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Abbreviations

CGAP
LATLIT

LT

LV
RBMP
RBD
WISE

WFD

Code of Good Agricultural Practice

Latvia—Lithuania Cross Border Cooperation Programme under the
European Territorial Cooperation Objective 2007-2013

Lithuania

Latvia

River Basin Management Plan

River Basin District

WEFD database, which contains data from River Basin Management Plans
reported by EU Members States according to article 13 of the Water
Framework Directive

Directive 2000/60/EC of 23 October 2000 establishing a framework for the
Community action in the field of water policy (Water Framework
Directive)
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SUMMARY

Latvia and Lithuania share Lielupe and Venta river basins. Both countries contribute to the
pollution of the rivers; therefore, common actions are needed to combat the pollution and to
improve the ecological status of water bodies. The EU Water Framework Directive
2000/60/EC (WFD) requires managing waters on the basis of river basins. In 2010, River
Basin District Management Plans were prepared (for the first six-year planning cycle) and
approved in Latvia and Lithuania for the national parts of Lielupe and Venta River Basin
Districts (RBDs). Insufficient coordination between the countries has left a number of water
management issues to be resolved in the next river basin management cycles.

Agricultural pollution is one of the main pressures on water bodies in both Lielupe and Venta
RBDs and in both countries.

The objective of the project was to clarify the opinion and willingness of farmers in Lielupe
and Venta river basin districts to implement measures for reduction of diffuse pollution from
agricultural sources. To this end, two types of surveys were carried out:

- Survey of specialists, which aimed at providing better understanding of how specialists
see agricultural pollution problems in Lielupe and Venta RBDs, what their attitude
toward various agri-environmental measures designed to reduce water pollution is, and
how decisions on these measures should be taken. The opinion of the specialists was
taken into account when developing a questionnaire for farmers;

- Survey of farmers, which aimed at providing better understanding of farmers’ opinion
on water protection and environmental protection in general, their views on their role
in the improvement of the water quality, reasons for failing to implement
environmental requirements, as well as the acceptability of various existing measures
(i.e. mandatory agri-environmental measures or measures meeting the requirements for
good agricultural practice) and potential new agri-environmental measures (so-called
supplementary measures).

Specialists and farmers were interviewed face-to-face in order to obtain as informal answers
as possible. The interviews were taken from 32 specialists/decision makers from Latvian and
Lithuanian agricultural and environmental institutions; the surveys were carried out on 602
Latvian and Lithuanian farmers in Lielupe and Venta river basins.

The specialists and farmers were asked about mandatory and supplementary measures.
Supplementary measures might be needed to achieve good ecological status of waters in
accordance with the WFD.

The mandatory measures include the following:

- Construction of manure and slurry storages meeting environmental requirements
(which reduces nutrient leaching to the soil and water);

- Development and implementation of fertilisation plans meeting environmental
requirements (these plans reveal optimal fertilisation norms and help to balance the
ratio of nutrients in the soil);

- Application of fertilisation norms meeting environmental requirements (fertilisation
norms indicate the minimum amount of fertilisers needed by plants, thus preventing
surplus nutrients which usually leach into deeper soil layers);
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- Application of fertilisers in a proper time (avoiding spreading mineral fertilisers or
manure at times of high risk, thus reducing nitrate leaching and loss of nitrogen

through surface run-off);

- Establishment of winter or perennial plant cover in the winter (as recommended in the
Code of Good Agricultural Practice) (a plant cover helps take up residual nitrate and
other nutrients from the soil after the main crop has been harvested in the summer or

early autumn, leaving less nitrate available for leaching over the winter);

- Crop rotation to prevent erosion in hilly areas (as recommended in the Code of Good

Agricultural Practice).

Supplementary measures would be needed if mandatory measures were not sufficient to reach

good ecological status of water resources:
Measures related to fertilisation

- Development and implementation of fertilisation plans (also include soil analysis);
- Application of reduced fertilisation norms compared to norms for highest yields;

- Preparation of nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous) balance, allowing long-term

planning of fertiliser use (when fertilisation plans are not developed);

- Replacement of mineral fertilisers with green manure crops (green manure crops could
be sown in spring and ploughed in the middle of summer; other types of green manure

could be used as well).

Other supplementary measures

- Construction of manure and slurry storages meeting environmental requirements (this
measure would be relevant for those farmers for whom it was not mandatory so far);
- Construction of artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies (wetlands can help

capture nutrients from agricultural run-off before entering water bodies);

- Conversion of cultivated fields into extensive grassland (this measure reduces nutrient

leakage to waters due to lower inputs in the soil);

- Allowing renaturalisation (re-meandering) of natural, previously straightened,
riverbeds in farmers’ fields (after re-meandering, rivers usually become longer

resulting in better conditions for self-purification);

- Improvement of fertilisation technology (machinery/equipment; it would improve

fertiliser insertion into soil and reduce nutrient leaching into water);

- Sowing catch crops for the winter (catch crops take up nutrients; therefore, after
harvesting the main crops, lower amounts of nutrients are left in the soil for the winter,

when the surface run-off is the highest);

- Conversion from conventional to organic farming (nutrient use efficiency is higher and
nutrient losses to the environment are lower in an organic than in a conventional farm);
- Leaving unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the winter (this measure helps

prevent soil erosion);

- Establishment of an additional vegetation buffer strip, located on an arable field next
to a watercourse (stream, river, or lake) (such strip may reduce losses of mineral

nutrients and prevent contamination of water with pesticides);

- Application of crop rotation, including legumes and green manure crops (a growing
crop that is ploughed under the soil to improve soil fertility and reduce nutrients

leaching).



Acceptability and Willingness of Farmers to Implement Measures for Reduction of Agricultural
Pollution in Venta and Lielupé River Basins

Results of the survey of specialists

Two thirds of the specialists in both countries (23 out of 32 respondents) think that mandatory
agri-environmental measures are not sufficient to combat agricultural pollution of waters. In
order to achieve good status of water bodies, supplementary measures are required as well.
The level of usefulness of potential supplementary measures according to the Latvian and
Lithuanian specialists is provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Opinion of specialists (those who think that the existing measures are not sufficient)
on the usefulness of potential supplementary measures, number of respondents

Not | CoUld | Hiohly
Measure be
useful* useful*®
useful*

Improve fertilisation technology 3 20
Develop and implement fertilisation plans according to the 4 19
approved Methodology for the Development of Fertilisation
Plans
Establish a 5 m wide additional vegetation buffer zone, located 7 15
on an arable field next to watercourse (stream, river or lake)
Plant sandy and mixed land with catch crops 2 10 10
Prepare nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous) balance, 2 13 8
allowing long-term planning of fertiliser use (when fertilisation
plans are not developed)
Replace mineral fertilisers with green manure crops for 4 9 8
improving soil fertility and plant growing conditions
Leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the winter 4 11 7
Allow renaturalisation (re-meandering) of the natural, 8 6
previously straightened, riverbeds
Convert from conventional to organic farming 7 11 4
Construct artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies 2 16 3
Convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland 9 10 3
Apply reduced fertilisation norms compared to optimal ones 11 10 1

*Note: Not all respondents answered to all sub-questions on each proposed measure.
Results of the survey of farmers

The questionnaire for farmers contained questions about their socio-economic background,
types and activities of farms, water pollution problems, application of agri-environmental
measures, barriers preventing the successful implementation of environmental requirements,
farmers’ willingness to implement mandatory and supplementary agri-environmental
measures for reduction of water pollution, and their opinion on the effectiveness of these
measures. The farmers had also to indicate reasons for not willing to implement
supplementary measures.

Farmers’ opinion on water pollution problems

All farmers in both countries recognise the importance of agricultural activities for
groundwater and surface water quality. A little more than one third of the farmers think that
the application of agri-environmental measures, such as fertilisation timing, use of mineral
fertilisers, and leaching from manure storages, affects the water quality to some extent.
However, quite a big part of the farmers in Latvia think that agricultural pollution contributes
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only up to 10% of the total water pollution. 53% of the Lithuanian farmers think that
agriculture contributes to water pollution by 10-50%.

Results of the implementation of mandatory measures
A detailed analysis of the implementation of mandatory agri-environmental measures or
measures meeting requirements for good agricultural practice showed that actions in this area

leave much to be desired, since the measures had not been implemented in all farms yet.

Table 2. Share of the respondents who have already implemented mandatory measures or
measures meeting requirements for good agricultural practice, %

Measure Latvia Lithuania
Manure storage meeting environmental requirements 43.0% 60.9%
Slurry storage meeting environmental requirements 21.5% 65.6%
Fertilisation plan meeting environmental requirements 63.6% 32.5%
Fertilisation norms meeting environmental requirements 84.3% 87.7%
Application of fertilisers in a proper time 83.6% 95%
Winter or perennial plant cover in the winter (as recommended in 77% 32.0%
the Code of Good Agricultural Practice (CGAP)) '
Crop rotation to prevent erosion in hilly areas (as recommended in 329 29%

the Code of Good Agricultural Practice)

The situation still has to be improved in both countries. The biggest gap relates to the
construction of manure and slurry storages and preparation of fertilisation plans.
Implementation of these measures seems to be difficult due to too high costs of the measures.

The level of the implementation of other mandatory measures, such as application of
fertilisation norms meeting environmental requirements or application of fertilisers in a proper
time, is quite good in both countries, but needs some improvement as well.

Measures of good agricultural practice have been implemented by a small number of farmers,
except for the requirement to establish a winter or perennial plant cover in the winter, which
has been met by 77% of the Latvian respondents.

The farmers of both countries pointed out insufficient national financial support for the
implementation of environmental measures and stated that this was the main reason for non-
compliance. Excessive red tape for obtaining compensations was indicated as quite an
important reason by the Lithuanian farmers as well. The Lithuanian farmers who have already
been applying mandatory measures and measures meeting requirements for good agricultural
practice noted that they were able to do this due to the EU financial assistance. Meanwhile the
Latvian farmers who have been implementing related measures expressed their environmental
concerns and gave priority to the environmental protection reason.

The farmers also indicated that they lacked knowledge about local environmental problems
and their obligations regarding the compliance with environmental matters. As noted by the
farmers themselves, raising environmental awareness could be very helpful in protecting the
water bodies.
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Farmers’ opinion on the effectiveness of various agri-environmental measures

The opinion of Latvian and Lithuanian farmers on the effectiveness of various measures was
basically alike. The construction of manure and slurry storages, improvement of fertilisation
technology, application of reduced fertilisation norms, and development and implementation
of fertilisation plans were indicated as the most effective measures by most of the farmers
surveyed in both Lielupe and Venta RBDs. It should be noted that the improvement of
fertilisation technology and development of fertilisation plans was rated as highly useful by
the specialists as well.

Implementation of supplementary measures

The survey showed that more farmers have already been applying supplementary measures in
Latvia than in Lithuania.

Apply reduced fertilisation norms compared to optimal norms
Improve fertilisation technology

Apply crop rotation including legumes and green manure crop
Leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the winter
Prepare nutrients (N and P) balance

Replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crop

Establish additional vegetation strip along the watercourse
Sow catch crops for the winter

Convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland

Convert from conventional to organic farming

Construct artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies
Allow renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mLlithuania mlatvia

Figure 1. Share of the respondents who have already implemented supplementary agri-
environmental measures

The most popular measure among Latvian and Lithuanian farmers was the application of
reduced fertilisation norms compared to the norms for highest yields (implemented by 67%
and 35% of the respondents, respectively). About one third of the Latvian farmers said that
they were improving fertilisation technology, applying crop rotation, and developing
fertilisations plans. Reduced fertilisation norms and leaving unploughed fields with crop
stubbles over the winter were applied by approximately one third of the Lithuanian farms.

As to the willingness to implement supplementary measures, the largest share of Latvian
farmers would apply crop rotation and prepare nutrients balance (24% of the respondents)
without getting financial support. Lithuanian farmers mostly support sowing of catch crops for
the winter (28% of the respondents) and improvement of fertilisation technology (27% of the
respondents).

10
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Sow catch crops for the winter
Improve fertilisation technology

Prepare nutrients (N and P) balance

Apply crop rotation including legumes and green manure crop
Apply reduced fertilisation norms compared to optimal norms
Replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crop
Leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the winter

Establish additional vegetation strip along the watercourse

Allow renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds

Convert from conventional to organic farming
Construct artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies

Convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mLlithuania mlatvia

Figure 2. Share of the respondents who would be ready to implement supplementary agri-
environmental measures

Lithuanian farmers would generally be more eager to implement environmental measures if
they received compensations. The share of those who demonstrated their willingness to
implement the measures exceeded the Latvian one for all types of supplementary measures.
This result could be explained by the fact that Latvian farmers are not sure about the
effectiveness of some measures (for example, establishment of additional vegetation strips
along watercourses, leaving crop stubbles over the winter and construction of artificial
wetlands between fields and water bodies) and they do not want to reduce their agricultural
land area without being confident that certain measures would be beneficial to the
environment.Usually, the financial support does not cover all construction and maintenance
expenses of a measure. The measure which would be implemented by the largest number of
Lithuanian (53%) and Latvian (32%) farmers if they received compensation is establishment
of vegetation buffer strips along a watercourse.

11
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Establish additional vegetation strip along the watercourse
Prepare nutrients (N and P) balance

Replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crop

Improve fertilisation technology

Sow catch crops for the winter

Apply crop rotation including legumes and green manure crop
Convert from conventional to organic farming

Leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the winter

Construct artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies

Convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland
Apply reduced fertilisation norms compared to optimal norms

Allow renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mLlithuania mlatvia

Figure 3. Share of the respondents who would implement supplementary agri-environmental
measures only if they received compensation

A higher percentage of Latvian farmers compared to Lithuanians expressed their
unwillingness to implement any supplementary measures. More than half of the respondents
would not agree to convert from conventional to organic farming, from cultivated fields into
extensive grasslands, to allow renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds, to construct artificial
wetlands between fields and water bodies, and to sow catch crops for the winter (50-65% of
the respondents). Approximately one third of the farmers would not replace mineral fertilisers
with green manure crops, would not leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the
winter, and would not prepare nutrient balance (33-39% of the respondents). More than half of
the Lithuanian farmers would not agree to convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland
(53% of the respondents), more than one third would not allow renaturalisation of the natural
riverbeds in their fields, would not convert from conventional to organic farming, and would
not construct artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies (43-39% of the respondents).

12
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Convert from conventional to organic farming
Convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland

Allow renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds

Construct artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies
Sow catch crops for the winter

Replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crop

Leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the winter
Prepare nutrients (N and P) balance

Establish additional vegetation strip along the watercourse

Apply crop rotation including legumes and green manure crop
Improve fertilisation technology
Apply reduced fertilisation norms compared to optimal norms

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 90% 100%
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Figure 4. Share of the respondents who would not implement supplementary agri-
environmental measures

Conclusions and Recommendations

The findings of the surveys of specialists and farmers revealed a number of shortcomings and
allowed suggesting appropriate recommendations that should be taken into account for
increasing the effectiveness of water protection management:

- The use of mineral fertilisers has not been regulated in Lithuania; this is a very
important drawback in the system of agricultural pollution reduction.

- There is a lack of mixed crop and animal farming in Lithuanian part of Lielupe and
Venta RBDs. Crop production is the most common farming activity. This leads
unbalanced and highly polluting activities.

- Implementation of agri-environmental measures requires an integral approach. There
is a lack of evaluation of environmental benefits that could be achieved through
supportive measures under the Rural Development Programme.

- Pollution rising from fishing ponds in the Venta RBD should be properly accounted
for. More detailed information is required on the amount of feed supplied to fish, its
nutritional composition, concentration of chemical substances in fisheries
production, and quantities of production.

- There is also a need to change methods for assessing pollution loads from large
livestock farms and leaching of biogens in the Lielupe RBD. It is not correct to
evaluate only annual average leachate concentrations — instead, different periods
should be looked at taking into consideration the water content in the soil during a
certain year.

- There is a lack of training and education of farmers. They should learn more about
opportunities to apply modern technologies and new agri-environmental measures. It
1s important that farmers receive information about the specific situation in the area

13
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where they conduct farming activities. Advisory services should be adjusted to the
areas and local needs.

- Relationship between controlling authorities and farmers should be improved,
focusing on the advisory and supportive character of such relationship. On the other
hand, more control should be secured in vegetation periods when pesticides are
spread.

- More attention should be paid to the slurry problem in pig farms.

- Lack of political will continues to be an important obstacle for environmental
improvements in the agricultural sector.

- Financial support should be awarded only to farmers who meet requirements for
good agricultural practices. On the other hand, the red tape surrounding
compensations should be minimised.

- Information on and inventory of the actual quantities of fertilisers and pesticides
should be considerably improved.

- Scientific knowledge and research activities should be expanded, initiating
collaboration between ecologists and agronomists.

- More extensive monitoring of water and soil in agricultural areas is required.

The outputs of the project are of great interest both for Lithuanian and Latvian environmental
authorities responsible for river basin management and will contribute to the improvement of
the water quality in the Venta and Lielupe River Basin Districts. Surveys of specialists and
farmers on environmental measures to reduce water pollution from agricultural sources have a
multiple effect. The survey findings help prioritise and justify agri-environmental measures in
river basin management plans and inform farmers (the public) on the importance of
agricultural pollution and measures to combat it. Moreover, such surveys bring Latvian and
Lithuanian specialists together and provide key expertise for the development of international
Lielupe and Venta River Basin District Management plans in the future.

14
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KOPSAVILKUMS

Lielupes un Ventas upju baseinu apgabali aptver Lietuvas un Latvijas teritorijas. Ta ka upes
piesarnosana notiek abu So valstu teritorijas, lai cinitos pret Udenstilpju piesarnosanu un
uzlabotu ekologisko situaciju tajas, ir nepiecieSama kopiga riciba. Padomes Direktiva
2000/60/EK ar ko izveido sistéemu Kopienas ricibai tidens resursu politikas joma (Udenu
struktiirdirektiva) nosaka, ka tidens resursu apsaimniekosSana javeic, balstoties uz upju baseinu
iedalfjuma principu. 2010. gada Latvija un Lietuva tika sagatavoti un apstiprinati katras valsts
teritorija esoSo Lielupes un Ventas upju baseinu apgabalu apsaimniekoSanas plani (seSu gadu
planosanas periodam). Nepietiekamas starpvalstu sadarbibas rezultata tajos netika ieklauti
vairaki ar tdens resursu apsaimniekoSanu saistiti jautajumi, kurus paredzéts ieklaut nakama
planosanas perioda upju baseinu apgabalu apsaimniekoSanas planos.

Lauksaimnieciskas darbibas izraisitais piesarnojums ir viens no lielakajiem piesarnojumiem
gan Lielupes, gan Ventas upju sateces baseinu apgabalos (turpmak teksta — apgabali) abu
valstu teritorijas.

Projekta uzdevums bija noskaidrot Lielupes un Ventas apgabalos saimniekojoso
lauksaimnieku viedokli par lauksaimnieciskas darbibas izraisito diftizo piesarnojumu un
gatavibu istenot ta samazinasanai nepiecieSamos pasakumus. Lai Tstenotu So uzdevumu, tika
veiktas divu veidu aptaujas:

- specialistu aptauja, kuras mekis bija noskaidrot specialistu viedokli par Lielupes un
Ventas apgabalu piesarpojumu, ko izraisa lauksaimnieciska darbiba, attiecksmi pret
dazadiem agrovides pasakumiem, kas versti uz tidens piesarnojuma samazinasanu, un
sanemt priekslikumus par lémumu pienemsSanu attieciba uz Siem pasakumiem.
Specialistu viedoklis tika nemts véra, sastadot lauksaimniekiem paredz&tas anketas.

- lauksaimnieku aptauja, kuras mékis bija noskaidrot lauksaimnieku viedokli attieciba
uz tidenu aizsardzibu un vides aizsardzibu kopuma, vinu izpratni par to, kada ir vinu
loma tidens resursu kvalitates uzlaboSana, atklat iemeslus, kap&c netiek ieverotas vides
aizsardzibas prasibas, un noskaidrot, cik piepemami viniem Skiet Sobrid Istenojamie
(t.1i., pamata agrovides pasakumi vai labas lauksaimniecibas prakses nosacijumi) un
potenciali 1stenojamie agrovides pasakumi (ta deévétie papildus pasakumi).

Specialistu un lauksaimnieku aptaujas bija konfidencialas (anketu aizpildiSana nepiedalijas
tre$as personas), lai no respondenta iegiitu péc iespgjas atklatakas atbildes. Kopa aptaujas
piedalijas 32 Latvijas un Lietuvas lauksaimniecibas nozares un vides parraudzibas institticijas
stradajosie specialisti, kas iesaistiti [|émumu pienemsana, un 602 lauksaimnieki no Latvijas un
Lietuvas, kas saimnieko Lielupes un Ventas upju baseinu teritorijas.

Specialistiem un lauksaimniekiem bija jasniedz atbildes uz jautajumiem par pamata un
papildus pasakumiem. Lai sasniegtu labu Gdens resursu ekologisko kvalitati, ka to paredz
Udenu strukturdirektiva, butu jaisteno papildus pasakumi.
Pamata pasakumi ietver $adus papildus pasakumus:

- kitsméslu un vircas uzglabasanas kratuvju izbiive atbilsto§i vides aizsardzibas

prasibam (lai samazinatu baribas vielu nopliidi augsné un tiden);
- vides aizsardzibas prasibam atbilstoSu méslo$anas planu izstrade un realizé$ana;

15



Acceptability and Willingness of Farmers to Implement Measures for Reduction of Agricultural
Pollution in Venta and Lielupé River Basins

vides aizsardzibas prasibam atbilstoSu méslojuma normu izmanto$ana (mé&slojuma
norma ir augiem minimali nepiecieSamais méslojuma daudzums, kuru augi izmanto
pilniba, neatstajot augu baribas elementus augsné, no kuras tas parasti nonak
dzilakajos zemes slanos);

méslosanas Ilidzeklu lietoSana tikai piemé&rota laika perioda (izvairoties no
mineralméslu lietoSanas vai kiitsméslu izkliedéSanas augsta baribas elementu
izskaloSanas riska laikposmos, samazinas riski, kas saistiti ar nitratu noteci no augsnes
virskartas un slapekla samazinasanos augsng);

ziemaju un daudzgadigo augu segas nodroSinaSana ziemas perioda, ka to paredz
»Labas lauksaimniecibas prakses nosacljumi” (augu sega izmanto p&c galvenas
kultiras novaksSanas vasara vai agra rudeni augsné atlikuSos nitratus un citas augu
baribas vielas, un nodro$ina to, ka samazinas nitratu nopliide ziemas perioda);
augsekas ieveéroSana paugurainas teritorijas, lai noveérstu augsnes eroziju (saskana ar
rekomendacijam ,,Labas lauksaimniecibas prakses nosacijumos”).

Ja pamata pasakumu istenoSanas rezultata nav sasniegts tidens resursu labs ekologiskais
stavoklis, nepiecieSams 1stenot papildus pasakumus.

Pasakumi, kas saistiti ar méslojuma izmantosanu

Megslosanas planu izstrade un realizéSana (tajos ieklaujot arT augsnes analizu veiksanu).
Megéslojuma normu samazinaSana, salidzinot ar augstako iesp€jamo razu iegiiSanai
paredz€tajam optimalajam meslojuma normam.

Augu baribas vielu (slapekla un fosfora) bilances sastadiSana mésloSanas lidzeklu
lietoSanas planosanai ilgtermina (ja nav sastaditi meéslosanas plani).

Mineralméslu aizstasana ar zalméslojumu (zalméslojumam piemérotus kultiiras var
iesét pavasari un vasaras vidl ieart augsng; iespjams izmantot ari cita veida
zalmé&slojumu).

Citi papildu pasakumi

Kitsméslu un vircas kratuvju izbiive atbilstoSi vides aizsardzibas prasibam (Sis
pasakums attiecas uz tiem lauksaimniekiem, kuriem $is pasakums Iidz $im nebija
obligats).

Maksligo mitraju izveidoSana starp laukiem un tdenstilpem (mitraji var palidzet
uztvert augu baribas vielas, ko satur lauksaimniecibas noteces, pirms tas nonak
tdenstilpes).

Aramzemju parveidoSana par ekstensivi izmantotiem ilggadigiem zalajiem (istenojot
So pasakumu, méslosanai tiek izmantots mazaks baribas vielu daudzums, lidz ar to ar1
tidenT nonak mazaks baribas vielu daudzums).

Lauksaimniecibas platibas veicinat ieprieks iztaisnotam up&m atgriezties to dabiskaja
gultné (pec upes likumu atjaunoSanas parasti palielinas upes kopé&jais garums, un lidz
ar to palielinas Gidens pasattiriSanas sp€jas).

Mgslosanas tehnologiju (tehnikas/iekartu) uzlaboSana (tiek uzlabota méslojuma
iestrades kvalitate un samazinas baribas vielu nopliides tideni).

Uztvérgjaugu s€Sana pirms ziemas perioda (p&c pamatkultiras razas novakSanas
uztveérgjaugi uznem atlikusas baribas vielas, tapéc ziemas perioda, kad baribas vielu
noplide no augsnes virskartas ir visintensivaka, augsné€ ir mazaks baribas vielu
daudzums).

Konvencionalo saimniecibu parveidoSana par biologiskajam saimniecibam
(biologiskajas saimniecibas, salidzinot tas ar konvencionalajam saimniecibam, baribas
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vielas tiek izmantotas efektivak, un Iidz ar to ar7 baribas vielu zudumi apkartgja vide ir
mazaki).

- Rugainu neuzarSana un saglabasana ziemas perioda ($is pasakums palidz izvairities no
augsnes erozijas).

- Papildu vegetacijas joslas izveidoSana uz aramzemém, kas atrodas blakus Gdenstilpém
(strautam, upei vai ezeram) (tas var samazinat mineralvielu zudumus un izvairities no
tidens piesarnosSanas ar pesticidiem).

- Augsekas ieverosana, ieklaujot taja pakSaugus un zalmé&slojuma kultiiras (laukaugu
zalmasu iear augsné, lai uzlabotu augsnes auglibu un samazinatu baribas vielu
nopladi).

Specialistu aptaujas rezultati

Divas tresdalas specialistu (23 no 32 respondentiem) abas valstis uzskata, ka, Tstenojot tikai
pamata agrovides pasakumus, nav iesp&jams cinities pret idenu piesarnosanu no
lauksaimnieciskas darbibas. Lai sasniegtu labu tidens kvalitati Gidenstilp€s, nepiecieSams
istenot papildu pasakumus. 1. tabula atspogulots Latvijas un Lietuvas specialistu viedoklis
attieciba uz potencialo papildus pasakumu efektivitati.

1. tabula. Specialistu (kuri uzskata, ka paSlaik 1stenotie pasakumi nav pietickami efektivi)
viedoklu par potencialo papildus pasakumu efektivitates pakapi, izejot no vértgjuma ,,loti
efektivs”, skaitliskais sadalijums.

Pasakums

Ne-
efektivs*®

Daleji
efektivs*

Loti
efektivs*®

Mgslosanas tehnologiju uzlabosana (uzlabotu méslosanas
tehnologiju izmanto$ana var samazinat baribas vielu
nopliides udeni).

3

20

Megslosanas planu sastadiSana un realiz€Sana saskana ar
“Kulttiraugu méslosanas plana izstrades metodiku”.

19

Papildu vegetacijas buferzonas (5 m) izveidosana uz
aramzemes, kas atrodas blakus fidenstilpei (strautam, upei
vai ezeram). (Buferzona var samazinat mineralvielu
zudumus un pasargat no iidens piesarnosanas ar uz lauka
izkliedetajiem pesticidiem).

15

Uztveréjaugu audzesana smilSainas un jaukta tipa augsnés.
(Uztvergjaugi ar1 pec pamatkultiiras razas novakSanas
turpina uznemt baribas vielas, tap&c augsné ziemas
perioda, kad notece no augsnes virskartas ir visintensivaka,
ir mazaks baribas vielu daudzums).

10

10

Augu baribas vielu (slapekla un fosfora) bilances
sagatavoSana, kas lauj planot méslosanas Iidzeklu lietoSanu
ilgtermina (ja netiek sastaditi mesloSanas plani).

13

Mineralméslu aizstasana ar zalméslojuma kultiiraugu
audzeSanu augsnes auglibas un augu audzeésanas apstaklu
uzlaboSanas noluka.

Lauku neuzarSana un rugaju saglabasana ziemas perioda.

Iztaisnotu upju dabigo gultnpu atjaunoSana uz
lauksaimniecibas zemém. (P&c upes Iikumu atjaunoSanas
parasti palielinas upes kop€jais garums, 11dz ar to palielinas
tidens pasattiriSanas spéjas).

Konvencionalo saimniecibu parveidoSana par
biologiskajam saimniecibam. (Biologiskaja

11
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Ne-
efektivs*®

Dalgji
efektivs*®

Loti

Pasakums efektivs*

saimnieko$anas sistéema, salidzinot ar konvencionalo
lauksaimniecibu, baribas vielas tiek izmantotas efektivak,
tap&c art baribas vielu zudumi apkart&ja videé ir mazaki).

Maksligo mitraju izveidoSana starp laukiem un 2 16 3
tdenstilpe€m (mitraji var palidz&t uztvert augu baribas
vielas, ko satur lauksaimniecibas noteces, pirms tas nonak
tdenstilpes).

Aramzemju parveidoSana par ekstensivi izmantotiem 9 10 3
ilggadigiem zalajiem. (Istenojot S0 pasakumu, augsné tiek
iestradats mazaks baribas vielu daudzums, lidz ar to ar1
tident nonak mazaks baribas vielu daudzums).

Noteikto optimalo mé&slojuma normu vieta tiek izmantots 11 10 1
samazinats méslojuma daudzumes.

*- Japem veéra, ka ne visi respondenti atbildéja uz visiem papildjautajumiem par katru no
piedavatajiem pasakumiem.

Lauksaimnieku aptaujas rezultati

Lauksaimnieku aptaujas anketas bija ieklauti jautajumi par vinu sociali ekonomisko stavokli,
saimniecibas tipu un lauksaimnieciskas raZzoSanas nozarém, problémam saistiba ar tdens
piesarnosanu, agrovides pasakumu 1stenoSanu, Skérsliem, kas trauc€ ievérot vides aizsardzibas
prasibas, ka ar1 jautajumi, kas palidz&ja noskaidrot lauksaimnieku viedokli attieciba uz
gatavibu Tstenot pamata un papildu agrovides pasakumus, kas versti uz fidens piesarnojuma
samazinasanu. Lauksaimniekiem bija ar1 jaatklaj iemesli, kapéc tie nevélas izpildit papildu
pasakumus.

Lauksaimnieku viedoklis par iidens piesarnosanu

Visi lauksaimnieki abas valstis atzina to, ka lauksaimnieciska darbiba butiski var ietekmét
pazemes un virszemes udenu kvalitati. Mazliet vairak neka viena treSdala lauksaimnieku
uzskata, ka tadi agrovides pasakumi, ka mé&sloSana piemérota laika perioda, mineralmeslu
lietoSana un nopliides no kiitsméslu kratuvém, vairak vai mazak ietekm& tdens kvalitati.
Tomeér liela dala lauksaimnieku Latvija uzskata, ka piesarnpojums no lauksaimnieciskas
darbibas veido ne vairak ka 10% no kopga tudens piesarpojuma. 53 % no Lietuva
aptaujatajiem lauksaimniekiem uzskata, ka lauksaimniecibas raditais tidens piesarnojums
veido 10-50% no kop@ja tidens piesarnojuma.

Pamata pasakumu istenosanas rezultati
Detalizeti analizgjot, ka saimniecibas tiek Tstenoti pamata agrovides pasakumi vai pasakumi,
kas atbilst labas lauksaimniecibas prakses nosacijumiem, atklajas, ka minétie pasakumi ir

istenoti tikai dala saimniecibu.

