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In 2012, the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) conducted 

a study on overall support to the agricultural sector in Suriname 

based on the OECD’s Producer Support Estimate Methodology 

(PSE), covering the period from 2006 to 2011.1 This document 

provides an updated analysis of the public policy framework’s ef-

fect on the agricultural sector. 

The relative importance of agriculture in Suriname’s economy 

has declined over the last two decades. Meanwhile, as agricultur-

al output fluctuated, the country’s economic growth was boost-

ed by development in the mining and services sectors. However, 

agriculture is still socio-economically significant, as it is a major 

provider of employment in rural areas, accounts for 5% of the 

country’s foreign exchange earnings, and is a key contributor to 

food security through the production of rice, the population’s 

main staple food.

1. INTRODUCTION

1 See: Derlagen, C., Barreiro-Hurlé, J. and Shik, O. (2013). Agricultural Sector Support in 

Suriname, IDB/FAO, Rome, Italy.
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The Government of Suriname recognizes the importance of de-

veloping the agricultural sector and has moved repeatedly to in-

crease productivity and competitiveness. In its 2010 statement 

“Crossroads – to better times together,” the Government of 

Suriname states that it gives “high priority to a set of programs 

that aim to fulfil 85% of Suriname’s domestic food needs, and of 

which at least 40% of production is for export.” The government’s 

interest in the sector is also reflected in the support mechanisms 

it applies through its agricultural policy, which include trade pro-

tection, price policies, subsidies, and other instruments. 

The PSE approach focuses on two main elements of support: (i) 

the impact of government policy on prices received by agricul-

tural producers, and (ii) the support provided through budgetary 

transfers to the sector. The result of the analysis is a set of indica-

tors that allows for comparison of support levels between years 

and by commodity; this can serve as a baseline for the measure-

ment of the effects of agricultural policy reforms. The study also 

compares the level of agricultural support in Suriname to that of 

other countries in the region. The current report covers the pe-

riod 2012-¬2014, as more recent production, price, and budget 

information was not yet available. The effects of Suriname’s re-

cent economic and financial crisis are therefore not yet reflected 

in these indicators. Once the results are validated, these will be 

added to the IDB’s Agrimonitor platform, a country-level PSE in-

dicator database for Latin American and Caribbean countries that 

enables policy makers and policy analysts to track agricultural 

policies and to assess and measure the composition of support 

for agriculture. 

In 2011, revenues from the sale of oil, bauxite and gold accounted 

for 88% of exports and 40% of government revenue. In 2015, gov-

ernment revenue and foreign exchange generation had become 

perilously dependent on these three commodities. When com-

modity prices dropped in mid-2014 and Suriname’s aluminum 

refinery stopped operating in late 2015, the Surinamese economy 

weakened significantly, with low growth and large fiscal and trade 

deficits. Foreign exchange reserves declined and the Surinamese 

Dollar (SRD) depreciated from SRD 3.25 to SRD 6.8 to the US Dol-

lar between June 2015 and June 2016. 

To address the deficits, the Government of Suriname request-

ed the support of the International Monetary Fund (IMF). In May 

2016, the IMF signed a 2-year stand-by arrangement with the 

Government of Suriname of US$478 million, based on the condi-

tions set in the country’s Stabilization and Recovery Plan (“Stabili-

satie - en Herstelplan”) prepared by the Government of President 

Bouterse. It should be noted that the depreciated exchange rate 

The Government of 
Suriname recognizes the 
importance of developing 
the agricultural sector 
and has moved repeatedly 
to increase productivity 
and competitiveness. 
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and changed macroeconomic situation and outlook may signifi-

cantly affect the indicators presented in this report.

Before presenting the results of this quantitative analysis, this re-

port gives a brief overview of the policies applied by the Govern-

ment of Suriname to specific agricultural subsectors as well as to 

the agricultural sector as a whole. The overview covers both the 

country’s trade policy framework and its domestic policies relat-

ed to prices, marketing, and taxation.

The last section of the report presents an overview of poli-

cy recommendations that are based on the analysis presented. 

These recommendations are meant to serve as inputs for evi-

dence-based dialogue on potential policy changes that could 

strengthen the competitiveness of the agricultural sector in Suri-

name and render the policy framework more conducive to agri-

cultural investment. This should result in agricultural growth and 

diversification of the economy, making it less dependent on the 

mining sector. 

Updated descriptions of the key agricultural value chains of rice, 

bananas, and poultry are also provided. These analyses give a 

more in-depth overview of the incentives and disincentives faced 

by producers of these commodities and an indication of whether 

the observed distortions are the result of policies or specific value 

chain characteristics. 

Before presenting 
the results of this 
quantitative analysis, 
this report gives a 
brief overview of the 
policies applied by the 
Government of Suriname 
to specific agricultural 
subsectors as well as to 
the agricultural sector 
as a whole. 
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2.1 Economy of Suriname

Suriname experienced a long period of stability and 
growth

Suriname is a small middle-income country on the Northeast 

Coast of South America with an area of 164,000 sq. km, 80% of 

which is covered by tropical rainforest. About half of the coun-

try’s population of 543,000 (WDI, 2016) live in Paramaribo, the 

capital city. 

The country is well-endowed with natural resources, and its 

broadly open economy is largely dependent on the extractive in-

dustries, particularly gold and oil (and previously bauxite). The ag-

ricultural sector accounted for a relatively small 9% share of GDP 

in 2013, though it remains important because of its contribution 

to employment and foreign exchange generation.

2. Overview of 
agricultural policies

The agricultural 
sector accounted for 
a relatively small 9% 
share of GDP in 2013, 
though it remains 
important because of 
its contribution to 
employment and foreign 
exchange generation.
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After a period of highly volatile growth and near hyper-inflation 

in the 1990s, the economic outlook of Suriname stabilized and 

the economy saw steady annual growth rates that averaged 4.1% 

between 2006 and 2012. In 2013, GDP growth dropped to 2.84%, 

slowing further in 2014 to 1.8% and in 2015 to 1.5%. 

table 1: Key economic indicators of Suriname

Indicator

GDP (constant 2007 prices)
GDP growth
GDP per capita (constant prices)
Population
% population in urban areas
Share of agriculture in GDP
Share of agriculture in employment
Food exports (% of merchandise exports)
Food imports (% of merchandise imports)
Agri-food trade balance
Trade (% of GDP)
Agricultural land
Share of arable land
Share of irrigated land

  Unit        

SRD bn
%

$’000
‘000 persons

%
%
%
%
%

US$000
% of GDP

sq. km
% of land area

% of agric. Land

  2013       

10.147
2.84
15.7

533.5
66.14

9
3.20
2.34
11.32

103.1
832

38.46
n/a

  2014        

10.334
1.8

15.9
538.3

n/a
10.1
n/a
3.3
13.7

98.0
n/a
n/a
n/a

  2015        

10.488
1.5

16.0
543.0

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

91.1
n/a
n/a
n/a

Source: World Development Indicators.

In 2015, the economy went into a crisis because of 
falling commodity prices

As a result of high commodity prices, exports of natural resources 

such as oil, bauxite, and gold had become increasingly import-

ant for the generation of foreign exchange and revenues. Despite 

that, in 2015, mining revenues contributed 15% of total govern-

ment revenue, compared to about 40% in 2011. Following the 

drop of commodity prices and shutdown of the country’s alumi-

na refinery in 2015, Suriname was faced with significant fiscal and 

trade deficits. In 2015, the fiscal deficit reached 8.8% of GDP, and 

in the first four months of 2016 foreign exchange reserves fell 

sharply, dropping by 30% compared to December 2015. In March 

2016, consumer inflation reached 37% because of pass-through 
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from the fall in currency value and higher utility costs from the 

increase in electricity and water tariffs. At the same time, export 

revenue per capita decreased by 25.4% between 2010 and 2015, 

while per capita imports increased by 53.5%. The sustained low 

commodity prices and the closure of the alumina company in 

late 2015 pushed the economy into a severe recession, and the 

government embarked on an economic adjustment program 

through a 2-year IMF stand-by arrangement (SBA).2

Under the SBA, the IMF will provide Suriname with US$478 million 

of balance of payments assistance over a 24-month period. The 

program aims to restore Suriname’s macroeconomic stability and 

confidence and pave the way to economic recovery.

The program will have the following key components:

• Fiscal reforms, including the phasing out of electricity sub-

sidies, wage restraints for the public sector, and increases in 

fuel taxes. This should bring down the fiscal deficit to 1.4% of 

GDP by 2018. 

• Increased social cash transfers to ensure that the negative 

impacts of the adjustments are softened for low-income 

households. 

• In the field of monetary and foreign exchange policy, a tran-

sition to a floating exchange rate. This should increase the 

country’s foreign currency reserves and bring inflation down 

to single digits.

• Finally, structural reforms to improve the business environ-

ment, with a focus on enhancing the productivity and com-

petitiveness of the agricultural sector. 

The Stabilization and Recovery Plan refocuses on ag-
ricultural exports

The details of the reforms are set out in the Government’s Stabi-

lization and Recovery Plan, which was presented in the National 

Assembly on the June 1, 2016. The two-year (2016-2018) plan 

clearly recognizes the need for Suriname to adjust its economy 

by increasing production and changing the structure of imports 

from consumption to investment goods.

Table 1 provides an overview of the plan’s key measures that may 

affect the agricultural sector in Suriname.

2 https://www.imf.org/external/np/sec/pr/2016/pr16251.htm

The sustained low 
commodity prices and the 
closure of the alumina 
company in late 2015 
pushed the economy 
into a severe recession, 
and the government 
embarked on an economic 
adjustment program 
through a 2-year IMF 
stand-by arrangement 
(SBA).
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Table 2: Key measures of the 2016 - 2018 Recovery and Stabilization Plan

Fiscal measures
Introduction of Value-Added Tax
Termination of subsidies on water, energy and gas

Monetary measures
Introduction of currency auctions started in March 2016
Introduction of a floating, marketed-determined exchange rate

Urgent investment measures Amount (SRD)
ansforming the company registration and licensing regulations 
to improve the investment climate
Investment in growth and diversification of export in agro-
processing, wood processing and fisheries

35,750,700

 3,575,000

Rehabilitation and restructuration of Alliance   32,282,738
Development of the livestock sector  289,347,500
Rehabilitation of Wageningen Pumping Station  197,632,500

Short term growth investment measures
Rice parastatal SML (Stichting Machinale Landbouw) will be sold to a private investor through a 
transparent process led by an international financial institution

Medium term growth investment measures Amount (SRD)
Development of cocoa production in Suriname   588,250,000

Source: Republic of Suriname, Stabilisatie en Herstelplan 2016-2018.

Development of coco production in Suriname   568,831,227
Establishing 20 ha of production of aloe barbadensis to be 
processed to aloe gel  12,969,476

Overall competitiveness remains low

Overall competitiveness of the economy of Suriname remains in-

deed a key issue limiting economic growth. On the Global Com-

petitiveness Index of the World Economic Forum (WEF), Suriname 

ranks 110 out of 144 countries analyzed. As shown in Figure 1, the 

country scores below the average for Latin America and the Ca-

ribbean in areas such as financial market development, business 

sophistication, and innovation. According to the WEF, the biggest 

obstacles to doing business in Suriname include inefficient gov-

ernment bureaucracy, corruption, and limited access to finance. 
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Health and
primary
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Figure 1: Competitiveness in Suriname

SURINAME
LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Source: Global Competitiveness Index, World Economic Forum, 2014.

In the 2016 Doing Business Indicators of the World Bank, Surina-

me ranks 156 out of a total of 189 countries analyzed. The country 

is particularly notorious for its lengthy and numerous procedures 

necessary to start a business and its relatively slow judicial sys-

tem. Nonetheless, the country also made progress in 2015 when 

its automated customs data management system (ASYCUDA) be-

came fully operational. The system allows businesses to com-

plete all customs procedures electronically, reducing the export 

cost of key agricultural commodities such as rice and bananas.

7

6

5

4
3

2

1
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2.2 Role of the agricultural sector

Against the backdrop of a challenging macro-economic situ-

ation involving high levels of economic uncertainty, the pros-

pects for the country’s agricultural sector are mixed. In recent 

decades, agriculture’s share of the economy fell significantly, 

from around 15% of GDP in the mid-1990s to 7% in 2013. Rice 

and bananas, Suriname’s most important crops, face challeng-

es to improving their cost structures and remaining compet-

itive. The banana industry, which produces the second most 

important commodity in terms of value of production and 

the country’s most important agricultural export, faces strong 

competition from other Latin American producers as a con-

sequence of changes to the EU’s preferential tariff regime, as 

well as with high production costs, low labor productivity, and 

crop diseases. At the same time, rice producers are increas-

ingly calling for government support to reduce high input and 

transportation costs, which undermine their competitiveness 

in international rice markets.3

Still, Suriname remains a country with strong potential for ag-

ricultural development. Of the country’s total 1.5 million ha 

considered suitable for agricultural production, only an esti-

mated 120,000 ha are currently used for crop cultivation and 

pasture.4 Approximately 85% of the land suitable for agricul-

ture is located in the country’s coastal plains, which also boast 

the main production areas in the districts of Nickerie, Coronie, 

Saramacca, and Commewijne.5

Figure 1 provides an overview of the value of production of ag-

ricultural commodities in Suriname. Besides rice and bananas, 

other important crops produced in Suriname include vegeta-

bles, plantains, citrus, fruits, and cassava. The main livestock 

products include poultry meat, beef, and pork, as well as milk 

and eggs.

3 Economist Intelligence Unit (2013).

4 World Trade Organization (2013).

5 FAO (2005).

The Rice and bananas, 
Suriname’s most 
important crops, face 
challenges to improving 
their cost structures 
and remaining 
competitive.
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Figure 2: Value of production of main agricultural commodities in Suriname (in millions of SRD and 
share of total), 2006–2014

Source: FAOSTAT (2006 – 2013), LVV (2014).
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Although the relative importance of agriculture in the economy 

has decreased, agricultural exports have mostly trended upwards 

since 2007. As shown in Figure 3, total agricultural exports in-

creased from US$69 million in 2007 to US$115 million in 2013. 

The total value of banana exports more than doubled from 

US$16.6 million in 2007 to over US$34 million in 2011. Nonethe-

less, banana production is now decreasing again. Together, rice 

and bananas are not only the major crops in terms of production, 

but also consistently represented over 50% of agricultural exports 

during the period under review.
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Figure 3: Value of main agricultural exports, 2007–2014, in millions of USD

  2007   2008   2009   2010   2011   2012   2013   2014
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Source: FAOSTAT and LVV.

2.3 Introduction to Agricultural 
Policy

In its 2010-2015 government statement “Crossroads – Togeth-

er towards better times,” the Government of Suriname stated 

that increasing food production was among the key priorities 

of its policy agenda, and that the agricultural sector should 

focus on food production for both local consumption and in-

ternational (and, in particular, regional) markets.6 In the same 

document, the government also announced it would prepare a 

number of white papers to set out its development and growth 

priorities for the country’s main agricultural subsectors. 

The general government policy for the agricultural sector is set forth 

in Policy Note (“Beleidsnota”) LVV 2010–2015. That policy note 

builds on the 2005–2010 Agriculture Sector Programme (ASP), 

which focused on three main objectives: 1) food security and 

safety, 2) income generation, and 3) contribution to the economy. 

6 Government of Suriname (2010).
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The program was financed through an Agricultural Sector Fund 

that relied heavily on resources from the Netherlands, com-

mitted under the Dutch-Suriname Treaty on Development As-

sistance. Because of the treaty’s phase-out in 2010, the ASP 

could not be extended beyond mid-2009.7

The Beleidsnota LVV 2010-2015 has been the principal policy 

document for the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry, and 

Fisheries (LVV) and was drafted within just three months of the in-

auguration of President Bouterse’s first administration.8 The note 

expands the number of agricultural policy strategic objectives 

from three to seven:

1. Guarantee the food security of the population of Suriname;

2. Secure agricultural health and food safety;

3. Develop a sustainable agricultural sector;

4. Transform the agricultural sector into the food producer 

and supplier of the Caribbean region;

5. Increase the agricultural sector’s contribution to the na-

tional economy;

6. Create the spatial conditions necessary to sustainable de-

velopment of the agricultural sector; and

7. Manage the preconditions and risks involved in the imple-

mentation of agricultural policy.

In addition to the sector-wide policy note, White Papers were 

drafted for the following subsectors: rice; bananas; Livestock; 

Horticulture; Fisheries and Aquaculture; Agribusiness; Agricultur-

al Health and Food Safety; and Agricultural Development of the 

Interior. 

Despite the fact that the Beleidsnota and the White Papers were 

initially prepared for a five-year period, a new five-year plan has 

not yet been drafted. The Ministry of LVV indicated that the Direc-

torate of Planning is currently working on a new strategic policy 

plan for the agricultural sector for the period until 2020.

The new five-year plan will be based on the “National Master Plan 

for Agricultural Development in Suriname”, which was prepared 

with support from the Government of Israel and adopted by the 

Ministry of LVV in December 2015.

7 Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries (2010).

8 Roseboom (2012).
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The Master Plan includes a wide range of objectives and activ-

ities to be undertaken to accelerate Suriname’s transition to a 

modern and knowledge-intensive agricultural system and in-

crease the agricultural sector’s contribution to GDP, the trade 

balance, employment, and food security. 

The plan will require government support to the sector of US$40 

million per year and focus on 10 specific priorities:9

1. Developing agricultural risk insurance solutions (US$5 mil-

lion per year)

2. Credit for disadvantaged small farmers (US$8 million per 

year)

3. Infrastructure construction, in particular drainage and irri-

gation networks (US$4 million per year)

4. Establishing an extension framework (US$4 million per year)

5. Agricultural Service & Training Center (ASTC), (US$4 million 

per year)

6. Stimuli to encourage agricultural settlements, to increase 

the attractiveness of working in agriculture (US$3 million per 

year)

7. Quality assurance and promotion of international standards 

(US$2 million per year)

8. Export policy, to support export development (USD 3 mil-

lion per year)

9. Construction of agri-processing factories, in collaboration 

with private sector (USD 4 million per year)

10. Applied research (US$3 million per year)

To develop knowledge, research, and training for the agricultural 

sector, the Master Plan proposes:

• establishing a special chamber for the agricultural sector. 

This body will be the main platform for small farmers and co-

operatives/farming groups to address constraints on primary 

production and marketing. In addition, extension services to 

farmers will be strengthened;

• introducing specialized agricultural education at the sec-

ondary and tertiary level;

• establishing a platform for applied agricultural research that 

integrates the research activities of the Ministry of LVV, CE-

LOS, ADRON, and Anton de Kom University.

