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Introduction  
The LIFE Viva Grass project aims to support maintenance of biodiversity and ecosystem services 

provided by grasslands, through encouraging ecosystem based approach to planning and economically 

viable grassland management. Furthermore, the project shall demonstrate opportunities for 

multifunctional use of grasslands as basis for sustainability of rural areas and stimulus for local 

economies.  

The action C2 aims at systematic assessment of socio-economic impacts from the project activities. 

The socio-economic impact assessment shall address: 

¶ the change in classical economic indicators (e.g. revenues of municipality or region, turnover 

of agricultural farm, business opportunities); 

¶ the change in lives of people and their families (e.g. population dynamics, employment growth 

or change, income and spending, training and education, housing and commuting). 

The LIFE Viva Grass project implements activities at 4 administrative levels: county or regional; 

municipal or local; nature protected areas and farm level. The project activities have a strategic 

character - to create a planning tool and to implement business catalytic activities for grassland 

management. Consequently, the real-life results in a change in economy can not be observed 

immediately but rather in middle and in long-term. 

The Report on Initial Socio-economic Situation and Baseline Scenarios is prepared according to the 

approach presented in the άMethodology for indicator based monitoring of socio-economic impacts of 

project activities”.  The methodology was developed in parallel with the discussion on the Conceptual 

Frame of the Tool (Action B1). The methodology also considers the demo actions (B2-B5) that address 

socio-economic aspects in planning and management of grasslands. The selected indicators reflect an 

impact of different drivers not only impact of from the project activities. The cumulative effect and a 

combination of drivers will make an impact associated with grassland management and input to the 

economy in a long -term. Therefore, the identified indicators and collected data are applicable for 

multi-purposes. The project team has also agreed that due to specific needs of the single B actions and 

sub-actions, the collection of additional relevant indicators and data needed for the particular 

demonstration case and area is encouraged. 

The Report on Initial Socio-economic Situation and Baseline Scenarios presents two main results at level 

of each demonstration case of the LIFFE Viva Grass project: 

¶ The initial socioeconomic situation presented by the key indicators on trends and the status 

either on 2014 or 2015; 

¶ A baseline or also called a “business as usual” scenario outlining the development without 

implementation of the project activities. 

The presented information shall create a basis against which a change in socio-economic development 

will be assessed by the end of the project.  
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1. Overview on project areas  

The LIFE Viva Grass project implements activities at 4 administrative levels: county or regional; 

municipal or local; nature protected areas and farm level. The project activities have a strategic 

character - to create a planning tool and to implement business catalytic activities for grassland 

management.   

Regional level:  

¶ Laane county, Estonia is selected to test the integrated planning tool on how to identify and assess 

ecosystem based planning solutions for achieving viable grassland management. The results 

generated by the tool will be presented in a report on the possible development scenarios and 

recommendation for regional planning. 

Municipal level: 

¶ Lääne county, Estonia – the Tool shall provide different development scenarios for the selected 

region to be considered in regional planning.  

¶ Lümanda municipality, Estonia - the Tool shall provide solutions for sustainable grassland 

management in an area with emerging interest for intensive use of cattle breeding. 

¶ Madliena Parish, Latvia - proposals of local community and business actors on economically viable 

solutions for grassland management to be elaborated during series of round table discussions. 

¶ Cēsis municipality, Latvia - solutions for landscape restoration and maintenance, based on 

economically viable models for long-term grassland management, to be integrated in the 

landscape development plan to be adopted by the local authority and lay the basis for the new 

territorial plan. 

¶ Šilutė municipality, Lithuania - proposals on nature tourism development, where grassland 

management shall be essential precondition for developing the areas as an attractive tourism 

destination. 

Farm level: 

¶ Kurese, Estonia - a farm where extra cattle shall be obtained for grazing to ensure maintenance of 

the alvar habitats and traditional landscape in additional 10ha. Currently a lack of drinking water 

does not allow an increase in a number of animal units in the farm. During the project a water 

supply shall be installed. 

¶ Šovītes, Latvia - a farm where 80 ha of grassland shall be restored by removing shrubs and their 

root system, preparation of soil (milling, levelling) to enable its further management with grass 

cutting machinery and introduction of the seed material form semi-natural grasslands.   

Protected area level: 

¶ Pavilniai Regional Park, Lithuania is located within in the administrative boundaries of Vilnius, thus 

the socio-economic impacts are related to the capital city. During project the grasslands shall be 

restored to create availability for visitors and business developers to have access to the areas for 

recreational activities. 
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¶ State Pašešuvis landscape reserve and Dubysa regional park are located in the administration of 

Raseiniai District Municipality. The nature conservation area is  administered by the Dubysa 

regional park directorate. The restoration activities are aimed at building up preconditions for 

grazing and grass cutting. 

¶ State Šušvė landscape reserve is located in Kedainai District Municipality. The nature conservation 

area is administered by the Dubysa regional park directorate. The restoration activities are aimed 

at building up preconditions for grazing and grass cutting. 

 

Figure 1. The overview map of the project areas (1 - ~ƛƭǳǘŤ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅ; 2- Dubysa regional park 

directorate; 3- Pavilniai Regional Park; 4 - /Ţǎƛǎ municipality; 5- Madliena Parish; 6- ~ƻǾơǘŜǎ farm; 7- 

[ŅŅƴŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΤ 8- [ǸƳŀƴŘŀ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅ; 9- Kurese farm). 
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2. Indicators for monitoring of socio-economic  impact  

1.1. Definition of indi cators  

An indicator provides information that simplifies reality, for example by extracting data for a specific 

question or aggregating data on a number of different variables. By doing so, an indicator can help to 

reveal trends and simplify complex phenomena (1). 

The knowledge we gain from indicators is not only used to uncover social, environmental or economic 

phenomena and to establish connections between them; it also provides a basis for influencing and 

controlling such phenomena. Today’s society continuously observes and assesses itself, setting itself a 

course towards specific targets (2). 

From a functional perspective, indicators can be used either to describe a situation or trend 

(descriptive indicators) or to provide an assessment of progress towards established objectives and 

targets (performance indicators). Very often, descriptive and performance indicators are used 

together: we could measure a phenomenon with the latter, whilst using the former to obtain 

additional explanation (3). 

There are inevitably limitations in the use of indicator frameworks. Indicators are useful as a way of 

representing reality, but the real world is far too complex to be fully captured by an underlying 

framework or system of indicators (3). 

1.2. Selected socio-economic indic ators  

The LIFE Viva Grass project implements activities at 4 administrative levels: county or regional; 

municipal or local; nature protected areas and farm level. The project activities have a strategic 

character - to create a planning tool and to implement business catalytic activities which shall support 

the maintenance of the grasslands. Consequently, the real-life results in a change in economy cannot 

be observed immediately but rather in middle and in long-term. 

The socio-economic indicators for measuring impacts are selected based on the relevance and data 

availability for the respective administrative level. The selected indicators reflect an impact of different 

drivers not only the impact of from the project activities. The cumulative effect and a combination of 

drivers will make an impact in a long -term. 

Table 1.2.a. LIFE Viva Grass socio-economic impact indicators on county, municipal and local level. 
 

Indicator Units&Remarks 

Territory Total in km2 or ha. 

Land-use structure %, agricultural land, forest, urban, waters, etc. 

Time sets 1991, 2004 and 2014. 