2. tabula. Respondentu, kuri istenojusi pamata agrovides pasakumus vai pasakumus, kas
atbilst labas lauksaimniecibas prakses nosacijumiem, sniegto atbilzu procentualais sadalijums.

Pasakums Latvija Lietuva
Ierikota kiitsméslu kratuve atbilstosi vides aizsardzibas prasibam 43.0% 60.9%
lerikota vircas kratuve atbilstosi vides aizsardzibas prasibam 21.5% 65.6%
Sastadits mésloSanas plans atbilstosi vides aizsardzibas prasibam 63.3% 32.5%
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Pasakums Latvija Lietuva
Tiek_ iz_mantotas méslojuma normas atbilstoSas vides aizsardzibas R4.3% 87.7%
prasibam
Kulttraugu méslosana tiek veikta piemerota laika perioda 83.6% 95%
Ziemaju vai ilggadigo kultiiraugu segas veidoSana ziema
(atbilstosi “Labas lauksaimniecibas prakses nosacijumiem” 77% 32.0%
(LLPN))
Augsekas ieveroSana, lai izvairitos no augsnes erozijas apvidos ar
paugurainu reljefu (atbilstosi “Labas lauksaimniecibas prakses 32% 22%
nosacijumiem” (LLPN))

Situacijas uzlaboSana ir nepiecieSama abas valstis. Visbiitiskaka probléma ir kiitsméslu un
vircas kratuvju un mésloSanas planu neesamiba. Skiet, ka So pasakumu realiz€Sana sagada
grutibas parak augsto izmaksu dél.

Citu pamata pasakumu, piem&ram, vides aizsardzibas prasibam atbilstoSu mé&sloSanas normu
izmantoSana vai méslojuma izmantoSana piemé&rota laika perioda, istenoSana notiek
pietickami laba limenT abas valstis, tom&r uzlabojumi vél ir nepiecieSami.

Procentuali maz lauksaimnieku Latvija ievéro labas lauksaimniecibas prakses nosacijumus,
iznemot ieteikumu ziemas perioda uz augsnes veidot ziemaju vai ilggadigo kultiiraugu segu,
ko 1steno 77% respondentu Latvija.

Abu valstu lauksaimnieki atzina, ka valsts pieskirtais finans€jums agrovides pasakumu
IstenoSanai nav pietiekams, un tas ir galvenais iemesls, kapéc pasakumi netiek Tstenoti. Ari
Lietuvas lauksaimnieki ka biitisku iemeslu ming&ja parlieku lielas birokratiskas prasibas, kas
jaizpilda, lai sapemtu kompensacijas. Tie Lietuvas lauksaimnieki, kas Tsteno pamata
pasakumus vai pasakumus, kas atbilst labas lauksaimniecibas prakses nosacijumiem, atzimégja,
ka §ie pasakumi tiek istenoti tikai, pateicoties ES atbalstam. Latvijas lauksaimnieki, kas
istenojusi attiecigos pasakumus, liela méra apSaubija, ka vides aizsardziba, var€tu biit
prioritarais iemesls, kap&c vini 1stenojusi Sos pasakumus.

Tapat lauksaimnieki atzim€ja, ka viniem triikkst zinaSanu par lokalajam vides problémam un
to, kadi ir vinu pienakumi saskana ar vides aizsardzibu regul&josajiem normativajiem aktiem.
Ka noradija pasi lauksaimnieki, lai nodro$inatu fidenu aizsardzibu, loti lietderiga varétu biit
sabiedribas plasaka inform&Sana par vides jautajumiem.

Lauksaimnieku viedoklis par dazadu agrovides pasakumu efektivitati

Jautajumos par dazadu pasakumu efektivitati Latvijas un Lietuvas lauksaimnieku paustie
viedokli 1pasi neatSkiras. Lielaka dala gan Lielupes, gan Ventas apgabala aptaujato
lauksaimnieku par visefektivakajiem pasakumiem atzina kiitsméslu un vircas kratuvju izbtvi,
méslosanas tehnologiju uzlaboSanu, samazinatu méslo$anas normu izmantoSanu, ka ari
méslosanas planu sastadiSanu un realiz€Sanu. Jaatzimé, ka ar1 specialistu vertgjuma ka loti
efektivi pasakumi tika atzimé&ti mésloSanas tehnologiju uzlabo$ana un mésloSanas planu
sastadiSana.

Papildus pasakumu istenosana

Aptauja tika noskaidrots, ka Latvija biezak neka Lietuva lauksaimnieki jau Tsteno papildus
pasakumus.
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lzmanto augsekas sistému, kurdieklauti pakiaugiun zalméslojuma kultlras
Mineralmeslus aizstaj ar zalméslojumu

Veido papilduvegetacijas joslas pie Odenstilpém

Saglabaneuzartas rugaines ziemas perioda

Tsteno parejuno konvencionalas saimniekofanas uzbiologisko

S&j uztvergjaugus ziemas periodam

Pilnveido mésloanastehnologijas

NeierobeZoupes atgriefanos sava dabiskaja gultné

lekultivetus laukus parveido par ekstensiviizmant otiem ilggadigiem zalajiem
Veido mitrajus starp lauksaimniecdbas zeméem un Odenstilpém

Sastadabaribas vielu (N unP) bilances

Noteikto maksimale méslojumanormuvietaizmanto samazinatas méslojuma
normas

0% 20% A% 60% 30% 100%
Mlictuva MLatvija

1. attels. Respondentu, kuri jau 1steno dazadus papildu agrovides pasakumus,
procentualais sadalijums.

Tika noskaidrots, ka vispopularakais pasakums Latvijas un Lietuvas lauksaimnieku vidi (to
atzimgja attiecigi 67% un 35% respondentu) ir samazinatu méslojuma normu izmanto$ana
augstako razu iegiiSanai noteikto maksimalo méslojuma normu vieta. Aptuveni viena treSdala
Latvijas lauksaimnieku bija veikusi mésloSanas tehnologiju uzlaboSanu, ieviesusi augsekas
sisttmu un sastadijusi méslosanas planus. Aptuveni viena treSdala Lietuvas lauksaimnieku
noradija, ka vini izmanto samazinatas méslojuma normas un atstaj neuzartas rugaines ziemas
perioda.

Lielaka dala Latvijas lauksaimnieku (24% respondentu) jautajuma par papildus pasakumu
istenoSanas iesp€jam, nesanemot finansialu atbalstu, pauda gatavibu veikt augsekas ieviesanu
un baribas vielu bilances sastadiSanu. Lietuvas lauksaimnieki galvenokart atbalstija
uztvergjaugu séSanu ziemas periodam (28% respondentu) un méslosanas tehnologiju
uzlabosanu (27% respondentu).

20



Acceptability and Willingness of Farmers to Implement Measures for Reduction of Agricultural
Pollution in Venta and Lielupé River Basins

lzmanto augsekas sistému, kurdieklauti pakiaugiun zalméslojuma kultras
Mineralméslus aizstdj ar zalméslojumu

Veido papilduvegetacijasjoslas pie Gdenstilpem

Saglabaneuzartas rugaines ziemas perioda

Tsteno parejune konvencionalas saimnieko$anas uz biologisko

S&j uztvergjaugus ziemas periodam

Pilnveido méslotanastzhnologijas

Neierobeio upes atgriefanos sava dabiskaja gultne

lekultivetus laukus parveido par ekstensiviizmantotiem ilggadigiem zalajiem

Veido mitrajus starp lauksaimniecibas zemém un Gdenstilpém

Sastadabaribas vielu (N unP) bilances

Noteikto maksimale méslojumanormuvietdizmanto samazinatasméslojuma
normas

T T
0% 20% A% 60% 30% 100%
Mlietuva MLatvija

2. attéls. Respondentu, kuri gatavi istenot papildus agrovides pasakumus,
procentualais sadalijums.

Tika noskaidrots, ka Lietuvas lauksaimnieki ir wvairak ieinteres€ti Tstenot agrovides
pasakumus, ja tiem tiek maksatas kompensacijas. Attieciba uz atseviskiem papildus
pasakumiem visos gadijumos procentuali vairak Lietuvas lauksaimnieku pauda gatavibu tos
istenot. Rezultatu var€tu izskaidrot ar to, ka Latvijas lauksaimniekiem nav parliecibas par
dazu agrovides pasakumu efektivitati (pieméram, buferjoslu ierikosanu, rugaju lauku ziemas
perioda, mitrzemju biivniecibu) un tie nevélas samazinat razoSanas platibas, neparliecinoties
par pasakuma efektivitati. Parasti atbalsts nesedz visas agrovides pasakuma ievieSanas un
uztur€Sanas izmaksas. Ja biitu iesp&jams sanemt kompensacijas par papildu pasakumu
istenoSanu, tad lielaka dala Lietuvas (53%) un Latvijas (32%) lauksaimnieku biitu gatavi
izveidot vegetacijas joslas gar idenstilpém.
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lzmanto augsekas sist&mu, kurdieklauti pakiaugiun zalméslojuma kultras
Mineralméslus aizstdj ar zaméslojumu

Veido papilduvegetacijasjoslas pie Gdenstilpem

Saglabaneuzartas rugaines ziemas perioda

Tsteno parejune konvencionalas saimnieko3anas vz biologisko

S&j uztvergjaugus ziemas periodam

Pilnveido mésloanastehnologijas

Neierobeo upes atgriefanos sava dabiskaja gultne

lekultivetus laukus parveido par ekstensiviizmantotiem ilggadigizm zalajiem
Veido mitrajus starp lauksaimniecibas zemémun Odenstilpém

Sastadabaribas vielu (N un P) bilances

Noteikto maksimale méslojumanormuvietdizmanto samazinatas méslojuma
normas

3. attéls. Respondentu, kuri ir gatavi 1stenot papildu agrovides pasakumus, ja tie sanemtu

Mlietuva MLatvija

kompensacijas, procentualais sadalijums.

60%

80%

100%

Procentuali to lauksaimnieku, kuri paudusi nevéléSanos istenot jebkadus papildus pasakumus,
daudzums Latvija ir lielaks neka Lietuva. Vairak neka puse respondentu [Latvija] nevélas no
konvencionalas saimniekoSanas pariet uz biologisko saimniekoS$anu, iekultivétos laukus
parveidot par ekstensiviem ilggadigiem zalajiem, laut up€m atgriezties to dabigajas gultnés,
veidot maksligus mitrajus starp lauksaimniecibas zemém un tidenstilpém un sét uztveérgjaugus
ziemas periodam (50-65% respondentu); aptuveni viena treSdala respondentu nevélas
mineralméslus aizstat ar zalméslojumu, atstat uz ziemu neuzartas rugaines un sastadit baribas
vielu bilanci (33-39%) utt. Vairak neka puse lietuvieSu nepiekristu iekultivéto lauku
parvérSanai par ekstensivi izmantotiem ilggadigiem zalajiem (53%), vairak neka treSdala
nevéletos laut upem atgriezties to dabigajas gultnés, no konvencionalas saimniekoSanas pariet
uz biologisko saimniekoSanu, veidot maksligus mitrajus starp lauksaimniecibas zemém un

tdenstilpeém (39-43%) utt.
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lzmanto augsekas sisteému, kuraieklauti pakiaugiun zalmeslojuma kultiras

Mineralméslus aizstdj ar zalméslojumu

veido papilduvegetacijasjoslas pie Jdenstilpem

Saglabaneuzartas rugaines ziemas perioda

Tsteno parejuno konvencionalas saimniekosanas uzbiologisko

S&j uztvergjaugus ziemas periodam

Pilnveido méslotanastehnologijas

Neizrobeo upes atgriefanos sava dabiskaja gultne

lekultivetus laukus parveido par ekstensiviizmantotiem ilggadigiem zalajiem
Veido mitrajusstarp lauksaimniecibas zemémun ddenstilpém

Sastadabanbas vielu (N un P) bilances

Noteikto maksimale méslojuma normuvietdizmanto samazinatas méslojuma
normas

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Mlietuva mLatvija

4. attels. Respondentu, kuri nevélas Tstenot papildu agrovides pasakumus,
procentualais sadalfjums.
Rekomendacijas

Nemot veéra specialistu un lauksaimnieku aptauju rezultatus, tika izstradatas rekomendacijas
tdens aizsardzibas un apsaimniekoSanas efektivitates palielinasanai.

- Mineralméslu lietoSana Lietuva netiek reguléta, un tas ir loti butisks Skerslis
lauksaimniecibas radita piesarnojuma samazinasanas sisteéma.

- Lielupes un Ventas apgabalos nav jaukta tipa saimniecibu, kuras nodarbojas gan ar
augkopibu, gan lopkopibu Lietuva. Visizplatitaka nozare ir augkopiba. Tas nozimé,
ka nepastav lidzsvars, un piesarnojosas lauksaimnieciskas razoSanas Tpatsvars ir
ievérojami lielaks.

- Agrovides pasakumu istenoSana nepiecieSams ieveérot integrétu pieeju. Trikst
izvertgjuma, cik liela butu Lauku attisttbas programmas atbalsta pasakumu
istenoSanas pozitiva ietekme uz vidi.

- NepiecieSams precizi noteikt zivju diku raditad piesarnojuma apméru Ventas
apgabala. Ir nepiecieSams iegut precizu informaciju par to, kads ir zivim izbarotas
baribas daudzums un tas sastavs, kada ir kimisko vielu koncentracija zivju
produkcija un kads ir iegttas produkcijas apjoms.

- NepiecieSams arT mainit metodologiju, péc kadas tiek aprékinata lielo lopkopibas
fermu raditas biogéno vielu noteces Lielupes apgabala. Nav pareizi noteikt tikai
gada noteces vid€jas koncentraciju veértibas. NepiecieSams novertét piesarnojumu
dazados laika periodos, nemot véra tidens saturu augsné attiecigaja gada.

- Lauksaimniekiem triikst praktisko un teor€tisko zinasanu. Vipgiem butu plasak
jaskaidro iesp&jas, ko var sniegt moderno tehnologiju pielietoSana un jauno
agrovides pasakumu istenoSana. Ir svarigi, lai lauksaimniekiem biitu zinams, kads ir
vides [ekologiskais] stavoklis vieta, kura vini Tsteno lauksaimniecisko darbibu.
Konsultaciju un izglitibas dienestiem biitu japielagojas teritorialajam un vietéjam
vajadzibam.

23



Acceptability and Willingness of Farmers to Implement Measures for Reduction of Agricultural
Pollution in Venta and Lielupé River Basins

- Biutu nepiecieSsams uzlabot kontrolgjoso iestazu un lauksaimnieku savstarpgjo
sadarbibu, vairak fokusgjoties uz padomu un atbalsta sniegSanu. Tomér vegetacijas
perioda, kad tiek izsmidzinati pesticidi, kontroles pasakumi biitu javeic biezak.

- Lielaka uzmaniba biitu japievers ar vircu saistitajam problémam ciiku fermas.

- Nopietns Skérslis vides situacijas uzlaboSanai lauksaimniecibas sektora joprojam
biezi ir politiskas gribas trukums.

- Finansialo atbalstu vajadz&tu sniegt tikai tam saimniecibam, kuras tiek ieveroti labas
lauksaimniecibas prakses nosacijumi. Tacu biitu arT jasamazina birokratiskais slogs
kompensaciju sanemsanai.

- Bitiski uzlabojumi javeic attieciba uz informétibu par to, ka aprékinat faktiski
nepiecieSamo mineralméslojuma un pesticidu daudzumu.

- NepiecieSams pilnveidot zinatnes atzinas un paplasinat zinatniskos pétijumus;
rosinat ekologu un agronomu sadarbibu.

- NepiecieSams paplasinat tidens un augsnes monitoringu lauksaimnieciba
izmantojamas zemgs.

Projekta rezultatos 1pasi ieinteresétas ir par upju baseinu apsaimniekosanu atbildigas Latvijas
un Lietuvas vides institlicijas, tapat Sos rezultatus bus iesp&jams izmantot, lai uzlabotu tidens
kvalitati Ventas un Lielupes upju sateces baseinu apgabalos. Specialistu un lauksaimnieku
aptaujam par vides pasakumiem, kas versti uz lauksaimnieciskas darbibas izraisita fidens
piesarnojuma samazinaSanu, ir daudzpusiga ietekme. Iegutie rezultati palidz€s agrovides
pasakumus upju baseinu apsaimniekoSanas planos sakartot prioritara seciba, balstoties uz
apstiprinatiem faktiem, un tie biis noderigi, lai inform&tu lauksaimniekus (sabiedribu) par
lauksaimniecibas izraisita piesarnojuma nozimigumu un pasakumiem, kas veicami, lai
noveérstu Ssadu piesarnojumu. Turklat pétijuma ietvaros satiekas Lietuvas un Latvijas
specialisti, un tiek veikta Lielupes un Ventas upju baseinu apgabalu parrobezu
apsaimniekoSanas plana izstradasanai nepiecieSama ekspertize.
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SANTRAUKA

Lielupés ir Ventos upiy baseinai iSsidéste Latvijos ir Lietuvos teritorijose. Abi Salys
prisideda prie upiy tarSos, todél reikalingi bendri abiejy Saliy veiksmai siekiant §ig tarSg jveikti
ir pagerinti vandens telkiniy ekologine bukle. Pagal Europos Sajungos bendraja vandens
politikos direktyva 2000/60/ES upiy baseiny rajonas (UBR) yra pagrindinis vandens iStekliy
valdymo vienetas. 2010 m. Latvijoje ir Lietuvoje buvo parengti ir patvirtinti nacionaliniai
Lielupés ir Ventos UBR valdymo planai (pirmajam SeSeriy mety ciklui). Keletas vandens
valdymo klausimy liko neiSspresti dél nepakankamo koordinavimo tarp Saliy, todél tai reikeés
padaryti per kitus vandens telkiniy kokybés gerinimo ciklus.

Zemés tikio veikla yra viena i§ pagrindiniy vandens telkiniy tarSos $altiniy Lielupés ir
Ventos UBR abiejose Salyse.

Sio projekto tikslas — i§siaikinti, kaip Lielupés ir Ventos UBR fiikininkai vertina Zemés
tkio tarSg ir kiek jiems yra priimtinos pasklidosios tarSos 1§ zemés iikio Saltiniy mazinimo
priemonés. Tam atliktos dvi apklausos:

1. Specialisty apklausa, siekiant nustatyti, kaip jie vertina Zemes tikio veiklos keliamas
problemas Lielupés ir Ventos UBR bei jvairias aplinkos apsaugos priemones Sioms
problemoms spresti ir kaip galéty buti priimti sprendimai dél Siy priemoniy. | specialisty
nuomong buvo atsizvelgta rengiant klausimyng tikininkams.

2. Ukininky apklausa, siekiant suzinoti jy nuomone apie vandens ir aplinkos apskritai
apsauga, supratimg apie zemes iikio vaidmen] gerinant vandens kokybe, priezastis, dél kuriy
jie nejgyvendina aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimy, taip pat jvairiy privalomy ar
rekomenduojamy pagal Pazangaus tkininkavimo taisykles ir potencialiai naujy aplinkos
apsaugos priemoniy (vadinamyjy papildomy priemoniy) jiems priimtinuma.

Specialisty ir Gikininky apklausa atlikta téte-a-téte, siekiant gauti kiek galima labiau
neformalius atsakymus. IS viso apklausti 32 specialistai / sprendimy priéméjai, atstovaujantys
Latvijos ir Lietuvos zemeés ukio ir aplinkos apsaugos institucijoms, bei 602 tkininkai i§
Latvijos ir Lietuvos Lielupés bei Ventos UBR.

Specialisty ir tkininky buvo klausiama apie privalomas ir papildomas aplinkos apsaugos
priemones zemés tkyje. Papildomy priemoniy gali prireikti gerai vandens telkiniy buklei
pagal Bendraja vandens politikos direktyva 2000/60/ES pasiekti.

Privalomos priemonés yra §ios:

- Aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus atitinkan¢iy méslo saugykly jrengimas (tai
sumazina maisto medziagy nuotekj j dirvozemj ir vandenj).

- Aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus atitinkanc¢iy tr¢gSimo plany parengimas (tr¢gSimo
planai nurodo optimalias tr¢Simo normas ir padeda subalansuoti maisto medziagy santykj
dirvozemyje).

- Aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus atitinkanc¢iy treSimo normy laikymasis (tresimo
normomis nurodomas minimalus augalams reikalingas traSy kiekis, kuri panaudojus
dirvoZzemyje nesusidaro maistiniy medziagy perteklius, paprastai iSplaunamas ] gilesnius
dirvozemio sluoksnius).
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- Trasy skleidimas tinkamu laiku (vengiant skleisti mineralines trgSas ar mésla
didelés rizikos laiku, su pavir§inio vandens nuotékiu maziau iSsiplauna nitraty ir maziau
prarandamas azotas).

- Daugiameciy augaly sé¢ja ziemai (kaip rekomenduojama PaZangaus
tkininkavimo taisyklése ir patarimuose) (augaly danga padeda i$ dirvoZzemio surinkti nitratus
ir kitas maisto medziagas, kai nuimamas pagrindiniy kultiiry derlius vasarg ar vélyva rudenj,
paliekant maziau nitraty, kurie galéty biiti iSplauti j dirvozemj ziemg).

- PrieSerozinés  séjomainos taikymas kalvoto reljefo  zeméje  (kaip
rekomenduojama Pazangaus tikininkavimo taisyklése ir patarimuose).

Papildomos priemonés buty reikalingos, jei nepakakty privalomy priemoniy gerai
vandens telkiniy buklei pasiekti. Skiriamos su trgSimu susijusios ir kitos papildomos
priemonés.

Su tresimu susijusios papildomos priemonés yra Sios:

- TreSimo plany parengimas ir jgyvendinimas (kartu atliekant ir dirvozemio
tyrimus).

- TreSimas mazesne nei didziausiy derliy tr¢Simo norma.

- Maisto medziagy (azoto, fosforo) tikyje balanso, leidziancio planuoti, kiek
ateityje reikés trasy, sudarymas (tais atvejais, kai nerengiami tr¢S§imo planai).

- Zaliyjy trady naudojimas vietoje mineraliniy trasy (tai gali bati pavasarj sé¢jami,
o vasaros viduryje uzariami augalai; taip pat gali biiti kity rusiy zaliosios trasos).

Kitos papildomos priemonés:

- Aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus atitinkan¢iy méslo ir sruty saugykly irengimas
(81 priemoné bty aktuali Gkininkams, kuriems ji iki Siol néra privaloma).

- Dirbtiniy $lapyniy jrengimas tarp lauko ir vandens telkiniy (Slapynés padeda
nufiltruoti maisto medziagas 1§ gretimy dirbamy lauky atitekan¢io vandens, prieS jam
pasiekiant vandens telkinius).

- Dirbamos zemés pavertimas ekstensyviomis pievomis (prizitirint pievas, maziau
kiSamasi j dirvos sluoksnj, dél to sumazéja maisto medziagy nuotékis i vandenis).

- Natiiraliy anksciau iStiesinty upiy vagy atktrimas tkininky laukuose (atktirus
upiy vagas, jos paprastai pailgéja, todél atsiranda salygos geresniam savaiminiam
apsivalymui).

- TreSimo technikos (masiny / jrengimy) patobulinimas (tai padeda geriau jterpti
traSas  dirvozemj ir sumazinti maisto medziagy nuotékj j vandenis).

- Tarpiniy augaly s¢jimas ziemai (tarpiniai augalai naudoja maisto medziagas ir
nuémus pagrindinj derliy, dél to maziau azoto lieka dirvozemyje ziemai, kai jo iSplaunama
daugiausia).

- Per¢jimas nuo jprasto prie ekologinio tikininkavimo (ekologiskai fikininkaujant,
maisto medziagos pasisavinamos efektyviau ir jy nuostoliai j aplinkg yra mazesni nei
Jprastinémis gamybos salygomis).

- Neaparty razieny lauky palikimas per Ziemga (81 priemon¢ padeda apsaugoti dirva
nuo erozijos).

- Papildomy augaly filtraciniy apsaugos juosty ariamoje zeméje iSilgai upiy,
upeliy, ezery jrengimas (taip galima sumazinti maisto medziagy nuostolius dirvoZzemyje ir
apsaugoti vandenis nuo tarSos pesticidais).

- Séjomainos, naudojant ankStines kultiras ir Zzaligsias tragSas, taikymas (t.y.
auginimas augaly, kurie, nesulauke¢ brandos, yra apariami; taip pagerinamas dirvozemio
derlingumas, maziau i§plaunama maisto medziagy).
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Specialisty apklausos rezultatai

Du tre¢daliai Lietuvos ir Latvijos specialisty (23 i§ 32 respondenty) mano, kad kovojant
su zemes ukio veiklos keliama vandeny tarSa privalomy aplinkos apsaugos priemoniy
nepakanka. Siekiant uztikrinti gerg vandens telkiniy biikle, reikalingos papildomos priemonés.
Atliktos apklausos, kaip specialistai vertina galimy papildomy priemoniy nauda, rezultatai
pateikti 1 lenteléje.

1 lentelé. Specialisty (mananciy, kad privalomy priemoniy nepakanka) nuomoné dél
papildomy priemoniy naudingumo (respondenty skai¢ius*)

Galéty
Nenau- Labai
Priemoné buti
dinga naudinga
naudinga

TreSimo technologijos patobulinimas 3 20
TreSimo plany parengimas ir jgyvendinimas pagal patvirtintg 4 19
treSimo plany rengimo metodika
Papildomos 5 m ploc¢io augaly filtracinés apsaugos juostos 7 15
ariamoje zem¢je iSilgai upiy, upeliy, ezery jrengimas
Smelingy ir misriy Zemiy uzsodinimas tarpiniais augalais 2 10 10
Maisto medziagy (azoto, fosforo) iikyje balanso, leidziancio 2 13 8
planuoti, kiek ateityje reikés trasy, sudarymas (tais atvejais,
kai nerengiami tr¢Simo planai)
Mineraliniy trgSy pakeitimas Zzaliosiomis trgSomis, taip 4 9 8
pagerinant dirvozemio derlinguma ir augaly augimo salygas
Neaparty razieny lauky palikimas per Ziema 4 11 7
Anksciau iStiesinty natiiraliy upiy vagy atktirimas 8 6 6
Peré¢jimas nuo jprasto prie ekologinio tikininkavimo 7 11 4
Dirbtiniy Slapyniy (pelkiy) tarp lauko ir vandens telkiniy 2 16 3
jrengimas
Dirbamy Zemiy pavertimas ekstensyviomis pievomis 9 10 3
TreSimas mazesnémis nei optimalios treg§imo normomis 11 10 1

* Ne visi respondentai atsake | visus klausimus apie kiekvieng sitiloma priemong.

Ukininky apklausos rezultatai

Apklausiant tikininkus, buvo pateikti klausimai apie jy iikiy tipa ir veikla, vandens tarSos
problemas, taikomas aplinkos apsaugos priemones, kliiitis, trukdancias sékmingai jgyvendinti
aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus, ikininky nora jgyvendinti privalomas bei papildomas
aplinkos apsaugos priemones ir ty priemoniy efektyvumga bei socialing ekonoming tkininky
padétj. Ukininkai taip pat turéjo nurodyti priezastis, dél kuriy jie nenoréty jgyvendinti
papildomy priemoniy.

Ukininky nuomoné apie vandens tarsos problemas

Visi abiejy Saliy tikininkai pripazino zemés iikio veiklos jtaka pozeminio ir pavirSinio
vandens kokybei. Siek tiek daugiau nei trec¢dalis tikininky teige, kad tam tikras tr¢gSimo laikas,
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mineraliniy trags§y naudojimas ir nuotekos i§ méslo saugykly turi jtakos vandens kokybei.
Taciau gana didelé dalis Latvijos tikininky mano, kad zemés tikio tarsa tik 10 proc. prisideda
prie bendros vandeny tarSos, o 53 proc. Lietuvos tikininky galvoja, kad Zemés iikio jtaka
sudaro 10-50 proc. bendros tarSos.

Privalomy priemoniy jgyvendinimo rezultatai

Ne visi apklausti tikininkai savo tikiuose jau jgyvendino privalomas aplinkos apsaugos
priemones arba priemones, atitinkanc¢ias Pazangaus tikininkavimo taisykliy reikalavimus.

2 lentelé. Respondenty, kurie jau jgyvendino privalomas priemones arba priemones,
atitinkancias Pazangaus tikininkavimo taisykliy reikalavimus, atsakymy pasiskirstymas (proc.)

Priemoné Latvija (proc.) I(Jll;t:cv)a
Aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus atitinkanc¢ios méslo 43.0 60.9
saugyklos
Aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus atitinkancios sruty 215 65.6
saugyklos ’ ’
Aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus atitinkantys tr¢§imo
" 63,6 32,5
Aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus atitinkancios tr¢§imo 243 877
normos ’ ’
TreSimas tinkamu laiku 83,6 95
Ziemojanéiy (zieminiy ir daugiameéiy) augaly séja ziemai
(kaip rekomenduojama Pazangaus tikininkavimo 77 32,0
taisyklése ir patarimuose
Prieseroziné s¢jomaina kalvoto reljefo zeméje (kaip
rekomenduojama Pazangaus tikininkavimo taisyklése ir 32 22
patarimuose

Prasciausi yra méslo ir sruty saugykly jrengimo bei tr¢g§imo plany parengimo priemoniy
igyvendinimo rezultatai. Panasu, kad pagrindiné priezastis, neleidusi sékmingai jgyvendinti
Siy priemoniy, yra auksta jy jgyvendinimo kaina.

Kity privalomy priemoniy, tokiy kaip aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus atitinkanciy
treSimo normy taikymas ar treSimas tinkamu laiku, jgyvendinimo lygis yra gana aukstas
abiejose Salyse, taciau vis tiek dar nesiekia 100 proc.

Pazangaus tikininkavimo taisykliy reikalavimus jgyvendino maza dalis tikininky,
i$skyrus ziemojanciy augaly s€jg Ziemai, — $ig priemong taiké 77 proc. Latvijos respondenty.

Abiejy Saliy tkininkai teigé, kad nacionaliné finansiné parama aplinkos apsaugos
priemonéms jgyvendinti buvo nepakankama ir tai buvo pagrindiné priezastis, dél ko jie
nesilaiké reikalavimy. Taip pat kaip gana svarbig priezast] Lietuvos iikininkai nurodé per
didelius biurokratinius trukdzius kompensacijoms gauti. Tie Lietuvos tkininkai, kurie taiko
privalomas priemones ir priemones, atitinkan¢ias PaZangaus ukininkavimo taisykliy
reikalavimus, pazyméjo, kad tai gal¢jo padaryti dél to, jog gavo paramg i§ Europos Sajungos.
Sias priemones jgyvending Latvijos tkininkai kaip pagrindine juy taikymo priezastj nurodé
aplinkosauginj aspekta.

Ukininkai taip pat pripaZino, kad jiems vis dar triiksta informacijos apie aplinkos
apsaugos reikalavimus ir apie vietines aplinkos apsaugos problemas.
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Ukininky nuomoné apie jvairiy aplinkos apsaugos priemoniy efektyvumg

Apklausty Latvijos ir Lietuvos ukininky nuomoné d¢l jvairiy aplinkos apsaugos
priemoniy efektyvumo buvo gana pana$i. Didzioji dalis abiejy Saliy Lielupés ir Ventos
tkininky efektyviausiomis priemonémis jvardijo méslo ir sruty saugykly jrengima, tr¢Simo
technologijy patobulinimg, maZzesniy tresSimo normy taikyma ir treg§imo plany parengima bei
igyvendinimg. Pazymétina, kad ir specialistai treSimo technologijy patobulinima bei tr¢g§imo
plany parengima jvertino kaip labai naudingas priemones.