9 The National Master Plan for Agricultural Development in Suriname, LVV/IDCS, 2015).
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LVV is the main implementer of agricultural sector 
support

The Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry, and Fisheries 

(LVV) is the main institution responsible for the administration 

of public sector programs and projects of Suriname’s agricul-

ture, fisheries, and livestock sectors. The ministry is politically 

directed by the Minister of Agriculture, while the civil service is 

headed by a Permanent Secretary. The Ministry consists of five 

departments: (i) crops, (ii) livestock, (iii) fisheries, (iv) research, 

marketing and processing and (v) administrative services. The 

directors of these departments, together with the Permanent 

Secretary, make up the ministry’s management team.10

The ministry also has administrative responsibility for a series 

of foundations and state-owned companies that are active in 

the agricultural sector. The most important of these are list-

ed in Table 3. In the ministry’s budget, the profits (or losses) 

from these parastatals are recorded collectively, rather than 

individually. In 2014, parastatal enterprises contributed a mere 

SRD 230,000 on a total of SRD 7.071 million in non-tax in-

come, which also includes income generated from the delivery 

of services by the ministry. The majority of non-tax revenue 

collected by the ministry therefore comes not from the para-

statals but from slaughterhouse inspection and certification 

(in 2014: SRD 2.64 million) and commercial fishing licenses (in 

2014: SRD 3.168 million).  

The main subsidies provided to parastatals through the LVV 

budget are to Rice Research Institute ADRON and to citrus 

company ALLIANCE. In 2014, the contribution of LVV to Alli-

ance was SRD 0.935 mln, while SRD 1.46 mln was provided to 

the national Rice Research Institute (ADRON).  

10 Roseboom (2012).
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Table 3: Overview of key public sector foundations and enterprises under administrative responsibility 
of the Ministry of LVV

Name

Centrale voor 
Vissershaven in 
Suriname (CEVIHAS)

Source: Roseboom (2012), World Trade Organization (2013) and LVV (2016).

NActivity

Central fishing port

Legal status

Joint Stock

Remarks

Innovative Agro 
Processing Industries 
(IAP NV)

Cassava processing Joint Stock Controlled by 
Ministry of Finance. 
Transfer of control 
to LVV to be finalized.

Landsbedrijf Alliance 
(ALLIANCE)

Fruit plantations Special Law

Stichting Nationaal 
Rijstonderzoeks 
Instituut (SNRI/ADRON)

Rice research

Melkcentrale 
Industrie

Milk production and 
import

Joint Stock

Surinaamse 
Amerikaanse 
Industriemaatschappij 
(SAIL)

Shrimp fishing and 
processing

Joint Stock

Compared to the earlier analysis of agricultural sector support, 

two important changes to parastatals under the LVV should be 

noted. First, state-owned banana company Stichting Bananenbe-

houd Suriname (SBBS) was privatized, a process that concluded 

in 2014. Second, in 2015, cassava processing company Innovative 

Agro Processing (IAP) NV came under government control. The 

company is expected to pass to LVV control, but as of publica-

tion of this report, the transfer of ownership and control from the 

Ministry of Finance to the LVV had not yet been finalized.
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The total budget of the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry, 

and Fisheries has changed significantly. The total budget in 2014 

was SRD 271.56 million, of which 15% (SRD 40.38 million) consist-

ed of administrative costs, while the remaining 85% (SRD 231.18 

million) was budgeted for program costs. 

2.4 Commodity Specific Measures

Rice11  

Rice is Suriname’s most important agricultural crop, with the 

highest share in total value of agricultural production, as well 

as the population’s main staple food. The importance of rice in 

the Surinamese diet is greater than in many other countries in 

the region, including Jamaica, Brazil, and Venezuela. In 2011, 

rice consumption in Suriname amounted to 69 kg per head, 

equivalent to 638 kcals of energy per day (just over 23% of total 

per capita calorie intake). It is also the second most important 

agricultural export in terms of value, after bananas. Since 1990, 

the subsector has witnessed significant variability in total pro-

duction, mainly because of fluctuations in the area harvested. 

Total production reached a peak of 327,000 tons in 1985, be-

fore dropping to between 150,000 and 170,000 tons annually 

between 2000 and 2004. Higher input costs, poor infrastruc-

ture, and reduced access to finance were considered the main 

reasons for the decline in rice production.12 Rice production is 

currently trending upward, with paddy production consistently 

above 200,000 tons since 2009 (see Figure 5). This growth is 

driven primarily by increases in domestic consumption, while 

exports have hovered between 50,000 and 100,000 tons over 

the last four years.

11 A more detailed analysis of the rice value chain and its cost structure is provided in 

annex I.

12 World Trade Organization, 2013.
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Figure 4: Rice production, consumption and export in Suriname, 2006-2014, in thousands of tons

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics, 2015.
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Rice production is strongly concentrated in the western coastal 

districts of Nickerie, Coronie, and Saramacca. The Nickerie district 

alone represents approximately 80% of the area under cultivation.13 

Given its key economic importance, the rice subsector is the 

main focus of Suriname’s agricultural policy and has been the 

subject of various policy measures, including direct payments to 

producers, fuel subsidies, export taxes, and government support 

for irrigation, water management, input access, and rice research. 

The government’s policy objectives for the rice sector include 

improving infrastructure and access to inputs, improving prod-

uct quality, and increasing access to finance for producers and 

processors. The basic document establishing the government’s 

policy priorities for rice is the rice subsector white paper.14 

An export tax is levied on all rice exports

The tax on all rice exports of SRD 10 per ton is levied at the bor-

der. The tax is generally referred to as an inspection fee. Of the 

SRD 10 collected, SRD 6 is used to fund the Anne van Dijk Rice 

Research Centre. The remaining SRD 4 is collected by the Minis-

try of Agriculture and included in its budget as non-tax revenue.

13 Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries, 2010.

14 Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries, 2010.
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In 2013, all rice farmers received an incentive based on output

In 2013, the Government paid rice farmers a subsidy (usually re-

ferred to as “incentive”) of SRD 2.13 per 79-kg bag of wet paddy rice, 

in order to compensate rice producers for the increased tax on fuel 

that was introduced by the new government in 2011—the so-called 

“Government Take.” Though the subsidy was initially planned as an 

area payment of SRD 130 per hectare planted, the Ministry of Ag-

riculture decided to convert the payment to a production subsidy 

paid out on the basis of bags of paddy rice produced. This meant 

that farmers with higher productivity levels benefited more than less 

productive farmers. The subsidy was eventually paid out to farmers 

in March 2013 through the banking system to encourage—where 

applicable—use of the subsidy to settle overdue debts and improve 

producers’ credit.

The compensation payment for the high cost of fuel—which ac-

counts for 10-15% of the total cost of rice production15—was not 

new; from 2003 to 2006, rice farmers benefited from the reim-

bursement of the Government Take on fuel up to a limit of 125 

litres per hectare. The funds for this fuel subsidy were provided 

by the Ministry of Finance, while the Ministry of Agriculture imple-

mented the measure by keeping the required records and arrang-

ing payments to farmers. For the year 2006, a total of SRDc4.72 

million (US$ 1.7 million) was paid in support to producers. Ap-

proximately 1,270 farmers benefited from this support, meaning 

an average payment of SRD 3,720 per farmer.16

In 2014 and 2015, small & medium-sized farmers received sup-

port based on land area

Though the payment to rice farmers was labelled by the gov-

ernment as an ad-hoc policy measure, assistance was provided 

repeatedly in consecutive years. In 2014, small and medium-sized 

farmers with 1 to 200 hectares in production received an area 

payment of SRD 480 per hectare. For this payment, no distinction 

was made between farmers based on productivity. The payment 

was funded from the “export promotion” budget line of the Min-

istry of LVV and the total cost of the support for the Government 

budget amounted to SRD 12 million.17 An area payment was sug-

gested in the 2013 Agricultural Sector Support report as a more 

effective measure to reduce producers’ debt-burden than a pay-

ment based on output. Essentially, it argued that farmers with low

15 Based on estimates from the United States, see Greer et al (2012).

16 Graanoogst, 2007.

17 See also: http://www.gov.sr/actueel/akkoord-van-srd-480-per-hectare-bereikt-met-spba.aspx

The funds for this fuel 
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productivity levels need liquidity most for productivity-enhanc-

ing investments. However, payments based on output primarily 

benefit farmers whose productivity is already relatively high. Also, 

a direct income payment based on acreage was said to be less 

price distorting.

In 2015, the LVV reached an agreement with the Association of 

Surinamese Paddy Farmers and other farmer organizations to 

provide total support of SRD 431 per hectare. This support con-

sisted of an area payment of SRD 230 (US$60) per hectare, a bag 

of NPK, and a bag of Ureum. However, in September 2015, the 

LVV had to withdraw from this agreement when its budget did 

now allow for the US$60 area payment.18 The total cost to the 

budget of these support payments is presented in Table 4.

Given LVV’s budget cuts for 2016, support payments to rice farm-

ers are not expected this year.

18 See also: http://www.starnieuws.com/index.php/welcome/index/nieuwsitem/28562

Table 4: Overview of total budget costs of rice sub-sector support 
payments, per year, 2013–2015

Year

2013

Amount in ‘000 SRD

2,839

Budget costs of rice sub-sector incentives

2014 12,397 (from the budget of the Ministry of Finance)

2015 3,326

Total 18,563

Another important element of the government’s support for the 

rice subsector is the parastatal National Rice Research Founda-

tion, in particular the Anne van Dijk Rice Research Centre (AD-

RON). Its budget is covered by the sector through the 60% share 

of the export tax, which is allocated to ADRON. The main focus 

of ADRON’s research program is on seed development, pest and 

disease control and crop management.
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Under the EU support program for the competitiveness of the 

rice subsector in African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries, 

€9.25 million was allocated to Suriname for the 2008–2013 peri-

od. These funds were used for capacity building, credit provision 

through the Rice Fund, and rehabilitation of infrastructure. 

The various support measures consist of budget transfers in sup-

port of the rice sector and therefore are included in the PSE for 

rice as presented in Chapter 3 below.

Bananas

Bananas are Suriname’s most important agricultural export prod-

uct. However, the sub-sector is currently facing several major 

problems that threaten the long-term sustainability of banana 

production in Suriname. 

Between 2002 and 2013, the banana sector was state-owned

Though the cultivation of bananas goes back to the 1960s, the 

subsector’s production collapsed dramatically following the 

bankruptcy of state-owned banana company Surland N.V. in 

2002. Before the collapse of Surland, production stood around 

40,000 tons per year. Given the importance of the banana sub-

sector for Suriname’s economy in general and its foreign ex-

change earnings in particular, the government decided to imple-

ment a restructuring plan for viable long term development of a 

banana subsector that could compete in a liberalized world mar-

ket. Surland’s assets and activities were brought under the Sticht-

ing Behoud Bananen Sector (SBBS), a newly established state-

owned banana company.

External stakeholders, SBBS management, and the government 

repeatedly stated that privatization of the SBBS was the only sus-

tainable way to ensure the company’s future. In 2005 and 2009, 

attempts to privatize SBBS were unsuccessful and the compa-

ny remained under state ownership. In a letter to the Europe-

an Union in June 2012, the Government of Suriname reaffirmed 

its commitment to privatization, and a third attempt to transfer 

SBBS’ ownership to the private sector was launched.

Privatization was completed, but the banana company struggles

The takeover was finalized in 2014, when the Belgian group Uni-

veg became the owner of SBBS under the new company name 

Food and Agriculture Industries (FAI) N.V. Since the privatiza-

tion, production has dropped by 20% from 80,559 tons in 2013

to 62,937 tons in 2015. In addition, FAI recorded losses of up to
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US$10 million in 2014 and US$13 million in 2015, for both internal 

and external reasons.

Table 5: Key Indicators Bananas

Nº Description unit

production (tons)

export (tons)

(tons)

(tons)

total amount imported banana at the EU-28 market (tons) (tons)

total amount exported banana towards non-EU-28 countries (tons) (tons)

total sales in national markets (tons pear year) > quality b,c (tons)a

total sales in national markets (USD pear year) > quality b,cb USD

productivity tonne per hectare ton/ha
labour productivity indicator (e.g. workers per day/per hectare/
per ton produced

workers/
ha

production cost fob (free on board) at the exporting harbor (usd/box)   USDa

production cost fot (free on truck) in europe (usd/box)b USD

1. Production

2. environmental practices and standars
total surface of the plantation ha

available production surface ha

planted area (ha) ha

production area (ha) ha

2015 2014 2013
total fai total fai/sbbs total sbbs

62.936,50

62.936,50

58.660,78

4.275,72

3.956,74

621.700,85

34,77

1,06

10,99

13,16

74.045,88

74.045,88

72.047,88

1.998,00

5.221,46

499.856,00

37,44

1,30

11,73

16,42

80.559,36

80.559,36

79.440,52

1.158,84

5.231,05

497.528,75

40,91

1,29

9,67

14,21

2.365,00

2.236,38

1.809,91

1.809,91

2.365,00

2.236,38

1.977,91

1.977,91

2.365,00

2.236,38

1.977,88

1.969,31

Source: FAI, 2016.

Externally, FAI suffered from the relatively high value of the US 

dollar compared to the euro, as most of the company’s costs are 

expressed in USD while its income is generated in euros (nearly 

the entire production is sold in the European Union). In addition, 

contrary to expectations, the price of bananas on the world mar-

ket has gone down. As a small player in the global banana market, 

FAI is price taker.

Internally, a key factor affecting banana production is the fact that 

the plantation in Jarikaba—the largest of the two plantations—is 

affected by the banana crop disease moko. According to FAI, the 

government was aware of the disease before the privatization but 

did not report it during the due diligence period. As a result, FAI 

claims the price it paid for SBBS was too high.
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In order to lower labor costs, the company’s total workforce was 

cut to fewer than 2000 workers in early 2016 (down from 2,600 

at the time of the acquisition). Even so, FAI remains the second 

biggest employer in Suriname after the government. 

To re-capitalize FAI, the company has asked the government 

to provide US$9 million in shareholder loans, and/or to provide 

guarantees to commercial banks so that it could take out loans. 

This capital would be used to improve the efficiency of the com-

pany’s operations and enhance its competitiveness by investing 

in new cableways and improving irrigation and drainage on the 

plantations. However, no support has yet been provided by the 

government. In 2015, FAI’s petroleum import tax exemption was 

revoked, resulting in US$250,000 to US$300,000 in additional 

fuel costs.

Finally, the competitiveness of the second plantation, in Nickerie, 

also remains limited. Although it is not affected by moko disease, 

its distance from Paramaribo results in high transportation costs. 

These costs could be reduced if the mouth of the Nickerie River 

were to be dredged to allow banana boats access to the port of 

Nickerie. Estimates are that the additional trucking costs due to 

the lack of a functioning port in Nickerie that could be used to 

ship bananas amount to approximately US$1 million per year.

As part of the 2010 Geneva Agreement on Trade in Bananas, Su-

riname received an additional €9.3 million over 2012–2016, allo-

cated to investments in infrastructure as well as to improve social 

and environmental conditions on the estates. This should result in 

lower costs, increased productivity, and higher production quality 

to improve the sector’s international market position and com-

petitiveness. The additional multi-annual support compensates 

the Surinamese banana subsector for the reduction in margins for 

ACP country preferential access to the European banana market 

from €3.26/box in 2010 to €1.38/box in 2020. Under the EU’s Ba-

nana Accompanying Measures, the company expects that of the 

total amount of €9 million that the EU allocated to Suriname to 

increase the competitiveness of the Surinamese banana sector, 

€7 million will be disbursed.

Estimates are that the 
additional trucking 
costs due to the lack 
of a functioning port 
in Nickerie that could 
be used to ship bananas 
amount to approximately 
US$1 million per year.
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Figure 5: Banana production, consumption and export in Suriname, 2006–2011, in thousands of tons

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics, 2015.
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Aside from state ownership up until 2014, there are no explic-

it export policies aimed at the banana subsector, and domestic 

(farm-gate) prices are not available, as the value chain for ba-

nanas is integrated and only FOB prices are recorded. As a result, 

the analysis assumes zero market price support (MPS) to bananas. 

Further detail can be found in the annexes to this report, which 

include a more specific overview of the characteristics and costs 

of the banana value chain in Suriname.

Cassava 

Historically, cassava has been produced as a staple food mainly 

in the interior of Suriname. Currently, however, the Government 

of Suriname and private investors alike have been increasingly 

expressing interest in cassava production. In 2010, the Govern-

ment launched a cassava initiative to boost production of cassava 

for processing into flour. Cassava flour could be used to produce 

bread, thereby reducing the wheat import bill. In addition, the 

2010 Beleidswitboek Veeteelt (Policy White Paper for Livestock) 

mentions cassava as a crop that could be processed into animal 

feed to reduce Suriname’s dependency on imported feed. Fur-

thermore, private company Unifood Suriname has begun produc-

ing cassava for export as block and grated fresh cassava (frozen) 

to the European market. Finally, agricultural research institute 

CELOS is running a long-term cassava improvement program.

The main component of the cassava initiative was the establish-

ment of a cassava flour factory near Zanderij—funded through a
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government-backed loan—by Innovative Agro Processing In-

dustries NV (IAP). The factory, which was opened in December 

2012, can process up to 30 tons of raw cassava per day. It was 

announced that the fresh produce would be procured from small 

producers at a “guaranteed” price of US$0.60 per kg, which is 

higher than the international market price. Also, reported farm-

gate prices are significantly lower than US$0.60 per kg, at SRD 

1.22 (US$0.37) on average in 2014. One year after the factory was 

completed, it was transferred from IAP to the government for a 

symbolic sale price of SRD 1. The factory was initially included in 

the budget of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and then the Ministry 

of Finance. This goes against the government’s stated objective 

of reducing state ownership of agricultural enterprises. However, 

the Ministry of Finance said the decision was justified because 

“the Government had identified a chance and sought to promote 

it as part of its responsibility to enable revenue generation and 

increase employment.” In 2014, the Ministry of Finance provid-

ed an SRD 2.4 million loan to IAP for procuring and processing 

cassava. News reports repeatedly indicated that the factory was 

not or hardly operating. According to LVV, from 2013–2015, the 

plant procured a total of 328 tons of cassava at US$0.60 per kg. 

However, this does not appear to be supported by the cassava 

production statistics presented in Figure 6. Although cassava pro-

duction has doubled, the Ministry’s agricultural statistics indicate 

that in 2013 and 2014, total volume hovered around 7,000 tons 

per year.

Figure 6: Cassava production, consumption, and export in Suriname, 2006–2014, in thousands of tons

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics, 2015.
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In September 2015, the processing plant was transferred to the 

LVV’s budget and responsibility, with the minister announcing an 

investigation into IAP’s operations. A key message was that the 

procurement price of US$0.60 per kg was no longer feasible and 

that a more plausible price would be in the range of US$0.48-

0.50 per kg.19

Since it is not clear to what extent any subsidies have been pro-

vided to the cassava sector, neither the guaranteed purchasing 

price nor the loans to IAP have been included in the PSE calcula-

tions. However, a simulation indicates that if the producer price of 

US$0.60 per kg of raw cassava were indeed implemented, farm-

ers would have received a price nearly double the price based on 

the international reference (105% above the reference price). The 

total MPS for cassava farmers in 2014 would have been nearly 

four times higher (SRD 7 million instead of SRD 2 million).

