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SUMMARY

THE EVALUATION OF IMPACT OF THE EU STRUCTURAL FUNDS ON
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN LATVIA

In order to evaluate the use of EU SF fumgdin accordance with Single Programme
Document and the efficiency of structural funds management, the Managing
Authority (Ministry of Finance) organizes thematic evaluation on SPD priorities and
activities.

The objective of this evaluation is to analylse impact of projects approved under
EU SF (20042006) on regional development in Latvia.

The evaluation report consists of seven chapters. First chapter contains background
information on regional development and regional policy in Latvia. Secondechapt
explains the methodology used in evaluation. Third chapter is devoted to regional
development aspects within SPD. Fourth chapter contains the analysis of current
situation of the implementation of SPD activities. In this chapter each activity is
analysé in breakdown by planning regions and finally all activities of all four
priorities are summed upn the ffth chapterall activities of SPD are divided in to
groups according their influence to sustainable development. Sixth chapteibes
territorid factors within implementation of SPD. Final seventh chapter consists of
conclusions and recommendations. All data and calculations are included in Annexes
of the report.

The evaluation reports is prepared)by the
and the project manager of this evalwuati on
assistant professor of the University of Latvia of the Public administration
department).

Breakdown of EU SF public financing by planning regions

According to the Fiancial plan the total planndthancing for implementation of
SPD is 85762366907 EUR, where 625656806826
2310666 8 6i0Lanian pUbIiRfunding

Commited financing of the territorial activities forms 88,7% from totahutted
public financing within four priorities. There &very high proportion of territorial
activities in the 1st, 2nd and 4th priority, whereas the 3rd priority contains a high
proportion of national scale activities.

! http://vww.esfondi.lv

SI'A APKCoO, 2008.gada augusts 3


http://www.esfondi.lv/

Picture 1. Total public ifigaoicSPD activities and the financing of territorial activities within
priorities
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There are five planning regions in Latvia. Within this evaluation the breakdown of
public financing by planning regions is analyzed in fauongies.

Picture 2. Breakdown of public financing of SPD by planning regions

National scale projec
11%

Latgale regio

9% Roga

43%
Vidzeme regio
11%

Zemgale region

12% Kurzeme regio
14%

The analysis reflects that the majority of total amount of public financing is
committed to Riga region (43%), but the lelasd Latgale regior{9%).

There isa direct coherencebetween total committed financing and socioeconomic
development level in regiofismore developed region attracts more funding.
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Picture 3. Commitment of public financing of SPD by priorities in planning regions

30000000

25000000

20000000

LVL 15000000

10000000

5000000/

Roga Kurzeme Zemgal: Vidzeme Latgale National scal
regior regios regior regior projects

‘l 1% priority W 2" priority 03 priority 04" priority ‘

The analysis of committed financing per capita shows the situation in comparing
amounts. Average committed financing in Latvia is 296 LVL per capita. Largest
amount of committed financing per capita is in Kurzeme region (380 L\it)ehst-

in Latgale region (166 LVL). Difference betwethrelargest andheleast is 2.3 times.

Picture 4. Committed public financing per 1000 capita in territorial activities by planning regic
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMM ENDATIONS

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT TREND

Conclusions

Justification

Recommendations

1. Major disparities within socio- economic
development level between different territories
Latvia exist for a long period.

Comparing five planning regions, as well a3
administrative territories by statistical dg
reflecting socio economic situation and th
dynamics shows that all together the dispari
among the strongest and weakest territories dq
decrease, on the contraryhey increase.

2. The development indicators within the last ye
show that he development of Riga region h
been much more rapid than in other regions,
thus the region keeps its significant dominant g
other regions.

Changes in the number of inhabitants, GDP pel
capita, number of economically active
entrepreneurs and enpeises per 1000 inhabitant
dynamics of territorial development index.

3. Latgale region remarkably lags behind the R
region and other Latvian regions, as well
countryo6s average ind

Latgale region shows slow growth of the socio
economic deelopment level (GDP,
unemployment); however it is the least develop
region in most of socio economic development
indicators. The decrease of population in Latga
is one of the most crucial obstacles in
development.

4. The development indicators withihe last year
show that the socio economic indicators
Kurzeme, Vidzeme and Zemgale regions bec
closer. That is happening as the increase temy
Kurzeme region indicators is slowing dow
whereas the two other regions are develoy
more rapidly.In some indicators Vidzeme regic

has overtaken Zemgale region.

If the regional plicy guidelines are not abolishe
or the goals modified, the regional developm
component needs to be integrated into
development planning documents of the st
sectors and separate territories as a real prin
(not formal and demonstrative) dimeeds to b¢
taken into account by implementatié.

When defining the regional development go
Ministry of Regional Development and Log
Governments (hereinaftér MORDLG) needs tG
indicate concrete instruments for achieving th
goals. If there isno new regional policy
formulated in this moment, instruments f{
achieving the goals stated in current guidel
need to be determined. In oppositi# needs to be
stated in different state, EU funding and ot
international finance programmes, ifstrelated to
regional development and to which Q¢
specifically. The expected outcome in the cour
needs to be determined as well as its territg
division (approximate, indicative}.




5. In total Latvia remarkably lags behind t
average development level of Europe. Also
Riga region development indicators lag behind
European Union and especially other Europ
metropolitan regions. It is actual for Latvia
develop the whole country territory and to bring
nearer to the average European level, howeve
least developed territories in Latvia should
stimulated with more specific instruments.

Comparison b average EU GDP and GDP

separate countries to
establishment of EA27 Latvia has improved it
position in relation to the average EU indicat
the comparison in absolute numbers ¢
comparison to most developed countriegvghhat
the development level in Latvia is not satisfying

6. The regional policy in Latvia is too general.
lacks a concrete implementation mechanism.

After reading the planning documents and rep
of the MoRDLG, which is the state author
respasible for the regional policy, it is not cle
with which instruments will the goals stated
policy guidelines be achieved. There is no prd
yet to evaluate the results of regional poli
However the statistical data show increas
territorial differences and therefore a conclus
can be made that there is no drive towards on
the most important goals of regional policy.

SI'A APKCo6, 2008.gada
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REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT WITHIN SPD

Conclusions

Recommendations for the

periods

ne

NSRF (20072013.)

1. SPD (2004006) cannot bg
evaluated as a targeted natio
regional policy document and
has also not been foreseen to h
such arole.

Justification
Within SPD regiona
development aspects 4

included, but at the same tin
it has been set that SPD is 1
a plan foreseeing to improv,
the problems of differences
socio economic developme

level among territories O
Latvia.
Target indicators by

territories are not set withi
SPD.

By defining tools (instruments) of th
regional development policy
MoRDLG stould provide suggestion
which and to what extent goals
regional development policy shou
be reached with the support of E
structural funds. If it is foresee
appropriate resultative indicators
territories should be elaboratet!.

2. Within the $D implementatior]
system, there is a Managemg
Information System (MIS
planned, reflecting operation
information  about  supporte
projects in Latvia and allowing t
analyse the data. However t
centrally accessible informatig
about the SPD implemenian is
incomplete, as in this period t
system fails to provide resultatiy
measures by territories.

Also some technical problen
appear, including insufficier
communication of syster

administrators to the users.

In order to carry out th
territorial ~ analysis, the
necessary data from Ml
need to be regrouped |
taking into account th
territorial scale of eac
activity.

The Managing Authority needs
improve the EU SF MIS in order t
provide more correct and preci
information about the implementati
of the plan by territorie8.

It is important for MIS to provide th
data by territorie8.

It is advised for MIS to deal wit
regional data division by using s
statistics regions (NUTS 3) ar
national scale projects instead
using five planning regits and
national scale projects.

