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FOREWORD

In October 2011, the Commission has tabled its legal proposals for the
CAP towards 2020. The reform package includes a draft regulation for
the future Rural Development Policy. As the proposals are discussed in
the European Parliament and the Council, DG AGRI has compiled its
annual update of statistical information on a humber of key indicators for
rural development. The data are presented according to the structure of
the Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (CMEF), which
identifies baseline indicators related to the context and the objectives of
rural development. The report summarizes the latest available data for
these indicators, together with an overview of Rural Development Policy
implementation in the EU, with a view to providing background
information to policy makers, researchers and practitioners in rural
development.

| trust that you will find this information useful.

José Manuel Silva Rodriguez
Director General, DG AGRI
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Policy context

In October 2011, the Commission tabled its proposals for the Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) towards 2020, including a draft regulation for Rural Development Policy post-2013
(see box 1). These proposals are the latest step in a series of policy developments aimed at
establishing a coherent and sustainable framework for the future of Europe's rural areas.

In its early days, Rural Development Policy was essentially sectoral (dealing mainly with
agricultural structures), with limited territorial aspects.

Agenda 2000 established Rural Development Policy as the second pillar of the CAP and
brought Rural Development under a single regulation to apply across the whole of the
European Union for the period 2000-2006. In addition to agricultural restructuring, it now also
addressed environmental concerns and the wider needs of rural areas.

The guiding principles were those of decentralisation of responsibilities - thus strengthening
subsidiarity and partnership - and flexibility of programming, based on a 'menu’ of 22
measures to be targeted and implemented according to Member States' specific needs.

In 2003, the mid-term review of the CAP added 4 new measures to promote quality and
animal welfare, and help for farmers to meet new EU standards. It also led to a strengthening
of Rural Development Policy via the provision of more EU money for Rural Development
through a reduction in direct payments (‘modulation’) for bigger farms.

In September 2005, the Council of Ministers adopted a Rural Development Regulation for the
period 2007-2013. Since then, Rural Development has been implemented through one fund,
one management and control system and one type of programming. The aims of the policy
have been simplified and clarified around three clearly defined economic, environmental and
territorial objectives, namely:

1) improving the competitiveness of agriculture and forestry;
(2) improving the environment and the countryside; and
3) improving the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging diversification of

economic activity.

Each of these objectives forms one of the three thematic axes which, together with the cross-
cutting Leader approach, make up the structure of Rural Development Policy 2007-2013 (see
Figure 1.1). To help ensure a balanced approach to policy, Member States and regions are
obliged to spread their rural development funding between all of these axes.



Figure 1.1-1 - The structure of EU Rural Development Policy 2007-2013
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This report provides an overview of statistical and economic information covering the three
objectives of Rural Development Policy 2007-2013. An overview of the Rural Development
budget over the 2007-2013 period is included, together with information on the financial
monitoring of Rural Development Programmes in the EU-27 and in candidate countries.

Box 1: Rural Development Policy after 2013

In October 2011, the Commission presented a set of legal proposals for the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)
towards 2020, including a draft regulation for Rural Development Policy post-2013.

According to the proposals, Rural Development Policy should work in a coordinated and complementary manner
with other elements of the CAP, as well as with other EU funds (in particular the European Regional Development
Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund). The funds
are placed under a Common Strategic Framework at EU level, which will be transposed into Partnership
Contracts at national level including common objectives and rules for their operation.

In this context, Rural Development Policy retains the long-term strategic objectives of contributing to the
competitiveness of agriculture, the sustainable management of natural resources and climate action and the
balanced territorial development of rural areas. In line with the Europe 2020 strategy, these broad objectives of
Rural Development support for 2014- 2020 are given more detailed expression through the following six EU-wide
priorities:

o fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry and rural areas;

enhancing competitiveness of all types of agriculture and enhancing farm viability;

promoting food chain organization and risk management in agriculture;

restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems dependent on agriculture and forestry;

promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift towards a low-carbon and climate-resilient economy in
the agriculture, food and forestry sectors;

e promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in rural areas

These priorities should be the basis of programming, including the definition of target indicators in relation to each
of them.

The list of individual measures has been streamlined and individual measures have been reviewed. With most
measures potentially serving more than one objective or priority, it is no longer deemed appropriate to group them
into axes; programming on the basis of priorities should ensure balanced programmes.

Leader and networking approaches will continue to play a key role, in particular for the development of rural areas
and the spreading of innovation.

Finally, it is proposed to build on the Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (CMEF) introduced in the
current period which will be simplified and improved based on experience gained to date. A common list of
indicators will be linked to the policy priorities for the purpose of monitoring and evaluation.



1.2. Selection of indicators
The indicators presented in this report are derived from the Common Monitoring and
Evaluation Framework (CMEF), which provides a single framework for monitoring and
evaluation of all rural development interventions for the programming period 2007-2013. The
CMEF establishes five types of indicators following the logic of the intervention process,
namely baseline, input, output, result, and impact indicators.

In order to ensure the highest relevance of the data presented in this report to current issues
in rural development, indicators have been selected from the set of common "baseline"
indicators used in the CMEF. These baseline indicators can be differentiated as follows:

e Obijective related baseline indicators. These are directly linked to the wider objectives of
the programme. They are also used as a baseline (or reference) against which the
programmes’ impact will be assessed. Baseline indicators reflect the situation at the
beginning of the programming period and a trend over time. The estimation of impact
should reflect that part of the change over time that can be attributed to the programme
once the baseline trend and other intervening factors have been taken into account.

e Context related baseline indicators. These provide information on relevant aspects of the
general contextual trends that are likely to have an influence on the performance of the
programme. The context baseline indicators therefore serve two purposes: (i) contributing
to identification of strengths and weaknesses within the region and (ii) helping to interpret
impacts achieved within the programme in light of the general economic, social, structural
or environmental trends.

In this report, the indicators are presented according to the following broad thematic groups:
e Importance of rural areas

e Socio-economic situation of rural areas

e Sectoral economic indicators

e Environment

¢ Diversification and quality of life

e LEADER

1.3. Data sources and issues

Most of the information presented in this report can be found in various sources and
documents (Eurostat, the European Environmental Agency, DG AGRI statistical and financial
reports, DG Environment, FOREST EUROPE/UNECE/FAO, etc.), but has now been
compiled in a structured way in a single document.

This report contains two broad types of information:
(2) Statistical and scientific information on the main features of rural areas,

(2) Administrative information on the status of the implementation of Rural Development
Policy (physical and financial monitoring of the measures).

Two important data issues need to be mentioned:
D Weaknesses concerning data availability,

2) The complexity of reporting on programme implementation due to the various
financial instruments funding EU-27 Rural Development Policy in the past.



1.3.1. Limited data availability

Rural Development Policy should be analysed at a sufficiently detailed geographical level.
This is obvious for environmental aspects, but it is also necessary for indicators related to
diversification and the quality of life in rural areas.

However, it should be stressed that it is not the aim of this report to monitor, for example, the
specific environmental situation in a particular area or the socio-economic development in a
particular village, but rather to describe different situations and to assess overall trends
across the EU.

The need for information at detailed geographical levels makes it difficult to provide time
series, as the delineation of many geographical units has evolved over time (e.g. some
regions were merged or split, or their boundaries were modified in 2006). For some
indicators, such as the indicators related to employment, data are available at NUTS 2 level,
whereas the classification of rural areas is defined at the level of NUTS 3. In this case,
estimations at NUTS 3 level have been prepared by using NUTS 2 data (see the statistical
description provided in chapter 3).

Moreover, some indicators mainly related to Axis 2 are only analysed at Member State level
(NUTS 0) given the lack of statistical information to describe the current environmental
situation at a lower geographical level (NUTS 2 or 3).

Baseline indicators of the CMEF for Rural Development Programmes 2007-2013 have been
developed in an operational context, based largely on data availability (even if sometimes
limited). Some other indicators have been extracted from the lists of structural indicators
developed for the evaluation of the Lisbon Strategy, sustainable development indicators
developed by Eurostat, or agri-environmental indicators on the basis of the results of the
IRENA project. This project was the basis for the 2006 Commission Communication
"Development of agri-environmental indicators for monitoring the integration of environmental
concerns into the common agricultural policy” which has led to the long-term project on agri-
environmental indicators which is being developed by the Commission (see chapter 2).

For some indicators, the data sources are not statistical series but the results of modelling or
mapping techniques. Results are therefore closely linked to and dependent on the
methodology applied.

1.3.2. Definition of rural areas

Although "rural" areas have been analysed in many countries for decades, there is no single
internationally accepted definition of rural as a concept. The main reasons are as follows:

(1) The various perceptions of what is (and what is not) rural and of the elements
characterizing "rurality” (natural, economic, cultural, etc),

(2) The inherent need to have a tailor-made definition according to the "object" analysed or
the policy concerned,

(3) The difficulty to collect relevant data at the level of basic geographical units
(administrative unit, grid cell, plot, etc).

For statistical reporting, whatever the methodology adopted, the determining factor is the
availability of statistics for the selected regional units. For the EU, it implies that the
methodology must be able to define the rural character of NUTS regions, as most socio-
economic data are usually only available at this level.

In 2010, the European Commission agreed on a new typology of predominantly rural,
intermediate and predominantly urban regions, based on a variation of the previously used
OECD methodology (see Indicator C1 — Designation of Rural Areas). The aim of this new
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typology is to provide a consistent basis for the description of predominantly rural,
intermediate and predominantly urban regions in all Commission communications, reports
and publications. This new typology is being used in this report.

1.4. Financial instruments funding EU Rural Development
Policy from 2000 to 2013

Due to the evolution of Rural Development Policy and to the enlargement of the European
Union, different financial instruments have been used to implement the policy (see Figure
1.4-1).

For the programming period 2000-2006, the system was rather complex, with several
financial instruments used for different countries and periods or even for different measures.
Considerable simplification has been introduced in the programming period 2007-2013. A
single fund named European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) has been
created to finance Rural Development Policy within the EU-27. For candidate countries (i.e.
Croatia, Macedonia and Turkey) a specific "Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance" (IPA)
has been set up with a specific component dedicated to rural development (IPARD).

This report covers the 2007-2013 programming period. Financial data are taken from
AGRIVIEW, the data warehouse of DG AGRI, with an extraction date of October 2011.

Figure 1.4-1 - Community funding for rural development

2000-2003 2004-2006 20072013
. - EAGGF Guarantee for al measures (excl.
Ouside Objective 1 Leader+)
EU-15 e e e e e
EAGGF Guarantee
In Objective 1
EAGGF Guidance
Ouside Objective 1 TRDI
CY&MT e e e
TRDI EAFRD
In Objectve 1
EAGGF Guidance
Ouside Objective 1 TRDI
8other NMS  f=====—me—em mem = SAPARD = e
TRDI
In Objective 1
EAGGF Guidance
BG & RO SAPARD
CR SAPARD*
IPARD
FYROM, TR

2000-2006: Leader+ (programmes/measures) are funded everywhere by EAGGF Gudance
*:SAPARD in Croatia started from 2005
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CHAPTER 2. Analytical highlights 2011

A number of topics relevant for Rural Development have been analysed throughout the year
2011 which are summarised in this chapter, with a view to complementing the statistical and
economic information presented in the main body of this report. They have been grouped
around the following subjects:

e Rural areas and the Europe 2020 strategy
e Long-term structural change in EU agriculture
e Agri-environmental indicators

Where relevant, links are provided to more detailed publications.
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2.1. Rural areas and the Europe 2020 strategy

Europe 2020 is a 10-year strategy proposed by the European Commission on 3 March 2010
for reviving the economy of the European Union. It aims at "smart, sustainable, and inclusive
growth" with greater coordination of national and European policy.

The strategy identifies five headline targets the European Union should reach to boost
growth and employment. These are:

- To raise the employment rate of the population aged 20-64 from the current 69% to
at least 75%.

- To achieve the target of investing 3% of the EU's Gross Domestic Product in R&D, in
particular by improving the conditions for R&D investment by the private sector, and
to develop a new indicator to track innovation.

- Toreduce greenhouse gas emissions by at least 20% compared to 1990 levels or by
30% if the conditions are right; to increase the share of renewable energy in final
energy consumption to 20%, and to achieve a 20% increase in energy efficiency.

- To reduce the share of early school leavers to 10% from the current 14% and to
increase the share of the population aged 30—34 having completed tertiary education
from currently 32% to at least 40%.

- To reduce the number of Europeans living below national poverty lines by 25%, lifting
20 million people out of poverty.

Overall, predominantly rural regions show a lower degree of socio-economic development in
comparison to urban areas. The employment rate, calculated as the share of the working-
age population (ages 20 to 64) that is employed, is lower in predominantly rural regions than
in the EU-27 as a whole. The share of early school leavers is higher in thinly populated
("rural") regions than in densely populated areas and the share of the population of
30-34 years with tertiary education is generally lower in predominantly rural regions than in
other types of regions. The share of the population at-risk-of-poverty is highest in thinly
populated areas. Therefore, the contribution of rural regions is crucial for the attainment of
the Europe 2020 headline targets, as 24% of the population in the EU-27 live in
predominantly rural regions, which generate 17% of total gross value added and 22% of
employment.

Three aspects of the Europe 2020 strategy have been analysed in 2011, focussing in
particular on the situation in rural areas and the degree to which they achieve the targets of
the Europe 2020 strategy. The first analysis focuses on employment in rural areas, with a
special emphasis on groups with lower employment rates (women, older and low skilled
people). Secondly, the level of education in rural areas was examined by looking at the latest
statistics on school dropout rates and the achievement of tertiary education. Finally, an
analysis of poverty in rural areas presents the percentage of population at risk of poverty.

2.1.1. Employment in rural areas’

Across the EU-27, employment rates in 2009 were lowest in predominantly rural areas
(67.8%), compared to intermediate (68.9%) and predominantly urban areas (70.1%)2.

! For more information see: http:/ec.europa.eu/agriculture/agrista/economic-briefs/2011/05_en.pdf

% These results are based on estimations. Data of employment come from the Labour Force Survey, the lowest level of
availability being NUTS 2. The definition of rural areas classifies regions as predominantly rural, intermediate and predominantly
urban only at NUTS 3 level. The database resulting from this survey includes a variable which indicates the level of urbanisation
of the local administrative unit (LAU2) of the respondent, measured by the population density: 1) Thinly populated or less than
100 inhabitants/km? 2) Intermediate or from 100 to 500 inhabitants’km? 3) Densely populated or more than 500
inhabitants/km?. The proportion of population by level of urbanisation within a concrete NUTS 3 region is available from the
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Graph 2.1.1-1 - Employment rates (20-64 years) in 2009 by type of region
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The employment rate is generally higher for men than for women. At EU-27 level, 76% of
men and 62% of women were employed in 2009, showing a difference of 14 percentage
points. This gap is approximately the same within each type of region (predominantly rural,
intermediate and predominantly urban) and for both the EU-15 and the EU-12.

In the predominantly rural areas of the EU-27, only 61% of the women of 20 to 64 years were
employed in 2009. This situation is worse in the EU-12 (58%) than in the EU-15 (63%).

Graph 2.1.1-2 - Employment rates for men and women of 20-64 years by type of region in 2009
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Older people from 55 to 64 years are affected by very low employment rates. In 2009,
employment for this age group only reached 46% (43.2% in predominantly rural regions,
45.9% in intermediate and 48% in predominantly urban regions).

The lowest employment rate among older people was found in predominantly rural areas of
the EU-12 (38.6%). 45.7% of the older people in predominantly rural regions of the EU-15
had an employment in 2009, whereas intermediate and urban areas presented slightly higher
rates (47.9% and 49.1%, respectively).

latest Census (2001). By weighing the indicator per level of urbanisation according to the share of population within the NUTS 3
region in each level of urbanisation, one can create a NUTS 3 estimate.
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Graph 2.1.1-3 - Employment rates for people of 55-64 years in 2009
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People who had completed only lower secondary education also present below-average
employment rates. At EU level, this rate was 54.4% in the three types of regions in 2009.

As for all other categories, the employment rate for lower-skilled people was higher in the
EU-15 than in the EU-12 (55.6% and 45.5%, respectively). No major differences were found
between predominantly rural, intermediate and predominantly urban regions.

Graph 2.1.1-4 - Employment rates for lower skilled people of 20-64 years in 2009
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2.1.2. Education in rural areas®

A better educated labour force is a key element for the competitiveness of the economy. The
Europe 2020 strategy aims to reduce school dropout rates to 10% and to achieve tertiary
education by 30% of the people aged 30 to 34 years.

As regards school dropout rates, a striking difference can be observed between the EU-15
and the EU-12, the latter performing much better on average. The problem is particularly
prevalent in the southern Mediterranean countries (Malta, Portugal, Spain and Italy).
Furthermore, thinly populated (rural) areas show higher rates of early school leavers across
the EU and this is particularly significant in the EU-15".

% For more information see: http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/agrista/economic-briefs/2011/04 _en.pdf
* Data of early school leavers from education and training by degree of urbanisation are only available at national level. They
can be broken down based on a variable which indicates the level of urbanisation of the local administrative unit (LAU 2) of the

15



Graph 2.1.2-1 - Percentage of early school leavers by degree of urbanisation in 2009
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In contrast, the attainment of tertiary education is higher on average in the EU-15 than in the
EU-12°. Again, rural areas are lagging behind across the EU. Young people in predominantly
rural areas of the EU-12 have the lowest rate of tertiary education (20.4%), whereas in
predominantly rural areas of the EU-15 this rate, though below that in other types of regions,
was higher (28.7%). Lack of opportunities among young professionals in predominantly rural
areas of the EU-12 could be one of the causes of this low rate of tertiary education, leading
people to migrate to other regions or countries. In fact, these regions already present
negative net migration rates®.

Graph 2.1.2-2 - Percentage of population of 30-34 years with tertiary education by type of region in 2009
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2.1.3. Poverty in rural areas’

Roughly 80 million people in the EU-27 are at risk of poverty (i.e., they are living in
households with less than 60% of the median income of the respective Member State). This
corresponds to a share of 16% of the EU-27 population. Among all Member States, the share
of population at risk of poverty is particularly high in Latvia (26%), Romania (22%), Bulgaria

respondent, measured by the population density: 1) Thinly populated or less than 100 inhabitants/km?; 2) Intermediate or from
100 to 500 inhabitants/km?; 3) Densely populated or more than 500 inhabitants/km?.For the share of early school leavers we
assume that thinly populated areas (with less than 100 inhabitants/km?) roughly correspond to rural areas.

® The method for estimating the share of people aged 30-34 years having attained tertiary education is the same as described
above for employment in rural areas.

® For more information about migration in rural areas, see the indicator Objective 34 "Net Migration" of this report.

” For more information see: http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/agrista/economic-briefs/2011/01_en.pdf
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(21%) and Lithuania (21%). Greece (20%) and Spain (19%) were the EU-15 Member States
with the highest shares of population at poverty risk in 2009. The lowest shares were found
in the Czech Republic (9%), the Slovakia (11%) and the Netherlands (12%).

Map 2.1.3-1 - Share of population at risk of poverty, 2009
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About one third of all people at risk of poverty (i.e., almost 26 million people in 2009) live in
thinly populated (rural) areas, of which 13.5 million are in the EU-15 and 12.1 million in the
EU-12. While the absolute number of people at risk of poverty is highest in densely
populated (urban) areas (about 35.6 million), the greatest share of people at risk of poverty is
found in thinly populated areas (21.2%). In other areas (intermediate and densely populated)
the average share of poor people is below 15%?.

In the EU-12, the risk of rural poverty is even more pronounced: Here, 24.1% of the
population in thinly populated areas were at risk of poverty in 2009, whereas intermediate
and densely populated regions presented lower ratios (13.9% and 8.9% respectively). About
70% of all people at risk of poverty in the EU-12 were living in thinly populated areas.

For the EU-15, poverty risk seems to be less concentrated in thinly populated areas (19.1%
of people in thinly populated areas, 14.5% in intermediate and 16% in densely populated
areas). On average, poverty in the EU-15 seems to be a more urban phenomenon: more
than 50% of all people at risk of poverty live in densely populated areas.

® The method for estimating the number of people at risk of poverty by type of region is the same as the one described above for
early school leavers.
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Graph 2.1.3-1 - Number of people at risk of poverty (< 60 % of the median household income) in 2009
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Graph 2.1.3-2 - Percentage of the population at risk of poverty (< 60 % of the median household income)
in 2009
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2.2. Long-term structural change in EU agriculture

Structural change in agriculture is a complex phenomenon affected by multiple and
interlinked dynamics. Moreover, EU agricultural structures are characterised by very different
realities on the ground, due to diversity in farm size, socio-economic environment, production
methods, climatic conditions, land use, topography, etc. Therefore, detailed analyses are
needed to illustrate the transformation in EU agriculture over the last decades in terms of
farming practices, production, level of integration in the food supply chain, etc.

Given this complexity, dynamics in farm numbers and sizes as well as changing
characteristics of the work force can serve as a starting point to analyse the direction of
European agriculture along this process of structural change towards fewer, larger and more
capital-intensive farms, and towards a declining farming population with an increasing
average age.

2.2.1. Preliminary results of the Agricultural Census 2010

A decrease in the number of farms and farm-related jobs has characterised the structural
development of the EU agricultural sector since the 1970s.

This trend is clearly revealed by the results of the Farm Structure Survey (FSS), which is the
only harmonised source for a wide range of structural data of EU farms, covering mainly the
number and size of farms, the type of crops grown, the number and types of livestock, and
the labour force involved. FSS is carried out in all EU Member States in the form of a sample
survey every 2 or 3 years, and as a census every 10 years®. The most recent data available
stem from the FSS 2007 while the final results for the Agricultural Census 2010 are foreseen
to be available in 2013.

However, according to provisional results of the Agricultural Census 2010, made available by
Eurostat, the statistical office of the European Unit, some preliminary outcomes can already
be analysed, which confirm the long-term process of structural change towards fewer and
larger farms™.

2.2.1.1. EU agricultural structure in 2010

The EU-27 accounted for approximately 12 million farms and 170 million ha of UAA in 2010.
These figures, which are only partial!, show that almost 3 million farms were lost between
2003 and 2010 by those Member States for which a comparison can already be made. This
corresponds to an average annual rate of decline of -3% in the number of farms, or around
390 000 farms per year. The highest decreases took place in Estonia (-46.6%), Bulgaria
(-44.2%), Latvia (-34.4%) and Poland (-30.7%), the lowest in Slovenia (-3.2%) and
Luxembourg (-9.8%), whereas Malta (+17.4%) and Sweden (+4.4%) registered an increase
in the number of farms.

A tendency towards larger holdings is confirmed by the lower rate of decrease in the land
area used by agricultural holdings, which has even increased in one third of the EU countries
between 2003 and 2010. The biggest reduction took place in Cyprus (-24.3%) and Austria
(-8%), whereas the largest increases took place in Bulgaria (+24.7%), Latvia (+19.9%) and
Estonia (+18.0%).

° Holdings included in the agricultural census cover 98% of the UAA (excluding common land) and 98% of the livestock.

'° Due to their preliminary nature and limited availability, results from the Agricultural Census 2010 are not used in the other
chapters of this report.

! Data are not yet available for Ireland, Slovakia and Greece. Moreover, the Czech Republic, Germany and the United Kingdom
have changed the minimum threshold of UAA under which a unit is too small to be counted as an agricultural holding; therefore,
the comparison of the number of holdings with previous years is not possible. The present paragraph takes into account only
the other 22 Member States for which preliminary data are already available and comparable (i.e., all the EU-27 except the
following: Czech Republic, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Slovakia and the United Kingdom).
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As a result, the average farm size increased in all EU Member States (except Cyprus and
Malta) from their year of accession to the EU until 2010. Denmark and Luxembourg had the
highest average farm size in 2010, reaching 64.6 ha/farm and 59.3 ha/farm, respectively,
whereas Malta (0.1 ha/farm) and Cyprus (3.1 ha/farm) had the smallest ones.

However, despite this overall increase, considerable differences exist among EU Member
States in the speed at which the increase has taken place.

For example, among the EU-15, Belgium and France experienced an increase in the
average farm size of 21 ha and 30.2 ha, respectively, which means an increase of +198%
(from 10.6 to 31.7 ha/farm) for Belgium and +135% (from 22.4 to 52.6 ha/farm) for France,
between 1975 and 2010. On the other hand, Italy only experienced an increase of 27.8% or
1.7 ha/farm (from 6.2 to 7.9 ha/farm) between 1975 and 2010.

Among the EU-12 the differences are similar. For example, Estonia and Bulgaria
experienced an increase in the average farm size of 26 ha and 5.4 ha, respectively, which
means an increase of +121% (from 21.6 to 47.7 hal/farm) for Estonia and +124%
(from 4.4 to 9.8 hal/farm) for Bulgaria, between 2003 and 2010. On the other hand, the
average farm size in Romania only increased by 0.3 ha or 11% (from 3.1 haf/farm to
3.4 hal/farm) between 2003 and 2010.

Graph 2.2.1-1 - Evolution of the average farm size (ha/farm) in six EU countries, 1975/2003-2010
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2.2.1.2.  Final results of the 2009 Agricultural Census for Portugal

In Greece, Portugal and Spain the agricultural census was carried out with reference year
2009. Final results of the main variables have already been published for Portugal, according
to which in 2009 the Portuguese agricultural sector comprised 305 270 farms, 3.7 million ha
of UAA and 708 080 people working regularly on a farm.

The number of agricultural holdings is half of what it was in 1990, whereas the UAA has
decreased by only -8.4% over the same period. Thus, the average farm size has increased
by 5.3 ha, reaching 12 ha/farm in 2009.

Around three quarters of the agricultural area is farmed by the owner (which means an
increase of +4.5% between 1990 and 2009), while 22.5% is farmed under a tenancy
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arrangement and 5.5% is in shared farming or other types of tenure (a decrease of -8.7% for
tenant farming and of -14.4% for other types of tenure compared to 1990).

In 2009, agricultural holdings mainly consisted of UAA (78% of the total area), followed by
wooded area (18%). The remaining 4% was unutilised land and other areas (such as
buildings or roads). Compared to 1990, the UAA slightly increased by 2.5 percentage points,
which were lost by unutilised land and other or wooded areas (-2 and -0.5 percentage points,
respectively).

The main types of land use in Portugal are arable land and permanent grassland and
meadows. Nonetheless, a big change occurred in the utilisation of agricultural area between
1990 and 2009, since the share of UAA for arable crops decreased by -50% whereas the
share of UAA for permanent grassland and meadows increased by +113%.

Graph 2.2.1-2 - Utilisation of agricultural area in Portugal (1990-2009)
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Among the main types of crops, the area used for cereals, other arable crops and vineyards
showed the highest decreases (-60.5%, -76% and -33.2%, respectively) between 1990 and
2009; on the other hand, rough grazing areas increased most strongly (+275.7%).

Two farms out of three rear livestock; their number decreased by -19% between 1990 and
2009, but the average number of animals increased from 5 to 11 animals per farm (+120%).

Family labour represented the greatest part (93%) of the total farm workforce in 2009, with
657 830 persons working on farms on a regular basis, but not always full-time (on average,
there were 1.1 full-time equivalent jobs per farm). Farm holders represented 42% of the total
workforce; less than one third (31%) of farm holders were female; only one farm holder out of
five worked full-time on farms.

2.2.2. The structure of EU agriculture from the 1970s to 2007

2.2.2.1.  Number of farms, farm-related jobs and hectares of UAA

A long-term trend of constant decrease in the number of farms and farm-related jobs has
characterised European agriculture since the 1970s. In 1975 there were 5.8 million farms
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which employed the equivalent of 7.5 million full-time workers in the EU-9 (i.e. the then
9 members of the European Community: Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Ireland, France, Italy,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom). Due to the accession of new
Member States, this figures increased to 13.7 million farms and 11.7 million full-time workers
in the EU-27 in 2007.

At the same time, the number of EU farms and farm-related jobs has constantly declined in
any given reference area.

Between 2003 and 2007, the number of EU-27 farms declined at an average annual rate of
-2.3% (-2.4% for the EU-15, -2.2% for the EU-12) and the number of full-time equivalent
farm-related jobs declined at an average annual rate of -3.3% (-2.7% for the EU-15, -3.8%
for the EU-12); these figures mean a reduction by 1.3 million farms (of which 44% were in the
EU-15 and 56% in the EU-12) and 1.7 million jobs (of which 40% were in the EU-15 and 60%
in the EU-15).

On the other hand, the ha of UAA have remained rather stable (reaching 172.5 million ha in
2007), with average rates of change of less than 1% almost everywhere (with the exception
of Estonia and Latvia, which have increased their agricultural area by more than 3% per year
between 2003 and 2007 and of Slovenia, which has experienced a decline of -2.4%).

Thus, the composition of production factors has changed, with more machinery and fewer
workers used on an almost stable UAA. Indeed, there has been a noticeable increase in
mechanisation: for example, in the EU-15 the share of farms owning a tractor increased from
44% to 56% and the average number of tractors per farm with machinery increased from 1.7
to 1.9 tractors between 1995 and 2005.

2.2.2.2. Farm size evolution

The decrease in the number of farms, together with an almost stable UAA, has resulted in an
increase in the average size of farms from 17.4 to 22 ha for the EU-15 between 1995 and
2007. For the EU-12, average farm size increased from 5.3 to 6 ha between 2003 and 2007,
while the average for the EU-27 increased from 11.5 to 12.6 ha over the same period.

At the beginning of the 1990s there were 4.6 million farms with less than 5 ha of agricultural
area (corresponding to 62% of all farms) in the then members of the European Community
(without figures for Germany) and 1 million farms with more than 20 ha (16% of all farms). In
the same Member States in 2007 the figures were, respectively, 3 million farms with less
than 5 ha (56% of all farms) and 1 million farms with more than 20 ha (21% of all farms).
Thus, although the number of large farms has remained stable, its percentage of total farms
has continued to increase. On the other hand, the share of small-sized farms in the total
number of farms has decreased, even if small-sized farms still represent the great majority of
farms in the EU. In particular, due to the accession of new Member States with a large
number of small farms (for example, the 2007 average farm size is only 3.8 ha of UAA for
Bulgaria and Romania), the group of farms with less than 5 ha has increased strongly in
absolute terms in the EU.
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Graph 2.2.2-1 - Evolution of farm size classes in ha of UAA in the EU (2003-2007)
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A similar path towards larger entities can also be observed for the distribution of farms by
economic size class. The average economic size of farms has increased from 15 to 24 ESU
for the EU-15 between 1995 and 2007. For the EU-12, it increased from 2.2 to 2.4 ESU,
while the average for the EU-27 increased from 10 to 11 ESU between 2003 and 2007.

At the beginning of the 1990s there were 4.4 million farms with less than 4 ESU
(corresponding to 59% of all farms) in the then European Community (without figures for
Germany) and 460 060 farms with more than 40 ESU (6% of all farms). In the same Member
States in 2007 the figures were, respectively, 2.4 million farms with less than 4 ESU (45% of
all farms) and 767 080 farms with more than 40 ESU (14% of all farms). Likewise, the group
of the largest farms with more than 100 ESU has increased from less than 100 000 (1.4% of
all farms) in 1990 to 283 860 (5.3%) in 2007.

Box 2: What is a small farm?

In recent years small farms have received increased attention in the political debate, recognizing the role they
play in supporting rural employment, maintaining the social fabric of rural areas and contributing to the
attractiveness and identity of rural regions. However, the wide variation in farm structures across the EU-27 and
the lack of consistent data for all Member States are amongst the main reasons why a commonly agreed
definition of 'small farms' does not exist.

Indeed, the question of "what is a small farm?" has many answers, depending on the context in which it is posed.
Different criteria can be used to describe small farms. In the political debate, the notion of 'small farms' goes hand
in hand with ideas of disadvantage, risk of poverty, lack of opportunity, and the need for support. A definition of
'small farms' should be able to somehow capture these elements, including the definition of appropriate
thresholds in order to use common criteria for statistical analysis and policy purposes. Moreover, the threshold for
any given criterion, i.e. the cut-off point below which agricultural holdings would be considered to be small, should
reflect the great diversity of structural patterns throughout the EU-27. Given the diverse structures across the EU-
27, it is clear that the choice of the criterion and of the relevant threshold has a significant impact on the number
of farms considered to be small in each Member State.

The following table shows the results obtained by applying different criteria — and relevant thresholds — to the EU
Member States, namely, the ha of UAA, labour input in AWU, market participation (in terms of the share of
production of the agricultural holding consumed by the household) and amount of ESU.