Despite some contact between CELOS research center and the 

government’s Cassava Initiative, surprisingly, Suriname’s primary 

agricultural research institute has not been involved in the ini-

tiative in a structural manner. At the same time, private sector 

stakeholders noted to the research team that information from 

CELOS regarding its cassava breeding program was not readily 

available. Although LVV’s initial role in coordinating the cassava 

initiative seems somewhat unclear and limited, it is now expect-

ed to become actively involved in IAP’s operations and cassava 

farmer training. Already in 2012, approximately 50 officers of the 

ministry’s agricultural extension department have been trained 

to disseminate of cassava planting material and information on 

cassava cultivation to guide small and medium growers in setting 

up cassava farms. In 2013, approximately 800 farmers nationwide 

received cassava cultivation training.

Oranges 

In general, fruits and vegetables are grown by small and part-time 

producers on a total of approximately 1,000 ha, with small farms 

ranging from 0.5–2 ha in size. Oranges and citrus fruits in general 

are produced in Suriname almost entirely for domestic consump-

tion, as can be seen in Figure 7. During the period under review, 

production remained largely stable.

Citrus fruit production also takes place at Alliance, a former sugar 

cane plantation in the Commewijne district that is now owned by 

19 See Starnieuws, 13 September 2015.
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the government. Operated as a parastatal, it is entirely focused on 

citrus production. In early 2013, reports emerged that retail prices 

of oranges had spiked to almost 5 SRD per orange as a result of 

fruit shortages following years of citrus production neglect.20 

20 ‘Schaarste sinaasappel door verwaarlozing aanplant’, DB Suriname, viewed here: http://

www.dbsuriname.com/dbsuriname/index.php/schaarste-sinaasappel-door-verwaarlozing-

aanplant/

21 See Starnieuws, 16 January 2016,  http://www.starnieuws.com/index.php/welcome/index/

nieuwsitem/33294

Figure 7: Orange production, consumption, and export in Suriname, 2006–2014, in thousands of tons

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics, 2015.
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In January 2016, LVV announced that it had begun growing or-

ange tree cuttings on 10 ha of the state farm in Wanica. In 2018, 

the “pera type” orange trees will start to bear fruit and will be sold 

to private farmers in an effort to boost citrus production.21  The Al-

liance plantation will be overhauled for the same purpose under 

the 2016–2018 Recovery and Stabilization Plan. No price policy 

or price intervention measures are in place in Suriname that dis-

tort the producer price of oranges. 
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Meat

In the early 1990s, Suriname’s self-sufficiency rate for livestock 

products stood at near 100%; today, Suriname is a net importer 

of all livestock products, as current production levels do not 

meet the domestic demand for these products. Overall, the 

sector attracts low levels of investment compared to crops. 

In several subsectors, including beef cattle, dairy cattle and 

poultry, the number of farms has been decreasing. For the vast 

majority of farms, animal husbandry is a part-time econom-

ic activity. In addition, lack of domestic feed production has 

driven up production costs for most meat products, and the 

processing industry is poorly developed.22 

Poultry meat23 is the most popular source of animal protein in 

Suriname. With a consumption rate of almost 50 kg per capi-

ta, the Surinamese have among the highest per-capita poultry 

consumption in the world.

The macro-economic imbalances and foreign exchange 

shortages of the 1980s and 1990s have had a significant effect 

on the Surinamese poultry subsector. With the sector depen-

dent on imported feed, farmers in the early 90s faced limited 

availability of foreign exchange to purchase chicken feed and 

medicines, which together constitute the main cost compo-

nent of poultry production. This led to a scarcity of poultry 

meat and high consumer prices. To ensure the availability of 

affordable chicken for the population, the government lifted 

the import ban on poultry meat and the first bulk shipment of 

leg quarters was imported in 1992. This resulted in benefits for 

consumers, who pay lower market prices for poultry compared 

to previously and to prices in other countries in the region that 

maintain high protection levels for poultry (such as Jamaica, 

which has a 260% tariff in place, while the tariff in Barbados 

is 184% and in neighboring Guyana, 100%). The growing de-

mand for lower-priced imported chicken was reflected in solid 

growth in the share of imported poultry meat. Approximately 

75%-80% of chicken demand is met by imports. As described 

in the value chain analysis on poultry in Annex IV, however, the 

poultry market in Suriname remains divided; imported prod-

ucts are not considered perfect substitutes for domestically 

raised chicken. Consumers have a strong preference for do-

mestic chicken, which sells at a premium of around 100% over 

poultry meat imported from the United States.

22 Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries, 2011.

23 A more detailed analysis of the poultry value chain and its cost structure is provided in 

annex III.

Poultry meat is the most 
popular source of animal 
protein in Suriname. 
With a consumption 
rate of almost 50 kg per 
capita, the Surinamese 
have among the highest 
per-capita poultry 
consumption in the 
world.



Analysis of agricultural policies in Suriname  | 35

The low competitiveness of the sector vis-à-vis imports from 

Brazil and the US seems to be taking its toll on poultry pro-

duction. In the period under review, overall poultry produc-

tion dropped from 7 million animals slaughtered in 2012 to 5.2 

million animals slaughtered in 2014. During the same period, 

poultry meat imports increased by nearly 50% from 12,408 

tons to 17,960 tons. As a result of the current financial crisis 

and the decreasing exchange rate, local poultry farmers may 

be better able to compete with imports, which are becoming 

more expensive in the Surinamese market.

Figure 8: Poultry production, consumption, and imports in Suriname, 2006–2014, in thousands of tons

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics, 2015.
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As can be seen in Figure 9, beef consumption in Suriname grew 

steadily until 2009 and then stabilized. The subsector is rela-

tively small: although the Ministry of Agriculture lists around 

1,000 cattle farms, only 24 of them have 50 or more head of 

cattle, and just six farms have a herd of more than 200 ani-

mals. Also, the total number of animals is decreasing gradual-

ly. In 2012, the total herd amounted to 57,136 head. By 2014, 

that number had fallen to 36,138 head. Pork production is even 

more concentrated, as pig breeding takes place in around 150 

farms in the districts of Wanica, Saramacca and Coronie. The 

total number of animals is relatively stable at 32,000-36,000.

Overall, apart from dairy, for which an active minimum pro-

ducer price and maximum retail price are set by government 

regulation, livestock value chains in Suriname are not distorted 

by any governmental price policy measures or interventions.
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As shown in Figure 10, pork consumption is also growing steadi-

ly. Both pork and beef subsectors remain dependent on import-

ed feed components that limit their competitiveness and capac-

ity to compete with beef and pork imports. The dependency on 

imported feed components for cattle is related to the average 

farm size. In Suriname, cattle are mostly raised in a semi-inten-

sive way in which the animals are provided with additional feed. 

Animals bought from other farms are typically fattened for beef 

production through supplementary feeding, while cattle raised 

on the farm are more often grass-fed.24 Less dependence on im-

ported feed through, for example, more extensive farming and 

pasture-based production would increase the competitiveness 

of the cattle subsector. Under the current depreciation of the 

local currency, the sector is becoming better able to compete 

with imports as they become more expensive. However, farmers 

will also be faced with increased feed costs. 

In both the pork and beef value chains, there are no specific 

government price policy interventions that distort the produc-

er or retail price.

24 Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries (2011).

Figure 9: Beef production, consumption, and import in Suriname, 2006–2015, in thousands of tons

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics, 2015.
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Figure 10: Pork production, consumption, and import in Suriname, 2006–2014, in thousands of tons

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics, 2015.
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Milk 

The milk subsector is the most regulated subsector of the Su-

rinamese agriculture. The Melkcentrale Paramaribo (MCP) is a 

parastatal that is bound to buy all raw milk offered by farmers 

at a fixed price. It is estimated that approximately 580 produc-

ers, or almost 60% of all dairy farmers, sell to MCP, and the 

processing plant produces 80% of all domestically produced 

milk. The total raw milk sold to MCP has been steadily de-

clining throughout the 2012–2014 period. The MCP purchased 

4.07 million liters of farm milk in 2014, 4.80 million liters in 

2012, and over 5 million liters in 2011.

Raw milk accounts for approximately 60%-70% of MCP’s total 

production, while 30%-40% consists of imported milk powder, 

primarily from The Netherlands. However, the share of the lat-

ter segment is increasing. In 2014, 40% of MCP’s production 

came from processed milk powder, while in 2012, the share 

was 30%. The other three non-state owned dairy processors 

are not required to buy raw milk from farmers and only process 

imported milk powder. The fixed price of milk has increased 

significantly in recent years, most recently in 2016, when the 

retail price per liter rose to SRD 4.95.

The price of milk, both at retail and farm gate levels, is set by 

the Ministry of Agriculture and the Ministry of Trade and Indus-

try. The farm gate price is largely based on the cost price of 

milk. This cost price, on its turn, is determined by a committee 
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which has the above-mentioned ministries, as well as the 

Union of Dairy Cattle Farmers and the Association of Surinam-

ese Dairy Farmers (VSMB) as its members. The official mini-

mum price for farmers has been increased to SRD 2,75 in April 

2016, after being set at SRD 2,5 per litre for several years in-

cluding the entire 2011 – 2014 period.

In the medium term, the price policy in the milk subsector is 

unsustainable because it keeps unproductive and unprofit-

able farms in operation and reduces the need for producers to 

make productivity-enhancing investments. Poor productivity 

in the milk subsector has been confirmed by various reports 

and sector stakeholders.25 Productivity of dairy farms is deter-

mined by the quality of grassland, the quality of feed, the ge-

netic quality of the animals, and the climate. Representatives 

of the Association of Surinamese Milk Farmers (SVMB) indicate 

that public policy does not sufficiently address the three areas 

where government action can have an influence:

1. The government’s quality control of feed is insufficient 

and should improve to ensure it meets the necessary qual-

ity standards;

2. Areas which have been designated for dairy cattle graz-

ing (such as the Reeberg area) should be better protected 

to prevent it from being divided up for residential develop-

ment. This is particularly important as most dairy farming is 

located near Paramaribo;

3. Animal quality remains sub-optimal due to the lack of 

breeding. In the past, the State Farm provided breeding 

cattle, but it is no longer in operation.

As a result, land, feed and animal quality constrain the produc-

tivity of the small dairy farms. 

Despite government regulation of the subsector through price poli-

cies and state ownership of the Melkcentrale, experts have indicated 

that the subsector needs to modernize to survive, mainly by improv-

ing product quality through better feed, joint procurement of in-

puts by farmers, more efficient milk collection, and improved quality 

control.  This should bring down milk production costs in Suriname 

and allow the government to abandon its price setting policies.26

25 Interviews with representatives of the Association of Surinamese Milk Farmers, 11 

February 2016; Wouters (2010); Report of a mission to the Vereniging Surinaamse 

Melkveehoudersbedrijven Bond (VSMB), PUM Netherlands Senior Experts, 18 July 2012.

26 Report of a mission to the Vereniging Surinaamse Melkveehoudersbedrijven Bond 

(VSMB), PUM Netherlands Senior Experts, 18 July 2012.
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Figure 11: Milk production and consumption a in Suriname, 2006–2014, in millions of liters

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics, 2015.
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Eggs 

All eggs consumed in Suriname are domestically produced, 

and Suriname was self-sufficient in egg production for all years 

in the period under review. The total number of broilers in the 

country was 214,000 in 2009. The main challenge for the pro-

duction of eggs remains the high cost of feed for broilers, as 

most feed components for poultry are imported.27 There are 

no explicit or implicit price policy interventions that distort the 

price of eggs in Suriname. 

27 Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries, Beleidswitboek Veeteelt, 2011.
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Figure 12: Egg production, consumption, and import in Suriname, 2006–2014, in thousands of tons

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Agricultural Statistics, 2015.
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2.5 Trade Regulations

General orientation of trade policy  

Suriname’s general trade policy oriented toward liberalization 

is aimed at improving efficiency and identifying Suriname’s key 

strengths as an open economy with vast natural resources. The 

government acknowledges that in a globalized and increas-

ingly open market with less trade preferences and fierce com-

petition, economic diversification and competitiveness are 

key. In order to benefit from economic opportunities in the 

international market, the country has recognized the need to 

increase the engagement of the private sector and shift the 

government’s role in economic development from leadership 

to facilitation. These challenges are also valid for the country’s 

agricultural sector. The Development Plan 2012–2016 high-

lights the importance of export growth as a crucial condition 

for development in the medium term.

Suriname’s trade policy is strongly influenced by its member-

ship of the Caribbean Community (CARICOM) and the World 

Trade Organization (WTO). Suriname joined CARICOM in 1995 

and entered the group’s single market one year later. The WTO 

indicates that Suriname appears to be well positioned to ben-

efit from efforts to liberalize trade and to reduce international 

market distortions, given that for most of its exports it does not 

depend on non-reciprocal preferential treatment, as it sells its 

minerals mainly in competitive markets. Exceptions to this are
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rice and bananas, which benefit from ACP trade preferences to 

enter the European market.

Measures affecting exports of agricultural products

All exports are subject to a consent fee of 0.1% and a statistical fee 

of 0.5%. These fees apply to exports to all destinations (including 

the CARICOM) and are calculated on the basis of FOB value.28

Rice exports are subject to an implicit export tax in the form of an 

inspection fee. This tax amounts to SRD 10 per ton for the entire 

period under review. Of this amount, SRD 6 is used to fund the 

Anne van Dijk Rice Research Centre in Nickerie. 

The Ministry of Trade and Industry has confirmed that the gov-

ernment does not grant any export subsidies to any sector.

Measures affecting imports of agricultural products

Under the Ministry of Finance, the Customs and Excise Depart-

ment (CED) is responsible for implementation of customs and 

duty collection and processing. Suriname grants duty-free access 

to all imports from the CARICOM area.

A 20% tariff is applied to nearly all agricultural imports from 

non-CARICOM countries, including meat products such as poul-

try. In the WTO, Suriname did not reserve the right to use a spe-

cial agricultural safeguard or apply export subsidies. The applied 

tariffs vary widely between products, but have a ceiling of 50% for 

certain prepared foodstuffs, while other products (mainly of basic 

need, such as wheat and maize flour) are duty-free.

Based on the 1997 Law on Turnover Tax, a turnover tax of 10% is 

applied to most domestically-produced and imported goods. For 

a number of food products, a rate of 0% applies. This includes all 

products under review, such as rice, meat products, milk, eggs, 

and fruits, as well as other agricultural commodities such as 

wheat and potatoes. The tax is levied at the point of sale by the 

manufacturer. For imports, the 10% tax is calculated on the basis 

of the import value of the goods (CIF) plus all other duties and 

charges.29

28 Information provided by Ministry of Trade and Industry, 2013.

29 World Trade Organization, 2013.

The Ministry of Trade and 
Industry has confirmed 
that the government does 
not grant any export 
subsidies to any sector.
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Measures affecting production, trade and prices

A price control framework is in place for 44 products of basic 

necessity. This framework allows the Ministry of Trade and Indus-

try to intervene and set prices of any good on the list if it rises by 

more than 15%.30 During the food crisis in 2008, the government 

negotiated with the business sector to restrict profit margins for 

both importers and retailers to 7%.31 The authority of the Ministry 

of Trade and Industry to apply price controls (on an ad-hoc basis) 

is established in the 1996 Price Setting Law. Price controls as well 

as an allowable markup band at wholesale and retail levels can 

be enforced by the Economische Controle Dienst (Economic In-

spection Service). The full list of products was not obtained during 

preparation of this report, but a 1999 report from ECLAC on trade 

policy in the CARICOM mentions cheese, peanut butter, onion, 

beans, peas, tea, and flour as among these products. During the 

research conducted for this study, no cases of price setting by the 

Government were detected. However, there have recently been 

some calls for more intensive price controls (by consumer orga-

nizations as well as labor unions) on retailers’ mark-ups to lower 

the prices of basic food supplies.32

2.6 Other Measures

Exchange rate policy  

The local currency of Suriname is the Suriname Dollar (SRD). 

In 2011, the Central Bank of Suriname (CBvS) decided to car-

ry through a devaluation of the local currency by 20%, from 

SRD 2.78 to SRD 3.35 per USD). In addition, a band of SRD 

3.25–3.35 per USD was established within which all transac-

tions have to take place. As a result, for the entire period un-

der review (2012–2014), the official exchange rate used in the 

calculations is SRD 3.25 per US Dollar. As of the drafting of this 

report, the SRD had further depreciated to SRD 7.5 (December 

2016) per US Dollar.

The impact of the depreciation of the Surinamese Dollar on the 

levels of support to the agricultural sector cannot be reliably esti-

mated. The strong depreciation against the US Dollar (over 100% 

30 World Trade Organization (2013).

31 Cable US Embassy (2008), viewed at http://www.cablegatesearch.net/cable.

php?id=08PARAMARIBO177

32 See Dagblad Suriname, ‘Prijsstijgingen doen armoede toenemen’ (27 July 2013), http://

www.dbsuriname.com/dbsuriname/index.php/prijsstijgingen-doen-armoede-toenemen/
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between 2014 and 2016) increases the competitiveness of Suri-

nam’s most important agricultural export commodities, in partic-

ular rice and bananas.

For the rice sector, the depreciation means that rice has become 

more competitive in the international market and reports indicate 

that rice exports may increase in 2016. However, the effects on 

farm profitability may be dampened by the growing production 

costs, as prices of fuel and fertilizer (which are both imported) 

have also increased. 

For the banana sector, the depreciation of the SRD increases 

competitiveness but only to a limited extent; FAI exports all its 

bananas to Europe and payments are made in Euros. Over the 

last years, the Euro has also lost significant value against the US 

Dollar.

For the poultry sector, the depreciation means that imported 

chicken from Brazil and the United States has become more ex-

pensive, and local poultry producers are better able to compete 

against imported poultry products. However, given that feed 

costs represent 70% of total production costs of poultry and that 

nearly all feed is imported, it is difficult the assess the exact im-

pact of the depreciation on the poultry sector.

Given the potentially strong impacts of the changes in the SRD 

exchange rate on support to the agricultural sector and to Suri-

name’s main agricultural value chains, it is recommended that an 

update of PSE indicators is carried out in 2017 in order to track 

and monitor the incentives to agricultural production, in particu-

lar under the government’s efforts to strengthen the agricultural 

sector as part of the Stabilization and Recovery Plan.

Subsidized credit

The Agricultural Credit Fund (AKF) was established in 2007 and 

was funded with EUR 2.3 million of capital from the Netherlands’ 

development assistance resources. It operates as a revolving 

fund and is managed by the Landbouwbank (Agricultural Bank). 

