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Abstract 
The document outlines baseline land-ƨƚĲШƚƣƖċƣĲŊŔĲƚШċŰĬШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰƚШƣŸШŊƨŔĬĲШfƖĲũċŰĬќƚШƣƖċŰƚŔƣŔŸŰШƣŸƽċƖĬƚШċШƚƨƚƣċŔŰċĤũĲЯШƖĲŊŔŸŰċũũǃШ
tailored bioeconomy. Drawing on a number of spatial analyses, the report identifies differentiated pathways for the Northern and Western, 
Southern, and Eastern and Midlands regions. The strategies combine agricultural zoning principles with compact development approaches to 
align ecological protection, rural viability, and circular value creation. In the Northern and Western region, strategy emphasises nature-positive 
circularity through prioritising peatland rewetting, paludiculture innovation, cooperative grazing, and small-scale anaerobic digestion. In the 
Southern region, strategy builds on intensive dairyтarable systems, prioritising dairyтtillage integration, precision nutrient management, and 
clustered recovery infrastructure, while compact growth boundaries safeguard productive belts. In the Eastern and Midlands region, the resilient 
arable base and large farm structures are balanced against urbanisation pressures via arable-protection zones, peri-urban circular hubs, and 
restoration-first zoning of environmentally sensitive landscapes. Cross-cutting principles focus on natural capital protection, serviced-site 
concentration, feedstock alignment, and modular decentralisation. Financing, licensing, and procurement mechanisms are designed to adapt 
dynamically when ecological thresholds are breached. The strategy establishes an ecologically grounded baseline for policy and co-design 
development. 
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Introduction 
 
The transition to a sustainable bioeconomy requires more than technological 
innovation and market incentives; it demands a coherent spatial strategy that 
aligns ecological capacity, agricultural practice, and socio-economic 
structures. In Ireland, where agricultural landscapes are both the backbone of 
ƖƨƖċũШũŔƻĲũŔőŸŸĬƚШċŰĬШƣőĲШƖĲƓŸƚŔƣŸƖǃШŸŉШůƨĦőШŸŉШƣőĲШŰċƣŔŸŰќƚШŰċƣƨƖċũШĦċƓŔƣċũЯШ
land-use planning is central to shaping the trajectory of bioeconomy 
development. The integration of zoning principles with compact development 
approaches offers a framework to direct investment, manage environmental 
pressures, and ensure that the benefits of circular and regenerative practices 
are spatially distributed across regions. This document sets out a Tier 2 
regional bioeconomy strategy for Ireland, and, as such, develops baseline 
land-use strategies and recommendations that draw from a number of spatial 
analyses of rural Ireland. The objective is to provide a baseline land-use 
strategy for testing in co-design labs towards a co-produced regional strategy.  

The approach is needed because Ireland faces multiple and interlinked 
pressures on land. Agricultural area has contracted in some regions while 
expanding or intensifying in others, reflecting broader European and global 
trends relating to consolidation, competition for resources, and ecological 
degradation. Peatlands and wetlands, in particular, have suffered significant 
loss, undermining carbon storage and water regulation services. At the same 
time, rural economies remain dependent on grass-based livestock systems, 
many of which are characterised by small-scale structures and fragmented 
holdings. Balancing ecological protection with the maintenance of viable rural 
incomes requires differentiated strategies that respect regional profiles. The 
spatial typology underpinning this report identifies distinct zones across the 
Northern and Western (NW), Southern, and Eastern and Midlands (EM) regions, 
each with specific land-use configurations, farm structures, and ecological 
sensitivities. These differences necessitate tailored approaches that move 
beyond one-size-fits-all policy design. 

The  NW region illustrates the challenges and opportunities of bioeconomy 
ĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШŔŰШůċƖŊŔŰċũШċŰĬШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũũǃШƚĲŰƚŔƣŔƻĲШċƖĲċƚЮШfƣШőċƚШfƖĲũċŰĬќƚШ
highest share of wetlands and peatlands, small average farm sizes, and low 
livestock intensity. Long-term land-use trends reveal pasture expansion, 
modest cropland rebound, and continuing pressure on wetland ecosystems. 
Strategies for this region must therefore be nature-positive, focusing on 
rewetting, paludiculture innovation, cooperative manure management, and 
peri-rural circularity hubs that generate value from residues without expanding 
into fragile landscapes. Compact settlement policy is essential here to avoid 
further fragmentation of agricultural land and to channel circular activity into 
serviced urban centres such as Sligo and Letterkenny. 

In contrast, the Southern region has the largest share of farmed land, higher 
livestock intensity, and stronger arableтdairy linkages, especially in Wexford, 
Kilkenny, Tipperary, Waterford, and Cork. Its baseline strategy must build on 
this comparative advantage by securing protected production corridors where 
dairyтtillage integration, precision nutrient management, and clustered 
resource-recovery infrastructure can be scaled without ecological 
compromise. Compact development is particularly critical, given high rates of 
urban expansion and cropland loss in recent decades. Here, firm settlement 
boundaries, peri-urban green belts, and blueтgreen infrastructure are required 
to safeguard arable belts while accommodating circular hubs in serviced 
industrial estates. Transitional landscapes, including uplands in Kerry and 
parts of Clare, call for conservation-first approaches such as peat-compatible 
grazing, rewetting, and agroforestry, ensuring that ecological integrity is not 
sacrificed to short-term output gains. 

The EM ƖĲŊŔŸŰШƓƖĲƚĲŰƣƚШǃĲƣШċŰŸƣőĲƖШƣƖċŢĲĦƣŸƖǃЮШfƣШŔƚШfƖĲũċŰĬќƚШůŸƚƣШƨƖĤċŰŔƚĲĬШ
agricultural region, with the largest average farm size, strong arable bases in 
Meath, Kildare, and Louth, and high livestock intensity in its dairy herds. Urban 
expansion and fragmentation pressures are acute, yet the resilience of the 
arable base offers a platform for structured circularity. The tier 2 regional 
strategy therefore prioritises an arable-safeguarding belt, transitional peri-
urban value chains, and compact development that absorbs metropolitan 
pressure without eroding prime tillage soils. Intensification districts should be 
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matched with strict nutrient management, slurry valorisation, and biodiversity 
integration via riparian buffers and hedgerow networks. Restoration-first 
zoning is required in peat and wetland tracts, particularly in Offaly and 
Longford, where heavy infrastructure would undermine active rewetting 
efforts. 

Across all regions, the tier 2 bioeconmoy strategy is underpinned by cross-
cutting principles: 1) protecting natural capital first; 2) concentrating circular 
activity on serviced sites; 3) aligning processing modules with regional 
feedstocks; and 4) designing for modularity and mobility to support small and 
fragmented farm structures. Financing and licensing must embed these 
principles, with grants conditional on local feedstock sourcing, prioritisation of 
material recovery over energy generation, and agronomic standards for 
digestate and compost. Planning permissions should route transport along 
designated corridors and integrate emissions controls aligned with settlement 
and ecological thresholds. Where thresholds for water quality, air quality, or 
wetland integrity are exceeded, permits should automatically tighten or 
redirect biomass use from energy generation to material or soil functions. In 
parallel, procurement strategies by local authorities and public institutions 
can create baseline markets for biobased products, helping anchor small-
scale facilities within compact town centres. 

