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Abstract: The broad spectrum of bioresource use makes it challenging to interconnect strategic
objectives and policy planning documents without compromising a coherent development vision.
Bioeconomy development directions have been defined at the EU and Latvian levels. Nevertheless, to
facilitate their implementation, the goals must be consistent with those specified in relevant national
policy planning documents and vice versa. To determine whether internationally defined bioeconomy
objectives are implemented in Latvian policy planning documents and what priority is given to them,
a mixed methods approach was used—a systematic literature review combined with a keyphrase
assignment approach. The results are summarized in an illustrative screening matrix and aggregated
using the TOPSIS method to identify in which policy planning documents bioeconomy objectives are
prioritized and to what extent. The results have shown a high prioritization of bioeconomy objectives
in Latvian policy planning documents, especially in hierarchically higher documents.

Keywords: bioeconomy strategy; policy coherence; policy framework; strategic development

1. Introduction

The year 2022 marks the 10th anniversary of the first European Bioeconomy Strategy
“Innovating for sustainable growth—A bioeconomy for Europe” (further EBS) [1,2]. The
EBS sets out a series of objectives aimed at expanding the use of bioresources and under-
lining the need to move from the “old” to the “new” bioeconomy—knowledge-based and
innovative [2,3]. The aim is to improve the current practices in land use and resources
sustainably, to reduce emissions during resource extraction and processing, to lessen waste
and use by-products to create higher value-added products, to move towards a circular
economy, to minimize the use of non-renewable, unsustainable resources and adopt other
environmentally friendly practices [2,3]. The bioeconomy has not lost its relevance over the
last 10 years. On the contrary, global climate change, the current geopolitical situation, and
rising energy prices further emphasize the need for the sustainable use of bioresources and
the replacement of fossil fuels [4,5].

The economic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic and the tense geopolitical situation
with the active warfare in Ukraine has created a situation where energy and food prices
are rising rapidly due to disrupted and uncertain supply. The objectives of the EBS [6]
are now central and could be a solution in terms of replacing fossil fuels with renewable
resources under the condition of efficient and knowledge-based use of bioresources [5,7].
As the application of bioresources is wide-ranging, the EBS should be seen as a part of a
larger equation, which could be solved by attaining coherence between policies affecting
the bioeconomy and bioresources management at the international and the EU Member
State level. Latvia is no exception. Therefore, bioeconomy development potential in Latvia
should be assessed in order to identify the coherence between policy planning documents
concerning different domains (external coherence) and also within each policy domain
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to verify the consistency of expressed policy goals, instruments, and other policy-related
signals (internal coherence) [8].

Coherent policy-making across sectors could contribute to environmental sustainabil-
ity and the development of successful national and regional cooperation mechanisms for
forming functional regulation mechanisms and achieving common goals [4,8]. National
action plans for the governance of bioresources aligned with international targets could
ease food and energy supply risks, promote more rational and efficient use of bioresources,
and prevent rapid and unpredictable inflation in Latvia and across the EU [5]. It is essential
to identify whether Latvia’s policy planning documents are coherent regarding the internal
and external policy domains of bioeconomy development opportunities [4,8,9]. Whether
the implementation of the overall strategic vision of bioeconomy development is follow-
ing a top-down approach and maintains coherence at all levels is therefore important to
identify [10,11].

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Systematic Literature Review

A methodology was developed to identify a framework for developing the bioeconomy
in Latvia’s policy planning documents (Figure 1). The authors first identified internationally
important documents that outline the main bioeconomy development trends and priorities.
Three documents were selected: the 2009 OECD report “The Bioeconomy to 2030. Designing
a Policy Agenda” [12]; EBS (2012) [6] and the EBS Action plan “A sustainable bioeconomy
for Europe. Strengthening the connection between economy, society and the environment:
updated bioeconomy strategy” (2018) [13]; UN “Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda
for Sustainable Development” (2015) [14,15]. The objectives and action lines for bioeconomy
development in these documents were identified through a systematic literature review
(SLR). From the identified objectives, keywords were selected for further work with Latvian
policy planning documents [16] to determine whether their objectives for bioeconomy
development coincide with those set at the international level.
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Figure 1. Methodology for assessment of policy planning documents at the international and national
level.

The next step was to select Latvia’s policy planning documents for further analysis.
This step was also necessary to understand whether the documents coincide with the inter-
national purpose of the bioeconomy [11,17]. A total of 10 policy strategies and development
plans directly related to the bioeconomy were selected (Appendix A) using a hybrid search
strategy—SLR in combination with snowballing [18]. The search began with the analysis
of the Latvian Bioeconomy Strategy 2030 (further LBS) and expanded the set to policy
planning documents in relation to it and to the development of the bioeconomy. Further, a
keyphrase/keyword assignment approach (KAA) [16,19,20] in combination with SLR was
used to identify the specification of the internationally agreed objectives in the selected
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Latvian policy planning documents. This would also allow for assessing the level of prior-
ity given to them. The results were presented in an illustrative screening matrix using a
Likert-type scale [21], where more mentions of an objective indicated its higher priority.
The priority of an objective was determined by the number of times it was mentioned in
the policy planning document, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Rating scale for the illustrative screening matrix.

Rating Level of Priority Interaction

1 not a priority no mention

2 low priority 1–2 mentions

3 medium priority 3–4 mentions

4 high priority 5–8 mentions

5 essential 9 and more mentions

The SLR has its roots in evidence-based policy and practice. It can be used to ad-
dress environmental issues and evaluate policies and policy instruments [22–24]. One
of the strengths of the SLR is that it allows one to answer a specific question or test a
hypothesis [22,24]. Hence, the SLR method was chosen to identify international objectives
and later to improve the quality of the illustrative screening matrix, showing the priority
given to each of the international objectives identified above in the policy planning docu-
ments. SLR can be very time-consuming; therefore, KAA [19,20] was applied to reduce the
time needed to review all 10 of Latvia’s policy planning documents. The KAA was chosen
because it is less time-consuming and helps to revise a document and the issue more closely
while maintaining consistency [19,20]. Latvian policy planning documents range in length
from 32 pages [25] to 228 pages [26], therefore, looking for pre-assigned keyphrases and
keywords (Table 2) identified at the international level helped to maintain the scope and to
constrain the study to a concise timeframe.

Table 2. Assigned keyphrases and keywords.

No. Identified Objectives and Action Lines Keyphrases and Keywords *

O1 Ensure food and nutrition security food security, ensure food, food availability

O2 Manage natural resources sustainably natural resources; sustainability; resources; natural

O3
Reduce dependence on non-renewable,

unsustainable resources dependence; non-renewable; fossil

O4 Limit and adapt to climate change climate change; adaptation

O5
Strengthen European competitiveness and create

jobs
employment; jobs; promoting employment;

competitiveness

A1
Strengthen and scale up the biobased sectors, unlock

investments and markets
biobased; attracting investment; innovation;

investment

A2
Deploy local bioeconomies rapidly across the whole

of Europe bioeconomy; bioresources; regions

A3
Understand the ecological boundaries of the

bioeconomy ecological; boundaries; biological

* Keyphrases and keywords searched in documents in Latvian by using the word root.