Two horizontal piorities in the NSRF (2007
2013)i ABal anced terri
and Alnternational
Citydo need to be a
implementing the EU funds activities, as w
as the indicators for monitoring the
horizontal prioities. Thus the regional polic
goals stated in the Regional policy guidelir
are incorporated into NSRF.

The regulation no.419 by Cabinet
Ministers (26.06.2007) set the order, how
institutions involved in management of EU
and Cohesion Fund @vide preparing
planning documents and implement the
funds. Point 3.3. states that MoRDLG
responsible for coordination of abo
mentioned horizontal priorities.

Impact of eachmeasureand ativity on
implementing these horizontal priorities al
theinpl ement ati onds t g
set in NSRF OPs and Programme
Complements (hereinaftérPC).

MoRDLG has elaborated methodology 1
implementing the horizontal priorities
balanced territorial development a
international competitiveness of d& City
(hereinafter 7 methodology). The
methodology should provide a unifig
approach for integrating the goals &

SI'A APKCo,
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3. The monitoring of territoria
differences foreseen in SPD h
been performed by 1st lev
Intermediate Bodies in their sen
annual reports. Overall th
monitoring is very formal. Ther
are only some positive except®
(Ministry of Welfare, Ministry of
Health), which have analysed t
situation in relation to territories.

Analysis of the chapte
AHori zontal ¢
semiannual report of the 19
level Intermediate Bodies.

In the regular monitoring repor
institutions need to indicate if and
what extent their activity is targete
to a horizontal priority of regiong
development.  Actions for it
implementation need to be indicatg
(for example, criteria in guideline
differentiation  of the  suppot
intersity, territorial quotas), th
division of the allocated funding ar|
expected results by territories.

4. Lack of the unified informatio
system composing the informatig
about the implementation ¢
different (national and EU
development programmes ithe
obstacle for the thorough situatiq
analysis of their implementation

territories of Latvia.

The implementation of SPL
Rural Development Plar
Cohesion Fund, state region

development suppo
instruments and othe
development programmes
not anayzed in integrated

(unified) system.

MoORDLG (in the framework of the
planned Regional  developme
monitoring and evaluation syster
should provide the gathering and t
evaluation of the  mentione
information by territories for the tim
period till 2008 (nhclusive), by
including only input indicators. Inpy
and output indicators should
gathered by starting th
implementation of period 2062013.
At the same time other sta
institutions should providg
accessibility of their informatiof
systems for the eeds of Monitoring
and evaluation system of region

developmen8

principles of the horizontal priorities in th
process of planning, implementing a
monitoring the EU funds, thus fostering t
realizatiom  of regional policy goals
Methodology defines the goals of prioriti
and creates mechanisms for th
i mpl ementati on (i .e
impact on implementing horizontal priorit
application of territorial principlé specific,
territory-targeted activity, specific projeq
evaluation criteria, differentiated dmancing
rate or territorial quota). Mechanism is set g
for monitoring the implementation of the
activities.

In order to estimate the contribution of E
funds activities in fo®ring balanceq
development, an agreement was conclu
among responsible institutions about supy
planning and monitoring by territories, whe
indicators according to the planning regid
were set for each OP action line and activity

SI'A APKCo,
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SIGNIFICANCE

The significance of EU Structural Funds support for the planning regions of Latvia and territorial cohesion

Conclusions Justification Recommendations NSRF (20072013.)

1. SPD is important tool for th The amount of SPD funding i During the next planning period o MORDLG has elaborated the methodolg
development of the whol comparison to different budg( of the most important developmel for implementing horizontal prioritie$
country. positions and other developme tools will be implemented by El balanced territorial development al

programmes shows its significance
development of Latvia in period 2004
2006.

It was confirme by the thematig
evaluation about the macroeconon
impact of EU funds made by BICEPS
2008.

funding within the framework o
NSRF and Rural Developme
Strategy. Therefore it is importa
that these documents and th
subdocuments (like NSR
Operation Programmefhereinafter
I OP) and Activity Regulations

international competitiveness in Riga C
T into NSRF.

2. SPD has a major role | 88,7% of SPD planned funding | incorporate the principles ¢

regional  development ¢ allocated to territorial activities, whic| national regional developmer

development of  separa] result in concrete territories, thus havii which should be formulated b

territories of Latvia. impact on their development. MoRDLG. 3

3. SPD promotes thl One of the main regional developmg It is recommeded to continug A n act i wfindnging foC the
development of Speciall] tools (instrument) in Latvia- The| special activities for Speciall] Investments in Micro and Smallzed
Assisted  territories  (les development programme of Specia Assisted territorie2. Enterprises Operating in the Specid

developed taitories).

Assisted territories has been continue
by integrating it into SPD in the form ¢
grant scheme. The average financing
this programma with the support of EU
SF per year considerably exceeds

funding available from the Region
Fund in the last years (in the framewd
of SPD those were nine million lat
whereas before it was appr. one milli

lats from Regional Fund).

Assi sted Areaso
AEntrepreneurship
be inplemented (under Ministry (@
Economics).

SI'A APKCo,

2008. gada

augusts

10



4. Municipalities with the
lower development level ai
promoted to implement E\
structural funds projects (i
specific SPD activities). Thi
opportunity is to certain exter
targeted towards reducirn
regional disprities.

Regulation of Cabinet of Ministers n
124 (02.03.2004) defines the process
provision of subsidy from the Sta
Budget to municipalities for th|
implementation of projects supporti
by SPD programmes. The Territori
development index is beingsed for
determining the volume of the subsic
all together municipalities can receiy
up to 60% of the needed natior
funding. Municipalities are ranked inf
five groups, and as the Territori
development index is higher, as smal
is the subsidy fronstate budget.

3. It is suggested in next plannit
period to continue differentiation ¢
the support depending on t
development level 0
municipalities.2

4. MORDLG should elaborat
methodology for estimating th
territorial development index, b
taking into account the results ¢
Administrative territorial reform?2

5. There is coherence betwe
the division of the tota
funding of SPD four priorities

and the socio econom
development level of th
region

The most developed region (Ri
region) has attracted the bigge
funding, least devefmed region (Latgalg
region)i the smallest funding.
Therefore a direct coherence betwe
the attracted amount of funding a|
Territorial development index exists.

6. Due to the implementatiq
of the SPD, Kurzeme regio
Vidzeme region un Zemgal
region can increase theg
development level close to tk
development level of Rig

region.

Within the SPD the amount of EU §
funding per caipa differs in regions-
Kurzeme region, Vidzeme region al
Zemgale region receive more than R|
region and Latgale region.

MoRDLG should state th
regional policy, if the
implementation of NSRFD is t
reduce theerritorial disparities2

in

MoRDLG has elaborated Regulation
Cabinet of Ministers, which defines tf
estimation and application of territori
development index to local and distr
municipalities, as well as plamg
regions. Another Regulatiodefines the
process of provision of subsidy from t
State Budget to municipalities for tk
implementation of projects supported
EU SF and CF.

After approval above mentione
regulations, the regulation no.1l}
(02.03.2@4) will become invalid.

of

SI'A APKCo,
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7. The projects funded by E
SF (20042006) within the
framework of SPD  will
increase the difference

development level betwedhe
less developed regioni
Latgale and other regions.

In total Latgale region received tl
smallest funding both in absolute a
relative numbers.

8. The activity of projec
applicants differs by territorig
because of different subjecti
and objedve factors.

The activity of project applicant
depends on the existing experience i
professional competence, as well
interest and activity of staff involvec
There are cases when the activity
project applicants of one SPD activi
in particular teritory has increase|
because of larger number of poteni
project applicants (target group)

problems to be solved by this SF

activity is crucial.

