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Executive Summary

The purpose of the present document is to discusk analyze the strengths and
weaknesses of the EU FADN database for estimatsy af production from a statistical

point of view. To this end, the approach and immatation of sampling and weighting in
EU FADN is summarized, and size and distributionueéd weights are examined. The
next chapter analyzes the coverage and repres&mesis of EU FADN data. Finally, the
question of the representativeness of EU FADN wikpect to organic farming is

addressed.

The field of survey of the EU FADN is a well-defthgroup of farms out of the total

number of farms and includes commercial farms #hateed a minimum threshold of
agricultural production measured in European SizgtsU This threshold varies among
Member States, and some countries apply additiomtairia for excluding farms from the

survey. Given the great variety within the FADNdief observation, stratified sampling is
applied to ensure that the sample of farms adelyuatdlects this heterogeneity.

Stratification as well as procedures and methodotogselect sample farms vary among
Member States. For example, non-random sampling \aldntary participation may

introduce sampling bias. The differences in sabgctstratifying and sampling can also
result in differences in national and EU FADN wegyhnd affect representativeness.

Weighting factors are used to extrapolate the EUDNAsample. These weighting factors

also have to be taken into account when specifgingst of production model which aims

to reflect the input-output allocation on the MemBégate level to prevent distorted results.
The larger the variation in the weighting coeffittie is, the greater the need for their
incorporation in a cost production model that abmgroduce information at the level of

the Member States. To investigate the size andctiami of weighting coefficients across

Member States and farm types, a descriptive arsaiysiarried out for the year 2005. The
results show that the variation of weights is rathigh. In some Member States, farms
with very high weights occur, which raises someldooan the real representativeness of
these farms. Further research is needed to angtgzémpact of differences in EU and

national weights on production costs estimates.

The study highlights that there is considerableepiial for focusing production cost
estimation on samples of specialized farms, astéi®n have a very high share in the
total production of selected products. Neverthetasaple sizes need to be checked in each
case to ensure robust estimates.

The coverage and representativeness of EU FADNislassessed with the help of various
indicators, namely the practical and theoreticalecage, their differences and a so-called
“weighting error”. Furthermore, the mean values fa#gm, based on EU FADN and the
Farm Structural Survey, are compared. The anafgsisses on the year 2005 and results
are reported for all 25 Member States. In addittbe,year 1995 is regarded to identify to
what extent the indicators changed over time. Tdréables under study are the number of
holdings, the utilized agricultural area, cereaaarwheat area, oilseed area, number of
dairy cows and number of fattening pigs. EU FADNadare extrapolated to the whole
population by using the given weighting coefficenthe findings indicate that, on an EU
average, the coverage and representativenessaitvedt large for the variables under



study. However, considering the single Member Stateveals that in some cases
significant differences exist cross-sectionallyview of the changes over time, it is shown
that the coverage and representativeness dispkydancy to increase from 1995 to 2005.
Looking at the mean values of EU FADN and the F&tmcture Survey reveals that
discrepancies can be explained by sampling ermuisage not systematic. Finally, it must
be noted that the empirical analysis and the cerhs drawn in this chapter are based on
the comparison of structural variables such asahestof major crops and numbers of
specific livestock between the sample and the pjoul. It gives, however, no final
answer whether estimations of costs of productiengiEU FADN will reflect the true
population value. Validating the estimation resulsing cost calculations from other
sources are therefore necessary topics for fuasearch.

Finally, this report analyzes the coverage of oigdarming. An identifier variable for
organic farms was introduced in the EU FADN in 2001 2006, the sample includes
accounts from more than 3,000 fully organic farlmyever, sample sizes vary strongly
between countries. Currently, the number of orgé&amims is small , and hence the sample
will only allow an econometric estimation for fewuntries. Generally, the potential for
estimating cost of production based on specialfaeus is low, due to small sample sizes
and the often higher diversity of production stawetin organic farms. As organic faming
is not a stratification criteria employed when cédting the weights, the EU FADN
weights can not be used to extrapolate the resedigecially in countries where organic
holdings represent only a small proportion of farrvore robust and representative
estimates may be achieved using national FADNschvim some countries include a
higher number of organic farms, and/or allow a \Wéigy of these farms.

Overall, this document provides evidence that thé FADN is a useful database for
estimating the cost of production for various agjticral products at the Member State or
even the more regionalized level. The present ffigsli however, also show that for every
empirical application using EU FADN, care shoulddigen to the selection of holdings,
weights and variables of interest.
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1 Introduction

On the basis of the Farm Accountancy Data Netw&A&DN), the FACEPA project

intends to estimate cost-allocation coefficients arious types of agricultural products
within the European Union (EU) at the Member Stateel. An important step in the
challenging process of developing such a “generabt of production model is to look
thoroughly at the statistical usefulness of theeulyihg database.

The EU FADN aims to compile a representative datatapplying a two-step procedure.
Firstly, a set of farms which are stratified byicgag economic size and type of farming are
selected. Secondly, this basic data is extrapolatiéd the help of weights, in order to
generate information concerning the whole poputattb a Member State. Nevertheless,
earlier studies based on FADN data found statistirablems for various reasons,
including methodological approach to sampling areigiting, use of additional criteria,
and thresholds by Member States, which cause gignoies between EU FADN data and
the true population values reflected by the FarmucBire Survey (FSS). Given this
background, it is no wonder that much effort hasnbgpent on refining selection plans and
the weighting scheme in order to improve the qualitEU FADN data.

The purpose of the present study is to demonginatstrengths and weaknesses of the EU
FADN database for estimating the cost of productiom a statistical point of view. The
focus of this report is on highlighting the limfte conclusions that can be drawn from the
estimated production costs, and on pointing ouemicdl adjustments to the cost estimation
to deal with the statistical limitations of the givdata set. It should be emphasized that the
focus of the report is therefore not on discusgiogsible future improvements to the EU
FADN system.

The report is organized into five chapters. In Gbag, the sampling and weighting in EU
FADN are summarized and the implications for theresentativeness and coverage are
discussed. In Chapter 3, the size and distribudfadhe weights used in EU FADN data are
examined. In this context, descriptive statistios presented at the Member State level,
both for the whole sample and disaggregated by wgfpéarming. In Chapter 4, the
coverage and representativeness of FADN data ilyzmthby comparing the values of
various structural variables with those from thenBwnity FSS database published on the
EUROSTAT website. Finally in Chapter 5, the questa the representativeness of EU
FADN with respect to organic farming is addressed.



2 Sampling and Weighting in EU FADN

The statistical usefulness and appropriatenesseoEt) FADN for estimating production

costs is to a large part determined by the sampimdy weighting procedures applied.
Building on the detailed description of the framekvand the general methodology of the
EU FADN by Barkaszi et al. (2008), this chapterlvidcus on the implications of the

applied approaches and methods for selectingjfgingt and weighting sample farms for

the representativeness of EU FADN and its use ACCEPA.

2.1 Sampling in EU FADN

Sampling is the process of selecting elements faopopulation in order to construct a
subset (‘sample’) to be used for making inferenabsut the population. To judge the
quality (‘statistical usefulness’) of a sample gt hielpful to separate the basic steps of
selection made when deriving an actual sample frieenpopulation (Figure 2.1). Most
studies define a target population (i.e. the pdmraabout which conclusions will be
drawn) that is smaller than the total populatiomn i@entify members of the target
population, a comprehensive catalogue (e.g. addistssf this population is required, the
so-called sample frame. From this sample framenapte is then selected to be contacted
for the survey. The details of this selection aetednined by the chosen sampling
procedure. As usually not everyone contacted wdttipipate in the survey (non-
respondents), the actual sample will be smallar tha selected sample.

Figure 2.1: Sampling steps

Total population

Target population

Actual sample

Source: Own illustration.

In the following, these sampling steps will be dised for the EU FADN with a view to
the particular approaches chosen and their postieleretical impacts on the statistical



usefulness of the sample. Some of the identifiegdaicts are then quantified in the
subsequent chapters.

From total population to target population

The target population (‘field of observation’) diet EU FADN refers to ‘commercial
farms’ (Regulation 79/65/EEC), and is thereforaubgsoup of the total population of all
farms. Commercial farms are defined as farms whighlarge enough to provide a main
activity for the farmer and a level of income stiffnt to support his or her family
(Barkaszi et al., 2008). In classifying a commdréaam, minimum thresholds regarding
the economic size of farms are usethese minimum thresholds differ between Member
States. Furthermore, some Member States apply i@dlit criteria, including upper
thresholds for economic sizas well as supplementary criteria, e.g. a minimewel of
annual work units (AWU) on the farms. (Delame angtaBilt, 2009). This can again
significantly reduce the number of farms coveredrB¥N (RI/CC 1483, pp. 5).

A difference between total and target populatiostéistically irrelevant, as long as the
conclusions drawn from the final sample will clgarefer to the target population.
However, the (political) relevance of any conclusidbased on the EU FADN would be
reduced if there is a large difference betweertdhget population and the total population.
The measurement and extent of this gap will dependhe specific research questions.
Besides, the gap will differ between countries gmdducts, depending, among other
things, on the share of small and other excludeddaand their output orientation. Against
this background, Chapter 4 will provide a detaig@ntitative assessment of the coverage
of the EU FADN with respect to the total population

From target population to sampleframe

To identify commercial farms which can be contadt@dparticipation in the EU FADN, a
list with addresses or phone numbers of such farting sample frame - is needed. Sample
frames are rarely complete catalogues of the wvtgtained in the target population
(Emerson and MacFarlane, 1995), and the charaaterisf the sample frame for the EU
FADN differ by member state. Usually, member statse the address list of the
agricultural census to draw the sample (e.g., énNletherlands, Vrojlik et al., 2009). The
time lag between the establishment of this list d#redsurvey implies some discrepancies
between the sample frame and the target populdtierto the exit and entry of farms, and,
in particular, due to changes in farms’ size angetyThis also affects the statistical
properties of stratified sampling, as discusseithénnext paragraph. In some countries (e.qg.
Germany), selection and data collection of farmdase by bookkeeping agencies, which
restricts the sample frame to current clients eés agencies.

From sample frameto selected sample

From the sample frame, the units to be includetthénsurvey are drawn. The outcome and
statistical properties of the process are detemininethe sampling procedure. For the EU
FADN, a stratified sampling approach is used, sitlatifying the population according to
the three criteria i) region, ii) economic size dindype of farming (Barkaszi et al., 2008).

! The Standard Gross Margin (SGM), expressed ingefEuropean Size Units (ESU), is used to detarmin
the economic size of farms (for details see Barketsal., 2008).
2 For instance, an upper threshold was introducedhé Netherlands to exclude some non-agricultural
organizations from the field of observation (Vrklgt al., 2009).



Some member states use additional stratificatidteria, e.g. with respect to organic
farming, horticulture, type of business, farmerggear utilized agricultural area (RI/CC
1503; Delame and Butault, 2009), which can causblpms with respect to the calculation
of correct weighting factors (see Chapter 2.2).at8ied sampling can increase the
precision of estimates (Cochran, 1972, p.111) ali a& reduce non-response bias.
However, the choice of the stratification criteti@s an important influence on the
statistical properties of stratified sampling, andtdated sample frames can distort
estimates from stratified samples (Cochran, 19p2148-146). This is a central issue for
the EU FADN, as there is often a significant tirag between the definition of the strata
for the selection plans and the survey. This i® thu particular with respect to the
calculation of Standard Gross Margins (SGM), whigk used to determine two of the
stratification criteria of the EU FADN (economizsiand farm type). The impact is further
amplified by the fact that only few Member State® whe same reference years for the
definition of sample frame and SGMs (Delame andaBlit 2009).

The sampling procedures vary among Member Statesome of them use stratified
random sampling while others use non-random sagpplinose that use stratified random
sampling further apply proportional sampling lilke tUnited Kingdom, or disproportional
stratified sampling like the Netherlands. In prajmoral stratified sampling the percentage
of farms in each stratum is proportional to theizes in the population, while in
disproportional stratified sampling, Member Stabgsimize the percentage of farms for
each stratum according to certain criteria. Inlditer case, farms belonging to relatively
homogeneous strata have a lower probability ofdaioluded in the sample.

Some Member States use non random quota samplirepdore that there will be a
minimum sample of the population for specifiedemiét or strata. Farms that are “easy to
recruit” are given preference over those that areeasy to recruit. The main argument
against this approach is that the sample may [B=tjas some farms may have no chance
of selection, or the chance of selection may benank (Doherty, 1994). Related to this is
another source of potential sampling bias: Oveetinepeated participation can induce a
learning effect (Buttler and Fickel, 2002, p. 54¢, farms taking part in the survey over
several years may increase their performance dtleetavailability of detailed farm-level
economic information. One strategy to deal withstiotential bias is the regular
replacement of a part of the sample (‘rotation’pweéver, currently few member states
have a systematic approach to the renewal of tin@lsa(Muhlethaler, 2008).

From selected sampleto actual sample

Few surveys reach a 100% response rate, and th&lBABvey response rates can be quite
low, especially in countries with voluntary pantiation and pure random selection (for
example, the response rate was only 26% in theeNatids; Muhlethaler, 2008). Non-
response will introduce a bias to the sample ifdhexist systematic differences between
respondents and non-respondents with respect toahiables of interest (Vrolijk and
Cotteleer, 2005). If, for example, specific farnogps or farms with a specific type of
farming are less inclined to participate, this wédkult in a different farm group or farm
type distribution in the sample compared to theutatporf. To deal with this problem
stratified quota sampling is applied in several NdemStates (Muhlethaler, 2008). Non-

3 For example, response rates vary between diffdismt types from 6% to 25% in the UK or between
different strata from 0% to 100 % in the Netherkweihlethaler, 2008).



respondents are replaced with other units fromstmae stratification cell until a preset
quota is achieved. The survey estimates will therubbiased as long as within a quota
cell, respondents and non-respondents have the shamacteristics. This approach can
however not deal with sample bias if differencesveen respondents and non-respondents
are not directly observable. For example,, farméth above-average management skills
might be more inclined to be interested in andembltiata on the economic performance of
their farm. Hence, the resulting sample might baséd with respect to indicators of
financial performance.

Another strategy to reduce non-response rateisigh of financial incentives. In several
countries, farmers who participate in the FADN ieedlirect or indirect compensation via
accounting offices (Muhlethaler, 2008). The usér@dncial incentives in surveys has been
the subject of controversial discussion. On the baed, it has been found to increase
participation rates as well as quality of answeee( for example, the literature review in
Singer et al., 1999). On the other hand thereasimger of an unwanted effect on sample
composition if some units are more likely to retactinancial incentives than others. While
no study was available which has analyzed thiseigeu the FADN survey, results from
other studies generally found no significant impattfinancial incentives on sample
composition (see, for example, the literature negiecby Shettle and Mooney, 1999;
Stadtmduller and Porst, 2005).

2.2 Weighting

The purpose of ‘weighting’ sample observations whstimating population values is to
take into account differences in the probability wfits to be included in the sample.
Weighting is a procedure to correct the distribngion the sample data to approximate
those of the population from which it is drawn. §s partly a matter of expansion and
partly a matter of correction or adjustment for Hbaton-response and non-coverage
(Research Triangle Institute and Federal Highwayniistration, 1997).

Weighting in the EU FADN denotes the procedure®¥edd in order to identify how many
farms are ‘represented’ by each sample farm. Each s then weighted by the number of
farms it represents and EU FADN results are prodwase weighted totals and weighted
averages, respectively (Agilis, 2005). To calculdtese weighting coefficients in EU
FADN data, holdings in the sample and the fieldufvey are post-stratified according to
the criteria of region, type of farming and econormize class. The individual weight is
equal to the ratio between the number of holdingthe same classification cell (FADN
region x type of farming x economic size clasghim population and in the sample (RI/CC
1296, p.1). In principle, through this weighting thned it is possible to take account of
different sampling fractions for different cellsoWever, discrepancies have been observed
between population values estimated from EU FADM @and the true value reflected by
the FSS (e.g., RI/CC 1356; RI/CC 1348), as welbetsveen the results produced by the
member states and those by the Commission (Agd3)5). The causes for these
discrepancies are manifold and include the steatiftn scheme of the universe of farms,
the available ‘population figures’ (i.e. data abthé number of farms which exist in each
stratum) and the data analysis rules used to fgehe stratum to which each sample farm
belongs (Agilis, 2005).



One of the key weaknesses of the weights in EU FADWHat they do not fully reflect the
sampling scheme and approaches implemented bydh#ar states. The use of additional
strata, differences in the definition of stratunitesra (e.g. SGMs), additional criteria for
delimiting the field of observation as well as diffnces in clustering rules to deal with
sparsely populated stratification cells can leaditfierent sampling rates than implied by
the weights resulting from post-stratification actiog to the EU FADN rules. The time
lag between the available population figures fromESS and the reference years for SGM
calculation on the one hand and the year for wRiBDN farms are sampled and weighted
on the other hand can lead to incorrect weightse@ally if the type of farming or farm
size changes over time. A distortion of EU FADN gves might also arise from a technical
difficulty related to the fact that the FADN unibes not have full access to the FSS data.
The total number of farms per strata, which is ufmdthe calculation of weights, is
provided by Eurostat only after applying routings grotect data privacy, effectively
limiting exact information on the number of farnasthose cells which include at least 10
farms'.

The theoretical discussion highlights that the carapvely simple and harmonized
weighting approach of the EU FADN cannot corredtike into account the diverse
statistical properties of the national samples. &othough not all, of the problems
identified for the EU FADN weights can be alleviitey using national weights which
more closely take into account the actual samphng stratification approach. It is
therefore recommended for the FACEPA project thatitnpact of weights on production
costs estimates are analyzed in detail by apphjingyvailable, both EU and national
weights.

2.3 Conclusions

The overview of the sampling and weighting usethenEU FADN data system highlights
the extent to which Member States use differenhouilogies for selecting, sampling and
stratifying farms, and the possible impacts thisg/ave on representativeness, coverage
and weighting of the data. Factors of concern nhelu

» the country-specific differences between the fiefdobservation and the total
population,
» the use of additional criteria and sub-samples afi as different SGMs for
sampling plans,
» resulting differences in national and EU FADN weggand the representativeness,
» the potential sampling bias introduced by non-ramdsampling and voluntary
participation in some Member States.
The following chapters will provide a more detailgdantitative analysis of some of the
raised issues, to provide a basis on which theifsgaon, estimation and interpretation of
the FACEPA cost model can be related to country @oduct specific characteristics of
the EU FADN data.

