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Developments in the income situation
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This note provides an overview of income developments in the agricultural sector,
focusing on the main explanatory factors of income variability and their link to the
ongoing debate on the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) post-2013.

In recent years, agricultural incomes in the EU, measured as real factor income per
worker, have shown a general improvement. For the EU as a whole, they increased
only by 0.6% per year between 2000 and 2009, but developments over the past few
years have highlighted big differences between EU-15 and for EU-12. In EU-15,
income improved by 30% between 1993 and 2007, but fell by 17% between 2007
and 2009. Thisled also to an income growth of 0.6% per year. InEU-12, agricultural
income improved by 67%, or 7.4% per year, between 2000 and 2009. Agricultural
income dropped sharply with the end of the commodity price bubble of 2007 and the
beginning of the economic recession. In EU-15, this caused agricultural incomes to
plummet to the levels of 1994, while agricultural incomes in EU-12 - despite a drop in
2009 - stayed well above their respective levels before accession.

The development in recent years has shown (or served as a reminder) that
agricultural income is highly volatile. This is even more evident when one looks at
income developments for single farms. Farm income varied on average by more than
30 % in about 54 % of cases (difference relative to the average of the three previous
years). This is mostly due to the volatility of input and output prices and changing yields.
Volatility is particularly critical for small farms, because income is low and small
changes can have a large relative impact. Of all farm types, pig and poultry farms show
the greatest volatility, even though their incomes tend to be relatively large.

The development of agricultural incomes has been determined by two major trends:

e Technological progress led to a significant improvement in factor productivity
and allowed a major expansion of the volume of production, which outpaced the
slower increase in demand for agricultural and food products. As an example, during
the period 2002-2009 one full time worker produced 26% more agricultural products.
This led to prices for agricultural products declining by 14% in real terms, while input
prices rose by 3%. The prices trend is therefore not favourable for the
agricultural sector.



e Structural change led to a significant decrease in the agricultural labour force.
Between 2000 and 2009, employment in the agricultural sector in the EU-27 fell by
25%, the equivalent of 3.7 million full-time jobs. It fell by 17% in the EU-15 and by
31% in the 12 Member States.

Productivity increase and structural change led to a significant increasein farm size
and the amount of land per worker, because the remaining farmers buy or rent the land
made available to extend production. Between 2003 and 2007 the agricultural area per
farm increased by an average of 10%. Thissupported the improvement of agricultural
incomes as the income per worker increases with farm size.

Although the income situation of farms has improved dlightly over the last decade,
it hasto be stressed that it is highly heterogeneous. It differs between

e Regions and Member States: agricultural income in the EU-15, particularly in
northern Europe, remains much higher than in the EU-12, due not only to larger farm
structures (on average) and better yields, but also to higher income levels in the
overall economy of the EU-15. However, incomes in the EU-15 and EU-12 have
been steadily converging since accession.

e Farm types: both in EU-15 and EU-10 pig and poultry farms have had the highest
average incomes, with specialised dairy farms in second place for most years. Field
crop farms, grazing livestock and mixed farms have had lower incomes in most
years. However, the income of field crop farms increased steadily until 2007.

e Individual farms: due to the specific situation of each farm, there remain large
variations in farm incomes, even when various structural parameters are taken into
account.

The vast majority of farms are able to cover their variable costs. However, the
agricultural sector still has a profitability problem. It becomes visible when looking at the
capacity to cover total costs, including costs for own and external production factors. In
the period 2004-2006 only 35% of farms in EU-25 were able to cover all of their
costs. This was mainly true for small farms. However, the share of profitable large farms
is also just above 62%. In practice, this means either that family labour is not
appropriately remunerated or that family assets do not provide adequate returns.

The low profitability of agricultural activity also explains why, despite the increase
in size and the improvement of productivity, many farms depend heavily on direct
payments. In the period 2006-2008 the average share of direct payments in agricultural
income (from which all production factors have to be remunerated) was 27 %. This
figure has not changed significantly in recent years, but it differs widely from one
Member State to another. Direct payments as a share of income also differ considerably
between farm types, being highest in field crop and other grazing livestock farms, with
50 % and 55 % respectively. By contrast, in the horticulture and wine sectors the share is
below 10 %.

The profitability of farms depends very much on the receipt of direct payments.
Without Pillar I and Pillar II payments the share of profitable farms would fall below
20%. Field crops, grazing livestock and mixed farms in particular would be affected. In
these sectors even the vast majority of large farms would not be profitable, as only
20-25% of these farms would be able to cover all of their costs. Large farms in the pig
and poultry, horticulture and permanent crop sectors are more profitable and less reliant
on direct payments.



Because of the low profitability, farm incomes are lower than in the rest of the
economy. Although full-scale comparisons are difficult due to data limitations and
conceptual differences, the evidence clearly points to the conclusion that agricultural
incomes in the EU are significantly lower than earnings outside the sector. In 2008, the
entrepreneurial income per worker employed in agriculture in the EU-27 was estimated
at around 58% of the average wage in the EU. The gap is more pronounced in the EU-12
than in the EU-15. Since the year 2000, the gap has widened in the EU-15, but shrunk in
the EU-12.

This is why many farmers are trying to improve their income by engaging in off-
farm activities or by diversifying the farm. It is difficult to quantify this phenomenon,
because data on agricultural household incomes are scarce and calculation methods are
not harmonised. Nevertheless, it can be concluded that farm households in many Member
States derive a significant share of income from off-farm sources, i.e. mainly other
gainful activities, but also social transfers and property income. Importantly, the share of
off-farm income has increased in many of the countries for which data are available.

When looking to the agricultural situation outside the EU, it appears that the economic
crisis has also affected farm incomes in the US, Canada, Australia and New
Zealand. However, due to differences in farm structure and farm data reporting, income
developments are not fully comparable. Nonetheless, it is clear that the fall in commodity
prices brought on by the crisis has caused farm incomes to decline in these countries too.
This is particularly the case for dairy farms, whose incomes plummeted in the US,
Australia and New Zealand in 2008-09. In Canada, on the other hand, dairy farms are
estimated to be among the highest earners of all farm types.

Furthermore, it is revealed that, in the US, farm incomes rely on government
support to a similar extent as in the EU, and in Canada the dependence is even
greater. In 2007, commodity payments in the US accounted for 29 % of farm income,
while payments from the Canadian government accounted for 55 % of farm income in
the period 2007-2009. In recent years, no gover nment support for farm incomes has
been reported in Australiaor New Zealand.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The aim of this note is to provide an overview of income developments in the EU
agricultural sector during the last decade and some insights into the main explanatory
factors.

The report begins with a brief description of the development of the CAP in order to set
the findings on income within the framework of the evolving agricultural policy. Chapter
3 analyses the income trends at sector and more disaggregated levels (regions, farm
types, farm size), providing insights into the main drivers of the development and
explaining the importance of direct payments for the income situation of farms. It goes
on to provide information on the distribution and volatility of farm income. Chapter 4
briefly examines trends in other sources of income and Chapter 5 compares the income
situation of farms with incomes in other sectors. Lastly, Chapter 6 analyses recent
developments in farm income in the US, Canada, Australia and New Zealand.

2. DEVELOPMENT OF THE CAP

The EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), one of the oldest policies of the European
Union, is strongly rooted in the European integration project. Due to the CAP’s long
history, it is also a policy that has been reformed on many occasions, in particular during
the past 15 years. Today's CAP has been transformed into a multi-functional policy,
supporting market oriented agricultural production throughout Europe, while also
contributing to living and vibrant rural areas, and environmentally sustainable
production.

The initial objectives of the CAP have remained unchanged over the years. However, the
weight given to the different objectives has changed drastically, and sustainability has
become an overriding objective of the EU. Meanwhile, the instruments to achieve the
objectives have also changed considerably. The CAP has moved away from supporting
product prices to supporting producers’ incomes and rural development.

The CAP has undergone substantial changes since the early 1990s. We should be aware
that the CAP of today benefits society by

e encouraging the production of safe and high-quality food throughout the Union,
e supporting the livelihood of thriving rural communities, and
e giving farmers incentives to take good care of the environment.

Through its two pillar structure (direct payments and market measures — the First Pillar -
and Rural Development Policy — the Second Pillar), the CAP seeks to respond to the
public demand for a sustainable agriculture sector in Europe by enhancing the
competitiveness of the agricultural sector, ensuring a sufficient and secure food supply,
preserving the environment and the countryside and facing new challenges, such as
climate change, while providing a fair standard of living for the agriculture community.



Moving away from product support...

The core element in the reform process of the CAP has been the move away from
product support to producer support. Today the CAP focuses on supporting farmers’
income directly, rather than ensuring a fixed price for the products they produce (hence
supporting farmers' income indirectly).

In the past, as a result of guaranteed fixed prices for certain products, and — in many
cases — prices that were set far above world market prices, European farmers were to a
large extent isolated from world market signals.

Today, the market instruments are designed instead as safety nets. Intervention prices are
set at levels which ensure that they are only used in times of real crisis. Over the past 17
years the EU has moved away from using market instruments as the main tool towards
using them as safety nets...

Decreasing levels of expenditure on market support in the CAP reform process have led
to a narrowing of the gap between EU and world market prices, as well as a decrease in
the exportable surplus of all supported EU products — even going as far as to turn the EU
into a net importer, where previously it was the major world net exporter.

...towards producer support...

Cuts in support prices meant a potential loss of income for European farmers. These cuts
had to be accompanied by compensatory payments to farmers in order not to undermine
the vitality of much of the European farming community. In 1992, when the first cut in
support measures was made, direct payments were introduced. The payments were linked
either to the farming of fixed areas (or to the production of fixed yields), or to a fixed
number of animals — which led to these payments being referred to as "coupled
payments".

The movement towards a real market orientation for the European agricultural sector
took place in 2003, when a major overhaul of the CAP was carried out The aim was to
"decouple" direct payments from production. This meant that farmers were no longer to
receive payments related to particular kinds of production. Instead payments were linked
to entitlements based on the value of historical production.

The decoupled direct payment ensures basic income support for farmers. The rest of their
income is determined by the market. In order to maximise profits, producers must
respond to market signals, producing products that consumers want, because a major
determinant of a farmer's income will tend to be the receipts from the market.

Payments are linked to observing environmental standards, as well as standards related to
animal and plant health. This system is referred to as "cross compliance", and it applies
also to land that is left idle. Failure to comply with cross compliance standards results in
a (gradual) reduction in farmers' support.

In this way, the current decoupled direct payment helps to keep sustainable farming in
place by ensuring the longer term economic viability and a smooth structural adjustment
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of the farming sector. Direct payments in conjunction with cross-compliance, contribute
to providing basic public goods delivered through sustainable farming.

Before the process of CAP-reform began, farm income was in steady decline. Reform has
resulted in a stabilisation of income levels. Yet, despite structural adjustments in the
agricultural sector and the income support provided, farmers' incomes are still below the
average income levels of other sectors of the economy.

...and with the strengthening of rural development

Measures relating to structural adjustment of farming have been supported for a long
time. These measures are now an important component of the part of the CAP known as
the Rural Development Policy.

In the last decade, rural development reform has been an integral part of the CAP reform
process, and a much stronger emphasis has been put on this component of agricultural
policy, developing it into the Second Pillar of the CAP. Rural development measures
serve to complement the overall reform process by enhancing the general market
orientation of the policy, while providing the necessary safety-nets for products and
producers.

Rural development programmes today assist the overall process of adjustment of rural
regions in three broad areas ("axes"): investment and modernisation; protection of the
environment; and development of the wider rural economy.

The programmes are individual to each Member State (or region), although there is a
common framework for measures involving all Member States, and a minimum budget
share that must be allocated to each axis is fixed at Community level. This allows each
Member State (or region) to address the issues of greatest concern in their part of the
Union, since the adjustment problems vary considerably from region to region and
between Member States. In contrast to First Pillar measures, which are 100 %
Community funded, Rural Development measures are co-financed by the Member States.

In order to further strengthen the budgetary allocation directed towards Rural
Development, a tool for redistributing funds between pillars ("modulation") has been
introduced. Modulation involves a cut in direct payments for all farmers receiving direct
payments above 5 000 EUR, with the corresponding amounts being channelled into rural
development. The size of the cut in direct payments has gradually been increased since
its introduction in 2003, and will reach 10% by 2013.



3. INCOME SITUATION IN THE EU AGRICULTURAL SECTOR
3.1. Developmentsin agricultural income at sector level

Over the last decade, agricultural income per (annual) worker in the EU-27 has grown
both in nominal and in real terms (Graph 3.1). On average, however, the increase in real
terms has been very modest (0.6% per year) and the trend in real income has been
volatile. After increasing by 15% between 2000 and 2004, agricultural income fell by
10% in 2005 as a consequence of the strong contraction in the larger EU-15 Member
States. During 2006 and 2007, income increased by a total of 15% due to soaring
commodity prices, before dropping sharply after 2008 with the end of the price bubble
and the beginning of the economic recession. This brought income in the EU-27 down to
close to the level of the year 2000.

Graph 3.1: Development of agricultural factor income per annual work unit
(AWU) in the EU-27, 2000-2009, 2000=100, in real terms
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As Graph 3.2 shows, the development of agricultural income has not been the same in
the EU-12 and the EU-15. Real income in the EU-15 has increased. After a strong
increase following the McSharry reform, real income in the EU-15 followed a basically
stable path until 2006. But the pronounced increase in real income in 2007 was followed
by two successive declines, including a fall of 11.6% in 2009, which caused income to
plummet to 1994 levels.

By contrast, in the EU-12 income has grown significantly. Although the 2009 decline in
income was slightly stronger in the EU-12 (about -12.5%), real income per worker has
increased by 34% since accession. This is mainly due to the higher market prices
prevailing in the single market and the increase in public support for the farm sector.



Graph 3.2z Development of agricultural factor income per AWU in the EU-15
and EU-12, 1993-2009, EU-27 in 2000=100, in real terms
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The 11.6 % drop in EU-27 real agricultural income per worker observed in 2009
results from a reduction in agricultural labour input (-2.3%) and in real agricultural
income (-13.6%).

This fall in EU-27 real agricultural income in 2009 results mainly from a strong
decrease in the value of agricultural output (-10.9%), linked to the sharp drop in the
value of crop production (-13%, due essentially to the price drop) as well as for animal
output (-9.3%, again largely due to the price decline) in spite of the strong decrease in
the cost of production which dropped by 9.2% on average in real terms driven by the
sharp decline in the real prices of feedingstuffs, energy and fertilizers (estimated at -
16.7%, 14.5% and 11.5% respectively).

In the crop sector the strong decline in average producer prices (-11.9%) was not
compensated by higher volumes, which actually declined slightly by 0.9%. Prices of
most crops fell substantially in 2009 as compared to 2008, notably those of cereals (-
25.2%), oilseeds (-23.8%), olive oil (-16%), fruit (-15%) and potatoes (-10.1%).

The pronounced decline in the value of animal output in 2009 is the result of a decline in
production volumes (-1% on average) and a stronger decline in real producer prices (-
8.2%). The stability in output volumes of pig production and lower real producer prices
(-4.2%) led to a reduction of output value of 3.8% for pig production.

Milk output volume decreased slightly by 0.4% in spite of the 2% quota increase decided
in 2008 and used only to a limited extent so far in most Member States. Real milk prices
declined sharply (-20.3%) in 2009 as the drop in dairy commodity prices of 2008 is
gradually transmitted to the milk producers.

Whereas the volume of input costs (intermediate consumption) declined by 2.7%
(driven by essentially by the lower use of fertilisers (-14.7%)), their prices in real terms
exhibited a more substantial decrease. This is notably the case for feedinstuffs (-15.1%)
and energy (-12.3%). However, the real prices of fertilizers are reported to have
increased in 2009 (+3.7%) in spite of the decline in energy prices (with wide variations
between Member States, ranging from +38.8% in France to -30.7% in neighbouring
Belgium).



These developments led to a strong and continued deterioration of the terms of trade of
the agricultural sector in the EU and constitute the main factor behind the pronounced
declinein farm income in 2009.

In 2009, income per annual work unit decreased in 21 of the 27 Member States. The
steepest decrease was in Hungary (—32.2%), followed by Luxembourg (—25.2%), Ireland
(—23.6), Germany (—21.0%), Italy (—20.6%), Austria (—19.4%) and France (—19.0%).
Only six countries posted an increase in income: Malta (+7.8%), Denmark (+4.3%),
Finland (+2.6%), Cyprus (+1.1%), Belgium (+0.4%) and Greece (+0.3%).

Graph 3.3: Change (%) in agricultural incomein the EU-27 in 2009 (compared to
2008)
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3.2. Trendinfarmincome acloser view

This section provides information on the situation of agricultural incomes at a more
disaggregated level. In contrast to the previous section, income estimates are derived
from FADN data. The FADN contains farm accounting data of a sample of farms
representing about 90% of agricultural production'. Due to the different methodological
approaches of the FADN and the Economic Accounts for Agriculture, income estimates
will always differ slightly.

Methodol ogy

I ncome indicators

In this section two indicators are used. The farm net value added (FNVA) and the
economic profit. The FNVA corresponds to the factor income used in the previous
chapter. The economic profit takes into account not only intermediate consumption and
depreciation but also costs for the remuneration of production factors (own and
external). All income figures presented in this section are expressed in current terms.

FNVA: FNVA is used to remunerate the fixed factors of production (work, land and
capital), whether they be external or family factors. As a result, holdings can be
compared regardless of the family/non-family nature of the factors of production
employed.

FNVA = output + Pillar | and Pillar 1I-type payments + VAT balance - intermediate
consumption - farm taxes — depreciation.

The value is given per AWU in order to take into account the differences in the scale of
farms and to obtain a better measure of the productivity of the agricultural workforce.

Economic profit: the economic profit corresponds to the amount remaining after
remuneration of all production factors. Thus, as in the case of the FNVA, holdings can
be compared irrespective of the family/non-family nature of the factors of production
employed. However, a part of the costs is not taken from the FADN farm accounts but is
estimated. The size of the estimates depends to a large extent on the methodological
assumptions made when they are cal culated.

Economic profit = FNVA + subsidies on investment-taxes on investment-wages-rent-
costs of own labour- costs of own capital- costs of own land.

The valueis given per AWU.

A negative value for economic profit does not necessarily mean that a farm isforced to
cease production. It can continue to produce even if the economic profit is negative
over a long period, because the farmer might decide to continue with farming even if
higher own production factors are not fully remunerated. Of course, this is only
possible if other costs such as intermediate consumption, depreciation and external
factors can be paid and the farmer has sufficient income to live on.

' For more information on FADN: http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rica/index_en.cfm.
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Revenue

Output: includes not only output of crops and livestock activities but also other output if
it isdirectly linked to the farm activity e.g. farm tourism, forestry, renewable energy, etc.
It does not include non farm income of the household.

Pillar | and Pillar |I-type payments. in the context of this analysis with Pillar | and
Pillar Il-type payments reference is made not only to the part financed by the EU but
also to subsidies financed by the MS including national aids. The FADN does not allow
a clear distinction to be made between EU and national payments over such a long time
period.

Investment subsidies: investment subsidies could be regarded as part of the Pillar 11
payments. However, they are shown separately because they are treated differently in the
calculation of the income estimators. As in the case of the Pillar | and Pillar [1-type
payments, they include national payments.

Costs

I ntermediate consumption: total specific costs and overheads arising from production in
the accounting year. Intermediate consumption includes e.g. costs for feed, fertilisers,
crop protection and energy.

Depreciation: depreciation of capital assets estimated at replacement value.

Farm taxes: farm taxes and other dues (not including VAT and the personal taxes of the
holder) and taxes and other charges on land and buildings. Subsidies on taxes are
deducted. Taxes on income are not taken into account.

Taxes on investment: subsidies and taxes not arising from current productive activity in
the accounting year.

Wages. wages and social security charges. Amounts received by workers considered as
unpaid workers (wages lower than a normal wage) are excluded.

Rents: rent paid for farm land and buildings and rental charges.

Family labour costs: the estimate of family labour costs is derived on the basis of the
wages the owner of the farm would have to pay if he were to hire employees to do the
work carried out by the family members. It is estimated as the average regional wage per
hour multiplied by the number of working hours of family workers.

Own land costs: the estimate of own land costs is derived on the basis of the rent the
owner of the farm would have to pay if he would need to rent the land he is using. It is
estimated as the owned area multiplied by the rent paid per ha on the same farm or, if
there is no rented land on the farm, by the average rent paid per ha in the same region
and for the same type of farming.

Own capital costs. the estimate of own capital costs (permanent crops, buildings,
machinery and equipment, forest land, livestock and crop stocks) is derived on the basis
of the opportunity costs for capital. In order to calculate the opportunity costs, the value
of farm assets (without land) is multiplied by the real interest rate (long term interest
rate minus? inflation). As inflation is higher than the long term interest rate in some
cases, the estimate of capital costs can be negative.
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3.2.1. Differencesin agricultural income between regions

Agricultural incomes differ considerably between regions. Although income in the new
Member States has increased at a much higher rate, absolute income levels are still far
higher in the EU-15 (Map 1)°. The regions with the highest agricultural FNVA per
worker (> €40000 per year) are mainly located in Benelux, northern Germany, northern
Italy and the UK. Most regions with low incomes (<€ 15000 per year) are located in
eastern Europe. Greece and Portugal also have low average incomes.

