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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
GDPoecause it is reducing from year to year (Table 1.1.). It must be noted that the sector of agriculture is the major
rural land, it is also the determinant environmental factor as well as one of the main providers of employment in rura

Expading analysis of the structure of added value in agriculture, we can conclude that in actual prices
reduction is true only for foreStd4) whereas in agriculture and fishery there is increase, respectively +1.2% anc
+15.6%.

Table 1.1.
Gross domedt product in agriculture and its share in the structure of gross domestic producBiaGIE)6
2006 2007 2008

GDP in actual prices, LVL thsd. 11171693 14779810 16243 15¢
,tér\g(éed value of agriculture, hunting and forestry in actual prict 333 797 456 396 440 776
Added value of agriculture and forestry in actual prices, LVLt] 215 948 250 651 253 715
Share of added value of agriculture, hunting and forestry in th 30 31 27
GDP, %
Share of added value of agriculture ahg forde total GDP, % 19 17 16

Source: Central Statistical Bureau (CSB)

In 2008 the gross domestic product of Latvia in actual prices rea@d@d34vthdsands or 7168 per
capita. As compared with 2007, GDP in actual prices increasetherga®. 986 camparable 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 resttuin)swholesale, retail and repaiesmsy8.3%) and
financial service$.6%). Whereas such sectors as fishery, mining industry and pit working as well as real est
transactions, lease and other commercial activities in these problematic circumstances have ensured though small
an increaserespectively +3.9%, + 2.5 and +1.5%.
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Figure 1.1. GDP and changes in agricultural added valued?2@086% against the preceding year

Although the ratio of population employed in agrichlimtergns 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 sectaband increase in
efficiency. Such trend brings Latvia closer to the average EU |leamab(dy&® axid 1.3% is the share of agriculture
and hunting in GDP).
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Figure 1.2. Proportion of population employed in agriculture and hunting and the share of agriculture and hunting
in the total GDP in 2088008

1.2. Employment

The number of population in Latvia is continuously reducing. In 2008 theté werd Byalpeople less
(2270894 people) than in preceding year. However evidence ofathe acilability is the share of economically
active populan in the total number of population (Table 1.2.). In 2007 there were 66% of economically active people
group’ 1574), in 2008 the number of economically active population in the country increased up to 67.7% althoug
number of population is dige group reduced from 1803.6ntI2A0D7 to 1796.4 thied2008. This trend should be
considered as a positieeonomically active people are looking for jobs and attend additional training courses.

The total number of employed people in loatgidhehtrend 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 pop
employed in the area of educ&iincreasing slightly (in 2G03%; in 20088%), processing industry (in 2007
14.7%; in 2008L5.2%) however the shale of employed in agriculture and hunting is reducing from year to year from"
in 2007 to 6.3% in 2008 that is the shapestsd 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 fin
intermediary servicesth§ percentage points.

Table 1.2.
Dynamics of emplayent in Latvia in 208008 (thsd. people)

2006 2007 2008
Economically active population, agea 15 11675 11911 1213
Employed 10876 11190 11241
Employed in agriculture, hunting and forestry 1178 1075 873
Employed in agriculture, luatid providing related service) 884 826 703
Employed in fishery 24 2.8 18
Source: CSB

Looking at the gross average income of population employed in the sector (Fig.1.3) it is obvious that it incr
from year to year although in 2008 notdboasiefoiiefrom 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 il
amounted to 85.4% of the total gross monthly income ialteeamation although a slight reduction is showing after
2007 (87.7%).
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Figure 1.3. Monthly gross average salary indZ00@&3

The number of unemployed at the end of 2008 as compared with the end of 280 tamadlyn@resst
thousand people or 46 %) , t he most di fficult is to
unemployment in Latvia (in April 2308%), the lowest level of unemployment is in Tukums district (7.1%).

In 2008 thehare of jebeekers in rural areas was lower than in urban areas, respectively 6.8% and 7.9%, a
compared with 2007 (5.9% and 6.1%) this indicator has sharply increased.

