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Abstract

Organic farming as the method and organic food
nowadays play more and more important role in supply-
ing sustainable and environmentally friendly agricultural
and food production. Organic production should combine
environment friendly practices, support a high level of bio-
diversity, utilize natural processes and ensure appropriate
animal welfare standards. The paper analyzes the develop-
ment and issues of perspectives of organic farming in Lat-
via. Some findings on organic agriculture development are
given, estimating the primary information on organic far-
ming in Latvia regarding the trends of the organic farms’
number, utilized organic agricultural land and share of or-
ganic land in the total agricultural land. Furthermore, the
state policy and support for organic farming have been ana-
lyzed and compared with that of European Union (EU) and
its Member States. The influence of Latvia’s accession to
the EU on the organic farming development is assessed.
Some issues of further perspectives of development of Lat-
vian organic agriculture are evaluated.

Keywords: organic farming, development, policy,
support, Latvia.

Introduction

Research problem and relevance. The twenty-
first century is called ‘green’ century and it sees incre-
asingly serious environmental and natural resources
problems, and all countries concerned, particularly in
Europe (Willer & Kilcher, 2010), should take actions
on the basis of sustainable development strategy, with
priority given to food production. In connection with
organic farming, sustainability must be understood as
‘functional integrity’, or the ability of a system to rep-
roduce itself and thereby survive on a long-term sca-
le (Alroe, 2008). The global development of organic
agriculture as well as the practice and extension of al-
ternative agriculture, or lower exterior input agricul-
ture are the outcome of the search for the models of
sustainable food production and consumption. The or-
ganic production also plays important role in the furt-
her entrepreneurship’s development in the rural areas
and the creation of value added products of agri-food
chain. Furthermore, organic farming has particular ad-
vantages for small-scale farmers.
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The newest definition of organic agriculture
has been approved by General Assembly of Interna-
tional Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements'
(IFOAM) in Vignola in June 2008: “Organic agricul-
ture is a production system that sustains the health
of soils, ecosystems and people. It relies on ecologi-
cal processes, biodiversity and cycles adapted to lo-
cal conditions, rather than the use of inputs with ad-
verse effects. Organic agriculture combines tradition,
innovation and science to benefit the shared environ-
ment and promote fair relationships and a good quali-
ty of life for all involved.”

The organic agriculture or farming as environ-
mentally friendly and sustainable production method
has been encouraged on international (FAO, 2007)
and regional (European), inter alia Latvia’s level and
has been recognised as important part of assurance of
sustainable agricultural production (Commission of
the European Communities, 2004). Thereto, Europe-
an organic agriculture offers effective means of satis-
fying consumer’s demand for healthy and safe foods
and reducing the environmental pressure of agricultu-
ral production, whilst simultaneously addressing im-
portant animal welfare issues (Smith, Marsden, 2004;
Tzouramani, 2008).

The aim of the research is to evaluate the de-
velopment issues of organic farming in Latvia and to
estimate their perspectives.

To achieve the set aim, the following research
objectives have been established:

* to evaluate Latvia’s policy and support for
organic farming;
to analyze development issues of organic
agriculture;
to estimate the further development poten-
tialities of organic production.

To meet the objectives of the study, the follo-
wing materials have been used: different sources of
scientific publications, research papers, EU and Lat-
via’s legislation, and the reports of international and

' http://www.ifoam.org/growing_organic/definitions/doa/index.
html Association of Latvian Organic Agriculture (ALOA) is also
a member.



EU institutions; unpublished data from Rural Sup-
port Service (RSS) and Food and Veterinary Service
(FVS). The suitable qualitative and quantitative rese-
arch methods have been used for various solutions in
the process of study: analysis and synthesis; logical
and abstractive construction; data grouping and com-

Theoretical framework

The four principles of organic agriculture have
been established and provided by IFOAM in 2005,
which are the following: health, ecology, fairness and
care, as can be seen in the Table 1. These principles

paring; linear regression analysis, etc.

are the roots or foundations from which organic agri-
culture grows and develops.
Table 1

The principles, statements and characteristics of organic agriculture

Principles

Statement of principle

Main characteristics or explanations

Health

Organic agriculture should sustain
and enhance the health of soil, plant,
animal, human and planet as one and
indivisible

—The health of individuals and communities cannot be separated
from the health of ecosystems;

—Health is the wholeness and integrity of living systems;

—Role of organic agriculture, whether in farming, processing, di-
stribution, or consumption, is to sustain and enhance the health of
ecosystems and organisms from the smallest in the soil to human
beings.

Ecology |Organic agriculture should be based | —Should be based on living ecological systems and cycles;
on living ecological systems and cyc- |—Production is to be based on ecological processes and recyc-
les, work with them, emulate them ling;
and help sustain them —Farming, pastoral and wild harvest systems should fit the cycles
and ecological balances in nature;

—Should protect and benefit the common environment including
landscapes, climate, habitats, biodiversity, air and water.