Map 3.1: Agricultural FNVA in € per AWU at regional level, average 2005-2007
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However, nominal income growth between 2004 and 2007 was highest in Eastern
Europe, while income in southern Italy and southern Greece decreased (Map 3.2).
Several Member States with high incomes in northern Europe, such as Belgium,
Denmark, Germany (North-West) and The Netherlands, showed only a moderate
increase in income over this period. This was mainly due to the importance of pig
production in these regions, which was hit by unfavourable market conditions in 2007.

The source for information on income at disaggregated level (region, type of farm and farm size) is
DG AGRI’s Farm Accountancy Data Network. The most recent year available is 2007. More detailed
information on the income situation of farms in EU-15, EU-10, EU-2 and the Member States can be
found in the annex (Tables A.1-A.4)
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Map 3.2:. Change of FNVA/AWU in the FADN regions between 2004 and 2007
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With respect to economic profit, the differences in income between the EU-15 and the
EU-12 are less pronounced (Map 3.3). Regions in Spain, northern Germany, northern
France and some regions in Italy and Hungary display the highest values for economic
profit, while the economic profit in, for example, the Scandinavian countries, southern
France, the UK, Slovakia and in parts of Italy, Poland, Portugal and Romania is negative.
The regional pattern for the economic profit indicator does not always correspond to that
for the indicator FNVA. For instance, the Baltic countries, the Czech Republic and
northern Hungary, which have low FNVA/AWU, show a relatively high value for
economic profit, while in Denmark, the Netherlands and partially Sweden and Finland,
on the other hand, the estimate of the economic profit/AWU is negative. This is mostly
due to the labour costs, which are very high in the Scandinavian countries and the
Netherlands, but are low in the EU-12°. Additionally, in many MS of the EU-12, the real
interest rate was low due to high inflation. This led to lower and sometimes negative
values for the estimate of own capital costs.

3 As most of the farms have a "family character", labour costs are mainly due to the family labour that is

estimated using the wage level of the agricultural employed workers (which is particularly high in
Scandinavian countries).
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Map 3.3: Average economic profit/AWU in the FADN regions
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3.2.2. Differences between farm types

Agricultural income also differs between farm types. In the EU-15, the level of income
per worker was highest in granivore farms (in most years > €40000), while it was lowest
in grazing livestock farms (Graph 3.4). The most pronounced growth in income between
1997 and 2007 was observed for dairy farms and field crop farms, which include cereal
farms. In 2007 in particular, incomes of dairy and field crop farms rose significantly due
to high prices for milk and cereals®. Granivore farms also saw a positive trend in
incomes, but this was accompanied by high volatility. In 2007, for instance, they suffered
a significant drop in income due to high input prices (the previous low in their income in
1998 was due to exceptionally low prices for pork). Detailed tables containing
information on the development of revenue and costs per farm type in the EU-15 and the
EU-10 can be found in the annex (Tables A.5-A.20).

* It has to be noted, however, that the income of dairy and field crop farms fell sharply in 2008 and

2009.

15



Graph 3.4:  Development of FNVA/AWU in the EU-15 by TF8
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In the EU-10 the development of average FNVA/AWU per farm type was different from
that in the EU-15 (Graph 3.5). First, the income of all farm types is lower than in the EU-
15. Furthermore, for farms specialised in milk production and horticulture, the income
has increased fairly steadily, while the income of field crops farms and other grazing
livestock farms showed a significant improvement mainly in 2007. As in the EU-15, the
income of farms specialised in granivores is also relatively higher, but does not display
the same variability.

Graph 3.5: Development of FNVA/AWU in the EU-10 by TF8
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3.2.3. Differencesdueto farmsize

Income per worker increases with farm size (Graph 3.6)’. On average, the FNVA per
worker of the largest farms (size class with >€120000 potential gross margin®) was
about €35000, which is more than 10 times the figure for the smallest farms.

Graph 3.6: Agricultural FNVA in € per AWU by economic size classin the EU-25,
aver age 2004-2006’
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This is partially explained by differences in farm structure (Table 3.1). In the largest size
class, the average amount of land (168 ha) is 20 times higher than in the smallest, while
the number of workers is only four times greater. Interestingly, the share of external
factors is also much higher in large farms. This is partially explained by the fact that
some of the large farms are agribusiness companies. These have mainly paid labour and
they rent most, if not all, of their land. However, the tendency is the same for family
farms. This can also be seen as an indication that farms grow mostly by renting land
rather than buying, and tend to increase their debt ratio in order to buy assets.

Table 3.1: Structure of farms of different sizesin the EU-25, aver age 2004-2006

EU-25, average 2004-2006 Economic size (potential gross margin in 1000 €)

<4.8 48-9.6 9.6-19.2 19.6 - 48 48 - 120 >120
UAA in ha (per farm) 8 9 17 36 70 164
Share of rented land 20% 22% 29% 42% 58% 70%
Labour in AWU (per farm) 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.5 2.0 4.8
Share of paid labour 7% 8% 11% 16% 26% 65%
Share of liabilities in assets 3% 2% 5% 9% 16% 26%
Share in sector output 2% 6% 7% 16% 25% 45%
Farms represented 1701746 3437803 2304228 2486256 1607 795 837 240

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Detailed tables containing information on the composition of revenue and costs in farms differing in
size and the development of income can be found in the annex (Tables A.21-A.23, Graphs Al and
A2).

To compare farms of different sizes with very different types of production - such as wheat, milk,
flowers under glass, or wine - the size of the farm is measured in economic terms (potential gross
value added) as established in the EU typology of farms.

Figures refer to the 2004-2006 period and to the EU-25 because the situation in the year 2007 was
exceptional, and the inclusion of the EU-2 would distort the results as their figures are available only
for 2007.
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3.24. Income developments in selected farm sectors

This section focuses on the development of the income situation for selected farm types
(field crops, dairy farms, cattle rearers and fatteners and pig farms). In order to illustrate
the situation more clearly, the chosen size classes refer not to the economic size but to
the amount of area (field crop farms), the number of dairy cows (dairy farms) or the
number of livestock units (pigs and cattle rearers and fatteners). The analysis only covers
the EU-15 so as to show the development over a longer time period.

The first result is that FNVA per worker increases significantly with increasing
farm size (Graphs 3.7-3.10). In principle this is true for all farm types, but it is not
always true for all size classes:

e The FNVA/AWU of farms rearing and fattening cattle and of farms specialised in pig
production increases steadily with increasing size. Indeed the income of the largest
size class is well above the second largest. In the case of farms rearing and breeding
cattle, the situation actually differs between breeders and fatteners. While the
FNVA/AWU of large cattle fatteners is much higher than the one of smaller ones, in
the case of breeders the differences are less pronounced, although still significant (see
Graphs A.3 and A.4 in the annex). Furthermore, it has to be noted that, the production
of fatteners is much more concentrated than for breeders. The situation of cattle
fatteners is therefore more similar to the situation in the pig sector.

e In the case of field crop and dairy farms, the difference in income between the two
largest size classes is less significant and their income ranking changes from year to
year. At a high aggregated level such as the EU-15, this might give the impression
that the biggest farms are already beyond the "optimal" farm size. However, one
reason why the income of the largest field crop farms is not the highest is that there
are structural differences between countries and regions. Consequently, regions are
not equally represented in the size classes, and their effect on the EU average varies
from one size class to another. For example, former agricultural production
cooperatives in eastern Germany make up a large share of field crop farms above 500
ha. These often tend to employ relatively large numbers of workers for historical
reasons and, therefore have a relatively low level of FNVA per AWU. Due to the
large share in the sample this specific situation is reflected in the EU-15 average of
the largest size class, despite the fact that in other MS the largest farms have the
highest FNVA/AWU. The explanation of the results is therefore related more to
historical factors than to effects of size.

In most cases income trends were similar among size classes of the same farm type, as
farms are generally confronted by the same changes in market conditions regardless of
their size. However, it has to be noted that FNV A did not increase at the same speed. It is
clear that the increase in absolute terms may differ. While the growth rate of FNVA of
large farms was in most cases the highest, in some cases FNVA of the smallest farms
also increased relatively rapidly.
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Graph 3.7: FNVA/AWU of field crop farmsin the EU-15 by size class
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Graph 3.8: FNVA/AWU of dairy farmsin the EU-15 by size class
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Graph 3.9: FNVA/AWU of farmsrearing and fattening cattlein the EU-15  Graph 3.10: FNVA/AWU of pig farmsin the EU-15 by size class
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Graph 3.11: ec. profit /AWU of field crop farmsin the EU-15 by size class
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Graph 3.13: ec. profit /AWU of farmsrearing and fattening cattlein EU-15
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Graph 3.12: ec. profit /AWU of dairy farmsin the EU-15 by size class
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Graph 3.14: ec. profit /AWU of pig farmsin the EU-15 by size class
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The developments in FNVA are in line with the results of the analysis of the economic
profit. The analysis shows that large farms are more profitable than small farms on
aver age (Graphs 3.11-3.14).

Additionally, the estimates of the economic profit/AWU provide a rough idea of the
minimum farm size needed to remunerate all production factors:

e In the case of field crop farms, only farms with a UAA of more than 100 ha had an
economic profit close to or greater than zero. For the smaller farms it was negative in
all years except 2007. Furthermore, even for the large farms, the economic profit was
very low in comparison with the other farm types.

e In the case of dairy farms, only farms with more than 100 cows made an economic
profit greater than zero in most years. As for the FNVA, the economic profit increased
almost constantly during the period under review. Thus, in the more recent years,
farms with 50-100 cows also obtained a positive economic profit.

e The economic profit of farms rearing and fattening cattle continued to be above zero
only in the largest class, with more than 250 livestock units. However, the second
largest size class also made a small profit in the more recent years under review. For
the majority of cattle rearers and fatteners the economic profit was negative.

 Finally, in the case of pig farms, only farms with more than 250 LU had made a profit
in most years. However, the case of specialised pig producers shows that even large
farms with normally high income can be hit hard by bad market conditions. When
prices fall sharply, as was the case in the pig sector in 1998, the impact on the
economic profit in large farms can be even more severe. Reasons for this include
higher specialisation and its leverage of the farm results. As large farms produce more
pigs or piglets per working unit, income per AWU is high when income per LU is
positive but, if income per LU is negative, the losses are incurred are higher.
However, due to economies of scale, large farms have lower costs and remain
profitable longer than small farms. Therefore, large farms are vulnerable only if prices
drop sharply.
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3.3. Main factorsinfluencing thetrend in income

Agricultural factor income per worker has increased in the EU-27 during the last decade.
However, the increase in income in real terms (after accounting for inflation) has been
minimal. The main explanation for this phenomenon is that the development of input and
output prices has not been favourable for agricultural producers (Graph 3.15).

Graph 3.15: Development of agricultural output and input pricesin the EU-27,
2000-2009, in real terms®
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Due to the low growth in demand, prices for agricultural products have tended to fall in
real terms, except when production decreases due to adverse natural conditions. On the
other hand, input prices - largely driven by energy prices - have either been stable or
have tended to increase (by 15 % between 2000 and 2008). Consequently, the income of
the agricultural sector has declined overall.

This deterioration in the terms of trade is essentially due to input price developments, as
agricultural intermediate consumption in volume terms has hardly changed in recent
years (-0.3% between 2005 and 2009). The share of intermediate consumption in the
total agricultural output value at producer prices rose continuously, from 56% in 2000 to
62% in 2009.

The remuneration of production factors not owned by the agricultural holder also showed
an increase in recent years, in particular with respect to capital, as interest paid increased
sharply between 2005 and 2009 (+35% in a period of relatively low interest rates) but
declined somewhat in 2009.

The fact that agricultural income per worker has continued to grow is mainly due to the
significant improvement in labour productivity (Graph 3.16); in some sectors the
improvement in physical yields has contributed to this increase, although to a lesser
extent. Recent reports indicate that Total Factor Productivity (i.e. the residual growth in
outputs not explained by the growth in inputs) in Western European countries has

¥ The price development in 2000 and 2001 is based on data from the EU-15 only
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increased at an annual rate of 1.5% between 2006 and 2006, as compared to 2% annual
growth in the nineties.

Graph 3.16: Evolution of agricultural labour productivity in the EU-27, 2002-
2009, 2002=100
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The increase in labour productivity is strongly linked to a decrease in the agricultural
labour force (Graph 3.17). Between 2000 and 2009, employment in the agricultural
sector in the EU-27 was down by 25%, the equivalent of 3.7 million full-time jobs. It fell
by 17% in the EU-15 and by 31% in the 12 Member States that joined the EU in 2004
and 2007. In 2009, employment in the agricultural sector was equivalent to 11.2 million
full-time jobs in the EU-27, of which 5.4 million were in the EU-15 and 5.8 million in
the EU-12.

Graph 3.17: Evolution of annual work unitsand farmsin the EU-27, 2000-2009
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The trend was the same across all Member States. In general, the largest decreases were
found among the EU-12: Estonia (-55%), Bulgaria (-48%) and Slovakia (-43%). The
smallest decreases were recorded in Greece (-3%) and Ireland (-4%). Among the five
Member States with the highest employment in the agricultural sector, employment fell
by 11% in Poland, 41% in Romania, 16% in Italy and 17% in both Spain and France.

The decrease in the labour force has led to a significant increase in farm sizes because
the remaining farmers buy or rent the land made available in order to extend production.
As the amount of available land remained more or less constant’, the average area on a
EU farm increased by 10% between 2003 and 2007.

The development of labour productivity has differed between sectors. As a complete
analysis of all agricultural sectors would be outside the scope of this report, the
development is illustrated by means of examples: cereal production in specialised field
crop farms and milk production in specialised dairy farms. Both sectors are of major
importance for the agricultural policy:

Average cereal output per worker in the EU-15 rose by 32% between the periods
1997-1999 and 2004-2006. This development was mainly due to structural change. The
cereal acreage per farm increased due to the structural change, while the labour force
employed per farm and the cereal yields remained almost constant. The increase in the
acreage is thus the main explanatory factor as to why the quantity of cereals produced by
one labour unit grew by a remarkable 39% over seven years. Prices for cereals dropped
by 5.2% in nominal terms, which meant that the real price of cereals decreased
significantly

In the EU-10 and the EU-2 the level of output per worker was lower than in the EU-15.
This was partially due to lower price levels (respectively -7% and -11%), but mainly due
to technical and structural factors: smaller farms, higher labour input and lower yields.
All together this explains why the quantity of cereals produced per labour unit in the EU-
10 and the EU-2 in 2007 was, respectively, 54% and 87% lower than in the EU-15.

Table 3.2: Indicators of labour productivity in cereal production.

EU-15 EU-10 EU-2

@97-99 @04-06 change 2007 @ 04-06 2007 2007
UAA in ha 35.5 46.9 32.3% 48.2 42.0 41.7 22.4
Cereals acreage in ha 19.2 25.4 32.4% 26.3 25.9 25.3 14.5
Price of cereals per ton 122 115 -5.2% 196 97 183 175
Yield of cereals per ha 5.6 5.8 3.3% 5.8 4.6 4.0 2.2
Output of cereals per ha 682 668 -2.1% 1129 448 725 388
Total output cereals 13111 17 017 29.8% 29 654 11578 18 360 5630
FNVA in € 20 886 29 368 40.6% 41 310 12 363 19324 6 674
Labour force in AWU 1.3 13 -1.2% 13 2.0 1.9 22
Acreage of cereals in ha per AWU 14.3 191 34.3% 20.0 13.2 134 6.7
Output of cerals in € per AWU 9727 12812 31.7% 22 626 5931 9713 2579
Cereals produced in tons per AWU 80 111 38.5% 115 62 53 15
FNVA in € per AWU 15510 22 081 42.4% 31534 6 318 10 224 3061

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Milk output per worker in the EU-15 increased even dightly more than in the
cereals sector. The increase per AWU was due both to the growth in farm size and to the
increase in milk yields. As in the case of cereals, prices for milk fell slightly over time,

The amount of agricultural land decreases slightly due to alternative uses of land e.g. the growth of

urban areas and the use of land for the further development of infrastructure.
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while the labour force showed a slight increase (because milk production is more labour—
intensive than cereal production). With regard to the trend in milk prices, it must be kept
in mind that intervention prices were lowered during the period. Therefore, the decrease
in prices is not surprising. In turn, direct payments for milk producers were increased,
which partially explains why the increase in FNVA/AWU was greater than the increase
in output/ AWU.

As in the case of field crop farms, productivity of dairy producers in the EU-10 and the
EU-2 was lower than in the EU-15. This was due to a lower price level (—minus 21% and
minus12 % respectively), smaller farms, higher labour input and lower yields. Due to
these factors, the quantity of milk produced per labour unit in the EU-10 and the EU-2
was respectively 77% and 94% lower than in the EU-15. Interestingly, prices for milk in
2007 were higher in the EU-2 than in the EU-10"". However, other factors contributing to
productivity are higher in the EU-10. Overall, the difference in productivity between the
EU-15 on the one hand and the EU-10 and the EU-2 on the other are even more
pronounced in the dairy sector than in the cereal sector'.

Table 3.3: Indicators of labour productivity in the dairy sector

EU-15 EU-10 EU-2

@ 97-99 @ 04-06 change 2007] @ 04-06 2007 2007
No. of dairy cows 35.6 46.5 30.5% 49.1 16.8 16.8 5.7
Price of milk in € per ton 306.5 296.1 -3.4% 341.3 227.1 269.3 301.8
Milk yield per cow and year in tons 6.0 6.7 11.0% 6.9 51 53 3.8
Output in € per cow 1880.3 2 006.3 6.7% 2389.2 1198.0 1473.7 1212.0
Total production of milk per year 215 311 44.7% 339 85 89 22
Total milk output in € 132 208 184 645 39.7% 232409 39 465 48 720 12 935
FNVA 37 551 54 275 44.5% 71299 13 582 18 817 5514
Labour force in AWU 1.7 1.8 3.8% 1.8 2.2 2.1 1.9
Dairy cows per AWU 20.5 25.8 25.8% 26.9 7.8 8.1 3.1
Milk output in € per AWU 38 530 51721 34.2% 64 155 9 357 11 905 3731
Production of milk in tons per AWU 123 172 39.5% 185 40 43 12
FNVA per AWU 21 581 30 042 39.2% 38 961 6 317 9 047 2 965

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

' This is observed in FADN sample farms for Romania. It seems that these are large dairy farms

producing good quality milk for the industry from which they receive a very good price.

In this context it has to be reminded, that the thresholds limiting the field of observation differ
between Member States. Most Member States of EU-15 tend to have higher thresholds. Therefore, in
particular in EU-2, the field of survey includes very small farms and, thus, on average, farms are much
smaller. However, the thresholds reflect the structure of production in the Member States and

differences are, therefore, justified.
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3.4. Importance of direct paymentsfor agricultural income
3.4.1. Share of direct paymentsin farmincome

Direct payments are of major importance for EU farms. The average share of EU direct
payments in agricultural income in the EU was 27% in the period 2006-2008
ranging from 9% in Romania to 53% in Sweden. At EU-27 level, this figure has not
changed significantly in recent years, but has ranged between 26% and 30 % according to
the market situation.

Graph 3.18: Shareof direct paymentsin agricultural factor income (2004-2009)
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While the share of direct payments in income is higher in the EU 15 (30% on average
between 2004 and 2009) than in the EU12, the share of total subsidies in income is
comparable and converging between the two regions.
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Graph 3.19: Share of direct payments in agricultural factor income by Member
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Direct payments as a share of agricultural income differ from one farm type to another.
In particular, direct payments as a share of the incomes of field crop farms and other
grazing livestock farms accounted for 55% and 50%, respectively, which was well
above the average (Graph 3.20).

Graph 3.20: Share of direct paymentsin agricultural factor income by farm typein
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The share of direct payments in agricultural income also differs as between large farms
and small farms (Table 3.4). In wine and other permanent crop farms the share decreases
with farm size. In the other farm types the pattern is less clear. In the largest farms, direct
payments as a share of factor income are lower than the average. However, if the
extremes of smallest and largest farms are disregarded, the share of direct payments in
factor income often increases with farm size.
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Table3.4: Share of direct payments in agricultural factor by farm type and size
classin EU-25, average 2004 - 2006

EU-25, average 2004-2006 Economic size (potential gross margin in 1000 € )
<438 48-96 9.6-19.2 19.6-48 48 - 120 >120 Total

Field crops 41.9% 36.4% 46.4% 51.0% 56.0% 48.4% 49.3%
Horticulture 2.8% 1.7% 1.6% 2.4% 2.8% 2.0% 2.2%
Wine 13.4% 8.5% 8.2% 5.5% 4.9% 3.2% 4.7%
Other permanent crops 30.6% 20.7% 17.7% 15.4% 11.2% 11.3% 15.8%
Milk 32.2% 28.0% 21.9% 29.9% 35.5% 30.3% 31.8%
Other grazing livestock 61.8% 46.2% 49.0% 59.7% 59.2% 47.0% 55.0%
Granivores 3.8% 6.7% 15.2% 13.8% 12.2% 9.8% 10.5%
Mixed 44.6% 36.6% 34.8% 47.5% 51.3% 43.6% 44.9%
Total 37.9% 27.8% 31.5% 36.1% 37.5% 28.7% 32.5%

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
3.4.2. Importance of direct payments for farm profitability

So far, under the heading of farm income we have mainly referred to FNVA, which
represents the amount of income available to remunerate the production factors land,
labour and capital. The profitability problem of the agricultural sector and its dependency
on direct payments becomes even more visible when the costs for own and external
production factors are taken into account. Table 3.5 provides information on production
costs, including the imputed costs for own production factors. It is shown that by far the
majority of farms are able to cover variable costs. This is not true, however, for total
costs, as total costs are higher than market revenue on average, even for the largest
farms. Thus, on average, farms need direct payments in order to be profitable.

