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1. INTRODUCTION 

In the conclusions of the Agricultural Council to the European Council at Göteborg in July 
2001, the Council invited the Commission to make a short summary of the yearly reports 
made by the Member States of their rural development programmes (as set out in Regulation 
(EC) No 1257/1999), and present the results every two years starting in 2002. 

This document is the second Community-level summary report on rural development. The 
monitoring data analysed in this report concern the years 2001, 2002 and 2003 only. It covers 
only those programmes financed by the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund 
(EAGGF) Guarantee Section. 

1.1. Indicators 

In order to have harmonised monitoring at European level of all rural development 
programmes, common indicators were defined by the Commission at the beginning of the 
programming period. After a year of application some adaptations to these indicators were 
judged necessary. The current set of indicators has therefore been in application for 
monitoring data related to the year 2001 and onwards. 

The data available are a series of basic indicators for each of the rural development measures. 
They concern the number of contracts, financial data and the number of hectares where the 
measure has been applied for land-based measures. More specific indicators have been 
developed for certain measures. It should be noted that the data concern only the current 
programming period (Council Regulation (EC) No 1257/1999), ongoing commitments from 
the previous period are not included. Financial data relate to financial commitments and not 
actual payments.  

The data are collected at the level of the rural development programmes by the competent 
national or regional authorities, and are sent to the European Commission by latest 30 June 
for the preceding programming year. These data are stored in an informatics system called 
CAP-IDIM (Common Agricultural Policy – Improved Data and Indicators Management). 

1.2. Quantity of data received 

Ideally a database should be exhaustive, that is it should contain data for all the existing 
programmes for every year. The database should therefore contain, for each year from the 
beginning of the programming period, data for the 68 rural development programmes co-
financed by the EAGGF-Guarantee Section (RDPs), 20 Objective 2 Structural Funds 
programmes co-financed by the EAGGF-Guarantee Section and 69 Objective 1 Structural 
Funds programmes co-financed by the EAGGF-Guidance Section. Finally, it should also 
contain monitoring data files for the use of voluntary modulation funds for the regions which 
apply this instrument. This concerns two regions for 2002 and 12 regions for 2003. 

Unfortunately this exhaustive data set is not available. In 2003, only 8 files of monitoring data 
out of 69 for Objective 1 programmes co-financed by EAGGF-Guidance were submitted to 
the Commission. In order to not complicate interpretation, these data have therefore not been 
included in the analysis of this report. Further, despite a request to adapt the 2000 monitoring 
data when the new format for the indicators was agreed early in 2002, this year rests largely 
incomplete (47 RDP files available based on the new version, out of 88). 
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Given these two limits on the database, the analysis in this report is based only on the 
programmes financed by the EAGGF Guarantee Section (RDPs, Objective 2 programmes and 
voluntary modulation), for the years 2001, 2002, 2003. 

1.3. Quality of data received 

The figures presented resulted from a process of verification and correction of data, 
undertaken in collaboration with the Member States. Numerous errors and differences of 
interpretation were found during the verification process. This implies that there may still 
remain errors which passed undetected.  

Some indicators have often not been completed, for example the Natura 2000 areas within 
less-favoured areas, and the organic products being supported under measure ‘g’ (Improving 
the processing and marketing of agricultural products’. In these cases the Member States use 
the predefined code ‘NA’ = not available. The absence of data is highlighted on a case by case 
basis where it is significant. 

1.4. Calculation method 

The tables shown in the Annex summarise the common indicator tables at European level and 
give overviews of the situation in the different Member States. These tables, submitted in 
Excel format are uploaded in the database (Oracle) created for this purpose: CAP-IDIM. For 
those Member States with more than one rural development programme a module of 
CAP-IDIM calculates the aggregation of indicators supplied for each programme of the 
Member State (RDP, Obj. 2 and RDP modulation) to provide an overall national figure. 

