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Habitat and species conservation objectives

National level
FRVs – Favourable Reference Values

Natura 2000 site level
COs – Site-Specific 

Conservation Objectives

National-level habitat and 
species conservation plans

&
HabDir Art.17 report

Site management 
plans

Improved, 
simplified 

procedure and 
contents of site 
management 
plans (within 

LIFE-IP 
LatViaNature)

National 
Priority Action 

Plan (PAF)

Natura 2000 
standard data 

forms

EU Habitats Directive

                               



What are FRVs?
Favourable reference values

National level

Habitats

FRR – favourable reference range

FRA – favourable reference area

Species

FRR – favourable reference range

FRP – favourable reference population

What are COs?
Site-specific conservation objectives

Natura 2000 site level

Habitats

Target area

Target condition

Species

Target population

Both must be quantitative!



FRV – composed of N2 sites + outside
FRV = CO1 + CO2 + CO3... + X

COs – all HD Annex I habitat types and Annex II species in 

each N2k site (unless insignificant areas or populations)

FRVs – all HD Annex I habitat types and Annex II+V taxa
Different situations

Ideal

Closer to 
reality

Closer to 
reality



How are conservation objectives being defined in Latvia?

❖ Until 2021, no systematic approach (mainly based on expert opinion). 
     Site-specific objectives rarely quantitative.

❖ In 2019, a national methodology for defining COs and FRVs was developed, based on 
EC recommendations (2012) and Art. 17 guidelines.

❖ In 2021, within LIPE-IP LatViaNature two expert groups were hired (species, habitats) 
to develop site-level and national-level conservation objectives.

❖ The results are supposed to be ready by early March 2024 (habitats) and June 2024 
(species).



How do the conservation objectives look like (N2k site level)?

Habitat 

type

Current

cover, ha

Target 

cover, 

ha

Compered to 

current area

Current 

condition of the 

habitat type

(SDF Degree of 

conservation)

Target condition of the habitat type (coherent with SDF Conservation 

objectives)

Prevent 

deteriorati

on

Maintain the 

habitat type’s 

surface area and its 

good condition

Enlarge the 

area of the 

habitat type

Improve 

the 

habitat 

type 

condition

Re-

establish 

the 

habitat 

type

Other

3260 0,44 0,44 = B yes yes no no no no

5130 1,72 9,67 >

 (+7,95 ha)

C yes yes yes yes no yes

6270 15,10 47,00 >

(+32,00 ha)

C yes yes yes yes no yes

6410 35,92 43,84 >

(+7,92 ha)

B yes yes yes yes no yes

6510 1,29 1,29 = C yes yes no yes no yes

7160 0,04 0,04 = A yes yes no no no no

7220 0,17 0,17 = A yes yes no no no no

7230 1,75 1,75 = A yes yes no no no no



Present cover of habitats of EU importance
Blue – potential area for
restoration/creation

Orthophoto of the nature area

Sample area: N2k Diļļu meadows



How are the area of target (potential) grassland habitats 
determined?  

Data sources:

o orthophoto – all 7 or 8 cycles;
o historical topographic map (1921–1940);
o LIDAR land surface models;
o data of the State Forest Register;
o information on field blocks (particularly codes

declared as 710 and 720 – permanent and sown
grasslands);

o site management plans (if available);
o available geospatial data of habitats and
 species of EU importance; semi-natural
grasslands (historical data) from 2013, etc.;
o different  project results;
o EIA, opinions of certified experts;
o expert knowledge;
o etc.

Main criteria to exclude polygons from the potential EU 
habitat layer:
o registered as forest land (both planted or naturally 

overgrown);
o overgrowth with trees and shrubs cover exceed

75%, although it is still an agricultural land;
o other type of land use than grasslands, e.g. buildings, ponds, 

recreation, lawn, arable land, etc.;
o has been declared something else than 710 or 720 for the 

period of 2012–2023 (field blocks of agricultural land);
o  after assessment (done by a certified expert) does not meet

neither the criteria of EU grassland habitat nor has potential 
to become an EU habitat.

! There are always exceptions depending on the site-specific and landscape 

context, expert knowledge of the site, accessibility, population, regional 
economic activity, etc.
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Habitats of EU importance 

potential grassland habitats

Field blocks with declared codes in 2023



REF = reference 
value

HDV =

Report of 
Article 17

CV = current
 area (ha)

CO target cover 
(ha)

Long term trend

Data from 1970, extrapolated 
(~20%). It's assumed that the proportion of 
the grassland habitat of EU importance +/- is the same

Report of Article 17 =  2004 is not taken
as does not reflect the real situation, for
Analysis based on a report of 2013.

Using REF, HDV, CV values
the habitat scenario (trend) is 
automatically calculated, but 
expert can 
decide on final decision of scenario (should 
be reasoned).