For more information see: http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/agrista/economic-briefs/2011/02_en.pdf
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Table 2.2.2-1 - Share of farms which would be considered small by applying the most commonly used
criteria and thresholds in the EU Member States (FSS, 2007)

Market

CRITERION Hectares of UAA Labour input in AWU S ESU
participation
ABSOLUTE or ABS ABS REL ABS ABS ABS REL Moéftian ABS ABS ABS REL
RELATIVE Less Less | UAAat| Less Less Less [AWU at 50% self- Less than|Less than|Less than| ESU at
THRESHOLD | than2 | than5 | 10%* |than0.5| than1 | than2 | 10%* N 1 4 8 10%*
consuming
Belgium 14% 25% 49% 21% 37% 57% 31% 4% 14% 22% 50%
Bulgaria 87% 95% 95% 12% 21% 31% 38% 70% 76% 96% 98% 2%
Czech Republic 34% 50% 87% 25% 41% 71% 61% 31% 34% 63% 72% 88%
Denmark 2% 4% 50% 47% 70% 87% 46% 1% 11% 27% 63%
Germany 7% 23% 56% 16% 32% 57% 38% 6% 25% 38% 60%
Estonia 13% 36% 69% 13% 26% 46% 43% 46% 45% 82% 89% 7%
Ireland 1% % 35% 28% 42% 57% 28% 8% 30% 49% 52%
Greece 50% 76% 52% 24% 41% 70% 44% 10% 17% 55% 75% 48%
Spain 28% 53% 70% 42% 63% 83% 47% 0.3% 10% 38% 57% 60%
France 13% 25% 54% 35% 53% 71% 38% 7% 21% 29% 52%
Italy 50% 73% 62% 28% 44% 58% 42% 30% 18% 55% 72% 66%
Cyprus 69% 86% 61% 19% 28% 39% 46% 40% 30% 70% 83% 64%
Latvia 17% 41% 53% 42% 70% 90% 39% 72% 59% 90% 95% 64%
Lithuania 14% 61% 48% 8% 19% 40% 36% 54% 63% 92% 96% 57%
Luxembourg 10% 18% 47% 42% 62% 77% 29% 3% 13% 23% 47%
Hungary 82% 89% 93% 32% 56% 87% 41% 83% 78% 92% 95% 84%
Malta 90% 97% 43% 3% 15% 31% 59% 33% 31% 76% 86% 56%
Netherlands 14% 28% 50% 27% 44% 74% 35% 0% 1% 11% 49%
Austria 12% 33% 49% 70% 81% 88% 40% 21% 41% 55% 59%
Poland 44% 68% 56% 8% 15% 29% 47% 38% 53% 80% 90% 66%
Portugal 47% 73% 72% 34% 48% 68% 33% 8% 34% 75% 86% 64%
Romania 65% 90% 59% 15% 32% 59% 42% 81% 78% 98% 99% 47%
Slovenia 25% 59% 40% 43% 68% 92% 32% 60% 18% 68% 84% 48%
Slovakia 76% 87% 97% 33% 50% 70% 54% 93% 7% 93% 95% 95%
Finland 3% 10% 38% 15% 34% 67% 41% 2% 22% 40% 48%
Sweden 2% 15% 51% 35% 61% 86% 41% 21% 48% 63% 2%
United Kingdom 28% 40% 69% 37% 49% 63% 49% 40% 56% 64% 7%

* UAA, AWU and ESU at 10% means that the threshold has been set in such a way to identify the smallest farms covering 10% of the UAA, AWU
and ESU, respectively.
** In FSS 2007 for 11 MS this type of holdings is Non-Existing (NE: for DE, NL, UK) or Non-Significant (NS: for BE, DK, FR, IE, LU, AT, FI, SE).

2.2.2.3.  Age structure of the farming population

Another important dimension of structural change in EU agriculture is the general ageing of
the farming population. Only 6% of EU farm managers are younger than 35 years, while
more than half are 55 years old or older. Moreover, the number of farmers in the youngest
age group has declined more strongly than in any other age group across the EU-27
between 2003 and 2007, most significantly in Cyprus (-24%), Bulgaria, Estonia and Romania
(-18%). On the other hand, the number of farmers in the oldest age group has decreased at
a slower pace - in one out of three EU countries it has even increased.

The discrepancy between the number of young and older farmers can already be found in
less recent years and is evident in almost all Member States. Nonetheless, considerable
differences can be observed in the age structure across the EU-27. For example, in 2007:

- the EU-12 had a higher share (7%) of young farmers (under 35 years) than the EU-15 (5%),
but also a higher share of elderly farmers (above 65 years) (31% in the EU-15, 34% in the
EU-12);

- Bulgaria, Italy, Portugal and Romania had less than 5% of young farmers and more than
40% of elderly farmers;

- Poland had the highest share of young farmers (12%), while the highest share of elderly
farmers was found in Portugal (47%).

All of the above highlights a trend towards fewer and larger farms, increasingly mechanised
and run by an ageing farming population’?. Whether and to what extent this trend will
continue in the future will depend on a number of factors, not least the policy environment.
Results from the Agricultural Census 2010, once they become available, will highlight recent
developments and serve as an input for future policy discussions.

2 For more information see: http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/agrista/economic-briefs/2011/03 _en.pdf
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2.3. Agri-environmental indicators

The development of agri-environmental indicators (AEIS) is a long-term project for monitoring
the integration of environmental concerns into the CAP, proposed by the European
Commission on 15 September 2006 and endorsed by the Council on 19 December 2006,

Given that around half of the EU's land is farmed and that agriculture plays a major role in
the conservation and valorisation of the EU's environmental resources, the CAP faces the
double challenge of reducing agricultural pressures on the environment and favouring the
delivery of environmental services by agriculture. To support this process, a better monitoring
of the evolution of agricultural productions systems and of their effects on the environment is
needed.

Following the outcomes of the IRENA operation'®, the Commission Communication identified
a set of 28 AEIs as key tools to serve the following policy purposes:

e to provide information on the current state and ongoing changes in the condition of the
farmed environment;

e to track the impact of agriculture on the environment;

e to assess the impact of agricultural and environmental policies on the environmental
management of farms;

e to inform agricultural and environmental policy decisions;
o toillustrate agri-environmental relationships to the broader public.

The AEls are designed to reflect the regional diversity of agricultural production systems
(e.g. specialisations, production patterns, farming methods) and of environmental conditions
(soil type, climate, biodiversity, water) and to capture the main positive and negative effects
of agriculture on the environment across the EU-27.

In the Commission Communication, the indicators are identified according to the DPSIR
(Driving forces - Pressures and benefits - State/Impact - Responses)*® analytical framework
and cover the following four categories: Farm management practices, agricultural production
systems, pressures and risks to the environment, state of natural resources.

At present the Commission, in close collaboration with Member States, is working to build a
framework of systematic data collection for developing, compiling and maintaining the long-
term functioning of the indicator system.

Whereas some of the indicators are already fully operational, other AEls are still under
development, mainly due to the lack of data or to the need of further conceptual and
methodological improvement. Furthermore, a lot of effort is needed to calculate and compile
the indicators at the appropriate geographical level (i.e. the regional level).

The DireDate project'’, was launched by the Commission in 2009 for analysing the direct
and indirect data needs linked to the farms, with the objective of setting up an efficient and

¥ COM(2006) 508 "Development of agri-environmental indicators for monitoring the integration of environmental concerns into
the common agricultural policy"”

* Council conclusions on agri-environmental indicators — 2774" Agriculture and Fisheries Council meeting of 19 December
2006.

' The IRENA (Indicator Reporting on the Integration of Environmental Concerns into Agricultural Policy) operation was
launched in September 2002 and finalised at the end of 2005. Its main purpose was to develop and compile for the EU-15 the
set of 35 agri-environmental indicators identified in the Commission Communications COM(2000) 20 and COM (2001) 144. The
outcomes of IRENA can be found at the following address: http://www.eea.europa.eu/projects/irena

* The DPSIR (Driving forces - Pressures and benefits - State/lmpact - Responses) assessment framework is a model to
analyse the complex interplay between the environment and socio-economic activities. It is a slightly extended version of the
well-known "PSR" (pressure —state —response) model used by the OECD and it is used by the European Environment Agency
(EEA).

" The DireDate project - Direct and indirect data needs linked to the farms for agri-environmental indicators is a tender launched
by DG Eurostat and conducted by a research consortium led by DLO-Alterra, Wageningen UR, The Netherlands. The outcomes
of the study can be found at the following address:

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/agri_environmental indicators/introduction.
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sustainable data collection for AEls and policy reporting in the EU. The results of the project,
which include a detailed analysis of the ideal data needs and recommendations to establish
a long-term and stable data collection, represent the basis for the ongoing discussion
between the Commission and the Member States on a future data collection system to
monitor the environmental impacts of agriculture in the EU-27.

Several data sources are being used to compile the 28 AEls. Statistical data mostly come
from the Farm Structure Surveys (FSS) implemented by Member States on the basis of EU
legislation. Administrative information (e.g. data reported by Member States within the CMEF
of the Rural Development Programmes) is also part of the data sources, mainly for those
indicators related to the implementation of agricultural policies (e.g. Rural Development
Policy).

In addition, there are a number of indicators based on data collected by the European
Environmental Agency (EEA) through its network, or by external stakeholders. On the other
hand, for some AEls data are derived from models developed by the Joint Research Centre
(JRC) of the European Commission.

Furthermore, certain AEIs which cover priority environmental issues (e.g. biodiversity, high
nature value (HNV) areas, water and climate change) were chosen for inclusion in the CMEF
of the Rural Development Programmes for the period 2007-2013 as baseline indicators.

In the following paragraph the preliminary results'® of the AEI 1 "Agri-environmental
commitments" are presented.

2.3.1. AEI 1 — Agri-environmental commitments

The indicator AEI 1 "Agri-environmental commitments" gives information on the agricultural
area which is covered by agri-environmental measures and shows the implementation over
time of this rural development scheme.

In the current rural development programming period, agri-environmental payments are
designed to encourage farmers and other land managers to apply agricultural production
methods compatible with the protection and improvement of the environment, by paying
them for the provision of environmental services'®.The payments are granted to farmers or
land managers who make voluntary agri-environmental commitments for a period of at least
five years and which go beyond a reference baseline, including inter-alia cross-compliance.
Commitments can cover the following activities: organic farming, integrated production, other
extensification of farming systems (i.e. fertilisers and pesticides reduction, extensification of
livestock); diversification of crop rotations; reduction of irrigation; action to conserve soil;
management of landscape, pastures and HNV; actions to maintain habitats favourable for
biodiversity; genetic resources; other targeted actions which for example include the use of
integrated environmental planning.

The indicator is built on the basis of administrative data reported by Member States in
compliance with the reporting requirements of the Rural Development Programmes'
monitoring system. Data for the programming period 2007-2013 are derived from the annual
information reported to compile the CMEF's output indicators® linked to the measure 214

"Agri-environmental payments"*.

AEIl's main indicator is calculated as the ratio between the area under agri-environmental
commitments and the total UAA.

'8 Reference: DG AGRI, Agri-environmental indicator draft factsheet — Agri-environmental commitments (AEI 1), 2011.

' Article 39 of Regulation (EC) No 1689/2005.

* The output indicators of the CMEF measure activities directly realised within the rural development programmes. These
activities are the first step towards realising the operational objectives of the intervention and are measured in physical or
monetary terms. They have to be reported by Member States annually within the annual progress report for each programme.

*! Articles 79 — 83 of Regulation (EC) 1689/2005.
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In 2009, the agricultural area®” enrolled in agri-environmental measures amounted to nearly
38.5 million ha and represented 20.9% of the UAA in the EU-27. This share was significantly
higher in the EU-15 (25.2% or 33.5 million ha) than in the EU-12 (9.7% or 5 million ha). The
2009 data include the contracts signed in 2007, 2008 and 2009 under Regulation
(EC) No 1698/2005 and the on-going commitments under the former Regulation
(EC) No 1257/1999%.

Graph 2.3.1-1 - Agricultural area under agri-environmental measures in the EU, 2009
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Source: DG Agriculture and Rural Development, output indicators of the CMEF of the Rural Development Programmes, 2007-2013
Note: Data for 2009 include commitments made under the previous programming period (2000-2006) still running in 2009 and commitments
signed in 2007, 2008 and 2009. Data for PL in 2009 do not include ha under commitments made during the 2000-2006 programming period.

In 2009, the level of implementation of the agri-environmental measures varied considerably
among Member States. While in Luxembourg (91.7%), Finland (91.4%), Sweden (82.3%)
and Austria (69.6%) more than two-thirds of the UAA were enrolled in agri-environmental
commitments, in 8 other countries (Portugal, Cyprus, Malta, Romania, Lithuania, the
Netherlands, Poland, Bulgaria) this share was below 10%. Other Member States with a
relatively significant share of agricultural area under this scheme (between 33.6% and
45.5%) are Slovakia, Germany, Slovenia, the United Kingdom and Estonia.

? The agricultural area under agri-environmental measures represents the physical surface covered by agri-environmental
schemes without double counting of areas in which more than one commitment is carried out. The indicator on the physical area
has been introduced for the first time in the period 2007-2013 as output indicator of the CMEF of the Rural Development
Programmes to improve the quality of the monitoring. It differs from the total area enrolled in agri-environmental commitments
where the same area can be counted several times if several types of commitments apply on the same land.

% |n the aggregation of the old and the new commitments there is a slight risk of double counting the same area which is
enrolled in the scheme in the previous and new programming period.
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Graph 2.3.1-2 - Share of agricultural area (%) under agri-environmental measures by countries, 2006 and
2009
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Source: DG Agriculture and Rural Development, output indicators of the CMEF of the Rural Development Programmes, 2007-2013
Note: Data for 2009 include commitments made under the previous programming period (2000-2006) still running in 2009 and commitments
signed in 2007, 2008 and 2009. Data for PL in 2009 do not include ha under commitments made during the 2000-2006 programming period.

Data on the area under agri-environmental contracts signed in 2006 and 2009 shows the
different level of implementation of the agri-environmental scheme between these two years.
In 2009 the total number of ha enrolled in agri-environmental measures was 9% lower than in
2006 in the EU-27 (excluding data for Austria, Bulgaria, Finland, France, Luxembourg,
Romania and Sweden®).This percentage amounts to an average decrease of
1.6 percentage points of the share of the UAA under this scheme (from 23.3% to 21.7%).

Graph 2.3.1-3 - Agricultural area (ha) under agri-environmental measures by country, 2006 and 2009
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Source: DG Agriculture and Rural Development, output indicators of the CMEF of the Rural Development Programmes, 2007-2013
Note: Data for 2009 include commitments made under the previous programming period (2000-2006) still running in 2009 and new commitments.
Data for PL in 2009 do not include ha under commitments made during the 2000-2006 programming period.

The area under agri-environmental contracts decreased by more than half in Ireland (61%),
Poland (60%), the Netherlands (51%) and Cyprus (65%)%. On the other hand this area

 Data for these countries are not available for 2006 or the quality of the information reported is very low.

% Data on the evolution of the area enrolled in agri-environmental measures have to be taken with caution since this reduction
may be attributed to the level of implementation of the Rural Development Programmes, which have not yet reached their full
implementation at the beginning of the programming period 2007-2013. . Moreover, data from 2006 could be affected by double
counting of areas engaged under different schemes. This could lead to an overestimation of the 2006 level of coverage.
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increased considerably in Italy (40%), Spain (20%), Lithuania (43%) and the United Kingdom
(16%).

In 2009, the most important types of agri-environmental commitments in terms of area
enrolled were those aimed at the management of landscape, pastures and HNV farmland
which covered around 13.5 millions ha and represented 39% of the total area committed®®
across the EU-27. This type of commitments was higher in the EU-12 (64%) than in the
EU-15 (35.8%) and was applied in 17 Member States. It was particularly important in five
countries where it represented more than 70% of the total area, namely in Bulgaria (81%),
Estonia (100%), France (88%), Romania (99%) and Sweden (71%).

14% of the total agri-environmental area (almost 5 million ha) is classified in the category
"other extensification of farming systems" which includes measures aimed at the reduction or
better management of fertilisers and plant protection products and at the extensification of
livestock. This measure, which up to 2009 was applied in 14 Member States, represented a
significant share of the total area committed only in Austria (47%), Finland (29%), Malta
(85%), Poland (32%) and Slovakia (65%).

Graph 2.3.1-4 - Breakdown of area under agri-environment measures by type of action in the EU (%), 2009

100

90 -
80 -
70 -
60 -
50 -
EU-27

40 -

30

20 +

10

.

0+ T
EU-15 EU-12

m Entry level scheme m Organic farming

0O Endangered species O Other targeted actions

o Integrated production o Other extensification of farming systems

m Diwersification of crop-rotations, maintenance of set-aside areas O Reduction of irrigated areas and/or irrigation rates, limitation of draining
@ Actions to conserve soil @ Creation, upkeep of ecological features

@ Management of landscape, pastures and HNV O Actions to maintain habitats favourable for biodiversity

Source: DG Agriculture and Rural Development, output indicators of the CMEF of the Rural Ddevelopment Programmes, 2007-2013
Note: Data on the area under different types of commitments only include contracts signed in 2007, 2008 and 2009 under Regulation (EC) No
1698/2005.

Around 8% of the total area committed in the EU-27 was devoted to organic farming and the
same share was directed to actions to conserve soils. Commitments intended for organic
farming were signed in most Member States and were particularly important (around or
above 50% of the total commitments) in Denmark (78.7%), Latvia (59.2%) and Lithuania
(49%). Actions to conserve soils (e.g. labour techniques to prevent and reduce soil erosion,
green cover, conservation agriculture and mulching) represented a share of between 15 and
25% of the total commitments only in Austria, Belgium, Finland, Poland and Slovenia.

% The total area covered by different types of commitments does not equal the physical area under agri-environmental
commitments. In the total area the same area can be counted several times if several types of commitments apply on the same
land. Moreover data on the breakdown of the total area under agri-environmental measures include only contracts signed in
2007, 2008 and 2009 under Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005.
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On the other hand, Finland (40.8%), Luxembourg (100%) and the United Kingdom (93.9%)
have very high shares of commitments in the category "entry level scheme" (EU-27 average
13%), which traditionally attracts a large proportion of agricultural holders.

In 2009, the other 5 categories of commitments covered only 17% of the total area enrolled
in agri-environmental commitments. The data on the area under different types of
commitments only include the contracts signed in 2007, 2008 and 2009 under Regulation
(EC) No 1698/2005%'.

Graph 2.3.1-5 - Breakdown of area under agri-environment measures by type of action in the by countries
(%), 2009
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Source: DG Agriculture and Rural Development, output indicators of the CMEF of the Rural Development Programmes, 2007-2013

Note: Data on the area under different type of commitments only include contracts signed in 2007, 2008 and 2009 under Regulation
(EC) No 1698/2005. For Cyprus, Ireland, Hungary and Greece, data on the breakdown are not available; therefore all commitments refer to the
category "other targeted actions".

% Data on the area under different type of commitments are not available for Cyprus, Greece, Hungary and Ireland. Therefore,
for simplicity's sake the whole area under commitment refers to the category "other targeted actions" (see graph 2.3.1-5).
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The EU budgetary spending on agri-environmental measures has increased rapidly since
1993 and reached 3 026 million Euros in 2010. The total public funding was considerably
higher (5 053 million Euros) as Member States pay up to 50% of the cost of measures from
their own national budgets. As concerns the current Rural Development programming period
(2007-2013), the reduction of expenditure (by around 30%) between 2006 and 2007 reflects
the rather slow start in some Member States of the implementation of new
agri-environmental measures under Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005. During the first two
years of the programming period 2007-2013 an important part of the EU budget was still
spent on agri-environmental schemes contracted under the former Regulation (EC) No
1257/1999. 2009 is the first year in which a substantial number of new contracts has been
signed while a significant part of the former agreements have concluded.

Graph 2.3.1-6 - Evolution of EU expenditures on agri-environmental measures, 1993-2010
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Source: DG Agriculture and Rural Development, EARDF financial database 2007-2010; EAGGF-Guarantee budget execution 1993-2006,
Temporary Rural Development Instrument fund 2004-2006.
Note: Expenditures shown in the graph only include EU funds.

At EU- 27 level, the average agri-environment expenditure (period 2007-2009) was 84 Euro
per ha of UAA under agri-environmental schemes. The total public expenditure was almost
twice this amount with 163 Euro per ha supported. The different level of the
agri-environmental expenditure per ha among Member States gives an indication of the
importance that they attach to the implementation of agri-environmental measures across
their agricultural area.

The amount of expenditure per ha is higher in the EU-12 (123.4 Euros per ha) than in the
EU-15 (77.8 per ha). 16 Member States show agri-environmental payments for the period
2007-2009 above the EU-27 average often to a large degree, from 85.4 Euro per ha in Italy
to 494.3 Euro per ha in Malta.
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Graph 2.3.1-7 - Annual expenditure on agri-environmental measures per hectare supported, 2007-2009
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Source: DG Agriculture and Rural Development, output indicators of the Common monitoring and evaluation framework (CMEF) of the rural
development programmes, 2007-2013

Note: Data on the area under different type of commitments only include contract signed in 2007, 2008 and 2009 under Regulation
(EC) 1698/2005.
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CHAPTER 3. Statistical description of rural areas

This chapter provides a brief analysis of the data, together with tables, maps and graphs,
organised by sections:

3.1 Importance of rural areas

3.2 Socio-economic situation in rural areas

3.3 Sectoral economic indicators

3.4 Environment

3.5 Diversification and quality of life in rural areas
3.6 Leader

It is based on the lists of objective- and context-related baseline indicators defined for the
CMEF put in place for the Rural Development Policy over the 2007-2013 period.

While the original names have been maintained, the indicators are presented according to
the following nomenclature:

- Objective xx / Oxx: baseline indicator objective-related n° xx in the CMEF
- Context xx / Cxx: baseline indicator context-related n° xx in the CMEF

The original measurement has been kept as well. Nevertheless, for analytical needs, it may
have been slightly changed for some indicators (mainly turning relative values into absolute
numbers or vice versa). Information on measurement, definition and data sources can be
found in the descriptive table accompanying each indicator.

For some indicators, data are presented at regional level, whereas for others only data at
national level are available. In the case of data at national level, (or of data at regional level,
when the focus is not on the rural aspect, but on the sectoral aspect) "summary thematic
tables" are provided, so as to allow an easy comparison between indicators referring to the
same topic (e.g. Food industry indicators). The table is then followed by the relevant
illustrations.

For data at regional level, a description by rural character is provided for the indicators
relating to the following sections:

3.1 Importance of rural areas

3.2 Socio-economic situation in rural areas

3.5 Diversification and quality of life in rural areas

This means that the following items are presented for each indicator:

- A map showing the indicator value at the most detailed geographical level (NUTS 2 or 3);

- A "summary table" which presents the results according to the rural character of the region:
Predominantly Rural (PR) / Intermediate Regions (IR) / Predominantly Urban (PU), following
the typology of rural areas as agreed by the Commission in 2010 (see Indicator Context 1:
Designation of rural areas), as well as the national value®,

This "summary table" is elaborated as follows: for each country, all the NUTS 3 regions are
"flagged" according to the typology of rural areas. For any given indicator, each of these
regions has a concrete value. To get the national value for a certain group of regions (PR, IR

%8 For more information about this typology see:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics _explained/index.php/Urban-rural typology
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and PU, respectively) the indicator values for the regions bearing the corresponding flag
have been summed up.

For example, at NUTS 3 level, Denmark counts 11 regions, each of which has been
classified as being PR, IR, or PU. The table below shows population figures (in thousands) in
those regions:

Code NUTS| Typology of rural areas Population 2008

DKO013 (2) Intermediate regions
DK021 (2) Intermediate regions

DKO031 (2) Intermediate regions

DK042 (2) Intermediate regions

Summing up the employment figures for those regions which belong to the same "category",
gives population figures by type of region

Population 2008

(2) Intermediate regions 1975

TOTAL 5493

Tables providing results according to the rural character of regions are based on the lowest
geographical breakdown available (NUTS 3 if possible). For some indicators, such as those
based on the Labour Force Survey, information is only available at NUTS 2 level. In previous
years, when the OECD typology of rural areas was used, a comparison of results from NUTS
2 and NUTS 3 levels was easily possible since this typology is available at both NUTS 2 and
NUTS 3 level.

The approval of the typology of rural areas in 2010, which is exclusively defined at NUTS 3
level, introduced some changes in this report. For the summary tables, information is
provided exclusively at NUTS 3 level, in contrast with previous years where summary tables
at NUTS 2 and NUTS 3 level were available for the user.

Some estimations have been made in the series of the Labour Force Survey, which are only
available at NUTS 2 level. The main assumption for estimating NUTS 3 data from NUTS 2
data is that the level of a certain series in each of the levels of urbanisation is the same
throughout the NUTS 2 region. Nevertheless, these estimations are only presented at an
aggregated level and are well indicated in the tables. The maps are prepared with the official
data at NUTS 2 level.
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Box 3: Methodological note: estimation of data at NUTS 3 level

The indicators Objective 2 "Employment rate", Objective 30 "Self-employment development”, Objective 35
"Lifelong learning”, Context 21 "Long-term unemployment" and Context 22 "Educational attainment" use data
from the Labour Force Survey, the lowest level of availability being NUTS 2.

The database resulting from this survey includes a variable which indicates the level of urbanisation of the Local
Administrative Unit (LAU 2) of the respondent, measured by the population density:

1) Thinly populated or less than 100 inhabitants/km2

2) Intermediate or from 100 to 500 inhabitants/km2.

3) Densely populated or more than 500 inhabitants/km2

The proportion of population by level of urbanisation within a concrete NUTS 3 region is available in the data from
the Census, the most recent being 2001. By weighing the indicator per level of urbanisation according to the
share of population within the NUTS 3 region in each level of urbanisation, one can create a NUTS 3 estimate.
The estimated data at NUTS 3 level is aggregated by type of region according to the definition of rural areas.
Therefore, the estimations prepared are always aggregated and no individual data are presented (i.e.: the maps
are presented with the official data at NUTS 2 level).

Source: DG REGIO - EUROSTAT

Tables providing the data for every particular NUTS 2 and NUTS 3 region are available on
the CD-ROM. Indicators are then organised according to the CMEF order.

Where possible and relevant, time series have been elaborated. Depending on the indicator,
a simple growth or an annual average growth rate have been calculated. The simple growth
is calculated as: value in year T+N — value in year T. The average annual growth rate
measures the compound annual average increase or reduction, as a percentage, of the
variable concerned from a base year (T in the following equation). It is calculated as:

100 x Anti-Log [Log ((Statistic for year T+N) / (Statistic for year T)) / N] — 100

Time series containing economic data in Euros are calculated at constant prices, whereas
data for the latest available year are presented at current prices. As values at constant prices
are not available at regional level, they have been estimated by using national price indices
of the corresponding aggregate.

Additional warnings concerning the presentation of the data

In this report, the choice has been made to provide as much information as possible to give a
broad overview of the agri-food sector, of the situation of the environment and of rural areas.
Some difficult choices have been made in this context that the reader should be aware of:

e The tables provide information for a "central year" at EU-27 level, i.e. the most recent
year for which data were available for most of the Member States. In some cases,
data are provided for a different year for some Member States or regions.

e For some indicators, information comes from different sources at national and at
regional level. Very often the updates or revisions/corrections of the data are not
made at the same time in the national and in the regional series. This may explain
why occasionally the sum of the regions does not correspond to the national figure.
Indeed, when different sources are used, the national results provided in the tables
are based on the series at national level (rather than on the sum of the regional data
from regional statistics).

e In some cases, data are not available for some regions of a Member State.
Nonetheless, when the effect was considered to be limited, tables are provided
according to the rural character of regions based on the available data.

e Most of the information presented in this report can be found in existing databases
and reports, such as Eurostat databases, European Environmental Agency database
and reports, or DG AGRI statistical, monitoring and financial reports. These remain
the reference sources for the relevant data.
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The following documents are also available:
- Glossary of terms & definitions (Annex A)
- List of main sources (Annex B)

- Correspondence table between NUTS level and national administrative units (Annex
C)

- Correspondence table between country codes and country names (Annex D)

- Localisation maps of the NUTS codes by country, at NUTS 2 & NUTS 3 level (CD
ROM)
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LIST OF INDICATORS IN THE RURAL DEVELOPMENT REPORT

| Report section |

CMEF indicator

| Measurement

3.1 Importance
of rural areas

C1
c2

Designation of rural areas
Importance of rural areas

Designation of rural areas

% territory in rural areas

% population in rural areas
% GVA in rural areas

% employment in rural areas

C17 Population density Population density
C18 Age structure % people aged (0-14) y.o. / (15-64) y.o. / >= 65 y.o. in total population
3.2 Socio- O1 Economic development GDP/capita (EU-25 = 100)
economic C19 Structure of the economy % GVA by branch (primary / secondary / tertiary sector)
situationin | C20 Structure of employment % employment by branch (primary / secondary / tertiary sector)
rural areas 02 Employment rate Employed persons as a share of total population of the same age class
03 Unemployment Rate of unemployment (% active population)
C21 Long-term unemployment % Long-term unemployment (as a share of active population)
08 Employment development of primary sector Employment in primary sector
09 Economic development of primary sector GVA in primary sector
C3 Agricultural land use % arable area / permanent grass / permanent crops
C4 Farm structure Number of farms
Utilised agricultural area
Average area farm size and distribution
Average economic farm size and distribution
Labour Force
016 Importance of semi-subsistence farming in new Number of farms < 1 ESU
Member States
04 Training and education in agriculture % farmers with basic and full education attained
3.3 Sectoral R . N
economic O5 Age structure in agriculture Ratio : % farmers < 35 / >= 55 years old
indicators 06 Labour productivity in agriculture GVA/AWU - total and by sector.
O7 Gross fixed capital formation in agriculture GFCF in agriculture
010 Labour productivity in food industry GVA /person employed in food industry
011 Gross fixed capital formation in food industry GFCF in food industry
012 Employment development in food industry Employment in food industry
013 Economic development of food industry GVA in food industry
C5 Forestry structure Area of forest available for wood supply (FAWS)
Ownership (% area of forest under "eligible" ownership)
Average size of private holding (forest)
C6 Forest productivity Average net annual volume increment (FAWS)
014 Labour productivity in forestry GVA /person employed in forestry
015 Gross fixed capital formation in forestry GFCF in forestry
C7 Land cover % area in agricultural / forest / natural / artificial classes
C8 LFA % UAA in non LFA / LFA mountain / other LFA / LFA with specific handicaps
C9 Areas of extensive agriculture % UAA for extensive arable crops
% UAA for extensive grazing
C10 Natura 2000 area % territory under Natura 2000
% UAA under Natura 2000
% forest area under Natura 2000
017 Biodiversity: Population of farmland birds Trends of index of population of farmland birds
018 Biodiversity: High Nature Value farmland areas UAA of High Nature Value Farmland areas
019 Biodiversity: Tree species composition Distribution of species group by area of forest (% coniferous/% broadleaved/%mixed)
C11 Biodiversity: Protected forest % FOWL protected to conserve biodiversity, landscapes and specific natural elements
(MCPFE 4.9, classes 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 & 2)
C12 Development of forest area Average annual increase of forest and other wooded land areas
3.4 Environment C13 Forest eco_system health % tregs / conifo_ars/broadlez_:\ved in defoliation classes 2-4
) C14 Water quality % territory designated as Nitrate Vulnerable Zone
020 Water quality: Gross nutrient balances Surplus of nitrogen in kg/ha
Surplus of phosphorus in kg/ha
021 Water quality: Pollution by nitrates and pesticides Annual trends in the concentrations of nitrate in ground and surface waters
Annual trends in the concentrations of pesticides in ground and surface waters
C15 Water use % irrigated UAA
C16 Protective forests concerning primarily soil and water |FOWL area managed primarily for soil & water protection (MCPFE 5.1 class 3.1)
022 Soil: Areas at risk of soil erosion Areas at risk of soil erosion (classes of T/hal/year and ha)
023 Soil: Organic farming UAA under organic farming
024 Climate change: Production of renewable energy from |Production of renewable energy from agriculture
agriculture and forestry Production of renewable energy from forestry
025 Climate change: UAA devoted to renewable energy UAA devoted to energy and biomass crops
026 Climate change: GHG emissions from agriculture Agricultural emissions of GHG
027 Farmers with other gainful activity % holders with other gainful activity
028 Employment development of non-agricultural sector Employment in secondary and tertiary sectors
35 029 Economic development of non-agricultural sector GVA in secondary and tertiary sectors
. e 030 Self-employment development Self-employed persons
Diversification ) . X y . . .
and quality of 031 Tourlsm_lnfrastruclure in rural area Number of bedplaces (in hotels, campings, holiday dwellings, etc)
life in rural C23 Internet infrastructure DSL cover.age ) ]
areas 032 Internet take-up in rural areas % population having subscribed to DSL internet
033 Development of services sector % GVA in services
034 Net migration Net migration rate
C22 Educational attainment % adults (25-64) with medium & high educational attainment
035 Life-long learning in rural areas % of population of adults participating in education and training

| 3.6 LEADER [036

Development of Local Action Groups

|Share of population covered by Local Action Groups
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OBJECTIVE RELATED BASELINE INDICATORS