Planning regions should evalug
the Project pasmates within
activities, and analyse, in whig
activity the passate has been th
lowest and accordingly organiz
stimulating activities, for example
distribute additional information
consult, analyze the mistakes a
the best practic&

SI'A APKCo,
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9. In overall, the differentiatio
of the support intensity is ng
enough applied within the SP
activities.

Activities, where the
differentiation has bee
applied, have been marked
having a positive impact to th
stimulation of regional project
outside Riga.

The differentiation of the suppo
intensity is forese®

- In projects municipalities
depending on the territorig
development level in accordance
Regulation of Cabinet of Ministers,

- In some activities of Rural Suppc
Service depending on advantageous
disadvantageous territories,

- From 2006, irsome Grant Schemes
Latvian Investment and Developme
Agency (LIDA) depending on th|
territory (in Riga least portion ¢
support intensity).

of

Institutions responsible fo
preparing the activity guideline
should foresee wider suppd
intensity differeniation by
territorial development level @
some other territory relate
indicator. It is advised to consy
with MOoRDLG in regards to thi
matter.2

It is advised for Ministry of
Economics to foresee the supp
intensity differentiation in  the
activities  supporting  Specially
Assisted  territories  (especial
because the assisted territor
cover a very large territory2

Ministry of Economy has elaboratg
Regulation no.798 (20.11.2007)

Cabinet of Ministers for implementin
act i v Hinagcingit€ tte Investments
in Micro and Smalsized Enterprise

Operating in the §
within t he OoP nE
I nnovat iamexn®@. 61 i€
criteria for proje

criterion that gives points according the
scale of territorial development index. T
most points are given for the projeq
handed in by entrepreneurs from Speci
Assisted Territories with lower territorn
development index.

Rural Development Programme 200
2013 and Action Programme f
implementing support of Financi

Instrument for Fisheries Guidance a
contain specific project evaluation criter
which give forehand to projects fro
territory with lower development index
for agricultural activities in
disadvantegous territorieS.here is alsg
differentiation for support rate foreseen
application of the division in territorig
development index groups.

SI'A APKCo,
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10. The representation
regions of institutions involve
in administration of EU SH
affect positively the activity o
final beneficiaries and projed
applicants.

The experience of Rural Suppc
Service, State Employment Agenc
Central Finance and Contractif
Agency shows that the Proje
applicants and final beneficiaries u
the possibility to hand in the documel
as close s possible to where they liy
(work). In the opinion of the plannin
regions representatives it would
useful to provide regional operation
LIDA.

It is advised to consider
possibility to establish regioni
units also for other institutions. N
necessarily there should be a bran
office in each region, whereas
special attention should be paid
Latgale region as it the remarkal
weakest region and the most furth
from Riga (centre). Therefore it
advised to establish a branch offi
of LIDA in Latgale region2

EFFICIENCY

Is it possible to reach the planned results (in accordance to indicators set) by the available resources

Conclusions

Justification

Suggestions

1. Target indicators set in SPD andA@ do not
describe thedevelopmet of planning regions
but the development of the whole count
Wherewith the forecast about the achieving
targets of indicators can be made for whole

country.

Any of target indicators in SPD and in PC are not se Target indicators by territorieshould be

territories, but about wholeoantry.

set in the monitoring reports of tt
implementation of NSRF (not necessal
all of the indicators)3

SI'A APKCo6, 2008.gada
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EFFECTIVENESS

To what extent regional development can be promoted by available resourcegyjfundin

Conclusions

Justification

Suggestions

1. Regional development planning documents
the period of 2002006 are overall and widg
Regions have not defined a limited number
targeted priorities.

Positive changes in the future might be reache
strengthening the status of planning regions,
well as the guidelines for preparation of territof
strategies made in the framework of MoRDI
and OECD LEED Programme.

Most of the regional planning documents incly
wide set of priorities to avoid the sétion that
support provided in any of fields are not
accordance to regional planning documents.

2. Due to the different composition of regior
planning documents (in different regions) it is h
to compare them with each other and with SPD

There is no regulation on the unified composit
for regional planning documents.

As the solution, after the approval glanning
document regions should define limited s
(number) of priorities (measures @
activities). Or within thdimits set ranges fo
measures and activitiése.g. very significant
significant and not so  significan
Accordingly, all SPD activities include or
project assessment criteria (number of poi
related to development priorities defined
regions2

3. In general prioritieand measures set by regig
in planning documentgwhich have differen
structure)comply with SPD priorities.

All of the regional planning documents inclu
such priorities as the socio economic developm
the human resource development, infrastruct
living environment and rural development, etc.

4. The analysis of the measures of regig
planning documents (operational level) shows
most of the measures can bepported and
promoted by SPD, buthere is &0 a set of
measures of planning regis that cannot b
supported by SPD.

All planning regions have issued the need for m
funding for the development of transpd
infrastructure. Housing as one of crucial proble
have not been addressed

In the fields that are not supported by SPD
shaild be promoted to stimulate region
development planning regions should seek
(attract) another support instruments (too
concentrate local resources or attract priv
investments (initiatives).

5. Priorities of regions differ.

Riga region poirg the necessity for more fundi
for HRD infrastructure development, in particu
crucial is a lack of investments in psehool
educational institutions.

Kurzeme, Zemgale and Latgale regions h

marked the lack of investments in the busin

Specifically targeted measures/ activities for e
of the planning regionfbased of precise, target
and narrow set of priorities) could be considel
For example, the support to the developmen
business related infrastructure is actual nece
outside Riga, but construction of greeducational

SI'A APKCo6, 2008.gada
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related pblic infrastructure (e.g. busines
technological and industrial parks, busin
incubators). The development of the Pubiig
private partnership should be promoted by S
Lack of funding in health care infrastructure |
been issued by Zemgale region.d¥tme region
has planned to attract more funding for touri
and Latgale region highlights the necessity
promotion of the development of internatiol
airport within the region.

institutions for children(kindergartens) are actu
necessity for Riga regiad.

6. National programmes are a tool how to ens
strict division of support by territories or
particular territories targeted support.

Within this planning period some Nation
Programmes include idsion of financing by
planning regions (in few it is equally divided
planning regions).

SPD activities that should ensure justifi
territorial division should be implemented
National Programmes and the territorial divis
of financing should beugtified by the compariso
of need2

7. Project evaluation criteria do naissure thg
application ofregional development aspects.

Assessing the regional development asp
(components) included in project evaluati
criteria, they are formal and ovéran most of
SPD activities. There are some exceptivns.g.
SPD activity no 1.3.2.

Thematic evaluation of horizontal priorities w
carried out by Ernst&Young in 2007.

It is suggestedoat include moreterritory related
criteriain guidelines3

8. It is considerable agoodthat the cooperatio
between planning regiongevelopment agencie
and since 2007 administrations)and nationa
institutionsin management of EU SRcrease

It has been express by the representatives
planning regions and natial institutions. The
regional EU SF information centres supported
TA will promote this cooperation.

To ensure the cooperation between representa
of planning rgions and national institutions, ai
to continue the representation of planning regi
in the Monitoring committee3

9. Although the status of planning regio
becomes more certain, it will be complicated
planning regions (administrations) to impleme
EU SF projects in future (especially the ones
bigger scale).

The status is notlear enough. Small amount
own resources, whi ch
for prefinancing or to ensure the dmancing in
projects. Municipalities are not interested in
financing regional institutions.

Regional scale projects can be more effitithan
local projects, if similar activities are to |
implemented in wider territory (like activit
1.3.2.), as the administrative costs can be save
future regions should be able to implem
regional scale projects for municipalities.