4 When there are only a limited number of farmshia ESS, some special rules are used: When thetkeZre
farms in the FSS, the FADN weight of the farm Wil zero. When there are 3-9 farms in the FSS, #ightvin
the FADN is 0 or 10. If there is no FSS farm inttetmatum, the weight will be 1 (EC Commission, DGriAg
personal communication, 19.6.2008).



3 Analysis of the Weighting Coefficients
Used in EU FADN Data

As described in the previous chapter, the FADN ddsita is extrapolated via the use of
weights in order to generate information concerrimg whole population of a Member
State. These weighting factors also have to bentake account when specifying a cost of
production model which aims to reflect the inputput allocation on the Member State
level. Otherwise, results could be distorted, eigfigcwhen the weighting coefficients

within the national sample farms differ significgntThe aim of this chapter is to compare
the size and variation of the weighting coefficeeatross Member States.

3.1 Preliminary Notes

The year under study is 2005 and various desceghatistical measures are presehted
The analysis is carried out for the total numbefaoims in each national sample as well as
for the different types of farming. Based on thecaied “TF8” FADN definition (see
FADN 2009, p. 43 and pp. 49), the following eighbsamples are considered:

1) field crops (including, e.g., cereals, oilseefsptein crops, root crops and field
vegetables),

2) horticulture (including, e.g., flowers, ornam&lstand market garden vegetables),

3) wine,

4) other permanent crops (including, e.g., fruitd alives),

5) milk,

6) other grazing livestock (including, e.g., cataring and fattening, sheep and goats),

7) granivores (including pigs and poultry) and

8) mixed (including, e.g., mixed livestock and wais crops and livestock combined).

Before interpreting the empirical results, it iddiel to summarize briefly how individual
weights are determined in the FADN data. Assumimigexample, 500 large holdings exist
in Schleswig-Holstein which are specialized in ed&eoilseeds and protein crops (COP):
If there are 25 holdings in the FADN sample repnéag this classification cell, the
individual weight would amount to 20 (= 500 / 2&onsequently, it can be inferred that
with an increasing extrapolation factor, the prolitgbof systematic errors also increases
when the sample data is used to draw conclusionsecning the whole population. In
other words, larger weighting coefficients may eatlead an over- or underestimation of
the information than smaller ones.

The various statistical measures applied to analygeweighting coefficients include, at
first, the minimum and the maximum value of the plEmunder study. The smallest
individual weighting coefficient that can occur ame. This means that the number of
holdings in the sample that fit in a specific cifisation cell equals the number of holdings
in the population. In contrast, the largest indiatweighting coefficient appears where

® All empirical analyses in this report are basedr®FADN data set extracted and provided by thejean
Commission on 10/12/2008.



there is a small number of holdings or even onlg balding in the sample representing a
large number of holdings in the population.

In addition to the minimum and the maximum valle arithmetic mean and the median
of the weighting coefficients are calculated, whicidicate the average extrapolating
factor. The median is applied as it is, unlike #rghmetic mean, robust with regard to
outliers and skewed distributidh#\ difference between these two measures wouldesig
that the weighting coefficients are not normallgtdbuted. The skewness and kurtosis are
computed to further analyze and look for the pattef the distributioh While the
skewness reflects the asymmetry of the data, thiedie shows whether the maximum of
the distribution under study lies below or abovattlf the corresponding normal
distribution.

Finally, the variation of the weighting coefficisnwithin the national samples is calculated
by means of the relative median absolute deviafiom the median, i.e., the median
absolute deviation from the median divided by tbeesponding median. It will be shown
in the next section, that this measure is chosen tduthe existing skewness in the
distributions under study. As noted earlier, thegda the variation in the weighting
coefficients the greater the need for their incoapion in a cost production model that aims
to produce information at the level of the Memb&t&s.

3.2 Descriptive Statistics

This section begins with descriptive statisticsnational weighting coefficients as a whole.
Later, disaggregated results by type of farmingpresented. As can be seen from the first
column in Table 3.1, the sample size differs sultithly across the Member States.
Overall, the EU FADN sample comprises 76,688 hasijrof which about three quarters
are located in the oMS (old Member States). Italg,in 2005, by far the largest sample
(14,537 holdings), whereas the smallest is obsefwetalta (311 holdings). Poland has
the largest sample in the nMS (new Member Stated)the second largest of all the 25
Member States has (11,897). Of the ten nMS, foawdsamples of more than 1,000
observations (i.e., Czech Republic, Hungary, Lithaand Poland), while in the oMS all
but three (i.e., Finland, Luxembourg and Swedeojsa sample size of more than 1,000
observations. Later, it will be illustrated thatsome cases the sample size reduces to less
than 15 observatiof# a distinction is made between the types of fagn

The second column in Table 3.1 reveals that inflthe 25 Member States the minimum
value of the weighting coefficients amounts to ofibe largest minimum value can be

® The median is defined as the middle value of thta drdered according to their size. If the numiser
observations is odd, then the median is tfre/ 2 + 1}th value in an ascending order of size. Otherwfshe
number of observations is even, the median is ket as the arithmetic mean of the two middle es/u.e.,
the(n / 2Xh and thgn / 2 + 1}h value (see Medhi 1992, p. 58).

" The skewness and the kurtosis are defined ashif® (ms) and fourth i) moments of a distribution,
respectively. The general equation for a momentoeawritten asn = 1 /n x3 (X, - 1), wheren is the number
of observationsy, is thenth value in the data andis the arithmetic mean (see Sheskin 2004, pp.ltL8hould
be noted that the first momemby) corresponds to the arithmetic mean &nd the second momemiyj to the
variance ¢°). Given thatm, expresses cubed units, usually the unitless statjs is used to measure the
skewness, wherg, is defined ag; = my/ o° (see ibid., p. 19). Analogously, the unitlessistiatg, = m, / ¢* is
usually applied to measure the kurtosis (see ilpid24). For further information on the calculatiohthese
indicators using SAS see also &S Elementary Statistical Proceduneanual.

® Results based on EU FADN may only be published#onples including at least 15 farms.



found in Ireland (36.9). The maximum value of theigiting coefficients varies
considerably across the Member States. In six ef2Zh Member States, the maximum
weighing coefficient exceeds 1,000, where the lsirgee observed in Spain (7,196) and
Greece (6,180). The smallest maximum value is obseior Slovakia (13.2).

The average weighting coefficients in the third &marth column of Table 3 show that the
arithmetic mean is always greater than the medidmns points to a left-skewed (or

positively-skewed) distribution of the weighting efficients. The largest average
weighting coefficients are found in Ireland and €xe with a median of 73.7 and 67.8,
respectively. Among the nMS, Cyprus (35.8) and Rblg84.2) have the largest median in
this regard. In contrast, the smallest medianterweighting coefficients can be found in
Luxembourg (3.1) and Malta (3.5).

Table 3.1: Descriptive statistics on the EU FADNgi#ing coefficients by Member State in 2005

Sample size  MIN MAX  MEAN MED SKE KUR reIMAD %

EU-15

AT 1,944 10.0 350.0 38.0 26.9 3.8 23.4 19.5
BE 1,209 9.2 420.0 28.1 21.3 6.0 64.4 35.7
DE 7,033 1.0 360.0 28.5 23.3 2.0 11.6 56.6
DK 1,900 1.0 180.0 19.3 12.7 2.4 8.2 49.6
ES 9,024 1.0 7,196.0 83.2 34.3 15.6 300.6 55.9
FI 898 10.0 380.0 48.3 31.2 3.0 16.9 38.0
FR 7,352 1.0 2,190.0 47.6 36.2 18.2 603.4 37.5
GR 4,126 1.0 6,180.0 123.2 67.8 14.0 372.3 49.9
IE 1,193 36.9 600.0 95.4 73.7 2.8 11.9 42.8
IT 14537 1.0 1,112.5 49.8 30.0 6.4 59.7 63.0
LU 444 1.0 26.0 3.9 3.1 5.2 30.3 15.9
NL 1,450 5.8 447.0 43.4 30.9 5.3 40.2 60.8
PT 2,054 1.0 2,230.0 63.5 27.8 6.7 73.2 53.9
SE 943 4.7 236.4 30.4 22.0 4.7 28.6 42.2
UK 2,936 3.3 266.4 32.7 27.1 4.6 32.4 30.5
nMS

CcY 476 16.3 590.0 60.8 35.8 4.2 18.7 46.7
cz 1,304 2.0 80.0 11.0 8.1 35 13.8 51.1
EE 494 3.3 79.1 13.6 6.5 2.5 55 40.7
HU 1,940 1.0 1,950.0 43.0 12.9 7.5 74.2 53.4
LT 1,053 2.2 159.2 29.6 14.0 1.8 2.6 83.0
LV 902 1.0 141.1 21.1 11.3 2.3 49 66.2
MT 311 1.0 30.0 4.4 3.5 2.4 5.9 63.0
PL 11,897 1.0 435.0 63.7 34.2 2.2 51 53.5
Sl 658 2.5 740.0 59.2 24.9 2.9 11.7 63.0
SK 610 2.2 13.2 6.0 5.6 0.6 -1.0 53.8

Notes: MIN stands for the minimum and MAX for theximum. MEAN is the arithmetic mean, MED the medi8iKE the
skewness, KUR the kurtosis and relMAD the relathedian absolute deviation from the median preseintpércentage terms.

Source: FADN 2005 and own computations.

The statistic of the skewness is positive for abtrivber States, which indicates that the
distribution of the weighting coefficients is asymimcal and left-skewed. Also, the
statistic for the kurtosis is positive except fémakia, which shows that the distribution of
the weighting coefficients is generally charactdiZy a higher degree of peakedness
compared to the normal distribution. The largestiat®on from the normal distribution
occurs for the weighting coefficients in Spain, & and France.



Finally, the last column of Table 3.1 lists theatdle median absolute deviation for the
weighting coefficients in the Member States. In t#dS, the corresponding values are
mainly below 50%, with the lowest variation in Auatand the largest in Italy. In the nMS
the relative median absolute deviation exceeds Bfofor Cyprus and Estonia. The
highest value can be observed in Lithuania.

As pointed out earlier, the FADN data allows totidiguish between various types of
farming. Given the large sample size in most of M@mber States, one could argue that
the cost of production model has to be specifiedstsets of the data. In this case, cost-
allocation coefficients would not be calculated dzth®n the total of FADN farms but
separately for, e.g., specialist milk or field csopoldings. However, such an approach
could lead to very small sample sizes in some MerSketes.

The purpose of the remaining part of this sect®rihierefore to analyze the weighting
coefficients of the EU FADN data disaggregated bg type of farming Using the
aforementioned “TF8” classification, Figure 3.1 @gvan overview of the composition of
the 2005 EU FADN sample. It shows that more thae fourth of the holdings is
specialized in field crops. The smallest fractiame made up by wine, granivores and
horticulture. With regard to livestock, milk is tld®minant field of specialization with a
share of 14.0%.

Figure 3.1: Composition of the EU FADN by typeasfriing in 2005

2) Horticulture, 6.3%

1) Field crops, 28.8%
; 3) Wine, 5.2%

\ 4) Other permanent crops, 9.8%

8) Mixed, 17.1%

5) Milk, 14.0%

7) Granivores, 5.7% 6) Other grazing livestock, 13.1%

Notes: Shares refer to the total of the 76,688ihgklin the EU FADN sample.
Source: FADN 2005 and own computations.

Due to the large heterogeneity in livestock anggmduction across the EU, some farm
types may not exist in some Member States, or mylze represented by a small number
of observations in the sample. This is obviouslyetwith regard to specialist wine
holdings. Another example is Ireland, where fouthef eight types of farming don’t exist.
Table 3.2 lists the number of holdings in the EUDMAby type of farming in the Member
States. Detailed descriptive results on the coomding weighting coefficients are
provided in Appendix A which presents the same ef@ntioned indicators as used in
Table 3.1.

® According to the EU FADN methodology the type afrfiing is defined based on the “relative importasice
the different enterprises on the farm” (FADN 2009,7). The relative importance is again measurethas
share of the SGM of each enterprise in the totdlSGthe farm (ibid.).
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The FADN project primarily aims to estimate the tcoé production for crop products,
milk and pigs. Hence, the focus is on these tygearming when the main findings are
summarized below. As can be seen from the firairmal of Table 3.2, in seven of the 25
Member States, the FADN sample includes more tha@0lspecialist field crops holdings.
The smallest sample in this context shows Luxentpowith less than 15 holdings.
Furthermore, the samples of Ireland, Malta and &@vcontain less than 100 holdings.

For horticulture, and especially for wine, smalingde sizes are observed. Among the nMS
only Poland has a sample size of more than 100irgddwhich refers to specialist
horticulture. In contrast, France and ltaly includdotal more than 2,000 specialist wine
holdings which is almost two-thirds of the EU FARBEmMple.

For specialist milk holdings the sample size isutreély large. Of the oMS all but one
(Greece) have more than 200 specialist milk holdimgtheir sample. The largest samples
in this context are found in Germany, Spain anly keth more than 1,000 holdings. Of
the nMS, only five show a sample size of less tham specialized dairy farms; Cyprus has
the smallest sample size in this regard with lkeas .5 holdings.

Looking at specialist granivore holdings, which lide specialist pigs and poultry
holdings, two of the oMS (Greece and Luxembourg)eha sample size of less than 15.
Moreover, the sample of Ireland does not includelihgs belonging to this type. Among
the nMS, five show a sample size of less than 18imgs. Poland has, in contrast, by far
the largest sample of specialist granivore holdiag®ng the nMS and also among all
Member States.

An inspection of the weighting coefficients for thdifferent types of farming in
Appendix A leads to the following conclusions: Hiysthe minimum of the weighting
coefficients is relatively large in Austria, FinthnGreece, Ireland, Sweden and Cyprus. For
example, the weighting coefficients of Ireland eeatevithout exception a value of 35. In
contrast, the minimum weighting coefficients falyt equal one for all types of farming.

The maximum of the weighting coefficients is partaely large for specialist field crops

holdings. Setting an “ad hoc” threshold at 200,yaien Member States fall below this
value. In four Member States (Spain, France, Gremoeé Portugal) the maximum
weighting coefficients for specialist field croparms exceed 1,000. The maximum
weighting coefficients are, compared to this, reddy small for specialist milk and

specialist granivores holdings. Seven Member Stage maximum weighting coefficients
of greater than 200 for these two types of farming.

On the Member State level Spain, Portugal, Gree@mce, Italy and Hungary show very
large weighting coefficients for the distinct typek farming. For Spain, the maximum
weighting coefficients exceeds five times the vadfid,000 for the eight types of farming
under study. With regard to holdings with a spézsion in other permanent crops, the
corresponding value even amounts to 7,196 in SpainGreece, the maximum weighting
coefficient are in three cases larger than 1,000Ffance, Portugal and Hungary in two
cases.
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Table 3.2: Number of holdings in the EU FADN byéypf farming in 2005

Field Horti- Wine Other Milk Other Grani- Mixed
crops culture permanent grazing vores
crops livestock

EU-15
AT 409 . 78 59 830 163 136 268
BE 122 208 76 250 229 80 244
DE 1,630 570 339 249 1,654 498 274 1,819
DK 639 192 63 370 . 215 408
ES 2,774 930 523 1,345 1,067 1,279 556 550
FI 258 64 . 363 52 48 107
FR 2,086 381 1,033 294 967 1,251 163 1,177
GR 2,098 111 186 969 . 462 280
IE 41 401 683 68
IT 4,610 963 1,409 3,058 1,037 1,906 455 1,099
LU . 25 . 236 85 . 70
NL 198 440 77 334 79 250 72
PT 318 197 243 267 434 402 31 162
SE 271 27 . 365 56 74 149
UK 638 114 83 568 1,127 134 272
nMS
CcY 140 . 22 207 . 63 . .
cz 502 45 38 31 99 98 63 428
EE 190 19 . 158 16 . 97
HU 1,100 64 72 163 98 42 141 260
LT 592 31 27 118 16 . 260
LV 345 . 18 264 22 38 204
MT 82 74 26 41 . 68 .
PL 2,644 345 441 766 1,314 1,593 4,794
Sl 63 22 34 266 134 124
SK 320 40 67 172

Notes: “.” shows that there are less than 15 sampliéings.
Source: FADN 2005 and own computations.

However, the maximum weighting coefficients areheatlow in Denmark, Luxembourg,
Sweden, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Mattd Slovakia. For example, in the
Czech Republic no weighting coefficient exceeds tadue of 80. In Slovakia the
maximum weighting coefficient amounts to 13.2 witlgard to specialist milk holdings.

In view of the average weighting coefficients ftwetdistinct types of farming, Greece
again shows particularly large median values. Ryt low values for the median are
found in Luxembourg, the Czech Republic, Malta 8hal/akia. In Malta the median of the
weighting coefficients is even less than five.

The statistics for the skewness and the kurtosisbmost entirely positive. This shows that
the distribution of the weighting coefficients witlthe Member States and for the different
types of farming is usually left-skewed with a teglidegree of peakedness than the normal

distribution.

Finally, the variation of the weighting coefficisntmeasured as the relative median
absolute deviation, is relatively high in Italy thilania and Latvia. The largest variation is
observed for mixed holdings in Lithuania, Latviade®lovenia with values above 80%. In
view of the distinct types of farming the resultslicate that for specialist granivores the
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variation of the weighting coefficients is relatiydow, while it is relatively large for
specialist field crops holdings.

3.3 Production Shares by Type of Farming

This section tries to assess the implications oti$ong the production cost estimation on
specialized farms by exploring the share diffefann types have in the total production of
selected products. Taking into account the samide fr specialized farms in each
Member State, the production shares give an indicatof the suitability and
representativeness of specialized farms for the afogroduction estimation. The share of
production is calculated as the output (here, tioelyction value) share of a given product
in different farm types relative to the output bktentire sample, using the EU FADN
weights. For this analysis, the shares of ceredigat, oilseeds, pig meat and dairy in TF8
farm types are calculated and described in theegutent section.

There will always be a subjective component wheerdgning if a specialized farm type

is suitable for the production cost estimationspd for the FACEPA project, and no

fixed ‘critical limit’" for production shares can lgven. For our analysis, we decided to
display only those farm types which account forlestst 50% of the production, and

specifically highlight those cases where specidlitamms account for more than 80% or
99% of production. Table 3.3 summarizes the shafresich commodity in the eight types

of farming. Farm types accounting for a productitiare of more than 80% and 99% are
denoted by “*” and “**”, respectively.