AXIS Indicator Measurement
1 Economic development GDP/capita (EU-25 = 100)
Horizontal 2 Employment rate Employed persons as a share of total population of the same age class

3 Unemployment Rate of unemployment (% active population)
4 Training and education in agriculture % farmers with basic and full education attained
5 Age structure in agriculture Ratio : % farmers < 35/ >= 55 years old
6 Labour productivity in agriculture GVA/AWU - total and by sector.
7 Gross fixed capital formation in agriculture GFCF in agriculture

AXIS 1 Improving 8 Employment development of.prlmary sector Emplgymgnt in primary sector

the 9 Economic devel.o.pm.ent of p.rlmary sector GVA in primary sector ) )

competitiveness of 10 Labour productivity in food industry GVA / people employed in food industry

11 Gross fixed capital formation in food industry GFCF in food industry

the agricultural and

forestry sector 12 Employment development in food industry Employment in food industry
13 Economic development of food industry GVA in food industry
14 Labour productivity in forestry GVA /people employed in forestry
15 Gross fixed capital formation in forestry GFCF in forestry
16 Importance of semi-subsistence farming in new Member |Number of farms < 1 ESU
States
17 Biodiversity: Population of farmland birds Trends of index of population of farmland birds
18 Biodiversity: High Nature Value farmland areas UAA of High Nature Value Farmland areas
19 Biodiversity: Tree species composition Distribution of species group by area of FOWL (% coniferous/%
broadleaved/%mixed)
20 Water quality: Gross Nutrient Balances Surplus of nitrogen in kg/ha

AXIS 2 Improving
the environment
and the
countryside
through land

Water quality: Pollution by nitrates and pesticides

Surplus of phosphorus in kg/ha

Annual trends in the concentrations of nitrate in ground and surface
waters

Annual trends in the concentrations of pesticides in ground and surface
waters

management 22 Soil: Areas at risk of soil erosion Areas at risk of soil erosion (classes of T/ha/year)
23 Soil: Organic farming UAA under organic farming
24 Climate change: Production of renewable energy from Production of renewable energy from agriculture (ktoe)
agriculture and forestry Production of renewable energy from forestry (ktoe)
25 Climate change: UAA devoted to renewable energy UAA devoted to energy and biomass crops
26 Climate change: GHG emissions from agriculture Agricultural emissions of GHG (ktoe)
27 Farmers with other gainful activity % holders with other gainful activity
. 28 Employment development of non-agricultural sector Employment in secondary and tertiary sectors
AXIS 3 ,'mpr°‘.""9 29 Economic development of non-agricultural sector GVA in secondary and tertiary sectors
the quality of life in
rural areas and 30 Self-employment development Self-employed persons
31 Tourism infrastructure in rural area Number of bedplaces (in hotels, campings, holiday dwellings, etc)

encouraging the

diversification of 32 Internet take-up in ru_ral areas % populgtion h.aving subscribed to DSL internet
economic activity 33 Development of services sector % GVA in services
34 Net migration Net migration rate
35 Life-long learning in rural areas % of population of adults participating in education and training
AXIS 4 LEADER | 36 Development of Local Action Groups Share of population covered by Local Action Groups
CONTEXT RELATED BASELINE INDICATORS
AXIS Indicator Measurement
1 Designation of rural areas Designation of rural areas
2 Importance of rural areas % territory in rural areas
Horizontal % population in rural areas
% GVA in rural areas
% employment in rural areas
3 Agricultural land use % arable area / permanent grass / permanent crops

4 Farm structure Number of farms
AXIS 1 Improving Utilized agricultural area o
the Average area farm size ar_\d d|5tnbgt|0_n ]
competitiveness of f;/g;i?eﬁe);:co:omm farm size and distribution
thef;i!f:;’"su;go?nd 5 Forestry structure Area of forest available for wood supply (FAWS)
Ownership (% area of FAWS under “eligible" ownership)
Average size of private holding (FOWL)
6 Forest productivity Net annual volume increment of FAWS per ha
7 Land cover % area in agricultural / forest / natural / artificial
8 LFA % UAA in non LFA / LFA mountain / other LFA / LFA with specific
handicaps
9 Areas of extensive agriculture % UAA for extensive arable crops
% UAA for extensive grazing
AXIS 2 Improving | 10 Natura 2000 area % territory under Natura 2000
the environment % UAA under Natura 2000
and the % forest area under Natura 2000
countryside 11 Biodiversity: Protected forest % FOWL protected to conserve biodiversity, landscapes and specific
through land natural elements (MCPFE 4.9, classes 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 & 2)
management 12 Development of forest area Average annual increase of forest and other wooded land areas
13 Forest ecosystem health % trees / conifers / broadleaved in defoliation classes 2-4
14 Water quality % territory designated as Nitrate Vulnerable Zone
15 Water use % irrigated UAA
16 Protective forests concerning primarily soil and water FOWL area managed primarily for soil & water protection (MCPFE 5.1
class 3.1)
17 Population density Population density
AXIS 3 Improving | 18 Age structure % people aged (0-14) y.o. / (15-64) y.0. / >=65 y.o. in total population
the quality of life in
rural areas and 19 Structure of the Economy % GVA by branch (Primary / Secondary / Tertiary sector)
encouraging the | 20 Structure of Employment % employment by branch (Primary / Secondary / Tertiary sector)
diversification of | 21 Long-term unemployment % Long-term unemployment (as a share of active population)
economic activity | 22 Educational attainment % adults (25_64) with Medium & High educational attainment
23 Internet infrastructure DSL coverage
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3.1. Importance of rural areas

3.1.1. CONTEXT 1 - DESIGNATION OF RURAL AREAS

A consistent
typology of
‘predominantly
rural’,
'intermediate’ or
‘predominantly
urban' regions for
EC statistics and
reports

A new approach
based on the
population grid

Classification  of
the updated NUTS
regions

In 2010, the European Commission agreed on a new typology of
predominantly rural, intermediate and predominantly urban regions based
on a variation of the previously used OECD methodology. The aim of this
new typology is to provide a consistent basis for the description of
predominantly rural, intermediate and predominantly urban regions in all
Commission communications, reports and publications. The classification at
NUTS 3 level is widely used in this report to represent data and analysis.

This new typology uses a population grid of one square kilometre resolution,
which for Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Austria and the Netherlands is based
on real census data (see European Forum for GeoStatistics (EFGS),
http://www.efgs.info). For the remaining Member States, it uses the
disaggregation grid (version 5) created by the Joint Research Centre (JRC),
based on LAU2 population and CORINE land cover.

The method builds on a simple approach to create clusters of urban grid
cells with a minimum population density of 300 inhabitants per km2 and a
minimum population of 5 000. All the cells outside these urban clusters are
considered as rural.

This new typology, applied to the NUTS 3 level, successfully addresses two
main constraints of the OECD methodology in the EU: the variation in
surface area of both LAU2 and NUTS 3 regions and the presence of some
city centres separated from surroundings at NUTS 3 level.

It does this in a consistent manner throughout the Union in two main steps:

- It groups a NUTS 3 region of less than 500 km2 with one or more of
its neighbours solely for classification purposes, i.e. all the NUTS 3
regions in a group are classified in the same way.

- It classifies NUTS 3 regions based on the share of population in rural
grid cells. If more than 50% of the total population lives in rural grid
cells, the region is classified as predominantly rural. Regions where
between 20% and 50% of the population lives in rural grid cells are
considered intermediate, while those with less than 20% in rural grid
cells are predominantly urban.

Nevertheless, this new typology considers the presence of large urban
centres in the same way as the OECD methodology:

- a"predominantly rural" region (or group of regions) is re-classified as
“intermediate” if there is an urban centre > 200.000 inhabitants
representing no less than 25% of the regional population;

- an "intermediate" region (or group of regions) is re-classified as
"predominantly urban" if there is an urban centre > 500.000
inhabitants representing no less than 25% of the regional population.

In the beginning of 2012 the methodology will be applied to classify the
updated version of NUTS regions (Commission Regulation (EU) No 31/2011
of 17 January 2011 amending annexes to Regulation (EC) No 1059/2003 of
the European Parliament and of the Council on the establishment of a
common classification of territorial units for statistics). At the same time an
improved version of the population grid will be used.

See also: hitp://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics _explained/index.php/Urban-rural_typology

39



Map 3.1.1-1 - Urban-rural typology of NUTS 3 regions
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3.1.2. CONTEXT 2: IMPORTANCE OF RURAL AREAS

Predominantly
rural regions
generate 17% of
GVA and 22% of
employment...

...and these
shares are
substantially
higher in the
EU-12 than in
the EU-15

Predominantly rural regions in the EU represent 57% of the territory and 24%
of the population. In 2008, they generated 17% of total GVA and 22% of
employment.

The share of predominantly rural regions in the territory is approximately
equal in the EU-15 and in the EU-12 (56% and 58%, respectively). However,
the share of predominantly rural regions in terms of population, GVA and
employment is higher in the EU-12 than in the EU-15. In the EU-12, 41% of
the population live in predominantly rural regions, compared to 19% in the
EU-15. The share of predominantly rural regions in GVA and employment of
the EU-12 is 29% and 37% of the total, respectively; while in the EU-15 these
shares are substantially lower (16% for GVA and 18% for employment).

Graph 3.1.2-1 - Importance of rural areas in the EU-27, 2008
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Graph 1.1.1-2 - Importance of rural areas in the EU-15, 2008
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Graph 1.1.1-3 - Importance of rural areas in the EU-12, 2008
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Predominantly
rural regions
represent 73%
of the
population in
Ireland and
around 50% in
Slovakia and
Estonia...

...60% of the
economic
activity in
Ireland and
around 40% in
Slovakia and
Denmark...

...and 68% of
employment in
Ireland and
around 40% in
Slovakia and
Hungary
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Predominantly rural regions represent more than 80% of the territory in
Ireland, Portugal, Finland and Estonia. By contrast, only 2% of the
Netherlands is classified as predominantly rural.

The share of the population in predominantly rural regions is highest in Ireland
(73%), Slovakia (50%) and Estonia (48%). Less than 1% of the population in
the Netherlands, 3% in the United Kingdom and 9% of the population in
Belgium live in predominantly rural regions.

Most economic activity, measured in terms of the share of GVA, takes place
in predominantly urban areas, especially in Belgium, the United Kingdom and
the Netherlands, where less than 6% of the economic activity is based in
predominantly rural regions. The predominantly rural regions of lIreland,
Slovakia and Denmark generate 60%, 40% and 39% respectively of total
economic activity.

As for employment, the predominantly rural regions of Ireland (68%), Slovakia
(44%), and Hungary (43%) reached the highest shares. The lowest shares
can be found in the Netherlands (1%), the United Kingdom (3%) and Belgium
(7%).
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Table 1.1.1-1 - Importance of rural areas — NUTS 3

Country
Belgium
Bulgaria
Czech Republic
Denmark
Germany
Estonia
Ireland
Greece
Spain
France

Italy

Cyprus
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Hungary
Malta
Netherlands
Austria
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovenia
Slovakia
Finland
Sweden
United Kingdom
EU-27
EU-15
EU-12

% PR

33.8
53.6
48.3
71.8
39.8
82.3
98.7
82.2
46.1
64.6
455

62.8
65.0

66.3

2.2
72.2
55.6
84.1
59.3
61.0
59.0
83.3
52.6
27.4
56.6
56.0
58.4

Context 2 - Importance of rural areas - NUTS 3

% Territory % Population % GVA % Employment
2008 2008 2008 2008
% IR | % PU % PR| % IR | % PU % PR| % IR | % PU % PR| % IR | % PU
31.8 344 86 238 675 55 191 755 6.7 206 726
451 1.2 38.8 449 163 255 370 375 333 429 237
37.1 146 332 434 234 271 37.0 359 319 402 279
270 12 428 36.0 213 39.0 313 297 403 327 270
484 118 17.4 40.0 426 146 359 495 15.8 38.3 459
17.7 48.2 51.8 323 67.7 429 571
1.3 72.6 27.4 60.0 40.0 67.9 321
12.1 5.6 43.0 105 46.5 36.6 10.0 534 40.8 108 484
395 144 132 383 485 10.8 35.6 53.6 12.0 36.4 516
273 81 28.7 357 356 224 315 46.1 26.4 340 395
423 123 205 440 355 18.6 42.6 38.8 2007 19.4 435 37.2 2007
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
211 161 38.2 134 484 22.7 104 66.9 359 128 513
19.9 15.0 435 313 253 30.1 307 392 412 310 278
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
331 06 473 357 17.0 344 279 377 433 317 249
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
51.5 46.3 07 282 712 0.8 259 733 0.6 260 734
189 88 39.3 265 342 30.4 289 407 348 296 356
34.5 9.9 GiIsco 379 338 283 275 308 417 354 320 327
8.7 7.3 36.2 152 485 30.1 114 585 351 147 501
399 08 458 438 104 321 426 253 41.7 46.7 116
39.0 432 56.8 36.3 637 40.1 59.9
36.8 4.2 504 383 114 40.8 331 26.2 445 36.3 19.2
146 21 430 30.7 263 365 280 355 39.6 29.1 313
45.8 1.6 225 56.1 213 19.8 511 29.1 21.6 544 241
47.0 25.6 29 259 71.2 2007 1.9 219 761 30 262 708
34.3 9.2 23.6 355 409 16.9 32.0 511 216 345 439
339 101 19.2 346 46.2 159 317 525 17.6 33.6 488
353 6.3 40.7 38.6 20.7 29.4 359 347 37.2 380 247

Baseline indicator

for context

2 - Importance of rural areas

Measurement of the

indicator

This indicator consists in 4 sub-indicators:
- % territory in rural areas

- % population in rural areas

- % Gross Value Added in rural areas

- % employment in rural areas

Definition of the

This context indicator consists in several sub-indicators giving the relative importance of
rural areas. The following aspects are taken into account:
Rural area as a percentage of the total area

indicator People living in rural areas as a percentage of the total population
GVA in rural areas as a percentage of the total GVA in a region/country
Employment in rural areas as a percentage of the total employment in a region/country
For each sub-indicator the breakdown according to the rural/urban character used for
context related baseline indicator n°1 "Designation of rural areas" should be provided.
S With OECD methodology, the breakdown is :
Subdivision . . : ,
- % in the ‘predominantly rural’ areas
- % in the ‘intermediate region’ areas
- % in the ‘predominantly urban’ areas
Unit of 0
%
measurement
Rurality according to the definition of Rural Areas as agreed by the European
Source Commission (2010)

Other variables: Eurostat
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3.2. Socio-economic situation of rural areas

3.2.1. CONTEXT 17: POPULATION DENSITY

Predominantly
rural regions
are more
densely
populated in the
EU-12 than in
the EU-15...

The population density in predominantly rural regions of the EU-27 was
48 inhabitants/km? in 2008, lower than in intermediate (120 inhabitants/km?)
and in predominantly urban regions (516 inhabitants/km?)*. In general terms,
rural regions in the EU-12 are more densely populated than those in the
EU-15 (67 versus 42 inhabitants/km?).

The population density varies greatly between countries. The predominantly
rural areas of Sweden and Finland in the EU-15 present the lowest density
rates, at around 9 inhabitants/lkm? ~ whereas the Netherlands
(146 inhabitants/km?), Germany (101 inhabitants’/km?) and Slovakia
(94 inhabitants/km?) present the highest rates.

! The typology for defining rural areas is based on the population density of the local administrative unit.

Graph 3.2.1-1 - Population density by type of region in the EU-27, EU-15 and EU-12 in 2008
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The population density in predominantly rural regions did not significantly
change over the period 2000-2008. It slightly increased in the EU-15
(+2 inhabitants/km?), particularly in Ireland (+8 inhabitants/km?) and Belgium
(+4 inhabitants/km?), and somewhat decreased in the EU-12, especially in
Bulgaria (-6 inhabitants’/km® and Romania (-3 inhabitants/km®). Some
important changes took place in predominantly urban areas, such as the
decrease of 148 inhabitants/lkm? in Hungary or the increment of
112 inhabitants/km? in Ireland?.

% These changes are strongly influenced by the delineation of NUTS 3 regions, especially for the urban
centres.
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inhabitants/km?

Context 17 - Population Density Change in Population Density
inhabitants/km? - 2008 - NUTS 3 inhabitants/km? - 2000 to 2008 - NUTS 3
Country (1) PR (2) IR (3) PU MS value WPR | @IR | (3PU MS value
Belgium 89.9 264.3 692.3 352.4 4.3 114 29.1 15.1
Bulgaria 49.6 68.3 922.2 68.6 -6.0 -4.3 20.0 -4.9
Czech Republic 92.7 158.0 216.0 134.9 0.5 -0.3 12.6 2.0
Denmark 76.0 169.5 22453 127.5 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Germany 100.7 190.2 827.3 229.9 -2.3 -0.9 8.9 -0.3
Estonia 18.1 90.2 30.9 -0.5 -1.6 -0.7
Ireland 47.6 13228 64.7 7.9 112.3 9.3
Greece 44.9 74.4 710.3 85.9 0.0 3.8 35.2 2.4
Spain 25.9 87.2 302.6 90.0 1.9 10.5 37.8 10.5
France 45.0 132.9 445.7 101.4 2.4 6.7 25.6 5.4
Italy 91.3 210.9 587.7 202.7 2.7 11.6 29.7 9.8
Cyprus 85.7 85.7 10.7 10.7
Latvia 22.2 23.0 109.4 36.4 -1.7 -1.4 -2.2 -1.7
Lithuania 35.8 84.1 90.1 53.6 -2.3 -3.3 -0.4 -2.2
Luxembourg 189.1 189.1 20.5 20.5
Hungary 76.9 116.4 3250.8 107.9 -1.8 3.4 -148.5 -0.9
Malta 1305.4 1305.4 69.7 69.7
Netherlands 145.9 266.1 748.3 486.8 0.0 7.4 24.9 15.3
Austria 54.4 140.2 389.0 100.2 0.6 5.3 28.2 3.9
Poland 83.1 119.6 346.6 121.9 -0.7 0.6 -2.6 -0.4
Portugal 49.7 202.4 771.0 115.3 0.9 9.1 37.2 4.3
Romania 72.1 102.6 1278.6 93.5 -3.4 -4.8 -18.2 -4.1
Slovenia 71.1 146.2 100.4 -0.6 4.7 15
Slovakia 94.2 114.7 299.1 110.3 0.3 0.2 -1.5 0.2
Finland 9.0 36.7 219.3 175 0.0 1.1 155 0.5
Sweden 9.6 27.6 301.4 225 -0.1 1.1 23.3 0.8
United Kingdom 26.8 138.0 694.9 2007 250.1 1.0 11.6 21.2 2000-2007 11.2
EU-27 48.4 119.8 516.4 115.7 1.0 5.2 22.4 excl. DK 4.8
EU-15 41.9 124.6 558.1 122.1 1.9 7.4 27.2 excl. DK 7.0
EU-12 67.2 105.7 315.3 96.5 -1.9 -1.1 -0.4 -1.5

Map 3.2.1-1 - Population density (inhabitants/km?)
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Baseline indicator
for context

17 — Population density

Measurement of
the indicator

Population density

Definition of the

This indicator consists in the density of the average total population, i.e. the ratio of the
population of a territory on a given date to the size of the territory.

Most Member States calculate the average population as the arithmetic mean of the
population on 1% January for two consecutive years, with the exception of Germanx

o (average of twelve monthly figures), Ireland (mid-April population), United Kingdom (30
June population), Denmark, Spain and Netherlands (1% July registered population).
Area refers to the total land area.

Ui i Inhabitants / km?

measurement

Source Eurostat
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3.2.2. CONTEXT 18: AGE STRUCTURE

There are more
elderly people
than young
people in the
EU...

In the EU-27, the number of people older than 65 years is higher than the
number of people younger than 15 years. This discrepancy is fairly similar
across the three types of regions. It is slightly more pronounced in
predominantly rural regions, which present the highest share of elderly people
and the lowest proportion of working-age population. The share of young
people, or those younger than 15 years, is approximately the same in the
three types of regions®.

® The results of this indicator are based on estimations. The data of population by age is provided at NUTS
2 level and the definition of rural areas is only presented at NUTS 3 level. For more information see Box 3.

Graph 3.2.2-1 - Age structure in the EU-27 by type of region in 2009
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The demographical differences are more marked when comparing the EU-15
and the EU-12. While people of working age make up roughly 70% of the
population in the EU-12, they only account for 66% of the population in the
EU-15. In turn, the share of older people is higher in the EU-15 (18%) than in
the EU-12 (15%).
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Graph 3.2.2-2 - Age structure in the EU-15 and the EU-12 in 2009
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20% of the population in the predominantly rural regions of the EU-15 are
older than 65 years, which is the highest share among all types of regions.
Moreover, predominantly rural regions in the EU-15 also present the lowest
share of working-age population, 65% compared to 70% in the predominantly
rural regions of the EU-12.

Graph 3.2.2-3 - Age structure in the EU-15 by type of region in 2009
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Graph 3.2.2-4 - Age structure in the EU-12 by type of region in 2009
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The share of people older than 65 years has increased in the EU over the
period 2005-2009 (+0.6 percentage points), save in Belgium, Ireland, Spain
and Luxembourg. In turn, the share of young people has decreased in all the
countries and especially in those of the EU-12, Ireland and Spain being the
only exception to this trend. This process of ageing of the population has
been more pronounced in predominantly rural regions. Here, the share of
elderly people has increased and the percentage of young people has fallen
more strongly than in the other types of regions.

Ageing of the population is already an important problem in the predominantly
rural regions of some countries. More than 20% of the inhabitants in
predominantly rural regions of Portugal, Italy, and Greece are 65 years or
older and the aged dependency ratio® in these regions is the highest in the
EU. On the other hand, Ireland is the only Member State where young people
make up more than 20% of the population in predominantly rural regions.
Slovakia, the Czech Republic and Poland are characterised by high shares of
working-age people, all of them above 70%, and with aged dependency ratios
below the average.

* The aged dependency ratio is defined as the number of people older than 65 years in relation to those
aged between 15 to 64 years.
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Table 3.2.2-1 - Age structure NUTS 3
Context 18 - Age Structure - 2009 - NUTS 3

(1) PR (2) IR (3) PU

% 0-14 | % 15-64 % 65+ y.0. % 0-14 | % 15-64 % 65+ y.0. % 0-14 | % 15-64 % 65+ y.0.
Country y.0. y.0. y.0. y.0. y.0. y.0.
Belgium 17.9 65.5 16.6 16.9 66.5 16.6 16.8 65.9 17.3
Bulgaria 135 68.2 18.3 13.6 68.8 17.6 12.7 725 14.8
Czech Republic 14.2 70.6 15.2 14.4 71.0 14.6 135 71.4 15.0
Denmark 18.4 64.6 17.0 19.0 65.2 15.7 16.8 69.3 14.0
Germany 14.0 65.4 20.6 13.7 65.6 20.6 13.3 66.6 20.0 excl. 4/429
Estonia 15.3 67.1 17.6 14.6 68.7 16.7
Ireland 21.6 67.1 11.3 19.2 70.4 10.4
Greece 14.2 64.7 211 15.1 67.0 17.9 14.3 69.1 16.6
Spain 13.9 66.4 19.8 14.5 68.8 16.7 15.2 69.1 15.7
France 17.7 62.6 19.6 18.5 65.1 16.4 19.1 66.8 14.1
Italy 13.2 65.6 211 14.1 65.8 20.1 14.5 66.0 19.6
Cyprus 17.1 70.1 12.7
Latvia 13.7 68.9 17.4 14.9 68.1 17.0 13.4 69.3 17.3
Lithuania 15.4 67.6 17.0 15.1 69.1 15.8 14.4 71.0 14.6
Luxembourg 18.0 68.1 14.0
Hungary 14.9 68.6 16.4 15.9 68.8 15.2 12.6 69.0 18.5
Malta 15.9 70.1 14.1
Netherlands 16.0 64.3 19.7 18.0 66.3 15.7 17.6 67.7 14.7
Austria 15.5 66.8 17.7 14.8 67.5 17.8 14.9 68.5 16.7
Poland 16.4 70.4 13.1 15.4 71.5 13.1 13.6 71.9 14.5
Portugal 13.6 65.0 21.4 17.1 69.0 13.8 15.9 68.1 16.0
Romania 16.0 68.5 15.6 15.1 70.6 14.3 12.3 73.6 141
Slovenia 14.0 69.5 16.5 13.9 69.7 16.4
Slovakia 15.6 72.2 12.2 16.0 721 11.8 12.9 745 12.6
Finland 17.0 64.9 18.1 16.0 65.9 18.1 171 69.9 13.0
Sweden 155 64.1 20.4 16.6 65.4 18.0 18.0 67.6 144
United Kingdom 17.6 63.8 18.6 17.1 65.0 18.0 17.7 67.0 15.3 2008
EU-27 15.6 66.5 17.9 155 67.1 175 15.8 67.7 16.5
EU-15 15.6 64.8 19.6 15.6 66.0 18.4 16.1 67.2 16.7
EU-12 15.6 69.5 14.9 15.1 70.6 14.3 13.4 71.7 14.9

Table 3.2.2-2 - Age structure MS value
Context 18 - Age Structure - 2009

MS value from national series
Country % 0-14 y.0. | % 15-64 y.0.| % 65+ y.0.
Belgium 16.9 66.0 17.1
Bulgaria 13.4 69.2 17.4
Czech Republic 14.1 71.0 14.9
Denmark 18.3 65.8 15.9
Germany 13.6 66.0 20.4
Estonia 14.9 67.9 17.1
Ireland 20.9 68.0 11.0
Greece 14.3 67.0 18.7
Spain 14.8 68.6 16.6
France 18.5 65.0 16.5
Italy 14.0 65.8 20.1
Cyprus 17.1 70.1 12.7
Latvia 13.7 69.0 17.3
Lithuania 15.1 68.9 16.0
Luxembourg 18.0 68.1 14.0
Hungary 14.9 68.8 16.4
Malta 15.9 70.1 14.1
Netherlands 17.7 67.3 15.0
Austria 15.1 67.5 17.4
Poland 15.3 71.2 13.5
Portugal 15.3 67.1 17.6
Romania 15.2 69.9 14.9
Slovenia 14.0 69.6 16.4
Slovakia 15.4 72.5 12.1
Finland 16.7 66.5 16.7
Sweden 16.7 65.6 17.8
United Kingdom 17.5 66.2 16.3
EU-27 15.6 67.2 17.2
EU-15 15.8 66.3 17.9
EU-12 14.9 70.4 14.7
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Age dependency ratio (% 65+ y.0./% 15-64 y.0.) Ratio % population 0-14 y.0./% population 65+ y.o0.
2009 - NUTS 3 2009 - NUTS 3

Country (1) PR 2) IR (3) PU MS value (1) PR (2) IR (3) PU MS value

Belgium 0.25 0.25 0.26 0.26 1.08 1.01 0.97 0.99
Bulgaria 0.27 0.26 0.20 0.25 0.74 0.77 0.86 0.77
Czech Republic 0.21 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.94 0.99 0.90 0.95
Denmark 0.26 0.24 0.20 0.24 1.08 121 1.20 1.15
Germany 0.31 0.31 0.30 0.31 0.68 0.66 0.67 0.67
Estonia 0.26 0.24 0.25 0.87 0.88 0.87
Ireland 0.17 0.15 0.16 191 1.85 1.89
Greece 0.33 0.27 0.24 0.28 0.67 0.84 0.86 0.77
Spain 0.30 0.24 0.23 0.24 0.70 0.87 0.97 0.89
France 0.31 0.25 0.21 0.25 0.90 1.13 1.36 1.12
Italy 0.32 0.31 0.30 0.31 0.63 0.70 0.74 0.70
Cyprus 0.18 0.18 1.34 1.34
Latvia 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.79 0.87 0.78 0.79
Lithuania 0.25 0.23 0.21 0.23 0.91 0.96 0.99 0.94
Luxembourg 0.21 0.21 1.29 1.29
Hungary 0.24 0.22 0.27 0.24 0.91 1.05 0.68 0.91
Malta 0.20 0.20 1.13 1.13
Netherlands 0.31 0.24 0.22 0.22 0.81 1.15 1.20 1.18
Austria 0.27 0.26 0.24 0.26 0.88 0.83 0.89 0.87
Poland 0.19 0.18 0.20 0.19 1.25 1.18 0.94 1.13
Portugal 0.33 0.20 0.24 0.26 0.64 1.24 0.99 0.87
Romania 0.23 0.20 0.19 0.21 1.03 1.05 0.87 1.02
Slovenia 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.85 0.85 0.85
Slovakia 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.17 1.28 1.35 1.02 1.28
Finland 0.28 0.28 0.19 0.25 0.94 0.88 1.32 1.00
Sweden 0.32 0.28 0.21 0.27 0.76 0.92 1.25 0.94
United Kingdom 0.29 0.28 0.23 0.25 0.94 0.95 1.16 1.08
EU-27 0.27 0.26 0.24 0.26 0.87 0.89 0.96 0.91
EU-15 0.30 0.28 0.25 0.27 0.79 0.85 0.97 0.89
EU-12 0.21 0.20 0.21 0.21 1.04 1.05 0.89 1.02

Table 3.2.2-4 - Change in age structure NUTS 3

Change in age structure - 2005-2009 - NUTS 3
(1) PR 2) IR (3) PU
% 0-14 % 15-64 % 65+ y.0. % 0-14 % 15-64 % 65+ y.0. % 0-14 % 15-64 % 65+ y.0.

Country y.0. y.0. y.0. y.0. y.0. y.0.

Belgium -0.6 0.9 -0.4 -0.6 0.4 0.1 -0.2 0.4 -0.2
Bulgaria -0.9 0.4 0.4 -0.3 -0.1 0.3 0.5 -0.2 -0.3
Czech Republic -1.0 0.1 0.9 -0.9 -0.2 1.1 -0.2 0.1 0.1
Denmark n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Germany n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Estonia n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Ireland n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Greece n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Spain n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
France 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2 0.0 0.4 -0.1 -0.1 0.2
Italy -0.3 0.2 0.2 -0.1 -0.4 0.5 0.0 -0.9 0.9
Cyprus -2.1 1.3 0.8

Latvia -1.9 11 0.8 -1.6 0.5 11 -0.3 -0.3 0.6
Lithuania -2.6 1.6 1.0 -1.8 0.7 11 -1.1 0.5 0.6
Luxembourg -0.7 0.8 -0.1

Hungary -1.0 0.2 0.8 -0.8 0.1 0.7 0.1 -0.5 0.4
Malta -1.8 1.0 0.8
Netherlands -1.0 -0.4 1.4 -0.8 -0.5 1.3 -0.7 -0.1 0.8
Austria -1.4 0.1 1.3 -0.9 -0.6 15 -0.6 -0.8 15
Poland -1.9 1.7 0.2 -1.4 11 0.3 -0.7 0.1 0.6
Portugal -0.4 0.0 0.3 -1.3 0.8 0.5 -0.1 -0.8 0.9
Romania -0.8 0.6 0.3 -0.7 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.1 -0.4
Slovenia -0.5 -0.8 1.3 -0.3 -0.7 1.0

Slovakia -1.7 1.3 0.5 -1.7 1.3 0.5 -0.6 0.2 0.4
Finland n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Sweden -1.2 0.4 0.8 -1.0 0.5 0.6 -0.4 0.1 0.3
United Kingdom n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
EU-27 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
EU-15 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
EU-12 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
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Table 3.2.2-5 - Change in age structure MS value

Change in age structure - 2005-2009

MS value from National Series

% 0-14 y.0. | % 15-64 y.0.| % 65+ y.0.