Analyzing indicators of the registered unemployment, it is obvious thas iim 20@8aigev7.5% (Table 1.3)
however looking at the data of the State Employment Agency it is obvious that in April 2009 this indicator was alreac

Table 1.3.
Share of jolseekers, level of employment and unemployment

2006 2007 2008

Share of jeeekers as a % of total number of economically a

. . 6.8 6.0 75
population (Latvia total)
Share of jebeekers as a % of total number of economically a

. 6.7 59 6.8
population (rural areas)
Share of jekeekers as a % of total number of econautivally

. 6.9 6.1 79
population (urban areas)
Employment level-Gf 663 684 686
Registered unemployment level, period average, % 7.0 5.7 75

Source: CSB
1.3.Income and its determinant factors in agriculture in 2008

Analysis of economic performancatdngifor 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 tyy
agricultural activities, includinggrarultural secondaciivities, 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,
consumption, prices, support, production costs amdathcoatien. Main sources of information were the data supplied
by the Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, Farm Accounting Data Network (FADN) and the Rural Support Ser
necessary the data were either recalculated or used as a basiedte.the astesult of data specification, economic
performance indicators for 2007 were adjusted. As the full information for 2008 is not yet available, tiee results obtal
provisional particularly concerning the costs.

According to EAA methodolggiedpn 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 basmaifyptirm consumption for
production of the same product as weirad iy, etc.

The year 2008 in agriculture was considerably different from the preceding years. After a lengthy grow
production volumes and income levels in Latvia (already from 2000) the preceding year was the first when redus
incomes was obviddereover production volumes in general were still growing however farmers were adversely affes
by reduction in prices as compared with the preceding year (for some basiempahetp decrease) combined
with still growing prices for resalureds the previous high prices for produce.
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Figure 1.4. Changes in main sectoral; indicators in 2008/2009

Such a double gative effect caused reduction of gross value added in the sector by almost 30%. At the sal
time reduction of inveséduburis estimated as 12% that corresponds to recent trends. The level of subsidies stayin
practically on the previous level, maeipes onkbounit 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.

B Changes in the physical volume of output

Alnost a single positive summary indicator in 2008 in the sector of agriculture was Hemaasg in crop
volume$ by 10.2%. Such a significant increase has been observed for two years one after another and this was br
about mainly by increase idsyi®r major par part of crops dfsdaorableveather conditions. Yields in 2008
increased for all crops, excluding spring cereals. Whereas sown areas in general stayed on the same level as the
year however their structure is still chahgingaih trend in changes of areas is to the benefit of field crops and
grasses, areas under nfelseuconsuming cropgotatoes, vegetables and others are decreasing. Areas under wheat
have increased most af Bif 14% whereas under other field foropgample, barley and rapeseed have iieduced
respectively by 10% and 7%. An ongoing decreasing trend are showing in plantings of fotato@%)in 2008
vegetables (by 14%), as well as fruit and berries (by 29%). Growing of these crepataicdigeredycing
starting from 200%vithin 5 years areas under vegetables and potatoes reduced by one third but underifruits and berri
even by 40%.

Apart from the aforementioned, areas under some crops are lately decreasing pafieatindapiither
flax in 2008 reduced by 75% and they are now sown only on 369 ha (as compared with 2.4 thousand ha in 2005).
connected with reduction of transitional aid payments for this crop. It is known that in 2009 the aforementioned pa
will be discontinued completely. Just as areas under fodder vegetables have decbgasetosianpliiey 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 Fgjgmesdteduced by
4%, milk productioni 6. Pig and poultry production (assessing increase in live weight on agricultural holdings) st:
on the previous level, sheep rearing increased but a considerable decrease is showing rearigg of bovine anima

B Price changes

Average producer prices for end products in 2008 in agriculture decreased lbpngideidbinly crop
production sectors have contributed to such decrease where prices have decreased by 8%. In 2008 an average ¥
sold goodsnd services (excludindasm consumed) reduced by 1.5%.

Mainly cereals contributed to decrease in prices in crop sector. In 2008 prices for cereals (taking into ac
changes in stock value) reduced by 30% (wheat), up to 50% (oats) BubyBévEYag@&hereas rapeseed price
considerably increasday 32%. Prices for the major part of other crop products have decreased; the most affected w
potatoes (by 23%) and due to structural dhalsgefor fruits and berries. However this dataspétitied upon
receipt of information from the Farm Accounting Data Network (FADN) because changes of stocks are also being e\
on agricultural holdings as well as the specified average price.

The above mentionedavourabteends are to a greatent 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 2
diminishing demand.

