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1 GENERAL INFORMATION
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Figure 1.1: Map of River Basin District
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In Latvia there are 2,067,887 inhabitants,* (2.22 million, Eurostat 2011) and its territory is
64,589 km?. Latvia is one of the least populous and least densely populated countries of the
European Union. The major rivers are Daugava, Lielupe, Gauja, Venta, and Salaca. Latvias
coastline extends for 531 kilometres.

According to the Law on Water Management the territory of Latvia is divided in Daugava,
Gauja, Lielupe and Venta river basin districts. All four RBDs of Latvia are transboundary
RBDs.

RBD Name Size (km?) Countries sharing RBD
LVDUBA | Daugava 27026 BY,LT,RU
LVGUBA | Gauja 13051 EE
LVLUBA | Li€lupe 8849 LT
LBVUBA | Venta 15625 LT

Table 1.1: Overview of Latvia's River Basin Districts
Source: River Basin Management Plans reported to WISE?: http://cdr.eionet.eur opa.eu/lv/eu/wfdart13

All Latvia's RBDs are international, some shared with third countries. A very small part of
the Narva (including Lake Peipsi) which is predominantly in Estonia, is also on Latvian
territory as part of the Daugava RBD.

Co-ordination | Co-ordination

Nameinternational | National Countires category category
river basin RBD sharing RBD 2 3
kmz % kmz %

Daugava LVDUBA | BY,LT,RU 27077 327
GaujalKoiva LVGUBA | EE 13051 | 90.7
Lielupe LVLUBA | LT 8849 49.7
Narva (including
éﬂﬁifgef’f;ke LVDUBA | EE, RU 3100 | 55
Pihkva/ Pskovskoye)
Venta LVDUBA | LT 6507 55.7

Table 1.2: Transboundary river basins by category (see CSWD section 8.1) and % sharein Austria®

Category 1: Co-operation agreement, co-operation body, RBMP in place.

Category 2: Co-operation agreement, co-operation body in place.

Category 3: Co-operation agreement in place.

Category 4: No co-operation formalised.

Source: EC Comparative study of pressures and measuresin the major river basin management plansin the EU.

1 "Onkey provisional results of Population and Housing Census 2011". Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia. 18
January 2012.

2 This MS Annex reflects the information reported by the MS to WISE which may have been updated since the
adoption of the RBMPs. For this reason there may be some discrepancies between the information reported
in the RBMPs and WISE.

3 Categorisation determined under the EC Comparative study of pressures and measures in the major river
basin management plansin the EU (Task 1b: International co-ordination mechanisms).
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2. STATUS OF RIVER BASIN MANAGEMENT PLAN REPORTING AND
COMPLIANCE

The final version of the River basin district management plans was approved by the Order of
the Minister of Environment on 6 May 2010. The RBMPs were reported to the Commission
on 18 May 2010.

The RBMPs and programmes of activities included therein are aimed at ensuring Latvian
surface waters and groundwater reach environmental quality objectives. The principa
objectives of the RBMPs are to prevent deterioration in the condition of the waters and to
improve the surface waters and groundwater in order to reach a good water quality by 2015.

21 Main strengths of the RBM Ps

The river basin and groundwater management approach has been introduced to surface and
groundwater management in Latvia. The basin approach in the management of water
resources has been approved by the Cabinet of Ministers and it is binding to everyone who is
using those resources.

In each RBMP, the main objectives are clearly defined together with the measures proposed
for achieving good quality in the water bodies.

The established consultative RBD boards are an effective panel for the discussion of the
RBMP issues.

2.2 M ain weakness of the RBM Ps

All four RBDs are international RBDs, but transboundary issues have not been coordinated,
especially with non-Member countries. International RBM Ps have not been devel oped.

The classification of the ecological status, pressure impact analysis and setting of the
ecological objectives is provisiona for all water bodies. It was not based on all quality
elements required by the WFD but on all information available at the time of the development
of RBMPs. No river basin specific pollutants have been identified. There are  significant
shortcomings in the monitoring network, and monitoring data is not available for the
assessment of all water bodies. There are also shortcomings on the classification os chemical
status,.

3. GOVERNANCE

31 Timeline of implementation

The RBMPs were reported to the Commission on 18/05/2010. The information on the reports
delivered by Latviato WISE is presented below. The consultation as required by Article 14
took place with the following timetable for publication of documents:

. Timetable, Work programme: 03/11/2006.
. Statement on consultation measures to be taken : 22/12/2008.
. Full document " Significant water management issues': 03/11/2006.

. Draft River Basin Management Plans: 22/12/2008.
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. Publication of RBMP: 22/12/2009.
3.2 Administrative arrangements- river basin districts and competent authorities

The competences are divided on a basis of the legal acts that determine each institution's
responsibility in the public administration system. The Ministry of Environmental Protection
and Regiona Development (MEPRD) is responsible for the transposition of the WFD into
national legidation and ensuring the implementation of WFD. The Latvian Environment
Geology and Meteorology Centre (LEGMC) is responsible for the implementation of the
specific tasks set out in the Water Management Act and other legal acts.

LEGMC is responsible for the development of the river basin management plans,
coordinating the implementation of the PoM, and ensuring the work of the RBD advisory
councils.

The co-ordination between the LEGMC and MEPRD is agreed annualy where the
responsibilities of the LEGMC are listed for the given year. In addition, to ensure the
compliance with the WFD, representatives of the two institutions have special meetings on
the additional tasks.
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Figure 3.2.1: WFD implementation structure in Latvia
Source: K. Veidemane, Baltic Environmental Forum
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3.3 RBM Ps - Structure, completeness, legal status

There are four separate RBMPs — each for one RBD. The RBMP development followed a
national approach and include a water quality assessment, assessment of pressures and
impacts and trend analysis, and economic analysis of water users. Each plan identifies the
environmental quality objectives and program of measures to reach the goals for the period up
to 2027. RMBPs consist of 8 chapters, which contain information required by the LV legal
acts and the Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC:

1) acharacterisation of ariver basin district;



2) information regarding the most important anthropogenic loads and impact of human
activity on the status of surface water and groundwater;

3) information regarding protected areas;

4) information regarding the monitoring network and results of the implemented
monitoring programmes;

5) asummary of the economic analysis,
6) thequality objectives determined for water bodies and protected areas;

7) information regarding the planned measures in order to prevent or reduce emission of
pollutants, as well as to achieve the environmental quality objectives (Programme of
measures);

8) information regarding other programmes related to the management of the river basin
district;

9) asurvey regarding public information and consultations performed when developing
and updating the plan.