Fairness | Organic agriculture should build on | —Ensures fairness for all stakeholders — farmers, workers, proces-
relationships that ensure fairness with | sors, distributors, traders and consumers;
regard to the common environment | —Should provide everyone involved with a good quality of life,
and life opportunities and contribute to food sovereignty and reduction of poverty;

— Animals should be provided with the conditions and opportu-
nities of life that accord with their physiology, natural behaviour
and well-being;

—Natural and environmental resources should be managed in a
way that is socially and ecologically just and should be held in
trust for future generations.

Care Organic agriculture should be mana- |—Efficiency can be enhanced and productivity can be increased,

ged in a precautionary and responsib-
le manner to protect the health and
well-being of current and future gene-
rations and the environment

but this should not be at the risk of jeopardizing health and well-
being;

—Precaution and responsibility are the key concerns in manage-
ment, development and technology choices;

—Should prevent significant risks by adopting appropriate techno-
logies and rejecting unpredictable ones, such as genetic enginee-
ring;

—Decisions should be taken through transparent and participatory
processes.

Source: author’s summarization from IOFAM, 2005

In line with the above principles, Vaarst (2010,
p. 44) has emphasized that “Global organic food sys-
tems in accordance with the organic principles of He-
alth, Ecology, Fairness and Care have the potential to
contribute significantly to future food security and so-
vereignty relying on integrated, robust, resilient, pro-
ductive and ecologically intensified systems, which
are owned by the people practicing these methods in
their daily life.”

Many authors stressed that the sustainable and
multifunctional agricultural production produces en-
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vironmental, social and cultural non-commodity out-
puts, where organic farming plays important role
(FAO, 2008; Hole et al., 2005; Knickel et al., 2006;
Nigli et al., 2008).

Notwithstanding the rapid development of or-
ganic farming, the ongoing threat has been observed
due to ‘conventionalisation’, which has been summa-
rised by Reed (2005) as follows: organic standards
would be lowered with the entry of large-scale busi-
nesses, which would appropriate the profits to be ma-
de in organic farming and undermine existing organic



farmers. ‘Conventionalised’ organic farming would
be conducted in a more intensive, industrialised fas-
hion, reducing any existing differences between the
conventional and organic sectors. Hence, it could be
concluded that conventionalisation among producers
would be reflected in increases in farm size, changes
in the use of marketing channels, and less commit-
ment to organic values and principles.

The growth in the organic sector in the EU has
been influenced by common regulation for organic
farming in the EU introduced in 1991 by the Europe-
an Commission (EC) Regulation (Padel, 2008), the
inclusion of organic farming in the agri-environmen-
tal programmes of the Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) in 1993 (Lampkin, et al., 1999), and by the
growth in consumer demand for organic food (Lohr,
2001). In June 2004 EC (Commission of the Europe-
an Communities, 2004) published the European Ac-
tion Plan for Organic Food and Farming. The plan
outlines a range of policy measures to support the de-
velopment of the organic sector in order to meet con-
sumer demands in a market-oriented way and to de-
liver public goods such as environment protection
and animal welfare. The measures included revision
of the Regulation defining organic food, support for
organic farming through the rural development pro-
gramme and a consumer promotion campaign (Wil-
ler, Kilcher, 2010).

The new European Council (The Council of
the European Union, 2007) Regulation 834/2007 for
organic production (in force since 2009 and replacing
the EU organic Regulation (EEC) 2092/91) sets the
following general objectives for organic production:

1. To establish a sustainable management sys-
tem for agriculture that:
respects nature’s systems and cycles and su-
stains and enhances the health of soil, wa-
ter, plants and animals and the balance bet-
ween them;
contributes to a high level of biological di-
versity;
makes responsible use of energy and the na-
tural resources, such as water, soil, organic
matter and air;
respects high animal welfare standards and
in particular meets animals’ species-speci-
fic behavioural needs;

2. To aim at producing products of high quali-

ty;

3. To aim at producing a wide variety of foods
and other agricultural products that respond to consu-
mers’ demand for goods produced by the use of pro-
cesses that do not harm the environment, human he-
alth, plant health or animal health and welfare.

However, Stolze with co-authors (2000) stres-
sed that in comparison to [IFOAM Basic Standards,
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EU regulation of organic farming failed to cover ma-
ny production areas: animal husbandry and pollu-
tion control, soil and water conservation, storage and
transportation of products, packaging and social jus-
tice etc.