The Landbouwbank is a financial institution fully owned by the 

Government of Suriname and is responsible for 5% of all credit 

in Suriname. An additional €1 million of capital was provided by 

the government to the AKF from the Fund for Economic and So-

cial Structure Improvement (FESS), with a particular instruction to 

increase subsidized lending to the rice subsector. The maximum 

loan amounts for rice producers are SRD 500,000 and for non-rice

For the rice sector, 
the depreciation means 
that rice has become 
more competitive in the 
international market and 
reports indicate that rice 
exports may increase in 
2016.
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farmers SRD 200,000. The interest rate for all loans is 6.75%, 

against a current market rate of 11-13%.33 The average grace peri-

od is 6 months. In July 2013, the portfolio of the AKF consisted of 

191 loans for a total amount of SRD 19.4 million. Loans to the rice 

subsector represent 37%, or SRD 7.2 million of the total portfolio.

Tax Concessions

Companies in the agriculture, livestock, and fisheries sectors are 

eligible for a partial exemption of import duties (90%) for import 

of capital assets with a minimum value of USD 1,000. In addition 

to the import duty exemption, eligible goods are also exempted 

from turnover tax and partially exempt from the statistical fee of 

0.5% over the CIF value of imports.

 

In accordance with the Raw Material Regulation (Grondstoffen-

besluit), which was introduced in 1997 in response to the private 

sector’s demands to bring Suriname’s tax concession structure in 

line with other CARICOM member states, producers and manu-

facturers benefit from exemption of import duties on raw mate-

rials, inputs, semi-finished products and packing materials. The 

regulation states that these materials are only exempt from inputs 

if they are imported to be used in production processes in a num-

ber of sectors, including agriculture, livestock and fisheries.34

Food subsidies

A baby food subsidy is in place to reduce the cost of baby food 

for consumers. The subsidy covers approximately 50% of the 

commercial retail price. In 2011, cans of subsidized baby food 

were priced at SRD 4.75 each. In 2014, the Ministry of Health an-

nounced that the subsidy would be abolished but this decision 

was reversed by the president.35 However, for 2012–2014, this 

study was not able to track the total cost of the baby food subsi-

dy in the Ministry of Health budget. Further analysis is needed to 

include the subsidies in the calculations for these years. 

33 Source: Interviews with Landbouwbank management, 2013.

34 Coffeng, 2010.

35 See http://www.srherald.com/suriname/2014/04/10/president-besluit-babyvoeding-te-

blijven-subsidieren/
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3.1 Methodology

The application of the PSE methodology by the OECD (OECD, 

2010) provides a standardized quantitative method of mea-

surement of support to the agricultural sector. It has officially 

been calculated by OECD for various countries since 1987. The 

IDB Agrimonitor initiative has applied the methodology since 

2003 to 18 of its member countries in Latin America and the 

Caribbean.

Quantitative policy analysis is based on the comparison of the 

observed market conditions with the benchmark situation. The 

aggregated effect of the policy in the supply-demand model is 

measured by the price ratios in the “with” and “without program” 

situations. Thus, output producers’ prices (farm gate prices) are 

compared with prices expected without policy interventions, e.g. 

market equilibrium or reference prices. The effect of public pol-

icy is measured by the difference between market and reference

3. Estimates of Support 
to Agriculture
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prices. If the difference between market and reference output 

prices is positive, policy causes benefits to producers. If negative, 

policy leads to implicit taxation of the farmers.

The methodology measures support to producers (PSE and relat-

ed indicators), consumers (CSE, CSCT), to the sector as a whole 

(GSSE), and total policy transfers to the agricultural sector (TSE). 

For three commodities, the effective rate of protection (ERP) in-

dicators were also calculated in order to take into account the 

support policy along the value chain. See Annex 1 for the glossary 

of the indicators used in this section.

Selection of commodities

This report updates and builds up on the IDB-FAO study of ag-

ricultural policy in Suriname carried out in 2013.36 Since the PSE 

indicators are commodity-specific, a commodity selection was 

carried out to ensure Suriname’s most important products are 

covered by the analysis and to maximize its policy relevance. The 

commodity selection attempted to include both pre-defined, 

standard MPS commodities, as well as the country’s most poten-

tially competitive commodities.

The methodology of the OECD prescribes that all commodities 

with a less than 1% share in total value of agricultural production 

are excluded from support estimates, with the goal of the com-

modity selection process being that the sum of the production 

values of the commodities included covers at least 70% of the to-

tal value of agricultural production over the previous three years.

Despite their recognized growth potential, fresh vegetables have 

not been included in the analysis, as the subsector includes a 

broad mix of different products that make it unsuitable for do-

mestic and international price comparison. In addition, the share 

of the individual vegetable products in total value of agricultural 

production was relatively low and volatile across years. Therefore, 

no vegetable products were selected.

The commodities selected for the PSE in Suriname are the same 

as in the previous study and are listed in Table 6. 

36 Derlagen (2013).

The commodity 
selection attempted 
to include both pre-
defined, standard MPS 
commodities, as well 
as the country’s most 
potentially competitive 
commodities.
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Table 6: Overview of selected commodities, according to trade status

 Selected export commodities

Rice

Selected import commoditie

Poultry

Bananas Beef

Oranges Pork

Cassava Eggs

Milk

The average share of MPS commodities in the total value of 

Suriname’s agricultural production of these commodities 

equaled 76% during the 2012–2014 period. Crops selected 

for MPS calculation averaged 72% of total crop production in 

2012-2014, while livestock commodities covered 99% of total 

livestock production in Suriname.

Figure 13: Selection of MPS commodities, share in total value of agricultural production 2012-2014, in %

Commodities covered - Share in total value of production

Other, 24%

rice, 26%

poultry, 13%

bananas, 13%

cassava, 1%

eggs, 5%

pork, 3%

beef, 5%

orange, 8%

milk, 1%

Source: Author’s estimates based on LVV data.
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As follows from Table 6, most of the selected crops are ex-

ported, while all livestock commodities are imported. Rice 

and bananas are the main agricultural commodity exports and 

each contribute around 40% to Suriname’s total agricultural 

exports. However, their share in the total value of exports of 

the country represents only 1.3%-2% each, as the export sector 

has been dominated by gold and oil. The export of fruits and 

vegetables is emerging but not stable. Though the government 

has tried to pursue the development of the cassava subsector, 

this has not yet been successful and export of cassava is al-

most negligible.

All selected livestock commodities, including poultry, beef, 

pork, eggs, and milk, are net imported, meaning that domes-

tic consumption exceeds production for poultry, beef, pork, 

eggs, and milk. Poultry is a particularly popular source of pro-

tein in Suriname, and per capita consumption of chicken ranks 

among the highest in the world. It is also the largest agricul-

tural import, followed by non-locally produced products such 

as wheat, maize, wheat flour, processed foods, sugar, and 

non-alcoholic beverages. Import substitution remains one of 

the policy goals in this sector.

Description of data used

The main source of agricultural statistics in Suriname is the Minis-

try of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry, and Fisheries. The Ministry’s 

Department of Planning and Development annually publishes a 

detailed compendium of production, trade and price data. The 

departments of livestock and fisheries each have their own unit in 

charge of data collection and analysis for their respective subsec-

tors. International databases provide additional sources for statis-

tics, particularly FAOSTAT and UN COMTRADE. The analysis cov-

ers the years 2006 to 2014. For the years 2006–2011, indicators 

were already available. This report used data from 2012, 2013, 

and 2014 to update the PSE indicator dataset for that period.

Domestic prices

Domestic prices for all commodities are farm-gate prices as col-

lected and reported in the Agricultural Statistics Compendium of 

the Ministry of LVV.
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Reference prices and margin adjustments

Reference prices are calculated in different ways depending on 

the trade status of the product. For exported commodities (rice, 

bananas, cassava, and oranges), the reference prices are average 

export unit values, adjusted for processing, transportation and 

handling costs to make them comparable with domestic farm 

gate prices.

Table 9 provides an overview of the data used to calcuate the 

PSE indicators, including the source of the international reference 

price and the adjustments applied to obtain comparable prices.

Table 7: Overview of data used, exported commodities

Commodity (exports)

Rice

Reference price Margin adjustment Other adjustments

Average export unit 
value (FOB) price for 
cargo rice. Cargo rice 
was chosen for better 
comparability with 
farm-gate commodity. 
 (Source: Agricultural 
Statistics, LVV)

As reported by the 
Association of Rice 
Exporters (VRE), 
the Association of 
Surinamese Paddy 
Farmers (SPBA), N.V. 
Sun Rice and logistics 
company CMA CGM 
Suriname N.V. All costs 
have been modified to 
refer to paddy rice 
using the quantity 
adjustment factor 
when relevant.

Quantity adjustments 
are made to take into 
account production of 
paddy rice and exports 
of milled rice.
Sale of byproducts 
in the country is 
discounted from 
reference price.

Bananas Average export unit 
value (FOB) price of 
bananas. 
(source: Agricultural 
Statistics, LVV and 
Food and Agriculture 
Industries N.V. (FAI)

No adjustment was 
made; domestic farm-
gate prices for bananas 
are not available and 
no policy distortions 
in the banana value 
chain were identified. 
For that reason, the 
support was set to 
zero.

Cassava Reference price is FOB 
export average unit 
value for cassava root 
(Source: UN COMTRADE)

Margin adjustment for 
cassava includes 20% 
storage, handling, and 
transportation costs 
and 2% port expenses.

Through interviews 
with stakeholders in 
the cassava subsector 
it was confirmed that 
no cassava is currently 
used for animal feed. As 
all cassava produced
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Commodity (exports) Reference price Margin adjustment Other adjustments

is used for human 
consumption, no feed 
adjustments have been 
applied.

Oranges Reference price is FOB 
average export unit 
value.
(source: Agricultural 
Statistics, LVV)

djusted for 30% 
storage, handling, and 
transportation costs 
(data from the PSE 
report for Jamaica) and 
2% port expenses.

Table 8: Overview of data used, imported commodities

Commodity (imports

Poultry

Reference price Margin adjustment Other adjustments

Unit value of imports 
from Brazil for HS 
02.07.12 “Meat of fowls 
of species gallus 
domesticus, not cut in 
pieces, frozen.”

Based on the marketing 
costs as reported 
by the Association of 
Surinamese Poultry 
Farmers and container 
company CMA CGM 
Suriname N.V.

Quality differences and 
consumer preferences 
for domestic chicken 
taken into account 
based on retail price 
ratios between 
domestic poultry and 
imported poultry from 
Brazil.

Pork Average import 
unit value CIF 
price, adjusted for 
processing calculated 
as % of border price 
(Source: LVV)

Beef The reference price is 
based on the Australian 
saleyard cow price, 
Queensland, minus 
by-product value, plus 
processing cost, plus 
transport cost. This 
reference was also 
used by the OECD for 
Mexico and by the IDB 
for some of the LAC 
countries.

No adjustment needed 
as the reference 
price is at farm-gate 
level. Transportation 
costs from Australia 
to the USA were 
used as a proxy of 
transportation costs 
to Suriname.

Remark: due to low 
volumes of trade 
and lack of reliable 
trade statistics, the 
reference price for 
beef and eggs were 
taken from the largest 
world producers and 
adapted to take into 
account processing, 
transport, and margins, 
in accordance with OECD 
and IDB practice in other 
countries in the region. 
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Commodity (imports

Milk

Reference price Margin adjustment Other adjustments

Fresh milk is not a 
tradable commodity. 
Therefore, the border 
price of milk is a 
calculated implicit 
value, calculated 
from the prices of 
butter and skimmed 
milk powder, using 
the components: milk 
fat non-fat-solids 
contained in raw 
milk, butter, and 
skimmed milk powder 
respectively (sources: 
fat content of milk – 
Ministry of LVV, non-fat 
solids content – 
estimations from other 
LAC countries, import 
values of butter and 
milk powder – Ministry 
of Trade and Industry). 

The reference price 
of milk at farm gate 
is the implicit milk 
border price adjusted 
for processing costs 
(average of processing 
costs in four main milk 
producing countries 
(Australia, EU, New 
Zealand, US).

Eggs Eggs are considered 
non-tradable. Domestic 
production covers 99% 
of consumption. US 
farm-gate price was 
taken as a reference, 
and adjusted 
subtracting production 
subsidies and adding 
insurance and freight 
US-Suriname (=30 USD/t 
(Source: data from 
Peru). Because of the 
non-tradable status, 
the price US farmers 
receive for their 
output was used as 
reference.

Remark: due to low 
volumes of trade 
and lack of reliable 
trade statistics, the 
reference price for 
beef and eggs were 
taken from the largest 
world producers and 
adapted to take into 
account processing, 
transport and margins, 
in accordance with OECD 
and IDB practice in other 
countries in the region.
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Excess feed costs

Through interviews with stakeholders in the cassava subsector, it 

was confirmed that no cassava is currently used for animal feed. 

As all cassava produced is used for human consumption, no feed 

adjustments have been applied. 

Budget data

Government budgets are available for 2009–2016, for all minis-

tries. These budgets contain the actual expenditures for 2009–

2013 that were used in the analysis. The 2016 budgets of some 

Ministries (including LVV) did not include actual expenditures of 

2014. In those cases, additional information on budget execution 

was requested. For earlier figures of 2006–2009, no budget data 

was available.

The following organizations’ budgets were included in PSE/GSSE 

calculations: Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fish-

eries; Ministry of Public Works; Ministry of Spatial Ordenation, 

Land and Forestry; Ministry of Regional Development; and the 

Ministry of Education.

The budgets include both administrative and development com-

ponents. However, administrative costs—such as salaries of Min-

istry staff—are not included in the calculations.

The Suriname budget provides descriptions of the programs, 

however, the programs are generalized and most of them include 

various types of transfers in terms of PSE/GSSE classification. If 

the program is mostly designed to provide on-farm services to 

producers, it was included in PSE, even though part of budget 

costs of the program might include general services component. 

The budget expenditures on livestock programs was allocated 

25% to PSE (small ruminants support, breeding cattle purchases, 

and on-farm inspections and training) and 75% to GSSE (Research 

and Development and Inspection Services).

It has been assumed that the budget is evenly spent during the 

year, and thus spending was redistributed to obtain calendar 

year data.
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Table 9: Components of PSE included for the different years

Year

2006

Market price support

x

2007

2008

2009

2010

x

x

x

x

Budgetary transfers

2011

2012

2013

2014

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

3.2 Results: Level and structure of 
support to producers

PSE is the major indicator used by the OECD and other interna-

tional organizations to estimate the effect of policy interven-

tions on the welfare of agricultural producers, and it provides 

an indication of the level of public sector support for food and 

agriculture in a given country.

The annual national PSE in Suriname over the 2012-2014 pe-

riod was SRD 98 million in 2012, SRD 128 million in 2013 and 

SRD 67 million in 2014. The PSE as a percentage of total farm 

receipts (PSE%) was 13% in 2012 and 17% in 2013. It declined 

to 8% in 2014. 
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Figure 14: National PSE for Suriname, 2009 -2014, in million SRD and % of gross farm receipts

Source: Author’s calculations.
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As in most developing countries, the main component of PSE 

in Suriname is market price support. Budget transfers generally 

represent between 2% and 10% of total PSE, with the exception 

of 2014. MPS represented 98% of PSE in 2012, 95% in 2013 and 

77% in 2014, as is shown in Figure 17. This means that through-

out the 2012–2014 period, producers were supported mainly 

because they received prices above the international reference 

(the price they would get in the absence of policies). Howev-

er, MPS is decreasing as a total share of support, and direct 

support from the budget is increasingly important. Due to its 

importance in the value of agricultural production and in the 

agricultural sector in Suriname in general, changes in the re-

sults for rice have a relatively strong effect on national PSE. The 

negative support in 2011 is largely the result of the wide price 

gap between domestic farm-gate prices and reference prices 

for rice in that year.

When rice is omitted from the indicators, support to the agri-

cultural sector is positive in all years and PSE is higher, both in 

terms of value and as a percentage of gross farm receipts (up 

to nearly SRD 200 million and 25% of gross farm receipts in 

2013). The results of the simulation of PSE indicators excluding 

the rice sector are demonstrated in Figure 15 below.

This highlights the negative support to the rice sector in most 

years. This is surprising, as the rice sub-sector is generally con-

sidered to be supported by government policy. Indeed, there 

are no explicit policies that tax the rice sector, except an export 
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levy of SRD 10/ton, of which SRD 4 is re-invested in the rice sec-

tor through the Anne van Dijk Rice Research Centre (ADRON).

Figure 15: National PSE for Suriname without rice, 2009–2014, in millions of SRD and % of gross farm receipts

Source: Author’s calculations.
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The negative support to rice is primarily the result of negative mar-

ket price support, which indicates that farmers should be able to 

obtain a higher price for paddy than what is justified on the basis 

of prices in the international market. Historical paddy prices and 

FOB prices, shown in Figure 16 below, also confirm that the gap 

between the producer price and the international price is widening. 

The reasons for the negative market price support in the rice value 

chain can be multiple. First, the capacity usage of rice mills is rel-

atively low and as a result, milling is relatively inefficient and costs 

are high. Second, transport costs from Nickerie to Paramaribo are 

significant and could be reduced if the renovation of the port of 

Nickerie could be finalized and the dredging of the Nickerie River 

completed. News reports37 indicate that the Government has put 

these infrastructure improvements back on the agenda as part of an 

investment loan to be provided by the Islamic Development Bank 

(IsDB). Third, the widening gap between the international price of 

rice and the producer price could point to a relatively weak bar-

gaining position of rice farmers vis-à-vis millers. If required, a more 

in-depth rice value chain study could deepen the understanding of 

the main factors driving the negative market price support.

37 See http://www.nickeriesuriname.com/nieuws/bouterse-geeft-overzicht-van-projecten-2017/



 | 56

Figure 16: Paddy prices and FOB prices for rice in Suriname, 2004 - 2014, in SRD/ton

Source: Author, based on agricultural Statistics, LVV.
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Overall, however, one has to take into account the relative-

ly good price transmission observed for a number of com-

modities. While the PSE results show a rather significant price 

gap resulting from public policy interventions and market in-

frastructure deficiencies, domestic price patterns and move-

ments follow those of world agricultural markets. Thus, most 

commodities, including bananas, cassava, beef, and poultry 

generally follow global price patterns. This is because the Gov-

ernment of Suriname mainly uses policy instruments for these 

commodities that do not affect price transmission.
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Figure 17: Shares of budgetary transfers and market price support in total PSE, 2012-2014, in %

Source: Author’s calculations.