In the majority of Member States (with the exceptaf Belgium, Ireland, Luxemburg,
Malta, Poland and Slovenia), specialized field daqms have a share of more than 50% of
cereal production. United Kingdom (84%), followeg Byprus, Greece and Hungary
(79%), have the highest share of cereal productionthe field crop farms (see
Appendix B). Similarly, in all Member States butl@iem, Luxemburg, and Malta, the
share of wheat production in the field crop farmsnore than 50%. Cyprus, Greece, the
Netherlands, ltaly, Lithuania, Latvia, Finland atiet United Kingdom have more than
80% share of wheat production in the field croprigr

The share of oilseed production in the field craprfs is more than 50% for 20 Member
States. A notable exception is Belgium, where mifegths account for more than 50% of
oilseed production. In the samples of Portugal@rekce, oilseed production is only found
in field crop farms. In other Member States suchSasin, France, Latvia, Hungary,
Lithuania, Finland and United Kingdom, the shareitdeed production in field crop farms
is more than 80%.
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Table 3.3: Overview of farm types accounting foleaist 50% of production in the EU FADN

Farm types Field crops Milk Granivores Mixed
EU-15

AT cereals, wheat, oilseeds milk* pig production

BE milk pig production oilseeds

DE cereals, wheat, oilseeds milk pig production
DK cereals, wheat, oilseeds milk

ES cereals, wheat, oilseeds* milk* pig production

Fl cereals, wheat*, oilseeds* milk* pig production

FR cereals, wheat, oilseeds* milk pig production

GR cereals, wheat*, oilseeds** milk* pig production

IE wheat, oilseeds milk pig production**
IT cereals, wheat*, oilseeds* milk pig production*

LU milk pig production

NL cereals, wheat*, oilseeds milk* pig production*

PT cereals, wheat, oilseeds** milk* pig production*

SE cereals, wheat, oilseeds milk*

UK cereals *, wheat*, oilseeds* milk* pig production*

NMS

CY cereals, wheat* milk* pig production**

Ccz cereals, wheat, oilseeds milk

EE cereals, wheat, oilseeds milk pig production

HU cereals, wheat, oilseeds*

LT cereals, wheat*, oilseeds* milk

LV cereals, wheat*, oilseeds* milk pig production

MT milk pig production

PL wheat, oilseeds pig production
Sl wheat milk* pig production
SK cereals, wheat, oilseeds, pig production milk

Notes: “*" denotes a share of more than 80% and tfgnotes a share of more than 99%.
Source: FADN 2005 and own computations.

The share of pig production is higher than 50%ramgyore farms in 17 MS, and more than
50 % in mixed farms in Germany, Ireland, Poland Sfaenia. In Cyprus, the share of pig
production is 100% in granivore farms, however tample size is too small for

econometric estimations (13 farms). In Slovakiarehis no pig production in the granivore
farms, but in field crop farms (51%) and mixed far@6%). As pointed out in the

previous section, only 5.7% (Figure 3.1) of thedimays in the EU FADN sample are pigs
and poultry production.

Specialized dairy farms account for more than 5004mdk output in all oMS. The
Netherlands, Greece, Spain, Austria, Portugal,afiohl Sweden and the United Kingdom
have more than 80% of milk production in specialigairy farms. Only in five nMS is the
share of specialized dairy farms in total milk autpigher than 50 %. In Cyprus, the share
of dairy production in specialized dairy farms 30%. However, Cyprus has the smallest
sample size with less than 15 specialist dairy farm

Overall, the analysis points to the considerabléemtial for focusing production cost

estimation on specialized farms (field crops, grarés and milk), though sample sizes
needs to be checked in each case to ensure ratmsagon. Results from production cost
estimation from specialized farms should be intetgrt in view of their representativeness
as highlighted by Table 3.3.
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3.4 Conclusions

Weighting factors are used to extrapolate the EUDNAsample. These weighting factors
also have to be taken into account when specifgingst of production model which aims
to reflect the input-output allocation on the MemBéate level to prevent distorted results.
The larger the variation in the weighting coeffittie is, the greater the need for their
incorporation in a cost of production model thahsito produce information at Member
State level.

The analysis of the weighting coefficients showat tthe variation of weights is high,
especially in the nMS. The results also reveal ithhabme Member States farms with very
high weights occur which raises questions on the tepresentativeness of these farms.
Restricting weights to a maximum value for the mitbn cost estimation may be one
option to deal with this problem.

This section also examined the share different fggmes have in the total production of
selected products. Overall, the analysis pointthéo considerable potential for focusing
production cost estimation on specialized farms delected products, although sample
sizes need to be checked in each case to ensws egiimates.

15



4 Coverage and Representativeness of
EU FADN Data

The aim of this chapter is to assess the coveradaepresentativeness of EU FADN by
comparing a set of various structural variablesvben EU FADN data and the FSS. For
the interpretation, it is important to note thasalepancies may be attributed to several
other factors in addition to the sampling and wgigh system in EU FADN (see
Chapter 2). For example, in some cases, definitafngariables differ between the two
databases. Also, discrepancies may stem from e ¢if recording: while the EU FADN
value is based on the average of a year, the H88 iarecorded at one point in time.

4.1 Data and Methodology

The present analysis focuses on the year 2005esuits are reported for all 25 Member
States. Later, also the year 1995 and the correappiember States will be considered
to identify whether the coverage and representagise of EU FADN data has changed
over time. The variables under study, their contpmsiand codes are listed in Annex C.
Besides the number of holdings and the utilizedcatiural area (UAA), they consist of
cereal area, wheat area, oilseed area, numbelirgfaavs and number of fattening pigs.
The FADN basic data are extrapolated to the whalpufation by using the given
weighting coefficients.

To quantify the representativeness of EU FADN ddtee practical and theoretical
coverage are calculated. These indicators are ationally used by the Commission. The
smaller the difference between the two indicatotee higher the degree of
representativeness (RI/CC 1483, pp. 2; RI/CC 1§98, 2). For a further ‘statistical’

inference, the discrepancy between mean valuesl lmas¢he FSS and EU FADN data is
examined following the procedure used by Vrolijlakt(2009).

The aforementioned practical coverage is definethagatio of the EU FADN and FSS
values. The calculation of the theoretical coversgbased on the FSS and the country-
specific thresholds of ESU. It refers to the conadiBGM which is applied in the FSS as
well as EU FADN database (FADN 2009, pp. 5). Itpselo classify farms according to
their economic size. Since EU FADN considers oalynfs above a certain threshold, the
theoretical coverage is defined as the ratio ofttia of all values above the threshold in
the FSS and the equivalent total of all values.

In algebraic form, the practical and theoreticalezage and their difference can be
summarized as:

(1)  Practical coverage M'
FSS value

(2)  Theoretical coverage M,
FSSvalue
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_FADN_value FSS_value
FSS value FSS_value

3) Difference (1) and (2)

_ FADN_value- FSS _value
FSSvalue

3)

whereFSS*denotes the total of all FSS values above the #88&s$hold. It should be noted
that the equivalent of the theoretical coveragelmnegarded as the “representation gap.
It is defined here as the share of the total of8IE values below the ESU threshold in the
total of all FSS values. Algebraically, the followjirelationship can be derived:

FSS value- FSS_value
FSSvalue

(4) “Representation gap” =

4) =1 — “theoretical coverage”

As the “representation gap” contains the same nébion as the theoretical coverage, it is
not reported in this document.

The analysis on the representativeness of EU FABtd &, besides to the indicators in
equation (1) to (3), supplemented with the relatifeergence between the EU FADN
value and the corresponding FSS value above thetBi®shold. In algebraic form, the so-
called “weighting error” is defined as:

FADN_value- FSS_value
FSS value '

(5) “Weighting error” =

This indicator is similar to the aforementionedfefiénce between the practical and
theoretical coverage. But instead of the total IbF&S values, the denominator consists
only of the total of those values above the ESldghold. The “weighting error” therefore
approaches the difference between the practicatteatetical coverage with a decreasing
total of all FSS values below the ESU threshok, the closer the theoretical coverage is
to 100%.

However, it is also possible that the “weightingoetr approaches the difference between
the practical and theoretical coverage even thdabghtotal of all FSS values below the
ESU threshold is large, i.e., the theoretical cagerdiverges from 100%. Assuming, for
example, that both the practical and theoreticalecage take values of 25%, their
difference amounts to zero. The “weighting erroduld obviously be zero, too, if the EU

FADN variable and the corresponding FSS variabtevatthe ESU threshold take the same
values.

It follows that the theoretical coverage alone does give sufficient information on
whether the “weighting error” approaches the ddfere between the practical and
theoretical coverage. The latter two indicators ttemefore rather be seen as complements
than substitutes.

Finally, the mean values per farm based on FSSEAh&#ADN data are compared. These
mean values are derived by dividing the nationa kRthd EU FADN value for the

variables under study by the number of holdingghw&gard to the FSS, again, only those
values above the ESU threshold are considered.didoeepancy between the two mean
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values can be expressed as a ratio. Subtractisgatio from one again yields a so-called
“relative difference” which is algebraically defiohas:

(6) Relative difference 4 - FSS*_quue/ FADN_ngue
no_holding/ no_holding

Whether the relative difference can be regardednia®r or significant in view of the
representativeness is assessed with the help ofcdedficient of variation for the
corresponding variable. It is calculated basedhenwteighted standard deviation and the
weighted mean for the sample of holdings in the EADN data. With the coefficient of
variation the confidence interval is determinedjolhdefines the range of values with a
given probability of containing the true mean vabfi¢he population.

It holds that 95.5% (99.%) of the values fall ie ttange of two (three) times the coefficient
of variation plus/minus the calculated mean vaheeording to Vrolijk et al. (2009, p. 52)
a relative difference which is close to the coédint of variation “cannot be regarded as
proof of systematic differences between the saraptk the population”. However, if the
relative difference exceeds the coefficient of &aon by more than two (three) times it is
rather (very) unlikely that these differences canadttributed to sampling errors (ibid.).
Instead, the difference is significant and the dargnot representative with regard to the
whole population.

4.2 Empirical Results

A summary of the findings on the coverage and seprativeness of 2005 FADN data is
shown in Table 4.1. It lists the various indicatdescribed in the previous section for all
seven variables under consideration for the EWI&5EU-15 and the nMS, respectively. It
IS important to note that positive and negativaigalon the representativeness at the level
of the Member States compensate each other. Theretoe tables also indicate the
number of countries which exceed a |5|%-pointsstiolel for the difference between the
practical and theoretical coverage. In additiomAgpendix D the corresponding results are
presented on a country-specific basis.

An examination of Table 4.1 reveals that the pcattas well as the theoretical coverage is
the lowest for the variable “number of holdingsHig can be attributed to the fact that the
number of farms with an SGM below the country-sfiedSU threshold is significant.
Those farms do not fall into the FADN field of obsation although they point to the high
importance of part-time farming. The much higheagbical and theoretical coverage for
the other variables again show that those farmewbé¢he ESU threshold have a minor
share in UAA or number of dairy cows, for exampteview of oilseed area and number of
dairy cows, the practical coverage amounts to rtimae 100% for the EU-25, the nMS and
the EU-15, respectively. In this case, the extrapmh of the FADN sample leads to an
overestimation of the “population value,” i.e., towch weight is given to the selected
farms.

It should be noted in this context that the lowottetical and practical coverages for the
“number of holdings” versus the other variablesraesurprising, since only farms above
a certain ESU threshold are selected for inclugiothe FADN sample. The aim of the
FADN is hence not to gain a high degree of coveragh respect to the number of
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holdings in the Member States, but with respect‘tte most relevant part of the
agricultural activity” measured in total SGM (Conssiibn Regulation 1555/2001). For that
reason, the variable “number of holdings” is noprapriate to assess the quality of EU
FADN.

It can furthermore be seen from Table 4.1 thatiliergence of the practical as well as the
theoretical coverage from 100% is in most casegefaior the average of the nMS than the
average for the EU-15. In other words, FADN datans® to include more information
concerning the whole population in the oMS thathie nMS. This is particularly true for
the number of farms where the average values @Eth-15 are more than twice as high as
for the nMS. Appendix D illustrates that for thisriable the practical (theoretical)
coverage ranges between 5.4% (4.7%) in SlovakieBar&Po (87.2%) in Ireland across the
EU-25.

Table 4.1: Coverage and representativeness of HONFiflk 2005

Practical Theoretical Difference “Weighting
coverage coverage practical - theoretical error”
coverage
% % %-points %

1. Number of holdings
EU-25 42.7 45.0 -2.3 5.1
EU-15 54.0 57.3 -3.4 -5.9
nMS 25.6 26.3 -0.7 -2.6
2.UAA
EU-25 91.C (10) 88.C (12 3.C (20 3.4 (20
EU-15 91.€ (6) 89.5  (6) 2z (11 24 (11
nMS 88.4 (4 81.8 (6) 6.5 (9 80 (9)
3. Ceaealsarea
EU-25 96.7 (4 928 (8 3.9 (15 42 (15)
EU-15 983 (2 95.2 (4 3.1 (8 32 (8)
nMS 93.0 (2 87.0 (4 6.0 (7) 69 (V)
4. Wheat area
EU-25 98.z (6) 95.1 (4 3.1 (19 33 (19
EU-15 98z (3 96.2 () 1< (11 20 (11
nMS 98.0 (3 90.8 (3 72 (8) 8.0 (8)
5. Oilseed area
EU-25 101.5 (6) 97.8 (1) 3.6 (18) 3.7 (18)
EU-15 98.8 (4 97.8 (0) 1.0 (12 1.0 (12)
nMS 1085 (2 979 (1) 10.6  (6) 108 (6)
6. Number of dairy cows
EU-25 98.7 (7) 96.6 (3) 21 (149 22 (14
EU-15 101.¢ (2 99.C (0) 2€ (7 26 (7)
nMS 87.7 (5 87.4 (3 0.3 (7) 04 (7)
7. Number fattening pigs
EU-25 93.0 (13) 97.4  (6) -4.3  (20) -45 (20)
EU-15 949 (6) 98.8 (0) -39 (11 -39 (11)
nMS 85.0 (7) 91.4 (6) -6.4 (9 70 (9

Notes: Weighted averages are calculated. nMS detls¢eten new Member States concerning the enlagpmocess in 2004.
In parenthesis, the number of Member States belaabove a certain percentage point threshold ig@ted. This threshold is
set at x < 90% for the practical as well as thetegcal coverage while at |5|% < x for the diffece between the practical and
the “weighing error”.

Source: FADN 2005, FSS 2005 and own computations.
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In accordance with the Commission regulation 158812 the field of survey shall cover
“at least 90% of total gross margin.” If this thnefd is applied to the variables under
study, 10 (12) Member States would not reach thectibes for the UAA, referring to the
practical (theoretical) coverage (see humbers iantheses in Table 4.1). In contrast, only
four (eight) Member States would fall below thisetshold in the cereals area. Looking at
the theoretical coverage for the variable “oilseeea,” there is even one single Member
State (Slovenia) which is below the 90% threshold.

As can also be seen from Table 4.1, the differéyeteeen the theoretical and the practical
coverage is characterized by relatively small valuiean “ad hoc” threshold is set at |5|%-
points it would not be exceeded by the averageegadii the EU-25 and EU-15, but for the
average values of the nMS for five of the sevenabées. From this, it can be concluded
that on average the representativeness of EU FA&IN i@ better in the oMS than in the
nMS.

However, considering the results by Member Stateals that significant cross-sectional
differences exist.. For the United Kingdom, thefatiénce between the practical and
theoretical coverage for the variable “UAA” is 1®&5oints, while the corresponding

value for the Czech Republic is 2.8%-points. Paldidy large differences between the
theoretical and the practical coverage can be fdandhe variable “number of fattening

pigs.” Here, the value amounts to -57,5%-points Ifetand and to -86.7%-points for

Greek. Besides, the difference between the theaiedind the practical coverage for the
variable “wheat area” is particularly large in Cypr(143.7%-points). It is also large for the
variable “oilseed area” in the Netherlands (-56 9énts).

Additionally, the values in brackets in Table 4ridicate that the number of countries
which exceed the |5|%-points threshold for theedifice between the practical and
theoretical coverage is rather large. This apgbeshe majority of countries irrespective if
the EU-15 or the nMS are considered. The allegedradiction to the findings described
above can, on the one hand, be attributed to theofisveighted averages. The weights
imposed on each Member State are thereby basdtkoratiable under consideration, i.e.,
the number of farms, the hectares of UAA, etc. Hent the difference between the
practical and theoretical coverage is small in ¢hbember States with a significant size,
the weighted average for the analyzed group of ManStates tends to take small values,
too. This is,inter alia, the case for the variable “wheat area” with réeet Member States
out of the EU-25 exceeding the defined |5|%-pothteshold (see Appendix D). Here,
Germany and France account for more than one ¢hitide total wheat area within the EU-
25 and both Member States are characterized berratmall values for the difference
between the practical and theoretical coveragéqhnad 0.7%-points, respectively).

On the other hand, the low average values for tfierence between the practical and
theoretical coverage can be explained by the Fattpositive values in one Member State
tend to offset negative values in another. For gtanin Spain this difference is -20.9%-
points for the variable “wheat area” while it is.82%-points in the UK. Calculating the
weighted average for these two Member States yiatgsn -0.7%-points, which is far
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below the |5|%-points threshold. This illustrat&imows that the weighted average for the
difference between the practical and theoreticatcage should be interpreted careftllly

The results for the average “weighting error” a@rgilgr to those for the average difference
of the practical and theoretical coverage (see el@l) and a high correlation exists
between these indicators. This can again be attdbto the fact that the theoretical
coverage is for the most part close to 100%. Comgahe average “weighting errors”

across the variables under study for the EU-25 shbwat the lowest value can be found for
the “number of dairy cows.” Besides, Table 4.1 edvethat the absolute average
“weighting errors” are larger in the nMS than i tMS except for the variables “number
of holdings” and “number of dairy cows”.

To identify whether the representativeness of FA@dta has increased over time, Table
4.2 compares the average values for the variousatuts between the year 1995 and 2005.
In Appendix D results on the Member State levellisted for the year 1995 in view of the
variables under study.