The RBMPs were designed considering the various interests, knowledge and needs of the
readers. Each chapter begins with a brief summary of the topic emphasizing the actual
problems. In order to summarize the information a number of graphs and tables are included
in each plan. Maps and supporting textual information is included in annexes. Some of the
supporting textual annexes are the same for al RBMPs, but overall all annexes are RBD
specific. Each plan is supplemented with 15 maps and 23 — 25 textual annexes.

For the first planning period (2009 — 2015) joint international plans were not produced for
Daugava, Gauja, Lielupe and Venta RBD.

The River basin district management plans were approved by the Order of the Minister of
Environment on 6 May 2010. RBMPs and PoMs are planning documents which are approved
by resolutions. They are legally binding, but cannot contradict existing laws. As RBMPs are
approved by the Minister of Environment, they are binding to all institutions subordinated to
the Ministry of Environment and have to be taken into account when adopting internal legal
acts. However, the plans are not binding to individuals. In other words, it is not possible to
refer only to the RBMPs in order to adopt administrative acts (decisions issued by state
institutions regarding individuals). Any reference to the RBMPs in such decisions would only
be informative, not legal. However, the RBMP is binding on the administration in performing
their tasks and functions. There is only an indirect link between RBMP and individual
decisions, and this indirect link is not specified in legisation.. The State Environmental
Service shall supervise the implementation of the programme of measures and review the
conditions of the issued permits, taking into account RBMPs and PoMs. This is a genera
provision providing for permits to be reviewed on the basis of programme of measures and if
the SES considersit necessary. As the PoM according to the national legislation isincluded in
the RBMP, this part of RBM P becomes binding on permitting decisions.*

34 Consultation of the public, engagement of interested parties

Strategic Environmental Assessments have been undertaken on the Programme of Measures
for al RBMPs. The SEA is a separate document for each RBD and is available on aLEGMC

4 Pressures and Measures Study, Task 1 Governance.



web site. The SEA reports are in Latvian. The SEAs took place during March - June 2009,
after finalisation of the draft RBMPs on December 2008. The SEAs were performed
simultaneously with the public consultation procedure.

The results of the SEAs are summarised in the report: "Report on the influence of the SEAsto
the RBMPs'. Some examples of the changes to the POM as a result of the SEAs are: the
geographical scale of the measure for the agriculture sector, implementation of buffer zones,
has been narrowed. The water bodies were specified for which this measure has to be
implemented, previously it had been more general. In another measure from the agriculture
sector, the measure regarding environmentally safe manure collection and storage was
assessed as carrying significant costs. In the program of measures therefore it has been
specified that this measure has to be implemented within the limits of available finances.
Sources of financing of this measure have been specified. A number of measures have been
specified and supplemented with more detailed descriptions, for example the implementation
of buffer zonesin forestry.

The public and interested parties were informed about the consultations on the draft RBMPs
by following means. through media, via the internet, via active invitations to known
stakeholders/organisations, through local authorities, interviews of the representatives from
different stakeholder groups, consultative board of the RBD, meetings with stakeholder
groups and discussion forums.

The consultations were carried out using meetings, written submissions and web based
consultation. Following the consultations changes were made to measures aready proposed
and new measures were added. Commitments to further research were also made.

The drafts of RBMPs were available during the 6 months for feedback.
35 International co-operation and co-ordination

All four RBDs are international RBDs and transboundary issues have not been coordinated,
especialy with non-Member countries. This issue concerns particularly Daugava RBD which
isatransboundary RBD with Lithuania, Russia and Belarus.

It was planned to conclude the trilateral agreement between the governments of Latvia,
Belarus and the Russian Federation concerning co-operation in the Daugaval Zapadnagja
Dvinariver basin in 2003. The Latvian government approved a draft agreement but it was not
signed in 2003 as Russia and Belarus postponed the final decision several times due to various
reasons. After joining the EU on the 1st of May 2004 water quality became a topic of shared
responsibility between the Member States and the EU. Therefore any international agreement
on water management between an EU Member State and a non-Member State requires the EU
as a Contracting Party. Co-operation agreements were on the list of topics to be discussed
during high-level meetings of the European Union and Russia; however, this has not led to
renewal of the negotiations concerning river basin management agreement. Latvia has no
framework agreement with Belarus and Russia on co-operation in river basin management
and therefore it is not possible to plan joint activities or develop management plans with non-
member countries. Also exchange of data and information is very limited. The next steps
should be submission of the draft agreement and explanatory nota via diplomatic meansto the
relevant public authorities in Russiaand Belarus.

3.6 Integration with other sectors

For the involvement of the different stakeholder groups there were organised discussion
forums in each RBD. The main stakeholder groups involved were: farmers, foresters, local
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municipalities, Regional development agency, Ministry of Environment, NGOs and
community representatives. The most active groups were representatives of municipalities and
community representatives (local inhabitants, students, tourism sector representatives and
local entrepreneurs).

The RBMPs are linked with the other sectoral plans, of which the most important are:
Environmental Policy Strategy 2009-2015, National Flood Risk Management Strategy 2008-
2015, National Development Plan 2007-2013, Regional development plans (depending on a
RBD), HELCOM, and EU directives.

