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1.  Situation in  agriculture and rural area of Latvia 

1.1. Role of agriculture in the national economy 

The role of agriculture in the national economy cannot be unequivocally evaluated by the percentage in the total 
GDP because it is reducing from year to year (Table 1.1.). It must be noted that the sector of agriculture is the major user of 
rural land, it is also the determinant environmental factor as well as one of the main providers of employment in rural area. 

Expanding analysis of the structure of added value in agriculture, we can conclude that in actual prices the 
reduction is true only for forestry (-9.1%) whereas in agriculture and fishery there is increase, respectively +1.2% and 
+15.6%. 

Table 1.1. 
Gross domestic product in agriculture and its share in the structure of gross domestic product in 2006 ð 2008 

 2006 2007 2008 

GDP in actual prices, LVL thsd. 11 171 693 14 779 810 16 243 154 

Added value of agriculture, hunting and forestry in actual prices, LVL 
thsd. 

333 797 456 396 440 776 

Added value of agriculture and forestry in actual prices, LVL thsd. 215 948 250 651 253 715 

Share of added value of agriculture, hunting and forestry in the total 
GDP, % 

3.0 3.1 2.7 

Share of added value of agriculture and forestry in the total GDP, % 1.9 1.7 1.6 

Source: Central Statistical Bureau (CSB) 

In 2008 the gross domestic product of Latvia in actual prices reached LVL 16 243 154 thousands or 7168 per 
capita. As compared with 2007, GDP in actual prices increased by 9.9% whereas in comparable prices of 2000 the 
decrease of GDP is obvious   -   by -4.6% (Fig. 1.1.) that was influenced by the overall economic crisis. The biggest 
decrease suffered such sectors as hotels and restaurants (-10.7%) wholesale, retail and repairs systems (-8.3%) and 
financial services (-6.6%). Whereas such sectors as fishery, mining industry and pit working as well as real estate 
transactions, lease and other commercial activities in these problematic circumstances have ensured though small but still 
an increase ï respectively +3.9%, + 2.5 and +1.5%. 
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Figure 1.1. GDP and changes in agricultural added value in 2006 ð 2008, % against the preceding year   

Although the ratio of population employed in agriculture and hunting is reducing as well as the share of agriculture 
and hunting in the total GDP (Fig. 1.2.) is reducing, this indicates to modernization of the sector and increase in labour 
efficiency. Such trend brings Latvia closer to the average EU level (4.3% of employed and 1.3% is the share of agriculture 
and hunting in GDP).  
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Source: CSB  
Figure 1.2. Proportion of population employed in agriculture and hunting and the share of agriculture and hunting 
in the total GDP in 2006 ð 2008 

1.2. Employment 

The number of population in Latvia is continuously reducing. In 2008 there were by 10 411 or 0.5% people less 
(2 270 894 people) than in preceding year. However evidence of the actual labor availability is the share of economically 
active population in the total number of population (Table 1.2.). In 2007 there were 66% of economically active people (age 
group ï 15-74), in 2008 the number of economically active population in the country increased up to 67.7% although the 
number of population in this age group reduced from 1803.6 thsd. in 2007 to 1796.4 thsd. in 2008. This trend should be 
considered as a positive ï economically active people are looking for jobs and attend additional training courses. 

The total number of employed people in Latvia shows the trend towards increasing as compared with preceding 
year. In 2008 it increased in average by 0.5%. 

Analyzing a breakdown of the number of employed by types of activity, it is obvious that the proportion of population 
employed in the area of education is increasing slightly (in 2007 ï 7.3%; in 2008 ï 8%), processing industry (in 2007 ï 
14.7%; in 2008 ï 15.2%) however the shale of employed in agriculture and hunting is reducing from year to year from 7.4% 
in 2007 to 6.3% in 2008 that is the sharpest decrease among sectors of the national economy. Other sectors also 
experiencing reduction in the share of employed people are mining industry and pit working as well as financial 
intermediary services by -0.3 percentage points. 

