
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

)ÎÉÔÉÁÌ 2ÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ %5 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔ 
 Ȱ#ÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÎÏÖÁÔÉÖÅ ÒÕÒÁÌ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȡ 
3ÙÎÅÒÇÉÅÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÃÏÍÍÅÒÃÉÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓȱ 

ɉ#-")2$Ɋ 

 

Mapping Cooperative Systems and 
Sustainable Rural Development 

 



   

 

 2  
 

The research leading to these results has received funding from the 
People Programme (Marie Curie Actions) of the European Union's 

Seventh Framework Programme FP7/2007-2013/ under 
REA Grant Agreement No. 611490 (PIAPP-GA-2013-611490) 

 

 

 

 

Mapping Cooperative Systems and Sustainable Rural Development  

)ÎÉÔÉÁÌ 2ÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ %5 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔ Ȱ#ÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ innovative 
ÒÕÒÁÌ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȡ 3ÙÎÅÒÇÉÅÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÃÏÍÍÅÒÃÉÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓȱ 
(C-BIRD) 

 

Authors: 

Darina Zaimova, Julia Doitchinova, Yuliana Yarkova (TRAKIA UNIVERSITY, 
Bulgaria) 

Anelia Vateva, Asya Mileva (AGROCONSULT-ENGINEERING EOOD, Bulgaria) 

Jacopo Sforzi (EURICSE, Italy) 

%ÍÉÌÉÏ 'ÁÌÄÅÁÎÏȟ #ÙÎÔÈÉÁ 'ÉÁÇÎÏÃÁÖÏȟ *ÕÁÎ #ÁÒÌÏÓ 0ïÒÅÚ-Mesa (UNIVERSITY OF 
!,-%2^!ȟ &!#5,49 /& %#/./-)#3 !.$ "53).%33ȟ ceiA3 INTERNATIONAL 
AGRO-ALIMENTARY CAMPUS OF EXCELLENCE, Spain) 

$ÏÌÏÒÅÓ 'ÕÉÌÌïÎȟ "ÅÁÔÒÉÚ ,ÉđÁÎ (COEXPHAL, Spain) 

Mary O'Shaughnessy (UNIVERSITY COLLEGE CORK, NATIONAL UNIVERSITY 
OF IRELAND, Ireland) 

Milos Colic, Ana Petrovic (ZIP CENTAR ZA MLADE BIZNIS INKUBATOR DOO, 
Serbia) 

 

Edited by Prof. D.Sc. Ivan Kanchev 

 

All rights reserved. 

 

Ύ April 2015 ACADEMIC PUBLISHING, Trakia University 

ISBN 978-954-338-112-8 

 

This book is published with the funding from the  People Programme (Marie Curie 
Actions) of the European Union's Seventh Framework Programme FP7/2007-2013/ 
under REA Grant Agreement No. 611490 (PIAPP-GA-2013-611490) 

  



   

 

 3  
 

The research leading to these results has received funding from the 
People Programme (Marie Curie Actions) of the European Union's 

Seventh Framework Programme FP7/2007-2013/ under 
REA Grant Agreement No. 611490 (PIAPP-GA-2013-611490) 

 

CONTENT 
 

INTRODUCTION         4 

 

Chapter 1 BULGARIA        5 

Darina Zaimova, Julia Doitchinova, Yuliana Yarkova     

TRAKIA UNIVERSITY 

Anelia Vateva, Asya Mileva  

AGROCONSULT - ENGINEERING EOOD 

 

Chapter 2 TRENTINO, ITALY        30  

Jacopo Sforzi  

EURICSE 

 

CHAPTER 3 !,-%2^!, SPAIN       56 

%ÍÉÌÉÏ 'ÁÌÄÅÁÎÏȟ #ÙÎÔÈÉÁ 'ÉÁÇÎÏÃÁÖÏȟ *ÕÁÎ #ÁÒÌÏÓ 0ïÒÅÚ-Mesa   

5.)6%23)49 /& !,-%2^A, Faculty of Economics and Business, 

ceiA3 International Agro-alimentary Campus of Excellence 

$ÏÌÏÒÅÓ 'ÕÉÌÌïÎȟ "ÅÁÔÒÉÚ ,ÉđÁÎ 

COEXPHAL 

 

Chapter 4 IRELAND         67 

Mary O'Shaughnessy  

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE CORK, NATIONAL UNIVERSITY OF IRELAND 

 

Chapter 5 SERBIA        77 

Milos Colic, Ana Petrovic  

ZIP CENTAR ZA MLADE BIZNIS INKUBATOR DOO 

 

 

 



   

 

 4  
 

The research leading to these results has received funding from the 
People Programme (Marie Curie Actions) of the European Union's 

Seventh Framework Programme FP7/2007-2013/ under 
REA Grant Agreement No. 611490 (PIAPP-GA-2013-611490) 

 

Introduction  

 

Cooperative movement worldwide reveals crucial for accumulating sectoral 
development, economic growth, sustainability and social well-being. Although 
these opportunities are already widely acknowledged, still there is a significant gap 
between the expected results and identifying the most apporopriate ways whereby 
institutions, society and economic environment can revive cooperative mindset 
and collaborative action. The growing motivation to embrace cooperative 
approach as a powerful expression of the social resistence and as a source of 
economic prosperity, has further the necessity to re-consider and re-shape 
traditional thinking towards collective action . 

In order to identify not only the most promising regulatory mechanisms and 
financial preferences to stimulate cooperative initiatives , but also the possible 
ways to transform the cooperative sector into a new, dynamic and competitive-
based system, the present research will focus on the developmental patterns and 
specific conditions that operationalize the cooperative concept in Bulgaria, Italy, 
Spain, Ireland and Serbia ɀ the five countries involved in the Ȱ#ÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÖÅ 
Business and Innovative Rural Development: Synergies between 
#ÏÍÍÅÒÃÉÁÌ ÁÎÄ !ÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ 0ÁÒÔÎÅÒÓȱ ɀ the C-BIRD project . 

This theoretical report is about understanding the critical elements of the 
instituti onal system, knowledge mechanisms and policy instruments in terms of 
their specific features, constraints and capabilities. Four inter-linked components 
will be considered as important part of the process: rural development actors and 
the relationships emerging at institutional and civil level; cooperative and business 
environment factors and specific constraints; enabling institutional support (incl. 
local authorities, community support) and sources for positive change, and finally 
economic, social environmental trends. 

The analysis intends to build a conceptual framework for comprehending and 
analyzing the cooperative business and its institutional environment specific for 
each country profile; and to share as well the knowledge about the role of the 
various actors involved in stimulating and promoting cooperativism.  

 

From the Authors 
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Chapter  1: BULGARIA  

 

Introduction  

Rural areas in Bulgaria  represent 81,4% of the country territory and 
accommodate close to 39% of country population, characterized by its economic 
and social heterogeneity, and are largely dependent and highly sensitive to 
external linkages with the urban areas1. The recents statistics from 2012 show that 
predominantly rural regions (NUTS 3) ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÆÏÒ ίήГ ÏÆ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȭÓ ÔÅÒÒÉÔÏÒÙ ÁÎÄ 
35% of its population. According to the national definition rural areas are 
identified at municipal level and include in total 231 municipalities (87,5%). The 
National Spatial Urban Model identifies 36 agglomeration areas consisting of an 
urban centre and its surrounding areas. Within their boundaries are included 53 
rural municipalities, which have better human resource potential and business 
development opportunities based on efficient integration with urban centres. 
Nevertheless the majority of the rural municipalities ɀ 178 are located outside the 
growth poles of the largest and medium-sized cities in Bulgaria. These 
municipalities account for 58% of rural population and 70% of the rural territory. 
The remoteness from large urban centres results in low-population density, 
constraints on socio-economic development, higher population decline, less-
educated labour force, poor physical infrastructure and higher unemployment 
rates. 