In 2008 animal production was in a relatively afamd lsgitause 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 p



with a considerable ratio of concentrated feed increased more rapatlycliomigcrease in producer prices was
marked by 19%, egg produictignl8%, poultry médly 14%. Comparatively small increase showed boviiie animals
by 6% but average annual milk price stayed on the same level as in 2007 althoudhimetlii€ppeidednzced both
increase and decrease.
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Figure 1.5. Structure of final agricultural goods output in 2007 (basic prices)

It can be concluded that increase in crop production was considesdiby inigireprices in 2007 though for
animal production particularly meat production the year 200favwasatuibae. Whereas 2008 showed opposite
trendd major part of crop products (excluding rapeseed) faced a sharp reduction in atces ot foontrary,
prices increased. Though production itself showed the opp@sitedctioh of products, which experienced increase
in prices in 2008 (for example, beef, pork also rapeseed), slowed down sown areas of rapeseed steareased for the f
since uninterrupted 10 year long increasing) but production volumes of many products increased nevertheless the
their prices decreased, for example, grain, etc. Similar trends are showiing héghesatlyproduction volumes are
reached when market price is disadvantageous but when there is deficit of a product on the market production volul
al so | ow. It is clear t hat Latviabds producers are
acknowledged that bai adés agriculture is not adequately wusing
on the market and to timely reorient production on profit generating products in a respective period of time.

B Changes in output

In 2008 crop production @ueal for 54.3% but animal production for 45.7% of the total value of final agricultur
goods output at basic prices. In the structure of final agricultural goods output, the share of crop prodgction has dec|
by 2.7% points) in comparison wijitethieus year still it is higher than in 2006 when crop production constituted 52% c
agricultural goods output.

Contrary to the preceding year when cereals became the most significant agricultural product in Latvia (accc
for 27.6% of the total valuagricultural goods at basic prices) in 2008 in spite of increase in the total yield their ra
decreased up to 21.4%. Nevertheless it is slightly more than several years before when cereals @f¥%tituted about
of the total value. Decrease ialgaiiees again ranked milk the most significant product (23% of the total value). Thi
share of fodder crops and rapeseed increased most of all (respectively by 2.7% and 2.4%). Thus rapeseed has
constituted 8.5% of the final product valuefaartkimgnong products, surpassing even pork. However it must be noted
that in 2008 the ratio of pork also increased corisiokerbldo. Apart from already mentioned cereals, the share of
bovine animals (by 1.3% points) and potatoes (by 1.2%)\cdesidssdd. 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 ent
production volumes.
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Figure 1.6. Dymics of value of selected products in (basic prices)



Exploring changes in value of the most significant types of agricultural products inurasiciides (Fig
obvious that general trends towards increasing, which could be7sasn digc@@@inued still only several products
showed reduction. Value of cereals though reduced in 2008 by 25% still considerably surpasses results of precedir
(by 2006). Value of rapeseed continues a rapid growth (in 2008 this was ngt ideteanén \olumes but
increase in prices), and within two years it increased i2feotimiggl. 20 to 50 million. Notable is the fact that
nevertheless the problems milk production and pig production are facing, in 2008 these sectongataaatfed a higher
output as compared with preceding years. Value of pork output was increased by 15%, reaching LVL 50 million. T
facilitated by increase in prices of this product, whereas in milk sector the value increaseg lasgthitcahiy.

However the value of some significant products decreased. This decrease related to potatoes by 20% is lin
decrease in prices of this product but concerning bovine animais bgsp8tated with diminishing of rearing
volumes.

In 2008 the overafricultural output value at basic prices (product subsidies included) amounted to LVL 7
million-6%). The reason for decrease in value lies in price reduction, due to this fact the value has reduced by L}
million but increase in volumes haasieatie 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
in general has been positive.

The level of ksidies per one product unit has stayed close to the previous level. In 2007 the reform of dir
payments was carried out by partly decoupling them however in 2008 no considerable changes were made in sL
policy therefore their amount and propavionot undergone major changes. Only milk producers were entitled to a
small complementary support that yielded the aforementioned increase in value by 1%.

B Utilization of resources

Income from agricultural activity depends not only on the valaed$asies but they are also determined
by production costs of which major costs are intermediate consumption.
Figure 1.7. shows the structure of income from agricultuvehatcggityconstitutes intermediate consumption,
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Figure 1.7. Share of costs in the income of agricultural sector 522086

* Factor costs constitute: taxes linked to production, consumption of fixed assets, paynieteest waseeditd (less financial
intermediary services indirectly measured (FISIM).