By providing a spatially coherent baseline, the tier 2 regional strategy 
positions Ireland to advance a bioeconomy that is ecologically legitimate, 
regionally differentiated, and socio-economically inclusive. The approach 
outlined here does not prescribe a singular technological pathway but instead 
establishes spatial conditions and governance principles that allow multiple 
bioeconomy models to emerge within ecological limits. In doing so, it lays the 
groundwork for co-design processes that can align local innovation with 
national and European policy goals, from the EU Bioeconomy Strategy and 
fƖĲũċŰĬќƚШ7ŔŸĲĦŸŰŸůǃШ ĦƣŔŸŰШÂũċŰШΞΜΞΟ-2025 to the Green Deal and Mission-
oriented transitions. Ultimately, the tier 2 bioeconomy strategy serves as a 
bridge between scientific evidence, spatial planning, and policy action, 
ĲŰƚƨƖŔŰŊШ ƣőċƣШ fƖĲũċŰĬќƚШ ĤŔŸĲĦŸŰŸůǃШ ƓċƣőƽċǃШ ŔƚШ ĤŸƣőШ ĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũũǃШ
sustainable and regionally just.  

The strategy is concerned with Tier 2 spatial and land-use capacity. It does 
not establish the governance, coordination, finance, advisory, regulatory or 
market-formation mechanisms addressed through the Tier 1 implementation 
strategy. Nor does it prescribe individual farm-level transition measures, 
technology adoption decisions or practice-level changes, which are addressed 
through the Tier 3 farmer/practice transition strategy. Tier 2 instead presents a 
regional land-use framework through which bioeconomy development can be 
spatially organised within ecological limits. Its role is to define where different 
types of bioeconomy activity are appropriate, where they should be 
constrained, and where restoration or protection should take precedence. It 
identifies regional land-use conditions, protected production corridors, 
conservation-first landscapes, peri-urban circularity zones, serviced hub 
locations, feedstock catchments, settlement pressures and ecological 
thresholds. It therefore provides the spatial baseline through which Tier 1 
delivery mechanisms can be targeted and Tier 3 practice transitions can be 
tested, adapted and implemented in regionally appropriate ways. It is important 
to note that proposed recommendations in this document are not final. They are 
baseline propositions to be tested, revised and prioritised through regional co-design. 
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Agricultural Zoning and Compact Development 
Perspectives 
 
The Northern and Western (NW) Region 
 
Findings from a spatial typology of rural Ireland (see D4.1 and Appendix, Tables 
A1-A10) indicates that agricultural zoning in the NW region should reflect three 
dominant patterns. First, are peatland-dominated landscapes (see Figure 1, 
Table 1) which require 1) conservation-led zones prioritising rewetting [1], 2) 
biodiversity contracts (e.g. ACRES, Eco-scheme Pillar) [2], and 3) carbon 
sequestration [3], while discouraging drainage-dependent tillage and hard 
infrastructure. Second, extensive pasture with fragmented structures (see 
factor 6, D4.1; 24-25) should be safeguarded and circularised (notably in Mayo, 
Galway and Donegal), with zoning that: 1) protects contiguous grazing; 2) 
enables cooperative manure management, referring to the pooling, 
processing, and redistribution of manure to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
enhance nutrient cycling, and protect soil [4]; 3) encourages land-pooling (e.g. 
land mobility schemes, block leasing, cooperative farming agreements) [5]; 
and 4) ties state support to water-quality and soil-carbon outcomes [6]. Third, 
semi-rural diversification pockets (see Figure 1, Table 1), led by Leitrim and 
present in Cavan and Monaghan, could host peri-rural circularity hubs (e.g. 
anaerobic digestion (AD), composting, fibre valorisation) [7], while capping 
greenfield conversion and preserving agricultural catchments. The NW records 
the highest share of Cluster 4 (environmentally sensitive, small-scale 
livestock), especially in Donegal. These areas require low-impact livestock [8], 
riparian buffers [9] and selective agroforestry [10], supported by conservation 
payments [11]. Cluster 5 (see D4.1; 37-39) is also most prevalent in the NW; 
hence, traditional -pasture districts could be supported by: 1) fragmentation 
controls that maintain viable biomass catchments; and 2) cooperative 
nutrient-cycling, whereby organic and inorganic nutrient flows (e.g. manure, 
crop residues, digestate, wastewater) is collectively organised across farms,  
 

 
thereby closing nutrient loops, reducing losses, and enhancing soil fertility and 
environmental sustainability [12]. Implementation could use GIS overlays to 
phase protection and infrastructure by county, aligning investments with 
fragmentation and peatland sensitivity.  
 
Figure 1: Spatial Typology (NW) 

 
 
Table 1: Spatial Typology Clusters as a Percentage of Land Cover (NW) 
9ũƨƚƣĲƖШӖ ÉĲůŔрÅƨƖċũ ~ċƖŊŔŰċũ 9ŸůůĲƖĦŔċũ EŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũ ÑƖċĬŔƣŔŸŰċũ 
 ì ΡЮΣΤ ΝΣЮΤΤ ΞΞЮΞΣ ΞΝЮΝΥ ΟΠЮΝΞ 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ ΟЮΠΣ ΟЮΞΝ ΝΞЮΥΡ ΠΠЮΠΣ ΟΣЮΜΞ 
ÉũŔŊŸ ΟЮΟΠ ΝΜЮΡΦ ΠΜЮΤΟ ΟΜЮΞΥ ΝΡЮΜΤ 
xĲŔƣƖŔů ΝΞЮΜΞ ΝΥЮΥΡ ΞΝЮΥΜ ΞΠЮΝΞ ΞΟЮΞΞ 
9ċƻċŰ ΣЮΠΦ ΝΣЮΣΜ ΞΣЮΠΞ ΝΜЮΞΣ ΠΜЮΞΠ 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ ΠЮΟΜ ΝΜЮΝΜ ΞΞЮΦΡ ΣЮΥΣ ΡΡЮΥΝ 
]ċũƽċǃ ΝΜЮΤΡ ΝΟЮΠΞ ΞΝЮΟΡ ΝΦЮΞΥ ΟΡЮΝΦ 
~ċǃŸ ΣЮΡΦ ΝΜЮΥΟ ΝΦЮΥΦ ΞΥЮΜΜ ΟΠЮΣΤ 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ ΥЮΟΥ ΝΜЮΣΜ ΞΞЮΜΣ ΝΣЮΞΞ ΠΞЮΤΡ 
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Similarly, findings from the spatial analysis component (see D4.2 and 
Appendix, Tables A11-A20) indicate that agricultural zoning in the NW region 
should focus on small, fragmented farm structures, high natural capital, but 
also minimal cropland. Only 57% of land is farmed in the NW, with an average 
farm size of 27 ha and density of 2.22 farms per km² (see Table A11; 34). In 
terms of grassland composition, pasture covers 30.7% of land, grass silage 
15.4%, with rough grazing representing a national high of 9.1% (Donegal 16.8%) 
(see Table A12; 35). Here, strategy could apply: 1) adaptive grazing, whereby 
grazing intensity, timing, and recovery periods are continually adjusted to 
pasture growth, soil conditions, and weather, in order to optimise forage use, 
animal performance, and ecosystem health [13]; 2) nutrient budgeting, 
whereby nutrient inputs and outputs are systematically calculated to balance 
soil fertility, optimise productivity, and minimise environmental losses [14]; 
and 3) payments for ecosystem services, designed to protect rough grazing. 
]ŔƻĲŰШĦƖŸƓũċŰĬќƚШůŔŰŔůċũШŉŸŸƣƓƖŔŰƣШыΜЮΤӖШƖĲŊŔŸŰ-wide; Leitrim 0.2%, Sligo 
0.3%, Cavan 0.3%), large tillage zones are neither feasible nor desirable on 
marginal soils. Instead, small pockets of diversified cropping could be 
designated on better soils for biomass (e.g. legumes, forages, and fibre crops), 
and to supply modular processing without displacing grass-based systems 
[15]. Wetlands (27% regionally), with county shares of 33т43% in Galway, 
Mayo, and Donegal, require conservation-first zones for paludiculture 
innovation [16] and carbon contracting (sequestration linked to payment), with 
strict controls on drainage [17]. In respect to paludiculture innovation, this 
could include: 1) sphagnum substrates for horticulture; 2) wetland biomass for 
bioenergy; 3) fodder systems for livestock; 4) wetland fibres (e.g. cattail , reed, 
alder) for construction; 5) wetland plants (e.g. reed, willow, rushes) for cultural 
products; and 6) wetland management for ecosystem services [18]. In 
heterogeneous agricultural areas, which represent configurations of different 
agricultural land uses intermixed with natural/semi-natural elements [see 19], 
(11% regionally; Leitrim 62%) (see Table A16; 40), agroforestry, riparian buffers, 
and habitat corridors should be encouraged to sustain ecological resilience 
while maintaining biomass output  [20]. Livestock intensity is the lowest 
nationally (20 LSUs per farm); hence, models should be built on cooperative 
manure management [4] as previously described, and small-footprint AD [21]. 
Where specialised clusters occur, such as poultry in Monaghan/Cavan (see 
Table A15; 38), nutrient-recovery [22] and by-product valorisation nodes could 