2. OVERVIEW 

In 2003 rural development, via the 22 measures applicable at that time1, translated into almost 
3 million contracts and €10.1 billion public expenditure commitments (of which €4.6 billion 
from the EAGGF-Guarantee Section) 

The two principal rural development measures, in terms of level of financing, number of 
contracts and surface area covered were support for less-favoured areas and agri-environment. 
These were also the only two measures applied in all Member States in 2003. 55% of the 
overall public expenditure was programmed under these two measures, and 57% of rural 
development contracts signed were under agri-environment measures.  

‘Investment in agricultural holdings’ was another measure which received a high level of 
public expenditure.  

                                                 
1 Before a further eight rural development measures were introduced as part of the 2003 CAP Reform 

(Council Regulation (EC) No 1783/2003). 
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Graph 1 – Rural development (co-financed EAGGF guarantee section) by measure 
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a. Investment in agricultural holdings b. Setting up of young farmers c.Training d. Early retirement e.1 Less-favoured areas e.2 Areas with 
environmental restrictions f. Agri-environment g. Improving processing and marketing of agricultural products h&i.1. Afforestation i.2. Other 
forestry measures j. Land improvement k.Reparcelling l. Setting-up of farm relief and farm management services m. Marketing of quality 
agricultural products n. Basic services for the rural economy and population o. Renovation and development of villages and protection and 
conservation of the rural heritage p. Diversification of agricultural activities and activities close to agriculture to provide multiple activities or 
alternative incomes q. Agricultural water resources management r. Development and improvement of infrastructure connected with the 
development of agriculture s. Encouragement for tourist and craft activities t. Protection of the environment in connection with agriculture, 
forestry and landscape conservation as well as with the improvement of animal welfare u.Restoring agricultural production potential 
damaged by natural disasters and introducing appropriate prevention instruments v.Financial engineering  

 

Graph 2 enables comparisons to be made between the allocation of European public funds 
(EAGGF Guarantee Section only) to the different measures by Member State. Six Member 
States (Greece, Ireland, Austria, Portugal, Finland and Sweden) devote 80% or more of their 
EAGGF Guarantee funding to the two principal measures (less-favoured areas and agri-
environment). Spain invests significantly in the forestry measures, Belgium and Luxembourg 
in ‘investment in agricultural holdings’, and the Netherlands in the Article 33 measures 
(‘promoting the adaptation and development of rural areas’). 
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Graph 2 – Breakdown of expenditure by measure for each Member State 

Breakdown of EAGGF Guarantee expenditure by measure
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It is interesting to compare each Member State with the European average (last column): 

– Belgium: investment in agricultural holdings is the most important measure (30% of 
EAGGF Guarantee). Less favoured areas exist but only areas with a specific handicap are 
supported by the EAGGF; 

– Denmark: very little less-favoured areas; above average investment in forests; 

– Germany: breakdown of expenditure fairly similar to the average but with a stronger 
emphasis on measures for promoting the adaptation and development of rural areas; 

– Greece: only three measures are cofinanced by the EAGGF Guarantee: early retirement, 
less-favoured areas and agri-environment2; 

                                                 
2 This is due to the fact that in Member States/regions designated under Objective 1 only the four 

accompanying measures applicable in 2003 (early retirement, agri-environment, less-favoured areas and 
afforestation of agricultural land) are eligible for support by the EAGGF-Guarantee Section. All other 
rural development measures in these areas are supported by the EAGGF-Guidance Section as part of 
Structural Fund programming. 
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– Spain: EAGGF expenditure is more dispersed between the different measures than is the 
case at EU level. Afforestation is the most important (23%); 

– France: the breakdown of expenditure is fairly similar to the average except for a lower 
significance for agri-environment; 

– Ireland and Portugal: only the four accompanying measures are applicable: early 
retirement, less-favoured areas, agri-environment and afforestation2. As a result, each of 
them has more significance in these Member States than at Community level;  