Table 3.5: Farm structure, revenue and share of input costs in farm output in the
EU-25 by size class. Average 2004-2006.

EU-25, average 2004-2006 Economic size (potential gross margin in 1000 €)
<48 4.8-9.6 9.6-19.2 19.6-48 48-120 >120] Total
Economic size (per farm) 3 6 12 27 64 227 34
‘l:j UAA (per farm) 8 9 17 36 70 163 34
© Labour (per farm) 1.23 1.17 1.33 1.54 1.97 4.71 1.63
= Farms represented by FADN 1644 559 3357608 2251274 2432416 1579453 828 077]12 093 387
@ Share in output of the sector 2% 6% 7% 16% 25% 45% 100%
g Output (per farm) 7974 12 932 22 586 48 771 117554 404 377 61 731
g share of output
S PI payments (per farm)* 16% 16% 17% 18% 17% 12% 15%
e PIl payments (per farm)* 9% 5% 8% 7% 4% 1% 4%
Intermediate consumption 58.7% 44.3% 50.5% 56.4% 59.6% 59.3% 57.4%
Depreciation 21.7% 15.3% 16.7% 15.7% 14.9% 11.5% 13.8%
- Farm taxes 1.1% 1.2% 1.1% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 1.1%
§- Taxes on investment 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.5% 0.2% 0.5%
8 Wages 3.2% 5.3% 5.4% 5.5% 5.9% 12.2% 8.5%
a Rents 1.0% 1.4% 2.1% 3.6% 5.2% 5.3% 4.5%
§ Costs own labour** 69.8% 71.7% 52.6% 36.9% 22.4% 8.8% 24.4%
Costs own land** 5.3% 7.4% 7.5% 7.0% 5.2% 4.0% 5.2%
Costs capital** 9.4% 4.5% 5.4% 4.6% 3.7% 3.0% 3.8%
Total costs 170.9% 151.8% 142.0% 131.7% 118.5% 105.2% 119.1%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

However, results differ between farm types and size classes. To illustrate this Table 3.6
and Table 3.7 provide information on variable (intermediate consumption) and total costs
as a share of market revenue. It is shown that, for all size classes and farm types, variable
costs are lower than market revenue on average (the share is below 100%). Thus, farms
are generally able to cover variable costs with market revenue. However, this is often not
the case for total costs, as they are often higher than market revenue. This is true in
particular in the cases of field crops, milk, grazing livestock and mixed farms. Although
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the gap between costs and revenue narrows with increasing farm size, even large farms
are not profitable on average based on market revenue alone.

Table 3.6: Share of variable costs (intermediate consumption) in market revenue by
farm type and size class in the EU-25, aver age 2004 — 2006

EU-25, average 2004-2006 Economic size (potential gross margin in 1000 €)
<4.8 48-96 9.6-19.2 19.6-48 48 - 120 >120 Total

Field crops

Horticulture

Wine

Other permanent crops
Milk

Other grazing livestock
Granivores

Mixed

Total

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table 3.7: Share of total costs in output by farm type and size class in the EU-25.

Aver age 2004-2006

EU-25, average 2004-2006 Economic size (potential gross margin in 1000 €)

<48 48-96 9.6-19.2 19.6-48 48-120 >120 Total
Field crops 168.5% 162.7% 158.6% 144.7% 131.4% 118.8% 132.9%
Horticulture 106.6%  101.6%  103.7%
Wine 199.3% 166.7% 137.6% 113.3% 103.1%
Other permanent crops 187.5%  138.6% 124.1%  107.3% 112.4%
Milk 153.8% 137.7% 133.7% 121.1% 107.8% 118.3%
Other grazing livestock 287.8% 196.3% 171.0% 157.0% 136.1% 112.3% 147.2%
Granivores 98.3% 96.8%  105.2%  102.5%
Mixed 181.1% 153.9% 133.5% 134.7% 122.1% 113.3% 123.3%
Total 170.9% 151.8% 142.0% 131.7% 118.5% 105.2% 119.1%

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

We should remember, however, that these are only averages. The situation at farm level
is more complex. To illustrate this, Tables 3.8 and 3.9 provide information on the share
of farms in EU-25 which are able to cover variable and total costs respectively, based on
market revenue alone. It is shown that more than 90% of farms cover their variable costs,
while only 20% of farms would be able to cover total costs without receiving Pillar I and
Pillar II payments. The situation is likely to be particularly difficult for field crops,
grazing livestock and mixed farms. In these sectors even the vast majority of large farms
would not be profitable, because only 20-25% of these farms would be able to cover total
costs. Large farms in the pig & poultry, horticulture and permanent crop sectors are more
profitable and less reliant on direct payments.
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Table3.8: Share of farms where variable costs (intermediate consumption) are
covered by market revenue by farm type and size class in EU-25,

Aver age 2004-2006
EU-25, average 2004-2006 Economic size (potential gross margin in 1000 €)
<4.8 48-96 9.6-19.2 19.6 - 48 48 - 120 >120 Total

Field crops 89% 90% 84% 84% 89% 94% 88%
Horticulture 99% 99% 99% 99% 98% 99% 99%
Wine 95% 89% 98% 97% 97% 99% 95%
Other permanent crops 89% 98% 97% 98% 98% 98% 97%
Milk 94% 96% 96% 96% 98% 99% 97%
Grazing livestock 70% 82% 81% 80% 86% 91% 81%
Pig & poultry 97% 96% 98% 98% 97% 96% 97%
Mixed 93% 96% 94% 89% 94% 98% 94%
Total 89% 93% 91% 89% 93% 97% 92%

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table 3.9: Shareof farmswheretotal costs are covered by market revenue by farm
type and size classin the EU-25, Average 2004-2006

EU-25, average 2004-2006 Economic size (potential gross margin in 1000 € )
<438 48-96 9.6-19.2 19.6-48 48 - 120 >120 Total

Field crops 9.2% 12.4% 14.7% 16.8% 17.8% 20.5% 14.4%
Horticulture 21.5% 37.3% 40.5% 49.4% 47.2% 50.9% 44.4%
Wine 10.2% 13.6% 18.7% 32.1% 42.9% 57.2% 27.1%
Other permanent crops 10.6% 23.1% 29.1% 40.4% 50.4% 53.6% 27.4%
Milk 6.2% 13.1% 21.6% 18.1% 16.0% 29.5% 18.4%
Grazing livestock 3.1% 6.3% 14.7% 18.7% 18.0% 24.0% 13.6%
Pig & poultry 29.5% 21.9% 22.6% 37.4% 49.7% 57.9% 39.5%
Mixed 3.5% 7.4% 16.4% 24.7% 19.1% 24.4% 12.6%
Total 7.6% 15.5% 20.1% 24.9% 24.8% 34.1% 19.7%

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

This situation is addressed by the CAP, as field crop, grazing livestock and mixed farms
are the ones that receive the highest amount of direct payments (Table 3.10).
Furthermore, it has to be noted that the amount of direct payments increases considerably
with the size of farms.

Table 3.10: Amount of direct payments per AWU by farm type and size classin the
EU-25, aver age 2004-2006

EU-25, average 2004-2006 Economic size (potential gross margin in 1000 € )

<48 48-96 9.6-19.2 19.6 - 48 48 - 120 >120 Total
Field crops 1225 2 386 4 445 8414 15 444 17 240 8 456
Horticulture 123 124 151 363 576 666 475
Wine 393 559 867 957 1324 1293 1018
Other permanent crops 1201 1742 1853 2445 2 666 3410 2080
Milk 788 1023 1811 4970 10 307 13 595 7 841
Grazing livestock 2116 3259 5539 10 846 16 538 20 216 9527
Pig & poultry 229 498 989 1850 3764 4917 3043
Mixed 785 1193 2272 6 297 13910 12 279 5552

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Thanks to the receipt of Pillar I and Pillar II payments, the profitability of farms
increases significantly (Table 3.11 and 3.12). The share of farms that cover variable costs
is up to almost 100% and the share of profitable farms (which cover total costs) increases
from less than 20% to 35%. The profitability of field crop, mixed and other grazing
livestock farms improves the most. This is true for large farms in particular for large
farms. For instance, the share of large profitable field crop, grazing livestock and mixed
farms jumps from just over 20% to more than 60%. Overall this shows that in particular
land based production systems such as field crop and grazing livestock farms which
ensure that the bulk of the agricultural area is kept in good agricultural and
environmental condition are the most dependent on direct payments.
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Table 3.11: Share of farmswith positive gross farm income by farm type and size
classin EU-25, Aver age 2004-2006

EU-25, average 2004-2006 Economic size (potential gross margin in 1000 € )
<4.8 48-96 9.6-19.2 19.6-48 48 - 120 >120 Total

Field crops 98% 99% 97% 98% 99% 99% 99%
Horticulture 100% 99% 99% 99% 98% 99% 99%
Wine 98% 99% 98% 98% 98% 99% 98%
Other permanent crops 96% 99% 99% 99% 99% 99% 99%
Milk 99% 99% 100% 99% 100% 100% 99%
Grazing livestock 96% 98% 98% 98% 99% 99% 98%
Pig & poultry 97% 98% 99% 98% 98% 98% 98%
Mixed 98% 99% 99% 98% 99% 100% 99%
Total 98% 99% 98% 98% 99% 99% 99%

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table 3.12: Share of profitable farms by farm type and size class in the EU-25,

Aver age 2004-2006
EU-25, average 2004-2006 Economic size (potential gross margin in 1000 €)
<48 48-9.6 9.6-19.2 19.6-48 48 - 120 >120 Total

Field crops 19.2% 22.0% 29.9% 38.0% 48.6% 61.3% 32.0%
Horticulture 29.0% 39.1% 43.7% 51.3% 49.6% 53.4% 47.0%
Wine 15.9% 16.0% 23.9% 37.0% 50.0% 63.3% 31.8%
Other permanent crops 15.6% 33.0% 37.4% 51.1% 59.7% 64.4% 36.4%
Milk 21.3% 29.3% 38.4% 37.6% 45.4% 62.5% 42.1%
Grazing livestock 12.6% 21.5% 34.3% 41.9% 49.8% 65.1% 34.7%
Pig & poultry 31.8% 25.7% 34.5% 51.1% 60.7% 68.1% 49.1%
Mixed 8.6% 15.8% 35.1% 44.2% 47.7% 63.3% 27.4%
Total 14.9% 25.0% 33.7% 42.2% 49.5% 62.4% 34.5%

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

3.4.3. Roleof direct paymentsin selected sectors

Section 3.2.4 analysed the income development of field crop, dairy, pig and cattle
fatteners and rearers in the EU-15. In this chapter the importance of direct payments for
the income situation of theses farm types is described, providing information on the share
of P I-type payments in FNVA and an estimate of the economic profitt AWU in the
absence of P I-type payments. Results are differentiated by size class and compared over
time. In order to reduce the impact of market fluctuations, three-year averages are used.
2007 is not taken into account because of the exceptional market situation during that
year.

Table 3.13 provides the results of specialised field crop farms. Three things are of
interest. First, it is shown that the share of direct payments in FNVA is higher on average
in large farms than in small farms. Secondly, the table shows that the estimate of the
economic profitt AWU in the absence of P I-type payments is particularly low in large
farms. Finally, it is surprising that profitability without direct payments decreased
between the two periods analysed. Two processes are in this context of importance: first,
due to structural change the amount of area per AWU increased over time and second,
the level of the economic profit per ha improved (partly due to the increase of the farm
size). However, the economic profit was still negative. As the size of farms increased
faster than the loss per ha diminished the economic profit per AWU dropped even more.
Given the scale of the loss, it is shown that both small and large field crop farms alike
continue to rely heavily on P I-type payments.
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Table 3.13: Share of Pillar 1-type paymentsin FNVA and estimate of the economic
profit/AWU without Pillar 1-type payments for field crop farms by size
class

P | payments/AWU Share P | payments in FNVA Profit wo P | payments
@ 97-99 @ 04-06 @ 97-99 @ 04-06 change] @ 97-99 @ 04-06
0-25 ha 2 645 3436 38.1% 31.1%]-18.3% -7 943 -7 609
25-50 ha 7974 8 795 49.1% 50.1%] 2.2% -13 870 -15 645
50-100 ha 13312 14 456 51.1% 52.4%] 2.7% -15 775 -17 969
100-250 ha 22 966 24 527 60.2% 60.2%] 0.0% -19 917 -21 278
250-500 ha 25 680 25761 60.3% 56.6%] -6.2% -22 676 -19 799
>500 ha 23 342 26 110 55.6% 54.5%] -1.9% -19 653 -27 559
Total 8 158 10 870 51% 50%] -2.6% -11 842 -13617

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table 3.14 shows the results for specialised dairy farms, where the situation has changed
significantly over time. In both of the periods 1997-1999 and 2004-2006 the share of P -
type payments in FNVA was lower in the large size classes. However, this difference
decreased over time, due to the introduction of the dairy premium. Both the amount of P
[-payments and their share of FNVA increased, particularly in the large size classes. The
economic profit/AWU in the absence of P I —type payments also changed over time.
Here, it is interesting to note that the economic profit increased for large farms in
particular, while it remained almost constant in the case of small farms. In the period
2004-2006 the economic profit of farms with more than 200 cows would have been
positive even if they had not received P I-type payments.

Table 3.14: Share of Pillar 1-type paymentsin FNVA and estimate of the economic
profit/AWU without Pillar 1-type payments of dairy farms by size class

P | payments/AWU Share of P | payments in FNVA [Profit wo P | payments

@ 97-99 @ 04-06 @ 97-99 @ 04-06 change @ 97-99 @ 04-06
0-25 cows 3 600 4 945 31.6% 34.8% 10.1% -12 780 -12 632
25-50 cows 4 424 8 945 20.6% 36.2% 75.3% -14 733 -12 362
50-100 cows 5 039 12 221 15.2% 32.0% 110.6% -10 018 -9 264
100-200 cows 4 956 14 330 11.3% 26.2% 132.4% -7 959 -3 825
> 200 cows 6 816 16 661 15.3% 28.9% 88.7% -4 510 2198
Total 4 303 9 699 19.8% 32.2% 62.6% -12 380 -10 076

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table 3.15 shows the results for specialised cattle rearing and fattening farms., The share
of P I-type direct payments in FNVA was very large overall, at over 60%. The largest
shares are seen in the medium size classes. Furthermore, it is striking that the share of P
I-type direct payments decreased for small farms, whereas it increased for larger farms.
This is because large farms in particular were affected by the introduction of the
slaughter premium as part of the Agenda 2000. In contrast to other beef payments, the
receipt of the slaughter premium did not involve any restrictions on livestock density.

The economic profit/AWU in the absence of P I-type payments did not change
significantly over time. For all size classes except the largest, the economic profitt AWU
decreases with size. Only in the class with more than 250 LU was the loss significantly
lower. This class includes a relatively large share of fatteners. Overall, specialised cattle
rearers and breeders are highly dependent on P I-type payments.
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Table 3.15: Share of Pillar 1-type paymentsin FNVA and estimate of the economic
profit/AWU without Pillar 1-type payments of cattle rearers and
fattenersby size class

P | payments/AWU Share of P | payments in FNVA | Profit wo P | payments

@97-99 @04-06 | F97-99 @ 04-06 change @97-99 @ 04-06
0-25 LU 4046 4825 77.8% 64.7% -16.8% -12 082 -16 192
25-50 LU 8273 10 077 84.7% 72.5% -14.4% -18 265 -18 773
50-100 LU 12 625 17 896 76.9% 85.3% 10.9% -21 307 -23 476
100-250 LU 16 571 25159 68.1% 82.1% 20.5% -22 828 -25 142
> 250 LU 19 017 33632 38.0% 50.9% 34.0% -5 095 -4 023
Total 9 652 15 078 73.2% 75.3% 2.9% -17 713 -20 036

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table 3.16 provides results for farms specialised in granivore production. These have the
lowest share of Pillar I-type payments in FNVA on average. This is because farms
mainly receive direct support for their area of crops, and large pig farms tend to have a
large amount of stabling in comparison to their area. The share has actually decreased
over time. This development, however, was mainly due to the very bad market conditions
in 1998 which led to a low estimate of income. The share of P I-type payments tends to
decrease with size. This is understandable, as large pig producers produce only a very
limited share of the feed from their own crops, with the majority being bought in.

As the importance of Pillar 1-type payments is relatively low, granivore farms are less
dependent on direct payments. For instance, in the period 2004-2006, the economic profit
after deduction of Pillar I-type direct payments was positive for the size classes above
250 LU, which make up the bulk of production. However, bad years - such as 1998 -
might have a severe impact on income. The situation in 1998 caused even the three-year
average of the economic profit to be negative. Thus, farms have to offset the loss during
a bad year with profits accumulated over several years.

Table 3.16: Share of Pillar 1-type paymentsin FNVA and estimate of the economic
profit/AWU without Pillar 1-type payments of pig farms by size class

P | payments/AWU Share of P | payments in FNVA | Profit wo P | payments

go7-99 @04-06 | F97-99 @ 04-06 change @97-99 @ 04-06
0-50 LU 4947 2270 54.2% 14.4% -73.4% -13 743 -4 770
50-100 LU 6 956 4172 42.6% 20.1% -52.8% -15 069 -7 649
100-250 LU 6 151 5176 31.6% 17.6% -44.4% -14 799 -3448
250-500 LU 4831 5701 17.6% 12.4% -29.9% -10 187 8 152
> 500 LU 3962 5720 10.9% 7.3% -32.8% -4 944 34 788
Total 5276 5 268 21.6% 10.3% -52.5% -11 280 14 012

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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3.5. Distribution of income

Agricultural income varies considerably between farms. The pattern is that a large share
of farms have relatively low income levels per worker, while a small proportion of farms
have a very high income per worker.

For instance, in 2007, the average income per worker in the EU-15 was around € 26 200;
however, about 10% of the farms had an income per worker of more than € 53 000, while
more than half of the farms had an income per worker of less than € 17 500.

In the EU-10 and the EU-12 the average income is much lower, but the income is also
not evenly distributed. Average income per worker in the EU-10 was around € 7 900, but
more than half of the farms had an income per worker of less than € 4 000. In the EU-2,
half of the farms had a annual income of even less than € 1 300 per worker.

The distribution of the agricultural income is illustrated in Graph 3.21 with the help of
"box-plots"".

Graph 3.21: Distribution of FNVA/AWU by EU groups
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Graph 3.22 provides information on the change in income distribution over time for the
entire EU. Between 1997 and 1999, the distribution was fairly stable, while average
income and its variability increased slightly between 2000 and 2003. The most
significant change occurred after the enlargement in 2004, when the EU-10 joined. This
led to a the general level of income and a reduction of the variability.

2" In the box plots the inter quartile range (range between 25% of farms and 75% of farms) is indicated

by the yellow box; the limits of 10% of farms and 90% of farms corresponds to the end of lines
(whiskers); the median (50% of farms) is the line crossing the yellow boxes and the mean corresponds
to the ‘+’ sign in the yellow boxes.

34



Graph 3.22: Distribution of FNVA/AWU by year
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Graph 3.23 provides information on the distribution of income by type of farming in
2007. In each sector there is a small proportion of farms with very high income and a
larger proportion of farms with low income (the high income farms raise the mean
income significantly, but have little impact on the median). The most pronounced
deviations are observed for granivore and wine producing farms. We may also note that
the distribution of income is very wide for the milk, field crop and granivore sector (the
interquartile range is higher).

Graph 3.23: Distribution of FNVA/AWU by type of farming in the EU-15
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The trend in the distribution of income over time varies from one sector to another. For
specialised dairy farms the distribution of income widened slightly over time (Graph
3.24). Median and mean levels increased almost constantly. In 2007, income increased
due to exceptionally high milk prices.
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Graph 3.24: Distribution of FNVA/AWU of dairy farmsin the EU-15 by year
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For specialised field crop farms, the distribution did not display a marked change over
time, except in 2007 (Graph 3.25). However, median and mean levels show a slow but
relatively constant increase, and the distribution appeared to have become wider after
1999. The biggest change can be observed in the year 2007, when income rose due to the
high price levels.