Table 1.2. 
Dynamics of employment in Latvia in 2006 ð 2008 (thsd. people) 

 2006 2007 2008 

Economically active population, aged 15 ï 74  1167.5 1191.1 1215.8 

Employed 1087.6 1119.0 1124.1 

Employed in agriculture, hunting and forestry 117.8 107.5 87.3 

Employed in agriculture, hunting and providing related services 88.4 82.6 70.3 

Employed in fishery 2.4 2.8 1.8 

Source: CSB  

Looking at the gross average income of population employed in the sector (Fig.1.3) it is obvious that it increases 
from year to year although in 2008 not so rapidly as before ï from 36.9% increase in 2007 reducing to 17.2% increase in 
2008. An important trend is showing that gross income of those employed in agriculture, hunting and forestry in 2008 
amounted to 85.4% of the total gross monthly income in the national economy although a slight reduction is showing after 
2007 (87.7%). 
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Source: CSB  
Figure 1.3. Monthly gross average salary in 2006 ð 2008 

The number of unemployed at the end of 2008 as compared with the end of 2007 has increased rapidly (by 24 
thousand people or 46%), the most difficult is to find job in RǛzekne district where there is the highest level of 
unemployment in Latvia (in April 2009 ï 23.6%), the lowest level of unemployment is in Tukums district (7.1%). 

In 2008 the share of job-seekers in rural areas was lower than in urban areas, respectively 6.8% and 7.9%, as 
compared  with 2007 (5.9% and 6.1%) this indicator has sharply increased. 

Analyzing indicators of the registered unemployment, it is obvious that in 2008 it was in average 7.5% (Table 1.3) 
however looking at the data of the State Employment Agency it is obvious that in April 2009 this indicator was already 11%. 

Table 1.3. 
Share of job-seekers, level of employment and unemployment 

 2006 2007 2008 

Share of job-seekers as a % of total number of economically active 
population (Latvia total) 

6.8 6.0 7.5 

Share of job-seekers as a % of total number of economically active 
population (rural areas) 

6.7 5.9 6.8 

Share of job-seekers as a % of total number of economically active 
population (urban areas) 

6.9 6.1 7.9 

Employment level (15-64) 66.3 68.4 68.6 

Registered unemployment level, period average, % 7.0 5.7 7.5 

Source: CSB 

1.3. Income and its determinant factors in agriculture in 2008 

Analysis of economic performance indicators for 2008 has been carried out using economic accounts of agriculture 
(EAA). It covers the overall sector of agriculture including all farm categories of agricultural holdings and types of 
agricultural activities, including non-agricultural secondary activities, provided that no separate accounts are kept for those 
activities by the holding. 

Income estimate was obtained by aggregating the data of the whole sector on the volume of outputs, their 
consumption, prices, support, production costs and income reallocation. Main sources of information were the data supplied 
by the Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, Farm Accounting Data Network (FADN) and the Rural Support Service. If 
necessary the data were either recalculated or used as a basis for the estimate. As a result of data specification, economic 
performance indicators for 2007 were adjusted. As the full information for 2008 is not yet available, the results obtained are 
provisional particularly concerning the costs.  

According to EAA methodology applied in the EU, the final output is used in income analysis, and the difference 
between that and gross output is that it does not include certain types of consumption  - basically on-farm consumption for 
production of the same product as well as by-products, etc. 

The year 2008 in agriculture was considerably different from the preceding years. After a lengthy growth of 
production volumes and income levels in Latvia (already from 2000) the preceding year was the first when reduction in 
incomes was obvious. Moreover production volumes in general were still growing however farmers were adversely affected 
by reduction in prices as compared with the preceding year (for some basic products ï even a sharp decrease) combined 
with still growing prices for resources due to the previous high prices for produce.  
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Source: The Institute of Agrarian Economy of Latvia (Economical Accounts of Agriculture) (IAEL (EAA))  
Figure 1.4. Changes in main sectoral; indicators in 2008/2009 

Such a double negative effect caused reduction of gross value added in the sector by almost 30%. At the same 
time reduction of invested labour is estimated as 12% that corresponds to recent trends. The level of subsidies staying 
practically on the previous level, net income per one labour unit in the sector according to estimates is obtained by almost 
20% less than one year before. 

Figure 1.4. shows the main indicators characterizing changes in the sector of agriculture in 2008. 