2.2. Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis

An illustrative screening matrix was developed from the results of SLR and KAA.
It shows the priority level of the international bioeconomy development goals in each
of Latvia’s policy planning documents. To determine which of the ten policy planning
documents has the highest level of coherence with the internationally defined bioeconomy
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development objectives, the authors carried out a multi-criteria decision analysis—the
Technique for Order Preference by Similarity to Ideal Solution (TOPSIS).

The advantage of the TOPSIS method is its simplicity and the relatively small amount
of data required to apply it [27,28]. The TOPSIS method is used for decision-making
in various areas, including the evaluation of strategies by determining the proximity of
predefined alternatives to the ideal positive and negative solutions [27–29]. One component
of the TOPSIS calculation is the application of weighted criteria values. The calculation is
then repeated with equal weights to determine the impact of the weights on the obtained
results. [28]. The calculation was performed according to the steps and formulas listed
below [30–32].

D =

C1 . . . Cn
A1
...

Am

 x11 · · · x1n
...

. . .
...

xm1 · · · xmn

 (1)

where:
A1 . . . Am—comparable alternatives;
C1 . . . Cn—criteria according to which the comparison is performed;
xij—performance/value of alternative Ai (where i is alternative 1 to m) according to criterion
Cj (where j from 1 to n).

Dnorm =

C1 . . . Cn
A1
...

Am

 r11 · · · r1n
...

. . .
...

rm1 · · · rmn

 (2)

The next step is to calculate the normalized rating using the formula:

rij =
xai√

∑n
a=1 x2

ai

(3)

When the normalized evaluation of all alternatives according to the criteria specified
in Table 2 is obtained, it is necessary to determine the individual weight wi of each criterion.
Weights are determined by meeting a condition—the sum of criterion weights is equal to 1.

Expert evaluation is used to determine the individual weight of each criterion. As
criteria weights, expert evaluation was obtained by Dolge et al. [33], analyzing the national
bioeconomy strategies of nine EU countries using the TOPSIS method. The identified
objectives and action lines in Table 2 coincide with the evaluation criteria set out in the
study by Dolge et al. [33] (EBS objectives and EBS Action plan action areas); therefore, in
order to ensure continuity and comparability of the studies, it was decided to use the expert
evaluation in this research as well (Table 3). The expert evaluation was obtained through
an online survey of industry stakeholders involved in any of the primary bioresources
production or processing sectors or in scientific research in the field of bioeconomy, climate,
and environmental sustainability [33]. The experts were asked to rate each of the criteria
to detect the most important ones for the rapid development of the bioeconomy [33]. The
weights of the criteria are the average of the 27 experts’ responses for each criterion, giving a
total of 1 or 100% for all criteria [33] (Table 3). The criterion weights obtained were inserted
into the TOPSIS matrix and used for further calculations. In the next step, the criteria
weight values wi obtained from the expert evaluation are multiplied by the normalized
values ria to obtain the normalized weighted value vai, as shown in Equation (4):

vai = wi ∗ ria (4)
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Table 3. Expert evaluation used for criterion weights [33].

No. Criteria Criterion Weights, wi

1 O1—Ensure food and nutrition security 0.11

2 O2—Manage natural resources
sustainably 0.18

3 O3—Reduce dependence on
non-renewable, unsustainable resources 0.19

4 O4—Limit and adapt to climate change 0.12

5 O5—Strengthen European
competitiveness and create jobs 0.10

6
A1—Strengthen and scale up the

biobased sectors, unlock investments and
markets

0.13

7 A2—Deploy local bioeconomies rapidly
across the whole of Europe 0.08

8 A3—Understand the ecological
boundaries of the bioeconomy 0.09

TOTAL: 1.00 (100%)

When the normalized weighted decision matrix is constructed, the ideal positive
solution d+a and the ideal negative solution d−a are calculated. Initially, the distance to the
ideal solution (MAX) and the distance to the anti-ideal solution (MIN) are determined.
Distances are determined by formulas:

=MAX(va1:va3) (5)

=MIN(va1:va3) (6)

After determining the distance to the ideal and anti-ideal solution, the next step is to
determine the ideal positive and ideal negative solution according to the formulas:

d+a =

√
∑n

j=1

(
v+i − vai

)2 (7)

d−a =

√
∑n

j=1

(
v−i − vai

)2 (8)

The relative proximity of the alternative to the ideal solution is calculated as shown in
formula No. 9:

Ca =
d−a

d+a + d−a
(9)

The result is equal to values that show the proximity of the alternative to the ideal
positive solution and the distance from the ideal negative solution.

To determine the impact of the weights of the criteria set by the expert evaluation
(Table 3) on the evaluation of criteria, a re-evaluation of the criteria is performed, assigning
equal values to all alternatives by using the same equations described above.

3. Results
3.1. International Policy Framework of Bioeconomy

Three leading policy planning documents were selected for identifying internationally
established directions for bioeconomy development. The 2009 OECD report “The Bioecon-
omy to 2030. Designing a Policy Agenda” [12] lays the foundations for a strategic view of
the bioeconomy and the benefits that could arise from the wider use of bioresources and
biotechnologies [15]. The report states that the bioeconomy has all the potential needed to
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ensure long-term economic and environmental sustainability, however, to achieve this, a
broad public and national government support is crucial [12]. The OECD report identifies
nine vital challenges in the bioeconomy till 2030 [12] and they are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4. Objectives and actions identified at international level to develop bioeconomy [12] (pp.
287–293), [6,14] (pp. 9–11), [13] (pp. 10–22).

OECD “The Bioeconomy to 2030. Designing
a Policy Agenda” [12]

UN Agenda for Sustainable Development 2030
[14]

European Bioeconomy Strategy (2012,
2018) [6,13]

reverse the neglect of primary production and
industrial applications;

Goal 2: eradicate hunger, achieve food security and
improved nutrition, and promote sustainable

agriculture;
O1—ensure food and nutrition security;

prepare for a costly but beneficial revolution in
healthcare;

Goal 7: ensure universal access to affordable,
reliable, sustainable, and modern energy services;

O2—manage natural resources
sustainably;

manage the globalization of the bioeconomy; Goal 8: promote sustained, inclusive, and
sustainable economic growth, full and productive

employment, and decent work for all;

O3—reduce dependence on
non-renewable, unsustainable resources;turn the economically disruptive power of

biotechnology to advantage;

prepare for multiple futures; Goal 12: ensure sustainable consumption and
production patterns; O4—limit and adapt to climate change;

maximize the benefits of integration; Goal 13: take urgent action to combat climate
change and its impact;

O5—strengthen European competitiveness
and create jobs

reduce barriers to biotechnology innovation;
Goal 14: preserve and sustainably use the oceans,
seas, and marine resources to ensure sustainable

development;

(A1)—strengthen and scale up the
biobased sectors, unlock investments and

markets;

create a dynamic dialogue between
governments, citizens, and firms;

Goal 15: protect, restore, and promote sustainable
use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage

forests, combat desertification, and halt and
reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss.