In 2008 the share of income in the value of agricultural produce reduced considerably. The output reducing b
the intermediate consumption (according to presisimatas) 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 linl
production) has reduced by 50% and amounts to only LVL 81.7 amflipsis #hisws that in 2008 the actual
agricultural activity (production of products) constituted only 36% of the income generated by agriculture. The
constituted by aid payments. In the preceding years the aforementioned proportmveva8%lightly a

A rapid growth of purchase prices to a great extent also affected resources of intermediate consumption u:
agriculture, which already in 2007 experienced increase in prices in average by 14By lawlditio2@08.0.5%
although produarices reduced. Including for resources, which have been acquired outside the sector of agriculture,
increase is more rapidven by 25.5%. The total increase in prices was mitigated by impact of fodder grain howe\
average annual prices of cealiéed increased even by 10.8%.

In 2008 prices of all types of resources, originating outside the sector of agriculture, increased moreover inci
considerably (excluding pesticides). According to the data of the Markartprmésnof ndrel fertilizers
increased by 67% in average, veterinary bpsi$,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
rediction in economic activity a considerable increase in prices is obvious in cajital awersipecngsl6.5%.

Such an increase in prices to a great extent should be explained by the fact that suppliers of resources attem
benefit from inceed prices of agricultural products, which showed in the second half a year 2007 and the follow



increase in cases of farmersdé insolvency. For part
prices was obvious in a majdrgh the European Union Member States. However this happened when product price
have already been reducing and farmers suffered gr
intermediate consumption prices were estimated asillidth. Fhanestimate covers an assessment that due to the
unfavourable price relation the amounts of resources utilized must have been reduced by 6%. Thus information
specified in the second half a year when financial data of agricultoeaitestedobstmmarized.

B Changes in added value and income

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

The net added value of agricultural sector in factor costs that has been calculated for gross added value by
other aid to agriculture but by subtracting taxes and consumption of fixed assetsl. 223 r2 aciieH28%).

Table 1.4.
Main items constitution agricultural income in 2Q0H3

. Value in basic prices,
Indicators LVL miIIionp Changes (/
2006 2007 2008p) : 2007/2006 2008/2007
Crop products 2681 3678 3341 37.2% -9.2%
Cereals 1001 1756 1319 75% -249%
Rapeseeds 205 394 521 92% 323%
Sugar beets 124 0.2 0.0 -99% -1000%
Fodder crops 501 603 740 20% 226%
Vegetables 248 252 223 2% -117%
Potabes 414 480 386 16% -195%
Fruits and berries 8.6 9.9 6.7 14% -316%
Other crop products 102 94 85 -8% -9.3%
Animal production 2437 2773 2811 138% 14%
Milk 1303 1399 1412 7% 0.9%
Bovine animals 277 323 231 17% -285%
Pigs 382 439 504 15% 148%
Poultry 141 248 286 76% 154%
Eggs 183 240 271 31% 130%
Other animal products 152 125 107 -18% -139%
Agricultural output 5118 6452 6153 261% -4.6%
incl. in producer prices 4607 6138 5854 33% -4.6%
Product related subsidies 511 313 298 -39% -4.8%
services 155 174 201 12% 160%
Inseparable secondary activities 651 730 642 12% -121%
Out put of agricultural g 5924 7355 6996 241% -4.9%
Intermediate consumption (with FISIM) 3781 4958 5288 31% 6.7%
Gross added value 2144 2397 1708 12% -288%
Subsidies not broken down by products 1303 1416 1431 9% 11%
Production related taxes 38 38 4.0 1% 4.0%
Consumption of fixed assets 478 607 668 27% 9.9%
Neat added vatugn factor costs) 2932 3168 2432 8.1% -232%
Lease 43 5.8 6.9 33% 200%
Interest on credit 41 7.6 114 86% 496%
Income from agriculture 2847 3034 2249 6.6% -259%
Taxes on income 242 272 272 12% 0.1%
Income of hired labor 363 398 435 10% 9.1%
Income of family labor 2242 2364 1542 5% -348%
Number of employed in_agriculture, thsd, in full annual : 1228 1074 945 -13% -120%
Income per capita of full timers 2122 2573 2091 213% -187%

Source: IAEL (EEA)

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

It must be noted that creditesttahown in Table 1.4. constitutes only part of the actual paymhéciis
FISIM are subtracted (indirectly measured financial intermediary services) which according to the EU methodolc
incorporated into the intermediate consumption asfdberiteancial sector to other sectors.