 Changes in the physical volume of output 

Almost a single positive summary indicator in 2008 in the sector of agriculture was increase in crop-farming 
volumes ï by 10.2%. Such a significant increase has been observed for two years one after another and this was brought 
about mainly by increase in yields for major par part of crops due to favourable weather conditions. Yields in 2008 
increased for all crops, excluding spring cereals. Whereas sown areas in general stayed on the same level as the previous 
year however their structure is still changing. The main trend in changes of areas is to the benefit of field crops and 
grasses, areas under more labour consuming crops ï potatoes, vegetables and others are decreasing. Areas under wheat 
have increased most of all ï by 14% whereas under other field crops, for example, barley and rapeseed have reduced ï 
respectively by 10% and 7%. An ongoing decreasing trend are showing in plantings of potatoes (in 2008 ï by 6%), 
vegetables (by 14%), as well as fruit and berries (by 29%).  Growing of these crops has been systematically reducing 
starting from 2004 ï within 5 years areas under vegetables and potatoes reduced by one third but under fruits and berries ï 
even by 40%. 

Apart from the aforementioned, areas under some crops are lately decreasing particularly rapidly. Areas under fiber 
flax in 2008 reduced by 75% and they are now sown only on 369 ha (as compared with 2.4 thousand ha in 2005). This is 
connected with reduction of transitional aid payments for this crop. It is known that in 2009 the aforementioned payments 
will be discontinued completely. Just as areas under fodder vegetables have decreased sharply ï by 60% now they occupy 
only 900 ha. This makes 13% of the area in 2003. 

The value of animal products in 2008 reduced in comparative prices by 5.8%. Egg production volumes reduced by 
4%, milk production by ï 1%. Pig and poultry production (assessing increase in live weight on agricultural holdings) stays 
on the previous level, sheep rearing increased but a considerable decrease is showing rearing of bovine animals.  

 Price changes 

Average producer prices for end products in 2008 in agriculture decreased considerably ï by 7%. Mainly crop 
production sectors have contributed to such decrease where prices have decreased by 8%. In 2008 an average price for 
sold goods and services (excluding on-farm consumed) reduced by 1.5%.  

Mainly cereals contributed to decrease in prices in crop sector. In 2008 prices for cereals (taking into account 
changes in stock value) reduced by 30% (wheat), up to 50% (oats) but in average ï by 36.5%. Whereas rapeseed price 
considerably increased ï by 32%.  Prices for the major part of other crop products have decreased; the most affected were 
potatoes (by 23%) and due to structural changes ï also for fruits and berries. However this data will be specified upon 
receipt of information from the Farm Accounting Data Network (FADN) because changes of stocks are also being evaluated 
on agricultural holdings as well as the specified average price.  

The above mentioned unfavourable trends are to a great extent associated with the situation on the world market 
where a sharp increase in 2007 was followed by a respective decrease affected by both increase in total yields in 2008 and 
diminishing demand. 

In 2008 animal production was in a relatively good situation because prices of some products increased, moreover 
because of the decrease in grain prices in second half a year animal feed became less expensive. Prices of the products 
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with a considerable ratio of concentrated feed increased more rapidly. In pig production increase in producer prices was 
marked by 19%, egg production ï by 18%, poultry meat ï by 14%. Comparatively small increase showed bovine animals ï 
by 6% but average annual milk price stayed on the same level as in 2007 although in this period of time it experienced both 
increase and decrease.  

 

Source: IAEL (EAA) 
Figure 1.5. Structure of final agricultural goods output in 2007 (basic prices) 

It can be concluded that increase in crop production was considerably influenced by high prices in 2007 though for 
animal production particularly meat production the year 2007 was not a favourable one. Whereas 2008 showed opposite 
trends ï major part of crop products (excluding rapeseed) faced a sharp reduction in prices but for meat, on the contrary, 
prices increased. Though production itself showed the opposite trend ï production of products, which experienced increase 
in prices in 2008 (for example, beef, pork also rapeseed), slowed down sown areas of rapeseed decreased for the first time 
since uninterrupted 10 year long increasing) but production volumes of many products increased nevertheless the fact that 
their prices decreased, for example, grain, etc. Similar trends are showing regularly - the highest production volumes are 
reached when market price is disadvantageous but when there is deficit of a product on the market production volumes are 
also low. It is clear that Latviaôs producers are not capable of influencing the world market prices and it must be 
acknowledged that Latviaôs agriculture is not adequately using market studies and forecasts to foresee expected changes 
on the market and to timely reorient production on profit generating products in a respective period of time. 

