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Abstract: 
The protein crop sector plays a strategic role in the agro-food chain and has  
positive environmental effects. Nevertheless, production has dramatically 
fallen in last five years. This note outlines the implications of the decline in 
protein crop production on EU livestock’s competitiveness and describes the 
main issues pertinent to EU policy options in the post 2013 scenario. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

This note draws the general situation of protein crop production in the European Union in 
order to highlight the effects of internal supply on livestock sectors. 

For this purpose, the note describes the major determinant of the changes in planted areas 
and production that followed the 2003 Reform, including world market arable crop price 
changes. A special focus is devoted to regional differentiation, in terms of output production 
of protein crops. 

Looking at the European livestock system, the note reveals the implications and the links 
between protein crop production and competitiveness of the livestock sector.  

The elements from the previous analysis suggest options for agricultural policy consistent 
with the present scenario and its future developments in the context of the new CAP post 
20131. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

                                          
1  The author wishes to thank Crescenzo dell’Aquila for his significant contribution to the finalization of this note. 

Obviously, the responsibility of the note is of the author. 
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1. THE EU PROTEIN CROP SITUATION  

1.1. The pattern of EU production on the world scene 

 
The EU area production of dried pulses represents on average 0,8% (2008-09) of the total 
area of crop production (excluding fruit and vegetables). This quota is lower than the 1,3% 
registered in 2000, representing a decrease of about 40% mainly due to a 49% fall in field 
pea production. 
 
A recent study by the European Commission shows2 the remarkable decrease in production 
of protein crops, although with an uneven dynamics among member states and among 
crops. The study is focused on field pea, field bean and lupine production, with field peas 
showing the greatest weight and percentage of reduction in terms of area extension and 
total production. 
 
This data is confirmed by Eurostat’s Pocketbooks Agricultural Statistics “Main Results 2007-
2008” which states that “Field peas production has fallen since 2001 (-61 % between 2002 
and 2008). Most of this reduction (-30%) took place between 2006 and 2007. Between 
2007 and 2008 it fell by 17%. The biggest producer of field peas (France) recorded a 
decrease of 40% between 2006 and 2007 and of -27 % between 2007-2008. This crop is 
mainly used for animal feed and is increasingly replaced by other protein crops, such as 
soya” (page 76). This substitution is not made by an intensification of internal production of 
soybean, which, instead, have registered a decline too. The final result has been the 
increase of import of soya-cake, as described in following chapter. 
The following tables show the last updated data on area and production of protein crops 
and soybean. 
 

Table 1: Evolution of protein crops area (2000-2009) 
 

 Average 2008-09 Average 2000-01 Total Variation 

Field Peas (000 ha) 463,67 908,75 -49% 

Broad and field beans (000 ha) 377,35 297,55 27% 

Lupins (000 ha) 71,80 89,90 -20% 

TOTAL (000 ha) 912,82 1.296,20 -30% 
Source: our elaboration on Eurostat Database 

 

Table 2: European Soybean production  
 Average 2007-2008 Average 2000-2001 Total Variation 

Area (000 ha) 289,54 477,12 -39% 

Production (000 tons) 706,75 1.319,80 -46% 

Yield (tons/ha) 2,4 2,8 -12% 
Source: FAO – production database3 

 
                                          
2  LMC International “Evaluation of measures applied under common agricultural policy to protein crop sector”, 

2009. 
3  With regards to soya production Eurostat does not provide updated data. 
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Interestingly 2009 estimates reveal a growth in protein production area with increases 
reaching 30% compared to 2008 (+30% field peas, +29% broad beans, +14% lupines). If 
these estimations will be confirmed, it is reasonable that said increment is due to a hike in 
prices occurring during the second half of 2007 through 2008. 
 
Anyway, short-term responses to price changes do not offset the mid term evolution of the 
protein crop production, which witnesses a declining role of the EU in world market 
production. In the last seven years the EU field pea production area has lost 15% world 
market share, only partially compensated by a gain in sweet lupines. 

 

Figure 1: Share of world field peas production by area 
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Source: FAO – production database 
 
Other players have replaced the declining EU production area of field pea, above all from 
the  North-american scene, where the share of world field peas production increases from 
26% to 43%, mainly due to Canada, who is the principal producer and has significantly 
intesifyed its production..  