Country

Belgium -0.3 0.5 -0.1
Bulgaria -0.4 0.1 0.3
Czech Republic -0.8 0.0 0.8
Denmark -0.5 -0.3 0.9
Germany -0.9 -0.9 1.8
Estonia -0.5 -0.1 0.6
Ireland 0.2 -0.2 -0.1
Greece -0.1 -0.5 0.6
Spain 0.3 -0.1 -0.1
France -0.1 -0.1 0.2
Italy -0.1 -0.6 0.7
Cyprus -2.1 1.3 0.8
Latvia -1.1 0.3 0.8
Lithuania -2.0 11 0.9
Luxembourg -0.7 0.8 -0.1
Hungary -0.8 0.0 0.7
Malta -1.8 1.0 0.8
Netherlands -0.7 -0.2 1.0
Austria -1.0 -0.4 1.4
Poland -1.4 1.1 0.3
Portugal -0.4 -0.3 0.6
Romania -0.7 0.5 0.2
Slovenia -0.4 -0.7 1.1
Slovakia -1.6 1.2 0.5
Finland -0.7 -0.1 0.9
Sweden -0.9 0.4 0.5
United Kingdom -0.5 0.3 0.3
EU-27 -0.5 -0.1 0.6
EU-15 -0.4 -0.3 0.6
EU-12 -1.1 0.6 0.4

-

Map 3.2.2-1 - Ratio: people aged (0-14y.0.)/ (>=65Yy.0.)
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Baseline indicator
for context

18 - Age structure

Measurement of
the indicator

% people aged (0-14) years / (15-64) years / >=65 years in total population

Definition of the

This indicator covers the age structure of the whole population. The following age groups
are defined for this indicator:

e Share of people aged 0-14 years

e Share of people aged 15-64 years

e Share of people aged 65 years and over
Population can be either the population on 1 January or the average population during

indicator the year. Unless otherwise stipulated, the population on 1 January is used, i.e. the
inhabitants of a given area on 1 January of the year in question (or, in some cases, on 31
December of the previous year). The population is based on data from the most recent
census, adjusted by the components of population change produced since the last
census, or based on population registers.
This indicator is broken down according to the following age groups:

S e Share of people aged 0-14 years

Subdivision e Share of people aged 15-64 years
e Share of people aged 65 years and over

Unit of o

measurement 0

Source Eurostat
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3.2.3. OBJECTIVE 1: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

GDP per capita
inthe EU is
lower in rural
regions than in
urban regions...

Gross Domestic Product per capita (GDP per capita) in the EU-27 reached
24500 Purchasing Power Standards (PPS) on average for the years 2006,
2007 and 2008. Predominantly rural regions had the lowest level (73% of the
EU-27 average), followed by intermediate regions (90%). Predominantly
urban regions had the highest rate (124% of the EU average). Over the last
years, the gap between the three types of regions at EU-27 level has
remained stable.

Graph 3.2.3-1 - GDP per capita in the different types of regions in relation to the EU average
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This stability at EU-27 level hides developments which are different between
the EU-15 and the EU-12. Whereas all types of regions in the EU-15
decreased their position in relation to the EU average, EU-12 regions
improved. The fastest growth over the period 2003-2008 took place in
predominantly urban regions of the EU-12 (from 80% of the GDP per capita in
2003 to 99% in 2008). Predominantly rural regions in the EU-12 also grew but
at a lower rate, passing from 37% in 2003 to 43% in 2008. In consequence,
the difference in GDP per capita between predominantly rural and
predominantly urban regions in the EU-12 has increased over the last years.
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Graph 3.2.3-2 - GDP per capita in the different types of regions of the EU-15 in relation to the EU average
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Graph 3.2.3-3 - GDP per capita in the different types of regions of the EU-12 in relation to the EU average

120%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

The lowest GDP
per capitais
found in
predominantly
rural regions of
Bulgaria and
Romania

89%
83%
80%

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Predominantly Rural == Intermediate ==fe=Predominantly Urban

GDP per capita varies greatly at Member State level: the GDP per capita in
predominantly rural regions of Bulgaria represented just 28% of the EU-27
average during the period 2006-2008, whereas in the Netherlands it was
156%. This variation is also very large for intermediate regions (from 34% in
Bulgaria to 135% in Austria and 275% in Luxemburg). In predominantly urban
regions, the values ranged from 76% of the EU-27 average in Latvia to 204%
in Denmark.
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While GDP per
capita has
grown in all
regions of the
EU-12, the gap
between rural
and urban
regions has
widened

The largest relative improvement in predominantly rural regions has taken
place in Slovakia: here, the average GDP per capita grew from 43% of the
EU-27 average in "2001" (or the average of 2000, 2001 and 2002) to 55% in
"2007" (the average of the years 2006, 2007, 2008). It was followed by Latvia
and Estonia (from 22% to 32% and from 33% to 45% respectively).
Predominantly rural regions in Romania also have grown over the last years
(from 22% to 31%), whereas the increment in predominantly rural regions of
Bulgaria was much more modest (from 24% to 28%). The situation in the
predominantly rural regions of the EU-15 is different: in some cases, the
relative GDP per capita has decreased, as happened in France (from 92% of
the EU average in "2001" to 85% in "2007"), Italy (from 100% in "2001" to
94% in "2007") or Belgium (from 80% to 74%).

Table 3.2.3-1 - Economic development: GDP (PPS/capita)

Objective 1 - Economic development Change in economic development
GDP (PPS/capita) Change in index of GDP (PPS/capita)
(EU27=100) - "2007" - NUTS 3 (EU-27=100) "2001" to "2007" - NUTS 3
Country OPR | @R | ®PU MS value @WPR | @IR | (38 PU [ MS value
Belgium 74 92 130 116 -6 -6 -10 -9
Bulgaria 28 34 91 41 4 6 38 11
Czech Republic 66 67 122 79 6 8 17 10
Denmark 112 107 173 123 n.a. n.a. n.a. -6
Germany 97 104 135 116 2 1 -2 0
Estonia 45 89 68 12 29 21
Ireland 118 204 142 1 28 7
Greece 80 89 107 93 2 6 10 6
Spain 85 97 115 104 6 6 5 6
France 85 95 139 107 -7 -7 -9 8
Italy 94 101 114 104 -6 -12 -15 -12
Cyprus 94 94 4 4
Latvia 32 42 76 55 10 5 23 16
Lithuania 41 58 91 59 8 16 33 17
Luxembourg 275 275 35 35
Hungary 46 50 140 63 -1 5 22 5
Malta 78 77 -4 -4
Netherlands 156 120 137 132 10 1 -2 -1
Austria 96 135 148 124 1 -3 -10 -3
Poland 39 50 80 54 4 5 11 6
Portugal 66 59 94 78 -1 -1 -3 -2
Romania 31 42 97 42 9 15 38 14
Slovenia 75 100 89 5 11 8
Slovakia 55 59 159 68 12 12 45 16
Finland 98 107 158 117 4 0 -5 1
Sweden 108 113 169 124 0 0 -1 0
United Kingdom 79 101 125 117 -2 -2 -2 -2
EU-27 73 91 124 | 24500 pps 2 0 -1 0
EU-15 91 102 128 111 -2 -3 -4 -3
EU-12 41 52 94 56 7 10 22 11

Note: "2007" refers to the average of the years 2006, 2007 and 2008
Note: "2001" refers to the average of the years 2000, 2001 and 2002
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Map 3.2.3-1 - GDP (PPS/capita), EU-27=100
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Map 3.2.3-2 - Change in economic development "2001-"2007"
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Baseline indicator
objective related

1 - Economic development

Measurement of the
indicator

GDP per capita, expressed in PPS, as % of EU-27 = 100, three year average

Definition of the

One of the main criteria for economic development is the Gross Domestic Product
(GDP). GDP is the total market value of all the goods and services produced within the
borders of a nation (or region) during a specified period.

In order to be able to compare the economic strength of regions a relative indicator is
needed. For this purpose GDP will be calculated in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS)

indicator per capita as a percentage of the EU average.
A three year average mitigates the short-term fluctuations. Economic development is
then calculated as the ratio of the averages: (three year average GDP) / (three year
average population), and further expressed as a percentage of the three year EU
average.

Unit of PPS / capita (purchasing power standards per capita)

measurement EU-27=100

Source Eurostat — Economic accounts (ESA95)
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3.2.4. CONTEXT 19: STRUCTURE OF THE ECONOMY

The economy of
predominantly
rural regions
mainly depends
on the service
sector...

In general, the tertiary or service sector is the main field of economic activity
in the EU. In 2008 it accounted for 65% of the value added in predominantly
rural regions, 68% in intermediate and 78% in predominantly urban regions.

The secondary sector (mining, manufacturing, construction, utilities) in
predominantly rural regions contributed 31% of value added in 2008, slightly
more than in intermediate and predominantly urban regions (30% and 22%
respectively).

The primary sector (agriculture, forestry, and fishery) only represented 4.5%
of the value added in predominantly rural regions of the EU-27 in 2008.

Graph 3.2.4-1 - Structure of the economy by branch of activity (primary, secondary and tertiary sector) in

the EU-27
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The structure of the rural economy differs between the EU-15 and the EU-12.
...butin the

predominantly
rural regions of
the EU-12, the
contribution of
agriculture
remains
important

In the predominantly rural regions of the EU-12, the primary sector still
accounted for 8% of the value added in 2008, compared to only 3.9% in the
EU-15. Likewise, the importance of the secondary sector was 7 percentage
points higher in the predominantly rural regions of the EU-12 (37%) than in
those of the EU-15 (30%). In consequence, the weight of the tertiary sector in
predominantly rural areas is considerably lower in the EU-12 (54%) than in
the EU-15 (66%).
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Graph 3.2.4-2 - Structure of the economy by branch of activity (primary, secondary and tertiary sector) in
the EU-15 and the EU-12
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The structure of the economy varies greatly by type of region and by country.
The primary sector in the predominantly rural regions of Bulgaria and
Romania represents 16% and 13% of total GVA, respectively, which are by
far the highest rates. Predominantly rural regions of Hungary, Lithuania and
Spain also present higher-than-average ratios (8% for all of them). By
contrast, the primary sector in the predominantly rural regions of Denmark,
Germany, Ireland and the Netherlands only represents 2% of total GVA.

The importance of the secondary sector, including the food industry, in the
predominantly rural regions of the EU is higher than in intermediate and urban
regions. The highest rates among predominantly rural areas are found in the
Netherlands (51%), the Czech Republic and Slovenia (44%) and Slovakia
(42%).

The weight of the services sector in the economy of predominantly rural
regions is generally lower than in the rest of the country, especially in
Bulgaria, Romania and Slovakia (50%). On the other hand, predominantly
rural regions in Belgium (72%), Greece and France (71%) present the highest
importance of the service sector.

The relative weight of the primary sector in the predominantly rural areas of
the EU-27 has decreased by a total of 1.2 percentage points over the period
2003-2008. The predominantly rural regions of the EU-12 have been largely
affected by this process of structural change. Countries where agriculture still
has a high economic importance have registered the biggest decrease,
especially the predominantly rural regions of Romania and Bulgaria (-9 and -8
percentage points, respectively) followed by Greece (-4 percentage points).

At the same time, predominantly rural areas of the EU-12 have seen a
considerable increase in the importance of the secondary sector, especially in
Bulgaria, Slovakia and Romania (+12, +7 and +5 percentage points,
respectively).
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The importance of The importance of the services sector in the economy of predominantly rural

the services sector

in the economy of regions has only slightly increased over the last years (+0.8 percentage
predorminantly points) in the EU-27 as a whole. This is due to an increase in the EU-15

rural regions has

only slightly (+1.4 percentage points) combined with a decrease in the EU-12
cioasedoverthe (.1.6 percentage points). The largest increments took place in the

predominantly rural areas of Ireland, Latvia and Greece (+10.5, +6 and
+5 percentage points, respectively), whereas the largest decreases
occurred in Slovakia and Poland (-5.2 and -3.7 percentage points
respectively).

Table 3.2.4-1 - Structure of the economy (% GVA by branch) NUTS 3
Context 19 - Structure of the Economy (% GVA by branch) - 2008 - NUTS 3

(1) PR (2) IR (3) PU

primary | secondary| tertiary primary | secondary| tertiary primary | secondary| tertiary

sector sector sector sector sector sector sector sector sector
Country %
Belgium 25 25.7 71.8 1.3 29.9 68.8 0.4 21.3 78.3
Bulgaria 15.6 34.0 50.5 7.6 37.8 54.6 0.3 20.7 78.9
Czech Republic 45 44.2 51.3 24 44.2 53.4 1.2 25.8 73.0
Denmark 2.1 28.4 69.5 1.2 23.4 75.4 0.1 13.2 86.7
Germany 2.2 34.4 63.5 1.2 32.3 66.5 0.3 26.7 73.0
Estonia 6.7 321 61.2 0.9 27.8 713
Ireland 21 38.6 59.3 0.1 20.8 79.1
Greece 6.7 227 70.6 4.1 19.0 76.9 0.5 14.8 84.7
Spain 7.8 28.4 63.8 3.6 29.9 66.4 1.0 27.5 71.6
France 4.2 24.6 71.1 2.7 23.3 74.0 0.6 16.2 83.3
Italy 3.7 27.9 68.4 2.6 30.1 67.3 0.7 24.4 74.9 2007
Cyprus 2.3 18.5 79.2
Latvia 7.2 249 67.9 5.8 28.3 66.0 1.2 21.7 77.1
Lithuania 8.0 374 54.6 2.9 34.2 62.8 11 25.0 73.9
Luxembourg 0.4 145 85.2
Hungary 7.8 36.9 55.3 5.3 34.9 59.8 0.2 18.3 81.5
Malta 1.9 21.8 76.2
Netherlands 2.2 50.9 46.9 3.0 335 63.5 14 21.1 77.4
Austria 3.9 36.9 59.2 1.2 345 64.3 0.5 22.2 77.3
Poland 8.4 33.6 58.0 3.3 32.7 64.0 0.8 28.0 71.2
Portugal 54 26.3 68.3 3.3 34.0 62.7 0.6 21.3 78.1
Romania 13.0 36.5 50.5 7.5 41.9 50.6 0.3 323 67.3
Slovenia 4.1 44.0 51.8 1.6 28.0 70.4
Slovakia 6.8 42.9 50.3 3.3 45.6 51.1 1.2 23.4 75.4
Finland 5.4 36.7 57.9 2.8 38.2 59.0 0.4 23.0 76.6
Sweden 4.4 32.8 62.9 1.7 30.1 68.2 0.2 17.0 82.9
United Kingdom 4.0 27.2 68.8 1.9 26.1 72.0 0.4 18.6 81.0
EU-27 45 30.8 64.7 2.3 29.7 68.0 0.6 21.9 775
EU-15 3.9 29.8 66.3 2.2 29.1 68.8 0.6 21.7 777
EU-12 8.3 37.2 54.4 4.0 36.1 60.0 0.8 26.0 73.2
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Table 3.2.4-2 - Change in the structure of the economy (% GVA by branch) NUTS 3

Change in the structure of the Economy (% GVA by branch) - 2003 to 2008 - NUTS 3

(1) PR (2) IR (3) PU

primary [ secondary| tertiary primary [ secondary| tertiary primary [ secondary| tertiary

sector sector sector sector sector sector sector sector sector
Country %
Belgium -1.5 1.0 0.6 -0.8 -1.4 2.2 -0.3 -1.8 21
Bulgaria -3.8 7.1 -3.4 -5.1 8.1 -3.0 -0.3 -5.3 5.6
Czech Republic -1.1 2.0 -0.9 -0.5 24 -1.9 -0.1 1.6 -1.5
Denmark -1.5 -0.4 1.9 -0.7 -0.3 1.0 0.0 -1.1 11
Germany -0.2 1.6 -1.4 -0.1 1.1 -1.0 0.0 0.6 -0.6
Estonia -3.1 1.0 2.0 -0.3 0.6 -0.3
Ireland -1.4 -7.9 9.4 -0.1 -4.5 4.5
Greece -4.8 0.9 3.9 -2.4 0.2 2.2 -0.3 -2.3 2.6
Spain -4.2 0.3 3.9 -1.6 -0.6 2.2 -0.5 -0.6 11
France -0.8 -0.2 1.0 -0.2 -0.6 0.8 -0.1 -0.7 0.8 2004-2008
Italy -1.0 0.3 0.7 -0.6 0.5 0.1 -0.1 0.4 -0.3 2003-2007
Cyprus -11 -0.9 2.0
Latvia -4.2 -1.5 5.8 -1.8 2.7 -0.9 0.1 1.3 -1.4
Lithuania -1.4 0.4 11 -1.1 21 -1.0 -0.7 -1.0 1.7
Luxembourg -0.3 -3.5 3.8
Hungary 0.5 15 -2.0 0.1 0.7 -0.8 0.0 -1.4 14
Malta -1.0 -3.0 3.9
Netherlands -1.1 3.1 -2.0 -0.9 3.3 -25 -0.3 0.7 -0.3 2004-2008
Austria -0.3 1.0 -0.7 -0.1 0.5 -0.4 -0.1 0.6 -0.5
Poland -1.3 35 -2.3 -0.6 3.2 -2.7 -0.2 0.7 -0.4
Portugal -2.1 -1.1 3.2 -0.8 -2.4 3.2 -0.1 -2.3 2.4
Romania -7.6 3.6 4.0 -4.9 4.1 0.8 -0.4 35 -3.1
Slovenia 0.0 -1.0 1.0 0.0 -1.3 13
Slovakia -0.2 4.3 -4.2 -0.8 6.5 -5.8 0.3 -0.2 -0.1
Finland -0.2 11 -0.9 -0.3 -0.8 11 0.0 -2.1 21
Sweden 0.0 0.2 -0.2 -0.3 -1.6 19 0.0 0.4 -0.4
United Kingdom -2.2 0.6 1.6 -0.5 -1.1 15 -0.1 -2.4 25
EU-27 -1.0 0.6 0.3 -0.4 0.5 -0.1 -0.1 -0.5 0.7
EU-15 -1.1 0.1 1.0 -0.5 0.1 0.3 -0.1 -0.7 0.8
EU-12 -1.5 2.5 -1.0 -1.0 3.3 -2.3 -0.2 0.8 -0.6

Table 3.2.4-3 - Structure of the economy (% GVA by branch) MS value

Context 19 - Structure of the
Economy - 2008

Change in the structure of the

Economy - 2003 to 2008

MS value
primary | secondary| tertiary primary [ secondary| tertiary
sector sector sector sector sector sector

Country % GVA by branch

Belgium 0.7 23.2 76.1 -0.4 -1.6 2.0
Bulgaria 6.9 30.4 62.7 -4.3 2.7 1.6
Czech Republic 2.5 37.6 59.9 -0.6 1.7 -1.2
Denmark 1.0 25.7 73.3 -1.0 0.8 0.2
Germany 0.9 29.6 69.5 -0.1 0.8 -0.7
Estonia 2.8 29.2 68.1 -1.2 0.7 0.5
Ireland 1.3 315 67.2 -0.9 -6.9 7.8
Greece 3.1 18.1 78.7 -2.3 -0.9 3.3
Spain 2.7 28.4 68.9 -1.3 -05 1.8
France 21 20.5 78.4 -0.4 -0.9 17
Italy 2.0 27.0 71.0 -0.5 -0.1 0.6
Cyprus 2.3 18.5 79.2 -1.1 -0.9 2.0
Latvia 3.0 23.0 73.9 -1.1 0.7 0.4
Lithuania 3.7 31.6 64.7 -1.3 0.0 1.3
Luxembourg 0.4 14.4 85.2 -0.3 -3.5 3.8
Hungary 4.2 29.3 66.4 0.0 -0.3 0.3
Malta 18 21.4 76.8 -1.1 -3.4 4.5
Netherlands 18 25.6 72.6 -0.5 17 -1.2
Austria 17 30.2 68.0 -0.2 0.8 -0.6
Poland 3.7 315 64.7 -0.7 2.0 -1.3
Portugal 2.4 24.0 73.6 -0.8 -2.2 2.9
Romania 7.4 37.8 54.8 -5.6 35 2.0
Slovenia 25 33.9 63.7 0.0 -1.1 1.6
Slovakia 4.2 38.7 57.1 -0.3 3.7 -3.4
Finland 2.9 32.1 64.5 -0.2 -0.8 0.5
Sweden 1.8 26.8 71.4 -0.2 -0.8 1.0
United Kingdom 0.8 22.6 76.6 -0.2 -1.3 14
EU-27 1.9 26.6 71.6 -0.5 0.0 0.5
EU-15 1.6 25.7 72.8 -0.4 -0.3 0.8
EU-12 4.3 33.3 62.4 -1.3 2.0 -0.7
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Baseline indicator
for context

19 - Structure of the economy

Measurement of the
indicator

% GVA by branch (primary / secondary / tertiary sector)

Definition of the

GVA is defined as the value of output less the value of intermediate consumption.
Output is valued at basic prices, GVA is valued at basic prices and intermediate
consumption is valued at purchasers’ prices.

Primary sector covers divisions 01 to 05 or branches A & B of NACE rev.1.1.

ey Secondary sector covers divisions 10 to 45 or branches C to F of NACE rev.1.1.
Tertiary sector covers divisions 50 to 95 or branches G to P of NACE rev.1.1.
Total refers to GVA in branches A to P of NACE rev.1.1.
This indicator is broken down by branches:
o e Share of GVA in primary sector
Subdivision

e Share of GVA in secondary sector
e  Share of GVA in tertiary sector

Unit of measurement

%

Source

At regional level : Eurostat - Economic accounts-ESA95
At national level: National accounts (including GDP) - Breakdown by 6 branches
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3.2.5. CONTEXT 20: STRUCTURE OF EMPLOYMENT

The tertiary or
service sector is
the main source
of employment
in the EU...

Employment in the EU mainly depends on the tertiary or service sector, in line
with the role of this sector in the overall economy (see indicator Context 19:
Structure of the Economy). In 2008 the importance of this sector for
employment was highest in predominantly urban regions (77%), but it
provided the majority of jobs also in intermediate (65%) and predominantly
rural regions (57%).

The secondary sector accounted for 29% of employment in the predominantly
rural regions in 2008, the same as in intermediate, and 7 percentage points
higher than in predominantly urban regions.

The primary sector represented 14% of the jobs in predominantly rural
regions of the EU-27 in 2008, decreasing to 6% in intermediate regions and
1% in urban regions. While the share of the tertiary sector in employment has
increased in all regions between 2003 and 2008, the reverse is true for
employment in the primary sector.

Graph 3.2.5-1 - Structure of employment by branch of activity in the EU-27
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The structure of employment in predominantly rural regions differs between
the EU-15 and the EU-12. In 2008, employment in the primary sector was
significantly higher in the EU-12 (23%) than in the EU-15 (9%). Likewise, the
importance of the secondary sector in employment was higher in the EU-12
(32%) than in the EU-15 (27%). The share of jobs in the tertiary sector in
predominantly rural areas is therefore considerably lower in the EU-12 (45%)
than in the EU-15 (64%).
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Graph 3.2.5-2 - Structure of the employment by branch of activity in the EU-15 and the EU-12
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Furthermore, employment structures differ between countries and types of
region. The highest employment rates in the primary sector are found in the
predominantly rural regions of Bulgaria (29%) and Romania (38%).
Predominantly rural regions of Poland (26%), Greece (23%) and Portugal
(22%) also present above-average rates. On the other hand, employment in
the primary sector in the predominantly rural regions of Sweden, Slovakia,
Belgium, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom is below 6%.

Employment rates in the secondary sector, including the food industry, are
slightly higher in the predominantly rural regions of the EU than in
intermediate and urban regions. The highest rates among predominantly rural
regions are found in the Czech Republic (43%), Slovenia (42%) and Slovakia
(37%).

While generally accounting for the majority of jobs, the weight of the tertiary or
services sector in employment is lower in predominantly rural regions than in
intermediate or urban regions, especially in Romania, Bulgaria and Poland
where it accounts for 32%, 41% and 45% of rural jobs, respectively. Among
all predominantly rural areas, employment in the tertiary sector is highest in
Belgium (73%), the United Kingdom (72%), Sweden and Denmark (69% for
both).
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The share of
primary sector
jobs is
decreasing,
especially in the
EU-12

Over the period 2003-2008, the share of primary sector jobs in predominantly
rural areas of the EU-27 has decreased by 2.6 percentage points. This
decrease has been particularly strong in the EU-12 (-4.6 percentage points);
the countries most affected were Lithuania (-14.5 percentage points), Latvia
(-8 percentage points) and Romania (-7 percentage points). The
predominantly rural regions of Poland (-6 percentage points), Greece (-5
percentage points), Estonia and Spain (-4 percentage points for both) also
experienced reductions in the importance of jobs in the primary sector. By
contrast, the share of primary sector jobs in the predominantly rural regions of
Hungary and Bulgaria increased (+3.5 and +1 percentage points,
respectively).

The share of employment in the secondary sector has slightly increased over
the last years in the predominantly rural regions of the EU. Whereas the
relative weight of this sector somewhat decreased in the predominantly rural
regions of the EU-15 (-0.7 percentage points), it has grown considerably in
the predominantly rural areas of the EU-12, especially in Poland (+4
percentage points), Lithuania (+4 percentage points) and Romania (+3
percentage points).

The importance of the tertiary or services sector in rural employment has
increased over the last years (+2.3 percentage points), both for the EU-15
and for the EU-12 (+2.6 and +2.1, percentage points respectively). The
largest increments took place in the predominantly rural areas of Lithuania
(+10.5 percentage points), Spain and Greece (+5 percentage points for both),
whereas the largest decreases occurred in the predominantly rural regions of
Bulgaria (-3 percentage points) and Hungary (-1 percentage points).

Table 3.2.5-1 - Structure of employment (% by branch) NUTS 3

Context 20 - Structure of employment (% employment by branch) - 2008 - NUTS 3

(1) PR (2) IR (3) PU

primary | secondary| tertiary primary | secondary| tertiary primary | secondary| tertiary

sector sector sector sector sector sector sector sector sector
Country %
Belgium 5.3 21.6 73.1 2.8 24.9 72.3 1.2 18.3 80.5
Bulgaria 28.6 30.8 40.7 21.9 315 46.6 2.0 22.9 75.1
Czech Republic 5.7 42.8 51.5 3.2 415 55.4 1.8 28.3 69.9
Denmark 4.5 26.6 69.0 2.6 20.8 76.6 0.3 11.6 88.2
Germany 4.6 317 63.6 2.6 27.4 70.0 0.9 21.6 77.6
Estonia 7.5 34.1 58.5 11 34.7 64.3
Ireland 8.3 29.2 62.4 0.5 17.9 81.6
Greece 23.2 18.7 58.1 12.9 17.9 69.2 11 20.6 78.3
Spain 111 27.3 61.5 5.7 28.9 65.4 17 26.0 72.3
France 5.8 25.4 68.7 3.2 23.6 73.2 11 16.8 82.1
Italy 7.9 29.2 62.9 4.6 31.3 64.1 1.3 25.0 73.7 2007
Cyprus 4.3 20.2 75.5
Latvia 13.7 28.9 57.3 13.3 31.8 55.0 25 27.6 69.9
Lithuania 12.7 32.1 55.1 6.3 31.1 62.6 25 27.2 70.3
Luxembourg 1.4 219 76.7
Hungary 10.6 35.4 54.0 7.9 35.6 56.5 0.6 20.4 79.0
Malta 25 23.6 73.9
Netherlands 54 27.4 67.2 5.2 24.1 70.7 2.2 18.4 79.4
Austria 13.1 28.3 58.6 4.1 24.9 71.0 1.7 17.9 80.5
Poland 25.9 29.6 44.6 11.5 33.0 55.5 3.7 31.8 64.5
Portugal 21.9 24.8 53.3 14.3 40.6 45.2 25 25.3 72.2
Romania 38.1 29.3 32.6 29.6 33.0 374 1.2 28.7 70.1
Slovenia 12.9 41.6 45.5 5.8 29.9 64.3
Slovakia 4.9 36.7 58.4 31 39.2 57.7 1.3 19.2 79.5
Finland 8.4 28.0 63.6 4.5 30.0 65.5 0.6 18.9 80.5
Sweden 3.8 26.7 69.5 2.2 25.6 72.2 0.4 15.2 84.3
United Kingdom 5.5 22.5 72.0 2.7 23.4 73.8 0.8 20.6 78.5
EU-27 13.6 29.1 57.3 6.2 28.5 65.2 1.3 22.0 76.7
EU-15 8.7 27.3 63.9 3.8 26.9 69.2 1.2 21.2 77.6
EU-12 22.7 32.4 45.0 14.7 34.0 51.4 2.6 28.3 69.1
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Table 3.2.5-2 - Change in the structure of employment (% by branch) NUTS 3

Change in the structure of employment (% employment by branch) - 2003 to 2008 - NUTS 3

(1) PR (2) IR (3) PU

primary | secondary| tertiary primary | secondary| tertiary primary [ secondary| tertiary

sector sector sector sector sector sector sector sector sector
Country %
Belgium -0.7 -0.4 1.2 -0.4 -1.4 1.8 -0.2 -1.7 1.9
Bulgaria 0.9 2.6 -3.5 -4.9 4.1 0.7 -35 0.8 2.8
Czech Republic -0.6 -0.9 15 -0.5 0.4 0.1 -0.7 0.6 0.1
Denmark -0.7 -1.2 2.0 -0.7 -0.6 1.3 0.0 -0.2 0.2
Germany -0.4 -0.7 1.0 -0.2 -1.3 1.5 0.0 -2.2 2.2
Estonia -4.3 15 2.8 -0.4 2.7 -2.3
Ireland -1.1 -1.9 3.0 -0.2 -2.2 2.4
Greece -4.8 0.2 4.7 -4.8 -0.4 5.2 -0.5 -1.6 2.1
Spain -4.0 -1.1 5.1 -1.7 -2.0 3.8 -0.5 -3.1 35
France -0.8 -0.9 1.8 -0.4 -1.3 1.8 -0.2 -1.0 1.3
Italy -0.6 -0.3 0.8 -0.1 -0.3 0.4 0.1 -0.7 0.6 2003-07
Cyprus -1.2 -0.1 1.3
Latvia -8.2 33 49 -5.8 5.1 0.8 -4.0 17 2.3
Lithuania -14.5 4.0 10.5 -7.3 2.3 49 -5.0 0.3 4.7
Luxembourg -0.2 -1.7 1.9
Hungary 3.5 -2.4 -11 1.5 0.6 -2.1 -0.1 -2.6 2.7
Malta 0.1 -4.3 4.2
Netherlands -0.2 -0.8 1.0 -0.1 -1.0 1.0 -0.4 -1.3 1.7
Austria -25 0.3 2.2 -0.8 -1.0 1.9 -0.2 -1.1 1.3
Poland -6.2 4.0 2.2 -4.0 3.7 0.3 -1.7 0.6 1.1
Portugal 2.2 2.1 4.3 -0.2 -3.1 3.3 -0.2 -4.1 4.3
Romania -7.3 2.7 4.6 -8.4 3.0 54 -0.3 -4.9 51
Slovenia -2.7 -0.8 3.5 -1.2 -1.3 25
Slovakia -1.5 1.2 0.2 -0.7 0.3 0.4 -0.1 -4.7 4.8
Finland -1.1 0.3 0.7 -0.2 -2.1 2.3 0.0 -0.6 0.5
Sweden -0.2 0.8 -0.6 -0.5 -0.5 1.1 0.0 -0.6 0.6
United Kingdom -1.0 -0.6 15 0.6 -1.0 0.3 0.1 -1.9 1.7
EU-27 -2.6 0.3 2.3 -1.3 -0.3 1.6 -0.2 -1.6 1.8
EU-15 -1.4 -0.7 2.1 -0.3 -1.1 1.5 -0.1 -1.8 1.9
EU-12 -4.6 2.1 2.6 -4.7 24 2.3 -1.5 -0.4 1.9

Table 3.2.5-3 - Structure of employment (% by branch) MS value
Change in the structure of
employment - 2003 to 2008

Context 20 - Structure of
employment - 2008

MS value (as of National Accounts, unless precised)

primary | secondary| tertiary primary | secondary| tertiary
sector sector sector sector sector sector

Country % employment by branch

Belgium 1.8 19.9 78.3 -0.2 -1.5 1.7
Bulgaria 19.4 29.2 51.4 -3.7 2.6 11
Czech Republic 3.6 38.2 58.2 -0.6 -0.1 0.7
Denmark 2.7 20.8 76.5 -0.5 -0.8 1.4
Germany 2.1 25.4 72.5 -0.1 -1.6 1.8
Estonia 3.9 34.7 61.4 -2.2 2.4 -0.1
Ireland 5.8 25.6 68.6 -0.8 -1.9 2.7
Greece 11.3 19.6 69.1 -3.3 -0.7 4.0
Spain 4.3 27.2 68.5 -1.4 24 3.8
France 3.2 20.1 76.7 -0.5 -1.0 1.4
Italy 3.9 28.3 67.7 -0.2 -0.6 0.9
Cyprus 4.3 20.2 75.5 -1.2 -0.1 1.3
Latvia 7.9 27.3 64.8 -5.4 0.9 4.5
Lithuania 7.9 30.4 61.7 -9.9 2.5 7.4
Luxembourg 1.4 219 76.7 -0.2 -1.7 1.9
Hungary 7.2 31.8 61.0 -2.2 -0.5 2.7
Malta 24 23.6 73.9 0.1 -4.3 4.2
Netherlands 2.9 16.9 80.2 -0.4 -1.2 1.6
Austria 5.2 23.9 70.8 -0.2 -0.6 0.8
Poland 14.0 31.4 54.6 -4.4 2.9 15
Portugal 11.2 27.4 61.4 -1.0 -3.1 4.0
Romania 29.9 30.9 39.2 -7.8 2.1 5.7
Slovenia 8.5 34.1 56.0 -1.9 -1.2 3.1
Slovakia 3.5 34.3 62.2 -1.0 -0.4 1.4
Finland 4.8 255 68.8 -0.5 -0.9 0.5
Sweden 21 233 74.6 -0.3 -0.3 0.6
United Kingdom 1.7 18.5 87.4 0.1 -2.3 1.9
EU-27 5.7 25.0 70.3 -1.2 -0.8 2.0
EU-15 34 233 74.5 -0.4 -1.5 1.8
EU-12 14.6 31.9 53.4 -4.6 1.6 3.0
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Baseline indicator
for context

20 — Structure of employment

Measurement of the
indicator

% employment by branch (primary / secondary / tertiary sector)

Definition of the

In Economic Accounts, total employment (ESA 1995, 11.11) covers all persons — both
employees and the self-employed - in a specific region.