manage emissions and create value chains [23;24]. Finally, circularity hubs 
should be prioritised at serviced edges of Sligo and Letterkenny, cycling 
organics and supporting markets. 
 
Figure 2: Wetlands, Forestry and Heterogeneous Agriculture 2018 (NW) 

 
 

Table 2: Wetlands, Forestry and Heterogeneous Agriculture in Ireland 2018 (NW) 
 ìĲƣũċŰĬƚ 

ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 
[ŸƖĲƚƣƖǃ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

cĲƣĲƖŸŊĲŰĲŸƨƚШ ŊЮ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

 ì ΤΜΡΥΟΟ ΞΤ ΟΝΥΦΡΟ ΝΞ ΞΦΣΣΤΥ ΝΝ 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ ΞΝΝΜΞΠ ΠΟ ΤΠΞΜΡ ΝΡ ΠΤΣΜΠ ΝΜ 
ÉũŔŊŸ ΝΟΠΦΤ Τ ΝΥΣΝΥ ΝΜ ΥΞΞΝ Π 
xĲŔƣƖŔů ΠΞΜΦΞ ΞΣ ΟΝΡΝΠ ΞΜ ΦΥΝΟΞ ΣΞ 
9ċƻċŰ ΞΡΦΠ Ν ΝΟΥΟΦ Τ ΝΤΝΟΡ Φ 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ ΝΡΡΞ Ν ΠΞΣΜ Ο ΝΜΜΞΡ Υ 
]ċũƽċǃ ΞΜΟΣΟΡ ΟΟ ΦΞΣΡΠ ΝΡ ΡΝΡΞΜ Υ 
~ċǃŸ ΞΜΞΣΞΜ ΟΣ ΣΟΣΤΜ ΝΝ ΡΟΞΤΟ ΝΜ 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ ΞΥΥΝΦ ΝΝ ΞΜΝΦΟ Υ ΝΜΤΣΥ Π 
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Findings from the spatial temporal component (see D4.3 and Appendix, Tables 
A21-A28) indicated that agricultural zoning in the NW region should be centred 
around three land-use trends. First, the NW recorded the fastest growth in 
urban fabric since 1990 (88.23%; 14,079 ha), although the expansion started 
from a comparatively small urban base, and the region remains predominantly 
rural with small-scale systems. Nevertheless, peri-urban zoning should cap 
greenfield loss while ring-fencing serviced edges for circular bioeconomy 
activities like organics-to-energy [25], composting and nutrient-recovery [22]. 
Second, the largest regional decline from arable land occurred in the NW 
ыҽΡΤЮΠΜӖбШҽΤЯΡΞΟШőċьЯШemphasising the structural dominance of grass-based 
systems. Zoning should consolidate pasture and ecological zones across 
uplands and wetlands, linking low-input beef and sheep farming to results-
based payments and peat-compatible management [26] as previously 
described. Third, the NW registered the strongest increase in pastures over 
1990т2018 (+5.66%; +62,003 ha), yet grassland contracted modestly in 2010т
ΞΜΞΜШыҽΟЮΞΤӖьЯШċũŸŰŊƚŔĬĲШċШŰŸƣċĤũĲШĦƖŸƓũċŰĬШƖĲĤŸƨŰĬШыҼΞΝЮΣΦӖьЯШĲƚƓĲĦŔċũũǃШŔŰШ
Leitrim and Sligo (see Table A23; 46). Zoning should respond dynamically by 
protect ing core pasture blocks for cooperative grazing (the collective 
management of pasture to optimise resource use and sustainability) [27], 
agroecological manure management (application, storage and treatment of 
manure that enhances soil biodiversity, nutrient cycling and ecosystem 
resilience) [28] and small-footprint AD [21] as previously indicated. Limited 
diversified cropping pockets on better soils could be mapped to feed modular 
biorefining without recreating large tillage tracts [29]. Forest cover rose in the 
 ìШыҼΞΞЮΠΡӖбШҼΣΡЯΜΥΣШőċьЯШċŰĬШƽĲƣũċŰĬƚШĬĲĦũŔŰĲĬШыҽΝΞЮΣΜӖбШҽΦΠЯΞΜΦШőċьбШ
hence, zoning could prioritise peatland restoration, riparian buffers and 
agroforestry corridors to recover carbon and habitat functions while 
accommodating small-scale livestock compatible with hydrology [30]. 
Implementation could phase protections and investments using GIS overlays 
of urban growth, arable loss, pasture gain and 2010т2020 cropland hotspots. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3: Change in Grassland 2000 т 2020 (Hectares) (NW) 

 
Table 3: Change in Grass and Cropland in Ireland 2000-2020 (NW) 

 DǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘ ό¢ƻǘŀƭ IŀΣ ҈ύ /ǊƻǇƭŀƴŘ ό¢ƻǘŀƭ IŀΣ ҈ύ 

b² рлΣнтп оΦрс πмлΣннф πроΦнп 

5ƻƴŜƎŀƭ нфΣмфн моΦнр πоΣооп πпуΦмл 

{ƭƛƎƻ оΣтмс оΦпм πтоу πмомΦут 

[ŜƛǘǊƛƳ πоΣррп πоΦфм πмпс πофΦсп 

/ŀǾŀƴ πнΣтпп πнΦлн πмΣпфл πннпΦуо 

aƻƴŀƎƘŀƴ рΣплм рΦрн πфпм πмлтΦтн 

Dŀƭǿŀȅ мΣуту лΦрт πмΣомл πнлΦут 

aŀȅƻ тΣппо нΦтр πнΣосн πмпуΦтф 

wƻǎŎƻƳƳƻƴ уΣфпн рΦст фм пΦсс 
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In the context of compact development, the NW region should focus growth 
within regional hubs and service villages, prioritising brownfield reuse, core-
area redevelopment, and serviced urban fringe locations before edge 
expansion [31]ЮШÑőĲШ ìШőċƚШfƖĲũċŰĬќƚШƚůċũũĲƚƣШċƻĲƖċŊĲШŉċƖůШƚŔǍĲШċŰĬШőŔŊőĲƚƣШ
farm density (see Table A11; 34), making it vulnerable to further parcel 
fragmentation; it also carries the lowest livestock units per farm (see Table 
A14; 37), suggesting limited capacity to absorb extra land-take without eroding 
viability. Ecologically, the region ĲǂőŔĤŔƣƚШ ƣőĲШ ŰċƣŔŸŰќƚ largest share of 
wetlands, so new development should avoid these carbon-rich landscapes, 
establish protective buffers, and channel investment to already-serviced 
footprints. At the same time, grass systems dominate, and rough grazing is 
more extensive here than elsewhere, reinforcing the need to keep open land 
contiguous around towns and to embed nature-based drainage and riparian 
restoration. Compact settlement should also support a resilient local food and 
circular economy. As discussed, long-term trends show a sharp decline in 
arable land across the NW, but the 2010т2020 period saw the region achieve 
ƣőĲШ ĦŸƨŰƣƖǃќƚШ őŔŊőĲƚƣШ ĦƖŸƓũċŰĬШ ƖĲĤŸƨŰĬ. Compact development can 
strengthen this recovery while shortening supply chains by creating peri-urban 
food belts around service towns [32]. Zoning and development plans should 
therefore reserve inner-peri-urban blocks for horticulture, small plots, and 
community agroforestry [33], link town centres to farm and food-waste 
valorisation (e.g. co-located AD and composting) [34], and co-finance town-
centre housing over shop units to encourage demand back to centres [35]. 
Essentially, compact development strategy in the NW region should deliver 
growth where infrastructure already exists, protect high-value ecosystems, 
and reduce the cumulative costs of sprawl on an already fragmented 
agricultural base.  
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The Southern Region 
 
According to the spatial typology component (see D4.1 and Appendix, Tables 
A1-A10), agricultural zoning in the Southern region should support the 
concentration of large-scale, commercially organised farming, while managing 
pockets of fragmentation and environmentally sensitive landscapes. The 
region recorded the highest share of large-scale commercial farming (factor 2), 
concentrated in counties such as Kilkenny, Wexford, Tipperary, Waterford and 
Cork (see Table A2; 25). These corridors should be zoned as protected agri-
production areas, prioritising land-use continuity and clustered investments in 
low-emission dairy systems, logistics and nutrient/energy recovery [22]. The 
South also contains semi-rural diversified landscapes (Cluster 1), highly 
commercialised farming (Cluster 3) and traditional semi-rural systems 
(Cluster 5). Zoning should therefore combine high-productivity protection with 
peri-rural enterprise characterised by hybrid organisations providing farmers 
with localised processing facilities and embedded advisory services, enabling 
value addition, knowledge transfer, and innovation capacity [36]. Heavier 
infrastructure should be directed away from conservation-priority zones [37]. 
Notably, Kerry shows strong conservation-livestock characteristics (Cluster 4), 
warranting peatland-compatible practices, afforestation zoning and 
paludiculture  trials rather than intensification [38]. Structural risks are evident 
in fragmented cropland/small farm structures (factor 6), demonstrable across 
the region but acute in counties like Kerry, Clare, Cork, Limerick and Waterford 
(see Table A6; 29). Here, consolidation zoning, (which restructures scattered 
farm parcels into larger, contiguous blocks,  improving farm efficiency, 
reducing production costs, and creating conditions for innovation and 
sustainable investment) [39]; cooperative machinery rings, (associations of 
farmers that pool machinery, equipment, and labour to reduce costs, increase 
efficiency, and provide services for one another) [40]; and habitat-first 
approaches, (conservation strategies that prioritise the protection, 
restoration, and connectivity of habitats) [41]; have the potential to maintain 
bio-productive efficiency without eroding ecological quality. Finally, where 
small-scale livestock and afforested areas (factor 5) persist, zoning should 

prioritise mixed forestryтlivestock models and water protection, linking such 
areas to eco-tourism [42] and carbon farming markets rather than yield 
intensification  [43]. 
 
Figure 4: Spatial Typology (Southern) 

 
 
Table 4: Spatial Typology Clusters as a Percentage of Land Cover (Southern) 
9ũƨƚƣĲƖШӖ ÉĲůŔрÅƨƖċũ ~ċƖŊŔŰċũ 9ŸůůĲƖĦŔċũ EŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũ ÑƖċĬŔƣŔŸŰċũ 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ нуΦпп уΦср нпΦлт мнΦум нсΦло 
9ũċƖĲ тΦтр ммΦфн нуΦмр мпΦсм отΦрт 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ мпΦур уΦмп ноΦсс млΦфл пнΦпо 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť мпΦму мнΦнс нпΦрм тΦмт пмΦут 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ мтΦрл тΦлф нфΦсм мнΦпф ооΦнф 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ омΦнп сΦуо ооΦтм рΦсо ннΦсл 
9ċƖũŸƽ пфΦлм оΦто ноΦпу сΦсм мтΦмт 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ тлΦус сΦнп млΦуу пΦфс тΦпф 
9ŸƖť нуΦлл уΦсу ооΦмм фΦтт нлΦпс 
uĲƖƖǃ млΦпн пΦфр мтΦто отΦуу нфΦлп 
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Similarly, according to the spatial analysis component (see D4.2 and 
Appendix, Tables A11-A20), agricultural zoning in the Southern region should 
also focus on its high-productivity structure while managing environmental 
risk. With the highest share of land farmed (69%), larger average farm size (40 
ha), and the highest livestock units per farm (54) (see Table A11-12; 34-5), the 
Southern region should have protected agri-production corridors that 
prioritises: 1) dairyтtillage integration (e.g. grazing livestock on crop residues 
and coordinating manure and fertiliser use) [44]; 2) precision nutrient 
management (site-specific application of fertilisers that uses spatial and 
temporal data to match crop nutrient supply with crop demand) [45]; and 3) 
clustered resource-recovery infrastructure (co-located facilities that jointly 
process organic wastes, wastewater, and by-products to recover energy, 
nutrients, and materials efficiently) [46]. These corridors should be mapped 
across established arableтdairy belts in Wexford, Carlow, Kilkenny, Tipperary, 
Waterford, and Cork, where cropland intensity (5.9% regionally; county peaks 
in Wexford (23%) and Carlow (21%)) and strong dairy/beef herds (see Table 
A14; 37) enable reliable feedstock for AD, straw/fibre valorisation, and 
digestate processing. Grassland composition (pasture (35%) and grass silage 
(20%)) supports a circular grazing model built on: 1) cooperative manure 
management [47] as previously discussed; 2) slurry acidification and 
amendment for NH3 abatement that lowers slurry pH and/or adds chemical 
agents (e.g., alum, iron chloride, gypsum) to reduce ammonia volatilisation, 
mitigating greenhouse gas emissions and improving nutrient retention [48]; 
and 3) feed efficiency techniques (generic, nutritional, and management 
strategies) such as selection for residual feed intake (RFI), precision feeding, 
ration formulation, and optimising forage quality to increase the proportion of 
feed converted into animal product while reducing resource use and 
emissions. [49]. These should be initially targeted to high-density nodes (e.g., 
Waterford, Kilkenny, Tipperary, Cork, Limerick). Zoning here could link 
intensification to verifiable water-quality and ammonia reduction [50], 
requiring riparian buffers along priority waterbodies [51]. Conservation-first 
approaches are important in ecologically-sensitive areasЮШuĲƖƖǃќƚШĲǂƣĲŰƚŔƻĲШ
rough grazing and significant wetland share sits within a region that, while less 
peat-dominated than the NW, still contains substantial wetlands (10%) and 
notable forestry/semi-natural cover (12%). These areas could prioritise peat-
compatible grazing, rewetting where drained, paludiculture pilots, native-led 