SI'A APKCo6, 2008.gada
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10. One d the initial obstacles for municipalitie
to implement EU structural funds projeatsore
actively was prefinancing principle.
Municipalities had to borrow complying with
overall rules Positive changes have been madg

According to the changes in legislation, {
lending requests are evaluated in the Control
Monitoring Council of Municipal Lending an
Guarantee in a prior sequee, and only for thos

To keep and strengthen the system, that appr
projects receive lending without out of tu8n.

municipalities, whose projects

are alreq

the regulations, and thus munidiias can| approved.
operatively and successfully borrow accordin

to their yearos credi

IMPACT

EU structural funds impact on balanced territorial development antbgevent of whole Latvia

Conclusions

Justification

Suggestions

1. SPD activities in 2002006 have significan
macroeconomic impact, and an overall posit
i mpact to Latviads dg-

Thematic evaluation byBICEPS about the
macroeconomic impact ewation of EU
structural funds.

2. Implementation of SPD increasdifferences
betweenthe weakest_atgale region and othe
planning regions.

It is assumed that SPD financing in comparg
amount (amount of financing per capita) is clog
related to thempact on the development level
territory i more financing per capita, fast
growth in development level.

The national planning documents, including th
related to use of EU SF funding, should contain n
specific regional activities, use the puple of
support intensity differentiation more widely a
include territory related criteria in the proje
evaluation criteri@
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3.No SPD activity foresees use of plann|
region quotas, however those could be usefl
the case of clear regional policy

Central Statistical Bureau carried out a survey
the Heads of municipalities in 2007. The answ
to the question if the territorial quotas were use

Territorial quotas whether per planning or statist
regions should be used in activities, where cef
results by territories are expected.

by implementation of Public Investmen| Taking into account the im@mentation of

Programmewere following: Administrative territorial reform, small territoria

Yesi planning region$ 9,5%; quotas are not recommended. The division of qu

Yesi districtsi 25,5%; should be well justified. At the current regional pol

Yesi local municipalitied 55,4%; guotas should be allocated by following principles:

Noi not needed 7,7%. e as equal as possible the dis® support for al
regions;

e bigger support for the region with the weak
standing in the activity;

e bigger support for the weakest region in total;

e Dbigger support for the region where the activity
of highest priority;

e bigger support for the region,hich previously
has received the smallest funding in sim
activities2
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SUSTAINABILITY
| Will the sustainable development of Latvia be ensured by projects supported within SPD

Conclusions Justification Suggestions
1. EU structural funds ensu| Dividing all SPD activities in those that strdng The development planning documents supported by EU S
sustaimble development promote sustainability and those that do not,| national funding should include more activities that strong

however the possibilities t accordance to total planned amount of financing (f promote sustainabilit®
promote sustainability in th| of 1 January 2006), 58% of total planned pul Within measures under Priority 2 more emphasis should be o
development have been us financing compose activities that strongly promg development of innoveons, creation of new enterprises (finang

insufficiently. More | sustainability and 42% that do not promote suata®| instruments for startups) and development of infrastructure.

sustainable activities woul development directly. However there is low demand by financial beneficiaries (enterpr
provide more stablg for the support in the field of the innovations and shared equip
development of Latvia i (laborabries) development. Provision of support meas
future. (programmes) for development of business environment (bug

support centres, business incubators, business and technology
etc.) instead the direct support (grants) to enterprises cou
envisagedThereto territorial differences within the supply marke
business support services should be taken into account.

For instance, there is no need for business support centers in
whereas the creation of them is important in Latgale, Zem
Vidzeme and Kurzeme regions in order to develop busi
environment in these regions.

Under Priority 3 more emphases should be put on the acti
related to researches and development (improvement) of trg
programmes.
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2. The proportion of activitie] The proportion of activities under priorities stron¢ Under Priority 4 more emphases slibide on the development
promoting sustainability undg promoting sustainable development is as follows: | rural and port infrastructure development.

priorities differs. The majo| Priority 17 100%;
part of activities promoting Priority 27 37%
sustainability is under Priorit] Priority 31 61%;
1 and least part of suq Priority 41 12%
actiities is under Priority 4.
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KOPSAVILKUMS

st UganUs Eiropas Saviengh
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ublisko investgciju un at

|re0ngortaUnn'pd okumenta (MU r2006.gadam)pietvargsr a mma s
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n489 @58273LVLi r ES SF fiue@ansUjum

toriUlo ietekmi visas VPELC
kurUOm ir naci nUIa mUr oga
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Apk
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opojot kopU da
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9%
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11%

Zemgales e g
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Letru prior
projektiemi t i e i r
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11%
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Kur z eme ¢
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2 http://www.esfondi.lv

ite vaiaanslllj% mao i pi engagciir
projekti aktivitUOtUs, kas
aro daNU teritoriUlo akti


http://www.esfondi.lv/

(rezult Uts pozi't moruu)DatekmplkapejasmyaUBtana
ka pieggirtU finansUjuma |ielUkais absol it
regionu (43% jeb 2971,wWz4 Lmitlgaolnas |raetqui)o n uma(ze
miljoni latu).

VUrojama tisegqapsapkasahbhat gtU (pieggirtQ0) fi
teritorijas Bjboatugbsaddksndeksdorijas soci
| Oomenis, jo |lielUks piesaistotU finansUj um,

2. attUls. Pieggi

rveDs | pub tbuB
regitemu tor t

i jas attaoQ I ndeks
35000000 1.t
30000000 +
1
25000000 +
r 0,5
|_V|_20000000 T Indeks:
+0
15000000 +
+-0.E
10000000 +
50000001 Mt
0 f -1,6
Rdgas Kur z e mes Zemgal e: Vi dzeme: Latgal e
EPubliskais finans<Teritorijas att
Objektovl':Jks par iepriekgmi‘nU_to ir regionu
iedzgogvotUju skaitu. CaurmUrU Latgog U gis
tl kst ogi LVL wuz 1000 iedzgvotUjiem, LielU
regionam (380,92 tlkstogi LVvL) . Sal gdzinog
(271,10 tlkstogi LvL) , Zemgales regionam
regionadLl (t215k3s,t ogi LVL ), bet iztei kti ma z U
regionam (165,75 tlkstogi LVL) . Starpogogba s
ir 2,3 reizes. NacionUl a mUroga projektu f
val sts iedzovotUjiem
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attUls. VPD etru prioritOgu aktivitOtUOUs

I
iedzovotUjiem plUnoganas regionos

40000(- 38092

35000(+

29607¢

300007 25391

25000(+

20000(+ 16574¢

15000(+

10000(

5000(+

O,
Rdgas Kurzeme: Zemgale Vidzeme: Latgale: Naci ¢ Latvija
reg reg reg reg projekti

4. attUls. VPD |etru prioritUgu aktivitOtdC

i edzovpltUnogamas regionos

Finans&jums uz 1000 iedzivotajiem,

takst. LVL

B 300-400 [ ] 100-200

h 200800 Nacionalie projekti — 33,2 takst. LVL
PieAemot, ka |lielUks relatgvais finansUju
attost obu, var secinUt, ka VPD ietvaros
Kurzemes regiona attogstobas | omgAanpmaugst
Talu pUdUjo gadu soci Ul ekonomiskie statist
ekonomi sko pozgciju pavUjinUganos. Maz Uk a

regiona straujUku attgstobu un tuvinUganos
ESSF ietekmU atggiroba stialgt gvailsevsUj plkdn olgaa
regi-onupUrUjiem Latvijas regioniem paliel:i
k a pUdUj os gados atggirobas starp spUco
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IZMANTOTIE SAQIIUJ UMI

APK At kl Ot ais projektu konkurss

CFLA CentrUIl'_J finangu un | ggumu agentira

CSP CentrUl U statistikas pUrvalde

ELVGF Eiropas Lauksai mniecQobas virzgbas un

EM Ekonomikas ministrija o

ERAF Eiropas RegionUl Us attogostobas fonds

ES Eiropas Saviengba

ESF Eiropas Soci Ulais fonds

EUR Eiro

FM Finangu ministrija

GS Grantu shUma ]

GSA Grantu shUmas apsaimniekotUjs

[IN l edzogvotUju ienUkuma nodokl i s

IKP l ekgzemes kopprc_)dukts

QAT Qpagi atbalstUmUs teritorijas

KF KohUzijas fonds

LAD Lauku dbalsta dienests i

LAP Latvijas Lauku attostobas pl Uns Lauk:
@t enoga-a08d.gadard 0 4 .