Population  

For the period 2007-2012 the decrease trend in the number and the density of the 
population in the rural areas continues, and the risk of depopulation becomes 
more evident and with more damaging effects. Population density1 of the rural 
areas is 32.1 people/km2 and is twice lower than the average for the country (66.4 
people/km2). The data in the Rural Development Plan for 2007-2013 shows that in 
2004 the population density was 35.8 people/km2, which represents a trend of 
decrease from Population Census in 2001 ɀ 37.4 people/km2. Negative 
demographic processes are more acute in the rural areas and cause worsening of 
the age and education structure of rural population. The share of population in 
working age (15-64 y.o.) was 58.5% compared to 64.5% in urban areas. For the 
same period the population decreases with 8%, which as percentage is significantly 
ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȭÓ ÁÖÁÒÁÇÅ ɀ 5%. Close to 70% of this decrease is caused by 
the negative birth rate, while the reminding 30%  is due to migration. The decline 
in population numbers for predominantly rural regions is recorded to be -9.9 per 
thousand (Table 1). 
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Table 1 Population in predominantly rural regions  

 Population,  
1
st
 January 2012 

Crude rate of population change, 2011  

(1000) (per 1000 habitants)  

EU-27* 112061.9 : 

Bulgaria  2748.4 -9.9 

 

Source: Eurostat (online data codes: demo_r_gind3 and demo_r_d3avg) 

Regarding the education structure, the share of population with tertiary (8.8%), or 
secondary education (36.5%) in the rural areas is significantly lower than in the 
urban areas: 24.5% and 43.3% respectively. 

Rural economy  

For the period 2007-2011 the NSI data on the construction, investment and retail 
sales confirmed the disparities between rural and urban areas in terms of density 
of enterprises, which is about two times higher in urban areas. There are regional 
disparities in economic development and the state of municipalities in rural areas. 
The most favored are 18 municipalities (8% of the total) whose economic structure 
is dominated by tourism (sea and mountain), with relatively well-developed 
industry and/ or located around a prominent center of development. The deepest 
socio-economic problems are identified in 16 municipalities (7% of the total), 
which are affected by the negative demographic, economic and social factors and 
processes. These municipalities are located in different parts of the country, but 
the majority is from the North -West Region (NUTS 2). The rest 197 municipalities 
have various resources for development, and each has its strengths. Among them 
is recognized a group of 66 municipalities that have a relatively high level of 
development. 

The Eurostat data indicates that in 2012 the tertiary sector had the leading 
importance in economic structure when it generated 63.2% of GVA and provided 
54.8% of employment. The biggest GVA share is produced in the predominantly 
urban areas (40.2%) and the biggest employment share is generated in the 
intermediate areas (42.2%). 
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Table 2. Economy stru cture per major sectors and types of regions in 2012 2 
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GVA 34 074 6.4% 30,4% 63.2% 24.5% * 35.4% * 40.2%* 

Employment 3.282  19.4% 25.7% 54.8% 33.0%** 42.2%** 24.8%** 

Labour 
productivity 
(euro per 
employed) 

10 382.4 3 417.6  12 253.6  11973.1 6 135.2 6 828.3 12 707.4 

 

* Data for 2010  

** Data for 2009 

Primary sector creates the highest share of the value added and employment in the 
rural areas ɀ 11% of the value added and 32% of the employment. The development 
of the non-agricultural activities is hampered by the poor investment climate, 
higher investment risk and costs, low level of incomes, insufficient public 
infrastructure , etc. Industrial sector creates 37% of the value added and 27% of the 
employment in the rural areas. In many of the regions, industry is poorly 
integrated with the local economics and is more or less sustained by the low price 
of the labour. Underdeveloped are the sectors of the economy that add value to 
the produced primary products and use other local resources. The service sector 
generates close to one half of the value added in rural areas (52%) and contributes 
up to 40% of the employment level. Prevailing share have public services, trade, 
tourism and transport.  

Labour productivity and employment rate  

The high share of agriculture in GVA and employment is due to 
underdevelopment and weak investment activity in other economic sectors. A 
comparison between the number of enterprises and the rate of employment in 
rural areas (according to the national definition) at the national level also indicates 
that the rural economy is poorly diversified. 
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Table 3 Entrepreneurial structure and employment rate in non -financial 
sector in rural areas.  

Indicators  Rural areas
1
 Rural areas/national 

level  % 

  2007
 2
 2010 2011 2007

 2
 2010 2011 

Number of enterprises in the 
non-financial sector 
(thousand) 

44,50 56,87 57,50 15,7% 15,5% 15,7% 

Number of employees in 
nonfinancial sector 
(thousand) 

3
 

304,90 299,71 303,78 14,3% 14,4% 14,7% 

Net revenues from sales of 
non-financial sector (million 
BGN) 

18,19 20,16 24,61 9,9% 10,7% 11,8% 

Total number of industrial 
enterprise (thousand)

4
 

6,18 6,61 6,66 20,1% 19,6% 19,8% 

Number of employees in 
industrial enterprises 
(thousand)

5
 

154,27 132,69 136,20 20,7% 21,6% 22,1% 

Production of industrial 
enterprises (million BGN) 

10,16 11,81 14,70 19,4% 22,6% 24,2% 

 

Source: EUROSTAT 

Predominantly rural areas are obviously lagging behind in labour productivity and 
adding value; they provide jobs to 33% of the employed but generate under 25% of 
the GVA. This, together with the higher unemployment rates explains: 

¶ The lower purchasing power of the rural population at 27.8% (EU27 = 100), at an 

average for the country 46%2; 

¶ The higher poverty rates in the rural areas 57.7% compared to 49.1% on the 
average for Bulgaria3. 

Rural economy in general is seriously affected by the recession. The level of 
employment in the age group of 20-64 decreased up to 60%, while the 
unemployment increased up to 14.4% in 2012. The difference between the 
employment rate in predominantly rural regions and predominantly urban regions 
was particularly high in Bulgaria - 12.8 percentage difference.  

According to EUROSTAT data in 2011 on predominantly rural areas3 of Bulgaria, 
youth (15-24 y.o.) unemployment reached 30.1% compared to the average 27.9% for 
Bulgaria and 22.7% for the EU-27. The widest gap between unemployment rates in 
the different types of regions were recorded in Bulgaria. 
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Graph 1 Unemployment levels per regions  

 

Source: http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/submitViewTableAction.do  

The country has one of the highest shares of the population at risk of poverty or 
exclusion as defined by the Europe 2020 strategy. 

Figure 1 People at risk of poverty or social exclusion  

 

Source: 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/web/_svg/Eurostat_Map_t2020_50_13162801279_tmp.pdf 

Economic development in rural regions in Bulgaria, measured in GDP per capita is 
one of the lowest at the European level or 29% of the average GDP. 
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Graph 2 GPD in predominantly rural regions (mln. Euros)  

 

Source: EUROSTAT 

Bulgaria is among the 4 Member-states (Greece, Estonia, Bulgaria and Romania) 
that have reported declines of 35ɀ 38 % in the agricultural labour input. The 
highest contributions of agriculture, forestry and fisheries to value added in 
predominantly rural regions were recorded in Bulgaria (11.2 %). 

Table 4 Change trend in agricultural albour input  

 Total agricultural labour input  
(1000 annual work units)  

Change 
2005-2012 
(%) 2005 2010 2011 2012 

EU-28 12865.2 10586.1 10359.5 10332.2 -19.7 

Bulgaria  626.4 406.5 406.5 406.5 -35.1 

 

Source: Agriculture, forestry and fishery statistics, EUROSTAT, 2013 

The problems identified  

It is worth emphasizing the extent to which debates about rural development are 
often preoccupied with the operation of public policy and neglect the 
consideration of wider market trends and business and corporate strategies. Of 
course, this does not necessarily mean to discard the current policy framework and 
the dominance of the CAP as key factors in influencing macro and micro-level 
management decisions, shaping environmental and other rural development 
interests. 