Table 4.2: Comparison between the coverage andgepitativeness of EU FADN in 1995 and 2005
for the EU-15 (excluding France and Germany)

Practical Theoretical Difference “Weighting
coverage coverage practical - theoretical error”
coverage
% % %-points %

1. Number of holdings
1995 48.8 57.0 -8.2 -14.3
200¢ 53.c 56.2 -3.C -5.3
2.UAA
1995 832 (7) 87.4 (6) -4.2  (10) -48 (10)
200¢ 89.1 (6) 87.C  (6) 2.7 (10) 31 (10
3. Ceaealsarea
199¢ 89.2  (6) 942 (2 -4.¢ (9 -5.2 (10}
2005 986 (2 94.7 (4 39 (8 41 (8)
4. Wheat area
1995 953 (5) 955 (1) -0.2 (10) 02 (11)
200t 98.C (3 952 (1) 2. (11 29 (11
5. Oilseed area
1995 84.3 (6) 974 (1 -13.1  (11) -134  (11)
2005 1089 (3) 97.7 (0) 111 (11) 114 (11)
6. Number of dairy cows
1995 97.2 (3 984 (1) 1.2 (1) 1.2 (1)
2005 1026 (2 99.3 (0) 34 (7 34 (7)
7. Number fattening pigs
1995 819 (7) 98.1 (0) -16.2  (11) -165 (11)
200¢ 91z (6) 99.1 (0) 7. (10) -79 (10

Notes: Given that for the year 1995 no FSS dat&ifance and Germany exist, these countries areonsidered in the two analyzed years here.
Weighted averages are calculated. Analogously beTé 1, the number of Member States below or alaovertain percentage point threshold is
indicated in parenthesis.

Source: FADN 1995 and 2005, FSS 1995 and 2005 wanccomputations.

% ndeed, this is true for the average values of éadicator used. For the “weighting error” the sarationale
as for the difference between the practical andrétical average holds. In view of the weightedrage for
the practical and theoretical coverage values bé&l@®%bs tend to offset values above 100%.
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From Table 4.2 the following conclusions can bewraFirstly, the average practical
coverage has generally increased from 1995 to &fOfhe variables under study., i.e., the
EU FADN values approach the corresponding FSS salliee largest increase is found for
the variable “oilseed area.” While in 1995 the ealas 84.3%, it amounts to 108.2% in
2005. On the other hand, the average practicalrageefor the variable “wheat area”
shows the smallest increase from 95.3% to 98.0%.

Secondly, the theoretical coverage has stayed faithstant from 1995 to 2005. For three
of the seven variables (humber of holdings, UAA arkat area) the theoretical coverage
has slightly decreased, while for the remainingaldes it has slightly increased. Looking
at the results on the Member State level showsithsbme cases the theoretical coverage
has changed significantly. With regard to the Whikéngdom the theoretical coverage has
decreased substantially for the variable “UAA” @%-points). An interesting result refers
to Finland which shows a substantial increase énttieoretical coverage for the variables
“UAA” (10.2%-points), “cereals area” (10.7%-point)d “wheat area” (8.9%-points).

Thirdly, and in view of the average difference betw the practical and theoretical
coverage, it can be concluded from Table 4.2 thatdegree of representativeness of
FADN data has increased from 1995 to 2005 for thgnty of variables under study. This
applies in particular for the variable “number @ldings” and “number of fattening pigs”
but also for the variables “UAA”, “cereals area”dafoilseed area.” The substantial
increase in the average degree of representativéaethe variable “number of holdings”
is mainly due to changes concerning Spain and lfsde Appendix D). Both Member
States capture by far the largest shares in tlaé moimber of holdings within the EU-15
and show a reduction in the difference betweerpthetical and theoretical coverage from
|18.3]|%-points to |7.1|%-points and |8.7|%-pom{4 #|%-points, respectively.

Also, the substantial increase in the average éegfeepresentativeness for the variable
“number of fattening” pigs can principally be atited to the changes in Spain and ltaly as
well as the Netherlands. In absolute terms, théerdifice between the practical and

theoretical coverage decreased in these MembersStgt26.4%-points, 52.8%-points and

9.1%-points, respectively. In general, it can besesbed that the degree of

representativeness became significantly bettepairSfor all of the analyzed variables. In

contrast, the degree of representativeness gendsaltame worse for the analyzed

variables in Austria.

Rather similar results can again be obtained whenatrerage “weighting error” is used.
Table 4.2 shows that for five of the seven varigbébsolute values decreased from 1995
to 2005. The largest reduction is thereby obsefgedhe variables “number of holdings”
and “number of fattening pigs.”

At the end of this section, the extent of repres@reness of FADN data is evaluated by
comparing the mean values based on FSS and EU RN A summary of the findings

for the six variables under consideration, i.e.AARJper farm,” “cereals area per farm,”

“wheat area per farm,” “oilseed area per farm,” thiner of dairy cows per farm” and

“number of fattening pigs per farm” is reported Tiable 4.3. Detailed results, like the
calculated mean values, the relative difference taedcoefficient of variation, are put in

the Tables D15 to D20 of the Appendix.
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Table 4.3 illustrates that the ratio of the relatdifference and the coefficient of variation
generally takes positive values. In this casentiean values based on EU FADN data are
higher than those based on FSS data and, henceurtherlying sample tends to
overestimate the population value. However, forvhgable “number of fattening pigs”
the opposite is true and for the majority of then\ber States the mean value is slightly
underestimated in the sample.

Table 4.3: Comparison of mean values per farm basdeSS and EU FADN data

Ratio of the relative difference and the coeffitiehvariation for the ...

UAA Cereals Wheat Oilseed Number of Number of
per farm area area area dairy cows  fattening pigs
per farm per farm per farm per farm per farm

EU-15
AT 0.21 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.08 -0.06
BE 0.11 0.07 0.05 0.03 -0.03 0.02
DE 0.03 0.01 0.01 -0.04 0.01 -0.01
DK 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.02 0.02 -0.05
ES 0.01 0.03 -0.03 0.02 0.04 -0.01
FI 0.15 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.01
FR 0.12 0.10 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.04
GR -0.04 0.04 0.04 -0.01 -0.04 -0.15
IE 0.15 -0.03 -0.07 0.02 0.01 -0.07
IT 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00
LU 0.16 0.09 0.11 0.04 0.04 0.02
NL 0.09 -0.01 0.01 -0.07 0.05 0.02
PT -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
SE 0.07 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.04
UK 0.09 0.06 0.07 0.03 0.01 0.01
nMS
CcY -0.06 -0.03 0.07 -0.07 -0.04
Ccz 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 -0.02
EE 0.08 -0.01 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 0.01
HU 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 -0.01 -0.01
LT 0.12 0.10 -0.07 0.05 0.02 -0.03
LV 0.06 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 -0.01
MT -0.02 0.01 0.05
PL 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00
Sl 0.16 -0.04 -0.06 0.00 -0.01 -0.05
SK 0.00 -0.05 -0.03 -0.02 0.00 -0.21

Source: EU FADN - DG AGRI L-3, FSS 2005 and own patations.

Table 4.3 also shows that the ratio of the reladifierence and the coefficient of variation
is generally low and does not exceed a value ofof2even [1), respectively. In other
words, the true mean values of the populationifiathe predetermined confidence interval
with a 95.5% certainty. The discrepancy between B88 FADN mean values can
therefore be explained by sampling errors andribissystematic.

The low ratios can again be attributed to the ingd§t high coefficients of variation in the

denominator (see Tables D15 to D20 in the Appendixsome Member States and for
some of the variables under consideration, theegabxceed by far 1000%. As noted by
Vrolijk et al. (2009, p. 59) the size of the coeiint of variation is strongly influenced by
the absolute mean value. If it is close to zere,abefficient of variation can take very high
values. For example, in Greece the average nunilfattening pigs per farm is 0.12 (see
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Table D20 in the Appendix), while the standard d#&on is 5.38. Thus, the coefficient of
variation amounts to 43.59 or 4,358.5%, respegtivel

In view of the relative difference between the E®8 EU FADN mean values, particularly
high values can be observed for the variable “nurobéattening pigs per farm” (see Table
D20 in the Appendix). Here, in Greece the relatlifeerence amounts to -673.9%, in
Ireland the corresponding value is -131.4%. Fowvdmeable “oilseed area per farm,” the
relative difference between the FSS and EU FADNmesdues is -142.3%.

4.3 Conclusions

The chapter has examined the coverage and repaiseness of EU FADN by comparing

a set of various structural variables between EUDRAdata and the FSS for all 25
Member States. Further, it has assessed the climige coverage and representativeness
through time by comparing the representativenesth@fEU FADN in 1995 and 2005.
Both practical coverage and theoretical coveragecafculated and their differences are
considered. In addition, the relative differencénsen the mean values per farm based on
EU FADN and FSS data are calculated.

The low practical as well as theoretical, covermgehe variable “number of holdings” is
suggested to be due to the fact that the numbérofs with a SGM below the country-
specific ESU threshold is significant. At the satimae the much higher practical and
theoretical coverage for the other variables shmt those farms below the ESU threshold
have a minor share in UAA or number of dairy cofes, example. Further, the 100%
practical coverage of oilseed area and number oy daws for the EU-25, the nMS as
well as the EU-15, can be due to the extrapolaifahe EU FADN sample that leads to an
overestimation of the “population value” . The Itkneoretical and practical coverage for
the “number of holdings” versus the other varialdes not surprising, as the fundamental
aim of the EU FADN is not to gain a high degree@ferage with respect to the number of
holdings in the Member States but with respechéoagricultural activity measured in total
SGM.

The divergence of the practical as well as ther#taal coverage from 100% is in most
cases larger for the average of the nMS than teeage for the EU 15. In other words,
FADN data seems to include more information coriogrthe whole population in the
oMS than in the nMS. This is particularly true fbe number of farms where the average
values for the EU-15 are more than twice as higloathe nMS.

Moreover, the difference between the theoreticdlthe practical coverage is characterized
by relatively small values. The average valueshef EU-25 and EU-15 do not exceed an
“ad hoc” threshold of |5]|%-points. However the agervalues of the nMS exceed an “ad
hoc” threshold of |5|%-points for five of the seveariables, which indicates that on
average, the representativeness of EU FADN ddtatier in the oMS than in the nMS.

It can also be said that the FADN values approaehcorresponding FSS values as the
average practical coverage has generally increfiset 1995 to 2005 for the variables
under study. In contrast, the theoretical coveltzage stayed fairly constant. Thus, in view
of the average difference between the practical thedretical coverage, the degree of
representativeness of EU FADN data has increased 1995 to 2005 for the majority of
the analyzed variables.
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The ratio of the relative difference and the caédfit of variation generally take a positive
value and the mean values based on EU FADN dathttehe higher than those based on
FSS data. Nevertheless, these discrepancies arstatatically significant and can be

explained by sampling errors.

Finally, it must be noted that the empirical an@yand the conclusions drawn in this
chapter are based on the comparison of structar&ées such as hectares of major crops
and numbers of specific livestock between the sangid the population. It gives,
however, no final answer whether estimations ofsco$ production using EU FADN will
reflect the true population value. Following Vr&ligt al. (2009, p. 56) it is possible “that
farms with relatively good or bad management skiltgl therefore performance are over
represented in the sample”. Validating the estiomatesults using cost calculations from
other sources are therefore necessary topics tiarefuesearch within the FACEPA project.
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5 Excursus: Organic Farming Systems
in the EU FADN

Organic farming in the EU has grown from 40,000rfsuon less than 1 million ha in 1994
(Foster and Lampkin 1999), to 186,000 farms on ntlea@ 7 million ha in 2007, and now

accounts for 4% of EU-27 agricultural land (FiBLO2). Organic farms have thus been
present in EU FADNSs for a long time whenever traedom sampling has been applied.
However, in many FADN systems, explicit identificat of these farms as ‘applying

organic production methods’ is a relatively newalepment.

5.1 Identification and Classification of Organic Farms in
FADNSs

Date of introduction and design of an identifieriable for organic farms differ between
the farm structural survey, statistics on certifisad area according to Council Regulation
(EEC) No 2092/9%, the EU FADN and national FADN systems. In somentoes,
organic farms can be identified in the respectiaiomal FADN for many years (e.g.,
Austria, Denmark, Germany). It should be noted thatidentification of organic farms is
not straightforward, and can lead to inconsistencshen comparing databases with
different definitions’. An example of the potential complexity is provddey the design of
the identifier variable in the Italian FADN, whichfferentiates six values to describe the
organic status:

» partially organic — converting

» partially organic — partly converted, partly cortusay
e partially organic — converted

» fully organic — converting

» fully organic — partly converted, partly converting
» fully organic — converted

In EU FADN, an identifier variable for organic hoids was introduced in 2000/01 by
Commission Regulation 1122/2000. Classificationb&sed on Regulation (EEC) No
2092/1991, and the respective EU FADN variable “AigZicates whether

1. the holding does not apply organic production meésho

2. the holding applies only organic production methods

3. the holding is converting to organic production lnoets or applies both organic
and other production methods.

In the latter case (A32=3), the data base doegjimetindications as to the proportion of
the holding that is managed organically. Signiftcariations exist in how possibilities for
partial conversion are implemented nationally.

1 Replaced by Council Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 a® ftaJanuary 2009.

12 First of all, it is important how the questionaisked. ‘Is the holding organic?’ leaves it opemaa-organic
holdings self-identifying themselves. Preferable formulations like ‘Is the holding, or part of(if so how
many ha) certified as organic in accordance witional and EU law?’
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Within the EU FADN, types of farming are defined thie basis of the contributions of the
different lines of production to the total SGM, whiis also used to define economic farm
size. As separate SGMs for organic farming are awatilable, farm type and size for
organic farms currently are based on convention@MS This may lead to a
misclassification, as levels of inputs and outfand prices for organic activities generally
differ from conventional ones. The extent of thislggem is yet unclear. Porskrog et al.
(2003) calculated differentiated SGMs for two crapd two livestock activities in
Denmark, showing that SGMs for organic farming wareall cases higher than the
respective conventional ones. However, Bont ef28105, p. 52) see little hope “that (all)
Member States will present specific, separate SGN\bifganic farming,” and the European
Concerted Action EISfOM recommended to continudhlite current system for now and
review it when there really is a substantial anchprehensive database of organic holdings
in FADN. Based on these studies, it is thereforggested that for the FACEPA project,
farm type classification of organic farms will bede on standard (conventional) SGMs.

5.2 Representation of Organic Farms in EU FADN

Table 5.1 provides an overview of the number afyfarganic farms in the EU FADN for
the years 2001 to 2006. In 2006, the sample insladeounts from more than 3,000 fully
organic farms, however, sample sizes vary strobgiyveen countries. In 10 Members
States (of which only two are nMS), organic sampiekide more than a 100 farms.

Differentiating by principal farm type further reths sample sizes (Table 5.2). Using the
differentiation by farm type as a first indicatiohthe possibilities to estimate production
cost for different products, the number of Membeté&s with samples including at least 50
farms is four for the farm type milk, and three floe farm types: field crops, other grazing
livestock farms and mixed farms. With respect tor@nent crops, only the Italian sample
is comparatively large. However, due to the gredteersification of organic farms, the
‘traditional’ farm type definition may be less sdtto identify homogenous farms.

The number of farms converting to organic productiwethods or applying both organic
and other production methods is comparatively lig8pain, France and ltaly (Table 5.3).
Depending on the research question, it might begsary to exclude these farms as well as
the fully organic farms from the general cost eation model, as production technologies
may differ significantly.

27



Table 5.1: Number of fully organic farms in the EADN

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
EU-15
AT 296 289 299 320 337 370
BE 22 26 40 34 39
DE 226 254 251 261 263 284
DK 79 75 73 288 94 296
ES 27 155 92 76 106 123
Fl 55 64 70 71 83 85
FR 67 88 87 122 138
GR 26 17 26 62
IE . 15 17
IT 544 658 347 496 580 695
LU . . . . . .
NL 40 49 41 41 51 53
PT 29 30 32 51 36 39
SE 53 156 147 193 200
UK 28 34 55 65 62 117
NM S
CY . . .
Ccz 66 71 72
EE . 35
HU . 17 24
LT 18 32 66
LV 38 59 106
MT . .
PL 119 128 139
Sl 53 71 82
SK 15 21 19
EU-25 1327 1768 1 566 2311 2423 3071

. = less than 15 sample farms.
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Table 5.2: Number of fully organic farms in the EWDN in 2006; by farm type

All Field Horti- Wine Permanent Milk Grazing  Pig + Mixed
crops  culture crops livestock Poultry

EU-15
AT 370 45 230 48 26
BE 39 . . .
DE 284 75 77 38 67
DK 296 123 . 123 35
ES 123 38 41 . . 16
FI 85 18 30 22
FR 138 22 15 . 27 37
GR 62 21 27
IE 17 . . . .
IT 695 206 36 211 22 143 68
LU . .
NL 53 22
PT 39 . . . .
SE 200 38 90 39 21
UK 117 31 58
NMS
CY .
Ccz 72 54
EE 35
HU 24 . .
LT 66 28 . . 21
LV 106 18 33 18 29
MT .
PL 139 42 24 54
Sl 82 41 20
SK 19
EU-25 3071 732 78 80 334 745 606 54 438

. = less than 15 sample farms.
Samples with at least 50 farms are highlighteddigi Egures.
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Table 5.3: Number of converting or partly orgaraonfis in the EU FADN

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
EU-15
AT . 19 33 26 . .
BE . . 87 90 76
DE 30 42 40 45 35 40
DK . . . . . .
ES 436 247 346 281 283 271
Fl . . . .
FR 96 92 87 273 235
GR . . 15 17 26 52
IE .
IT 181 161 99 151 276 261
LU . . . . . .
NL 49 76 85 69 80 74
PT 28 . 68 33 70 75
SE 152 105 43 48 37 40
UK 49 45 52 47 43 49
NM S
CY .
Ccz 25 25 31
EE 43 54 41
HU 18 28 24
LT 33 27 30
LV 54 61 45
MT .
PL 54 69 83
Sl . . .
SK 231 228 41
EU-25 945 834 885 1371 1726 1505

. = less than 15 sample farms.