Demography 

Population: 

¶ Number of inhabitants at the beginning of year 

 

¶ Population change  (%) 1991; 2000; 2011 (based on population 

census) 
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Age structure share of persons: (0-15; 16-65; 65+, General, 

Males and Females 

Birth rate  The total number of live births per 1,000 of a 

population in a year 

Community vitality index Proposed by Estonian University of Lifesciences; 
se explanation below 

Agriculture 

Number of farms number 

Average size of farms  hectares 

Number of biological (organic farms) number 

Number of domestic animals Cattle, Sheep, Goats, Horses 

Areas receiving direct payments (ha) Perennial (permanent) grasslands 

Other agricultural land 

Structure of agricultural land-use arable land, grassland, etc (ha), 

Structure of grasslands receiving direct payment In ha  

Employment 

Employment rate from active population – number of employees 

Self-employment rate Number of self-employed 

Unemployment rate from active population - percentage 

Proportion of employees in agricultural sector  % in total employment 

Young people neither in employment nor in education or 

training 

number 

Incomes 

Income for municipality Income from inhabitant income tax; from 

property tax; other incomes 

Salaries in municipality Average salary (EUR) 

Average salary compared to state´s average (%) 

Educational attainment 

Pupils and students - enrolment Number of pupils enrolled in early childhood 
education 

 Number of pupils enrolled in primary 
education 

 Number of pupils enrolled in secondary 

education 
Tourism services and entrepreneurship 

Number of tourism companies by types 
(accommodation, handicraft etc) Number of full-time 
and part-time, seasonal workers of these companies 

 

Number of accommodation facilities (hotel, guest house, 
camping, tourism farm) 

Accommodation establishments (at the end of the 
year) 
Number of beds (at the end of the year) 
Number of rooms (at the end of the year) 

Visitors Number of visitors 
Number of overnight stays 

Tourism infrastructure Number of information objects (stands), touristic 
objects  
Number and length of hiking trails   

Infrastructure 

Density of state roads Km/km2 

Density of state roads covered by asphalt Km/km2 
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Density of local roads Km/km2 

Length of velo routes  km 

 
Community vitality index – has been defined to characterise a potential of the settlement for socio-economic 
development based on population data: 

1. Empty and with high de-population risk: (1) No inhabitants; (2) or: 100% share of population 65+; 

(3) or: population present only in one 5-year age group 

2. With medium de-population risk: (1) Population less than 10 (5-9); (2) or population present in 

two 5-year age groups; (3) or: 50+% share of population 65+. 

3. With smaller depopulation risk: (1) Population less than 10 (5-9); (2) or: population present in 

three 5-year age groups. 

 
Table 1.3.b. LIFE Viva Grass socio-economic indicators about the farms. 

Indicator name Measurement units 

Number of holdings Total number per administrative unit 

(1000) 

Utilised agricultural area per holding 1000 hectares 

Average area of holdings Hectares 

Livestock units (total, catcle, sheep, goats, pigs, poultry, others) Number 

Labour force (Family labour force, Regular non-family labour 

force; Non-regular non-family  labour force) 

Persons 

Annual working units 

Farm managers by age: younger than 35 years; older than 55 years Percent of all farmers 

Standard output average monetary value of the agricultural 

output at farm-gate price,  

Euro per hectare or per head of livestock 

Area of organic farming 1000 hectares 

 

The data on farms can be collected at the administrative levels as well as data on individual farm can 

illustrate the representativeness of the farm involved in the project activities.  
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2. Initial socio -economic situation i n the project areas  

2.1.  Regional level - ,ßßÎÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÙ 

Lääne county, Estonia is selected to test the integrated planning tool developed by the project. Laane 

county administration is in charge to develop different planning documents including a thematic plan 

for green corridors. The LIFE Viva Grass project shall provide a tool on how to identify and assess 

ecosystem based planning solutions for achieving viable grassland management. The results generated 

by the tool will be presented in a report on the possible development scenarios and recommendation 

for regional planning. 

In Lääne county nature conservation areas covers about 23% of the county’s territory. Amongst others 

different types of grassland habitats are present there, including habitat types of European importance 

(listed in the Habitats Directive) - Boreal Baltic coastal meadows; semi-natural dry grasslands on 

calcareous substrates (important orchid sites); Fennoscandian lowland species-rich dry to mesic 

grasslands; Nordic alvars; Fennoscandian wooded meadows. Valuable grasslands are mostly managed, 

at least in protected areas, but with help of Rural Development supports (support for management of 

semi-natural communities) - which is not applicable outside of protected areas/Natura 2000 sites.  

Lääne county is located in the West Estonia and consist of 12 municipalities (1 town and 11 parishes). 

Similarly, like the whole country, Lääne county is experiencing a decline in population (see Figure 

2.1.1). Yet the trend is even more negative than on average- over the last two decades the number of 

population has been decreased by 27%. In 2014, Lääne county had 24323 inhabitants which is less than 

2% of the countries’ population.  

 
 

Figure 2.1.1. Population change since 1991 (data 

source: Statistics Estonia) 

Figure 2.1.2.  Age structure (data source: Statistics 

Estonia) 

Socio-economic conditions can be also reflected by an indicator on number of schools and pupils. In 

Lääne county the schools are closed down gradually during last ten years – from 27 in 2007 to 22 in 

2015. Number of pupils have been decreasing very drastically – almost by half since 1993. The decline 

in the share of young generation (<15 years) also is reflected in the age structure of the Lääne county 

(Figure 2.1.2.). 

Employment indicator shows to the extent to which available resources (people able to work) are being 

used. Employed people are those aged 16 and over to pension. In Lääne county this indicator is very 
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like an average in Estonia closed to 70% (figure 2.1.3.). The employment in agriculture was about 4-

5%. 

The trend of employment correlates with unemployment rate. The most critical was 2010 when the 

unemployment rate was 22.5% in Lääne county. In 2014, the unemployment rate was 6.5 which was 

below the average in Estonia. However, in 2015 the unemployment rate was again 11%.  

 

Figure 2.1.3.  Employment rate (data source: Statistics Estonia) 

The monthly growth income trend in Lääne county follows overall trend of incomes in Estonia (figure 

2.1.4.). The income in the county is less for about 8% then in the country.  

 

Figure 2.1.4.  Average monthly gross income per employee, euros (data source: Statistics Estonia) 
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Having large share of nature conservation areas in Lääne county the presence can influence the 

maintenance of grasslands. The figure 2.1.5. shows trends in number of animals. While number of 

sheep has increased since 2002 up to 2010-2011, the trend in last years’ shows the decline.  

 

Figure 2.1.5. Livestock on 31 December (thousand of animals)  (data source: Statistics Estonia) 

Tourism sector has been developing rather rapidly in Lääne county. It is coastal area and people like to 

enjoy being at sea during the summer season a lot. Therefore, the number of accommodation 

establishment sand corresponding amount of rooms and beds have been increasing gradually (Figure 

2.1.6). Room occupancy is closed to 40% which is rather good achievement. About half of customers 

has indicated that they stay in the place for holydays.   

 

Figure 2.1.6. Accommodation (numbers) in LŅŅne county (data source: Statistics Estonia) 
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2.2.  Municipal level  

2.2.1. ,İmanda parish , ,ßßÎÅ-Saare municipality  

Lümanda parish (199 km2) is a part of Lääne-Saare Municipality, located in West-Estonia on its largest 

island Saaremaa. The territory is included in protected areas, the largest of which are Viidumae NPA 

and Vilsandi NP. The area is rich in grasslands, e.g. alvars, wooded meadows and coastal meadows. It 

is a sparsely populated region far from larger agglomerations and with only 863 inhabitants. Local 

economy is based on use of raw materials, dairy cattle and sheep breeding as well as tourism 

opportunities provided by the pristine nature. 

Lääne-Saare Municipality (809.3 km2) was established on 05.01.2015, joining former Lümanda, Kaarma 

and Kärla Municipalities. Lääne-Saare Municipality is located in West-Estonia, in Saare County, in 

western part of Saaremaa Island. Number of inhabitants is 6996 (01.01.2015), the municipality includes 

4 hamlets and 111 villages. 

Table 2.2.1.a Population, on 1st January (data source: Statistics Estonia) 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Lümanda rural municipality 751 767 786   

Lääne-Saare rural municipality    6996 7086 

 

Age structure of population is an important indicator to illustrate a labour force and potential in 

particularly in rural areas. The Statistics Estonia shows that Lääne-Saare rural municipality has higher 

share of older generation than on average in country.   On the other hand, the new municipality - 

Lääne-Saare - has higher shar of young generation than average in the country. This gives a positive 

signal for planning a development. 

Table 2.2.4.a. Age structure of population in the municipalities (% of population) (data source: 
Statistics Estonia) 

Unit <15 15-64 >65  

Lümanda rural 
municipality, 2014         14.12          62.47          23.41  

Lääne-Saare rural 
municipality, 2015         16.05          64.92          19.03  

 

The decrease in population is also reflected in the decrease in number of pupils. However, the decrease 

has been very drastic in the area. While there were 143 pupils in 2000, the school was attended by 60 

schoolkids in 2013. There is on basic school in Lümanda and 3 in total Lääne-Saare municipality.  

The monthly growth salary has been increasing by 2008, then due economic crises a decrease was 

experience. Since 2013 the salaries increases again. However, the money earned is lower than on 

average in Estonia (-10% in 2015).  
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Figure 2.2.1.  Average monthly gross income per employee, euros; blue columns - [ǸƳŀƴŘŀ; orange 

column -  [ŅŅƴŜ-Saare municipality (data source: Statistics Estonia) 

The tourism is one of the key activities in the municipality. There are 12 accommodation 

establishments: 1 hotel, 5 guest houses and camping; 6 tourism farms. 9 enterprises produce different 

handicraft works.  There are hiking trails established in the area: at least 4 routes of approx. 15 km of 

length.   