The main constraints that hamper sustainability of rural areas and the stable 
growth of rural development include a lack of resources (financial social, 
informational), a lack of sufficient political will to see and admit real prob lems, a 
lack of leverage, and a lack of institutional and administrative capacity. The 
following  missing components contribute to the negative indicators and future 
trends in development of rural communities: 

¶ weak connection between key elements of the institutional system and weak 
internal controllability over critical processes, as they are being re-configured;  

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

GDP 4 985, 5 367, 5 656, 6 148, 6 845, 7 450, 8 185, 9 017, 8 773,
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¶ ÂÒÏÁÄ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÅ ÔÏ Á ÎÅ× ȬÓÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ ÓÔÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȭ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 
system and, according to this, a new potential to use; and  

¶ need for a new configuration of key variables and processes crystallizes and 
reinforces itself 
 

 

 

 

 

  

Constraints  

ɆLack of resources 

ɆLack of political will and reciprocity  

ɆInformation assymentry 

ɆLack of institutional and administrative capacity  

ɆAbsence of institutional memory 

 

Role of 
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ɆFacilitating business and market 

ɆBuilding institutional capital  

ɆBuilding communities and human 
capital 

Innovative results 
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Mapping of rural areas  in Bulgaria  
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Government policy  

Since 1990s series of incremental steps to reform rural and agricultural policies in 
Bulgaria, with the purpose to prepare the economy and institutions for the 
ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȭÓ ÆÕÌÌ-membership in the European Union (EU) have been undertaken. 
However, serious concerns remain about the limited scope of policy reform and 
the continued difficulties in resolving the various economic, social and 
ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅÄ ÉÎ "ÕÌÇÁÒÉÁȭÓ ÒÕÒÁÌ ÁÒÅÁÓȢ The effect searched 
through reforms was not only to increase total output but also to provide for stable 
productivity growth and cost optimization at microeconomic level. Reforms 
undertaken aimed at significant changes at production-level and were performed 
simultaneously and supported by development of commercial and public 
institutions. Unfortunately none of these partial attempts w as possible in the 
absence of market-based institutions and policy. 

The Law on Regional Development has been passed in 1999 to ensure and regulate 
regional policy and development and to create framework that plans and executes 
this policy. Six planning regions were established in accordance to government 
decree 145/27.02.2000 and the European criteria for regional structure NUTS-2. 
That way was created the territorial and statistical framework for regional 
development and the established new regions were included in programming of 
pre-accession funds of the EU. The regional development was represented by its 
five main priorities: Priority 1 Ȱ)ÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅȱ; 
Priority 2 Ȱ)ÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÉÎÆÒÁÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓΈ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȱȠ 
Priority 3 Ȱ$ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÆÅÓÓÉÏÎÁÌ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÔÏ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÌÏÃÁÌ 
ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÁÎÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȱȠ Priority 4 
Ȱ$ÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÓÕÂÕÒÂÁÎ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÓȱȠ Priority 5 Ȱ)ÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÁÌ ÒÏÌÅ ÉÎ 
ÆÏÒÍÕÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÁÐÐÌÙÉÎÇ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÁÌ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȱȢ 

There were three pre-accession instruments financed by the European Community 
to assist the applicant countries of Central and Eastern Europe in their pre-
accession preparations: the PHARE programme; SAPARD, which provides aid for 
agricultural and rural development; and ISPA, which finances infrastructure 
projects in the fields of environment and transport. For the programming period 
2000 ɀ 2006, the second objective in the National agricultural and development 
plan was primarily aimed at promotion of sustainable rural development through 
economic diversification of rural areas, the creation of alternative employment 
opportunities and rehabilitation of infrastructure for strengthening rural 
ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÉÅÓȭ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÆÁÂÒÉÃ. An example of such political initiative is 
the Sustainable agriculture and rural development ɀ mountain regions project 
(SARD ɀ M), which aimed at: balancing territorial development to overcome 
disparities; improving and utilizing human and social capital in rural areas to 
facilitate innovation and entrepreneurship for sustainable growth; fostering 
application of the best available environmental technologies and environmental 
management practices. 
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For the period 2004-2006 the EU has raised the amount of financial assistance to 
Bulgaria by an average of 30 per cent. The state received close to 400 million euro 
per year, which annually equals to 2 per cent of the national GDP. 

Table 5 Absorption of the pre -accession funds (2000 -2006) 
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PHARE 1438.5 1080.3 930.1 508.4 64.7 75.1 

ISPA 783.2 744 706.8 76.4 90.2 95.0 

SAPAR
D 

443.1 376.7 285.8 157.3 64.5 85.0 

Total  2664.8 2201 1922.7 742.1   

 

Source: Bulgarian Ministry of Finance (www.minfin.bg ) 

By this time was concluded the agreement for the next planning period, according 
to which Bulgaria received 240 million euro on top of the previously announced 
funding of 4,4 billion euro from the European Union budget for 2007-2009. 
Bulgaria managed to absorb 72 percent and contracted 83 percent of available pre- 
ÁÃÃÅÓÓÉÏÎ ÆÕÎÄÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙ ×ÁÓ ÁÌÌÏÃÁÔÅÄ ΓάȢΰ ÂÉÌÌÉÏÎ ɉÏÒ ÁÂÏÕÔ Ϋά Б ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÏÆ 
2007 GDP) pre-accession funds for the 2000ɀ2006 period. The deadline for 
absorption of SAPARD projects was end of 2009, but it was prolonged for PHARE 
projects up to the end of January 2012; for some ISPA projects up to the end of 2010; 
and only for Danube Bridge 2 until the end of 2011. The remaining pre-accession 
ÆÕÎÄÓ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÏÆ ΓΪȢα ÂÉÌÌÉÏÎ ×ÅÒÅ ÌÏÓÔȢ 

Until 2007 there were a number of programs to support  the implementation of the 
Leader approach in Bulgaria and to create appropriate conditions for the approach 
implementation after accession to the European Union. 

  

http://www.minfin.bg/
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Table 6 Projects contributing to development of rural areas  

Project  Aim  Results  

(1) Improvement of the 
efficiency of the 
SAPARD Task Force in 
MAF (1999-2000) ɀ a 
Twinning Project 
between the Greek 
Ministry of Agriculture 
and the Ministry of 
Agriculture and 
Forestry in Bulgaria 
(MAFS) 

1. Legal, institutional and 
financial framework of 
the National Payment 
Agency. 

2. Establishment of 
communication strategy 
for implementation of the 
Rural Development Plan. 

3. Technical and 
institutional framework 
to implement specific 
measures of SAPARD 
program. 

4. Monitoring and 
evaluation of SAPARD. 

1. Technical assistance to two 
selected rural 
municipalities.  

2. Development of local 
integrated development 
strategies. 

3. Establishment of local 
action groups (LAG). 

(2) Sustainable Rural 
Development (SRD) 
Project (2003-2005) 

Preparation for the Leader 
program in Bulgaria. 

1. Eleven Local Leader Groups 
(LLGs) with participation of 
eleven pilot municipalities.  

2. Municipality development 
plans based on the bottom-
up approach. 

3. Small-scale local projects. 
4. Innovation and local capital. 
5. Alternative employment  

(3) The Rural Network 
and Leader (RNL) 
project (2006-2008) 

1) Raise awareness and 
strengthen capacity of rural 
communities and stakeholders 
for planning and using financial 
resources through networking, 
planning and implementation of 
local development strategies. 2) 
Support integrated development 
of rural areas. 3) Bring together 
local, regional or national non-
profit organizations and their 
networks; LAGs; national and 
regional associations of 
municipalities; NGOs in the field 
of sustainable local and rural 
development. 

1. Eleven pilot municipalities 
were geographically 
clustered in four inter -
municipal forums, which 
develop integrated 
strategies for rural 
development of the 
involved. 

2. LAGs were registered as 
non-profit organizations in 
public interest.  

3. Strategic outcomes: citizen 
participation; job creation 
and improvement of living 
conditions; sustainable 
management of natural 
resources. 

(4) Foundation for 
Local Government 
reform 

Support for local bottom-up 
development process. 

1. Wide participation of all 
public, private and citizen 
stakeholders. 

2. Development of Leader-like 
strategies. 

Source: Zaimova, D. (2011) Development policy in Bulgarian rural areas: innovative solutions and 
capacity to address local issues, EMES, Roskilde, Denmark 
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After 1st of January, 2007 the implementation of the Common Agricultural Policy  
hold out remarkable opportunities for development of agricultural sector. At the 
same time policy implied observance of several requirements and conditions 
stipulated by its legal framework. 

Graph 3 Comparative data on available and paid EU grants (2007 -2012) 

 

Source: EUROSTAT 

To enhance and ensure their proper implementation the state provided for aid 
that reffered to: 1) the existing state aid as read in Annex V of the Treaty of 
Accession of Bulgaria to the EU; 2) minimum aid (de minimis), provided in 
accordance to Commission Regulation (EC) 1860/2004 of 6th of October, 2004 on 
the application of Articles 87 and 88 of the European Commission (EC) Treaty to 
de minimis aid in th e agriculture and fisheries sectors, and Commission 
Regulation (EC) 1535/2007 of 20th of December 2007 on the application of Articles 
87 and 88 of the European Commission (EC) Treaty to de minimis aid in the sector 
of agricultural production;  and 3) new aid schemes or individual aid, authorized by 
the European Commission (EC). 