4. CHARACTERISATION OF RIVER BASIN DISTRICTS

41 Water categoriesin the RBDs

Rivers and lakes have been designated in all RBDs. Transitional waters have only been
designated in the Dauguava RBD. Coastal waters were only designated in the Gauja and
Venta RBDs. The one designated transitional water body belongs jointly to Daugava, Gauja
and Lielupe RBD, but is here listed with the Daugava RBD.

4.2 Typology of surface waters

The typology of surface water bodies is based on system B. The typology of rivers and lakes
is based on abiotic data. For river water bodies typology is based on the following parameters
- size of a catchment area and an average slope. The factor of average slope has traditionally
been used in Latvia to separate potamal (or slow flowing) rivers and rhitral (or fast flowing)
rivers. For lake water bodies — size, depth, geology and concentration of organic matter were
used to define the typology. Most Latvian lakes are small — more than 10 000 lakes have
surface area below 1 ha and few lakes exceed 10 km?. Shallow lakes with a mean depth
between 1 and 6 m are the most common type (~ 70 % of all Latvian lakes). The following
depth typology (based on the mean depth) isused in Latvia: 1. Very shalow lakes (depth <2
m); 2. Shallow lakes (depth 2 — 9 m); 3. Deep lakes (depth >9 m). Transitional and coastal
water types adopted in Latvia are consistent with the CHARM project outcomes® and
coordinated with other countries of the Baltic Sea Ecoregion. Salinity, depth/mixing and
water residence time of enclosed areas (residence time) were used as factors in classification
of transitional and coastal water types.

Based on the information presented in the RBMPs and WISE, it appears that the surface water
typology has not tested against biological data for any of the relevant water category (R, L
and T waters). Latvian authorities have clarified that all information about the characterisation
was set out in the Article 5 report submitted in 2005.

Specific reference conditions have been established for al types according to the Article 5
report®. The data was however, according to the Latvian reports, not submitted to WISE, since
the quality class boundaries were not developed for the different quality elements by the time
Article 5 reports were submitted, and the RBMPs did not include an update taking into

®  Characterization of the Baltic Sea Ecosystem: Dynamics and Function of Coastal Types, 2002-2006.

® Cabinet of Ministers regulations No.858, 2004.10.19., "Regulations on typology of surface water bodies,

classification, quality elements and procedures for identification of anthropogenic loads.
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account intercalibration process since 2005. Reference conditions have been established with
a combination of spatially based method and expert judgement.

RBD Rivers Lakes Transitional | Coastal
LVDUBA 4 8 1 0
LVGUBA 5 7 0 1
LVLUBA 4 5 0 0
LVVUBA 4 6 0 4

Table 4.2.1: Surface water body types at RBD level
Source: WMISE

4.3

Delineation of surface water bodies

The methodological approach for delineation of surface water bodies follows a national
approach for all RBD. The minimal requirements for delineation of a separate water body for
ariver —is a catchment area more than 100 km? (which is larger than the WFD limit) and for a
lake, a surface area 0.5 km? or more.

A river with asmaller catchment area, or alake with aless surface area can be delineated as
a separate water body if it is necessary for the achievement of environmental objectives or if
thisisawater body in the protected areain order to ensure the protection of this territory.

There is only one transitional water body delineated in Latvia. Thisis alow salinity zone in
the southern part of the Gulf of Riga, near the estuaries of the Daugava, Gauja and Lielupe

rivers.
Surface Water
: — Groundwater
Rivers L akes Transitional Coastal

HED Average Average Average Average Average
Number Length Number Area Number Area Number Area Number Area

(km) (s km) (sq km) (s km) (s km)

LVDUBA 65 43 181 3 1 934 0 6 5782
LVGUBA 46 36 2 0 1 176 5 5406
LVLUBA 32 45 4 0 0 3 6854
LVVUBA 61 31 6 0 5 221 8 4356
Total 204 38 259 3 1 934 6 214 16* 5337

Table 4.3.1: Surface water bodies, groundwater bodies and their dimensions *

belong to more than one RBD.
Sources WMISE

Some groundwater bodies




44 Identification of significant pressures and impacts
_ _ requations | | Trandtional | o
No pressures Point Diffuse Water and River and coastal mor phological Other
RBD source source abstraction 3 management water ] pressures
mor phological alterations
alterations management
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
LVDUBA | 210 | 85.02 | 6 243 | 13 | 526 0 0 23 9.31 5 2.02 0 0 0 0 15 | 6.07
LVGUBA | 58 | 70.73 | 3 3.66 7 8.54 0 0 9 10.98 3 3.66 0 0 0 0 12 | 14.63
LVLUBA | 18 40 4 8.89 7 15.56 0 0 14 31.11 4 8.89 0 0 0 0 22 | 48.89
LVVUBA | 64 | 6667 | 6 6.25 4 4.17 0 0 9 9.38 6 6.25 0 0 0 0 25 | 26.04
Total 350 | 7447 | 19 | 404 | 31 6.6 0 0 55 117 18 | 383 0 0 0 0 74 | 15.74

Table 4.4.1: Number and percentage of surface water bodies affected by significant pressures

Source: WISE
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Figure 4.4.1: Graph of percentage of surface water bodies affected by significant pressures

1= No pressures

2 = Point source

3 = Diffuse source

4 = Water abstraction

5 = Water flow regulations and morphological alterations

6 = River management

7 = Transitional and coastal water management
8 = Other morphological alterations

9 = Other pressures

Source: WMISE
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The methodological approach for identification of significant pressures and impacts overall
follows a national approach in all RBMP.

For the assessment of a "significant” pressure to the WB from diffuse sources, summary
loads of three types of pressures are evaluated: total load from agriculture, forestry and
population without a centralised waste water treatment. The diffuse pollution is assessed as
significant pressure to the WB taking into account following thresholds: for P > 0.180 kg/ha
and for N > 10.0 kg/ha. These thresholds are compared with the total loads of P or N by
agriculture, forestry and urban runoff (population without a centralised waste water treatment)
to the water body and then divided with the total area of the water body.