Graph 3.25: Distribution of FNVA/AWU of field crop farmsin the EU-15 by year
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In the case of farms specialised in granivore production, there were significant changes
in both median and mean levels over time (Graph 3.26). This was mainly due to highly
volatile output prices. Income was particularly low in the years 1998 and 2007. In 2007,
income fell due to extremely high feed prices which could not be offset by higher output.
Generally, the distribution seems to be wider in years with high income, which indicates
that some of the farms can benefit more from the favourable situation than others. This
could be explained by economies of scale.
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Graph 3.26: Distribution of FNVA/AWU of granivorefarmsin the EU-15 by year
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In Graph 3.27 the distribution of income (FNVA) among the labour force (AWU) in the
EU-27 in 2007 is displayed in the form of a Lorenz curve". As the income of some farms
was negative, the cumulated share of income is initially negative.

The graph shows that income is not equally distributed among AWU. If this were the
case, cumulated income would increase in a linear fashion from the bottom left corner to
the upper right corner. FNVA/AWU in the EU-27 was negative for about 5 % of total
AWU engaged in agriculture. Thereafter the cumulative income started to increase,
indicating that the FNVA of these AWU was greater than zero. 80% of the AWU
generate about 40% of income. Thus, 60% of income was realised by the remaining 20%.

Graph 3.27: Lorenz curve of thedistribution of FNVA in the EU-27 in 2007
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In order to draw the Lorenz curve, all AWU represented by the sample are sorted according to the
income estimator FNVA/AWU. Thus, for each farm the number of AWU of the farm multiplied by
the weighting of the farm is included.
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The GINI index measures the importance of the unequal distribution of income'. The
coefficient may range from 0 to 1. In this context, 1 means that income is completely

concentrated and 0 that income is evenly distributed among AWU.

The figures show that the income concentration in the EU-15 is lower than in the EU-10
or the EU-12 (table 3.17). However, in the EU-15 it remained almost constant, whereas it

decreased in the EU-10. The highest concentration (unequal distribution) was

observed

for the EU-2. Comparisons between groups should be made with care, as the field of
observation differs. In the EU-10 and the EU-2 the sample also includes very small
farms, which in most cases are excluded in the EU-15. However, the differences in the
sample resemble the structure of the farm sector and are therefore justified. Nonetheless,
it is the development of the coefficient over time that is the most meaningful indicator.

Table 3.17: Development of the Gini coefficient of FNVA/AWU by EU-grou

PS

1997 1998 1999/ 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

EU15 051 0.583 0.583 0.51| 0.51] 0.50 0.53 0.52/ 0.53 0.52 0.53
EU10 0.63 0.62 0.59 0.58
EU2 0.72

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

14

The Gini coefficient is usually defined mathematically, based on the Lorenz curve. It can be thought

of as the ratio of the area that lies between the line of equality and the Lorenz curve over the total area

below the line of equality.
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3.6. Volatility of income

In past decades the CAP was further developed in order to allow for greater orientation
of the market. However, there is a concern that further liberalisation leads to more
market fluctuations and to less stable farm incomes. In this section we have tried to
provide information on the variability of farm income in the different agricultural sectors

and on the effect of farm size.
Graph 3.28: Variability of FNVA by farm type
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Graph 3.28 provides information on the share of farms whose income (measured in
FNVA) has changed by more than 30% compared to the average of the three previous
years. It is differentiated by farm type. The green line indicates the share of farms whose
income rose by more than 30% and the red line the share of those whose income fell by
more than 30%. The black line gives the average FNVA per farm during the time period
analysed.

Thefirst thing which stands out is that, overall, income changed by more than 30%
annually in more than 54% of all farms. This shows that FNVA is very sensitive to
changes in revenue and costs.

As was generally expected, the direction of the change of FNVA corresponds to the
gradient of the green and red graph: i.e. the share of farms where there is an increase of
income rises when FNVA increases and vice versa. However, it is also demonstrated that
the agricultural sector is highly diverse. Although the conditions for field crop farms, for
example, in 2007 were generally favourable, a number of farms also saw their income
decrease in that year. There are many possible explanations: the rise in output was
limited by contracts, while inputs had to be purchased at high prices; bad weather
conditions more than offset the increase in prices; farms were also involved in pig and
poultry production; crops were sold at a time when prices were falling again or had not
yet reached high levels, or the range of crops grown was less affected by price increases.

Income volatility seemed to be particularly pronounced in the farming of granivores.
While the increase in output prices for field crop farms and milk farms in 2007 is directly
mirrored by the graphs, the same price trend led to a fall in the income of granivore
farms. There was a corresponding increase in the share of farms where the income fell by
more than 30%. Although volatility of income is often regarded as undesirable, the
figures on income volatility have to be placed in the context of the general income
situation. For instance, granivore farms are faced with high income volatility, but their
income level is often much higher than the income of other farms and, in that sense, a
volatile high income could be regarded as preferable to a constant low income.

In Graph 3.28, farms are grouped according to the degree of change of FNVA compared
to the average of the previous three years. This information is given both for small farms
(2-4 ESU) and large farms (>100 ESU). It is striking that the relative changes were
generally more pronounced for small farms than for large farms.

Graph 3.29: Histograms of the share of farms which FNVA changed compared to
the average of previous 3 years. Covered period: 1998-2007.
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One possible explanation is that the income of small farms was low or close to zero, and
that small changes of revenue or costs led to high relative differences in income. On the
other hand, it could have been assumed that large farms are characterised by a higher
degree of specialisation and a higher leverage, which might lead to more volatility. For
example, it was shown that granivore farms - which are generally large and specialised -
are characterised by a highly volatile income. However, a low income apparently has a
greater impact on volatility.

In most cases, volatility is due to changes in the market environment. The effects of
changes of agricultural policy on the market environment are not easy to detect on the
basis of the income volatility figures, because they do not provide information on the
extent to which decoupling and changes of intervention prices, for example, have
affected market prices. Such issues, however, lie outside the scope of this analysis.
Nevertheless, it is reasonable assume that decoupled direct payments tend to reduce
income volatility because they are not related to the market situation and production.
Reducing direct payments would therefore increase income volatility, mainly because the
income level would be much lower without direct payments, and changes in prices would
result in higher relative changes in income.

3.7. Costsfor land, labour and capital

The costs for production factors (land, labour and capital) are crucial for the income
situation of farms because the share of rented land, paid labour and the amount of
borrowed capital tends to increase. Furthermore, the costs for external production factors
can also be interpreted as opportunity costs for own production factors in order to
estimate farm profitability (as it is done in this report). This section therefore provides an
overview of the level of land rents, wages and interest rates.

e Costs for land

As land prices are often influenced by factors outside the agricultural sector, the best
measure of the cost of land is usually the annual rent that farmers have to pay for one
hectare. Map 4.4 displays the regional level of land rents. It shows the differing cost of
leasing land within the EU. Rents are particularly high in the Netherlands, Denmark,
northern Germany and Greece, whereas they are very low in eastern Europe and in many
regions with unfavourable conditions for intensive agricultural production, such as dry
and mountainous areas.

The level of the land rent can be used as an indicator for the risk of land abandonment. It
reflects the scarcity and the potential for economic use of the production factor. If the
land rent is high, it can be deduced that farming is profitable and that there are enough
farmers willing to use the land. Conversely, if land rents are low, this is an indication that
there is little economic incentive to use the land and that negative changes in the
economic environment involve a risk of the land being abandoned.

41



Map 4.4: Averageland rent in the FADN regions, 2007
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e Costs for labour

Owing to structural change and increasing farm sizes, the share of non family labour in
the total workforce in the EU-15 is increasing. In large farms in eastern Europe, which
often have legal personality, non-family labour dominates. Thus, the costs of non-family
labour are of increasing importance for the competitiveness of farms. Map 4.6 shows that
the costs for labour differ significantly between FADN regions. In the year 2007, wages
were highest in the north-west of Europe. In Denmark, the Netherlands and many
Scandinavian and French regions, the average wage per working hour was higher than 12
euro. By contrast in the EU-12, Portugal, Greece and some regions in southern Italy and
southern Spain the average wage per working hour was below 6 euro. In Poland,
Rumania, Bulgaria, Latvia and Lithuania the wages per hour were even below three euro.
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Map 4.6: Average wage in the FADN regions, 2007
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e Cost of capital

The cost of capital (other than land) also differs between Member States. As an
indication of the cost of capital, Map 4.7 shows the regional level of the real interest rate.
The real interest rate is calculated by subtracting the inflation rate from the nominal rate
of interest for long term bonds. It therefore represents the real costs of borrowing money

for one year.

In 2007 the real interest rate ranged from -3.3% in Bulgaria to 4.9% in Latvia. The
negative figure in Bulgaria is due to the fact that inflation in Bulgaria was higher than the
interest rate. All other things being equal, this implies that in Bulgaria it was
economically more profitable to buy assets instead of long term bonds. Although the
differences in the real interest rate are significant, it has to be emphasised that this
applies mainly to those Member States that did not adopt the Euro. Within the Euro zone,

real interest rates were similar.
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Table 3.18: Averagereal interest ratein the FADN regions, 2007

Real interest

year Interest rate  Inflation rate rate
Belgium 2007 4,34 1.8 25
Bulgaria 2007 4.27 7.6 -3.3
Cyprus 2007 4.48 2.2 2.3
Czech Republic 2007 4.27 3.0 1.3
Denmark 2007 4.29 1.7 2.6
Germany 2007 4.21 2.3 1.9
Greece 2007 4.5 2.8 1.7
Spain 2007 431 3.0 1.3
Estonia 2007 8.69 6.7 2.0
France 2007 4.3 1.6 2.7
Hungary 2007 7.02 7.9 -0.9
Ireland 2007 4.34 2.9 1.4
Italy 2007 4.47 2.0 25
Lithuania 2007 7.93 5.8 2.1
Luxembourg 2007 4.56 2.7 1.9
Latvia 2007 14.97 10.1 4.9
Malta 2007 472 0.7 4.0
Netherlands 2007 4.29 1.6 2.7
Austria 2007 4.29 2.2 2.1
Poland 2007 5.48 2.6 2.9
Portugal 2007 4.42 2.4 2.0
Romania 2007 7.5 4.9 2.6
Finland 2007 4.29 1.6 2.7
Sweden 2007 4.16 1.7 25
Slovakia 2007 4.49 1.9 2.6
Slovenia 2007 4,53 3.8 0.7
United Kingdom 2007 5.01 2.3 2.7

Source: EUROSTAT, Global Insight — Elaboration DG AGRI

The level of the real interest rate is also important in relation to the debt level of farms.
The higher the relative importance of debts in the financial structure of the farm, the
more significant will be the consequences of changes in interest rates. As an indication of
the debt level of farms, the average share of total liabilities in total assets is shown in
Map 3.7. There are differences between regions. Farms in Denmark, Brittany, Picardie,
Haute-Normandie and Mecklenburg-Vorpommern have the highest share of liabilities in
total assets — with more than 45%. The lowest shares are found in Greece, Spain, Italy
and Romania".

For the purposes of interpreting the results, it has to be emphasised that a high level of
debt is not necessarily a bad sign. On the contrary, it can be an indication of profitability,
as it shows that farms have access to the financial markets. It indicates that creditors are
confident that the farmers will be able to pay back their loans. Of course, if the debt goes
beyond a certain level, e.g. 100%, it is an indication that the farm is in serious trouble.

The level of debt varies not only between regions but also between farm types (Graph
3.30). It is highest in horticulture, pig and poultry farms and dairy farms. This confirms
that a high level of debt does not necessarily indicate a problem, because the income of
these farm types in most years is above average.

> In some Member States, the share of debts is surprisingly low. One explanation could be that in these

countries debts are not included in the farm accounts but in the private accounts of the farmers.
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Map 3.7: Debt level of farms: share of total liabilitiesin total assetsin 2007
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4, OTHER SOURCESOF INCOME

While this report focuses primarily on the income generated by the agricultural activity,
it is interesting to also take a look at the other activities carried out by the farm leader or
by family members which contribute to the income of the agricultural household.

In the past few years, the practice of farmers and farming households to be involved in
more than one activity has been increasing, and over one third of EU-27 family farmers
(36.4%) now carry out another gainful activity. Although they are mainly small farmers
looking for supplementary income, they may have genuine entrepreneurial aspirations,
and may set up diversification activities on their own farm. This option is currently
implemented on 12% of EU-27 holdings.

Multi-activity is mainly a feature of small farms, whereas diversification is found more
frequently on large holdings, where the size of the farm also influences the type of
activity, with small farms developing the processing of agricultural products, and larger
ones providing contract work.

Data on other sources of farmers' incomes are scarce. An OECD publication'® dating
from 2003 gives results on the income of farm households and more recent data in
Austria, Denmark, Poland and Romania. Although comparing data on farm household
income is difficult and quite risky due to the lack of harmonised and/or appropriate data,
the results can be regarded as informative. According to the OECD study, farm
households derive a significant share of income from off-farm sources: these are mainly
other gainful activities, but also social transfers and property income. Importantly, the
share of off-farm income has increased in many countries for which data are available.

Graph 4.1: Share of off-farm income in total income of farm households"
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Source: OECD Secretariat’s calculation based on national statistics and EUROSTAT database (EUROSTAT, 1999 and 2002).

' OECD — Farm Household Income — Issues and Policy Responses — 2003.

"7 Definitions of farm households vary both with respect to who constitutes a household (which family

members) and what constitutes a farm household.
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More recent information on farm household income is available for Austria, Denmark,
Romania and Poland. In Denmark, in particular, off-farm income is of major importance,
while in Austria, Romania and Poland farm income is still the main source of household
income'®. In the latter four countries it is not possible to discern a clear trend in the
importance of off-farm income. While the share of farm income in household income has
tended to decline in Denmark and Romania, it has increased in Austria and Poland.

' In Romania the value of agricultural products consumed on the farm represents a large part of farm

income.
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5. COMPARISON OF INCOME BETWEEN THE FARM SECTOR AND THE REST OF THE
ECONOMY

It is useful to place agricultural incomes in the context of income levels in the rest of the
economy, but difficult to accomplish due to the lack of data and major conceptual
differences".

For the purposes of this study the income of agricultural producers (generated by
agricultural activities) is compared with the average income of an employee and,
although these income concepts are not directly comparable, this comparison does give
an idea of the income situation in the farm sector. It shows that the income per worker in
the agricultural sector is significantly below that of the rest of the economy. In 2008 the
average agricultural income in the EU-27 was equal to 58 % of the average wage in the
total economy. In the EU-15 the income gap has widened over time. The ratio decreased
from 70% in the year 2000 to 60% in 2008. In the EU-12 the gap is even more
pronounced, but it has declined over time. The ratio has increased from less than 20% in
2000 to over 30 % in 2008.

Graph 5.1: Entrepreneurial income in agriculture/self-employed AWU as % of
wagesin total economy/AWU
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The approach developed by DG AGRI, compares the level of entrepreneurial income of agricultural
producers per full-time equivalent and the salary of employees in the total economy per full-time
equivalent (measured by AWU). It should be noted that, whereas data on the abovementioned ratio on
agriculture are available, the EUROSTAT database is not complete for all Member States on data for
the whole economy. This concerns most notably the data on the volume of labour for the whole
economy. The missing data was extrapolated with the help of proxies.
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6. FARM INCOME INTHE US, CANADA, AUSTRALIA AND NEW ZEALAND

Income Trends

After two years of decline (-15% and -25% in 2008 and 2009), farm income in the US is
projected to rise by 28% in 2010, mainly as a result of the recovery anticipated in the
livestock sector. Canadian farm income also fell, by nearly 5% in 2008, but it is expected
to recover by 11% in 2009. However, the Canadian data are forecasts, so they may be
revised in line with the trend projected for net value added and farm cash receipts. It is
predicted that net value added will fall by nearly 30% in 2009, and farm cash receipts
(including government payments) from Jan-Sept 2009 were down 4.2% compared to the
same period in 2008.

Graph 6.1: Development of farm income in US, Can, Aus (2005=100) and NZ
(2006=100)
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In Australia and New Zealand (NZ) farm income has been extremely volatile in recent
years due to severe weather conditions, fluctuations in international agri-food prices and
exchange rates. Following the drought in 2006-07, the averages of farm income across
arable crops, livestock and dairy farms hit a record low in Australia in 2007, followed by
a strong recovery on the back of high commodity prices in 2007-08. In the past year,
although average income increased further, this masked a decline in dairy farm incomes
resulting from plummeting prices internationally. In 2009-10, the financial performance
of Australian farms is projected to deteriorate across all farm types. In NZ, average farm
income peaked in 2007-08, as high dairy prices pushed up the average farm income,
compensating for lower livestock revenues due to drought. NZ farm income fell
dramatically last season and it is forecast to decrease further in 2009-10, mostly owing to
lower prices for some commodities and a stronger NZ dollar.

Dairy income in NZ, Australia and the US plummeted in 2008-09 (NZ was 60% down
from its record level, Australia was down 36% and US down 80% in 2009). However,
dairy farms in Canada are seen as being among the highest earners of all farm types in
2009. For 2009-10, dairy income in Australia is due to decrease further (-43%), while the
financial situation of dairy farmers in NZ and US (2010 forecast) will show a moderate
improvement.
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Reliance on gover nment payments and non-farm sour ces of income

In the US, government payments for farm and conservation programmes account for 38%
of farm income for all farms (commodity payments are 29% of farm income). Farm
income as a share of total household income for all farms is only around 10%, as there
are so many small non-professional farms (60% of total). If we look at commercial farms
with over 80% of production, government payments make up just 18% of farm income,
which in turn accounts for three quarters of their average farm household income. In
Canada, the share of family income earned from farming is relatively constant (35%-
38%). Farm families are becoming less dependent on government support, which
represents 55% of farm income in 2007-2009, down from roughly 75% in 2004-2006.

Table6.1:  Farm Operator Household Incomefor US and Canada

U] Canadd

2007 2007

No of farms 2069346 229000
Farm Income as % of total family income 12% 36%)
Government payments as % of farm income 29% 55%

In recent years, Australia or NZ have not reported any government support to farm
income.

6.1. Development of farm incomein the US

Overall trend in the income of farming householdsin the US

This analysis provides an overview of the recent development of farm income in the US,
based mainly on USDA's 2008 ARMS data®. The principal measures of income
considered here are average farm household income, (including non-farm sources) and
average net earnings from the household from farming (net value added by agriculture
to the national economy earned by farm operators, referred to here as "farm income").
US data relating to average income for all farms must be treated with caution because the
US definition of a farm includes many "rural residence farms", which earn most of their
household income off-farm. Although they account for only 7% of production, they make
up 63% of all US farms (2008). Professional farms account for just 37% of the total
number of farms, but are responsible for 93% of production.”

The most recent forecasts for 2009 and 2010 relate to all farms, including the non-
professional farms. Overall farm household income declined for two years in a row in
2008 and 2009 by 10% and 3% respectively, to 6.5% below the 5-year average for 2004-
08. An increase of 5.9% is projected for 2010. Meanwhile, farm income is more volatile.
Average farm income for all farms declined by 14.9% in 2008 and by a further 25% in
2009, to reach just 61% of the 5-year average for 2004-08. For 2010, farm income is

2 The Agricultural Resource Management Survey data is broadly comparable to FADN data as it is

based on a survey of 20,000 family farms. However the ARMS survey looks at average total family
farm household income, both farm and off-farm and does not include income per labour unit as in
FADN.

2! Professional farms may be split into intermediate farms and commercial farms with sales below and

above $250,000. The former account for 27% of family farms and 13% of production, while
commercial farms represent just 10% of family farms but 81% of production.
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forecast to rise by 28% above 2009 levels, mainly due to recovery in the livestock sector.
Farm income as a share of total farm household income for all farms fell to just 8.5% in
2009, down from 11.1 % in 2008, but it is projected to rise to 10.3% in 2010.

Comparing the wellbeing of all farm households with US households in general, on
average farm household income has been 15-30% higher than the average US household
income every year since 1996. In 2008 it reached 115% of average income compared to
125% for 2004-08. Median income is roughly equivalent, at $50,971 for farm households
and $50,303 for all US households (2008).

Graph 6.2: US Average Farm Household Income and Income from Farming
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Turning to the income patterns for professional farmers, data are only available up to
2008. Farm income for commercial farms with annual sales of over $250,000 accounts
for almost 75% of their total farm household income. Farm income fell by 8% in 2008
(having risen by 27% in 2007), while non—farm income grew and overall farm household
income fell by 5% as a result. The household income on these large farms is 2-3 times
higher than for average US households.