2.2.2. #óÓÉÓ ÍÕÎÉÃÉÐÁÌÉÔÙ 

Cēsis municipality is located in the central part of Latvia, ca. 50 km from its capital Riga. It was 

established by amalgamating Cēsis city and Vaive rural area (parish). 

Cēsis city is about 800-year-old. Due to its cultural heritage and active contemporary cultural festivities 

it attracts tourists all year long. The municipality also hosts several ski resorts. 

There are about 17 thousand inhabitants living in municipality in 2015. The overall trend is of 

depopulation since 1990’s (Figure 2.2.2.a). Over the last 25 years, the number of residents have 

decreased by 25%. The age structure is also unfavourable – there is a larger share of older generation. 

Then on average in country. However, the positive trend is an increase of young generation. 
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2.2.2.a. Population of Cēsis municipality, 1 January of the year (data source: Central Statistical Bureau 

of Latvia) 

 

2.2.2.b. Age structure of Cēsis municipality, 1 January of the year (data source: Central Statistical 

Bureau of Latvia) 

Although Cēsis is having many touristic objects and possibilities for leisure activities, it had only 5 

accommodation establishments in 2014. The number of facilities have been decreasing since 2008-

2011 when there were 8 facilities. Vaive parish has only 1 guest house. A cycling route called “Vaive’s 

landscapes” has been established for 25 km in Vaive parish passing by 8 scenic sights. Three 

walking/highking routes have been established in Cēsis city in the length of 13.8km. 

With regard to unemployment Cēsis municipality have very low rates in the last years- between 5-6%.  

Cēsis municipality and particularly its rural area (Vaive) has several organic farms. There are 11 farms 

specialised in livestock farming and 16 farms producing crops and fodder. The cattle farming is major 
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livestock activity in the municipality. Since 01.01.2005 the number of cattle has increased from 843 to 

1432 units on 01.01.2015. Larger increase was observed for sheep – from 107  units  on 01.01.2005 to 

36 0 units on 01.01.2015.  An increasing trend of both type of animals can serve as a driver for 

maintain  grasslands in the area.  

2.2.3.  Madliena parish  

Madliena parish (168 km2) is a smaller territorial unit within Ogre municipality, located in the central 

part of Latvia with a decreasing number of inhabitants. It is developing as agricultural centre of Ogre, 

focussing on dairy-cattle breeding as well as on growing of vegetables for export, sheep breeding. 

Nevertheless, Madliena is facing the need for better co-ordination between landowners and farmers. 

Farmers are in need for increasing the pastures while large part of the areas is managed by landowners 

just for receiving the single area payments. 

2/5 of Madliena is occupied by agricultural land while forests cover about 51% of the area. Part of the 

parish is occupied by the scenic Ogre River Valley Nature Park, the river itself is well known for boating 

lovers. 

Madliena parish stands out among the other demonstration areas with intensive “soft” activities by 

involving local stakeholders in grassland management related discussions and obtaining “bottom-up” 

messages to be summarized and submitted to the local authority. 

In order to communicate with stakeholders background environmental as well as relevant socio-

economic data have been collected.  

The trend in farming activity is rather similar as in other Baltic countries. The number of farms are 

decreasing in Madliena parish, including a number of large size farms. The land under agricultural 

farming has been also decreasing up to 2013, then it has been increased again on 2014 when the 

regulation on land designation as forests become enforce. The farmers had to implement certain land 

restoration activities to avoid that the agricultural land is classified as forest land. 

Table 2.2.3.a. Number of farms according to the size (data source: Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia). 

 
Total number <1 ha 1-10 ha >=10 

01.01.2001 315    

01.01.2010 217 6 68 143 

01.01.2011 192 9 56 127 

01.01.2012 188 9 55 124 

01.01.2013 189 8 59 122 

01.01.2014 185 7 58 120 
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Table 2.2.3.b. Agricultural land area in ha (data source: Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia) by type of 

the farm (data source: Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia). 

 
Total area <1 ha 1-10 ha >=10 

01.01.2001 5079    

01.01.2010 4786.10 2.10 222.80 4561.20 

01.01.2011 4575.00 2.30 176.20 4396.50 

01.01.2012 4521.40 2.30 179.50 4339.60 

01.01.2013 4513.30 1.70 190.90 4320.70 

01.01.2014 4845.30 1.00 188.20 4656.10 

 

 

Figure 2.2.3.a. Number of animals (data source: Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia) 

The presence of livestock in the area influences the type of agricultural activities including 

maintenance of grasslands. The figure 2.3.3.a shows trends in number of animals. While number of 

sheep has increased since 2002, other kind of livestock has decreased. Although the decrease of cattle 

is less than 10%. The Livestock is composed mainly of cattle - about 72% of all animals in 2014 in 

Madliena parish. 

Similarly like in Latvia on average, Madliena parish experiences depopulation. In 2015 only 1605 people 

lived there. About 46% of the population were males. Unfortunately, the recent statistics on age 

structure are available at municipal level, i.e., Ogre municipality (Figure 2.2.3.c). The balance is in 

favour of large share of young generation compared to national figure of 15%. The older generation 

(above 65) has the same portion.  
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The Madliena parish has not yet developed tourism routes or activities; however few accommodation 

facilities are stablished. There are two camping sites next to the river Ogre and possibility for overnight 

stay in school during the summer.     

 

Figure 2.2.3.b. Population in Madliena parish on 1st January (data source: Central Statistical Bureau 

of Latvia) 

 

Figure 2.2.3.c. Age structure in Ogres municipality (data source: Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia) 

 

2.2.4. £ÉÌÕÔõ municipality  

Šilutė district municipality (1 706 km2) is located in Southwest Lithuania, bordering the Curonian 

Lagoon and Nemunas Delta. 13% of the municipality’s territory belong to the Nemunas Delta Regional 

Park, a Natura 2000 site, and forms a part of the Curonian Lagoon. Agricultural activities are mostly 

16.0 

64.7 

19.3 

<15 15-65 65>
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related to management of grasslands, which thanks to regular flooding are very fertile and represent 

a highly valuable ecosystem. The area has a high potential for development of nature tourism. 

42 145 people lived in Vilnius on 01.07.2014. Almost 60% of them are rural residents (figure 2.2.4.a). 

Thus, the site restored with open grassland landscapes and installed adequate infrastructure can serve 

for many people and play important role socially and economically. Moreover, the number of 

population has decreased by 25% over the last 15 years - from 55 302 in 2001 to 41 408 persons in 

2015. The negative trend of depopulation continues. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нΦнΦпΦŀΦ tƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ~ƛƭǳǘŤ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎ ƻf 1 July (persons) (data source: Statistics 
Lithuania) 

 
Age structure of population is an important indicator to illustrate a labour force and potential in 

particularly in rural areas. The Statistics of Lithuania shows that Šilutė district municipality has higher 

share of young generation than on average in country. This might be a more positive signal in terms of 

population evolvement. 

Table 2.2.4.a. Age structure of population in the municipalities on 01.01.2015 (% of population) (data 
source: Statistics Lithuania) 

Unit Population (0–15 
years) 

Working-age 
population 

Pension age 
population 

Šilutė d. mun. 16.71 61.82 21.47 

Lithuania 15.67 61.99 22.34 

 

The decrease in population is also reflected in the decrease in number of pupils. Fortunately, a number 

of schools has not been decreasing yet neither in Šilutė or in Lithuania (table 2.2.4.b). The closure of a 

school is an indicator of a negative socio-economic situation in respective area. 

Table 2.2.4.b. Education: schools and pupils (data source: Statistics Lithuania) 

 General schools (units) General school pupils (persons) 

2013-2014 2014-2015 2013-2014 2014-2015 



19 

 

Šilutė d. mun. 23 23 5829 5551 

Lithuania 1208 1200 357530 344721 

 

The unemployment rate has been decreasing in Lithuania including Šilutė district municipality over last 

five years. However, the unemployment rate in Šilutė district municipality is still above average in the 

country (Table 2.2.4.c). Thus, the business opportunities related to grassland management and 

tourisms activities could create an effect on the socio-economic condition in the project area.  