1.2. The EU picture: regional differentiation 
 
It is worth considering the territorial distribution of field pea crops: in 2000 (average 2000-
01) there were 7 countries specialized in field pea production (Czech Republic, Denmark, 
Germany, France, Lithuania, Austria and Sweden), but after eight years only Czech 
Republic and Austria remain dedicated. The latter, along with Spain and Estonia, are the 
only countries with still a high area specialization in field peas4 (more than 50% of the 
average area is utilized for this purpose - see maps 1 and 2). 

                                          
4  This index is calculate as follow: ((field pea area/total arable land)Country/(field pea area/total arable 

land)Europe). It is considered specialized the Country that has more than 1,5 of the index, on the contrary, it 
is considered despecialised the Country that has less than 0,5 of the index.  
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Map 1 and 2: Evolution of country specialization in field peas area 
 

Average 2000-01      Average 2007-08 
 

 
 
Source: Our elaboration on Eurostat 

 
These differentiations can be split further at Regional level, using the basic price value of 
protein crop production5. This allows detecting deeper regional differentiations in the 
dynamics of protein crop production (map 3).  Regions with “severe decline” are those 
showing a decrease more than double of the average. The average is an annual rate of 
variation of -7%. On the opposite Regions with “strong increase” are those with an annual 
rate of variation positive and higher than 5%. 

                                          
5  The choice of the indicator was more or less obliged in relationship with data availability at Regional Level. 
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Map 3: Regional differentiation: decline and increase of protein crops 
production 

 
 

Source: Our elaboration on Eurostat 
 
Regions’ production fluctuations could be a consequence of the 2003 CAP Reform. The flat 
special aid of 55.57 Euro/ha introduced in 2004 reduced producers of high yielding regions’ 
net competitive advantage in favour of those with a low yielding capacity. Confirming this 
theory, the evaluation report (page 113) demonstrates the advantages from 
coupled/decoupled aid in each member State: Spain, Greece, Italy, Portugal and Finland 
are the countries which have mostly benefited from the change in policy. 
Furthermore, evidence reported in the next paragraph seems to suggest that low yielding 
regions could be less marked oriented, with a lower elasticity of adaptation to demand 
shifts.  

1.3. Main causes of the decline in production: market and price 
effects 
 
World market prices and the competitiveness of other crops have been the main causes of 
the change in EU protein crop production, as the current openness of the EU market makes 
domestic protein crop prices virtually aligned with world market prices. According to the 
quoted study, only 21% of interviewed farmers confirmed that the change in CAP aids has 
played a significant role in modifying the size of protein crop areas, whereas almost a 45% 
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of the sample said that the change in payment system did not affect the planting area and 
for the remaining 34% the change was insignificant. 
 
As a matter of fact, producers’ decision to grow protein crops is influenced by several 
factors. A rough representation of these factors is shown in the following figure. 
 

Figure 2: Share of decisions influencing growth in protein crops from 
producers’ point of view 
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Source: our elaboration on LMC international, 2009 (page 136) 
 
Significant differences among Member States can be detected from the answers: in 
Germany the main factor in producers’ decision making is the price of other crops, whilst in 
Spain the rotational benefits are the principal variable taken into account. This evidence 
contributes to the interpretation of the pattern of regional differentiation previously 
discussed. 
 
The acceptable responsiveness to market signals influence the estimates available on the 
production behavior following on the surge of prices in 2007 and 2008 shown in following 
figure. 
 
Several interpretations have been made on the cause of the peak. The main determining 
causes of the hikes and the increased volatility of the grain prices seem to have been the 
interaction inside and outside the agricultural market (Massot, 2009), with an increased 
demand also in  bio-fuel products, decreased cereals stocks, the speculation on the future 
markets, particularly for soybean. 
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Figure 3: Trends in crop price: 2000-2008 (index 2000=100) 
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Source: Our elaboration on Eurostat 

 
The peck has been absorbed during 2008, but a new shock has been registered in summer 
2010. The effects, at the moment, are quite difficult to predict. 
 
Referring to the protein crop sector, following price trends proxy, area production of field 
peas in 2009 has had an increase of 30% in EU, of which 27% as a result of peak prices in 
2008 (source Eurostat), and even more in 2010 estimates (e.g. in France in 2010 about 
236.000 ha should be invested in field peas vs 111.600 in 2009 and 98.500 in 2008. These 
values, in any case, are far from the 428.800 ha registered in 2000). 
 
If these projections are correct, the production of protein crops and of other raw materials 
used in feed production, are strongly exposed to the international markets. 
 