  100%

  80%

  60%
  50%
  40%

2012 2013 2014

BUDGETARY TRANSFERS
MARKET PRICE SUPPORT

  90%

  70%

  30%
  20%
  10%

  0%

Table 10: Overview of Sector Support in Suriname, 2012–2014

I. Total value of production (at farm gate)

2012 2013 2014

763.15 757.44 799,02

I.1.  of which, Share of MPS commodities (%) %

II.   Total value of consumption (at farm gate) mn SRD

Value of consumption (farm gate): Standard MPS commodities mn SRD

III.1  Producer support estimate (PSE) mn SRD

A.  Support based on commodity outputs mn SRD

A1.  Market price support  mn SRD

Rice mn SRD

Cassava mn SRD

Bananas mn SRD

78.52 81.03 68.18

841.58 974.26 974.26

660.82 789.43 655.14

94.49 131.98 60.06

92.71 113.56 41.48

89.87 113.56 41.48

(44.91) (60.51) (81.50)

8.33 5.38 1.81

- - -

Currency

mn SRD



 | 58

2012 2013 2014Currency

Oranges mn SRD

Milk mn SRD

Beef mn SRD

Pork mn SRD

Poultry mn SRD

Eggs mn SRD

Non-MPS commodities mn SRD

A2.  Payments based on output mn SRD

mn SRD

40.14 73.57 33.48

6.87 3.90 3.40

18.58 20.07 20.87

12.51 11.95 8.21

(0.05) 14.23 14.04

29.09 23.42 27.97

19.30 21.54 13.20

2.84 - -

2.84

B.  Payments based on input use mn SRD

B1.  Variable input use mn SRD

B2.  Fixed capital formation mn SRD

mn SRD

mn SRD

mn SRD

B3.  On-farm services mn SRD

mn SRD

mn SRD

1.78 6.03 15.25

- - 0.13

1.21 5.06 13.83

0.90 1.09 1.60

0.01 2.08 12.07

0.30 1.89 0.16

0.57 0.97 1.42

0.15 0.28 0.40

0.39 0.70 1.02

0.03 - -mn SRD

mn SRD

 C.  Payments based on current A/An/R/I, production required mn SRD 12.397 3.326
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2012 2013 2014Currency

D.  Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, production required mn SRD

E.  Payments based on non-current A/An/R/I, production not required mn SRD

F.  Payments based on non-commodity criteria

 F1.  long-term resource retirement mn SRD

mn SRD

12.397 3.326

F2.  a specific non-commodity output mn SRD

F3.  other non-commodity criteria mn SRD

G.  Miscellaneous payments mn SRD

III.2  Percentage PSE  %

IV.  General services support sstimate (GSSE) mn SRD

12.31 17.29 7.38

83.31 96.14 145.03

H.  Research and development mn SRD

mn SRD

mn SRD

I.  Agricultural schools mn SRD

1.81 7.22 5.45

1.57 2.78 4.08

0.01 3.01 1.25

0.23 1.44 0.12

J.  Inspection services mn SRD

mn SRD

mn SRD

K.  Infrastructure mn SRD

mn SRD

mn SRD

0.45 4.33 0.86

0.00625 1.5 0.625

0.445 2.83 0.235

81.06 84.59 138.72

8.8922 29.453 38.871

mn SRD

mn SRD

mn SRD

0.5 0.651 0

5 7.363 0
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2012 2013 2014Currency

mn SRD

mn SRD

mn SRD

mn SRD

mn SRD

L.  Marketing and promotion mn SRD

M.  Public stockholding mn SRD

5.527 6.901 0

54.602 38.438 90.25

0 0 7.5

6.535 1.782 2.1

N.  Miscellaneous mn SRD

V.1  Consumer support estimate (CSE) mn SRD

O.  Transfers to producers from consumers (-) mn SRD

Transfers to producers from consumers of which. MPS commodities mn SRD

P.  Other transfers from consumers (-) mn SRD

Other transfers from consumers of which, MPS commodities mn SRD

Q.  Transfers to consumers from taxpayers

Q.1.Commodity-specific transfers to consumers mn SRD

Q.2.Non-commodity-specific transfers to consumers mn SRD

mn SRD

R.  Excess feed cost   mn SRD

V.2  Percentage CSE   %

V.3  Consumer NAC   

VI.  Total Support Estimate (TSE)   

mn SRD

mn SRD 3.5 6.798 6.825

(120.60) (197.85) (157.07)

(100.54) (131.24) (82.19)

78.95 106.34 56.04

(29.69) (78.06) (82.09)

23.32 63.25 55.97

11.52 13.63 10.00

11.52 13.63 10.00

7.633 7.633 10

3.89 6 0

(1.89) (2.17) (2.78)

(14.53) (20.60) (16.52)

1.17 1.26 1.20

189.32 241.76 215.09
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2012 2013 2014Currency

S. Transfers from consumers  mn SRD

T. Transfers from taxpayers   mn SRD

U. Budget revenues (-)   mn SRD

130.23 209.31 164.29

88.78 110.52 132.90

(29.69) (78.06) (82.09)

International comparison of PSE indicator levels

As can be seen in Figure 18, the average PSE level of Suriname in 

2012-2014 (12.3%) was similar to the PSE percentage observed 

from 2009 to 2011, slightly lower than the average of OECD mem-

ber countries, and close to that of Peru and Colombia. Several other 

countries in the region, such as the US, Ecuador and Brazil have 

much lower PSE levels, while Jamaica, the closest regional refer-

ence for Suriname, had significantly higher levels of support. The 

high PSE indicators for Jamaica are influenced by the country’s high 

tariffs to shield its poultry subsector from cheap imports, resulting 

in strong MPS.  

Figure 18. PSE (percentage) in Suriname and selected countries* in 2012-2014, %

Source: Author’s estimates.
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Market price support

As mentioned above, the PSE indicator is composed of two ele-

ments: market price support (MPS) and direct support from the 

budget. 

MPS is the support component that is based on the differences be-

tween domestic and international prices and, therefore, affects pro-

duction decisions and terms of trade. Gaps between domestic farm 

gate prices and reference prices can emerge as a result of trade 

policies, including tariffs and non-tariff trade barriers, or as a conse-

quence of excessive costs and inefficiencies along the value chain. 

Policy interventions that affect MPS are considered to be among 

the most trade distorting measures of support (OECD, 2011). They 

are also less effective means of support to producers compared to 

direct income payments, per hectare payments, and similar support 

measures, which are not related to production levels.38

Negative MPS means that, as a result of policy or the structure of 

the value chain, prices received by producers are lower than they 

should be on the basis of the international market price of the com-

modity. This results in a disincentive for producers. Keeping prices 

low could be an implicit policy to maintain the competitiveness of 

Surinamese rice on the international market, for example, and to 

increase market shares. For an export commodity such as rice, the 

reasons for the disincentives could be explicit or implicit policies 

(such as export taxes or inspection fees) or value chain inefficien-

cies (such as monopsonies or excessive profit margins during pro-

cessing, transport, or handling).  

Most commodities in Suriname receive positive transfers resulting 

from the government’s agricultural policy, which is demonstrated 

by positive levels of MPS (see Figure 19). However, MPS for rice has 

been negative for most recent years. Implicit taxation of rice means 

that in absence of policy interventions and value chain inefficien-

cies, producers would be able to receive higher prices for their out-

put than they actually get. 

Poultry and oranges were the most supported commodities during 

the whole study period in absolute terms. However, producers of 

pork, eggs, and milk also received relatively high levels of positive MPS 

as share of their respective value of production. This means that pro-

ducers for these commodities received higher prices than they would 

in the absence of policy and in an efficient value chain environment. It 

38 Anriquez et al (2016).

Poultry and oranges 
were the most supported 
commodities during the 
whole study period in 
absolute terms. However, 
producers of pork, eggs, 
and milk also received 
relatively high levels of 
positive MPS as share of 
their respective value of 
production. 
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is not uncommon to observe high positive transfers for imports, as it is 

consistent with the policy objective of import substitution.

Figure 19. Positive and negative MPS in Suriname, 2006–2014, in millions of SRD

Source: Author’s estimations.
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When markets are perfectly competitive and integrated, MPS is the 

exclusive result of direct and indirect policy interventions. In devel-

oping countries, however, this is not the case; MPS also captures the 

effect of market infrastructure deficiencies, asymmetric information, 

lack of storage, and excessive market power in the value chain (Bar-

reiro-Hurlé and Witwer, 2013).
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Figure 20. Contribution of value chain inefficiencies to MPS levels 

Source: Author.
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As is shown in Figure 20, at the same price levels, benefits are distrib-

uted differently between domestic producers and marketing margin, 

which includes processing inefficiency, market power of processors, 

and transportation losses due to poor road infrastructure or costs of 

overcoming bureaucratic obstacles. Given that the World Bank ranks 

Suriname among the lowest countries in terms of ease of doing busi-

ness (ranked 164th in 2013), farmers are likely also affected by the high 

costs of complex administrative procedures. These costs increase the 

marketing margin and the PSE and result in overestimating produc-

er support. If Suriname wishes to increase the competitiveness of its 

agricultural sector, it is therefore key to address the structural factors 

that increase marketing margins.

Budget transfers

The second component of producer support consists of transfers 

by the public sector to agricultural producers. Unlike MPS, which 

is provided by consumers who pay higher prices to producers 

(compared to prices without market distortions), these so-called 

budget transfers (BT) are financed by taxpayers—through the 

government budget or through contributions from international 

donors. The level of BT often depends on the countries’ general 

fiscal policy and capacity. Budget transfers to agricultural pro-

ducers also include subsidized loans to farmers, as well as trans-

fers in the form of tax concessions, the foregone revenue from 

which goes to support the agricultural sector at the expense of 

taxpayers. 
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As demonstrated in Figure 21, budget transfers to individual producers 

mostly consist of transfers in the form of fixed capital formation, such 

as financing of state companies’ capital, rice farmers’ machinery park 

replacement, vegetables and fruit plant material supply, investment 

in breeding centers, greenhouses, and nurseries. Transfers based on 

on-farm services include veterinary inspection services, training, and 

extension. As no details were available on how the funds were split 

among individual commodities, they were allocated to All Commod-

ity Transfers, excluding National Rice Research Foundation programs, 

80% of which was allocated to GSSE (Research and Development) 

and 20% to PSE, as it also provides services to producers, such as in-

formation dissemination and seed distribution. The PSE part of this 

program was allocated to Single Commodity Transfer for rice.

The Agricultural Credit Fund, which was created in 2007, provides 

loans to farmers at reduced interest rates (6.75% per annum, while 

average regular loan interest rate was 11-13%). As the majority 

of loans are short term financing with an average maturity of 8 

months, this interest rate subsidy was assumed to be used more 

for variable input purchases than for investments in on-farm cap-

ital assets. For that reason, the subsidy was allocated to transfers 

to producers for variable input use rather than fixed capital for-

mation. It was, however, not allocated by specific commodity.

Figure 21. Suriname: Budget transfers in PSE, millions of SRD

Source: Author’s estimates.

IN
 m

ill
io

ns
 of

 SR
D

  2
  4
  6
  8

  10
  12
  14
  16
  18

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

variable input use fixed capital formation on-farm services



 | 66

3.3 Indicators of support to

individual commodities

The level of support per commodity is measured by so-called 

single commodity transfers (SCTs), in particular, by the pro-

ducer SCT% (MPS plus transfers from taxpayers in the form of 

budget transfers as a share of gross farm receipts of a specific 

product). The producer SCT%s for Suriname are presented in 

Table 11.

Table 11: Single Commodity Transfers by Commodity for Suriname, in percentage of 
gross receipts for each commodity

Rice

Cassava

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Bananas

Oranges

Milk

Beef

Pork

Poultry

Eggs

(11) 5 (55) (23) (28) (41)

40 39 51 70 43 21

10 10 0 0 0 0

60 58 70 75 85 74

50 59 70

43 38 41 50 58 60

67 60 75 64 61 36

28 22 7 0 15 14

57 60 62 66 60 66

Source: Author’s estimates.
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Figure 22: Single commodity transfers for crops, 2012-2014, in millions of SRD

Source: Author’s estimates.
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Figure 22 shows the SCTs for crops in SRD terms. It shows 

that support to rice is increasingly negative. Though it is not 

uncommon for developing countries to tax their exported ag-

ricultural commodities as a source of revenue generation, in 

Suriname there are no policy measures in place that explain 

the levels of negative support observed. Though an SRD 10/

ton export tax exists (1-2% of the producer price), the neg-

ative levels of SCT are explained by the inefficiencies of the 

value chain, which created negative MPS in 2012, 2013, and 

2014. One of the main aspects is low capacity utilization in the 

processing industry. Millers transfer the high costs resulting 

from the under-utilization of capacity to farmers. This is also 

confirmed by the Stabilization and Recovery Plan which states 

that “pooling of production equipment is limited, reducing the 

competitiveness of the sector”. As set out in section 3.2 above, 

other reasons for the negative SCT levels include the high 

transport costs between Nickerie and the port of Paramaribo, 

as well as the negotiating power of rice producers. Finally, over 

90% of the budget support to the agricultural sector as a whole 

(so-called GSSE) consists of expenditure on infrastructure, in-

cluding on irrigation and drainage systems. It can be assumed 

that rice farmers benefit most from these expenditures. Since 

rice producers do not pay for the operation and maintenance 

of public irrigation and drainage systems, these expenditures 

constitute an implicit subsidy to the rice sector. 
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During the period under review, the banana subsector was not 

taxed or supported by domestic policy that affected prices. 

Because the value chain is integrated, no domestic farm-gate 

prices exist. To determine its profitability, SBBS (in 2012 and 

2013) and FAI (in 2014) aim to produce at a cost that is lower 

than the reference price (FOB price). During the literature re-

view and interviews with sector stakeholders, no policies that 

affect international market price transmission were identified, 

and Market Price Support was zero. Regarding budget support, 

under the EU’s Banana Accompanying Measures, a total of €9.3 

million39 were allocated to Suriname for increased investment 

in the banana sector. However, in 2016, these investments 

were not yet realized. 

Cassava producers received support throughout the period of 

analysis, which is mainly the result of the procurement prices 

paid by the IAP processing factory (USD 0.60 per kg), which 

were higher than global market prices. This has served as an 

incentive for cassava production. At the same time, higher do-

mestic prices for cassava could disadvantage the livestock pro-

ducers, as it limits their ability to use cassava for animal feed at 

low prices. However, support levels may change now that IAP’s 

owner, LVV, has indicated that high procurement prices are not 

expected to continue. 

Oranges are produced almost entirely for the domestic market. 

Orange producers benefit from domestic prices that are signifi-

cantly higher than reference prices. This is mainly due to the 

high cost structure for the orange market thanks to the low de-

gree of the sector’s professionalization. In addition, only slight 

budgetary support is provided through public funding for dis-

tribution of planting materials and establishment of nurseries.

Livestock

Producers of all types of livestock commodities benefit from 

agricultural policy, as is shown in Figure 23. These sectors pro-

duce potentially import-substituting commodities and there-

fore are protected by import duties. They are excluded from 

the tariff liberalization schedule in CARICOM. 

39 EU, 2012.
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Figure 23: Single commodity transfers for livestock, 2012-2014, in millions of SRD

Source: Author’s estimates.
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The poultry subsector is supported by government policy. In-

creased poultry demand over the last five years has been met 

by rising imports rather than increased domestic production. 

Although domestic prices in Suriname generally track with in-

ternational poultry prices, a price gap exists in all years with 

the exception of 2012, when poultry support was neutral. The 

support observed can only be partially explained by the tariff 

that is in place. High import margins are identified as another 

source of the prevailing high domestic prices. This suggests 

that the government’s objective of keeping poultry prices low 

for domestic consumers is not achieved, as consumers contin-

ue to pay relatively high prices for their chicken.

The milk market is the most regulated market among livestock 

commodities. The state-owned dairy processing plant Melk-

centrale purchases milk from farmers at administratively fixed 

prices that are higher than the border price. As a result, the 

higher prices received by farmers are reflected in high SCT for 

milk. This policy supports farmers in the short run, but harms 

the sector in the longer term, as it reduces incentive to in-

vest in improved productivity and more efficient production 

methods. In addition, the price consumers pay for milk is far 

above the price they should pay based on the price level ob-

served in the international market. Still, according to LVV and 

the Association of Milk Farmers (VSMB) of Suriname, the cost 

of production is higher than the current fixed price of SRD 2.5 

per liter established by the Milk Regulation. The price of milk is 

therefore expected to increase further.
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For both pork and beef, farmers were supported throughout 

the period under review as they receive prices that are above 

the reference. For both milk and pork, SCTs decreased signifi-

cantly between 2012 and 2014, mainly as a result of lower MPS. 

This indicates that international prices are better transmitted 

to farmers and that producers are getting a price closer to the 

international reference. However, the main reason for the re-

duction lies with the international price, which increased dra-

matically between 2012 and 2014 for both commodities, while 

the producer price increased only moderately. As a result, MPS 

for both commodities decreased.

Effective rate of protection for selected commodities

The Effective Rate of Protection (ERP) provides additional in-

formation regarding the level of policy support provided to 

specific agricultural commodities by incorporating the effects 

of support to farm inputs. A positive ERP means that returns 

on inputs are potentially higher than they would be without 

trade policies, subsidies, or other support measures. If the ERP 

is negative, that means that policies have a negative effect, as 

the potential returns on input would be higher in the absence 

of policy. The ERP methodology is limited because it does not 

take into account possible input substitution. However, it does 

provide a useful indicator of the effect of policy on input mar-

kets and agricultural producers. 

For Suriname, ERPs have been estimated for the commodities 

for which detailed value chain studies were conducted, which 

are rice, bananas, and poultry. The set of inputs included in the 

analysis was determined by the information available on the 

farm gate cost structure. The following purchased inputs were 

included in the analysis:

• for rice: urea and NPK fertilizers, fungicide, insecticide and 

herbicide

• for bananas: agrochemicals

• for poultry: corn for chicken feed and concentrate as feed 

ingredient

Suriname has a clear and fairly developed custom duty sys-

tem that can be easily consulted and that lists the different 

import duties and levies per category. All products imported 

from CARICOM are at a zero percent import tax. However, the 

Customs Authorities of Suriname do impose levies and stamp 

duties of a total of 2% on all CARICOM import products.
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Key assumptions. The following key assumptions are at the 

basis of the NRP and ERP calculations and interpretations:

• The FOB price per commodity is assumed equal to the glob-

al price and is calculated by dividing the total export value by 

the export volume. For poultry, CIF Brazil is used as the global 

reference price;

• The global price is assumed to be equal to the price of free 

trade;

• Information on the import and export values and volumes 

was sourced from the Agricultural Statistics of the LVV;

• Sales (or turnover) tax is applied on all items (local or im-

ported) and therefore not included in the analysis. Further-

more, staple foods are tax exempt.

• Value added tax (VAT) is expected to be introduced in 2016 

and is therefore not considered in this analysis.

• Data is based on secondary sources and field interviews for 

the years 2012, 2013, and 2014.