Rural Development Programme (2007 -2013) 

The Rural Development Program (RDP) in Bulgaria for the period 2007 ɀ 2013 was 
officially approved on 19 February 2008 by Commission Decision No 755. The 
Agriculture State Fund ɀ Payment Agency was appointed as the institution 
responsible for financial management and disbursement of funds. In 2008, 20 of 
these 22 measures gradually started under the Rural Development Programme and 
contribute d to achieving the following objectives: maintenance of farming in 
disadvantaged areas and prevention of the abandonment of agricultural lands; 
countering the depopulation of disadvantaged areas; maintainance of the 
landscape and biodiversity; rational use, conservation and sustainable 
development of land and other natural resources; supporting the emergence of 
local action groups in rural areas; support  for the acquisition of skills for the 
establishment and functioning of such groups at the local level; support  for the 
process for the preparation of local development strategies; inclusion of 
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indigenous peoples in the development and future implementation of local 
development strategies. 

Graph 4 SCF and Agricultural Fund in Bulgaria (2007 -2012) 

 

Source: EUROSTAT 

The post-accession funds allocated to Bulgaria during the 2007ɀ2013 programme 
ÐÅÒÉÏÄ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÔÏ ΓγȢή ÂÉÌÌÉÏÎ %5 ÆÕÎÄÉÎÇ ɂ or on average about 3.7 percent of 
GDP per year. The national co-ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÎÇ ÏÆ Γά ÂÉÌÌÉÏÎ ×ÁÓ ÔÏ ÅÎÓÕÒÅ Ï×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÁÎÄ 
commitmen t to the projects by the national authorities and ranged from 15 
percent for European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and European Social 
Fund (ESF) to 20 percent for Cohesion Fund (CF). 

The agricultural EU funds available for rural development, agriculture and 
fisheries sectors, excluding co-ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÎÇȟ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÔÏ ΓάȢα ÂÉÌÌÉÏÎ ɉÏÒ ÁÂÏÕÔ ΫȢΫ 
percent of the average GDP during the 2007ɀ2013, or slightly more than the annual 
contribution). The European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, 
Agricultural Guarantee Fund, and the European Fishery Fund finance agricultural 
policies through OP Rural development and OP Fisheries Sector Development. 

For measures that are directly related to diversification of the opportunities for 
employment in the rural areas are detached 31 per cent from the budget for Axis 3 
Ȱ1ÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅ ÉÎ ÒÕÒÁÌ ÁÒÅÁÓ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÕÒÁÌ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙȱȢ  
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4ÁÂÌÅ α 0ÕÒÐÏÓÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÓÔÒÕÍÅÎÔÓ ÆÏÒ ÅÎÈÁÎÃÉÎÇ ÒÕÒÁÌ ÁÒÅÁÓȭ ÄÅÖelopment  

General purpose 
of Axis 3 

Improvement of quality of life in rural areas and 
diversification of the rural community  

Sub-purposes 1. Improvement of quality of 
life in rural areas 

2. Encouragement of 
diversification of employment 
opportunities in rural areas 

Operational 
purposes 

Improvement of 
accessibility and quality of 
the basic services and 
infrastructure in rural areas 

Development of initiatives that 
create additional non-agricultural 
income for economy and 
population in rural areas. 

Measures Basic services for the 
economy and rural 
population;  
Village renewal and 
development 

Diversification into non -
agricultural activities;  
Support for the creation and 
development of micro-enterprises; 
Encouragement of tourism 
activities 

The strategy regarding implementation of the Axis 3 did not stipulate sector 
limitations in terms of diversification of the economic activities. Every feasible 
entrepreneurial activity different from the main sector was to be supported as long 
as it would create new employment, develop services in rural areas or stimulate 
diversification of economy in rural areas. Priority was given to business initiatives 
that exploit new market niches and add value to local resources, such as: 
information technologies, innovative productions and usage of renewable energy 
sources. &ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÙÅÁÒ άΪΫΫ Ϋί ÎÅ× ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÖÅÄ ÏÎ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ έΫά ȰSupport 
for the creation and development of micro-ÅÎÔÅÒÐÒÉÓÅÓȱȢ 4ÈÅ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔ ÏÆ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÅÄ 
resources was mainly related to tourist activity, equipment for tailor workshop and 
for polygraphic services, purchase of specialized building machinery, and 
investments in renewable energy resources. 

Local authorities role  

According to the NAMRB local authorities are responsible for the provision of 2/3 
of overall public services. The municipal budgets finance the operations of 88% of 
the schools; 95% of kindergartens; 100% of the nurseries and the health points; 87% 
of the social services; 100% of the services associated with home-based social 
patronage; 100% of the public cleaning and hygiene services, street upkeep, street 
lightning, water provision and sewerage, parks and green areas; upkeep and repair 
of 63% of all country roads network, etc. More specifically the local authorities in 
the rural areas of Bulgaria4: 

¶ Manage 16 089 km of local road network, 30907 km. of streets and 12540 km of 
other ɀ mainly dirt roads (i.e. servicing the forestry and agriculture). Of them, only 
1000 km. municipal roads and 700 km. streets were rehabilitated in the 2007-2013 
period. 

¶ They are owners and responsible for the operations of 40246 km. of water supply 
pipe network (22 938 km of it is located in the villages) and for the functioning of 
5614 km of sewage network (of them 1134 km. are in the villages). Only 5% of the 
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water supply pipe network and approximately 20% of the sewage network had 
been rehabilitated in the current programming period;  

¶ They are responsible for the schools of the rural areas, which are 1497. More than 
70% of the rural schools have not been renovated in the last 10 years; less than 10% 
of the rural schools have been renovated with the support of Regional 
Development Programme 2007-2013. 

¶ They are responsible for the upkeep of more than 4920 buildings and public 
amenities of local cultural importance (community centres, museums, theatres, 
libraries, etc.). They provide the cultural events of the local communities. Barely 4% 
of them were rehabilitated under RDP 2007-2013; 

¶ Are responsible for the functioning of 2450 sports facilities (local stadiums, sport 
halls, playgrounds). Less than 6% of them were covered under RDP 2007-2013; 

Just 20% of the rural settlements have access to broadband Internet; however, 
such access has 60% of the rural population because it is concentrated in the 
municipal centres.  

Because of the inadequate state financing of the local budgets, the economic crisis 
and the policies for wide-scale layoffs in the areas of education and health, 
accompanied with limited EU funds (compared to the needs) in the rural areas is 
observed an outflow and an accelerated concentration of major public services in 
the municipal  centres; however, even their maintenance is problematic as: 

¶ For the period 2007-2013 more than 200 village schools were closed; 

¶ 500 settlements in 40 municipalities are currently not serviced by a doctor ɀ 
general practitioner; 

¶ Scarce financing and bad infrastructure leave more than 760 settlements in 92 
municipalities  without regular daily public transport ; 

¶ No drinking water or with common restriction of drinking water provision are 
almost 350 settlements from 73 municipalities; 

¶ Almost 650 rural settlements do not have shops for foodstuffs and pharmacies.  

The municipalities are owners of 37% of the state agriculture lands, 9% of the 
forest areas and the majority of the still existing hydro-melioration infrastructure 
of the rural areas. The Law on irrigation associations gave the premises to transfer 
to municipal  ownership 2257 small reservoirs, which were built in the past by the 
state agriculture cooperatives. At present 261municipalties own such reservoirs, 
and their number varies from 2 to 30 per municipal territory. The municipalities 
are interested in the rehabilitation of their reservoirs as the major part of them 
need solid rehabilitation works, including for purposes associated with safety ɀ to 
prevent disaster floods like the one in the Biser village, Harmanli municipality. The 
management of these assets to the best interests of the local development explain 
ÔÈÅ ÌÅÁÄÉÎÇ ÒÏÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÍÕÎÉÃÉÐÁÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÁÃÔÉÖÅ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ 2$0ȭÓ 
measures allowing the preservation of the natural resources. 
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LEADER approach and LAGs  

Local government is an important factor for mobilizing the local society and for 
development of rural areas in Bulgaria. Close to 60 municipalities in rural areas 
take part in projects for integrated development, financed by the European Union 
and the bilateral national programs aimed at development of the capacity for 
planning and applying the policies for local development. In the process of 
structuring the development plans for the planning period 2007 ɀ 2013, local action 
groups are involved into various collaborations - non-government organizations, 
educational and cultural institutions.  