(A2)—deploy local bioeconomies rapidly
across the whole of Europe;

prepare the foundation for the long-term
development of the bioeconomy.

(A3) understand the ecological boundaries
of the bioeconomy.

The role of the bioeconomy as a globally significant driver for future development is
reinforced and complemented by the plan—“Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development”, adopted by the UN in 2015 [14]. The 17 Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (further SDGs) include a series of actions aimed not only at eradicating poverty
and hunger but also at combating climate change by encouraging responsible and efficient
use of resources and other environmentally friendly measures [14]. Seven of the SDGs are
more closely linked to bioeconomy development and are summarized in Table 4 [14,25].

In 2012, shortly after the OECD report was published, the EU adopted its first EBS [6]
to address ecological, environmental, energy, food supply, and bioresource challenges [15].
As a result, a set of five key objectives for promoting and strengthening the bioeconomy
were brought forward (Table 4) [6]. The EBS was designed to complement existing EU
policies such as the Common Agricultural Policy and Common Fisheries Policy and invited
EU Member States to develop their own national strategies in order to place bioeconomy
on their policy agenda [6].

A few years later in 2018, the existing EBS was revised, and the direction of the strategy
was adjusted by adding new areas of action [2,6,13]. An updated EBS “A sustainable
bioeconomy for Europe. Strengthening the connection between economy, society and the
environment: updated bioeconomy strategy”, and Action Plan were adopted [13]. The
Action Plan identifies three action areas (Table 4), under which a total of 14 sub-activities
are identified [2,13]. The EBS Action Plan (2018) is created taking into account and is closely
interlinked with the SDGs [2].

The objectives and action lines summarized in Table 4 are listed in the order in which
they appear in each document, without attempting to group them thematically or by
importance. Table 4 shows the main goals of the documents and, as they do not show
conflicting ideas, for further analysis only the objectives and action lines from the EBS and
EBS Action Plan will be used in order to reduce the number of keywords to be searched for
in the policy planning documents. An additional argument for the keywords being drawn
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only from the EBS and EBS Action Plan is that the documents adopted by the OECD [12]
and the UN [14] have been taken into account in the development of the EBS [6] and later
EBS Action Plan [13].

In addition, four keywords were added as the major sources of bioresources: agricul-
ture, forest sector, fisheries, and aquaculture. Hence, it would be possible to determine
whether one of these three sectors is being developed more or, on the contrary, neglected.

On average, between 15 and 20 keywords or keyphrases in Latvian were used per
policy document, with the potential to indicate the inclusion of the objectives listed in
Table 4 or the three bioeconomy-related sectors in policy documents.

3.2. National Policy Framework—The Latvian Bioeconomy Strategy

The LBS was adopted in 2017 [25] in regard to Latvia’s highest hierarchical long-term
planning document—the Latvian Sustainable Development Strategy 2030 [34]. Latvia’s
Sustainable Development Strategy 2030 sets a goal “to become the EU leader in the preser-
vation, increase, and sustainable use of natural capital” [25,34], but, to achieve this, the
bioeconomy needs to be given a more important role at the national level, and possible
directions for development need to be identified. Bioeconomy in Latvia encompasses
many economic sectors that can be divided into several groups: primary production of
bioresources (agriculture, forest sector, fisheries); processing sectors of bioresources, where
operation completely or mainly depend on bioresources; processing sectors of bioresources,
where bioresources compete with other raw materials or replace them; service sectors using
bioresources [25].

LBS states that Latvia has ample opportunities to successfully develop the bioeconomy
and use natural resources sustainably and as efficiently as possible [25]. Through the
development of the bioeconomy, land resources could be used in a strategic and sustainable
manner and new well-paid jobs could be created [25]. An important future development
would be the reduction in waste in manufacturing and processing industries and the
substitution of fossil resources for bioresources [25]. Objectives and action directions
defined by the LBS are presented in Table 5 [25].

Table 5. Objectives of the Latvian Bioeconomy Strategy 2030 [25] (pp. 5–22).

Latvian Bioeconomy Strategy 2030

Objectives Action Directions

(1) promotion and preservation of employment
in bioeconomy sectors to up to 128 thousand

employees
Attractive Entrepreneurial Environment

(2) increasing the added value of bioeconomy
products to at least 3.8 billion euros in 2030

Result-oriented Efficient and Sustainable
Resource Management

(3) increasing the value of bioeconomy export
production to at least 9 billion euros in 2030 Knowledge and Innovations

Promotion of Manufacturing the Produce in
Bioeconomy

Socially Responsible and Sustainable
Development

3.3. Latvian Policy Planning Documents Related to the Bioeconomy

For the analysis of Latvian policy planning documents, 10 long-term and medium-
term planning documents (Appendix A) were identified by using SLR in combination with
snowballing. Starting with LBS [25], then expanding the selection to the Latvian Sustainable
Development Strategy 2030 [34] and documents related to waste management [26], achiev-
ing climate neutrality [35], moving towards a circular economy [36], and other thematically
related policy planning documents. To determine how the bioeconomy development
possibilities are covered and to what extent was prioritized by these documents.
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In terms of year of adoption, the earliest document in the set is the Sustainable
Development Strategy of Latvia 2030 [34], adopted in 2010, followed by the LBS [25],
adopted in 2017 (Appendix A). Other policy planning documents were adopted in 2019
or earlier. Most policy documents in Appendix A set out not only the objectives to be
achieved, but also specific action lines and performance indicators. Documents with
actions defined in a generic manner, without specific actions, are the Strategy of Latvia
for the Achievement of Climate Neutrality by 2050 [35] and the LBS [25]. The Strategy
of Latvia for the Achievement of Climate Neutrality by 2050 and LBS are the only policy
planning documents in the selection of documents that are “informative reports” and do
not have action plans. LBS does not set qualitative or quantitative indicators to measure
the achievement of the objectives [25]. An important element in achieving objectives set
out in policy planning documents is an interim evaluation to monitor the progress of the
implementation. Sustainable Development Strategy of Latvia 2030 [34]; Strategy of Latvia
for the Achievement of Climate Neutrality by 2050 [35]; Latvian National Development Plan
2021–2027 [37] and National Energy and Climate Plan for 2021–2030 [38] have incorporated
a periodic or mid-term evaluation. Documents that do not include a mid-term assessment
are the LBS [25]; Action Plan for the Transition to a Circular Economy 2020–2027 [36], and
Environmental Policy Guidelines 2021–2027 [39].

Half of the revised policy planning documents do not have indicative funding for
implementation. In addition, the LBS has no indication of the approximate amount or
possible sources of funding for the promotion and development of the bioeconomy [25].
Regarding the source of funding, some of the policy planning documents (Appendix A)
include a statement that the action lines will be implemented within the existing national
budget, putting a particular emphasis on the possibility to attract funding from the EU
Structural Funds, as well as other sources of funding, including private finance.