The links between the higher price of raw materials for feed and the reduction of margins in 
livestock farms is quite direct. The following chapter shows how the availability and access 
to raw materials for feed significantly impact the competitiveness of the livestock sector, 
that, therefore, absorbs both positively and negatively any fluctuations.  
 



The evaluation of the impact of reforms that have affected the sector and the needs of European livestock system 
__________________________________________________________________ 

PE 438.592 15 

 

2. THE EU LIVESTOCK SECTOR 

In 2008 EU animal output is based on more or less same quantity of 2000 animals. From 
2007 to 2008 the number of cattle, pigs and sheep decreased by 0,2%, 4,4% and 5,4% 
respectively, while the number of goats increased by 0,4%. The meet production of all the 
species decreased from 2007 to 2008. 
 
The quantity of cows’ milk collected remained remarkably stable in the EU between 1995 
and 2008. In the same period a notable increase has been registered in cheese (+28%). 
The following table shows the last updated data on EU livestock. 
 
Table 3: Animal slaughtered by species (1000 Heads and 1000t), 2008 

 Cattle Pigs Sheep and Goats 

Heads 88.837 153.067 104,400 

Production 8.080,4 22.591,8 1.026,8 
Source: Eurostat 2009 

 

2.1. Competitiveness of livestock sector  
Animal output in 2009 has been estimated in 133 billion Euros and represents for the EU 
about 44% of the agricultural output. The 31% of the animal output is from animal 
products. Along with the strong decrease of the agricultural output in 2009 (-12,6% from 
2008), also the livestock sector has shown a negative impact of due to economic and 
financial crisis (-11% of total output), mainly due to a strong decrease of milk production 
(-22%) and cattle meat (-6%). 
 
The intermediate consumption has decreased less proportionally, so that the final result is a 
loss of 14% on gross value added at basic price. The result reflects directly on agricultural 
income, that in 2009 was lower than in 2001. 
 
For livestock sector last three years have been represented a deep crisis in terms of 
competitiveness. As an example, the following figure shows the situation in EU dairy 
farmers. 



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
___________________________________________________________ 

PE 438.592 16 

 
Figure 4:Trend in EU dairy farmers’ margin 2007-2009 
 

 
Source: EU – Agriculture and Rural Development, Policy Focus n°1 – May 2010 

 
According to these estimations, gross margins from milk specialized farmers halved in just 
3 years, due to a decrease of revenues not followed by a proportional decrease of operating 
costs. 
 
This phenomenon has widely occurred in the agricultural sector as a whole (table 4).  
 

Table 4: Composition of the Agricultural Gross Value Added (basic price) 
and weight of the feedingstuff consumption (2007-2009) 

 2007 2008 2009 

Crop output (million Euro) 192.712 203.305 175.573 

Animal output  (million Euro) 142.237 152.378 136.040 

Other agricultural output (million Euro) 24.774 25.912 25.365 

TOTAL  (million Euro) 359.723 381.595 336.978 

Intermediate consumption (million Euro) 203.585 228.035 203.983 

Gross value added  (million Euro) 156.138 153.560 132.995 

IC/Total agricultural output (5) 57% 60% 61% 

Feedingstuff consumption (million Euro) 79.248 88.909 73.098 

Feedingstuff/ IC (%) 39% 39% 36% 

Feedingstuff/Animal output (%) 56% 58% 54% 

Source: Eurostat, 2009 estimated, March 2010 
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In 2009 in order to maintain margins in animal production, feeding stuff consumption has 
less value than in previous years. But in any case, the gross margin in animal production in 
2009 was lower than in 2007. 
 
These figures well attain to the results of a study on the livestock sector crisis, where the 
loss of competitiveness of the meat sector is addressed to the high volatility of prices of 
some fundamental production factors: energy and feed. Focusing on the feed factor, the 
study states that “The hikes of grain prices have provoked a rise of feed costs. For 
instance, pig feed indexed price peaked mid-2008 75% above its 2005-2006 average in 
France, Germany, the Netherlands (…) Broiler feed costs increased by nearly 80% in the 
same period.” (Topliff M.M. and ali, 2009, page 5). 