In the European Union Labour Force Survey, employment covers all persons in
employment that are aged 15 to 64 and have worked for pay or profit regardless of the
number of hours per week.

Preferred source is the Economic Accounts.

Primary sector covers divisions 01 to 05 or branches A & B of NACE rev.1.1.

indicator Secondary sector covers divisions 10 to 45 or branches C to F of NACE rev.1.1.
Tertiary sector covers:
e In Economic Accounts divisions 50 to 95 or branches G to P of NACE rev.1.1.
e In Labour Force Survey branches G to Q of NACE rev.1.1.
Total refers to employment in branches:
e In Economic Accounts: A to P of NACE rev.1.1.
e In Labour Force Survey A to Q of NACE rev.1.1.
This indicator is broken down by branches:
Subdivision e Share of employment in primary sector

e Share of employment in secondary sector
e  Share of employment in tertiary sector

Unit of measurement

% Employment

Source

Eurostat - Economic accounts-ESA95 / Labour Force Survey
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3.2.6. OBJECTIVE 2: EMPLOYMENT RATE

The employment
rate in
predominantly
rural areas has
decreased since
2008

The employment rate in the EU° has decreased over the last years to reach
64% in 2010, the lowest level since 2005. Predominantly rural regions
presented a slightly lower rate, 63% in 2010, and have also followed this
downward trend. The employment rates in intermediate and predominantly
urban areas were marginally higher (64% and 65% respectively), the
differences between the three types of regions having remained constant
throughout the period.

® The results presented in the tables and graphs are based on estimations. The data of the Labour Force
Survey is provided at NUTS 2 level and the definition of rural areas is only presented at NUTS 3 level.
Maps are presented at NUTS 2 level according to the official data. For more information see Box 3.

Graph 3.2.6-1 - Employment rate (15 to 64 years) in the EU-27 by type of region (2007-2010)
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N%
64.2%
64% 643% 64-4% —g
63.9%
62.9%
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62% 62.5%
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Predominantly Rural == Intermediate == Predominantly Urban EU-27
- The aggregate rate of employment for the EU-27 hides differences in the
e lowest

employment rate is
found in
predominantly
rural regions of the
EU-12

labour markets of the EU-15 and the EU-12. The employment rates in the
EU-15 are generally higher than in the EU-12. Predominantly rural regions
of the EU-12 present the lowest employment rate (59%), considerably lower
than that of predominantly rural regions of the EU-15 (66%). In the three
types of regions, the employment rates have fallen since 2007.
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Graph 3.2.6-2 - Employment rate (15 to 64 years) in the EU-15 and the EU-12 by type of region (2007-2010)
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The lowest employment rates among predominantly rural regions are found

in Hungary (54%), ltaly (56%), Lithuania (56%) and Spain (57%).° By
Amongst

predominantly
rural regions,
Hungary had the
lowest
employment rate
in 2010

contrast, predominantly rural regions of Germany (74%), the Netherlands
(73%), Austria (73%) and Denmark (73%) presented the highest rates, all of
them well above the EU average and in some cases, such as in Germany
and Austria, above their respective national level.

The economic crisis has severely hit the economy of predominantly rural
regions. The employment rate has significantly decreased in Ireland
(-9 percentage points), Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia (-8 percentage points),
and Spain (-6 percentage points) during the period 2007-2010. The only
exceptions to this general downward trend are the predominantly rural
regions of Germany and Poland (+2 and +1.6 percentage points
respectively).

® ltaly and Spain present a combination of low employment rates and below-average shares of working
age population. In Hungary and Lithuania, the share of working-age population is above the EU average.
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Table 3.2.6-1 - Employment rate
Objective 2 - Employment rate

Employed persons as a share of total population of the same age class - 2010 - NUTS 3
MS value as of MS value (as of
Country (1) PR (2) IR (3) PU regional series structural indicators)
Belgium 62.5 62.5 61.8 62.0 62.0
Bulgaria 57.0 59.1 68.9 59.7 59.7
Czech Republic 64.4 62.9 69.5 65.0 65.0
Denmark 72.6 73.4 75.1 73.4 73.4
Germany 735 72.1 69.2 71.1 71.1
Estonia 60.3 62.1 61.0 61.0
Ireland 59.7 60.8 60.0 60.0
Greece 59.8 59.0 59.4 59.6 59.6
Spain 56.6 57.2 60.1 58.6 58.6
France 65.0 63.4 63.8 64.0 64.0
Italy 56.2 56.8 57.5 56.9 56.9
Cyprus 69.7 69.7 69.7
Latvia 58.8 59.0 60.0 59.3 59.3
Lithuania 56.3 59.2 59.7 57.8 57.8
Luxembourg 65.2 65.2 65.2
Hungary 53.8 54.6 61.0 55.4 55.4
Malta 56.1 56.1 56.1
Netherlands 74.0 74.6 74.7 74.7 74.7
Austria 73.3 71.8 69.6 71.7 717
Poland 59.1 58.7 60.2 59.3 59.3
Portugal 67.7 65.3 64.0 65.6 65.6
Romania 58.0 58.3 64.3 58.8 58.8
Slovenia 65.7 66.6 66.2 66.2
Slovakia 57.8 57.1 68.5 58.8 58.8
Finland 65.4 68.9 71.6 68.1 68.1
Sweden 715 71.9 75.9 72.7 72.7
United Kingdom 68.9 717 68.7 69.5 69.5
EU-27 62.5 63.9 65.4 64.2 64.2
EU-15 64.9 65.3 65.7 65.4 65.4
EU-12 58.6 59.2 62.5 59.6 n.a.

Table 3.2.6-2 - Change in employment rate

Change in employment rate
Change in employment rate in % points - 2007 to 2010 - NUTS 3
MS value (as of
Country (1) PR 2) IR (3) PU MS value Structural Indicators)
Belgium 0.0 0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.0
Bulgaria -2.6 -2.1 -0.6 -2.1 -2.0
Czech Republic -2.2 -0.7 -0.4 -1.1 -1.1
Denmark -4.1 -3.8 -2.9 -3.7 -3.7
Germany 2.1 2.0 1.4 1.7 1.7
Estonia -7.6 -9.4 -8.4 -8.4
Ireland -9.3 -8.7 -9.2 -9.2
Greece -1.8 -1.3 -2.2 -1.9 -1.8
Spain -6.6 -7.0 -7.2 -7.1 -7.0
France -0.2 -0.4 -0.4 -0.3 -0.3
Italy -1.7 -1.8 -1.8 -1.8 -1.8
Cyprus -1.3 -1.3 -1.3
Latvia -8.2 -8.7 -10.1 -9.0 -9.0
Lithuania -7.9 -6.4 -6.2 -7.1 -7.1
Luxembourg 1.0 1.0 1.0
Hungary -2.2 -1.4 -2.6 -1.9 -1.9
Malta 15 15 15
Netherlands -1.7 -0.9 -1.4 -1.3 -1.3
Austria 0.3 0.1 0.6 0.3 0.3
Poland 1.6 2.2 3.2 2.2 2.3
Portugal -2.1 -1.8 -2.5 -2.2 -2.2
Romania 0.0
Slovenia -1.3 -1.8 -1.6 -1.6
Slovakia -1.9 -1.8 -25 -1.9 -1.9
Finland -1.5 -3.2 -2.3 -2.2 -2.2
Sweden -2.8 -1.5 -0.1 -1.5 -15
United Kingdom -2.0 -2.2 -1.9 -2.0 -2.0
EU27 -1.4 -1.2 -1.4 -1.3 -1.2
EU15 -15 -1.4 -1.6 -1.5 -1.5
EU12 -1.1 -0.3 0.8 -0.4 -1.6
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Map 3.2.6-1 - Employed persons / Total population (15-64 y.0.)
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Baseline indicator
objective related

2 - Employment rate

Measurement of the
indicator

Employed persons aged 15-64 as a percentage of the population of the same age group.

Definition of the

In Labour Force Surveys:

e Employed persons are all persons aged 15 and over who, during the reference
week, worked at least one hour for pay or profit or were temporarily absent from
such work. Employed persons comprise employees, self-employed and family
workers.

e Population covers persons aged 15 and over, living in private households

indicator (population living in public households are not included). This comprises all persons
living in the households surveyed during the reference week. This definition also
includes persons absent from the households for short periods (but having retained
a link with the private household) owing to studies, holidays, illness, business trips,
etc... Persons on compulsory military service are not included.

Unit of o

measurement 0

Source Eurostat — Regional Economic Accounts
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3.2.7. OBJECTIVE 3: UNEMPLOYMENT

The
unemployment
rate in
predominantly
rural areas is on
the rise again...

The unemployment rate is defined as the number of unemployed people of
15 to 74 years old over the total active population i.e. those people of the
same age group who are either working or are looking actively for a job’. In
the EU-27, the unemployment rate reached 10% in 2010, the highest level
since 2005, accounting for 23 million unemployed persons, 1.6 million more
than in 2009°.

In 2009 there were approximately 4.9 million unemployed people in
predominantly rural areas of the EU-27, which represents 9% of the total
active population in these regions. Intermediate regions had a similar
unemployment rate and almost 7 million unemployed people. Predominantly
urban regions presented the largest absolute number of unemployed people
(9 million) but the lowest rate (8%)°.

” Please be aware that the employment rate is defined as the employment-to-population ratio. Due to
different definitions, the employment and the unemployment rate do not sum up to 100%.

®In the case of regional accounts, from which we obtain the data by type of region, the most recent data
are from 2009, whereas the national accounts refer to 2010.

° The data of unemployment at regional level present some missing values.

Graph 3.2.7-1 - Unemployment rate (15 to 74 years) in the EU by type of region
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The number of unemployed people in predominantly rural regions of the
EU-12 accounted for 9.3% of the total active population in 2009,
0.5 percentage points higher than in predominantly rural regions of the
EU-15. The unemployment rate in predominantly rural regions of the EU-12
decreased by nearly 5 percentage points throughout the period 2005-2008,
whereas in the EU-15 this reduction was more modest (2 percentage
points). The year 2008 marked a turning point: In 2009, the unemployment
rate increased by 2 percentage points in predominantly rural regions of both
the EU-15 and the EU-12.
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Graph 3.2.7-2 - Unemployment rate (15 to 74 years) in the EU-15 (left) and the EU-12 (right) by type of

region
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The unemployment rate differs markedly across countries and types of
regions. In 2009 the highest unemployment rates among predominantly
rural regions were found in Latvia (18.6%) and Spain (17.3%).
Predominantly rural regions of Estonia and Lithuania (13.5%) also
presented higher-than-average unemployment rates. On the other hand, the
Netherlands (2.3%), Austria (4.1%) and Slovenia (6%) presented the lowest
unemployment rates among predominantly rural regions.

The change in the unemployment rate over the period 2005-2009 does not
distinguish between the evolution during the pre-crisis years (2005-2008)
and in 2009. In the first period, the unemployment rate in predominantly
rural regions of the EU-27 fell by 2.8 percentage points. This relative
reduction was more important in predominantly rural regions of the EU-12
than in those of the EU-15 (-4.9 versus -1.5 percentage points), and
especially in Poland (-10) and Slovakia (-7.2). The only exception to this
general downward trend was found in predominantly rural regions of Ireland
(+2.9 percentage points) and Spain (+0.9 percentage points).

Predominantly rural regions have been severely affected by the economic
crisis. In 2009, the unemployment rate grew by 2.2 percentage points in
predominantly rural regions of the EU-12 and by 1.7 percentage points in
those of the EU-15. The highest relative increments among predominantly
rural regions were found in Latvia (+10 percentage points), Lithuania and
Estonia (8 percentage points) for the EU-12 and in Spain and Ireland for the
EU-15 (+6 percentage points).
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Table 3.2.7-1 - Unemployment rate
Objective 3 - Unemployment

Rate of unemployment (% of active population) - 2009 - NUTS 3
. Harmonised
Country (1) PR 2) IR (3) PU Sum of regional data unemployment rate
Belgium 7.4 6.8 7.7 7.5 excl. 5/44 NUTS-3 7.9
Bulgaria 7.3 5.6 25 5.6 2008 6.8
Czech Republic 6.3 8.7 3.7 6.7 6.7
Denmark 7.1 4.4 6.6 6.0 6.0
Germany 7.1 7.4 7.6 7.4 excl. 1/429 NUTS-3 7.7
Estonia 13.5 13.9 13.8 13.8
Ireland 12.4 10.1 11.7 11.7
Greece 9.5 9.5 11.3 9.8 excl. 1/51 NUTS-3 9.5
Spain 17.3 18.8 20.6 19.0  excl. 3/59 NUTS-3 18.0
France 8.9 9.4 9.6 9.3 excl. 2/100 NUTS-3 9.5
Italy 7.8 7.5 9.3 7.9 excl. 3/107 NUTS-3 7.8
Cyprus 5.3 5.3 5.3
Latvia 18.6 14.8 16.6 17.1 17.1
Lithuania 135 13.5 14.3 13.7 13.7
Luxembourg 5.1 5.1 5.1
Hungary 11.6 10.0 6.2 10.0 10.0
Malta 6.9 6.9 7.0
Netherlands 2.3 3.5 3.4 34 3.4
Austria 4.1 4.2 6.0 4.8 4.8
Poland 9.3 8.4 6.5 8.2 8.2
Portugal 10.5 6.7 7.6 9.5 excl. 22/30 NUTS-3 9.5
Romania 7.2 7.2 4.0 6.9 6.9
Slovenia 6.0 5.8 5.9 5.9
Slovakia 14.4 114 4.6 12.0 12.0
Finland 9.4 8.7 6.2 8.2 8.2
Sweden 9.0 8.8 n.a. 8.8 excl. 1/21 NUTS-3 8.4
United Kingdom 6.3 6.4 7.9 7.4 excl. 1/133 NUTS-3 7.6
EU-27 9.0 8.8 8.2 8.6 excl. 39/1303 NUTS-3 8.9
EU-15 8.9 8.9 8.4 8.7 excl. 39/1089 NUTS-3 9.1
EU-12 9.3 8.3 6.5 8.3 n.a.
Table 3.2.7-2 - Change in unemployment rate 2005 to 2008
Change in unemployment rate
Change of the rate of unemployment - 2005 to 2008 - NUTS 3
. Harmonised
Country (1) PR 2) IR (3) PU Sum of regional data Unemployment Rate
Belgium -1.0 -1.9 -1.3 -1.5  excl. 5/44 NUTS-3 -1.4
Bulgaria -5.5 -3.5 n.a. -4.4 excl. 5/28 NUTS-3 -4.5
Czech Republic -3.2 -4.5 -2.1 -3.5 -3.5
Denmark n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. -15
Germany -3.7 -3.8 -3.1 -3.5 excl. 15/429 NUTS-3 -3.6
Estonia -0.9 -3.5 -2.4 -2.4
Ireland 2.6 2.6 1.7
Greece -2.4 -1.0 -2.0 -2.1 excl. 1/51 NUTS-3 -2.1
Spain 0.9 2.3 3.2 2.3 excl. 3/59 NUTS-3 2.1
France -1.1 -1.4 -1.7 -1.4 excl. 2/100 NUTS-3 -15
Italy -0.9 -1.1 -1.1 -1.0 excl. 4/107 NUTS-3 -1.0
Cyprus 1.7 1.7 -1.6
Latvia -1.2 -4.7 -0.8 -1.4 -1.4
Lithuania -3.0 -1.8 -2.3 -2.4 -25
Luxembourg 0.6 0.6 0.6
Hungary 1.3 0.3 -0.4 0.6 0.6
Malta -1.3 -1.3 -1.3
Netherlands -0.1 -1.7 -2.1 -2.0 -1.9
Austria -1.2 -1.0 -1.8 -1.3 -1.4
Poland -10.0 -11.9 -10.0 -10.6 -10.6
Portugal 0.1 1.3 15 0.5 excl. 22/30 NUTS-3 0.0
Romania -1.0 -1.3 -3.6 -1.4 -1.4
Slovenia -2.3 -2.0 -2.1 -2.1
Slovakia -7.2 -1.7 -1.9 -6.7 -6.8
Finland -2.6 -1.9 -1.3 -2.0 -2.0
Sweden -1.8 -0.9 n.a. -1.2 excl. 3/21 NUTS-3 -1.3
United Kingdom -0.1 0.6 1.2 1.0 excl. 17/133 NUTS-3 0.8
EU-27 -2.8 -2.2 -1.6 -2.1 excl. 91/1303 NUTS-3 -1.9
EU-15 -1.5 -1.2 -0.9 -1.1  excl. 86/1089 NUTS-3 -1.0
EU-12 -4.9 -5.5 -6.2 -5.4 excl. 5/214 NUTS-3 n.a.
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Table 3.2.7-3 - Change in unemployment rate 2008 to 2009

Change in unemployment rate
Change of the rate of unemployment - 2008 to 2009 - NUTS 3
. Harmonised
Country (1) PR 2 IR (3) PU Sum of regional data Unemployment Rate
Belgium 0.5 0.9 0.9 0.9 excl. 5/44 NUTS-3 0.9
Bulgaria 1.1 1.3 n.a. 1.2 excl. 5/28 NUTS-3 1.2
Czech Republic 24 2.6 15 2.3 2.3
Denmark n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 2.7
Germany 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 excl. 15/429 NUTS-3 0.2
Estonia 8.2 8.3 8.2 8.3
Ireland 6.0 6.0 5.7
Greece 12 1.4 2.8 1.5 excl. 1/51 NUTS-3 1.8
Spain 6.0 6.6 6.9 6.6 excl. 3/59 NUTS-3 6.7
France 18 1.8 1.4 1.7 excl. 2/100 NUTS-3 1.7
Italy 0.6 1.0 0.9 0.9 excl. 4/107 NUTS-3 1.1
Cyprus 1.6 1.6 1.6
Latvia 10.3 8.5 9.5 9.7 9.6
Lithuania 8.4 7.1 8.1 7.9 7.9
Luxembourg 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hungary 2.6 1.8 2.0 2.2 2.2
Malta 0.9 0.9 1.0
Netherlands -1.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6
Austria 1.0 1.2 0.8 1.0 1.0
Poland 15 1.0 0.6 1.0 11
Portugal 2.2 1.3 15 2.0 excl. 22/30 NUTS-3 1.9
Romania 1.2 11 0.6 1.1 11
Slovenia 1.2 17 15 15
Slovakia 2.8 2.6 1.2 25 25
Finland 2.0 2.2 1.3 1.9 1.8
Sweden 2.8 2.1 n.a. 2.3 excl. 3/21 NUTS-3 2.2
United Kingdom 2.4 1.9 1.9 1.9 excl. 17/133 NUTS-3 2.0
EU-27 1.9 1.9 15 1.8 excl. 91/1303 NUTS-3 1.9
EU-15 1.7 1.9 15 1.7 excl. 86/1089 NUTS-3 1.9
EU-12 2.2 1.8 1.7 2.0 excl. 5/214 NUTS-3 n.a.
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Map 3.2.7-2 -

Change in unemployment rate 2005-2008
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Map 3.2.7-3 - Change in unemployment rate 2008-2009
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Baseline indicator
objective related

3 - Unemployment

Measurement of the
indicator

Rate of unemployment i.e. unemployed persons as a percentage of economically active
population

Definition of the

Unemployed persons comprise persons aged 15-74 who were (all three conditions must
be fulfilled simultaneously):
e without work during the reference week

indicator e available for work at the time
e actively seeking work
Economically active population is employed plus unemployed.
Unit of o
)
measurement
Source Eurostat — Regional Economic Accounts
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3.2.8. CONTEXT 21: LONG TERM UNEMPLOYMENT

After a period of
decline, long term
unemployment in
the EU is
increasing again
since 2008

The long term unemployment rate is defined as the share of people who
were unemployed for at least one year in the total active population. Long
term unemployment has important social and economic costs, including the
reduction of skills of workers and the consequent loss of human capital.

In 2010 the number of long term unemployed people in the EU-27 reached
9 million, accounting for 4% of the total active population®. Over the period
2006-2010 the share of long term unemployment increased by
0.1 percentage points or by 0.9 million people in the EU-27 (+1.4 million in
the EU-15 -0.5 in the EU-12). This rather low rate is masking a downward
trend between 2006 and 2008, followed by an increase to roughly the same
levels as in 2006 over the period 2008-2010.

The number of long term unemployed people in predominantly rural regions
of the EU-27 amounted to 2.2 million in 2010, which represents 25% of the
total long term unemployment and accounted for 3.9% of the active
population in these regions. This share remained slightly above the level of
long term unemployment in intermediate and predominantly urban regions
over the whole period 2006-2010.

% The results presented in the tables and graphs are based on estimations. The data of the Labour
Force Survey is provided at NUTS 2 level and the definition of rural areas is only presented at NUTS 3
level. Maps are presented at NUTS 2 level according to the official data. For more information see Box 3.

Graph 3.2.8-1 - Share of long term unemployment by type of region in the EU-27 (2006-2010)
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Changes in long
term
unemployment are
stronger in the EU-
12 than in the EU-
15

The share of long term unemployment in predominantly rural regions of the
EU-12 reached 4.2% in 2010, 0.5 percentage points more than in
predominantly rural regions of the EU-15. Long term unemployment in
predominantly rural regions of the EU-12 decreased from 6% in 2006 to 3%
in 2008, whereas in the EU-15 this reduction was below 1 percentage point.
From 2008 onwards the share of long term unemployment increased in
predominantly rural regions of both the EU-15 and the EU-12.
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Graph 3.2.8-2 - Share of long term unemployment by type of region in the EU-15 (left) and the EU-12

(right)
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The share of long
term
unemployment in
predominantly
rural regions
ranges from 0.7%
to 10.1%...

...and Members
States evolved
differently over the
last years

The share of long term unemployment varies greatly among Member
States. Austria and the Netherlands (0.7%), Sweden (1.4%) and Denmark
(1.5%) presented the lowest rates of long term unemployment among
predominantly rural regions, whereas Slovakia (10.1%), Latvia (8%) and
Estonia (7.4%) had the highest rates.

Even though the overall share of long term unemployment hardly changed
in predominantly rural regions of the EU-27 over the period 2006-2010, it
evolved differently among Member States. The highest relative increments
are found among predominantly rural regions of Latvia, Ireland and
Lithuania (+5 percentage points), whereas the highest absolute increment
took place in predominantly rural regions of Spain (+150 000 persons). By
contrast, the number and share of long term unemployed people decreased
in some other countries, especially in predominantly rural regions of Poland
(-5% percentage points or -314 000 persons) and Germany
(-2.1 percentage points or -150 000 persons).
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Table 3.2.8-1 - Long-term unemployment

Context 21 - Long-term unemployment

% long-term unemployment (as a share of active population) - 2010 - NUTS 3

MS harmonised long| MS value

Country (1) PR 2) IR (3) PU | term unemployment | (in 1000
rate persons)

Belgium 34 35 4.3 4.0 197.5
Bulgaria 5.4 4.9 2.9 4.8 161.5
Czech Republic 2.8 4.2 1.2 3.0 156.9
Denmark 15 1.3 14 1.4 41.6
Germany 2.8 3.1 3.7 3.3 1381.6
Estonia 7.4 8.0 7.7 52.6
Ireland 6.7 6.4 6.6 140.2
Greece 6.0 5.4 5.4 5.6 283.1
Spain 6.9 7.4 7.4 7.3 1694.7
France 3.2 3.8 4.0 4.0 1049.8
Italy 4.1 3.9 4.2 4.0 1009.8
Cyprus 1.3 1.3 5.2
Latvia 8.0 8.3 8.9 8.4 97.2
Lithuania 7.8 7.1 6.9 7.4 120.6
Luxembourg 1.3 1.3 2.9
Hungary 5.7 5.9 4.3 5.5 234.1
Malta 3.2 3.2 5.7
Netherlands 0.7 1.2 12 1.2 105.7
Austria 0.7 0.9 17 11 475
Poland 3.0 3.1 2.8 3.0 529.0
Portugal 5.1 5.2 6.4 5.6 313.2
Romania 2.8 2.9 0.2 25 253.2
Slovenia 3.4 3.0 3.1 32.6
Slovakia 10.1 10.3 2.5 9.2 249.2
Finland 2.2 2.0 1.6 2.0 53.4
Sweden 1.4 1.6 1.2 1.5 72.2
United Kingdom 2.4 2.1 2.7 2.5 795.9
EU-27 3.9 3.7 3.8 3.8 9086.8
EU-15 3.7 3.6 3.9 3.8 7188.9
EU-12 4.2 4.1 2.9 3.9 1897.9

Table 3.2.8-2 - Change in long-term unemployment

Change in long-term unemployment

Change in % long-term unemployment rate (in %

oints)- 2006 to 2010 - NUTS 3

MS harmonised

MS value (in 1000

Country PR | IR | B)PU long term persons)
unemployment rate

Belgium -0.4 -0.4 -0.1 -0.2 1.6

Bulgaria -0.8 0.3 0.6 -0.2 35.9

Czech Republic -0.4 -1.5 -0.4 -0.9 -44.5

Denmark 0.9 0.8 0.7  2007-2010 0.8 2007-2010 23.7 2007-2010

Germany -2.1 -2.1 -2.3 -2.6 -838.2

Estonia 45 5.2 4.8 33.1

Ireland 53 4.9 5.2 110.6

Greece 1.2 0.6 0.6 0.8 51.6

Spain 4.8 55 5.7 55 1296.0

France 0.3 0.2 -0.3 0.2 42.3

Italy 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.8 198.7

Cyprus 0.4 0.4 1.9

Latvia 5.4 5.7 6.6 5.9 68.2

Lithuania 5.1 4.7 4.6 4.9 81.1

Luxembourg -0.1 -0.1 0.1

Hungary 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.1 91.2

Malta 0.4 0.4 11

Netherlands -0.2 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -36.2

Austria 0.0 0.0 -0.5 -0.2 -6.1

Poland -4.8 -4.7 5.1 -4.8 -786.6

Portugal 2.2 15 1.6 1.8 98.7

Romania n.a. n.a. n.a. -1.6 n.a.

Slovenia 0.0 0.4 0.2 2.7

Slovakia 1.2 0.8 0.2 2007-2010 0.9 2007-2010 29.8 2007-2010

Finland 0.1 0.2 -0.1 0.1 2.4

Sweden 0.7 0.7 0.3 2007-2010 0.6 2007-2010 31.5 2007-2010

United Kingdom 1.2 1.2 1.4 14 430.7

EU-27 0.1 0.2 0.5 excl.RO 0.1 921.3 excl. RO

EU-15 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.5 1407.6

EU-12 -1.3 -1.5 -2.1 _excl. RO -1.6 -486.2 _excl. RO
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Map 3.2.8-1 - Long term unemployment rate (% active population)
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Baseline indicator
for context

21 — Long-term unemployment

Measurement of the
indicator

% Long-term unemployment (as a share of active population)

Definition of the
indicator

The long-term unemployment rate is the share of persons who were unemployed for 12
months or more in the total number of active persons in the labour market.

Unemployed persons are all persons aged 15 to 74 who were not employed during the
reference week, had actively sought work during the past four weeks and were ready to
begin work immediately or within two weeks.

The duration of unemployment is defined as the duration of the search for a job or as the
length of the period since the last job was held (if this period is shorter than the duration
of search for a job).

Active persons are those who are either employed or unemployed, employed persons
being all persons aged 15 and over who during the reference week worked at least one
hour for pay or profit, or who were temporarily absent from such work. Family workers
are included.

All these terms refer to the European Union Labour Force Survey.

Unit of measurement

% of active population

Source

Eurostat - Labour Force Survey
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3.3. Sectoral economic indicators

3.3.1. OBJECTIVE 8: EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT OF THE
PRIMARY SECTOR

12.4 million people worked in the primary sector'* in 2009, which represents

The number of

employees in the 5.5% of the total employment of the EU-27. The number of employees has
Fronsod by 2.3 decreased by 2.3 million and the share of employment in the primary sector
million people... has fallen by 1.4 percentage points over the period 2003-2009.

" Due to the lack of data, this indicator covers the branches A and B (agriculture, forestry and fishing) of
the classification NACE rev. 1.1.

Graph 3.3.1-1 - Number of persons and percentage of employment in the primary sector (2003-2009)
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The primary sector in the EU-12 employed 6.3 million people in 2009, which
represented 14% of the total employment in the EU-12. In the EU-15, the
number of people working in the primary sector was similar (6.1 million) but
_ only accounted for 3% of total employment. The number and share of
e 18 he  People working in the primary sector is decreasing both in the EU-15 and in
EU-12 the EU-12, although this process is more severe in the EU-12. In concrete,
the primary sector in the EU-12 lost 1.8 million employees and its share
decreased by 5 percentage points during the period 2003-2009. In the
EU-15, the number of workers in the primary sector fell by 0.5 million people

and by 0.4 percentage points.
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Graph 3.3.1-2 - Number of persons and share of employment in the primary sector in the EU-15 and the

EU-12
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The largest number of employees in the primary sector is found in Romania
and Poland (2.6 and 2.1 million respectively). These two countries account
for 38% of the total employment in the primary sector in the EU-27 and for
75% in the EU-12. Romania, Bulgaria and Poland present the highest
shares of employment in the primary sector in the EU (28%, 20% and 13%
respectively), whereas the lowest rates were found in Luxembourg (1.4%),
Belgium (1.8%) and the United Kingdom (1.8%).

The highest absolute decrease in the number of employees in the primary
sector took place in Romania (-1 million employees) and Poland (almost
-0.4 million employees). These two countries alone represent 80% of the
total reduction in the EU-12 and 60% of the reduction in the EU-27. In
relative terms, Lithuania experienced the largest average annual decrease
(-10.4%), falling from 0.25 million employees in 2003 to 0.1 million in 2009.
The United Kingdom and Austria were the only exceptions to this general
downward trend, even though the increments were quite small (+61 000 and
+4 200 employees, respectively).
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Table 3.3.1-1 - Employment development of primary sector

Indicator Objective 8 - Employment ST ] Change in employment in primary sector
primary sector
1000 employed in Share of employment Absolute decrease of | Average annual growth rate of
Measurement primary sector in primary sector (Branch employment in primary | employment in primary sector
(Branch A_B) A B) sector (Branch A_B) (Branch A_B)
Source Eurostat Eurostat
National Accounts National Accounts
Year 2009 2003 to 2009
Unit 1000 p [ % 1000 persons [ % per year
Country
Belgium 79 1.8 -5.0 -1.0
Bulgaria 738 19.8 -27.3 -0.6
Czech Republic 185 3.5 -21.1 -1.8
Denmark 79 2.8 -10.0 -2.0
Germany 859 2.1 -21.0 -0.4
Estonia 24 4.1 -12.4 -6.8
Ireland 102 5.3 -16.7 -2.5
Greece 549 115 -93.9 -2.6
Spain 849 4.4 -164.5 -2.9
France 824 3.2 2008 -89.1 -2.0 2003-2008
Italy 967 3.9 -42.1 -0.7
Cyprus 18 4.6 -0.8 -0.7
Latvia 86 8.8 -46.8 -7.0
Lithuania 132 9.3 -122.6 -10.4
Luxembourg 5 14 0.1 0.3
Hungary 283 7.1 -115.8 5.6
Malta 4 25 0.5 2.2
Netherlands 244 2.8 -34.8 -2.2
Austria 212 5.2 4.2 0.3
Poland 2117 13.4 -388.3 -2.8
Portugal 555 111 -65.6 -1.8
Romania 2561 27.8 -1041.8 -5.5
Slovenia 84 8.5 -12.9 -2.4
Slovakia 69 3.2 -23.6 -4.8
Finland 121 4.9 -3.5 -0.5
Sweden 95 2.1 -12.6 -2.1
United Kingdom 525 1.8 61.0 2.1
EU-27 12 365 55 -2306.4 -2.8
EU-15 6 065 34 -493.5 -1.3
EU-12 6 301 14.1 -1812.9 -4.1
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Baseline indicator
objective related

8 - Employment development of primary sector

Measurement of the
indicator

Employment in primary sector

Definition of the

In Economic Accounts, total employment (ESA 1995, 11.11) covers all persons — both
employees and the self-employed - in a specific region.