5.3 Representativeness of EU FADN With Respect to Organic
Farming

For FADN, sample farms are selected according telaction plan that guarantees its
overall representativeness, based on a straticabf the universe. The stratification
criteria depend on the EU FADN system but usuallgiude region, economic size and
type of farming, which also form the basis for & FADN. Individual weights are
calculated for each farm in the sample by dividimg number of farms in the stratification
cell of the field of observations by the numberfaims in the corresponding cell in the
sample. However, with the exception of a few natidPADN systems (e.g., Denmark, the
Netherlands), there is no specific methodologylate to ensure that any organic sample
thus derived is representative of organic farmsailer his represents a problem especially
in countries where organic holdings represent argymall proportion of farms. In analogy
to the analysis in Chapter 4, a comparison betW&H and EU FADN is carried out for
aggregated values of key variables (Table 5.4). ddraparison is hampered by possible
differences in the definition of organic productistatus (e.g., FSS data differs from other
statistics on the certified organic land area)eeigily in countries where part conversion is
more widespread. Also, the published FSS data woeallow the ESU thresholds valid for
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the FADN sample to be taken into account, and tmlg the practical coverage could be
calculated. FSS data was available only for thelramoef organic farms and their organic
agricultural area. Table 5.4 highlights that witie texception of some countries with
comparatively large FADN subsamples of organic &af®E, CZ, FR, IT, DK, UK), using
standard weights would seriously over- or undemesit organic UAA. Therefore,
generally no extrapolation of FADN information ttb @rganic farms in the sector can be
done, and aggregation has to be based on simplagegerather than weighted averages.

Table 5.4: Representativeness of organic sampéeid&U FADN

Number of holdings UAA
FSS FADN Practical FSS FADN Practical
coverage coverage
% %
EU-15
AT 18 760 14 751 79% 429 250 571 704 133%
BE 550 850 155% 24 900 43 783 176%
DE 13480 9 050 67% 759 720 711 071 94%
DK 2440 2024 83% 150 010 132 053 88%
ES 14 450 11 233 78% 797 400 381 581 48%
FI 4020 4191 104% 145 980 227 494 156%
FR 9010 7 072 78% 542 600 433 030 80%
GR 9610 5117 53% 123 940 24 039 19%
IE 590 1178 200% 20 190 60 595 300%
IT 41 000 23 653 58% 883 510 709 388 80%
LU 50 . 2910 .
NL 1190 3610 303% 48 090 154 879 322%
PT 880 1969 224% 151 380 73 858 49%
SE 2810 5 360 191% 252 530 720 281 285%
UK 2900 1774 61% 515 920 418 117 81%
NMS
CcY 130 . 800 .
(ov4 600 904 151% 239 140 232 503 97%
EE 670 . 47 020 .
HU 870 680 78% 167 890 65 087 39%
LT 790 1758 222% 32 960 81 462 247%
LV 440 1548 352% 28 520 90 425 317%
MT . .
PL 3190 16 735 525% 73 320 214 812 293%
Sl 1220 6 250 512% 16 950 100 557 593%
SK 70 127 182% 51 620 109 590 212%
EU-25 129720 119 834 92% 5506 550 5556 309 101%
EU-15 121740 91 833 75% 4848 330 4661 873 96%
NMS 7980 28 001 351% 658 220 894 436 136%

. = less than 15 sample farms.
Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation

Approaches to improve the representativeness afitsesan for example comprise the
including a minimum number of organic farms in th&DN sample (in total or by farm
type) or recalculating weights using ex-post dicatiion (Bont et al., 2005). Individual
national solutions to increase representativenessganic farms, however, can currently
lead to conflicts with the uniform calculation oéights in the EU FADN (Vrolijk, 2005).
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5.4 Conclusions

Estimating production costs for organic farmingngsthe EU FADN poses a series of
challenges. Currently, the often small number gaaic farms in the sample will allow an

econometric estimation only for a few countriesingsfarm type to select specialized
farms for more robust estimation is problematicauese, firstly, this classification is based
on standard gross margins of conventional farmiagd secondly, the greater

diversification of organic farms renders the ‘ttamhal’ farm type definition less suitable

for the identification of homogenous farms. A pbsiremedy could be using different
approaches for clustering organic farms, e.g., @weg to physical output shares. The EU-
FADN weights can not be used to extrapolate theltssas organic faming is not a

stratification criteria used when calculating theights. More robust and representative
estimates may be achieved using national FADNschvim some countries include a
higher number of organic farms, and/or allow a \Wéigy of these farms.
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Appendix A: Descriptive Statistics for EU
FADN Weighting Coefficients by Type
of Farming (Year 2005)

Sample MIN MAX Mean MED SKE KUR  relMAD

size %
Austria
1) Fieldcrops 409 17.23 72.00 32.20 24.72 0.92 1.55 18.08
2) Horticulture 1 170.00 170.00 170.00 170.00
3) Wine 78 35.11 92.80 55.00 35.11 -1.47 0.70 0.00
4) Other permanent crops 59 30.00 203.33 45.59 30.00 13.813.78 0.00
5) Milk 830 18.73 93.50 34.77 26.86 2.10 1.98 0.00
6) Other grazing livestock 163 20.91 199.38 69.02 48.10 443. 2.08 40.75
7) Granivores 136 26.18 350.00 36.10 26.18 62.07 7.84 0.00
8) Mixed 268 10.00 72.86 31.46 25.76 113 1.39 24.83
Belgium
1) Fieldcrops 122 22.38 190.00 42.05 34.81 1444 3.62 15.88
2) Horticulture 208 9.20 75.00 17.36 12.53 12.09 3.40 26.58
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 76 10.00 56.00 21.84 15.96 117 52 1. 0.00
5) Milk 250 16.47 166.67 26.36 20.67 2464 4.71 16.13
6) Other grazing livestock 229 13.65 163.33 30.44 21.25 035 3.61 35.75
7) Granivores 80 10.00 420.00 41.37 33.20 64.74 7.66 0.00
8) Mixed 244 10.00 98.00 27.21 24.44 5.90 2.06 35.00
Germany
1) Fieldcrops 1,630 2.00 360.00 27.74 21.43 3843 3.95 45.11
2) Horticulture 570 2.00 136.67 15.02 8.65 13.83 3.52 47.17
3) Wine 339 7.50 36.42 22.92 23.89 -0.66 -0.12 25.55
4) Other permanent crops 249 3.33 120.00 24.30 17.00 489 .25 2 41.18
5) Milk 1,654 1.00 80.00 40.26 40.19 -1.44 0.01 65.32
6) Other grazing livestock 498 1.00 188.00 32.93 30.00 584 241 53.74
7) Granivores 274 1.00 106.67 23.88 21.88 477 1.85 49.21
8) Mixed 1,819 1.00 180.00 23.60 22.50 5.18 1.36 56.25
Denmar k
1) Fieldcrops 639 2.63 124.29 33.46 30.25 245 1.22 57.21
2) Horticulture 192 2.69 8.33 391 3.77 0.93 1.40 28.76
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 63 1.00 30.00 7.16 7.14 19.83 3.4@0.00
5) Milk 370 6.37 135.00 14.24 13.20 7237 7.11 0.00
6) Other grazing livestock 13 10.00 180.00 51.54 30.00 108 1.51 33.33
7) Granivores 215 6.59 90.00 8.98 6.59 11312 9.40 0.00
8) Mixed 408 3.33 72.14 15.02 10.51 448 2.25 48.23
Spain
1) Fieldcrops 2,774 1.00 1,700.00 64.14 35.95 52.07 6.32 2%6.
2) Horticulture 930 1.00 280.00 38.64 34.44 4.80 151 55.41
3) Wine 523 8.82 2,870.00 113.40 32.66 4852 6.83 31.42
4) Other permanent crops 1,345 1.00 7,196.00 221.52 68.762.14 7.51 69.38
5) Milk 1,067 1.00 450.00 24 .46 18.41 98.21 8.02 72.84
6) Other grazing livestock 1,279 1.00 3,290.00 66.43 81.8166.72 11.14 37.93
7) Granivores 556 1.00 310.00 29.47 18.45 25.46 4.33 53.94
8) Mixed 550 9.58 1,385.83 95.43 48.52 25.28 4.85 28.50

Notes: "." shows that there are less than 15 sahgitings.

Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Sample  MIN MAX Mean MED SKE KUR relMAD

size %
Finland
1) Fieldcrops 258 21.58 260.00 72.66 66.36 6.53 1.95 29.16
2) Horticulture 64 18.75 380.00 29.51 2158 60.08 7.65 13.11
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 6 50.00 135.00 102.50 110.00 1.781.22 13.64
5) Milk 363 22.75 250.00 39.31 31.09 29.10 3.80 26.83
6) Other grazing livestock 52 30.00 110.00 45.38 39.79 828 144 24.61
7) Granivores 48 17.50 60.00 25.24 19.33 2.55 181 043
8) Mixed 107 10.00 190.00 40.08 26.67 6.19 2.23 27.81
France
1) Fieldcrops 2,086 1.00 2,080.00 49.24 3750 528.42 18.307.783
2) Horticulture 381 1.00 290.00 24.37 16.98 41.08 5.19 41.11
3) Wine 1,033 1.00 2,190.00 48.35 40.00 498.07 19.79 24.23
4) Other permanent crops 294 1.00 260.00 31.40 2111 19.533.84 27.15
5) Milk 967 13.33 225.00 58.57 54.23 1.35 0.85 49.29
6) Other grazing livestock 1,251 1.00 760.00 52.80 45.00 3.8% 6.69 36.34
7) Granivores 163 1.00 500.00 51.85 54.48 40.90 5.09 44.94
8) Mixed 1,177 1.00 300.00 40.63 33.50 19.20 3.52 33.27
Greece
1) Fieldcrops 2,098 4.00 6,180.00 94.31 4433 531.02 20.126.454
2) Horticulture 111 56.47 1,070.00 111.98 81.08 52.65 6.46 2.42
3) Wine 186 10.00 915.00 78.49 63.60 52.54 6.57 29.71
4) Other permanent crops 969 1.00 1,830.00 209.32 110.27.96 6 221 59.90
5) Milk 12 50.00 256.67 171.15 168.00 0.84 -1.12 27.55
6) Other grazing livestock 462 30.00 880.00 86.98 6222 925 4.04 45.15
7) Granivores 8 45.00 240.00 118.75 100.00 -0.09 0.71 55.00
8) Mixed 280 17.50 573.33 133.57 81.15 4.40 2.15 34.87
Irdand
1) Fieldcrops 41 38.14 600.00 93.04 67.84 12.47 3.27 43.78
2) Horticulture
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops
5) Milk 401 36.86 142.50 51.87 42.12 5.88 2.19 0.00
6) Other grazing livestock 683 36.86 450.91 123.77 116.450.64 2.83 22.37
7) Granivores 0.00
8) Mixed 68 36.86 295.00 68.24 50.00 6.61 2.37 26.28
Italy
1) Fieldcrops 4,610 1.00 947.14 56.51 37.31 50.52 4.96 62.89
2) Horticulture 963 1.00 260.00 26.35 16.67 18.00 3.27 48.00
3) Wine 1,409 1.00 849.17 68.69 40.00 28.55 4.70 69.15
4) Other permanentcrops 3,058 1.00 1,112.50 71.38 35.230.463 4.98 62.29
5) Milk 1,037 1.00 160.00 28.04 25.00 6.61 2.25 44.00
6) Other grazing livestock 1,906 1.00 790.00 25.58 21.6832.55 9.64 65.41
7) Granivores 455 1.00 160.00 15.58 14.00 37.06 4.73 67.70
8) Mixed 1,099 1.00 530.00 34.48 2231 42.51 5.61 64.14

Notes: "." shows that there are less than 15 sahgdtings.
Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Sample MIN MAX Mean MED SKE KUR  relMAD

size %
L uxembourg
1) Fieldcrops 13 2.50 11.67 5.95 4.67 -0.10 1.21 0.00
2) Horticulture
3) Wine 25 5.00 23.33 7.47 6.32 9.38 3.23 0.00
4) Other permanent crops 1 23.33 23.33 23.33 23.33
5) Milk 236 2.27 10.00 292 2.76 64.45 7.17 5.43
6) Other grazing livestock 85 1.00 26.00 5.69 5.00 1163 543. 9.09
7) Granivores 14 2.00 2.22 2.10 2.00 -2.24 0.32 0.00
8) Mixed 70 1.00 11.67 3.20 2.31 10.50 3.07 13.33
Nether lands
1) Fieldcrops 198 17.65 274.29 47.14 49.70 21.30 3.20 41.62
2) Horticulture 440 6.92 150.00 21.61 16.35 13.99 3.38 44.71
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 77 8.00 143.33 50.65 49.23 0.89 37 1. 56.47
5) Milk 334 25.50 90.77 60.99 60.25 6.71 -1.34 6.57
6) Other grazing livestock 79 16.00 447.00 114.56 54.62 172. 1.86 55.89
7) Granivores 250 5.79 76.25 23.12 22.00 1.82 1.34 54.04
8) Mixed 72 20.53 274.29 68.69 48.89 5.81 2.57 56.82
Portugal
1) Fieldcrops 318 1.00 2,230.00 110.69 34.44 31.73 475 759.8
2) Horticulture 197 1.00 820.00 39.20 16.67 41.23 5.59 70.00
3) Wine 243 5.00 627.14 74.20 52.00 21.09 4.42 51.92
4) Other permanent crops 267 10.00 1,250.00 97.49 50.00 .6543 5.17 56.67
5) Milk 434 6.67 340.00 19.75 13.87 7857 8.14 7.47
6) Other grazing livestock 402 7.42 740.00 42.79 27.83 254. 6.09 43.53
7) Granivores 31 1.00 200.00 42.68 20.71 5.00 2.13 44.83
8) Mixed 162 10.00 513.33 101.30 47.50 311 2.04 42.86
Sweden
1) Fieldcrops 271 22.26 236.43 53.25 38.67 10.71 3.31 18.97
2) Horticulture 27 4.71 100.00 14.07 4.71 15.80 3.65 0.00
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 1 70.00 70.00 70.00 70.00 0.00
5) Milk 365 10.77 33.62 21.37 20.56 -0.73 0.36 19.87
6) Other grazing livestock 56 10.00 36.33 28.93 36.33 20.8 -0.72 0.00
7) Granivores 74 5.22 10.00 7.43 6.80 -1.58 0.32 23.27
8) Mixed 149 14.40 71.82 25.37 19.11 1.94 1.95 2.18
United Kindom
1) Fieldcrops 638 3.33 266.36 46.25 37.33 15.05 3.58 27.61
2) Horticulture 114 8.82 250.00 23.33 11.54 27.81 4.69 23.53
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 83 3.33 80.00 14.58 13.85 9.06 5 2.744.44
5) Milk 568 19.31 160.00 35.23 32.55 16.19 3.19 24.14
6) Other grazing livestock 1,127 9.44 96.36 27.48 24.15 163. 1.63 25.74
7) Granivores 134 9.33 170.00 24.10 21.67 39.58 5.33 23.08
8) Mixed 272 7.50 172.50 31.32 26.92 27.98 4.65 18.84

Notes: "." shows that there are less than 15 sahgiténgs.
Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Sample  MIN MAX Mean MED SKE KUR relMAD

size %
Cyprus
1) Fieldcrops 140 17.91 590.00 43.86 25.71 65.15 6.99 30.36
2) Horticulture 12 61.67 61.67 61.67 61.67 0.00
3) Wine 22 17.30 538.57 67.94 43.89 18.88 4.22 60.59
4) Other permanent crops 207 16.25 538.57 84.95 43.89 7.772.87 60.59
5) Milk 5 35.83 35.83 35.83 35.83 0.00
6) Other grazing livestock 63 17.50 80.00 32.86 35.83 6.42 1.72 11.63
7) Granivores 13 20.67 23.33 21.08 20.67 3.22 2.18 0.00
8) Mixed 14 20.67 50.00 32.64 36.00 -1.29 0.38 38.89
Czech Republic
1) Fieldcrops 502 3.97 70.83 12.83 8.71 9.13 3.03 33.19
2) Horticulture 45 7.78 80.00 17.04 13.06 10.74 3.44 6.77
3) Wine 38 7.78 80.00 18.47 13.94 8.59 3.14 6.34
4) Other permanent crops 31 8.18 80.00 17.47 13.06 12.14 61 3. 6.77
5) Milk 99 2.80 40.00 9.19 7.50 6.19 2.24 38.46
6) Other grazing livestock 98 2.00 25.71 13.47 12.59 -0.40 0.85 23.64
7) Granivores 63 6.92 20.00 8.41 7.78 15.00 3.92 1.10
8) Mixed 428 2.88 60.00 7.22 2.88 18.33 4.16 0.00
Estonia
1) Fieldcrops 190 3.41 79.13 15.16 6.52 3.43 231 40.70
2) Horticulture 19 15.26 15.26 15.26 15.26 0.00
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 4 7.50 7.50 7.50 750 0.00
5) Milk 158 3.49 17.81 7.66 6.39 -0.12 1.23 4534
6) Other grazing livestock 16 45.63 45.63 45.63 45.63 0.00
7) Granivores 10 5.00 13.33 10.00 13.33 -2.28 -0.48 0.00
8) Mixed 97 3.33 45.83 15.46 4.86 -0.62 1.16 31.48
Hungary
1) Fieldcrops 1100 2.73 960.00 42.55 12.93 44.46 6.21 41.09
2) Horticulture 64 1.00 925.00 63.80 26.00 26.06 5.08 73.72
3) Wine 72 3.33 1,280.00 93.62 23.64 25.00 4.83 58.10
4) Other permanent crops 163 1.00 910.00 50.95 12.67 27.265.12 51.13
5) Milk 98 1.25 290.00 19.49 7.78 27.96 4.59 4857
6) Other grazing livestock 42 1.00 120.00 33.23 17.38 0.19 1.17 65.48
7) Granivores 141 3.33 370.00 25.37 9.57 25.08 4.97 37.27
8) Mixed 260 1.00 1,950.00 41.06 6.67 125.04 9.99 42.31
Lithuania
1) Fieldcrops 592 2.16 125.56 21.81 7.19 4.84 2.20 69.94
2) Horticulture 31 5.71 80.00 29.90 14.00 -0.82 0.99 59.18
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 27 571 80.00 18.26 14.00 720 1 2.747.62
5) Milk 118 2.38 58.82 23.98 16.92 -1.18 0.80 63.07
6) Other grazing livestock 16 12.00 159.23 78.94 51.00 871. 041 76.47
7) Granivores 9 8.33 50.00 19.80 14.00 0.65 1.22 40.48
8) Mixed 260 2.37 159.23 48.38 27.00 -0.64 0.88 88.89