3.4. Implementation of International Objectives in Latvia’s Policy Planning Documents
3.4.1. Illustrative Screening Matrix

The results obtained with KAA and SLR on the prioritization of bioeconomy develop-
ment goals in Latvian policy planning documents were normalized according to Table 1.
Acquired ratings were displayed in the illustrative screening matrix (Table 6). The matrix
does not analyze the nature of interactions but looks at the priority of objectives (Table 4) in
Latvian policy planning documents by counting mentioned keyphrases and keywords in
the context of bioeconomy objectives. The assumption is that the more often an objective or
action line is mentioned in a policy document, the higher the priority is given to it and the
more likely it is to be implemented.

The illustrative screening matrix (Table 6) not only allows one to assess the priorities
set in Latvian policy planning documents in relation to internationally defined objectives
and action lines but also allows one to estimate the internal and external coherence between
different policy domains (Figure 2) [8]. Additionally, vertical interactions can be observed—
whether international-level documents are implemented on a national level, and on lower-
level planning documents related to the bioeconomy sector [8]. Horizontal interactions
show whether there is synergy between the objectives set out on international and local
level policy planning documents across external and internal dimensions [8].
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Table 6. Illustrative screening matrix.

Long-Term and
Medium-Term

Planning Documents

Bioeconomy-Related Objectives and Action Lines Stated in
European Bioeconomy Strategy (2012, 2018) (Table 4)

R
at

in
g

Pe
r

D
oc

um
en

t

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

Fo
re

st
Se

ct
or

Fi
sh

er
ie

s,
A

qu
ac

ul
tu

re

O1 O2 O3 O4 O5 Sum
O (A1) (A2) (A3) Sum

A

Su
m

fo
r

Se
ct

or
s

Sustainable Development
Strategy of Latvia until 2030

[34]
4 5 2 5 5 21 4 3 5 12 5 2 3 10

Strategy of Latvia for the
Achievement of Climate
Neutrality by 2050 [35]

4 5 5 5 5 24 5 4 4 13 5 4 2 11

Latvian National
Development Plan 2021–2027

[37]
3 5 2 5 5 20 5 5 4 14 2 2 2 6

Latvian National Energy and
Climate Plan for 2021–2030

[38]
2 3 3 5 4 17 4 3 1 8 4 4 2 10

Latvian Bioeconomy Strategy
2030 [25] 5 5 5 4 5 24 5 5 3 13 5 5 5 15

Latvia’s Adaptation to
Climate Change Plan for the

Period Until 2030 [40]
2 3 2 5 3 15 2 1 3 6 5 4 4 13

National Waste Management
Plan for 2021–2028 [26] 2 5 3 4 1 15 4 1 1 6 2 2 1 5

National Industrial Policy
Guidelines for 2021–2027 [41] 3 3 1 5 5 17 5 5 4 14 4 3 1 8

Action Plan for the Transition
to a Circular Economy

2020–2027 [36]
3 5 1 1 3 13 5 3 3 11 3 1 1 5

Environmental Policy
Guidelines 2021–2027 [39] 1 5 1 5 1 13 2 4 5 11 5 3 2 10

Rating per objectives and
action lines 29 44 25 44 37 41 34 33 40 30 23
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The illustrative screening matrix indicates that Latvia’s long-term and medium-term
policy planning documents, in general, prioritize the same objectives and action lines that
have been set at the international level by the EU, UN, and OECD. Highest-level policy
planning documents such as the Sustainable Development Strategy of Latvia until 2030 [34],
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Strategy of Latvia for the Achievement of Climate Neutrality by 2050 [35], Latvian National
Development Plan [37], Latvian National Energy and Climate Plan for 2021–2030 [38], and
the LBS [25] give high priority to the international bioeconomy objectives. However, it was
already expected for the LBS to score the highest out of the set of documents considered
because the LBS itself mentions that it has been designed taking into account the objectives
set by the EBS [25]. A lower level of prioritization can be observed in policy documents
that define strategic development in more specific areas such as waste management [26],
circular economy [36], and adaptation to climate change [40], because of having more
specific deliverables but on average showing high results in the overall policy framework
for bioeconomy development.

The results obtained by adding up the objectives (O1–O5), action lines (A1,A2), and
bioeconomy sectors (agriculture, forest sector, fisheries, and aquaculture) were assessed
separately in the illustrative screening matrix (see Table 6). This allowed us to assess the
inclusion of the internationally agreed objectives in Latvia’s policy planning documents,
as well as to identify whether the EBS Action Plan adopted in 2018 is taken into account.
The priority given to bioeconomy sectors in each of the documents was also assessed, thus
showing which of them is being prioritized.

The evaluation of the policy planning documents (Table 6) by adding up the objectives
(O1–O5) showed that the LBS [25] and the Strategy of Latvia for the Achievement of
Climate Neutrality by 2050 [35] have the highest ranking with 24 points. The following
documents are next in order of points—the Sustainable Development Strategy of Latvia
until 2030 [34] with 21 points, the Latvian National Development Plan 2021–2027 [37] with
20 points, and close behind with 17 points the Latvian National Energy and Climate Plan for
2021–2030 [38], and the National Industrial Policy Guidelines for 2021–2027 [41]. Latvia’s
Adaptation to Climate Change Plan for the Period Until 2030 [40] and the National Waste
Management Plan for 2021–2028 [26] obtained 15 points each. The lowest scores are shown
by the Action Plan for the Transition to a Circular Economy 2020–2027 [36] (13 points) and
the Environmental Policy Guidelines 2021–2027 [39] (13 points).

The analysis of the inclusion of action lines from the EBS Action Plan (A1–A3) in
policy documents showed that none of the documents scored the highest possible score
of 15, but both the Latvian National Development Plan 2021–2027 [37] and the National
Industrial Policy Guidelines for 2021–2027 [41] scored close with 14 points each. Two policy
documents scored highly, with 13 points the Strategy of Latvia for the Achievement of
Climate Neutrality by 2050 [35] and the LBS [25]. The Sustainable Development Strategy of
Latvia until 2030 [34] obtained 12 points, and both the Action Plan for the Transition to a
Circular Economy 2020–2027 [36] and the Environmental Policy Guidelines 2021–2027 [39]
scored 11 points. Policy documents with the lowest scores were the Latvian National
Energy and Climate Plan for 2021–2030 [38] (8 points), Latvia’s Adaptation to Climate
Change Plan for the Period Until 2030 [40] (6 points), and the National Waste Management
Plan for 2021–2028 [26] (6 points).

The score per sector (agriculture, forest sector, fisheries, and aquaculture) in policy
planning documents shows a bit of a different breakdown. The LBS [25] obtained the
maximum score of 15 points. The next highest score is reached by Latvia’s Adaptation
to Climate Change Plan for the Period Until 2030 [40] (13 points), and the Strategy of
Latvia for the Achievement of Climate Neutrality by 2050 [35] (11 points). The Sustainable
Development Strategy of Latvia [34], the Latvian National Energy and Climate Plan for 2021–
2030 [38], and the Environmental Policy Guidelines 2021–2027 [39] have the same score
of 10 points. Other policy planning documents have scored less—the National Industrial
Policy Guidelines for 2021–2027 [41] (8 points), the Latvian National Development Plan
2021–2027 [37] (6 points), the National Waste Management Plan for 2021–2028 [26], and the
Action Plan for the Transition to a Circular Economy 2020–2027 [36] (5 points).