Papildomy priemoniy jgyvendinimas

Apklausos rezultatai atskleidé, kad Latvijoje daugiau iikininky nei Lietuvoje jau yra
igyvending papildomas priemones.

Taikyti séjomaing, naudojant ankstines kulttiras ir Zaliasias trasas
Vietoje mineraliniy trasy naudoti Zaligsias trasas

Irengti papildoma augaly apsaugos juosta ariamoje Zeméje...
Palikti neapartus raZieny laukus per Ziema
Séti Zieminius tarpinius augalus
Patobulinti tredimo technologija
Leisti savo Zeméje atkurti nataralias ankséiau istiesinty upiy vagas
Dirbamas Zemes paversti ekstensyviomis pievomis

Tarp lauko ir vandens telkiniy jrengti dirbtines $lapynes

Sudaryti maisto medZiagy (N, P) balansa

Treiti maZesne nei didZiausiy derliy tredimo norma

T T T T T T T
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Hlietuva MLatvija

1 paveikslas. Respondenty, kurie jau jgyvendino jvairias papildomas aplinkos apsaugos
priemones, atsakymy pasiskirstymas

Populiariausia priemoné tarp Latvijos ir Lietuvos tkininky buvo treSimas mazesnémis
nei didziausiy derliy treSimo normomis (ja jgyvendino atitinkamai 67 proc. ir 35 proc.
respondenty). Mazdaug trec¢dalis Latvijos iikininky patobulino treSimo technologijas, pritaike
s€¢jomaing ir jsigijo treSimo planus. Mazdaug trecdalis Lietuvos tkininky tresia mazesnémis
normomis ir per ziema palieka neapartus razieny laukus.

Atsakymy dél noro jgyvendinti papildomas priemones analizé parod¢, kad didzioji dalis
Latvijos tkininky taikyty s¢jomaing ir sudaryty maisto medziagy balansg (24 proc.
respondenty), net jei ir negauty uz tai kompensacijy. Lietuvos tikininkai labiausiai biity linke
séti zieminius tarpinius augalus (28 proc. respondenty) ir patobulinti treSimo technologijas (27
proc. respondenty).
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Taikyti séjomaing, naudojant ankstines kulttiras ir Zaliasias trasas
Vietoje mineraliniy trasy naudoti Zaligsias trasas

Irengti papildoma augaly apsaugos juosta ariamoje Zeméje...
Palikti neapartus raZieny laukus per Ziema
Séti Zieminius tarpinius augalus
Patobulinti tredimo technologija
Leisti savo Zeméje atkurti nataralias ankséiau istiesinty upiy vagas
Dirbamas Zemes paversti ekstensyviomis pievomis

Tarp lauko ir vandens telkiniy jrengti dirbtines $lapynes

Sudaryti maisto medZiagy (N, P) balansa

Treiti maZesne nei didZiausiy derliy tredimo norma

T
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Hlietuva MLatvija

2 paveikslas. Respondenty, kurie sutikty jgyvendinti jvairias papildomas aplinkos apsaugos
priemones, atsakymy pasiskirstymas

Lietuvos tkininkai apskritai yra labiau nusiteike jgyvendinti aplinkos apsaugos
priemones, jei uz tai gauty kompensacijas. Dalis ty Lietuvos respondenty, kurie iSreiSké norg
igyvendinti aplinkos apsaugos priemones, virSijo Latvijos respondenty skaiCiy pagal visus
papildomy priemoniy, kurias jie sutikty taikyti, tipus. Toks rezultatas galéty biiti paaiskintas
tuo, jog Latvijos tkininkai néra tikri del kai kuriy priemoniy efektyvumo (pavyzdziui,
papildomy augaly apsaugos juosty jrengimo iSilgai vandens telkiniy, neaparty razieny lauky
palikimo per Ziemg ir dirbtiniy $lapyniy jrengimo tarp lauky ir vandens telkiniy). Taip pat jie
nenori mazinti dirbamos zemés ploty, nebtidami jsitiking, kad Sios jgyvendintos priemonés
turés teigiamy pasekmiy aplinkai. Be to, finansiné¢ parama paprastai nepadengia priemoniy
jrengimo bei i§laikymo iSlaidy. Priemoné, kurig sutikty jgyvendinti didzioji dalis Lietuvos (53
proc.) ir Latvijos (32 proc.) tikininky, jei uz tai gauty kompensacija, yra papildomy augaly
apsaugos filtraciniy juosty ariamoje Zeméje iSilgai upiy, upeliy ir eZery jrengimas.
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Taikyti séjomaing, naudojant ankstines kulttiras ir Zaliasias trasas
Vietoje mineraliniy trasy naudoti Zaligsias trasas

Irengti papildoma augaly apsaugos juosta ariamoje Zeméje...
Palikti neapartus raZieny laukus per Ziema
Séti Zieminius tarpinius augalus
Patobulinti tredimo technologija
Leisti savo Zeméje atkurti nataralias ankséiau istiesinty upiy vagas
Dirbamas Zemes paversti ekstensyviomis pievomis
Tarp lauko ir vandens telkiniy jrengti dirbtines $lapynes
Sudaryti maisto medZiagy (N, P) balansa

Treiti maZesne nei didZiausiy derliy tredimo norma
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3 paveikslas. Respondenty, kurie sutikty jgyvendinti jvairias papildomas aplinkos apsaugos
priemones, jei gauty kompensacijas, atsakymy pasiskirstymas

Didesné dalis Latvijos tkininky, palyginti su Lietuvos, parodé nenorg jgyvendinti
papildomas priemones. Daugiau nei pusé apklausty tikininky nesutikty pereiti nuo jprasto prie
ekologinio tkininkavimo, dirbamas zemes paversti ekstensyviomis pievomis, leisti savo
zemgje atkurti nattralias anksciau iStiesintas upiy vagas, tarp lauko ir vandens telkiniy jrengti
dirbtines Slapynes ir Ziemai séti tarpinius augalus (50—65 proc. respondenty). Mazdaug
trecdalis tkininky nesutikty vietoje mineraliniy trasy naudoti zaligsias traSas, palikti neapartus
razieny laukus per ziemg, sudaryti maisto medziagy balansg (33-39 proc. respondenty).
Daugiau kaip pusé Lietuvos tkininky nesutikty dirbamas zemes paversti ekstensyviomis
pievomis (53 proc. respondenty), daugiau kaip trecdalis neleisty jy Zeméje atkurti natiiralias
anksciau iStiesintas upiy vagas, nesutikty pereiti nuo jprasto prie ekologinio tkininkavimo,
tarp lauko ir vandens telkiniy jrengti dirbtines Slapynes (43—39 proc. respondenty) ir t. t.
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ISvados ir rekomendacijos

Remiantis specialisty ir tikininky apklausos rezultatais, galima daryti tokias iSvadas ir

teikti rekomendacijas vandens telkiniy kokybei gerinti:

Mineraliniy tragSy naudojimas Lietuvoje nereglamentuojamas; tai yra labai svarbus
zemes ukio tarSos mazinimo sistemos trilkumas.
Lietuvoje esanciuose Lielupés ir Ventos UBR triiksta miSraus tikininkavimo
(augalininkystés ir gyvulininkystés) tikiy. Cia augalininkysté yra labiausiai paplitusi
tikininkavimo forma, dél to zemés tikio veikla yra nesubalansuota, per daug tarsi.
Aplinkos apsaugos priemoniy jgyvendinimas reikalauja integralaus pozitirio. Triksta
naudos, kurig biity galima gauti taikant Kaimo plétos programos palaikymo
priemones, jvertinimo aplinkos apsaugos kontekste.
Triksta tinkamos apskaitos dél Ventos UBR esanciy zZvejybos tvenkiniy sukeliamos
tarSos. Biitina turéti iSsamesne informacija apie Zuvims pateikty pasary kiekius, jy
maisting sudét;, cheminiy medziagy zuvininkystés produktuose kiekius ir
produkcijos apimtis.
Taip pat reikia keisti apkrovos i$ dideliy gyvulininkystés iikiy ir biogeniniy
medziagy iSsiplovimo Lielupés UBR jvertinimo metodiky. Vertinti tik viduting
meting koncentracijg filtrate néra teisingas biidas. Bitina jvertinti tarSa skirtingais
laikotarpiais, atsizvelgiant j vandens kiekj dirvozemyje tam tikrais metais.
Triksta tkininky mokymo ir $vietimo. Jie turéty daugiau suzinoti apie galimybes
taikyti modernias technologijas, naujas aplinkos apsaugos priemones. Svarbu, kad
tikininkai biity susipazing su konkrecia padétimi teritorijoje, kurioje jie vykdo savo
tking veiklg. Konsultavimo paslaugos turéty buti pritaikytos vietovei ir vietos
poreikiams.
Turéty buti gerinami  kontroliuojanciy institucijy ir Ukininky santykiai.
Kontroliuojancios institucijos turéty daugiau patarti ir padéti tkininkams. Kita
vertus, daugiau kontrolés reikia augaly vegetacijos laikotarpiu, kai naudojami
pesticidai.
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- Daugiau démesio turi buti skiriama srutoms i$ kiauliy fermy valdyti.

- Politinés valios stoka vis dar daznai yra svarbi klititis aplinkos kokybei zemés tikio
sektoriuje gerinti.

- Finansiné parama turéty buti skiriama tik tiems ukininkams, kurie atitinka
Pazangaus ukininkavimo taisykliy reikalavimus. Taciau kartu turi buti sumazinti
biurokratiniai trukdziai kompensacijoms gauti.

- Faktiniy trasy ir pesticidy naudojimo kiekiy apskaita turéty biiti gerokai patobulinta.

- Turéty biti tgsiamos mokslo ziniy ir moksliniy tyrimy veiklos, inicijuojamas
ekology ir agronomy bendradarbiavimas.

- Vandeny ir dirvozemio zemés tikio sektoriuje turi biiti pleCiama stebésena.

Projekto rezultatai yra labai svarbiis Lietuvos ir Latvijos aplinkos apsaugos
institucijoms, atsakingoms uz upiy baseiny valdyma, ir turéty prisidéti prie vandens kokybés
Lielupés ir Ventos UBR gerinimo. Specialisty ir tikininky apklausos apie vandens tarSos i$
zemés tikio mazinimo priemones rezultatai gali padéti pagristi upiy baseiny rajony planuose
pateiktas agrarines aplinkos apsaugos priemones ir informuoti iikininkus (visuomeng) apie
zemés ukio tarSos svarbg bei §iai tarSai jveikti skirtas priemones. Be to, apklausos suburia
Latvijos ir Lietuvos specialistus ir suteikia esmine¢ informacija rengiant tarptautinius Lielupés
ir Ventos vandens valdymo planus ateityje.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Latvia and Lithuania share Lielupe and Venta river basins. Both countries contribute to the
pollution of rivers therefore common actions are needed to combat the pollution and improve
ecological status of water bodies. The EU Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC requires
managing waters on the basis of river basins. In 2010 River Basin District Management Plans
(for the first six-year planning cycle) were prepared and approved in Latvia and Lithuania for
the national parts of Lielupe and Venta River Basin Districts. Insufficient coordination
between the countries left a number of water management issues to be resolved in the next
cycles of the river basins management.

Agricultural pollution is one of the main pressures on water bodies in both Lielupe and Venta
RBDs and both countries.

The task of the project was to carry out a large scale, well structured and scientifically based
Survey of Farmers in Lithuanian and Latvian parts of Lielupe and Venta river basins to find
out opinion of farmers on a feasibility and willingness to implement environmental measures.
The survey itself also plays a significant role in informing public on the status of water
environment and measures to improve it. Before this large-scale survey the Specialists Survey
was conducted to investigate opinion of specialists on agri-environmental measures and get
professional background for the Farmers Survey.

Outputs of the project are of great interest for Lithuanian and Latvian environmental
authorities, responsible for river basin management and will contribute to the improvement of
the water quality in the Venta and Lielupe river basin districts. Surveys of specialists and
farmers on environmental measures to reduce water pollution from agriculture have a multiple
effect. Results help to prioritise and justify agri-environmental measures in the river basin
management plans and inform farmers (public) on the importance of agricultural pollution and
measures to combat this pollution. Moreover, surveys bring Latvian and Lithuanian specialists
together and provide key expertise for the development of international Lielupe and Venta
RBMPs in the future.

This part of the broader LATLIT project “Monitoring of Rivers and Environmental Survey of
Farmers in Lielupe and Venta River Basin Districts” was implemented by three partners:
Center for Environmental Policy (LT), Latvian Rural Advisory and Training Centre and
Lithuanian Agricultural Advisory Service.
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2. DESCRIPTION OF VENTA AND LIELUPE RIVER BASINS

Venta is a river in north-western Lithuania and western Latvia. Its source is near KurSénai in
the Lithuanian Siauliai County. It flows into the Baltic Sea at Ventspils in Latvia. The basin
area is 11,800 km? and 67% of it belongs to Latvia and 33% to Lithuania.

Venta River Basin District (RBD) consists of Venta, Bartuva and Sventoji subbasins in
Lithuania and of Venta as well as of small rivers‘ subbasins entering both the Baltic Sea and
Gulf of Riga including subbasins Barta and Irbe rivers in Latvia (Figure I). Area of the Venta
RBD in Lithuanian part is 6277,3 km?” (9,6 % of the total area of the country), in Latvian part
— 15625,24 km? (24,2 % of the total area of the country).
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. I gt National Land Service under Mo of Lithuaniz, SZNS_GDB 10LT, 2012
:] Venta river basin district LT

Figure 1. Subbasins of the Venta RBD. Source: Venta River Basin Cross Border Management
Plan, 2012

Lielupe is a river in central Latvia. Its length is 119 km. The surface area of its basin is 17,600
km?. Half of the basin belongs to Lithuania and half to Latvia. In Latvia Lielupe RBD
comprises 13,4 % of the total area of the country and in Lithuania 13,7 % of the total area of
the country. In the territory of Lithuania there are Musa, Nemunelis and Lielupe Small
Tributaries subbasins.
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Rivers Network in the Lielupe River Basin

50 L] 50 Kilomatars

Tha zigml tam . = Lnuame ©S5-Cerrm

T szl oo s S abm S inmises! Sescer; and Seznfzew e

Figure 2. Rivers’ network in Lielupe RBD. Source: Latvian-Lithuanian Lielupe River

Basin management plan, 2001
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Pressures on waters in Latvia and Lithuania are to some extent lower than the EU average.
Low population density, large share of forests and unmodified floodplains together ensure
moderate impact on the environment. However, agricultural pressure plays an important role;
moreover, it is to some extent different in Latvia and Lithuania. In Latvia the percentage of
agricultural land makes 38% (as indicated in the Report from the Commission on the
implementation of the WFD) while in Lithuania, according to data from Statistics Lithuania, it
makes 45% of the whole territory. In Venta and in particular Lielupe RBDs the share of
agricultural land is higher than in average in both countries. For example, in Lithuania the
largest part of the Venta RBD territory is covered by agricultural areas (65%), from which
approximately 70 % are used for agricultural activities. On the contrary, Latvian part of the
Venta RBD is mostly covered by forests (55 %) and agricultural areas are occupying a 40% of
the land. Approximately 40 % of the agricultural area consists of arable land and other 60 % -
of grassland and pastures.

Following the Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC (WFD), the evaluation of status of all
water bodies was carried out in 2010. According to WISE, out of 38 natural surface water
bodies in Lielupe RBD in Latvia only 6 or 16% was of good ecological status. 42% of water
bodies were assessed as being of bad ecological status. Significant pressure on 16% of water
bodies comes from diffuse pollution.

In Venta RBD, Latvia, out of 89 natural surface water bodies 48 or 54% were of high or good
ecological status. Here only 4% of water bodies are affected by significant pressure from
diffuse sources.

In Lithuania the significant pressure from diffuse pollution in Lielupe RBD is higher. In
Lielupe RBD out of 101 natural surface water bodies only 14 or 14% were of high or good
ecological status. Here 75% of water bodies are influenced by significant pressures from
diffuse sources.

In Venta RBD, Lithuania, out of 99 natural surface water bodies 47 or 48% were of high or
good ecological status. 11% of water bodies are influenced by diffuse sources.

Agriculture has been estimated to be the major source of diffuse pollution in both countries
(Table 1). In Latvia’s Venta basin it is, though, less important than the pressures by point
sources and river management.

Hydromorphological modifications due to drainage of agricultural lands (melioration) and diffuse
pollution are mentioned as a significant pressures related to agriculture. The water use for

agriculture is not indicated as a significant pressure.

Table 1. Number and percentage of surface water bodies affected by significant pressures

Latvia Lithuania
Pressure Water bodies Pressure Water bodies
Number | Percentage Number | Percentage
Venta RBD
Water flow
regulatlons'and 9 938 Diffuse 14 11.29
morphological sources
alterations
Point sources 6 6.25 | Point sources 3 2.42
River management 6 6.25 | Water 2 1.61
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abstraction

Diffuse sources 4 4.17

Lielupe RBD
Water flow
regulations and Diffuse
morphological 14 3L sources 106 75.18
alterations
Diffuse sources 7 15.56 | Point sources 14 9.93
Point sources 4 8.89
River management 4 8.89

Source: WISE

According to calculations made by the Latvian Environmental, Geology and Meteorology
Centre, a significant part of diffuse nitrogen pollution comes from arable lands (42 %) and
livestock farming (30 %). The main part of diffuse phosphorus pollution results from livestock
farming (41 %) as well as forestry (21 %).

In Table 2 the main anthropogenic diffuse sources in the Venta RBD are presented.

Table 2. Relative impact of main diffuse pollution sources in the Venta RBD

Latvia Lithuania
S o N S o N
=BRSSO E S - N - R OO O B
Indicator E é c0 E‘ = E *; o0 2 2
° o = 7 = ° o= 2 =
= > 8 @ — = > £ o —
= - S = = - = fut =
= =& = g 2 =& S g
< R < R
Total 42 30 22 6 61 36 1 2
nitrogen (1617 (1143 (842 (225 | (15151.5 | (8955.77 | (181 (440.7
ty) t/y) t/y) ty) ty) t/y) ty) ty)
Total 2 38 24 36 64 34 0 2
phosphorus | (2.94 | (47.78 | (31.04 | (45.24 | (2853.4 | (1522.44 | (6.7 (90.1
t/y) t/y) t/y) t/y) t/y) t/y) ty) t/y)

Source: Venta River Basin Cross Border Management Plan, 2012

Potentially, in other countries the largest user of surface water in agriculture is irrigation.
However, according to data of the Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of Lithuania and
the State Land Planning Institute, there were no areas irrigated with surface water in both
Lielupé and Venta RBDs.

Lielupe RBD has the worst water quality compared to other river basin districts of both Latvia
and Lithuania. Lielupe RBD encloses large areas of agriculturally cultivated lands belonging
to the most fertile lands of both countries and diffuse agricultural pollution with nitrate nitrogen
is one of the major sources of pollution. Without Latvian caused pollution, Lithuanian pollution
enterls the river as well, which is about 50 % of nitrogen and 30 % of the phosphorus total
load".

Lithuanian part has higher average percentage of farmland. Cultivated agricultural land in the
Miisa Sub-basin constitutes about 53%, in the Nemunélis Sub-basin — about 48%, and in the

' Ekonomika ir vadyba: aktualijos ir perspektyvos. 2011. 4 (24). P. 189-197
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Lielupe Small Tributaries Sub-basin — as much as 70% of the total area of the respective sub-
basins. Arable land occupies the major part of the total agricultural land in all sub-basins. The
share of arable land in the Nemunélis Sub-basin totals to approximately 60%, in the MiiSa
Sub-basin — to around 73% and in the Lielupe Small Tributaries Sub-basin — to as much as
87% of the total declared agricultural land. Grasslands and pastures make up 23%, 40% and
13% of the total declared agricultural land in the Musa Sub-basin, Nemun¢lis Sub-basin and
the Lielupé Small Tributaries Sub-basin, respectively. In Latvia approximately 49 % of all
agricultural land is occupied by arable land.

Diffuse pollution loads entering the soil from different diffuse pollution sources in Lithuanian
part of Lielupe RBD are summarised in Table 3 below. The table data demonstrates that
pollution by non-sewered population accounts for a minor share of diffuse pollution. The main
source of diffuse pollution is agriculture. It is estimated that up to 30% of diffuse total
nitrogen and total phosphorus loads may be entering water bodies within the Lielup¢ RBD
with animal manure.

Table 3. Diffuse pollution loads from different pollution sources in Lithuanian part of Lielupe
RBD

Total nitrogen, t/y Total phosphorus, t/y
Subbbasin Mineral . Mineral .
Manure fertiliser Population Manure fertiliser Population
Lielupe 2 730.5 9273 117.5 464.2 2 087.1 24.0
Miisa 7 625.7 17 955 414.6 1296.4 37952 84.8
Nemunélis 1962.2 4 924 91.5 333.6 939.2 18.7

Source: Lielupe river basin management plan, 2010

Mathematical modelling results, received for the WFD planning for 2010-2015, showed that
concentrations of nitrate nitrogen fail good ecological status criteria due to agricultural
pollution in all rivers of the Lielupé Small Tributaries Sub-basin: the concentrations, which
are about 4-6 mg/l, exceed the good ecological status requirements (2.3 mg/l) two and more
times. Concentrations of nitrate nitrogen in the MiiSa Sub-basin are lower (3-4 mg/l) but still
fail the good ecological status requirements. The impact of diffuse pollution is less significant
in the Nemunélis Sub-basin, where concentrations of nitrate nitrogen may be failing the good
ecological status requirements only in one river — the Apascia, but even here they are close to
the limit value of good ecological status. The exceedance of the allowable concentrations of
nitrate nitrogen in the rivers Laukupé and Nemun¢lis in the Nemunélis Sub-basin may be
determined by the aggregate impact of point and diffuse pollution.

Diffuse pollution from agriculture cause significant pressures in particular in Lielupe RBD
both in Latvia and Lithuania, thus understanding of farmers and willingness of them to
implement agri-environmental measures reducing this pollution could be a very important
factor in seeking better water quality and thus protecting environment from worsening.
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3. SET UP OF THE SURVEY

3.1 Specialists’ and Farmers’ Surveys
During the project two types of surveys were conducted:

- Specalists’ survey. 30 specialists / decision makers from Lithuanian and Latvian
agricultural and environmental institutions were questioned.
- Farmers’ survey. In total 602 farmers were surveyed in Latvia and Lithuania.

Specialists’ survey was aimed at better understanding of how representatives of related
authorities see agricultural pollution problems in Lielupé¢ and Venta RBDs, what is their
attitude toward various agri-environmental measures for the reduction of water pollution and
how decisions on these measures would be taken. Target group of respondents comprised
agricultural and environmental specialists representing law issuing and implementing
institutions, such as ministries of agriculture and environment, Environmental Protection
Agency in Lithuania, State Environmental Service in Latvia, regional environmental
protection departments, county councils, municipalities, agricultural advisory services and
training centres.

Another, farmers’ survey was carried out among farmers of the pilot area, i.e. Lielup¢ and
Venta RBDs in Latvia and Lithuania, seeking to understand their opinion on water protection
and environmental protection in general, their understanding on their role in the improvement
of the water quality, reasons for failing to implement environmental requirements, as well as
their acceptability of various existing and potentially new agri-environmental measures.

Specialists and farmers were interviewed tete-a-tete seeking to obtain as informal answers as
possible.

The respondents of the survey were selected from both Venta and Lielupé RBDs located in
Latvian and Lithuanian parts. Results of the Specialists® Survey were taken into consideration
while constructing questionnaire for the Farmers® Survey.

Results of the surveys are an important input in the development of the river basin
management plans for the next river basin management cycle by 2021.

3.2 Sampling

3.2.1. Sampling of Specialists’ Survey

Specialists of the main state and regional institutions and other science and training
organisations, dealing with agriculture, were selected for the Specialists’ Survey. The
following organisations were represented during the Specialists Survey in Lielupe and Venta
RBDs:

- Ministries of Environment of Latvia and Lithuania

- Ministries of Agriculture of Latvia and Lithuania

- State Environmental Service of Latvia

- Environmental Protection Agency of Lithuania

- Aleksandras Stulginskis (Agricultural) University (Lithuania)
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- Latvian Rural Advisory and Training centre
- Lithuanian agricultural advisory service
- Chamber of Agriculture of the Republic of Lithuania
- Panevézys and Siauliai Regional Environmental Protection Departments
- Jelgava, Ozolnieki, Bauska and Kuldiga county councils
- Jelgava and Liepaja regional environmental services

- Municipalities

3.2.2. Sampling of Farmers’ Survey

To ensure a representativeness during the Farmers® Survey, statistical data from Venta and
Lielupe RBDs, received from the Lithuanian Statistics via a special request, was used for the
construction of the sample of the Farmers® Survey. Data on types of farms (farmers® farms,
family farms, agricultural companies, etc.), main activities (production of crop, livestock,
production of crop and livestock), plots of cultivated lands and average number of livestock
units in farms operating in related RBDs was the background for the selection of interviewees.

Data obtained from the Lithuanian Statistics and adjusted to the Survey categories are

provided in Table 4.

Table 4. Percentage of farms according to type, activities, plot of farm tilth and livestock units in
Lielupe and Venta RBDs in Lithuania, 2010

. . Lielupé/
Indicator Lielupé Venta Venta
RBD RBD RBD
Total number of farms - 48074 (100%) 49% 43% 8%
IFarmers's farms 41,37% 36,26% 32,76%
Family farms 58,02% 63,51% 66,64%
IAgricultural companies 0,33% 0,06% 0,16%
IPartnerships
Percentage of farms Private investment companies 0,17% 0,12% 0,34%
according to type of farm  [State enterprises 0,00% 0,03%
Municipal enterprises
Cooperative companies 0,04% 0,02% 0,03%
Individual enterprises 0,01%
Other enterprises 0,06% 0,03% 0,05%
IProduction of crop, % 49.9% 44.5% 51.9%
Percentage of farms  |Livestock, % 27.8% 36.3% 22.3%
according to activities  |Production of crop and
livestock, % 22.3% 19.2% 25.8%
donot |[Number of farms 0,18% 0,08% 0,21%
have  |plot of tilth, ha
Percentage of (0-10) Number of farms 73,91% 71,70% 79,63%
farms IPlot of tilth, ha 12% 21% 13%
according to (10-20) Number of farms 10,21% 14,51% 7,69%
plot of a farm Plot of tilth, ha 6% 14% 5%
tilth 2050 Number of farms 7,59% 8,80% 5,49%
(20-50) Plot of tilth, ha 11% 19% 8%
(50-200) |[Number of farms 6,25% 4,27% 5,39%
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Plot of tilth, ha 25% 26% 24%
0 ] 0

(200-500) Number’of farms 1,35% 0,49% 1,07%
IPlot of tilth, ha 18% 10% 15%
(500-  [Number of farms 0,26% 0,10% 0,31%
1000)  |Plot of tilth, ha 8% 5% 11%
~=1000 Number of farms 0,25% 0,04% 0,21%
IPlot of tilth, ha 20% 4% 24%
total INumber of farms 100,00% 100,00% 100,00%
IPlot of tilth, ha 530227 294525 79856
donot |[Number of farms 35,20% 33,33% 36,00%

have INumber of livestock units
Number of farms 53,60% 48,62% 55,24%

(0-5)

Percentage of INumber of livestock units 13,67% 19,07% 23,03%
farms (5.10)  Number of farms 6,05% 8.74% 4,52%
a;zzigg;gotfo INumber of livestock units 6,18% 13,18% 7,77%
livestock (10-300) Number of farms 491% 9,26% 4,08%
units in a INumber of livestock units 23,89% 59,98% 40,65%
farm 300 [Number of farms 0,24% 0,04% 0,16%
INumber of livestock units 56,25% 7,77% 28,54%
total Number of farms 100% 100% 100%
INumber of livestock units 100% 100% 100%

Source: Data from Agricultural census in Lithuania, 2010, recalculated by the consultant

As it can be seen from Table 4, percentage of farms according to the plot of farm tilth and
percentage of plot of farm tilth according to different groups of farms does not coincide. For
example, in Lielupe RBD number of farms having less than 10 ha of cultivated land comprises
74% of all farms, however, the plot they hold makes only 12% of all cultivated land. Vice
versa, big farms over 1000 ha make only 0,25% of overall number of farms, but hold 20% of

cultivated land.

Therefore, selection of farms of different categories to be surveyed was not straightforward.

Tables 5 and 6 provide information on the theoretical number of farms according to type of
farms and farm activities adapted to the number of Lithuanian farmers (300) to be questioned.

Table 5. Theoretical number of farms to be surveyed in Lithuania according to type of farms

and farm activities

. Lielupé Venta Lielupé/Venta
Indicator Categor
gory RBD RBD RBD

Total number of farms 300 146 130 24
Farmers's farms 60 47 8
Family farms 85 83 16
Agricultural companies 0.5 0.1 0.04

Number of farms Partnershins i ] ]

according to type of D

farm Private investment companies 0.2 0.1 0.1
State enterprises 0.01 - 0.01
Municipal enterprises - - -
Cooperative companies 0.1 0.03 0.01
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Individual enterprises 0.02 - -
Other enterprises 0.1 0.04 0.02
Number of farms Production of crop 73 58 12
according to farm Livestock 41 47
activities Production of crop and livestock 33 25

Table 6. Theoretical number of farms according to plot of farm tilth and number of livestock
units in a farm and number of farms based on the percentage of plot of farm tilth and livestock
units in different categories of farms, to be surveyed in Lithuania

. . Lielupé/ . . Lielupe/
. Lielupé Venta . Lielupé Venta
Indicator Category Venta Indicator Category Venta
RBD RBD RED RBD RBD RED
Total Total b
number 300 146 130 24 i number 300 146 130
of farms
of farms
Less than 10 ha 108 93 19 Less than 10 ha 17 27 3
Number of
10-20 ha 15 19 2 | farms based 10-20 ha 9 19 1
Number | 5950 ha 11 11 | | onthe 20-50 ha 16 25 2
of farms percentage of
according | 50-200 ha 9 6 1 [ plot of farm 50-200 ha 37 34 6
to plot of tilth according
farm tilth | 200-500 ha 2 0,6 0,3 | to different 200-500 ha 26 14 4
500-1000 ha 0,4 0,1 0,1 | Foubs of 500-1000 ha 12 6 3
s More than 1000
More than 1000 ha 0,4 0,0 0,1 ha 29 6 6
Number |y o than 5 LU 130 107 22 | Numberof | Less than 5 LU 20 25 6
according "5 101y 9 11 | | famsbased 15 0y 9 17 2
0 on the
number =
of 10-300 LU 7 12 1 | percentage of 10-300 LU 35 78 10
livestock livestock units
lflanrg-f ma | More than 300 LU 0,3 0,1 0,0 | in farms More than 300 LU 82 10 7
It can be seen that, based on different criteria, number of farms of different categories to be
surveyed is very different. For example, if we select criteria of number of farms falling in the
category “Less than 10 ha”, 108 farms would need to be surveyed in Lielup¢ RBD. However,
if we select criteria of plot of land, which farms less than 10 ha hold, only 17 farms would
need to be questioned etc.
The interviewers were suggested being flexible and select number of farms to be surveyed
based on both 1) number of farms and 2) overall plot and livestock unit criteria, using simple
average. Thus, number of respondents in certain categories of farms should be within the
intervals provided above, i.e., for example, within category of farms having 10-300 livestock
units in Lielupé RBD approximately 21 farm could be questioned (this is simple average of 7
and 35).
Table 7 presents number of farms to be surveyed in accordance with the approach described
above.
Table 7. Agreed number of farms of different categories to be surveyed in Lithuania
. . . Lielupé/ Venta
Indicator Category Lielupé RBD Venta RBD I[;BD
Total number 300 146 130 24
of farms
Number of Farmers’ farms 58 45 6
farms according | Family farms 82 81 13
to type of farm | Agricultural companies 1 1 1
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Partnerships - = -
Private investment 1 1 1
State enterprises 1 - 1
Municipal enterprises - - =
Cooperative companies 1 1 1
Individual enterprises 1 - -
Other enterprises 1 1 1
Number of Production of crop 73 58 12
farms according [
) (e Livestock 41 47 5
tiviti Production of crop and
activies livestack 33 25 6
Number of
T Less than 10 ha 63 60 11
according o | 1950 pa 12 19 2
plot of farm
tilth 20-50 ha 13 18 2
50-200 ha 23 20 4
200-500 ha 14 7 2
500-1000 ha 6 3 1
More than 1000 ha 15 3 3
Number of
e Less than 5 LU 75 66 14
accordingto | s 101y 9 14 1
number of
livestock units | 10-300 LU 21 45 5
in a farm
More than 300 LU 41 5 3

The above approach was discussed among project specialists and it was agreed that this was
just a preliminary interpretation of statistical data to be applied for the Survey and it would not
be possible to exactly meet all the criteria, so the above table was indicative. Real numbers of
farmers questioned would be different.