In order to encourage the interest towards the opportunities provided by the 
Leader approach a number of projects are initiated and supported by the 
government. Within the framework of these projects are established eleven Local 
Action groups that cover 4 per cent of the rural population, other nine LAGs were 
in the process of setting up. Furthermore, a support to the already established 
local action groups is provided by sub-ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ Ϋȡ Ȱ2ÕÎÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ,ÏÃÁÌ !ÃÔÉÏÎ 'ÒÏÕÐȟ 
ÁÃÑÕÉÒÉÎÇ ÓËÉÌÌÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÉÍÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÒÒÉÔÏÒÙ ÆÏÒ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÁÃÔÉÏÎ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȱȢ 4ÈÉÓ 
sub-measure has the following objectives, e.g. to encourage development of strong 
and efficient LAGs; to ensure resources ɀ human, technical, financial that are 
ÎÅÅÄÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÙ ÏÆ ,!'Óȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÅÓȠ ÔÏ 
enhance awareness and skill of local people in the Leader approach and to 
encourage their active participation in the process of local development strategy 
implementation.  

Horizontal and vertical integration  

In general the value chain of commodities has very weak horizontal and vertical 
relationships. Participation of agricultural producers in groups of producers or 
producer organizations is very limited. The majority of producers do not have 
contracts for realizing their production set in advance. The schemes for direct 
sales, marketing of local products as well as the market infrastructure are very 
weak. 

Cooperatives  

After the liquidation of the existing in the beginning of the 90s collective 
production structures (1992 ɀ 1994) most of the agricultural landowners chose to 
unite their land and other resources in agricultural production cooperatives. 
Annually were registered between 600 and 800 agricultural cooperatives and in 
1998 their number amounted to 3268 with an average size of 742.5 ha and 234 
member-founders. As a result the relative share of the cultivated in the 
cooperatives land reached 41.7%. During this period the agricultural cooperative 
became the main organizational structure in the Bulgarian agriculture, which 
constantly changes its economic significance and distribution. The main reasons 
for the preferring cooperative as an organizational form of production were linked 
with the migration of the prevailing part of the land owners  to towns, with the low 
average size of the land property and limited possibilities of organizing a 
production over this property, wi th the economic crisis and etc. 
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Moreover, the Cooperative Law created an easier procedure for becoming a 
member of and quitting the cooperative, thus converting this form in an attractive, 
though temporary solution for the biggest part of the land-owners. The 
membership in cooperative allowed most of them to wait until the land market 
developed and only on a later stage to take a final decision what to do with their 
property. 

Depending on the agro ecological and other conditions of the country in Bulgaria 
are applied several types of productive cooperatives: 

¶ cooperatives oriented towards the production of their members. They intent to meet 
consumption and production needs of cooperative`s members. Production 
infrastructure is determined according to the requests of the members at the 
beginning of each season and it also depends on rural community demand for 
ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȢ )Î ÍÏÓÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅÓ ÔÈÅÙ ÒÅÌÙ ÏÎ ȰÉÎÈÅÒÉÔÅÄȱ ÏÕÔ-of-date 
machinery and infrastructure. Usually activities are financed by the cooperative 
members and they have no income for investments and for distribution as rent 
and dividends. 

¶ market production cooperatives, which produce competitive agricultural products 
with high extent of use of mechanized services. The land and the rest of the 
production factor s of the prevailing part of the population of the respective 
territory are united. These cooperatives produce mainly competitive production 
and are specialized in those products, which require high degree of mechanization. 
Currently this group of cooperatives is mainly producer of wheat, fodder crops and 
some technical cultures.  

¶ vertically integrated productive cooperatives which apart from the production of 
agricultural products are specialized in processing and marketing activities. The 
third group of pr oduction cooperatives comprises those, which are highly market-
oriented. In the majority of the cases their main line of activity is production, 
processing and distribution of agricultural products. Some of these cooperatives 
work successfully on the regional, national and even on the international markets 
with their own brand names and channels of distribution of the end-products.  

The right to participate in the decison-making process for all cooperative members 
is equal despite the various ways for entering the cooperative: with land, labor and 
capital; with labour and capital; with land and capital; only with labor; only with 
capital. Data shows that prevail the number of cooperatives in whose statutory 
norms are included the first three possible ways for becoming a cooperative 
member. In four of the cooperatives existed all five possible ways for participation. 
Specific membership conditions existed in two of the cooperatives. In one of them 
members  were only land-owners with capital and land, in the other participated 
only the people working in the cooperative with their deposited allotment capital. 

Table 8 depicts the changes in the number, average size and used land by the 
agricultural cooperative during the last years. 
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Table 8 Changes in numb er and size of agricultural cooperatives  

Years and 
indexes  

Number of 
cooperatives  

Used 
agricultural 
area (th.ha)  

Average 
size (ha)  

Share in used 
agricultural area 

(%) 

1995 2815 2158.8 766.9 45.9 

1998 3269 2427.2 760,1 40.3 

2000 2405 1738.6 722.9 41.0 

2003 1963 1169.3 587,0 40.0 

2005 1525 890.87 584.1 32.6 

2007 1115 726.3 651,3 23.8 

2010 900 640.7 711,8 17.7 

 

Sourceȡ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ Ȱ!ÇÒÏ ÓÔÁÔÉÓÔÉÃÓȱ -ÉÎÉÓÔÒÙ ÏÆ !ÇÒÉÃÕÌÔÕÒÅ ÁÎÄ &ÏÒÅÓÔÒÙ ÉÎ "ÕÌÇÁÒÉÁȠ #ÅÎÓÕÓ ÏÆ 
holdings in Republic Bulgaria, 2003, 2010. 

The dynamics of the statistics shows that a relationship exists between the started 
harmonization of agricultural policy in the sector and the reduction in the number 
of cooperatives. With the establishment of the State Fund "Agriculture" and the 
launch of a number of programs supporting investment and industry, in rural 
areas was increased the number of entrepreneurs in the agricultural sector. This 
created more opportunities for the landowners and in many areas intensified the 
land market and significantly increased the proportion of leased land. Gradually 
the landowners began to conclude contracts for leasing their land with companies 
and sole traders and to terminate their membership in cooperatives. The reasons 
refer both to the fixed rental payment offered by other organizations opposed to 
the relative share of the average yield in cooperatives, and the difficulties the 
cooperatives had when applying for programs at State Fund "Agriculture". 
Although some of these problems were legally settled at a later stage, a number of 
economically fragile cooperatives terminated their activity. 

Agricultural cooperatives have failed to fully exploit the possibilities of the 
SAPARD program. The scheme used - to finance half of the project after its 
completion - strongly limited  the number of cooperative candidates. In general, 
the value of cooperative projects is lower compared to the values of similar 
projects developed by limited liability companies and joint stock companies. As a 
result, projects implemented in agricultural cooperatives represent only 9,6% of 
overall SAPARD projects, and 15 projects were canceled or unpaid for various 
reasons. 

Data shows that in 2010 were functioning only close to 27,5 % of the cooperatives 
existing in 1998. The relative share of the lands used by them for the entire country 
decreases 4 times, and for several regions ɀ more than 10 times. It should be 
underlined that the decrease in number of the cooperatives was accompanied by 
an increase of the average size of the used land only in one of the regions. 

The changes in all those indicators show that the agricultural production 
cooperatives have a constantly decreasing significance for Bulgarian agriculture. 
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Together with the external conditions linked with the transition, the reason s for 
the current status of the agricultural production cooperatives are due to their 
specificity as organizational form as well. Among them substantial significance 
ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓȭ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÖÉÓÉÏÎ ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍs, the quality of the 
personnel, etc. 

When assessing the status and problems of the production cooperatives the 
unfavorable external economic, legislative and political environment should not be 
underestimated. Put together with the problems derived from the economic crisis 
and hyperinflation  in the nineties, the legislative decisions put the cooperatives in 
a non-equal conditions compared to the others organizational structures active in 
the sector (sole traders, agricultural producers, etc.) in terms of financial securing, 
tax burden, accounting procedures etc. 

Production cooperatives are organized within the National Union of Agricultural 
Cooperatives and have close to 240,000 members. They have opened more than 
16,000 permanent jobs. Despite their declining role, they remain the main 
producers of cereals in the country and provide a number of social functions in 
agriculture. 