Despite the fact that the EBS was taken into account in the development of the LBS [25],
it has not received the highest possible scores, although it shows the greatest consistency
with the internationally defined objectives (O1–O5) and action lines (A1–A3). It should
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be noted that the LBS scored highest in the bioeconomy sectoral assessment, giving equal
priority to all three sectors. Comparatively higher scores in the objective assessment were
achieved by higher level policy planning documents as well as the National Industrial
Policy Guidelines for 2021–2027 [41], which can be considered a positive trend as it shows
that internationally defined bioeconomy development objectives are being taken into
account. The presence of the National Industrial Policy Guidelines among the highest
scoring documents should be seen as a logical outcome, as a knowledge-based innovative
bioeconomy is one of the five knowledge areas (RIS3) identified for Latvia and discussed in
more detail in the document [41].

The assessment of the implementation of the actions (A1–A3) of the EBS Action Plan in
policy planning documents has shown similar results, with the National Industrial Policy
Guidelines [41] scoring second highest. The Latvian National Energy and Climate Plan for
2021–2030 [38] scored relatively low compared to other hierarchically higher documents,
possibly due to its thematic focus on energy and energy efficiency issues, with less attention
to ecological boundaries. The bioeconomy sectors (agriculture, forest sector, fisheries, and
aquaculture) have received varying attention in the policy planning documents reviewed.
As already mentioned, the LBS has given equal priority to all sectors. No clear correlation
can be discerned between the prioritization of bioresource extraction sectors in higher and
lower-level policy planning documents.

Looking at the priority areas assigned to the objectives related to the development of
the bioeconomy in the policy planning documents (Table 6—O1–O5, (A1)–(A3) vertically)
the results indicate that in Latvian policy documents, priority is given to O2—“manage
natural resources sustainably” (44 points) and O4—“limit and adapt to climate change” (44
points). Slightly lower scores are received by (A1)—“strengthen and scale up the biobased
sectors, unlock investments and markets” (41 points) and O5—“strengthen European
competitiveness and create jobs” (37 points); (A2)—“deploy local bioeconomies rapidly
across the whole of Europe” (34 points) and (A3)—“understand the ecological boundaries
of the bioeconomy” (33 points). The lowest priority was given to objectives O1—“ensure
food and nutrition security” (29 points) and O3—“reduce dependence on non-renewable,
unsustainable resources” (25 points).

The priority given to the agriculture, forest sector, fisheries, and aquaculture sectors
in Latvia’s policy planning documents altogether was assessed to determine whether any
bioresource sector is prioritized over others. The assessment shows that the highest priority
in the context of the bioeconomy is given to developing the agricultural sector (40 points);
the forest sector scores lower with 30 points and the least priority is given to developing
fisheries and aquaculture with 23 points.

3.4.2. TOPSIS Results

The TOPSIS criteria were weighted according to expert evaluation [33] (Table 3).
The experts determined which of the criteria (Table 2) could play a crucial role in the
development of the bioeconomy in Latvia. Thus, the TOPSIS analysis results would reveal
which of Latvia’s policy planning documents puts the most emphasis on a particular
objective.

Therefore, the prioritized bioeconomy development objectives in the policy planning
document combined with expert evaluation (Table 3), identifying which of these objectives
are most important, were the ideal positive solution. In the evaluation of the Latvian
policy planning documents using the TOPSIS method, with criteria weights (Table 3), the
LBS [25] (0.98), and the Strategy of Latvia for the Achievement of Climate Neutrality by
2050 [35] (0.98) have the highest score and are the closest to the ideal positive solution for
bioeconomy development in Latvia (Figure 3). The Sustainable Development Strategy of
Latvia 2030 [34] with 0.58 points and the Latvian National Development Plan 2021–2027 [37]
with 0.57 points scored significantly lower; the next closest to the ideal solution was the
Latvian National Energy and Climate Plan for 2021–2030 [38] with 0.46 points. The next
highest scorers are policy planning documents aimed at developing a specific policy area or
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sector—the National Waste Management Plan for 2021–2028 [26] (0.38 points); the National
Industrial Policy Guidelines for 2021–2027 [41] (0.37 points); and the Environmental Policy
Guidelines 2021–2027 [39] (0.23 points). Latvia’s Adaptation to Climate Change Plan for
The Period Until 2030 [40] and the Action Plan for the Transition to a Circular Economy
2020–2027 [36] received only 0.22 points.
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documents.

TOPSIS results with applied equal criteria weights show similar results as when ap-
plying the criteria weights determined by experts. The policy planning documents closest
to the ideal positive solution are the Strategy of Latvia for the Achievement of Climate
Neutrality by 2050 [35] (0.96) and the LBS [25] (0.95) (Figure 3). The Sustainable Develop-
ment Strategy of Latvia 2030 [34] with 0.76 points and the Latvian National Development
Plan 2021–2027 [37] with 0.76 points scored significantly higher than in the evaluation
with criteria weights set by experts, however, these two documents maintain the third
and fourth highest ranking. The National Industrial Policy Guidelines for 2021–2027 [41]
showed a better result with equal criteria weights by scoring 26 points higher than in the
evaluation with criteria weights determined by expert evaluation (0.64 points). The Latvian
National Energy and Climate Plan for 2021–2030 [38] with 0.43 points has almost a similar
score as in the previous assessment with weights assigned by experts. Farther from the
positive ideal solution are the Environmental Policy Guidelines 2021–2027 [39] (0.36 points),
the Action Plan for the Transition to a Circular Economy 2020–2027 [36] with 0.33 points,
Latvia’s Adaptation to Climate Change Plan for the Period Until 2030 [40] with 0.26 points,
and National Waste Management Plan for 2021–2028 [26] with 0.23 points.

The TOPSIS analysis on agriculture, forest sector, and fisheries and aquaculture in
Latvian policy planning documents (Figure 4), with equal criteria weights, has shown the
following results. One document is the ideal positive solution with 1.00 point—the LBS [25].
Latvia’s Adaptation to Climate Change Plan for the Period Until 2030 [40] is the second
closest with 0.92 points. Other policy planning documents scored lower in the TOPSIS
assessment. The third document that is the closest to the ideal positive solution is the
Strategy of Latvia for the Achievement of Climate Neutrality by 2050 [35] (0.52). The fourth
is the Latvian National Energy and Climate Plan for 2021–2030 [38] (0.46), and the fifth is
the Sustainable Development Strategy of Latvia 2030 [34] (0.45). The Environmental Policy
Guidelines 2021–2027 ranked close to this score [39] (0.38). The National Industrial Policy
Guidelines for 2021–2027 [41] obtained 0.18 points, the Latvian National Development Plan
2021–2027 [37] 0.08 points, and the National Waste Management Plan for 2021–2028 [26]
with 0.03, and the Action Plan for the Transition to a Circular Economy 2020–2027 [36] with
0.01 are the furthest away from the ideal positive solution.
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4. Discussion

The results of the analysis of Latvia’s long-term and medium-term policy planning
documents by constructing an illustrative screening matrix and a subsequent analysis with
TOPSIS indicate a positive trend in the implementation and prioritization of the interna-
tionally agreed objectives in Latvia’s policy planning. Each of the 10 documents selected
for the study could be linked to the international objectives. Notably, the policy planning
documents that are higher up the policy planning hierarchy, such as the Sustainable Devel-
opment Strategy of Latvia until 2030 [34], the Strategy of Latvia for the Achievement of
Climate Neutrality by 2050 [35], and the Latvian National Development Plan 2021–2027 [37]
performed considerably better than specifically targeted lower-level sectoral plans, as for
example the Environmental Policy Guidelines 2021–2027 [39].