Intermediate farms, with sales below $250,000, had positive earnings from farming until
2008, although earnings have declined sharply since 2005. Overall household income in
this category is lower than for rural residence farms, for which off-farm incomes are
higher. Household income on these farms (which represent 74% of professional farms) is
below the average US household, and the gap has been widening since 2006.
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Table6.2:  USIncome of farm households by farm types, 2004-2008 (US $)

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Intermediate Farms
Average farm income 8.285 8.870 4.681 729 -818
Average household income 54.736 57.982 63.187 50.168 47.786
Farm Income as % of total farm household income 15,14 15,30 7,41 1,45 -1,71
Total income as % of average US household income 90,52 91,53 94,92 74,20 69,84
Largefarms
Average farm income 143.025 159.052 115.253 146.657 134.320
Average household income 189.060 200.201 175.107 191.789 182.842
Farm Income as % of total farm household income 75,7 79,4 65,8 76,5 73,5
Total income as % of average US household income 312,67 316,05 263,04 283,67 267,22

Source: ARMS Survey 2008

Variation in Income by sector

Rice/cotton/peanut farms had the highest average farm income in 2006-2008, followed
by dairy, corn and pig farms. Farm income on specialised beef farms and general
livestock farms was negative. Not all farms have been affected by the economic crisis in
the same way. Using a different measure of income, net cash income for farm
businesses (gross receipts from farming, less variable and fixed costs before
depreciation) for intermediate and commercial farms is projected to decline by 10.6% in
2009. Net cash income for corn businesses was 5% down, soybeans were unchanged and
wheat was up 12%. In the livestock sector, the falling cost of feed and energy pushed up
the net cash income for broiler producers. In 2009 net cash incomes for pig and dairy
farmers are forecast to be down by 52% and 82% respectively. For 2010, lower incomes
are projected for crop farm businesses (down by 1-10%), while livestock farms should
improve, bringing pig farms back to the level of profitability they enjoyed in
2008, together with a strong recovery in the dairy sector (still 15% below 2008) and a
13% rise for poultry producers.

I mportance of gover nment payments

Farm income also includes government payments (farm and conservation payments).
Around 40% of all farms, i.e. approximately 800,000 farms out of a total of 2.1 million,
receive government payments. Based on ARMS data for 2007 we have attempted to
correlate size of farm with government payments for all farms (see table 6.3).

Table6.3: USFarm Income and gover nment payments by Sales Class (2007)

Al Less than $10,000 - $250,000 or
$10,000 $249,999 more
Total Farms 2.069.346 1.185.701 706.254 177.391
Farms which receive government payments (%) 40,32 23,46 59,76 75,58
Share of Production % 100,00 1,48 18,63 79,89
Farm Income $ 10.302 -7.687 2.870 146.657|
Government payments ($) 3.948 479 4.171 26.250
Government Payments % of farm income 38,33 n.a. 145,34 17,90

Source: ARMS Survey 2007

Total government payments account for 38% of farm income for all farms. As
commodity support accounted for 76% of total payments for all farms, this equates to
29% of farm income. The bigger the farm, the higher the farm payments, as most of them
are linked to production (past or present). For farms with less than $10,000 in annual
sales, farm income is negative. For intermediate farms with sales of $10,000- $250,000,
government payments are 145% of farm income. Meanwhile, for farms with sales in
excess of $250,000, 18% of the farm income came from government payments.

52



6.2. Development of farm incomein Canada

Overall trend in theincome of farming householdsin Canada

This analysis provides a brief overview of the recent development of farm income in
Canada, based on publications by Agriculture and Agri-food Canada®, using mainly farm
level data, which measures the income for farm households®. Farm income is measured
as net operating income (net market income and government payments)**. Farm income
declined by nearly 5% in 2008, as net market income fell by 8% in 2008 and government
payments also declined by nearly 2% in 2008. For 2009, farm income per farm
household is expected to recover by 11%, with net market income projected to grow by
20% and government payments up by 4%.

Table6.4:  Averagelncome of farm householdsin Canada, 2004-2009 (CN$)

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008(f) 2009(f)
Net Market Income 8591 6972 7430 15305 14068 16913
Program Payments 18928 21652 21815 18612 18276 19068
Net Farm income 27519 28624 29245 33917 32344 35981
Total Family Income 73019 79124 83345 90814 92860 98723
Farm Income as % of total family income 38 36 35 37 35 36
Government payments as % of farm income 69 76 75 55 57 53
Source: Statistics Canada and Agriculture and Agri-food Canada.

However, as the farm-level data for both 2008 and 2009 are still forecasts, they are liable
to be revised. A decline can be expected based on forecasts of net value added and farm
cash receipts at aggregate sector level (rather than farm-level). Net value added of
agriculture (which measures agriculture's contribution to the economy) is projected to
fall by nearly 30% in 2009, after two consecutive years of growth, largely as a result of
continued high crop prices offsetting higher input costs and lower receipts in the red
meat sector. Farm cash receipts (crop and livestock revenue plus program payments)
from Jan-Sept 2009 were down 4.2% compared to the first nine months of 2008
(programme payments fell 24.5% to $2.4 billion).

Importance of gover nment payments and other sour ces of income

Total income earned by farm families has grown steadily since 2004. The share of family
income earned from farming is relatively constant (35%-38%), but the composition of
this income has changed, with farm families becoming less dependent on government
support. In 2004-2006 such payments represented almost three quarters of farm income,
compared to 55% in 2007-2009.

Variation in income by sector

Not all farms have been affected by the economic crisis in the same way. On average,
dairy and potato farms are projected to have the highest net operating income in 2009,

22 Source: Financial Situation and Performance of Canadian Farms 2009 and Overview of Canadian

Agriculture 2009.

3 In 2006 there were over 229,000 farms in Canada. Close to half (49%) of farms are business-focused,

with gross revenues of $10,000 and over. The remaining 51% of farms account for just 12% of gross
revenue. Production tends to be concentrated on large ($100,000 -$499,999) and very large ($500,000
+) farms, together accounting for roughly three quarters of gross revenue.

* Net operating income is also defined as the difference between gross farm revenues and total farm

cash expenses.
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with dairy achieving almost triple the average net operating income for all farms. This is
the second consecutive year that dairy farms are among the highest income earners. Pig
and cattle farms are expected to have the lowest average income in 2008. Net market
receipts for these farms are expected to be negative, although program payments have
more than offset market losses. The pigs sector experienced the greatest year-on-year
fluctuation in net operating income® while the supply—managed sectors had stable and
rising net operating income. On average, program payments accounted for 53% of net
operating income in 2009.

Graph 6.3: Canada: Net Operating Income by Farm Type (2009 for ecast)
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6.3. Development of farm incomein Australia

This note gives an overview of the recent developments of farm incomes in Australia,
with provisional estimates for the 2009/10 financial year (1 July - 30 June). Where
possible, insights into the main factors behind the changes and references to average
values of the last decade are provided. The analysis is based on data collected by the
Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics (ABARE) in its annual
survey on broadacre and dairy sectors®.

* Source: Financial Situation and Performance of Canadian Farms 2009.
% The survey covers producers from the broadacre and dairy sectors. Broadacre industries include:
wheat and other crops, mixed livestock-crops, sheep, beef and sheep-beef industries. According to
ABARE's explanatory note, broadacre and dairy farms account for 68 per cent of commercial-scale
Australian farm businesses and are also responsible for the management of more than 90 per cent of
the total area of agricultural land in Australia and account for the majority of Australia’s family owned
and operated farms. The latest data available provides preliminary estimates for the 2008-09 and
provisional projection for the 2009-10 financial year.
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Farm cash income?”’

Over the past two years, the cash income from Australian broadacre farms recovered
from the record low of 2006-07 (slightly above $30 000 per farm), caused by severe and
widespread drought, to reach an average of $64 220 (more than twice the value of the
previous year) and $76 000 (+18% year-on-year) respectively per farm in the financial
years 2007-08 and 2008-09.

Similarly, the cash income of dairy farms showed a substantial improvement (a 200%
increase!) compared to the drought affected season and, on the back of high international
prices for dairy products, achieved a record high of almost $130 000 in 2007-08. This
positive trend was reversed last year, when dairy prices collapsed in the wake of the
global slowdown, and average cash dairy farm income fell by 32% to $88 000 in 2008-
09.

In 2009-10, mainly as a result of substantially lower grain and milk prices, the financial
performance of Australian farms is likely to deteriorate. The worsening conditions will
be reflected in a lower average farm cash income of $62 000 per farm and $50 000 per
farm for broadacre and dairy farms respectively in 2009-10, which is 19% and 45%
below the respective averages of the preceding 10 financial years.

Specific sectorswithin broadacre farms

Among the Australian farming sectors, the highest average cash incomes over the last
decade were achieved by farms growing wheat and other crops®, followed by dairy with
an average of $137 500 and $91 000 per farm respectively. This far exceeds the
performance of the livestock (sheep and beef) farms where the average cash income over
the last decade was around $44 000 and $35 000 a farm in real terms.

Despite lower grain prices, average farm cash income for wheat and other crops
improved in 2008-09 as a result of increased production in some states. However, the
lower grain and oilseed prices are projected to bring the average income for the sector
down to $132 000 in 2009-10 (one quarter below the average income of the preceding
year and 4% below the average of 1999-2008).

Average sheep farm income declined slightly during the last financial year, mainly as a
result of lower wool prices and falling sales of sheep and lambs. With higher wool, sheep
and lamb prices, there are plans to increase income substantially in 2009-10 to an
average of $57 000 a farm, which is around 30% higher than the average of the past
decade.

*’ Farm cash income is the difference between total cash receipts (total revenues received by the farm

business during the financial year) and total cash costs (total payments made by the farm business for
materials and services and for permanent and casual hired labour, excluding owner manager, partner
and family labour). It is a measure of short-term farm performance because it does not take into
account depreciation or changes in farm inventories. Farm cash income can be compared to OECD’s
notion of net operating income, which is the difference between gross receipt and farm cash expenses
(also before depreciation).

*  Wheat and other crops industry: representing the more specialised producers of cereal grains, coarse

grains, pulses and oilseeds.
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In 2008-09, the average cash income from beef farming rose by 20% on the previous
year's value, with increased production and sale prices partially offset by higher fodder
costs due to drier conditions. This financial year, as a result of lower beef prices, the
average beef farm income is projected to decline sharply to $26 000, which is around a
quarter below the average for the previous 10 years.

Volatility

Farm cash income, averaged across the country and individual sectors proved volatile in
the last ten years (Graph 6.4). Climate (drought, in particular) and changes in
international commodity prices, combined with exchange rate fluctuations, are the most
important factors behind the ebbs and flows in farm income. In the case of the broadacre
sector, the average farm income - after peaking at around $120 000 in 2001-02 - fell by
half in the following year due to the severe drought. Again in the 2006-07 financial year,
as the result of yet another widespread drought, income plummeted to a record low (two
thirds below the previous 10 year average).

Graph 6.4:  Australian Farm cash income — broadacre farms, average per farmin
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The Australian dairy farmers saw their cash incomes fluctuating even more. Twice
during the last decade, in 2001-02 and 2007-08, their cash income had skyrocketed above
$130 000 a farm on the back of high commodity prices. These levels were roughly 50%
higher than the average for the years 1999-2009. Also, as a result of the widespread
severe drought during 2002 and 2007, income levels were pushed down to a level that
was two thirds below the average for the decade in 2002-03 and 2006-07.

6.4. Development of farm incomein New Zealand

This chapter gives an overview of the recent developments in the cash operating surplus
(referred to here as "farm income")” in New Zealand, including a forecast for the

# The terminology used to illustrate farm income varies between the different countries analysed in this

note. Cash operating surplus as defined in NZ survey refers to the difference between net cash income
(total revenue less new inventory expenditure) and farm working expenses. However, contrary to
Australian farm cash income, NZ revenue figures include off-farm income, new borrowings and other
cash income.
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2009/10 financial year (1 July - 30 June). Where possible, insights into the main factors
behind the changes and references to average values of the past years are provided. The
analysis is based on survey data compiled by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry of
New Zealand (MAF) through its Farm Monitoring Programme™.

Dairying and sheep & beef farming are the two major pillars of New Zealand's
agricultural production (with 18% and 46% of farms respectively according to a 2007 NZ
farm census). As a consequence, the data analysed in this note focus on revenues,
expenditure and incomes of farms involved in these types of production. As regards the
data on sheep & beef farming, they provide information on all the revenue streams of
sheep & beef farms (including wool, sheep, cattle, dairy grazing, deer, goats, crops,
other) and provide an indication of the profitability of those specific types of production.

Income of dairy farms

Overall, the average NZ dairy farm cash surplus posted a moderately rising trend over
the 5 years to the 2008-09 financial year.

Graph 6.5: NZ dairy net cash income, working expenses and cash operating
surplus per farm
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This increase could have been more pronounced as a result of the strong growth in NZ
dairy farm revenue, but it was offset by an equally bullish expansion of farm working
expenses. Variable climatic conditions, international agri-food product prices and
exchange rate fluctuations have been the major factors influencing farm income during
this period. The average for the years 2005-09 was a farm cash surplus of 278 780 NZ
dollars (NZD) for the dairy sector.

In 2007-08 dairy farm cash income reached a record level of 553 400 NZD per farm
(50% above the 2005-2009 average). This was achieved on the back of the high
international dairy product prices in 2007-08 and despite lower production (a 4%

" Farm Monitoring Programme by MAF examines on a yearly basis revenue and expenditure for the

past season and outlines what farmers are budgeting for the year ahead. Programme collects data from
a range of farm types throughout New Zealand and is supplemented with farmer and industry

expectations.
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decrease year-on-year) resulting from a widespread drought that affected NZ agriculture
that year.

In the following year, as world dairy prices fell from their peaks, NZ dairy farm receipts
were sharply down from their record levels and the farm cash surplus fell by 60% to 221
400 NZD. This was due to a combination of lower farm revenue and the farm working
expenses peaking in 2008-09 (the latter increasing by 85% between 2004-05 and 2008-
09) driven largely by higher spending on feed in a drought affected environment.

For 2009-10, a further decline in cash receipts (-5%) is forecast due to lower milk
payments. However, farmers' expectations of reducing their farm running costs
(especially for feed, fertiliser, repairs and maintenance expenses) are projected to lead to
an 11% increase in farm income to 27 800 NZD. This income level would still be 12%
below the average of 2005-2009.

Sheep and beef

As Graph 6.6 illustrates, the financial condition of NZ sheep and beef farms developed in
a starkly contrasting way to dairy farming. The average farm cash income hit a record
low of 96 258 NZD per farm in 2007-08 (roughly 20% below the 2006-09 average). This
was mostly due to the combination of a strong New Zealand dollar and higher operating
costs resulting from the drought of 2007-08.

Graph 6.6: NZ sheep & beef net cash income, working expenses and cash surplus
(per farm) and NZ dollar exchangerate
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With 80% or more of meat and wool production going to export, farm income in NZ is
driven by the strength or weakness of the NZ dollar (especially against the US dollar,
British pound and Euro in the countries where the majority of NZ beef and lamb is sold).
According to Meat & Wool New Zealand (M&WNZ), a 10% appreciation of the NZD
against the USD and cross rate appreciation against the GBP and EUR lowers the farm-
gate price for lamb, beef and wool by 14%, 13% and 12% respectively. The opposite
applies with the depreciation of the NZD by 10% against the USD, raising the farm-gate
price for lamb, beef and wool by 17%, 16% and 14% respectively.
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While dairy farmers, with the incentive of a steadily increasing payout for 2007-08, were
able to mitigate much of the drought's impact by buying in supplementary feed to
maintain milk production, sheep and beef producers, faced with a strong NZD and
consequently lower farm-gate prices, were unable to afford the increasingly expensive
feed, and had to sell their livestock stock on an oversupplied, low priced market. In
addition, the ratio of average farm working expenses to average net cash income
increased from 56% in 2000-01 to 65% in 2007-08, which squeezed their profits. Also,
farm debt costs had increased substantially during the previous 4 years.

In the past financial year (2008-09), the NZ sheep and beef farmers recovered from the
extremely poor returns of the preceding year, and the average cash operating surplus
reached 148 069NZD per farm (a 54% increase year-on-year). However, the forecast for
2009/2010 is that the surplus will fall again by almost 30%, with prices for lamb, sheep,
cattle and wool predicted to decrease owing to the combined effects of the higher
exchange rate for the New Zealand dollar and, for some commodities, reduced market
demand due to the global economic slowdown.

Net cash income broken down by the main income streams of sheep and beef farms

The M&WNZ figures for revenue coming from sheep production give an average value
over the 5 years to 2008-09 of 144 600 NZD per farm. From 2008-2009 to 2009-2010,
sheep revenue is due to fall by 6.5%, primarily because of a decrease in the prime lamb
price (down 19.4%), although this will be partly offset by an increase in the number of
lambs sold (+7%).

As regards beef production, the past 5 years brought in an average revenue of 75 800
NZD par farm. From 2008/2009 to 2009 /2010, there are forecasts of substantial
reductions in cattle revenue (-22.4%) due to two main factors: a decrease in per kg farm-
gate prices (-20.6%) and a fall in total sales (-5.4%).

The average figures for the period 2004-05 — 2008-09 indicate revenue of 38 800 NZD
per wool farm. From 2008-09 to 2009-10, wool farm revenue is projected to fall by only
a minimal amount (-0.9%).
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ANNEX

Table A.1: Development of income componentsin the EU-15. Valuesby AWU

EU-15 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change
% Economic size 18 19 21 22 24 26 26 26 26 27 27 3.9%

g UAA 20 20 21 22 23 24 24 23 24 24 24 1.8%

5 Labour (per farm) 1.53 1.52 1.53 1.43 1.44 1.50 1.54 1.54 1.53 151 1.53 0.0%

g Output 36002 35228 36175 40489 43994 45203 46502 45878 46320 48945 54646 4.3%

S Plpayments* 5142 5281 5546 5713 6208 6 809 6 696 6787 7018 7720 7 369 3.7%

Q>> PIl payments* 359 451 486 900 1083 1190 1189 1226 1373 1458 1410 14.7%

x Investment subsidies* 203 234 212 189 262 249 248 194 238 297 235 1.5%
Intermediate consumption 19 429 19 418 19 897 22 045 24 582 25540 26 162 25818 26 253 27723 29 832 4.4%

Seeds 1308 1364 1404 1473 1732 1902 1955 1930 1836 1937 2104 4.9%

Fertilisers 1786 1693 1656 1792 1994 2041 2020 2032 2084 2178 2359 2.8%

Crop protection 1263 1307 1376 1492 1563 1679 1642 1664 1644 1690 1793 3.6%

Feed 6 001 5837 5855 6 507 7 280 7339 7758 7537 7 296 7813 8884 4.0%)
Machinery & buildings 2080 2050 2081 2287 2507 2601 2540 2529 2601 2748 2882 3.3%

Energy 1596 1552 1654 2057 2325 2227 2303 2 405 2829 3083 3233 7.3%

1) Contract work 1387 1458 1527 1702 1844 1977 1936 1938 1960 2053 2208 4.8%)]

3 Other 4007 4157 4343 4735 5339 5774 6 008 5784 6 003 6220 6 369 4.7%

O Depreciation 4942 5153 5239 5701 6078 6 257 6313 6197 6 310 6 766 7063 3.6%
Farm taxes 365 398 405 424 488 499 507 523 497 501 498 3.2%

Taxes on investment 214 210 203 197 195 188 240 201 195 201 253 1.7%

Wages 2540 2615 2875 3075 3406 3767 3840 3938 4039 4075 4320 5.5%

Rents 1536 1627 1782 1920 2088 2295 2294 2215 2229 2363 2345 4.3%

Costs own labour** 10 271 10 763 10573 11227 12 079 11 650 11 550 11621 11817 12 126 12191 1.7%

Costs own land** 2354 2673 2621 2731 2891 2830 2821 2729 2 664 2573 2618 1.1%

Costs capital** 2900 2590 2471 2439 2079 2152 1817 1834 1289 1609 1883 -4.2%

5 % o FNVA 16 767 15 992 16 667 18931 20138 20 905 21403 21352 21651 23134 26 031 4.5%
£ o Economic profit -2 844 -4 252 -3 645 -2 468 -2 338 -1728 -909 -991 -344 482 2 657 -

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.2: Income componentsin the EU-10 and the EU-2. Values by AWU

EU-10 EU-2
2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change 2007
S Economic size 6 6 7 7 3.4% 2
g UAA 13 14 14 15 3.9% 6
& Labour (per farm) 1.98 1.95 1.94 1.91 -1.2% 211
] Output 14 433 14917 15403 19 184 10.0% 5439
S Pl payments* 1631 1710 2171 2481 15.0% 838
e PIl payments* 237 516 899 901 56.1% 0
X Investment subsidies* 129 124 174 202 16.1% 17|
Intermediate consumption 9245 9612 10084 11963 9.0% 3177
Seeds 643 672 720 858 10.1% 316
Fertilisers 862 947 1058 1236 12.8% 265
Crop protection 559 613 655 739 9.8% 164
Feed 3579 3368 3439 4424 7.3%)| 955
Machinery & buildings 654 774 853 999 15.2% 209
Energy 1219 1479 1590 1711 12.0% 485
) Contract work 438 478 475 520 5.9% 275
8 Other 1290 1281 1294 1475 4.6% 507
© Depreciation 1944 2211 2365 2612 10.3% 541
Farm taxes 152 165 155 174 4.8% 84
Taxes on investment 79 122 170 180 31.5% 0
Wages 1159 1295 1380 1604 11.4% 644
Rents 227 250 275 334 13.6% 207
Costs own labour** 2267 2729 2961 3519 15.8% 2113
Costs own land** 225 258 336 380 19.1% 141
Costs capital** 771 932 1148 784 0.6%) 151]
5 % «» FNVA 4960 5154 5871 7817 16.4% 2 475
£ S Economic profit 361 -310 -226 1219 50.0% -764

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.3: Development of FNVA/AWU by MS