Credit cooperatives  

Credit cooperatives in Bulgaria are formed on the basis of the model of Frederick 
Raiffeisen and Schulze-Delitzsch. The first credit cooperative in the country was 
established in 1890. From the late 19th century they were the foundation of the 
financial and credit system, directly serving small businesses and agricultural 
producers. For these reasons, these structures have a significant contribution to 
the development of agriculture and small businesses in urban areas. Credit 
cooperatives in Bulgaria have a long and successful history before the 50s of the 
˪˪ ÃÅÎÔÕÒÙȟ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ×ÁÓ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÚÅÄȢ  

After 1992, with the adoption of the Law for ownership and use of agricultural land, 
the conditions in the agricultural sector and in small town entrepreneurship were 
to a great extent identical to those before 1946 and this determined the need of the 
development of credit cooperatives as a factor for the sustainable development of 
rural and urban small and medium businesses. 

In 1995 started a project called "Scheme for agricultural capital fund" (ACFS), 
which was agreed in 1996 between the Bulgarian Government, respectively the 
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) and the European Commission under 
the PHARE program signed a Memorandum of Understanding under the program 
"Restructuring of Agriculture" between the Bulgarian Government and the EC and 
was approved a credit line from the EC which later was converted into a scheme 
for agricultural capital fund. The aim was to establishe credit institutions through 
which to allocate these funds to farmers for production and investment needs. 
Due to the lack of prior macroeconomic preparation, advertising activity, adequate 
legislative changes and institutional support as well as the very short periods for 
establishing the cooperatives in the end, were created only thirty-three Credit 
Agricultural Cooperatives.  
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The Agricultural credit cooperatives encompassed between 200 and 600 members 
- today the number of members is more than 12 thousand people. The majority of 
members are agricultural producers or are closely linked to other activities 
performed in rural areas and small towns. The balance sheet assets of one 
cooperative ranged from 100 thousand euro to over 500 thousand euro. 

The positive side of the operation of this scheme and the created with its help 
credit organizations is that they cover the territory of the country and offer 
specialized loans to its members for the sole purpose of crops production and/or 
processing of agricultural production. Thus, they help to strengthen the economic 
and social integration of the rural areas and assist the sustainable rural 
development.  

Nowadays in Bulgaria are registered and function close to 2000 cooperatives with 
0,5 million members and 50000 employees. In these organizations are working 
almost 50 percent of the people with disabilities in Bulgaria. Cooperatives, regional 
cooperative unions and cooperative companies are organized in four national 
cooperative unions. 

Table 9 Cooperative network in Bulgaria  

Cooperative Unions  Number of 
coopera tives  

Cooperative 
members  

Employees  

Central Cooperative Union  795 149761 12000 

National union of agricultural 
cooperatives  

903 240000 16000 

National union of worker 
cooperatives  

251 20000 15000 

National union of cooperatives 
for people with disabilities  

124  5000 

 

While statistics indicate for job losses and instability at national level, most of the 
cooperatives show stable employment rate and viability. Increase has been 
reported in sartorial sector (11%), in non-food industry (53%). Investment activity 
also registers increase of 31% for 2012. One of the strongest and most influential 
cooperative organizations in Bulgaria is the Central Cooperative Union (CCU). The 
Union represents 33 cooperative unions, which bring together 795 cooperatives 
with 149761 members; and nearly 12000 employees. The registered annual net 
income increase is 20 per cent. The assets of Central Cooperative Union are 409 
million BGN and the share capital 18 million BGN. COOP retail chain stores of the 
Central Cooperative Union count of 794 and the regional bread production centers 
are 75.The serviced settlements are 2 742 and the employed people are 9 206. All 
this shows that the union has sustainable market positions and social 
responsibility. 

Most recent information shows that the assets of Central Cooperative Union are 
about 205 million euro and the  share capital 9 million euros. 
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The total revenue is shared between wholesale- 12 %, retail-55 %, industry- 8 %, 
agriculture- 7 %, forestry- 1 %, purchasing- 2 %, tourism- 1 %, services- 9 % and 
other- 5 %. COOP retail chain stores of the Central Cooperative Union count of 
794 and the regional bread production centers are 75.The serviced settlements are 
2 742 and the employed people are 9 206. 

Producer groups and organizations  

In 2000 the already discussed agricultural policy and promoted measures for rural 
development has brought to positive change in the organizational rate in the 
sector. Of course this effect could not be estimated equivalently for the different 
types of production considering that the highest percentage of established 
producer organizations was in the tobacco sector. In 2004 the number of these 
organizations was 15, mainly registered as cooperatives. The first steps in the other 
sectors were insecure and rather sporadic in the dairy sector are settled down five 
producer organizations and only one is involved in production of meat and meat 
products. The organizational rate and characteristics of the fruit and vegetable 
sector have undergone slow increase with the adoption of the new Regulation 11 
from 2007 laying down specific rules on the establishment of producer 
organizations5. Six producer organizations have been registered since 2004 and 
among them only one has adopted cooperative organizational form, while the rest 
have chosen to register under the Commercial Law as limited liability companies. 
Every member of these organizations has a contract ɀ either for delivery, 
commission or production. This contract specifies the quantity and the quality of 
production in accordance to the annual production and marketing plans. 
Producers are obliged to sale through the organization no less than 75 per cent of 
their production. By the time fixed by the organization, producers are obliged to 
transport their production (by own or organizational means  of transport) to the 
receiving stations where the quality of their production is assessed. At this stage 
the property right is transferred from the producers to the organization and the 
risk from damaging or spoiling the production as well. Until its final sale, 
production is preserved in the storage and refrigerating facilities of the 
organization. Producers receive contracted payment for their production up to 30 
days after its transportation to the receiving points of the organization. From the 
receivable amount are subtracted no more than 8 per cent for sorting, assembling, 
calibration and storage and no more than 5 per cent to cover marketing costs of 
production.  

For 2013 there are nine newly recognized groups of producers, while the number of 
the functioning producer organizations is quite modest ɀ only one in the fruit and 
vegetable sector for production of peaches in Sliven. 

NGOs, business incubators and clusters  

Back from the very start, there are four periods that could be distinguished in the 
development of the third sector in Bulgaria, mainly defined by the changes in legal 
framework and the current political situation. 19 percent of the NGOs are 
operating with in their local communities, while 46 percent perform at regional 
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level. The percentage of the national NGOs is 24 and 11 percent operationalize at 
international level.  

These organizations vary in between in terms of set priorities and objectives, 
specifying from a wide range of civil and professional objectives, to a more specific 
focus towards economic support and support to local authorities, research and 
work with particular target groups (Doitchinova, Zaimova, 2013). For 2009 the 
total number of registered NGOs is 30000, of which 22,6% have a status as 
organizations pursuing public benefit. The prevailing number is the one of 
associations ɀ 24465, while foundations represent 17% or 5177. The so-called 
ȰÃÈÉÔÁÌÉÓÈÔÁȱ ÁÒÅ έααγȢ 4ÈÅ ÒÅÓÔ ÁÒÅ ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÕÓ ÏÒÇÁÎizations and syndicate 
associations. Unfortunately from the abovementioned statistics as active NGOs are 
appointed 6000, which seriously questions their sustainability. More recent 
analysis reports that the number of active associations and foundations is 9009 
with 1723000 members, of which 102000 are legal entities and the rest, are physical 
members. In 2012 there were over 35,000 NGOs registered in Bulgaria, an increase 
of 1,850 since 20116. The business incubators are used for the promotion of 
entrepreneurship and local economic development through enterprise start-up, 
job creation and improved value-added production in Bulgaria. The concept was 
introduced a decade ago to promote grass-root initiatives and capitalization of the 
local economic development potential, with the intention to support regions in 
crisis to find their own solutions.  

Figure 3 National business development framework  

 

Source: http://www.nbdn -bg.org/en/members 

!Î ÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÌ ÅÌÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ %5 0(!2% ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅ Ȱ)ÎÔÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ Á ÃÌÕÓÔÅÒ 
ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÁÎÄ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÉÎÇ ÏÆ Á #ÌÕÓÔÅÒ 0ÉÌÏÔ -ÏÄÅÌȱ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÙ ÏÆ Á .ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 
Clusters Strategy in Bulgaria. Nowadays the Association of business clusters is the 
one aimed at gathering the Bulgarian clusters and establishing national standards 
and traditions in clusters policy. The particular objectives in releasing these are: 

¶ development and participation in the preparation strategies and policies, related 
to social and economic development of the country; 



   

 

 27  
 

The research leading to these results has received funding from the 
People Programme (Marie Curie Actions) of the European Union's 

Seventh Framework Programme FP7/2007-2013/ under 
REA Grant Agreement No. 611490 (PIAPP-GA-2013-611490) 

 

¶ research and maintenance of database of clusters at a national, European and 
international level;  

¶ realize of projects for regional social and economic development, development of 
clusters, cross-border cooperation and others, funded by national, European and 
international programs; 

¶ membership in national and international associations and organizations. 