 Changes in output 

In 2008 crop production accounted for 54.3% but animal production for 45.7% of the total value of final agricultural 
goods output at basic prices. In the structure of final agricultural goods output, the share of crop production has decreased ( 
by 2.7% points) in comparison with the previous year still it is higher than in 2006 when crop production constituted 52% of 
agricultural goods output. 

Contrary to the preceding year when cereals became the most significant agricultural product in Latvia (accounting 
for 27.6% of the total value of agricultural goods at basic prices) in 2008 in spite of increase in the total yield their ratio 
decreased up to 21.4%. Nevertheless it is slightly more than several years before when cereals constituted about 17-20% 
of the total value. Decrease in cereal prices again ranked milk the most significant product (23% of the total value). The 
share of fodder crops and rapeseed increased most of all (respectively by 2.7% and 2.4%). Thus rapeseed has already 
constituted 8.5% of the final product value, ranking fourth among products, surpassing even pork. However it must be noted 
that in 2008 the ratio of pork also increased considerably ï by 1.4%. Apart from already mentioned cereals, the share of 
bovine animals (by 1.3% points) and potatoes (by 1.2%) considerably decreased. A high share of fodder crops in the total 
volume of products can be explained by high yields of green fodder in 2008 as well as cutting requirements enhancing 
production volumes.  
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Exploring changes in value of the most significant types of agricultural products in basic prices (Figure 1.6.) it is 
obvious that general trends towards increasing, which could be seen by 2007 are discontinued still only several products 
showed reduction. Value of cereals though reduced in 2008 by 25% still considerably surpasses results of preceding years 
(by 2006). Value of rapeseed continues a rapid growth (in 2008 this was not determined by increase in volumes but 
increase in prices), and within two years it increased 2.5 times ï from LVL 20 to 50 million. Notable is the fact that 
nevertheless the problems milk production and pig production are facing, in 2008 these sectors reached a higher value of 
output as compared with preceding years. Value of pork output was increased by 15%, reaching LVL 50 million. This was 
facilitated by increase in prices of this product, whereas in milk sector the value increased insignificantly ï by less than 1%. 

However the value of some significant products decreased. This decrease related to potatoes by 20% is linked to 
decrease in prices of this product but concerning bovine animals by 28% - is associated with diminishing of rearing 
volumes. 

In 2008 the overall agricultural output value at basic prices (product subsidies included) amounted to LVL 700 
million (-5%). The reason for decrease in value lies in price reduction, due to this fact the value has reduced by LVL 50 
million but increase in volumes has increased it by LVL 14 million. It is interesting that decrease in prices of cereals alone 
reduced the value of output by LVL 70 million. This means that in respect of other products, excluding cereals, price impact 
in general has been positive. 

The level of subsidies per one product unit has stayed close to the previous level. In 2007 the reform of direct 
payments was carried out by partly decoupling them however in 2008 no considerable changes were made in subsidies 
policy therefore their amount and proportion have not undergone major changes. Only milk producers were entitled to a 
small complementary support that yielded the aforementioned increase in value by 1%. 

 Utilization of resources 

Income from agricultural activity depends not only on the value of output and subsidies but they are also determined 
by production costs of which major costs are intermediate consumption. 

Figure 1.7. shows the structure of income from agricultural activity - what part constitutes intermediate consumption, 
factor costs and the share farmersô income.  

 
Source: IAEL (EAA) 
Figure 1.7. Share of costs in the income of agricultural sector in 2006 ð 2008 
* Factor costs constitute: taxes linked to production, consumption of fixed assets, payments of lease and interest on credits (less financial 
intermediary services indirectly measured (FISIM). 