Looking at the priority given to each objective and action line in the Latvian policy
planning documents, a less thematic elaboration on the objective of O1—“ensure food
and nutrition security” [6] and O3—“reduce dependence on non-renewable, unsustainable
resources” can be observed [6]. Food and nutrition safety and food quality are not seen
as an issue in Latvia’s policy planning, because of a well-developed agricultural sector
that is fully capable of meeting current food demand and high EU quality standards [42].
Consequently, it is not considered to be a topical issue that calls for strategic planning at the
national level. References to objective O1 are found in all the policy planning documents
analyzed (Table 6), apart from the Environmental Policy Guidelines 2021–2027 [31].

Despite the negative environmental impact of fossil fuels identified in policy planning
documents [26,34,35], there are no concrete actions outlined to phase out fossil fuels. The
low priority given to the need to reduce dependence on non-renewable and unsustainable
resources (O3) could be an indication of the resistance of policymakers to fossil fuel di-
vestment, given the existing infrastructure of fossil energy sources and the year’s long low
prices of natural gas and oil. This scenario changed rapidly this year.

The development of agriculture and forest sectors was mentioned relatively frequently,
whereas the development of fisheries, except for the LBS, received very little attention.
Latvia is a water-rich country with a long maritime border, which makes it unclear why
fisheries and aquaculture development is given such a low priority in planning documents.
The authors suggest that this may be because Latvia’s fisheries and aquaculture sectors have
historically been based on fishing in the sea [43,44], but the collapse of the Soviet Union and
in later years the introduction of EU fishing quotas due to the depletion of significant fish
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species has led to a stagnation in the development of the fisheries sector [45,46]. However,
innovative technologies and a shift towards growing fish and other marine organisms
in aquacultures could change the situation [47,48]. The efficient management and use of
inland waters and fish, shellfish, and algae these waters contain could be used to produce
innovative products [47,48].

Assessment of the Latvian policy planning documents from a technical perspective
showed that most of them set specific actions to be taken, and indicators and interim
evaluations to track progress (Appendix A). Nevertheless, a critical element for all the
policy planning documents is the unclear financing mechanism. The documents mostly
indicate that financial resources should be allocated within the existing national budget on
an annual basis or applied for from EU Structural Funds or private funding to implement
the measures. This raises concerns about the extent to which the objectives and action lines
for bioeconomy development could be implemented.

5. Conclusions

The methodology developed in this study allows relatively quick and easy identifica-
tion of any pre-defined objectives and actions set out in policy documents. It also allows
for assessing the level of priority given to such objectives and actions. However, rather
than stand-alone research, this methodology can be recommended as a first step in a more
in-depth examination of policy planning documents to determine the level of bioeconomy
development priorities in them. It can be applied as a valuable help to facilitate the evalua-
tion of a larger set of documents. The main drawback of this methodology is its inability to
provide an assessment of direct contradictions that may exist between the elaboration of the
objectives and/or the document itself. For a more detailed in-depth study, the documents
with the highest or lowest scores determined using this methodology should be selected,
depending on the expected outcome.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Latvian policy planning documents linked to bioeconomy.

National Policy
Planning Documents

Related to
Bioeconomy

Information about the Document

Year
Action Lines to

Achieve
Objectives

Performance
Indicators

Interim
Evaluation

Funding
Needed

Source of
Financial
Resources

Sustainable
Development Strategy

of Latvia 2030 [34]
2010 Specific Qualitative and

quantitative
Yes (every 2

years) No information

Under available
national budget,

EU funds,
private
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Table A1. Cont.

National Policy
Planning Documents

Related to
Bioeconomy

Information about the Document

Year
Action Lines to

Achieve
Objectives

Performance
Indicators

Interim
Evaluation

Funding
Needed

Source of
Financial
Resources

Strategy of Latvia for
the Achievement of

Climate Neutrality by
2050 [35]

2019 Generic Qualitative and
quantitative

Yes (every 10
years) Yes

Under available
national budget,

EU funds,
private

Latvian National
Development Plan

2021–2027 [37]
2020 Specific Qualitative and

quantitative
Yes (every 2

years) Yes

Under available
national budget,

EU funds,
private

Latvian National
Energy and Climate

Plan for 2021–2030 [38]
2020 Specific Qualitative and

quantitative Yes Yes

Under available
national budget,

EU funds,
private

Latvian Bioeconomy
Strategy 2030 [25] 2017 Generic Generic No No information Not specified

Latvia’s Adaptation to
Climate Change Plan
for the Period Until

2030 [40]

2019 Specific Qualitative and
quantitative Yes (mid-term) Not specified

Under available
national budget,

EU funds,
private

National Waste
Management Plan for

2021–2028 [26]
2021 Specific Qualitative and

quantitative Yes (mid-term) Yes

Under available
national budget,

EU funds,
private

National Industrial
Policy Guidelines for

2021–2027 [41]
2021 Specific Qualitative and

quantitative Yes (mid-term) Yes

Under available
national budget,

EU funds,
private

Action Plan for the
Transition to a Circular

Economy 2020–2027
[36]

2020 Specific Qualitative and
quantitative No Not specified

Under available
national budget,

EU funds,
private

Environmental Policy
Guidelines 2021–2027

[39]
2021 Specific Qualitative and

quantitative No Not specified

Under available
national budget,

EU funds,
private

References
1. 10th anniversary of the EU Bioeconomy Strategy|European Commission, 11 February 2022. Available online: https://ec.europa.

eu/info/news/10th-anniversary-eu-bioeconomy-strategy-2022-feb-11_en (accessed on 5 April 2022).
2. European Commission. Bioeconomy Strategy. Available online: https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/research-

area/environment/bioeconomy/bioeconomy-strategy_en (accessed on 18 February 2022).
3. Wreford, A.; Bayne, K.; Edwards, P.; Renwick, A. Enabling a transformation to a bioeconomy in New Zealand. Environ. Innov. Soc.