LAVSP Latvijas Lauku att st 0-20&3gadena| st s str

LIAA Latvijas AttQgstogbas un investociju a:

LLKIC Latvijas Laukkk onsul t Uci ju un i zglotdobas cen

LR Latvijas Republika

LVL Lats ] )

NAP NacionUl ais AttQgstobas pl Uns

NP Naci onUlI U progr amma

NRAP Naci onUIl U RegionUl Us attgstobas pado

NUTS TeritoriUlo viendobu klasifikUciju st
(Nomenklature des ueis territoriales statistiques f r an| u val . ),
saQgsinUti)

NVA NodarbinUtgbas valsts agentira

VSID Val sts stratUgiskais ietvara dokumen:

DP Darbgobas programma

PIAA ProfesionUlUs izglQtgbas attQgstdbas

PP Programmas papildinUjums

RAPLM RegllcUnsUatththas un pagvaldobu I|iet

SF VIS Strulgtl rfondu Vadobas informUcijas si

1Sl PirmU IquAa starpniekinstitlciija

2SI OtrU | gdmeAa starpni_ekinstitTcija

SIF Sabiedrgbas integrUcijas fonds

SPP S o coipakalpojump Ur val de

VIAA Valstsi z gl 0t 0bas attogstobas agentira

VPD Vienotais programmdokumentse b Lat vi jas AttostQbas
2006.gadam o

VRAA Valsts regionUl Us attdostobas agentlr.

ZVFI Zivsai mniecobas vadobas finansUganas
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1.REGI ONUALTUT QS TUNRA GI ONUWPDLTIKA LATVI J U

POdUj oss dayddz 2007.gadam bija vUrojama Latyv
strauja attgstogba, ko raksturo tUdi ruUdgtU
pieaugums, vidUjUs bruto darba algas pies
pieaugumsu.c Taj pJagU | albIgaUs aws &ladatdgha snegat Ovas att
tendences, starp tLeral\eldeera/onoJJkrskaskﬁkajal
Talsuwk 02007gad, e k onomi kas at tn@sgtas@t(hmdanQSKBBOJ amas
turplnapal|t|esI||p1ebJugusnanUC|Ja samazinUjies | KP

pal Uni nUjies ekonomiskUs aktivia Utdme rpiise au

1.1.REGI ONUATBOST READ T IDINUMIKA

Neskatoties wuz to, ka Latvijaplatg@haodei Be
tT_kstc_)gi kvadrUtmetrZ&ltluktlsu(acsz vdaZi.gadaou  2( 2m0iol
s UkumU pUc CSP dati em), starp Latvijas
soci Ul ekonomi skUs situUcijas atggirobas, k.

Ggast ggi rgbas starp dagZdkart Greir irtaok ktOd r0om tvl o
iedzgvotUju skaita izmakAasmi BKP mktgvenko
un ko‘mercs,dxlaiideetr,ébruegistrUtU bezdar ba l Om
nodokWrmumie A( 1. P I-GEabuld§)y MS 1 .

Val g#ilgt ais teritori Ul Us jeb regionUlUs atg
administratovi teritori Ul Um viengbUm (viet
rajoniem), gan stlarrepgllomeletdrhmrﬁileeeUrbpamjaslma
ir ar Q starp teritorijUm (pil sUt Um, novad

kopumU starp pilsUtUm un | auki em.

Lai i zstrUOdUtu wun analizUtu statistikas |
uni ficUtu prbbi@@ae_gi_omm gnsntenoElrupasreglonU
Saviengba, ir izstrUdUjusi un lieto Te
(Nomenklature des unites territoriales statistiques r an| u val . ), S
NUTS sistUma sSAasetmUv NiUoT St rigs NUQTse 2, NUT
| gmeAu regoni tiek veidoti saskaAojot to
Talu nav prasgba, ka NUTS | ogmeAu regioni
ri Ulo iedal 90giutmu . EiTrUo pkals iveadl zsgtvgost Uij ru
s ar sal gdzinogi nelielu iedzovot Uj
0gs teritoriUlais dal djums. NUTS 1 |
u, i evUrojugtu pmrkadidrtsurrodidgaddlseidlzjovmite m |
ni em. Ja gUds dal 9j ums nav ispUjar
eritorija Lat vi j 0 NUTS sistUma tiek I|ietota kopjy
ktas izmai Aas NUTS ilsamelm@ .viNAT S al ol Nnu
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3 http://ec.europa.eu/eurastframon/nuts/basicnuts_regions_en.html
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1.1.1.tabul a. tfitoljasplyan@lsaregi omdzHWlot Uj u s

Teritorija Teritorijas ledzovot Oji

km? % Lat skaits % Latv
Rogas regi 10441,5 16,2 1095683 48,0
Kur zemes 1 13600,8 21,1 306052 13,4
Zemgal es 1 10741,6 16,6 284669 12,5
Vidzemes 1 15257,6 23,6 240347 10,5
Latgal es 1 14547,2 22,5 354554 15,5
Latvija 6458,7 100,0 2281305 100,0
Avots: CSP dati
PUc teritorijas pl atogogbas regi oni ir sal Q
i edzovotUju skaita sadal 0j ums starp ROgas
regionU dzogvo gandr gz .puse Latvijas iedzov
112 attUls. ledzovot Uju skai’tpadcda dsalky mlns

(Avots:CSP dati)

Latgal e
16%

Zemgal ec:

12% RQgas

48%

Kur zemes

0,
13% Vi dzemes

11%

Vi sU LatvijUu kopg neat kar Qbas atjaunogan
samazinUganUs (1.PlELA gdM& 3sUkumURahulkay.
miljoni 281t T ktis¢t ol v Uk u, B2s mmizjUk maerkU 2001. gada
Pl Unoganas regionodgaddzgWakuthUy slkhaigdzi B0
skaitu 2001.gada sUkum0U, ir sanpardi%m Uj i es ¢
Kurzemesp | Unoganads;r efe nqdl es p |- Wo\gdaemess r egi o
pl Unogana5 8r%ng|ninv|sstrau1Uk samazrnujles
par7,2%. Ar ot poatalUgi k U strauj Ukais samazinUj ums
(-4,0%), bet sal 0dzi no§iR0 ¢ &s Ukragiaw) on UJ a( saIdeina
admi n|stratQVUsdltvteUesnlttomnoﬁja@dulqiiakﬂUJtuekda zQvot
skaits iritpssl ||erl|mQL@glseessa[anUnMR|§agga edir
dz Qv easi e\dlzegtvotUJNloem IJpiae zigméd)ggak.a RogU iedz‘
samazi nUs.