In 2008 the share of income in the value of agricultural produce reduced considerably. The output reducing by 4,9% 
the intermediate consumption (according to provisional estimates) increased by 6,7%. Factor costs also have increased by 
14% and as a result, the income from agricultural output (excluding aid payments, which are not directly linked to 
production) has reduced by 50% and amounts to only LVL 81.7 million. This analysis shows that in 2008 the actual 
agricultural activity (production of products) constituted only 36% of the income generated by agriculture. The rest is 
constituted by aid payments. In the preceding years the aforementioned proportion was slightly above 50%. 

A rapid growth of purchase prices to a great extent also affected resources of intermediate consumption used in 
agriculture, which already in 2007 experienced increase in prices in average by 14% but in 2008 ï by additional 10.5% 
although product prices reduced. Including for resources, which have been acquired outside the sector of agriculture, price 
increase is more rapid ï even by 25.5%. The total increase in prices was mitigated by impact of fodder grain however 
average annual prices of combined feed increased even by 10.8%. 

In 2008 prices of all types of resources, originating outside the sector of agriculture, increased moreover increased 
considerably (excluding pesticides). According to the data of  the Market Promotion Centre, prices of mineral fertilizers 
increased by 67% in average, veterinary costs ï by 46,5%, a significant increased is showed in electric power (29%, 
exploitation of buildings (26%), fuel and heating fuel as well as technical maintenance (15%). Nevertheless the further 
reduction in economic activity a considerable increase in prices is obvious in capital investments ï in average by 16.5%. 

Such an increase in prices to a great extent should be explained by the fact that suppliers of resources attempted to 
benefit from increased prices of agricultural products, which showed in the second half a year 2007 and the following 
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increase in cases of farmersô insolvency. For part of resources (mineral fertilizers, animal feed) a considerable increase in 
prices was obvious in a major part of the European Union Member States. However this happened when product prices 
have already been reducing and farmers suffered great losses as a result. In 2008 farmersô losses due to impact of 
intermediate consumption prices were estimated as LVL 50 million. The estimate covers an assessment that due to the 
unfavourable price relation the amounts of resources utilized must have been reduced by 6%. Thus information will be 
specified in the second half a year when financial data of agricultural establishments are summarized. 

 Changes in added value and income 

Subtracting intermediate consumption costs from the value of output of agricultural sector in basic prices, gross 
value is obtained that in 2008 was LVL 170.8 million. This is by 29% less than in the preceding year. As shown in 1.4. and 
Tables1.5. such result has been obtained upon aggregation of a negative effect exerted by reduction in product prices and 
increase in prices of resources. Whereas in comparable prices as shown in Table 1.5., gross added value increased by LVL 
32 million or 13%. 

The net added value of agricultural sector in factor costs that has been calculated for gross added value by adding 
other aid to agriculture but by subtracting taxes and consumption of fixed assets, has reached LVL 243.2 million (-23%). 

Table 1.4. 
Main items constitution agricultural income in 2006 ð 2008 

Indicators 
Value in basic prices, 

LVL million 
Changes (+/-) 

