2006, we have assessed also the experience of other LIFE projects dealing with grassland management and restoration as part of the handbook (article by Anton Gaznebeek). 
To date ca 700 copies of handbook has been distributed to academic institutions (University of Latvia, Institute of Biology, and University of Agriculture), Latvian National library and library of Faculty of Biology, managers of protected areas (NGOs and state institutions), Ministry of Environment, administrations of protected areas (Gauja NP, Kemeri NP, Slitere NR, Razna NP, NVBR and others), University of Life Sciences (Estonia), Sooma NP (Estonia). It was distributed also during Baltic Botanists Conference and in other events. We will continue distribution of the handbook. Summary of dissemination of the handbooks please see attached in Annex 26. The handbook is available also on home page of Latvian Fund for Nature.
	ACTION E.7
	Production of summary management plans

	Time plan: 

I 2006, I 2007
	Variations/complications/delays: Less copies of summary management plans printed
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT

Summary management plan for Lake Durbe meadows in Annex 15

Dissemination summary in Annex 26
PREVIOUS REPORTS
Summary management plans in Interim Report (Annex 11) and 2nd Progress Report (Annex 13)


The action has been successfully implemented. Summary management plans have been printed for all project sites (15 in total), printed on environmentally friendly paper produced in Latvia, in full colour. 
Most of the summary plans have been printed in 200 copies, instead of 500 planned (except for summary for Dviete floodplain, where 500 copies were printed, Sita and Pededze, Burtnieki and Uzava with 100 copies each, Mugurve – 80; Vidusburtnieks – 250, Kalnciems – 70). In total, 2800 copies have been printed instead of 8000 copies planned. There is no need for printing these summaries in more copies, as they are targeted specifically on land managers and municipalities. We have assessed the number of landowners per site and decided that there is no need to print excess copies that would not be necessary. Given the lower number of copies printed and resources saved, we have included more information than initially planned (in average, publications consist of 16 pages, A.4 format, full colour, printed on environmentally friendly paper). 

Summary management plans were prepared by hired experts, edited and supervised by project public awareness coordinator. Summary management plans have been sent to all landowners in project sites and project partner municipalities. They were provided also to Ministry of Environment and Nature Protection Board. 
Content of the summary management plans is following:

· Introduction

· Description of territory

· What is Natura 2000?

· Species and habitats in the area

· Site protection goals

· Protection rules in the site

· Management measures in the site

· Information for visitors

· Information about LIFE project is included on back cover of each publication

Due to the fact that site management plan was not finalised for the project site “Lake Durbe meadows” (see more information in description to Action A.5), we discussed the question of further activities concerning publications about the site that are related to the management plan. In this regard, we proposed to prepare and publish the summary management plan about the site anyway, regardless the legal status of the site management plan (A.5). The reason for this decision was that summary management plans are important and detailed source of information for local landowners about recommended management methods, main values of the sites etc. All this information is available in the prepared draft management plan and would help landowners to plan their management actions in the site and thus stimulate nature friendly site management. This decision was supported by EC (letter ENV/E.4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09.01.2008) and we printed summary management plan for Lake Durbe meadows in February 2008. Please find it attached in Annex 15.
Please see detailed information on dissemination of the summaries in Annex 26. Summaries of the management plans are also published on project website www.ldf.lv. 

	ACTION E.8
	Informal booklets about project sites and management of habitats for Crex crex* and other target species

	Time plan: 

I-II 2006, IV 2007- I 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: We combined 4 project sites in 2 booklets and printed 3 additional thematic booklets
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT

5 site booklets in Annex 16

Booklet “Dabai draudzīga saimniekošana laukos” (“Agri-environment”) in Annex 17

Booklet “Palieņu pļavu atjaunošana” (“Restoration of Floodplains”) in Annex 18

Dissemination summary in Annex 26
PREVIOUS REPORTS
Booklet “Putni Palieņu pļavās” (“Birds in Floodplains”) in 1st Progress report (Annex 12)
3 site booklets in Interim Report (Annex 12)
5 site booklets in 2nd Progress Report (Annex 14)
Booklet “Pali.Plūdi.Palienes” (“Floods. Floodplains”) in 2nd Progress Report (Annex 15)


The action has been successfully implemented. In total we have printed 13 site booklets and 4 thematic booklets in full colour, in total 100 000 copies of different booklets. 

	No
	Title of booklet
	Year printed
	Copies

	1. 
	Putni Palieņu pļavās (Birds in Floodplains)
	2005
	15000

	2. 
	Sita and Pededze + Mugurve
	2006
	5000

	3. 
	Dviete floodplain
	2006
	7000

	4. 
	Uzava floodplain
	2006
	5000

	5. 
	Burtnieki meadows + Vidusburtnieks
	2006
	7000

	6. 
	Kalnciems meadows
	2007
	3000

	7. 
	Pali.Plūdi.Palienes (Floods. Floodplains)
	2007
	7000

	8. 
	Lielupe meadows
	2007
	5000

	9. 
	Ruja meadows
	2007
	3000

	10. 
	Seda 
	2007
	5000

	11. 
	Dabai draudzīga saimiekošana laukos – Latvijas Lauku attīstības programmas (2007-2013) sniegtās iespējas (Agri-environment)
	2008
	12000

	12. 
	Palieņu pļavu atjaunošana (Restoration of floodplains)
	2008
	7000

	13. 
	Svete floodplain
	2008
	5000

	14. 
	Rakupe meadows
	2008
	3000

	15. 
	Lake Durbe meadows
	2008
	3000

	16. 
	Burga meadows
	2008
	3000

	17. 
	Pededze floodplain
	2008
	5000

	TOTAL:
	100000

	
	Booklets submitted with 1st Progress Report, Annex 12

	
	Booklets submitted with Interim Report, Annex 12

	
	Booklets submitted with 2nd Progress Report, Annexes 14 and 15

	
	Booklets attached in Annexes 16-18 of this Report


Thematic booklets
First project booklet “Putni palieņu pļavās” (“Birds in Floodplains”) (called Crex crex* booklet in project proposal) was printed already in July 2005, although initially planned only in 2006. It was printed in full color, in 15000 copies in Latvian. The booklet contains information about grasslands in Latvia, bird species breeding and feeding in floodplains, their habitat requirements and recommendations for habitat management, main threats to floodplains in Latvia and measures to avoid them, about LIFE Floodplain project. All copies of the booklet has been distributed to date, mainly to municipality partners, rural consultants, protected areas administrations, environmental NGOs, nature guides, participants of study tours, farmers and landowners. 

2nd thematic booklet “Pali.Plūdi.Palienes” (“Floods.Floodplains”) was printed in 2007 in 7000 copies. It is printed on environmentally friendly paper, in full color, in Latvian. It contains information about the project, definitions of floods, example on flooding process from Ruja floodplain, information about floods in Latvia, EU and other countries, about drainage impact, historical overview and species that depend on floods as well as recommendations on how to co-exist with floods. This booklet was very popular and to date all the copies have been distributed - to municipality partners, protected areas administrations, environmental NGOs, nature guides, participants of study tours, farmers and landowners. 

Following your remark on acknowledgement of Community support in booklet “Pali.Plūdi.Palienes” in letter ENV/E.4/JC/MP/KS D(2008) 113 on 09/01/2008, we have printed Natura 2000 stickers and added the Natura 2000 logos to all remaining booklets. The price of printing the stickers was not charged to the project. 

3rd thematic booklet “Dabai draudzīga saimiekošana laukos – Latvijas Lauku attīstības programmas (2007-2013) sniegtās iespējas” („Agri-environment”, full title: Nature friendly farming in countryside – opportunities provided by Rural Development Programme 2007-2013) was printed in early 2008, in 12000 copies in Latvian, full colour, on environmentally friendly paper and bearing Natura 2000 and LIFE logos. It includes information about RDP, biologically valuable grasslands, management of biologically valuable grasslands (mowing, grazing, restoration etc.), biological farming, less favourable farming areas, Natura 2000 and farming in those areas. This booklet has been distributed to Rural Consultation centres all over Latvia (also outside project sites), partner municipalities, landowners, Ministry of Environment, Nature Protection Board and to participants of project seminars on Agri-environment. To date ca 11000 copies of the booklet have been distributed and we are continuing the distribution activities. Please find this booklet attached in Annex 17.
4th thematic booklet “Palieņu pļavu atjaunošana” (“Restoration of Floodplains”) was printed in 2008, in 7000 copies in Latvian, full colour, on environmentally friendly paper and bearing Natura 2000 and LIFE logos. It contains information on project, definition and explanation of floodplain, description of species and habitats in floodplains, list of threats to floodplains, description of restoration methods and recommendations for further management. It has been distributed to landowners and partner municipalities, to education institutions (Smiltenes technical school, Jelgava agricultural university) and administrations to protected areas. To date, most of the printed copies have been distributed. Please find this booklet attached in Annex 18.

Site booklets

Project site booklets have been printed for all project sites (13 booklets), in full color, Latvian and English. In the initial phase of the project we assessed the situation with booklets and decided that it will be more cost effective to group some of the project sites per booklets. We have done so with sites Sita & Pededze and Mugurve (one booklet) and also with Burtnieks and Vidusburtnieks (one booklet). Those sites are located close to each other and thus can be seen as unified tourism product. 