Viens no nozgmdgUkajiem rUdotUjiem, kas r:
kopprodukts (I KP) rUginot uz Vieentu Uil &dz 9
Stats t i kas @3Pravparl Hgei B@ostapiUet e indtodikhs Sakar U ar
sareggotiem un darbietiIp(ggiestatistiaapruﬂ]giniem

SI'A APKCoO, 2008.gada augusts 29



pl Unogan akP, kase pjeejama R@gadap i r ma j, U pap ROS.Gadu )
(1PIELIKUM83tabuIa)JUp|eZQmU ka par | KP visU val st
i nformUcija.

206. gadU vidUjais | KP uz 3038¢ewWh. i ddx@v o tRHgu
pl Unoganas regionU 564QPVIu)z ivi emwgstedks vparJj
PUrUj ossregsonr zemUks. Atggirgba starp au
zemUko rUdQtUju (Latgal 8sizes(esgalogndsz)i nUtj airmg)
2003. gadu atggirogbApsikratpal iseltiurU@dji y sui €8s3) adr
griezumba starpRoaapsttvVvUhouh zemUko -(RUzekn¢
966L VL) r Utdpeizésj u i r

113 . att Ul's. | KP uz vVvienuviseHddaidvot Uju Lat

6000

5000

4000

S 3000
-

2000 +—

10001+

Rogas rkgi oemesZermgaloamsVircezgea noenssL ategaloes LAF\YIJAons

|Z2001 m 2002 02003 0 2004 M 2005

gdzina regi onu | KP di nami ku p a ga
imU ar 2004.gadu palielinUjies ir R
s regiona Qpatsvars, bet sama2|nt|
t sv&Ps ahpﬂijUIer:)ngaaSS srteagi onu un p Ul
sagl jugd;ﬂmasNatkUMB«yul(Qa)Osavas pozQcijas
Zemgal es un V|dzarrgeastredemgnaIlesﬂeldKZF@@wtUju
1257LVL, bet Vidzemes 1215LVL,tad 20. gadU Zemgal es | KP uz
ir 2192 LVL, bet Vidzemesi 2309LVL (tegan j UAem v Ur U, ka Zemga
iedzovotUju skaits samazinUs ne tik strauj i

Bitisks ekonomiskUs aktivit Gimersanturund ot Uj s
komer csabi e(lPIELKKUMS s4kahula). 08 gadU La6ledj U bij a
ek onomi swkkio meekts@wnt u un ,BPmemcsabemddabboj Us
reglonUvUIPdJIJIqatg@nslrUthUJa ple/ausgausmsrelgrlomtis
Augst Ukai s pi eaugum@20®B.egnpdsU i RQ gRags§&its e gri eogni b
ekonomi s$ko merkg &t i un kbme()@QableejctrQQ/tnasUjle
pUrUjos regionos g20$arVJdeQBpB$kaﬂ’rﬂrpaptlwn$n|edze
komercsabi ed0@®W® aisedzovot Uji em.
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1.14. at t Ul s. E kkoonnoentissaknit ua kutn) ekadsmze10@s abi edr Q|
iedzovot Uj i emAvhtsadSrdat) as regi onos

45,0
40,0
35,0
30,0 +—
25,0 +—
20,0 +—
15,0 —
10,0 —
5,0 +—
0,0

Rogas r&graeesmesZeeghbrsVirége mes Lrad ggiad res rATYIlAo n s
Viens no galvenajiem soci Ulajiem rU0dotUjie
 9meni s T agtawil (M)(&ZP[IEL(]KUMSStabuIa) Rajonu un republikas
pilsUtu grup@rzaemOkaie RPb)e bibeat Raughdst (0 i
raj ®n&i%. St ar p regioniem IabUkausBZ%UthUjs
Zemgales, Vidzemes un Kurzemes r-&470,onam g0
bet Latgales regiaom U nselltaLbutiJlquagUklaturkEJertrctjo
bezdarebias 1igm 9, 3 %0 0 P osgaaltigodvzii,n UyaumU ar 2005
regionos bezdarba | dmenis ir samazinUjies

115. att Ul's. Bezdarba | 0menis Latvi]j eé
(Avots:CSP dati)

14

12

10

%

Rdgas rKgipemesZemgabasVirkcgdmenssLae giadbes LATYJAONSs

2003 @2005m@ 2007
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Par i edazbkviodjOgbuu Izi nUmU mUrU var spriest pcC
korel U ar |edz,Q|vr0tUJJeld2(p\em1tUllsiJumn| i nUk_uma n
pagval dgbu pal?rtactl]bjucnlsgega)dsos ggQs rUthU_Js ir
pi eaugums firkaiaiat 0t eAdmumu palielinUganos
daNa saistota ar to, ka palielinUjusies _tl
pUrskaitot d opag vaal-wh,bleed a @i0DJ%ga@006. gadU

75%, 20079%adP0o08B80%YpdUTUpUc anal gzU izm ma n t
sal @gdzinUjums starp regioniem (pieaegomh gadU,

tempu)a n a IS@zsik.aAU ar apr Ugini em, kas veikti p

vi eUjliN i eAUmu mbuqbguglvﬁa@ddBZQSb&LyLauz vienu
|edzqvo'l’t|U<JaU| Rogas regionU 2#6RleVLl,r sanvgusktLlJrktl
zemUOki e i eAUmumi i 130,8L\MLaiz vipauli @SIZQ@@gaaﬁhij

iedzovot Uju
kopogajiem

i enUk uma nodokNa
i e AUmumi em pavisam

pireeAAUmv mu s toop
nedaudz sama

ir Notii2e2Urejaes 2006. gadU

116. att Ul's. ledzovotUju ienUkumadyedolsNa zi ¢

vienu iedrgvpabVinmgiomospUc Valsts kases d
300,0

250,0

200,0
S 150,01

100,0 -+

50,0 +—

0,0

Rogas rkuwri meme sZamgadloms/irdezgenoensd ategaloems LAFYIAons

Kopg 1998. gada, I ai Qstenotu Opagi atbal st
teritorijas tiek rangUtas pUc to soci UOli e
teritorijas tiek rta)mgl]Jtaass,qtba‘glgstt(gdntaisesj na 2z k
izmantojot standartizUto rUdgtUju aprUginu
apvienoti iepriekg analizUtie rUdotUji Re
il zmant ot astoAienuUdg thuJQNOtU](B GCLVik), bez:
darbaspUj dgo |edzqvotUJu skaita)venui edzgvol
iedzovotUju (LVL), nefinangu investgcijas
slodzes | Q0meni s, ekonomi skz ABO0QVvd edzdWomt
iedzgogvot Uju BI gpassmtsOvpzgol i kemz §votpldguu skait
gadu | ai kU ( %) .
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ganas regionu attao

112. t abul U apkopoti pl Uno
O0bU pUc to attogstobas

regioni sarindot i deksa.c

112. t abul a. Pl Unoganas20022@i0dn g aaltlt st 0b a

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Rogas regi 0909 0,975 0,995 1,003 1,011
Kur zemes 1 -0,303 -0,429 -0,428 -0,431 -0,520
Zemgal es 1 -0440 -0,469 -0,533 -0,590 -0,574
Vi dzemes r| -0835 -0,885 -0,895 -0,877 -0,851
Latgal es n -1257 -1,310 -1,339 -1,346 -1,341
Avots: VRAA
1.1.2.tabulas dati liecina, kadk g&$9 regi onam attogstogbas i nc
pUrUjos | etros regionosatasdekssqnepgat gasi et
kopg 20DAdghkda vUrt_Qba uzl abopa®6.agapyd UVi d
uzl aboj ums salcglzinujumU ar 2005.gadu ar
Kur zemes regionU pUc 2004 .1gald8Uian e dkz aana s U
pl Unoganas regionu teritorijas att9stgbas
2006. gadU