In July 2004, European Commission presented
a new proposal for a Council Regulation on support
for rural development by the European Agricultural
Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) for the pro-
gramming period 2007-2013, which has been agreed
upon in June 2005. The explanatory memorandum of
the new Rural Development Programme (RDP) pre-
sented by the European Commission mentions that af-
ter a period of reforms of the First Pillar of the CAP,
the focus now will be on the reform of rural deve-
lopment policy. However, this does not mean a para-
digm shift but rather a consolidation and administra-
tive simplification making rural development policy
more efficient and coherent (Haring et al., 2005).

Regardless of EU legislation and recommen-
dations requirement for the Member States to deve-
lop their own national Action Plan for Organic Fo-
od and Farming (Commission of the European Com-
munities, 2004), based on the EU statement, the Lat-
via still has failed to produce such a document. Mo-
reover, there were no policy (strategic) documents re-
garding organic farming and food till 2003 (Zemko-
pibas ministrija, 2003). The latest document regar-
ding organic agriculture is Rural Development Plan
(RDP)2007-2013, where the support measures for or-
ganic farming are determined (Zemkopibas ministri-
ja, 2009).

Considering all EU countries in order of presen-
ce or absence of national Action Plan for organic agri-
culture and food, there are some (e.g., Romania, Mal-
ta, Poland, Hungary), inter alia Latvia, which have
not approved the Action Plan (Schmid et. al., 2008).

Research results

Development of organic agriculture

The history of Latvia’s organic agriculture star-
ted in 1990, when there were only three organic far-
mers in the country, but rapid development of orga-
nic farming began after 2001, when the Law “On Ag-
riculture” defined the organic farming and state assig-
ned subsidies for this farming method and an inspec-
tion system according to EU Regulation 2092/91 has
been in force since 2001. As shown in Figure 1 after
Latvia’s accession to the EU in 2004 the number of
organic farms, area of utilized agricultural land under
organic farming, as well as share of organic land in
Latvia’s total utilized agricultural area (UAA) has inc-
reased more than four times.

However, the number of farms dealing with
organic agriculture continued to grow in 2007, alt-



hough the pace decreased. In comparison with 2006,
in year 2007 the total number of organic farms did
not increase significantly, only by 0.4%. In the period
from 2007 to 2008 the growth of number of organic

farms and agricultural land slowed down. In 2008,
as compared to the previous year, the total number
of organic farms did not increase significantly — on-
ly by 2%.

4500
4000 7
3500 T
3000 T
2500 7
2000 7
1500 7
1000 T

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

B Number of farms
E= Certified area, hundred ha
= Share of certified area from utilized agricultural area, %

Fig. 1. Number of organic farms, certified area under organic farming (ha) and
share of certified area in total UAA (%) in Latvia, 1998-2008
Source: author’s calculations based on unpublished data from RSS

The trend of increasing of number of organic
farms from 1998 to 2008 is statistically significant,
where coefficient of determination — R? = 0.84, coef-
ficient of correlation — r = 0.92, level of significance
in both cases — a < 0.01. The same trend has been ob-
served for significant increase of certified area under

organic farming (R>=0.86,r=0.93, 0. < 0.01) in Lat-
via from 2000 until 2008.

Taking into account the rapid development of
area under organic agriculture until 2008, the Latvia
takes the 8" place (Figure 2) among ten world coun-
tries with the highest shares of organic agricultural
land in 2008 (Willer, Kilcher, 2010).
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Fig. 2. The share of area under organic farming in total UAA (%) in these world countries,
where share is above 7%, 2008
Source: author’s calculation and construction based on data from the Global survey on organic farming 2

2 http://www.organic-world.net/statistics-world-area-producers.html
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The performance or economical viability of or-
ganic farms in Latvia has been evaluated and publis-
hed results show that organic farming in Latvia is not
economically viable without subsidies (Melece et al.,
2009).

EU and national support

The state support for organic farming in Lat-
organic farming (Table 2).

via began in 2001, when the farmers engaged in or-
ganic farming could apply for subsidies for organic
farming area and organic animal breeding. This sup-
port for certified areas and certified farm animals was
allocated between 2001 and 2003. In 2002, 167 far-
mers received support via state subsidy programme
which amounted to LVL 276,708, but in 2003 alrea-
dy 292 farmers received support which amounted to
LVL 479,788, stimulating the increase of areas under

Table 2
State support for organic farming in Latvia, 2001-2003
Subsidies 2001 2002 2003
Allocated subsidy amount (thous. LVL) 100 100 307
Paid subsidy amount (thous. LVL) 84.6 276.7 479.8

Source: data from Ministry of Agriculture Republic of Latvia and RSS

After accession to the EU the Latvian organic
farmers for the first time had a possibility to apply
for the EU direct support payments in 2004 and since
then the development of the organic farming in Lat-
via has been supported from EU structural and state
subsidy funds. Latvia’s RDP for 2007-2013 devised
that the measure of “Agri environment payments” is
a priority of Axis 2 (improving the environment and
the countryside), and more than 40% of the total fi-
nancing under the Axis has been granted to this mea-
sure to support the development of organic farming
and integrated horticulture. Sub-measure “Develop-
ment of organic farming” ensures support for farms
or holdings, which are in the process of managing
the utilized agricultural land: 1) produce organic far-
ming products; 2) are in transition period to organic
farming production.