– Italy: EAGGF expenditure is more dispersed between the different measures than is the 
case at EU level. Particular importance of investments in agricultural holdings and 
improving processing and marketing;  

– Luxembourg: investment in agricultural holdings is the most important measure (39% of 
EAGGF Guarantee); 

– The Netherlands: the distribution of expenditure is completely untypical as 90% of the 
budget (EAGGF Guarantee) is allocated to measures to encourage the adaptation and 
development of rural areas, and in particular measures (k) ‘reparcelling, (q) agricultural 
water resources management and (t) protection of the environment; 

– Austria and Sweden: agri-environment benefits from the largest part of expenditure (64% 
and 79% respectively), with a lower share of expenditure allocated to the other measures; 

– Finland: 92% of EAGGF Guarantee co-financing is reserved for the less-favoured areas 
and agri-environment measures; 

– United Kingdom: distribution of expenditure fairly similar to the EU average. 

The programmes are gradually reaching their cruising speed, with Community expenditure for 
rural development (EAGGF Guarantee) increasing year by year. In 2003 it reached 
€4.58 billion (€3.84 billion in 2002 and €3.47 billion in 2001). The level of public expenditure 
reached €10.15 billion in 2003. This increase applies for most measures and is particularly 
significant for the following measures: early retirement, agri-environment and basic services 
(measure ‘n’). Two measures received significantly less public funding in 2003 than in 2001: 
setting up aid for young farmers and other forestry measures. Despite 2003 being the fourth 
year of implementation, 10 measures were still not being implemented in Member States 
where they are applicable (see Table 2 in 2003 file in Annex). Luxembourg alone had six 
measures included in its programme but not being implemented yet in 2003. 

The share of national and regional co-financing in the overall public expenditure is variable 
by country (from 24% in Portugal to 72% in Greece) – see Graph 4 below. 
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Graph 3 – National co-financing as a share of public expenditure  
on RD Guarantee section 
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In preparatory work on EU rural development policy for the 2007–13 period, it was seen that 
the various individual rural development measures applicable in the 2000–06 period could be 
grouped into three broad categories which respond to different policy objectives. These 
groupings have formed the basis of the new axes that are a central part of the new rural 
development policy for 2007–13 which was adopted by the Agriculture Council in September 
20053. Along this classification, the 22 available measures can be grouped into three 
categories, which respond to different objectives: 1. restructuring and competitiveness of 
agricultural activities (12 measures), 2. the environment and land management (5 measures) 
and 3. the economy and rural communities (5 measures). This classification of measures does 
not form part of the policy framework for the 2000–06 period. It has however been used in the 
following section of this report.  

3. GROUP 1: RESTRUCTURING AND COMPETITIVENESS 

The rural development tools which contribute to encouraging restructuring and improving 
competitiveness of the agricultural sector are: 

• investment in agricultural holdings, 

• setting up of young farmers, 

• training, 

                                                 
3 Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 of 20.9.2005 on support for rural development by the European 

Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) (OJ L 277, 21.10.2005, p. 1). 
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• early retirement, 

• improving processing and marketing of agricultural products, 

• land improvement, 

• reparcelling, 

• setting-up of farm relief and farm management services, 

• marketing of quality agricultural products, 

• agricultural water resources management, 

• development and improvement of infrastructure connected with the development of 
agriculture, 

• restoring agricultural production potential damaged by natural disasters and introducing 
appropriate prevention instruments. 