For the assessment of a "significant” pressure to the WB from a point sour ce only one point
source pressure type - "UWWT in genera” has been evaluated. There are different limits for
point source pollution for river WB and lake WB. For river WB: Ptot >2 t per annum, Ntot
>10 t per annum and total amount of waste water >1 million m*/year ; for lake WB: Ptot >1
ton per annum, Ntot >5 ton per annum and total amount of waste water >500 000 m*/year.

If al three values (Ptot, Ntot and volume) have been exceeded then the point source pollution
has been assessed as significant pressure to the WB.

From an assessment of the pressures from water abstractions, no water body has been there
has been identified as having a significant pressure from water abstraction. For the assessment
of significant pressure from water abstraction in the RBMP the data from the statistical report
"2-Water" are used. The assessment concerns all types of water users who are the subjects of
the water use permitsi.e. average daily use of surface or groundwater is more than 10 m*. The
criterion to assess the abstraction as a significant was the proportion between the total amount
of the abstracted water (all types of users) and available surface and groundwater resources
(total inthe RBD area). If thisratio is more than 0.4, the pressure is significant.

For the assessment of the significant pressures in water bodies with hydrological and/or
morphological changes the information from various sources is used - the Marine
Environment Administration, LEGMC, A/S Latvenergo, the Rural Support Service and the
State Construction Inspection together with expert judgement for some of the pressures.
Water flow and morphological alteration is evaluated for 4 groups of hydro-morphological
aterations. hydroelectric power stations, ports, water flow regulations and polders (land
reclamation). If the load of one of these groups in the water body is significant the pressure
from water flow regulations of morphological alterationsis assessed as significant.

The effects of flooding in the flood affected areas are also considered as a pressure to the
water bodies and RBD. As there is no methodology for the assessment of this pressure within
the framework of the RBMP, the information provided in the "National program for the flood
risk and management 2008-2015" (accepted in 2007) is transferred to the RBMP.
Transboundary pollution is also mentioned as one of the other types of pressure to be
considered for evaluation of the significant pressures, but there are no values set. The
transboundary pressure is evaluated based on whether a water body is a transboundary water
body or not together with the total load of N and P coming from the neighbouring country.
There are no water bodies identified which are considered as significantly affected from the
transboundary pollution pressure. In the RBMP chapter 2.6 "Other pressures’ climate change
Is mentioned as a possible pressure to the water body. As there is no methodology developed
within the framework of RBMP, the state research program "Impact of climate changes to the
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water quality of Latvia' (KALME project) information is transferred to the RBMP. There are
no water bodies identified to be considered as significantly affected from climate change.

45 Protected areas

Latvia applies stringent waste water treatment in the whole of its territory and therefore, in
accordance with article 5.8 of the Urban Waste Water Directive (1991/271/EEC), it is
exempted from designation of specific vulnerable zones. There are no shellfish protected
areasin Latvia

Number of PAs
§2 s
~ O = o n = ~
SEER E (S |g2| B |5 |8 |8 8|58
CHpo = ® m |50 — ® =
<257 @ T T z|z|& |5
LVDUBA 2 84 82 | 112 12
LVGUBA 43 49 | 74 9
LVLUBA 40 17 | 47 32
LVVUBA 55 48 | 75 3
Total 2 222 196 | 308 56
Table 4.5.1: Number of protected areas of all types in each RBD and for the whole country, for surface and
groundwater®
Source: WMISE

" In the case of Nitrates protected areas, these figures reflect the number of surface waters bodies within a
single vulnerable zone.

8 This information corresponds to the reporting of protected areas under the WFD. More/other information
may have been reported under the obligations of other Directives.
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5. MONITORING
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Figure5.1: Maps of surface water (left) and groundwater (right) monitoring stations
. River monitoring stations
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River Basin Districts
Countries outside EU
Source: WISE, Eurostat (country borders)

The assessment for the current RBMP is based on the Monitoring program 2006-2008. In
2010 anew Monitoring program 2009-2014 was approved by the Minister of Environment.

The monitoring program 2006-2008 was a standard national monitoring program for both
operational and surveillance monitoring with sub programmes for rivers, lakes, transitional
and coastal waters. There is no clear separation of surveillance and operational programmes.
Many stations are identified as belonging neither to surveillance nor to operational (i.e.
reporting of networks for other purposes). In the monitoring program only one reference
monitoring site is reported. The need for formal investigative monitoring is foreseen, but there
IS no any additional information provided.
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RBD Rivers Lakes Transitional Coastal Groundwater
Surv Op Surv Op Surv Op Surv Op Surv Op Quant

LVDUBA 11 58 19 156 10 2 0 0 22 0 19
LVGUBA 10 36 3 31 0 0 5 1 23 0 9
LVLUBA 8 31 3 9 0 0 0 0 13 0 8
LVVUBA 9 57 7 27 0 0 9 3 21 0 20
;‘t);aj bytypeof | 35 | 180 | 32 | 223 | 10 2 14 4 79 0 56
Total number of 220 255 12 20 88
monitoring sites’

Table 5.2: Number of monitoring sites by water category.
Surv = Surveillance, Op = Operational, Quant = Quantitative
Source: WMISE

51 Monitoring of surface waters

Not al of the relevant quality elements required for the surveillance monitoring included in
the design of the monitoring programme are monitored:

EIET Quality element NOT monitored Comment
category
Rivers phytobenthos, fish, connection to groundwater
bodies, other species, other national pollutants
watzer flow,, , connection to groundwaters bodies,,
Lakes other species, priority substances,, non- priority
specific pollutants, other pollutants
other aguatic flora,,fFish, structure of thetidal In transitional water QE1-5 from
Transitional zone, , tidal regime, salinity, other national “other species’ is monitored
pollutants zooplankton
C Microal gae, angiosperms,, direction of dominat
oastal .
currents, wave exposure, other national pollutants.