  2006 2007 2008 (p) 2007/2006 2008/2007 

    Crop products 268.1 367.8 334.1 37.2% -9.2% 

            Cereals 100.1 175.6 131.9 75% -24.9% 

            Rapeseeds 20.5 39.4 52.1 92% 32.3% 

            Sugar beets 12.4 0.2 0.0 -99% -100.0% 

            Fodder crops 50.1 60.3 74.0 20% 22.6% 

            Vegetables 24.8 25.2 22.3 2% -11.7% 

            Potatoes 41.4 48.0 38.6 16% -19.5% 

            Fruits and berries 8.6 9.9 6.7 14% -31.6% 

            Other crop products 10.2 9.4 8.5 -8% -9.3% 

    Animal production 243.7 277.3 281.1 13.8% 1.4% 

Milk 130.3 139.9 141.2 7% 0.9% 

Bovine animals 27.7 32.3 23.1 17% -28.5% 

Pigs 38.2 43.9 50.4 15% 14.8% 

Poultry 14.1 24.8 28.6 76% 15.4% 

Eggs 18.3 24.0 27.1 31% 13.0% 

Other animal products 15.2 12.5 10.7 -18% -13.9% 

Agricultural output 511.8 645.2 615.3 26.1% -4.6% 

incl. in producer prices 460.7 613.8 585.4 33% -4.6% 

Product related subsidies 51.1 31.3 29.8 -39% -4.8% 

services 15.5 17.4 20.1 12% 16.0% 

Inseparable secondary activities 65.1 73.0 64.2 12% -12.1% 

Output of agricultural ñsectorò 592.4 735.5 699.6 24.1% -4.9% 

Intermediate consumption (with FISIM) 378.1 495.8 528.8 31% 6.7% 

Gross added value 214.4 239.7 170.8 12% -28.8% 

Subsidies not broken down by products 130.3 141.6 143.1 9% 1.1% 

Production related taxes 3.8 3.8 4.0 1% 4.0% 

Consumption of fixed assets 47.8 60.7 66.8 27% 9.9% 

Neat added values (in factor costs) 293.2 316.8 243.2 8.1% -23.2% 

Lease 4.3 5.8 6.9 33% 20.0% 

Interest on credit 4.1 7.6 11.4 86% 49.6% 

Income from agriculture 284.7 303.4 224.9 6.6% -25.9% 

Taxes on income 24.2 27.2 27.2 12% 0.1% 

Income of hired labor 36.3 39.8 43.5 10% 9.1% 

Income of family labor 224.2 236.4 154.2 5% -34.8% 

Number of employed in  agriculture, thsd, in full annual labor units 122.8 107.4 94.5 -13% -12.0% 

Income per capita of full timers 2122 2573 2091 21.3% -18.7% 

Source: IAEL (EEA) 

Subtracting the lease and credit interest from the net added value of agricultural sector, gross income from 
agricultural activity has been calculated in the amount of LVL 224.9% million that is less than 26% than in the preceding 
year. 

It must be noted that credit interest shown in Table 1.4. constitutes only part of the actual payments ï of which 
FISIM are subtracted (indirectly measured financial intermediary services) which according to the EU methodology are 
incorporated into the intermediate consumption as services of the financial sector to other sectors.  
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The calculated net income per capita employed in agriculture in 2008 constituted LVL 2 091 annually or LVL 174 
monthly average. As compared with 2007 the nominal income in agricultural sector was reduced by 19%. Such a level 
slightly falls behind the year 2007 when the general price level was notably lower. The calculated result to a great extent 
has also been achieved in relation to employment  developments in the sector, which lately (since 2005) according to CSB 
survey data, constituted about 12% annually; and employment survey data for 2008 also show a similar trend. The level of 
employment decreases in pace with a slowing down or termination of production on small farms where the most of labour is 
used as well as due to technical modernization. 

Source: IAEL (EEA) 
Figure 1.8. Income generated in agriculture in 2003 ð 2008 

An average income level in 2008 in agriculture constituted only 50% of the mean net salary of the national economy 
(LVL 350) as compared with 76% in 2007 and mean 70-80% in the period from 2004 to 2006. 

Income on individual agricultural holdings considerably differs from the average indicator that is basically 
determined by the size of holding, specialization, production efficiency and market access. 

Expressing indicators in comparable prices (Table 1.5.) it is estimated that in 2008 changes in output and amounts 
of resources utilized created increase in income by LVL 33.8 million (this provides an indirect evidence of increase in 
production efficiency) however price impact has created almost crucial decrease in income ï by LVL 112.3 million. In 2008 
no increase in the level of subsidies was observed that could partly compensate losses. Paying out of subsidies is still 
ongoing therefore the data on payments will be specified. 