Transit. 2019, 31, 184–199. [CrossRef]
4. Muscat, A.; de Olde, E.M.; Kovacic, Z.; de Boer, I.J.M.; Ripoll-Bosch, R. Food, energy or biomaterials? Policy coherence across

agro-food and bioeconomy policy domains in the EU. Environ. Sci. Policy 2021, 123, 21–30. [CrossRef]
5. Purkus, A.; Hagemann, N.; Bedtke, N.; Gawel, E. Towards a sustainable innovation system for the German wood-based

bioeconomy: Implications for policy design. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 172, 3955–3968. [CrossRef]
6. European Commission. A Bioeconomy for Europe. 2012, pp. 9–11. Available online: https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-

detail/-/publication/1f0d8515-8dc0-4435-ba53-9570e47dbd51 (accessed on 28 December 2022).
7. Solbu, G. Frictions in the bioeconomy? A case study of policy translations and innovation practices. Sci. Public Policy 2021, 48,

911–920. [CrossRef]

https://ec.europa.eu/info/news/10th-anniversary-eu-bioeconomy-strategy-2022-feb-11_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/news/10th-anniversary-eu-bioeconomy-strategy-2022-feb-11_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/research-area/environment/bioeconomy/bioeconomy-strategy_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/research-area/environment/bioeconomy/bioeconomy-strategy_en
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2018.11.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.05.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.04.146
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/1f0d8515-8dc0-4435-ba53-9570e47dbd51
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/1f0d8515-8dc0-4435-ba53-9570e47dbd51
http://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scab068


Sustainability 2023, 15, 1634 16 of 17

8. Nilsson, M.; Zamparutti, T.; Petersen, J.E.; Nykvist, B.; Rudberg, P.; Mcguinn, J. Understanding Policy Coherence: Analytical
Framework and Examples of Sector-Environment Policy Interactions in the EU. Environ. Policy Gov. 2012, 22, 395–423. [CrossRef]

9. Purwestri, R.C.; Hájek, M.; Hochmalová, M.; Palátová, P.; Huertas-Bernal, D.C.; García-Jácome, S.P.; Jarský, V.; Kašpar, J.; Riedl,
M.; Marušák, R. The role of Bioeconomy in the Czech national forest strategy: A comparison with Sweden. Int. For. Rev. 2021, 23,
492–510. [CrossRef]

10. Kelleher, L.; Henchion, M.; O’Neill, E. Policy coherence and the transition to a bioeconomy: The case of Ireland. Sustainability
2019, 11, 7247. [CrossRef]

11. Singh, A.; Christensen, T.; Panoutsou, C. Policy review for biomass value chains in the European bioeconomy. Glob. Transit. 2021,
3, 13–42. [CrossRef]

12. OECD. The Bioeconomy to 2030; OECD: Paris, France, 2009; pp. 287–293. ISBN 9789264038530.
13. European Commission. A Sustainable Bioeconomy for Europe: Strengthening the Connection between Economy, Society and the

Environment; European Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2018; pp. 10–22. ISBN 9789279941450.
14. United Nations. THE 17 GOALS|Sustainable Development. Available online: https://sdgs.un.org/goals (accessed on 1 March

2022).
15. Fischer, K.; Stenius, T.; Holmgren, S. Swedish Forests in the Bioeconomy: Stories from the National Forest Program. Soc. Nat.

Resour. 2020, 33, 896–913. [CrossRef]
16. Maier, D. The use of wood waste from construction and demolition to produce sustainable bioenergy—A bibliometric review of

the literature. Int. J. Energy Res. 2022, 46, 11640–11658. [CrossRef]
17. Purwestri, R.C.; Hájek, M.; Šodková, M.; Sane, M.; Kašpar, J. Bioeconomy in the National Forest Strategy: A Comparison Study in

Germany and the Czech Republic. Forests 2020, 11, 608. [CrossRef]
18. Wohlin, C.; Kalinowski, M.; Romero Felizardo, K.; Mendes, E. Successful combination of database search and snowballing for

identification of primary studies in systematic literature studies. Inf. Softw. Technol. 2022, 147, 106908. [CrossRef]
19. Siddiqi, S.; Sharan, A. Keyword and Keyphrase Extraction Techniques: A Literature Review. Int. J. Comput. Appl. 2015, 109, 18–23.

[CrossRef]
20. Onan, A.; Korukoǧlu, S.; Bulut, H. Ensemble of keyword extraction methods and classifiers in text classification. Expert Syst. Appl.

2016, 57, 232–247. [CrossRef]
21. Henning, J. The Likert Scale. Available online: http://thefutureplace.typepad.com/the_future_place/2010/09/the-likert-scale-

tarsk-14-things-all-researchers-should-know.html (accessed on 11 August 2022).
22. Sorrell, S. Improving the evidence base for energy policy: The role of systematic reviews. Energy Policy 2007, 35, 1858–1871.

[CrossRef]
23. Miljand, M. Using systematic review methods to evaluate environmental public policy: Methodological challenges and potential

usefulness. Environ. Sci. Policy 2020, 105, 47–55. [CrossRef]
24. Snyder, H. Literature review as a research methodology: An overview and guidelines. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 104, 333–339. [CrossRef]
25. Latvian Ministry of Agriculture. Latvian Bioeconomy Strategy 2030; Latvian Ministry of Agriculture: Riga, Latvia, 2018; pp. 5–22.
26. Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development. National Waste Management Plan for 2021–2028. 2021.

Available online: https://www.varam.gov.lv/lv/atkritumu-apsaimniekosanas-valsts-plans-2021-2028gadam-0 (accessed on 7
April 2022).

27. Zlaugotne, B.; Zihare, L.; Balode, L.; Kalnbalkite, A.; Khabdullin, A.; Blumberga, D. Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis Methods
Comparison. Environ. Clim. Technol. 2020, 24, 454–471. [CrossRef]

28. Chakraborty, S. TOPSIS and Modified TOPSIS: A comparative analysis. Decis. Anal. J. 2022, 2, 100021. [CrossRef]
29. Ture, H.; Dogan, S.; Kocak, D. Assessing Euro 2020 Strategy Using Multi-criteria Decision Making Methods: VIKOR and TOPSIS.

Soc. Indic. Res. 2019, 142, 645–665. [CrossRef]
30. Pachemska, T.A.; Lapevski, M.; Timovski, R. Analytical Hierarchical Process (AHP) method application in the process of selection

and evaluation. In Proceedings of the UNITECH—International Scientific Conference, Online, 21–22 November 2014; pp. 373–380.
Available online: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/276985609_ANALYTICAL_HIERARCHICAL_PROCESS_AHP_
METHOD_APPLICATION_IN_THE_PROCESS_OF_SELECTION_AND_EVALUATION (accessed on 28 December 2022).