Notes: "." shows that there are less than 15 sahgdtings.
Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Sample MIN MAX Mean MED SKE KUR  relMAD

size %
Latvia
1) Fieldcrops 345 1.00 141.11 18.12 5.95 8.26 2.96 55.79
2) Horticulture 11 2.50 90.00 17.27 14.00 9.17 2.93 42.86
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 18 2.50 47.50 18.89 12.00 -0.58 99 0. 79.17
5) Milk 264 1.67 60.00 17.58 11.25 1.14 1.59 66.18
6) Other grazing livestock 22 1.00 58.57 26.41 14.44 -1.43 0.75 48.08
7) Granivores 38 2.00 6.00 342 3.33 -0.75 0.52 40.00
8) Mixed 204 1.00 115.79 33.95 20.00 0.19 1.16 81.82
M alta
1) Fieldcrops 82 1.00 30.00 6.08 4.05 2.30 1.81 17.65
2) Horticulture 74 1.03 13.68 5.44 3.89 -0.48 1.07 0.00
3) Wine 2 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 0.00
4) Other permanent crops 26 1.03 13.68 3.65 3.89 6.04 2.35 .00 0
5) Milk 41 1.30 10.00 2.44 1.30 10.28 2.53 0.00
6) Other grazing livestock 7 1.00 20.00 6.29 1.00 0.69 1.21 0.00
7) Granivores 68 1.25 6.67 2.35 1.25 1.97 1.60 0.00
8) Mixed 11 1.00 18.67 4.77 1.00 172 1.80 0.00
Poland
1) Fieldcrops 2,644 5.00 362.31 66.47 33.74 248 1.61 52.43
2) Horticulture 345 12.50 403.33 79.77 54.29 5.43 2.31 59.28
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 441 10.00 435.00 81.59 25.94 3.441.94 37.68
5) Milk 766 5.56 348.93 61.79 35.12 6.92 2.66 46.81
6) Other grazing livestock 1,314 5.56 348.93 47.33 21.74 1.02 3.22 27.97
7) Granivores 1,593 1.00 300.00 36.13 18.92 12.66 3.59 54.77
8) Mixed 4,794 1.00 393.96 73.24 43.59 3.63 1.84 63.51
Slovenia
1) Fieldcrops 63 15.00 740.00 130.16 67.86 7.67 2.09 55.79
2) Horticulture 9 10.00 28.00 24.44 28.00 5.44 -2.22 0.00
3) Wine 22 26.67 175.00 70.45 66.67 0.37 0.97 52.86
4) Other permanent crops 34 14.29 310.00 77.06 65.00 216 .37 1 71.79
5) Milk 266 5.00 445.00 32.59 11.61 36.73 5.61 56.94
6) Other grazing livestock 134 3.33 400.00 47 46 33.33 416. 3.51 37.14
7) Granivores 6 8.00 80.00 20.00 8.00 6.00 2.45 0.00
8) Mixed 124 2.50 314.55 90.32 29.00 0.14 1.19 82.76
Slovakia
1) Fieldcrops 320 2.18 13.18 7.09 6.80 -1.11 0.15 54.01
2) Horticulture
3) Wine 2 7.86 10.67 9.26 9.26 15.17
4) Other permanent crops 5 2.18 13.18 6.65 7.86 -0.83 0.447.776
5) Milk 40 2.96 12.00 551 4.78 0.87 1.51 0.00
6) Other grazing livestock 67 2.96 12.00 7.28 4.78 -1.79 110. 38.05
7) Granivores 4 2.96 2.96 2.96 2.96 0.00
8) Mixed 172 2.43 12.00 3.72 2.43 6.76 2.61 0.00

Notes: "." shows that there are less than 15 sahgitiings.
Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Appendix B: Production Shares by Type
of Farming (Year 2005)

Ratio of sample Cereals Wheat Oilseeds Milk Pork
farms to total farms
% % % % % %
Austria
1) Fieldcrops 3.0 51.0 66.0 61.0 7.0
2) Horticulture 1.0 1.0
3) Wine 20 5.0 6.0 8.0
4) Other permanent crops 20 1.0 1.0
5) Milk 30 6.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 85.0
6) Other grazing livestock 10 5.0 4.0 3.0 1.0 11.0
7) Granivores 3.0 11.0 5.0 4.0 58.0
8) Mixed 30 21.0 16.0 21.0 32.0 5.0
Belgium
1) Fieldcrops 20 36.0 44.0 26.0 20 1.0
2) Horticulture 6.0 1.0 1.0
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 50 1.0
5) Milk 4.0 9.0 7.0 4.0 1.0 59.0
6) Other grazing livestock 3.0 12.0 12.0 20.0 2.0 15.0
7) Granivores 20 9.0 3.0 68.0 1.0
8) Mixed 40 31.0 32.0 50.0 28.0 24.0
Germany
1) Fieldcrops 40 54.0 63.0 61.0 14.0 4.0
2) Horticulture 7.0
3) Wine 4.0
4) Other permanent crops 4.0
5) Milk 20 8.0 6.0 5.0 20 70.0
6) Other grazing livestock 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 5.0
7) Granivores 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 23.0
8) Mixed 40 31.0 27.0 31.0 60.0 22.0
Denmar k
1) Fieldcrops 30 58.0 59.0 53.0 10.0
2) Horticulture 26.0
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 14.0
5) Milk 70 6.0 4.0 3.0 1.0 93.0
6) Other grazing livestock 2.0
7) Granivores 11.0 9.0 9.0 13.0 42.0
8) Mixed 7.0 27.0 28.0 31.0 47.0 6.0
Spain
1) Fieldcrops 20 77.0 75.0 89.0 2.0
2) Horticulture 3.0
3) Wine 1.0 1.0 1.0
4) Other permanent crops 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
5) Milk 4.0 1.0 1.0 85.0
6) Other grazing livestock 2.0 4.0 3.0 1.0 3.0 5.0
7) Granivores 3.0 3.0 3.0 75.0
8) Mixed 1.0 12.0 16.0 7.0 19.0 9.0

Notes: The second column refers to the ratio ofitmaber of sample farms and the total number oh$arepresented.
Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Ratio of sample Cereals Wheat Oilseeds Milk Pork
farms to total farr
% % % % % %

Finland
1) Fieldcrops 1.0 62.0 80.0 88.0 5.0
2) Horticulture 3.0
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 1.0
5) Milk 3.0 16.0 3.0 3.0 97.0
6) Other grazing livestock 2.0 3.0 1.0 1.0
7) Granivores 4.0 6.0 5.0 1.0 58.0
8) Mixed 20 13.0 11.0 9.0 36.0 2.0
France
1) Fieldcrops 2.0 69.0 70.0 80.0 4.0 3.0
2) Horticulture 4.0
3) Wine 20 1.0 1.0 2.0
4) Other permanent crops 3.0 1.0 1.0
5) Milk 20 6.0 6.0 1.0 1.0 60.0
6) Other grazing livestock 2.0 4.0 3.0 1.0 8.0
7) Granivores 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 61.0
8) Mixed 20 18.0 18.0 15.0 34.0 29.0
Greece
1) Fieldcrops 10 79.0 84.0 100.0 6.0 2.0
2) Horticulture 1.0
3) Wine 1.0
4) Other permanent crops 3.0 4.0 6.0
5) Milk 1.0 1.0 1.0 82.0
6) Other grazing livestock 1.0 5.0 4.0 2.0
7) Granivores 1.0 60.0
8) Mixed 1.0 11.0 7.0 27.0 14.0
Ireland
1) Fieldcrops 1.0 40.0 58.0 88.0
2) Horticulture
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops
5) Milk 20 7.0 7.0 93.0
6) Other grazing livestock 1.0 14.0 4.0 3.0
7) Granivores
8) Mixed 1.0 39.0 30.0 12.0 100.0 4.0
Italy
1) Fieldcrops 2.0 74.0 80.0 89.0 1.0 1.0
2) Horticulture 4.0
3) Wine 1.0 1.0 3.0 2.0
4) Other permanent crops 1.0 3.0 5.0 3.0
5) Milk 40 3.0 2.0 76.0
6) Other grazing livestock 4.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 9.0
7) Granivores 6.0 6.0 1.0 1.0 94.0 2.0
8) Mixed 3.0 9.0 6.0 4.0 5.0 11.0

Notes: The second column refers to the ratio ohtlmaber of sample farms and the total number ah$anrepresented.
Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Ratio of sample Cereals Wheat Oilseeds Milk Pork
farms to total farr

% % % % % %
L uxembourg
1) Fieldcrops 17.0 7.0 6.0 9.0
2) Horticulture
3) Wine 13.0
4) Other permanent crops 4.0 1.0
5) Milk 340 38.0 38.0 29.0 3.0 75.0
6) Other grazing livestock 18.0 28.0 33.0 27.0 7.0 17.0
7) Granivores 48.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 55.0
8) Mixed 31.0 24.0 21.0 31.0 35.0 8.0
Netherlands
1) Fieldcrops 2.0 76.0 81.0 59.0
2) Horticulture 5.0 2.0 2.0
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
5) Milk 2.0 5.0 4.0 16.0 6.0 92.0
6) Other grazing livestock 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
7) Granivores 4.0 4.0 1.0 81.0
8) Mixed 1.0 10.0 10.0 25.0 12.0 6.0
Portugal
1) Fieldcrops 1.0 70.0 58.0 100.0 5.0
2) Horticulture 3.0 1.0
3) Wine 1.0 3.0 7.0
4) Other permanent crops 1.0 2.0 4.0
5) Milk 5.0 1.0 93.0
6) Other grazing livestock 2.0 7.0 10.0 1.0 6.0
7) Granivores 2.0 1.0 88.0
8) Mixed 1.0 16.0 20.0 5.0 1.0
Sweden
1) Fieldcrops 2.0 68.0 74.0 78.0 31.0 1.0
2) Horticulture 7.0
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 1.0 5.0 8.0 6.0
5) Milk 5.0 10.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 92.0
6) Other grazing livestock 3.0 1.0 1.0
7) Granivores 13.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 32.0
8) Mixed 4.0 14.0 11.0 12.0 35.0 7.0
United Kingdom
1) Fieldcrops 2.0 84.0 88.0 91.0 7.0 1.0
2) Horticulture 4.0 1.0
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 7.0
5) Milk 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 91.0
6) Other grazing livestock 4.0 2.0 1.0 1.0
7) Granivores 4.0 1.0 1.0 70.0
8) Mixed 3.0 10.0 8.0 8.0 21.0 7.0

Notes: The second column refers to the ratio ohtlmaber of sample farms and the total number ah$anrepresented.
Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Ratio of sample Cereals Wheat Oilseeds Milk Pork
farms to total farr

% % % % % %
Cyprus
1) Fieldcrops 2.0 79.0 85.0
2) Horticulture 2.0 4.0 7.0
3) Wine 1.0
4) Other permanent crops 1.0 4.0 6.0
5) Milk 3.0 1.0 100.0
6) Other grazing livestock 3.0 9.0 1.0
7) Granivores 5.0 100.0
8) Mixed 3.0 4.0 1.0
Czech Republic
1) Fieldcrops 8.0 61.0 62.0 58.0 25.0 25.0
2) Horticulture 6.0
3) Wine 5.0
4) Other permanent crops 6.0
5) Milk 11.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 12.0
6) Other grazing livestock 7.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.0
7) Granivores 12.0 440
8) Mixed 140 35.0 35.0 40.0 30.0 60.0
Egtonia
1) Fieldcrops 7.0 61.0 72.0 75.0 15.0 2.0
2) Horticulture 7.0
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 13.0
5) Milk 130 14.0 9.0 9.0 72.0
6) Other grazing livestock 2.0 1.0 2.0
7) Granivores 10.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 64.0
8) Mixed 6.0 23.0 18.0 15.0 21.0 24.0
Hungary
1) Fieldcrops 20 79.0 79.0 87.0 25.0 12.0
2) Horticulture 2.0
3) Wine 1.0
4) Other permanent crops 2.0 1.0 1.0
5) Milk 5.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 47.0
6) Other grazing livestock 3.0 1.0
7) Granivores 4.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 43.0
8) Mixed 20 16.0 17.0 11.0 32.0 40.0
Lithuania
1) Fieldcrops 5.0 75.0 84.0 91.0 23.0 18.0
2) Horticulture 3.0
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 5.0
5) Milk 40 2.0 1.0 22.0
6) Other grazing livestock 1.0 1.0 1.0 4.0
7) Granivores 5.0 36.0
8) Mixed 20 21.0 14.0 9.0 39.0 56.0

Notes: The second column refers to the ratio ohtlmaber of sample farms and the total number ah$anrepresented.
Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Ratio of sample Cereals Wheat Oilseeds Milk Pork
farms to total farr

% % % % % %
Latvia
1) Fieldcrops 6.0 71.0 84.0 90.0 11.0 7.0
2) Horticulture 6.0
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 5.0
5) Milk 6.0 7.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 61.0
6) Other grazing livestock 4.0 1.0
7) Granivores 29.0 54.0
8) Mixed 3.0 21.0 13.0 9.0 330 31.0
M alta
1) Fieldcrops 16.0 2.0 1.0
2) Horticulture 18.0
3) Wine 97.0
4) Other permanent crops 27.0
5) Milk 410 1.0 85.0
6) Other grazing livestock 16.0 1.0 4.0
7) Granivores 43.0 94.0 4.0
8) Mixed 21.0 2.0 6.0
Poland
1) Fieldcrops 2.0 42.0 57.0 66.0 8.0 4.0
2) Horticulture 1.0
3) Wine
4) Other permanent crops 1.0
5) Milk 2.0 3.0 1.0 23.0
6) Other grazing livestock 2.0 5.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 36.0
7) Granivores 3.0 10.0 4.0 3.0 39.0
8) Mixed 1.0 40.0 33.0 29.0 51.0 36.0
Slovenia
1) Fieldcrops 1.0 37.0 50.0 49.0 27.0 3.0
2) Horticulture 4.0 1.0 2.0
3) Wine 1.0 1.0 1.0
4) Other permanent crops 1.0 1.0 4.0
5) Milk 3.0 10.0 10.0 1.0 87.0
6) Other grazing livestock 2.0 8.0 11.0 21.0 2.0 4.0
7) Granivores 5.0 6.0 1.0 9.0
8) Mixed 1.0 37.0 25.0 26.0 62.0 6.0
Slovakia
1) Fieldcrops 14.0 62.0 58.0 67.0 51.0 15.0
2) Horticulture
3) Wine 11.0
4) Other permanent crops 15.0
5) Milk 18.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 18.0
6) Other grazing livestock 14.0 2.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 11.0
7) Granivores 34.0
8) Mixed 27.0 34.0 37.0 30.0 46.0 55.0

Notes: The second column refers to the ratio ohtlmaber of sample farms and the total number ah$anrepresented.
Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.

45



Appendix C: Description of the Variables
Under Consideration for Assessing the
Coverage and Representativeness of EU

FADN

FADN code FSS code
1. Number of holdings SYS02 HOLD_HOLD
2. UAA SYS02 x SE025 AGRAREA_HA
3. Cereal area SYS02 x SE035 D01_08 HA
4. Wheat area SYS02 x (K120AA + K121AA) D01_HA +DHA
5. Oilseed area SYS02 x (K331AA + K332AA) D13D1A_HAD13D1B_HA
6. Dairy cows SYS02 x SE085 JO7_NBR
7. Number of fattening pigs SYS02 x D45AV J13_NBR
Abbreviations:
FADN
SYS02 Farms represented
SE025 Total UAA
SEO035 Cereals hectare
K120AA Common wheat and spelt hectare
K121AA Durum wheat hectare
K331AA Rape hectare
K332AA Sunflower hectare
SE085 Dairy cows (livestock units)
D45AV Pigs for fattening
FSS
HOLD_HOLD Number of holdings
AGRAREA_HA UAA
D1 _08_HA Cereals hectare
D0O1_HA Common wheat and spelt hectare
D02_HA Durum wheat hectare
D13D1A_HA Rape and turnip hectare
D13D1B_HA Sunflower hectare
JO7_NBR Dairy cows number
J13_NBR Pigs - others number
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Appendix D: Various Indicators on the
Coverage and Representativeness of
EU FADN on the Member State Level

TableD1: Coverage and representativeness of 2005 datadantmber
of holdings
[A] (B] [C] [D] (E] [F] [G] [H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres- Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error'
% (ESU)  thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]

EU-15
AT 170,640 73,770 43.2 8 75,950 44.5 -1.3 -2.9
BE 51,540 33,910 65.8 16 34,730 67.4 -1.6 -2.4
DE 389,880 200,071 51.3 16 202,600 52.0 -0.6 -1.2
DK 51,680 36,581 70.8 8 39,360 76.2 -5.4 -7.1
ES 1,079,420 751,068 69.6 2 827,740 76.7 -7.1 -9.3
FI 70,620 43,380 61.4 8 44,740 63.4 -1.9 -3.0
FR 567,140 350,133 61.7 8 398,500 70.3 -8.5 -12.1
GR 833,590 508,311 61.0 2 534,080 64.1 -3.1 -4.8
IE 132,670 113,790 85.8 2 115,700 87.2 -1.4 -1.7
IT 1,728,530 723,762 41.9 4 748,780 43.3 -1.4 -3.3
LU 2,450 1,715 70.0 8 1,840 75.1 -5.1 -6.8
NL 81,830 62,890 76.9 16 62,990 77.0 -0.1 -0.2
PT 323,920 130,486 40.3 2 141,650 43.7 -3.4 -7.9
SE 75,810 28,630 37.8 8 28,910 38.1 -0.4 -1.0
UK 286,750 96,110 33.5 16 94,070 32.8 0.7 2.2
NM'S
CcY 45,170 28,940 64.1 2 20,640 45.7 18.4 40.2
cz 42,250 14,300 33.8 4 14,370 34.0 -0.2 -0.5
EE 27,750 6,740 24.3 2 6,730 24.3 0.0 0.1
HU 714,790 83,489 11.7 2 95,930 13.4 -1.7 -13.0
LT 252,950 31,180 12.3 2 52,390 20.7 -8.4 -40.5
LV 128,670 19,059 14.8 2 19,200 14.9 -0.1 -0.7
MT 11,070 1,355 12.2 8 1,530 13.8 -1.6 -11.4
PL 2,476,470 757,402 30.6 2 757,670 30.6 0.0 0.0
Sl 77,170 38,940 50.5 2 39,860 51.7 -1.2 -2.3
SK 68,490 3,680 5.4 8 3,220 4.7 0.7 14.3
EU-25 42.7 45.0 -2.3 -5.1
EU-15 54.0 57.3 -3.4 -5.9
NMS 25.6 26.3 -0.7 -2.6
EU-15* 53.3 56.3 -3.0 -5.3

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Frazaed Germany.

Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation
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TableD2: Coverage and representativeness of 1995 datadanumber
of holdings
(Al (B] (€] [D] (E] [F] [C] [H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres- Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error'
% (ESU)  thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points

[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]
AT 221,750 90,240 40.7 8 92,010 41.5 -0.8 -1.9
BE 70,980 45,280 63.8 12 50,850 71.6 -7.8 -11.0
DE 0.0 8 0.0 0.0 0.0
DK 68,770 53,310 77.5 8 53,300 77.5 0.0 0.0
ES 1,277,600 524,360 41.0 2 758,070 59.3 -18.3 -30.8
FI 100,950 49,241 48.8 8 55,260 54.7 -6.0 -10.9
FR 0.0 8 0.0 0.0 0.0
GR 802,410 510,089 63.6 2 529,020 65.9 -2.4 -3.6
IE 153,420 128,700 83.9 2 129,840 84.6 -0.7 -0.9
IT 2,482,100 955,542 38.5 2 1,171,810 47.2 -8.7 -18.5
LU 3,180 2,000 62.9 8 2,150 67.6 -4.7 -7.0
NL 113,200 86,180 76.1 16 87,220 77.0 -0.9 -1.2
PT 450,640 335,299 74.4 1 342,020 75.9 -1.5 -2.0
SE 88,830 42,170 47.5 8 44,400 50.0 -2.5 -5.0
UK 234,500 139,180 59.4 8 140,460 59.9 -0.5 -0.9
EU-15* 48.8 57.0 -8.2 -14.3

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Frazaed Germany.

Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation
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Table D3: Coverage and representativeness of 2005 dataddd A
(Al (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] [G] [H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres-  Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error
% (ESU)  thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]
EU-15
AT 3,266,240 2,490,152 76.2 8 2,108,110 64.5 11.7 18.1
BE 1,385,580 1,387,192 100.1 16 1,290,580 93.1 7.0 7.5
DE 17,035,220 16,270,489 95.5 16 15,314,200 89.9 5.6 6.2
DK 2,707,690 2,632,743 93.5 8 2,605,290 96.2 -2.7 -2.8
ES 24,855,130 21,356,071 85.9 2 22,915,750 92.2 -6.3 -6.8
Fl 2,263,560 2,134,366 94.3 8 1,972,830 87.2 7.1 8.2
FR 27,590,940 26,178,409 94.9 8 26,600,840 96.4 -1.5 -1.6
GR 3,983,790 3,371,991 84.6 2 3,737,690 93.8 -9.2 -9.8
IE 4,219,380 4,598,815 109.0 2 4,067,870 96.4 12.6 13.1
IT 12,707,850 11,425,288 89.9 4 11,128,930 87.6 2.3 2.7
LU 129,130 129477 100.3 8 124,730 96.6 3.7 3.8
NL 1,958,060 2,033,038 103.8 16 1,852,230 94.6 9.2 9.8
PT 3,679,590 2,985,344 81.1 2 3,286,500 89.3 -8.2 -9.2
SE 3,192,450 2,709,213 84.9 8 2,512,020 78.7 6.2 7.8
UK 15,956,960 14,888,271 93.3 16 12,257,800 76.8 16.5 215
NM S
CcY 151,500 159,095 105.0 2 129,810 85.7 19.3 22.6
Ccz 3,557,790 3,536,365 99.4 4 3,436,450 96.6 2.8 2.9
EE 828,930 810,037 97.7 2 692,220 83.5 14.2 17.0
HU 4,266,550 4,175,158 97.9 2 3,889,820 91.2 6.7 7.3
LT 2,792,040 1,554,756 55.7 2 1,774,510 63.6 Tk -12.4
LV 1,701,680 1,175,378 69.1 2 1,019,020 59.9 9.2 15.3
MT 10,250 3,802 37.1 8 4,390 42.8 -5.7 -13.4
PL 14,754,880 13,018,396 88.2 2 11,814,840 80.1 8.2 10.2
SI 485,430 442,024 91.1 2 372,990 76.8 14.2 18.5
SK 1,879,490 2,017,902 107.4 8 1,768,050 94.1 13.3 14.1
EU-25 91.0 88.0 3.0 3.4
EU-15 91.6 89.5 2.2 2.4
NMS 88.4 81.8 6.5 8.0
EU-15* 89.7 87.0 2.7 3.1

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Fraawd Germany.

Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation
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Table D4:

Coverage and representativeness of 1995 dataddd A

(Al (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] [G] [H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres- Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error
% (ESU) thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]
AT 3,425,130 2,147,522 62.7 8 2,141,370 62.5 0.2 0.3
BE 1,354,410 1,399,111 103.3 12 1,290,330 95.3 8.0 8.4
DE 0.0 8 0.0 0.0 0.0
DK 2,726,610 2,559,984 93.9 8 2,590,460 95.0 -1.1 -1.2
ES 25,230,340 15,396,694 61.0 2 21,381,050 84.7 -23.7 -28.0
Fl 2,191,700 1,614,841 73.7 8 1,685,740 76.9 -3.2 -4.2
FR 0.0 8 0.0 0.0 0.0
GR 3,578,210 3,098,554 86.6 2 3,295,580 92.1 -5.5 -6.0
IE 4,324,520 4,829,270 111.7 2 4,128,020 95.5 16.2 17.0
IT 14,685,450 11,216,844 76.4 2 13,121,390 89.3 -13.0 -14.5
LU 126,860 108,012 85.1 8 118,880 93.7 -8.6 -9.1
NL 1,998,880 2,081,056 104.1 16 1,878,050 94.0 10.2 10.8
PT 3,924,620 4,196,331 106.9 1 3,747,410 95.5 11.4 12.0
SE 3,059,730 2,044,242 66.8 8 2,565,680 83.9 -17.0 -20.3
UK 16,446,620 18,393,314 111.8 8 14,662,920 89.2 22.7 25.4
EU-15* 83.2 87.4 -4.2 -4.8

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Fraaed Germany.

Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation
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Table D5:

Coverage and representativeness of 2005 datadardieals

area
(Al (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] [G] [H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres-  Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error
% (ESU)  thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]

EU-15
AT 805,050 782,612 97.2 8 715,450 88.9 8.3 9.4
BE 322,230 328,097 101.8 16 301,570 93.6 8.2 8.8
DE 6,838,950 6,452,056 94.3 16 6,311,910 92.3 2.0 2.2
DK 1,510,830 1,465,211 97.0 8 1,468,460 97.2 -0.2 -0.2
ES 7,134,280 6,986,800 97.9 2 7,042,280 98.7 -0.8 -0.8
Fl 1,185,110 1,045,391 88.2 8 1,027,370 86.7 15 1.8
FR 9,013,940 9,064,954 100.6 8 8,893,080 98.7 1.9 1.9
GR 1,208,190 1,201,005 99.4 2 1,137,240 94.1 5.3 5.6
IE 281,570 240,598 85.4 2 281,200 99.9 -14.4 -14.4
IT 3,914,490 3,743,770 95.6 4 3,490,540 89.2 6.5 7.3
LU 28,500 28,139 98.7 8 27,610 96.9 1.9 1.9
NL 217,060 196,626 90.6 16 202,410 93.3 -2.7 -2.9
PT 377,420 298,947 79.2 2 337,060 89.3 -10.1 -11.3
SE 1,030,540 1,016,963 98.7 8 938,160 91.0 7.6 8.4
UK 2,923,030 3,309,485 113.2 16 2,853,440 97.6 15.6 16.0
NM S
CcY 48,220 53,868 111.7 2 44,180 91.6 20.1 21.9
cz 1,569,950 1,651,882 105.2 4 1,543,700 98.3 6.9 7.0
EE 283,860 265,986 93.7 2 269,150 94.8 -1.1 -1.2
HU 2,377,610 2,355,126 99.1 2 2,174,330 91.5 7.6 8.3
LT 1,015,390 707,296 69.7 2 811,940 80.0 -10.3 -12.9
LV 441,360 417,396 94.6 2 391,710 88.8 5.8 6.6
MT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PL 8,328,850 7,602,825 91.3 2 6,941,280 83.3 7.9 9.5
Sl 94,640 71,257 75.3 2 81,220 85.8 -10.5 -12.3
SK 783,030 765,606 97.8 8 738,710 94.3 3.4 3.6
EU-25 96.7 92.8 3.9 4.2
EU-15 98.3 95.2 3.1 3.2
NMS 93.0 87.0 6.0 6.9
EU-15* 98.6 94.7 3.9 4.1

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Fraawed Germany.

Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation
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Table D6:

Coverage and representativeness of 1995 datadardieals

area
(Al (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] [G] [H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres- Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error
% (ESU) thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]
AT 809,140 656,216 81.1 8 699,100 86.4 -5.3 -6.1
BE 305,600 286,788 93.8 12 294,390 96.3 -2.5 -2.6
DE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DK 1,447,490 1,332,429 92.1 8 1,366,300 94.4 -2.3 -2.5
ES 7,053,150 5,766,375 81.8 2 6,854,910 97.2 -15.4 -15.9
Fl 989,630 707,982 71.5 8 751,570 75.9 -4.4 -5.8
FR 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GR 1,108,610 1,183,531 106.8 2 1,010,750 91.2 15.6 17.1
IE 262,990 301,089 114.5 2 262,640 99.9 14.6 14.6
IT 4,216,600 3,535,580 83.8 2 3,871,000 91.8 -8.0 -8.7
LU 28,770 24,623 85.6 8 26,820 93.2 -7.6 -8.2
NL 193,670 194,419 100.4 16 182,740 94.4 6.0 6.4
PT 657,550 663,128 100.8 1 641,410 97.5 3.3 3.4
SE 1,099,870 860,403 78.2 8 1,000,030 90.9 -12.7 -14.0
UK 3,461,870 3,813,613 110.2 8 3,433,800 99.2 11.0 11.1
EU-15* 89.3 94.3 -4.9 -5.2

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Fraaed Germany.

Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation
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TableD7:

Coverage and representativeness of 2005 datadowiteat

area
(Al (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] [G] [H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres-  Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error
% (ESU)  thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]

EU-15
AT 289,360 301,104 104.1 8 268,650 92.8 11.2 12.1
BE 213,810 218,381 102.1 16 204,680 95.7 6.4 6.7
DE 3,173,750 3,052,299 96.2 16 3,008,680 94.8 14 1.4
DK 678,740 677,811 99.9 8 669,160 98.6 1.3 1.3
ES 2,275,670 1,780,276 78.2 2 2,254,770 99.1 -20.9 -21.0
Fl 215,080 222,270 103.3 8 202,540 94.2 9.2 9.7
FR 5,249,250 5,237,355 99.8 8 5,198,130 99.0 0.7 0.8
GR 789,650 799,933 101.3 2 736,370 93.3 8.0 8.6
IE 93,090 54,477 58.5 2 93,070 100.0 -41.5 -41.5
IT 2,093,740 1,999,805 95.5 4 1,838,820 87.8 7.7 8.8
LU 11,930 12,693 106.4 8 11,750 98.5 7.9 8.0
NL 136,710 135,581 99.2 16 130,340 95.3 3.8 4.0
PT 118,970 98,616 82.9 2 115,250 96.9 -14.0 -14.4
SE 357,450 383,794 107.4 8 346,680 97.0 10.4 10.7
UK 1,868,120 2,278,709 122.0 16 1,834,810 98.2 23.8 24.2
NM S
CcY 4,080 9,543 233.9 2 3,680 90.2 143.7 159.3
cz 810,600 856,494 105.7 4 798,450 98.5 7.2 7.3
EE 85,470 75,229 88.0 2 82,540 96.6 -8.6 -8.9
HU 955,110 979,268 102.5 2 909,850 95.3 7.3 7.6
LT 377,480 291,043 77.1 2 339,020 89.8 -12.7 -14.2
LV 173,170 163,894 94.6 2 163,750 94.6 0.1 0.1
MT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PL 2,218,090 2,148,117 96.8 2 1,886,590 85.1 11.8 13.9
Sl 30,060 20,534 68.3 2 26,570 88.4 -20.1 -22.7
SK 364,600 374,915 102.8 8 344,990 94.6 8.2 8.7
EU-25 98.2 95.1 3.1 3.3
EU-15 98.2 96.3 1.9 2.0
NMS 98.0 90.8 7.2 8.0
EU-15* 98.0 95.2 2.8 2.9

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Fraawed Germany.

Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation
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Table D8: Coverage and representativeness of 1995 datadowieat
area
(Al (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] [G] H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres- Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error'
% (ESU)  thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]
AT 256,060 258,018 100.8 8 232,070 90.6 10.1 11.2
BE 207,040 212,149 102.5 12 201,840 97.5 5.0 5.1
DE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DK 606,670 560,440 92.4 8 589,610 97.2 -4.8 -4.9
ES 2,312,090 1,506,081 65.1 2 2,261,630 97.8 -32.7 -33.4
Fl 98,820 87,133 88.2 8 84,270 85.3 2.9 34
FR 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GR 756,260 767,387 101.5 2 680,950 90.0 11.4 12.7
IE 68,160 80,654 118.3 2 68,170 100.0 18.3 18.3
IT 2,343,780 1,931,856 82.4 2 2,145,900 91.6 -9.1 -10.0
LU 9,330 8,080 86.6 8 8,990 96.4 -9.8 -10.1
NL 135,410 142,075 104.9 16 129,840 95.9 9.0 9.4
PT 234,600 207,571 88.5 1 232,030 98.9 -10.4 -10.5
SE 258,700 860,403 332.6 8 248,870 96.2 236.4 2457
UK 2,075,970 2,298,720 110.7 8 2,065,970 99.5 11.2 11.3
EU-15* 95.3 95.5 -0.2 -0.2

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Franueé @ermany.

Source: EU FADN - DG AGRI L-3, FSS (2005) and own paoiations.
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Table D9:

Coverage and representativeness of 2005 datadamajre,
turnip and sunflower area

(Al (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] [G] [H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres-  Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error
% (ESU)  thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]

EU-15
AT 64,590 75,664 117.1 8 60,770 94.1 23.1 24.5
BE 5,650 6,727 119.1 16 5,480 97.0 22.1 22.8
DE 1,371,040 1,100,836 80.3 16 1,315,140 95.9 -15.6 -16.3
DK 113,410 110,954 97.8 8 112,390 99.1 -1.3 -1.3
ES 532,650 568,685 106.8 2 524,500 98.5 8.3 8.4
Fl 77,030 89,819 116.6 8 72,050 93.5 23.1 24.7
FR 1,845,930 1,917,176 103.9 8 1,832,000 99.2 4.6 4.6
GR 4,670 3,439 73.6 2 4,390 94.0 -20.4 -21.7
IE 3,540 4,860 137.3 2 3,530 99.7 37.6 37.7
IT 110,910 115,878 104.5 4 100,450 90.6 13.9 15.4
LU 4,060 4,033 99.3 8 4,000 98.5 0.8 0.8
NL 2,480 989 39.9 16 2,400 96.8 -56.9 -58.8
PT 6,520 4,939 75.7 2 6,510 99.8 -24.1 -24.1
SE 82,360 87,552 106.3 8 80,570 97.8 8.5 8.7
UK 578,270 653,531 113.0 16 573,410 99.2 13.9 14.0
NM S
CcY 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
cz 304,620 324,855 106.6 4 303,820 99.7 6.9 6.9
EE 46,650 42,833 91.8 2 46,480 99.6 -7.8 -7.8
HU 570,730 607,112 106.4 2 556,310 97.5 8.9 9.1
LT 105,100 93,972 89.4 2 104,320 99.3 -9.8 -9.9
LV 62,140 59,250 95.3 2 61,410 98.8 -3.5 -3.5
MT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PL 554,530 655,564 118.2 2 535,920 96.6 21.6 22.3
Sl 2,300 2,060 89.6 2 2,010 87.4 2.2 25
SK 200,150 216,972 108.4 8 197,270 98.6 9.8 10.0
EU-25 101.5 97.8 3.6 3.7
EU-15 98.8 97.8 1.0 1.0
NMS 108.5 97.9 10.6 10.8
EU-15* 108.9 97.7 11.1 11.4

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Fraawed Germany.
Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation
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Table D10: Coverage and representativeness of 1995 datadaajhe,
turnip and sunflower area
(Al (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] [G] [H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres- Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error
% (ESU) thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]
AT 117,940 132,568 112.4 8 108,790 92.2 20.2 21.9
BE 8,510 9,360 110.0 12 8,430 99.1 10.9 11.0
DE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DK 153,270 144,667 94.4 8 149,460 97.5 -3.1 -3.2
ES 1,171,450 857,760 73.2 2 1,143,560 97.6 -24.4 -25.0
Fl 84,280 68,292 81.0 8 74,430 88.3 3 -8.2
FR 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GR 19,020 16,911 88.9 2 17,930 94.3 -5.4 -5.7
IE 3,870 5,504 142.2 2 3,860 99.7 42.5 42.6
IT 213,990 262,853 122.8 2 207,870 97.1 25.7 26.5
LU 1,950 2,255 115.6 8 1,880 96.4 19.2 19.9
NL 1,490 854 57.3 16 1,480 99.3 -42.0 -42.3
PT 74,390 60,044 80.7 1 74,160 99.7 -19.0 -19.0
SE 105,430 97,748 92.7 8 101,890 96.6 -3.9 -4.1
UK 488,380 402,066 82.3 8 487,050 99.7 -17.4 -17.4
EU-15* 84.3 97.4 -13.1 -13.4

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Fraaed Germany.
Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation
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Table D11: Coverage and representativeness of 2005 datadamntmber
of dairy cows
(Al (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] [G] [H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres-  Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error'
% (ESU)  thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]