Table5.1.1: List of quality elements not monitored by water category.
Source: RBMPs

According to the national authorities the main reason why not all the quality elements were
included in the surveillance monitoring program in the first river basin management planning
period, was a lack of the relevant national assessment methods and a lack of data to establish
quality class boundaries. Thisisnot in line with WFD requirements.

The monitoring program developed for 2006 — 2008 did not clearly differentiate between
operational and surveillance monitoring. Only a few biological quality elements (benthic
invertebrates and phytoplankton) were regularly monitored and had long-term data chains.
Only those elements that have been used and tested in a long term, justifying their adequacy
and reflection of the impacts on water quality in Latvia have been used. For the others,
assessment methods and/or classification systems had to be devel oped,

Grouping of water bodies has not been applied.

® Thetotal number of monitoring sites may differ from the sum of monitoring sites by type because some sites

are used for more than one purpose.
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The State Monitoring Programme for the period of 2006 — 2008 provided for monitoring of 4
priority substances (metals) and several other chemical pollutants — mainly metals and oil
hydrocarbons. The selection of hazardous substances and priority substances monitored was
planned in those water bodies only:

1) where significant amounts of such substances were discharged according to the
permits issued by the regional environmental authorities;

2) which are strategically significant for Latvia, for instance, trans-boundary water
bodies.

In addition to that, selected water bodies were monitored in 2006 and 2007, to identify
prospective concentrations of several organic pollutants, for instance, polyaromatic
hydrocarbons PAH, monoaromatic hydrocarbons BTEX, and several organochlorine
substances (solvents, pesticides etc.). Monitoring data of chemical pollutants collected in
2003-2005 were also used for the assessment of the chemical status.

Severa large-scale screening projects have been implemented since 2009 in order to assess
water pollution and to obtain sufficient information for the development of a monitoring
programme adapted and optimal for the Latvian conditions. During these projects the
presence and concentrations of more than 200 substances/groups of substances in Latvian
waters (including sediments, wastewaters, sewage sludge and fish) have been examined.
These studies significantly extended knowledge about surface water chemical quality in
Latvia. The results of these studies also provide assurance that there are no reasons for
concerns about surface water chemical quality.

There is no special trans-boundary monitoring programme. However, water quality
monitoring is carried out in the water bodies located on the Latvian — Lithuanian border. The
data obtained are exchanged with the Lithuanian Environmental Protection Agency in
accordance with the co-operation agreement. The monitoring data exchange covers Lielupe
and Venta river basin districts. A joint trans-boundary monitoring program is not of a high
priority for the Gauja/Koiva river basin district as trans-boundary pollution is not regarded as
a significant pressure neither on the Latvian nor on the Estonian side. However, there is an
on-going project “ Towards joint management of the trans-boundary Gauja/Koiva river basin
district”. The data collected during the project and recommendations developed by its experts
will be analysed and decisions about trans-boundary monitoring might be taken, if necessary.

5.2 Monitoring of groundwater

There was no separate operational monitoring for groundwater in Latvia within the
monitoring programme for the period of 2006 — 2008. However, operational monitoring in the
parts of groundwater bodies considered as being at risk in the first river basin management
plans was included in the monitoring programme for 2009 — 2014.

A quantitative groundwater monitoring programme has been established.

There has been no groundwater chemical status monitoring to detect significant and sustained
upward trendsin pollutants.

In the vicinity of Riga and Liepaja upward trends of chlorides, sodium, potassium and/or
other ions indicative of saline intrusion or infiltration have been detected in the past. These
processes started in the 1970s due to intensive water abstraction; today they are decreasing.
Another area is identified where pollution of shallow groundwater is caused by numerous
point-sources; the monitoring network allows following up these processes as well.

Latvia plans to improve groundwater monitoring in the future.
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Transboundary groundwater monitoring program does not exist at the moment in Latvia but
negotiation are planned with Lithuania.

5.3 Monitoring of protected areas

There are only 2 surface water bodiesin Latvia used for production of drinking water, both of
them are located within Daugava river basin district. Monitoring of these 2 sites has been
referred in the monitoring programme for 2006 — 2008. As Latvia is rich in groundwater
resources, there are no plans to use any other surface water body for drinking water
production.

Ground-
Surface waters vyatgr
drinking
water
RBD Surface Quality
drinking _of_ Bathing Fish Habltgts/de Nitrates | shellfish | UWWT*
water drinking | water sites
abstraction water
LVDUBA 2 0 1 52 118 7 0 0 0
LVGUBA 0 0 13 44 57 0 0 0
LVLUBA 0 0 1 25 64 1 0 0 0
LVVUBA 0 0 10 13 22 37 0 0 0
Total 20 0 35 134 261 55 0 0 0

Table 5.3.1: Number of monitoring sitesin protected areas

Note : Number of sites calculated from data reported at site level. If no data reported at site level, then table
supplemented with data reported at programme level.

*The whole territory is designated as sensitive, so no specific monitoring stations reported.

Source: WMISE

6. OVERVIEW OF STATUS (ECOLOGICAL, CHEMICAL, GROUNDWATER)

51% of the Latvian surface water bodies and ailmost all groundwater bodies are classified as
having good or high status. Despite the shortcomings of the monitoring programme and
surface waters classification system the assessment correctly reflects the real situation,
because:

. It is in accord with the assessment of biological quality of small rivers, which was
carried out severa times. in 1993 — 1997 in 1086 monitoring stations on 527 small
rivers and in 1998 — 2000 in 3920 monitoring stations al over the country. In both
cases the assessment was based on the evaluation of biotic communities of the
benthic invertebrates. In 1993 — 1998, 85% of the assessed rivers were classified as
clean or dlightly polluted. In 1998 — 2000, 88% of the assessed rivers were classified
as clean or dightly polluted. Therefore the large maority of small rivers were
assessed as having dlight anthropogenic impact according to biological quality
elements. The largest share of polluted rivers was found in the Lielupe river basin;
this conclusion is in line with the findings of river basin management plans. Even if
this assessment did not include all the quality elements required by the Water
Framework Directive, its scale and long term makes its conclusions reliable.
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In 2001 and 2002 a synoptic monitoring of lakes was carried out, where both
chemica and biologica quality criteria (phytoplankton, zooplankton and
macrophytes) were analysed. This monitoring included 57 lakesin 2011 and 56 lakes
in 2002. According to the results of these studies, 23,8 % of the surveyed lakes were
assessed as eutrophic, 13,8% as very eutrophic and 6,2 % as hypereutrophic. These
results do not contradict with the assessment given in the river basin management
plans.