Table 2.2.4.c. Unemployment (data source: Statistics Lithuania) 

 Registered unemployed | thousand 
Ratio of the registered unemployed to 
the working-age population | per cent 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Šilutė d. mun. 4.4 4.1 3.8 3.4 3.3 15.6 15.2 14 13 12.5 

Lithuania 247.2 216.9 201.3 173 158.2 13.1 11.7 10.9 9.5 8.7 

 
The trend on employment in agriculture has a decline in almost last 10 years.  From 2005-2013 the 

number of persons employed in agriculture has decreased almost for half. This drastic change is 

common for the whole country (table 2.2.4.d).  

Table 2.2.4.d. Employment in agriculture (data source: Statistics Lithuania) 

 

Number of persons employed in agriculture | units  

Number of 

persons 

employed in 
agriculture, total  

Farm holders 

and their 

family 
members 

Permanently 

employed 

Temporarily 

employed 

Ġilutƍ d. mun. 2005 14952 14274 569 109 

2007 12544 12115 419 10 

2013 8550 8043 439 68 

Lithuania 2005 543298 510466 26516 6316 

2007 482002 449833 28331 3838 

2013 300274 264069 33881 2324 

 
Although the number of farms has also decrease, the trend is much slower – a number has decrease 

for about 20% in the same period. In parallel to the decrease of number of farm, the size of farms has 

increased from 9.7 in 2005 to 13.1 ha of agricultural land per farm in 2013. Farms in Ġilutƍ district 

municipality are smaller than in average in Lithuania (16.8 ha in 2013).  

With increase of the farm size, the number of cattle and sheep has been also increasing (figure 
2.2.4.b). Over last 10 years, number of cattle has increased by 50% while number of sheep has 
increased almost seven times. 
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Figure 2.2.4.b Number of cattle in ~ƛƭǳǘŤ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ municipality (data source: Statistics Lithuania) 

The income of the population is an important indicator when elaborating a development or business 
plan for area. The Statistics Lithuania provides indices on the average earnings at municipal level. The 
indices show gradual increase of net earnings of the people over last five years in all project areas 
(table 2.2.4.e). However, Šilutė municipality lower average earnings than on average in the country. 
 
Table 2.2.4.e. Average earnings (data source: Statistics Lithuania) 

 

Indices of average earnings | 
compared to the previous year | 

monthly | Net | per cent 
Average earnings | monthly | Net | EUR 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Šilutė d. mun. 100.9 103.5 105.1 102.7 105.4 380.6 393.9 413.9 424.9 448 

Lithuania 102.7 103.6 104.8 105.2 105.1 461.8 478.3 501.1 527.2 553.9 

   

2.3.  Farm level  

Both project areas at farm level represent the farms having livestock which performs grazing activities 

and creates demand for hey and fodder. Grazing and grass cutting are the primary management 

options to ensure the existence of grasslands.  

2.3.1. Farm  Ȱ+ÕÒÅÓÅ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÆÁÒÍȱ 

Farm “Kurese nature farm” is located in West-Estonia, Parnu County, Koonga Municipality. Since April 

2016 farm is owned by new company Saare Rantso Ltd. “Kurese nature farm” is only one of the areas 

owned by the Saare Rantso Ltd, which was established in 2012. 

The territory of the “Kurese nature farm” is 224 ha of which 200 ha are within boundaries of the Kurese 

Landscape Protection Area. At the beginning of the project 170 ha of semi-natural grasslands were 

managed. In 2015 10 more ha of alvars was restored (i.e. trees and bushes removed but the site still 

needs continuation of restoration by grazing) in the territory of Kurese farm, so the total territory of 
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managed semi-natural grasslands is currently (2016) 180 ha. In 2017-2018 it is planned to obtain and 

restore 80 more ha of alvars, which will be further managed by the Kurese nature farm.  

The semi-natural grasslands are managed by grazing by cattle. Up to 2015, the cattle for management 

of semi-natural habitats (alvars, dry and wet grasslands, wooded meadows) was brought (borrowed) 

from different other farms. Ca 200 animals are brought to Kurese farm in spring and back to their barns 

in autumn. Before the project a lack of drinking water did not allow an increased number of animal 

units in the farm.  

During the Vivagrass project (in 2015) a water supply was installed in terms of drilled wells and water 

reservoirs. This action provides conditions that the cattle can stay on the site also during winter. The 

new owner and the LIFE Viva Grass project partner Saare Rantšo Ltd. (AB9) has a strong interest to 

increase the share of the permanent cattle (to ensure long-term sustainability of management of semi-

natural grasslands in Kurese). In summer 2016 the Kurese lands were grazed by the 60 head permanent 

cattle and 130 rental animals. In 2017 there is a plan to increase the permanent cattle up to 100-120 

animals. The planned number of animals would allow the farmer to increase the permanent herd by 

30 animals per year to minimize the number of rental animals over the years. Currently the Saare 

Rantšo has barn space for 90 animals locating outside the pilot area. For protection of the cattle against 

strong winds and rain/snowfall during the cold season the project intends to construct a tent-like 

shelter from strong PVC textile material and install it at the project area (with potential to move the 

shelter within the project areas according to grazing needs). One movable shelter would accommodate 

60 animals. 

Having permanent cattle at the site will ensure management of the increased area of the maintained 

grasslands – the area was increased in 2015 from 170ha to 180ha (by 10ha).  

More detailed information and indicators on the farm are presented in the next chapter on the 

baseline (business as usual scenario) of the Report. 

2.3.2. Farm  Ȱ£ÏÖĂÔÅÓȱ 

Farm "Šovītes" is located in the central part of Latvia, Vidzeme uplands, Vecpiebalga municipality. The 

territory of the farm is ca. 120 ha, out of which 80 ha are grasslands; the remaining part is covered by 

forests. The farm was established in 1997 and was set-up at a traditional farmland inherited from the 

collective farm collapse in 1991. The farmer bought up the abandoned agricultural land, with the aim 

to start beef cattle business. The farm land has not been used from 1991 to 2004. From 2004 to 2013 

- everything growing in the fields was cut and mulched resulting in dry grass carpet on ground, that 

made difficult for grass seeds to penetrate through. Moreover, tree clusters were left for growth. As 

the result, 1000m3 of woodchips and 200m3 of firewood was collected and sold in 2012; mostly spruce, 

osier and grey alder. 

Since 2014, the owner decided to start cattle farming himself. The farm has decided not to go back to 

arable land and stay with grasslands because of a 260m elevation above sea level resulting in a 1.5 

month shorter vegetation period compared to other fertile areas located at the Zemgale region. The 

owner is interested to apply sustainable, nature friendly farming practice in order to maintain the 

landscape and biological assets of the area at the same time producing high value meat products. The 
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farm has decided to become an organic farm. Consequently, it receives a support for initial 

development towards organic farming since 2015. 

During the project, grassland restoration activities will be implemented gradually over 5 different 

grassland fields (ca 80ha). The aim of the project is to deliver 3 fields as pastures – grazing grasslands 

for cattle; and 2 hay fields (meadows) to produce fodder. 

At the beginning of the LIFE Viva Grass project (2014), the farm had 45 cows, whereas in 2015 - 36 

cows and 1 bull. The reduction was due to insufficient fodder provided by the fields of the farm. From 

the hay fields, about 800 rolls were produced in 2015. The income (revenues) from the agriculture 

activities in 2015 was about 30 000 EUR. The farm is managed by 1 person – the owner. Since 2016, 

the management of the farm ‘Šovītes” has been legally taken over by “Kalnāju ferma”.  

More detailed information and indicators on the farm are presented in the next chapter on the 

baseline (business as usual scenario) of the Report. 

2.4.  Protected areas  

The selected protected areas are located in three different administrative units: 

¶ Pavilniai Regional Park is located in Vilnius city; 

¶ State Pašešuvis landscape reserve and Dubysa regional park are located Raseiniai District 

Municipality.  

¶ State Šušvė landscape reserve is located in Kedainai District Municipality.  

The importance of the socio-economic impacts of the project activities can be firstly evaluated 
considering a share of the protected area in the respective administrative unit- city or municipality. 
More than 5% of Vilnius city and Raseiniai municipal territory are designated as the nature 
conservation area which is rather significant value. Whereas area of State Šušvė landscape reserve 
would play less significant socio-economic role in Kedainai district municipality as it takes up only 
0.3% of its territory.  
 
Table 2.4.a. Size of territory of nature protection area and the municipality in 2014. 
 