afforestation, and habitat corridors, with heavier infrastructure directed to 
lower-sensitivity production zones. 
 
Figure 5: Average Farm Size 2020 (Hectares) (Southern) 

 
Table 5: Area, Number and Size of Farms 2020 (Southern) 

 ƖĲċШ[ċƖůĲĬ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċь 

ƖĲċШ[ċƖůĲĬШ
ыċƚШӖШŸŉШ ƖĲċь 

[ċƖůƚШ ШШШШШШШШШШШШШШШШ
ыƓĲƖШuůΞь 

ƻĲƖċŊĲШ[ċƖůШ
ÉŔǍĲШыcċь 

ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ ΞЯΜΤΞЯΣΣΟ ΣΦЮΜΝ ΡΝЯΡΝΝШыΝЮΤΞь ΠΜЮΠΝ 
9ũċƖĲ ΞΜΝЯΥΟΜ ΡΥЮΡΜ ΣЯΞΦΤШыΝЮΥΟь ΟΟЮΠΣ 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ ΟΝΞЯΞΝΡ ΤΞЮΡΞ ΤЯΟΦΡШыΝЮΤΞь ΠΟЮΝΦ 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť ΞΜΟЯΣΞΝ ΤΟЮΥΥ ΡЯΣΞΡШыΞЮΜΠь ΟΤЮΜΡ 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ ΝΞΝЯΤΝΟ ΣΡЮΠΦ ΞЯΡΥΡШыΝЮΟΦь ΠΥЮΟΟ 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ ΝΣΟЯΝΡΣ ΤΥЮΤΠ ΟЯΡΣΦШыΝЮΤΞь ΠΤЮΝΞ 
9ċƖũŸƽ ΤΜЯΜΞΥ ΤΥЮΝΜ ΝЯΤΝΥШыΝЮΦΞь ΠΞЮΞΤ 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ ΝΥΝЯΝΦΥ ΤΣЮΠΞ ΠЯΟΞΦШыΝЮΥΟь ΠΞЮΠΥ 
9ŸƖť ΡΞΦЯΟΟΤ ΤΜЮΡΠ ΝΟЯΣΦΣШыΝЮΥΟь ΟΦЮΥΟ 
uĲƖƖǃ ΞΥΥЯΡΣΡ ΣΜЮΜΟ ΣЯΞΦΤШыΝЮΟΝь ΟΣЮΣΡ 
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According to the spatial-temporal component (see D4.3 and Appendix, Tables 
A21-A28), agricultural zoning in the Southern region should focus on several 
land use trends. Urban fabric expanded substantially since 1990,  around Cork, 
Limerick and Waterford. Here, peri-urban circularity buffers should cap 
greenfield loss while reserving serviced edges for circular bioeconomy 
practice. Arable land contracted markedly, signalling persistent competition 
between tillage and grass-based systems. Hence, zoning should secure 
remaining arable belts through: 1) consolidation zoning [39]; 2) crop rotations 
that lift soil carbon by incorporating perennial or deep-rooted crops, legumes, 
or diverse cover crops that increase organic matter inputs, enhance root 
biomass, and improve soil structure, thereby raising soil carbon stocks over 
time [52]; and 3) protection from non-agricultural rezoning. Pastures increased 
over the long term in the Southern region, but grassland declined in 2010т2020, 
with cropland also slipping, indicating recent intensification and land 
conversion pressures. Hence, adaptive grazing in pasture zones could be 
paired with: 1) nutrient budgeting [14] (both as previously described); 2) 
riparian buffers [9]; and 3) measurable ammonia and nitrate reductions which 
provide quantifiable decreases in nitrogen losses through lower ammonia 
volatilisation and nitrate leaching, achieved by integrating grassland crops and 
green biorefining, improving nutrient use efficiency while reducing water and 
air pollution [53]. Remaining cropland could be treated as diversified cropping 
pockets for legumes, forages and fibre crops to feed modular biorefining [54] 
without displacing grass systems. Over 2000т2020 the region gained grassland 
modestly but lost cropland by almost a quarter, emphasising the need to 
protect mixed dairyтtillage linkages where they remain competitive. Forest 
cover increased significantly in the region; hence, zoning could encourage 
agroforestry corridors, timber biochar nodes [55] and tree shelterbelts that 
improve water quality and climate resilience while maintaining productive 
capacity [56]. The Southern region also recorded the largest decline in 
wetlands. Therefore, conservation-first zones should prioritise rewetting, peat-
compatible grazing and paludiculture, with strict controls on drainage. Finally, 
livestock trends showed consolidation towards larger dairy herds despite 
fewer dairy farms, alongside declines in beef, sheep, pig, and poultry numbers. 

Planning and siting regulations should therefore require that any further dairy 
intensification is accompanied by circular nutrient recovery measures 
(capture and reuse of nutrients from livestock manure, wastewater, or 
digestate) [22] and transparent environmental performance standards [57].  