On the EU level various regulations and poli-
cy documents determine that: the measures of RDP
listed under Axis 2 provide enough place to include
organic farming support in the national programmes
and organic farming, where the area support could
be provided under the agri-environmental and ani-
mal welfare measures; it is important to ensure that
the organic farming payments are sufficiently higher
than payments for integrated production. Furthermo-
re, maintenance payments should continue at a suffi-
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cient magnitude to conversion payments; in order to
minimise interregional discrepancy in organic trade,
the new RDP should ensure that an organic farming
scheme will be implemented in each of the national
rural development plans of the forthcoming program-
ming period.

Disregarding the above mentioned EU state-
ment, Latvia has changed the requirements for recei-
ving support or subsidies for organic farmers, which
causes inconveniences for smaller farmers. We would
like to stress that not only in Latvia, but in all EU
Member States and in the world mainly small-sca-
le farms are involved in organic agriculture (Alroe,
2008; Holm, 2006; Parrott & Wright, 2003). In 2008
new Regulation No. 282 of the Cabinet of Ministers
of the Republic of Latvia (Ministru kabinets, 2008)
was adopted, which radically changed the possibili-
ties of organic farmers to receive subsidies. The Re-
gulation requires the minimum farm’s marginal reve-
nue from agricultural production in the previous year
(Table 3), where subsidies have not been included. It
is important to point out that the Regulation asks for
minimum marginal revenue from agricultural produc-
tion, but not from organic production. It means that
farmers could receive the subsidies for organic far-
ming without selling organic products.



Table 3

Requirements for receiving of support for organic farming

Group of crop l;;%g;::’ Farms’ marginal revenue per ha
Permanent meadows and pastures, nectar plants 138 For farms producing meat products and bees’ products:
at least 50 LVL;
For other farms: at least 100 LVL/ha
Field crops (int. al. industrial crops), other crops 108 For farms producing meat products and bees’ products:
in arable land, perennial grassland and gras- at least 50 LVL/ha;
sland in arable land for seed production, fallow For other farms: at least 90 LVL/ha
At least 130 LVL/ha
Vegetables (incl. herbs) and household gardens 357 At least 1000 LVL/ha
Potatoes, starch potatoes 318 At least 1000 LVL/ha;
For starch potatoes: at least 600 LVL/ha
Fruit crops and bush fruits 419 At least 2000 LVL/ha, except new garden (<3 years)

Source: based on Ministru kabinets, 2008; Zemkopibas ministrija, 2009

Taking into account Latvian requirements,
which link the subsidies for organic farming with re-
venue from agricultural production, the further deve-
lopment of organic farming is under threat. Many re-
searchers (Kledal, 2004; Offermann et al., 2009, Tzou-
ramani, 2008; Vasary et al., 2007) argue that direct pa-
yments play an important role in the financial viabili-
ty of many organic farms in both Western and East-
ern European countries, and this importance will furt-

her increase by 2013, where the specific support for
organic farming made within the agri-environmental
programmes is particularly tangible.

Analyzing the trends of Latvian organic farms’
number and received subsidies (thousand LVL) in the
period from 2004 to 2009 as shown in Figure 3, we
can conclude that after 2006 the number of farms and
received amount of subsidies almost did not change
at all.
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Fig. 3. The trend of organic farms’ number and received subsidies (thous. LVL) in Latvia, 2004-2009
Source: author’s calculations and construction based on unpublished data from RSS

Comparing the main indicators or parameters
related to RDP support for organic farming in Lat-
via the same result was seen in the period from 2007

till 2009 (Table 4). As shown in the table, the area of
UAA and number of applications has not increased,
but small trend of decreasing can be observed.

Table 4
Support under RDP for organic farming in Latvia, 2007-2009
Year Indicator Value
2007 Number of applications 4246
Area under support, thous ha 156.26
Payment, thous LVL 10355.86
2008 Number of applications 4441
Area under support, thous ha 176.32
Total payment, thous LVL 11072.62
2009 Number of applications 4202
Area under support, thous ha 169.46
Total payment, thous LVL 12041.78

Source: data from RSS
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Similarly to other new EU Member States
(Luczka-Bakula, 2005; Voicilas, 2008), Latvia’s ac-
cession to the EU in general brought positive tenden-
cies in the development of the organic agriculture sec-
tor. It was mainly encouraged by inclusion of the new
EU Member States into the area of influence of envi-
ronmental instruments of the CAP; creating the pos-
sibility of the acceleration of development of organic
agriculture.