Therefore, we saved resources and were able to print more booklets – thematic booklet about flood management “Pali.Plūdi.Palienes”, restoration of biologically valuable grasslands and Rural Development Programme “Dabai draudzīga saimniekošana laukos” and management/restoration of floodplains in particular “Palieņu pļavu atjaunošana”. These changes have been communicated to EC in Interim Report and following correspondence and approved with letter DG ENV/D1/SL/AG D(2007) 3109 on 20.02.2007.
Site booklets contain information about Natura 2000, nature and historical values of the territory, management measures, LIFE Floodplain project, tourism information and a map. They are prepared, according visual identity guidelines elaborated by Nature Protection Board and North Vidzeme biosphere reserve.  Booklets were distributed via local municipalities and tourism information centres, to date most of the site booklets have been distributed. Please find last 5 site booklets attached in Annex 16. Please find the summary on dissemination of the booklets in Annex 26.
The layouts of all site booklets have been provided in electronic format to project municipalities to enable them to print more copies of booklets if necessary. All booklets are available on project home page www.ldf.lv. 

	ACTION E.9
	Publication of layman’s report

	Time plan: 

II 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: No
	Additional information: 

THIS REPORT
Layman’s Report attached in Annex 19

Dissemination summary in Annex 26


This action has been successfully implemented. Layman’s Report was printed in June 2008, in 1000 copies, full colour, on environmentally friendly (FSC certified) paper, on 16 pages, in Latvian and English. It contains information about project activities, valuation of project impact on target species and habitats and views of landowners on the project. It has been already distributed – to all project partners, landowners, protected areas administrations and state institutions. Please find the summary on dissemination of the Report in Annex 26. The Layman’s Report is available on home page of Latvian Fund for Nature. Please find the Layman’s Report attached in Annex 19.
	ACTION E.10
	Closing event of the project

	Time plan: 

II 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: No
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT
Pictures of project activities in Annex 1.
Programme and list of participants of the final seminar in Annex 20


This action has been successfully implemented; project final seminar took place on 19 June 2008 in Aitinlauvas, Valgunde region. We decided to organise one – day seminar instead of 2-day event as planned in project proposal, due to the fact that it is difficult to attract participants for long seminars in summer time (vacations, farm works). Therefore, we squeezed both theoretical part and practical part in one day programme. Please find seminar program and list of participants attached in Annex 20. Seminar was attended by 40 participants – landowners, municipality representatives and representatives of state institutions. We presented project results, LIFE programme and further plans for site management. After presentations, participants travelled to project site “Lielupe floodplains” where project results were demonstrated. 
Another reason for skipping the 2nd day was the fact that Seminar for capacity building of meadow management planners (action E.4) took place in May 2008, just before the Final seminar. Participants of both seminars were similar, and many issues for Final seminar 2nd day were discussed already during seminar for capacity building of meadow management planners and repetition was not necessary. 
F. Overall project operation

Overall project operation involves staff management, organisation of the Steering Group meetings, monitoring and auditing the project performance. All these activities are successfully implemented, described in detail in sections below. 

1st Progress Report was submitted in October 2005. Interim Report with payment request was submitted in July 2006. 2nd Progress Report was submitted in November 2007.
Project organigram is included in Chapter 2 of this Report.

	ACTION F.1
	Establishment and meetings of the Project Steering Group, monitoring of project performance

	Time plan: 

IV 2004 – I 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: Establishment of the Steering Group was delayed for ca 6 months, due to reasons described below
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT

Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1

6th SG presentation in Annex 21
PREVIOUS REPORTS
1st and 2nd SG presentations in 1st Progress Report (Annex 14)
3rd SG presentation in Interim Report (Annex 13)
4rd and 5th SG presentations in 2nd Progress Report (Annex 16)


Project Steering Group consists of representatives from all project partner municipalities (usually majors or project liaison officers), Ministry of Environment, North Vidzeme Biosphere reserve, Nature Protection board, Latvian Ornithological society, Latvian Environmental Protection fund and UNDP/GEF project “Conservation of Biological Diversity in North Vidzeme Biosphere reserve”, in total 29 persons, excluding project staff. 

The Steering Group (SG) meetings were held on following dates:

1. 1st meeting took place on 27.04.2005, in the premises of the Ministry of Environment, in Riga. 
2. 2nd meeting took place on 23-24.08.2005, in farm “Kempeni” next to the project site “Meadows of Seda River”. 
3. 3rd meeting was first called together in January 2006, but postponed due to weather conditions (low temperatures), as many municipality representatives were not able to attend. 3rd Steering Group meeting finally took place on 30.05.2006, in Sigulda.
4. 4th meeting took place on 15.09.2006, in Nature Museum, Riga.

5. 5th meeting took place on 26.04.2007, in Ministry of Environment.
6. 6th meeting took place on 21.11.2007, in Ministry of Environment.
Printouts of SG 1-5 presentations have been attached to the previous reports. Printout of the presentation to 6th SG meeting is attached in Annex 21.
Initial establishment of the Steering Group was delayed for ca 6 months, due to municipal elections that took place in March 2005. We decided to wait for new majors to be elected – to set up the Steering group with new majors from the very beginning, not to change the content of the Steering group already after the first meeting. 

In total, we conducted less SG meetings than initially planned (6 instead of 12), due to the fact that initial establishment of SG was delayed and due to the fact that during the project implementation it was recognized that there is no justification for having meetings more often as it is problematic for all municipality partners to gather so frequently. Thus, we were organizing the meetings according to project milestones – when significant progress was there to report or important decisions had to be taken. 

We did not organize any SG meetings in 2008 due to the fact that during this period we had several seminars where project progress was already presented – within actions A.7, E.4 and Final seminar (action E.10). Members of the Steering Group were always invited to these events and most of them participated as well (municipality representatives, Ministry of Environment, Nature Protection Board, North Vidzeme Biosphere reserve, Latvian Ornithological society etc.). Therefore, we decided that in terms of cost and time effectiveness, organizing separate SG meeting at the end of the project would be inappropriate. 
	ACTION F.2
	Initiation of the monitoring system on the effects achieved by management measures

	Time plan: 

I 2005 – II 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: No
	Additional information: 
THIS REPORT

Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1

Final monitoring report in Annex 22
PREVIOUS REPORTS
Monitoring Report 2005 in 1st Progress Report (Annex 15)
Monitoring report 2006 in Interim Report (Annex 14)
Monitoring report 2007 in 2nd Progress Report (Annex 21)


The action has been successfully implemented. Regular monitoring took place in 2005 – 2008, final monitoring report has been prepared (please see in Annex 22). Monitoring principles have been included in all site management plans (action A.5).

Project staff decided on general monitoring system in project meeting on 11.04.2005. The project regional coordinators and hired experts were undertaking monitoring (2 night counts of project target species and selected indicator species per season, mapping of BD Annex I bird species, mapping of HD Annex I habitat types and Annex II species, mapping of management actions carried out by farmers, monitoring of vegetation cover and monitoring of effect of management measures) according to established scheme. The collected monitoring data was very useful also for preparation of management plans for project sites, action A.5. Monitoring reports for years 2005 to 2007 have been included in previous reports.

As the main objective of the project is to prevent further decline of Crex crex and Gallinago media populations by restoring or improving conditions of their breeding habitats, we chose additional bird species as indicators – changes in whose density or presence/absence would characterise processes going on in the Project areas due to project activities. To keep the programme cost effective, monitoring plots were established in the areas where restoration activities have been planned as well as the control areas. As the main species targeted by the project are active at night, the other indicator species were also chosen among species that are active during the night. Presence of Aquila pomarina in Project areas was recorded on daily activities – mapping areas for restoration, mapping of baseline vegetation cover etc. Presence of Hermit beetle was detected using pellet items, which were collected in suitable broadleaf trees and identified by entomologists in close investigations that were done as part of management plan preparation. Location of trees with Osmoderma eremita was digitized using GPS device. Mapping data were added to the ArcGIS geodatabase and digitally stored as a point layer together with the mapping data of the previous year. The data collected for the vegetation monitoring was entered into TURBOVEG database.
The results of the monitoring show that the two most important target species of the project – Crex crex* and Gallinago media – have increased in the project areas as a result of the habitat restoration actions carried out by the project. The results of the project monitoring show that project has reached its goal defined in the project proposal – stopping decline in the populations of Crex crex* and Gallinago media that was going on due to degradation of their habitats in the floodplains of the Natura 2000 sites. Even more, due to project activities trend of Gallinago media has been reversed not only in project areas but also in the whole country.

The results of the vegetation mapping and monitoring the effect of management measures on habitats quality show that the area and quality of the targeted grassland habitat types has significantly increased. This increase has been particularly important to the two most widespread grassland habitats in the project sites - 6450 Northern boreal alluvial meadows and 6530* Fennoscandian wooded meadows.

Although it is technically impossible to measure the size of Osmoderma eremita* populations in the project areas directly and the colonisation of new host trees is too slow a process to be documented using yearly counts, the collected data show that the availability of suitable and potentially suitable host trees (oaks) has increased considerably. The collected data show also that the younger generation of oak trees that will replace the current host trees of Osmoderma eremita* after decades is sufficient to maintain the population of the species if proper management is provided.
We have also established special monitoring plots in areas where project action C.2 (Shrub root destruction) have been taking place (as well as the control areas) in project sites “Sita and Pededze floodplains”, “Burga meadows”, “Burtnieki meadows” and “Svete floodplain” – to record the situation before this experimental restoration method has been applied and to evaluate the impact on vegetation. Due to fact that shrub root destruction works were finished shortly before the breeding season of 2008 only first preliminary year data are available at this stage. First data show that this method is very effective – there are no offshoots coming out in restored areas. 