More than 168 000 contracts were on-going in 2003 concerning agricultural restructuring and 
competitiveness, benefiting from 24% of the EAGGF Guarantee payment commitments. 
Belgium, The Netherlands, Italy and Luxembourg give particular importance to this type of 
measure (in terms of money invested). Within this group of measures, investment in 
agricultural holdings and early retirement are the two measures which are the most successful 
in terms of number of applications. Table 1 gives an overview of the application of these 
measures in 2003. 
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Table 1 – Group 1: key figures 2003 

Measure Number of 
applications 

Total public 
expenditure 

(€ 000) 

EAGGF 
expenditure 

(€ 000) 
Comments 

a. Investment in 
agricultural holdings 79 184 936 304 308 008 

– most important measure in Belgium 
and Luxembourg; 

– 17 % of eligible expenditure concerns 
‘green investments’ 

b. Setting up of young 
farmers 10 857 262 755 123 466 

The number of applications is distributed 
equally for the three older age 
categories, but is slightly higher for the 
very young (<25) category. 

c. Training 18 438 68 657 27 881 

Three countries favour training with a 
longer duration (AT, DE, IT), in the other 
countries the average duration of a 
training action is ≤ 4 days. 

d. Early retirement 32 970 186 038 69 630 

– as a result of these retirements 
448 000 ha have been reassigned to 
other farmers and 1 700 ha to non-
agricultural uses; 

– 12 000 persons ceased agricultural 
activity in 2003 thanks to this 
measure.  

g. Improving processing 
and marketing of 
agricultural products 1 790 517 992 247 337 

– 25% of approved applications 
concern the wine and alcohol sector; 

– important measure in Spain and Italy 

j. Land improvement 402 17 310 8 043 Only applied in France, Spain and Italy  

k. Reparcelling 8 525 232 906 93 072 
More than 1.3 million ha covered by this 
measure.  

l. Setting-up of farm relief 
and farm management 
services 613 13 528 5 843 

Primarily farm management services. 

m. Marketing of quality 
agricultural products 3 570 66 818 35 667 

No clear trend observed for this 
measure.  

q. Agricultural water 
resources 
management 638 245 679 74 475 

Measure applied principally in Spain for 
irrigation and in The Netherlands for 
water management.  

r. Development and 
improvement of 
infrastructure 
connected with the 
development of 
agriculture 2 695 163 923 76 096 

Concerns principally road networks, but 
also energy, water and tele-
communications networks, as well as 
other collective infrastructure projects. 

u. Restoring agricultural 
production potential 
damaged by natural 
disasters and 
introducing appropriate 
prevention instruments 8 481 185 812 31 603 

– Italy approved 2 400 applications for 
preventative instruments; 

– Spain approved 5 300 applications for 
restoring damaged production 
potential. 
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There has been little evolution in this group of measures between 2001 and 2003. However 
one can highlight an increase in the number of applications for investments in agricultural 
holdings and in the number of beneficiaries of the early retirement measure, and a significant 
reduction in setting up aid for young farmers. 

4. GROUP 2: ENVIRONMENT AND LAND MANAGEMENT  

The rural development measures which aim to protect and improve the environment are:  

• less-favoured areas and areas with environmental restrictions 

• agri-environment  

• afforestation of agricultural land  

• other afforestation, other forestry measures  

• protection of the environment in connection with agriculture, forestry and landscape 
conservation as well as the improvement of animal welfare  

This group of measures relates to the social, environmental and landscape management role of 
agriculture. This is the core of rural development –70% of EAGGF Guarantee expenditure for 
2003 was committed under these measures. Table 2 gives basic data for each of these 
measures in 2003. 
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Table 2 – Group 2: key figures 2003 

Measure  
Number of 
contracts/ 
holdings 

Total public 
expenditure

(€ 000) 

EAGGF 
expenditure

(€ 000) 
Comments 

e.1 Less-favoured areas 986 618 2 344 320 947 945 see below 

e.2. Areas with 
environmental 
restrictions 7 700 7 279 3 835 

– measure implemented by only Belgium 
and Germany in 2003; 

– 52 000 ha of Natura 2000 areas receive 
payments under this measure  

f. Agri-environment  1 691 180 3 272 587 1 775 735  see below 

h. Afforestation of 
agricultural land 

 13 993* 394 156 248 960 

– this measure is not implemented in 
Sweden and Finland; 