Name Territory of protected 
area (ha) 

Territory of the relevant 
municipality area (ha) 

% of the 
protected area 

Pavilniai Regional Park 2 176 40 056 5.4 

State Pašešuvis 
landscape reserve 

308 
157 337 7.5 

Dubysa regional park 11 547 

State Šušvė landscape 
reserve 

496 167 700 0.3 

 
Due to location of the Pavilniai Regional Park in the urban territories, agriculture practice cannot be 

implemented there, although these grasslands could provide valuable ecosystem services for Vilnius 

inhabitants as they have high potential to serve education and recreation purposes. The area of 

Pavilniai Regional Park is rather hilly and has attractive landscape view sites. However, they have been 

abandoned and thus overgrown by bushes during last decades. Thus, local inhabitants could not use 

them for their leisure activities.  541 197 people lived in Vilnius on 01.07.2014. Thus, the site restored 
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with open grassland landscapes and installed adequate infrastructure can serve for many people and 

play important role socially. 

Raseiniai District Municipality which has two State Pašešuvis landscape reserve and Dubysa regional 

park has a large share of rural population (60% of population of municipality) and also the share of 

protected areas is significant (Table 2.4.b). Therefore, the agricultural activities and related grassland 

management options have higher socio-economic value than in other protected areas. Moreover, the 

number of population has decreased by 20% over the last 15 years - from 44154 in 2001 to 34 683 

persons in 2015. The negative trend of depopulation continues. 

As mentioned above the area of State Šušvė landscape reserve is rather insignificant to play any socio-

economic role at municipal level. The area is rather essential for conservation of ecological values. 

Table 2.4.b. Population in the municipalities on 01.07.2014 (data source: Statistics Lithuania) 

Unit Population in total Urban areas Rural areas 

Vilnius city 541 197 540 909 288 

Raseiniai District 
Municipality 

35 213 13 792 21 421 

Kedainai district 
municipality 

50 389 25 462 24 927 

 
Age structure of population is an important indicator to illustrate a labour force and potential in 

particularly in rural areas. The Statistics of Lithuania shows that Raseiniai district municipality has 

above average age structure and comparatively less young generation. Vilnius as commonly observed 

in the capital cities have above average young generation and comparatively smaller share of older 

people.  

Table 2.4.c. Age structure of population in the municipalities on 01.01.2015 (% of population) (data 
source: Statistics Lithuania) 

Unit Population (0–15 
years) 

Working-age 
population 

Pension age 
population 

Vilnius city 16.53 64.38 19.09 

Raseiniai d. mun. 15.08 59.67 25.25 

Kėdainiai d. mun. 15.67 59.54 24.79 

Lithuania 15.67 61.99 22.34 

 

Table 2.4.d. Education: schools and pupils (data source: Statistics Lithuania) 

 General schools (units) General school pupils (persons) 

2013-2014 2014-2015 2013-2014 2014-2015 

Vilnius city 152 152 64102 64073 

Raseiniai d. mun. 14 14 4373 4150 

Kėdainiai d. mun. 20 20 6598 6187 

Lithuania 1208 1200 357530 344721 
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The decrease in population is also reflected in the decrease in number of pupils. Fortunately, a number 

of schools has not been decreasing yet in the relevant municipalities of Lithuania. The closure of a 

school is an indicator of a negative socio-economic situation in respective area. 

The unemployment rate has been decreasing in Lithuania over last five years. However, the 

unemployment rate in Raseiniai district municipality is above average in the country (Table 2.4.e). 

Thus, the business opportunities related to grassland management could create an effect on the socio-

economic condition in the project area. 

Table 2.4.e. Unemployment (data source: Statistics Lithuania) 

 Registered unemployed | thousand 
Ratio of the registered unemployed to 
the working-age population | per cent 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Vilnius c. mun. 37.6 31.3 28.1 23.8 22.2 10.8 9.1 8.1 6.9 6.4 

Raseiniai d. 
mun. 

2.9 2.7 2.4 2 2 12.9 12.3 11 9.6 9.2 

Kėdainiai d. 
mun. 

3.7 3.1 2.9 2.5 2.3 11.4 10 9.4 8.3 7.7 

Lithuania 247.2 216.9 201.3 173 158.2 13.1 11.7 10.9 9.5 8.7 

 
The income of the population is an important indicator when elaborating a development or business 
plan for area. The Statistics Lithuania provides indices on the average earnings at municipal level. The 
indices show gradual increase of net earnings of the people over last five years in all project areas 
(table 2.4.f). However, Raseiniai municipality experienced the slower tend and lower values than on 
average in the country. 
 
Table 2.4.f. Average earnings (data source: Statistics Lithuania) 

 

Indices of average earnings | 
compared to the previous year | 

monthly | Net | per cent 
Average earnings | monthly | Net | EUR 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Vilnius c. mun. 102.7 103.7 103.6 105.1 104.1 543.3 563.3 583.9 613.9 639.2 

Raseiniai d. 
mun. 

101.9 104.2 104.7 106.9 104.1 360.3 375.3 393 420 437.3 

Kėdainiai d. 
mun. 

103.3 104.1 104 106 110.1 445.4 463.7 482.2 511.2 563 

Lithuania 102.7 103.6 104.8 105.2 105.1 461.8 478.3 501.1 527.2 553.9 
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3. Baseline or "Business as usual" scenario   

Scenario method is applied in strategic planning and decision making process when the possible 

development or spatial land use is dependant from various, often controversial interests and sectorial 

priorities. Scenarios are neither predictions nor forecasts, but rather alternative descriptions (stories, 

projections, figures/pictures) on how the future might unfold by evaluating various factors 

determining the development (11).  

Scenarios are created stories about the future. They include an interpretation of the present, a vision 

of the future and an internally consistent account of the path from the present to various futures. They 

can be applied to any geographic or temporal scale, but tend to be more useful vis à vis other methods 

of considering the future as time horizons increase. They can include both qualitative and quantitative 

representations, and can be developed by very participatory or more “expert-driven” processes. 

Scenarios explore not only the implications if particular developments come to pass, but also what 

paths might lead us to particular outcomes, be they desirable or not (12). 

 

Figure 2.  Scenario concept. 

One major distinction among various scenarios and scenario exercises is between forward-looking and 

back-casting. A back-casting approach on the other hand, identifies the end vision and then a story is 

developed to describe the path from the present to that end-point. In forward-looking processes, the 

key questions in the scenario development begin with What if....?; in back-casting processes they begin 

with Iƻǿ ŎƻǳƭŘ ΧΚ (12). For the needs of the LIFE Viva Grass project the approach to forward looking 

is most relevant to set the baseline (initial situation) and “business as usual” scenario.  

“Business as usual” scenario is a trend scenario which outlines a socio-economic development without 
implementation of the project activities or any policy instrument. It examines consequences of 
continuing current trend in population, economy, technology and human behaviour (11). In addition 
to the business as usual scenario, other alternatives of the future can be narrated. E.g. optimistic or 
pessimistic (figure 2).  To outline the “business as usual” scenario for the project areas the same set of 
the socio-economic indicators (values) as to characterise the initial situation are applied.  
 

The development of the “business as usual” scenario for the project is carried out in the participatory 

way, based on expert knowledge on the possible developments considering driving forces impacting 

the project area. The administration provides the self-assessment based on information given in the 

relevant planning documents or based on expert (relevant project partners) knowledge or based on 

interviews. 
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The experts shall debate and reconsolidate their views on the question: How socio-economic situation 

would change without planning activities of the LIFE Viva grass project? The response is expressed 

qualitative as three type of trends: 

¶ Increase (+) 

¶ Decrease (-) 

¶ Stable (0) 

“Business as usual” scenario has chosen two time periods of the futures – up to 2018, which is the 

project duration and 2025. The year of 2025 would illustrate the change in 10 years since initial status. 

The latter can be considered as mid-term planning period of land-use. 

The work on the “business as usual” scenario at farm and municipal level was documented in single 

sheet per demo case. 

3.1. Regional level  - ,ßßÎÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÙ 

The baseline scenario for Lääne country reflects a decline in population and employment in agricultural 

sector. Nevertheless, it is foreseen that the county could achieve growth in tourism sector. With regard 

to incomes and earning it is also expected an increase by the end of the project as well as by 2025. 