Table 1.5. 
Impact of production volume and prices changes on agricultural sector results in 2008 

 
2007 

(mln.LVL) 
Value in 2008 
(LVL million) 

Difference 2008/2007  
(LVL million) 

Volume 

indexes 

2008/2007 

Price 

indexes 

2008/2007 Indicators Actual 
prices 

Prices 
2007 

Prices 
2008 

Actual 
prices 

Comparable 
prices 

Price 
impact 

Agricultural output (basic 
prices) 

735,5 749,4 699,6 -35,9 13,9 -49,8 101,9% 93,4% 

incl. output in producer 
prices 

704,2 718,0 669,7 -34,4 13,8 -48,3 102,0% 93,3% 

         product subsidies 31,3 31,4 29,8 -1,5 0,0 -1,5 100,2% 95,1% 

Intermediate consumption 495,8 478,5 528,8 33,1 -17,3 50,3 96,5% 110,5% 

Gross added value (basic 
prices) 

239,7 270,9 170,8 -69,0 31,2 -100,1 113,0% 63,0% 

Factor costs 77,9 75,3 89,0 11,1 -2,6 13,7 96,6% 118,2% 

Support (non-products) 141,6 141,6 143,1 1,5 0,0 1,5 100,0% 101,1% 

Income in agriculture 303,4 337,2 224,9 -78,6 33,8 -112,3 111,1% 66,7% 

Source: IAEL (EEA) 

In general, assessing results of agricultural sector in 2008 as well as taking account of the current trends when 
particularly in milk sector purchase prices are still reducing, it must be acknowledged that the issue of survival has become 
the topical one. In the situation when there is a sufficiently complicated economic condition in the country in general and 
thus it is difficult to find additional financial support for the sector, still the totality of measures is needed both on the level of 
individual holdings and the sector as such to improve economic results and viability of agricultural holdings. Already in 2008 
as a positive fact could be mentioned, for example, the reduced consumption of mineral fertilizers though productivity has 
increased. Individual studies show that there is a sufficient potential in Latvia to improve efficiency of utilization of 
resources. Taking into account the relevantly different results of various holdings, specialization groups, regions, etc., a 
research is necessary with a view to disclosing of the most efficient utilization ways of resources in agricultural sector. 



11 

1.4. Use of agricultural land 

  Agricultural land resources 

According to the land survey of the State Land Service of Latvia as at January 2009, in the total land area in all the 
districts of Latvia broken down by target groups of  real estate use, the target group of real estate use ñAgricultural landò 
constitutes 2 350 312.2 ha of agricultural land (AL), including arable land 1 709 980.2 ha or 72,7%, orchards  24 819.6 ha 
or 1,1%, meadows 213 144.7 ha or 9.1% and pastures 402 382.3 ha or 17.1% (Fig.1.9).  

 

Source: The State Land Service (SLS), the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) 
Figure 1.9. Agricultural land classified under the target group of real estate use òAgricultural landó broken down by 
land use types 

 Management of agricultural land 

 According to the Rural Support Service (RSS), the area of AL declared when applying for single area payment 
(hereinafter referred to as ñSAPò) in 2008 at the regional agricultural departments was 1 566 048 ha or 66.6% of all the land 
classified under the target group of real estate use ñAgricultural landò. 

Of the area declared for SAP, which has been maintained in good agricultural and environmental condition and 
comply with eligibility conditions, the area declared for  complementary national direct payments (CNDP), which are 
coupled payments, covers 1 051 458 ha, including area declared for arable crops is 623 359 ha and the area declared for 
fodder crops is 428 099 ha.  

In 2008, 1 051 458 ha of AL or 67% of the area declared for SAP was involved in agricultural production.  
The rest of the AL area declared for SAP covering 514 590 ha is assumed to be maintained in good agricultural and 

environmental condition to receive the relevant support. 
Monitoring of agricultural land management is not carried out in the country and thus no information is available 

concerning management in districts of Latvia of the remaining 784 264 ha of AL classified under the target group of real 
estate use ñAgricultural landò. 

According to forest monitoring data of the State Forestry Research Institute ñSilavaò as at April 1, 2008 the area of 
AL overgrown with trees and shrubs makes 163.46 thousand ha and AL complying with forest criteria is 142.59 thousand 
ha. 

According to information of the Rural Support Service the area of parcel blocks as at January 1, 2009 is 
2 200 995.53 or by 179 862.69 ha less than comparing with 2002. Changes in areas of parcel blocks are associated with 
transformation of AL by carrying out planned activities as well as natural afforestation of AL and overgrowing with woody 
plants. 