• The necessary agricultural inputs can be imported in suffi-

cient volumes from CARICOM countries.

Taxes on inputs. No distinction is drawn between import du-

ties and levies on the different agricultural inputs. As they are 

assumed to be imported from CARICOM, 2% is applied on in-

puts for rice, bananas, and chicken.

For rice, the inputs are estimated at 24% of the total cost price 

based on the detailed information provided by the Suriname 

Rice Farmers Association. For bananas, the total use of agro-

chemicals is estimated at 40% of the production cost price 

based on industry average for banana production in the tropics. 

For chicken, feed represents over 70% of the cost of produc-

ing chicken meat. In Suriname, approximately 50% of the total 

poultry feed mix consists of imported corn and concentrate.



 | 72

Figure 24: Effective rate of protection in Suriname for rice, bananas and poultry, 2012–2014

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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As can be seen from Figure 24, the ERP for both rice, banan-

as and poultry was positive, and in theory, these products are 

protected from imports from neighboring countries, which 

would be beneficial for supplying the domestic market. Do-

mestic producers benefit by ultimately facing reduced compe-

tition in their home market, which leads to lower supply levels 

and higher prices for consumers. At the same time, the tariff 

is not beneficial for export oriented producers, because these 

commodities rely so heavily on imported inputs (for rice 24% 

and for banana 40% of the production cost price). The im-

posed duties are thus undermining their competitive position 

in the global commodity market. Finally, the sharp fall in ERP 

for bananas is directly related to the fall of the farm gate price 

from SRD 1.25 in 2012 to SRD 1.11 in 2014.

3.4 Estimates of support to general 
services

A major part of budget transfers to the agricultural sector in 

Suriname is allocated in a form that creates transfers not to 

individual producers but to the agricultural sector in general. 

However, as budget expenditures are not reported in detail but 

only at the program level, it has not been possible to analyze 

the data at a disaggregated level. Therefore, the GSSE results



Analysis of agricultural policies in Suriname  | 73

for Suriname may overestimate support to general services. 

This is particularly true for expenditures related to irrigation 

and drainage infrastructure maintenance and rehabilitation 

financed by the Ministry of Public Works, as it is difficult to 

assess which drainage and irrigation expenditures specifically 

benefit the agriculture sector.

Figure 25. Suriname: components of general services support, 
total for 2012–2014

Source: Consultant’s estimate.
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General services support provided to agriculture accounts 

for over 40% of total transfers to agriculture (including MPS), 

which is higher than in most Latin American countries and 

close to the levels of Chile and the US. Investment in general 

services, especially in market and rural infrastructure, enhanc-

es the competitiveness of domestic production, stimulates 

more efficient production decisions, and promotes long-term 

economic growth. However, in Suriname these areas still need 

more attention, as underdeveloped infrastructure (irrigation 

and drainage and roads, as well as soft infrastructure such as 

access to credit and information), lack of research and devel-

opment, and issues in animal and plant health remain import-

ant constraints on agricultural growth.
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3.5 Estimates of support to 

consumers

The CSE is the common indicator of support that quantifies 

how agricultural support policies affect the consumers of 

agricultural commodities. Negative national CSE means that 

there are transfers from consumers to producers of agricul-

tural commodities. This is the case in most Latin American and 

Caribbean countries. 

In Suriname, transfers from consumers to producers are in ef-

fect for all the livestock commodities. The negative CSCT indi-

cators40 for all these products mean that support to farmers in 

these sectors originated primarily from the transfers from con-

sumers who pay higher prices for their products. The produc-

ers of these commodities are supported mainly at the expense 

of domestic consumers, who pay higher prices for milk, poul-

try meat, beef, pork, and eggs. This is reflected in the negative 

level of the country’s national CSE.

Negative CSEs affect households’ economic access to food, as 

consumers pay more for their food products than they should, 

based on prevailing international market prices. In Suriname, 

8% of the population was food insecure during the 2014–2016 

period (FAO, 2015 State of World Food Insecurity). 

Negative consumer support is consistent with trends observed 

in other middle-income countries. In low-income countries, 

governments often tax their agricultural sectors by suppress-

ing food prices, as concerns for the welfare and food securi-

ty of (urban) consumers are considered more important than 

farm incomes. When incomes grow, however, middle income 

countries tend to provide more support to agricultural produc-

ers at the expense of consumers. In addition, middle-income 

countries have more financial resources to support their agri-

cultural sector. Most emerging economies monitored by the 

OECD provide positive support to farmers.41 

40 CSCT is calculated as: the transfers to consumers from taxpayers – (transfers to producers 

from consumers + other transfers from consumers).

41 OECD (2012b).
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Figure 26. Consumer support estimate (percentage) in Suriname and selected countries* in 2012–2014, %

* Argentina, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, Honduras, Paraguay 2010-2012, Nicaragua 2008-2010, Guatemala 2009-2011, Peru, Uruguay 2011-2013
Source: consultant’s estimate, IDB database, OECD PSE database.
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3.6 Estimates of Total Support to 
the Agricultural Sector

The total support estimate (TSE) is the sum of the support to 

producers, general services and consumers, and reflects all the 

transfers that result from agricultural policy. The TSE is usually 

estimated in percentage form as a share in GDP to demonstrate 

the burden of agriculture-related transfers on the economy.

In 2012, total support to agriculture in Suriname reached SRD 

189 million, and increased to SRD 234 million in 2013 before 

decreasing again to SRD 211 million in 2014 (see Figure 25). 

The latest drop in TSE was primarily caused by a decrease in 

MPS in 2014. 
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Figure 27. Suriname: Total support estimate, 2012–2014, millions of SRD

Source: Consultant’s calculations.
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Though MPS was the key driver of support for the sector in 

2012 and 2013, in 2014 GSSE played a larger role. This is an 

indication of the efficiency way in which budget funds are 

distributed to support agriculture, as this kind of transfer has 

proven to be most effective in developing long-term compet-

itiveness. 

From an international perspective, TSE as a percent share of 

GDP in Suriname was 1.39% on average between 2012–2014 

(up from 1.31% in the 2009–2011 period), which is higher than 

in OECD, EU, Brazil, USA, and Ecuador, and, as shown in Figure 

26, close to Colombia. 
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Figure 28. Total support estimate (percentage) in Suriname and selected countries* 2012–2014, %

Source: Author’s estimates.
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The Government of Suriname employs various policy instruments 

to support the agricultural sector, including trade policies and sup-

portive public expenditure measures. This results in overall levels 

of support to the agricultural sector in Suriname that were positive 

throughout the period under review and in line with the average 

for the Latin American and Caribbean region. In other words, agri-

cultural policy in Suriname supports producers, who receive high-

er prices and budget transfers that increase their gross receipts. 

As far as the composition of the PSE, most of it comes in the 

form of Market Price Support. Though overall support to pro-

ducers exists, the differences between subsectors are significant.

Rice producers in Suriname received negative price support in all 

years under review, and the levels of disincentives for rice pro-

ducers are deteriorating. Overall support to rice remains negative, 

even when budget transfers are taken into account. However, it 

should bemade clear that much of the support that is classified as 

4. Conclusions
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support to general services actually primarily benefits the rice 

sector. In other words, the negative price gap that producers face 

is largely offset by government expenditure to the sector, par-

ticularly in areas that generate long-term effects and positively 

affect its competitiveness. In general, livestock products receive 

higher levels of support than crops do.

Support to general services, which involves transfers to the ag-

ricultural sector in general and not to individual farmers, is pro-

vided in the forms of infrastructure development (rural roads and 

irrigation and drainage, inspection services (food safety, phy-

tosanitary, and veterinary health protection measures), and re-

search and development, education, and training. The share of 

support provided to agriculture in the form of general services 

in the 2012–2014 period amounted to 48% of total transfers to 

agriculture, which is higher than in most Latin American and Ca-

ribbean countries. Investment in general services, especially in 

market and rural infrastructure, enhances competitiveness of 

domestic production, stimulates more efficient production deci-

sions and promotes long-term economic growth. It must be not-

ed, though, that irrigation infrastructure represents an extremely 

large share of the general services support, which may result in a 

misrepresentation of general sector support, as not all irrigation 

and drainage infrastructure works may be directly benefiting agri-

culture. In addition, the drainage and infrastructure expenditures 

that have been taken into account have not been allocated to a 

specific commodity. However, it can be assumed that rice farm-

ers benefit more than other producers from these expenditures: 

It must be noted that rice producers do not make any service 

payments for the operation and maintenance of the drainage and 

irrigation systems. This constitutes an implicit subsidy that is not 

recorded in the PSE for rice.

The TSE, or overall value of the transfers created as a result of 

national agricultural policy, reached SRD 189 million in 2012, and 

increased to SRD 234 million in 2013 before falling back to SRD 

211 million in 2014. The average annual level of support amounts 

to 1.37% of Suriname’s GDP for the 2012-2014 period, which is in 

line with the average among the countries of the Latin American 

and Caribbean region, and which is similar as well to the level 

observed in Colombia. 

 

The TSE, or overall value 
of the transfers created 
as a result of national 
agricultural policy, 
reached SRD 189 million in 
2012, and increased to SRD 
234 million in 2013 before 
falling back to SRD 211 
million in 2014.
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Suriname’s agricultural sector is at a crossroads. Over the last de-

cade, the country saw a period of robust economic growth and 

rising government revenues. Though agricultural development 

remained a stated policy objective throughout that period, public 

investment in product diversification and competitiveness of the 

agricultural sector remained modest and primarily focused on 

the rice sector. Also, several public investments were delayed or 

not completed, including the abattoir in Nickerie and the cassava 

processing plant in Para.  

Now that the government is faced with contractions of GDP and 

revenue, it is re-valuating the agricultural sector as part of the solu-

tion to Suriname’s narrow economic base. Through the Stabiliza-

tion and Growth Plan, the government will seek to strengthen the 

rice sector, further develop citrus production, enhance livestock 

production systems, and establish production of coco and cocoa. 

In addition, the government has committed itself to improving the 

overall business environment and reducing bureaucracy.

5. Policy 
Recommendations
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During the period under review, the Government of Suriname 

used a variety of policy instruments that affected the country’s 

agricultural sector. The instruments applied included traditional 

trade policy measures, such as import tariffs, but also area pay-

ments for rice producers, state ownership, tax exemptions for in-

puts, subsidized credit, price policies, and government support 

for rural infrastructure, irrigation, research, and training.

The following recommendations will help increase the coher-

ence of Suriname’s agricultural policies:

• the government should reduce the dependence of the rice 

sector on subsidies. If subsidies are provided, they should be 

clearly marked in the LVV budget and not be included under 

other budget lines such as “export promotion;”

• the government should develop a medium-term plan for the 

rice sector which focuses on better collaboration between 

stakeholders, more efficient allocation of production and pro-

cessing equipment, increased access to credit for small- and 

medium-sized rice farmers and increased research capacity; 

• the government should make improvements in ensuring an-

imal and plant health in order to increase productivity levels;

• the government is advised to improve the enabling envi-

ronment for the banana sector, which faces agronomic, eco-

nomic, and market constraints, such as crop disease, low la-

bor productivity, high rates of sick leave, and low prices;

• the government should avoid increasing the import tariff on 

poultry, as it plans to do. Rather, the government is advised 

to seek innovations to promote the emergence of local feed 

production to reduce dependence on (increasingly expen-

sive) imports—for example, by using cassava for animal feed; 

• the government should develop a strategy for the milk sec-

tor, working towards a more flexible milk price;

• the government should invest in diversification to reduce 

the sector’s over-dependence on rice and bananas for agri-

cultural exports.
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Table 12. Overview of applied policy instruments and suggested improvements

Commodity

Rice 

Instrument Planned 
objective

Recommendations/
Suggested changes

Potential effects or 
intended benefit Beneficiaries Other effects

Subsidy (area 
payment), sometimes 

focused on small and 
medium sized farmers.

Compensation payment 
for high production 

costs.

Gradually reduce 
subsidy payments 
and the sector’s 

dependence on 
government. Invest 
in general services 
(in particular: seed 

research, water 
infrastructure and 

improved accessibility 
of port of Nickerie).

Increased 
competitiveness in 

medium and long term. 

Rice farmers Better research 
capacity and 

infrastructure 
also benefits 

other 
subsectors.

Banana Privatization Enhance efficiency 
and long-term 

sustainability of the 
banana sector in 

Suriname.

Privatization of 
the SBBS has been 

completed.  
Invest in Port of 

Nickerie to lower 
transport costs from 

the Nickerie Estate.

Increase 
competitiveness and 

lower costs in banana 
subsector;  

Improve long term 
sustainability.

Employees of 
SBBS (2,000)

Rural 
employment; 

Improved 
fiscal position; 

Generation 
of foreign 
exchange 
earnings.

Milk Price policy Compensate high cost 
in milk production 

chain and fierce 
competition from milk 

powder imports.

The government 
plans to increase the 
minimum milk prices, 

which should be 
avoided. Rather, invest 
in improving the cold 

chain and breeding 
for better quality 

products. 

Reduce subsector 
inefficiencies;

lower consumer/
retail prices;

increase milk farmers’ 
productivity; reduce 

stagnation in milk 
production.

Consumers
Tax payers

Milk 
producers 
in the long 

term

This sector is 
highly dependent 

on government 
intervention. 

Reduce 
government-
dependency; 
Increase the 
subsector’s 
innovation 

capacity

Poultry Import Tariff Protect domestic 
producers. 

Government should 
avoid increasing 
the import tariff, 

as proposed by 
producers.  Instead, 

it should increase 
public investment in 

research for domestic 
production of feed 
components, e.g. in 
partnership with 

international partners 
such as EMBRAPA, to 

lower feed costs; 
Enhance quality 

control to maintain 
consumer premiums 

for (high-quality) 
local chicken.

Lower poultry 
farmers’ cost 
of production; 

strengthen quality 
of locally produced 

chicken.

Producers 
Consumers 

Cassava State ownership Develop a new 
agricultural value 

chain; Increase 
cassava production, 

processing and 
consumption; Reduce 

wheat imports.

he government 
acquired private 

processing company 
IAP in 2013 and 

brought it under the 
responsibility 

of LVV in 2015. The 

Create increased 
demand for fresh 

cassava. Create a new 
source of income for 

rural families.

Consumers

Cassava 
producers 

Positive: 
Increased private 

investment and 
entrepreneurship 

in cassava 
subsector; Growth 

of agribusiness 
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Commodity Instrument Planned 
objective

Recommendations/
Suggested changes

Potential effects or 
intended benefit Beneficiaries Other effects

recommendation is 
to develop an exit 

strategy for IAP, as 
this report advises 
against long-term 
state ownership of 
agro-processing.  

sector.

Negative: Losses 
of IAP will need to 
be covered from 

the budget and can 
deteriorate the 
fiscal position.

Subsidized Credit 
(Government-backed 

loan) 

Develop a new 
agricultural value 

chain; Increase 
cassava production, 

processing and 
consumption; Reduce 

wheat imports.

Sources suggested 
that the government 
acquired ownership 

of cassava-processor 
IAP. This report 

recommends avoiding 
state-ownership.

Provide IAP with 
sufficient cash to 

procure cassava for 
processing. 

Cassava 
producers

See above

Informal price policy Increase cassava 
production; Increase 
cassava producers’ 

incomes.

Avoid any guaranteed 
fixed price for raw 

cassava.

Ensure sustainability 
of cassava production 

and processing.
Avoid penalization of 
consumers through 
high cassava-flour 

prices.

Consumers
Cassava 

producers 
(long term)

Source: Author.



 | 84

• Anderson, K. and Valenzuela, E. Estimates of Global Distortions to Agricultural 

Incentives, 1955 to 2007, World Bank, Washington DC, October 2008, at http://

www.worldbank.org/agdistortions.

   Accessed at http://cies.adelaide.edu.au/agdistortions/database/report/#

• Anríquez, G., Foster, W., Ortega, J., Falconi, C., & De Salvo, P. (2016). It’s Not How 

Much, But Where: Public Expenditures and the Performance of LAC Agriculture, 

IADB Working Paper (forthcoming)

• Barreiro-Hurle, J. and Witwer, M. (2013). MAFAP Methodological Implementing 

Guides: Volume I. Analysis of price incentives and disincentives. MAFAP Technical 

Notes Series, FAO, Rome, Italy.

• Coffeng, A. (2010). Het Grondstoffenbesluit: Uitdagingen en Mogelijkheden, 

viewed at http://www.surinamebusinessforum.org/smartcms/downloads/pdf/

Grondstoffenbesluit%20(Ad%20Coffeng).pdf. 

• Derlagen, C., Barreiro-Hurlé, J. and Shik, O.  (2013). Agricultural Sector Support in 

Suriname, IDB/FAO, Rome, Italy.

• Economist Intelligence Unit. (2013). Country Report Suriname. London.

• Elmont, R. (2010). A study of the possibilities to add value to and improve the 

utilization of rice bran in Suriname. Report for the Suriname Business Forum. 

Paramaribo

• European Commission (2008). Republic of Suriname - European Community. 

Country Strategy Paper and National Indicative Programme for the period 2008 - 

2013. Paramaribo

• European Commission. (2012). Multiannual Support Strategy for the Banana 

Accompanying Measures in favour of the Republic of Suriname 2012-2013.

• 2012. Action Fiche for the Republic of Suriname: Banana Accompanying Measures 

in favour of the Republic of Suriname. Accessed at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/

RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/comitologie/ros/2012/

D023706-01/COM-AC_DR(2012)D023706-01(ANN1)_EN.pdf.

• 2012a. Memorandum to the DCI committee concerning the Annual Action 

Programme for 2012-2013 in favour of  the Republic of Suriname covered by 

the programming documents Banana Accompanying Measures (BAM) for the 

Development Cooperation Instrument EU 2012. Europarl.eu.int

REFERENCES



Analysis of agricultural policies in Suriname  | 85

• Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (2005). Suriname: Rural 

Sector Note. Sector Studies Series, FAO/World Bank Cooperative Program. Rome, Italy.

• 2010. Suriname: Rural and Agricultural Sector Review. Characteristics, Constraints 

and Opportunities. Sector Studies Series, FAO/World Bank Cooperative Program. 

Rome, Italy.

• FAO, WFP and IFAD, 2015. The State of Food Insecurity in the World 2015: Meeting 

the 2015 international hunger targets: taking stock of uneven progress. Rome, Italy.

• Government of Suriname. (2010). Kruispunt: Samen naar Betere Tijden, statement 

of 1 October 2010 by President Bouterse to the National Assembly. 

• Graanoogst, A. (2007). Costs and Benefits of Support Systems in the Rice Sector 

in Suriname. Viewed at http://www.adron.sr/files/Costs-and-benefits-of-support-

systems-in-the-rice-sector-of-Suriname.pdf.