3.3 Questionnaire design
The questionnaire for specialists contained eight questions about:

- Main problems, related to agricultural pollution in Lithuania and Latvia in general
and specifically in Lielupé and Venta river basin districts.

- Pollution management measures currently in place and their effectiveness.

- Most important part of the questionnaire was targeted at sorting out whether existing
measures are sufficient to combat agricultural pollution and what supplementary
measures could be applied in the case they are not sufficient.

- The latter question contained the list of various possible supplementary measures.

Specialists expressed their opinion on the applicability of those measures in Lithuania or
Latvia, as well as recommended other measures. They also provided other comments, requests
or suggestions regarding the agricultural pollution management issues in Venta and Lielupé
river basins.

The questionnaire for farmers contained 30 questions about:
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- their socio-economic background,

- types and activities of farms,

- water pollution problems,

- role of farmers in water pollution,

- application of agri-environmental measures,

- barriers preventing the successful implementation of environmental requirements,

- farmer’s opinion about the effectiveness of agri-environmental measures for
reduction of water pollution

- farmer’s acceptability of new agri-environmental measures.

The average time of the interview was 40 minutes.
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4. SPECIALISTS SURVEY RESULTS

Specialists of various institutions (as listed in section 3.2.1.) were surveyed in order to
understand how they see agricultural pollution problems in Lielupé¢ and Venta RBDs, what is
their attitude toward various agri-environmental measures for the reduction of water pollution
and how decisions on these measures would be taken.

What are the main problems, related to the agricultural pollution in Lithuania/Latvia and
Lielupé/Venta RBDs?

All the answers could be grouped into several blocks, as different types of problems of
agricultural water pollution were indicated. Some answers were related to the final
consequences of agricultural pollution, such as eutrophication, some to legal deficiencies,
such as insufficient regulation of fertiliser use, some to behavioural aspects of farmers, such as
inadequate attitude of farmers etc. The answers are summarized in a few blocks as follows:

1. Consequences of agricultural pollution:

1) Excessive amount of nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorus) reaching surface waters.

2) Eutrophication of water bodies and the Baltic Sea.

3) Soil degradation, erosion due to over-intensive agricultural activities and hence
reduction of biodiversity.

4) Biodiversity loss not only due to intense agricultural activity, but also due to
abandoned (uncultivated) land.

5) Decline of natural and semi-natural grassland areas and biodiversity loss.

6) Ambient air pollution with ammonia (NH3 and carbon dioxide (CO2) (this was
mentioned by one respondent).

2. Legal and control block:

7) Lack of regulation of the use of mineral fertilisers.

8) Collaboration between ecologists and agronomists should be ensured when setting
the environmental standards.

9) Insufficient protection belts (zones) along watercourses.

10) Complicated control of diffuse pollution.

3. Technological block:

11) Problems with existing manure/slurry storages and spreading equipment: lack of the
capacity; if exist, not comply with environmental requirements; equipment outdated.

4. Behavioural, research and information block:

12) Lack of scientific research on the topic

13) Lack of soil agrochemical analyses

14) Lack of information on fertilisers and their composition. Farmers are not obliged to
report the amount of used fertilisers.

15) Agricultural pollution is not properly assessed, therefore there are no specific
measures defined.

16) Lack of knowledge on agri-environmental measures.
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17) Inadequate attitude and inappropriate behaviour of farmers, mostly related to the
unbalanced use of fertilisers (inadequate application time, location and quantities).

18) Lack of public information.

19) Lack of information on pesticides use.

20) Lack of professionals issuing fertilisation plans. More intensive involvement of
agronomists is required.

In addition, domestic wastewater of non sewered inhabitants was noted as a problem related to
diffuse pollution.

It is interesting that there was an answer about “excessive” requirements of the EU, meaning
that farmers of Lithuania and Latvia cannot compete with farmers from other (third) countries,
where these requirements are not in effect.

Main agricultural pollution management measures in effect in Lithuania/Latvia and in
Lielupe/Venta RBD:s.

Most respondents mentioned requirements in accordance with the Nitrates Directive and
related measures, such as fertilisation plans, manure and slurry storages, fertilisation norms,
proper time for fertilisation, water protection belts and zones, optimisation of animal density,
etc.

Usage of authorised plant protection products, more stringent requirements in karst region,
crop rotation, requirements for farms to declare fields for application of manure, limitations
for application of liquid manure, water management plans, IPPC permits; environmental
monitoring, requirements for mineral fertiliser use (in crop production farms), chemicals use
accounting (for those farmers who get support), stubble field in winter period and organic
farming, catch crops, construction of biogas factories, measures for wastewater pollution and
flood risk reduction were also mentioned, however, some of these measures/requirements are
not really mandatory.

Most Latvian specialists noted that all Lielupe river basin district in Latvia, in contrary to
Venta RBD, is designated as a nitrate vulnerable zone and thus more stringent requirements
are in effect there in comparison to the requirements for the Venta RBD in Latvia. Some
specialists listed these requirements very precisely.

In general, it could be concluded that not all specialists working in the agricultural sector
could distinguish the mandatory, i.e. existing, measures/requirements for reduction of
agricultural pollution and the potential ones.

Are the existing measures sufficient to combat the agricultural pollution in Venta and Lielupé
RBDs?

Nine specialists out of 32 told the existing agri-environmental measures were sufficient to
combat agricultural pollution and the rest two thirds were claiming that more measures would
be needed.

What measures would you like to see in the list of supplementary measures, required for the
reduction of agricultural pollution? Specialists had to rate the usefulness of a proposed
measure specifying whether it would be not useful, to some extent useful or highly useful.

The following table presents opinion of specialists on the potential supplementary measures.
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Table 8. Opinion of respondents (those who think existing measures are not sufficient) on the
usefulness of potential supplementary measures, - number of respondents

Measure Not Could be | Highly
useful* useful* useful*

Improve fertilisation technology (improved 3 20
fertilisation technology can reduce nutrient
leakage into waters)

Develop and implement fertilisation plans 4 19
according to the approved Methodology for the
Development of Fertilisation Plans.

Establish a 5 m wide additional vegetation buffer 7 15
zone, located on an arable field next to
watercourse (stream, river or lake). (Buffer zones
may reduce losses of mineral nutrients and
prevent contamination of water with pesticides
which are spread on the field.)

Plant sandy and mixed land with catch crops 2 10 10
(catch crops uptake nutrients, therefore after
harvesting main crops lower amounts of nutrients
are left in the soil for the winter, when the surface
run-off is the highest.

Prepare nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous) 2 13 8
balance, allowing long term planning of fertiliser
use (when fertilisation plans are not developed)

Replace mineral fertilisers with green manure 4 9 8
crop for improving soil fertility and plant growing

conditions

Leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over 4 11 7
the winter

Allow renaturalisation (re-meandering) of the 8 6 6

natural, previously straightened, riverbeds in your
fields (after re-meandering rivers usually become
longer resulting in better conditions for the self-
purification)

Convert from conventional to organic farming 7 11 4
(nutrient use efficiency is higher and nutrient
losses to the environment are lower in an organic
than in a conventional farm)

Construct artificial wetlands between fields and 2 16 3
water bodies (wetlands can help to capture
nutrients from agriculture run-off before entering
water bodies)

Convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland 9 10 3
(this measure reduces nutrients’ leakage to waters
due to lower inputs in the soil)

Apply reduced fertilisation norms compared to 11 10 1
optimal norms

*-Note that not all respondents answered to all sub-questions on each proposed measure

Specialists suggested other potential new measures:
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1) use of probiotics to improve soil properties and to reduce amount of required
fertilisers;

2) monitoring system for water quality in all rivers;

3) mandatory fertilising plans for large farms;

4) farmers education is very important;

5) improved rules and control for slurry spreading in large animal farms;

6) take into consideration crop rotation and include in crop rotation legumines and green
manure crop.

These measures were taken into consideration while constructing questionnaire for Farmers
Survey. Moreover, specialists indicated some problems which need to be paid attention at
while developing strategies on agri-environmental measures:

- The mineral fertilisers’ usage in Lithuania is not regulated; this is a very important
drawback in the system of agricultural pollution reduction.

- In Lithuanian part of Lielupe and Venta RBDs there is a lack of mixed crop and
animal farming. Crop production is the most common.

- Implementation of agri-environmental measures requires an integral approach. There
is lack of the evaluation of environmental benefits that could be achieved through
supportive measures under the Rural Development Programme.

- Needed proper accounting of pollution rising from fishing ponds in Venta RBD. It is
necessary to have more detailed information on amount of feed supplied to fish, its
nutritional composition, concentration of chemical substances in fisheries production
and quantities of production.

- There is also a need to change methods for the assessment of the load from large
livestock farms and of biogens’ leaching in Lielupe RBD. Evaluation of only annual
average leachate concentrations is not correct way. It is necessary to evaluate
pollution in different periods taking into consideration the water content in the soil
during the certain year.

- There is a lack of training and education of farmers. They should learn more about
modern technologies application opportunities. It is important that farmers are
acquainted with the specific situation in a particular area where they conduct
farming activities. It was noted that short clips on TV would be a powerful
instrument.

- Relationship between controlling authorities and farmers should be improved,
focusing on advising and supportive character of such a relationship. On the other
hand, more control should be secured in vegetation periods when pesticides are
being spread.

- More attention should be paid at slurry problem of pig farms.

- Lack of political will is still often an important obstacle for environmental
improvements in the agricultural sector.

- Financial support should be awarded only to farmers who meet requirements of good
agricultural practices.

- Information, accounting of actual quantities of fertilisers and pesticides should be
considerably improved.

- Scientific knowledge and research activities should be extended; collaboration
between ecologists and agronomists initiated.

- Monitoring of water and soil in agricultural area needs to be broadened.

It was interesting that there was an opinion of a specialist, who to some extent “justified”
agricultural pollution saying that “it is better to use fertilisers and pesticides here than to eat
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chemisized products from abroad”, i.e. it was suggested to find a middle way for fertiliser and
pesticide use and conservation of water resources.

5. FARMERS’ SURVEY RESULTS

5.1 Descriptive statistics of the sample

Majority of respondents in both RBDs in Latvia and Lithuania represented farmers’ farms, the
rest — family farms and agricultural companies. In Latvia partnerships and cooperative
companies were represented as well. Respondents, occupied in the production of crop,
comprised the greatest part in both RBDs. In Latvia, in Venta RBD, quite a significant part of
respondents are involved in the production of both crop and livestock. Detailed statistics on
respondents is provided in Table 9 below. It should be noted that some farms spread over both
Lielupe and Venta RBDs, so such a category of farms was introduced as well, though making
a very small portion of all farms surveyed.
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In terms of land plots cultivated by farmers, the latter were asked to indicate a category (range) within which
their cultivated land falls (for example, 20-50 ha, 200-500 ha, etc.). The exact area of cultivated land is not
known, therefore it is difficult to indicate the total area, which fell under the Survey. It can be said, based on
the minimum (if all farms falling in one category had the minimum number of hectares) and maximum (if all
farms falling in one category had the maximum number of hectares) scenarios, that the Survey covered from
1.2 to 8.1 percent of the total agricultural land in the Venta and Lielupe RBDs.

Majority of respondents — 67 % in Latvia and 57 % in Lithuania — were not familiar with the river basin
districts, their management plans and programmes of measures. The rate of respondents representing organic
farming in both countries was low: approximately 6 % in Latvia and 5 % in Lithuania.

Surveyed farmers of both countries were rather experienced in farming (Figure 4).

100%
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0-5years 6-10years 11-15years 16-20years >20vyears

Figure 4. Farming experience among Latvian and Lithuanian farmers

Men comprised 66 % of all respondents in Latvia and 78 % in Lithuania. The mean age of Latvian
respondents was 48,8 years, the median - 48,5 years; accordingly the mean and median ages of Lithuanian
respondents was 44,6 and 45 years.

The size of households varies from one person to 14 in Latvia and up to seven in Lithuania. The average
household size among Latvian respondents was 3,66 persons, among Lithuanian — 3,48 persons. Table 10

presents distribution of households according to their size in both countries.

Table 10. Distribution of household size among Latvian and Lithuanian respondents in the survey

Household size, persons Latvia Lithuania

1 8.6% 3.7%
2 22.5% 24.3%
3 19.6% 23.6%
4 22.5% 28.2%
5 10.4% 12.0%
6 8.6% 6.3%
7 6.1% 2.0%
8 1.1% 0.0%
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12

0.4%

0.0%

14

0.4%

0.0%

Education of respondents varied from primary school to a university degree. Majority of them in both
countries had a technical background (60.2 % of Latvian respondents and 58.3 % of Lithuanian

respondents).

Table 11. Education level of Latvian and Lithuanian respondents

Level of education Latvia Lithuania
Primary school 0.7% 0.3%
Basic school 5.4% 1.7%
Secondary school 11.8% 12.6%
Technical school 60.2% 58.3%
University 21.9% 27.2%

Level of the average yearly household income was a sensitive issue to the respondents, nevertheless,
majority of them stated their income within the scale proposed in the questionnaire. The percentage of
Latvian respondents who did not agree to reveal their income was 32 % and of Lithuanian — almost 22 %.
Distribution of respondents across the income classes is provided in Table 12.

Table 12. Distribution of the average yearly income of business or individual activity, which a respondent

spends for his(her) household purposes

Yearly income, EUR Latvia Lithuania
Less than 580 2.2% 3.7%
581-1450 7.6% 8.6%
1451-2900 13.3% 9.3%
2901-5800 21.6% 14.6%
5801-11600 15.8% 20.3%
11601-20300 4.7% 9.6%
20301-29000 1.1% 6.6%
More than 29000 1.8% 5.3%
I do not want to respond 32.0% 21.9%

Quite some part of respondents had difficulties to separate income of their businesses which could be
assigned to the direct income of their households.

5.2 Attitudes and use of water resources by farmers

This section of the questionnaire contained question about purposes for which respondents use water
resources in Venta and/or Lielupé river basins.

5.2.1. Usage of water resources by farmers

Majority of Latvian respondents answered that they use water for drinking purposes: 75 % respondents of
Venta and Lielupé/Venta RBDs and 58 % respondents of Lielupé RBD. Slightly lower percentage of
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respondents, i.e. 54 % in Lielupé RBD and 47 % in Venta RBD like to go to water sites for swimming. 48 %
respondents from Lielupé¢ RBD and 46% from Venta RBD use water for spraying on their fields. The lowest
percentage of respondents fish and irrigate fields. Distribution of Latvian answers is provided in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Use of water resources in Lielupe and Venta RBDs in Latvia, share of total respondents in the
group

Lithuanian statistics is a little different. The highest percentage of respondents answered that they used water
sites for swimming: 71 % in Lielupé RBD and 87 % in Venta RBD. Water use for drinking purposes was in
the second place: 59 % in Lielup¢ RBD and 71 % in Venta RBD. Spray of fields was in the third place: 49
% in Lielup¢ RBDand 62 % in Venta RBD. Distribution of answers among Lithuanian respondents is
provided in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. Use of water resources in Lielupe and Venta RBDs in Lithuania, share of total respondents in the
group

Based on the results we can say that the majority of respondents in both countries think that water in Lielupe
and Venta RBDs is of good quality, otherwise they would not use it for drinking and swimming.
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5.2.2. Opinion of farmers on the impact of agricultural activities on the water quality

Farmers were also asked to evaluate the effect of agricultural activities on water in general, seeking to
understand whether they consider themselves responsible for water pollution. Lithuanian respondents
appeared feeling more responsible compared to Latvian respondents.. 53 % of them answered that
agriculture contributes to water pollution by 10-50 %, whereas 57 % of Latvian respondents think that

agriculture contributes to water pollution only by 10 % (Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Extent of agriculture contribution to water pollution in general
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Further respondents were asked about the impact of certain agricultural activities on water pollution.
Majority respondents of both countries recognized fertilisation timing to be an important factor contributing
to water quality (Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Extent of fertilisation timing (month, weather conditions) contribution to water quality
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Respondents’ opinion regarding mineral fertilisers’ use contribution to water quality was different. Majority
of Latvians answered that mineral fertilisers’ use to some extent contributes to water quality, whereas
majority of Lithuanians found it contributing to a little extent. However, almost all respondents recognise
the importance of fertilisers as polluters of water resources.
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Figure 9. Extent of mineral fertilisers’ use contribution to water quality

Leakage from manure storages was considered to some extent contributing to water quality by Latvian and
Lithuanian respondents. Share of Lithuanian respondents which indicated importance of leakages from
manure storages ‘To some extent’ and ‘To a large extent’ was equal. As a conclusion we can say, that the
majority of respondents recognise leakage of manure storages as a very important factor affecting quality of
water resources.
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Figure 10. Extent of leakage from manure storages contribution to water quality
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5.3. Role of farmers in improvement of water quality

5.3.1. Implementation of mandatory measures
Respondents were asked whether they had already implemented mandatory environmental measures or
measures meeting requirements for the good agricultural practice. The list of selected measures, for which

farmers had to give their answers, is provided in Table 13.

Table 13. Environmental measures, mandatory according to national legislations

Measure Latvia Lithuania
Manure storage meeting Yes Yes
environmental requirements
for farms having 10 and more for farms having 10 and
animal units (5 animal units in more animal units (farms
nitrate vulnerable zone, i.e. keeping at the same site from
Lielupé basin) 10 to 100 animal units, are
allowed to accumulate solid
manure in solid manure
stacks located by barns and
equipped with leakproof
layer which ensures that
slurry does not flow to the
environment)
Slurry storage meeting Yes Yes
environmental requirements
for farms having 10 and more for farms having 10 and
animal units (5 animal units in more animal units
nitrate vulnerable zone, i.e.
Lielupé basin)
Fertilisation plan meeting Yes Yes
environmental requirements
for farms in nitrate vulnerable for farms using manure in
zones, i.e. Lielupé basin, more than 50 ha of
depending on hectares (from agricultural land
20 ha for field crops, 3 ha for
growing vegetables and
orchards)
Adopted fertilisation norms Yes Yes
meeting environmental
requirements for farms using manure
Application of fertilisers in a Yes Yes
proper time
for farms using manure
Winter or perennial plants cover Yes NO,
in winter (as recommended in
the Code of Good Agricultural for farms in nitrate vulnerable | recommended in the CGAP
Practice) zone, i.e. Lielupé basin, must
grow winter crop or perennial
grass or fallow in more than
50 % of arable land
Crop rotation to prevent erosion NO, NO,
in hilly areas (as recommended
in the Code of Good recommended in the CGAP recommended in the CGAP
Agricultural Practice)
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Manure storages are considered to be one of the most effective measures in reducing the amounts of
nutrients run-off to water bodies. For 64 surveyed farmers from Lithuania and 107 surveyed farmers from
Latvia this measure is mandatory. Results of the survey revealed that manure storages have not been

constructed in all farms where they had to be constructed (Table 14).

Table 14. Answers of respondents who are obliged to construct manure storages, number

Latvia Lithuania
Respondent Respondent
Group of state that |The measure/The measure| state that |The measure/The measure
farm measure is has been |has not been| measure is has been |has not been
not relevant [implemented|/implemented| not relevant implemented|implemented
on his farm on his farm
5-10 LSU
Lielupé 4 10 6 NA NA NA
10-300 LSU 31 43 5 37 20
More than
300 LSU 0 5 0 0 2 0
Total, % 11.2% 43.0% 45.8% 7.8% 60.9% 31.3%

This measure was implemented only in 43 % of farms in Latvia. In Lithuania the situation was better — the
measure was implemented in 61 % of farms above 10 AU. Besides that, 11.2 % of Latvian respondents and
7.8 % of Lithuanian respondents stated that this measure was not relevant to them. However, some deviation
from the real results can not be eliminated since farms, keeping at the same site from 10 to 100 animal units, are
allowed to accumulate solid manure in solid manure stacks located by barns and equipped with leakproof layer
ensuring that slurry does not flow to the environment. The main reason for not implementing the measure,
indicated by Latvian and Lithuanian respondents, was too expensive execution of the measure. Reasons for
the implementation of the measure were different: for Lithuanians first of all was possibility to use EU
assistance funds, then environmental protection, fear of control/penalties; a few respondents also indicated a
possibility to improve organization and accounting of their work. The main reason for the implementation of
this measure by Latvians was environmental protection; the second reason was an easy execution of the
measure and only in the third place the possibility to use EU assistance funds was mentioned.

Slurry storages, like manure storages, have a very important input in reducing the amounts of nutrients run-
off to water bodies. For 64 surveyed farmers from Lithuania and 107 surveyed farmers from Latvia this
measure is mandatory.

Situation with slurry storages in Latvia is even worse than with manure storages; this measure was
implemented only in 21.5 % of farms where it had to be implemented (Table 15). Like in the previous case,
situation was better in Lithuania — slurry storages were constructed in 65.6 % of farms. Moreover, 44.9 % of
Latvian farmers stated that this measure was not relevant to them. Percentage of Lithuanians was the same
as in the case with manure storages — 7.8 % stated that measure was not relevant to them. The main reason
for implementation the measure among Latvians again was environmental protection, then possibility to use
the EU assistance funds and easy execution of the measure. Lithuanians, like in the previous case, first of all
indicated possibility to use the EU assistance, then environmental protection; quite significant percentage
also indicated the fear of control/penalties, while the main reason for not implementing the measure was the
same among respondents of both countries — too expensive execution of the measure.
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Table 15. Answers of respondents who are obliged to construct slurry storages, number

Latvia Lithuania
Respondent Respondent
Number of state that |The measure The measure| state that |The measure/The measure
animal units | measure is has been [has not been| measure is has been |has not been
not relevant implemented| implemented| not relevant implemented|implemented
on his farm on his farm
5-10 LSU
Lielupé 7 3 10 NA NA NA
10-300 LSU 38 19 25 5 40 17
More than
300 LSU 3 1 1 0 2 0
Total, % 44.9% 21.5% 33.6% 7.8% 65.6% 26.6%

Preparation of a fertilisation plan requires knowing nutrient stocks in the soil in a particular field. These
plans reveal optimal fertilisation norms and help to balance the ratio of nutrients (N, P, K). For 194 surveyed

farmers in Lithuania and 129 farmers in Latvia this measure is mandatory.

Table 16. Answers of respondents who are obliged to have fertilisation plans meeting environmental

requirements, number

Latvia Lithuania
Plot of Respondent Respondent
cultivated stated that [The measure|/The measure| stated that |The measure / The measure
land measure is has been |had not been| measure is has been |had not been
not relevant implemented implemented| not relevant implemented|implemented
on his farm on his farm
Less than 10
ha 4 5 13 NA NA NA
10-20 ha 2 2 5 NA NA NA
20-50 ha 2 22 14 NA NA NA
50-200 ha 1 31 2 72 35 21
200-500 ha 0 13 2 22 24 7
500-1000 ha 0 7 2 6 1 1
>1000 ha 0 2 0 2 3 0
Total 7.0% 63.6% 29.5% 52.6% 32.5% 14.9%

This measure was implemented in 32.5 % of Lithuanian farms. However, currently this measure is
mandatory only for farms using organic fertilisers in more than 50 ha of agricultural land, but not required
for farms using mineral fertilisers. The survey did not specify whether farmers apply organic fertilisers or
mineral, so some deviation from the real results can not be eliminated. Majority of farmers indicated easy
execution of the measure as the main reason of its implementation. Reasons why this measure was not
implemented were indicated two: one part of farmers noted that execution of measure was too expensive
whereas others thought that this measure was not effective.

In Latvia this measure is mandatory only in the nitrate vulnerable zone, i .e. Lielupé RBD, for farms having
20 ha or more of field crops, also growing 3 ha or more of vegetables and orchards. 63.6 % of Latvians have
implemented this measure. Possibility to improve organisation and accounting of work, environmental
protection were indicated by the major group of farmers as reasons for implementing the measure. The main
reason for not implementing the measure was expensiveness of its execution.
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Fertilisation norms indicate the amount of fertilisers that would be the minimum amount needed by plants,
without leaving surplus nutrients in the soil which usually leach into deeper soil layers.

Fertilisation norms meeting environmental requirements are mandatory for all Latvian and Lithuanian farms.
As indicated in Table 17, 84.3 % of farmers in Latvia and 87.7 % in Lithuania have implemented the
measure. However, like in the case described previously, some deviation from the real results can not be
eliminated due to the lack of information regarding the kind of fertiliser applied by Lithuanian farmers. Easy
execution of the measure was indicated as the main reason for its implementation by farmers of both
countries. High percentage of Latvian farmers also indicated environmental protection. The main reason for
not implementing the measure, according to farmers of both countries, is expensiveness of the measure.

Table 17. Answers of respondents who are obliged to comply with fertilisation norms meeting
environmental requirements, number

Latvia Lithuania
Plot of Respondent Respondent
cultivated stated that [The measure|The measure| stated that |The measure The measure
land measure is has been |had not been| measure is has been |had not been
not relevant implemented implemented| not relevant implemented|implemented
on his farm on his farm
1 - Less than 10
ha 8 33 1 2 14 1
2- 10-20 ha 11 30 0 7 21 2
3 -20-50 ha 10 58 6 3 54 4
4 - 50-200 ha 3 71 4 11 113 4
5 - 200-500 ha 1 22 0 2 50 1
6 - 500-1000 hal 0 15 0 0 8 0
7 ->1000 ha 0 7 0 0 5 0
Total, % 11.8% 84.3% 3.9% 8.3% 87.7% 4.0%

Application of fertilisers in a proper time. By avoiding the spreading of mineral fertilisers or manure at
high risk times, the nitrate leaching and loss of nitrogen through surface run-off is diminished. High risk
times include when there is a high risk of surface flow, rapid movement to field drains from wet soils or
when there is little or not crop uptake.

Application of fertilisers in a proper time is mandatory for all Latvian and Lithuanian farms. . Level of the
implementation of this measure in both countries is also quite high — 95 % of farmers in Lithuania and 83.6
% in Latvia have already implemented the measure. The main reason of its implementation, indicated by
farmers in both countries, was easy execution of the measure.
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Table 18. Answers of respondents who are obliged to apply fertilisers in a proper time, number

Latvia Lithuania
cul::?\fa(;fe d Respondent Respondent
land stated that [The measure|/The measure| stated that |The measure / The measure
measure is has been |had not been| measure is has been |had not been
not relevant implemented implemented| not relevant implemented|implemented
on his farm on his farm
1 - Less than 10
ha 10 32 0 2 15 0
2-10-20 ha 13 26 2 3 27 0
3 -20-50 ha 11 60 3 3 58 0
4 - 50-200 ha 4 73 1 4 122 2
5 - 200-500 ha 2 21 0 0 52 1
6 - 500-1000 ha 0 15 0 0 8 0
7 ->1000 ha 0 7 0 0 5 0
Total, % 14.3% 83.6% 2.1% 4.0% 95.0% 1.0%

A winter plants cover is planted in late summer or fall to provide soil cover during the winter. A plants
cover helps to take up residual nitrate and other nutrients from the soil after the main crop has been
harvested in the summer or early autumn, leaving less nitrate available for leaching over winter. Ensuring
that the land is not left exposed helps reduce soil erosion and the mobilisation of associated pollutants. For
149 surveyed farmers in Latvia this measure is mandatory, but it is only recommendable in Lithuania.

Winter or perennial plants cover in winter is mandatory only for Latvian farmers in Lielupé RBD. This
measure was implemented by 77% of farmers. Easy execution of the measure was the main reason of its
implementation, whereas according to the opinion of farmers, who have not implemented the measure, this
measure was not effective.

Table 19. Share of answers of Latvian respondents who are obliged to apply winter or perennial plants cover
in winter in Lielupé¢ RBD

Respondent
state that The measure | The measure
measure is has been has not been Total
not relevant | implemented | implemented
on his farm
10% T7% 13% 100%

5.3.2. Implementation and costs of agri-environmental measures during the last three years

Respondents were also asked what agri-environmental measures were implemented in their farms during the
last 3 years. As it can be seen from Figure 11, in general, implementation of related measures was more
intensive in Latvia (166 of Latvian farmers and 153 of Lithuanian farmers surveyed implemented agri-
environmental measures during 2011-2013), in particular in the Lielup¢é RBD, where farmers have more
restrictions and greater responsibility.
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Figure 11. Implementation of agri-environmental measures during the last 3 years

Detailed analysis of implemented agri-environmental measures revealed that the most popular measure
among farmers in Latvia and Lithuania, notably in Lielup¢é RBD, was preparation of fertilisation plans
meeting environmental requirements. Construction of manure storages was in the second place. In Lithuania,
in Venta RBD, the majority of farmers noted that implemented other measures, such as crop rotation,
acquisition of slurry and manure spreaders, storages of fuel or converting land into grassland.
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Figure 12. Number of farmers, who implemented agri-environmental measures in the last 3 years

As regards expenses for the agri-environmental measures® implementation (Figure 13), the major group of
Lithuanian farmers in Lielup¢é RBD comprised those who had spent 146-580 EUR (13 respondents), in
Venta RBD — more than 29000 EUR (8 respondents). In Latvia the majority did not want to respond, but the
major group of those farmers who responded in Lielup¢ RBD had spent 146-580 EUR (21 respondent), in
Venta RBD — 30-145 EUR (6 respondents). The higher proportion of farmers who had expenses in Lielupé
RBD is, first of all, due to the higher number of farmers operating in this basin compared to the other and,
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secondly, bigger environmental problems farmers face in this RBD and therefore need to implement more
measures in order to comply with environmental requirements. Quite low expenses show that not very costly
measures have been implemented. In general, Latvian farmers have spent more money for environmental
measures during the last year than Lithuanian ones. This could be explained by the fact that in Lithuania
some mandatory measures were implemented earlier than during the last three years.
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Figure 13. Distribution of expenses spent by a farmer on agri-environmental measures over the last 3 years

Farmers were asked about the barriers that prevent successful implementation of all environmental
requirements. Not sufficient national financial support for the implementation of environmental measures
was the top priority for the majority of respondents in both countries. Excessive bureaucracy for obtaining
compensation was indicated as quite an important reason by Lithuanian farmers as well. Environmental
education, as noted by farmers themselves, is highly needed to improve farmers‘ awareness about the
environmental protection in both countries.
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Figure 14. Barriers that prevent successful implementation of environmental requirements

5.3.3. Conclusions on implementation of mandatory measures

It can be concluded that higher percentage of farmers who have implemented mandatory measures was in
Lithuania. However, improvement of the situation is still needed in both countries. The biggest gap is the
construction of manure and slurry storages and preparation of fertilisation plans. Implementation of these
measures seems to be difficult due to the too expensive execution of the measure. Not sufficient national
financial support for the implementation of environmental measures was the main reason for not
implementing the mandatory measures in both countries. Excessive bureaucracy for obtaining compensation
was indicated as quite an important reason by Lithuanian farmers as well.