In the European Union Labour Force Survey, employment covers all persons aged 15
years and over, having worked for pay or profit regardless of the number of hours per
week

indicator Primary sector corresponds to division 01 and 02 or branch A of NACE rev. 1.1
(Agriculture, hunting and forestry).
When data are provided at NUTS 3 level, or when the source is the Labour Force Survey
— regardless of the NUTS level - Primary sector also covers division 05 or branch B of
NACE rev. 1.1 (fishing).

Unit of

measurement Thousands of people employed

Source Eurostat — National Accounts / Regional Economic Accounts
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3.3.2. OBJECTIVE 9: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF THE PRIMARY

The share of the

primary sector in
the EU economy is

shrinking...

SECTOR

In 2009 the primary sector generated 169 billion Euros in the EU-27.
Although the importance of the primary sector in the overall economy
decreased over the last years, passing from a share of 2.1% in 2003 to
1.6% in 2009, the absolute figure of GVA generated in the primary sector is
variable without revealing a clear trend.

Graph 3.3.2-1 - Total GVA in the primary sector and its share in the overall economy during the period
2003-2010 in the EU-27
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...especially in the

EU-12, where it
remains
nonetheless
important

The primary sector in the EU-15 generated 140 billion Euros in 2009, which
represents 83% of the total value added of the primary sector in the EU-27,
but only accounts for 1.4% of the total GVA of the EU-15. The EU-12
generated 29 billion Euros in 2009, which represents 3.8% of its total GVA.
The relative weight of the primary sector is decreasing over time, especially
in the EU-12 where this share fell by 1.8 percentage points during the period
2004-2009.
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Graph 3.3.2-2 - Total GVA of the primary sector and its share in the total economy of the EU-15 and the
EU-12 during the period 2003-2009
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France, Italy and Spain together produced 45% of the total value added in

The weight of the the primary sector of the EU-27. In the EU-12, 60% of value added of the
P ooy s mghess. Primary sector is generated by Poland and Romania, the latter having by
in Romania and far the highest share of the primary sector in the overall economy (7.1%),
Bulgaria... followed by Bulgaria (4.8%) and Poland (3.6%).

The primary sector grew at an average annual rate of 1.5% over the
period 2003-2009'%. France presented the highest absolute increment in
_ the value added (+6.4 billion Euros), which represented an average
-even though 1t annual growth rate of 3.3%. The highest average annual growth rates can
2003-2009 be observed in Hungary (+6%), Slovakia (+5.9%), Sweden (+3.8%) and
Finland (+3.7%). By contrast, the value added of the primary sector
declined in a number of countries during the period 2003-2009, most
strongly in Cyprus (-4.5% per year) and Ireland (-4.4% per year).

2 The annual average rate of growth has been calculated at constant prices.
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Table 3.3.2-1 - Economic development of primary sector

Indicator Objective 9 - Economic development of primary sector Change in gross value added in primary sector
Measurement Gross Value Added in Sharg of Gross Value Added in Absolute decrease of GVA | Average arjnual growth rate of

primary sector (Branch A) primary sector (Branch A) in branch A B GVA in branch A B
Source Eurostat Eurostat

National Accounts National Accounts

Year 2009 2003 to 2009
Unit Million Euros | % GVA Million Euros % per year
Country
Belgium 1998.5 0.7 -24.1 -0.1
Bulgaria 1450.4 4.8 AB -289.7 -3.0 A_B
Czech Republic 2786.0 2.3 145.6 1.1
Denmark 1530.3 0.8 18.2 0.1
Germany 17 100.0 0.8 2317.1 1.7
Estonia 278.9 2.3 -17.4 -1.1
Ireland 1303.2 0.9 -705.7 44  AB
Greece 6 013.8 2.9 568.6 14
Spain 24 292.0 25 39.8 0.0
France 28911.2 1.7 64345 3.3
Italy 23 848.2 1.7 1673.2 1.1
Cyprus 317.1 2.1 -81.3 -4.5 AB
Latvia 532.4 3.2 72.8 3.1
Lithuania 784.1 3.3 61.1 1.3
Luxembourg 103.3 0.3 -23.8 -3.9
Hungary 2592.9 3.3 1034.8 6.0
Malta 92.4 1.8 n.a. n.a.
Netherlands 8659.0 1.7 1261.0 2.1
Austria 3781.7 1.5 577.7 2.6
Poland 10 015.9 3.6 809.9 1.4
Portugal 3625.6 24 AB 46.8 02 AsB
Romania 7474.0 7.1 -608.0 -1.9
Slovenia 751.9 2.4 22.2 0.6
Slovakia 2252.3 3.9 522.1 5.9
Finland 3942.0 2.6 915.0 3.7
Sweden 4426.8 1.7 1283.0 3.8
United Kingdom 10 139.9 0.7 AB -286.3 -0.3 A_B
EU-27 169 003.8 1.6 16 910.5 1.5
EU-15 139 675.5 1.4 14 944.2 1.5
EU-12 29 328.3 3.8 n.a. n.a.

Map 3.3.2-1 - Share of gross value added in primary sector (% of total GVA)
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Map 3.3.2-2 - Change in economic development of primary sector 2003-2008
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Baseline indicator
objective related

9 - Economic development in primary sector

Measurement of the
indicator

Gross Value Added in primary sector

Definition of the

This indicator measures the gross value added (GVA) in the primary sector in a region.
GVA is defined as the value of output less the value of intermediate consumption.

Output is valued at basic prices, GVA is valued at basic prices and intermediate
consumption is valued at purchasers’ prices.

indicator GVA is measured in absolute terms.
Primary sector corresponds to division 01 and 02 or branch A of NACE rev. 1.1
(Agriculture, hunting and forestry). When data are provided at NUTS 3 level, Primary
sector also covers division 05 or branch B of NACE rev. 1.1 (fishing).

I Million Euros

measurement
At national level: Eurostat - National Accounts

Source

At regional level: Eurostat — Economic Accounts (ESA95)
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3.3.3. CONTEXT 3: AGRICULTURAL LAND USE

Agricultural In the EU-27 in 2007, 60% of the agricultural land was used for arable crops,

land is mainly 33% for permanent pasture and 6% for permanent crops.
used for arable
crops... At Member State level, the distribution of agricultural land among the different

uses is extremely diverse: arable land is by far the main agricultural land use
in Bulgaria, Denmark, Hungary, Finland and Sweden, covering more than

...but land uses

\éﬁgyrmously 80% of the UAA; permanent pasture is the prevalent land use in Ireland,
aoross the EU- Luxembourg, Austria, Portugal, Slovenia and the United Kingdom; while

permanent crops represent more than 25% of the UAA in Cyprus and Greece.

Graph 3.3.3-1 - Share (%) of UAA in different categories of land use in the EU, 2007

N IIIIIIIIIIIIIII II
0%
_ u _ =
o @ E 52522858 2%<a78&¢

100% -

I |
80% -

60% |

w =

w O N ¥ w uw = Y o W x¥x N~ 0
o a O A B8 w — RO B B B O B
o R -
W w w

B Arable land ] Permanent pasture M Permanent crops

94



Table 3.3.3-1 - Agricultural land use
Indicator Context 3 - Agricultural land use

Measurement Share of UAA in different categories of land use
Source Eurostat - Farm Structure Survey

Year 2007

Unit %

Subdivisions Arable land | Permanent pasture | Permanent crops
Country

Belgium 61.3 37.2 15
Bulgaria 87.3 9.2 2.9
Czech Republic 73.1 25.8 11
Denmark 92.1 7.6 0.4
Germany 70.2 28.6 1.2
Estonia 69.1 30.1 0.4
Ireland 24.3 75.6 0.0
Greece 52.0 20.1 27.6
Spain 47.7 34.7 17.5
France 66.6 29.5 3.9
Italy 54.4 27.1 18.2
Cyprus 73.9 1.3 24.8
Latvia 62.6 36.1 1.0
Lithuania 68.3 30.9 0.8
Luxembourg 46.7 52.2 1.2
Hungary 84.0 11.9 3.7
Malta 77.6 0.0 12.8
Netherlands 55.3 42.9 1.8
Austria 43.5 54.3 2.1
Poland 76.0 21.1 2.4
Portugal 31.0 51.3 17.2
Romania 63.2 33.0 2.5
Slovenia 35.4 59.0 5.3
Slovakia 70.1 28.5 1.2
Finland 98.1 17 0.2
Sweden 84.2 15.6 0.1
United Kingdom 37.3 62.5 0.2
EU-27 60.5 32.9 6.4
EU-15 56.1 35.9 7.9
EU-12 71.8 25.2 2.4

Map 3.3.3-1 - Share of UAA in different land uses
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Baseline indicator
for context

3 — Agricultural land use

Measurement of the
indicator

% of UAA in arable land / permanent pasture / permanent crops

Definition of the
indicator

The land use of interest is arable crops, permanent pastures (including meadows) and
permanent crops. According to the definition applied in Farm Structure Surveys of
Eurostat (Regulation (EC) No. 1166/2008 and Regulation (EC) No. 1200/2009), the
utilised agricultural area (UAA) consists of:

- Arable land

- Permanent pasture

- Permanent crops

- Kitchen gardens

When using this source, the small part of UAA dedicated to kitchen gardens is not
reported; therefore the shares of arable crops, permanent pasture and permanent crops
may not sum to 100%.

Subdivision

The categories of land use are:
e Arable crops

e Permanent pasture

e Permanent crops

Unit of measurement

% UAA

Source

Eurostat — Farm Structure Survey 2007
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3.3.4. CONTEXT 4: FARM STRUCTURE

Farm structures
are very diverse
across the EU-27

With 72% of UAA
but only 42% of
farms located in
the EU-15...

Farm structures are extremely diverse across the EU. Some Member States
comprise a large number of farms but, on the other hand, a less important
share of UAA, leading to a small average farm size in physical terms. The
opposite — a small number of relatively large farms — can be found in other
Member States. In some cases, both extremes exist side by side in a bipolar
structure, where few large farms take up the main share of land, the
remainder being divided among many small holdings.

The most important EU Member States in terms of number of farms and
labour input are Romania (29% of all farms, 19% of total labour input),
Poland (18% of farms, 19% of labour input) and Italy (12% of farms, 11% of
labour input). In terms of UAA, the most important EU Member States are
France (16% of total UAA), Spain (14%) and Germany (10%).

Graph 3.3.4-1 - Distribution (%) of farms, UAA and AWU among the EU Member States, 2007
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...the average farm
size is bigger in
the EU-15 than in
the EU-12
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More than 70% of the total UAA can be found in the EU-15, while more than
half of all farms and of the agricultural labour force is located in the EU-12.
The average physical farm size in the EU-15 (22 ha) is therefore
significantly higher than in the EU-12 (6 ha), leading to an EU-27 average of
12.6 ha.

Most farms in the EU-27 can be characterised as small in physical terms,
since 70% of them have less than 5 ha of UAA and only 5% have more than
50 ha of UAA.

In the EU-27, the average economic size of the farm is 11.3 ESU. This is
about five times the average economic size in the EU-12 (2.4 ESU) and
slightly less than half of the average economic size in the EU-15
(23.8 ESU). Similar to their physical size, most EU-27 farms are
characterised by a limited economic size, since 61% of them have less than
2 ESU and only 2% have more than 100 ESU.
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Table 3.3.4-1 - Farm structure: number of farms, UAA and AWU

Indicator
Sub-Indicator

Number of farms

UAA

Context 4 - Farm structure

Labour force

Measurement No of farms No of ha of UAA No of AWU
Source Eurostat - Farm Structure Survey

Year 2007

Unit absolute value

Country

Belgium 48 010 1374 430 65 600
Bulgaria 493 130 3050 740 494 470
Czech Republic 39 400 3518 070 137 310
Denmark 44 620 2 662 590 55 860
Germany 370 480 16 931 900 609 300
Estonia 23340 906 830 32070
Ireland 128 240 4139 240 147 540
Greece 860 150 4076 230 568 710
Spain 1043910 24 892 520 967 680
France 527 350 27 476 930 804 620
Italy 1679 440 12 744 200 1302 180
Cyprus 40 120 146 000 25920
Latvia 107 750 1773840 104 790
Lithuania 230 270 2 648 950 180 140
Luxembourg 2300 130 880 3750
Hungary 626 320 4228 580 403 420
Malta 11 020 10 330 4220
Netherlands 76 740 1914 330 165 110
Austria 165 420 3189 110 163 330
Poland 2 390 960 15 477 190 2 263 150
Portugal 275 080 3472940 338 040
Romania 3931 350 13 753 050 2205 280
Slovenia 75 340 488 770 83720
Slovakia 68 990 1936 620 91 290
Finland 68 230 2292 290 72 390
Sweden 72 610 3118 000 65 470
United Kingdom 299 830 16 130 490 341 370
EU-27 13 700 400 172 485 050 11 696 730
EU-15 5662 410 124 546 080 5670 950
EU-12 8 037 990 47 938 970 6 025 780

Indicator

Sub-Indicator

Measurement

Average physical
farm size
ha / farm

Table 3.3.4-2 - Average physical farm size and distribution
Context 4 - Farm Structure

Physical farm size distribution

Share of farms in different size classes

Source Eurostat - Farm Structure Survey

Year 2007

Unit absolute value %

Subdivisions <5ha [ >=5-<50ha ] >= 50 ha
Country

Belgium 28.6 25.4 56.3 18.3
Bulgaria 6.2 94.9 3.9 1.3
Czech Republic 89.3 50.4 33.0 16.7
Denmark 59.7 3.7 62.0 34.2
Germany 45.7 22.6 54.4 23.0
Estonia 38.9 36.1 52.8 111
Ireland 32.3 6.5 75.7 17.7
Greece 4.7 76.2 23.0 0.8
Spain 23.9 52.8 375 9.7
France 52.1 24.7 37.9 37.4
Italy 7.6 73.3 24.3 2.4
Cyprus 3.6 86.5 12.6 1.0
Latvia 16.5 40.9 54.4 4.7
Lithuania 115 60.5 36.5 3.0
Luxembourg 56.8 17.9 34.0 48.1
Hungary 6.8 89.4 8.6 1.9
Malta 0.9 97.4 2.6 0.0
Netherlands 25.0 28.0 57.5 14.5
Austria 19.3 335 59.7 6.8
Poland 6.5 68.5 30.5 1.0
Portugal 12.6 72.6 23.9 3.6
Romania 35 89.8 9.8 0.4
Slovenia 6.5 59.0 40.4 0.5
Slovakia 28.1 87.2 8.6 4.2
Finland 33.6 9.7 69.6 20.7
Sweden 42.9 15.0 60.3 24.7
United Kingdom 53.8 39.8 35.5 24.7
EU-27 12.6 70.4 245 5.1
EU-15 22.0 54.5 34.6 10.9
EU-12 6.0 81.6 17.4 1.0
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Table 3.3.4-3 - Average economic farm size and distribution

Indicator Context 4 - Farm Structure
Sub-Indicator Average economic Economic farm size distribution

farm size
Measurement ESU / farm Share of farms in different size classes
Source Eurostat - Farm Structure Survey
Year 2007
Unit absolute value %
Subdivisions <2ESU | >=2-<100ESU | >= 100 ESU
Country
Belgium 70.3 7.8 66.4 25.8
Bulgaria 2.2 89.1 10.6 0.3
Czech Republic 41.2 50.5 43.0 6.5
Denmark 80.2 3.4 73.8 22.9
Germany 49.5 14.4 73.6 12.0
Estonia 7.6 68.7 29.9 14
Ireland 19.4 16.2 81.7 2.1
Greece 7.2 34.0 65.8 0.2
Spain 20.6 21.1 75.6 3.3
France 53.6 13.0 71.2 15.8
Italy 14.9 33.8 63.8 2.4
Cyprus 8.0 49.9 49.0 11
Latvia 3.1 78.8 20.9 0.3
Lithuania 25 82.8 17.0 0.2
Luxembourg 51.7 7.0 79.1 139
Hungary 3.2 86.0 13.7 0.4
Malta 4.9 56.4 43.3 0.2
Netherlands 111.3 0.0 64.8 35.2
Austria 16.7 29.4 68.7 1.9
Poland 3.6 67.9 31.9 0.2
Portugal 6.6 57.5 41.7 0.8
Romania 1.0 94.0 6.0 0.0
Slovenia 5.9 43.0 56.7 0.3
Slovakia 7.2 88.7 9.9 14
Finland 24.2 8.8 88.2 3.0
Sweden 24.7 33.6 61.7 4.7
United Kingdom 314 47.6 43.9 8.5
EU-27 11.3 60.8 36.9 2.2
EU-15 23.8 28.4 66.4 5.2
EU-12 2.4 83.7 16.1 0.2
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Map 3.3.4-2 - Hectares of UAA
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Map 3.3.4-3 - Labour force in AWU
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Map 3.3.4-5 - Physical farm size distribution
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Map 3.3.4-6 - Average economic farm size
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Map 3.3.4-7 - Economic farm size distribution
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Baseline indicator for
context

4 - Farm structure

Measurement of the
indicator

This indicator consists of five sub-indicators :
- Number of farms
- UAA
- Labour force
- Average physical farm size and distribution
- Average economic farm size and distribution

Definition of the
indicator

The first three sub-indicators provide basic information on the total number of farms, ha
of UAA and AWU for each EU Member State. Quantities are presented in absolute
figures and serve as a basis for the calculation of the other sub-indicators.

The average physical farm size (measured in ha of UAA per farm) gives information on

the average size of a farm in one region, according to determined size classes.

To minimise the effect of outliers which might influence the average data, the farm

distribution by physical farm size classifies regions according to the following classes:

- mainly small: farms with less than 5 ha of UAA represent at least two thirds of all
farms;

- mainly medium: farms from 5 to less than 50 ha of UAA represent at least two thirds
of all farms;

- mainly big: farms with at least 50 ha of UAA represent at least two thirds of all farms;
If none of the above conditions holds true, regions are classified according to the
following classes:

- small/medium: the sum of small (with less than 5 ha of UAA) and medium (from 5 to

less than 50 ha of UAA) farms represents at least 80% of all farms;

- small/big: the sum of small (with less than 5 ha of UAA) and big (with at least 50 ha
of UAA) farms represents at least 80% of all farms;

- medium/big: the sum of medium (from 5 to less than 50 ha of UAA) and big (with at
least 50 ha of UAA) farms represents at least 80% of all farms;

- mixed: none of the small, medium and big size classes represents more than two
thirds of all farms and none of them summed up with another class represents at
least 80% of all farms.

As for the physical farm size, the average economic farm size (measured in ESU per
farm) gives information on the average size of a farm in one region, according to
determined size classes.

Also in this case, to minimise the effect of outliers which might influence the average
data, the farm distribution by economic farm size classifies regions according to the
following classes:

- mainly small: farms with less than 2 ESU represent at least two thirds of all farms;

- mainly medium: farms from 2 to less than 100 ESU represent at least two thirds of
all farms;

- mainly big: farms with at least 100 ESU represent at least two thirds of all farms;

If none of the above conditions is true, regions are classified according to the following

classes:

- small/medium: the sum of small (with less than 2 ESU) and medium (from 2 to less
than 100 ESU) farms represents at least 80% of all farms;

- small/big: the sum of small (with less than 2 ESU) and big (with at least 100 ESU)
farms represents at least 80% of all farms;

- medium/big: the sum of medium (from 2 to less than 100 ESU) and big (with at least
100 ESU) farms represents at least 80% of all farms;

- mixed: none of the small, medium and big size classes represents more than two
thirds of all farms and none of them summed up with another class represents at
least 80% of all farms.

Unit of measurement

Farms: number of farms

UAA: number of ha

Labour force: number of AWU

Average physical farm size: ha/farm

Average economic farm size: ESU/farm

Distributions of farms according to physical and economic farm size classes: %

Source

Eurostat — Farm Structure Survey 2007
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3.3.5. OBJECTIVE 16: IMPORTANCE OF SEMI-SUBSISTENCE

The share of farms
smaller than 1 ESU
is significantly
higher in the EU-12
than in the EU-15

FARMING IN NEW MEMBER STATES

Semi-subsistence farms produce mainly for their own consumption but also
sell a share of their production on the market. Due to the lack of data on this
subject, this indicator is measured by the number of farms smaller than
1 ESU.

Member States who joined the EU in 2004 and 2007 have a considerable
share of farms with a limited economic size: 68.5% of farms in the EU-12
are smaller than 1 ESU, significantly more than in the EU-15 (15.7%).

Among the EU-12, Slovenia has the smallest share of farms with less than
1 ESU (18.4%, almost in line with the EU-15 average). On the other hand,
more than three out of four farms in Romania, Hungary, Slovakia and
Bulgaria have less than 1 ESU.

Table 3.3.5-1 - Importance of semi-subsistence farming in new Member States

) Objective 16 - Importance of semi-subsistence farming in new

Indicator
Member States

Measurement Number of farms <1 ESU Share of farms < 1 ESU
Source Eurostat - Farm Structure Survey
Year 2007
Unit Absolute value [ %
Country
Belgium 1870 3.9
Bulgaria 375 340 76.1
Czech Republic 13 470 34.2
Denmark n.s. 0.6
Germany 21 960 5.9
Estonia 10 590 454
Ireland 10 350 8.1
Greece 149 080 17.3
Spain 104 400 10.0
France 36 270 6.9
Italy 296 150 17.6
Cyprus 12 010 29.9
Latvia 63 380 58.8
Lithuania 145 020 63.0
Luxembourg 70 3.2
Hungary 485 490 77.5
Malta 3400 30.8
Netherlands 0 0.0
Austria 34 530 20.9
Poland 1262 820 52.8
Portugal 93 480 34.0
Romania 3064 670 78.0
Slovenia 13 830 18.4
Slovakia 53 150 77.0
Finland 1660 2.4
Sweden 15 080 20.8
United Kingdom 121 320 40.5
EU-27 6 389 390 46.6
EU-15 886 220 15.7
EU-12 5503 170 68.5
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Map 3.3.5-1 - Share of farms <1 ESU in new Member States
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N 16 - Number of semi-subsistence farms in New Member States
objective related

Measurement of the Number of farms smaller than 1 ESU in New Member States

indicator
Semi-subsistence farms are farms that do not sell (parts of their) product on the market.
In general, these will be farms that are smaller than 1 Economic Size Unit (ESU). In
Definition of the order to get a view on the size and importance of these farms, the absolute number and
indicator the share of semi-subsistence farms need to be collected (number of semi-subsistence

farms in NMS (< 1 ESU) and number of semi-subsistence farms in NMS (< 1 ESU) /
total number of farms).

Absolute value

Unit of measurement | |
%

Source Eurostat — Farm Structure Survey 2007
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3.3.6. OBJECTIVE 4: TRAINING AND EDUCATION IN

Learning by doing
is the main form of
training for the
majority of EU
farmers

AGRICULTURE

Twenty percent of EU farmers have followed some kind of agricultural
training in 2005 (the latest year for which data are available), with a slight
difference between the EU-15 (21.8%) and the EU-12 (18.2%). At Member
State level, Germany and the Netherlands register the highest shares
(around 70%), and Malta the lowest (less than 1%). In only four Member
States (the Netherlands, Germany, Luxembourg and France) has the
majority of farmers (>50%) followed some kind of agricultural training. All
other farmers have acquired their experience through practical work on an
agricultural holding.

Table 3.3.6-1 - Training and education in agriculture
Objective 4 - Training and education in

Indicator .
agriculture
Share of farmers with basic or full
Measurement . .
agricultural training
Source Eurostat - Farm Structure Survey
Year 2005
Unit % farmers
Country
Belgium 47.7
Bulgaria 5.3
Czech Republic 44.7
Denmark 445
Germany 68.5
Estonia 32.9
Ireland 30.7
Greece 5.4
Spain 10.5
France 54.3
Italy 11.2
Cyprus 6.4
Latvia 34.1
Lithuania 30.9
Luxembourg 55.9
Hungary 13.4
Malta 0.4
Netherlands 71.5
Austria 48.1
Poland 38.5
Portugal 11.8
Romania 7.4
Slovenia 28.0
Slovakia 14.6
Finland 40.6
Sweden 33.6
United Kingdom 23.2
EU-27 20.0
EU-15 21.8
EU-12 18.2
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Map 3.3.6-1 - Share of farmers with basic or full agricultural training
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Baseline indicator
objective related

4 - Training and education in agriculture

Measurement of the
indicator

% farmers with basic or full education in agriculture attained

Definition of the
indicator

This indicator provides information on the education level of managers within a region.
This indicator covers managers that have attained basic or full agricultural training.
According to the Commission Decision of 24 November 1999 relating to the definitions of
the characteristics, the list of agricultural products, the exceptions to the definitions and
the regions and districts regarding the surveys on the structure of agricultural holdings
(notified under document number C(1999) 3875) (2000/115/EC), the manager's
agricultural training is defined as follows:

Only practical agricultural experience: experience acquired through practical work on an
agricultural holding.

Basic agricultural training: any training courses completed at a general agricultural
college and/or an institution specialising in certain subjects (including horticulture,
viticulture, sylviculture, pisciculture, veterinary science, agricultural technology and
associated subjects). A completed agricultural apprenticeship is regarded as basic
training.

Full agricultural training: any training course continuing for the equivalent of at least two
years full time training after the end of compulsory education and completed at an
agricultural college, university or other institute of higher education in agriculture,
horticulture, viticulture, sylviculture, pisciculture, veterinary science, agricultural
technology or an associated subject.

Unit of
measurement

%

Source

Eurostat — Farm Structure Survey 2005
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3.3.7. OBJECTIVE 5: AGE STRUCTURE IN AGRICULTURE

The average age of
the farming
population in the EU
is high

The agricultural sector in the EU-27 is characterised by an ageing farming
population. For each farm holder younger than 35 years, there were
9 farmers older than 55 years in 2007.

In about half of all Member States, the ratio of young to elderly farmers is
higher than the EU-27 average, indicating a younger farming population,
but only five of them show a ratio above 0.2 young farmers for each
elderly farmer (the Czech Republic, Germany, Austria, Poland and
Finland). While Poland reaches the highest value of 0.35 young farmers
for each elderly farmer, Bulgaria, Italy, Cyprus and the United Kingdom
have the oldest farming population with only 0.04 young farmers for each
elderly farmer.

Table 3.3.7-1 - Age structure in agriculture

Indicator Objective 5 - Age structure in agriculture
Measurement Ratio: Farmers <35 y.0. / Farmers <35 y.o. Farmers >55y.o.

Farmers >55 y.o.

Eurostat

Source Farm Structure Survey
Year 2007
Unit ratio value %
Country
Belgium 0.13 5.9 44.1
Bulgaria 0.04 3.1 70.3
Czech Republic 0.21 9.8 46.4
Denmark 0.13 6.0 44.6
Germany 0.26 7.7 30.0
Estonia 0.10 5.6 57.3
Ireland 0.14 6.9 50.9
Greece 0.12 7.0 57.2
Spain 0.07 4.5 61.3
France 0.19 7.9 40.9
Italy 0.04 2.9 68.0
Cyprus 0.04 25 58.2
Latvia 0.14 7.2 49.9
Lithuania 0.07 4.2 58.6
Luxembourg 0.13 5.2 39.6
Hungary 0.14 7.6 54.9
Malta 0.07 4.2 57.5
Netherlands 0.09 3.9 445
Austria 0.34 9.7 28.7
Poland 0.35 12.3 354
Portugal 0.03 1.9 73.4
Romania 0.06 4.3 67.5
Slovenia 0.07 4.0 58.5
Slovakia 0.06 3.6 60.1
Finland 0.25 9.1 36.2
Sweden 0.11 5.5 51.5
United Kingdom 0.04 2.6 61.7
EU-27 0.11 6.1 56.8
EU-15 0.09 5.0 57.5
EU-12 0.12 6.9 56.3
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Baseline indicator
objective related

5 - Age structure in agriculture

Measurement of the
indicator

Ratio between percentage of farmers less than 35 years old and percentage of farmers
55 years old or older

Definition of the

The indicator only covers farms were the holder is a natural person.
For the age structure, two groups are distinguished:

indicator - Holders < 35 years
- Holders > 55 years
U @i Ratio value
measurement
Source Eurostat — Farm Structure Survey 2007
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3.3.8. OBJECTIVE 6: LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY IN AGRICULTURE

The average labour productivity of agriculture in the EU-27 was 12 600
Euros/AWU during the period 2007-2009. In the EU-15, the average (22 300
Euros/AWU) is six times higher than in the EU-12 (3 700 Euros/AWU),

Labour representing 176% and 29% of the EU-27 average, respectively. The
P eoulturen the highest labour productivity is found in the Netherlands (44 100 Euros/AWU

536207tga23336g0m or 3.5 times the EU-27 average), followed by Belgium (35 500 Euros/AWU
Euro/AWU... or 2.8 times the EU-27 average) and Denmark (32 300 Euros/AWU or 2.5
times the EU-27 average). By contrast, Romania, Bulgaria and Poland
presented the lowest labour productivities, around 3 300 Euros/AWU, which

amounts to 26% of the EU-27 average.

The labour productivity of agriculture in the EU-27 grew at an average
andis annual rate of 3.4% from "2003" (or the average of the years 2002, 2003,
increasinginmost  2004) to "2008" (the average of 2007, 2008 and 2009). The highest annual
Member States rates of growth are found in Finland for the EU-15 (+17%) and in Lithuania,
Latvia and Estonia for the EU-12 (+14%, +12% and +11% respectively).
Bulgaria, Poland and Romania, the countries with the lowest labour
productivity, also showed improvements, but at lower rates (+9%, +6% and
+1% respectively). On the other hand, the labour productivity of agriculture
decreased in 5 countries, especially in Luxembourg (-21%) and Ireland

(-7%).

Graph 3.3.8-1 - Labour productivity in agriculture ("2008") and its average annual growth rate ("2003" to
"2008")
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-The average annual growth rate is calculated on the basis of GVA at constant prices, whereas the "2009" value provided is at current prices
-"2003" refers to the average of the years 2002, 2003, 2004 and "2009" to the years 2008, 2009, 2010
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Table 3.3.8-1 - Labour productivity in agriculture

' Objective 6 - Labour productivity in Change in labour productivity in
Indicator . .
agriculture agriculture
Measurement GVA (at basic price - in Euros) / AWU Average.annugl growih_ rate of
GVA/AWU in agriculture (in volume)
Source Eurostat Eurostat
Economic Accounts for Agriculture Economic Accounts for Agriculture
Year average 2007 to 2009 ("2008") "2003" to "2008"
Unit Euros/AWU I EU-27=100 % per year
Country
Belgium 35 506 281 -15
Bulgaria 3316 26 8.6
Czech Republic 7 830 62 6.6
Denmark 32315 255 4.1
Germany 27 189 215 3.3
Estonia 7 553 60 11.4
Ireland 10 053 79 -6.6
Greece 10108 80 -0.6
Spain 24 329 192 2.6
France 29 267 231 2.1
Italy 20 761 164 2.0
Cyprus 11 562 91 1.5
Latvia 2915 23 12.0
Lithuania 4613 36 145
Luxembourg 29 292 232 -20.6
Hungary 5091 40 10.6
Malta 13 806 109 -6.7
Netherlands 44 142 349 3.6
Austria 17 594 139 4.5
Poland 3314 26 5.7
Portugal 5825 46 4.3
Romania 3223 25 1.1
Slovenia 4913 39 21
Slovakia 5459 43 6.2
Finland 13531 107 16.7
Sweden 20 640 163 8.8
United Kingdom 28 780 228 1.6
EU-27 12 649 100 3.4
EU-15 22 291 176 25
EU-12 3 659 29 5.4

Notes: the average annual growth rate is calculated on the basis of GVA at constant prices, whereas the "2009" value provided is at current
prices; "2003" refers to the average of the years 2002, 2003, 2004 and "2009" to the years 2008, 2009, 2010
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Map 3.3.8-1 — Labour productivity in agriculture
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Map 3.3.8-2 - Change in la

bour productivity in agriculture 2003-2008
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Baseline indicator
objective related

6 - Labour productivity in agriculture

Measurement of the
indicator

Gross Value Added per annual work unit (GVA/AWU)

Definition of the
indicator

Labour productivity in agriculture is expressed in Gross Value Added at basic prices
(GVA) per annual work unit (AWU).