• IADB. 2011. IDB Country Strategy with the Republic of Suriname 2011 

2015. Accessed at:  http://idbdocs.iadb.org/wsdocs/getdocument.

aspx?docnum=36533868 [December 2012].

• IADB/FAO. (2012). Jamaica Agricultural Sector Support Analysis. Policy Review and 

Support Estimates.

• IICA (Instituto Interamericano de Cooperación para la Agricultura), 2010. 2009 

Annual Report IICA’s contribution to the development of agriculture and rural 

communities in Suriname. IICA, Paramaribo.

• International Monetary Fund (2014). 2014 Article IV Consultation – Staff Report; 

Press Release and Statement by the Authorities of Suriname. Washington, D.C.

• Jagai, S. 2011. Development of the Poultry Sector in Suriname:  A role of 

government and firms, Institute of Social Studies, Institute of Social Sciences, 13 

November, Paramaribo.

• Liefert, W. 2007. Decomposing Changes in Agricultural Producer Prices. Washington 

DC: International Agricultural Trade Research Consortium.

• Milton, P. Y. 2009. Country Report on the State of Plant Genetic Resources for Food 

and Agriculture, Suriname, Report prepared by the national authorities in the context 

of the preparatory process for the Second Report on the state of the World’s Plant 

Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture, January. Accessed at:  http://www.fao.

org/docrep/013/i1500e/Suriname.pdf [December 2012].

• Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries. (2010). Beleidswitbook Rijst.

• Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries. (2011).  Beleidswitboek 

Veeteelt.

• Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries. (2010). Beleidsnota 2010 – 

2015. Paramaribo.



 | 86

• Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries. (2015). National Masterplan for 

Agricultural Development in Suriname. Paramaribo.

• Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development.  2002.  National 

Masterplan for Agricultural Development in Suriname. Paramaribo.

• 2010. OECD’s Producer Support Estimate and Related Indicators of Agricultural 

Support: Concepts, Calculations, Interpretation and Use (The PSE Manual). Paris, 

France: OECD.

• 2010a. OECD’s Produce Support Estimate Database. http://www.oecd.org/

document/59/0,3746,en_2649_37401_39551355_1_1_1_37401,00.html

• 2011. Disaggregated Impacts of CAP Reforms: Proceedings of an OECD Workshop 

Publishing. Accessed at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264097070-en.

• 2012. Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation 2012: OECD Countries. OECD. 

Paris, 2012

• 2012b. Policy Coherence and Food Security: The Effects of OECD Countries’ 

Agricultural Policies. Accessed at: http://www.oecd.org/tad/agricultural-policies/JB-

PCD%20and%20Food%20Security%20Paper.pdf. OECD, Paris.

• Poerschke, Ir. I.J., 2005. Organization and management aspects of the rice industry 

in Suriname. Paramaribo.

• Roseboom, J. (2012). Modernization of Public Agricultural Services Program: A 

Policy Analysis. Unpublished Report for the Inter-American Development Bank.

• Valdéz, A. and Anderson, K., eds., 2007. Distortions to Agricultural Incentives in Latin 

America. Washington, D.C.: World Bank Group.

• World Economic Forum (2015). The Global Competitiveness Report 2014 – 2015. 

Geneva.

• Wouters, J. and Visch, J. (2010).  Ontwikkeling van de melkveehouderij in Suriname. 

Report 363. Wageningen UR Livestock Research

• WTO (2004). Trade Policy Review Suriname. Report by Secretariat. www.wto.org

• WTO (2013). Trade Policy Review Suriname. Report by Secretariat. www.wto.org

• World Bank (2016). Doing Business 2016: Measuring Regulatory Quality and 

Efficiency. Washington, DC: World Bank Group.

• World Bank. (2016). World Development Indicators. 



Analysis of agricultural policies in Suriname  | 87

ANNEX I: OVERVIEW OF PSE 
METHODOLOGY AND DEFINITIONS
General introduction to the methodology

The estimates of support to the agricultural sector in Suri-

name are calculated using the producer support estimates 

(PSE) methodology. The PSE methodology was developed by 

the OECD in the 1980s and has been applied in both OECD 

member and non-member countries since 1987. It serves as 

an instrument for estimating the level of domestic support for 

agriculture and comparing support internationally and over 

time. Due to the metric’s quantitative nature, it can serve as ev-

idence for monitoring and evaluating agricultural policy devel-

opments and as a common basis for policy dialogue. For that 

reason, the PSE methodology is also used by a wide range of 

international organizations and financial institutions (including 

the WTO, FAO, the World Bank, and the IDB).

To calculate the levels and composition of public sector sup-

port for agriculture, the PSE focuses on two main components: 

• Market price support (MPS) measures the gap between do-

mestic and reference prices.

• Budget transfers (BTs)

Positive PSE means that farmers are benefiting from govern-

ment policy that provides support to agriculture, but, at the 

same time, also indicates that market distortions exist. Neg-

ative PSE mean that implicit taxation of domestic producers 

occurs as a result of agricultural policy or market distortions. 

Box 1 includes a list of definitions for PSE, Consumer Support 

Estimate (CSE) and Total Support Estimate (TSE).
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Box 1. Definitions of producer support estimate, consumer support estimate, and total support estimate

Producer support estimate – PSE: The annual monetary value of gross transfers from consumers and taxpayers 
to agricultural producers, measured at the farm-gate level, arising from policy measures that support agriculture, 
regardless of their nature, objectives, or impacts on farm production or income.

Percentage PSE (PSE%) – PSE as a share of gross farm receipts.

General services support estimate - GSSE: The annual monetary value of gross transfers to general services 
provided to agricultural producers collectively (such as research, development, training, inspection, marketing, and 
promotion), arising from policy measures that support agriculture regardless of their nature, objectives, and impact 
on farm production, income, or consumption. The GSSE does not include any transfers to individual producers.

Consumer support estimate – CSE: The annual monetary value of gross transfers from (to) consumers of 
agricultural commodities, measured at the farm gate, arising from policy measures that support agriculture, 
regardless of their nature, objectives, or impacts on consumption of farm products.

Percentage CSE (CSE%) - CSE as a share of consumption expenditure (measured at farm gate) net of taxpayer 
transfers to consumers.

Total support estimate – TSE: The annual monetary value of all gross transfers from taxpayers and consumers 
arising from policy measures that support agriculture, net of associated budgetary receipts, regardless of their 
objectives and impacts on farm production and income, or consumption of farm products.

Percentage TSE (TSE%) – TSE as a share of the GDP.

Single commodity transfers - SCT: The annual monetary value of gross transfers from consumers and taxpayers 
to agricultural producers, measured at the farm gate level, arising from policies linked to the production of a single 
commodity such that the producer must produce the designated commodity in order to receive the transfer. 

Percentage single commodity transfers - SCT%: The commodity SCT as a share of gross farm receipts for the 
specific commodity.

Market price support (MPS): The annual monetary value of gross transfers from consumers and taxpayers to 
agricultural producers, arising from policy measures that create a gap between domestic market prices and border 
prices of a specific agricultural commodity, measured at the farm gate level.

Source: OECD, 2010.

The value of budgetary support of general services to produc-

ers is measured by the GSSE indicator. The GSSE indicates the 

support provided to agricultural producers collectively, such as 

expenditures related to agricultural extension, research, tech-

nical assistance, and infrastructure. The support or taxation 

of consumers of agricultural commodities is measured by the 

consumer support estimate (CSE). Together, PSE, GSSE, and 

net transfers to consumers from taxpayers (TCT) compose the 

total support estimate (TSE), i.e. total transfers from consum-

ers and taxpayers to agricultural producers associated with ag-

ricultural policy. The TSE can be used to indicate the total level 

of public sector support for agriculture in a given country. 
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PSE and CSE, and PSE components are often measured in a 

percentage form, as a share of total farm receipts (receipts 

from output and budget transfers). The market price support 

(MPS) component of the PSE is the difference between the ob-

served domestic price received by farmers and the internation-

al reference price that represents the value of the commodity 

on the international market. The reference price is considered 

to be the price that domestic producers could have received 

for their products in the absence of any domestic or trade pol-

icy affecting this commodity’s market. Usually, these reference 

prices are calculated based on border prices of imports (cost, 

insurance, and freight - CIF) and exports (free on board - FOB). 

If no reliable border prices are available, it is also possible to 

use specific border prices in close neighboring countries or 

in countries playing a major role in international trade of the 

commodity, or prices on international commodity exchanges.

Reference prices and producer prices for MPS calculations 

must be measured at the same point in the value chain. In or-

der to make the two prices comparable, the reference (border 

prices) must be adjusted for marketing margins to make it com-

parable to farm-gate producer prices. This adjustment means 

that the costs of processing, handling and transportation the 

product to the market where the domestically-produced com-

modity meets the commodity from the foreign market must 

be deducted from the reference price. In addition, quantity or 

quality adjustments could be applied to ensure that the traded 

good is comparable with the product as it is sold by the farmer. 

The price adjustments are carried out as follows:

For imported commodity:

CIF price + costs of transporting the product from the bor-

der to the internal wholesale market (T1) = price of imports 

at domestic market level - cost of transporting the product 

from the wholesale market to the farm gate (T2) - costs of 

processing farm product into imported product (S) = price 

of imports in farm gate equivalent.

For exported commodity:

FOB price - handling and transportation costs between 

border and domestic wholesale market (T1) - handling and 

transportation costs between wholesale market and the farm 

gate (T2) - costs of processing of farm product into exported 

product (S) = price of exports adjusted to the farm gate level.
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The BT component of the calculations consists of the pub-

lic expenditure in support of the agricultural sector. In gen-

eral terms, these expenditures can be divided into three main 

groups: 

6. Economic transfers from the government budget to agri-

cultural producers (e.g. input subsidies)

7. Financing of general services that support agriculture 

collectively (e.g. extension services or spending on agri-

cultural research)

8. Transfers to consumers (e.g. food aid or other food sub-

sidies). 

The transfers to agricultural producers are included in the PSE 

indicator, while public expenditure that benefits the sector as 

a whole is used in the GSSE. Finally, support to consumers is 

taken into account in the calculation of the CSE. A thorough 

analysis of the budget of the Government of Suriname has 

been carried out to obtain an understanding of the nature and 

characteristics of the public sector’s spending in support of the 

sector and to distinguish the different types of budget support 

that the government provides.

Assumptions and general approach to budget support PSE 

component calculations

A number of assumptions are applied to ensure that the level 

of public sector support to the agricultural sector in Suriname 

is calculated correctly:

• Transfers to agricultural producers that benefit individu-

al farmers or group of farmers must be included in the PSE. 

When the transfers benefit the agricultural sector as a whole, 

they are considered support to general services and are in-

cluded in the GSSE.• Budget transfers (BTs)

• Transfers to first consumers of agricultural production 

(agro-processors) and food aid programs are included in the 

consumer support indicator CSE. However, as primary agri-

culture is often the final beneficiary of the subsidies to the 

agro-processing sector, these subsidies can be included in 

the PSE.

The reasoning for attribution of those transfers to PSE or CSE 

is discussed below separately for each transfer, where this is 

applicable.
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• BTs to producers, which are part of the PSE, are presented as 

a matrix structure where PSE categories are presented along 

the vertical axis and PSE labels along the horizontal axis. Cat-

egories and labels indicate the way the policy program is im-

plemented. The classification and labels of BTs are given in 

Table 13.

As shown below, categories indicate the basis on which the trans-

fer or subsidy is calculated, such as value of production, number 

of animals, input use, services provided, income or non-com-

modity criteria. Labels are used for each category and provide a 

more detailed understanding of the implementation of each pol-

icy measure.

Table 13: Classification of BTs in the PSE according to OECD methodology

Categories

A. Support based on commodity output 

   A.1. Market Price Support

   A.2. Payments based on output

B. Payments based on input use

   B.1. Variable input use

   B.2. Fixed capital formation

   B.3. On-farm services

C. Payments based on current A (Area) /An (Animal number) / R (Receipts) /I (Income), production required

   C.1 Based on current receipts/income

   C.2 Based on current area/animal number

D. Payments based on non-current (historical or fixed) A (Area) /An (Animal number) / R (Receipts) /I (Income), production required

E. Payments based on non-current A (Area) /An (Animal number) / R (Receipts) /I (Income), production not required

   E.1. Variable rates (vary with respect to levels of current output or input prices, or production/yields and/or area)

   E.2. Fixed rates

F. Payments based on non-commodity criteria

   F.1. Long-term resource retirement 
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Categories

   F.2. Specific non-commodity output

   F.3 Other non-commodity criteria

G. Miscellaneous payments

Labels

 With/without L (current commodity production limits and/or limits to payments)

With V/F rates (variable or fixed payment rates)

With/without C (input constraints)

With/without E (commodity exceptions)

Based on A/An/R/I (Area/Animal number/Receipts/ Income)

Based on SC/GC/AC (a single commodity, a group of commodities or all commodities)

The second category of BTs includes those that benefit the agri-

cultural sector collectively. This expenditure on so-called general 

services has been separated from the PSE and is instead being 

calculated as a separate indicator, the GSSE. As can be seen from 

Table 14, the spending on general services is divided into seven 

broad categories. 

Table 14. Classification of Budget Transfers in GSSE According to OECD Methodology

Categories

H.  Research and development

 I.  Agricultural schools

J.  Inspection services

K.  Infrastructure

L.  Marketing and promotion

M. Public stockholding

N.  Miscellaneous

Source: OECD, 2010. 
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ANNEX II: OVERVIEW OF THE RICE VALUE 
CHAIN
Background

Rice (dried paddy) is the leading crop in Suriname and its pro-

duction increased steadily during the 2011–2014 period, to a 

total of 62,000ha, equivalent to 88% of the total agriculture 

production area (table 1). According to the Ministry of Agricul-

ture, the yield per hectare increased slightly, from a 4.1 tons 

per hectare in 2011 to a 4.4 tons per hectare in 2015. The pro-

duction is concentrated in the following districts: Saramacca, 

Coronie, and Nickerie with areas of 5,000 ha, 7,000 ha, and 

43,000 ha respectively.

Table 1 : Paddy area under production and harvest

Production area 

unit

ha

2011 2012 2013 2014

56,930 51,379 58,274 62,211

Total agricultural 
area ha 62,916 57,371 65,910 70,728

Quantity harvested ton 235,298 224,127 262,029 275,851

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries. 

Prices

The farm gate prices have been fluctuating over in the 2010–

2015 period and were only slightly higher in 2014 compared to 

2010 (Table 2).

Table 2 : Paddy prices

Farm gate wet paddy 

2010

ha

2011 2012 2013 2014

56,930 51,379 58,274 62,211

ha 62,916 57,371 65,910 70,728Consumer prices

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries.

Average year prices (SRD/KG)
Description 
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Export

The export of rice products (white, broken, parboiled and car-

go rice) has grown in volume and value from 90,000 ton in 

2010 to 104,000 ton in 2014. (Table 4) The most important 

and reliable export destination for rice from Suriname is by far 

Jamaica. Rice exports to Jamaica have grown from 36,000 ton 

in 2011 to a 65,000 ton in 2014. Exports to the EU declined 

sharply since 2010. Suriname is not capitalizing on the intro-

duction of the Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA), which 

since 2010 has allowed duty free and quota free exports to the 

EU. The decline in exports to the EU is partly because of the 

fierce competition from high-quality Asian rice.

Table 3: Export quantity and value of rice products

Quantity

unit

ton

2010 2011 2012 * 2013

89,412 46,109 56,317 77,161

Value SRD1000 105,213 99,664 103,155 132,114

Source: Export figures - Customs (ASYCUDA).

2014

103,755

179,814

Employment

Approximately, 1,400 farmers are employed in the rice sec-

tor. Approximately 8,000 families are directly dependent on 

the rice sector. The Nickerie district is the most important rice 

producing district and accounts for about 80% of all econom-

ic activity in the rice sector. An estimated 23 factories are in-

volved in the processing of paddy rice.

Sector organization

The sector is fairly organized as a large portion of the farmers 

are members of the Suriname Rice Farmers Association (SPBA). 

The SPBA has approximately 1,200 rice farmers as members. 

The biggest producer has 1,000 hectares and the smallest 2 

hectares. Production can be sub-divided between indepen-

dent farmers, contract farmers, and corporate farmers.

The ministry consults regularly with representatives of stakehold-

ers in the rice sector, including farmers, processors, exporters, 

traders, banks, and research institutes and the collaboration is 

enacted through the Implementation Unit Rice (IUR). Represen-

tatives of producers, processors/exporters, trade partners, banks, 
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ADRON (research institute) and the Ministry of Agriculture sit 

on the IUR. The Rice Board is responsible for meeting the rice 

sector’s the policy objectives. This body comes under the re-

sponsibility of the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry, 

and Fisheries.

Information and research

Research institute Anne van Dijk Research Nickerie (ADRON) 

promotes improved seeds and provides training to producers 

and processors in the field of paddy drying and processing, 

quality management, administration and financial manage-

ment, and crop management.

The rice commodity chain and key challenges

In describing the rice value chain, the information received 

from the Suriname Rice Farmers Association (SPBA) is used as a 

primary source, combined with the policy note of the Ministry 

of Agriculture 2010-2015 (“Beleidsnota”). Since the spring har-

vest is the most important one, information from this season 

is used to calculate the farm gate price. The rice value chain is 

not integrated. It is made up of a variety of active companies 

active, summarized by Figure 1 below. As can be seen in Fig-

ure 1, the Suriname rice value chain is long and lacks a strong 

market orientation or focus, resulting in inefficiencies and re-

duction in competitiveness.

Figure 1: Suriname value chain

Source: The National Rice Conference, 2015.

Input dealers Production Millers  
Small & Big

Distributor

Feed factory

Importer

Importer
Exporter

Domestic retail

Foreign retail

Foreign retail
Miller



 | 96

Input dealers

The supply of some key inputs is not always reliable for farm-

ers, which results in production delay or loss. The rice sector is 

dependent on the following key inputs: seeds, fertilizer, chem-

icals, diesel, parts, and machine services. Fertilizer is the cost-

liest input, representing an average of 16% of the cost. Accord-

ing to the SPBA, to improve the sector’s competitiveness, the 

priority lies in reducing input costs (more efficient use, lower 

prices). Furthermore, SPBA indicates that rice seeds continue 

to be more prone to diseases. ADRON needs to invest more in 

seed innovation to introduce better yielding and more disease 

resistant seed.