Lithuanian farmers stated that they could implement the mandatory and the CGAP measures because
received assisstance from the EU. Latvian farmers, who implemented measures, showed their high concern
giving priority for the environmental protection reason. The level of the implementation of fertilisation
norms meeting environmental requirements as well as application of fertilisers in a proper time and
application of winter or perennial plants cover in winter is quite good, but needs some improvement as well.

Results of the survey also revealed that farmers lack knowledge about the local environmental problems and
their obligations regarding compliance with the environmental matters. Environmental education, as noted
by farmers themselves, is highly needed to improve farmers‘ awareness about the environmental protection
in both countries.
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5.4 Acceptability and effectiveness of agricultural measures

According to the assessment of the status of water bodies, conducted during preparation of the RBMPs,
some water bodies will fail to meet good water status requirements not only in 2015, but also later. So called
basic measures (i.e. those, which need to be implemented in accordance with all the EU water sector
directives except the WFD) for improvement of water quality are not sufficient, therefore supplementary
measures are required. One of the main aims of the survey was to clarify acceptability and willingness of
farmers to implement supplementary agri-environmental measures.

5.4.1. Acceptability of fertilisation related measures

Two questions in the questionnaire were related to supplementary measures. The first question was devoted
to the potential measures regulating fertilisation. The latter was specified by Specialists Survey as one of the
main reasons of agricultural diffused pollution. The following supplementary measures were proposed to
farmers:

1) Develop and implement fertilisation plans (also include soil analysis)

2) Apply reduced fertilisation norms compared to norms for highest yields

3) Prepare nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous) balance, allowing long term planning of fertiliser
use (when fertilisation plans are not developed)

4) Replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crop (green manure crop could be sown in the
spring and in the middle of summer could be ploughed; could be also other types of green
manure)

Below a short analysis of the answers is summarised.

Develop and implement fertilisation plans (also include soil analysis)

It should be noted that only answers of the farmers for whom development and implementation of
fertilisation plans is not mandatory (i.e. Lithuanian farmers having up to 50 of agricultural land and Latvian
farmers in Lielupé RBD having up to 20 ha of crop fields) were analysed. There are 108 such surveyed
farms in Lithuania and approx. 150 such farms in Latvia.

Results show that half of these Latvian farmers have already implemented this measure. Quite a big part of

farmers are also ready to implement it. The biggest part of Lithuanian farms would implement it if they
received compensation (Figure 15).
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Figure 15. Number of respondents (from those who are not yet obliged to implement this measure) who
have implemented, would or would not prepare fertilisation plans in their farms

Apply reduced fertilisation norms compared to norms for highest yields

Reducing amounts of nitrogen and phosphorus fertilisers by a certain percentage below the economic
optimum can help to reduce the residual nitrate in the soil after harvest and in the short term the amount of
soluble phosphorus. In the long term reducing phosphorus fertilisers can reduce the amount lost as
particulate phosphorus.

Reduced fertilisation norms compared to norms for highest yields are already being implemented by quite
many farmers in Latvia and Lithuania.

Around 70 Lithuanian farmers would implement this measure if received compensation, while compensation

for Latvian farmers is not so attractive. The reason is that because of the price of fertilisers farmers, in
particular small ones, cannot afford them.
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Figure 16. Number of respondents who have implemented, would or would not implement reduced
fertilisation norms compared to norms for highest yields

Prepare nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous) balance, allowing long term planning of fertiliser use (when
fertilisation plans are not developed)

Creating a nutrient balance helps to accurately account for fertiliser use to decrease application; this helps to
keep excess nutrients in the soil to a minimum. It also maximises efficient use of nutrients already in the soil
by ensuring that the soil is in a sufficiently fertile state. Accurate fertiliser application, which is based on the
crop type, its yield and the characteristics of the parcel to the economic optimum, can ensure that the
necessary quantities of the essential crop nutrients are only available when required for uptake by the crop.

Preparation of nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous) balance (when fertilisation plans are not developed) is
not widely known among Latvian and Lithuanian farmers, however, some of them (47 Latvians and 18
Lithuanians) think that they have already implemented this measure. 40 Latvians and 158 Lithuanians would
implement this measure if they received compensation. Those Latvian farmers who are not willing to
implement this measure state that it is neither necessary nor useful. Only 12 farmers in Lithuania in total
would not implement this measure because it is too complex to calculate or there is a lack of knowledge.
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Figure 17. Number of respondents, who have implemented, would or would not implement nutrients
balance calculations

Replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crop (green manure crop could be sown in the spring and in
the middle of summer could be ploughed; could be also other types of green manure)

Mineral fertiliser replacement with green manure crop is useful due to their potential for biological nitrogen
fixation. Additionaly, it protects the soil against erosion and prevents weed spreading.

The biggest part of Latvian farmers would not implement this measure. Some of them, who indicated the
reason, did not think that the measure could be effective or they were afraid to get reduced yield. Majority of
Lithuanans would implement the measure if they received compensation.

90 M| have already
80 implemented
70
60 M would implement
50
40
W1 would implement only if

30 .

I would receive the
20 - - e
i0 -

M | would not implement

Lielupe| Venta |Lielupé|Lielupé| Venta |Lielupé

B Notrelevant

Lithuania

Figure 18. Number of respondents who have already implemented, would or would not implement
replacement of mineral fertiliser with green manure crop
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54.2.

Acceptability of other agri-environmental measures

The second question on supplementary agri-environmental measures dealt with 10 measures. Farmers had to
indicate whether they were willing to implement these measures:

1.

10.

Construct manure and slurry storages meeting environmental requirements (it would reduce
nutrients leakage to the soil and water) (this measure would be relevant for the farmers for whom it
was not mandatory so far)

Construct artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies (wetlands can help to capture
nutrients from agriculture run-off before entering water bodies)

Convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland (this measure reduces nutrients’ leakage to
waters due to lower inputs in the soil)

Allow renaturalisation (re-meandering) of the natural, previously straightened, riverbeds in your
fields (after re-meandering rivers usually become longer resulting in better conditions for the self-
purification)

Improve fertilisation technology (machinery/equipment; it would improve fertiliser insertion into
soil and reduce nutrient leakage into water)

Sow catch crops for the winter (catch crops uptake nutrients, therefore after harvesting main crops
lower amounts of nutrients are left in the soil for the winter, when the surface run-off is the
highest).

Convert from conventional to organic farming (nutrient use efficiency is higher and nutrient losses
to the environment are lower in an organic than in a conventional farm)

Leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the winter (this measure helps in preventing soil
erosion)

Establish additional vegetation strip, located on an arable field next to watercourse (stream, river
or lake) (it may reduce losses of mineral nutrients and prevent contamination of water with
pesticides)

Apply crop rotation including legumes and green manure crop (a growing crop that is ploughed
under the soil to improve soil fertility and reduce nutrients leakage)

Answers to this question are summarized below:

1.

Construct manure and slurry storages meeting environmental requirements (it would reduce
nutrients leakage to the soil and water) (this measure would be relevant for the farmers who have
not implemented it so far)

Only answers of those farmers, who are not obliged to implement this measure so far (i.e. having up to 10
animal units in both countries, except up to 5 animal units in Lielup¢é RBD in Latvia), were analysed.
Majority of Latvian farmers stated that they would not implement the measure because it is too expensive.
Smaller group is willing to implement this measure or would implement it only if they would receive
compensation. Majority of Lithuanian farmers would implement the measure if they would get
compensation. Quite a big share of Lithuanian farmers stated that the measure was not relevant, as majority
of farms in Lielupe and Venta RBDs are crop production farms.
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Figure 19. Number of respondents, who have already constructed, would or would not construct
manure and slurry storages

2. Construct artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies (wetlands can help to capture
nutrients from agriculture run-off before entering water bodies)

Established wetlands can help to capture nutrients from agriculture run-off before entering water bodies.
However, this measure was not acceptable for the biggest part of farmers in both countries. The main reason
for this for Lithuanians was potential reduction of agricultural land; others did not think that this measure
could be effective. Latvian farmers presume that the measure is very expensive or is not suitable for their
lands.

90 M| have already
implemented

M would implement

U o =~ @
o o o Q
aooe |

W1 would implement only if
I would receive the
compensation

M | would not implement

Lielupe| Venta |Lielupé|Lielupé| Venta |Lielupé

B Notrelevant

Lithuania

Latvia

Figure 20. Number of respondents, who have already established, would or would not establish
artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies
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3. Convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland (this measure reduces nutrients’ leakage to
waters due to lower inputs in the soil)

Convertion of cultivated fields into extensive grasslands can help to reduce nitrogen and phosphorus losses
due to lower inputs in the area. Majority of farmers in both countries did not show willingness to apply this
measure. Loss of a profit was indicated as the main reason for this.

120 M| have already
implemented
100
80 M would implement

60
I would implement only if
40 i
I would receive the
20 compensation
M | would not implement
0 -

Lielupé| Venta |Lielupé|Lielupé| Venta |Lielupé
and and
Venta Venta

B Notrelevant

Latvia Lithuania

Figure 21. Number of respondents, who have already implemented, would or would not implement
conversion of cultivated fields into extensive grasslands

4. Allow renaturalisation (re-meandering) of the natural, previously straightened, riverbeds in your
fields (after re-meandering rivers usually become longer resulting in better conditions for the self-
purification)

Renaturalisation of a river helps to reduce non-point nutrient pollution through retention and transformation
processes, resulting from rising groundwater levels and increased flooding potential.
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Figure 22. Number of respondents, who have already implemented, would or would not implement
renaturalisation of the natural, previously straightened, rivers

As could be seen from Figure 22, majority of both Latvian and Lithuanian farmers would not implement this
measure in their fields. Those Latvians, who indicated reasons, mainly stated that there were no rivers in
their lands, whereas the main reason indicated by Lithuanians was disbelief that this measure could be
effective.

5. Improve fertilisation technology (machinery/equipment; it would improve fertiliser insertion into
soil and reduce nutrient leakage into water)

Decreasing surface application of manure and promoting injection techniques and mulching can
immediately decrease leaching into water bodies as well prevent the exposure of manure to the surface run-
off and drain flow losses. Eutrophication, resulting from emissions, can be avoided by applying manure
more effectively into the soil. It can reduce groundwater and surface water pollution from nitrate leaching
and phosphate run off.
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Figure 23. Number of respondents, who have already improved, would or would not improve fertilisation
technology

The Survey results revealed that quite a lot of Latvian farmers already improved fertilisation technology
mainly due to financial support obtained. The majority of Lithuanian farmers indicated that they would
implement this measure if received financial support.

6. Sow catch crops for the winter (catch crops uptake nutrients, therefore after harvesting main crops

lower amounts of nutrients are left in the soil for the winter, when the surface run-off is the
highest).

Catch crops help to reduce the mobilisation of agricultural pollutants by increasing nutrient uptake and
reducing surface run-off and soil erosion. Catch crops are fast-growing crops that are grown simultaneously
with or between successive plantings of a main crop.

Approximately half of Latvian farmers would not implement this measure since they think that it is not

effective, whereas the biggest part of Lithuanian farmers are willing to implement the measure with or
without compensation.
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Figure 24. Number of respondents, who have already implemented, would or would not implement measure
of catch crops

7. Convert from conventional to organic farming (nutrient use efficiency is higher and nutrient losses
to the environment are lower in an organic than in a conventional farm)

Organic farming is expected to reduce risk of N and P losses to the environment, including water bodies.
Eutrophication risk is reduced in nearby water systems. For example, organic farming in the Baltic Sea has
shown to reduce nutrient and pesticide loads in the drainage basin of the Baltic Sea. Paulsen et al (2002)
found that the current organic farming area in the Baltic Sea drainage basin would reduce nitrogen input in
the region by 2.3% and 1.8% for phosphorus (EU catalogue of agricultural measures, 2008).
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Figure 25. Number of respondents, who have already converted, would or would not convert from
conventional to organic farming

Majority of farmers in both countries have not showed readiness to convert from the conventional to organic
farming. Latvian farmers are just not interested in this type of farming, others are afraid of lower yields or
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lack of knowledge. Lithuanian farmers stated that it is complicated because of surplus bureaucracy.
Anyway, quite many Lithuanian farmers would implement this measure if they received compensation for it.

8. Leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the winter (this measure helps in preventing soil
erosion)

Unploughed fields with crop stubbles left over the winter help in reducing soil erosion, maintenance of
natural soil fertility, thus reducing the need for fertiliser application.
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Figure 26. Number of respondents, who have already implemented, would or would not implement measure
of unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the winter

Quite a big part of Lithuanian farmers have already implemented this measure and almost the same
proportion of respondents would implement it if received compensation. The major part of Latvian farmers
is not willing to implement this measure. Some of them are not sure whether this measure can be effective or
whether it is suitable for their lands.

9. Prepare additional vegetation strip, located on an arable field next to watercourse (stream, river
or lake) (it may reduce losses of mineral nutrients and prevent contamination of water with
pesticides)

Establishing vegetated and unfertilised buffer zones along watercourses decreases the movement of nutrients
into watercourses. Buffer zones can reduce pollution by changing land use (i.e. they stop agricultural
activity), thereby reducing direct pollution from inorganic fertilisers and organic manure additions. Quite
many Latvian farmers in Venta RBD would not implement this measure mainly because they think the
measure is not effective. Lithuanian farmers as well as quite a big part of Latvians would implement it if
they received compensation for this (Figure 27).
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Figure 27. Number of respondents, who have already implemented, would or would not implement

measure related to additional buffer vegetation strips, located on arable field next to watercourse

10. Apply crop rotation including legumines and green manure crop (a growing crop that is ploughed
under the soil to improve soil fertility and reduce nutrients leakage)

Crop rotation means that succeeding crops is of a different genus, species, subspecies, or variety than the

previous crops. It helps to reduce nutrient leakage, soil erosion as well as reliance on mineral fertilisers.

This measure is acceptable for almost third of Latvian farmers surveyed and they have already implemented
it. Some of them indicated that for the crop rotation they use legumines, some use clover or field beans.
Quite many of Lithuanian farmers have implemented this measure as well; however, the bigger part would
implement it if they received compensation.
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Figure 28. Number of respondents, who have already implemented, would or would not implement crop
rotation including legumines and green manure crop

78



Acceptability and Willingness of Farmers to Implement Measures for Reduction of Agricultural Pollution in Venta
and Lielupé River Basins

5.4.3. Summary of acceptability of other agri-environmental measures
Already implemented agri-environmental measures

Application of reduced fertilisation norms was the most popular measure among the Latvian and Lithuanian
farmers; it was implemented by 67% of Latvian and 35% of Lithuanian respondents who participated in the
Survey. In general, it seems that more Latvian farmers already apply non mandatory measures than
Lithuanian ones.

Share of Latvian respondents, who have implemented other measures, was lower: 39% improved
fertilisation technology, 32% apply crop rotation and 30% have fertilisation plans, 27% leave unploughed
fields with crop stubbles over the winter, 14% replaced mineral fertilisers with green manure crop, 17%
prepared nutrients balance. Other measures were applied by less than 10% of Latvian farmers.

Survey of Lithuanian farmers showed that almost the same share of them applies reduced fertilisation and
leaves unploughed fields over the winter, i.e. 35% and 34% accordingly. 22% of Lithuanian farmers apply
crop rotation, 19% improved fertilisation technology; other measures are applied by less than 10% of
farmers. Note that farmers could apply a few measures. (Figure 29).

Apply reduced fertilisation norms compared to optimal norms
Improve fertilisation technology

Apply crop rotation including legumes and green manure crop
Leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the winter
Prepare nutrients (N and P) balance

Replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crop

Establish additional vegetation strip along the watercourse
Sow catch crops for the winter

Convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland

Convert from conventional to organic farming

Construct artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies

Allow renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds

nos o Anns an0s anos Anos

mLlithuania mlatvia

Figure 29. Share of respondents who have already implemented supplementary agri-environmental
measures.

Measures, which farmers would implement
As regards willingness to implement agri-environmental measures, sowing catch crops and improving

fertilisation technology was the most popular among Lithuanian farmers - 28% would sow catch crops for
the winter and 27% would improve fertilisation technology. 23% would prepare nutrients balance, 22%
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would apply reduced fertilisation norms and crop rotation, 20% would replace mineral fertiliser with green
manure crop etc.

Application of crop rotation was the most popular among Latvian farmers — 24%. 21% of Latvians would
prepare nutrients balance and share of those, who would develop and implement fertilisation plans, improve
fertilisation technology, replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crop, apply reduced fertilisation norms
and construct manure and slurry storages, was in a range between 12-19%., etc.

Sow catch crops for the winter

Improve fertilisation technology

Prepare nutrients (N and P) balance

Apply crop rotation including legumes and green manure crop
Apply reduced fertilisation norms compared to optimal norms
Replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crop

Leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over the winter

Establish additional vegetation strip along the watercourse

Allow renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds
Convert from conventional to organic farming
Construct artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies

Convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland
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Figure 30. Share of respondents who would implement supplementary agri-environmental measures
Measures which farmers would implement if received compensation

Share of Lithuanian farmers who would implement various agri-environmental measures if received
compensation for it was prevailing compared to Latvian farmers. More than half of respondents would
establish additional vegetation strips along the watercourses as well as nutriens balance. A slightly smaller
proportion — between 43% and 50% — would replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crops, improve
fertilisation technology, develop fertilisation plans and sow catch crops for winter. Share of answers
regarding implementation of other measures was in a range of 25%-39%.

Getting compensation was not so attractive for the Latvian farmers. The highest part of them, i.e. 32%,
would prepare additional vegetation strip along the watercourse. Improvement of fertilisation technology,
sowing catch crops and replacement of mineral fertiliser with green manure crops was within the range of
20%-24%. Willingness to implement other measures was expressed by less than 20% of respondents.
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Figure 31. Share of respondents who would implement supplementary agri-environmental measures only if
received compensation

Measures which farmers would not implement

Higher proportion of Latvian farmers compared to Lithuanians has not demonstrated willingness to
implement all measures proposed in the questionnaire (Figure 32). More than half respondents within the
range of 50%-68% would not agree to convert from conventional to organic farming, convert cultivated
fields into extensive grasslands, allow renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds, construct artificial wetlands
between fields and water bodies and sow catch crops for the winter. Other part within a range 33%-39% is
not willing to replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crop, leave unploughed fields over the winter,
prepare nutrients balance and establish additional vegetation strip along watercourses.

53% of Lithuanian respondents expressed their unwillingness to convert cultivated fields into extensive
grassland, 43% would not alow renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds in their fields, 42% would not agree
to convert from conventional to organic farming, 39% would not construct artificial wetlands between fields
and water bodies. Share of answers regarding implementation of the rest measures ranged 1%-20%.
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Figure 32. Share of respondents who would not implement supplementary agri-environmental measures

54.4. Opinion on effectiveness of agri-environmental measures

Farmers were asked their opinion on the effectiveness of various agri-environmental measures. They had to
rank measures in a scale of 6, from absolutely ineffective to the most effective.

Results show that Latvian farmers consider construction of manure and slurry storages the most effective
measure in Lielupé RBD. Application of reduced fertilisation norms compared to norms for highest yields
was ranked as the second one, improvement of the fertilisation technologies — the third, and development
and implementation of fertilisation plans — the fourth.
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Figure 33. Latvian farmers’ perception of the effectiveness of various agri-environmental measures in
Lielupé RBD, responses

Lithuanian farmers’ opinion regarding effectiveness of agri-environmental measures in Lielup¢é RBD was
not very different from Latvians. Construction of manure and slurry storages was ranked as the most
effective measure; improvement of the fertilisation technology was the second one, application of crop
rotation — the third and application of reduced fertilisation norms — the fourth. However, they more clearly
expressed also their opinion on ineffectiveness. Construction of artificial wetlands, conversion of cultivated
fields to grassland and renaturalisation of riverbeds were recognized as least effective.
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Figure 34. Lithuanian farmers’ perception of the effectiveness of various agri-environmental measures in

Lielupé RBD, responses

Only distribution of measures according to their effectiveness in Venta RBD was little different, but in
general priority by Latvian farmers was given to the same measures. Improvement of fertilisation
technology was ranked as the most effective measure, construction of manure and slurry storages — the

second one, application of reduced fertilisation norms — the third.
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Figure 35. Latvian farmers’ perception of the effectiveness of various agri-environmental measures in Venta
RBD, responses

Lithuanian farmers in Venta RBD again gave priority to the construction of manure and slurry storages.
Improvement of the fertilisation technology was ranked as the second effective measure, development and
implementation of fertilisation plans — the third one, and application of reduced fertilisation norms — the
fourth.
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Figure 36. Lithuanian farmers’ perception of the effectiveness of various agri-environmental measures in
Venta RBD, responses

5.4.5.

Measures which farmers have implemented already

Ranging of willingness to apply agri-environmental measures

Some agri-environmental measures are quite widely used among the farmers in both countries who
participated in the survey; however, the majority of those are mandatory. Mostly applied measure both in
Latvia and Lithuania is application of fertilisers in a proper time.

Table 20. Range of agri-environmental measures that Latvian and Lithuanian respondents have already

implemented

Latvia

Lithuania

Agri-environmental measure

Share
farmers who
already
implemented
the measure

Share of
farmers who
already
implemented
the measure

Agri-environmental measure

Apply fertilisers in a proper time

84%

96%

Apply fertilisers in a proper time
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Latvia

Lithuania

Agri-environmental measure

Share
farmers who
already
implemented
the measure

Share of
farmers who
already
implemented
the measure

Agri-environmental measure

Apply fertilisation norms

Apply fertilisation norms

riverbeds

meeting environmental 84%* 91%%* | meeting environmental
requirements™ requirements*®
Construct slurry storages
Winter plants cover*® 77%* 66%* meeting environmental
requirements®
Apply reduced fertilisation Construct manure storages
norms compared to optimal 67% 61%* | meeting environmental
norms requirements*
Construct manure storages Apply reduced fertilisation
meeting environmental 43%* 35% | norms compared to optimal
requirements* norms
Improve fertilisation technology 39% 34% Leave unploughed ﬁelds. with
crop stubbles over the winter
Prepare fertilisation plan Prepare fertilisation plan
meeting environmental 33%%* 33%%* | meeting environmental
requirements* requirements*
Apply crop rotation including
legumines and green manure 32% 32% | Winter plants cover
crop
Leave unploughed fields with 0 o Apply.crop rotation including
. 27% 22% | legumines and green manure
crop stubbles over the winter
crop
Construct slurry storages
meeting environmental 22%* 19% | Improve fertilisation technology
requirements*®
Prepare nutrients (N and P) 17% 9% | Sow catch crops for the winter
balance
Replace mineral fertiliser with 14% ]9 Replace mineral fertiliser with
green manure crop ° ® | green manure crop
Establish additional vegetation o o, | Prepare nutrients (N and P)
. 11% 6%
strip along the watercourse balance
Convert cultivated fields into 9 49, Convert from conventional to
extensive grassland ’ ® | organic farming
. rt cultivated fields int
Sow catch crops for the winter 9% 2% Conve- cultivated fields into
extensive grassland
Convert from conventional to 79, 1% Establish additional vegetation
organic farming ° ® | strip along the watercourse
Construct artificial wetlands 49, 0% Construct artificial wetlands
between fields and water bodies ° ® | between fields and water bodies
Allow renaturalisation of natural Allow renaturalisation of natural
0% 0%

riverbeds

*Measures which are mandatory to some part of farmers, in this case a share of that part, not of all

farmers surveyed, is provided.

87



Acceptability and Willingness of Farmers to Implement Measures for Reduction of Agricultural Pollution in Venta
and Lielupé River Basins

Measures which farmers would implement

As regards willingness to implement agri-environmental measures (Table 21), 24% of Latvian respondents
gave priority to the application of crop rotation and 21% to the preparation of nutrients balance. The biggest
percentage from Lithuanians was given to sowing catch crops for the winter (28%) and improvement of
fertilisation technology (27%).

Table 21. Range of supplementary agri-environmental measures that Latvian and Lithuanian respondents
would implement

Latvia Lithuania
Share of Share of
farmers farmers
. . who are who are . .
Agri-environmental measure s - Agri-environmental measure
willing to || willing to
apply the | apply the
measure measure
Apply crop rotation including
legumines and green manure 24% 28% | Sow catch crops for the winter
crop
grepare nutrients (N and P) 21% 27% Improve fertilisation
alance technology
Improve fertilisation o o, | Prepare nutrients (N and P)
technology 17% 23% balance
Apply reduced fertilisation
Replace mineral fertiliser with 16% 22% | norms compared to optimal
green manure Crop norms
Apply reduced fertilisation Apply crop rotation including
norms compared to optimal 15% 22% | legumines and green manure
norms crop
89 20% Replace mineral fertiliser with
Sow catch crops for the winter green manure crop
Leave unploughed fields with 6% 16% | Leave unploughed fields with
crop stubbles over the winter crop stubbles over the winter
Convert from conventional to 5% 7% | Establish additional vegetation
organic farming strip along the watercourse
Establish additional vegetation 50/, 6% Allow renaturalisation of the
strip along the watercourse natural riverbeds
Convert cultivated fields into 49 49 Convert from conventional to
extensive grassland organic farming
Construct artificial wetlands Construct artificial wetlands
between fields and water 3% 3% | between fields and water
bodies bodies
Allow renaturalisation of the 0% 20 Convert cultivated fields into
natural riverbeds extensive grassland
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Measures which farmers would implement if received compensation

Understandably bigger proportion of farmers would be willing to implement agri-environmental measures if
received compensations for that. Designation of additional vegetation strips along watercourses would be
acceptable for one third of Latvian and more than half of Lithuanian respondents if they received
compensation. Moreover, Lithuanian respondents within the range 25-50% would agree to implement all the
other measures proposed.

Table 22. Range of supplementary agri-environmental measures that Latvian and Lithuanian respondents

would implement if received compensation

Latvia Lithuania
Share of Share of
farmers farmers
who would | who would
Agri-environmental measure apply apply Agri-environmental measure
measure measure
with with
compensati | compensati
on on
Establish additional vegetation Establish additional vegetation
. 32% 53% .
strip along watercourse strip along watercourse
Improve fertilisation 249, 520 Prepare nutrients (N and P)
technology balance
Sow catch crops for the winter 23% 50% gRrZifiigﬁagzrgotﬁmhser with
Ig{g;fiﬁ ;Irlllllrizrzliofsmhser with 20% 499 ig}l)l;(;\iz z(:f;r‘uhsa‘uon
Leave unploughed ﬁelds‘ with 18% 43% | Sow catch crops for the winter
crop stubbles over the winter
Construct artificial wetlands Apply crop rotation including
between fields and water 16% 39% | legumines and green manure
bodies crop
Apply.crop rotation including o o, | Convert from conventional to
legumines and green manure 16% 35% . .
organic farming
crop
Prepare nutrients (N and P) Leave unploughed fields with
14% 32% :
balance crop stubbles over the winter
. . Construct artificial wetlands
Conveﬁ cultivated fields into 10% 28% | between fields and water
extensive grassland bodies
Convert from conventional to o o, | Convert cultivated fields into
. . 10% 28% .
organic farming extensive grassland
Allow renaturalisation of the o 0 Apply reduced fert1llsa1310n
! 4% 25% | norms compared to optimal
natural riverbeds norms
Apply reduced fertlhsagon o o, | Allow renaturalisation of the
norms compared to optimal 2% 23% :
norms natural riverbeds
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Measures which farmers would not implement

Higher proportion of Latvian respondents compared to Lithuanians showed their unwillingness to implement
agri-environmental measures. More than half of them would not agree to convert from conventional to
organic farming, convert cultivated fields into extensive grasslands, allow renaturalisation of the natural
riverbeds, construct artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies and sow catch crops for the winter.
About half of Lithuanian respondents are not willing to convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland,
43% would not alow renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds in their fields, 42% would not agree to convert
from conventional to organic farming, 39% would not construct artificial wetlands between fields and water

bodies.

Table 23. Range of supplementary agri-environmental measures that Latvian and Lithuanian respondents

would not implement

norms

Latvia Lithuania

Share of Share of

farmers farmers
Agri-environmental measure who who Agri-environmental measure

g would not | would not g
implement | implement

measure measure
Convert from conventional to Convert cultivated fields into
organic farming 68% 33% extensive grassland
Convert cultivated fields into Allow renaturalisation of the
extensive grassland 65% 43% natural riverbeds
Allow renaturalisation of the Convert from conventional to
natural riverbeds 35% 42% organic farming
Construct artificial wetlands Construct artificial wetlands
between fields and water 54% 39% | between fields and water
bodies bodies
Sow catch crops for the winter 50% 20% i:gb;iz};;?Sétszfelrzgﬁf;?lOn
Replace mineral fertiliser with 399 179 Replace mineral fertiliser with
green manure crop ° ® | green manure crop

. Apply crop rotation including
E::r?cr: nutrients (N and P) 34% 12% | legumines and green manure
crop
Leave unploughed ﬁelds' with 34% 10% | Sow catch crops for the winter
crop stubbles over the winter
Establish additional vegetation Leave unploughed fields with
. 33% 10% :

strip along the watercourse crop stubbles over the winter
Apply crop rotation including Apply reduced fertilisation
legumines and green manure 22% 7% | norms compared to optimal
crop norms
Im[})IrO\ie fertilisation 149% 49, bPrlepare nutrients (N and P)
echnology alance
Apply reduced fertilisation I
norms compared to optimal 9% 1% Improve fertilisation

technology

5.4.6.

Ranging of farmers opinion on effectiveness of agri-environmental measures
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Construction of manure and slurry storages, application of reduced fertilisation norms and improvement of
fertilisation technology were rated as the most effective measures by both Latvian and Lithuanian farmers in
Lielupé RBD.

Table 24. Range of supplementary agri-environmental measures that Latvian and Lithuanian respondents

value as most effective to reduce water pollution in Lielupe RBD

Latvia Lithuania
Share of | Share of
farmers farmers
who think | who think
Agri-environmental measure that that Agri-environmental measure
measure | measure
is most is most
effective || effective
Construction of manure and 449, 459 Construction of manure and
slurry storages ° ® | slurry storages
Application of reduced 40% 329 Improvement of the
fertilisation norms ° ° | fertilisation technology
i‘gll"ﬁg?s\;iirgzriglﬁgfogy 36% 26% | Application of crop rotation
Development and .
implementation of fertilisation 27% 23% Ap p l}cat} on of reduced
plans fertilisation norms
Preparation and
Application of crop rotation 22% 21% | implementation of nutrients
balance
Preparation and Mineral fertiliser replacement
implementation of nutrients 20% 19% | . P
balance with green manure crop
. o Development and
Vl\é{[rlllerile:ir:ﬁ;ifr?frlscement 18% 16% | implementation of fertilisation
& P plans
Conversion from conventional 12% 15% Conversion from conventional
to organic farming ° ° | to organic farming
Establishment of additional
buffer vegetation strip next to 10% 14% | Sowing catch crops
watercourse
Construction of artificial . .
wetlands between fields and 9% 12% Leaving unploughed ﬁelfls with
water bodies crop stubbles over the winter
Conversion of cultivated fields 0 o Estabhshment' of ad.d itional
to extensive grassland 9% 8% | buffer vegetation strip next to
watercourse
Renaturalisation of riverbeds 7% 7% Converspn of cultivated fields
to extensive grassland
Sowing catch crops 7% 3% | Renaturalisation of riverbeds
. . Construction of artificial
gri:)av;?Eb%?§;0$\§el;iieﬁ$$§1th 6% 1% | wetlands between fields and
p water bodies
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Mainly the same measures were indicated by respondents as the most effective in Venta RBD (Table 25).