	ACTION F.3
	Administration of the project

	Time plan: 

IV 2004 – II 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: No
	Additional information: 

THIS REPORT
Pictures of the project activities in Annex 1

List of articles in Annex 16
List of project partners in Annex 23

After LIFE conservation plan in Annex 24

PREVIOUS REPORTS
Partner agreements in 1st Progress Report (Annex 16) and Interim Report (Annex 15)
Report on public speaking training in 2nd Progress Report (Annex 17)


The action has been successfully implemented. All planned project staff has been hired. The permanent project staff has been following:
1. Inga Racinska – project manager

2. Ainars Aunins – project regional coordinator (Eastern Latvia sites)

3. Janis Reihmanis – project regional coordinator (Western Latvia sites)

4. Andris Klepers – project public awareness coordinator

5. Ieva Spage – project accountant/secretary, replaced by Zaiga Pulkstene – project accountant/secretary on September 2007.
Already at the beginning of the project we increased the workload of secretary/financial assistant. This decision was taken based on evaluation of actual work to be done when processing the monthly reports of municipalities – project partners. They needed a lot of assistance, to ensure that their reports are prepared according LIFE SAP requirements. 

All municipalities hired project liaison officers, their workload ranges depending on local situation (number of landowners, number of project sites in municipality etc.). They were preparing monthly financial reports to the Latvian Fund for Nature, assisting to project staff in communication with local landowners, and providing all necessary local information. Please find the list of project partners and their data in Annex 23.
Internal project meetings were taking place on regular basis; they took place on 11.01.2005, 11.04.2005, 29.06.2005, 08.11.2005, 03.01.2006, 03.07.2006, 18.07.2006, 18.12.2006, 10.04.2007, 04.06.2007, 17.09.2007, 05.11.2007, 26.11.2007, 3-4.12.2007, 18.01.2008, 19.02.2008, 22.05.2008.

Project staff participated in LIFE Platform meeting on 19.10.2007 where current project technical implementation and financial reporting problems were discussed. 

Additional expert meeting on management of river banks took place on 18.07.2007; we discussed habitat restoration in floodplains from viewpoints of plant and bird conservation priorities. The meeting was attended by 10 experts – ornithologists and botanists and project staff. 

1-2.08.2007 and 11-12.09.2007 – project manager and regional coordinator Ainars Aunins met with representatives of Nigula NR and Karula NP (Estonia) and discussed conservation aspects of one of the project target species Great Snipe, future activities that should be undertaken to follow up on project actions. The decision was taken to apply for Latvia-Estonia cooperation funding for the follow up project including preparing regional species conservation plan and management recommendations. 

Partner agreements were signed with all project partners, summary of contracts and copies of all contracts were attached 1st Progress Report and Interim Report. Regional reform of municipalities is still taking place in Latvia, therefore 3 of the project partners changed their status. First Additional Clause to the Project (24.05.2006) was introduced as project partner Pilskalne municipality was replaced by Ilukste Regional Council (including also Pilskalne municipality) and Second Additional Clause to the project (26.05.2008) was introduced as project partner Valgunde municipality became part of Valgunde Regional Council and Vecate municipality became part of Burtnieki Regional Council. Nevertheless, these changes did not have significant impact on project implementation as administrations of local municipalities remained in place and were maintained. New partnership agreements were not necessary with regions, as they do take over all obligations of former municipalities.
3 additional partners joined the project – Jeri, Vilpulka and Ance municipalities (First Additional Clause, 24.05.2006). Their Partner Agreements were included in Interim Report, Annex 15. With Second Additional Clause we excluded Dunalka municipality from the partnership due to the fact that municipality had failed to provide funding to the project and cooperate in implementation of the project objectives. 
The LIFE unit and External monitoring team visited project on 05.07.2006, with site visit to project site “Sita and Pededze floodplain”. External monitoring team (Rolands Ratfelders) visited project on 26.06 and 27.06.2008.

After first year, dealing with public hearings of management plans, it was recognised that there is a need for additional training for project staff and management plan experts on public speaking. This need was communicated during EC mission and in Interim Report and accepted by the EC (letter DG ENV/E4/SL/nb D(2006) 16847 on 24.08.2006). Public speaking training for project staff and experts took place in 5-6 October 2006. The training provided many useful tools for daily communication with landowners and for presentation techniques. All the participants of the training (project staff and management plan editors) were instructed to prepare and present the presentation that is dealing with any of the aspects important for project. These presentations were later analysed, in the light of different techniques and skills of participants. Many useful recommendations and tools for future work within the project were provided during this training. The program of the training was attached to the 2nd Progress Report, Annex 17. 

Due to recognised problems with heavy workload of the project staff we asked for permission to organise the time management training, in order to help project staff to organise tasks better and facilitate more efficient implementation of the project. The permission for training was granted on 20.02.2007 with letter DG ENV/D1/SL/AG D(2007) 3109. Ironically, we did not organise that training, due to lack of time. 

Please find the after LIFE conservation plan attached in Annex 24.

	ACTION F.4
	Audit of the project

	Time plan: 

I-II 2008
	Variations/complications/delays: No
	Additional information: 

Audit report attached to Financial Report.


This action has been successfully implemented; audit was done by Ltd. “Revidentu serviss”, according to Article 27 of Standard Administrative Provisions 2003. Please find the Audit Report attached to the Financial Report.
4. Evaluation and Conclusions 

4.1. Process

Project was running for 45 months, as planned - it started in October 2004 and lasted until June 2008. 1st Progress Report was submitted in October 2005. Interim Report with payment request was submitted in July 2006. 2nd Progress Report was submitted in November 2007.

Project was rather complicated, with 21 municipality partner and 3 institutional partners. The complexity of the project was inevitable, as it included 15 Natura 2000 sites all over Latvia. Therefore, project staff was traveling a lot to ensure successful implementation of the project. The main challenge to the project was to ensure successful integration of municipality partners and farmers in the project and their ownership of the project results. To stimulate that, project staff, in particular project manager and public awareness coordinator were putting much effort in communication with municipalities – via liaison officers and directly with municipality leaders. Project regional coordinators were ensuring daily communication with landowners and site managers. 

We were paying attention to the cost-efficiency of project activities and modifying them, if necessary.  To achieve higher cost efficiency, we decided to group booklets printed and thus save resources (please see more information in description to action E.8) in order to print 3 thematic booklets. We also evaluated the need for farmer training seminars (Agri-environment) and changed their focus (widened scope), when it became clear that similar trainings are offered by other institutions (please see more information in description to action A.7). 

Project finalization in planned time was challenge to the project staff and took enormous amount of time resources as many of the habitat restoration contracts had to be finalized at that time. This happened due to the fact that finalization of many contracts was postponed due to the inappropriate weather conditions, landowner problems and others described more in detail with C actions. But have managed to achieve the goals set and this happened due to successful cooperation of all project partners and beneficiary staff.

The division of the roles of project participants has been described in Chapter 2.

4.2. Project management

There were no major difficulties with implementation of the project activities in terms of project management. Few of the challenges have been already described in section 4.1. Several of the project actions, namely A.7, some of C activities and E.4 were delayed, for different reasons, described below and in Progress sections of respective activities. 
Restoration works were taking more time than initially planned in the project. It was expected that works would be completed within max one year from the date of contract signing. It appeared that in reality it took more time, especially in the final phase of restoration - removal of bushes and hay. Also there were many contracts where most of the work is done in time, but final payment was due to the fact that bushes were not totally removed, or some other minor remarks received from regional coordinators. As mentioned in the description to C activities, we set high restoration standards for sites and did not accept any deviations from that. Additionally, there were extensions to the contracts due to difficult weather conditions (mainly flooding when sites were not accessible or high water level and ice) and other practical considerations. All these obstacles were not foreseen in the planning phase due to the fact that to date actually no projects have been undertaking restoration works on such scale and arrangements as in our project. Nevertheless, we carefully planned restoration activities for the last 2 years of the project and ensured that final targets of the project were achieved in time. 
As it was stressed by major of Alsunga during the EC mission to LIFE-Floodplains project in 2005, the main difficulties for implementation of project actions on local level are following: access problems to some of the sites and problems with removal of hay. For some sites, the access problem really appeared to be limiting factor and restoration actions had to be transferred to nearby areas with same conservation value. There was no use of involving extra machinery and efforts for cutting the shrub in such inaccessible areas, as further maintenance of these areas is anyway impossible due to the access problems. To address the problem of removal of hay and encourage local people to participate in project activities, we had restoration measure “mechanised moving with chopping of hay” without removal of hay. So, for the areas where it was not possible to remove hay, we were applying this measure. In case of floodplains this measure is believed to be appropriate, but only in short term, not as a regular measure. 

Smaller scale problems, such as outdated and incorrect land ownership information, problems with development of site management plan for Lake Durbe meadows, need for repeated restoration actions in most dense overgrown areas, implementation of controlled burning action were discussed in description to respective activities (A.2, A.5, C actions).