GVA is defined as the value of output less the value of intermediate consumption.

Output is valued at basic prices, GVA is valued at basic prices and intermediate
consumption is valued at purchasers’ prices.

GVA per Annual Work Unit (AWU) provides comparable data on labour productivity and
allows for comparison over the sub-sectors and regions.

When data availability makes it possible, a three year average mitigates the short-term
fluctuations. Labour productivity is then calculated as the ratio of the averages: (three
year average GVA) / (three year average labour force).

The agricultural sector corresponds to division 01 of NACE rev. 1.1 (Agriculture, hunting
and related service activities).

Unit of
measurement

Thousand Euros/AWU
Eventually with Index (EU-27 = 100) at national level

Source

At national level:
Eurostat - Economic Accounts for Agriculture & Agricultural Labour Input Statistics

At regional level:
Eurostat - Regional economic Accounts for Agriculture & Farm Structure Survey 2007
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3.3.9. OBJECTIVE 7: GROSS FIXED CAPITAL FORMATION IN

93% of all
agricultural
investments were
done in the EU-15

AGRICULTURE

Gross Fixed Capital Formation (GFCF), which measures how much of the
value added is invested rather than consumed, is a key element for future
competitiveness. The agricultural sector in the EU-27 invested 64 billion
Euros in 2008, accounting for 42% of the total GVA of agriculture.
58.5 billion Euros, or 93% of the total, were invested in the EU-15,
especially in Italy, France and Germany. The highest shares of GFCF in
agriculture as a percentage of the total agricultural GVA are found in
Denmark (126%), Luxembourg (118%) and Finland (109%). On the other
hand, Bulgaria, Romania and Poland, which are the countries with the
lowest levels of labour productivity in agriculture, also presented the lowest
shares of investment.

GFCF of agriculture in the EU-27 grew at an average annual rate of 4.3%
from 2005 to 2008. The highest average annual rates of growth are found in
the EU-15 (+4.6%), especially in Ireland (+51%) and in Greece (+15%).
GFCF in the EU-12 grew at a lower pace (1.7 %). Cyprus showed a high
average annual rate of decline (-49%), albeit from a very low level.

Graph 3.3.9-1 - GFCF in agriculture (2008) and its average annual growth rate (2005 to 2008)
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- Change 2005 — 2009 EU aggregates: excluded Spain and Poland
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Table 3.3.9-1 - Gross fixed capital formation in agriculture

Change in gross fixed capital

Indicator Objective 7 - Gross fixed capital formation in agriculture Lo .
formation in agriculture
Gross fixed capital Gross fixed capital formation in Average annual growth rate of GFCF in
Measurement L - . : .
formation in agriculture agriculture as % of GVA agriculture (at constant prices)
Source ) Eurostat ) . Eurostat i
Economic Accounts for Agriculture Economic Accounts for Agriculture
Year 2008 2008 2005 to 2008
Unit Million euros % % per year
Country
Belgium 786 36.4 -0.4
Bulgaria 211 11.2 4.4
Czech Republic 686 55.4 5.4
Denmark 2181 125.7 4.8
Germany 8 998 57.9 8.3
Estonia 180 81.2 -15
Ireland 1877.0 116.3 51.5
Greece 2581 46.9 14.7
Spain 5 358 235 n.a.
France 12 069 45.2 3.9
Italy 11 135 42.9 -3.1
Cyprus 12 4.0 -49.4
Latvia 323 108.7 -6.9
Lithuania 250 33.7 -3.8
Luxembourg 123 117.8 8.4
Hungary 796 29.7 2.9
Malta 9 15.4 -4.9
Netherlands 4180 51.8 7.0
Austria 1889 66.3 3.8
Poland 1217 15.3 n.a.
Portugal 817 39.0 -0.9
Romania 976 11.7 14.3
Slovenia 313 76.2 9.8
Slovakia 264 41.0 9.3
Finland 1211 113.9 -0.2
Sweden 1138 79.1 55
United Kingdom 4178 45.2 7.8
EU-27 63 755 42.0 4.3 excl. ES, PL
EU-15 58 519 46.1 4.6 excl. ES
EU-12 5236 21.1 1.7 excl. PL

Note: the average annual growth rate is calculated on the basis of GFCF at constant prices, whereas the 2008 value provided is at current prices
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Baseline indicator
objective related

7 - Gross Fixed Capital Formation in agriculture

Measurement of the
indicator

Gross Fixed Capital Formation in agriculture

Definition of the

Gross Fixed Capital Formation in agriculture: the investments in assets which are used
repeatedly or continuously over a number of years to produce goods in agriculture. It is
measured in absolute terms.

o Primary sector corresponds to division 01 and 02 or branch A of NACE rev. 1.1
(Agriculture, hunting and forestry).

Il 1 Million Euros

measurement
At national level:
Eurostat - Economic Accounts for Agriculture

Source

At regional level:
Eurostat - Regional Economic Accounts for Agriculture
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3.3.10.

Labour productivity in
the food industry of the
EU-27 ranges from
13000 to 144000
Euros/employee

OBJECTIVE 10: LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY IN THE FOOD
INDUSTRY

The average labour productivity in the food industry of the EU-27
reached 52000 Euros/employee in 2009, with 58 400 Euros/employee
for the EU-15 and 24900 Euros/employee for the EU-12'%. These
differences are even greater at national level: whereas the highest
labour productivity is found in Ireland (144 000 Euros/employee) and
the Netherlands (115 000 Euros/employee), Latvia and Hungary
reached only 13 000 Euros/employee.

The labour productivity in the food industry of the EU-27 grew at annual
rate of 3%'. The highest relative increments took place in Romania
(+5.5%) and Slovakia (4.3%), whereas the productivity of the food
industry in Luxembourg and Cyprus decreased at annual rates of 14%
and 6%, respectively.

* This labour productivity is the result of data aggregation from 23 countries. Different data
sources have been used for constructing this indicator: national accounts for GVA and national
accounts or Labour Force Survey for employment.

' Data were only available for 20 countries of the EU-27.

Graph 3.3.10-1 - Labour productivity (GVA / person employed - 2009) and its average annual growth rate
(2005 to 2009) in food industry
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For the situation in 2009, data of Bulgaria, Poland, Portugal and the UK are note available.

For the change 2005-2009, data of Bulgaria, Ireland, Latvia, Poland, Portugal and UK are not available.
The EU aggregates have been calculated with the available countries.

For the years of the change refer to the table.
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Table 3.3.10-1 - Labour productivity in the food industry

Indicator Objective 10 - Labour productivity Change in labour productivity in
in the food industry the food industry
Measurement GVA /person employed Average annual growth rate of GVA/
person employed
Source Eurostat Eurostat
National Accounts National Accounts
Year 2009 2005 to 2009
Unit Thousand Euros / Person employed % per year
Country
Belgium 71.6 3.4
Bulgaria n.a. n.a.
Czech Republic 25.9 2.5
Denmark 73.2 -0.1
Germany 41.0 2008 -5.4 2005-2008
Estonia 16.6 3.6
Ireland 143.9 n.a.
Greece 69.8 -5.8
Spain 51.5 1.6
France 52.8 -2.2
Italy 72.0 0.1
Cyprus 27.4 -6.2
Latvia 13.0 n.a.
Lithuania 20.0 5.3
Luxembourg 48.9 -13.9
Hungary 13.0 -4.1
Malta 18.8 n.a.
Netherlands 114.8 1.8
Austria 76.9 0.9
Poland n.a. n.a.
Portugal n.a. n.a.
Romania 34.6 2008 5.5 2005-2008
Slovenia 31.9 3.3
Slovakia 24.2 4.3
Finland 74.4 15
Sweden 61.0 2.3
United Kingdom n.a. n.a.
EU-27 52.0 excl. BG, PL, PT 3.0
EU-15 58.4 excl. PT 2.1
EU-12 24.9 excl. BG, PL. n.a.

The average annual growth rate is calculated on the basis of GVA at constant prices, whereas the 2009 value provided is at current prices.

Baseline indicator
objective related

10 - Labour productivity in the food industry

Measurement of the
indicator

Gross Value Added (GVA) per person employed in the food industry

Definition of the

Labour productivity is measured through GVA in the food industry per person employed
in that branch.

GVA is defined as the value of output less the value of intermediate consumption.

Output is valued at basic prices, GVA is valued at basic prices and intermediate
consumption is valued at purchasers’ prices.

indicator GVA is measured in absolute terms.
Employment covers all persons — both employees and self-employed — engaged in some
productive activity that falls within the production boundary of the system.
The food industry corresponds to division 15 and 16 or branch DA of NACE rev. 1.1
(manufacture of food products; beverages and tobacco products).

U @i Thousand Euros/employee

measurement

Source Eurostat - National Accounts and Labour Force Survey
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3.3.11. OBJECTIVE 11: GROSS FIXED CAPITAL FORMATION IN

In 2008, 94% of
the total
investment in
the food sector
took place in
the EU-15

THE FOOD INDUSTRY

Gross Fixed Capital Formation (GFCF), which measures how much of the
new value added is invested rather than consumed, is a key element for
future competitiveness. 33.5 billion Euros were invested in the food industry in
2008, accounting for 20% of its total GVA'®, of which 31 billion Euros (94% of
the total) were invested in the EU-15. Italy, France and Germany were the
main contributors with 7.7, 6.5 and 5.3 billion Euros, respectively. While
substantially lower in absolute terms, the EU-12 presented a higher relative
share of GFCF in the GVA of the food industry, and this rate was especially
high in Latvia and Cyprus (33%), Slovakia (32%) as well as in Italy (31%).
The lowest shares are found in Ireland and Greece (9% and 10%,
respectively).

GFCF in the food sector increased in 8 countries of the EU-27 over the period
2003-2008, the highest annual increments having taken place in Cyprus
(+13%) Poland (+6%) and France (+5%), whereas Slovenia (-10%) and the
Czech Republic (-7%) presented the highest rates of decrease™.

'® Data were only available from 22 countries.
'® Data were only available from 19 countries.

Graph 3.3.11-1 - GFCF (2008) and its average annual growth rate (2003 to 2008) in food industry
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For the situation in 2008, data of Bulgaria, Estonia, Portugal, Romania and the UK are not available.
For the change 2003-2008, data of Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal, Romania and the United Kingdom are not available.
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Indicator Objective 11 - Gross fixed capital formation in food industry Change.m g.ross fIX.Ed CElIE
formation in food industry
Measurement Gross fixed ca_pital formation in food Gross ﬁxed capital formation in food Average an_nual grpmrth rate of
industry industry as % of GVA GFCF in food industry
Source Eurostat Eurostat Eurostat
National Accounts National Accounts National Accounts
Year 2008 2008 2003 to 2008
Unit Million Euros % % per year
Country
Belgium 13435 20.8 -1.01
Bulgaria n.a. n.a. n.a.
Czech Republic 633.2 18.8 -7.47
Denmark 1025.9 24.8 -0.93
Germany 5330.0 14.7 -0.70
Estonia n.a. n.a. n.a.
Ireland 518.7 8.6 3.28
Greece 559.3 9.6 0.25
Spain 4 895.6 24.2 2.56
France 6 541.0 20.7 4.71
Italy 7 687.0 30.7 2.80
Cyprus 96.0 28.9 12.57
Latvia 156.1 32.7 n.a.
Lithuania 251.2 25.5 4.16
Luxembourg 65.9 285 n.a.
Hungary 423.3 221 -5.18
Malta 21.6 22.5 n.a.
Netherlands 1704.0 12.5 -0.76
Austria 689.9 13.6 -0.15
Poland 2692.1 n.a. 5.73
Portugal n.a. n.a. n.a.
Romania n.a. n.a. n.a.
Slovenia 1135 23.5 -9.61
Slovakia 340.2 31.6 1.02
Finland 424.0 17.1 -1.48
Sweden 666.1 17.8 1.54
United Kingdom n.a. n.a. n.a.
EU-27 33 486.0 excl. BG, EE, PL, PT, RO, UK 19.8 excl. BG, EE, PL, PT, RO, UK n.a.
EU-15 31 450.9 excl. PT, UK 19.6 excl. PT, UK n.a.
EU-12 2 035.1 excl. BG, PL, EE, RO 23.3 excl. BG, PL, EE, RO n.a.

Note: the average annual growth rate is calculated on the basis of GVA at constant prices, whereas the 2008 value provided is at current prices.

Baseline indicator
objective related

11 - Gross fixed capital formation in food industry

Measurement of the
indicator

Gross fixed capital formation in the food industry

Definition of the
indicator

Gross fixed capital formation in the food industry: investments in assets which are used
repeatedly or continuously over a nhumber of years to produce goods in food industry. It
is measured in absolute terms.

Food industry corresponds to division 15 and 16 or branch DA of NACE rev. 1.1
(manufacture of food products; beverages and tobacco products).

Unit of measurement

Million Euros

Source

Eurostat - National Accounts
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3.3.12.

The food
industry
provides 4.5
million jobs in
the EU...

...and this
figure slightly
decreased over

the period 2005-

2009

OBJECTIVE 12: EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT IN THE
FOOD INDUSTRY

The food industry employed 4.5 million people in 2009, which accounts for 2%
of total employment. In absolute terms, the first employer is Germany, with
almost 0.9 million employees, followed by Poland and France with 0.5 million
each. In relative terms, the highest rates are found in the EU-12 (2.8%) and
especially in Hungary, Poland and Bulgaria, all of them above 3%. The lowest
shares of employment of the food industry are found in the United Kingdom
and Sweden (1.3% for each).

Employment in the food industry decreased by 50 000 workers during the
period 2005-2009. The highest relative decrease took place in Estonia,
Ireland and Slovenia (-5% annually). The remaining Member States
presented small changes.

Table 3.3.12-1 - Employment development of food industry

. Objective 12 - Employment development of food Change in employment
Indicator . .
industry development of food industry
Employment in food Share of employment in Average annual growth rate of
Measurement ; . )
industry food industry employment in food Industry
Source Eurostat - National Accounts Eurostat - National Accounts
Year 2009 2005 to 2009
Unit 1000 persons [ % % per year
Country
Belgium 86.3 1.9 -0.5
Bulgaria 114.3 3.1 -0.2
Czech Republic 136.6 2.6 0.2
Denmark 62.0 2.2 -2.6
Germany 884.0 2008 2.2 2008 0.2 2005-2008
Estonia 16.0 2.8 -5.8
Ireland 41.9 2.2 -5.4
Greece 106.0 2.2 1.0
Spain 406.8 2.1 -1.8 2005-2008
France 486.3 2008 1.9 2008 -0.2
Italy 357.8 1.4 0.0
Cyprus 114 2.9 0.9
Latvia 30.4 3.1 -3.5
Lithuania 47.4 3.3 -15
Luxembourg 4.8 1.4 1.1
Hungary 133.5 3.3 -04
Malta 5.1 Fs 3.1 Fs 0.7
Netherlands 129.7 15 -0.7
Austria 74.5 LFs 1.8 LFs 1.9
Poland 504.0 3.2 0.2
Portugal 110.6 Fs 2.2 LFs 0.2
Romania 214.9 2008 2.3 2008 0.0 2005-2008
Slovenia 16.0 1.6 -5.4
Slovakia 42.2 1.9 -2.6
Finland 35.4 14 -1.8
Sweden 56.6 1.3 -1.5
United Kingdom 389.8 LFs 1.3 1Fs 0.7
EU-27 4504.3 2.0 -0.3
EU-15 32325 1.8 -0.3
EU-12 1271.8 2.8 -0.3

Note: "LFS" refers to Eurostat's Labour Force Survey.
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Baseline indicator
objective related

12 - Employment development in the food industry

Measurement of the
indicator

Employment in the food industry

Definition of the

Absolute employment figures give an indication of the importance of the sector in
providing jobs in a region.
In Economic Accounts, total employment (ESA 1995, 11.11) covers all persons — both

indicator employees and the self-employed - in a specific region.
Food industry corresponds to division 15 and 16 or branch DA of NACE rev. 1.1
(manufacture of food products; beverages and tobacco products).

U @i Thousands of people employed

measurement

Source Eurostat — National Accounts / Labour Force Survey
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3.3.13. OBJECTIVE 13: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN THE

The food
industry
provides 2% of
the total value
added of the
EU-27...

...and this share
slightly
decreased over
the period 2003-
2009

FOOD INDUSTRY

The food industry in the EU-27 (excluding figures for Bulgaria, Poland,
Portugal and the United Kingdom) generated 176 billion Euros of GVA in
2009, accounting for 2% of the total GVA in that year. The EU-15 (excluding
figures for Portugal and the United Kingdom) accounted for 160 billion Euros,
which represents 91% of the total GVA of the food industry in the EU-27.
Germany (36 billion Euros), Italy and France (26 billion Euros each) were the
main contributors. On the other hand, the share of the food industry in the
overall economy is higher in the EU-12 (excluding figures for Bulgaria and
Poland) than in the EU-15. The largest shares are found in Romania (6%),
followed by Ireland and Lithuania (4% for both), whereas Luxembourg (0.7%),
Sweden (1.4%) and France (1.5%) presented the lowest shares of the food
industry in the EU-27 in 2009.

The GVA of the food industry decreased at an annual rate of 0.5% during the
period 2003-2009. Luxembourg, Hungary and Cyprus presented the highest
annual rates of decline (-7%, -6% and -4%) whereas the largest relative
increments took place in Slovakia (+6%), Latvia and Romania (+5% for both).

Graph 3.3.13-1 - GVA (2009) and its average annual growth rate in the food industry (2003 to 2009)

Mio. Euros % Total GVA % per year
40 000 8 e
BG
cz
35 000 7 DK [
DE
EE
30 000 6 IE
EL
ES
25000 5 FR[
i
[ AN
20 000 4 Lv
LT
LU
HU
15 000 3 T
TINL
* . T AT
10 000 £ 2 PL
PT
T RO
5000 | 1 sif—
SK
FI
0 - —— -0 SE
BE BG CZ DK DE EE IE EL ES FR IT CY LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO SI SK FI SE UK UK
-10 5 0 5 10

M GVAin the food industry ¢ Share of GVA in the food industry

For the situation in 2009, data of Bulgaria, Poland, Portugal and the UK are note available.
For the change 2003-2009, data of Bulgaria, Ireland, Latvia, Poland, Portugal, Sweden and UK are not available. Germany, Cyprus and Romania

refer to 2003-2008.
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Table 3.3.13-1 - Economic development in the food industry

Indicator Objective 13 - Economic development in the food industry Stz economic GV ImES [
the food industry

Measurement GVA in the food industry Share of GVA in the food industry Average annual gro_wth rate of GVAin
the food industry

Source _ Eurostat _ Eurostat

National Accounts National Accounts

Year 2009 2003 to 2009

Unit Million Euros | % % per year

Country

Belgium 6178.4 2.0 2.41

Bulgaria n.a. n.a. n.a.

Czech Republic 3539.2 2.9 0.21

Denmark 4537.3 2.4 -2.49

Germany 36 200.0 2008 1.6 2008 -3.19 2003-2008

Estonia 264.9 2.2 0.05

Ireland 6 028.6 4.2 n.a.

Greece 7 400.2 35 -0.25

Spain 20 969.0 2.1 0.71

France 25 685.8 1.5 -1.29

Italy 25751.9 1.9 0.64

Cyprus 312.8 2.1 -3.91 2003-2008

Latvia 3945 2.4 n.a.

Lithuania 947.8 4.0 5.23

Luxembourg 234.9 0.7 -6.93

Hungary 17324 2.2 -5.81

Malta 96.2 1.9 n.a.

Netherlands 14 889.0 2.9 1.53

Austria 5725.4 2.3 2.04

Poland n.a. n.a. n.a.

Portugal n.a. n.a. n.a.

Romania 7 441.5 2008 6.0 2008 5.20 2003-2008

Slovenia 510.4 1.7 -2.95

Slovakia 1019.5 1.8 6.19

Finland 2632.0 1.7 -0.37

Sweden 3454.2 1.4 0.00

United Kingdom n.a. n.a. n.a.

EU-27 175 945.9 excl. BG, PL, PT, UK 2.0 excl. BG, PL, PT, UK -0.49

EU-15 159 686.7 excl. PT, UK 1.9 excl. PT, UK -1.10

EU-12 16 259.2 excl. BG, PL 3.3 excl. BG, PL n.a.

Note: the average annual growth rate is calculated on the basis of GVA at constant prices, whereas the 2009 value provided is at current prices.

Baseline indicator
objective related

13 - Economic development of food industry

Measurement of
the indicator

Gross value added in the food industry

Definition of the

This indicator measures the gross value added (GVA) in the food industry sector in a
region.

GVA is defined as the value of output less the value of intermediate consumption.

Output is valued at basic prices, GVA is valued at basic prices and intermediate

indicator consumption is valued at purchasers’ prices.
GVA is measured in absolute terms.
Food industry corresponds to division 15 and 16 or branch DA of NACE rev. 1.1
(manufacture of food products; beverages and tobacco products).

Ui i Million Euros

measurement

Source Eurostat - National Accounts
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3.3.14. CONTEXT 5: FORESTRY STRUCTURE

In 2010, 85% of
the total forest
area in the EU-
27 was available
for wood supply

In 2010, forests covered more than 157 million ha in the EU-27 and
represented 38% of the EU-27 land area'’. Other wooded land (OWL)
represented only a small part (6%) of the EU-27 land area, except in some
areas of Southern Europe (Greece, Spain and Cyprus) where it reached
around 20% of the land area.

The area of forests available for wood supply (FAWS) amounted to
132.6 million ha in the EU-27, 102 million ha (77% of the total) in the EU-15
and 30.6 million ha (23%) in the EU-12. In the EU-27, FAWS corresponded to
84.8% of the total forest area and this share was quite similar in the EU-15
(84.4%) and in the EU-12 (86.1%). Cyprus (23.9%) and Portugal (52.7%) had
the lowest share of FAWS in the total forest area, whereas in Belgium,
Denmark, Germany and Luxembourg this share accounted for more than 95%
of the total forest area.

" The difference between this value and the % of forest area shown in indicator C7 — Land Cover, is due to
the use of different sources, methodologies and reference years.

Graph 3.3.14-1 - Area of forest available for wood supply, 2010
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In 2010, around 59.4% (89 million ha) of the total area of forest in the EU-27
belonged to private owners whilst the share of public forest area (59.4 million
ha) was around 39.7% of the total forest land. In the EU-15 the importance of
private forest area was even higher and accounted for 68% of the total forest
area, whereas in the EU-12 forests under public ownership had a bigger
dimension and represented 67.3% of the total forest area. The public forest
area was particularly important in Bulgaria (86.8% of total forest area), Poland
(82.2%) and the Czech Republic (76.8%), whereas in Slovenia the share of
private forests (76.8%) was the highest in the EU-27. Among the EU-15, the
private forest area was very significant in France (74.2%), Sweden (73.2%),
Denmark (72.3%) and Spain (70.6%), whereas ltaly, Ireland, Germany and
the Netherlands had more than 50% of forests under public ownership.
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Graph 3.3.14-2 - Forest under public and private ownership (%), 2010
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Graph 3.3.14-3 - Average size of forest private holdings (ha), 2010
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Table 3.3.14-1 - Area of forest available for wood supply

Indicator Context 5 - Forestry structure
Subindicator Area of Forest Available for Wood Supply (FAWS)
Measurement Area of FAWS % of forest area
Source FOREST EUROPE/UNECE/FAO

Year 2010 2010

Unit 1000 ha %
Country

Belgium 672 99.2
Bulgaria 2 864 72.9
Czech Republic 2330 87.7
Denmark 581 98.9
Germany 10 568 95.4
Estonia 2013 91.4
Ireland n.a. n.a.
Greece 3595 92.1
Spain 14 915 82.1
France 15 147 94.9
Italy 8 086 88.4
Cyprus 41 23.9
Latvia 3138 93.6
Lithuania 1875 86.6
Luxembourg 86 99.3
Hungary 1726 84.6
Malta n.a. n.a.
Netherlands 295 80.8
Austria 3343 86.7
Poland 8532 91.6
Portugal 1822 52.7
Romania 5193 79.0
Slovenia 1175 93.8
Slovakia 1775 91.6
Finland 19 869 90.0
Sweden 20 554 71.9
United Kingdom 2411 83.7
EU-27 132 605 excl. IE and MT 84.8 excl. IE and MT
EU-15 101 943 excl. IE 84.4 excl. IE
EU-12 30 662 excl. MT 86.1 excl.MT

Note: Data on Other Wooded Land (OWL) available for wood supply are not available in the SoFE 2011
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Table 3.3.14-2 - Ownership and size of forest private holdings

Indicator Context 5 - Forestry Structure

Subindicator Ownership Size of forest private holdings
Measurement % of forest in different categories of ownership Average size of forest private holdings
Source FOREST EUROPE/UNECE/FAO FOREST EUROPE/UNECE/FAO
Year 2010 2010

Unit % ha

Subdivisions public ownership | private ownership

Country

Belgium 44.3 55.7 -

Bulgaria 86.8 10.8 0.8

Czech Republic 76.8 23.2 -

Denmark 23.7 72.3 16.2

Germany 51.5 47.7 25.4

Estonia 39.0 44.3 -

Ireland 54.3 457 16.4

Greece n.a n.a -

Spain 29.4 70.6 -

France 25.8 74.2 -

Italy 33.6 66.4 -

Cyprus 68.7 31.3 -

Latvia 49.3 48.7 -

Lithuania 63.1 36.2 3.3

Luxembourg 47.3 53.0 35

Hungary 57.8 41.6 25.2

Malta 0.0 0.0 0.0

Netherlands 50.4 49.6 6.3

Austria 22.2 64.4 17.3

Poland 82.2 17.8 -

Portugal n.a n.a -

Romania 66.9 31.9 -

Slovenia 23.2 76.8 3.1

Slovakia 50.6 42.7 130.3

Finland 30.3 69.7 34.7

Sweden 26.8 73.2 87.8

United Kingdom 33.3 66.7 18.3

EU-27 39.7 excl. EL and PT 59.4 excl. EL and PT 21.5 15 MSs available
EU-15 31.1 excl. ELand PT 68.4 excl. EL and PT 38.3 exc. BE, FR, EL, IT, PT, ES
EU-12 67.3 27.4 3.4 exc.CY, CZ, EE, LV, PL, RO
Notes:

The percentages of public, private and other will not sum up to the total forest area.
Data on the number of holdings in different categories of ownership were not collected in SoEF 2011.
Data on other wooded land (OWL) in different categories of ownership were not collected in SOEF 2011.

Baseline indicator
for context

5 - Forestry structure

Measurement of the
indicator

This indicator consists of 3 sub-indicators :

e Area of forest available for wood supply (FAWS)

e Ownership (% forest area in different categories of ownership)
e Average size of private holding (Forest)

Definition of the
indicator

Forest available for wood supply (FAWS) is defined as “Forest where any legal, economic,
or specific environmental restrictions do not have a significant impact on the supply of
wood. Includes: areas where, although there are no such restrictions, harvesting is not
taking place, for example areas included in long-term utilization plans or intentions
(Source: Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe* (MCPFE) 2003,
from Temperate and Boreal Forest Resources Assessment (TBFRA) 2000)".

Forms of ownership generally refer to the "legal right to freely and exclusively use, control,
transfer, or otherwise benefit from a forest. Ownership can be acquired through transfers
such as sales, donations, and inheritance." In this context, forest ownership refers to "the
ownership of the trees growing on land classified as forest, regardless of whether or not
the ownership of these trees coincides with the ownership of the land itself. (Source:
Forest Resources Assessment, 2010)"

Public ownership refers to "Forest owned by the State; or administrative units of the
Public Administration; or by institutions or corporations owned by the Public
Administration. It covers: 1. All the hierarchical levels of Public Administration within a
country, e.g. State, Province and Municipality; 2. Shareholder corporations that are
partially State-owned, are considered as under public ownership when the State holds a
majority of the shares; 3. Public ownership may exclude the possibility to transfer. (Source:
Forest Resources Assessment 2010)"

Private ownership covers "Forest owned by individuals, families, communities, private
cooperatives, corporations and other business entities, private religious and educational
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institutions, pension or investment funds, NGOs, nature conservation associations and
other private institutions. (Source: Forest Resources Assessment, 2010)"

Forest holding refers to "One or more parcels of forest and other wooded land which
constitute a single unit from the point of view of management or utilization. For State-
owned forest and other wooded land a holding may be defined as the area forming a
major management unit administered by a senior official, e.g. a Regional Forestry Officer.
For forest and other wooded land that is owned publicly, other than by the State, or owned
by large-scale forest owners, e.g. forest industries, a holding may constitute a number of
separated properties which are, however, managed according to one corporate strategy.
Under any category of ownership, other than State-owned, one holding may be the
property of one or several owners (Source: Temperate and Boreal Forest Resources
Assessment (TBFRA), 2000, definition as published in SoEF 2007)".

Forest is defined as "Land spanning more than 0.5 ha with trees higher than 5 meters
and a canopy cover of more than 10 percent, or trees able to reach these thresholds in
situ. It does not include land that is predominantly under agricultural or urban land use”.
Moreover: 1. Forest is determined both by the presence of trees and the absence of
other predominant land uses. The trees should be able to reach a minimum height of 5
meters in situ. 2. Includes areas with young trees that have not yet reached but which
are expected to reach a canopy cover of 10 percent and tree height of 5 meters. It also
includes areas that are temporarily unstocked due to clearcutting as part of a forest
management practice or natural disasters, and which are expected to be regenerated
within 5 years. Local conditions may, in exceptional cases, justify that a longer time
frame is used. 3. Includes forest roads, firebreaks and other small open areas; forest in
national parks, nature reserves and other protected areas such as those of specific
environmental, scientific, historical, cultural or spiritual interest. 4. Includes windbreaks,
shelterbelts and corridors of trees with an area of more than 0.5 ha and width of more
than 20 meters. 5. Includes abandoned shifting cultivation land with a regeneration of
trees that have, or is expected to reach, a canopy cover of 10 percent and tree height of
5 meters. 6. Includes areas with mangroves in tidal zones, regardless whether this area
is classified as land area or not. 7. Includes rubber-wood, cork oak, energy wood and
Christmas tree plantations. 8. Includes areas with bamboo and palms provided that land
use, height and canopy cover criteria are met. 9. Excludes tree stands in agricultural
production systems, such as fruit tree plantations (incl. olive orchards) and agroforestry
systems when crops are grown under tree cover. Note: Some agroforestry systems
where crops are grown only during the first years of the forest rotation should be
classified as forest. (Source: Forest Resources Assessment, 2010, modified)"

Other wooded land (OWL) is defined as "Land not classified as “Forest”, spanning more
than 0.5 ha; with trees higher than 5 meters and a canopy cover of 5-10 percent, or
trees able to reach these thresholds in situ; or with a combined cover of shrubs, bushes
and trees above 10 percent. It does not include land that is predominantly under
agricultural or urban land use. Moreover: 1. The definition above has two options: a).
The canopy cover of trees is between 5 and 10 percent; trees should be higher than 5
meters or able to reach 5 meters in situ, or b). The canopy cover of trees is less than 5
percent but the combined cover of shrubs, bushes and trees is more than 10 percent.
Includes areas of shrubs and bushes where no trees are present. 2. Includes areas with
trees that will not reach a height of 5 meters in situ and with a canopy cover of 10
percent or more, e.g. some alpine tree vegetation types, arid zone mangroves, etc. 3.
Includes areas with bamboo and palms provided that land use, height and canopy cover
criteria are met (Source: Forest Resources Assessment, 2010).

* The Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe has changed its name from
MCPFE to FOREST EUROPE.

Sub-indicators

The indicator consists of three sub-indicators:

— Area of forest available for wood supply (FAWS)

— Ownership (divided in public and private ownership)
— Average size of private holding of Forest

Unit of measurement

Area of FAWS: ha (ha) and share (%) of forest.
Ownership: share of forest in public and private ownership (%)
Average size of the private holding of Forest (ha)

Source

— Forestry statistics, FOREST EUROPE/UNECE/FAO enquiry on pan-European
quantitative indicators, 2011

— FOREST EUROPE, UNECE and FAO 2011: State of Europe’s Forests (SoEF), 2011.
Status and Trends in Sustainable Forest Management in Europe
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3.3.15. CONTEXT 6: FOREST PRODUCTIVITY

In 2010, the net
annual
increment of
forest available
for wood supply
was 5.8 m® per
hain the EU-27

The net annual increment of forest available for wood supply (FAWS) per ha
gives an indication of the forest productivity'®. It measures the difference
between the average annual volume of gross increment and natural losses on
all trees to a minimum diameter of 0 cm.