 
Table 5:Share of feed costs on total costs in 2007: a survey 

 Range of feed costs Note 

Type of farming Min. Max  

Fattening farms 8% 25% Higher in larger units 

Cow-calf farms 10%  

Pigs farms 50% 60% In Poland about 70% 

Poultry farms (broiler 
production) 

56% in NL 66% in PL 
In France increased feed costs of 

23% in 2 years (20006-08) 
Source: Topliff M.M. and alii, 2009 

 
Indeed, these factors have a specific and relevant role in going deep in analyzing the feed 
sector in order to better address recommendation to improve the livestock competitiveness. 

2.2. A focus on feeding stuff sector 
 
Animal feeding-stuffs, including feed materials and compound feeds, are the main input 
into livestock production. Within the EU-27, about 468 mio. ton. of feeding-stuffs are 
consumed by livestock each year. Out of this quantity, 228 mio. ton. mostly are fodder 
grown and used on the farm of origin. The balance, i.e. 240 mio. ton. of feed, includes 
cereals grown and used on the farm of origin (51 mio. ton.) and feed purchased by 
livestock producers to supplement their own feed resources (either feed materials or 
compound feed) (FEFAC, 2009). 
 
EU represents the main compound feed producer, but it is interesting to note the increase 
in the sector of new emerging economies, such as the case of China. 
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Figure 5: Global compound feed production in 2000 and 2008 
 

EU 27
25%

Other Europe
6%

China
10%

Japan
4%

Other Asia + 
Pacific (*)

9%

Brazil
6%

Mexico
3%

USA
25%

Canada
4%

Other America
4%

Middle East  + 
Africa (*)

4%

EU 27
21%

Other Europe
6%

China
13%

Japan
4%Other Asia + 

Pacific (*)
10%

Brazil
8%

Mexico
4%

USA
22%

Canada
3%

Other America
4%

Middle East  + 
Africa (*)

5%

 
Source: FEFAC, 2009 
 
In 2008, 151 mio. tonn of compound feed were produced by EU compounders, accounting 
for 79% of all purchased feedingstuffs. The value of all feedingstuffs used by EU livestock 
producers including forages produced on the farm is estimated at €89 billion in 2008. This 
accounts for 39% of all inputs and 56% of the turnover in livestock production. 
 
Purchases of compound feed amounted, in 2007, to €42 billion or 53% of the value of all 
used feeding-stuffs, with more than 4.200 productive unit, most of them located in Spain 
(900), Italy (630), United Kingdom (415), Germany and France (more than 300). The 
industrial compound of feed production is estimated for 2009 in 146 billion tons. The EU 
production has been increased from 2000 to 2009 of about 20%. As shown in previous 
paragraph there was a slight reduction from 2009 and 2008 of 4%. 
 
Compound feed are manufactured from a mixture of raw materials designed to achieve pre-
determined performance objectives among animals. These raw materials are obtained from 
a wide variety of sources. Hence, the industry provides a major market for EU cereals, 
oilseeds and pulses. Some raw materials are obtained from the co-products of the food 
industry. Other important ingredients which cannot be grown in sufficient quantity in the EU 
are imported from third countries (FEFAC, 2009). 
 
Soybean represents 66% of the EU demand in feed compounding for vegetable feed 
ingredients (average 2007/08). Its weight has been increased in last 10 years (in 2000 was 
61%), while protein crops (field peas, filed beans and lupines) have reduced their 
contribution from 6% to 3%. The evaluation report (op. cit.) explains this evolution with 
two reasons: the ban on the feed use of meat and bone meal in 2001 and the increased 
availability of alternative ingredients with higher protein content. Deepening this last 
element, CAP could have a role because of the aid to energy crop measures, especially 
rapeseed cake. 
 
Looking at the EU balance sheet for protein rich feed materials (table 6), appears strongly 
evident the role of imports and the consequent low level of self-sufficiency (28% as a whole 
of the materials). 
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Table 6: EU-27 Balance sheet for protein rich feed materials in 
2006/2007 
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3. POLICY OPTIONS 
 
Ongoing changes in the markets for feed-stuff depict opportunities and threats for the 
European livestock sector. Those changes are partly an outcome of changes undergone by 
the CAP in the last years: firstly, increased openness of the EU market for animal feed 
implies better access to least-cost produce for animal feeding, but also increased exposure 
to price volatility of such inputs; secondly, decoupling of support to protein crops also 
fuelled displacement of EU internal production and redistribution of production among 
regions; thirdly, policy options about animal welfare, GMOs, environmental conditionality 
may pose further threats to competitiveness and development EU livestock sector. 
 