3 new municipality partners joined the project in 2005 – Jeri, Vilpulka and Ance municipalities (First Additional Clause, 24.05.2006). We were very much welcoming new municipality partners to the project, as they prove the importance of the project to the local communities and rise the project profile on local level, that is crucially important for successful implementation of the project. 
Excluding Dunalka municipality

Nevertheless, we had to exclude one municipality partner – Dunalka municipality from the project (Second additional Clause, 26.05.2008) due to the fact that municipality failed to provide funding for the project and cooperate in implementation of the project objectives. The cooperation with municipality became very difficult during the process of preparation of the site management plan for project site “Lake Durbe meadows” as municipality clearly did not support the nature conservation goals for site and blocked the management planning process. They have also failed to provide co-funding for project activities. Initially the obligation to participate in the project was signed by Ms Ligita Liepiņa – the chairman of municipality until municipal elections in early 2005. Since the chairman of municipality changed after elections in 2005, the cooperation with municipality ceased - with above mentioned complications. Project implementation was not significantly impacted by this change, as we carried out all planned activities according to the schedule, except from finalisation of the site management plan. Nevertheless, the lack of site management plan will not have significant negative impact of site conservation goals and further management, please see more information in description to action A.5.
Changes of legal status of partner municipalities
The substantial changes that took place during the project were changes of the legal status of the project partner municipalities due to regional reform. We submitted two Requests for modifications and changes in the project were made, according Article 13 of the Standard Administrative Provisions. 

This happened due to the fact that regional reform of municipalities is still taking place in Latvia. The final date of the reform is political decision and it has not been set yet. According to information available on home page of Ministry of Regional Development and Local Government it could be year 2009. Nevertheless, these changes did not have significant impact on project implementation as administrations of local municipalities are in place and will be maintained also after reform. 

As part of the reform, Pilskalne municipality joined Ilukste novads (larger entity, we are referring to it as sub-region) and our partner agreement is now signed with Ilukste novads. It was attached to our Request for Modifications. It contains the same duties and responsibilities as previously with Pilskalne municipality, contributing the same funds to the project – 5007 Euro. 1st Additional clause was issued on this case. 

Later on, Valgunde municipality joined Valgunde novads (larger entity, we are referring to it as Regional Council, or sub-region as in 1st Modification request) and Vecate municipality joined Burtnieku novads. Therefore our partner agreement is now signed with Valgundes Regional Council and Burtnieku regional council. They were attached to second request for modifications. Regional councils have the same duties and responsibilities in project as previously Valgunde and Vecate municipalities, contributing the same funds to the project – 5003 Euro each. 2nd Additional clause was issued on this case. 
4.3. Success and failures 

The main project challenge and success at the same time was our approach to conducting habitat restoration activities. The project goal – to restore 2400 hectares of floodplain habitats was very ambitious. When analyzing LIFE projects in Boreal region, we realized that average size of restored areas in projects is less than 700 hectares. On top of that, we did not hire few companies that had all the equipment and necessary staff and could restore all project areas in systematic manner. The approach of our project was to involve landowners themselves in restoration activities, signing restoration contracts with each of them (in total more than 200 contracts signed). 

This approach, although more complicated than contracting one large company for implementation of all restoration works, proved to be more sustainable in terms of ensuring future management of restored areas. Landowners that themselves restored their meadows are indeed more inclined to continue with the management of the restored areas. Additionally, the restoration contracts oblige them to continue management of restored areas for at least 5 following years. Of course, if future support from Rural Development Agri-environmental funds will be available, we expect that all restored areas will be managed by landowners. Therefore, Latvian Fund for Nature is taking active part in following the development of Rural Development Programme and providing regular input in shaping the Programme.
Another success of the project is its contribution to education of general public on Natura 2000 issues and explaining the floodplain concept in Latvia. Much emphasis was put during the project on individual contacts with landowners, different publications, campaigns and other information and education activities. We worked a lot on promoting project activities and Natura 2000 issues in Latvia. Apart from planned project publications, more than 240 different articles have been issued on different levels (from regional to national newspapers) during project implementation. 12 TV broadcasts have been shown on National Television, with stories about floodplain restoration in project sites Burtnieki meadows, Ruja floodplains, Meadows of Seda River, Uzava floodplain and Lielupe floodplains. Videos with some of the TV broadcasts were attached to 1st Progress Report (Annex 13) and Interim report (17). 11 radio broadcasts have taken place during reporting period with information about tourism, nature values and wild horses in project sites. More information is provided in introduction to E activities.

Our project have provided a significant input into public awareness building in Latvia, towards acceptance and understanding of Natura 2000 and Agri-environmental measures. 

4.4. Comparison against the project-objectives

Project objective is fully met. Restoration of biologically most important floodplain areas have been done, we have restored more areas than planned and project activities have proven to be successful in terms of ensuring habitat availability for project target species. The benefit to species and habitats is assessed more in detail in description to project action F.2 and in Chapter 4.5. 
	Objective
	Status
	Evalu-ation
	Additional information

	Restoration of floodplain areas in project sites, covering ca 2400 ha (habitats 6530*, 6230*, 6450 etc).
	2541.43 ha restored - 6450 and 6530* area and quality of the targeted grassland habitat types has significantly increased.
	(
	Chapters 3.4, 4.5 and 4.9

	Site management plans prepared or upgraded for 15 floodplain sites
	14 site management plans prepared
	(
	Chapters 3.4 and 4.5

	Prevented decline of existing bird populations
	2 most important target species of the project – Crex crex* and Gallinago media – have increased in the project areas
	(
	Chapters 3.4, 4.5 and 4.9

	Improved knowledge of site management planners
	Grassland management handbook prepared and seminars held
	(
	Chapter 3.4

	Farmers and landowners educated
	Numerous events held, starting from individual meetings to seminars and publications
	(
	Chapter 3.4

	Participation in formulation of water status objectives in project sites
	Regional coordinator participating in work of Lielupe river basin consultative board
	(
	Chapter 3.4


4.5. Environmental benefits, policy and legislation implications 

The direct environmental benefits due to the implementation of the Project activities (C.1 to C.6) have been most significant and have both local and countrywide effect. Habitat restoration carried out by the project stopped the ongoing fragmentation and degradation of the meadow habitat types as well as the plant and animal species communities associated with them in 15 Natura 2000 sites. The nature values addressed by the project were those that served as the criteria for the designation of these territories as Natura 2000 sites. Taking into account the large areas of these habitats and the fact that the best floodplain areas in Latvia were chosen for the Project, it is safe to state that there has been a significant contribution of the project to improving the conservation status of habitat types 6450 Northern boreal alluvial meadows and 6530* Fennoscandian wooded meadows nationally.

The habitat restoration activities carried out in the project sites have stopped the decline of the Latvian population of Gallinago media that had been recorded since starting the monitoring of the species in 1999 and reversed the trend (see details in Annex 22). With the implementation of the project most of the conservation actions required in the national Conservation Action Plan for Great Snipe (1999) have been successfully fulfilled and the plan needs a revision and update. Project also contributed to implementation of the International Single Species Action Plan for Conservation of the Great Snipe (2004) – it carried out the management actions whose priority was marked as “high” for the boreal part of the eastern breeding population of the species.

Similarly, habitat restoration in the project sites have eliminated the threat of turning them unsuitable for breeding Corncrakes Crex crex* due to overgrowing. The recorded densities of the species during the bird counts implementing the project action F.2 show that the project sites if properly managed will further function as safe breeding grounds for the species and will maintain its source population to support the rest of the Crex crex population in the country breeding in conventional farmland. Project also contributed to implementation of the International Single Species Action Plan for conservation of the Corncrake (2006) – it carried out the habitat management related actions whose priority was marked as “high” for the EU countries, which generally support large populations of the species.

The project has also contributed to implementation of the national Conservation Action Plan for Lesser Spotted Eagle (1999) implementing the prescribed actions for improving quality of the feeding habitats of the species and setting an example for other territories designated for conservation of the species.

Project has triggered several activities on national level that are closely related to management and restoration of floodplains. Analysis of legislation, performed under project action A.8 have provided useful recommendations for improvements of legislative basis, dealing with habitat management and restoration. 

In addition, we are working on policy level in Latvia, participating in preparation and supervising implementation of Rural Development Plan for Latvia (2007-2013), to ensure that floodplain management issues are taken up in this plan.

Site management plans, prepared for 14 project sites are setting the means to ensure favourable conservation status for habitats and species of EU and national importance. Necessary management actions are recommended and planned, thus further management and restoration of natural values of the sites is enhanced. Management plans serve as road maps for municipalities, landowners and NGOs willing to manage and maintain the natural values in the Natura 2000 sites. They offer solutions, based on scientific studies and work of many experts. In addition to management plans (that are adopted by the Ministry of Environment and have a recommendation status) we have prepared drafts of “Individual Protection and Management Rules” for project sites where it was necessary. These Rules have been adopted by the Cabinet of Ministers and will regulate the management and protection of the sites for longer time period. Please see more information in description to action A.5.

4.6. Innovation, demonstration value

Project has important role in demonstration of floodplain restoration and management value in Latvia. We changed the attitude of the general public from looking at protected floodplain as useless piece of land with lots of restrictions towards seeing floodplain as rich natural area and seeing its economical value as well. We were talking about floodplain meadows in Latvia as Natura 2000 sites and disseminating information about Natura 2000 in general. Our project was one of the first projects that demonstrate that protected areas might bring also income, not only restrictions. Given the low level of awareness on Natura 2000 in Latvia, we planned many additional activities to educate general public, especially on local level. Please see more information in introduction to E activities. 
Project activities have established good cooperation with municipalities and initiated also other organisations to become active in management and maintenance of floodplains. For example, 2 of project sites (Sita&Pededze floodplains and Dviete floodplain) have received support from Ark Foundation (Highland cattle, ca 50 000 EUR), to begin grazing in floodplain meadows. Cattle started grazing on those areas on 13.05.2006 and Konik horses arrived there on 26.08.2006.