Notwithstanding the received area payment by
organic farmers under RDP, Slabe with co-authors
(2006) argue that area payments are the main support
measure for organic farming in the New Member Sta-
tes, inter alia Latvia, and possible political instru-
ments are, as yet, underdeveloped and underutilized.

Issues of further development

The trends of Latvia’s policy regarding the sup-
port of organic farming indicate the opposite to the re-
formed CAP support payments, which are intended
to support rural development in general and environ-
mentally friendly low-input farming (as opposed to
high-yield intensive farming) more specifically (Ais-
tare, 2000).

Tzouramani (2008) argues that organic farmers
are interested in the future of their farm. The farmers
consider organic agriculture as a superior farming sys-
tem, which also contributes substantially to environ-
mental protection, but they face a lot of constraints,
lack of information, high cost of production and insti-
tutional changes. These conclusions also conform to
Latvia’s situation.

However, the support for development of orga-
nic farming and integrated horticulture is granted in
Latvia according to Rural Development Plan, but in
our opinion, the further development of organic agri-
culture and other environmentally friendly methods
are threatened due to several factors:

+ lack of approved policy and strategic plan-
ning documents of state framework for or-
ganic farming and food;

» requirements for special rate or at least for
marginal revenue from agricultural produc-
tion;

+ great expenses and bureaucratic procedures
for certification;

» shortage of processing and marketing faci-
lities;

» imperfection information;

* bureaucratic procedures and various restric-
tions on small-scale processing (distinctive
in the different regions of the country?;

3 Differences depend on knowledge and perception of individual
inspectors of Food and Veterinary Service
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* bureaucratic procedures for sale and in so-
me cases sales prohibition, inter alia e-com-
merce, and prohibition of organic products’
direct sale for catering sector, particularly
local, hotels, guest-houses; hospitals, day-
care centres etc.

In our opinion the results of survey done by
Marketing House Ltd. (2006), conducted a few years
ago, show main reasons restricting further develop-
ment of Latvian organic farming and still remain topi-
cal. Although 54% of respondents (organic farmers)
argued that they did not have problems, 46% of res-
pondents stressed that the main reasons restricting
further development of organic farming are as fol-
lows:

* low or similar purchase prices comparing

to conventional production (16.1%);

* lack of sale possibilities (9.6%);

» difficulties with seed purchase (4.2%);

* lack of machinery (3.6%);

» imperfection of information (3.6%);

 insufficient financial resources (3.0);

 large bureaucracy (2.9%);

» shortage of processing enterprises (2.0%)
etc.

In public mass media Latvia’s organic produ-
cers stress that the lack of processing possibilities is
the most important restricting factor for further deve-
lopment of organic agriculture. Comparing the num-
ber of organic farms, which exceed 4 thousand, and
53 processing and/or packaging enterprises, most of
which are small-scale and process and use raw mate-
rials produced by themselves, we see lack of proces-
sing facilities. Despite the fact that the number of pro-
cessing facilities has risen from 2007 significantly —
nearly 3 times (Table 5), there is insufficient number
of places for processing of organic production, parti-
cularly of animal origin; as shown in the Table below
only one organic meat processing enterprise is regis-
tered in Latvian FVS.

However, the practice of the EU countries was
shown by Haring with co-authors (2005) who argu-
ed that support measures of organic farming could be
specifically targeted to favour organic agri-tourism,
and farm shops, but could also provide incentives for
village restaurants and hotels to use local, organic raw
materials. As an example the authors describe the si-
tuation with “Bio-Hotels”, which is an association of
independent hotels offering holidays based on envi-
ronmentally friendly tourism and organic products,
available in many different regions in Austria, Germa-
ny, Italy, Switzerland, Spain and Ireland. Through al-
liances with local organic farmers and constant deve-
lopments and improvements in their product ranges,
their standards are maintained.



Table 5

Type of Latvia’s production / processing enterprises and their number in 2007 and 2010

Type of production/processing enterprise Numb2e(1)'007f processing entze(;' lp J 1(sle:‘/(€2;‘ms
Processing and/or packing of products of plant origin 4 20
Milk processing (milk products including cheese) 4 7
Milk collection 2 -
Rabbit slaughterhouse 1 1
Low capacity cattle and sheep slaughterhouse 1 -
Bread and bakery 1 2
Honey packing 1 2
Oil processing - 1
Goat milk processing - 4
Grain storage 3 1
Meat processing - 1
Rye’s malt - 1
Hempseed’s butter - 1
Total 17 41

Source: author’s calculations based on data from FVS databases

There are many restrictions on and strong re-
quirements for processing, catering and farm shop fa-
cilities and activities in Latvia, which limit the furt-
her development of processing and marketing of orga-
nic food (Melece, 2006). The requirements regarding
facilities and self-control system, which include the
strict demands in written procedures and records, are
the same for all size of enterprises, inter alia micro-
enterprises. Fulfilling all the requirements is time and
money consuming.