The calculated net income per capita employed in agriculture in 2008 cof&itiaedualy ar LVL 174
monthly average. As compared with 2007 the nominal income in agricultural sector was $edhcaddwel19%.
slightly falls behind the year 2007 when the general price level was notably lower. The calculated result to a grea
has also been achieved in relation to employment developments in the sector, which lately (since 2B05) according
survey data, constituted about 12% annually; and employment survey data for 2008 also show a similar trend. The
employment decreases in pace with a slowing down or termination of production on small farms where the most of |
used as welk due to technical modernization.
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Figure 1.8. Income generated in agriculture in0cZIm

An average income level in 2008 in agriculture constituted only 50% of the mean net salary of the national ec
(LVL 350) as compared with 76% in 2007 and808amabe period from 2004 to 2006.

Income on individual agricultural holdings considerably differs from the average indicator that is basi
determined by the size of holding, specializatioiprpeffitiency and market access.

Expressing indicators in comparable prices (Table 1.5.) it is estimated that in 2008 changes in output and an
of resources utilized created increase in income by LVL 33.8 million (this provides an inditvedaseidence of
production efficiency) however price impact has created almost crucial decrieayd MLirictrz million. In 2008
no increase in the level of subsidies was observed that could partly compensate losses. Paying out of subsidies
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 Value in 2008 Difference 2008/2007 Volume Price
(min.LVL:  (LVL million) (LVL million) . .
indexes | indexes
Indicators Actual  Prices Prices Actual Comparabli Price 0000 5048/200°
prices 2007 | 2008 : prices prices impact
Qﬁ;‘gg;t“ra' output (basi 7355 7494 6996 -35,9 139 -498 101,9%  93.4%
g‘r?(':'e‘;“tp“t inproducer| 7645 718,0] 66,7 -34,4 13,8| -48,3| 102,09  93,3%
product subsidies 31,3 31,4 29,8 -1,5 0,0 -1,5 100,2% 95,1%
Intermediate consumpti 4958 4785 528,8 33,1 -17,3 50,3 96,5% 110,5%
S‘rrigzz)added value (bas 5397 2709 1708 -69,0 31,2 -100,1 1130%  630%
Factor costs 77,9 75,3 89,00 111 -2,6 13,7 96,6% 118,2%
Support (ngoroducts) 141,61 1416 143,1 15 0,0 15 100,0% 101,1%
Income in agriculture 303,4 337,2 2249 -78,6 33,8 -112,3 111,1% 66,7%

Source: IAEL (EEA)

In general, assessing resultsriuligral 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
the topical one. In the situation when theuéfigemtly 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 lezedled both on th
individual holdings and the sector as snplote@ieconomic 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 producti
increased. Individual studies show that therdfigeatsootential in Latvia to improve efficiency of utilization of
resources. Taking into account the relevantly different results of various holdings, specialization groups, regions,
research is necessary with a view to disclosing of fi@enbatikfation ways of resources in agricultural sector.
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1.4.Use of agricultural land
B 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
districts of Latvihnb k en down by target groups of real estate
constitutes 350312.2 ha of agricultural land (AL), including arat@9a8d.2 ha or 72,7%, orchard8124 ha
or 1,1%, meadows 243.7 & or 9.1% and pastures3823 ha or 17.1% (Fig.1.9).

Arable land, 73%
|

Orchards, 1%

Pastures, 17% Meadows, 9,1%

Source: The State Land Service (SLS), the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)
Figure 1.9. Agricultural Il and cl assi faneddd ubnrdoekre nt hdeo w
land use types

B Management of agricultural land

According to the Rural Support Service (RSS), the area of AL declared when applying for single area pa
(hereinafter referred to as MSwd 696048 ha orB®o®mBall thetland he r |
classified under the target group of real estate us:¢

Of the area declared for SAP, which has been maintained in good agricultural and environmental conditio
comply with eligibility dittons, the area declared for complementary national direct payments (CNDP), which a
coupled payments, covelS1458 ha, including area declared for arable crof59sh@28nd the area declared for
fodder crops is 4289 ha.