Our project activities have stimulated local farmers to get more involved in networking and exchange of experiences. One of the farmers of the project (in Dviete) was awarded prestige “Sejejs” prize for nature farms that is awarded every year by Ministries of Agriculture and Environment. 

Several project sites where habitat restoration actions were undertaken within the project can serve as demonstration sites for this type of habitat restoration actions. We have provided the demonstration information for NVBR that is planning to further use project sites for demonstration of different restoration actions. Please see the example of the demonstration material attached in Annex 27. The project experience in flooplain restoration has been summarized in booklet “Floodplain restoration” published within project action E.8 and in Grassland management handbook published in action E.6. These tools, along with site visits have been used already during the project for demonstration (please see more information in description to actions E.1 and E.5) and will be used after the project. 
4.7. Socio-economic effects

Project was complicated from the social point of view, as it was dealing with very different areas – starting with areas around Jelgava city where building pressure is affecting the protected areas and ending with areas in Eastern Latvia where local communities are very poor and thus not able to invest in restoration of floodplains. We have to adapt to different situations and very different attitudes, use different tools for communication and different arguments for each case. This was achieved and we achieved support from both Jelgava participants (constructing the grazing area in Pilssala, project site “Lielupe floodplain”, organizing bush cutting event etc) and rural areas (e.g. “Dviete floodplain”) where local tourism and education activities have started in restored areas. 
Project was playing important role in socio-economy of local municipalities. It was done in 2 ways:

1. Directly. We were providing funds to landowners for restoration of their floodplains. As mentioned above, we involved landowners themselves in restoration activities, signing restoration contracts with each of them (in total more than 200 contracts signed). This approach, although more complicated than contracting external assistance, ensures that project funds are contributing directly to support of economy in local municipalities and thus provides for development of regional economy. 
2. Indirectly. We hope that increase of awareness on floodplains and natural territories in general have yielded improved rural situation in future with more people deciding to stay in countryside and establish small-scale farms, dealing with tourism and nature management.  

4.8. Future: sustainability 

Sustainability of the project is ensured by the way project is set up. Farmers were receiving one-time payment for restoration works from project, while future maintenance of the restored areas is ensured by EU Agri-environmental payments. 

Site management plans prepared within project activities A.5 and A.6 have set the management goals and measures for project sites for next 10 years, they are a tool to be used by local municipalities, farmers and NGOs to ensure sustainable management of the project sites - Natura 2000 sites. 

Project triggered much wider application of EU support measures for sustainable management of grasslands, by providing regular advice to farmers in application for Rural Development Funds and helping with advice on management methods. 

As mentioned above, the approach used by project – to involve landowners themselves in restoration activities – although more complicated that contracting one large company for restoration works in all project sites, proved to be more sustainable in terms of ensuring future management of restored areas. Landowners that themselves restored their meadows are indeed more inclined to continue with the management of the restored areas. Additionally, the restoration contracts oblige them to continue management of restored areas for at least 5 following years. If future support from Rural Development Agri-environmental funds will be available, we expect that all restored areas will be managed. 

Therefore, the possible remaining threat and at the same time the opportunity is Rural Development Programme. If agri-environmental payments will be available, project sites will be further managed. In order to ensure that Latvian Fund for Nature is taking active part in the development of Rural Development Programme and providing regular input in shaping the Programme, we are included in the Rural Network and in RDP Supervisory group. 

4.9. Long term indicators of the project success. 

Several quantifiable indicators have been established by the project when initiating the monitoring system (Action F.2) to assess the effects achieved by management measures. These can also be used also as long term indicators for future assessments of the project success.

Population levels of Crex crex* and Gallinago media in the project sites are the most robust among them as they measure the performance and thus the suitability of the site for two main target species of the sites. Stable (or slightly increasing) trends of these species will suggest a long-term success of the project. The trends obtained from population levels in the project sites have to be compared with the national population indices of these species. It is particularly important if any of the two trends show a declining tendency. Negative trend in the sites with stable, growing or less rapidly declining national population of the species will suggest presence of site related negative factors (e.g. improper management of the site, shortage of important features, etc.). In this case urgent action needs to be taken within the sites to change the situation and reverse the trend. Negative trend in the sites with more rapidly declining national population will suggest impact of countrywide or even global factors that are not site related (e.g. degradation of species habitats in wintering sites, climate change, etc.). The last combination will require in-depth analysis to identify the precise reason of the decline. There is a high chance that changes in the site management will not be required as no changes in quality of the breeding site can compensate limiting factors acting in other sites used by the species during its life-cycle. If both trends are stable or growing, the conservation status of the species is favourable. If only the trend in the sites is stable or growing while overall trend is negative, it suggests that the conservation status of the species in unfavourable, however, the sites play important conservation role that helps maintaining the species populations. In this case additional protected areas need to be designated for conservation of the species and appropriate management has to be started there. No changes in the management in the existing sites are needed in this case as the populations of the species within sites are being maintained. 

Short term changes of these two indicators (2005-2008) suggest that conservation status of both Crex crex* and Gallinago media is favourable both in the project sites as well as in the country.

Meadow area under appropriate management – this indicator reflects the availability of suitable habitats for the target species as well as the area of the meadow habitats in good condition. When this indicator is stable or growing, the situation in the sites can be regarded as favourable. Decline of this indicator is an alarm that area of target habitats and populations of the target species sill soon start to decline. In such case immediate actions need to be taken to ensure the increase of the area being under appropriate management.

Area of HD Annex I meadow habitat types – the indicator is obtained from remotely sensed images (aerial photographs and satellite images) in combination with field vegetation mapping data. This indicator will show the changes in area of each of the targeted by the project habitat types. It is expected that the area of the Annex I habitats will be stable or increase. The decline in area will be an alarm that management of the habitats has ceased. As this indicator is spatially explicit, it will allow identifying the areas under risk.

Quality of HD Annex I meadow habitat types – the indicator is obtained from vegetation monitoring data initiated by the project. Vegetation structure of the particular habitat describes its quality. It is expected that quality of the grassland habitats will increase in the areas restored by the Project. After reaching its optimal quality the indicator should stabilise. Negative changes of this indicator will suggest that the management is not appropriate for the particular habitat type. In this case changes in the management practices (e.g. timing of mowing, switching from mowing to grazing or vice versa) have to be considered.

Number of trees hosting population of Osmoderma eremita* will show the viability of the population of this species. It is expected that number of such trees will slightly increase during next 5 – 10 years and then they will stabilise. In case this indicator is declining, it will suggest of two possible causes – damage to the existing host trees has occurred (fire or some other reason) or the progressive replacement of the ruined host trees of the species with younger ones does not occur. In this case special measures are needed to ensure sustainability of the Osmoderma eremita* population.
5.  Comments on financial report 

All project partners have contributed financially and technically to the project. 

3 new municipality partners (Jeri, Vilpulka and Ance) joined the project and new co-financer (United Nations Development Programme) joined the project, reducing the financial contribution of project partner North Vidzeme Biosphere reserve. Please see First Additional Clause to Project (24/05/2006) for more detail. 

3 partner municipalities changed their status during project implementation. First Additional Clause to the Project (24.05.2006) was introduced as project partner Pilskalne municipality was replaced by Ilukste Regional Council (including also Pilskalne municipality) and Second Additional Clause to the project (26.05.2008) was introduced as project partner Valgunde municipality became part of Valgunde Regional Council and Vecate municipality became part of Burtnieki Regional Council.
With Second Additional Clause we excluded Dunalka municipality from the partnership due to the fact that municipality had failed to provide funding to the project and cooperate in implementation of the project objectives. 
5.1. Summary table of project costs
Exchange rate used: 01/09/2008 EUR 1= 0.7037 LS
	Budget item
	Total costs planned

EURO
	Total costs spent

EURO
	% Of planned spent 
	Comments

	 1.
Personnel
	629652
	683576.12
	108,56
	See in Chapter 5.2

	 2.
Travel
	131058
	115073.26
	87,80
	See in Chapter 5.3

	 3.
External assistance
	508360
	478881.53
	94,20
	See in Chapter 5.4

	 4.
Durable goods
	5800
	9294.36
	160,25
	See in Chapter 5.5

	 5.
Land purchase/lease
	0
	
	-
	-

	 6.
Consumable material
	146730
	79069.27
	53,89
	See in Chapter 5.6

	 7.
 Other costs
	75960
	19677.67
	25,91
	See in Chapter 5.7

	 8.
 Overheads
	102806
	96990.05
	94,34
	See in Chapter 5.8

	TOTAL
	1600366
	1482562.26
	92,64
	


5.2. Personnel costs
This cost category includes salaries of the project staff and experts.

There were 5 permanent staff positions – project manager Inga Racinska, regional coordinators Ainars Aunins and Janis Reihmanis, accountant/secretary Ieva Spage (on September 2007 replaced by Zaiga Pulkstene) and public awareness coordinator Andris Klepers that are employed by beneficiary. 