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Belgium 32601 30714 34135 37779 38501 33 442 39170 36 427 38 837 42 705 43 807
Bulgaria 3427
Cyprus 5295 5955 7 200 7 539
Czech Republic 9618 9944 11 044 13515
Denmark 39755 27803 35006 46 493 46 693 37 366 39843 44 394 50981 62 322 59 650
Germany 22795 21041 25135 27071 26 739 24 227 24921 29 505 29293 32119 37762
Greece 6 105 6298 6 360 9 054 8861 10 290 10 019 9920 11 394 11 386 12 391
Spain 16 963 16 495 15 548 18 329 17 749 20135 19 647 19 557 17 486 18 640 20 339
Estonia 7431 8 448 8 370 13 440
France 25479 26 517 26 939 26 209 26 379 25789 24 984 25 888 25628 27 828 32951
Hungary 11171 11 159 11 021 14 921
Ireland 15 564 13121 13 402 15380 16 438 16 932 18 902 19011 20082 19 647 22 653
Italy 13043 12732 14 039 14933 16 023 19773 21152 20272 21288 22536 24 929
Lithuania 6 247 6395 5932 10 484
Luxembourg 25019 29078 28954 33582 34 140 32 046 33065 32 027 32354 34 264 40 051
Latvia 4 409 4863 6 266 7 583]
Malta 11901 14 470 15 330
Netherlands 36 349 28 766 28568 37 922 41 258 36 390 39874 36 939 40 705 45 159 43 793
Austria 16 397 15 558 16 149 16 572 18 809 18 280 18 044 19 445 20 366 22021 25438
Poland 4097 4202 5288 6 710
Portugal 2842 3576 3771 3967 5605 6 057 6 099 6 355 5701 7 160 7 221
Romania 2 331
Finland 14 410 12871 14 462 17 563 18 548 20 156 19 538 19 418 19311 19677 27 105
Sweden 15590 10 667 14 318 17 563 18185 20 255 20162 20 368 24117 24 442 37 546
Slovakia 3709 5446 1150 8 219
Slovenia 2409 3655 2372 3861
United Kingdom 26 473 23404 25053 26 685 29817 32543 34 707 30 212 33147 35794 42 621
Total 16 767 15 992 16 667 18 931 20138 20 905 21403 16 753 16 997 18 192 16 515
Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
Table A.4: Development of economic profit/AWU by MS

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Belgium 3 466 2058 4094 9079 8518 1887 6 665 3410 7 649 9999 10 100
Bulgaria 1278
Cyprus -5 297 -3763 -2 551 -2 647
Czech Republic 835 -118 408 2513
Denmark -12301 -26 489 -20 343 -10724 -14 511 -26 844 -27 468 -30 205 -23 039 -19 289 -24 251
Germany -6411 -9 522 -5 968 -4 681 -7 034 -8118 -8341 -2241 -202 784 5742
Greece -14 431 513 1647 1115 2374 1664 1260 1896 1687 2 010]
Spain 5542 4132 1711 5208 4246 5837 6159 5108 3014 4006 3 864
Estonia 3227 2396 502 4 560
France -1096 -756 -1320 -2420 -1941 1434 851 494 28 1528 5 055
Hungary 1908 1048 774 4 786
Ireland -7 628 -8 799 -8 796 -6 532 -7 761 -7072 -6 937 -8 961 -8 093 -10 608 -8 507
Italy -4 575 -6 146 -4 972 -4 745 -4 288 -3509 -487 -726 323 546 3 518
Lithuania 2913 2542 3189 5 480
Luxembourg -8 362 -5 472 -5 663 4658 2593 -1791 1879 3092 6924 4474 7 235]
Latvia 1589 1785 1861 2 136
Malta 532 1431 1104
Netherlands -3458 -9 865 -10 472 -3258 -1327 -9 015 -6121 -11 209 -4 674 -928 -3 305
Austria -2741 -3 257 -4 124 -3594 -906 -2615 -3844 -2240 -928 -1308 1616
Poland 44 -551 -225 683
Portugal -3272 -2898 -3314 -3688 -2173 -2319 -2153 -2718 -1799 -389 -1279
Romania -1109
Finland -8 535 -9212 -8972 -5 436 -5151 -5 849 -7 838 -10 673 -9 922 -11811 -7 144
Sweden -33419 -39 755 -46 712 -33543 -24 017 -25 898 -26 636 -31815 -26 467 -25 455 -13 951
Slovakia 1089 -1 282 -6 579 -1 326
Slovenia -2528 -2 823 -4 864 -3 694
United Kingdom -9 805 -11 996 -14 205 -16 057 -11678 -9 647 -4 511 -11 439 -6 242 -4 574 1250
Total -2 822 -4 154 -3 641 -2 482 -2 307 -1714 -892 -643 -349 241 1 407

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.5: Revenue and costs per AWU of field crop farmsin the EU-15.

EU-15  Fieldcrops 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change’

S Economic size 19 19 23 25 26 28 28 27 28 30 29 4.2%

§ UAA 26 26 29 32 33 36 36 34 35 38 37 3.6%

% Labour (per farm) 1.35 1.36 1.39 1.26 1.24 1.30 1.33 1.35 1.34 1.30 1.31 -0.3%

g Output 30270 29619 31654 36752 39019 40015 42547 41633 42079 46023 55744 6.3%

S Pl payments* 7314 7766 9 008 9816 10579 10926 10786 10423 10239 11987 11610 4.7%

F PIl payments* 280 322 439 724 855 919 941 1052 1192 1436 1436 17.8%

@ Investment subsidies* 121 165 106 115 219 162 144 118 119 195 143 1.6%

Intermediate consumption 16754 16732 18698 21552 23255 24053 24602 24829 25477 27162 29044 5.7%

Seeds 1963 2069 2322 2514 2766 2958 3181 3203 3038 3098 3407 5.7%

Fertilisers 2617 2510 2623 3005 3435 3594 3494 3550 3680 4052 4 456 5.5%

Crop protection 2256 2332 2593 2906 3089 3322 3241 3255 3232 3472 3694 5.1%

Feed 1823 1742 1906 2313 2233 2022 2154 1975 1954 2014 2418 2.9%

Machinery & buildings 2050 2006 2305 2626 2803 2858 2853 2870 2887 3152 3385 5.1%

Energy 1575 1508 1770 2358 2563 2481 2503 2698 3214 3462 3618 8.7%

o) Contract work 1567 1612 1799 2075 2249 2412 2 366 2421 2443 2712 2873 6.2%

3 Other 2903 2954 3380 3756 4116 4 407 4809 4 858 5028 5200 5195 6.0%

O Depreciation 5018 5128 5674 6575 6877 6958 6 959 6 699 6797 7353 7598 4.2%

Farm taxes 439 452 504 555 622 637 648 694 645 678 637 3.8%

Taxes on investment 159 155 163 159 152 124 190 116 110 115 157 -0.1%

Wages 2077 2214 2655 2974 3252 3339 3538 3767 3916 3656 4025 6.8%

Rents 2032 2132 2557 2943 3237 3532 3614 3486 3531 3942 3900 6.7%

Costs own labour** 9718 10 282 10 319 11290 12155 11931 11787 11724 11897 12473 12 320 2.4%

Costs own land** 2344 2557 2924 3368 4323 3800 4231 3990 3621 3718 3842 5.1%

Costs capital** 2292 1937 2057 2221 1935 1860 1555 1669 1179 1455 1783 -2.5%

5 % » FNVA 15653 15394 16224 18610 19698 20212 22064 20885 20591 24255 31511 7.2%
£ & 7 Economic profit -2848  -3717 4342  -4229 -5136  -4212 -2707 -3749 -3544 -911 5 625

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.6: Revenue and

costs per AWU of horticulture farmsin the EU-15.

EU-15 Horticulture 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change’
g Economic size 21 21 21 21 23 24 25 26 26 29 27 2.6%

'g UAA 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2.0%

f;)" Labour (per farm) 291 2.83 3.10 3.13 3.16 3.25 3.27 3.40 3.40 3.24 3.42 1.6%

2 Output 43442 45680 44353 46476 51348 52552 54827 53743 53135 61661 61580 3.6%

£ Plpayments* 430 431 347 400 401 493 444 407 506 659 684 4.8%

e PIl payments* 70 71 59 71 94 86 102 65 61 67 81 1.6%

@  Investment subsidies* 120 203 173 99 98 90 94 102 90 111 50 -8.4%
Intermediate consumption 20016 21464 20952 21635 24904 24913 26230 24956 25726 30158 31161 4.5%

Seeds 4661 5128 4915 4928 6162 6 755 6228 6433 6244 7112 7 745 5.2%
Fertilisers 1674 1750 1728 1669 1554 1603 1855 1688 1563 1600 1723 0.3%

Crop protection 1051 1106 1325 1352 1354 1351 1387 1390 1272 1307 1369 2.7%

Feed 28 11 14 42 32 27 42 68 74 78 49 6.0%
Machinery & buildings 1395 1577 1347 1405 1716 1752 1792 1676 1774 2170 2179 4.6%

Energy 3644 3807 3613 4230 5210 4 336 4 856 4684 5496 7 463 7 690 7.8%

1) Contract work 821 949 1076 1100 1009 1022 1226 1027 1018 1214 1339 5.0%

3 Other 6744 7137 6934 6908 7 866 8068 8844 7991 8285 9215 9 067 3.0%

o Depreciation 4 362 4 695 4 590 4319 4 965 4 650 4942 4 849 4932 5983 5934 3.1%
Farm taxes 240 266 289 242 358 348 362 371 344 399 427 5.9%

Taxes on investment 56 93 7 68 58 70 74 40 56 56 61 0.9%

Wages 7322 7643 8233 8334 9573 9893 10005 10238 10406 11246 11029 4.2%

Rents 413 440 432 444 545 582 536 600 666 723 748 6.1%

Costs own labour** 7 500 8190 6 809 7158 7617 6764 6 865 6938 6975 7133 7102 -0.5%

Costs own land** 1450 1584 1781 1491 1201 1115 1082 1033 1046 1005 1358 -0.7%

Costs capital** 1325 1200 1106 1057 572 751 883 1014 745 987 1258 -0.5%

5 % «» FNVA 19 323 19 757 18928 20751 21617 23221 23839 24038 22700 25847 24825 2.5%
£ & 7 Economic profit 1375 809 662 2297 2149 4136 4 487 4278 2 895 4809 3319 9.2%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.7: Revenue and costs per AWU of winefarmsin the EU-15.

EU-15 Wine 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change’

g Economic size 15 14 21 22 23 24 23 23 23 25 25 5.3%

S UAA 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 7 8 8 8  24%

f;)" Labour (per farm) 1.58 1.59 1.62 1.59 1.60 1.70 1.71 1.67 1.65 1.67 1.72 0.9%

) Output 33992 37534 40751 39092 41378 40768 39822 40520 38038 41674 46984 3.3%

S Plpayments* 802 791 848 769 884 988 912 969 914 1142 949 1.7%

& Pl payments* 261 334 303 408 389 343 310 366 404 408 304 1.5%

@  Investment subsidies* 210 234 314 209 356 456 485 323 396 372 290 3.3%

Intermediate consumption 10220 10657 11702 12864 14046 13792 13593 13289 12814 14329 14563 3.6%

Seeds 170 187 225 218 255 286 259 317 189 213 212 2.2%

Fertilisers 667 667 704 716 771 738 749 798 747 790 810 2.0%

Crop protection 1532 1494 1640 1925 1909 1824 1707 1652 1607 1660 1848 1.9%

Feed 70 46 62 72 60 48 61 70 69 69 61 -1.4%

Machinery & buildings 1559 1568 1680 1822 1974 1969 1825 1817 1809 1957 2016 2.6%

Energy 720 689 735 891 1007 839 830 935 1061 1210 1183 5.1%

@ Contract work 891 952 1057 1252 1319 1226 1094 1159 1054 1140 1240 3.4%

3 Other 4611 5053 5600 5967 6750 6 862 7 069 6541 6278 7291 7193 4.5%

o Depreciation 4432 4 553 4573 4889 5500 5354 5406 5375 5293 5750 6 587 4.0%

Farm taxes 534 579 599 611 683 672 648 641 601 649 663 2.2%

Taxes on investment 97 108 96 82 98 83 139 92 85 101 108 1.1%

Wages 3841 4031 4 596 5004 5177 5359 5332 5540 5361 5711 6 162 4.8%

Rents 1836 2093 2322 2430 2596 2312 2 056 2151 2052 2261 2202 1.8%

Costs own labour** 9758 10 442 9747 10167 11224 10172 9928 10287 10367 10681 10530 0.8%

Costs own land** 2105 2377 2454 2270 2237 1923 2042 1951 2015 2012 1850 -1.3%

Costs capital** 3150 2635 2793 2678 2473 2214 1431 1545 1132 1581 2218 -3.5%

5 % 0 FNVA 19869 22870 25027 21905 22423 22281 21396 22549 20648 22495 26423 2.9%
£ o ~ Economic profit -709 1418 3332 -515 -1 027 674 955 1306 33 520 3 645

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.8: Revenue and costs per AWU of other permanent crops farmsin the EU-

15.
EU-15 Other permanent crops 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change
S Economic size 9 9 10 11 12 13 13 14 14 15 15 5.1%
g UAA 6 5 5 6 6 7 6 6 6 6 7 1.6%
5 Labour (per farm) 1.36 1.35 1.33 1.14 1.15 1.21 1.30 1.32 1.32 1.28 1.32 -0.3%
) Output 15915 16205 14249 16888 19075 21593 21798 21017 21221 21189 23364 3.9%
S Plpayments* 2139 2050 2050 2408 2523 2950 2282 2144 2306 2239 1756 -2.0%
@ Pl payments* 103 134 153 249 251 270 226 184 228 236 221 7.9%
@ Investment subsidies* 113 155 91 60 90 75 72 61 78 140 54 -7.1%
Intermediate consumption 4740 4774 4274 4998 5874 6 755 7008 6752 6 886 7 004 7337 4.5%
Seeds 355 375 306 363 487 679 880 765 644 821 813 8.7%
Fertilisers 615 610 533 630 728 764 779 845 871 856 873 3.6%
Crop protection 693 721 686 769 830 942 938 944 954 961 952 3.2%
Feed 140 123 150 139 182 130 126 103 122 137 153 0.9%
Machinery & buildings 524 533 453 524 622 698 721 714 711 689 753 3.7%
Energy 499 465 507 600 656 719 742 765 904 953 1042 7.7%
) Contract work 337 382 337 389 420 461 479 470 475 434 484 3.7%
3 Other 1579 1564 1302 1584 1949 2361 2342 2146 2206 2153 2265 3.7%
O Depreciation 2020 2127 1908 2203 2371 2570 2 466 2274 2342 2411 2530 2.3%
Farm taxes 166 176 175 197 220 231 236 253 231 225 236 3.6%
Taxes on investment 34 36 39 43 50 37 103 121 61 52 80 8.9%
Wages 2561 2764 2422 2617 2817 3536 3344 3256 3294 3276 3484 3.1%
Rents 166 189 241 233 268 341 338 319 339 326 329 7.1%
Costs own labour** 6523 6 804 7 046 7 440 8380 8062 8000 8372 8684 9 057 9247 3.6%
Costs own land** 1234 1132 1315 1247 1404 1638 1330 1392 1438 1286 1274 0.3%
Costs capital** 1327 957 1028 855 761 681 523 540 315 449 710 -6.1%
5 % «» FNVA 11 232 11311 10 095 12146 13384 15256 14596 14066 14296 14023 15239 3.1%
£ S~ Economic profit -501 -416  -1905 -227 -206 1036 1030 127 243 -283 170

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.9: Revenue and costs per AWU of milk farmsin the EU-15.

EU-15  Milk 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change’

S Economic size 25 26 31 31 33 35 36 36 36 37 38 4.1%

S UAA 23 23 25 25 26 27 27 29 29 30 30 3.1%

% Labour (per farm) 1.75 1.72 1.76 1.74 1.73 1.75 1.77 1.78 1.80 1.82 1.82 0.4%

g Output 52910 54059 57799 60975 65298 65858 67721 70152 72301 76182 89632 5.4%

S Pl payments* 4 405 4185 4321 4235 4750 5511 5575 7757 9632 11708 11390 10.0%

2 Pl payments* 888 1062 1159 1952 2311 2576 2570 2843 3131 3116 3020 13.0%

@ Investment subsidies* 350 350 375 405 538 389 406 346 481 577 552 4.7%

Intermediate consumption 29097 29427 31683 33721 36851 38129 39943 41788 43085 47192 52526 6.1%

Seeds 727 734 810 789 872 945 1014 1025 1046 1158 1203 5.2%

Fertilisers 2069 1892 2003 2017 2160 2190 2132 2198 2284 2533 2773 3.0%

Crop protection 501 514 570 578 591 673 664 725 743 825 874 5.7%

Feed 11745 11612 12343 13264 14890 15177 16825 16826 16697 18554 21672 6.3%

Machinery & buildings 3515 3588 3769 3909 4119 4 304 4162 4548 4758 5158 5563 4.7%

Energy 2016 2020 2210 2599 2858 2811 2938 3267 3799 4179 4443 8.2%

o) Contract work 2293 2473 2756 2968 3149 3405 3361 3706 3827 4192 4 595 7.2%

3 Other 6232 6 594 7223 7 596 8212 8625 8 846 9490 9931 10593 11 404 6.2%

O Depreciation 7352 7905 8553 8584 8806 9302 9568 10289 10573 11590 11888 4.9%

Farm taxes 429 539 560 549 642 609 623 661 613 604 645 4.2%

Taxes on investment 436 471 517 470 464 517 580 561 584 654 845 6.8%

Wages 1595 1565 1684 1695 1986 2145 2306 2333 2512 2821 2976 6.4%

Rents 2285 2425 2761 2720 2815 3158 3174 3216 3129 3431 3510 4.4%

Costs own labour** 15075 15702 16 399 16823 17547 17074 16892 17333 17168 17518 17 764 1.7%

Costs own land** 4501 6125 5051 4923 4263 4282 4162 4316 4111 3968 4094 -0.9%

Costs capital** 4951 4 489 4515 4 375 3422 3921 3439 3584 2545 3177 3790 -2.6%

5 ) FNVA 21325 21434 22484 24307 26060 25905 25733 28015 30792 31619 38984 6.2%
£ & 7 Economic profit -7168 -8994 -8068 -6291 -3899 -4803 -4414 -2983 1225 627 6 558

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.10: Revenue and costs per AWU of grazing livestock farmsin the EU-15.

EU-15  Other grazing livestock 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change!
S Economic size 15 16 16 17 17 19 19 20 20 22 22 3.8%

g UAA 41 41 40 41 43 42 42 43 43 43 44 0.6%

’(7') Labour (per farm) 1.45 1.42 1.40 1.36 137 1.40 1.39 1.39 1.37 1.39 1.40 -0.4%

2} Output 27546 27151 26494 28148 29515 31742 33335 35135 35709 40163 41766 4.3%

S Plpayments* 8 056 8409 8170 7 800 8594 10579 10749 10958 11183 11471 11309 3.4%

o Pl payments* 756 1135 1096 2 365 2953 3341 3364 3360 3756 3919 3947 18.0%

@ Investment subsidies* 390 411 362 332 320 394 401 351 428 502 482 2.1%
Intermediate consumption 17754 18080 17788 18812 19995 21355 22706 24251 24623 27080 28499 4.8%

Seeds 455 460 427 434 465 485 515 531 543 620 643 3.5%
Fertilisers 1561 1437 1353 1395 1477 1490 1496 1524 1581 1640 1686 0.8%

Crop protection 308 325 288 300 311 348 337 374 366 394 411 2.9%

Feed 6987 7018 7 205 7492 7979 8455 9669 10758 10245 11705 12461 6.0%
Machinery & buildings 2192 2185 2107 2 256 2379 2578 2 566 2635 2787 2964 3000 3.2%

Energy 1168 1149 1142 1393 1488 1436 1476 1680 2014 2270 2354 7.3%

@ Contract work 1320 1399 1366 1489 1577 1718 1668 1742 1796 1822 2023 4.4%

3 Other 3763 4109 3900 4053 4318 4 846 4981 5008 5292 5666 5922 4.6%

o Depreciation 4208 4492 4276 4802 5017 5281 5352 5832 6 057 6913 7069 5.3%
Farm taxes 264 292 249 263 302 317 342 357 354 394 383 3.8%

Taxes on investment 150 176 174 178 135 162 280 254 287 282 344 8.7%

Wages 899 918 846 941 960 1059 1252 1293 1365 1643 1616 6.0%

Rents 1392 1477 1496 1613 1716 1876 1898 1883 1893 1999 1994 3.7%

Costs own labour** 12119 12595 12303 13216 13857 13354 13679 14346 14665 15355 15595 2.6%

Costs own land** 2307 2400 2530 2699 2562 2614 2630 2800 2811 2549 2598 1.2%

Costs capital** 3284 2782 2662 2504 2135 2199 1774 2003 1373 2035 2535 -2.6%

5 % «» FNVA 14132 13832 13446 14437 15749 18709 19047 19013 19614 21166 21071 4.1%
£ & 7 Economic profit -5 627 -6104 -6 203 -6 383 -5 295 -2 161 -2 065 -3214 -2 352 -2194 -3129 -5.7%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.11: Revenue and costs per AWU of granivorefarmsin the EU-15.