Several screening activities carried out in 2009 — 2011 show that pollution with
hazardous (priority) substances is present in some places, but is not a widespread
problem.

The pressures on waters in Latvia are lower than the EU average. Low population density
(34,2 persongkm?), large share of forests (~ 45% of the state territory), rather small share of
agricultura land (38%, while the EU average is 44%) and unmodified floodplains together
ensure moderate impact on the environment. Taking into account both the historical data and
mediocrity of the pressures, the current assessment is made with a precaution and that the real
water status could be better than assessed.

High Good Moderate Poor Bad Unknown
RBD Total
No. | (%) | No. | (%) | No. | (%) | No. | (%) | No. | (%) | No. | (%)
LVDUBA 232 5 22 | 114 |491| 65 |280| 20 86 | 28 | 121 0 0
LVGUBA 80 5 6.3 38 |475| 26 |325 9 11.3| 2 25 0 0
LVLUBA 38 0 0 6 158 | 13 | 34.2 3 79 | 16 | 421 0 0
LVVUBA 89 3 34 45 |506| 25 |281 7 79 | 9 | 101 0 0
Total 439 13 | 30 | 203 | 46.2| 129 | 294 | 39 89 | 55 | 125 0 0
Table 6.1: Ecological status of natural surface water bodies.
Source: WMISE
High Good M oderate Poor Bad Unknown
RBD Total
No. | (%) | No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) | No. | (%) No. | (%)
LVDUBA 15 1 6.7 7 46.7 4 26.7 2 13.3 1 6.7 0 0
LVGUBA 0 50.0 0 0 1 50.0 0 0 0 0
LVLUBA 0 0 2 28.6 0 0 5 71.4 0 0
LVVUBA 0 71.4 1 14.3 1 14.3 0 0.0 0 0
Total 31 1 3.2 13 41.9 7 22.6 4 12.9 6 194 0 0
Table 6.2: Ecological potential of artificial and heavily modified water bodies.

Source: WMISE
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Good Poor Unknown
RBD Total
No. % No. % No. %
LVDUBA | 232 4 17 0 0 228 98.3
LVGUBA 80 4 5.0 0 0 76 95.0
LVLUBA 38 6 15.8 0 0 32 84.2
LVVUBA 89 11 12.4 0 0 78 87.6
Total 439 25 5.7 0 0 414 94.3
Table 6.3: Chemical status of natural surface water bodies.
Source: WMSE
Good Poor Unknown
RBD Total
No. % No. % No. %
LVDUBA 15 1 6.7 0 0 14 93.3
LVGUBA 2 1 50.0 0 0 1 50.0
LVLUBA 7 0 0 0 0 7 100
LVVUBA 7 2 28.6 0 0 5 71.4
Total 31 4 12.9 0 0 27 87.1

Table 6.4: Chemical status of artificial and heavily modified water bodies

Sources WMISE
RBD Total Good Poor Unknown
No. % No. % No. %
LVDUBA 6 6 100 0 0 0 0
LVGUBA 5 5 100 0 0 0 0
LVLUBA 3 3 100 0 0 0 0
LVVUBA 8 8 100 0 0 0 0
Total 22 22 100 0 0 0 0
Table 6.5: Chemical status of groundwater bodies.
Note: There are 16 GWB, overlapping RBD boundaries
Source: WMISE
RED Total Good Poor Unknown
No. % No. % No. %
LVDUBA 6 6 100 0 0 0 0
LVGUBA 5 5 100 0 0 0 0
LVLUBA 3 3 100 0 0 0 0
LVVUBA 8 8 100 0 0 0 0
Total 22 22 100 0 0 0 0

Table 6.6: Quantitative status of groundwater bodies.
Note: There are 16 GWB, overlapping RBD boundaries
Source: WMISE
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Global status (ecological and chemical)

Global exemptions 2009 (% of

Good Good Good Good all SWBs)
Increase ecological chemical ecological chemical
RBD | Total | Good or better | Good or better | "5000™ | gatus2021 | status2021 | status2027 | status2027 | Art | Art | Art | Art
2009 2015 2015 44 45 4.6 4.7
No. % No. % % No. % No. % No. % No. % % % % %
LVDUBA 247 2 0.8 4 1.6 0.8 245 99 247 247 247 100 11 0 0 0
LVGUBA 82 2 2.4 4 49 2.4 79 99 100 12 0 0 0
LVLUBA 45 1 2.2 2 4.4 2.2 44 96 100 38 0 0 0
LVVUBA 96 5 5.2 8 8.3 31 93 97 69 96 100 69 9 0 0 0
Total 470 10 2.1 18 3.8 17 13 0 0 0

Table 6.7: Surface water bodies: overview of status in 2009 and expected status in 2015, 2021 and 2027°
Waterbodies with good status in 2009 fall into the following category:
1. Ecological statusis high or good and the chemical statusis good, exemptions are not considered
Waterbodies expected to achieve good status in 2015 fall into the following categories:
1. Ecological statusis high or good and the chemical statusis good, exemptions are not considered

