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Annex 1 (part 1) 
Facts and figures: main features of agriculture in non-mountain LFAs

Map 1 below shows the three categories of LFAs delimited in the EU 27.Under the legislation currently in force, each LFA category characterises a specific cluster of handicaps, common to certain areas of agricultural land across Europe, and which threaten the continuation of agricultural land use: 

· Mountain Areas (Article 18 of Regulation (EEC) No 1257/1999) are characterised as those areas 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 62nd parallel are also delimited as mountains.

· Other Less Favoured Areas (so-called 'intermediate LFAs', Article 19 of Regulation (EEC) No 1257/1999) are those areas in danger of abandonment of agricultural land-use and where the conservation of the countryside is necessary. They exhibit all of 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 of Regulation (EEC) No 1257/1999) are areas where farming should be continued in order to conserve or improve the environment, maintain the countryside, preserve the tourist potential of the areas; protect the coastline.

[image: image2.jpg]Madeira (PT)
-

Canarias (ES)

o

|

Fal

Réunion (FR)

Z

uyane (FR)

107

L 4
¥
|
Guadeloupe and
Martinique (FR)
(<]

17
» b, 2
& %, 54 ' ‘
27 2
s
%
2
s
&"
B 4

)

EX

z,

7%
P, e
bl X%,
g
7Y : :
Z
Y 7 A
7 % i
P G % $5 /’{,?%‘
LT,

¥

e

a

Less-Favoured Areas EU-27

Set up in 1975, the less favoured areas schemes provide ‘compensatory allowances' to farmersin
mountainous areas or in other areas where the physical landscape results in higher production

costs.
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According to the most recent data provided by the Member States following the LFA expert meeting of 14 November 2007, approximately 57% of the overall Utilized Agricultural Area (UAA) in the EU27 is classified as LFA. Table 1 shows the relative importance of the three types of less favoured areas as part of the total Utilized Agricultural Area in the Member States.
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Belgium

82

0

17

1

Bulgaria

75,2

16,4

8,4

0

Czech Republic

50,8

28,2

17,1

4

Denmark

98,9

0

0

1,1

Germany

48

2,1

48,9

1

Estonia

59,1

0

35,6

5,3

Ireland

22,5

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

1,9

Italy

49,2

35,2

13,7

1,8

Cyprus

39,8

12,6

34,4

13,2

Latvia

26,5

0

73,5

0

Lithuania

42,9

0

56,1

1

Luxembourg

4,7

0

95,3

0

Hungary

79,3

0

9,3

11,5

Malta

0

0

0

100

Netherlands

88,1

0

0

11,9

Austria

35,9

50,4

7

6,7

Poland

37,5

1,3

57,9

3,4

Portugal

7,6

30,2

57,9

4,4

Romania

76,2

8,7

15,1

0

Slovenia

7,6

69,5

4,7

18,2

Slovakia

38,7

24

19,8

17,5

Finland

4,9

50,4

20,2

24,5

Sweden

51,5

10,8

27,6

10,1

United Kingdom

47,2

0

52,8

0

EU27

43,3

16,4

31,2

9,1

Table 1: Percentage of UAA classified as LFA in 2005


N.B.: 2007 data for Bulgaria and Romania -Source: Member States Communications following LFA expert meeting of 14.11.2007 - For Member States who did not report any data directly, CAP-IDIM data were used.

The following sections summarize the main features of agriculture in non-mountain LFAs, intended as the areas classified as intermediate LFAs as well as areas with specific handicaps
. 

1.1. Importance of non-mountain LFAs

According to the Farm Structure Survey (FSS) of Eurostat, in 2005 non mountainous LFAs accounted for 30% of the agricultural holdings, 39% of the utilised agricultural area
, 31% of the agricultural labour force
 and 26% of the agricultural economic potential expressed in terms of economic size
 (graph 1).

Graph 1: Importance of non-mountain LFAs in the EU 25 – 2005
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Source: Eurostat, Farm Structure Survey 2005.

The structural adjustment of agriculture in non-mountain LFAs between 1995 and 2005 does not differ systematically from non LFAs
. Similarly to other areas, non-mountain LFAs recorded a decrease in the number of agricultural holdings. However, in comparison to non disadvantaged areas, the decrease of farms in non-mountain LFAs was higher in some Member States (BE, ES, IT) and lower in others (IE, FR, AT, PT, SE). Overall for the EU, when comparing with non handicapped areas, the decrease of the number of holdings in non mountainous LFA is higher but there is no decrease of utilised agricultural area
. However, Europe-wide data mask some more significant trends at a micro-scale (see box on page 13).

� 	The analysis includes also areas with specific handicaps, since FSS distinguishes LFA data according to two categories only: mountain LFA and LFA other than mountain, where the latest category includes intermediate LFAs and areas with specific handicaps. However, given the limited size of areas with specific handicaps, the picture of the main features of agriculture in non mountain LFAs resulting from FSS statistics is considered relevant for intermediate LFAs.


� 	In the Farm structure Survey of Eurostat, the UAA is the area covered by arable crops, permanent pastures, permanent crops and kitchen gardens. It also covers area maintained in good agricultural and environmental conditions. The Total area of the holdings covers UAA and area not used for agricultural production such as former UAA, wooded land, ponds, and artificial area.


� 	Labour force is expressed in Annual Work Units (AWU). An AWU is equivalent of the full-time employment. 1 AWU corresponds to the work performed by a person undertaking fulltime agricultural work on the holding over a 12 month period. It corresponds to 1800 hours (225 working days of 8 hours per day), unless national provisions governing contracts of employment are specified.


� 	The economic size reflects the potential gross value added of the farms. It is evaluated using the Standard Gross Margins. The total Standard Gross Margin of the farms, measured in €, is expressed in terms of European Size Units (ESU). The value of one ESU is defined as a fixed number of EUR of. Since 2002, 1ESU=1200€.


� 	The analysis of the time development when considering the LFA character is limited to EU-14 (EU-15 without Germany), due to the lack of data for Germany in 1995 farm structure survey of Eurostat.


� 	Only in Italy, a significantly higher decrease of utilised agricultural area in non mountainous LFA is observed but it is more probably an artefact produced by changes in the methodology of the survey in this country. 
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