Figure 6: Chang in Sheep Livestock 2000 т 2020 (N) (Southern) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6: Change in Dairy and Sheep 2020 (Southern) 

 ?ċŔƖǃ ÉőĲĲƓ  
[ċƖůƚШы ЯШӖь xŔƻĲƚƣŸĦťШы ЯШӖь [ċƖůƚШы ЯШӖь xŔƻĲƚƣŸĦťШы ЯШӖь 

{ πтΣууп πофΦмт оммΣспс оуΦон πоΣфнп πомΦпп πунтΣмфп πорΦсп 
/9 πфоф πсмΦтл πмΣфмл πрΦмф πосн πотΦпп πнлΣннл πонΦсл 
¢ πмΣлмф πорΦтп спΣплф ррΦрр πтул πптΦоо πмрлΣофф πпуΦпп 
[a πффн πофΦтл нмΣпус нлΦст πмпр πосΦфф πмоΣпус πнуΦом 
² πнсп πнпΦфу ооΣфом слΦсн πнос πоуΦмо πрмΣтул πорΦфу 
YY πосн πнтΦср ппΣуоо тфΦуп πрлп πпфΦур πммсΣсоу πрпΦоп 
/² πмлу πотΦнп сΣфнн снΦнр πоум πопΦфр πммоΣуос πпнΦсн 
²· πоту πомΦмп олΣнсл рсΦру πмΣлпо πпфΦуу πннтΣлос πроΦрл 
/ πнΣооо πосΦол ммлΣплу офΦсм πссн πнуΦмо πмооΣрнт πорΦус 
Y ̧ πмпуф πрлΦон мΣолт мΦнф муф уΦмф πнтн πлΦлс 
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In respect to compact development, the Southern region should move away 
from outward growth towards inward investment in existing settlements [31]. 
The region exhibited substantial urban expansion (urban fabric +62.3% 
between 1990т2018) alongside a steep contraction of arable land (-30.4%). 
Because of this, compact growth must prioritise brownfield-first regeneration 
in regional cities and principal towns, with strict growth boundaries that 
protect productive arable belts, supporting ƣőĲШƖĲŊŔŸŰќƚШĦŸŰĦĲŰƣƖċƣŔŸŰШŸŉШũċƖŊĲ-
scale commercial farming (prevalent across Kilkenny, Wexford, Tipperary, 
Waterford and Cork). Densification should be paired with blue-green 
infrastructure (multifunctional system that integrates natural water and 
vegetation to manage floods and runoffs while providing ecological and 
recreational capital) [58] that prohibits further loss of wetlands (-31.4% in the 
South since 1990) and integrates forest/semi-natural assets (12% of regional 
land), using river corridors and peatland areas as hard ecological edges to 
settlement growth. The region has the highest livestock intensity (54 LSU per 
farm; with peaks in Waterford, Kilkenny and Tipperary) nationally. Hence, in 
settlement zones, housing and employment should be clustered around 
existing centres and transport corridors that connect to dairy and beef supply 
chains. This supports peri-urban eco-industrial upgrades, AD, nutrient 
recovery [22], and power networks, located in serviced estates rather than 
dispersed greenfield sites, mitigating transportation and runoff risk from 
ŔŰƣĲŰƚŔŉŔĲĬШĬċŔƖǃŔŰŊЮШÑőĲШƖĲŊŔŸŰШċũƚŸШőŸũĬƚШfƖĲũċŰĬќƚШũċƖŊĲƚƣШƓċƚƣƨƖĲШĤċƚĲШыΟΡӖШ
of land; grass silage 20%), so compact towns should be ringed by 
multifunctional green belts that manage slurry catchments, flood storage and 
recreation while preserving contiguous pasture blocks for viable grazing.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

12 
 

The Eastern and Midlands (EM) Region 
 
According to the spatial typology component (see D4.1 and Appendix, Tables 
A1-A10), agricultural zoning in the EM region should primarily target 
commercial farming and medium-small arable systems while ring-fencing 
fragmented structures and ecologically sensitive pockets. Large-scale 
production (factor 2) corridors, prevalent in Kildare, Meath, Westmeath, Offaly 
and Laois (see Table A2; 25), should be zoned for consolidated agri-production 
and processing, with clear regulatory controls on subdivision [59] and non-
agricultural rezoning to preserve contiguous biomass catchments and justify 
infrastructural investments, e.g. logistics, biorefinery, storage. In locations 
exhibiting medium to small scale arable farming areas (factor 3), particularly 
Kildare, Meath and Louth (see Table A3; 26), a transitional arable belt should 
be designated to prioritise peri-urban value chains, shared grain storage, low-
emission tillage, and digital or cooperative systems that facilitate structured 
agreements between small farmers and downstream buyers (processors, 
retailers, feed mills, fibre industries) [60]. Because the region also contains 
notable fragmentation hotspots (Factor 6) in Longford, Offaly, Laois and parts 
of Meath and Westmeath (see Table A6; 29), such areas should be targeted for 
consolidation zoning [39], cooperative machinery rings [40] as previously 
described, and targeted land-mobility schemes that facilitate land transfer 
between operators [61]. Around Dublin, Wicklow and Louth, semi-rural 
diversified landscapes (factor 8) should accommodate peri-urban circularity 
zones co-locating enterprise such as: 1) nutrient recovery [22]; 2) organic hubs 
(decentralised facilities that collect, process, and redistribute organic waste 
streams) [62]; 3) short-haul logistics (localised transport and distribution of 
bio-based products over short distances) [63]; and 4) precision farming 
services (technology-enabled advisory and operational supports such as soil 
and crop monitoring, variable-rate input application, and digital decision tools) 
[64]. This would reflect the higher human-capital profiles and mixed 
employment base of such areas. Finally, where environmentally sensitive 
tracts occur, prevalent in Wicklow, zoning should prohibit intensification, 

prioritise peatland and upland conservation, and channel income via results-
based schemes and carbon farming rather than output growth.  
 
Figure 7: Spatial Typology (EM) 

 
 

Table 7: Spatial Typology Clusters as a Percentage of Land Cover (EM) 
9ũƨƚƣĲƖШӖ ÉĲůŔрÅƨƖċũ ~ċƖŊŔŰċũ 9ŸůůĲƖĦŔċũ EŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũ ÑƖċĬŔƣŔŸŰċũ 
E~ ооΦнл тΦтт нпΦмм моΦмс нмΦтр 
?ƨĤũŔŰ нуΦфу мсΦмр мтΦут мсΦтф нлΦно 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ нфΦпн уΦлп мсΦфм осΦрл фΦмр 
uŔũĬċƖĲ рпΦуо рΦуо мтΦтн уΦно моΦоу 
~Ĳċƣő рсΦмн рΦрф мсΦфл уΦмл моΦнф 
xŸƨƣő рмΦсф сΦот муΦуп фΦту моΦол 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ мрΦро тΦфр нрΦос млΦлп пмΦмм 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő мфΦсн уΦрл осΦрт тΦпр нтΦуу 
§ǭċũǃ мфΦнн пΦту опΦфу ммΦус нфΦмп 
xċŸŔƚ ноΦпо сΦтс омΦуу фΦсф нуΦнп 
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According to the spatial analysis component (see D4.2 and Appendix, Tables 
A11-A20), agricultural zoning in the EM region should capitalise on its arable 
base and protect land fragmentation and environmental constraints. The 
region exhibits fƖĲũċŰĬќƚШ őŔŊőĲƚƣШ ƚőċƖĲШ ŸŉШ ĦƖŸƓũċŰĬ (11.1%, 161,320 ha), 
prevalent in counties such as Louth, Kildare and Meath (see Table A13; 36). 
These areas should be designated as prime arable protection zones, with strict 
controls on non-agricultural rezoning, and policies that should prioritise 
activities such as: 1) rotation systems designed to sustain yields, manage 
soils, and balance farm economic [65]; 2) rotation systems specifically 
designed to integrate crops such as legumes, cover crops, or perennials to 
increase organic matter inputs and enhance long-term carbon sequestration 
in soils [66] (as previously described); and 3) clustered on-farm 
storage/processing to reduce post-harvest losses and buffer seasonal 
volatility [67]. The grassland baseline in the EM region is substantial but more 
moderate than in the South, with pasture at 33.2%, hay, regionally the highest 
(2.6%), and grass silage near 16.6% (see Table A12; 35). Hence, zoning should 
reserve forage corridors that secure contiguous pastureтsilage for dairy and 
beef, while steering intensification away from sensitive edges [68]. Because 
EM farms are the largest on average (41 ha), with relatively high livestock units 
per farm (45) and strong dairy herds (90 cows per dairy farm), intensification 
districts should be designated, whereby nutrient management [69], slurry 
valorisation [70], and feed-protein substitution (alternative proteins such as 
single-cell protein from biomass, reducing reliance on imported feeds) [71], 
should be prioritised. Such districts could be located around established dairy 
and mixed hubs rather than peri-urban edges where land pressure is acute. 
Rough grazing is minimal in the EM region (2.5%, 36,500 ha), so upland or 
marginal-land biodiversity capital must be delivered through riparian buffers, 
field margins and hedgerow networks [72] within productive zones rather than 
via extensive grazing blocks. Wetlands and forestry covers are comparatively 
low, suggesting targeted green infrastructure expansion along the Barrowт
BoyneтShannon sub-catchments to improve flood retention and water quality 
without materially constraining arable output.  
 