Conclusions

Like in other countries, for organic agriculture
in Latvia it is important to resolve the issues concer-
ning healthy and local food, resources, and ecologi-
cal security, inter alia biodiversity, water and soil con-
tamination etc., increasing farmers’ income, promo-
ting the sustainable development, and improving the
competitiveness of Latvian organic products in the na-
tional and international markets. The importance and
place of this kind of agricultural production is outli-
ned by support through measures of Rural Develop-
ment Plan 2007-2013.

After Latvia’s accession to the EU in 2004 the
number of organic farms, area of utilized agricultu-
ral land under organic farming, as well as share of or-
ganic land in Latvia’s total utilized agricultural area
has increased more than four times. Nevertheless, the
trends of previous years (2008-2009) show that the
development has been almost halted.

The gaps between Latvia’s and EU organic po-
licy and support system still exist. The lack of appro-
ved strategy and acting plan for the production, pro-
cessing, labelling and marketing of organically produ-
ced products should be tackled. For promotion, deve-
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lopment of organic agriculture the devising of natio-
nal Action Plan of Organic Farming and Food and its
approving on governmental level is substantially ne-
cessary. Absence of policy and strategy documents,
contributing and encouraged legislation without re-
strictions for organic agriculture and food, particular-
ly processing and sale activities, hinder farmers’ en-
trepreneurial activity in this sphere.

Despite the fact that the number of processing
facilities has risen from 2007 significantly (more than
3 times), there is insufficient number of places for
processing the organic production, particularly of ani-
mal origin. Insufficient or absent processing and sa-
le facilities and possibilities, decreasing demand as
well as shortage of various information for organic
producers has complicated the future of organic sec-
tor in Latvia.

In Latvia organic farming is not economically
viable without the subsidies and conventional agricul-
ture would be preferred by all farmers, regardless of
their degree of risk aversion. Taking into account the-
se predictions, the national Regulation (Ministru kabi-
nets, 2008), considerably influencing the number of
farms, particularly small, that are eligible for support,
could be abolished.
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JI. Menene

Jpy:kecTBeHHOE IS OKPYKAIOLIEi cpeabl ceJIbCKOoe X03icTBO: MPodjeMbl pa3BuTus B JlaTBun

Pesrome

JIBammars IepBhIid BEK 9aCTO HA3BIBAIOT «3ETICHBIM»
BEKOM, M B 3TOM BEKE MPUXOAUTCS CTAJIKHUBATHCSA CO BCE
Oosiee cepbe3HBIMH NMPOOJIEMaMHU OKPYIKaromeH Cpesibl 1
MIPUPOAHBIX PECYPCOB, U BCE 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIC CTPAHHI,
B 0cobeHHOCTH B EBpoTIIe, TOKHBI e CTBOBATh HA OCHOBE
JIOJITOCPOYHON  CTpaTeTrMy pPas3BHUTHS, ynessisi ocoboe
BHUMAaHHE TMPOM3BOACTBH MPOJOBOJILCTBHA. [TToOambHOE
pa3BUTHE OHOJOTMYECKOTO CEIBCKOTO XO3AHCTBA, a Tak
)K€ HIMPOKOe MPUMEHEHHUE aJbTEePHATUBHOTO CEIbCKOTO
XO3SHCTBa WM CEIBCKOTO XO3siicTBa ¢ Ooliee HHU3KHM
BHEIIIHUM BIIMSHUEM — 3TO Pe3yJbTaT IOMCKOB MOIEIeH
JIOATOCPOYHOOT0. DKOJOTMUYECKOe MPOU3BOACTBO TaKXKe
WTPACT BXHYIO POJIb B JAbHEHINIEM pa3BUTHH MIPEIIPH-
HHMATeJIbCTBA B CEJILCKOM MECTHOCTH U B ()OPMUPOBAHHU
LIEMIOYKH TOBAPOB CENIbCKOX03AHCTBEHHOI O IPOU3BOJICTBA C
J00aBOYHOM CTOMMOCTHIO. boJiee Toro, 3KOJIOrHYeCKOe 3eM-
Jienenue 1aeT MaisiM pepmepaM ocoObIie TPEUMYIIIECTBA.