A. Demographic data 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario 
(trend) 

Data source 

2014 2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Number of inhabitants at the 
beginning of year 

24323 
 

24070 
 

- - Statistics Estonia 

3. Age structure in broad groups 
(%) 

     

3.1 Less than 15 years 14,1 14,3 - - Statistics Estonia 

3.2 From 15 to 64 years 64,4 63,6 0 - Statistics Estonia 

3.3. 65 years or over 21,5 22,1 + + Statistics Estonia 

5. Birth rate (per 1000 
population) 

7,6 9,1 0 - Statistics Estonia 

 

B. Employment data 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario 
(trend) 

Data source 

2014 2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Employment rate (from 
active population) – number 
of employees 

11300 11000 
 

0 - Statistics Estonia 

2.  Number of self-employed 
persons 

     

3. Unemployment rate (from 
active population) (%) 

6,5 11,0 0 0 Statistics Estonia 

4. Proportion of employees in 
agricultural sector (%) 

5,1 4,1 - - Statistics Estonia 
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C. Economy 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Data source 

2014 2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Tourism indicators      

1.1.  Accommodation       

1.1.1. Accommodation 
establishments (at 
the end of the year) 

80 85 + + Statistics Estonia 

1.1.2. Number of beds (at 
the end of the year) 

2276 
 

2299 
 

+ + Statistics Estonia 

1.1.3. Number of rooms (at 
the end of the year) 

879 
 

920 + + Statistics Estonia 

1.2. Number of visitors 76858 
 

83976 
 

+ + Statistics Estonia 

1.3. Number of overnight 
stays 

183826 
 

185590 
 

+ + Statistics Estonia 

2. Agriculture indicators      

2.1. Number of farms 850 880    

2.2. Average size of farms 
(ha) 

60,9 
51766 ha 

66,74 
58731 ha 

   

2.3. Number of biological 
(organic farms) 

75 
9265 ha 

90 
10135 ha 

   

2.4. Number of domestic 
animals 

     

2.4.1. Cattle 13814 13056    

2.4.2. Sheep 4697 5238    

2.4.3. Goats 299 243    

2.4.4. Horses -     

2.5. Areas receiving direct 
payments (ha) 

51766 58731    

 Perennial 
(permanent) 

grasslands 

6785 ha 7553 ha    

 

D. Income 

No Indicator  Current status (values) Baseline 
scenario: 

Data source 

2014 2015 Trend 
till 

2018 

Trend 
till 

2025 

 

1. Income for municipality  25230, th. 27343, th. + + Statistics Estonia 

1.1. from inhabitant income 
tax 

13884 14577 + + Statistics Estonia 

1.2. from property tax 1042 1053 0 + Statistics Estonia 

1.3. other incomes 10303 11714 0 + Statistics Estonia 

2. Salaries in municipality      

2.1. Average salary (EUR) 873 933 + + Statistics Estonia 

2.2. Average salary compared 
to state´s average (%) 

91,5 92,1 0 - Statistics Estonia 
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E. Infrastructure 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Data source 

2014 2015 Trend 
till 2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Density of state roads 0,32 0,51 0 0 Statistics Estonia 

2. Density of state roads 
covered by asphalt 

0,24 0,51 0 + Statistics Estonia 

 

F. Education 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Data source 

2014 2015 Trend 
till 2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Pupils and students – 
enrolment 

     

1.1. Pupils enrolled in early 
childhood education 

988 1003 0 - Statistics Estonia 

1.2. Pupils enrolled in primary 
education 

2181 2198 0 - Statistics Estonia 

1.3. Pupils enrolled in 
secondary education 

534 494 0 - Statistics Estonia 

 

3.2.  Municipal level  

3.2.1. ,ßßÎÅ-Saare municipality  

Due to its location in Saaremaa, main island of Estonia, the municipality has a strong potential to 

develop tourism. As the tourism is seasonal, then sheep breeding is another main activity. Former  

Lümanda municipality has 1990 hectares of semi-natural habitats (2014), highest share of the 

habitats form coastal meadows (34%), alvars (28%) and boreo-nemoral grasslands.  

A. Demographic data 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario 
(trend) 

Data source 

2014 2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Number of inhabitants at the 
beginning of year 

6928 

 

6996 

 

- - Statistics Estonia 

3. Age structure in broad groups 
(%) 

     

3.1 Less than 15 years 15,8 16,1 - - Statistics Estonia 
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3.2 From 15 to 64 years 65,3 64,9 0 - Statistics Estonia 

3.3. 65 years or over 18,9 19,0 + + Statistics Estonia 

5. Birth rate (per 1000 
population) 

7,8 10,0 0 - Statistics Estonia 

6. Community vitality index      

 

B. Employment data 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario 
(trend) 

Data source 

2014 2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Employment rate (from 
active population) – number 
of employees 

2687 

 

2715 

 

0 - Statistics Estonia 

2.  Number of self-employed 
persons 

136*  + + Population Census 

3. Unemployment rate (from 
active population) (%) 

8,3*  0 0 Population Census 

4. Proportion of employees in 
agricultural sector (%) 

9,9*  - - Population Census 

* 2011 Population Census 

C. Economy 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Data source 

2014 2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Tourism indicators      

1.2.  Accommodation       

1.1.1. Accommodation 
establishments (at the 
end of the year) 

59 56 + + Statistics Estonia 

1.1.2. Number of beds (at the 
end of the year) 

1253 1281 + + Statistics Estonia 

1.1.3. Number of rooms (at the 
end of the year) 

507 507 + + Statistics Estonia 

1.2. Number of visitors 14500 15000 + + Statistics Estonia 
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1.3. Number of overnight 
stays 

27800 28700 + + Statistics Estonia 

2. Agriculture indicators      

2.1. Number of farms 279 298    

2.2. Average size of farms 
(ha) 

56,1 59,6    

2.3. Number of biological 
(organic farms) 

35 

3127 
ha 

36 

3305 
ha 

   

2.4. Number of domestic 
animals 

     

2.4.1. Cattle 5406 5434    

2.4.2. Sheep 7208 7135    

2.4.3. Goats 83 88    

2.4.4. Horses      

2.5. Areas receiving direct 
payments (ha) 

15656 17773    

 Perennial (permanent) 
grasslands 

1966 

ha 

2002 

ha 

   

 Other agricultural land      

 

D. Income 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline 
scenario: 

Data source 

2014 2015 Trend 
till 

2018 

Trend 
till 

2025 

 

1. Income for municipality  6691204 

 

6603721 

 

+ + Statistics Estonia 

1.1. from inhabitant income 
tax 

3747091 

 

3989675 

 

+ + Statistics Estonia 

1.2. from property tax 269038 

 

248474 

 

0 + Statistics Estonia 
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1.3. other incomes 2675075 

 

2365572 

 

0 + Statistics Estonia 

2. Salaries in municipality      

2.1. Average salary (EUR) 869 912 + + Statistics Estonia 

2.2. Average salary compared 
to state´s average (%) 

91,1 90,0 0 - Statistics Estonia 

       

 

E. Infrastructure 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Data source 

2014 2015 Trend 
till 2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Density of state roads 0,38 0,38 0 0 Development Plan of 
Lääne-Saare 
municapality 

2. Density of state roads 
covered by asphalt 

0,30 0,30 0 + Development Plan of 
Lääne-Saare 
municapality 

3. Density of local roads 0,53 0,53 0 0 Development Plan of 
Lääne-Saare 
municapality 

2. Length of velo routes (km)   + +  

3. Length of hiking trails (km)   + +  

 

F. Education 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Data source 

2014 2015 Trend 
till 2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Pupils and students - 
enrolment 

     

1.1. Pupils enrolled in early 
childhood education 

     

1.2. Pupils enrolled in primary 
education 

183 99 0 - Statistics Estonia 
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1.3. Pupils enrolled in 
secondary education 

195 102 0 - Statistics Estonia 

 

3.2.2. #óÓÉÓ ÍÕÎÉÃipality  

Cēsis municipality is located in the central part of Latvia, ca. 50 km from its capital Riga. The largest 

part of its territory belongs to the Gauja NP, a Natura 2000 site. The area has high biodiversity and 

landscape value and can be listed among most popular recreation destinations in Latvia. 34 % of the 

municipality’s area is classified as agricultural land, out of which ca. 25% is not used. More and more 

people are commuting to the better-paid working places in Riga or use Cēsis as weekend house area. 

The Cēsis as other municipalities in Latvia are eager for tourism development based on natural and 

landscape values. 