Table 4: Farm gate price calculation

Activities

Land preparation

Annual cost in SRD
2014 2015 2016

1100 1100 900

Slag insecticide 31 31 45

Beetle insecticide 15 15 17

Insect control labor 10 10 10

Seed 260 260 210

Sprout labor 35 35 35

Transport seed 25 25 25

Sowing labor 90 90 90

Peeling 25 25 25

Herbicides 40 40 50

Spray labor 25 25 45

Transport 35 35 35

fertilizer Urea 623 630 625

fertilizer NPK 135 6o

Bug insecticide 60 135 135

Insect control labor 15 15 15

Irrigation pumps 400

cleaning drainage 95 95 95

Supervision 175 175 175

Provision 250 250 250

Fungicide 175 175 210

Interest 210 210210
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Family labor 175 175 195

Combined rent 400 400 300

Total production cost/ha 3869 4086 4157

Profit 15% 580 613 624

Farm gate price/ha in SRD 4699 4781

exchange rate 3.35 3.35 4.15

Farm gate price/ha in USD 1328 1403 1152

4449

Source: Suriname Rice Farmers Association.

Key challenges in the rice value chain

• Infrastructure. Maintenance of rice production infrastruc-

ture, like channels, pumps, and drainage is key and requires 

a lot of attention. Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry, 

and Fisheries policy has transferred the maintenance of ag-

ricultural infrastructure to water boards. According to Over-

liggend Waterschap MCP, OW MCP42 (the overarching water 

board of Nickerei) and Wereld Water Net, a total of 14 water 

boards have been established, of which 13 are in Nickerie dis-

trict, the most important rice producing district. Directors for 

the water boards have been elected in 2013 for a period of 3 

years.43 Sufficient fresh water is essential for rice cultivation 

in Nickerie and the Overarching Water Board pumps the wa-

ter requirements from the Corentyne River to the rice fields 

through a 66 km long canal. 

• Water board functioning. The water boards say they do not 

having the authority (legal framework) nor the (financial) re-

sources to implement and enforce the maintenance commit-

ments. Maintenance thus depends on the central authorities, 

resulting in delays. Also, the SPBA is not satisfied with the per-

formance of the Water Boards. The problem according to the 

SPBA is the enforcement of the maintenance commitments, 

as farmers who do not follow the law are not penalized, given 

their unpopularity. A possible solution is to make the water 

boards directly responsible for the water infrastructure, giving 

them the appropriate powers and resources.

• Financing and credit. The SPBA notes that the payment de-

lays faced by rice farmers is one of the key issues in financing 

the agricultural season, and it puts unnecessary pressure on the 

farmers. The SPBA has calculated that some millers/processors

42 www.owmcp.org/

43 www.wereldwaternet.nl/projecten/suriname/eu-project-owmcp-nickerie
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have a combined debt of about SRD 3 million, owed by over a 

hundred rice farmers. The SPBA is obtaining legal counsel to 

force payment through the courts. Payment delays puts extra 

pressure on the farmers, while the banks require on-time re-

payment of their credit. So far, the agricultural credit (AKF) in-

terest rate remains at 6.25%. The devaluation of the Suriname 

currency will lead to increase in the interest rate of at least 1-2%

• Fuel. Oil prices have dropped in the last year, lowering the 

cost of rice production. Lower oil prices, though, have not re-

sulted in lower diesel prices in Suriname, hurting the farmers’ 

competitiveness internationally. In September 2015, the Gov-

ernment of Suriname decided to introduce a per-liter solidar-

ity levy on the price of gasoline and diesel (SRD 0.40). Also, 

the electricity and water rates have increased.

The ERP is estimated for rice. The ERP has been gradually de-

creasing, from 33% in 2012 to 31% in 2014. This decrease can be 

attributed to the decrease in farm gate prices. The NRP is consis-

tent at 20% over the same period. More details on the ERP can be 

found in the main text, paragraph 3.3.
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ANNEX III: OVERVIEW OF THE BANANA 
VALUE CHAIN
Background

Since the beginning of 2014, the banana production sector has 

been privatized and is now in the hands of the Belgium com-

pany Univeg, who took over 90% of the shares from the state-

owned company, Stichting Behoud Bananen Sector (SBBS). 

SBBS will continue under the name Food and Agriculture In-

dustries (FAI) as a fully-owned subsidiary of Univeg and is the 

single largest banana producer in the country. Small-scale ba-

nana farming does exist, but with a total of only 186 ha , it is 

insignificant compared to the FAI plantation of almost 2,000 

ha. Small scale farming is growing and has more than doubled 

between 2011 and 2014. The area under production has been 

steadily growing from 1,963 hectares in 2009 to 2,160 hectares 

in 2014, when it stabilized (see Table 1). Production, however, 

has declined steadily since 2009 and stood at 77,000 tons in 

2014, even less than in 2009. Consequently, productivity has 

fallen in the same period (2009–2014) by 25%, from 48 ton/ha 

in 2009 to 36 ton/ha in 2014.

Food and Agriculture Industries (FAI). After FAI took over SBBS 

operations in 2014, it reported a loss of approximately US$10 mil-

lion in 2014 and US$13 million in 2015. According to FAI, there are 

both internal and external reasons for these huge losses. External 

reasons include: (i) the USD has gained strength against the EUR 

in the last 2 years. With the cost of production in USD and the 

revenues in EUR (since the entire production is sold in Europe), 

a stronger USD against the EUR is negative for FAI; (ii) continued 

price pressure in the competitive European market as explained 

in more detail in the paragraph on prices. Internal reasons for the 

losses are: (i) one of the two plantations (in Jarikaba) is struggling 

with the moko disease, which, according to FAI, was not revealed 

in the due diligence process and subsequent negotiations. As a 

result of the virus, this plantation has lost 20% of its production 

capacity; (ii) management and labor issues, with absenteeism 

as high as 50% of the work force. Since June 2014 there is new 

management and the workforce has shrunk from 2,600 staff in 

2013 to currently below 2,000; (iii) the labor productivity in Suri-

name is low and the staff is difficult to motivate.
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Table 1 Banana sector indicators

Planted area

unit

ha

2009 2010 2011 2012

1,963 2,081 2,044 2,051

Qty harvested in tons ton 82,267 94,272 85,017 92,391

* Total export: SBBS for (2009-2013), FAI for 2014 + Small scale farming.
Source: Customs (ASYCUDA)

2013

2,173

85,584

DESCRIPTION 2014

2,164

77,014

Farm gate price SRD/KG 1.27 0.97 1.18 1.25 1.20 1.11

Export quantity * ton 58,132 70,239 68,138 62,213 76,585 75,261

Export value SRD 1000 73,608 67,987 110,986 89,110 110,740 109,446

Av. consumer price SRD/KG 1.13 1.13 1.97 2.28 2.18 2.02

Production per ha 
harvested area ton 47.9 45.7 41.6 45.4 39.5 35.7

The Banana commodity chain and key challenges.

In describing the banana value chain, information from the 

field visits to FAI and SBBS is used as primary source combined 

with the Government Policy Note 2010-2015. The banana val-

ue chain in Suriname is traditionally vertically integrated. Com-

panies control all operations along the chain—production, 

packing, shipping, importing, and ripening—to keep a handle 

on supply and influence in the downstream market (Figure 1). 

Until the 1980s, most fruit (banana) companies were organized 

in this (traditional) way.

Today, the key worldwide players in the banana value chain 

have cut production out of their core business. Chiquita sourc-

es less than 40% of its bananas from its own farms, Dole mainly 

owns farms in Ecuador and Costa Rica (and an organic farm in 

Colombia), and Del Monte grows approximately 40% of its vol-

umes in company-controlled farms (in Guatemala, Costa Rica, 

Cameroon etc.).
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Figure 2: FAI banana value chain

Source: own elaboration
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The European Union (EU) is the biggest importer of bananas in 

the world with the majority being sourced from Latin America. 

The import industry in the EU was traditionally dominated by 

vertically integrated companies that controlled all operations 

along the chain—production, shipping, importing, and ripen-

ing. In the 1980s, five companies alone (Chiquita, Del Monte, 

Dole, Noboa, and Fyffes) traded 80% of the world’s bananas. 

However, a major divestment by these companies of direct-

ly owned plantations and ships has reduced the main barri-

er to entry for businesses at both ends of the banana chain. 

This process now sees Chiquita, Dole, Del Monte and Fyffes 

controlling only 39% of the banana trade in Europe. The re-

tailers are now the ones increasingly controlling value banana 

chains, with integrated fruit companies competing to be their 

“preferred suppliers.” In Germany and the UK, retailers are be-

ginning to source directly. And Univeg, being a logistic fruit & 

vegetable supplier to EU retail markets is strategically securing 

its supply by taking over SBBS.

Prices

Consumer prices have stagnated or increased very slightly 

since 2001, except in the UK, where a banana price war be-

tween retailers has halved consumer prices.45 In stark contrast, 

wholesale prices have decreased by almost 25%, whilst retailers 

have increased their share of the banana value in most coun-

tries (except the UK) to between 36% and 43%. This decline in 

import prices has been transferred to all major countries sup-

plying the EU, where the value at origin has fallen by 20% to

44 Banana value chains in Europe and the consequences of Unfair Trading Practices, 

October 2015

45 Banana value chains in Europe and the consequences of Unfair Trading Practices, 

October 2015
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50% in real terms. This comes at a time of significant increases 

in both production and living costs. Inputs, such as fertilizers 

and pesticides, have risen by up to 130%, while the high costs 

of compliance with quality, sanitary and environmental stan-

dards for bananas entering the European market are incurred 

mainly by producers. For banana workers and farmers them-

selves, food, health, education, and other living costs have sky-

rocketed in the period since 2001.

Key challenges in the banana value chain

Consumer prices have stagnated or increased very slightly.

• World market price pressure. If retailers continue to capture 

an increasingly excessive share of banana values, and buying 

prices are forced down to unsustainable levels, suppliers will 

struggle to survive. Smaller producers will be more vulnerable 

to extinction as a consequence. Furthermore, as producers 

supply European retailers, there is an increase in piece rates, 

short-term contracts, and the use of sub-contracting, making 

work more precarious and with companies relying on vulner-

able migrant workers.

• Weaker competitive position. The competitive position of 

the sector and of FAI is under pressure because of a num-

ber of government policies. These are: (i) FAI had negotiated 

an import duty exemption on petroleum. This exemption has 

been withdrawn, increasing the annual fuel cost for FAI by 

US$250,000-US$300,000; (ii) the Customs Tariffs and Levies 

(inspection of containers and the like) rose by 15%; and (iii) 

ahead of 2015 government elections, three new social bills 

were approved, increasing the cost of labor by 20% for enter-

prises like FAI.

• Exchange rates. Since the entire production of FAI is sold in 

Europe and the cost of production is in USD, a stronger USD 

is negative for FAI, reducing their margins.

The effective rate of protection (ERP) is estimated for the Banana 

commodity. The ERP is decreasing from 180% in 2012 to 98% in 

2014. This sharp decrease can be attributed to the lower farm 

gate prices. The farm gate price decreased from US$0.38 in 2012 

to US$0.33 in 2014, with more or less equal sales prices. The NRP 

is consistent at 28% over the same period. More detail on ERP is 

described in the main text, paragraph 3.3.
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ANNEX IV: OVERVIEW OF THE POULTRY 
VALUE CHAIN
Background

The trend in the livestock sector including Poultry is an increas-

ing presence of economies of scale in production through the 

creation of bigger companies. There is also a trend of vertical 

integration between the various stages of the chain (produc-

tion, processing, wholesale) in order to have better control and 

fast and adequate response to market demand. At the same 

time, the number of smaller companies is decreasing.

Poultry is the only livestock sector where national demand ex-

ceeds production. The poultry sector remains reliant on the 

imported inputs, like maize for feed. The livestock sector has 

growth potential, but is currently not exporting. Better disease 

control should lead to higher production and, if combined with 

implementation of food safety measures, should open export 

possibilities. 

The dominance of poultry in the livestock sector is clear from 

Table 1 below. This means that with the production of meat 

and eggs, the poultry sector supplies more than half of the 

animal protein and 68% of the meat supply. Poultry farming is 

highly dependent on imports of feed, medicines and hatching 

eggs, and is therefore sensitive to foreign exchanges fluctua-

tions.

The subsector produces 70,000 to 90,000 broilers per week. 

A third of the hatching eggs for broiler chickens is imported. 

Hatching eggs for laying hens are produced in Suriname. 
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Table 1. Livestock sub sector

Poultry (broiler)

Sub-sector No of companies Animal stock Production Value(SRD)

2200 500,000 8,140,000 kg 61,864,000

Poultry (layer) 1500 240,000 45,000,000 piece 15,750,000

Cattle 1000 36,000 1,882,000 kg 21,643,000

Dairy 1000 18,000 6,500,000 liter 12,350,000

Pigs 155 29,000 1,900,000 kg 13,680,000

Small livestock 450 13,000 16,500 kg 577,500

Total 125,864,000

Organization of the sector

The sector is organized to some extent by the Poultry Asso-

ciation of Suriname (APSS) representing the interests of the 

sector. Until 1990, Suriname was self-sufficient in terms of 

chicken meat. With imports of cheap chicken drumsticks, the 

local poultry industry has lost a large part of the domestic mar-

ket. Suriname imports chicken legs from the United States and 

both chicken legs and whole chicken from Brazil. Also, whole 

chicken and chicken products enter the Suriname market from 

Caricom, Jamaica and Trinidad in particular.

As a result of this direct competition, the poultry sector has 

declined to a 40% market share. Since 2010 meat production 

is increasing gradually thanks to the domestic preference for 

locally produced chicken meat. However, to achieve further 

growth, the price difference between imported chicken and 

the locally produced chicken (which is more expensive) should 

be smaller (Table 2).

Employment

The number of direct and indirect jobs for commercial produc-

tion is estimated at 2,000 FTE. Production takes place mainly in 

the district of Wanica. Nationally, there are about 4,200 poul-

try companies, of which about 2,200 companies raise broil-

ers, 1,500 have laying hens, and approximately 500 companies 

raise other poultry such ducks and geese.
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Table 2. Poultry sector indicators

Farmgate chicken

unit

SRD/kg

2010 2011 2012 2013

9.80 10.77 9.85 11.45

Farmgate Eggs SRD/piece 0.51 0.69 10.81 0.69

Source: Beleidsnota / policy note LVV 2010 – 2015.

2014

11.16

0.80

Average price

Consumer price chicken SRD/kg 13.77 14.85 15.80 14.63

Consumer price eggs SRD/piece 0.75 0.80 0.94 0.80

14.46

0.90

Gross production value chicken SRD ‘000 117,443 113,494 112,162 96,558

Gross production value eggs SRD ‘000 23,438 22,303 44,079 38,914

99,335

42,350

Production

Total chicken and other poultry ** 1000 pcs 6,150 5,694 6,333 4,955 5,098

Eggs 1000 pcs 45,956 32,323 54,418 56,397 52,937

SLAUGHTERED:

Animals 1000 pcs 6,863 5,854 7,004 4,958 5,251

Weight ton 11,984 10,538 11,387 8,433 8,901

IMPORTED:

Chicken and other poultry - Qty

Chicken and other poultry - value SRD1000 48,237 59,560 50,898 74,260 79,629

ton 16,848 14,869 12,408 19,558 17,960

Average price imported chicken product SRD/kg 2.86 4.01 4.10 3.80 4.43

Import

The poultry sector is reliant on the import of chicken feed or feed 

ingredients, medicines, and breeding eggs. As can be seen in Table 3, 

since 2010, the import of breeding eggs has fallen sharply because of 

increased prices. The sharp fall in the import of breeding eggs is only 

partly compensated by an increase of local breeding eggs. 

Chicken feed is produced in Suriname by VESU. Maize is the most 

important ingredient in terms of volume, representing almost 50% of 

the feed mix. Maize is not grown in Suriname and thus fully import-

ed. Other, imported ingredients that are not as important are soybean 

and premix concentrates.
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Table 3 - Inputs

Breeding eggs

unit 2010 2011 2012 2013

Source: Beleidsnota / policy note LVV 2010 – 2015.

2014Input

  - Import 1000 pcs 2,734 2,229 2,707 308 161

  - Local 6,148 6,133 6,366 6,611 7,001

Import value breeding eggs SRD 1000 2,679 2,786 3,384 706 328

Import value per piece 0.98 1.25 1.25 2.29 2.04SRD

Feed production

Broiler chicken feed 33,305 24,773 22,978 29,543 24,529Ton

Layer chicken feed 7,110 9,428 8,765 11,270 10,781Ton

Feed ingredients

Corn*** 17,143 15,714 10,241 12,183Ton

Rice/grinding mill 6,122 4,469 7,162 7,164Ton

Soybean 5,485 5,748 8,066 7,180Ton

Concentrate 10,199 9,895 9,987 8,691Ton

Others 1,718 3,039 4,125 3,931Ton

Total 40,667 38,865 39,581 39,149Ton

25,286

7,637

5,359

8,213

3,642

50,137
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The poultry commodity chain and key challenges. 

In describing the poultry value chain, the information gath-

ered during the field visit at TOK NV is used as primary source 

and combined with Government Policy Note 2010-2015. The 

poultry value chain in Suriname is only partially vertically inte-

grated, with the slaughterhouse also distributing the meat to 

retailers (Figure 1). As can be seen in Figure 1 the chain of eggs 

is shorter than the meat chain.

Figure 1: Suriname poultry value chain

Source: own elaboration, 2016.
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Key challenges

• Overdependence on imported maize. The sector is overde-

pendent on the import of maize in USD as a key input for the 

chicken feed. This dependence involves risks when the price 

of maize rises and/or when the SRD devalues against the USD, 

making imports more expensive.

• Disease control. Better disease control should lead to high-

er production and lower production costs. These are the first 

steps to be taken if the sector wants to develop an export 

market.

• Price competition. Suriname is facing strong price com-

petition from the United States, Brazil, and Caricom nations. 

Although local chicken is gaining in popularity, the price dif-

ference between the locally produced chicken and imported 

chicken pieces is too big for the sector to grow further. 
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The effective rate of protection (ERP) is estimated for poultry. 

With an ERP of 2%, it is slightly positive. The Nominal Rate of 

Protection (NRP) is consistent at 14% over the same period. More 

details on ERP can be found in the main text, paragraph 3.3.

Poultry is the only commodity (out of the three analyzed, rice, 

bananas, poultry) subject to an import tax: 22%. However, the 

competition from Brazil and the US for chicken parts is very 

strong. Both countries are able to offer chicken parts in Surina-

me’s consumer markets at less than half the domestic farm gate 

price. True, chicken farmers in Suriname have a higher produc-

tion cost price, partly because they rely for 50% of the their 

chicken feed needs on imported corn and concentrate that 

have the standard 12% CARICOM levies, which is not beneficial 

for the sector. Other factors are possibly even more import-

ant to consider when evaluating the competitive position. The 

highly segmented nature of the US market and its preference 

for breast meat and wings forces the US to export at least 60% 

of leg quarters. Moreover, in the US and Europe, once meats 

including chicken have been frozen, there is a time limit after 

which they can no longer be sold for human consumption in 

their domestic markets, and they must be exported. The price 

for this kind of frozen meat gets progressively lower the longer 

the chicken remains frozen. These are factors which drive the 

supply of chicken up and consequently drive the price down.
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