5 supplementary 
questions

Argumented answers, positive
answer (yes) gives 20.

Interval
FRA value

Calculated using values of REF, HDV, CV, 
sum of supplementary questions and
 interval values depending on the long-term
 trend of the habitat - the corresponding scenario

Automatically calculated 
value between CV, HDV 
and REF depending on the
 scenario corresponding
 to the habitat

Determinig FRV – after EC recommendations (2012)



Determining CO – development of habitat-specific algorithm

Habitat groups Alliances

6120* Corynephorion canescentis, Koelerion glaucae, Armerion
elongatae

6210 Filipendulo-Helictotrichion, Trifolion medii,Geranion
sanguinei

6410 Molinion caerulea

6230* + 6270*-2 Violion caninae, Cynosurion in acid soils

6270*-3 + 6450-3 Calthion

6270*-1 + 6510-1 Arrhenatherion, Cynosurion

6450-2 + 6510-2 Deschampsion

6450-1 Caricion elatae, Caricion acutae



Parameters from grassland inventory field
form + calculated parameters = ca. 98 

parameters

Database «Ozols», data from 2014-2021 (incl. Nature Census project)
Training dataset:
27 experienced experts, 8824 field forms
Stratified selection - grid based + management status 

Structure/functions – management, litter, tree cover ect.
Plant species – number 25m2, indicatorspecies



Parameters from grassland inventory field
form + calculated parameters = ca. 98 

parameters

Categorical PCA to select indicators

Two groups of indicators: 
plant species composition; 

structures/ecological processes/functions

Group PC1, % PC2, % PC3, % Total, %

1630 28 19 12 59

2327 14 12 10 37

2745 21 11 5 37

2751 17 11 6 34

4551 23 9 8 40

6120 18 16 11 45

6210 18 10 9 37

6410 18 13 8 39

6430 25 14 12 51

64501 19 12 7 38



Translate into quality classes (conservation degree) – based on literature or percentiles in training dataset

<10% - excellent
10-20% - good
20-50% - inadequate
>50% - bad

<10% - excellent
10-24% - good
25-50% - inadequate
>50% - bad

Bad                Inadequate Good Excellent



Parameters from grassland inventory field
form + calculated parameters = ca. 98 

parameters

Categorical PCA to select indicators

Expert
judgement

based
algorithms

Statistical model-based
algorithms

Sp
ec

ie
s

al
go

ri
th

m
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plant species composition; 

structures/ecological processes/functions
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All significant
indicators
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ESM        EFM         M1   SM1  FM1   M2   SM2  FM2

6410

Expert - Species:
(Number_species25m2*50+Number_x_cover_IDspecies*50)/100

Model - Species:
(Community_compl_index*PCAcoeff+Ellenberg_N*PCAcoeff+
Number_x_cover_IDspecies*PCAcoeff+Shannon*PCAcoeff+Number_IDspecies
25m2*PCAcoeff+Number_species25m2*PCAcoeff+Ellenberg_M*PCAcoeff+Co
mm_compl_ind_generalists*PCAcoeff)/Summ_of_PCAcoeff

Expert - Structures:
(Uneven_surface*10+Litter_polygon*20+Management*20+Restoration_needs*
10+Trees_polygon*20+Expansive_cover25m2*20)/100

Model – Structures (*PCAcoeff):
(Abandonment+Restoration_needs+Litter_polygon+IDspecies25m+Trees_polyg
on+Need_for_levelling+Expansive_cover25m2+Uneven_surface+Mowing+Rem
oval_trees)



Parameters from grassland inventory field
form + calculated parameters = ca. 98 

parameters

Categorical PCA to select indicators

Expert
judgement

based
algorithms

Statistical model-based
algorithms

Selection of the best model
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Two groups of indicators: 
plant species composition; 

structures/ecological processes/functions
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All significant
indicators
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ESM        EFM         M1   SM1  FM1   M2   SM2  FM2

Choose the simplest model
IF conservation degree is the same at least in 70% of polygons
AND difference in average degree of conservation is non-
significant
AND distribution of polygons in quality classes is the same



Results



6230 – 212 ha; 30 N2 6230 – 1738 ha; 60 N2

Share of area in four degrees of conservation



Number of
polygons





Results - Multiple benefits

Errors and 
inconsistencies 

identified, adjusted 
datasets – N2k 

standard data forms, 
national biodiversity 

database

Up-to-date information 
for standard data forms 

(SDFs)

Revision of the qualifying 
features’ lists for Natura 

2000 sites

Adjusting of Natura 
2000 borders (minor 

technical 
inconsistencies)

Amendment of the 
national law on 

nature 
conservation areas 

(not yet done): 
new N2k sites, 

better borders of 
existing sites

Analysis of the 
«sufficiency» of 

habitat type 
proportion within 

N2k network 
(not yet done)
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Paldies! 
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