– 75 000 ha of agricultural land was 
afforested in 2003 (of which 10% was 
publicly-owned land)  

i. Other afforestation, 
Other forestry 
measures 

 32 861 391 971 158 557 

– this measure covers both afforestation of 
non-agricultural land and forestry 
investments; 

– 91 % of contracts concern forest 
maintenance  

t. Protection of the 
environment in 
connection with 
agriculture, forestry 
and landscape 
conservation as well 
as with the 
improvement of 
animal welfare 9 144 190 162 83 042 

– 90 % of contracts concern protection of 
the environment, the other 10% relate to 
animal welfare;  

– two thirds of the contracts have been 
established in France. 

* afforestation establishment contracts in 2003. 

LESS-FAVOURED AREAS MEASURE 

The measure to support less-favoured areas, in place since 1975, is a very important rural 
development measure. The measure was implemented in all Member States in 2003. In total, 
nearly a million holdings received less-favoured area support, corresponding to 16% of total 
holdings in the EU. (A quarter of utilised agricultural area receives less-favoured area support, 
of which 8% as mountainous areas, 1% as areas affected by specific handicaps and 15% as 
other less-favoured areas). The situation varies considerably according to the physical 
constraints faced in each country. Map 1 helps visualise the distribution and importance of 
less-favoured areas in each of the Member States.  
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Map 1 – Number of holdings receiving compensatory allowances for less-favoured areas 
compared to the total number of holdings in the country  

 
This map is based: in the background, on the designation of less-favoured areas at the level of 
communes as defined in Community legislation for the entire period; in the foreground, 
graphics which depict the monitoring indicators submitted in 2004 and stocked in CAP-IDIM 
concerning the number of holdings receiving compensatory allowances. (The data on the total 
number of holdings in 2003 comes from Eurostat). The comparison of the two sources of data 
is very intriguing for certain Member States. 

This measure is fairly stable over the current period, as the eligibility criteria have remained 
the same. One notes however a slight reduction in area (–6%) and number of holdings (–2%) 
covered between 2001 and 2003.  
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AGRI-ENVIRONMENTAL MEASURE 

The agri-environment measure was considered of particular importance by the legislator and 
was made compulsory throughout the European territory. It was therefore implemented in all 
15 Member States in 2003. Despite its compulsory nature, three Italian regions (Campania, 
Calabria and Puglia) still had not signed agri-environment commitments under the 2000–06 
period. 

It is a very important measure –1.69 million contracts have been signed under it of which 37% 
(633 000) in Austria. These contracts cover an area of 35.5 million ha (+ 80% compared to 
2001). This figure does not relate to ‘real’ area but to area under contract (it is possible that 
the same area is covered by several contracts). Support predominately relates to the reduction 
of input use (outside organic farming), and to extensification. 

Graph 4 – Agri-environment measure: distribution of area by type of contract 

Distribution of agri-environmental support 
(area concerned)

organic farming

other input  reduct.

Crop rotation
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landscape/nature
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Support for this measure (in 2003) reached €3.25 billion (public expenditure), equivalent to an 
average of €91 per hectare. This figure varies between €47/ha in France and €383/ha in 
Sweden. 

The agri-environment measure mobilises an increasing amount of resources over time (both in 
absolute terms and proportionately). It is a multi-annual measure (minimum five years). Each 
year new contracts join the on-going contracts of the previous years. 

Support for organic farming under rural development has existed since 1992. In the current 
programming period (2000–06) 85 917 contracts have been signed throughout the EU-15 for a 
minimum five-year duration. Some 2% of the utilised agricultural area (UAA) benefits from 
such support. Organic farming receiving agri-environment support, is most widespread in 
Sweden, Austria and Finland, accounting for more than 13% of the UAA in Sweden. 
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Table 3 – Organic farming area receiving EAGGF support  
as a % of utilised agricultural area (UAA) 

Organic Farming 
(part of the UAA) 2003 

Belgique/België 1.35% 
Danmark 4.16% 
Deutschland 3.16% 
Elláda 0.53% 
España 0.63% 
France 0.75% 
Ireland NA 
Italia 2.27% 
Luxembourg 1.76% 
Nederland 0.55% 
Österreich 8.71% 
Portugal 0.72% 
Suomi/Finland 6.35% 
Sverige 13.02% 
United Kingdom 1.55% 

TOTAL 1.97% 

As all contracts signed are underway until at least 2004, the area being farmed organically 
which benefits from Community support has effectively increased between 2001 and 2003.  