Already at the beginning of the project we have increased the workload of secretary/financial assistant. This decision was taken based on evaluation of actual work to be done when processing the monthly reports of municipalities – project partners. They need a lot of assistance, to ensure that their reports are prepared according LIFE SAP requirements.

Liaison officers (part time, employed by partner municipalities) were hired according to the project proposal in order to support communication between project regional coordinators and local stakeholders. Their workload and hourly rate was depending on local situation, ranging from 10 hours to 124 hours per month and 1.02 Euro to 10.16 Euro per hour. Usually workload is higher than initially planned in the project, for reasons described in previous sections (increased need for public awareness activities and dissemination of information, meetings with landowners). 

Management plan editors (long term contracts, usually for 1 year) and experts (short term experts, term depending on assignment) were hired in project activities A.5 and A.6 in 2005 to 2007 when management plans for project sites were prepared. 

Additional experts (short time contracts) were hired for implementation of project activities related to collection of information, digital data input and analysis, restoration activities and legislation analysis.

Workers – local landowners were contracted for implementation of habitat restoration activities (actions C) in their farms and their workload and hourly rate was depending on local situation and complexity of assignment.

Project working time of each employee was registered using time sheets established and certified by Latvian Fund for Nature (and partners when relevant), as prescribed by SAP Article 21.2.
Please find answers to financial aspects raised by your letter ENV/D1/SL/AG D(2007) 3109 on 20/02/2007 in Chapter 5.9.
629652 Euro have been budgeted in this cost category. In total, 683576.12 Euro have been spent, exceeding the budget category for 8.56%. There is slight over-expenditure in this budget category, due to following reasons: 1) the salaries of the project liaison officers in municipalities have increased since project beginning, thus, within the same hours working for the project, the costs attributed to the project are higher; 2) the high workload of permanent staff within the project, we had to hire short term assistants in the periods when it was necessary (short term assistants to the financial assistant and to the public information coordinator).

5.3. Travel costs
Travel costs were mainly incurred by project permanent staff and management plan experts. As foreseen by accounting legislation, in country travel costs and traveling allowances are charged based on route registration forms and rules on business travel (issued by Board). For travel outside Latvia, transportation costs, insurance, subsistence allowances, gasoline, transport expenditures (public transport etc.), air fare and participation fees in international seminars and accommodation costs are charged in this cost category.
Gasoline costs of project permanent staff using project rented cars are charged to the project based on monthly reports. Rented vehicles are used exclusively for the project (this is ensured by contract signed with project manager, regional coordinators and public awareness coordinator that are using 4 project vehicles) and thus all gasoline costs are charged directly to travel costs.

Gasoline costs of experts and management plan experts/editors are charged to the project based on monthly application by responsible person indicating the routes taken within and to/from project sites and justifying the amount of gasoline spent for project. 

Travel costs have not been included in the external assistance contracts and are not double charged.
131058 Euro have been budgeted in this cost category. In total, 115073.26 Euro have been spent thus only 87.80% of planned. This discrepancy between planned and spent funds can be explained by the fact that initially rental of all project vehicles was included in this cost category. During project implementation, based on e-mail consultations with the financial desk officer Ms Aneta Gajda and external monitoring team, it was clarified that rent of vehicles should be charged to External assistance cost category. 

5.4. External assistance costs
Largest proportion of the costs in this cost category includes contracts for habitat restoration and car rental costs (4 vehicles, as foreseen in project proposal). Smaller proportion of the costs is related to renting catering services for meetings, publications and others. 

Provider of rental services was chosen based on price survey, as no special procedures are requested for NGOs in Latvia. We made the survey of prices offered by rental companies in Latvia (AVIS, Hertz and Europcar) and chose AVIS (Ideal Services, Ltd) as they offered the type of vehicles (4 wheel drive Mitsubishi L200) that were necessary for the project for the most affordable prices. 
There are few exceptional cases when author contracts were signed with project staff for implementation of tasks that were not within the scope of tasks of their personnel contracts. To avoid the situation of conflict of interests and to provide best value for money, we did survey of potential contractors in all cases and evaluated the time needed for this task and price offered. In those cases when using project staff was cheaper (as they needed less time due to the fact that they were familiar with project specific situation and did not need the extra time to get acquainted with situation and requirements for tasks) we signed contracts with project staff. For example, author contracts were signed in following cases:

· Lasma Irsa was contracted for agri-environment related tasks within project actions A.7 and A.8 although employed by project partner Latvian Ornithological society. Lasma is one of the few agri-environment experts in Latvia who has been involved in including biodiversity issues in RDP (apart from few others employed by Latvian Fund for Nature) and she was the best available option in this case – for lectures and preparing text for project Agri-environment booklet.
· Andris Klepers was contracted for editing and correcting of texts for information stands "Vidusburtnieks", "Burgas pļavas", "Sedas purvs", "Rūjas paliene" (E.3) although employed as permanent staff. We hired him because work had to be done very quickly and this was the most cost effective option.
· Inga Racinska was contracted for 2 tasks related to project action A.8 as work had to be done quickly (before submitting Interim report) and external experts asked for much higher price. 
· Rolands Lebuss, Liene Salmina, Janis Reihmanis and Lelde Engele were contracted for preparation of the texts for summary management plans for 7 project sites (action E.7) although they were hired as management plan coordinators or experts within actions A.5 and A.6. By hiring them we saved project money as they were already accustomed to the site management plans prepared by project and project goals and procedures. Other summaries were prepared by external experts, as project staff did not have extra time for this task.
Please find the list of author contracts compared with employment data in Annex 30. We kindly ask you to accept these costs as we have achieved the best value for money and these tasks were not related to the tasks prescribed by the personnel contracts. Auditor have confirmed that is not against the national legislation to make the author agreements with personnel hired for specific tasks, not related to the object of the author contract.
Please find answers to financial aspects raised by your letter ENV/D1/SL/AG D(2007) 3109 on 20/02/2007 in Chapter 5.9.
508360 Euro have been budgeted in this cost category. In total, 478881.53 Euro have been spent, thus only 94.20% of planned. Spending in this cost category is slightly lower than planned mainly due to the fact that the spending on habitat restoration actions is lower than initially planned.  We have managed to achieve the overall habitat restoration target, but restoration activities per management method are conducted on smaller scale (due to less overlapping of habitat restoration methods, please see more info in description to actions C). 
5.5. Durable equipment costs
Detailed account of all expenditures in Durable costs category was requested in your letter DG ENV/D1/SL/nb D (2005) 26972, 21.12.2005 and was provided with Interim Report.

This cost category includes 50% depreciation for purchase of 2 portable computers with software, setting of 4 work places and digital photo camera that were not foreseen in project proposal. It includes also full cost for purchase of computer programme ArcView 9.0 and maintenance licences that was foreseen in project proposal and purchase of 2 winces that were not foreseen but accepted by EC (letter on 10.08.2005). 

2 portable computers were essentially important to ensure successful work of regional coordinators. They were spending lot of time outside the office and it was crucially important that they are able to input and operate with databases when travelling to project sites, meeting landowners and drafting contracts. 2 winches have been purchased for use on rented all terrain vehicles. The necessity for winches was explained in our letter to EC on 25.07.2005; accept for purchase of winches received on 10.08.2005. The remaining value of winches is less then 1/5 of their purchase value. Winches are installed on vehicles of Latvian Fund for Nature (involved in projects dealing with project sites). 

All equipment, purchased within the project, will be used for nature conservation purposes after the project.

5800 Euro have been budgeted in this cost category. The total amount of direct durable equipment costs is 9294.36 Euro that is exceeding planned budget for 60.25%. Nevertheless, these changes are not exceeding 10 000 Euro substantial change margin (as foreseen by SAP, Article 13.2) that would oblige project to request modifications. 
5.6. Consumables
Car maintenance materials for project permanent staff and experts are included in this cost category as well as gasoline for habitat restoration works (chainsaws etc.). Communication services (mobile phones and telecommunication) and food/drinks for participants of the project meetings (in cases when there is no catering service (external assistance) provided) have been also included in this cost category. wooden parts of the information stands are included in this category and. Materials distributed in project events and seminars such as project folders, envelopes, wind jackets for shrub removal event and calendars are included in this cost category.
Only consumables directly used for the project needs are included in this category. They include paper, used for mailing and printing documents in large amounts (e.g. for management plans – drafts and final versions for MP supervisory group and municipalities; for presentations – Project Steering Group, municipalities), printer cartridges (when project is doing large scale printing, according to recorded intensity of printing) and other stationery, purchased directly for the project staff.

We have included photos purchased for project in this category. To achieve the best value for money, we did evaluation of available photos before each purchase – comparing availability and price of necessary photos from different authors. There were cases when necessary photos were available only from project staff and cases when best and cheapest photos were available from project staff, we purchased them in this case – to provide best value for money. If similar price was asked for photo from project staff or provider not linked to the project, we chose the second option. We never paid more than 18 Euro per photo, if purchasing photos from project staff. This is a very low price, if to compare with market prices for photos in Latvia and EU, being at least 40 Euro per picture. We did not pay for photos taken using project camera. Please see the list of photos purchased compared with employment data attached in Annex 30.
Aerial photos for all project sites were purchased in 2008 – they were used for controlling the management carried out by the farmers in the project sites and for final monitoring report. Please see justification for this purchase provided in description to action A.4.
Each of the consumable purchases are linked to the exact project activities, therefore we regard these costs as direct costs. This linkage is confirmed by supporting documents, according to established system of monitoring the use of consumables. Therefore they are easy to attribute to particular activities of the projects. Audit statement have also approved these costs as direct costs to the project, after checking all documentation and accountancy system of Latvian Fund for Nature. Upon your request, we are ready to submit the necessary documentation to prove that only those costs that are directly related to project implementation are included in direct costs category Consumables. 