31. Krohling, R.A.; Pacheco, A.G.C. A-TOPSIS—An approach based on TOPSIS for ranking evolutionary algorithms. Procedia Comput.
Sci. 2015, 55, 308–317. [CrossRef]

32. Balioti, V.; Tzimopoulos, C.; Evangelides, C. Multi-Criteria Decision Making Using TOPSIS Method Under Fuzzy Environment.
Application in Spillway Selection. Proceedings 2018, 2, 637. [CrossRef]

33. Dolge, K.; Balode, L.; Laktuka, K.; Kirsanovs, V.; Barisa, A.; Kubule, A. A Comparative Analysis of Bioeconomy Development in
European Union Countries; Springer Nature: Cham, Switzerland, 2022. [CrossRef]

34. Ministry of Regional Development and Local Government of Latvia. Latvian Sustainable Development Strategy 2030, Riga. 2010.
Available online: http://polsis.mk.gov.lv/documents/3323 (accessed on 7 April 2022).

35. The Cabinet of Ministers. Strategy of Latvia for the Achievement of Climate Neutrality by 2050; The Cabinet of Ministers: Riga, Latvia,
2019; p. 50.

36. The Cabinet of Ministers. Action Plan for the Transition to a Circular Economy 2020–2027; The Cabinet of Ministers: Riga, Latvia,
2020.

http://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1589
http://doi.org/10.1505/146554821834777260
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11247247
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.glt.2020.11.003
https://sdgs.un.org/goals
http://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2020.1725202
http://doi.org/10.1002/er.8021
http://doi.org/10.3390/f11060608
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.infsof.2022.106908
http://doi.org/10.5120/19161-0607
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2016.03.045
http://thefutureplace.typepad.com/the_future_place/2010/09/the-likert-scale-tarsk-14-things-all-researchers-should-know.html
http://thefutureplace.typepad.com/the_future_place/2010/09/the-likert-scale-tarsk-14-things-all-researchers-should-know.html
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2006.06.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2019.12.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.039
https://www.varam.gov.lv/lv/atkritumu-apsaimniekosanas-valsts-plans-2021-2028gadam-0
http://doi.org/10.2478/rtuect-2020-0028
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.dajour.2021.100021
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1938-8
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/276985609_ANALYTICAL_HIERARCHICAL_PROCESS_AHP_METHOD_APPLICATION_IN_THE_PROCESS_OF_SELECTION_AND_EVALUATION
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/276985609_ANALYTICAL_HIERARCHICAL_PROCESS_AHP_METHOD_APPLICATION_IN_THE_PROCESS_OF_SELECTION_AND_EVALUATION
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2015.07.054
http://doi.org/10.3390/proceedings2110637
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-022-01751-3
http://polsis.mk.gov.lv/documents/3323


Sustainability 2023, 15, 1634 17 of 17

37. Cross-Sectoral Coordination Center. Latvian National Development Plan for 2021–2027; Cross-Sectoral Coordination Center: Riga,
Latvia, 2020.

38. Ministry of Economics. Latvian National Energy and Climate Plan for 2021–2030; Ministry of Economics: Riga, Latvia, 2020.
39. Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development of the Republic of Latvia. Environmental Policy Guidelines

2021–2027. 2021. Available online: https://www.varam.gov.lv/lv/media/25691/download (accessed on 7 April 2022).
40. The Cabinet of Ministers. Latvia’s Adaptation to Climate Change Plan for the Period Until 2030; The Cabinet of Ministers: Riga, Latvia,

2019.
41. The Cabinet of Ministers. National Industrial Policy Guidelines for 2021–2027; The Cabinet of Ministers: Riga, Latvia, 2021.
42. Ministry of Agriculture of Latvia. Latvian Food Producers Are Fully Capable of Meeting the Latvian Population’s Demand for

Food. Available online: https://www.zm.gov.lv/presei/latvijas-partikas-razotaji-pilniba-spej-nodrosinat-latvijas-iedzivotaj?
id=12879 (accessed on 15 August 2022).

43. Korn, ilovs, G. Fisheries in Latvia. Available online: https://enciklopedija.lv/skirklis/31606 (accessed on 16 November 2022).
44. Ministry of Agriculture of Republic of Latvia. Characteristics of Fisheries Sector in Latvia. Available online: https://www.zm.

gov.lv/en/zivsaimnieciba/#jump (accessed on 16 November 2022).
45. Benga, E. Development of fisheries in the coastal zone of the Baltic Sea and the Gulf of Riga (coastal fisheries). 2015. Available

online: https://www.arei.lv/sites/arei/files/files/lapas/Zvejniecbas%20attstba%20Baltijas%20jras%20un%20Rgas%20jras%
20la%20piekrastes%20josl%20piekrastes%20zveja.pdf (accessed on 28 December 2022).

46. The Ministry of Agriculture of Republic of Latvia. Agriculture in Latvia 2021. 2022. Available online: https://www.zm.gov.lv/
en/lauksaimnieciba/#jump (accessed on 6 December 2022).

47. Ministry of Agriculture of Republic of Latvia. Latvian Aquaculture Development Plan 2021–2027 (Project); Ministry of Agriculture of
Republic of Latvia: Riga, Latvia, 2021.

48. Ministry of Agriculture of Republic of Latvia. Fisheries Development Action Programme 2021–2027; Ministry of Agriculture
of Republic of Latvia: Riga, Latvia, 2021. Available online: https://www.zm.gov.lv/zivsaimnieciba/statiskas-lapas/ricibas-
programma-zivsaimniecibas-attistibai-2021-2027-gadam?id=23594#jump (accessed on 6 December 2022).

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://www.varam.gov.lv/lv/media/25691/download
https://www.zm.gov.lv/presei/latvijas-partikas-razotaji-pilniba-spej-nodrosinat-latvijas-iedzivotaj?id=12879
https://www.zm.gov.lv/presei/latvijas-partikas-razotaji-pilniba-spej-nodrosinat-latvijas-iedzivotaj?id=12879
https://enciklopedija.lv/skirklis/31606
https://www.zm.gov.lv/en/zivsaimnieciba/#jump
https://www.zm.gov.lv/en/zivsaimnieciba/#jump
https://www.arei.lv/sites/arei/files/files/lapas/Zvejniecbas%20attstba%20Baltijas%20jras%20un%20Rgas%20jras%20la%20piekrastes%20josl%20piekrastes%20zveja.pdf
https://www.arei.lv/sites/arei/files/files/lapas/Zvejniecbas%20attstba%20Baltijas%20jras%20un%20Rgas%20jras%20la%20piekrastes%20josl%20piekrastes%20zveja.pdf
https://www.zm.gov.lv/en/lauksaimnieciba/#jump
https://www.zm.gov.lv/en/lauksaimnieciba/#jump
https://www.zm.gov.lv/zivsaimnieciba/statiskas-lapas/ricibas-programma-zivsaimniecibas-attistibai-2021-2027-gadam?id=23594#jump
https://www.zm.gov.lv/zivsaimnieciba/statiskas-lapas/ricibas-programma-zivsaimniecibas-attistibai-2021-2027-gadam?id=23594#jump

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Systematic Literature Review 
	Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis 

	Results 
	International Policy Framework of Bioeconomy 
	National Policy Framework—The Latvian Bioeconomy Strategy 
	Latvian Policy Planning Documents Related to the Bioeconomy 
	Implementation of International Objectives in Latvia’s Policy Planning Documents 
	Illustrative Screening Matrix 
	TOPSIS Results 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