Figure 8: Area of Total Crops, Fruit and Horticulture 2020 (EM) 

 
 
Table 8: Total Crops and Commonage 2020 (EM) 

 ÑŸƣċũШ9ƖŸƓƚ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

9ĲƖĲċũƚ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

9ŸůůŸŰċŊĲ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

E~ ΝΣΝЯΟΞΜ ΝΝЮΝ ΝΞΝЯΣΠΝ ΥЮΠ ΟΡЯΜΜΤ ΞЮΠ 
?ƨĤũŔŰ ΝΡЯΥΤΣ ΝΤЮΝ ΝΝЯΜΞΝ ΝΝЮΦ ΞЯΞΦΜ ΞЮΡ 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ ΝΟЯΦΣΞ ΣЮΦ ΝΜЯΤΞΤ ΡЮΟ ΞΣЯΥΣΜ ΝΟЮΟ 
uŔũĬċƖĲ ΟΟЯΡΟΣ ΝΦЮΥ ΞΤЯΣΣΤ ΝΣЮΟ ΝЯΞΥΝ ΜЮΥ 
~Ĳċƣő ΟΦЯΦΜΜ ΝΤЮΜ ΞΥЯΞΡΡ ΝΞЮΝ ΡΦ ΜЮΜ 
xŸƨƣő ΞΜЯΝΣΝ ΞΠЮΠ ΝΡЯΤΣΣ ΝΦЮΝ ΞЯΣΣΠ ΟЮΞ 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ ΝЯΝΜΜ ΝЮΜ ΞΦΠ ΜЮΟ ΞΜΜ ΜЮΞ 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő ΤЯΝΤΠ ΟЮΦ ΠЯΡΟΦ ΞЮΡ Π ΜЮΜ 
§ǭċũǃ ΝΝЯΠΡΣ ΡЮΤ ΥЯΣΦΞ ΠЮΟ ΞΜΦ ΜЮΝ 
xċŸŔƚ ΝΥЯΝΡΡ ΝΜЮΣ ΝΠЯΣΥΜ ΥЮΡ ΝЯΠΠΜ ΜЮΥ 
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According to the spatial temporal component (see D4.3 and Appendix, Tables 
A21-A28), agricultural zoning in the EM region should consolidate its arable 
base while accommodating urbanisation and prioritising the restoration of 
degraded ecosystems. Long-term land use trends emphasise substantial 
urban expansion between 1990 and 2018 (68% increase; 32,600 ha) (see Table 
A27; 50). Peri-urban buffer zones should therefore cap greenfield conversion, 
restore permeable surfaces where possible [73], and reserve serviced urban 
fringes to allow circular practice, e.g. organics-to-energy [25], composting, and 
nutrient-recovery [22], to develop without further fragmentation of bio-
productive land. As previously discussed, central to this approach is the 
ƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔŸŰШŸŉШƣőĲШƖĲŊŔŸŰќƚШresilient tillage base (arable land fell only marginally 
by ҽ2.9% between 1990-2018, while CSO Ireland recorded cropland increases 
of +5.5% between 2000-2020 (see Table A23; 46). These trends further justify 
the aforementioned arable protection zone across Meath, Kildare and Louth, 
governed by land consolidation regulation [39], rotation practice that raises 
soil carbon [52], and clustered on-farm storage and processing [67]. Grass 
systems in the region also require protectionЮШÂċƚƣƨƖĲƚШĦŸŰƣƖċĦƣĲĬШҽΟЮΤӖШ
according to the CORINE geodatabase, and therefore, as was the case with the 
Southern region, zoning should designate forage corridors that maintain 
contiguous pastureтsilage blocks, link intensification to ammonia and nitrate 
reduction [50] and embed riparian buffers along important catchments [51]. 
Forest cover rose strongly (+41.8%), facilitating agroforestry activities as 
mentioned previously. Conversely, ƽĲƣũċŰĬƚШĬĲĦũŔŰĲĬШƚőċƖƓũǃШыҽΞΥЮΡӖь, and 
hence conservation-first zones in the EM region should, where appropriate, 
prioritise rewetting, peat-compatible grazing, and strict controls on drainage 
and heavy infrastructure.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 9: Change in Cropland 2010 т 2020 (Hectares) (EM) 

 
 
Table 9: Change in Grass and Cropland 2000 т 2020 (EM) 
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The EM region presents the most acute case for compact development. Due to 
ƣőĲШƖĲŊŔŸŰќƚШőŔŊőũǃШƨƖĤċŰŔƚĲĬШĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣШƓƖŸŉŔũĲЯШcompact plans must fix 
hard settlement boundaries, prioritise brownfield/core-area development and 
serviced urban fringes (as with all regions). As previously mentioned, the 
restoration of permeable surfaces [73], where possible, could also be 
considered in order that peri-urban expansion does not fragment bio-
productive blocks. 7ƨŔũĬŔŰŊШŸŰШƣőĲШƖĲŊŔŸŰќƚШƖĲƚŔũŔĲŰƣШarable base (expanded 
cropland 2000т2020), an important strand of compact policy could focus on 
the aforementioned transitional arable belt ċƖŸƨŰĬШ ?ƨĤũŔŰќƚШ ĦŸůůƨƣĲƖШ
counties (Meath, Kildare, Louth), whereby edge development must be 
contingent on demonstrating no loss of productive capacity, commitment to 
the financing of shared on-farm storage, rotation infrastructure and first-mile 
logistics systems. Within towns and principal villages, mixed-use densification 
should ĤĲШċũŔŊŰĲĬШƽŔƣőШƣőĲШƖĲŊŔŸŰќƚШĦŸůůĲƖĦŔċũШŉċƖůШƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲЮШCompact 
centres could host Agri-tech services, input depots and short-haul hubs, 
prioritised through incentivisation. Along radial corridors, zoned serviced 
estates for circular bioeconomy activities should not disrupt contiguous 
farmland. Livestock profiles in the EM region exhibit relatively high livestock 
units per farm and large dairy herds, concentrating nutrient flows that are best 
managed at serviced nodes rather than dispersed greenfield sites. Greenтblue 
infrastructure [58] should be embedded inside compact zones to prevent 
further pasture loss (i.e. pasture loss over 1990т2018 and grassland loss 2010т
2020). Riparian buffers and hedgerow networks should be applied in all 
approaches to protect forage corridors and reduce ammonia/nitrate loads. 
Finally, compact growth should spatially designate sensitive uplands and 
semi-rural diversification zones (particularly in Wicklow but also Louth 
fringes). 
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Spatially Decentralised Bioeconomy Recommendations 
for Ireland 
 