Please find answers to financial aspects raised by your letter ENV/D1/SL/AG D(2007) 3109 on 20/02/2007 in Chapter 5.9.
146730 Euro have been budgeted in this cost category. In total, 79069.27 Euro have been spent thus only 53.89% of planned. The discrepancy between the spent and planned funds can be explained by the fact that we have initially planned that fuel costs will be charged to this cost category, but after consultations with EC (financial desk officer Ms Aneta Gajda) replaced them to Travel costs category. 

5.7. Other costs
Mainly postal services are included in this cost category. All the postal costs attributed to this cost category are direct costs related to mailing of project letters (E.1), project publications (E.6, E.7 and E.8) or official letters related to project implementation. 
We have also included audit costs, parking costs for project vehicles, car tax and car technical inspection in this cost category. As we have explained earlier, we have chosen the cheapest rental option when we ourselves are obliged to organize technical inspections and pay car related taxes for period when cars are rented for the project needs. If we chose the option when AVIS staff is doing all this, we would have to pay extra management cost for these services.

Only bank charges that are directly related to the project (separate project account) are attributed to this cost category. 

75960 Euro have been budgeted in this cost category. In total, 19677.67 Euro have been spent thus only 25.91% of planned. The discrepancy between planned and spent funds can be explained by the fact that initially we were requested a bank guarantee that was budgeted in this category (58 000 Euro) and later this request was cancelled. 

5.8. Overheads

Overheads that are charged to the project are calculated as proportion between project staff and other staff working in the organization. For example, in case of Latvian Fund for Nature, in average 15.25 full time units worked in the office in the time period 10/2004-12/2005, 4.2 of them – directly for the project (project manager, 2 regional coordinators, financial assistant and management plan editors). Therefore, 27.54% (4.2/15.25*100=27.54) of total office costs are charged by beneficiary as overheads to the Project for the time period 10/2004-12/2005. Similarly, we have calculated overheads for other periods (26.32% for period 01/2006-06/2006; 31% for 7/2006-12/2006; 27.5% for 01/2007-12/2007 and 34.38% for 01/2008-06/2008). Please see detailed explanations for calculation of overheads in Financial Report.

In case of project partner Latvian Ornithological society (LOB), the same calculation principle is used. Project public information coordinator, 2 of the management plan editors and part time expert are situated in office of Latvian Ornithological society, thus comprising 1.33 full time units during time period 10/2004 – 07/2006. In total, 7,89 full time units were working in the office of Latvian Ornithological society in that period, therefore 16,85% (1,33/7,89*100=16,85) of total office costs can be charged as overheads to the project by project partner LOB for the time period 10/2004 – 07/2006.
102806 Euro have been budgeted in this cost category. In total, 96990.05 Euro have been attributed to this project that is 94.34% of the planned expenditure. The changes in this cost category occur due to smaller direct costs than initially planned.

5.9. Questions on financial issues raised by the previous letters from EC 

In response to financial aspects raised by your letter ENV/D1/SL/AG D(2007) 3109 on 20/02/2007, please find our replies and suggestions below, documents mentioned in explanations are attached in Annex 29. Commission’s questions are copied in Italic and shaded.
General

1) Please be reminded that „the beneficiary is legally and responsible for the implementation of the Project before the Commission”. You need, therefore, to know and be able to explain the costs claimed in the report, including those incurred by your partners.

Statements of Expenditure per Participant

2) You are kindly reminded that in addition to the Project Consolidated Statement of Expenditure signed by the beneficiary you are also kindly requested to submit the Statements of Expenditure corresponding to each participant (dated and signed by the participant concerned).

1) and 2) Thank you for information, we have taken note and provided signed Statements of Expenditure for each of the participants in Financial Report. 

Personnel

3) The explanation provided in concern of the high number of the working hours (e.g.332/month) does not seem sufficient. It is quite doubtful that during winter time a worker would work approximately 14 h/day. Therefore, at this stage, the costs relative to the months in which the number of hours is excessive are found ineligible (i.e. V.Kolacs – Sept, Oct, Nov of 2005 (2.743 EUR); I.Gailis – Oct 2005 (1.353,22 EUR); M.Jurkovskis – Oct 2005 (1.456,64 EUR)). 

For this position to be reconsidered, please clarify this and submit with your final report payslips, timesheets for these workers for the year 2005 and contracts signed with them. Please be reminded that timesheets should be reliable, maintained timely, reporting the actual number of hours worked.

Additionally you mentioned that the work done by these workers is paid by hectare. Please therefore explicitly confirm, and please also request the independent auditor to check and confirm it in his audit report, whether these workers are indeed hired as personnel or whether they are hired as external contractors (in which case they should be reclassified under External Assistance).

In this context, please also explain why the annual number of time units worked varies so much for several personnel and is very small for some persons.
3) We have attached the requested payslips, timesheets for 2005 and contracts in Annex 29. 

In order to explain why the annual number of time units worked vary so much for several personnel and is very small for some of them, it has to be noted that in most of the cases each worker is at the same time landowner and he/she is hired to do particular restoration work in his/her property. These workers are not permanent workers of Latvian Fund for Nature, they are hired only for project - to undertake the task of restoring the meadows. And, since project is dealing with mostly private lands, for restoration we are hiring farmers who own those lands. The contracts are either external assistance contracts (in case when farmers have established legal entities) or work/personnel contracts when we pay all the taxes for the farmers and hire them as personnel. Therefore, it is logical that annual number of time units varies a lot between different workers – because the amount of work is different in different cases. Time sheets are prepared by all workers hired within the project.
To explain the high number of hours worked in particular cases, it should be noted that not only the time spend doing physical restoration works (when bushes are cut and removed or burned) is summing up the total of up to 14 hours per day. It is also time spent for planning work, obtaining the necessary permits (it is foreseen by contracts that landowners (being at the same time workers/personell) have to request them from authorities), visits to state institutions, maintenance of equipment etc. All the 3 cases you are discussing in your requests are similar in the fact that either works had to be done in very short period (1 month in case of Gailis and Jurkovskis – before snow cover) or the long hours worked occur in the beginning of the contract (as in case with Kolacs) when most of the organisation work should be done in order to begin actual restoration works. 

We do realise that situation is not typical as all the workers are at the same time landowners and farmers and they are only hired for the particular task in one (or few, if owning more lands in project sites) particular locations. This specific situation has occurred due to the fact that we are dealing with private lands and in order to provide for most sustainable results are hiring the landowners themselves for all the restoration activities. 

Audit has checked the contracts and confirms that personnel contracts with workers should be classified as personnel costs. Please see audit report for more details. 

4)  Moreover it appears that I.Racinska, A.Aunins, and J.Reihmanis did not have any holidays in 2005. Please clarify this.
4) Holidays of I.Racinska, A.Aunins and J.Reihmanis. These staff members did not request the holiday in 2005 and employer did not impose the holiday on them. Usually employees are using their rights for holidays; nevertheless, it appears that in 2005 this right was not executed by some of the project staff, due to the high workload at the beginning of the project.  

External assistance
5) Please be informed that the following costs are found ineligible:
(a) The costs of the legal services (invoices from Zvilgznis Ltd company), as   the company was hired do settle down problems with one of the workers. These costs are therefore not directly linked to the Project implementation (142,75 EUR).
(b) The accounting services, as accountant costs are already claimed under personnel costs (148,85 EUR).

5) (a) We do not agree with your decision to regard the costs of legal services (Zvilgznis Ltd) as ineligible. The legal services provided by company are related to the worker (landowner) who was hired exclusively for the project – he has not been hired before and was not hired afterwards. Therefore all the costs related to this person should be regarded as directly linked to project implementation. 
5) (b) You have regarded the accounting services as ineligible. We do not agree with your decision on this matter. Please note that these costs are the costs of project partner Latvian Ornithological Society that is implementing part of the project activities and thus also needs to perform accounting activities. Since this partner does not have accounting personnel, their accounting is organised by the external company and paid as external assistance. This company is providing separate invoices for work done within the Floodplain project, thus these costs are easy to attribute to the direct costs of the project. 

Equipment

6) The costs of 2 computers, setting of 4 workspaces and a digital camera were not foreseen in the revised proposal and the Commission’s approval was not sought before their purchase thus the exception mentioned in Article 21.7 of the SAP does not apply and they need to be depreciated (3.201,12 EUR).

6) We agree with your decision and have changed our Final Report accordingly.

Consumables

7)  The Office supplies are clearly overheads (indirect costs) and you did not provide a convincing method of their monitoring that would allow for an unequivocal attribution of each cost item to a single Project. Additionally their reporting is vague without indicating exactly what they were and for which action they purchased. Therefore they are considered ineligible under this cost category (5.734,49 EUR – office supplies, toners, envelopes). Please correct their classification (as indirect costs) and reclassify them accordingly under Overheads.