2. Chemical statusis good, and the ecological statusis moderate or below but no ecological exemptions
3. Ecological statusishigh or good, and the chemical statusis failing to achieve good but there are no chemical exemptions
4. Ecological statusis moderate or below, and chemical statusis failing to achieve good but there are no ecological nor chemical exemptions
Note: Waterbodies with unknown/unclassified/Not applicable in either ecological or chemical status are not considered
Source: WISE (for data on status in 2009, 2015 and exemptions) and RBMPs (for data on status in 2021 and 2027)

19 Datafor 2009 and 2015 extracted from WISE. Data for 2021 and 2027 established during the compliance assessment of the RBMPs.
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Ecological status

Good

Good

Ecological exemptions (% of all

ecological ecological =)
RED ) TEiE GOOngBgater GOOngrlge““ 2'0"('33_92""355 Sotuo2pl | saus202? | Artad ﬁ_g ﬁ_ret Art 47

No. % No. % % No. % No. % % % % %
LVDUBA | 232 119 | 513 | 209 | 90.1 231 | 99 | 232 100 2.9 0 0 0
LVGUBA 80 43 53.8 71 | 888 77 94 100 11.3 0 0 0
LVLUBA 38 6 15.8 27 711 100 100 28.9 0 0 0
LVVUBA 89 48 53.9 80 89.9 86 97 89 100 10.1 0 0 0
Total 439 216 | 492 | 387 | 881 11.8 0 0 0

Table 6.8: Natural surface water bodies: ecological statusin 2009 and expected statusin 2015, 2021 and 2027*

Source: WISE (for data on status in 2009, 2015 and exemptions) and RBMPs (for data on status in 2021 and 2027)

Chemical exemptions (% of all

Chcnliez) S oo0d | Good chemical SWBS)
Good or better | Good or better Increase status 2027 Art Art
RBD | Tota oo o g e | status 2021 Artaa | B SR Artaz
No. % No. % % No. % No. % % % % %
LVDUBA 232 4 1.7 4 1.7 0 247 247 0 0 0 0
LVGUBA 80 4 5.0 4 5.0 0 0 0 0 0
LVLUBA 38 6 15.8 6 15.8 0 46 46 0 0 0 0
LVVUBA 89 11 12.4 11 12.4 0 69 69 0 0 0 0
Total 439 25 57 25 57 0 0 0 0 0

Table 6.9: Natural surface water bodies: chemical statusin 2009 and expected status in 2015, 2021 and 2027*

Source: WISE (for data on status in 2009, 2015 and exemptions) and RBMPs (for data on status in 2021 and 2027)

' Datafor 2009 and 2015 extracted from WISE. Data for 2021 and 2027 established during the compliance assessment of the RBMPs.
12 Datafor 2009 and 2015 extracted from WISE. Data for 2021 and 2027 established during the compliance assessment of the RBMPs.
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GW chemical status

Good

GW chemical exemptions (%

chemical | Good chemical of all GWBs)
RBD Total | Good or better | Good or better Increase status 2021 status 2027 Art Art Art Art
2009 2015 2009 -2015 4.4 45 4.6 47
No. % No. % % No. % No. % % % % %
LVDUBA 6 6 100 6 100 0 6 100 6 100 0 0 0 0
LVGUBA 5 5 100 5 100 0 5 100 5 100 0 0 0 0
LVLUBA 3 3 100 3 100 0 3 100 3 10 0 0 0 0
LVVUBA 8 8 100 8 100 0 8 100 8 100 0 0 0 0
Total 22 22 100 22 100 0 0 0 0 0

Table 6.10: Groundwater bodies: chemical status in 2009 and expected statusin 2015, 2021 and 2027
Source: WISE (for data on status in 2009, 2015 and exemptions) and RBMPs (for data on status in 2021 and 2027)

GW quantitative exemptions

Groundwater quantitative status qud. qud. (% of all GWBS)
RBD Total | Good or better | Good or better Increase qsltJ:tTjtslt;égf qsltJ:tTjtslt;ég?e Art Art Art Art
2009 2015 2009 -2015 4.4 45 4.6 47
No. % No. % % No. % No. % % % % %
LVDUBA 6 6 100 6 100 0 6 100 6 100 0 0 0 0
LVGUBA 5 5 100 5 100 0 5 100 5 100 0 0 0 0
LVLUBA 3 3 100 3 100 0 3 100 3 100 0 0 0 0
LVVUBA 8 8 100 8 100 0 8 100 8 100 0 0 0 0
Total 22 22 100 22 100 0 0 0 0 0

Table 6.11: Groundwater bodies: quantitative status in 2009 and expected status in 2015, 2021 and 2027
Source: WISE (for data on status in 2009, 2015 and exemptions) and RBMPs (for data on status in 2021 and 2027)

13 Datafor 2009 and 2015 extracted from WISE. Data for 2021 and 2027 established during the compliance assessment of the RBMPs.
14 Datafor 2009 and 2015 extracted from WISE. Data for 2021 and 2027 established during the compliance assessment of the RBMPs.
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Ecological exemptions (% of

Total Ecological potential Goo_d Goqd al HMWB/AWB
RBD H':nV(;IB Good or better Good or better Increase D O?Cealt?g;czaéﬂ D 0?;1?31'%%]27 Art Art Art Art
AWB 2009 2015 2009 -2015 4.4 45 4.6 47
No. % No. % % No. % No. % % % % %
LVDUBA 15 8 53.3 12 80.0 26.7 14 93 15 100 20.0 0 0 0
LVGUBA 2 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 2 100 2 100 50.0 0 0 0
LVLUBA 7 0 0 1 14.3 14.3 5 71 7 100 85.7 0 0 0
LVVUBA 7 5 71.4 7 100 28.6 7 100 7 100 0 0 0 0
Total 31 14 45.2 21 67.7 225 32.3 0 0 0

Table 6.12: Heavily modified and artificial water bodies: ecological potential in 2009 and expected ecological potential in 2015, 2021 and 2027*
Source: WISE (for data on status in 2009, 2015 and exemptions) and RBMPs (for data on status in 2021 and 2027)