Figure 4 Clusters in Bulgaria  

 

Research organizations  

In Bulgaria there are 25 state-owned research institutes, 15 regional centres for 
applied science and experimental activities, as well as centres for scientific and 
technical information. The links between the research institutes and business has 
improved in the recent years as more, and primarily large, agricultural holdings 
and food industry enterprises turn to the research institutes for specific 
information and advice. The research institutes also activated their role related to 
the transfer of scientific knowledge by managing demonstration fields, organising 
information days and seminars. So far, however, the long-term co-operation 
projects are limited in number and there is a limited coverage of the medium-sized 
companies and agricultural holdings. There are 5 universities and colleges in 
Bulgaria offering post secondary education in agriculture, forestry and the food 
industry. MAF supports 98 vocational schools - agricultural (72), forestry (14), food, 
and wine and tobacco technologies (12). Training for adults is provided by 
universities, part of the vocational schools, vocational training centres managed by 
branch associations, private companies, as well as by the Centre for Vocational 
Training within the National Centre for Agrarian Science.  

Rural d evelopment programme (2014 -2020) 

The rural development programme for the next programming period 2014-2020 is 
built upon six thematic priorities and fifteen priority areas aimed at programme 
interventions, innovations and transfer of knowledge, etc. 
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Table 8 Development priorities of the two prgramme periods  
RD 2007-2013 RD 2014-2020 

Competitiveness Stimuli for transfer of knowledge and 
innovation in the field of agriculture and 
forestry in rural areas 

Improvement of environment and 
natural resources 

Competitiveness and viability of any type of 
agricultural activities and business units 

Improvement of quality of life and 
diversification  

Organization along the value chain and risk 
management 

LEADER ɀ Local Action Groups (LAGs) Sustaining ecosystems 
 Efficiency in utilizing natural resources and 

low carbon sustainable economy 
 Social inclusion, poverty alleviation and 

economic development of rural areas 

 

To strengthen rural development as well as the adoption of measures for 
promoting better and more equitable integration of the rural sectors with the rest 
of the national economy a better understanding is needed in terms of institutional 
responsibilities and priority fields.  

Figure 2 Relationships among national and local authorities  

 

Source: http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd -static/general-info/faq/rd -regulation/bg/rd -
regulation_bg.html#endr  

  

Ministry of 
agriculture  and 

food 

ÅAgriculture, aquaculture, food industry development 

ɆAnimal  health and crop protection 

ÅFood safety 

ÅProcessing industry 

ÅLicesing, inspection and food standards 

Directorate "Rural 
areas 

development" 

ɆImplementation of the programme for development of the rural areas, 
incl. partnerships and coordination with economic, social and 
environmental organizations; control over implementation of the 
programme; information campaigns 

ɆManaging Board and Monitoring Committee 

ɆThematic working groups for RDP 2014-2020 

National Rural 
Network 

ɆDefinition of rural development priorities  

ɆIdentification of the changes and improvements needed in the current 
policy 

ɆDialogue with civil society and implemeting participatory approach in 
decision-making, planning, programming, monitoring, etc.  

http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-static/general-info/faq/rd-regulation/bg/rd-regulation_bg.html#endr
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-static/general-info/faq/rd-regulation/bg/rd-regulation_bg.html#endr
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Chapter  2: TRENTINO, ITALY 

 

Introduction  

In Italy, the rural areas represent over 90% of the national land area and 
contribute to the national value added with about 50%. In these areas the 
development has strong links with local culture, traditions and natural assets, but 
the agriculture sector still plays the major role, providing different services in the 
field of environment (land management, biodiversity, etc.) and amenities 
(landscape, countryside for leisure, etc.). Agriculture provides also inputs that 
support a number of successful economic activities, such as the food industry, 
even though, since 1990, the surface of land used by primary activities has been in 
decline. 

The manufacturing sector represents the most important sector in Italy and it is 
also an important part of economy of the rural areas. Where these areas are 
connected to small and medium sized cities, the concentration of firms took the 
form of Industrial Districts  (Beccattini 1975, 1979, 1998) 

Finally, another important economic sector based on local assets of the rural areas 
is tourism, thanks to the rich endowment of coast, plain and mountains the 
provide numerous tourism opportunities.  

The performance of the rural areas varies across Italy and the regions located in 
the mountainous areas (such as Trentino), and in some southern areas, have 
consistent development problems. 

Generally, speaking, the main problems regarding the supply of services like 
education and public health care services. Even if the population ageing is a 
national trend, the concentration of inhabitants aged over 65 years in rural areas is 
higher and this goes hand in hand with depopulation. This is leading up in some 
rural areas to the closure of public services, which in some cases are replaced by 
the emergence of private services, often run as a cooperative. 

In Italy, the policies to support rural development depend on both EU Regional 
and Agricultural policies. Two documents (mandated by the new EU legislative 
frameworks) guide rural policy development: the National Strategy Plan (NSP), 
produced by the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA), which covers the operation of new 
RDPs under the second pillar of CAP, and the National Strategic Framework (NSF), 
produced by the Ministry of Economic Development (MoED). The NSP defines the 
national strategy for the agro-industrial sector and rural areas as a whole. The NSF 
reflects the EU regional policy and its aim is to improve the conditions of rural 
areas in order to facilitate the development of agribusiness, other economic 
activities, and the attractiveness of rural areas through the diversification of the 
economy and improvement of quality of life. 
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Nevertheless, the rural development policies are mostly designed and 
implemented by regional governments, within the NSP and NSF frameworks. The 
19 Regions and 2 autonomous provinces of Trento and Bolzano manage legislative 
and administrative powers, particularly in the fields of agriculture, commerce, 
public health, tourism, and public works. 

Chart 1 Types of urban and rural areas in Italy  

 

Source: National Rural Networks (2014) 

The Autonomous Province of Trento  

The Autonomous Province of Trento can claim a truly unique historic and cultural 
identity, codified in the form of a special institutional autonomy granted after the 
Second World War (1946) in a specific agreement signed by Italy and Austria. 

Thanks to its autonomy, the Province of Trento manages directly legislative, 
administrative and financial jurisdiction in fundamental areas, including 
education, health, industrial policy, transport, the University and tourism. This 
means that political economic decisions are made rapidly, based on the specific 
characteristics of the area and with the objective to plan and promote its own 
development. Moreover, the financial resources and wealth produced remain 
within Trentino and the Province manages 90% of direct and indirect income 
collected within its administrative border.  

Generally speaking, Trentino has a dynamic economy; open to innovation and 
increasingly also to foreign markets. 
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The economic fabric of Trentino is based mainly on small and medium-sized 
businesses (around 39,000 active enterprises, almost 1 for every 10 inhabitants) 
organized within a network and united by a long-standing tradition of cooperative 
societies. 

At industrial level, Trentino is characterized by a relatively diversified system in 
terms of the types of products realized and the levels of specialization. 

4ÒÅÎÔÉÎÏȭÓ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÈÁÓ Á ÈÉÇÈ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÅØÃÅÌÌÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÉÎÎÏÖÁÔÉÏÎ 
and market quality in many areas of production (ICT, food and agriculture, 
sustainable building and woodworking). 