Obviously, the debate regarding Common Agricultural Policy for 2013 is currently 
intensifying. In June 2010 the EU opened a public consultation, with an on-line forum, 
aimed at gathering ideas, opinions and contributions by institutions, stake-holders and 
citizens. An announcement by the Commission is expected within 2010. At the same time 
the European Parliament’s with the approval of July 8th, 2010 on the Future of common 
politics post 2013 (Lyon’s report) outlines the expectations and main lines that the 
European Parliament wants to emphasize. 
 
The discussion focuses on three fundamental aspects: 

a) the policy objectives to be pursued, bearing in mind the deeply altered economic 
scenario in the last five years, 

b) the financial resources agricultural policy can rely on, with a view to an overall 
review of the Community Budget, 

c) the operational mechanisms it will have to adopt, coherent with the new options 
 
With regards to the objectives, in addition to agricultural policy alignment with the 
objectives set by the cohesion policy and explained in the 2020 Strategy, the guidelines 
indicate a strong attention to themes tied to food security, food self-sufficiency, economic 
and social value of agricultural activities and, last but not least, their environmental 
implications. On one hand these themes represent a plausible frame of reference within 
which to identify policy options. On the other hand there exist complex tradeoffs between 
those policy objectives and it will be necessary to find sustainable fine tuning for the 
livestock sector. 
 
The scenario presented earlier in this work regarding the impacts of changes in the markets 
for feedstuff on the livestock sector highlights, to summarize, a tendency to decline of 
protein production in global terms, with short term increases in response to price peaks, 
above all in the EU regions where production is more responsive to market signals, and a 
threat to the gross margin of livestock agricultural enterprises stemming from price 
instability of foodstuffs. 
 
The main way to improve the picture lies in three main area of policy intervention. 
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They refer to implementing new policy measures dealing with risk management, along with 
strategies for bridging the gaps between EU and world standards related to feedstuff, and 
finally strengthening the internal supply chain, which may constitute a complementary 
policy horizon. 
 
More in details, the recent debate on risk management was very rich in defining tools and 
options. In this case, we consider the opportunities given by future markets, assurance 
schemes, as the Spanish experience suggests, public account saving, in a way that 
resembles the Canadian model Agri-insurance and Agri-Stability. 
 
The second area of policy intervention should focused on the application of rules concerning 
quality standards for livestock products: first of all the differential treatment of GMO in EU. 
With regards to the use of GM in feed stuff, the study promoted by the European 
Parliament (Topliff M.M. and alii, 2009) highlights that “the current EU policy regarding 
GMOs and meat-and-bone meal and the lack on Non Trade Concerns in the context of the 
WTO negotiations negatively affect production cost developments and the EU pig sector 
competitiveness compared with non-EU countries” (page 173). 
 
As far as standard are concerned, issues similar to the ones raised by GMO can be 
identified as per animal welfare regulation, environmental regulation, etc6. Furthermore, 
the promotion of protein production is advantageous when utilized on farm, in context of 
their traceability. Their usage, especially in organic livestock, is an important option that 
can guarantee a level of corporate competitiveness (refer to interviews carried out in 
Germany under the LMC International 2009 study). In addition, the protein production’s 
role in fixing nitrogen, is undoubtedly an environmental benefit. 

                                          
6  These issues are not deepened here as they are only weakly related to the production and trade of feedstuff.  
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Finally, an effort should be considered in strengthening a better functioning of livestock 
chain. The focus of the policy is placed on the role of technological innovation and the 
negotiation tools.  
 
In particular, the use of soya-cakes, which constitutes more than 63% of feed raw 
materials, results in a significant amount of imports and dependency on market 
fluctuations. Its substitution with other production inputs depends on the endorsement of 
technological innovation permitting the use of other kind of products in the feed’s 
composition. The solution implies investment in public and private testing aimed at 
identifying adequate technologies. However, one must underline the vicious cycle in which 
the more the production becomes niche and does not considerably affect total production, 
as it seems to be the case for protein production, the less investment is made in research. 
 
In addition, as stated by the “High Level Group on Milk” and by the “High Level Group on 
the Competitiveness of the Agro-Food Industry Competition” efficient and balanced 
relationships along the supply chain will result in equitable returns for all the players. In the 
case of the livestock sector some improvements in contractual obligations with the provider 
(price, time of payments, etc.) should counterbalance the lack of market power at 
agricultural stage of the chain. 
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