Chemical exemptions (% of

Total Chemical status hGO‘?d | Good chemical all HMWB/AWB
RBD H';An\ng Good or better Good or better Increase Stcatir:IZCE)Zl status 2027 Art Art Art Art
AWB 2009 2015 2009 -2015 4.4 45 4.6 47
No. % No. % % No. % No. % % % % %
LVDUBA 15 1 6.7 1 6.7 0 0 0 0 0
LVGUBA 2 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 0 0 0 0
LVLUBA 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LVVUBA 7 2 28.6 2 28.6 0 0 0 0 0
Total 31 4 12.9 4 12.9 0 0 0 0 0

Table 6.13: Heavily modified and artificial water bodies: chemical status in 2009 and expected status in 2015, 2021 and 2027
Source: WISE (for data on status in 2009, 2015 and exemptions) and RBMPs (for data on status in 2021 and 2027)

> Datafor 2009 and 2015 extracted from WISE. Data for 2021 and 2027 established during the compliance assessment of the RBMPs.
6 Datafor 2009 and 2015 extracted from WISE. Data for 2021 and 2027 established during the compliance assessment of the RBMPs.
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Figure 6.2: Map of ecological status of natural surface water bodies 2015
Note: Sandard colours based on WFD Annex V, Article 1.4.2(i).
Source: WISE, Eurostat (country borders)
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Figure 6.4: Map of ecological potential of artificial and heavily modified water bodies 2015
Note: Standard colours based on WFD Annex V, Article 1.4.2(ii).
Source: WISE, Eurostat (country borders)
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Figure 6.6: Map of chemical status of natural surface water bodies 2015

Note: Sandard colours based on WFD Annex V, Article 1.4.3. A 1cm diameter pie chart represents 150 natural
surface waterbodies.

Source: WISE, Eurostat (country borders)
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Figure 6.8: Map of chemical status of artificial and heavily modified water bodies 2015
Note: Standard colours based on WFD Annex V, Article 1.4.3.
Source: WISE, Eurostat (country borders)
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Figure 6.10: Map of chemical status of groundwater bodies 2015
Note: Standard colours based on WFD Annex V, Article 2.4.5.
Source: WISE, Eurostat (country borders)
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Figure 6.12: Map of quantitative status of groundwater bodies 2015
Note: Standard colours based on WFD Annex V, Article 2.2.4.
Source: WISE, Eurostat (country borders)
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1. ASSESSMENT OF ECOLOGICAL STATUSOF SURFACE WATERS

The methodological approach for the assessment of ecological status of surface waters
follows a nationa approach.

In the conclusions of 2009 WFD implementation report it is stated the there is no information
provided neither on development of biological assessment methods nor on confidence levels
and precision.

According to the RBMPs of 2010 the applied assessment methodology is described in the
RBMP annex 1.5, however, none of the assessment methods are fully devel oped.

The ecological status assessment for the RBMP of 2010 was called “preliminary” to indicate
that it was not based on the all quality elements required by the WFD though it was based on
al information available at the time of the development of river basin management plans and
serves as a basis for their implementation. Complete ecological status assessment is
envisaged for the following planning cycles.

Despite the fact that the methods for BQE are not fully developed, the classification of a
water body is performed on a basis of the available information applying the one-out-all-out
principle. During the elaboration of the first river basin management plans it was not possible
to establish class boundaries for all required biological quality elements. In the absence of
full spectrum of the quality elements, the class of a water body was determined by the
condition of the quality element in the worst status. This classification scheme was applied
both to biological and chemical quality elements for which class boundaries were established.
Quality classification will be improved for the updated river basin management plans.

The class boundaries for good ecological status reported in WISE summary were consistent
with the intercalibrated class boundaries given in the Intercalibration Official Decision for
lake waters, but not consistent for river and coastal waters. The class boundaries for
phytoplankton chlorophyll a for two additional lake types are only partly consistent with the
intercalibrated class boundaries.

7.1 Ecological status assessment methods

Assessment methods for the classification of the river WB following physico-chemical
parameters were assessed: O,, BOD5, NH4, Ntot, Ptot; for lake WB classification: Ntot, Ptot,
transparency. The assessment of hydro-morphological quality elements have not been
applied for the classification at this stage, because the hydro-morphological quality elements
were not used in the monitoring before adoption of WFD requirements. During the
development of the first river basin management plans it was not possible to use hydro-
morphological quality elements in quality classification, as the assessment methods and, to
large extent, data were missing.

None of the assessment methods are fully developed. The assessment method for
classification of ecological status is developed only for following BQE - saprobity index in
rivers, Chlorophyll aand phytoplankton in lakes and Chlorophyll ain transitional waters.
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RBD

LVDUBA
LVGUBA
LVLUBA
LVVUBA

Assessment methods not devel oped for BQES, no information provided on the assessment methods, unclear information provided

Assessment methods partially developed or under development for all or some BQES
Water category not relevant

Table 7.1.1: Availability of biological assessment methods

-

Source: RBMPs

30



Assessment methods for the classification of the river WB following physico-chemical
parameters were assessed: O,, BOD5, NH4, Ntot, Ptot; for lake WB classification: Ntot, Ptot,
transparency. The assessment of hydro-morphological quality elements have not been
applied for the classification at this stage, because the hydro-morphological quality elements
were not used in the monitoring before adoption of WFD requirements. During the
development of the first river basin management plans it was not possible to use hydro-
morphological quality elements in quality classification, as the assessment methods and, to
large extent, data were missing.

Before the adoption of the Water Framework Directive, water quality assessment in Latvia
was based on the physico-chemical quality elements; only few biological quality elements
were used. During the development of the first river basin management plans the other
assessment methods were in the process of development. It was not possible to speed up this
process as it was dependent not only on human and other resources, but also on the data,
which were not available in most cases. The responsible authority is working on the
elimination of the existing deficiencies by means of the intercalibration results and activities
of several national projects.

Despite the fact that the methods for BQE are not fully devel oped, the classificat