EU-15  Granivores 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change
S Economic size 40 43 49 48 49 58 61 75 73 75 75 6.5%

§ UAA 10 11 11 12 12 14 13 13 13 15 14 3.6%

% Labour (per farm) 1.80 1.77 1.81 1.75 1.87 1.88 1.91 2.10 2.01 2.07 2.17 1.9%

g Output 137772 114623 120108 144246 158397 138302 142608 151496 159472 165148 161342 1.6%

S Pl payments* 3888 3964 5095 4331 4272 4538 5155 4562 4 467 4909 4370 1.2%

2 Pl payments* 470 470 370 644 672 633 667 669 788 684 634 3.0%

@ Investment subsidies* 254 324 287 231 232 310 343 210 306 344 208 -2.0%
Intermediate consumption 93904 93794 88824 94205 105117 97959 97721 103209 103347 106484 114911 2.0%

Seeds 684 686 700 729 723 871 824 854 862 1056 1001 3.9%
Fertilisers 746 678 622 706 735 906 836 913 870 1037 1202 4.9%

Crop protection 661 720 748 843 765 1003 916 941 919 1130 1105 5.3%

Feed 70641 70299 64598 68192 75718 69151 68711 72895 70805 71121 80206 1.3%
Machinery & buildings 4524 3919 3749 4226 4918 4539 4060 4377 4682 5130 5035 1.1%

Energy 3862 3925 3866 4 605 4788 4 869 5037 5639 6525 6787 6 657 5.6%

@ Contract work 2068 2140 2420 2640 3034 3076 2957 2854 2833 3137 3181 4.4%

3 Other 10718 11427 12122 12264 14435 13544 14380 14735 15851 17085 16524 4.4%

o Depreciation 10868 11640 11101 11498 11560 11301 11415 11746 12136 12652 15859 3.9%
Farm taxes 504 573 575 608 776 734 676 874 944 776 729 3.7%

Taxes on investment 1118 857 558 548 440 446 459 280 397 447 466 -8.4%

Wages 4122 4463 4428 4 659 5841 5628 5906 6788 6773 7504 7994 6.8%

Rents 1117 1221 1440 1591 1682 2182 2268 2330 2488 3083 2903 10.0%

Costs own labour** 13003 13197 13227 13631 14081 13234 12985 12553 13056 12614 12680 -0.3%

Costs own land** 2217 2736 2410 3194 2695 2491 2614 2562 3591 3402 3108 3.4%

Costs capital** 6844 6 647 6 064 5958 4126 4511 4311 4637 3332 3971 5041 -3.0%

& 2w FNVA 36853 13049 25072 42910 45888 33479 38618 40899 48300 50830 34848 -0.6%
£ S~ Economic profit 8687 -15746 -2769 13560 17 255 5297 10418 11960 18970 20154 2864 -10.5%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.12: Revenue and costs per AWU of mixed farmsin the EU-15.

EU-15  Mixed 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change

S Economic size 23 23 28 28 30 34 34 33 32 33 33 3.7%

g UAA 27 28 32 32 34 36 36 36 36 38 38 3.2%

5 Labour (per farm) 1.75 1.72 1.76 1.71 1.70 1.75 1.80 1.73 1.73 1.72 1.72 -0.2%

g Output 51014 47030 52155 59425 61875 61845 61947 63688 62658 66890 74594 3.9%

S Pl payments* 7167 7191 8179 8301 9256 10834 11179 11220 11085 12079 11932 5.2%

& Pl payments* 606 672 780 1180 1457 1504 1576 1672 1756 1841 1741 11.1%

@ Investment subsidies* 240 245 336 250 355 374 367 269 335 408 341 3.6%

Intermediate consumption 32259 31646 33604 36935 40334 42457 42502 42322 41977 44304 49385 4.4%

Seeds 1378 1395 1524 1542 1668 1842 1882 1792 1650 1949 2094 4.3%

Fertilisers 2179 2007 2076 2209 2495 2569 2518 2618 2660 2906 3242 4.1%

Crop protection 1502 1533 1679 1768 1818 2077 2018 2112 2032 2197 2362 4.6%

Feed 14 552 14124 14268 15783 17271 18013 18419 17803 16937 17887 21285 3.9%

Machinery & buildings 3085 2917 3197 3473 3785 3874 3729 3783 3801 4055 4264 3.3%

Energy 2203 2125 2399 2895 3126 3105 3161 3479 3954 4113 4381 7.1%

) Contract work 2048 2108 2377 2551 2820 3142 2977 3093 3076 3256 3497 5.5%

3 Other 5311 5438 6 085 6714 7351 7835 7797 7642 7 865 7940 8262 4.5%

O Depreciation 6 856 7 092 7638 8123 8693 8982 9102 9118 8948 9849 9984 3.8%

Farm taxes 469 499 514 539 575 629 647 619 609 623 617 2.8%

Taxes on investment 446 379 382 365 404 330 278 308 282 280 351 -2.4%

Wages 2696 2516 2979 2985 2989 3591 3613 3645 3708 3819 3940 3.9%

Rents 2225 2288 2673 2826 3055 3509 3526 3475 3450 3700 3707 5.2%

Costs own labour** 11574 12223 12073 12716 13707 12950 12698 12928 13060 13503 13791 1.8%

Costs own land** 2307 2428 2424 2529 2497 3064 2524 2390 2 456 2726 2690 1.6%

Costs capital** 4152 3811 3904 3865 3313 3527 3040 2811 1943 2400 2879 -3.6%

5 % » FNVA 19203 15656 19359 23308 22985 22114 22451 24521 23966 26033 28280 3.9%
£ & 7 Economic profit -3957  -7745 -4739  -1729 -2626  -4483 -2861 -765 -598 14 1263

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.13: Revenue and costs per AWU of field crop farmsin the EU-10.

EU-10 Fieldcrops 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change
S Economic size 7 7 7 7 2.6%
'g UAA 21 21 21 22 0.6%
& Labour (per farm) 1.98 1.99 1.96 1.90 -1.4%
g Output 15982 15724 16111 21282 10.0%
S Pl payments* 2547 2737 3208 3534 11.5%
3 PIl payments* 286 561 810 912 47.3%
x Investment subsidies* 174 193 219 192 3.4%
Intermediate consumption 9889 10427 10632 12482 8.1%)
Seeds 1137 1148 1213 1486 9.3%)
Fertilisers 1611 1735 1864 2246 11.7%
Crop protection 1182 1215 1251 1443 6.9%)
Feed 1368 1341 1411 1833 10.2%
Machinery & buildings 823 925 967 1213 13.8%
Energy 1597 1896 1974 2146 10.4%
) Contract work 716 799 721 814 4.4%
3 Other 1455 1368 1229 1301 -3.7%
O Depreciation 2313 2611 2729 3059 9.8%)
Farm taxes 252 256 237 269 2.2%]
Taxes on investment 74 112 116 130
Wages 1542 1699 1731 1965 8.4%
Rents 505 521 529 636 8.0%
Costs own labour** 2153 2609 2774 3364 16.1%
Costs own land** 368 392 493 537 13.4%
Costs capital** 866 966 1140 854 -0.5%
5 % « FNVA 6 360 5728 6531 9917 16.0%
£ S Economic profit 1025 -379 -32 2 622 36.8%

*

ncludes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.14: Revenue and costs per AWU of horticulturefarmsin the EU-10.

EU-10  Horticulture 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change

S Economic size 6 6 7 7 10.3%

S UAA 1 1 2 2 11.8%

& Labour (per farm) 3.55 3.26 3.16 2.94 -6.1%

o Output 15 225 17 984 19499 21215 11.7%

S Pl payments* 136 161 236 259 24.2%

o  Pll payments* 13 57 86 104  97.4%

X  Investment subsidies* 40 38 71 62 15.2%

Intermediate consumption 8528 9755 10427 11153 9.4%

Seeds 1749 2 140 2153 2125 6.7%

Fertilisers 768 819 1016 1049 11.0%

Crop protection 348 405 515 524 14.7%

Feed 72 28 51 75 1.1%

Machinery & buildings 483 578 799 788 17.7%

Energy 2281 3012 3299 3612 16.6%

) Contract work 294 402 400 343 5.3%)

3 Other 2534 2370 2195 2638 1.4%

© Depreciation 1887 2198 2085 2345 7.5%

Farm taxes 59 84 92 106 21.7%
Taxes on investment 181 137 113 185

Wages 1784 1733 1917 2019 4.2%

Rents 73 106 132 108 14.0%

Costs own labour** 1436 1817 2070 2550 21.1%

Costs own land** 42 81 107 215 73.1%

Costs capital** 993 1017 1227 977 -0.5%)

5 % «» FNVA 4 900 6 165 7217 7974 17.6%
£ & ~ Economic profit 432 1313 1722 1980

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.15: Revenue and costs per AWU of winefarmsin the EU-10.

EU-10 Wine 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change
S Economic size 5 6 7 8  15.7%
S UAA 4 4 5 5  6.6%
& Labour (per farm) 1.70 2.00 2.26 2.22 9.3%)
@ Output 15734 13537 13895 17841 4.3%)
g Pl payments* 988 764 842 979 -0.3%)
@ Pl payments* 192 521 537 1307  89.5%
X Investment subsidies* 687 195 103 305 -23.7%
Intermediate consumption 6200 5816 6533 7549 6.8%
Seeds 119 136 136 294 35.1%
Fertilisers 309 182 252 325 1.6%
Crop protection 807 893 906 1150 12.5%
Feed 6 102 360 395 300.1%
Machinery & buildings 1065 824 746 1137 2.2%
Energy 735 797 862 930 8.2%
1) Contract work 313 514 576 650 27.6%
3 Other 2846 2370 2695 2669 -2.1%
O Depreciation 3599 3161 3013 3114 -4.7%|
Farm taxes 188 182 138 197 1.6%
Taxes on investment 36 41 24 105
Wages 1713 1788 2428 2955 19.9%
Rents 208 174 324 426 26.9%
Costs own labour** 4901 4624 4124 4329 -4.1%
Costs own land** 509 292 296 328 -13.6%
Costs capital** 1246 1399 1237 243 -42.0%
5 % «» FNVA 6 927 5664 5590 9268 10.2%
£ S~ Economic profit -999 -2 459 -2 740 1188 -205.9%)

*

ncludes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.16: Revenue and costs per AWU other permanent crop farmsin the EU-10.

EU-10 Other permanent crops 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change
S Economic size 4 5 5 5 5.1%
S uAA 4 4 4 5  7.2%
& Labour (per farm) 1.83 1.64 191 1.78 -0.9%
2 Output 8639 10105 11019 12975 14.5%
g Pl payments* 590 575 530 746 8.1%
e PIl payments* 55 259 304 458  102.4%|
X  Investment subsidies* 96 75 132 92 -1.6%
Intermediate consumption 3716 3977 4172 4715 8.3%)
Seeds 268 243 244 298 3.5%
Fertilisers 420 457 441 525 7.8%)
Crop protection 845 847 873 992 5.5%
Feed 41 56 33 128 45.9%
Machinery & buildings 490 538 658 671 11.1%
Energy 692 776 807 886 8.6%
) Contract work 199 232 233 225 4.2%
3 Other 762 829 883 990 9.1%
O Depreciation 2542 2959 2873 3087 6.7%)|
Farm taxes 68 83 77 90 9.9%)
Taxes on investment 156 169 150 219
Wages 1046 1035 1310 1587 14.9%
Rents 44 42 49 72 18.4%
Costs own labour** 2485 2770 2514 3001 6.5%)
Costs own land** 206 234 315 309 14.4%)
Costs capital** 1101 1245 1433 985 -3.6%)
5 % «» FNVA 2958 3920 4731 6 287 28.6%
£ & 7 Economic profit -1984  -1501 -909 205

*

ncludes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.17: Revenue and costs per AWU of milk farmsin the EU-10.

EU-10  Milk 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change
S Economic size 6 6 7 7 5.6%
S UAA 14 14 15 15 3.6%
& Labour (per farm) 2.15 2.09 2.13 2.06 -1.4%
@ Output 13148 14778 15233 18931  12.9%
S Plpayments* 1635 1544 2052 2494  15.1%
? Pl payments* 554 862 1363 1103 25.8%
X Investment subsidies* 332 244 348 378 4.5%
Intermediate consumption 8156 8501 9084 10970 10.4%
Seeds 276 281 330 393  12.5%
Fertilisers 509 549 666 774 15.0%
Crop protection 150 191 207 233 15.8%
Feed 3800 3729 3874 5179  10.9%
Machinery & buildings 728 871 939 1076 13.9%
Energy 1064 1227 1324 1416 10.0%
1) Contract work 379 380 363 430 4.3%
3 Other 1250 1273 1381 1470 5.6%
© Depreciation 1917 2093 2369 2738 12.6%
Farm taxes 89 96 92 99 3.5%)
Taxes on investment 111 173 286 283
Wages 967 973 1037 1160 6.2%
Rents 148 162 186 219  13.8%
Costs own labour** 2521 3035 3158 3823 14.9%
Costs own land** 171 214 359 338  25.4%
Costs capital** 854 1016 1336 1135 9.9%
5 % «» FNVA 5175 6 495 7105 8720 19.0%
£ S~ Economic profit 734 1167 1091 2140 42.9%

*

ncludes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.18: Revenue and costs per AWU of grazing livestock farmsin the EU-10.

EU-10 Other grazing livestock 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change
S Economic size 6 6 6 5  -6.4%
g UAA 14 15 16 15 3.7%
& Labour (per farm) 1.88 1.94 1.78 1.99 1.9%
2 Output 11009 12347 11074 15929 13.1%
g Pl payments* 1700 1667 2239 2437 12.7%
e PIl payments* 671 1267 2241 1911 41.8%
X  Investment subsidies* 202 103 212 273 10.6%)
Intermediate consumption 6761 7504 7 580 9770 13.1%
Seeds 269 279 260 280 1.3%
Fertilisers 520 572 511 562 2.6%)
Crop protection 129 180 151 173 10.3%
Feed 2892 2908 3053 4551 16.3%
Machinery & buildings 667 829 941 1118 18.8%
Energy 887 1126 1133 1369 15.6%
) Contract work 374 402 394 481 8.7%)|
3 Other 1023 1208 1137 1238 6.6%
o Depreciation 1863 2151 2435 2575 11.4%
Farm taxes 105 103 92 127 6.5%)
Taxes on investment 128 207 295 310
Wages 460 696 752 1152 35.8%
Rents 128 166 176 190 14.1%
Costs own labour** 2694 3151 3614 3907 13.2%
Costs own land** 194 269 258 308 16.8%)
Costs capital** 974 1155 1308 1066 3.0%
5 % «» FNVA 4 650 5523 5448 7 805 18.8%
£ & 7 Economic profit 275 -19 -744 1144  60.9%)|

*

ncludes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.19: Revenue and costs per AWU of granivorefarmsin the EU-10.

EU-10 Granivores 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change
S Economic size 10 11 11 11 3.1%
S UAA 7 7 7 8  3.0%
& Labour (per farm) 2.08 2.01 2.05 1.95 -2.1%
@ Output 39372 36707 36781 42862 2.9%
S Plpayments* 1069 1055 1430 1582  13.9%
? Pl payments* 97 290 654 434 64.9%
X Investment subsidies* 78 75 123 181  32.3%
Intermediate consumption 29725 26104 27114 32285 2.8%)
Seeds 245 244 250 339 11.4%
Fertilisers 534 596 646 708 9.9%
Crop protection 203 259 272 311 15.2%
Feed 23546 19313 19623 24705 1.6%)
Machinery & buildings 766 976 984 976 8.4%
Energy 1659 1888 2072 2096 8.1%
1) Contract work 300 327 377 354 5.7%)|
3 Other 2471 2501 2891 2796 4.2%
© Depreciation 2388 2 605 2745 3010 8.0%
Farm taxes 146 157 159 165 4.3%
Taxes on investment 83 251 320 252
Wages 1424 1421 1761 1612 4.2%
Rents 119 118 140 187  16.2%
Costs own labour** 1967 2589 2837 3446 20.5%
Costs own land** 177 203 260 338  23.9%
Costs capital** 1650 1621 2030 1525 -2.6%
5 % «» FNVA 8280 9185 8 846 9417 4.4%
£ S~ Economic profit 2 938 3 056 1620 2238 -8.7%)|

*

ncludes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.20: Revenue and costs per AWU of mixed farmsin the EU-10.

EU-10  Mixed 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ change
S Economic size 5 6 6 6 4.0%
§ UAA 12 12 13 13 3.6%
5 Labour (per farm) 1.84 1.83 1.80 1.80 -0.7%
) Output 10742 11473 12364 15212 12.3%
5 Pl payments* 1398 1474 1921 2262 17.4%
%  Pll payments* 250 504 897 911  54.0%
X Investment subsidies* 64 81 104 175  40.1%
Intermediate consumption 6 955 7 755 8611 10406 14.4%
Seeds 421 430 479 620  13.8%
Fertilisers 641 722 800 933 13.3%
Crop protection 353 422 442 497 12.1%
Feed 2817 3096 3524 4411 16.1%
Machinery & buildings 551 668 729 849 15.5%
Energy 908 1133 1254 1337 13.8%
1) Contract work 362 363 383 407 4.0%
3 Other 902 920 1000 1352 14.4%
O Depreciation 1547 1786 1925 2098  10.7%
Farm taxes 134 154 138 153 4.7%
Taxes on investment 42 73 143 143
Wages 940 1144 1168 1459 15.8%
Rents 145 174 187 243 19.0%
Costs own labour** 2338 2790 3107 3640 15.9%
Costs own land** 180 212 262 318 20.9%
Costs capital** 762 883 1129 895 5.5%
5 % «» FNVA 3754 3756 4507 5729 15.1%
£ & 7 Economic profit -589 -1 439 -1 386 -796 10.6%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.21: Farm structure, revenue and share of input costs in farm output in

the EU-15 by size classin 2007

EU-15 2007
Economic size class
| Il 1} \Y \Y VI

= Economic size (per farm) 3 6 12 27 65 223
§ UAA (per farm) 7 8 16 36 68 136
5 Labour (per farm) 0.93 1.00 1.13 1.43 1.91 3.89
© Output (per farm) 7 154 14 409 24 334 55028 133822 443572

2 share of output
% PI payments* 26.0% 17.1% 18.1% 17.5% 15.0% 10.3%
04 PIl payments* 10.5% 2.9% 6.1% 5.5% 3.1% 1.0%
Intermediate consumption 46.5% 34.4% 45.8% 54.1% 56.8% 56.6%
Seeds 3.0% 2.9% 3.4% 3.4% 3.4% 4.4%
Fertilisers 5.6% 4.2% 4.9% 4.8% 4.7% 3.9%
Crop protection 2.8% 2.3% 2.7% 2.9% 3.3% 3.6%
Feed 9.5% 6.9% 10.2% 13.5% 17.3% 18.2%
Machinery & buildings 4.9% 3.4% 5.3% 6.3% 5.7% 4.9%
Energy 7.0% 5.7% 6.2% 6.2% 5.5% 6.1%
Contract work 6.0% 3.2% 3.9% 4.4% 4.6% 3.7%
% Other 7.8% 5.8% 9.2% 12.6% 12.3% 11.9%
8 Depreciation 16.2% 14.1% 17.1% 15.7% 14.2% 10.7%
Farm taxes 0.7% 1.1% 1.0% 1.1% 0.9% 0.8%
Taxes on investment 0.8% 0.3% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.3%
Wages 4.6% 6.3% 5.7% 5.2% 5.7% 10.4%
Rents 3.3% 1.5% 2.3% 3.6% 4.7% 4.8%
Costs own labour** 125.2% 77.1% 56.9% 36.3% 20.6% 8.5%
Costs own land** 12.0% 7.4% 8.3% 6.7% 4.8% 3.5%
Costs capital** 4.0% 4.0% 5.2% 4.7% 3.9% 3.1%
Total costs 213.5% 146.3% 142.8% 128.0% 112.3% 98.8%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.22: Farm structure, revenue and share of input costs in

the EU-10 by size classin 2007

farm output in

EU-10 2007
Economic size class
| Il 1l \Y \% VI

= Economic size (per farm) 3 6 12 25 59 361
g UAA (per farm) 9 13 23 44 117 797
& Labour (per farm) 1.37 1.56 1.83 2.24 3.56 25.25
§ Output (per farm) 11 075 16 239 30577 62 415 155168 1061 166
o PI payments (per farm)* 1327 2068 3702 7 383 19751 148734
& PIl payments (per farm)* 1075 1048 1266 2099 6 489 40 029
Intermediate consumption 59.2% 60.1% 58.4% 57.2% 60.0% 70.2%

Seeds 3.7% 4.7% 3.9% 4.1% 4.9% 5.0%
Fertilisers 4.7% 5.7% 5.9% 6.9% 7.6% 7.0%

Crop protection 2.3% 3.0% 2.9% 3.3% 4.3% 5.4%

Feed 23.8% 24.2% 24.7% 22.6% 20.6% 22.7%
Machinery & buildings 6.2% 5.7% 5.1% 4.7% 4.4% 5.3%