5. GROUP 3: RURAL ECONOMY, RURAL COMMUNITIES 

The measures concerned are:  

• basic services for the rural economy and population, 

• renovation and development of villages and protection and conservation of the rural 
heritage, 

• diversification of agricultural activities and activities close to agriculture to provide 
multiple activities or alternative incomes, 

• encouragement for tourist and craft activities, 

• financial engineering. 

Four Member States do not apply these measures at all in their programmes financed by the 
EAGGF-Guarantee Section. These are Greece, Portugal, Luxembourg and Ireland. In Greece, 
Portugal and Ireland these measures are applied through their Objective 1 programmes. By 
contrast, The Netherlands dedicates 20% of its EAGGF-Guarantee support for supporting 
rural communities, and uses the five measures concerned. 
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Table 4 gives an overview of the application of these measures in 2003. 

Table 4 – Group 3: key figures 2003 

Measure Number of 
applications 

Total public 
expenditure 

(€ 000) 

EAGGF 
expenditure 

(€ 000) 
Comments 

n. Basic services for 
the rural economy 
and population 3 701 128 148 65 779 

actions supported include, for example, 
information and advisory services, water 
canalisation and drinking water.  

o. Renovation and 
development of 
villages and 
protection and 
conservation of 
the rural heritage 15 176 275 565 95 461 

– 68 % of applications concerned 
renovation and development of villages, 
the remainder were for conservation of 
the rural heritage; 

– 2/3 of applications were concentrated in 
Germany. 

p. Diversification of 
agricultural 
activities and 
activities close to 
agriculture to 
provide multiple 
activities or 
alternative 
incomes 28 042 163 262 61 591 

– 90 % of applications were in France. 
The French projects have as their goal 
the diversification of agricultural and 
non-agricultural activities;  

– in Italy and Sweden, it concerns 
primarily agri-tourism projects 

s. Encouragement 
for tourist and 
craft activities 1 543 79 826 35 176 

92 % of applications concern 
tourism activities. 

v. Financial 
engineering 2 1 309 805 

in 2 countries: France and 
The Netherlands. 

Looking at the evolution between 2001–2003, the implementation of these measures has 
remained very stable: their share of the budget (EAGGF) has stayed around 5%. 

6. CONCLUSIONS 

This report provides an overview, with both physical and financial data, for the years 2001, 
2002 and 2003, of the implementation in the European Union of the rural development 
programmes.  

Despite certain reserves regarding the quality (and exhaustiveness) of the data received, one 
can draw a general picture of the rural development programmes (cofinanced by the EAGGF-
Guarantee Section). This picture could be: that there are two measures which dominate 
largely in terms of expenditure, contracts and area – the agri-environment and less-favoured 
areas measures. Each Member State uses the 22 measures available to it in a different way, 
the possibilities provided under the rural development regulation being adapted by Member 
States to their own situation. During the three years studied, the data are characterised by the 
stability of the allocation of expenditure between the measures which reflects well the idea of 
a programming period. There is one exception: the agri-environment measure is accounting 
for an increasing amount of resources (both in absolute and proportionate terms). 
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7. ANNEX: RURAL DEVELOPMENT MONITORING DATA 2001–2002–2003 

The tables are available in electronic form on the website  
http://europa.eu.int/comm/agriculture/rur/eval/index_en.htm. 

http://europa.eu.int/comm/agriculture/rur/eval/index_en.htm
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