In 2008, @51458ha of AL or 67% of the area declared for SAP was involved in agricultural production.

The rest of the AL area declared for SAP cov&80ghali4 assumed to be maintained in good agricultural and
environmental condition to receive the relevant suppor

Monitoring of agricultural land management is not carried out in the country and thus no information is ave
concerning management in districts of Latvia of the rentgdimg @84AL classified under the target group of real
estat e lutswer ailAglrancdio .

According to forest monitoring data of the State
AL overgrown with trees and shrubs makes 163.46 thousand ha and AL complying with forest criteria is 142.59 th
ha.

Acording to information of the Rural Support Service the area of parcel blocks as at January 1, 200
2200995.53 or by 1862.69 ha less than comparing with 2002. Changes in areas of parcel blocks are associated \
transformation of AL by carryingaouted activities as well as natural afforestation of AL and overgrowing with wood
plants.

According to the CSB data on the survey of 2007 on the structure of agricultural holdings with the total r:
randomly surveyed agricultural holdings dso&8&0ds, the area of AL not used in agriculture is shown as 155.1
thousand ha.

B Transformation of agricultural land

In 2008 the Rural Support Service issued transformation permits for 8251.23 ha of agricultural land, incl
transformation of 2691.48flzaneliorated 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
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Roads, 0,1% (Otherland areas, 4,8%

Forbuilding, 13,4%

Water objects, 4,1%

Forestland, 77,6%

A A
Source: The Rural Support Service (RZS)

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 transfor
into forest land meaning that landsoamok operators choose afforestation of AL as a motivation instead of its use foi
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 20808008 broken dowy the land use categories

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

Year 2 .
incl. ameliorate] Forest | Land of wate - Other land
Total . For building| Roads
area land objects : areas

2006 7064,18 2686,96 5493,77 261,79 1127,52 6,20 150,84
2007: 7957,83 324014 5885,26 403,58 1338,05 = 15,37 268,32
2008: 8251,23 2691,49 6389,99 339,09 1099,79 = 11,50 391,94

Totali 23273,24° 8618559  17769,020 1004,46 @ 356536 @ 33,07 811,10
Source: RSS, MoA

On April 30, 2008 thei®ae adopt ed tmhts Laow filkenebdwmeon Agricul t
deleting the provision on issue of transformation permits in cases of transformation of agricultural land. From July
the Rural Support Service terminates issuing of transformation pestnicenadf ibg transformed agricultural land
areas. Owners or legal holders of land will henceforth initiate the change in the category of agricultural land use ac
to procedure laid down by the Law on the State Real Estate Cadastre andatibexsaot tRe Cabinet of Ministers.

B Summary and conclusions

1. In 2008 of the total area of agricultural land classified under the target gup ef raalsest A Agr i c ul
666% were declared for single area payment;

2. In 2008 of agriculturatllarea declared for single area payment 67% were used in agricultural production;

3. No information is available on managemer6df f84f agricultural land classified under the target group of real
estate use AAgricultur al | ando;

4. In 2008 of the toteda of agridutal land in transformatiot?d are intended for afforestation;

5. According to forest monitoring data as at 01.04.2008, 306.05 thousand ha of agricultural land correspond to
and scrubland category of use.

1.5. Environmenfriendly agriculire

In Latvia according to requirements laid down by a Council Directive 91/676/EEC of 12 December 1991 conc
the protection of waters against pollution caused ¢k
Di r e c t arable pojhes Wauel been delimitated (Bauska, Dobele, Jelgava and Riga districts) situated in Zem
region. According to data of the Central Statistical Bureau (CSB) tBé5eharef3dgricultural land and there are
located about 286 active agrittral holdings. Zemgale region has the most fertile soils and the most intensively use
agricultural land areas.

In 2004 mandatory measures and restrictions applicable to these territories were laid down and incorporate
the Action Program for vablerzones. Higher requirements concerning protection of water and soil from pollution caus
by nitrates from agricultural sources are applicable to these vulnerable zones (the Cabinet of Ministers Decree No 1
March 2004) (hereinafter referedto @ Act i on Programod) and the Cabinet o
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 owringblénechidtate Directive,
assessing effectiveness of the measures and restriction laid down thereof with a view to reduction of pollution in vu
zones for the period of time220@8.
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