7) We do not agree with your decision. Since there is no clear procedure for documentation of the consumables foreseen in the Standard Administrative Provisions, therefore we are using our own system (according to national legislation) for attribution of consumable costs to the project. Each of the purchases are linked to the exact project activities, therefore we regard these costs as direct costs. This linkage is confirmed by supporting documents, according to established system of monitoring the use of consumables. Therefore they are easy to attribute to particular activities of the projects. Audit statement have approved these costs as direct costs to the project, after checking all documentation and accountancy system of Latvian Fund for Nature. Upon your request, we are ready to submit the necessary documentation to prove that only those costs that are directly related to project implementation are included in direct costs category Consumables. 

8)  Please report the car maintenance services and purchase of „parts” more clearly – for which car and for what purpose. Please be reminded to always report all the costs very clearly, so that the link to Project implementation/need can be clearly established.

9)  You have reclassified the gasoline costs of the beneficiary LDF under Travel as reqnested (reports from Hansabanka) however the gasoline costs of the partner LOB are still reported as Consumables and it is not explained for what purpose the gasoline han been used. If these gasoline costs are connected with travel (and not fuel for, for example, a chain saw), please reclassify these costs as Travel costs as well. Please also explain the purpose of gasoline costs better.

8) and 9) Thank you for information, we have improved the information in our Final Report accordingly.

Other costs

10)  The cost of Bank commission for audit required note is ineligible (35,92 EUR). Any costs related to co-financing other than the one from the EC have to be borne by the beneficiary or the corresponding co-financer.

10) Thank you for information, we agree with your decision and have removed this cost from Final Report.

Overheads

11)   Transport costs are considered ineligible (2.019,91 EUR) as gasoline has already been charged under Travel. Therefore the Hansabanka statements cannot be claimed twice as this may result in double charging of the same cost to the Project.

11) We do not agree with your decision. You have regarded the transport costs as ineligible on the grounds that gasoline is already charged as direct cost in Travel. All the travel costs of the project personnel that occur during implementation of the project actions are charged as direct costs in Travel. But the costs that have been charged in overheads position are only those not included in direct costs - the costs of administration personnel of Latvian Fund for Nature that is indirectly supporting the project staff (Board, administrator, chief accountant etc.), as stipulated by Standard Administrative Provisions, Article 21.12. Most of the staff of Latvian Fund for Nature has Hansabanka fuel cards, thus Hansabanka statements are issued for each of them and appear also in this costs section. But it has to be noted that separate statement is issued for each fuel card, thus excluding the possibility that same statement can be claimed twice – as direct and as indirect cost.

12) Please describe the „other services” more directly in your Final Financial Report, in order to establish their link to the Project in a clearer manner.

12) Thank you for information, we have improved the information in our Final Report accordingly. 

 5.10. Eligibility of the VAT
The VAT claimed by the beneficiary and partners (19005,32 EUR) includes only non-recoverable VAT. It is relevant to:
	 
	Travel
	External assistance
	Consumable material
	Other Costs

	1)
	the goods, for which it is not possible to recover VAT according to national legislation - excise goods and foodstuffs

	
	

	gasoline
	7732,35
	 
	115,1
	17,07

	foodstuffs
	 
	 
	212,62
	 

	2)
	national co-financing and beneficiarie’s and partners own contribution (Ministry of Environment, Nature Protection Board, Latvian Fund for Nature, Latvian Ornithological Society)

	
	

	 
	12,56
	10282,86
	629,33
	3,43

	 Total
	7744,91
	10282,86
	957,05
	20,5


The letter from the Ministry of Finance, confirming the VAT regulations please see annexed to the Final Financial report.
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Short English summary of the letter 14.1-4/3517 on 30.07.2007

From Ministry of Agriculture

To Latvian Fund for Nature, cc: Rural Support Service

On recommendations concerning improvement of legislative acts

We have received your latter on improvement of legislative acts in order to improve the conservation of habitats and species of EU importance in floodplains.

On good agricultural status requirement of 30 June 2003

We remind you that until 2010 in RDP we maintain the linkage of Agri-environmental payments with Single Area payment, to ensure effective control. As we have discussed in different meetings, change of system could take place on 2009 earliest. 

On restrictions for including biodiversity elements and date restriction (1 August for mowing)

We repeatedly explain that Agri-environment payment covers only those requirements above regular agricultural practice. Therefore, only mowing after 1 August could be included in Agri-environmental payments. Concerning the inclusion of biodiversity elements, we inform you that trees are included and we have asked RSS to do explanatory work to avoid misinterpretation of this measure.

Differentiation of payment for management of biologically valuable grasslands and establishment of system for identification of new biologically valuable grasslands

We inform you that until 1 February 2009 MOA have to submit the recommendations concerning differentiation and we are planning to contract identification of new biologically valuable grasslands and differentiation of existing ones in the nearest future. 

Elaboration of handbook for RSS controllers to avoid misinterpretation of environmental requirements

Control is ensured by existing system

Including new measures in the RDP

We are planning to include “Forest Environmental” section in RDP. Concerning inclusion of other measures within the current planning period, it has to be carefully evaluated concerning the budget available. 

State secretary


D.Lucaua

Translated by Inga Racinska
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Annex 29 – Financial documents requested with letter ENV/D1/SL/AG D(2007) 3109 on 20/02/2007
1. Contracts PP-I/34 and PP-I/36 signed with Vasilijs Kolacs for restoration of habitats in project site “Burga meadows”

2. Contract PP-I/48 signed with Imants Gailis for restoration of habitats in project site “Svetes paliene”

3. Contract PP-I/49 signed with Martins Jurkovskis for restoration of habitats in project site “Durbes ezera plavas”

4. Work acceptance certificates for all 4 contracts.

5. Salary slips and copies of the supporting documents for the relevant obligatory charges paid for Kolacs for 2005 and 2006, Gailis for 2005 and Jurkovskis for 2005
6. Timesheets for months when Kolacs, Gailis or Jurkovskis have reported worked hours:

a. September 2005 – Kolacs

b. October 2005 – Jurkovskis, Gailis and Kolacs

c. November 2005 – Kolacs

d. December 2005 – Kolacs

e. February 2006 – Kolacs

f. March 2006 - Kolacs

Annex 30 - List of photos purchased and services provided compared with employment data
Annex 31 – Lake Burtnieks meadows flooded

Annex 32 – List of meetings
Annex 33 - Report on study tour to Karula National park 1-2.08.2007
Annex 34 – Report on study tour to Engure

Annex 35 – CD with electronic version of the report

Statistics of the home page of Latvian Fund for Nature 





July 2006 to June 2008





0





1000





2000





3000





4000





5000





6000





VII





VIII





IX





X





XI





XII





I





II





III





IV





V





VI





VII





VIII





IX





X





XI





XII





I





II





III





IV





V





VI





months





Number of visitors





LV





ENG














5056








Average per month


 














LV - 3483;





ENG - 1049





(total: 4416) 














� Deadline extended, according to request in Interim Report and EC letter DG ENV/E4/SL/SEB D(2006) 22466 on 22/11/2006


� Deadline extended, according to request during EC mission and EC letter DG ENV/E4/SL/SEB D(2006) 22466 on 22/11/2006


� Number of project sites has decreased from 16 to 15 as 2 sites proposed for Natura 2000 network – Vidusburtnieks 1 and Vidusburtnieks 2 were joined in 1 during the official procedure of Natura 2000 site establishment. Total area of Vidusburtnieks has increased from 279 ha (previously planned 2 sites) to 1333 ha (finally established 1 site). MP for Lake Durbe meadows was not finalised, thus final number of site MP prepared is 14 (or 13, excluding Seda, prepared outside the project, as planned).


� There are some sites that do not require Individual Protection Rules, usually small and less complex sites with unified values and no need for specific regulations and zoning. Several of the project sites (e.g. Burga meadows, Kalnciems meadows) do not require Individual Protection Rules.


� Number of project sites has decreased from 16 to 15 as 2 sites proposed for Natura 2000 network – Vidusburtnieks 1 and Vidusburtnieks 2 were joined in 1 during the official procedure of Natura 2000 site establishment. Total area of Vidusburtnieks has increased from 279 ha (previously planned 2 sites) to 1333 ha (finally established 1 site).


� The process of redrafting of the Order of the Minister of Environment “Recommendations for preparation of the management plans” (No 120, 04.07.2002) took place in 2005/2006, it was transformed into Regulation of Cabinet of Ministers with amendments to the structure and procedure of elaboration of the management plans. Project manager was involved in this process, providing recommendations to the Ministry of Environment, in order to ensure that project initial experience is integrated in the Regulation.  





� The term of “original” hectares can be explained by table in page 18/3 of project proposal. There are very heavy overgrown areas where up to 4 restoration actions are overlapping, but there are also areas where it is enough to use just one restoration method. Therefore, it was planned that 2400 hectares of habitat will be restored, but restoration hectares are much more if summarizing total hectares for each of restoration actions (C.1, C.2, C.3, C.5 and C.6).


� Please see page 2 of the project proposal


� 57 hectares were restored by the landowner according to contract with Nature Protection board before the start of the project. 


� Local landowners carried out initial mowing of the more easily accessible areas before the start of the project in 2004 due to availability of agri-environmental payments for these areas.


� 170 hectares of meadows restored and fenced by Latvian Ornithological Society in collaboration with local municipalities, Birdlife international and Ark Foundation, the Netherlands. Konik horses and Highlander cattle are grazing in fenced areas. Additional 0.7 ha hectares restored (shrubs cut) by Latvian Ornithological Society in collaboration with local municipalities, students and landowners. Removal of shrubs has been done in habitat restoration event. 
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