G. Demographic data 

No Indicator  Current status 

(values) 

Baseline scenario 

(trend) 

Data source 

2014 2015 Trend till 

2018 

Trend till 

2025 

 

1. Number of inhabitants at the 

beginning of year 

17 241 17 039 - 0 Central Statistical 

Bureau (CSB) 

3. Age structure in broad groups 

(%) 

    

3.1 Less than 15 years n.a. 15.25 0 0 

3.2 From 15 to 64 years n.a. 63.97 0 0 

3.3. 65 years or over n.a. 20.78 0 0 

5. Birth rate (per 1000 

population) 

11.3 12.0 0 0 

6. Community vitality index     Proposed by Estonian 

University of 

Lifesciences 

 

H. Employment data 

No Indicator  Current status 

(values) 

Baseline scenario 

(trend) 

Data source 

2014 2015 Trend till 

2018 

Trend till 

2025 
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1. Employment rate (from 

active population) – number 

of employees 

7 861 n.a. + + CSB 

2.  Number of self-employed 

persons 

528 n.a. + + CSB 

3. Unemployment rate (from 

active population) (%) 

5.3 5.9 - - State Employment 

Agency 

4. Proportion of employees in 

agricultural sector (%) 

 4(in 

2013) 

- - CSB, Cesis 

municipality 

 

I. Economy 

No Indicator  Current status 

(values) 

Baseline scenario: Data source 

2014 2015 Trend till 

2018 

Trend till 

2025 

 

1. Tourism indicators      

1.3.  Accommodation    0 + CSB 

1.1.1. Accommodation 

establishments (at the 

end of the year) 

5 6 0 + CSB 

1.1.2. Number of beds (at the 

end of the year) 

143 154 0 + CSB 

1.1.3. Number of rooms (at the 

end of the year) 

71 77 0 + CSB 

1.2. Number of visitors 12 324 11 685 + + CSB 

1.3. Number of overnight 

stays 

20 092 17 937 + + CSB 

2. Agriculture indicators      

2.1. Number of farms  253 (in 

2010) 

- -  

2.2. Average size of farms 

(ha) 

 32.1 (in 

2010) 

- -  

2.3. Number of biological 

(organic farms) 

 21 + + Food Veterinary 

Service 
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2.4. Number of domestic 

animals 

    Agricultural Data 

Centre 

2.4.1. Cattle 1324 1432 0 0  

2.4.2. Sheep 314 360 0 0  

2.4.3. Goats 56 67 0 0  

2.4.4. Horses 34 36 0 0  

2.5. Areas receiving direct 

payments (ha) 

 4070 0 0 Rural Support Service 

 Perennial (permanent) 

grasslands 

 2185 

(in 

2010) 

0 0  

 Other agricultural land  1946 

(in 

2010) 

0 0  

 

J. Income 

No Indicator  Current status 

(values) 

Baseline scenario: Data source 

2014 2015 Trend 

till 

2018 

Trend till 

2025 

 

1. Income for municipality  24437094  + + State Regional 

Development Agency 

(SRDA) 

1.1. from inhabitant income 

tax 

9 429 612  + + SRDA 

1.2. from property tax 1 160 843  + + SRDA 

1.3. other incomes 10 590 455  + + SRDA 

2. Salaries in municipality      

2.1. Average salary (EUR) 668 687 + + CSB 

2.2. Average salary compared 

to state´s average (%) 

80  + + CSB 
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K. Infrastructure 

No Indicator  Current status 

(values) 

Baseline scenario: Data source 

2014 2015 Trend 

till 2018 

Trend till 

2025 

 

1. Density of state roads 0.24 0.24 0 0 SRDA 

2. Density of state roads 

covered by asphalt 

0.10 0.14 + + SRDA 

3. Density of local roads 0.16 0.16 0 0 SRDA 

2. Length of velo routes (km)  41 + +  

3. Length of hiking trails (km)  13.8 + +  

 

L. Education 

No Indicator  Current status 

(values) 

Baseline scenario: Data source 

2014 2015 Trend 

till 2018 

Trend till 

2025 

 

1. Pupils and students - 

enrolment 
     

1.1. Pupils enrolled in early 

childhood education 

 942 0 0 Cesis municipality 

1.2. Pupils enrolled in 

primary education 

 2075 0 0 Cesis municipality 

1.3. Pupils enrolled in 

secondary education 

 574 0 0 Cesis municipality 

 

3.2.3.  Madliena parish  

In Madliena the scenarios for grassland management is developed in a bottom-up approach 

continuously at 10 round tables by local stakeholders. Approximately 20 local stakeholders will be 

actively involved in development of grassland management scenarios for the four municipalities and 

gained new skills and knowledge. Suring the initial face the meetings with stakeholders focused on 
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identification of the key issues and potential for cooperation in the frame of the project. The interest 

has been on cooperation of sheep grazing and diversification of the sheep products. 

3.2.4. £ÉÌÕÔõ municipality  

Šilute district municipality foresee that grassland management activities can be relate to the growth 

of the tourists in area. Therefore, the indicators chosen to reflect on baseline scenarios and further 

impacts from the project activities are related to this particular economy segment.  The data of 20014-

2014 on accommodation establishments in the areas shows gradual increase from 7 to 22/23 

establishments; however, the number of hotels are 5-6, while dominance are private accommodations 

which are popular in the coastal areas. The growth in tourism is also related to the increase in number 

of cattle and sheep. The presence of the livestock determines the need for grazing and need for fodder.  

 No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Data source 

2014 2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Tourism indicators      

1.4.  Accommodation       

1.1.1. Accommodation 
establishments (at 
the end of the year) 

23 22 0 + Statistics Lithuania 

1.1.2. Room occupancy rate 

in accommodation 

establishments 

28.6 41.1 + + Statistics Lithuania 

1.1.3. Bed occupancy rate in 
accommodation 
establishments 

19.9 23.7 + + Statistics Lithuania 

1.2. Number of visitors 10 090  9 245  + + Statistics Lithuania 

1.3. Number of overnight 
stays 

18 998 21 569 0 + Statistics Lithuania 

2. Agriculture indicators 2013 2015    

2.1. Number of farms 5685  - - Statistics Lithuania 

2.2. Average size of farms 
(ha) 

13.1  + + Statistics Lithuania 

2.4. Number of domestic 
animals 

     

2.4.1. Cattle 26393 33732 + + Statistics Lithuania 

2.4.2. Sheep 1408 1649 + + Statistics Lithuania 

 

3.3. Farm level  

3.3.1. Farm Ȱ+ÕÒÅÓÅ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÆÁÒÍȱȟ managed by Saare Rantso Ltd 

The baseline or business as usual scenario is focused on the development of the farm as a permanent 

cattle breeding utility  instead of temporary grazing during summer season. The farm plans for growth 

in terms of the grassland area and a size of livestock. 

A.a. Land structure of the project area 
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No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Notes 

2015 2016 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Area of farm (ha) 224 224 + 0/+ The aim is to increase size 
of Kurese farm to 280ha  

2. Area of arable land (ha)      

3. Area of grasslands in the 
farm (ha) 

170 180 + +  

 

A.b. Land structure of the Saare Rantso Ltd  

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Notes 

2015 2016 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Area of farm (ha)  300 ha + 0/+  

2. Area of arable land (ha)      

3. Area of grasslands in the 
farm (ha) 

 300 ha  + + including 180 ha of semi-
natural grasslands 

 

.Φ [LC9{¢h/Y ŀǘ ǘƘŜ άYǳǊŜǎŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŦŀǊƳέ  

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Notes 

2014-
2015 

2016 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Total livestock units 
(number): 

0 75 
animals 

+ + Before 2016 (under 
previous owner Urmas 

Vahur) the farm did owe 
any but rented animals 

(heifers, 200 head) 

1.1. Heifer (young cow) 0 25 + +  

1.2. Cows 0 48 + + The aim is to have 0,7-1 
cow/ha 

1.3. Bulls 0 2 + +  

 

C. LAND MANAGEMENT 

No Indicator  Current status (values) Baseline scenario: Notes 

2014 2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Total grass biomass 
(tonnes per year) 

 387t - 529t    

2. Average grass biomass 
(tonnes per ha per year) 

 1,57t/ha - 
2,15 t/ha 

+ +  

3.  Use of biomass  grazing grazing Grazing+f
odder 

Grazing+fo
dder 

 

 

D.EMPLOYMENT  
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  2014 2015 2016 2018 2025  

 Total Employment/Labour 
(persons) 

1 1 3 4 5  

1. Family labour force 1 1 1 1 1  

2. Regular non-family labour 
force 

0 0 2 3 4  

3. Non-regular non-family  
labour force 

0 0  0 0  

 

9Φ Lb/ha9 t9w ¸9!w όϵκ¸9!wύ 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Notes 

2014 2016 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Total income  35000 € 
(from 
Kurese 
farm) 

+ + Until 2016 the 
farm income 
came from 
subsidies. 