Table 25. Range of supplementary agri-environmental measures that Latvian and Lithuanian respondents
value as most effective to reduce water pollution in Venta RBD

water bodies

Latvia Lithuania
Share of | Share of
farmers farmers
who think | who think
Agri-environmental measure that that Agri-environmental measure
measure | measure
is most is most
effective || effective
s | o | Somscion sman o
Construction of manure and o o, | Improvement of the
37% 41% SR
slurry storages fertilisation technology
. Development and
Appl} cation of reduced 23% 39% | implementation of fertilisation
fertilisation norms
plans
Development and L
implementation of fertilisation 16% 32% zfoppll}cat} on of reduced
plans ertilisation norms
Conversion from conventional o o, | Conversion from conventional
i ) 14% 25% ) .
to organic farming to organic farming
Application of crop rotation 14% 21% | Application of crop rotation
Preparation and . -
implementation of nutrients 13% 18% Mmeral fertiliser replacement
balance with green manure crop
Mineral fertiliser replacement Preparation and
. P 11% 13% | implementation of nutrients
with green manure crop
balance
Leaving unploughed fields with o o Estabhshment' of ad.d itional
. 7% 10% | buffer vegetation strip next to
crop stubbles over the winter Wateroourse
Conver519n of cultivated fields 6% 7% | Sowing catch crops
to extensive grassland
Sowing catch crops 6% 50, Conver51gn of cultivated fields
to extensive grassland
Establishment of additional Leaving unploughed fields
buffer vegetation strip next to 6% 5% | with crop stubbles over the
watercourse winter
Renaturalisation of riverbeds 5% 3% | Renaturalisation of riverbeds
Construction of artificial Construction of artificial
wetlands between fields and 2% 2% | wetlands between fields and

water bodies
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The survey gathered information on how Lithuanian and Latvian agricultural and environmental specialists
and farmers operating in the Lielupé¢ and Venta RBDs value agri-environmental aspects and new agri-
environmental measures; to what extent farmers comply with the existing environmental obligations and

how they are ready to implement supplementary agri-environmental measures. The following findings could
be highlighted:

Farmers’ knowledge of river management plans

e Majority of respondents — 67 % in Latvia and 57 % in Lithuania — were nonfamiliar with the river
basin districts, their management plans and programmes of measures. More information about the
importance of agri-environmental measures should be delivered to the farmers.

Opinion of farmers on water pollution problems

e Majority of farmers in both countries value water resources in Venta and Lielupe RBDs well.
They use dug well water for drinking (75% of Latvian respondents in Venta RBD and 58% in
Lielupe RBD; 71% of Lithuanian respondents in Venta RBD and 59% in Lielupé RBD), they swim
in lakes and rivers (54% of Latvian respondents in Lielupé¢ RBD and 47 % in Venta RBD; 87% of
Lithuanian respondents Venta RBD and 71% in Lielupé RBD).

Opinion of farmers on the impact of agricultural activities on the water quality

e Farmers understand that agricultural activities impact ground and surface water quality, however,
quite a big part of them in Latvia think that agricultural pollution contributes only up to 10%
of total water pollution. 53% of Lithuanian farmers think that agriculture contributes to water
pollution by 10-50%.

e 35% and 37% of respondents in Latvia and Lithuania accordingly see fertilisation time to some
extent contributing to water quality. 36% of Latvian farmers see mineral fertilisers’ use to some
extent contributing to water quality, whereas the biggest part of Lithuanian farmers see it
contributing to water quality zo a little extent (39% of respondents).

e The biggest part of Latvian and Lithuanian farmers see leakage from manure storages fo some
extent contributing to water quality (36% of respondents), however, the same proportion of
Lithuanian farmers (36% of respondents) see it contributing to water quality o a large extent.

Role of farmers in the improvement of the water quality

e Mandatory agri-environmental measures have been implemented not in all farms where they
had to be implemented so far. The most important gap is the construction of manure and slurry
storages (manure storages were constructed in 43% of Latvian farms and 61% of Lithuanian farms,
slurry storages — in 22% of Latvian farms and in 66% of Lithuanian farms), and preparation of
fertilisation plans (fertilisations plans had approx. one third of farms in both countries). The level of
the implementation of fertilisation norms meeting environmental requirements as well as
application of fertilisers in a proper time and application of winter or perennial plants cover in
winter was higher, but still not sufficient (required fertilisation norms have been applied in 84% of
Latvian farms and 88% of Lithuanian farms; fertilisers have been applied in a proper time in 84%
of Latvian farms and 95% of Lithuanian farms; winter or perennial plants cover in winter has been
applied in 77% of Latvian farms (for Lithuanians this measure is not mandatory)).
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Opinion of farmers on the reasons for failing to implement environmental requirements

¢ Not sufficient national financial support for the implementation of environmental measures as
the top reason was mentioned by the majority of respondents in both countries. Excessive
bureaucracy for obtaining compensation was also indicated as quite an important reason by
Lithuanian farmers. Moreover, not sufficient environmental education was stressed and
recognised as highly needed to improve farmers® awareness about the environmental protection in
both countries.

Farmers’ willingness to contribute to water quality improvement

e Application of reduced fertilisation norms compared to norms for highest yields is the most popular
supplementary measure already implemented by the Latvian farmers (applied by 67% of
respondents). Approximately one third of them improved fertilisation technology, applied crop
rotation and obtained fertilisations plans. Reduced fertilisation norms and leaving unploughed fields
with crop stubbles over the winter was applied among approx. one third of Lithuanian farms.

e The biggest support by Latvian farmers without getting financial support gets crop rotation
and preparation of nutrients balance (24% of respondents). Lithuanian farmers mostly
support sowing of catch crops for the winter (28% of respondents) and improvement of
fertilisation technology (27% of respondents).

e Understandably, receiving compensation increases willingness to implement measures. The
measure, which would be implemented by the biggest part of Lithuanian (53%) and Latvian
(32%) farmers, is preparation of vegetation strips along a watercourse if received
compensation. Lithuanian respondents in general are more eager to receive compensations — the
share of willingness to implement measures ((25-53% of respondents) exceeded Latvian one for all
types of supplementary measures. This result could be explained by the fact that Latvian farmers
are not sure about the effectiveness of some measures (for example, establishment of additional
vegetation strips along watercourses, leaving crop stubbles over the winter and construction of
artificial wetlands between fields and water bodies) and they do not want to reduce their
agricultural land area without being confident that certain measures would be beneficial to the
environment.Usually, the financial support does not cover all construction and maintenance
expenses of a measure.

e Consequently a higher percentage of Latvian farmers compared to Lithuanians showed their
unwillingness to implement supplementary measures. More than half would not agree to convert
from conventional to organic farming, from cultivated fields into extensive grasslands, allow
renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds, construct artificial wetlands between fields and water
bodies and sow catch crops for the winter (50-65% of respondents), approx. one third would not
replace mineral fertiliser with green manure crop, leave unploughed fields with crop stubbles over
the winter, prepare nutrients balance (33-39% of respondents) etc. More than half of Lithuanians
would not agree to convert cultivated fields into extensive grassland (53% of respondents), more
than one third would not alow renaturalisation of the natural riverbeds in their fields, would not
convert from conventional to organic farming, would not construct artificial wetlands between
fields and water bodies (43-39% of respondents) etc..

Farmers’ opinion on effectiveness of measures to reduce water pollution

e Latvian farmers at Lielupé RBD rated construction of manure and slurry storages, application
of reduced fertilisation norms and improvement of fertilisation technology as the most
effective measures (44%, 40% and 36% of respondents accordingly). Lithuanian farmers of the
same RBD indicated construction of manure and slurry storages, improvement of fertilisation
technology and application of crop rotation as the most effective measures (45%, 32% and 26% of
respondents accordingly).
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e Latvian farmers at Venta RBD consider improvement of fertilisation technology and
construction of manure and slurry storages as the most effective measures (46% and 37% of
respondents accordingly). According to Lithuanian farmers, construction of manure and slurry
storages, improvement of fertilisation technology and development and implementation of
fertilisation plans are the most effective measures in Venta RBD (49%, 41% and 39% of
respondents accordingly).

The above findings, as well as results of Specialists’ Survey indicate some problems and recommendations
which need to be paid attention at while developing strategies on agri-environmental measures:

- The mineral fertilisers’ usage is not regulated in Lithuania; this is a very important drawback in the
system of agricultural pollution reduction.

- There is a lack of mixed crop and animal farming in Lithuanian part of Lielupe and Venta RBDs.
Crop production is the most common. This causes not balanced, too much polluting activities.

- Implementation of agri-environmental measures requires an integral approach. There is lack of the
evaluation of environmental benefits that could be achieved through supportive measures under the
Rural Development Programme.

- Needed proper accounting of pollution rising from fishing ponds in Venta RBD. It is necessary to
have more detailed information on amount of feed supplied to fish, its nutritional composition,
concentration of chemical substances in fisheries production and quantities of production.

- There is also a need to change methods for the assessment of the load from large livestock farms
and of biogens’ leaching in Lielupe RBD. Evaluation of only annual average leachate
concentrations is not correct way. It is necessary to evaluate pollution in different periods taking
into consideration the water content in the soil during the certain year.

- There is a lack of training and education of farmers. They should learn more about modern
technologies application opportunities, new agri-environmental measures. It is important that
farmers are acquainted with the specific situation in a particular area where they conduct farming
activities. Advisory services should be adjusted to the areas and local needs.

- Relationship between controlling authorities and farmers should be improved, focusing on
advising and supportive character of such a relationship. On the other hand, more control should be
secured in vegetation periods when pesticides are being spread.

- More attention should be paid at slurry problem of pig farms.

- Lack of political will is still often an important obstacle for environmental improvements in the
agricultural sector.

- Financial support should be awarded only to farmers who meet requirements of good agricultural
practices. On the other hand, bureaucracy to receive compensations should be minimized.

- Information, accounting of actual quantities of fertilisers and pesticides should be considerably
improved.

- Scientific knowledge and research activities should be extended; collaboration between ecologists
and agronomists initiated.

- Monitoring of water and soil in agricultural area needs to be broadened.
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ANNEX I. QUESTIONNAIRE TO SPECIALISTS (ENGLISH, LATVIAN, LITHUANIAN)

L
o
Lithuana

Monitoring of Rivers and Environmental Survey of Farmers in Lielupe and
Venta River Basin Districts
QUESTIONNAIRE TO SPECIALISTS
Name:
Job title:
Institution:
Department:
Telephone:

E-mail:

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.

The Monitoring of Rivers and Environmental Survey of Farmers in Lielupe and Venta River Basin Districts
project, funded by the EU Latvian-Lithuania cross-border cooperation programme, aims at improvement of
the river basin management in Lielupe and Venta international river basin districts and ensuring active
cooperation as well as involvement of the public in the management of natural resources.

The function of this survey is to better understand how decision makers see agricultural pollution problems
in Lielupé¢ and Venta RBDs, what role they attach to various agro-environmental measures and how
decisions on these measures will be taken.

The results of this questionnaire are essential input for the development of the RBMPs for Lielupé and
Venta RBDs. Before that, results of this survey will be used for the large scale, well-structured and
scientifically based survey of farmers in Lithuanian and Latvian parts of Lielupé and Venta river basins to
find out their opinion on feasibility and willingness to implement environmental measures. The survey itself
will play a significant role in informing public on status of water environment and measures to improve it.

1.1. Which ministries or administrative bodies in Lithuania/Latvia are dealing with the agricultural
pollution and agro-environmental measures in Lielupé and Venta RBDs?

[Insert text here. Use as much space as you need.]

1.2. What are the main problems, related to the agricultural pollution in Lithuania/Latvia?

[Insert text here. Use as much space as you need.]
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1.3. What are the main problems related to the agricultural pollution in Venta and Lielupé RBDs?

[Insert text here. Use as much space as you need.]

1.4. Could you list the main agricultural pollution management measures in effect in

Lithuania/Latvia?

[Insert text here. Use as much space as you need.]

1.5. Could you list the main agricultural pollution management measures in effect in Venta and

Lielupé RBDs?

[Insert text here. Use as much space as you need.]

1.6. Are the existing measures sufficient to combat the agricultural pollution in Venta and Lielupé

RBDs?
°  Yes (go to Question 1.8)
° No

1.7. What measures would you like to see in the list of supplementary measures, required for the

reduction of agricultural pollution? (Please rate the usefulness of a measure by ticking one box for each

row and add any additional measures you think could be useful)

Measures

Not useful

Could be useful

Highly useful

Comments (Use as much
space as you need)

1. | Develop and implement fertilisation plans

Development of Fertilisation Plans

according to the approved Methodology for the

2. | Apply reduced fertilisation norms compared to

optimal norms

3. | Prepare nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous)

balance, allowing long term planning of fertiliser
use (when fertilisation plans are not developed)

O o) o

Construct artificial wetlands between fields and
water bodies (wetlands can help to capture
nutrients from agriculture run-off before
entering water bodies)

[]

Convert cultivated fields into extensive
grassland (this measure reduces nutrients’
leakage to waters due to lower inputs in the soil)
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Measures

Not useful

Could be useful

Highly useful

Comments (Use as much
space as you need)

Allow renaturalisation (re-meandering) of the
natural, previously straightened, riverbeds in
your fields (after re-meandering rivers usually
become longer resulting in better conditions for
the self-purification)

[]

Improve fertilisation technology (improved
fertilisation technology can reduce nutrient
leakage into waters)

Plant sandy and mixed land with catch crops
(catch crops uptake nutrients, therefore after
harvesting main crops lower amounts of
nutrients are left in the soil for the winter, when
the surface run-off is the highest)

Convert from conventional to organic farming
(nutrient use efficiency is higher and nutrient
losses to the environment are lower in an
organic than in a conventional farm)

10.

Leave unplowed fields with crop stubbles over
the winter (this measure helps in preventing soil
erosion)

11.

Prepare a 5 m wide vegetation buffer zone,
located on an arable field next to watercourse
(buffer zones may reduce losses of mineral
nutrients and prevent contamination of water
with pesticides which are spread on the field)

12.

Replace mineral fertiliser with green manure
crop (it can improve soil fertility and plant
growing conditions)

13.

[insert another measure]

[]

14.

[insert another measure]

[]

[]
[]

[]
[]

1.8. If you have any other comments, recommendations, requests or wishes regarding the agricultural

pollution management issues in Venta and Lielupé river basins that do not fit into the categories

above, please let us know:

[Insert text here. Use as much space as you need.]

Thank you very much!
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Lielupes un Ventas upju baseinu apgabala lauksaimnieku aptauja vides
joma un upju monitorings

Ekspertu aptaujas anketa

Vards, uzvards:
Amats:
Organizacija:
Nodala:
Talrunis:

E-pasts:

Paldies, ka atvélgjat laiku S1s anketas aizpildiSanai.

Latvijas — Lietuvas parrobezu sadarbibas programmas 2007. — 2013.gadam projekta ,,Lielupes un Ventas
upju baseina apgabala lauksaimnieku aptauja vides joma un upju monitorings” mérkis ir uzlabot Lielupes un
Ventas upju baseina teritorija esoSo apgabalu parvaldibu un nodrosinat sabiedribas aktivu sadarbibu, ka ar1
iesaistiSanu dabas resursu parvaldisana.

Sis aptaujas mérkis ir labak izprast lémumu pienéméju viedokli lauksaimnieciskas darbibas izraisita
piesarnojuma problému risinasana Lielup€ un Venta, agrovides pasakumu izvel€ un ieviesana.

Anketas rezultatiem ir bitiska loma Lielupes un Ventas upju baseina apgabalu apsaimniekoSanas planu
realizacija. Aptaujas rezultati tiks izmantoti, lai sastaditu labi strukturétu un zinatniski pamatotu aptaujas
anketu lauksaimniekiem Latvijas un Lietuvas teritorijas Ventas un Lielupes tidens baseinu apgabalos ar
mérki noskaidrot lauksaimnieku v&lmi un iesp€jas ieviest agrovides pasakumus. P&tfjums bis nozimigs
sabiedribas inform&Sanai par tidens kvalitates stavokli un pasakumiem tas uzlaboSanai.

1.1. Kura ministrija vai iestade risina jautajumus saistitus ar lauksaimniecibas radito
piesarnojumu un agrovides pasakumiem Lielupes un Ventas upju baseina teritorijas?
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1.2. Kadas Latvija ir galvenas problémas, kas saistitas ar lauksaimniecibas radito
piesarnojumu?
1.3. Kadas ir galvenas problemas ar lauksaimniecibas radito piesarnojumu Ventas un

Lielupes upju baseina teritorijas?

1.4. Vai jiis varétu nosaukt galvenos Sobrid pielietotos no lauksaimniecibas radita
piesarnojuma mazinasanas pasakumus Latvija?
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1.5.

Vai jiis varétu nosaukt galvenos Sobrid pielietotos lauksaimniecibas piesarnojuma
mazinasanas pasakumus Ventas un Lielupes baseina teritorijas?

1.6.

1.7.

Vai pasreiz pielietotie pasakumi ir efektivi lauksaimniecibas piesarnojuma ierobeZoSanai

Ventas un Lielupes baseina teritorijas?

o Ja(talak uz jautajumu 1.8)

° Ne

Kadi pasakumi biitu jaievieS papildus, lai samazinatu lauksaimniecibas radito
piesarnojumu (lidzu atziméjiet péc noderiguma pasakumus atziméjot kadu no atbilZu variantiem
vai ar1 pierakstiet jaunu pasakumu, ja tads ir)

58 |8
RERE:
Pasakumi K & |8 Komentari
saku S g = ome
> o | T
< — o
S | =
1 Sagatavot un ieviest kultiiraugu
mésloSanas planu. 111
2 Optimalu méslojuma normu vieta
lietot samazinatas méslojuma
normas. EppwpN
3 Aprékinat baribas vielu (slapekla un

fosfora) bilanci saimnieciba, nemot
veéra méslojuma lietoSanu ilgtermina
(ja netiek izstradats méslosanas
plans).
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1125

Pasakumi Komentari

Loti node

>

Nav noderigs
Varétu palidzet

4 Veidot mitrzemes starp laukiem un
tidens baseiniem (mitrzeme aiztur
baribas vielu no lauksaimnieciba ]
pielietota méslojuma nonaksanu
tidens baseinos)

[]
[]

5 Parveidot iekultivetus laukus
ekstensivos zalajos (samazinasies
baribas vielu ieskalo$anas tidenos Olol O
zemaku méslojuma normu
lietoSanas rezultata)

6 Atjaunot dabisku, ieprieks iztaisnotu
upes gultni (upju meandru

atjaunosana veicinas upes L1 L
pasattirisanos)

7 Uzlabot mé&slosanas izkliedes
tehnologiju, tehniku (tiek

samazinata baribas vielu notece L1 L
tdent)

8 Ieviest uztvéréjaugu audzesanu
(uztrvergjaugi efektigi samazina
baribas vielu izskaloSanas apjomu,
jo tie pateré augsné esosas baribas
vielas péc kultiirauga novaksanas L1 L
rudens un ziemas perioda, laika, kad
notiek intensivs izskaloSanas
process.

9 Konvencionalu saimniecibu pareja
uz biologisko saimniekoSanu
(baribas vielu izmantoSanas ir
labaka, un baribas vielu zudumi 0100
apkartgja vide ir mazaki
biologiskajas saimniecibas
salidzinot ar konvencionalajam).
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»n | 0 »
2 75 2
. S |8 |2 _ .
Pasakumi S g* S Komentari
> o | =
55 |3
10 |Saglabat neiestradatas kultaraugu
pEcplaujas atliekas ziemas perioda.
(veicina augsnes virskartas
aizsardzibu pret augsnes | ] | [] | ]
degradacijas procesiem, samazina
baribas vielu noteci).
11 |Ierikot un apsaimniekot vegetacijas
buferjoslu 5 m platuma gar
virszemes udensobjektu (buferjosla Olol O
var samazinat virszemes noteci un
tidens piesarnojumu ar pesticidiem).
12 | Aizstat mineralméslojuma lietosSanu
ar zalmé&slojuma augu audzesanu.
(Zalmeslojuma augu audzésana Olo | O
paaugstina augsnes auglibu un
uzlabo kultiraugu audzésanas
apstaklus).
Citi:
O OO
O OO
1.8. Ja jums ir kadi citi komentari, ieteikumi, prasibas vai véléjumi sakara ar

lauksaimniecibas piesarpojuma samazinasanas jautajumiem Ventas un Lielupes upju baseinos,
kas nav ieprieks pieminéti, lidzu dariet mums to zinamu:
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Upiu monitoringas ir Lielupés bei Ventos upiy baseiny rajonams
priklausanciy iikininky apklausa aplinkos apsaugos klausimais
KLAUSIMYNAS SPECIALISTAMS

Vardas, pavardé:
Pareigos:
Istaiga:
Departamentas:
Telefono nr.:

Elektroninio pasto adresas:

ACiil Jums uz sugaistg laikg klausimyno uzpildymui.

Projektas ,Lietuvos ir Latvijos upiy monitoringas ir Lielupés bei Ventos upiy baseiny rajonams
priklausanc¢iy tkininky apklausa aplinkos apsaugos klausimais® yra finansuojamas Latvijos ir Lietuvos
bendradarbiavimo per sieng programos léSomis. Projekto tikslas yra patobulinti Lielupés ir Ventos
tarptautiniy upiy baseiny rajony valdyma ir uztikrinti visuomenés aktyvy bendradarbiavimg bei jtraukimg j
gamtos iStekliy valdyma.

Sios apklausos tikslas yra igsiaiskinti sprendimy priéméjy poziiirj j zemés tkio veiklos keliamas problemas
Lielupés ir Ventos upiy baseiny rajonuose, taip pat iSsiaiskinti kaip jie vertina jvairias aplinkosaugines
priemones ir kaip sprendimai dél $iy priemoniy bus priimti.

Sios apklausos rezultatai bus labai svarbiis rengiant Lielupés ir Ventos upiy baseiny rajony valdymo planus.
Pries tai Sios apklausos rezultatai bus panaudoti atlickant gerai struktiirizuotg ir mokslisSkai pagrjsta Lielupés
ir Ventos upiy baseiny rajonams priklausanciy Lietuvos ir Latvijos tikininky apklausa, siekiant iSsiaiskinti jy
galimybes ir norg jgyvendinti aplinkos apsaugos priemones. Pati apklausa atliks svarby vaidmenj
informuojant tikininkus apie vandens biuikle ir priemones jai pagerinti.
1. Kurios ministerijos ar administracinés jstaigos Lietuvoje sprendzia klausimus, susijusius su
Zemés tkio tarsa ir aplinkos apsaugos priemonémis Lielupés ir Ventos upiy baseiny
rajonuose?

2. Kokios yra pagrindinés problemos, susijusios su Zemés iikio tarSa Lietuvoje?
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3. Kokios yra pagrindinés problemos, susijusios su Zemés uikio tarSa Ventos ir Lielupés UBR?

4. Gal galétuméte iSvardinti pagrindines Zemés iwikio tarSos mazinimo priemones, taikomas
Lietuvoje?

5. Gal galétuméte iSvardinti pagrindines Zemés wikio tar§os maZinimo priemones, taikomas
Ventos ir Lielupés UBR?

6. Ar esamy priemoniy pakanka Zemés iikio keliamos tarSos suvaldymui Ventos ir Lielupés
UBR?

° Taip (pereiti prie 8 klausimo)

° Ne
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7. Kurias priemones, skirtas dar labiau sumazinti tar$g iS Zemés iikio, Jiis norétuméte matyti
papildomu priemoniu sarase? (Prasom jvertinti priemonés svarbq kiekvienoje eilutéje pazymint
vieng langelj ir pridéti bet kokias papildomas priemones, kurios, Jiusy manymu, biity naudingos)

Priemoné

Nenaudinga

Galéty buti
naudinga

Labai naudinga

Komentarai

TreSimo plany parengimas ir jgyvendinimas

[]
[]

TreSimas mazesnémis nei optimalios tre§imo normos

| O

Maisto medziagy (azoto, fosforo) iikyje balanso,
leidziancio planuoti kiek ateityje reikés trasy,
sudarymas (tais atvejais, kai nerengiami tr¢simo
planai)

[]

Dirbtiniy §lapyniy (pelkiy) tarp lauko ir vandens
telkiniy jrengimas ($lapynés padeda nufiltruoti
maisto medziagas i§ gretimy dirbamy lauky
atitekancio vandens prie$ jam pasiekiant vandens
telkinius)

Dirbamy zemiy pavertimas ekstensyviomis pievomis

sve—

dél to sumazéja maisto medziagy nuotékis j
vandenis)

Anksciau iStiesinty upiy natiiraliy vagy atkiirimas
(atktirus upiy vagas jos paprastai pailgéja, dél to
atsiranda salygos geresniam savaiminiam
apsivalymui)

Tresimo technologijos patobulinimas (patobulinus
treSimo technologija galima sumazinti maisto
medziagy nuotékj j vandenis)

Smélingy ir misriy zemiy uzsodinimas tarpiniais
augalais (tarpiniai augalai naudoja maisto medziagas
ir nuémus pagrindiniy augaly derliy, dél to maziau
azoto lieka dirvozemyje Ziemai, kai jo iSplaunama
daugiausia)

Per¢jimas nuo jprasto prie ekologinio tikininkavimo
(ekologiskai fikininkaujant maisto medziagy
naudojimas yra efektyvesnis ir jy nuostoliai |
aplinkg mazesni nei jprastinémis gamybos
salygomis)

10.

Neaparty razieny lauky palikimas per Ziemg (8i
priemon¢ padeda apsaugoti dirvg nuo erozijos)

11.

5 m plocio augaly filtraciné juosta ariamoje Zemeje
i8ilgai upiy, upeliy ezery kranty (buferiné zona gali
sumazinti maisto medziagy nuostolius dirvozemyje
ir apsaugoti vandenis nuo tarSos ant lauky
barstomais pesticidais)
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S
c“ . p—
2128 5
. . T |=E| B .
Priemoné § 5= = Komentarai
L2l =
5 |88 2
12. | Augaly, skirty zaliajai trasai, panaudojimas vietoje
mineraliniy trasy (tai pagerinty dirvoZemio O O O
derlinguma ir augaly augimo salygas)
13. | [jrasykite kitg priemone] Ol0olo
14. | [jrasykite kitq priemong)] Ol0l O

8. Jeigu turite dar kokiu nors komentary, rekomendacijy ar pageidavimy Zemés iikio tarsos
valdymo klausimais Ventos ir Lielupés upiu baseiny rajonuose, prasome juos nurodyti:

Labai acdia!
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ANNEX II. QUESTIONNAIRE ON ACCEPTABILITY AND WILLINGNESS OF FARMERS TO
IMPLEMENT MEASURES FOR REDUCTION OF AGRICULTURAL POLLUTION (ENGLISH,
LATVIAN, LITHUANIAN)

Questionnaire on acceptability and
willingness of farmers to implement
measures for reduction of agricultural
pollution

According to the European Union and Lithuanian legislation, good status of water bodies
should be achieved by 2015. Status of all water bodies in river basin districts was evaluated
in 2010. In the Lielupe river basin district, located in the territory of Lithuania, 90% of rivers,
82% of lakes and 50% of ponds while in the Venta river basin district 48% of rivers, 50% of
lakes and 50% of ponds were considered as water bodies at risk.

Water bodies at risk are those that are likely to fail achieving good water status by 2015
because of negative effects of human activities even after implementation of mandatory
protection measures. Good surface water status means the status when it’s both organic and
chemical status is estimated as good or very good according to criteria set up by the
legislation.

This questionnaire aims to find out to what extent programmes of measures to achieve good
water status are acceptable for you (farmers) and to what extent you have already
implemented or are ready to implement them. Results of the survey will be taken into
account when developing river basin management plans for the next river basin
management cycle by 2021.

We guarantee complete confidentiality of your answers. The data will be analysed only after
summarising all the answers.

(SHOW THE MAP ,WATER BODIES AT RISK“ AND EXPLAIN THAT BLUE COLOUR INDICATES WATER
BODIES THAT ARE NOT CONSIDERED AS WATER BODIES AT RISK AND RED COLOUR INDICATES WATER
BODIES AT RISK. The map represents situation in 2010)

CODE:
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I. Information about the agricultural entity

1. In which ward do you live?

(PLEASE SPECIFY THE WARD AND THE VILLAGE).
(SHOW THE MAP ,WARDS*“ AND ASK RESPONDENT TO SHOW IN WHICH WARD HE LIVES AND TO
TELL THE NAME OF THE VILLAGE)

2. In which river basin district is located your farm?

1) Lielupe ] 2) Venta L] Lielupé and Venta |

3. Have you ever heard about river basin districts, their
management plans and programmes of measures?

Yes l:l No |:|

4. What type of a farm do you represent?

1) Farmer’s farm [ ] 2)
Family farm [ ]

3) Agricultural company [ ] 4) Individual enterprise [ ]

5) Partnership [ ] 6) Public, private, [ ]

investment company

7) Municipal enterprise [ ] 8) Cooperative company [ ]

9) State and other enterprise [ ]

5. Your farm main activities:
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1) Production of crop [ ]
2)Livestock [ ]

3) Production of crop and livestock. [ ]

6. Plot of your tilth (cultivated land)?

1) Less than 10 ha [_] 2)10-20 ha []
3) 20-50 ha [ ] 4)50-200 ha [ ]
5)200-500ha ] 6)500-1000ha L]
7)>1000 ha [ ]

7. What crops are grown in your farm?

1) winter cereal [ ] 2) spring cereal [ ] 3) rape [ ]
4) legume crops [ ] 5) sugar beet [ ] 0) potatoes [ ]
7) vegetables [ ] 8) flax [ ] 9) grassland [ ]
10) pasture [ ] 11) orchard [ ] 12) berries [ ]
13) feeding plants [ ] 14) feeding roots [ ] 15) corn [ ]
16) other [ ] (PLEASE SPECIFY ..covouesrnseeeeesssnnsesessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnsnssesens

(IF QUESTIONED ONLY CROPS FARM OWNER, GO TO QUESTION 9)

8. What is average annual number of livestock units (LSU) in your
farm:

1) Less than 5 AU |:|

2) 510 AU [ ]
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[FYOU DONOT KNOW THE NUMBER IN LIVESTOCK UNITS, PLEASE TELL AMOUNT

3) 10-300 AU [ ]

4) More than 300 AU

[ ]

No. Livestock species and age group Amount
L. Sow with piglets, boars

2. Piglets (7 - 32 kg) (3 month)

3. Pigs (3-8 month)

4. | Pigs from 8 month

5. Cows, bulls

6. Heifer (up to 12 months of age)

/. Livestock (get) (from 1 to 2 years)
8. Red deer

0. Fallow Deer, Sika Deer

10. | Bison, Wisent

11. | Sheep, goat

12. | Horse from 1 year

13. | Foalup to 1 year

14. | Laying hen

15. | Broiler

16. | Turkey (up to 70 days)

17. | Turkey (up to 133 days)

18. | Duck

19. | Goose

20. | Rabbit

21. | Chinchilla

22. | Mink, marten (older than 10 month)
23. | Fox (older than 10 month)

24. | Ostrich (mature)

9. Is your farm organic?

1) Yes [ ] HNo L]

3) Transitional [ ] 4) Partial [ ]
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10. How many years of farming experience (all kinds of agricultural
activities) do you have?

1) 0-Syears || 2) 6-10 years L] 3) 1115 years ||
4) 16-20years [ ] 5)>20 years [ ]

I11. Opinion of farmers on water pollution problems

11. For which purposes do you use water resources of Venta and/or
Lielupé river basins? (YOu CAN MARK MORE THAN ONE ANSWER)

1) I (my family) drink water from
dug well

2) I (my family) swim [ ]

3) I (my family) fish[_]

4) [ (my family) irrigate fields [ ]

5) [ (my family) spray fields [ ]

6) Other [ ]

(PU.E..A.S e

12. To what extent do you think agriculture contributes to water
pollution in general?

1) up to10% [_] 2)10-50% ||

3)50-80% L] 4 80-100% L]
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I11. Opinion of farmers on the impact of agricultural activities
on the water quality in general

13. To what extent do you think, in general, is the water quality
affected by fertilisation timing (month, weather conditions)?