= Energy 8.7% 8.3% 7.9% 8.2% 9.3% 10.0%
I=3 Contract work 3.4% 2.9% 2.2% 1.7% 2.2% 3.4%
8 Other 6.3% 5.8% 5.9% 5.7% 6.6% 11.4%
a3 Depreciation 18.5% 17.0% 14.5% 12.5% 12.1% 11.1%
§ Farm taxes 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 1.1%
Taxes on investment 1.5% 1.4% 1.4% 1.6% 0.7% 0.0%
Wages 3.6% 2.7% 2.5% 2.9% 6.3% 19.2%

Rents 0.5% 0.6% 0.8% 1.3% 2.1% 3.2%

Costs own labour** 50.0% 40.2% 25.6% 14.4% 6.5% 0.5%

Costs own land** 3.2% 2.9% 2.6% 2.4% 2.0% 0.6%

Costs capital** 8.0% 7.5% 6.3% 5.4% 3.7% 2.5%

Total costs 145.4%  133.4%  113.0% 98.4% 94.1%  108.6%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.23: Farm structure, revenue and share of input costs in farm output in
the EU-2 by size classin 2007

EU-2 2007
Economic size class
| Il I \Y V VI

= Economic size (per farm) 2 5 12 26 70 301
'g UAA (per farm) 5 14 58 102 338 1069
% Labour (per farm) 1.81 3.55 5.07 5.53 10.42 34.74
é Output (per farm) 6 255 21635 46 691 82527 190081 769 439
o PI payments (per farm)* 617 2 267 7084 16 970 56 680 182 769
§ PIl payments (per farm)* 0 0 0 0 50 499
Intermediate consumption 50.4% 54.1% 62.4% 78.6% 70.1% 67.6%

Seeds 5.3% 4.8% 4.8% 7.6% 8.9% 6.2%
Fertilisers 3.5% 5.0% 3.9% 7.1% 8.2% 6.7%

Crop protection 2.3% 2.4% 2.7% 3.3% 4.8% 4.4%

Feed 17.7% 16.9% 18.4% 16.9% 12.3% 19.1%
Machinery & buildings 3.3% 5.5% 4.4% 3.6% 5.5% 3.9%

= Energy 7.1% 8.0% 10.8% 10.0% 12.7% 11.2%
= Contract work 5.4% 3.5% 4.3% 5.0% 6.4% 4.6%
8 Other 5.9% 8.1% 13.1% 25.1% 11.3% 11.4%
a Depreciation 11.1% 9.2% 6.2% 9.9% 9.5% 9.1%
g Farm taxes 1.7% 3.5% 1.2% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1%
Taxes on investment 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Wages 9.4% 14.1% 17.3% 14.1% 13.7% 13.5%

Rents 1.0% 1.3% 4.4% 5.7% 9.5% 8.6%

Costs own labour** 70.5% 27.7% 12.0% 3.7% 1.0% 0.2%

Costs own land** 3.9% 2.2% 3.1% 1.3% 0.6% 0.5%

Costs capital** 4.8% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.9% 1.3%

Total costs 152.7% 114.2% 108.6% 116.1% 107.4% 101.8%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Graph A.1: Development of FNVA/AWU per size classin the EU-15.
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Graph A.2: Development of the economic profit/AWU per sizeclassin the EU-15.
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Table A.24: Revenue and costs components of field crop farms

Field crops (92 04-06)

Economic size class

EU-15 | 1l 1l \Y Vv VI

Economic size (per farm) 3 6 12 27 65 218

g UAA (per farm) 7 9 18 40 89 234

o Labour (per farm) 0.85 0.94 1.01 1.28 1.62 3.47

g Farms represented 150359 768229 564009 616538 383946 220182

Share in output of the sector 1% 6% 7% 17% 24% 46%

o Output (per farm) 6 682 11 979 20 058 42 336 96 089 321283
5 share of output

3 PI payments (per farm)* 31% 23% 26% 27% 28% 23%

@ Pl payments (per farm)* 13% 3% 6% 5% 3% 1%

Intermediate consumption 46.3% 43.7% 54.7% 60.8% 62.7% 60.9%

Seeds 5.2% 7.4% 6.6% 8.1% 7.1% 7.1%

Fertilisers 7.9% 7.0% 7.9% 8.5% 9.7% 8.6%

Crop protection 3.9% 3.6% 4.2% 5.6% 8.3% 9.3%

Feed 3.7% 2.8% 4.3% 4.6% 4.9% 4.7%

Machinery & buildings 4.1% 3.8% 6.2% 7.2% 7.4% 7.0%

- Energy 8.3% 7.1% 8.5% 8.1% 7.1% 6.7%

=3 Contract work 6.3% 5.6% 6.3% 6.7% 6.3% 5.2%

8 Other 7.0% 6.4% 10.8% 11.9% 11.9% 12.3%

2 Depreciation 24.6% 16.7% 20.3% 16.9% 17.0% 14.4%

§ Farm taxes 0.8% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.4%

Taxes on investment 0.4% 0.1% 0.2% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2%

Wages 3.7% 4.6% 5.5% 5.3% 6.0% 12.6%

Rents 5.7% 3.3% 4.6% 6.8% 8.9% 10.2%

Costs own labour** 96.5% 88.5% 64.6% 41.9% 24.5% 9.7%

Costs own land** 13.1% 11.1% 12.5% 11.0% 8.4% 7.1%

Costs capital** 2.1% 2.6% 4.8% 4.1% 3.4% 2.9%

Total costs 193.2% 172.2% 168.9% 148.8% 133.0% 119.3%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.25: Revenue and costs components of horticulture farms

Horticulture (@ 04-06) Economic size class
EU-15 | 1 1l \Y \ \
Economic size (per farm) 3 6 12 27 65 349
g UAA (per farm) 1 1 1 3 5 14
B Labour (per farm) 1.37 1.30 1.56 2.28 3.39 8.02
g Farms represented 7778 31776 55631 109 977 70 158 63 105
Share in output of the sector 0% 1% 3% 13% 18% 65%
e Output (per farm) 12 573 22 466 35261 74516 161851 652197
5 share of output
P Pl payments (per farm)* 3% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
o Pl payments (per farm)* 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Intermediate consumption 37.2% 29.4% 37.2% 39.6% 46.7% 50.8%
Seeds 11.1% 8.5% 8.8% 9.6% 12.1% 12.3%
Fertilisers 4.7% 4.1% 5.4% 4.2% 3.5% 2.3%
Crop protection 4.0% 3.1% 4.4% 3.0% 2.4% 2.1%
Feed 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.4% 0.1%
Machinery & buildings 2.6% 2.3% 2.6% 2.9% 3.4% 3.5%
= Energy 5.2% 4.1% 5.8% 5.6% 7.8% 12.4%
I=3 Contract work 0.7% 1.1% 0.9% 1.1% 1.2% 2.4%
8 Other 8.9% 6.1% 9.1% 13.1% 16.0% 15.8%
@ Depreciation 12.0% 6.6% 9.5% 8.0% 8.6% 9.8%
§ Farm taxes 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6%
Taxes on investment 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Wages 2.0% 6.8% 11.1% 15.5% 17.4% 20.7%
Rents 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.8% 0.9% 1.4%
Costs own labour** 85.0% 52.9% 41.7% 26.0% 17.3% 6.2%
Costs own land** 1.2% 2.7% 2.8% 2.2% 1.9% 1.7%
Costs capital** 1.0% 0.8% 1.1% 1.2% 1.5% 1.8%
Total costs 139.4% 100.4% 104.8% 94.4% 95.2% 93.1%
* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs
Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
Table A.26: Revenue and costs components of wine farms
Wine (@ 04-06) Economic size class
EU-15 | 1 1l \% \% \
Economic size (per farm) 3 7 12 27 66 201
g UAA (per farm) 3 5 7 12 23 38
° Labour (per farm) 1.10 0.98 1.17 1.48 2.30 4.57
2 Farms represented 21211 196101 145115 181078 100534 64 350
@ Share in output of the sector 0% 5% % 18% 24% 46%
g Output (per farm) 7 359 12 361 21 186 47079 114409 334031
5 share of output
3 PI payments (per farm)* 2% 4% 5% 3% 3% 2%
o PIl payments (per farm)* 11% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1%
Intermediate consumption 25.7% 30.5% 28.1% 32.9% 35.6% 34.0%
Seeds 0.5% 0.4% 0.7% 0.5% 0.9% 0.5%
Fertilisers 3.9% 4.5% 3.5% 2.4% 1.8% 1.3%
Crop protection 4.8% 4.8% 4.7% 4.6% 4.5% 3.5%
Feed 0.2% 0.6% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Machinery & buildings 2.1% 3.5% 3.5% 4.9% 5.1% 4.6%
5 Energy 5.0% 5.6% 4.6% 3.7% 2.6% 1.6%
I=3 Contract work 1.6% 1.9% 1.6% 2.1% 3.3% 3.1%
8 Other 7.4% 9.0% 9.3% 14.4% 17.3% 19.3%
@ Depreciation 32.5% 20.3% 18.1% 16.5% 13.7% 11.0%
§ Farm taxes 0.1% 1.5% 1.5% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5%
Taxes on investment 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.1%
Wages 20.5% 10.3% 10.1% 8.2% 12.5% 17.6%
Rents 0.6% 0.2% 0.9% 2.0% 5.4% 8.0%
Costs own labour** 92.5% 92.3% 66.1% 40.8% 21.1% 9.2%
Costs own land** 5.2% 8.2% 9.5% 7.0% 5.6% 2.8%
Costs capital** 4.0% 3.4% 3.5% 3.7% 3.5% 3.5%
Total costs 181.2%  166.8%  138.0% 113.4% 99.3% 87.8%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.27: Revenue and costs components of other permanent crop farms

Other permanent crops (@ 04-06) Economic size class
EU-15 | 1 1l \Y \ \

Economic size (per farm) 3 6 12 26 62 242
g UAA (per farm) 3 4 7 13 24 65
B Labour (per farm) 0.94 1.04 1.16 1.52 2.40 5.62
% Farms represented 210460 1115761 499521 321433 128740 56 331
Share in output of the sector 2% 20% 14% 18% 19% 27%
e Output (per farm) 6 509 11715 17 813 36 306 95474 303 486

5 share of output
P Pl payments (per farm)* 21% 16% 13% 11% % 6%
o PIl payments (per farm)* 4% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1%
Intermediate consumption 33.2% 25.4% 27.5% 30.6% 34.4% 40.6%
Seeds 0.5% 0.6% 1.0% 2.5% 4.5% 7.3%
Fertilisers 9.2% 4.7% 4.9% 4.1% 3.4% 3.1%
Crop protection 5.8% 3.8% 4.5% 4.5% 4.7% 4.8%
Feed 0.7% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6%
Machinery & buildings 2.3% 3.1% 2.7% 3.2% 3.6% 3.9%
= Energy 5.8% 4.7% 4.7% 4.5% 3.7% 3.4%
I=3 Contract work 3.7% 2.6% 2.5% 1.7% 1.7% 2.1%
8 Other 5.2% 5.5% 6.7% 9.4% 12.1% 15.4%
@ Depreciation 17.4% 12.4% 12.7% 11.1% 10.4% 9.2%
§ Farm taxes 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1% 0.9%
Taxes on investment 0.2% 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3%
Wages 6.0% 8.8% 11.1% 14.6% 17.3% 23.0%
Rents 0.5% 0.7% 0.8% 1.0% 1.9% 2.8%
Costs own labour** 120.7% 79.8% 61.8% 39.9% 21.7% 9.5%
Costs own land** 8.1% 8.1% 7.3% 7.0% 6.4% 4.4%
Costs capital** 2.3% 2.1% 2.4% 2.0% 1.9% 2.0%
Total costs 189.5% 139.3% 125.2% 107.6% 95.4% 92.6%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.28: Revenue and costs components of milk farms

Milk (@ 04-06) Economic size class
EU-15 | 1 1l \% \% \

Economic size (per farm) 4 7 13 29 65 172
g UAA (per farm) 4 11 17 30 57 109
° Labour (per farm) 1.95 1.20 1.36 1.47 1.76 2.85
= Farms represented 930 20143 73656 289692 369889 149070
@ Share in output of the sector 0% 2% 14% 40% 44%
g Output (per farm) 16 812 30979 59194 126969 346018

5 share of output
P PI payments (per farm)* 8% 10% 13% 14% 12%
o PIl payments (per farm)* 8% 19% 12% 5% 2%
Intermediate consumption 59.3% 57.0% 60.9% 61.1% 59.7%
Seeds 0.6% 0.7% 1.1% 1.6% 1.5%
Fertilisers 1.4% 1.3% 2.9% 3.7% 2.9%
Crop protection 0.3% 0.2% 0.6% 1.2% 1.1%
Feed 38.1% 26.1% 23.4% 22.2% 25.2%
Machinery & buildings 4.4% 7.4% 8.0% 6.9% 5.9%
5 Energy 5.3% 5.5% 5.9% 5.3% 4.7%
I=3 Contract work 1.0% 2.6% 4.4% 6.0% 5.3%
8 Other 8.1% 13.1% 14.6% 14.2% 13.1%
I Depreciation 17.3% 19.8% 17.9% 16.4% 12.2%
§ Farm taxes 0.8% 0.7% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8%
Taxes on investment 0.1% 2.3% 1.4% 0.8% 0.5%
Wages 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 1.8% 6.1%
Rents 1.5% 1.3% 2.9% 5.0% 4.7%
Costs own labour** 100.9% 64.0% 41.0% 25.8% 14.0%
Costs own land** 6.1% 6.2% 6.0% 5.3% 5.9%
Costs capital** 4.7% 6.7% 5.7% 4.2% 3.7%
Total costs 191.5% 158.6% 137.7% 121.4% 107.5%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.29: Revenue and costs components of other grazing livestock farms

Other grazing livestock (@ 04-06) Economic size class
EU-15 | 1 1l \Y \ \

Economic size (per farm) 3 6 12 27 61 176
g UAA (per farm) 17 18 31 66 120 209
B Labour (per farm) 0.85 1.09 1.24 1.39 1.82 2.88
% Farms represented 80963 267194 256542 400115 204078 45 247
Share in output of the sector 1% 6% 10% 29% 33% 21%
e Output (per farm) 5873 14 248 25720 47395 102779 298172

5 share of output
P Pl payments (per farm)* 55% 29% 32% 35% 30% 22%
x PIl payments (per farm)* 38% 16% 19% 12% 8% 4%
Intermediate consumption 85.6% 64.4% 66.2% 70.4% 69.2% 65.9%
Seeds 1.1% 0.9% 0.9% 1.4% 1.8% 1.8%
Fertilisers 6.7% 3.4% 3.8% 4.6% 4.7% 3.5%
Crop protection 0.6% 0.3% 0.4% 0.8% 1.3% 1.5%
Feed 32.0% 35.9% 29.4% 27.4% 27.7% 33.3%
Machinery & buildings 16.2% 6.5% 8.5% 9.1% 7.3% 5.1%
- Energy 7.2% 5.1% 5.4% 5.8% 5.5% 4.7%
=3 Contract work 6.9% 3.1% 5.3% 5.1% 5.3% 4.0%
8 Other 14.9% 9.1% 12.6% 16.3% 15.7% 12.0%
2 Depreciation 31.9% 14.1% 19.2% 19.2% 17.6% 11.9%
§ Farm taxes 0.7% 0.7% 0.9% 1.2% 1.0% 0.9%
Taxes on investment 2.2% 1.1% 1.5% 0.8% 0.5% 0.5%
Wages 0.9% 1.0% 2.4% 3.1% 4.5% 5.7%
Rents 3.9% 3.0% 3.1% 5.3% 6.2% 5.2%
Costs own labour** 192.1% 99.3% 67.3% 46.0% 28.3% 13.9%
Costs own land** 34.3% 13.5% 11.2% 9.2% 4.9% 3.8%
Costs capital** 4.9% 3.2% 5.5% 6.0% 4.7% 3.8%
Total costs 356.7% 200.1% 177.2% 161.2% 136.9% 111.7%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Table A.30: Revenue and costs components of granivore farms

Granivores (@ 04-06) Economic size class
EU-15 | 1 1l \% \% \

Economic size (per farm) 3 6 13 29 69 302
g UAA (per farm) 7 2 6 10 21 46
° Labour (per farm) 0.95 1.19 1.12 1.30 1.58 2.95
= Farms represented 718 3495 9683 35234 58 556 75 758
@ Share in output of the sector 0% 0% 1% 6% 19% 74%
g Output (per farm) 29 969 42 663 54218 94929 199309 584207

5 share of output
P PI payments (per farm)* 0% 0% 3% 3% 3% 3%
o PIl payments (per farm)* 0% 0% 2% 1% 1% 0%
Intermediate consumption 44.8% 63.3% 63.5% 65.9% 66.5% 65.6%
Seeds 0.0% 0.1% 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6%
Fertilisers 0.0% 0.1% 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6%
Crop protection 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.5% 0.7% 0.6%
Feed 39.3% 52.3% 44.5% 43.2% 44.1% 45.5%
Machinery & buildings 0.5% 2.6% 3.8% 4.1% 3.6% 2.7%
5 Energy 1.4% 2.1% 4.2% 4.6% 4.5% 3.8%
I=3 Contract work 0.1% 0.2% 1.8% 2.2% 2.1% 1.8%
8 Other 3.6% 6.0% 8.2% 10.2% 10.1% 10.0%
I Depreciation 1.4% 4.8% 11.7% 10.3% 8.9% 7.1%
§ Farm taxes 0.2% 0.2% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5%
Taxes on investment 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.6% 0.5% 0.1%
Wages 0.0% 1.9% 0.7% 1.5% 1.8% 5.4%
Rents 0.0% 0.2% 0.5% 0.8% 1.4% 1.8%
Costs own labour** 34.5% 28.5% 27.6% 21.2% 12.5% 5.5%
Costs own land** 2.5% 0.5% 1.8% 2.2% 1.9% 2.0%
Costs capital** 0.4% 1.1% 2.6% 3.0% 2.5% 2.5%
Total costs 84.0%  100.4%  109.3%  106.1% 96.7% 90.6%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN
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Table A.31: Revenue and costs components of mixed farms

Mixed (@ 04-06) Economic size class
EU-15 | 1 1l \Y \ \

Economic size (per farm) 3 6 12 28 67 197
g UAA (per farm) 7 12 20 41 79 188
B Labour (per farm) 1.28 1.22 1.24 1.42 1.69 3.41
% Farms represented 44369 128200 120753 198154 195116 125008
Share in output of the sector 0% 2% 4% 12% 28% 54%
e Output (per farm) 9210 15 333 28 104 53519 129555 388 315

5 share of output
P Pl payments (per farm)* 21% 16% 19% 22% 19% 16%
o PIl payments (per farm)* 11% 4% 8% 6% 3% 2%
Intermediate consumption 47.0% 49.9% 54.8% 67.4% 69.0% 66.8%
Seeds 2.0% 1.9% 2.2% 2.9% 2.8% 2.9%
Fertilisers 2.3% 2.8% 3.1% 4.4% 4.7% 4.1%
Crop protection 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 2.4% 3.3% 3.7%
Feed 26.5% 24.9% 25.0% 25.7% 27.2% 27.9%
Machinery & buildings 3.6% 3.6% 5.1% 7.3% 6.4% 5.7%
= Energy 5.0% 5.0% 5.6% 6.8% 6.2% 5.8%
I=3 Contract work 2.0% 2.1% 4.0% 5.1% 5.6% 4.7%
8 Other 4.4% 8.5% 8.7% 12.8% 12.9% 12.1%
@ Depreciation 13.5% 12.2% 14.5% 17.2% 15.3% 13.5%
§ Farm taxes 0.2% 0.5% 0.8% 1.2% 1.0% 0.9%
Taxes on investment 0.3% 0.3% 0.5% 0.8% 0.6% 0.3%
Wages 1.3% 2.0% 1.6% 2.4% 2.3% 8.8%
Rents 1.4% 1.9% 2.5% 4.3% 5.6% 6.1%
Costs own labour** 110.3% 81.0% 57.2% 39.6% 21.3% 10.0%
Costs own land** 2.6% 3.8% 6.2% 6.4% 4.2% 3.1%
Costs capital** 2.4% 2.1% 4.3% 4.8% 3.8% 3.4%
Total costs 179.0% 153.7% 142.4% 144.0% 123.1% 113.0%

* Includes national part of subsidies ** imputed costs

Source: DG AGRI EU-FADN

Graph A.3: FNVA /AWU of cattlerearing farmsin the EU-15 by size class
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Graph A.4: FNVA /AWU of cattle fattening farmsin the EU-15 by size class
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Graph A.5: economic profit /AWU of cattlerearing farmsin the EU-15 by size class
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Graph A.6: economic profit /AWU of cattle fattening farmsin the EU-15 by size class
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Graph A.7: Shareof PI-typedirect paymentsin the FNVA of cattle fatteners by size class
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Graph A.8: Shareof PI-typedirect paymentsin the FNVA of cattle rearersby size class
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Graph A.9: Histograms of the share of farms which FNVA changed compared to
the average of previous 3 years. ES6 2-5
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