EU-15
AT 535,790 544,260 101.6 8 497,530 92.9 8.7 9.4
BE 549,330 506,671 92.2 16 546,290 99.4 -7.2 -7.3
DE 4,235,960 4,198,761 99.1 16 4,136,950 97.7 1.5 1.5
DK 564,270 548,317 97.2 8 564,150 100.0 -2.8 -2.8
ES 1,001,920 1,171,427 116.9 2 999,220 99.7 17.2 17.2
Fl 318,760 361,157 113.3 8 318,000 99.8 13.5 13.6
FR 3,883,840 3,940,477 101.5 8 3,874,690 99.8 1.7 1.7
GR 167,920 101,112 60.2 2 167,640 99.8 -39.6 -39.7
IE 1,081,960 1,087,964 100.6 2 1,081,840 100.0 0.6 0.6
IT 1,860,180 1,876,252 100.9 4 1,842,070 99.0 1.8 1.9
LU 39,340 38,383 97.6 8 39,340 100.0 -2.4 -2.4
NL 1,433,200 1,560,397 108.9 16 1,431,400 99.9 9.0 9.0
PT 287,290 253,741 88.3 2 285,960 99.5 -11.2 -11.3
SE 393,260 388,961 98.9 8 393,030 99.9 -1.0 -1.0
UK 2,065,070 2,127,885 103.0 16 2,054,760 99.5 35 3.6
NM S
CcY 24,250 17,254 71.1 2 24,240 100.0 -28.8 -28.8
Ccz 440,500 491,828 111.7 4 436,700 99.1 12.5 12.6
EE 115,230 95,662 83.0 2 107,750 93.5 -10.5 -11.2
HU 286,830 225,980 78.8 2 283,730 98.9 -20.1 -20.4
LT 493,890 181,731 36.8 2 286,290 58.0 -21.2 -36.5
LV 172,360 127,714 74.1 2 122,250 70.9 3.2 4.5
MT 7,270 6,565 90.3 8 7,220 99.3 -9.0 -9.1
PL 2,853,740 2,665,732 93.4 2 2,550,060 89.4 4.1 4.5
SI 130,680 122,563 93.8 2 127,250 97.4 -3.6 -3.7
SK 193,200 204,780 106.0 8 178,170 92.2 13.8 14.9
EU-25 98.7 96.6 2.1 2.2
EU-15 101.6 99.0 2.6 2.6
NMS 87.7 87.4 0.3 0.4
EU-15* 102.6 99.3 3.4 3.4

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Fraawed Germany.
Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation
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Table D12: Coverage and representativeness of 1995 datadamntmber
of dairy cows

(Al (B] [C] (D] [E] [F] €] Ml
FSS FADN Practical Thres- Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error'
% (ESU)  thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]
AT 705,680 619,040 87.7 8 582,320 82.5 5.2 6.3
BE 688,380 698,508 1015 12 686,080 99.7 1.8 1.8
DE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DK 702,470 740,264 105.4 8 701,600 99.9 55 5.5
ES 1,356,840 1,022,669 75.4 2 1,321,450 97.4 -22.0 -22.6
Fl 396,050 387,018 97.7 8 383,030 96.7 1.0 1.0
FR 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GR 183,600 180,017 98.0 2 180,040 98.1 0.0 0.0
IE 1,312,080 1,329,395 101.3 2 1,311,460 100.0 1.4 1.4
IT 2,173,310 2,033,287 93.6 2 2,155,890 99.2 -5.6 -5.7
LU 48,600 45,132 92.9 8 48,530 99.9 -7.0 -7.0
NL 1,707,880 1,807,250 105.8 16 1,702,270 99.7 6.1 6.2
PT 381,760 341,942 89.6 1 380,760 99.7 -10.2 -10.2
SE 481,390 475,903 98.9 8 480,380 99.8 -0.9 -0.9
UK 2,555,370 2,656,677 104.0 8 2,552,200 99.9 4.1 4.1
EU-15* 97.2 98.4 -1.2 -1.2

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Franueé @ermany.
Source: EU FADN - DG AGRI L-3, FSS (2005) and own paoiations.
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Table D13:

Coverage and representativeness of 2005 datadamntmber
of fattening pigs

(Al (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] €] Ml
FSS FADN Practical Thres-  Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error'
% (ESU)  thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points
[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]

EU-15
AT 2,088,010 1,615,930 77.4 8 2,006,420 96.1 -18.7 -19.5
BE 4,064,340 4,146,203 102.0 16 4,056,520 99.8 2.2 2.2
DE 17,186,320 16,132,754 93.9 16 16,775,340 97.6 -3.7 -3.8
DK 7,945,580 6,418,970 80.8 8 7,938,110 99.9 -19.1 -19.1
ES 13,333,980 11,375,563 85.3 2 13,292,980 99.7 -14.4 -14.4
FI 773,350 785,395 101.6 8 771,260 99.7 1.8 1.8
FR 8,103,700 9,617,374 118.7 8 8,086,360 99.8 18.9 18.9
GR 516,370 62,744 12.2 2 510,200 98.8 -86.7 -87.7
IE 1,002,720 426,132 425 2 1,002,580 100.0 -57.5 -57.5
IT 6,294,310 6,368,033 101.2 4 6,236,740 99.1 2.1 2.1
LU 47,300 51,154 108.1 8 47,250 99.9 8.3 8.3
NL 5,631,760 5,956,410 105.8 16 5,556,430 98.7 7.1 7.2
PT 1,031,000 778,655 75.5 2 981,970 95.2 -19.7 -20.7
SE 1,088,000 1,337,200 122.9 8 1,084,250 99.7 23.2 23.3
UK 3,010,030 3,386,366 1125 16 2,905,160 96.5 16.0 16.6
nMS
CY 236,650 204,224 86.3 2 236,500 99.9 -13.7 -13.6
Ccz 1,721,550 1,459,138 84.8 4 1,700,950 98.8 -14.0 -14.2
EE 193,650 203,404 105.0 2 188,270 97.2 7.8 8.0
HU 2,689,480 1,600,383 59.5 2 2,069,140 76.9 -17.4 -22.7
LT 819,850 247,085 30.1 2 560,210 68.3 -38.2 -55.9
LV 277,550 205,429 74.0 2 225,140 81.1 -7.1 -8.8
MT 41,900 44,323 105.8 8 34,260 81.8 24.0 294
PL 9,982,710 9,859,559 98.8 2 9,617,870 96.3 2.4 25
Sl 292,120 193,769 66.3 2 261,270 89.4 -23.1 -25.8
SK 606,600 316,589 52.2 8 512,970 84.6 -32.4 -38.3
EU-25 93.0 97.4 -4.3 -4.5
EU-15 94.9 98.8 -3.9 -3.9
NMS 85.0 914 -6.4 -7.0
EU-15* 91.2 99.1 -7.9 -7.9

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Franug @ermany.

Source: EU FADN - DG AGRI L-3, FSS (2005) and own paoiations.
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Table D14:

of fattening pigs

Coverage and representativeness of 1995 datadamntmber

(Al (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] [G] H]
FSS FADN Practical Thres- Farms Theoretical Difference 'Weighting
coverage hold above coverage practical - error'
% (ESU) thres- % theoretical %
hold coverage
%-points

[B/A] [E/A] [C-F] [(B-E)/E]
AT 2,359,800 1,934,358 82.0 8 2,174,550 92.1 -10.2 -11.0
BE 4,454,930 3,737,901 83.9 12 4,446,140 99.8 -15.9 -15.9
DE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
DK 6,461,960 6,450,040 99.8 8 6,441,510 99.7 0.1 0.1
ES 7,788,550 4,500,781 57.8 2 7,680,250 98.6 -40.8 -41.4
Fl 791,970 887,665 112.1 8 784,050 99.0 13.1 13.2
FR 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GR 469,320 58,431 12.5 2 463,710 98.8 -86.4 -87.4
IE 948,160 1,028,772 108.5 2 947,970 100.0 8.5 8.5
IT 5,936,040 2,525,819 42.6 2 5,783,560 97.4 -54.9 -56.3
LU 37,070 42,007 113.3 8 36,870 99.5 13.9 13.9
NL 7,123,920 8,009,622 112.4 16 6,855,430 96.2 16.2 16.8
PT 1,271,900 924,325 72.7 1 1,252,530 98.5 -25.8 -26.2
SE 1,280,780 921,314 71.9 8 1,271,920 99.3 -27.4 -27.6
UK 4,904,760 4,889,235 99.7 8 4,867,560 99.2 0.4 0.4
EU-15* 81.9 98.1 -16.2 -16.5

Notes: EU-15* stands for the EU-15 excluding Fraaed Germany.
Source: FADN (2005), FSS (2005) and own computation
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Table D15:

[A]

Average calculated based on

Mean values per farm based on FSS and FADN datthéor

UAA

(B]

[C]

(D]

(E]

"Relative  Coefficient of variation Ratio of the relative

difference" based on FADN difference and the
FSS FADN % % coefficient of variation

[1-([A)/[B]) [CV[D]
EU-15
AT 27.76 33.76 17.8 85.1 0.21
BE 37.16 40.91 9.2 85.0 0.11
DE 75.59 81.32 7.1 247.2 0.03
DK 66.19 69.24 4.4 123.0 0.04
ES 27.68 28.43 2.6 238.7 0.01
FI 44.10 49.20 10.4 69.6 0.15
FR 66.75 74.77 10.7 86.2 0.12
GR 7.00 6.63 -5.5 126.6 -0.04
IE 35.16 40.41 13.0 87.5 0.15
IT 14 .86 15.79 5.8 228.7 0.03
LU 67.79 75.50 10.2 62.0 0.16
NL 29.41 32.33 9.0 105.9 0.09
PT 23.20 22.88 -1.4 279.1 -0.01
SE 86.89 94.63 8.2 116.0 0.07
UK 130.31 154.91 15.9 176.1 0.09
NMS
CY 6.29 5.50 -14.4 234.8 -0.06
(ov4 239.14 247.30 3.3 230.0 0.01
EE 102.86 120.18 14.4 184.6 0.08
HU 40.55 50.01 18.9 428.0 0.04
LT 33.87 49.86 32.1 264.7 0.12
LV 53.07 61.67 13.9 238.4 0.06
MT 2.87 2.81 -2.3 94.8 -0.02
PL 15.59 17.19 9.3 307.0 0.03
Sl 9.36 11.35 17.6 106.8 0.16
SK 549.08 548.34 -0.1 153.4 0.00

Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Table D16: Mean values per farm based on FSS and FADN datthéor
cereals area

(Al (B] [C] [D] [E]
Average calculated based on  "Relative Coefficient of variation Ratio of the relative
difference" based on FADN difference and the
FSS FADN % % coefficient of variation
[1-([A)/[B]) [CV[D]
EU-15
AT 9.42 10.61 11.2 141.0 0.08
BE 8.68 9.68 10.3 139.4 0.07
DE 31.15 32.25 3.4 300.8 0.01
DK 37.31 40.05 6.9 141.1 0.05
ES 851 9.30 8.5 303.6 0.03
FI 22.96 24.10 4.7 101.3 0.05
FR 22.32 25.89 13.8 138.7 0.10
GR 2.13 2.36 9.9 258.6 0.04
IE 243 2.11 -14.9 438.4 -0.03
IT 4.66 5.17 9.9 304.7 0.03
LU 15.01 16.41 8.5 90.4 0.09
NL 3.21 3.13 -2.8 281.1 -0.01
PT 2.38 2.29 -3.9 454.4 -0.01
SE 32.45 35.52 8.6 156.6 0.06
UK 30.33 34.43 11.9 215.3 0.06
NMS
CY 2.14 1.86 -15.0 466.9 -0.03
(ov4 107 43 115.52 7.0 257.4 0.03
EE 39.99 39.46 -1.3 265.8 -0.01
HU 22.67 28.21 19.6 453.2 0.04
LT 15.50 22.68 31.7 320.7 0.10
LV 20.40 21.90 6.8 372.7 0.02
MT 0.00 0.00
PL 9.16 10.04 8.7 328.1 0.03
Sl 2.04 1.83 -11.4 312.0 -0.04
SK 22941 208.05 -10.3 191.6 -0.05

Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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TableD17: Mean values per farm based on FSS and FADN datthéor

wheat area
(Al (B] [C] [D] [E]
Average calculated based on  "Relative Coefficient of variation Ratio of the relative
difference" based on FADN difference and the
FSS FADN % % coefficient of variation
[1-([A)/[B]) [CV[D]
EU-15
AT 354 4.08 13.3 203.8 0.07
BE 5.89 6.44 8.5 168.2 0.05
DE 14 .85 15.26 2.7 377.7 0.01
DK 17.00 18.53 8.2 201.3 0.04
ES 272 2.37 -14.9 513.4 -0.03
FI 453 5.12 11.6 221.9 0.05
FR 13.04 14.96 12.8 163.9 0.08
GR 1.38 1.57 12.4 332.3 0.04
IE 0.80 0.48 -68.0 990.1 -0.07
IT 2.46 2.76 11.1 354.3 0.03
LU 6.39 7.40 13.7 124.0 0.11
NL 2.07 2.16 4.0 344.2 0.01
PT 0.81 0.76 -7.7 668.2 -0.01
SE 11.99 13.41 10.5 240.9 0.04
UK 19.50 23.71 17.7 272.1 0.07
NMS
CY 0.18 0.33 45.9 621.7 0.07
(ov4 55.56 59.89 7.2 269.0 0.03
EE 12.26 11.16 -9.9 349.4 -0.03
HU 9.48 11.73 19.1 526.8 0.04
LT 6.47 9.33 30.7 452.3 0.07
LV 8.53 8.60 0.8 722.6 0.00
MT 0.00 0.00
PL 2.49 2.84 12.2 583.2 0.02
Sl 0.67 0.53 -26.4 451.3 -0.06
SK 107.14 101.88 -5.2 193.6 -0.03

Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Table D18: Mean values per farm based on FSS and FADN datthéor
rape turnip and sunflower area

(Al (B] [C] [D] [E]
Average calculated based on  "Relative Coefficient of variation Ratio of the relative
difference" based on FADN difference and the
FSS FADN % % coefficient of variation
[1-([A)/[B]) [CV[D]

EU-15

AT 0.80 1.03 22.0 296.4 0.07
BE 0.16 0.20 20.5 801.5 0.03
DE 6.49 5.50 -18.0 461.1 -0.04
DK 2.86 3.03 5.9 268.4 0.02
ES 0.63 0.76 16.3 841.3 0.02
FI 161 2.07 22.2 283.5 0.08
FR 4.60 5.48 16.0 245.6 0.07
GR 0.01 0.01 -21.5 2955.8 -0.01
IE 0.03 0.04 28.6 1756.1 0.02
IT 0.13 0.16 16.2 1205.5 0.01
LU 2.17 2.35 7.5 211.4 0.04
NL 0.04 0.02 -142.3 2162.4 -0.07
PT 0.05 0.04 -21.4 2510.0 -0.01
SE 2.79 3.06 8.9 285.5 0.03
UK 6.10 6.80 10.4 363.7 0.03
NMS

CY 0.00 0.00

(ov4 21.14 22.72 6.9 304.4 0.02
EE 6.91 6.36 -8.7 389.0 -0.02
HU 5.80 7.27 20.3 540.7 0.04
LT 1.99 3.01 33.9 709.4 0.05
LV 3.20 3.11 -2.9 872.4 0.00
MT 0.00 0.00

PL 0.71 0.87 18.3 1310.2 0.01
Sl 0.05 0.05 4.7 1342.2 0.00
SK 61.26 58.96 -3.9 219.2 -0.02

Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Table D19: Mean values per farm based on FSS and FADN datthéor
number of dairy cows

(Al (B] [C] [D] [E]
Average calculated based on  "Relative Coefficient of variation Ratio of the relative
difference" based on FADN difference and the
FSS FADN % % coefficient of variation
[1-([A)/[B]) [CV[D]
EU-15
AT 6.55 7.38 11.2 132.3 0.08
BE 15.73 14.94 -5.3 152.5 -0.03
DE 20.42 20.99 2.7 255.5 0.01
DK 14.33 14.99 4.4 286.3 0.02
ES 1.21 1.56 22.6 625.8 0.04
FI 7.11 8.33 14.6 177.2 0.08
FR 9.72 11.25 13.6 186.3 0.07
GR 0.31 0.20 -57.8 1598.7 -0.04
IE 9.35 9.56 2.2 241.1 0.01
IT 2.46 2.59 5.1 820.5 0.01
LU 21.38 22.38 4.5 108.1 0.04
NL 22.72 24.81 8.4 162.8 0.05
PT 2.02 1.94 -3.8 446.4 -0.01
SE 13.59 13.59 -0.1 247.9 0.00
UK 21.84 22.14 1.3 240.2 0.01
NMS
CY 1.17 0.60 -97.0 1383.8 -0.07
(ov4 30.39 34.39 11.6 344.0 0.03
EE 16.01 14.19 -12.8 407.9 -0.03
HU 2.96 2.71 -9.3 1463.0 -0.01
LT 5.46 5.83 6.2 400.3 0.02
LV 6.37 6.70 5.0 360.4 0.01
MT 472 4.84 2.6 404.6 0.01
PL 3.37 3.52 4.4 264.5 0.02
Sl 3.19 3.15 -1.4 240.2 -0.01
SK 55.33 55.65 0.6 240.2 0.00

Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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Table D20: Mean values per farm based on FSS and FADN datthéor
number of fattening pigs

(Al (B] [C] [D] [E]
Average calculated based on  "Relative Coefficient of variation Ratio of the relative
difference" based on FADN difference and the
FSS FADN % % coefficient of variation
[1-([A)/[B]) [CV[D]

EU-15

AT 26.42 21.90 -20.6 335.1 -0.06
BE 116.80 122.27 4.5 275.0 0.02
DE 82.80 80.64 -2.7 337.7 -0.01
DK 201.68 175.47 -14.9 294.9 -0.05
ES 16.06 15.15 -6.0 1186.3 -0.01
FI 17.24 18.10 4.8 601.4 0.01
FR 20.29 27.47 26.1 685.1 0.04
GR 0.96 0.12 -673.9 4358.5 -0.15
IE 8.67 3.74 -131.4 1776.0 -0.07
IT 8.33 8.80 5.3 2374.0 0.00
LU 25.68 29.83 13.9 795.0 0.02
NL 88.21 94.71 6.9 440.7 0.02
PT 6.93 5.97 -16.2 2089.7 -0.01
SE 37.50 46.71 19.7 509.4 0.04
UK 30.88 35.23 12.3 842.6 0.01
NMS

CY 11.46 7.06 -62.4 1718.3 -0.04
(ov4 118.37 102.04 -16.0 737.6 -0.02
EE 27.97 30.18 7.3 1396.2 0.01
HU 21.57 19.17 -12.5 1826.0 -0.01
LT 10.69 7.92 -34.9 1061.1 -0.03
LV 11.73 10.78 -8.8 1741.4 -0.01
MT 22.39 32.71 31.5 593.6 0.05
PL 12.69 13.02 2.5 943.0 0.00
Sl 6.55 4,98 -31.7 672.4 -0.05
SK 159.31 86.03 -85.2 400.8 -0.21

Source: FADN (2005) and own computations.
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