1) To a large extent [ ]
2) To some extent [ ]
3) To a little extent [ ]
4) Not affected [ ]
5) Don’t know [ ]

14. To what extent do you think, in general, is the water quality
affected by the use of mineral fertilisers (kg/ha)?

1) To a large extent [ ]
2) To some extent [ ]
3) To a little extent [ ]
4) Not affected [ ]
5) Don’t know [ ]

15. To what extent do you think, in general, is the water quality
affected by the leakage from manure storages?

1) To a large extent [ ]
2) To some extent [ ]

3) To a little extent [ ]

114



Acceptability and Willingness of Farmers to Implement Measures for Reduction of Agricultural Pollution in
Venta and Lielupé River Basins

4) Not affected

5) Don’t know

[ ]
[ ]

IV. Role of farmers in the improvement of the water quality

16. Do you apply the following measures in your farm?
(YOU CAN MARK MORE THAN ONE ANSWER)

improve organisation and
accounting of my work

I:I E) Because of environmental
protection

L] F) ear of control/penalties
G) Other

I:I K) Other

Not
Yes and reasons of No and reasons of not relev
application application ant
1. Thave L] A) Easy execution of the L] H) Execution of the
manure measure (not expensive, does not | measure is too expensive
storage(s) | require substantial investments) | (require substantial
meeting [_IB) Possibility to use EU investments)
envllronme assistance funds [ ] I) Too big workload
nta
. [ ] C) Low workload J) I think this measure is

requiremen not effective
ts I:I D) This is the possibility to

improve organisation and I:I K) Other

accounting of my work | e

I:I E) Because of environmental

protection

[ ] F) Fear of control/penalties

G) Other
2. I have L] A) Easy execution of the L] H) Execution of the
slurry measure (not expensive, does not | measure is too expensive
storage(s) | require substantial investments) | (require substantial
mee.tlng I:I B) Possibility to use EU investments)
envllronme assistance funds [ ] I) Too big workload
nta . . .
. [ ] C) Low workload J) I think this measure is

requiremen ¢ cffectiv
ts [ ] D) This is the possibility to | FREEHECHVE
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3.1 ha.V‘e a L] A) Easy execution of the L] H) Execution of the
fertilisation | measure (not expensive, does not | measure is too expensive
plan require substantial investments) | (require substantial
mee.tlng I:I B) Possibility to use EU investments)
envllronme assistance funds I:I I) Too big workload
nta . . .
requiremen I:I C) Low workload J) I think this measure is
ts [ ] D) This is the possibility to | 2Ot effective

improve organisation and [ ] K) Other
accounting of my work | e
[ ] E) Because of environmental
protection
F) ear of control/penalties
G) Other

4.1 aP'P'lY ' L] A) Easy execution of the L] H) Execution of the
fertilisation | measure (not expensive, does not | measure is too expensive
norms require substantial investments) | (require substantial
meeting [_IB) Possibility to use EU investments)
envllronme assistance funds I:I I) Too big workload
nta . . .
requiremen I:I C) Low workload J) I think this measure is
ts D) This is the possibility to | 2O effective

improve organisation and [ ] K) Other

accounting of my work | e
E) Because of environmental

protection
F) ear of control/penalties

I:I G) Other

5. apply L] A) Easy execution of the L] H) Execution of the
fertilisers measure (not expensive, does not | measure is too expensive
In a proper | require substantial investments) | (require substantial
time [_1B) Possibility to use EU investments)

assistance funds [ ] I) Too big workload

I:I C) Low workload

D) This is the possibility to
improve organisation and
accounting of my work

E) Because of environmental
protection

F) ear of control/penalties

[ ] G) Other

J) I think this measure is
not effective

I:I K) Other
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6. I have

winter or
perennial
plants
cover in
winter (as
recommen
ded in the
Code of
Good
Agricultura
1 Practice)

L] A) Easy execution of the
measure (not expensive, does not
require substantial investments)

I:I B) Possibility to use EU
assistance funds

I:I C) Low workload
[ ] D) This is the possibility to

improve organisation and
accounting of my work

[ ] E) Because of environmental
protection

F) ear of control/penalties
G) Other

L] H) Execution of the
measure is too expensive
(require substantial
investments)

[ ] I) Too big workload

J) I think this measure is
not effective

I:I K) Other

. Lapply
crop

rotation to
prevent
erosion in
hilly areas
(as
recommen
ded in the
Code of
Good
Agricultura
1 Practice)

L] A) Easy execution of the
measure (not expensive, does not
require substantial investments)

[ ] B) Possibility to use EU
assistance funds

[ ] C) Low workload

D) This is the possibility to
improve organisation and
accounting of my work

E) Because of environmental
protection

F) ear of control/penalties

I:I G) Other

L] H) Execution of the
measure is too expensive
(require substantial
investments)

I:I I) Too big workload

J) I think this measure is
not effective

I:I K) Other

17. What agri-environmental measure(-s) were implemented in your
farm during the last 3 years? (vou CAN MARK MORE THAN ONE ANSWER)

1) Constructed manure storage(-s) meeting environmental requirements

2) Constructed slurry storage(-s) meeting environmental requirements

3) Prepared fertilisation plan(-s)

4) Other (PLEASE SPECIFY)

5) No one

[ ]
[ ]
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18. What were agri-environmental measure(-s) implementation
expenses (over the last 3 years)?

]

1) Up to 100 Lt
2)100-500 Lt

3) 500-2000 Lt
4) 2000-5000 Lt

5) 5000-10000 Lt

OO O o

6) 10000-100000 Lt
7) more than 100000 Lt [ ]
8) I do not want to respond [ ]

V. Opinion of farmers on the reasons for failing to implement
environmental requirements

19. What do you think, in general, are barriers that prevent the successful

implementation of all environmental requirements in the country? (you cAn
MARK MORE THAN ONE ANSWER)

1) No barriers

2) Environmental measures are not priority
3) Not sufficient national financial support

for implementation of environmental measures
4) Limited information on the compensation mechanisms
5) Excessive bureaucracy for obtaining compensation
6) Not sufficient control system
7) Not sufficient environmental education
8) Other (PLEASE SPECIEY).ovuuuueeeeeeeeumsenereeesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssn

HOOHE L
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V1. Farmers’ willingness to contribute to water quality
improvement

According to the scientific forecast, some water bodies will fail to meet good water status
requirements not only in 2015, but also later. SEE THE MAP

(SHOW THE MAP ,PROGNOSIS_2015“ AND EXPLAIN THAT BLUE COLOUR INDICATES WATER BODIES
NOT CONSIDERED AS WATER BODIES AT RISK IN 2015 AND RED COLOUR INDICATES WATER BODIES
THAT WILL BE CONSIDERED AT RISK IN 2015)

Therefore, in order to improve status of water bodies supplementary measures are
required. The following questions are designed to find out your affordability or
willingness to implement supplementary measures listed below.

Fertilisation

The main problem of diffuse pollution in Lithuania is unbalanced fertilisation. Some fields
are not fertilised at all, whereas in other locations the spread of fertiliser is much too high.
Analysis of the amounts of nutrients (i.e. nitrogen and phosphorus) in the soil could help
to calculate the optimal fertiliser norm for a particular field. The application of optimal
fertilisation norms allows using such amount of fertiliser that is needed by plants without
leaving surplus nutrients leaching into deeper soil layers.
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20. Which of the following measures, targeted at fertiliser use
regulation, would you implement in your farm, seeking to prevent
surplus nutrients in the soil?

Measure

[ have
already
impleme
nted

[ would
impleme
nt

I would
impleme
nt only if

[ would

receive

the
compens
ation

would
not
imple
ment

Not
relevant

Reasons (for
acceptance/non
acceptance)®

. Develop and implement
fertilisation plans (also
include soil analysis)

. Apply reduced
fertilisation norms
compared to norms for
highest yields

. Prepare nutrients
(nitrogen and
phosphorous) balance,
allowing long term
planning of fertiliser use
(when fertilisation plans
are not developed)

. Replace mineral fertiliser
with green manure crop
(green manure crop could
be sown in the spring and
in the middle of summer
could be ploughed; could
be also other types of
green manure)

(*IF RESPONDENT DOES NOT KNOW WHAT TO SAY, HELP HIM BY PROPOSING SOME
REASONS, SUCH AS ,AMEASURE SEEMS NOT EFFECTIVE“OR ,THERE ARE SOME
TECHNICAL, FINANCIAL OR OTHER OBSTACLES OF IMPLEMENTATION®)
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21. Which of the other measures would you implement in your farm?

Measure

[ have
already
impleme
nted

I would
implem
ent

I would
impleme
nt only if

[ would

receive

the
compens
ation

I would
not
implem
ent

Not
relevant

Reasons (for
acceptance/non

acceptance)®

. Construct manure and
slurry storages meeting
environmental
requirements (it would
reduce nutrients leakage
to the soil and water)
(this measure would be
relevant for the farmers
who have not
implemented it so far)

. Construct artificial
wetlands between fields
and water bodies
(wetlands can help to
capture nutrients from
agriculture run-off
before entering water

bodies)

. Convert cultivated fields
into extensive grassland
(this measure reduces
nutrients’ leakage to
waters due to lower
inputs in the soil)

. Allow renaturalisation
(re-meandering) of the
natural, previously
straightened, riverbeds
in your fields (after re-
meandering rivers
usually become longer
resulting in better
conditions for the self-
purification)

. Improve fertilisation
technology
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Iwould | I would
impleme | not
[ have [would |t only if | implem Reasons (for
already |. Iwould | ent Not
Measure . implem . acceptance/non
impleme ent | receive relevant acceptance)*
nted the P
compens
ation
(machinery/equipment;

it would improve
fertiliser insertion into
soil and reduce nutrient
leakage into water)

6. Sow catch crops for the
winter (catch crops
uptake nutrients,
therefore after harvesting
main crops lower
amounts of nutrients are
left in the soil for the
winter, when the surface
run-off is the highest).

7. Convert from
conventional to organic
farming (nutrient use
efficiency is higher and
nutrient losses to the
environment are lower in
an organic than in a
conventional farm)

8. Leave unploughed fields
with crop stubbles over
the winter (this measure
helps in preventing soil
erosion)

9. Prepare additional
vegetation strip, located
on an arable field next to
watercourse (stream,
river or lake) (it may
reduce losses of mineral
nutrients and prevent
contamination of water
with pesticides)

10.Apply crop rotation
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Iwould | I would
impleme | not

[ have nt only if | implem

[ would Reasons (for
already |. Iwould | ent Not (
Measure . implem . acceptance/non
impleme ent receive relevant acceptance)*
nted the P
compens
ation

including legumines and
green manure crop (a
growing crop that is
ploughed under the soil
to improve soil fertility
and reduce nutrients

leakage)

(*IF RESPONDENT DOES NOT KNOW WHAT TO SAY, HELP HIM BY PROPOSING SOME REASONS,
SUCH AS ,A MEASURE SEEMS NOT EFFECTIVE®“OR ,THERE ARE SOME TECHNICAL, FINANCIAL OR
OTHER OBSTACLES OF IMPLEMENTATION®)

22. Which of the following measures do you think can have the most
significant impact on the reduction of water pollution? Please use the
scale from 1 to 6, where 6 on your opinion is the most effective measure
and 1 is absolutely ineffective measure.

Ineffective L — Most .

effective don’t

Measure know

1. Construction of manure and
slurry storages meeting
environmental requirements

2. Development and
implementation of
fertilisation plans

3. Application of reduced
fertilisation norms compared
to norms for highest yields

4. Preparation and
implementation of nutrients
(nitrogen and phosphorous)
balance (when fertilisation
plans are not developed)
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Ineffective ) Most .

effective don’t

Measure know

5. Construction of artificial
wetlands between fields and
water bodies

6. Convert cultivated fields to
extensive grassland

7. Renaturalisation of the
natural, previously
straightened riverbeds

8. Improvement of the
fertilisation
machinery/equipment

9. Sow catch crops

10.Conversion from
conventional to organic
farming

11. Leaving unploughed fields
with crop stubbles over the
winter

12. Prepare additional buffer
vegetation strip next to
watercourse

13. Mineral fertiliser
replacement with green
manure Crop

14.Application of crop rotation
including legumines and
green manure Crop

23. Which other environmental measures could you implement in your
farm?

(PLEASE SPECIFY ) euittrtstueintisine sttt st staees i e st ses st st sttt sas e et st st et ses bt et seb et et st s sntness
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VII. Background information about the respondent

Finally a few questions about yourself:

24. How old are you?

(PLEASE SPECIFY)

25. What is your gender?
1) Primary school [ ]

2) Basic school [ ]

3) Secondary school [ ]

4) Technical school [ ]

o Isit associated with agriculture? Yes [ ]
No [ ]
5) University [ ]
o Isit associated with agriculture? Yes [ ]
No [ ]
6) ORET ettt ettt ettt [ ]

(PLEASE SPECIFY)

28. How many of these persons are younger than 18 years?

(PLEASE SPECIFY)
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29. What is average yearly level of income of your business, individual
activity, which you spend for your household purposes? (If you do not
know average income, tell income of 2012 or 2011)

1) Less than 2000 Lt

2) 2001-5000 Lt

3) 5001-10000 Lt
4)10001-20000 Lt

5) 20001-40000 Lt

6) 40001-70000 Lt

7) 70001-100000 Lt

8) More than 100000 Lt

9) I do not want to respond

30. Would you have any other comments?

(PLEASE SPECIFY)

Thank you very much/!
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3
Rl i\

SIA "Latvijas Lauku konsultaciju un izglitibas centrs”

bringing neighbours closer

Aptaujas anketa
par lauksaimnieku iespéjam un velésanos ieviest
pasakumus lauksaimnieciba radita piesarpojuma
samazinasanai

Saskapa ar Eiropas Savienibas un Latvijas likumdosanu @idnesobjektos lidz 2015.gadam
jasasniedz laba ekologiska kvalitate. 2010. gada visiem Gdnesobjketiem tika novertéts tidens
stavoklis. Latvijas teritorija ka piesarpojuma riska objekti tika noteikti Lielupes upes
baseina apgabala — 51 % upes, 20 % ezeri un 16 %diki, bez tam Ventas upes baseina apgabala
— 35 9% upes, 55 % ezeri un 29 % diki.

leviesot Gdens aizsardzibas pasakumus, kas ierobeZo cilveku negativo darbibu, Gdens
objektiem ar piesarnojuma risku 2015.gada bitu jasasniedz laba tdens kvalitate. Labs
virszemes tidens kvalitativais stavoklis ir gadijumos, ja ekologiska un kimiska kvalitate ir
laba vai Joti laba saskana ar normativos aktos noteiktam prasibam.

Aptaujas anketas meérkis ir noteikt cik un kadi pasakumi Jums (lauksaimniekiem) ir
pienemami un kada apjoma tos ieviesiet vai butu gatavi ieviest, lai sasniegtu fidensobjektos
labu tdens kvalitati. Aptaujas anketas rezultati tiks pemti veraizstradajot upju baseinu
apsaimniekosanas planus nakosa tidens baseina apsaimniekosanas perioda lidz 2021. gadam.

Mg@s garant&jam atbilZzu konfidencialitati. Apkopotie rezultati tiks analizeti peéc visu atbilzu
sanemsanas.

(Iepazistinat ar karti “Virszemes tidensobjektu ekologiska un kimiska kvalitate”
Karté atspogujota situdacija 2010. gada.)

Kods:
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[. Lauksaimniecibas uznémuma raksturojums

2. Kura novada atrodas Jiisu saimnieciba?

(Litdzu noradit novadu un pagastu).
(Skatit novada atrasands vietas upju baseina apgabald karti, lai noteiktu, kura upju baseina apgabala
atrodas saimnieciba)

2. Kura upju baseina apgabala atrodas Jiisu saimnieciba?

1) Lielupes [ ] 2) Ventas [ ] 3) Lielupes un Ventas [ ]

3. Vai Jus esat dzird&jis par upju baseinu apsaimniekosanas planiem?

ja [ Ne []

4. Kada veida saimniecibu Jiuis parstaviet?

1) Zemnieku saimnieciba [ ]
2) Piemajas saimnieciba [ ]
3) Akciju sabiedriba [ ] 4) Individualais komersants [ ]

5) Sabiedriba ar ierob. atbildibu [ ] 60) Biedriba, sabiedriska organizacija [ ]
7) Pasvaldibas uzpeémums [ ] 8) Kooperativa sabiedriba [ ]

9) Valsts vai cita veida uznémums [ ]

5. Saimniecibas specializacija:
1) Augkopibas [ ]
2) Lopkopibas [ ]
3) Augkopibas un lopkopibas [ ]

6. Lauksaimnieciba izmantojamas zemes platiba:
128



Acceptability and Willingness of Farmers to Implement Measures for Reduction of Agricultural Pollution in Venta
and Lielupé River Basins

1)Lidz 10 ha [ ] 2)10-20 ha []
3)20-50 ha [ ] 4)50-200 ha []
5)200-500 ha [] 6) 500-1000 ha [ ]
7)1000 ha [ ]

7. Kadus kultiiraugus audzeé saimnieciba?

1) ziemaju graudaugus [ ] 2) vasaraju graudaugus [ ]

4) taurinziezus 5) cukurbietes

7) darzenus [ ] 8) linus [ ]

10) pastavigas plavas [ ] 11) auglu darzs [ ]

13) lopbaribas augus [ ] 14) lopbaribas saknes [ ]

16) cits

[ (1i3dzu uzsk@itit) e

(augkopibas saimnieciba talak uz 9 jautajumu))

8. Cik dzivnieku vienibas (DV) ir Jiisu saimnieciba:

3) rapsi [ ]
6) kartupelus [ ]

9) zalaugus [ ]
12) ogas [ ]

15) kukuriizu [ ]

1) Lidz5DV [ ]
2) 5-10 DV [ ]
3) 10-300 DV [ ]
4) Virs 300 DV [ ]
a nevariet nosauktt dzivnicku vienibas, liidzu atziméjiet dzivnieku skaitu.
Nr.p.k.. Lauksaimniecibas dzivnieku veids un vecums Skaits
L Slaucama govs
2. Zidttajgovs ar teli
3. Vaislas bullis (no 12 mé&nesu vecuma)
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Nr.p.k.. Lauksaimniecibas dzivnieku veids un vecums Skaits
Tele (lidz 6ménesu | devnicks
4. vecumam)
1 vieta kit gada
5. Tele (no 6-12 mé&nesu vecuma)
0. Vaislas tele (no 12 ménesu vecuma)
7. Nobarojamais jaunlops (lidz 6 ménesu vecumam)
8. Nobarojamais jaunlops (no 6 ménesu vecuma)
9 Sivénmate ar sivéniem 1 dzivnieks 1 metiens
' 1 vieta kiit1 gada
10. Sivénmate bez sivéniem
Nobarojama ciika (30-100
1 kg) 1 dzivnieks
1 vieta kiit1 gada
12. Kuilis
3 Jaunctka (85-180 kg) 1 dzivnieks
' 1 vieta kuti gada
14, Atskirtais sivéns (7,5-30 | dotvnicks
kg)
15. Kaza ar kazléniem
16. Aita ar jériem
17. Zirgs
18. Dgjejvista
Broilers 1 broilers
19. . _ 4
1 vieta kiit1 gada
20. Titars, zoss
21. Trusis
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9. Vai Jiisu saimnieciba ir biologiska?

1) Ja [ ] 2) N& []
2) Parejas [ ] 4) Dalgji []

10. Cik liela Jums ir saimniekosanas pieredze (visa veida lauksaimniecibas

darbi)?

1) 0-5gadi [] 2) 6-10 gadi [_| 3) 115 gadi [
4)16-20 gadi [ ] 5)>20 gadi [ ]

[1. Lauksaimnieka viedoklis par fidens piesarnojuma probléemam

11. Kadiem meérkiem Jiis izmantojat iidens resursus Ventas un/vai Lielupe
upju baseinos? (var atzimét vairakus variantus)

1) Dzerama tidens ieguvei

2) Peldésanai

3) Makskerésanai

4) Laistisanai un aptdenosanai

5) Kultliraugu smidzinasanai

HRERERERERE

(Litdzu precizet)

12. Ka Jus domajiet, cik liela méra lauksaimnieciba ietekmé tidens

piesarpojumu?
1) lidz 10% [ ] 2)10-509% L]
3) 50-80% [ ] 4 80-100% ]
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I11. L auksaimnieka viedoklis par lauksaimnieciskas darbibas
ietekmi uz tidens piesarnojumu

13. Ka Jus domajiet, cik liela ietekme uz @idens kvalitati ir méslojuma
lietosanas laikam (ménesis, meteorologiskie apstakli)?

1) Licla
2) Vidgja
3) Maza

4) Neietekmée

HRNRERERE

5) Nezinu

14. Ka Jus domajiet, cik liela ietekme uz uidens kvalitati ir
mineralmeéslojuma lietosanai (kg/ha)?

1) Liela
2) Vidgja
3) Maza

4) Neietekmé

HRNRERERE

5) Nezinu

15. Ka Jus domajiet, cik liela ietekme uz @idens kvalitati ir no baribas
elementu izskalosanas kiitsméslu uzglabasanas laika (valsti kopuma)?

1) Liela
2) Vidéja
3) Maza

4) Neietekmé

HpNRERERE

5) Nezinu
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IV. Lauksaimnieka loma tidens kvalitates uzlabosana

16. Vai Jiis realiz€jiet saimnieciba sekojosus pasakumus?
(var atzimet vairakas atbildes)

Ja un kapec

Né un kapéc

Neatti

ecas

1. Saimnieciba ir
kiutsmeéslu
kratuve
atbilstosa
vides prasibam

L] A) Vienkarsi realiz&jams pasakums
(Iets, nav nepieciesami butiski ieguldijumi)

B) Iespgja izmantot ES finansgjumu
C) Nav darbietilpigs pasakums
[ ] D) Sniedz iespg&ju uzlabot darba

organizaciju un uzskaiti
E) Vides aizsardzibai
[ ] F) Bailes no kontroles/soda

I:I G) Cits

L] H) Pasakuma
realizacija ir parak darga
(nepieciesams papildus
finansgjums)

[) Parak darbietilpigs
[ ] ]) Pasakums nav

efektivs

I:I K) Cits

2.Saimnieciba ir
skidrméslu
kratuve
atbilstosa
vides prasibam

L] A) Vienkarsi realiz&jams pasakums
(lets, nav nepieciesami batiski ieguldijumi)

B) lesp&ja izmantot ES finanséjumu
C) Nav darbietilpigs pasakums

D) Sniedz iespgju uzlabot darba
organizaciju un uzskaiti

E) Vides aizsardzibai
I:I F) Bailes no kontroles/soda

I:I G) Cits

L] H) Pasakuma
realizacija ir parak darga
(nepieciesams papildus
finans&jums)

I) Parak darbietilpigs
[ ] J) Pasakums nav

efektivs

I:I K) Cits

3. Tiek
sagatavots
meéslosanas
plans
atbilstosi vides
prasibam

L] A) Vienkarsi realiz&jams pasakums
(lets, nav nepieciesami batiski ieguldijumi)

B) lesp&ja izmantot ES finansgjumu
C) Nav darbietilpigs pasakums

D) Sniedz iesp&ju uzlabot darba
organizaciju un uzskaiti

L] H) Pasakuma
realizacija ir parak darga
(nepieciesams papildus
finans&jums)

[) Parak darbietilpigs
I:I J) Pasakums nav

efektivs

E) Vides aizsardzibai
) I:I K) Cits
F) Bailes no kontroles/soda
G) CIES ] e
4. Ti'ek ifvér_otas L] A) Vienkarsi realiz&jams pasakums L] H) Pasakuma

mineralmeslu (l&ts, nav nepieciesami butiski ieguldijumi) | realizacija ir parak darga
normas L B) lespgja izmantot ES finansgjumu (pepleC}eéams papildus
atbilstosi vides finansgjums)
prasibam C) Nav darbietilpigs pasakums
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L] D) Sniedz iespgju uzlabot darba
organizaciju un uzskaiti

E) Vides aizsardzibai
I:I F) Bailes no kontroles/soda

I:I G) Cits

L] [) Parak darbietilpigs
[ ] J) Pasakums nav

efektivs

[k cits

5. Mineralmeésli

L] A) Vienkarsi realiz&jams pasakums

L] H) Pasakuma

n_léslo.éanafi (Iets, nav nepieciesami butiski ieguldijumi) | realizacija ir parak darga
tlek, het?_tl o B) lesp&ja izmantot ES finanséjumu (‘nepleleleéams papildus
atbilstosa laika finansgjums)
C) Nav darbietilpigs pasakums o o
[) Parak darbietilpigs
D) Sniedz iespg&ju uzlabot darba ] L
organizaciju un uzskaiti J ) Pasakums nav
E) Vides aizsardaiba efektivs
ides aizsardzibai
) Vides aizsardziba I:I K) Cits
F) Bailes no kontroles/soda
G) CItS ] s
6. Zie‘mas_ ‘ L] A) Vienkarsi realizéjams pasakums L] H) Pasakuma
perioda tiek (lets, nav nepieciesami batiski ieguldijumi) | realizacija ir parak darga
agdZ?F} B) Iesp€ja izmantot ES finansgjumu (peple_C}eéams papildus
ziemaji un C) Nav darbictilpr ik finansgjums)
S av darbietilpigs pasakums
daudzgadigie PSP [ ] I) Parak darbietilpigs
zalaugi D) Sniedz iesp&ju uzlabot darba I:I _
(saskana ar organizaciju un uzskaiti . fektggspasakums nav
Labas E) Vides aizsardzibai ] '
lauksaimniect ’ K) Cits
bau salrlilnlecn F) Bailes no kontroles/soda
wprakses [ S |
nosacijumiem
DLLPN) | rss————————

7. Esieveroju
augumainu
erozijas
ierobeZosanai
stavas nogazes
(saskana ar
LLPN)

L] A) Vienkarsi realizéjams pasakums

(Iets, nav nepieciesami butiski ieguldijumi)
B) lespgja izmantot ES finansgjumu
C) Nav darbietilpigs pasakums

D) Sniedz iesp&ju uzlabot darba
organizaciju un uzskaiti

E) Vides aizsardzibai
I:I F) Bailes no kontroles/soda
G) Cits

L] H) Pasakuma
realizacija ir parak darga
(nepieciesams papildus
finans&jums)

I) Parak darbietilpigs
I:I ]) Pasakums nav

efektivs

I:I K) Cits
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17. Kadi agrovides pasakumi ir realizéti Jiisu saimnieciba pédéjo 3 gadu
laika? (var atzimét vairakas atbildes)

1) lerikota kutsméslu kratuve saskana ar vides prasibam [ ]
2) lerikota skidrméslu kratuve saskana ar vides prasibam [ ]
3) Sagatavots kultiiraugu meslosanas plans [ ]
4) Cits (Lidzu precizét) ... weeveeeeeeen [ ]
5) Nav realizéti [ ]

18. Cik lieli izdevumi agrovides pasakumu realizésanai bijusi
pédejo 3 gadu laika?

]

1) Lidz 30 EUR

2) 31-150 EUR
3)151-600 EUR

4) 601-1500 EUR
5)1501-3000 EUR
6) 3001-30000 EUR

7) Vairak ka 30001 EUR

NN NN

8) Nevelos athildét
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V. Lauksaimnieka viedoklis par iemesliem, kas kavé ieviest vides
prasibas

19. Ka Jums liekas, kas ierobeZo veiksmigu agrovides pasakumu ieviesanu
valst? (var atzimet vairakas atbildes)

1) Nav ierobezojumu [ ]
2) Vides pasakumi nav prioritari [ ]
3) Nav pietiekams nacionalais finansialais atbalsts [ ]
4) Nepietickama informacija par kompensaciju mehanismu [ ]
5) Parlieku liela birokratija kompensaciju sapemsanai [ ]
0) Nepietickama kontroles sistéma [ ]
7) Nepietiekama izglitosana vides joma [ ]
8)  Cits [ ]
(LEAZU PIECIZL) v e sssess s s e

VI. Lauksaimnieka velme iesaistities iidens kvalitates uzlabosana

P&c zinatnieku prognozeém dazi tidensobjekti Iidz 2015.gadam nesasniegs labu tidens
kvalitati.
(skatit karti “2015.gada prognoze”)

Tadgjadi, lai uzlabotu tdens objektu kvalitati, nepieciesams ieviest atbilstosus
pasakumus. Turpmakie jautajumi saistiti ar Jasu veélmi ieviest atbilstosus zemak mingtos
pasakumus.

Meéslosana

Galvena diftza piesarpojuma probléma Latvija ir nesabalanséta laukaugu méslosana. Dazi
kult@raugi netiek meésloti pietiekami, citiem meéslosanas normas ir parak augstas. Augu
baribas elementu (slapekla un fosfora) noteiksana augspu analizés palidz€s aprékinat
optimalo méslojuma devu konkrétam kultiiraugam. Optimalu méslojuma normu lietosana
nodrosina augam nepieciesamas baribas vielas neveidojot parpalikumu, kas ieskalojas
dzilakos augsnes slanos.
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20. Kurus no zemak minétajiem pasakumiem saistiba ar méslojuma
lietosanas ierobeZojumiem, Jiis ieviestu sava saimnieciba, lai ierobeZotu
baribas vielu parpalikumu augsné?

lev lev
Es| . _. .~ |lesiSuja N ,
_ ) iesisu g . Ne Iemesli
Pasakums mu jau ~1.~ |sanemsu| eieviesT . o 1k
. 27| tuvaka . attiecas | (apstiprinot/noraidot)
ieviesis o~ |kompen| 3u
laika L
saciju

1. Sagatavot un
realizét kultliraugu
meslosanas planu
(ieklaujot augsnu
analizes)

2. Maksimalu
méslojuma normu vieta
lietot planotai kulttiraugu
raZai atbilstosu
méslojuma normu.

3. Aprekinat
baribas vielu (slapek]a un
fosfora) bilanci
saimnieciba, nemot véra
méslojuma lietosanu
ilgtermina (ja netiek
izstradats meslosanas

plans).
4. Aizstat
mineralméslojuma

lietosanu ar zalméslojuma
augu audzgsanu.
(Zalmeslojuma augi, kas
s€ti pavasarl un vasaras
vidu tiek iearti, vai cita
veida zalméslojuma augi).
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21. Kadus cita veida pasakumus Jiis vélétos ieviest saimnieciba?

levi fevi
Es _ esisu, ja N N )
_ ) esisu ! . , lemesli
Pasakums mu jau .- |sanemsu | eievie |eattieca . 1k
.7 | tuvaka — (apstiprinot/noraidot)
ieviesis 1~ |kompens| siu s
laika L
aciju

1. Izveidot
kttsméslu un vircas
kratuvi saskana ar vides
prasibam (tas varétu
samazinat baribas vielu
noteci augsné un tident)

2. Veidot
mitrzemes starp laukiem
un tdens baseiniem
(mitrzeme aiztur baribas
vielu no lauksaimnieciba
pielietota meslojuma
nonaksanu fidens
baseinos)

3. Parveidot
iekultivétus laukus
ekstensivos zalajos
(samazinasies baribas
vielu ieskalosanas
tdenos zemaku
méslojuma normu
lietosanas rezultata)

4. Atjaunot
dabisku, ieprieks
iztaisnotu upes gultni
(upju meandru
atjaunoSana veicinas
upes pasattirisanos)

5. Uzlabot
méslosanas izkliedes
tehnologiju,
(tehniku/aprikojumu; tas
uzlabos méslojuma
iestradi augsné un
samazinas baribas vielu
izskalosanos tident )
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levi Tevi
Es — esisu, ja N N .
_ ) esisu ! .y . Iemesli
Pasakums mu jau _ _ |sanemsu | eievie |eattieca . . N
.| tuvaka — (apstiprinot/noraidot)
ieviesis -~ |kompens| sisu s
laika _
aciju
6. Set

uztvergjaugus (tie
samazina baribas vielu
izskalosanos ziemas
perioda, jo patéré augsné
esosas baribas vielas péc
kultirauga novaksanas).