117att Ul's. Pl Unoganas r egigadadatemtt st 0Obas

Avots: VRAA

118att Ul s. Pl Unoganas raighasnu attostob
p Uc 4.22008. gada datiem

LATGALES
. REGIONS

Attistibas indeksa izmainas
[ oo2s-00s [
(|

0--0,025
-0,025 --0,05
-0,05--0,1

AprU¢gini pUc VRAA datiem
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|l evUrojamUs un pieau
l i ecina par naci onl(
somUIekonormqukdozwnUUd(p jurs EiropasUr3avi eng
IKP uzvienui edz ovot Uju saIdeinUJums) l i ecina,

atpaliek no ES vidUj ipele rELhdrqotéMQé]t?emiﬁathUlbm pi
uzvienui edz Qv @by u24ES8 t 1 kstidgi, 4eitrd &k,stloati vieji aio
no ES2 7 viiscaWjuk)Ort augst Ukais rUdigsdjs ES |
tT kst ogienueé¢doowat Uj u (tas ir> 4,8 reizes |ic¢

0gUs sociUlekonomi skl
s regionUl Us pol it

TU kU Latvijas atattopsatld beaks nqunEeSnavlstkLbjlplalenmUrrU
visasLat vij as terlto_r|JLl|atUQS/thhpa)su vydkgbg an
auggst Uku efektivitUti

4Lat_vijas RegionUl Us politikas pamat_nosthdnUs (2004

uerqo s Latvijas I KP uz 1 iedzgvotUju pieaugums |9
uzstUd@gja'pna'E§ ksrasthUJ (ES26py | A9 j vad Iss tl KR mnjtaUsaugs;Uks
ES27 wvidUjais rUdogtUjs. Lo6dz ar to pamatnost UdnUs i :

® Eurostat dati
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1. 2. REGI ONuLuUu POLITI KA LATVI Ju

Gan nelabvUl §gUs terltorlUIatU:gg;ebgalesglbeUI
(regionu) attostoniaes ppotasnciplmat or eslurgsii e
regionUl Us politikas nepieciegamgbu, kas
Regi onUl Us polltikas_teorljasapkopomrbssturlsk
l i ecina, ka regionUlU polit_ika ir tU | om:
soci Ul ekonomi skajU attostobuU.

Kopg iestUganUsiESsSt rLak tvligjdamienldfliee e joadnz e k Ni , @

Vienoto programmdokumentjeb Latvijas At 0 s t 0 b £2804-3006)) hatvijas

Lauku attdstobas ‘pIUnu L auk u-2@06.dadest &kas pr
arQ ieviegot KohUzijas fonda p006.gadskt us un
pl Unoganas peri®daronbkekojrmitE Jlsi kulh | 0dz
to attg@dgstoQobu.

20042006 . gada pl Unoganas periodam regionUl Us

veidoja RegionUlUs attgstogbas | ikums (2002

(2004). SaskaAU sdkumRegi onUl Us attgstoba
-regionUli0r altapwilghpomeas pUr mai Aas soci Ul aj
visU valsts teritorijU vai atseviggUs tU
regionUl WvpbtddobakanostUdnes un mUr gti e
attQgstQogbas veicinUaj;tam@:;t,Qbkuooatdh)lnIUq;tocbglnoc
teritorijas daNu att(gst(gbas prioritUtUm
teritorijas daNu attostobai

RegionUl Us attgstobas |ikums paredz, ka re.
savstsaagpklgAotiem valsts un regionUl Us atto

dokumenti ir:

- RegionUl Us politikas pamatnostUdnes;

- NacionUl ais plUnoj ums; i

- NacionUl ais attostobas pl Uns;

- nozaru attQgstogbas programmas,;

- pl Unoganas regionu aotiojst Opladn@j omir amma
- rajonu attoQogstobas programmas un teritor]
- vietUjo pagvaldobu attostobas progr amma:

AttiecdobU uz stratUgiskUs plUnoganas doku
i zstrUdes Qrocetstsieda;ugou JpadeaslaJlsstagrtaas i ns
no publiskU, neval stiskUO un privU0OtU sektor
i espUj as. PozitQvi ijUrtU pirmie centieni
(2001), Rezultat@\amatrrU(dsgttUU(jruUrrsl(SZOJOn:h)s a[<
pl Unoganas sistUmu, noteikt to savstarpUj U
struktliru. TomUr politikas plUnoganas dok
nesakUrtotoba. BIt|skrseplrétkluemlsogswschIm|Ut||ka<
uzraudzoba un sasniegto rezultUtu izvUrtUOg

® Pl OUnoganas peri ods +2priecipu to&d &jnb@086,qatae4.0 Dapganhs
perioda 9gstenogana ilgst |1 dgdz 2008. gada belgUm
'RegionUl Us attostobas |ikums, 2002
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2008.gad0 SaeimU pieAemtais Attostobas pl
stUsies spUKkU no 2009.gada.

Kopg 2003.gada osnpkumarcealrweari®nkl Us att st
starp Ministru kabinetu; NacionUlo region U
un pagvaldobu i etu ministriju,; iedal sts r
pl Unoganmsnpraggyiad d 6 b Um.

Gegi jUpiezomU, ka ar eegkdnbloUs zantié uo bas b
cieqgi saistota prakltaisksekwmBtuu md amtikasrt b o h w, d
uzsUkta koncepcijas AKoordinUta wvalsts ir
sistUmas‘ izveide un ieviegana val stirs pUrval
paredn@tteeadbsds institlciju valsfs investoc

2004.—2006.gada_plf’Jnoganas perioda 0Q0Qstenoganas
instituci oPUlUmnioggasasat yegyg.i onu statusu nosa
likums (5.pants) kas, sskaAU ar 2006. pada dgr o &dj upli ltmp ¢

regions ir atvasinUta publiska persona, K
attost gmeas Lpado ar statusa precizUganu, p
nozomogUka, tai skaitU ir pieaudzis valsts

Latvijas regi onUl URemo lointUil Uss proWrigiii kiars matm
(2004) uns a s kaa A Watljmas regi onUl Us politikas mUrgi

- Latvijas wun tL_Js regionu attgstogbas | Qgme.
- Latvijas un tUs regionu konkurUtspUjas |
- Lde_vUrthu_dz(gves, darba unvoi d¢s eapst
visU LatvijU, | ai sekmUtu | gdzsvarotu
attQgstobu. o
- LodzvUrtogu uzAUmUj darbobas priekgnot ei
sekmUtu I gdzsvarotu valsts teritorijas,
- Rogas k& Ugsalsvrapstpaiult i skUs kofdkur Ut spUj as
l zvirzoto mUrgu sasniegganai Regi onUl Us p
rocQbas virzienus: o i
1. NodroginUt regionUl Us attostobas pl Unog
2.Veidot un 0s$té&omotr dsaWswampljaru politiku
3. Vei doj ot nozaru politikwn atwsdvioggwits@ds
gpatm@biadenti ficUt esogo un pl Unoto noz:
4. Qstenot administratgovi teritoriUlo refo
5. Nodrogi nUt kaoriahisnfﬂtuuneatbalpsitelie\toganu
pl Unoganas dokumentos noteikto mUrgu sa:
6.Nodrog|nUt val sts atbalsta programmu un
starp p | Unoganas regioniem atbil stogi
progr aontmdisktnaj Um priorit0OtUm.
7. Notei kt val sts atbalsta instrumentu te
vietUjo teritorijas attdostobas atbalsta