1.2. Income from agriculture 
production 

 0    

1.2.a Income from sale to 
retailer €/year 

 0    

1.2.b Income from sale to 
processor of the 

production€/year 

 0    

1.2.c Direct sale to consumers 
€/year 

 0    

2. Income from non-
agriculture activities 

 0    

2.1. Services (catering, 
accommodation, 

guiding, workshops, 
renting equipment, etc) 

 0    

2.2. Products (souvenirs, 
pottery and etc.)  

 0    

3. Income from subsidies  35000 € + 0/+  

 Please specify SAP Ca 10 000 
€ 

   

  Agri-
env 

subs. 

Ca 25 000 
€ 

   

Saare Rantso has also some income from beef cattle but so far it is not related to Kurese. 

Farming and country side- tourism related socio-economic data  

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Notes 

2014 2016 Trend 
till 2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Accommodation 
(number) 

 0 0   
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2. Number of rooms  0 0   

3. Number of beds  0 0   

4. Other facilities (e.g. 
sauna, seminar rooms 
etc.) 

 0 0 1 May be a visitor centre 
in future 

5. Number of nature trails 
in the farm or near by 

 0 0 +  

6. Length of nature trails 
(m or km) available in 
the farm or nearby (up 
to 10 km) 

 0 0 +  

7. Type of road 
infrastructure to the 
entrance to the farm 
(please mark relevant) 

     

7.1. Asphalt road      

7.2. Gravel road  x x x  

7.3. Dirt road      

There are quite many visitors in Kurese (there is some visitor infrastructure (4 infostands and some 

signs by cultural heritage monuments but no marked trails at the moment) but currently the owner of 

Kurese farm focuses on management/restoration of grasslands and increase of beef cattle, in future 

may more also on tourism infrastructure and activities. 

Available (own) technique and machinery for grassland management 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Notes 

2014 2016 Trend 
till 2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Previous owner had only a 
mower, no tractors. 

1 1 2 3  

2. Saare Rantso Ltd. has 
currently 1 tractor 

 1 5 7  

3.       

 

3.3.2. &ÁÒÍ Ȱ£ÏÖĂÔÅÓȱȟ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÄ ÂÙ Ȱ+ÁÌÎàÊÕ ÆÅÒÍÁȱ 

The baseline or business as usual scenario is focused on the development of the farm as cattle breeding 

utility complying with requirements of organic farm. The farm plans for growth in terms of the 

grassland area and a size of livestock. A challenge is how to balance a grassland management in terms 

of the grazing and sufficient collection of fodder. 

M. LAND USE STRUCTURE  

No Indicator  Current 
status 

(values) 

Baseline scenario: Notes 

2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Area of farm (ha) 120 0/+ 0/+ The aim is to increase size 
of farm to 2000ha 
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2. Area of arable land (ha) 0 0   

3. Area of grasslands in the 
farm (ha) 

80 +0 +  

4. Forest land 40 0 0  

 

B. LIFESTOCK 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Notes 

2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Total livestock units 
(number): 

c.a. 60 + + Maximum cattle size 60 
animal units including 

heifers 

1.1. Heifer (young cow)     

1.2. Cows 36 +16 +36 The aim is to have 1 
cow/ha 

1.3. Bulls 1 0 0  
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C. LAND MANAGEMENT 

No Indicator  Current 
status 

(values) 

Baseline scenario: Notes 

2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Total grass biomass 
(tonnes per year) 

800 rolls 1600 
rolls 

1600 rolls Need to double biomass and 
increase nutritional content 

2. Average grass biomass 
(tonnes per ha per year) 

10 rolls/ha +20 rolls/ 
+10 rolls 

+20 rolls/ 
+10 rolls 

 

3.  Use of biomass for  Forage    

 

D.EMPLOYMENT  

 Total Employment/Labour 
(persons) 

1 1 1 1  

1. Family labour force 1 1 0 0 The aim is to manage by 
own labour force 

2. Regular non-family labour 
force 

0 0 0 0  

3. Non-regular non-family 
labour force 

0 0 0 0  

 

E. INCOME PER YEAR όϵκ¸9!wύ 

No Indicator  Current 
status 

(values) 

Baseline scenario: Notes 

2015 Trend till 
2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1. Total income     

1.2. Income from agriculture 
production 

30 k  30 k 60 k  

1.2.a Income from sale to 
retailer €/year 

    

1.2.b Income from sale to 
processor of the 

production€/year 

    

1.2.c Direct sale to consumers 
€/year 

    

1.2.d Income from subsidies     

2. Income from non-
agriculture activities 

100 k  200k  200 k From car repairs 

2.1. Services (catering, 
accommodation, 

guiding, workshops, 
renting equipment, etc) 

    

2.2. Products (souvenirs, 
pottery and etc.)  
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N. Farming and country side- tourism related socio-economic data  

The farm “Šovītes” will not develop tourism and recreation related activities. 

Available (own) technique and machinery for grassland management 

No Indicator  Current status 
(values) 

Baseline scenario: Notes 

2014 2015 Trend 
till 2018 

Trend till 
2025 

 

1.  John deere tractor 
2008 MY, 90 hp 

X X X X There is no need for more 
equipment 

2. Kubota 2008 MY, 25HP X X X X There is no need for 
more equipment 

3. Mower 2,7 m X X X X There is no need for 
more equipment 

4. Rake 7m wide    X  

5.  Hey baler    X  

 

3.4.  Protected areas  

The baseline or business as usual scenario for the protected areas are mostly related to the 

management of the grassland areas. The key concern is to ensure that the grasslands continue to be 

grazed or moved. Thus, the indicator would be to ensure the stable trend in area covered by the 

grasslands. If the project activities would not take place the grassland areas would stay abandoned, 

unless another initiative would be launched. 

Protected areas have also a social function, therefore a number of visitors and photos taken by them 

area also relevant indicators. Due to abandonment, the sites are currently unattractive and 

unexplored. This would stay if a project or another initiative is not launched. 

To maintain grasslands in publicly owned areas the Directorates of the protected areas shall contract 

extra persons or companies. The intensity of activity depends on the available budget. Alternative is 

to lease the land for farming activities or other socially responsible parties. While the lease to farmers 

is the more feasible at the areas in State Pašešuvis landscape reserve and Dubysa regional park, 

maintenance of grasslands and related recreational infrastructure in the Pavilniai  Regional Park could 

be maintained by  socially responsible bodies (unions, associations, etc.) 
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Summary  

Population 

With regard to the socio-economic impact assessment the indicators reveal the significant 

depopulation of the areas since beginning of 1990s:  the number of inhabitants in Cēsis municipality, 

for example, has decreased by almost 25% in the period 1990-2015.  

Aging of population 

The data on population reveals that the share of the older population (above 65 years or over) is 

increasing in most demo cases. The share is closed to 20% or higher. In EU (28) the share of older 

generation was 18.9% and young generation was 15.6% in 2015. 

Farming 

The project areas are experiencing similar trend like in the Baltic States on average. Number of farms 

are decreasing while the average size per farm is increasing. This also means that number of persons 

employed in agriculture decreases.  

Livestock 

The presence of livestock in the area influences the type of agricultural activities including 

maintenance of grasslands. The statistics indicate that number of sheep are increasing in several demo 

areas, meaning that grazing activities can be expanded. However, some areas, for example Lääne 

county of Estonia is experiencing decline in the 2014-2015. 

Tourism 

The demo areas are having at least few accommodation establishments to allow visitors to stay 

overnight and explore areas for longer period. However, the statistics on the overnight stay shows 

fluctuation over the years. 

Baseline 

The baseline scenarios developed in the participatory processes for the landscape plan highlight the 

intention of farmers and municipalities. All stakeholders are optimistic towards future development 

(e.g. income, growth of tourism) in their region, except with regard to the demographic situation: 

similarly to the overall trend in the country aging of the population is also here a key threat in the 

project area.  

Socio-economics on the farm level 

The initial stage of the project implementation has been very dynamic in the farms- the owners and 

managers have been changing and the baseline has been established accordingly. The increase in 

number of cattle and acquisition of new areas for grazing and fodder production is taking place slowly. 
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