Buonoruueckoe cenbckoe XO34HCTBO KakK 3KOJIO-
THYCCKH ONArOMpHUATHBIA ¥ JONTOCPOYHBIA  METOX
MPOM3BOACTBA MOAJCPKHUBACTCS HA MEXKIYHAPOIHOM
n peruoHansHoM (EBpomeiickoM), B TOM wuucie u
JlarBuiickoM YpOBHE M MpPU3HAH BAXXKHOU COCTaBIIAIOILEH
JIOATOCPOYHOTO CENTbCKOXO3IHCTBEHHOTO IIPOU3BOICTRA

ITocne Bcrymnenus B Esponelickuii Coro3 Jlar-
BHICKHE 3€MJIC/ICITBIIEI BIIEPBBIC TIOTYYMIH BO3ZMOKHOCTD
obparuthes 3a TpsiMON monaepkkoii EBpocoro3a B 2004
TOy M C TeX MOp pa3BHTHE OMOJIOTHYECKOTO CEIBCKOTO
x03siicTBa B JIaTBUHM TOANEPKUBAIOCH CTPYKTYPHBIMH
¢dboumamu EC u rocymapcTBeHHBIMU (hOHIaMHU CyOCHIHU-
posanust. [nan JlarBun o «Pa3BuTHe cenbekoi MeCTHOCTH
Ha2007-2013 rr.» npexycMarpuBall, 4To cucreMa « Boimar
1o arpocpefie» SBIAETCS NPUOPUTETHBIM it 2 Ocu
(ynmyulieHue Ookpy’Karollel cpefpl U CeNbCKUX PalioHOB),
u 6onee 40% obmiero puHancupoBanus Mo OcH OTBEICHO
JUIA STOH CHCTEMBl BBIIIAT C MENBI0 IOJACPKAHUS
pa3BUTUSL OMOJIOTHYECKOTO CEJIBbCKOIO0 XO3SIMCTBAa M ca-
TOBONCTBA. «Pa3BUTHE OMOIOTHYECKOTO CEIHCKOTO XO-
3sicTBa», KaK YacTh CHUCTEMBI BBIIIIAT, OOCCIIEUMBACT
MOJJIEPKKY CEIbCKMM XO3fIiCTBaM WM JepiKaTessiM
3eMelb, KOTOpBIe 00padaThBalOT  WCIOJNB30BaHHEIC
CEeJIbCKOXO3SUCTBEHHBIE 3eMJIM: 1) TIPOU3BOMSAT DKOJIOTH-
YECKHUE CEIbCKOX03HCTBEHHBIE IPOIYKTHI; 2) HAXOIATCA B
CTaJIN| Iepexo/ia Ha SKOJOTHUIECKOE CEITbCKOE XO3IHCTBO.

B crneactBue Takoil MOANEPKKH YUCIO OHOIO-
THUECKUX CEeNbCKUX XO34HCTB, KOJIMYECTBO CEJIbCKO-
XO03SHCTBEHHBIX 3¢MEITh, HAXOIAIHXCATION ONOTOT TIE CKIM
HCTIOTB30BAaHIEM, a TAKXKE 0N ONOJIOTHYECKOM 3eMITH Ha
00111ee KOJIMYECTBO UCTIOIH30BAaHHOM B CEJILCKOM XO3SIHCTBE
JIaTBUHCKOM 3eMJIM yBeTTMYMIIACH BUECTHIpe pa3a. Pesynbrarer
MTOKA3BIBAIOT, YTO YBEIMUYCHHE 4YHCIA DKOJOTHYECKUX
3emienenuii ¢ 1998 nmo 2008 roj cTaTUCTUYECKH OUYCHb
3HAYUTEIBHO: TPH  KOAPPUIMEHTE OIPEIACICHHOCTH
R? = 0.84, xoadpdurmente xkoppemsinuu r = 0.92, ypoBeHb
3HAQUUTENILHOCTH B oboux ciyyasx - o < 0.01. Taxas
ke TeHneHuusa Haomomaerca B Jlarsum ¢ 2000 mo 2008
TOI B CYIIECTBEHHOM YBEIMYCHUH KOJMUYECTBA 3EMENb
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MOATBEPKICHHBIX I 9KOJOTHYECKOTO
(R2=0.86,r=0.93, 0 <0.01).

[IpuHUMast BO BHUMaHHE OBICTPOE PA3BUTHUE 3EMETTh
HCIIOJIb3YEMBIX ISl DKOJIOTHUYECKOTO 3emienenust 10 2008
rozaa, JIaTBus 3aHMMAaeT BOCBMOE MECTO B CITUCKE JIECATH
CTpaH C CaMbIM BBICOKUM B MUPE YPOBHEM HUCIIOJIb30BAHUS
3eMenb B Onosornueckorom 3emirenenne Ha 2008 rox. Tem
He MeHee, TeHAeHIMH mocieqHux Jjetr (2008-2009 rr.)
[IOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO PA3BUTHUE MOYTH TPHUOCTAHOBUIIOCH.