In 2010" the average net annual increment of FAWS was 5.8 m® per ha in the
EU-27. Whereas this value in the EU-15 (5.4 m® per ha) is quite similar to the
EU-27 average, the net annual increment of FAWS is higher in the EU-12
(7.0 m® per ha).

Forest productivity varies significantly among Member States, from a net
annual increment of 0.9 m3 per ha in Cyprus and 1.3 m3 per ha in Greece, to a
net annual increment of 11.1 m3 per ha in Germany and 13.4 m3 per ha in
Denmark.

'8 However, the net annual increment alone does not give any indication of the sustainability of forests and
forest productivity. This is measured by taking into account the relation between increment and fellings and
in particular the balance between net annual increment and annual fellings. This relation is decisive for the
current and future availability of wood and for shaping a stable growing stock. (SOEF 2011 — Indicator 3.1.
Increment and fellings).

% Figures for the reporting year (2010) refer to the average values of 2008 and 2009 (SoEF 2011 —
Reporting tables).

Graph 3.3.15-1 - Net annual volume increment of FAWS per ha — m3/year/ha, 2010
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Table 3.3.15-1 - Forest productivity

Measurement Net annual volume increment of FAWS per
Source Eurostat, FOREST EUROPE/UNECE/FAQO
Year 2010
Unit m’ / year / ha of FAWS
Country

Belgium 7.9
Bulgaria 5.1
Czech Republic 9.9
Denmark 10.0
Germany 10.1
Estonia 5.6
Ireland n.a.
Greece 13s
Spain 3.1
France 6.2
Italy 4.0
Cyprus 0.9
Latvia 58s
Lithuania 5.7
Luxembourg 75s
Hungary 6.4
Malta 0.0
Netherlands 7.6
Austria 7.5
Poland 8.0s
Portugal 105 s
Romania 6.5s
Slovenia 7.8
Slovakia 7.4
Finland 4.6
Sweden 4.7
United Kingdom 8.6
EU-27 58s
EU-15 54e
EU-12 7.0e
Notes:

s: underlying figures on the net annual increment (NAI) in cubic metres are estimated by Eurostat
e: figures are estimated by DG AGRI
The EU aggregates do not include data for MT and IE

Baseline indicator

for context

6 — Forest productivity

Measurement of the

indicator

Net annual volume increment of FAWS per ha

Definition of the

indicator

Forest productivity is measured by the net annual increment of FAWS per ha.

The net (annual) increment is defined as “the average annual volume of gross increment
over the given reference period of gross increment less that of natural losses on all
trees, measured to minimum diameters as defined for growing stock (Source: Temporal
and Boreal Forest Resources Assessment 2000, modified)".

Growing stock is the "living tree component of the standing volume (MCPFE 2003, from
TBFRA 2000). Volume over bark of all living trees more than X cm in diameter at breast
height (or above buttress if these are higher). Includes the stem from ground level or
stump height up to a top diameter of Y cm, and may also include branches to a
minimum diameter of W cm. In particular "1. Countries must indicate the three
thresholds (X, Y, W in cm) and the parts of the tree that are not included in the volume.
They must also indicate whether the reported figures refer to volume above ground or
above stump. These specifications should be applied consistently through the time
series; 2. It includes wind fallen living trees; it excludes smaller branches, twigs, foliage,
flowers, seeds, and roots. (Source: Forest Resources Assessment 2010)

Forest available for wood supply (FAWS): see definition in indicator C5 — Forestry
structure.

Unit of measurement

m°/ha of FAWS

Source

— Eurostat

— Forestry statistics, FOREST EUROPE/UNECE/FAO enquiry on pan-European
quantitative indicators, 2011;

— FOREST EUROPE, UNECE and FAO 2011: State of Europe’s Forests (SoEF), 2011.
Status and Trends in Sustainable Forest Management in Europe.
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3.3.16. OBJECTIVE 14: LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY IN FORESTRY

Labour
productivity in
the forestry
sector ranges
from 7000 to
146000
Euros/employee

The average labour productivity in the forestry sector of the EU-27 reached
57000 Euros/employee in 2008%.

The highest labour productivity is found in Finland (146000 Euros/employee)
and in Sweden (103000 Euros/employee), whereas Bulgaria reached only
7000 Euros/employee.

% This labour productivity is the result of data aggregation from 17 countries. Data of Belgium, Denmark,
Estonia, Ireland, Spain, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania and Malta are not available.

Graph 3.3.16-1 - Labour productivity in forestry (1000 Euros / AWU) in 2008

160

140

120

100

80

60

40

i ]

BE BG CZ DK DE EE IE EL ES FR IT CY LV LT LU HU MI NL AT PL PT RO SI SK FI SE UK

Note: no data available for BE, DK, EE, IE, ES, IT, LV, LT and LU.
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Table 3.3.16-1 - Labour productivity in forestry

. Objective 14 - Labour productivity in
Indicator
forestry
Measurement GVA per person employed in forestry
Source Eurostat
Economic Accounts for Forestry
Year 2008
Unit 1000 Euros / AWU
Country
Belgium n.a.
Bulgaria 7.0
Czech Republic 23.2
Denmark n.a.
Germany 52.7
Estonia n.a.
Ireland n.a.
Greece 10.5
Spain n.a.
France 95.6
Italy n.a.
Cyprus 18.5
Latvia n.a.
Lithuania n.a.
Luxembourg n.a.
Hungary 22.0
Malta n.a.
Netherlands 30.1 2006
Austria 60.3
Poland 38.1
Portugal 55.6
Romania 16.0
Slovenia 29.8
Slovakia 22.9
Finland 146.2
Sweden 103.5 2007
United Kingdom 31.1
EU-27 56.7 17 countries
EU-15 n.a.
EU-12 n.a.

Baseline indicator
objective related

14 - Labour productivity in forestry

Measurement of the
indicator

Gross Value Added (GVA) per person employed in forestry

Definition of the

Labour productivity is measured through the GVA in forestry per employee.

GVA is defined as the value of output less the value of intermediate consumption.

Output is valued at basic prices, GVA is valued at basic prices and intermediate
consumption is valued at purchasers’ prices.

GVA is measured in absolute terms.

Employment covers all persons — both employees and self-employed — engaged in some
productive activity that falls within the production boundary of the system.

e ey Forestry sector corresponds to division 02 in NACE rev. 1.1 (Forestry, logging and
related activities).
In Economic Accounts for Forestry, production activities relating to vegetable materials
used for plaiting, Christmas trees, fruit trees, vines and ornamental nursery trees are
excluded, whereas they are covered in the Labour Force Survey.
In some cases, the productivity could therefore be underestimated.

Ui i Thousands Euros/Employee

measurement

Source Eurostat - Economic Accounts for Forestry & Labour Force Survey
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3.3.17. OBJECTIVE 15: GROSS FIXED CAPITAL FORMATION IN
FORESTRY

Gross fixed capital formation (GFCF), which measures how much of the new
60%ofthetotal  value added is invested rather than consumed, is a key element for future
the forestry competitiveness. 2.8 billion Euros were invested in the forestry sector in 2008,

sector in 2008 accounting for 15.5% of its total GVA?, of which 1.7 billion Euros (60% of the
e e total) were invested in Sweden, France and Finland. The highest relative
and Finland share of GFCF in GVA of the forestry sector is found in Cyprus (67%),

followed by Greece (26%).

% Only data from 18 countries were available.

Graph 3.3.17-1 - Gross fixed capital formation in forestry in 2008
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Data of Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, Ireland, Spain, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg and Malta are not available.
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Table 3.3.17-1 - Gross fixed capital formation in forestry

Measurement Gross fixed capital formation in forestry

Source Eurostat - Economic Accounts for Forestry

Year 2008 2008

Unit Million Euros % of GVA in Forestry
Country

Belgium n.a. n.a.
Bulgaria 20.4 21.1
Czech Republic 129.0 21.7
Denmark n.a. n.a.
Germany 230.9 10.2
Estonia n.a. n.a.
Ireland n.a. n.a.
Greece 14.8 25.6
Spain n.a. n.a.
France 570.4 20.3
Italy 88.0 2006 24.2 2006
Cyprus 1.6 66.8
Latvia n.a. n.a.
Lithuania 10.5 2006 10.1 2006
Luxembourg n.a. n.a.
Hungary 32.7 17.0
Malta n.a. n.a.
Netherlands 9.0 2006 19.9 2006
Austria 243.2 19.8
Poland 167.8 11.3
Portugal 89.9 13.4
Romania 29.8 5.4
Slovenia n.a. n.a.
Slovakia 42.4 15.2
Finland 444.0 13.8
Sweden 677.0 2007 21.5 2007
United Kingdom 52.2 14.0
EU-27 2 853.7 18 countries 15.5 18 countries
EU-15 n.a. n.a.
EU-12 n.a. n.a.

Ba.se“."e IEIEE T 15 - Gross fixed capital formation in forestry

objective related

_Megsurement CItinS Gross fixed capital formation (GFCF) in forestry

indicator
GFCF in forestry: the investments in assets which are used repeatedly or continuously
over a number of years to produce goods in forestry.
It is measured in absolute terms.

Definition of the Forestry sector corresponds to division 02 in NACE rev. 1(Forestry, logging and related

indicator activities).
In Economic Accounts for Forestry, production activities relating to vegetable materials
used for plaiting, Christmas trees, fruit trees, vines and ornamental nursery trees are
excluded.

U @i Million Euros

measurement

Source Eurostat - Economic Accounts for Forestry
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3.4. Environment

3.4.1. CONTEXT 7: LAND COVER

Agricultural land

covers almost 50%

of the EU area

Taken together,
agricultural land
and forests cover
three-quarters of
land in the EU-27

Land cover is the actual distribution of forests, water, desert, grassland and
other physical features of the land, including those created by human
activities, in particular artificial and agricultural areas.

Agriculture plays a major role in Europe: by aggregating the Corine Land
Cover 2006 classes, it can be shown that agricultural land accounts for
almost half of the European territory and has a notably higher share in the
EU-12 (56%) than in the EU-15 (43%).

The share of the different land cover categories varies across Europe and is
correlated with the physical characteristics of the territory such as
mountains and remoteness of the area. Generally the countries with a lower
percentage of agricultural area present higher percentages of forests. Taken
together, agricultural land and forests represent around 77% of land cover in
the EU-27, ranging from 55% in Malta to 94% in Poland.

2 CLC 2000 for Greece.

Table 3.4.1-1 - Land cover

Measurement % area in the different categories of land cover

Source CLC2006

Year 2006

Unit %

Subdivisions Agricultural area | Forestarea | Naturalarea | Artificial area
Country

Belgium 57.4 19.8 1.6 20.6
Bulgaria 51.7 31.3 11.2 5.0
Czech Republic 57.2 33.0 2.7 6.4
Denmark 74.9 8.8 5.0 7.4
Germany 58.8 28.8 1.8 8.3
Estonia 32.4 45.1 15.8 21
Ireland 66.4 4.0 24.4 2.3
Greece 40.2 17.9 38.6 2.2
Spain 50.1 18.0 29.1 2.0
France 59.5 25.7 8.4 5.1
Italy 52.2 26.0 15.7 5.0
Cyprus 47.8 16.7 26.6 8.6
Latvia 43.8 39.6 13.4 1.3
Lithuania 60.9 28.2 4.9 3.3
Luxembourg 54.0 36.0 0.3 9.3
Hungary 66.8 185 6.8 6.0
Malta 54.2 0.6 15.7 29.4
Netherlands 61.4 7.9 35 12.8
Austria 32.4 44.3 17.7 4.9
Poland 62.7 29.9 17 4.0
Portugal 46.9 22.3 25.5 3.5
Romania 56.7 29.3 5.8 6.3
Slovenia 34.8 56.1 5.9 2.8
Slovakia 48.3 40.0 5.6 5.5
Finland 8.8 58.0 225 1.4
Sweden 8.8 54.0 27.4 1.4
United Kingdom 54.8 7.9 24.2 7.7
EU-27 46.5 30.1 15.7 4.4
EU-15 43.2 29.8 19.0 4.3
EU-12 56.4 31.1 6.0 4.8

Note: for EL data refer to CLC 2000.
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Baseline indicator
for context

7 - Land cover

Measurement of the
indicator

% area in agricultural / forest / natural / artificial classes

Definition of the
indicator

Land cover is the actual distribution of forests, water, desert, grassland and other
physical features of the land, including those created by human activities. Land use, on
the other hand, characterises the human use of a land cover type.

The data source used is CORINE Land Cover (CLC). CLC databases are obtained
through computer assisted interpretation of satellite images acquired in 1990, 2000 and
2006, offering the possibility to describe the geographic distribution of specific land cover
changes in a geo-referenced approach.

CLC describes land cover (and partly land use) with a three-level nomenclature of 44
classes. For the purpose of this indicator, they have been grouped so as to get the four
classes of agricultural, forest, natural and artificial land cover. CLC was elaborated based
on the visual interpretation of satellite images (Spot, Landsat TM and MSS). Ancillary
data (aerial photographs, topographic or vegetation maps, statistics, local knowledge) is
used to refine interpretation and assign classes. The CLC database is based on a
standard production methodology characterised by the following elements: Mapping
scale is 1:100 000. Mapping accuracy is 100 m. The minimum mapping unit for the
inventory is 25 ha for areas, and 100 m for linear elements.

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 Reclassification
1.Artificial surfaces 1.1 Urban fabric Artificial
1.2 Industrial, commercial and transport units Avrtificial
1.3 Mine, dump and construction sites Artificial
1.4 Artificial, non-agricultural vegetated areas Artificial
2.Agricultural areas 2.1 Arable land Agricultural
2.2 Permanent crops Agricultural
2.3 Pastures Agricultural
2.4 Heterogeneous agricultural areas Agricultural
3.Forest and semi-natural areas 3.1 Forests Forest
3.2 Scrub and/or herbaceous vegetation association Natural
3.3 Open spaces with little or no vegetation Natural
4.Wetlands 4.1 Inland wetlands Natural
4.2 Maritime wetlands Sea
5.Water bodies 5.1 Inland waters Inland Water
5.2 Marine waters Sea

It should be noted that other sources may give significantly different shares, but CLC has
a uniform methodology and nomenclature across Europe. CLC2000 and CLC2006 data
are highly consistent in this context. Moreover, they are the only dataset which is
complete for the EU-27.

Data for Greece are from CLC2000, while those for the other 26 Member States come
from CLC2006.

As coverage by water (inlands or sea) is not reported, the total of the subdivisions cannot
sum up to 100%.

Subdivisions

The categories of land cover are :
e Agricultural area

e Forest area

e Natural area

o Atrtificial area

Unit of %
measurement
Source CORINE Land Cover 2006 (CLC 2006), CORINE Land Cover 2000 (CLC 2000)
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3.4.2. CONTEXT 8: LESS FAVOURED AREAS

More than half of
the agricultural
land in the EU-27
is classified as
LFA

Most of this land is
in danger of
abandonment

The share of LFA
is higher in the
EU-15 than in the
EU-12

Under Council Regulation (EC) No 1257/99%, less-favoured areas (LFAS)
can be classified according to three categories, each of which describes a
specific cluster of handicaps which threatens the continuation of agricultural
land use.

Mountain areas (Article 18) are handicapped by a short growing season
because of a high altitude, or by steep slopes at a lower altitude, or by a
combination of the two. Areas north of the 62" Parallel and certain adjacent
areas are treated in the same way as mountain areas.

‘Other’ less favoured areas (Article 19) are in danger of abandonment of
agricultural land-use where the conservation of the countryside is
necessary. They exhibit the following handicaps: land of poor productivity;
production which results from low productivity of the natural environment;
and a low or dwindling population predominantly dependent on agricultural
activity.

Areas affected by specific handicaps (Article 20) are areas where farming
should be continued in order to conserve or improve the environment,
maintain the countryside, and preserve the tourist potential of the areas, or
in order to protect the coastline.

In the EU-27, more than half of the total UAA (54%) has been classified as
LFA. The highest share is taken up by 'other' LFA (34%), followed by
mountain areas (16%).

The overall share of UAA classified as LFA is higher in the EU-15 (58%)
than in the EU-12 (46%). At Member State level, Malta (100%), Luxembourg
(95%) and Finland (95%) have the highest shares of LFA. The lowest
shares can be found in Denmark (1%), the Netherlands (12%) and Belgium
(12%).

s Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 repealed most of Regulation (EC) No. 1257/1999. The provisions of
Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 related to LFA were supposed to enter into force on 1/1/2010, subject to
an act of Council. However, such act has not been adopted and the respective provisions of Regulation
(EC) No 1698/2005 have therefore not entered into force, keeping the provisions of Regulation (EC) No
1257/1999 in place.
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Graph 3.4.2-1 - UAA in different categories of Less Favoured Areas (%)
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The importance of the three LFA categories varies among Member States.
_ The share of UAA in less favoured mountain areas (Art. 18) is higher than
Ine importanceof 5005 in Austria (50.4%), Finland (50.4%), Greece (53.9%) and Slovenia

categories varies (69.5%), whereas the agricultural areas at risk of agricultural land
among Member abandonment (Art. 19) are more than half of the UAA in the United Kingdom

(52.8%), Lithuania (56,1%), Poland (57.9%), Portugal (57.9%), Latvia
(73.5%) and Luxembourg (95.3%). The share of UAA in areas affected by
specific handicaps (Article 20) is below 25% in all Member States except in
Malta (100%).

Graph 3.4.2-2 - Share of UAA in different LFA classes (%), 2005
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Table 3.4.2-1 - Less Favoured Areas

Measurement % UAA in the different categories of LFA
Source DG AGRI - MS specific communications or CAP-IDIM
Year 2005
(2007 for BG, 2008 for RO)
Unit %
o % UAA in LFA | % UAA in LFA | % UAA in LFA
- % UAA non . o
Subdivisions LFA mountain (ex- other (ex- specific (ex-
art.18) art.19) art.20)
Country
Belgium 82.0 0.0 17.0 1.0
Bulgaria 72.4 19.2 8.4 0.0
Czech Republic 50.8 28.2 17.1 4.0
Denmark 98.9 0.0 0.0 11
Germany 48.0 2.1 48.9 1.0
Estonia 59.1 0.0 35.6 5.3
Ireland 22.5 0.0 77.1 0.4
Greece 21.9 53.9 21.4 2.8
Spain 18.3 33.7 44.8 3.3
France 55.5 14.6 28.0 1.9
Italy 49.2 35.2 13.7 1.8
Cyprus 39.8 12.6 34.4 13.2
Latvia 26.5 0.0 735 0.0
Lithuania 42.9 0.0 56.1 1.0
Luxembourg 4.7 0.0 95.3 0.0
Hungary 79.3 0.0 9.3 11.5
Malta 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Netherlands 88.1 0.0 0.0 11.9
Austria 35.9 50.4 7.0 6.7
Poland 37.5 1.3 57.9 34
Portugal 7.6 30.2 57.9 4.4
Romania 71.1 15.7 1.3 11.9
Slovenia 7.6 69.5 4.7 18.2
Slovakia 38.7 24.0 19.8 17.5
Finland 4.9 50.4 20.2 245
Sweden 51.5 10.8 27.6 10.1
United Kingdom 47.2 0.0 52.8 0.0
EU-27 45.6 16.2 34.4 3.8
EU-15 41.9 18.8 36.6 2.7
EU-12 54.3 10.1 29.1 6.5

Note: The figure for LFA pursuant to Art. 19 may also include LFA pursuant to Art. 20
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Map 3.4.2-1 - Less Favoured Areas

o
-

‘.
&
et A
et Pond e
& .

S

. { Malta (MT) Cananas (£5)— || Baseline indicator
-\ ’ .. ' + ||Context 8
N “ ,+¥ g - ||Less Favoured Areas
._\__ _./"{\ 9 10km |
§, « Gl Acores (PT)  |Magera Py || LFA A 18:
LN < - Mountain/hill Areas
:: : - 7 Partially I Totally

* lo2sm LFA Art.19: Areas in danger
[ || of abandonment of land-use

Partially Totally

025km
) -

Reéunion (FR) Martinigue and

Guadeloupe(FR)

LFA Art.20: Areas affected
L by specific handicaps

|| %22 Partially I Totally

1

Not eligible

||Eource:

| EURCSTAT- DG AGRI
Year:

2008 (Version 2.4)
Cartography:

DG AGR| GIS-Team 09/2011

B EwaGecgraphics for the sdministrative boundaries

European Commission
Agriculture and
Rural Development

0 o126 30 S00 750 b
et —

Baseline indicator
for context

8 — Less Favoured Areas

Measurement of the
indicator

% UAA in non LFA / LFA mountain / other LFA / LFA with specific handicaps

Definition of the
indicator

The areas eligible for the support for LFA are defined in Council Regulation (EC) No

1257/1999 (see footnote 1):

e Mountain areas (incl. areas north of the 62nd parallel and certain adjacent areas) :
Art. 18

e Areas affected by significant natural handicaps: Art. 19

e Areas affected by specific handicaps: Art. 20

The new draft Regulation for rural development defines two principal areas:

e Mountain areas (incl. areas north of the 62™ parallel and certain adjacent areas)

e Other areas with natural and specific constraints

The collection of the information according to the definition is presently difficult,

particularly at regional level and for the areas affected by specific handicaps. The

information is not systematically reported in Rural Development Programmes and the

only survey collecting this information at community level is the Farm Structure Survey.

Part of the UAA may not be covered by this survey (very small farms and common land)

and there is no distinction between areas with significant or with specific handicaps.

In Commission's legal proposals for the CAP post 2013, the areas affected by significant

natural handicaps seek a new delimitation, based on a common set of biophysical

criteria.

Subdivision

The categories of areas are:

e Non LFA

e LFA Mountain

e other LFA / LFA with significant handicaps
e  Areas with specific handicaps

Unit of measurement

% UAA

Source

DG AGRI
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3.4.3. CONTEXT 9: AREAS OF EXTENSIVE AGRICULTURE

Extensive crop
and livestock
production is
more common
in the EU-12
than in the
EU-15...

...with large
differences
among Member
States

The extensive character of agriculture is evaluated by measuring the share of
agricultural area utilised for extensive arable crops and for extensive grazing.
Extensive means a cereals yield below 60% of the EU average of
4.9 tonnes/ha and a stocking density not exceeding 1 livestock unit per ha of
forage area. Evidently, besides the actual intensity of production, this indicator
also reflects the natural conditions in the area under scrutiny.

Only 12% of the UAA in the EU-27 is devoted to extensive crop production
and 21% to extensive grazing. Extensive agriculture is much more common in
the EU-12 (29% for crop production; 25% for livestock) than in the EU-15
(6% for crop production; 19% for livestock). Significant differences exist
among Member States. Bulgaria has the highest share of extensive crop
production (84%)*, followed (albeit with a large gap) by Lithuania (53%),
Romania (47%), Estonia (45%), Cyprus (45%) and Latvia (41%). On the other
hand, many Member States report no extensive crop production areas at all
(Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg,
Hungary, the Netherlands, Austria, Slovenia, Slovakia, the United Kingdom).

For extensive livestock production, the highest shares can be found in
Portugal (59%), Latvia (58%), and Estonia (55%), while no extensive livestock
production exists in Belgium, Bulgaria, Denmark, Ireland, Cyprus,
Luxembourg, Malta, and the Netherlands.

2 Since only 2007 data are available for Bulgaria, this high value may be due to a particularly bad harvest
in that year.
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Table 3.4.3-1 - Areas of extensive agriculture

Indicator Context 9 - Areas of extensive agriculture
Subindicator Areas for extensive arable crops Areas for extensive grazing
Share of UAA with Share of UAA with
Measurement cereals yield <60% of EU-27 average livestock density <1 LU/ha of forage area
Eurostat (FSS; crops and land use statistics);
Source (for EngIzEnd: Defra, RPA ) Eurostat (FSS)
Year 2007 for area; 2007-2009 for average yields 2007
Unit % %
Country
Belgium 0.0 0.0
Bulgaria 84.1 * 0.0
Czech Republic 0.0 * 28.4
Denmark 0.0 0.0
Germany 0.0 * 6.0
Estonia 44.7 * 54.6
Ireland 0.0 0.0
Greece 1.9 * 2.5
Spain 18.7 * 31.3
France 0.2 * 6.9
Italy 13.6 * 24.6
Cyprus 45.3 * 0.0
Latvia 40.9 * 57.8
Lithuania 53.0 * 46.2
Luxembourg 0.0 * 0.0
Hungary 0.0 9.7
Malta n.a. 0.0
Netherlands 0.0 * 0.0
Austria 0.0 43.3
Poland 14.4 10.9
Portugal 4.3 58.5
Romania 47.3 38.6
Slovenia 0.0 * 25.8
Slovakia 0.0 33.0
Finland 135 215
Sweden 1.2 52.0
United Kingdom 0.0 25.6
EU-27 12.1 * 20.6
EU-15 5.6 * 19.0
EU-12 29.0 * 24.9

* Different reference years for average yields (see indicator box)
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Map 3.4.3-1 - Share of UAA for extensive arable crops
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Map 3.4.3-2 - Share of UAA for extensive grazing

[ R

Malta (MT}

Cananas (ES)
0 10k
-
Agares (PT) Madaira (PT)
025k 025 km
[ o)
Reéunion {FR) Martinique and
Guadeloupe(FR)
025km
[
Guyans [FR)

Baseline indicator

Context 9

Areas of extensive agriculture
% UAA for extensive grazing

% of UAA where grazing livestock
density =<1 LU/ha of forage area
at NUTS 2 level
0%
0-25%
2550 %
50 %

EU-27 average =206 %

Source:

Eurcstat - Farm Structure Survey
Year:

2007

Caleculations:

DG AGRI- L2

Cartography:

DG AGR| GIS-Team 10/2011

B EuraCecgraphics for the sdministratre boundaries

European Commission
Agriculture and
Rural Development

0 1% % 00 750 b
et —

147



Baseline indicator
for context

9 - Areas of extensive agriculture

Measurement of the
indicator

This indicator consists of 2 sub-indicators:

1.
2.

% of utilised agricultural area for extensive arable crops
% of utilised agricultural area for extensive grazing

Definition of the
indicator

1.

This sub-indicator measures the area under arable crops production (except forage
crops), where the regional yield for cereals (excluding rice) is less than 60% of the
EU-27 average, i.e. less than 2.94 tonnes per ha. Only for England, wheat yield is
measured instead of cereal yields.
Permanent crops (olive trees, vineyards, fruit trees, nuts, etc) are not covered since
no satisfactory measurements of extensive production for these enterprises have
been identified.
The EU-27 average cereal yield is a 3-year average, with 2007, 2008 and 2009 as
reference years. It is calculated on the basis of national data, available for all the
EU Member States but Malta.
Since the evaluation of the extensive character of agriculture should be made at the
most detailed geographical level possible, NUTS 2 regions are used as the basis for
calculating the extensive character of agriculture at regional and at Member State
level.
Due to the presence of many data gaps at NUTS 2 level, it is not always possible to
use 2007, 2008 and 2009 as reference years for calculating the average yields at
regional level. Data availability at NUTS 2 level is shown in the following list:

Belgium 2007-2008-2009

Bulgaria only 2007

Czech Republic 2004-2008-2009

Denmark 2007-2008-2009 (NUTS 0)

Estonia

Ireland

Greece
. Spain
10. France
11. ltaly
12. Cyprus
13. Latvia
14. Lithuania
15. Luxembourg
16. Hungary
17. Malta
18. Netherlands
19. Austria
20. Poland
21. Portugal
22. Romania
23. Slovenia
24. Slovakia
25. Finland
26. Sweden

1
2
3
4.
5. Germany 1995-1999-2003 for most of the regions
6
7
8
9

2002-2003-2004
2007-2008-2009
2001-2002-2003
2004-2005-2006
2005-2006-2007
2005-2006-2007
2004-2005-2006
2004-2005-2006
2006-2007-2008
2004-2005-2006
2007-2008-2009
n.a.
2005-2006-2009
2007-2008-2009
2007-2008-2009
2007-2008-2009
2007-2008-2009
only 2007
2007-2008-2009
2007-2008-2009
2007-2008-2009

27. United Kingdom 2007-2008-2009 (NUTS 1)

This sub-indicator measures the area under grazing livestock production (cattle,
sheep and goats), where the stocking density does not exceed 1 livestock unit per
ha of forage area (forage crops, permanent pastures and meadows).

The conversion of the number of animals into livestock units is made by using the
coefficients listed in article 131 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1782/2003.

Forage crops are defined as characteristic D18 (forage plants) of the Farm
Structure Survey.

Since the evaluation of the extensive character of agriculture should be made at the
most detailed geographical level possible, the evaluation of the extensive character
of agriculture at Member State level is made by aggregating values at NUTS 2
level.

Unit of measurement

%

Source

Eurostat (FSS; crops and land use statistics) and Defra, RPA (Observatory
indicators); 2007 for the area, 2007-2009 for the 3-year average yields (different
reference years are listed above)

Eurostat (FSS); 2007
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3.4.4. CONTEXT 10: NATURA 2000 AREA

In 2010, 12% and
14% of the EU-27
territory is
designated as
SPAs and SCls,
respectively

In 2010, the
agricultural and
forestry areas
under Natura 2000
sites accounted
for 10.4 of the UAA
and 22.2 of the
total forestry area,
respectively

The Natura 2000 network is an EU-wide network of nature protection areas
established under the 1992 Habitats Directive. The aim of the network is to
assure the long-term survival of Europe's most valuable and threatened
species and habitats. It is comprised of Sites of Community Importance
(SCls) defined under the Habitats Directive, and also incorporates Special
Protection Areas (SPAs) which are designated under the 1979 Birds
Directive®.

Natura 2000 is not a system of strict nature reserves where all human
activities are excluded. Whereas the network will certainly include nature
reserves, most of the land is likely to continue to be privately owned and the
emphasis will be on ensuring that future management is sustainable, both
ecologically and economically.

The percentage of the territory designated as SPA is higher in the EU-12
(14.5%) than in the EU-15 (11.2%), while the territory defined as SCls
covers 13.6 % of the EU-27 terrestrial areas, without significant differences
between the EU-12 and the EU-15.

The designated sites cover 10.4% (or 22.2 million ha) of the UAA and
22.2% (or 131.6 million ha) of the forestry area of the EU-27. While the
share of UAA under Natura 2000 sites is quite similar in the EU-15 (10%)
and in the EU-12 (11.4%), the share of forestry area is much higher in the
EU-12 (32.8%) than in the EU-15.

The share of UAA under Natura 2000 sites is highest in Bulgaria (22.1%)
and Slovenia (21.9%) and lowest in Finland (0.8%) and the United Kingdom
(2.6%). The differences among Member States in the area of forestry under
Natura 2000 are even more marked. This share varies from 6.4% in the
United Kingdom to 56% in Cyprus.

% Reference: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/index_en.htm and Natura 2000 viewer
http://natura2000.eea.europa.eu/#

Graph 3.4.4-1 - % UAA under Natura 2000, 2010
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Note: the percentages of UAA and forest under Natura 2000 are estimated using Corine Land Cover classes.
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Graph 3.4.4-2 - % forest under Natura 2000, 2010
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Indicator Context 10 - Natura 2000 Area
s : % UAA under Natura % forest area under
Subindicator % Territory under Natura 2000 2000 Natura 2000
% territory under Natura % territory under Natura
Measurement 2000's Sp)écial Protection | 2000's Sit:eys of Community % UAA ;gggr Natura % fc;\:est area under
Areas (SPAs) Importance (SCIs) atura 2000
Source DG ENV - Natura 2000 Barometer EEA; Natura 2000 spatial EEA, Natura 2000 spatial
dataset (End 2010) + dataset (End 2010) +
EEA (ETCB) Corine Land Cover 2006 Corine Land Cover 2006
Calculation DG AGRI - L2 DG AGRI - L2
Year February 2011 2010 2010
Unit % % %
Country
Belgium 9.7 10.1 7.4 33.1
Bulgaria 20.4 29.6 22.1 53.2
Czech Republic 8.9 10.0 6.6 25.8
Denmark 5.9 7.4 4.6 15.8
Germany 12.3 9.7 11.0 24.6
Estonia 13.6 16.9 5.4 16.7
Ireland 5.6 10.7 4.1 19.8
Greece 20.9 16.3 18.9 cLc 2000 41.0 cLc 2000
Spain 20.5 24.5 16.0 43.3
France 7.9 8.5 8.