*RAPLM informatgvs zi Aojums APUrskats par regionUlo
RegionUl Us pol issd00as pamatnost Udne
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8. lzveidot sadarbgbas mehUnismus regionUl
regionUf 0 ummeihat UnstitlicijUm to kapaci
9. SakUrtot Valsts pUrvaldes regionUl Us st/
91.atbil stogi pl Unoganas regionu teritori
92atbil stogi regionUl o pagvaldgbu terit:c
100.Radgt priekgnotei kumus RQgaso,zQhkneds galnv a:
konkur Ut spUj8s palielinUganai
llgu laikuv al dogai s bija uzskats, kaegéeghantUlal
mazUk attogstqgtu teri_toriju atbal sts un att
i zvirzQgtiae gmWpragiedg W speavmiart zoi etnoi, ka sal Qgdzi
regionUl Us politikas skatodgjums tiek papla
aptver visus valsts regionus, mekl Uj ot ef
TomUr Ingedzvigsiim Re gik@asUlpGsnap oloigs O gs umi nOi i

ieviestipr ak s U.

lepazdstotipldUyjroz iRpheddluMmi em par re'dgi onUl o
rodas prlekgstats, ka regionUlU politika
nostabilizUju IsSpes regbmtjﬂnlttul ktaukavUrtoqams de
reksturs, bet par edz Ut i e pasUkumiiuneet ie&k kionws @ kiv@mn
rezul t Ot

Priekgstats, ka regionUlUs attgstgobas poli
nozaru (sektoru, jou ) atto_sthas pl UnoganU jU|ekNaUJ
un ka nozaru p Uni jUsaskalAo perkUpgnioski af
veidojas . TomUr ¢gUda principa Qstenoganas prie
savas attiostUpésas pz.iNwo 2l0c0r7c:egratdraUtj|aena/Ura | Q
jT1ijam RAPLM konomi skUs sadarbodobas un at
ekonomi skUs un nqdarbanthas attQogstobas p
AStrat Ugi ssk,Usu zrl dindozgemaas un novUrtUganas i
attgsPopbabganas regi onu statusa preci zUg
paplagan@Rﬂi\mLm,pasltsgagJaTtUavotle met odi ski e 1
atstt@bas strat Ui a, slaagamlak/@tgraldaneglonUIUs

I
d
8
E

nonngUkvuarﬁ'iﬁe@ttesnrpeC|f|skl uz konkr Utiem
instrumenti.

Jaunaj U plUnoganas periodU region0OlUs att
attQostobaasi zpltUd el zI2WKt4a gadU Regi onUl Us a
pagval dogbu | i etulLanivniijsatsri Naci ovnaldigabils. at t Qs
2013. gadamNAPurpmbhkka valsts attogstobas st
mUr g a sasnlegganalnowaadgsﬂwmuszaulglstmaersq prii ikt
mUr g a sasniegganai . NAP sadaNU Al zaugsme |
ietvaros ri si n U20i3gadanNARe iv veidots, 12i kdlpotu par
svarogoggu val sts attQstQbapsarrmltuunoEgSansaisrquQtdIzr'
| 9dzekNu izlietoganas pl Unam@oo72alamaj U pr «
YRegionUl Us politikas pamatnostUdnes, 2004
“I'nformatgvais ziAojums APUrskats par regionUlo att
27.06.2008.; 3 informatovie ziAojumi APUrskats par
01.06.2005., 01.06.20081.06.2006., 01.06.2006.1 . 06 . 200 7 . RAPLM Publiskais
2007.gads, ARegionu attgstoba 20060, VRAA, 2007.
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PozitQvi ka plUna izstr0dU RAPLM vadg t
citas valsts institlcuas,vpl,UnzgahJaa' j
dagUdu nevalstiska PUcgapdalameé ut ap s sl
apspr I

sNAAParta ka pielAemts 2006.gada 4.1

b U
ekn|
iUer g 1
i juU.
JUa,ZQmmINAP atrodama jpuhackmmwmmmbuylatm@s
sekmUJokUpwbgUbuu spUbst pbaendzUOh&j nosti pr
veidojot pitl skatlue ktgonkol sua,c grjaud@us | gdzsvarotai

pi_IsUtUm ir jOKkNT st par nozQgmdgu katra reg
KU wwiemno instrumentiem policentriskas att (
period0 200l 32 00g7a.dam ti ks Il eviesta Eiropas
| 9dzfinansUt a pllsUtV|des prlorltUte APol i
at bal sttaesakitri vvillrUst as uz‘pllsUtu kU region
nostiprinUganu, t o pilsUtvides kvalitUtes
veidoganos ar pieguNogajUm teritorijUm sas
Pare d z Ut wpmO KHootice nt r i skas at tigrs tjglbiazss tsrelkdrll gminlag
U

regionu attQgstoQogbas politika pilsUtu
kval. tes aspektu sabal ansUt ai attQogstobai
unvisasvals mUr og U
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21 ZVURTUGNMEASDOL OGI JA

ES struktirfondu i et 20R42e0s0 6u zg ardeag ipd nlhlocy aantats
belglLtanrtUganas met odol ogija balstUs wuz n
ietekmes izvUrtUjumu parl @&z i 2006 fpa D 0U.. |

IszrtUgannaals_ ivzemakngtao t a s tclecha g apliniezelbtdim®s k U
kvantitatgovUs informUcijas analgze un inte
vadobU iesaistoto instltI(:laleap&UUrkﬂJtJLa\eJm em,

apaNU galda diskusija ar plUnoganas regi oni

SaskaAUO ar darba uzdevumu tematiskUs izvC
kritUriji un jUrod atbildes uz sekojogiem |
noz_gmfpgumk nozomogasursstpu&ej amobadul
pl Unoganas regionu attostobali un att.
rezul t:at vai t Udre pIUnotajigm resur si ¢
paredzUto attostobu saskaAU ar noteil

ef ekt:i vciitkDtlei el Ui emtUrrUe saur spilelm oiteasip Uj a
pIUnoganas regionu attgstoQobu;

ietekme kUdu ietekmi struktirfondu iev
atggirobu izl odzinUganu un Latvijas .
i | gt:spvlia struktirfondu 1 9dzfinansUt |
attostobas il gtspUju.

ecinUjumu vei k§Obgagdai zvBPmabfomd piedUvUtO
nt er partethUecuaJknaUlILaI awwvevdatiut abab dgig UBE mant o
F tematlSkIeAI'ﬂCZI’VIUZI’CII’UthIllllTD pri amis@MAg u I evi
Ernst&Young Baltl)oACES Z(l)mﬁugmtbekrjoeen(\DMromﬂ s k
z Urt(LBJIuAmsAon|CrErﬁl$oposma zi Aojums, 2008.gad
[

~

r
v
i Aoj uans08. yada j1nijs

Noz©Ooma@gums A )
ci k nozoQogmQga i stamBbaéar fLeandvu j aes wrlsUnogpa
attostobai un attostobas ruUdotUju tuvinUgal

1) VPD OQ0stenoganai pl Unoto finangu resur su
budget a apj omu, ar pagval dgbu konsol i dUt
kapitU Ilegobdgmmmlerku asprqgraranm5|appsm00|gjag|0
pirms sUkUs ES SFlamghtahh Bafvitjethat i skU
fonduma kr oekonomi sko i et ekmi gal venie secinUj
2) AprUginUts kUds VPD akt i vikrO@tuu fti enraintsalrji
attostobu katrU prioritOtU0 un plUOn0 kopur
ministrijas sniegtU informU¢tbpa pharspaeefa
katr U aktivitUOtU uz 2008.gada BidlemabPuuzlr
konkrUtu teritoriju attostdobu dota 2. Pl ELI |
Y“Tematiskais izvUrtUjums AEiropas Saviengbas strukt
izvUrtUjumso. PKC, RDEBA,6 B&2I0t0i6k gy,ad@OWlai j s .
BTematiskie izvUrt U unnitp/winesfgndi.mi ES SF mUjas | apb0
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