7. Konvencionalu
saimniecibu pareja uz
biologisko
saimniekosanu (baribas
vielu izmantosanas ir
labaka un notece
apkartgja vide ir mazaka
biologiskajas
saimniectbas neka
konvencionalas).

8. Saglabat
neiestradatas kultiiraugu
pecplaujas atliekas
ziemas perioda. (tiek
ierobeZota augsnes
eroziju)

9. lerikot
vegetacijas buferjoslu gar
virszemes tidensobjektu
(buferjosla var samazinat
virszemes noteci un
tidens piesarpojumu).

10. Ieviest augu
maina taurinziezus un
zalméslojuma augus
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22. Kurs pasakums péc Jiisu domam ir nozimigakais tidens piesarpojuma
samazinasanai? Ludzu izmantojiet skalu no 1 lidz 6, kur 6 -
visefektivakais pasakums péc Jiisu domam un 1 - neefektivs pasakums.

Pasakums

Neefektivs e—) 1.0t
efektivs Nezinu
1 2 3 4 5

Izveidot kiitsméslu un vircas
kratuvi atbilstosi vides
prasibam

Sagatavot un realizét
kultruaugu meslosanas
planu

Maksimalu méslojuma
normu vieta lietot planotai
kult@iraugu razai atbilstosu
méslojuma normu.

Aprékinat baribas vielu
(slapekla un fosfora) bilanci
saimnieciba, nemot véra
méslojuma lietosanu
ilgtermina (ja netiek
izstradats meslosanas
plans).

Veidot mitrzemes starp
laukiem un @idens baseiniem

Parveidot iekultivetus
laukus ekstensivos zalajos

Atjaunot dabisku, ieprieks
iztaisnotu upes gultni

Uzlabot méslosanas
izkliedes tehnologiju

0.

Uztvergjaugu séSana

10. Konvencionalu saimniecibu

pareja uz biologisko
saimniekoganu

11. Saglabat neiestradatas

kultiraugu pécplaujas
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Pasakums

Neefektivs ) 1ot
efektivs Nezinu
1 2 3 4 5

atliekas ziemas perioda

12. Terikot vegetacijas buferjoslu
gar virszemes tidensobjektu

13. Aizstat mineralméslu
lietosanu ar zalmeslojumu

14. Teviest augu maina
taurinziezus un
za]méslojuma augus

23. Kadus vel agrovides pasakumus Jiis varétu ieviest sava saimnieciba?

(Lizdzu precizét)
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VII. Pamatinformacija par respondentu

Nosleguma dazi jautajumi par Jums:
24. Vecums?

25. Jasu dzimums?

Virietis |:| Sieviete |:|

26. I1zglitibas limenis?

1) Sakumskolas [ ]
2) Pamatskolas [ ]
3) Vidusskolas [ ]

4)Vidgja speciala (arodskolas) [ ]

- vaiizglitiba ir saistita ar lauksaimniectbu? Ja

5)Augstaka [ ]

- vaiizglitiba ir saistita ar lauksaimniecibu? Ja

6) CIA oo . [ ]

27. Cik cilveki, ieskaitot Jiis, dzivo Jiisu majsaimnieciba?
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29. Cik Jus iztér€jiet majsaimniecibas vajadzibam aptuveni gada?

1) Mazak par 600 EUR

2) 600-1500 EUR

3) 1501-3000 EUR

4) 3001-6000 EUR

5) 6001-12000 EUR

6) 12001-20000 EUR

7) 20001-30000 EUR

8) Vairak par 30000 EUR

Nevéelos atbildet

30. Vai Jums ir kadi komentari?

Aizpildisanas datums

Liels paldies!
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CVSIA Lanvjas Vides, Ge0iog]as un meteamiodiss cantrs, 2009
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EVSIA Latviias \ides, deolog]as un meleomioglias centrs, 2009
Virszemes Gdensobjektu ekolodiska
un kimiska kvalitate,
SPUO ekologiskais potencials
un kimiska kvalitate Ventas apgabala

7 Ezaru skologiska kvaltats Upju skologlsks kvalltats Plekrasiss Ouensonjskis skoloflskd kvaltits o
e N augeta [ ] vioma
— - e 7 e

[ sma vingia
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Piezimes: " imiskd kvaitie wirtlils pic blstsma@m
= prioriir DTstamidm vislim

MEROGS 1:600000

ventas upju baseinu apgaaa

5. pleliums
planam
20102015, gadam

& SIkE KTmiska kvaitaie®

Pagasta centrs
PEsE1aS
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[ e
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Latvia “
Lithuania

bringing neighbours closer
=

Ukininky apklausa dél jy galimybiy ir noro jgyvendinti priemones, skirtas mazinti
Zemeés ukio keliamgq aplinkos tarsq atliekama jgyvendinant Europos teritorinio
bendradarbiavimo tikslo Latvijos ir Lietuvos bendradarbiavimo per sienqg
programos 2007-2013m. lésSomis finansuojamgq projektq LLIV-230 "Lielupés ir
Ventos upiy baseiny rajonuose esanciy upiy monitoringas ir iitkininky apklausa
aplinkos apsaugos klausimais"
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Ukininku apklausa dél ju galimybiu ir
noro igyvendinti priemones, skirtas
mazinti zemes ukio keliama aplinkos
tarsa

Pagal galiojancius Europos Sajungos ir Lietuvos teisés aktus 2015 metais visi vandens
telkiniai turéty buti geros buklés. 2010 metais upiy baseiny rajonuose buvo jvertinta
visy vandens telkiniy buklé. Lietuvos teritorijoje esan¢iame Lielupés upiy baseiny
rajone 90% upiy, 82% eZery ir 50% tvenkiniy, o Ventos upiy baseiny rajone 48% upiy,
50% eZery ir 50% tvenkiniy buvo priskirti rizikos vandens telkiniams.

Rizikos vandens telkiniais vadinami tokie telkiniai, kuriems yra grésmé dél neigiamo
Zzmogaus veiklos poveikio iki 2015 mety, net ir pritaikius privalomas apsaugos
priemones, nepasiekti geros buklés. Gera pavirSinio vandens telkinio buklé yra tokia,
kai jo ekologiniai ir cheminiai rodikliai atitinka teisés aktuose nustatytus kriterijus.

Sio klausimyno tikslas yra i$siaiskinti kiek jums (iikininkams) yra priimtinos gerai
vandens telkiniy buklei pasiekti parengtos priemoniy programos ir kiek Jus jas jau
jgyvendinote ar esate pasiruoSe igyvendinti. | apklausos rezultatus bus atsizvelgta,
rengiant upiy baseiny rajony planus kitam vandens telkiniy gerinimo etapui iki 2021
mety.

PabréZiame, kad Jusy atsakymai bus konfidencialus. Jie bus panaudoti tik apibendrinty
duomeny pateikimui.

(RODYTI ZEMELAP[ ,,RIZIKOS TELKINIAI“ IR PAAISKINTI, KAD MELYNA SPALVA PAZYMETI
RIZIKOS GRUPEI NEPRISKIRTI VANDENS TELKINIAI, O RAUDONA SPALVA — RIZIKOS GRUPEI
PRISKIRTI VANDENS TELKINIAL Zemélapis atspindi 2010 mety situacijq)

Kodas:
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I. Informacija apie uKi

3. Kurioje seniunijoje Jus gyvenate?

(IRASYTI SENIUNIJA IR GYVENVIETE)
(RODYTI ZEMELAP] ,, SENIUNIJOS“ IR PAPRASYTI RESPONDENTO, KAD PARODYTU, KURIOJE
SENIUNLJOJE JIS GYVENA BEI PASAKYTU GYVENVIETES PAVADINIMA).

2.1 kurj upiy baseiny rajong patenka Jusy ukis?
1) Lielupés [ ] 2) Ventos [ ] 3) Lielupés ir Ventos [ ]

3. Ar Jums teko kada nors anksciau girdeéti apie upiy baseiny
rajonus, jy valdymo planus ir priemoniy programas?

Taip [ ] Ne [ ]

4. Kokia ukio kategorija atstovaujate?

1) Ukininko tkis [ ] 2) Seimos tkis [ ]

3) Zemes akio bendrove ] 4) Individuali jmoné [ ]

5) Ukiné bendrija [ ] 6) Akcineé, uzdaroji akcinég, [ ]
investiciné bendrove

7) Savivaldybés jmoné [ ] 8) Kooperatiné bendrové [ ]

9) Valstybés ar kita jmoné [ ]

5. Kokiomis veiklomis uZsiimate?
1) Augalininkyste [ ]
2) Gyvulininkysté [ ]

3) Augalininkysté ir gyvulininkysté [ ]
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6. Koks yra Jusy dirbamos Zemés plotas?

1) Maziau kaip 10 ha ~ [_] 2) 10-20 ha []
3) 20-50 ha [ ] 4)50-200ha L[|
5) 200-500 ha [ ] 6) 500-1000 ha L]

7) Daugiau kaip 1000 ha [ ]

7. KoKie augalai yra auginami Jusy ukyje?

1) Zieminiai javai [ ] 2) vasariniai javai [ ] 3) rapsai

4) ankstiniai augalai [ ] 5) cukriniai [ ] 6) bulvés
runkeliai

7) darzoves [ ] 8) linai [ ] 9) pievos

10) ganyklos [ ] 11) vaismedziai [ ] 12) uogynai

13) pasariniai augalai [ ] 14) pasariniai [ ] 15) kukuruzai
Sakniavaisiai

16) kita L1 (PRASOM PASAKYTT ).

OO OO

(JEIGU APKLAUSIAMAS AUGALININKYSTES UKIO SAVININKAS,PEREITI PRIE 9KLAUSIMO)

8. Kiek ir kokiy sutartiniy gyvuliy (SG) yra Jusy ukyje vidutiniskai

per metus?:

1) MaZiau kaip 5 SG [ ]
2) 5-10 SG [ ]
3) 10-300 SG [ ]

4) Daugiau kaip 300 SG [ ]

JEIGU NEZINOTE SUTARTINIU GYVULIU SKAICIAUS, PASAKYKITE VIENETAIS:
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Nr. Gyvuliy rusis ir amzZiaus grupeé Kiekis
1. | ParSavedés (su parSeliais zindukliais), kuiliai
2. | ParSeliai nuo 7 kg iki 32 kg (3 mén.)

3. Kiaulés nuo 3 iki 8 meén.

4. Kiaulés nuo 8 mén.

5. Karvés, buliai

6. Verseliai iki 1 m.

7. | Galvijai (prieauglis) nuo 1 iki 2 m.

8. Taurieji elniai

9. Danieliai, démétieji elniai

10. | Bizonai, stumbrai

11. | Avys, oZkos

12. | Arkliai nuo 1 m.

13. | Kumeliukai iki 1 m.

14. | Vistos (dedeklés)

15. | Broileriai (mésiniai)

16. | Kalakutai (auginami iki 70 d. amziaus)

17. | Kalakutai (auginami iki 133 d. amziaus)

18. | Antys

19. | Zasys

20. | Triusiai (patinai ir patelés su prieaugliu iki atjunkymo)
21. | Singilos

22. | Audinés / kiaunés (vyresnés kaip 10 mén.)
23. | Lapés (vyresnés kaip 10 mén.)

24. | Struciai (suauge gyviinai)

O. Ar Jusy uKis yra ekologinis?

1) Taip [ ] 2) Ne ]

3) Pereinamojo 1aik0tarpio|:| 4) Dalinis [ ]
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10. Kokia yra Jusy bendra tkininkavimo patirtis?

1) 0-5 metai L] 2) 6-10 metai ] 3) 11-15 mety

4)16-20 mety || 5)>20 mety L_|

I1. Ukininkg nuomoné apie vandens tarsos problemas

11. Kaip naudojate Ventos ir/ar Lielupés upiy baseiny vandens
iSteKlius? (GALITE ZYMETI DAUGIAU NEI VIENA ATSAKYMA)

]

1) AS (mano Seima) geria Sachtiniy Suliniy vandenj
2) AS (mano Seima) maudosi

3) AS (mano Seima) Zvejoja

5) AS (mano Seima) purskia laukus

6) Kita

[ ]
[ ]
4) AS (mano Seima) drékina laukus [ ]
[ ]
[ ]

(PRASOM NURODYTI)

12. Kiek, Jusy nuomone, Zemés ukio veikla apskritai prisideda prie
bendros vandeny tarsos?

1)iki10% L[| 2)10-50% ||

3)50-80% || 4)80-100% L[]
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I11. ﬂkininkg nuomoné apie zemés ukio veiklos itaka vandens

telkiniams

13. Kiek, Jusy nuomone, lauky tresimo laikas (ménuo, oro salygos)
apskritai daro jtakg vandens kokybei?

1) Daro didele jtaka
2) Daro vidutine jtakg
3) Daro nedidele jtaka
4) Neturi jtakos

5) NeZinau

14. Kiek, Jusy nuomone, mineraliniy tragSy naudojimas (kg/ha)

[ ]
[ ]
[]
[ ]
[ ]

apskritai daro jtakg vandens kokybei?

1) Daro didele jtaka
2) Daro vidutine jtakg
3) Daro nedidelg jtaka
4) Neturi itakos

5) NeZinau

[ ]

HinE.

[ ]

15. Kiek, Jusy nuomone, nuotekos is méslo saugykly apskritai daro

jtakg vandens kokybei?

1) Daro didele jtaka
2) Daro vidutine jtakg
3) Daro nedidele jtaka
4) Neturi jtakos

5) NeZinau

]

Hi
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IV. ﬁkininkg indélis i vandens telKiniu kokybés gerinima

16. Ar savo ukyje taikote Sias priemones?
(GALITE ZYMETI DAUGIAU NEI VIENA ATSAKYM4)

. . N . - Ne ir nejgyvendinimo Neak
Priemone Taip ir jgyvendinimo prieZastys prieZastys tualu
1. T_uriu L] A) Priemone jgyvendinti nesudétinga L] H) Priemone jgyvendinti
aplinkos (nebrangu, nereikia dideliy investicijy) labai brangu (reikia daug
apsaugos : P
rgikalgvimus B) Galimybé pasinaudoti ES parama investicijy)
atitinkanéias | L] C) Nedidelés darbo sanaudos I) Didelés darbo sanaudos
meslo [ ] D) Galimybé patobulinti darbo : ) AS manau, kacll S1
saugyklas organizavima ir apskaita %lemone neefektyvi
E) Aplinkosauginis aspektas K) Kita (PRASOM
NURODYTI)
F) Baimé buti patikrintam/nubaustam
G) Kita (PRASOM NURODYTI)......
2.Turiu L1 A) Priemone jgyvendinti nesudétinga | L_| H) Priemone jgyvendinti
. € 1gyv g e 1gyv
aplinkos (nebrangu, nereikia dideliy investicijy) labai brangu (reikia daug
apsaugos . -
peaugos B) Galimybé pasinaudoti ES parama investicijy)
reikalavimus S
atitinkancius I:I C) Nedidelés darbo sagnaudos I:I I) Didelés darbo sanaudos
sruty [ ] D) Galimybé patobulinti darbo —]) AS manau, kad Si
kauptuvus organizavima ir apskaita &lemone neefektyvi
E) Aplinkosauginis aspektas K) Kita (PRASOM
NURODYTI)
F) Baimé buti patikrintam/nubaustam
I:I G) Kita (PRASOM NURODYTI)......
3'Tf"i“ |_| A) Priemone jgyvendinti nesudétinga |_| H) Priemone jgyvendinti
aplinkos (nebrangu, nereikia dideliy investicijy) labai brangu (reikia daug
apsaugos - i
rgikalgvimus B) Galimybé pasinaudoti ES parama mVGSthl.N) .
atitinkantj C) Nedidelés darbo sagnaudos I) Didelés darbo sanaudos
parengta [ ] D) Galimybé patobulinti darbo JJ AS manau, kad si

treSimo planag

organizavima ir apskaitg
E) Aplinkosauginis aspektas
F) Baimé buti patikrintam/nubaustam
G) Kita (PRASOM NURODYTI)......

priemoné neefektyvi

[ ] K) Kita (PRASOM
NURODYTI)

4. Laikausi

|_| A) Priemone jgyvendinti nesudétinga

|_| H) Priemone jgyvendinti
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. . N .. . Ne ir nejgyvendinimo Neak
Priemoné Taip ir jgyvendinimo prieZastys prieastys tualu
tresimo (nebrangu, nereikia dideliy investicijy) labai brangu (reikia daug
normy B) Galimybé pasinaudoti ES parama investicijy)
reikalavimy I) Didelés darbo sgnaudos

I:I C) Nedidelés darbo sagnaudos

I:I D) Galimybé patobulinti darbo
organizavimag ir apskaitg

E) Aplinkosauginis aspektas
F) Baimé buti patikrintam/nubaustam
G) Kita (PRASOM NURODYTI)......

]) AS manau, kad Si
priemoné neefektyvi
|:| K) Kita (PRASOM
NURODYTI)

5.Savo laukus
treSiu tinkamu
laiku

|_| A) Priemone jgyvendinti nesudétinga
(nebrangu, nereikia dideliy investicijy)

B) Galimybé pasinaudoti ES parama
C) Nedidelés darbo sanaudos

I:I D) Galimybé patobulinti darbo
organizavimg ir apskaitg

E) Aplinkosauginis aspektas
F) Baimeé buti patikrintam/nubaustam
G) Kita (PRASOM NURODYTI)......

|_| H) Priemone jgyvendinti
labai brangu (reikia daug
investicijy)
[) Didelés darbo sgnaudos
]) AS manau, kad Si
priemoné neefektyvi
[ ] K) Kita (PRASOM
NURODYTI)

?_-Séi“_ .. |_| A) Priemone jgyvendinti nesudétinga |_| H) Priemone jgyvendinti
?it?mo.]a.ncu_ls (nebrangu, nereikia dideliy investicijy) labai brangu (reikia daug

Zieminius ir ' icij
daugiametius) B) Galimybé pasinaudoti ES parama 1nvest1c1.]q) _
augalus, kaip I:I C) Nedidelés darbo sgnaudos I) Didelés darbo sanaudos
nui‘odyta [ ] D) Galimybé patobulinti darbo —) As_man;u;; kad si
I_’i?a.ngl?us. organizavimg ir apskaitg %wmone neefektyvi
ukininkavimo . . K) Kita (PRASOM
taisyklése ir E) Aplinkosauginis aspektas NURODYTI)
patarimuose F) Baimé buti patikrintam/nubaustam

G) Kita (PRASOM NURODYTI)......

7.Kalvoto L H) Priemone jgyvendinti

reljefo Zzeméje
taikau
prieSerozines
séjomainas,
kaip nurodyta
Pazangaus
ukininkavimo
taisyklése ir
patarimuose

|_| A) Priemone jgyvendinti nesudétinga
(nebrangu, nereikia dideliy investicijy)

B) Galimybé pasinaudoti ES parama
C) Nedidelés darbo sanaudos

D) Galimybé patobulinti darbo
organizavimag ir apskaitg

E) Aplinkosauginis aspektas
F) Baimé buti patikrintam/nubaustam
G) Kita (PRASOM NURODYTI)......

labai brangu (reikia daug
investicijy)
[) Didelés darbo sgnaudos

]) AS manau, kad Si
priemoné neefektyvi
|:| K) Kita (PRASOM
NURODYTI)
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17. Kokias aplinkos apsaugos priemones jgyvendinote savo ukyje

per paskutinius 3 metus? (GALITE ZYMETI DAUGIAU NEI VIENA

ATSAKYMA)

1) Irengiau aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus atitinkancig méslo saugykla(-as) [ ]

2) Irengiau aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus atitinkantj sruty kauptuva(-us) [ ]

3) Parengiau tresimo plang(-us)

4) Kita (PRASOM NURODYTI)

5) Né vienos

18. Kiek Jums kainavo Siy aplinkos apsaugos priemoniy
igyvendinimas (per pastaruosius 3 metus)?

1) Maziau kaip 100 Lt
2)101-500 Lt
3)501-2000 Lt
4)2001-5000 Lt
5)5001-10000 Lt

6) 10001-100000 Lt

7) Daugiau kaip 100001 Lt

8) Nenoréciau atsakyti

[]

OO oo

]
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V. ﬂkininkg nuomoné dél aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimu
neigyvendinimo priezasciu

19. KoKkios, Jusy manymu, yra priezastys, neleidZziancios sekmingai
jgyvendinti visy aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimy Lietuvoje? (G4L/7E
ZYMETI DAUGIAU NEI VIENA ATSAKYMA)

1) Néra priezascCiy [ ]
2) Aplinkos apsaugos priemonés néra prioritetas [ ]
3) Nepakankama nacionaliné finansiné parama

aplinkos apsaugos priemonéms jgyvendinti [ ]
4) Nepakanka informacijos apie sitilomus kompensacijos mechanizmus [ ]
5) Per didelé biurokratija kompensacijy gavimui [ ]
6) Nepakankamai efektyvi kontrolés sistema [ ]
7) Nepakankamas aplinkosauginis Svietimas [ ]
8) Kita (PRASOM NURODYTI).oueoooeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeeereeesresesees s v sessessss s sssssssesssnsssnee [ ]

VI. Kaip uKkininkai prisidétu prie vandens telkiniuy vandens
kokybés gerinimo

Prognozuojama, kad net ir laikantis dabar galiojanciy teisés akty reikalavimy dalis
vandens telkiniy ne tik 2015 m., bet ir vélesniais metais vis tiek nepasieks geros
buklés. ZIUREKITE ZEMELAP].

(RODYTI ZEMELAP] ,, Prognozé 2015 IR PAAISKINTI, KAD MELYNA SPALVA PAZYMETI
VANDENS TELKINIAI, KURIE 2015 M. NEBUS PRISKIRIAMI RIZIKOS GRUPEIL O RAUDONA
SPALVA — VANDENS TELKINIAI, KURIE 2015 M. BUS PRISKIRIAMI RIZIKOS GRUPEI).

Todél vandens telkiniy buklés gerinimui reikalingos papildomos priemonés. Toliau
pateikiami klausimai yra skirti iSsiaiskinti, kurias iS Zemiau iSvardinty papildomy
priemoniy galétumeéte ar norétumeéte jgyvendinti savo ukyje.

Trasy naudojimas

Pagrindiné pasklidosios tarSos problema Lietuvoje yra nesubalansuotas treSimas. Kai
kurie plotai yra visai netresiami, o kai kuriose vietose tragsy pilama gerokai perdaug.
Nustacius maisto medziagy (tai yra azoto ir fosforo) kiekj dirvozemyje, galima
apskaiCiuoti optimalias treSimo normas konkreCiam sklypui. Tai sudaro sglygas
naudoti tiek traSy, kiek reikia augalams, dirvoje nepaliekant maisto medZiagy
pertekliaus, kuris paprastai yra iSplaunamas j gilesnius dirvoZemio sluoksnius bei
poZeminj vandenj.
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20. Kurias iS Siy trasy naudojimo reguliavimui skirty priemoniy

sutiktuméte jgyvendinti savo ukyje, siekiant iSvengti maisto
medziagy pertekliaus dirvoZemyje?
jau |Sutiktia i“ttl‘ll(‘cé? Nesuti
. . . . u <) kéiau |Neaktua| Priezastys (sutikimo ar
Priemoneé jgyvendi. .| gauciau | . N ;
jgyvendi igyven lu nesutikimo)
nau . |kompen| /. " "
nti . dinti
sacija

1.Parengti ir jgyvendinti
treSimo planus (kartu atliekant
ir dirvoZemio tyrimus)

2.Tresti maZesne nei
didZiausiy derliy treSimo
norma

3.Sudaryti maisto medZiagy
(azoto, fosforo) ukyje balansa,
leidZiantj planuoti kiek ateityje
reikés trasy (tais atvejais, kai
nerengiami treSimo planai)

4.Vietoj mineraliniy trasy
naudoti Zaligsias trasas (t.y.
augalus, kurie, nesulaukus
brandos, paséjus juos pavasarj
ar rudenj, yra uZariami) (tai
pagerinty dirvoZemio
derlinguma ir augaly augimo
salygas).

(* JEIGU RESPONDENTAS NEZINOTU KA ATSAKYTI, PADETI JAM SAKANT, KAD
GALBUT SI PRIEMONE JAM ATRODO NEEFEKTYVI ARBA YRA KOKIU NORS
TECHNINIU, FINANSINIU AR KT. KLIUCIU, NELEIDZIANCIU J4 IGYVENDINTI)
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21. Kurias Kkitas aplinkos apsaugos priemones sutiktuméte jgyvendinti

savo ukyje?

Priemoné

Jau

igyvendi
nau

Sutikéi
au

igyven
dinti

Sutikcia
u tik jei
gauciau
kompen
sacija

Nesuti
kéiau
igyven
dinti

Neaktu
alu

PrieZastys (sutikimo ar
nesutikimo)*

1.Jrengti méslo saugyklas ir
sruty kauptuvus, atitinkancius
aplinkos apsaugos
reikalavimus méslui tvarkyti
(taip sumazinamas maisto
medziagy nuotékis j dirva ir
vandenis) (Si priemoné buty
taikoma jos dar
nejgyvendinusiems ukiams)

2.Tarp lauko ir vandens
telkiniy jrengti dirbtines
Slapynes (pelkes) (Slapynés
padeda nufiltruoti maisto
medziagas i$ gretimy dirbamy
lauky atitekancio vandens
pries jam pasiekiant vandens
telkinius)

3.Dirbamas Zemes paversti
ekstensyviomis pievomis
(prizitrint pievas maziau
kiSamasi j dirvos sluoksni, dél
to sumaZzéja maisto medziagy
nuotékis i vandenis)

4.Leisti savo Zeméje atkurti
naturalias anksciau iStiesinty
upiy vagas (atkirus upiy
vagas jos paprastai pailgéja,
dél to atsiranda salygos
geresniam savaiminiam
apsivalymui)

5.Patobulinti tresimo
technika (taip pagerinamas
trasy jterpimas ir
sumazinamas maisto
medZiagy nuotékis j
vandenis)
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. ik¢i :
Jau Sutikci iuttik'ce? Nesuti
. . : .| au <) kéiau |Neaktu| Priezastys (sutikimo ar

Priemoné jgyvendi| gauCiau | . S
jgyven igyven alu nesutikimo)

nau ... | kompen L

dinti it dinti

sacija

6.Ziemai séti tarpinius
augalus (tarpiniai augalai
naudoja maisto medziagas ir
nuémus pagrindiniy augaly
derliy, dél to maziau azoto
lieka dirvoZemyje Ziemai, kai
jo iSplaunama daugiausia)

7.Pereiti nuo jprasto prie
ekologinio tikininkavimo
(ekologiskai tkininkaujant
maisto medziagy naudojimas
yra efektyvesnis ir jy
nuostoliai j aplinkg maZesni
nei jprastinémis gamybos
salygomis)

8.Palikti neapartus razieny
laukus per Ziemg (Si priemoné
padeda apsaugoti dirva nuo
erozijos)

9.Irengti papildoma augaly
filtracine apsaugos juosta
ariamoje Zeméje iSilgai upiy,
upeliy, eZery (taip galima
sumazinti maisto medzZiagy
nuostolius dirvoZemyje ir
apsaugoti vandenis nuo tarsos
pesticidais)

10.Taikyti séjomaing,
naudojant anksStines kultiiras
ir Zaligsias trasas (t.y. augalus,
kurie, nesulaukus brandos,
yra uzariami; taip
pagerinamas dirvoZemio
derlingumas ir sumazZinamas
maistingyjy medzZiagy
iSplovimas)

(* JEIGU RESPONDENTAS NEZINOTU KA ATSAKYTI, PADETI JAM SAKANT, KAD
GALBUT SI PRIEMONE JAM ATRODO NEEFEKTYVI ARBA YRA KOKIU NORS
TECHNINIU, FINANSINIU AR KT. KLIUCIU, NELEIDZIANCIU J4 IGYVENDINTI)
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22. Kuri i$ Siy priemoniy, Jusy nuomone, gali daryti didziausia itaka
vandens telKkiniy tarSos mazinimui? Vertinimui reikéty naudoti
skale nuo 1 iKki 6, efektyviausiai Jusy nuomone priemonei
priskiriant 6, o visai neefektyviai 1.

Priemoné

Neefektyvi ()  Efektyviausia

NezZin
au

1.Aplinkos apsaugos reikalavimus
atitinkanciy méslo saugykly ir
sruty kauptuvy jrengimas

2.Tresimo plany parengimas ir
jgyvendinimas

3.Tresti maZesne nei didZiausiy
derliy treSimo norma

4.Sudaryti maisto medzZiagy
(azoto, fosforo) ukyje balansa,
leidziantj planuoti kiek ateityje
reikés trasy (tais atvejais, kai
nerengiami treSimo planai)

5.Tarp lauko ir vandens telkiniy
jrengti dirbtines Slapynes (pelkes)

6.Dirbamas Zemes paversti
ekstensyviomis pievomis

7.Leisti savo Zeméje atkurti
natiralias anksciau iStiesinty upiy
vagas

8.Patobulinti tresimo technika

9.Ziemai séti tarpinius augalus

10.Pereiti nuo jprasto prie
ekologinio tkininkavimo

11.Palikti neapartus raZieny
laukus per Ziema

12.Irengti papildoma augaly
filtracine apsaugos juostg ariamoje
Zeméje iSilgai upiy, upeliy, eZery

13.Vietoj mineraliniy trasy
naudoti Zaligsias trasSas

14.Taikyti séjomaing, naudojant
ankstines kultlras ir Zaligsias
trasas
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23. Kokias kitas aplinkos apsaugos priemones galétumeéte
jgyvendinti savo ukyje?

(PRASOM NURODYTI.c.c.ccooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseceseeeeeeeesceseeeseesssessessessssessesssssss s sossseasssasssssssasssssssssassssossosssssasssasosas

VII. Informacija apie respondenta

Galiausiai noriu uzduoti keletg klausimy apie Jus:

24. Kiek Jums mety?

(PRASOM NURODYTI)

25.Jus esate

Vyras [ ] Moteris ||
26. Koks yra Jusy pasiektas auksciausias iSsilavinimas?
1) Pradiné mokykla [ ]
2) Pagrindiné mokykla [ ]
3) Viduriné mokykla [ ]
4) Profesiné mokykla (technikumas) [ ]
o Ar susijusi su Zemés ukiu? Taip [ ] Nel ]
5) Universitetas [ ]
o Ar susijes su Zemés ukiu? Taip [ ] Nel ]
0) KIA ottt e e e e e e [ ]

(PRASOM NURODYTI)

28. Kiek i$ Siy asmeny yra jaunesni kaip 18 mety?

(PRASOM NURODYTI)
163



Acceptability and Willingness of Farmers to Implement Measures for Reduction of Agricultural
Pollution in Venta and Lielupé River Basins

29. KoKkios yra vidutinés metinés Jusy verslo, individualios veiklos
metinés pajamos, skirtos Jusy namy ukio reikméms? (Jei nezinote
vidutiniy pajamuy, pasakykite 2011 ar 2012 mety pajamas, skirtas
namy ukio reikméms)

1) Maziau kaip 2000 Lt

2) 2001-5000 Lt
3)5001-10000 Lt

4) 10001-20000 Lt
5)20001-40000 Lt

6) 40001-70000 Lt

7) 70001-100000 Lt

8) Daugiau kaip 100000 Lt
9) Nenoréciau atsakyti

30. Gal turite dar kokiy nors komentary?

(PRASOM NURODYTI)

Labai acia!
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