B 2008 romy JlarBus m3MeHWiIa TpeOOBaHUA M
TTOJIZICPKKH WITH TTOJTYYEHU S CYOCH U TSt OMOIOT MU e CKUX
3eMJICICIBIICB, YTO BBI3BAIO OCCITOKOMCTBA CPEIH MaJIbIX
3eMJICICNBICB. ABTOp TOMYEPKUBACT, YTO HE TOJBKO B
JlaTBun, HO M B cTpaHax-uieHax EBpocoro3a 1 BO BceM MUpe
OHMOJIOTUYECKHM 3eMJICIICIIEM 3aHUMAIOTCS B OCHOBHOM
MaJble celbckue xo3siictea. B 2008 roqy ObLT0 MPUHSTO
nosoe IlocranoBnenme Ne. 282 KabGmuera MHHHCTpOB
JlarBuiickoiiPecry0nrku, KOTopoe cy1ecTBeHHO N3MEHUIIO
ITaHCHI OMOIOTHYECKIX CEbCKUX XO3AUCTB Ha TOTyUCHIEe
cyocunmif. IlocTaHoBieHHE NpexycMaTpUBaeT HAIUYHE
JI00ABOYHOTO JIOXOJa OT MPOJIaX CEIbCKOXO3SIMCTBEHHOM
MIPOIYKITAH 3a TPEABITYIIHH ro 6e3 ydeTa CyOCHIIiA.

[Tpunumast BO BHUMaHHE JaTBUICKUE TpeOOBaHuUS,
KOTOpBIC TPUBS3BIBAIOT CYOCHIUU HAa OHOJIOTHYECKOE
3eMJIeIeNTHe K JOXOAY OT IPOIaKH CeITbCKOX03IHCTBCHHOM
MPOAYKIIMH, JaJIbHEHIIIee pa3BUTHE OMOIOTHUECKOTO 3eM-
JIeIeNUsl HaXOUTCS MoJ| yrpo3oi. MHorue HayudHble HC-
CJIeZIOBATEIH TOKA3BIBAIOT, YTO TMPSAMBIC BHIIIIATHI UTPAIOT
BaXKHYO POJIb B (PMHAHCOBOM KU3HECIIOCOOHOCTH MHOTHX
9KOJIOTUUECKUX 3eMJIC/ICINI Kak B CTpaHax 3araHoi, TaK
1 B BocTouHOU EBpoOm®BI, U 3Ta pors OyHeT CTaHOBUTHCA
emte 6omnee BaxxHOU K 2013 romy, korma ocobast momaepKka
9KOJIOTUYCCKHUX 3EeMJICJCNUi OyleT IIaBHBIM 00pa3oM
OCYIIIECTBIATECS B PaMKaxX 3KO-CEITbCKOXO3SHCTBEHHBIX
MIPOTPaMM.

OpHako, pa3BUTHC OHMOJIIOTHYECKOTO 3EeMIICICITHS
U cajoBoacTBA B JlaTBMM HAXOAWTCS TIOA YTPO30H IO
HECKOJIBKUM MPUYMHAM: HEIOCTATOK OIOOPEHHBIX MO~
TUYECKUX CTPATErHii U CTPATETHYECKUX TOCYIapCTBEHHBIX
MpOTpaMM TI0 OHOJTOTHYECKOMY CEIBCKOMY XO3SICTBY H
MIPOAOBOJILCTBHIO; 0COObIe TpeOOBaHMS MO JOOABOYHOTO
JIOXO/1a OT CEJIbCKOXO3WCTBEHHOW TMPOIYKIUHU; BBICO-
KHe pacxXoibl, B TOM YHCJIe U Ha OIOPOKpaTHYECKUE TIPO-
Leaypsl CepTH(PHUKANNN;, HETOCTATOK BO3MOKHOCTEH H
MECT IepepabOTKU M TOPrOBIIU; HEJA0CTATO4HOE HH(pOP-
MAaIloOHHOEe oOecreueHne; OpPOKpaTHIecKue IIpolle-
Iypel M Pa3sHOTO pOjAa OTPaHWYCHHSA IS Majoro Ipo-
M3BOJNICTBA (pa3iMyHbIC IS Pa3HBIX PETHOHOB CTPaHbI);
OIOPOKPATHYECKUE CIOKHOCTH WIIA B HEKOTOPBIX CITydYasix
JTake OTPaHUYCHUS Ha TOPTOBIIIO, B TOM YHCIIE U TOPTOBITIO
B MHTEepHETE U 3alpeThl Ha MPSIMYIO TOPTOBITIO C CEKTOPOM
OOIIIECTBEHHOTO MUTAHWSA, B TOM 4YHCIC B IIKOJAX,
MMAaHCHOHATAaX U T. JI.
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