According to the CSB data on the survey of 2007 on the structure of agricultural holdings with the total rate of 
randomly surveyed agricultural holdings as 58.0 thousands, the area of AL not used in agriculture is shown as 155.1 
thousand ha. 

 Transformation of agricultural land 

 In 2008 the Rural Support Service issued transformation permits for 8251.23 ha of agricultural land, including 
transformation of 2691.49 ha of ameliorated land or 32.6% of the land declared for transformation. 

In 2008 6389.99 ha or 77.4% of the AL area declared for transformation are envisaged for afforestation (Fig.1.10.).  



12 

 Source: The Rural Support Service (RSS), MoA 
Figure 1.10. Transformation of agricultural land in 2008 broken down by the land use categories 

In the period from 2006 to 2008 of the total area intended for transformation 76.3% was planned for transformation 
into forest land meaning that land owners and operators choose afforestation of AL as a motivation instead of its use for 
agricultural production purpose. In the same period 15.3% of land is intended for building purposes (Table 1.6.).  

Table 1.6. 
Land transformation in 2006 ð 2008 broken down by the land use categories 

Year 
 

AL to be transformed, ha  Of the total AL area to be  transformed, ha 

Total 
incl. ameliorated 

area 
Forest 
land 

Land of water 
objects 

For building Roads 
Other land 

areas 

2006 
2007 
2008 

7064,18 
7957,83 
8251,23 

2686,96 
3240,14 
2691,49 

5493,77 
5885,26 
6389,99 

261,79 
403,58 
339,09 

1127,52 
1338,05 
1099,79 

6,20 
15,37 
11,50 

150,84 
268,32 
391,94 

Total 23 273,24 86 185,59 17 769,02 1004,46 3565,36 33,07 811,10 

Source: RSS, MoA 

On April 30, 2008 the Saeima adopted the Law ñAmendments to the Law on Agriculture and Rural Developmentò 
deleting the provision on issue of transformation permits in cases of transformation of agricultural land. From July 1, 2009 
the Rural Support Service terminates issuing of transformation permits and registration of the transformed agricultural land 
areas. Owners or legal holders of land will henceforth initiate the change in the category of agricultural land use according 
to procedure laid down by the Law on the State Real Estate Cadastre and relevant Regulations of the Cabinet of Ministers. 

 Summary and conclusions 
 

1. In 2008 of the total area of agricultural land classified under the target group of real estate use ñAgricultural landò  
66.6% were declared for single area payment; 

2. In 2008 of agricultural land area declared for single area payment 67% were used in agricultural production; 
3. No information is available on management of 784 264 ha of agricultural land classified under the target group of real 

estate use ñAgricultural landò; 
4. In 2008 of the total area of agricultural land in transformation 77.4% are intended for afforestation; 
5. According to forest monitoring data as at 01.04.2008, 306.05 thousand ha of agricultural land correspond to forest 

and scrubland category of use. 

1.5. Environment-friendly agriculture 

In Latvia according to requirements laid down by a Council Directive 91/676/EEC of 12 December 1991 concerning 
the protection of waters against pollution caused by nitrates from agricultural sources (hereinafter referred to as ñNitrate 
Directiveò) vulnerable zones have been delimitated (Bauska, Dobele, Jelgava and Riga districts) situated in Zemgale 
region. According to data of the Central Statistical Bureau (CSB) there are 312 845 ha of agricultural land and there are 
located about 16 286 active agricultural holdings. Zemgale region has the most fertile soils and the most intensively used 
agricultural land areas. 

In 2004 mandatory measures and restrictions applicable to these territories were laid down and incorporated into 
the Action Program for vulnerable zones. Higher requirements concerning protection of water and soil from pollution caused 
by nitrates from agricultural sources are applicable to these vulnerable zones (the Cabinet of Ministers Decree No 163 of 18 
March 2004) (hereinafter referred to as ñAction Programò) and the Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No 531 of 18 December 
2001 on water and soil protection from pollution caused by nitrates from agricultural sources. 

The EU Member States must prepare a report for the Commission on implementation of the Nitrate Directive, 
assessing effectiveness of the measures and restriction laid down thereof with a view to reduction of pollution in vulnerable 
zones for the period of time 2004 ï 2008. 






































































































