Table 1 Main aspect of the Province of Trento (2013)  

 Trentino  Italy  

Per capita GDP in PPS  Γ άγ ΰααȟαα Γ άί γάβȟΫά 

Employment rate  65,50% 56,80% 

Unemployment rate  6,20% 10,70% 

Unemployment rate for young people (aged 
15-24) 

20,50% 35,50% 

Activity rate  70,20% 63,70% 

Source: Statistical Service of the Province 2010 

Rural areas in Trentino  

4ÈÅ !ÕÔÏÎÏÍÏÕÓ 0ÒÏÖÉÎÃÅ ÏÆ 4ÒÅÎÔÏ ɉÐÁÒÔÉÔÉÏÎÅÄ ÉÎ Ϋΰ Ȭ#ÏÍÕÎÉÔÛ ÄÉ 6ÁÌÌÅȭ ɀ Valley 
Communities and 217 municipalities) is considered entirely mountainous, with 
limited flat land areas at the end of the valley and it is made up of numerous 
populated areas of small and very small size, with populations often below 1000 
inhabitants. More than 70% of the province surface lies above 1,000 meters 
altitude, but only the 6.3% of the population lives over 1,000 meters). This means 
that more than 50% of the population lives in the 34 municipalities at the bottom 
of the valley or below 400 meters (which means that 50% of the population is 
concentrated on a territory that represents only 15.2% of the total surface of the 
province). 

Rural areas in Trentino  represent 97.5% of the province territory and 
accommodate close to 78% of province population. In Italy  the national territory  
has been classified according to the methodology set up in the national strategy 
into 4 typologies: (A) urban areas, (B) rural areas with intensive and specialized 
agriculture, (C) intermediate rural areas, (D) rural areas with development gaps. 
The territory of the Autonomous Province of Trento is classified under two of the 
four tÙÐÏÌÏÇÉÅÓȡ ÔÙÐÏÌÏÇÙ ɉ!Ɋ ȬÕÒÂÁÎ ÁÒÅÁÓȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÍÕÎÉÃÉÐÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ 
Trento, with surface area of 157.92 km2 and 730 inhabitants/km2, and typology (D) 
ȬÒÕÒÁÌ ÁÒÅÁÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÇÁÐÓȭ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÔÅÒÒÉÔÏÒÙȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÕÒÆÁÃÅ ÁÒÅÁ 
of 6054.08 km2 and 64 inhabitants/km 2. 
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Table 2 Population in the Autonomous Province of Trento (2013)  

 Surface Inhabitans  % 

Province of Trento  6 212 kmq 533 394  

Municipality of 
Trento  

157.92 kmq 115 368 22% 

Rural areas  6 054.08 kmq 418 026 78% 

 

Source: Statistical Service of the Province 2010 

Chart 2 Urban and rural areas in Trentino  

 

Source: National Rural Networks (2014) 
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Chart 3 Community of Valley  

 

Source: Autonomous Province of Trento (2014) 

Population  

According to Eurostat (2012) the population of the province counts 533.394 unities, 
with an increase from 1971 to 2012 (+23%) although with diversified rates according 
to the zones: +12% in the areas below 400 mt; +13% between 400 mt and 600 mt; 
+6% above 600 mt. 

This distribution of the settlements throughout the territory and at different 
altitudes makes more serious the social economic discomfort for the local 
population. Often in some of these municipalities, the basic services cannot be 
guaranteed.  

The population is composed of 15.3% from young people under 15 years; 19.7% 
from people with more than 65 years old; and 65% from population in working age 
(15-64 years old). The demographical structure is increased in the last years mainly 
due to a high rate of migration (+10% in the period 2001-2012). 

The employment rate of population in working age (65.5%) is higher than the 
national average (56.8%) as well the percentage of employed males (76%) is higher 
than the percentage of employed females (61%). Unemployment rate (6.1%) and 
young unemployment rate (21%) are low and much lower than the national 
average. Self-employment is quite developed in rural areas, with 8390 self-
employed people and 39,500 in total. However, employment in rural areas is much 
lower than the province and national average.  
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57.19% of the adult population (25-64 years old) of the province had a complete 
education (upper-secondary and superior).  

Economic profile of the Province of Trento  

In 2011 the GDP/capita was 29,700 Euro (while the national average was 26,000 
Euro). Since the entire Province territory is defined as mainly rural, the GVA 
produced in the Province should be considered as produced in rural areas, but 
agriculture is not the main sector. 

An important role in the economy of the province is played by the tourist sector 
(both summer and winter tourism). According to the statistical department of the 
province, in the last 10 years (2003-2013) the tourist numbers are increased 
considerably (+13% during the summertime and +11% during the wintertime). In 
general, infrastructures for tourism are highly developed compared to the rest of 
the country and are mainly located in rural areas with a strong development of 
rural touris t, and with tourism infrastructure indicator of 153,591 accommodation 
units available. For this reason tourism represents an important income-
integrating activity especially in marginalized areas. This strategic sector is 
strongly supported by the local administration through financing, infrastructure 
development and training of the workers of the sector. 

Table 3 Economy structure per major sectors (2011)  

 Total Primary 
sector 

Secondary 
sector 

Tertiary 
sector 

GVA 13 238.8 (EUR 
million)  

3% 25.3% 71.7% 

Employment 230.7 (1000 persons) 3.9% 26.9% 69.2% 
Labour productivity 
(EUR/person) 

60 697.3 43 759.1 56 150 63 514.8 

Source: Statistical Service of the Province 2010 

Agricultural Sector  

The added value of the agricultural sector in the Province is 3% compared to 25% 
of industry and 72% of the services sector.  

In 2010, the total agricultural area was 408,870 Ha, while the utilized agricultural 
area was 137,220 Ha. The total number of holdings was 16,450 with an average size 
UAA of 8.3 Ha. In terms of agricultural holdings size, 63.5% of holdings have less 
than 2 Ha of UAA1; 29.5% of holdings have between 2 and 9.9 Ha; 4.4% of holdings 
have between 10 and 29.9 Ha; 2.6% of holdings have more than 30 Ha. 

Therefore, agricultural farms in the Province are typically small both in dimension 
and financially. 
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This condition had a negative influence on the productive structure and it involves 
remarkable problems in terms of organizational and economic management of the 
firms. The solution was found in the diffusion by decades of an extremely efficient 
cooperatives system. The cooperative system has allowed the aggregation of the 
production and it has offered assistance in the phases of first production, 
packaging, marketing and distribution of the products. In Trentino, 80% of UAA 
are in fee; 12% are rented and the remainder 8% is in loan of free use. The 
agricultural sector is therefore dominated by small property held in cooperative 
form. 

Table 4 Total agricultural holding, Utilized Agricultural Area and Total 
Agricultural Surface in Trentino (2000 and 2010) and variation in Trentin o, 
Nort h-Est and Italy (2000 and 2010)  

 2000 2010 Trentino  North -
East 

Italy  

Var (%) 

Holding  28 307 16 450 -42% -31,4 -32,4 

UAA 146 729,57 137 219,17 -6,5% -6,1 -2,5 

S.A.T.
1
 430 545,87 408 863,63 -5% -11,6 -9 

 
1 
S.A.T., Total Agricultural Surface = UAA ɀ unused agricultural surface. 

Source: Statistical Service of the Province 2010 

Table 5 Average dimension of the firm in hectares according to the Utilized 
Agricultural Area and Total Agricultural Surface in Trentino, North -East 
and Italy. Years 2000 a nd 2010 

 UAA (average)  S.A.T. (average) 

 2000 2010 Var (%) 2000 2010 Var (%) 

Trentino  5,2 8,3 60,1 15,2 24,9 63,8 

North -East 7,2 9,8 36,9 10,9 14 28,8 

Italy  5,5 7,9 44,2 7,8 10,5 34,6 

 

Source: Statistical Service of the Province 2010 
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Table 6 Number  of agricultural holding by size (2010)  

N. holding/Farm size  2010 % 

<2 Ha 10 440 63.5 

2-4.9 Ha 3 560 21.6 

5-9.9 Ha 1 300 7.9 

10-19.9 Ha 540 3.3 

20-29.9 Ha 190 1.2 

30-49.9 Ha 160 1.0 

50-99.9 Ha 80 0.5 

>100 Ha 180 1.1 

Total  16 450 100 

 

Source: Statistical Service of the Province 2010 

 

Chart 4 Percentage of the holding sorted by class of Utilized Agricultural 
Area in Trentino (2010)  

 

Source: Statistical Service of the Province 2010 

Regarding the use of the land, the agriculture of the Trentino has its strength in 
the permanent cultivations (22.267 hectares, the 17% of the UAA), typically vine 
and apple tree, that are in the valley bottom and in the hill. The livestock sector is 
the second component of the Province agriculture, especially in the mountainous 
areas where the production of other crops is not possible, with remarkable 
extensions of lawns and grazing land (109.111 hectares, 81% of the UAA). Finally, 
another sector with a relative importance in the provincial context is the arable 
land (3.568 hectares, 2% of the UAA). 
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