National Principles 
 
Based on the foregoing analysis, siting and investment at national level should 
proceed from a natural-capital first principle. Wetlands and peatlands 
declined by roughly one-fifth between 1990 and 2018; any expansion of bio-
based activity must therefore avoid peat and wetland hotspots, restore 
hydrology where feasible, and embed riparian buffers and agroforestry 
corridors around priority waterbodies. This is not only an ecological 
requirement, but a legitimacy condition for the wider renewably-based 
economic transition contingent on bioeconomy transition. At the same time, 
hub development should preference already-serviced footprints, urban edges 
and existing industrial estates, to preserve bio-productive land and prevent   
the intensification of land competition and fragmentation risks associated with 
new footprints pushing into greenfield sites. Feedstock alignment is 
fundamental; modular biorefining/processing plants should be selected 
against prevailing regional streams, manures and food waste for nutrient 
recovery, grass silage and residues for gas and materials, straw and forestry 
by-products for biobased materials, rather than assuming one uniform 
technology set [74]. Where scale and dispersion hinder project finance, mobile 
and modular plants (including cooperative composting [75] and decentralised 
biorefining [76] can lower entry barriers and distribute value [77; 78]. 
 
National Siting principles  (see Figure 10) 

Á Protect natural capital first.  Wetlands/peatlands have fallen circa 20% 
nationally (1990т2018). All hub siting must avoid peat and wetland cores, 
restore hydrology where feasible, and embed riparian buffers and 
agroforestry corridors along priority waterbodies.  

Á Use serviced footprints.  Concentrate circular hubs on already-serviced 
urban edges and industrial estates to reduce new land-take and advance 
short-haul logistics [63]. 

Á Align with regional feedstocks . Match module types to dominant 
resource streams (e.g. manures, grass silage, food waste, straw, forestry 
by-products), reflecting regional diversity in cropland, grassland and 
livestock systems.  

Á Design for modularity and mobility.  Prioritise mobile and module units, 
cooperative composting, and decentralised biorefining to lower entry 
barriers for smaller farms and fragmented areas.  

Figure 10: National Siting Principles 
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The Northern and Western (NW) Region 
 
The NW region is characterised in terms of ƣőĲШÉƣċƣĲќƚШũċƖŊĲƚƣШƽĲƣũċŰĬШƚőċƖĲШ
with small, fragmented farms and low livestock intensity. It also exhibits a long-
term growth in pastures and a recent, modest cropland rebound from a very 
low base. The regional pathway is nature-positive circularity grounded in 
rewetting and cooperative operations. Peatland-dominated tracts in Donegal, 
Mayo and Galway should shift to paludiculture (e.g. sphagnum substrates for 
horticulture, wetland fibres such as reed, cattail and alder, and low-
disturbance fodder and biomass) [18], financed through results-based carbon 
[17] and biodiversity contracts [2]. Processing here should be light and 
characterised by co-location [79], with strict drainage controls and 
prescription against heavy infrastructure near environmentally sensitive 
locations. Extensive pasture districts require land-pooling [5], adaptive grazing 
[13] and cooperative manure management [4] so that contiguous grazing 
blocks are maintained and nutrient flows are circularised. Small-footprint 
digesters at livestock marts, co-op and/or wastewater sites can pool feedstock 
from low-intensity holdings [21]. Digestate should be returned by prescription 
to fields identified in catchment nutrient budgets [14], and short-haul radii 
should be implemented to keep traffic off peat roads [63]. In semi-rural 
diversification pockets, especially Leitrim and parts of Cavan and Monaghan, 
peri-rural hubs should host modular fibre processing [54] and composting [34] 
to diversify farm incomes without recreating large tillage tracts. 
Heterogeneous agriculture areas should be used to sustain ecological integrity 
through riparian buffers [9] and agroforestry corridors [10] that recover 
hydrology and habitat while accommodating low-input livestock [30]. 
Compact growth should be directed to Sligo, Letterkenny and service towns, 
with circular activity allocated to serviced land, ring-fence wetland cores, and 
in an effort to ťĲĲƓШŸƓĲŰШũċŰĬШĦŸŰƣŔŊƨŸƨƚШƚŸШƣőĲШƖĲŊŔŸŰќƚШƚůċũũШŉċƖůШĤċƚĲШŔƚШŰŸƣШ
further fragmented. 
 

 

The NW Region 

Regional profile:  

¶ ÉƣċƣĲќƚШũċƖŊĲƚƣШƽĲƣũċŰĬШƚőċƖĲЮ 

¶ Small, fragmented farms with low livestock intensity. 

¶ Long-term growth in pasture; modest recent cropland rebound from a 
low base. 

Strategic pathway:  

¶ Nature-positive circularity grounded in rewetting and cooperative 
operations. 

Peatland -dominated tracts (Donegal, Mayo, Galway):  

¶ Shift to paludiculture (sphagnum substrates, wetland fibres such as 
reed, cattail, alder; low-disturbance fodder/biomass). 

¶ Finance through results-based carbon and biodiversity contracts. 

¶ Light, co-located processing in village hubs. 

¶ Strict drainage controls; prescription against heavy infrastructure near 
sensitive sites. 

 

Extensive pasture districts:  

¶ Land-pooling, adaptive grazing, cooperative manure management to 
maintain contiguous grazing blocks. 

¶ Nutrient circularity as core principle. 

¶ Small-footprint digesters at livestock marts, co-ops, or wastewater 
sites to pool feedstock. 
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¶ Digestate returned by prescription to fields in catchment nutrient 
budgets; and short-haul radii to minimise peat-road traffic. 

Semi-rural diversification pockets (Leitrim, Cavan, Monaghan):  

¶ Peri-rural hubs hosting modular fibre processing and composting. 

¶ Diversify farm incomes without recreating large tillage tracts. 

Heterogeneous agriculture areas:  

¶ Sustain ecological integrity through riparian buffers and agroforestry 
corridors. 

¶ Restore hydrology and habitat while accommodating low-input 
livestock. 

Compact growth:  

¶ Direct to Sligo, Letterkenny and service towns. 

¶ Allocate circular activity to serviced land. 

¶ Ring-fence wetland cores. 

¶ Keep open farmland contiguous to prevent further fragmentation of 
small farms. 

 

The Southern Region 
 

The SouthĲƖŰШƖĲŊŔŸŰШŔƚШĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖŔƚĲĬШŔŰШƣĲƖůƚШŸŉШƣőĲШÉƣċƣĲќƚШhighest share of 
farmed land, larger average farm size and the highest livestock units per farm. 
This is set against strong arableтdairy linkages in Wexford, Carlow, Kilkenny, 
Tipperary, Waterford and Cork. In this context, the approach should be to scale 
circular processing without sprawl by concentrating integrated plants in 
serviced estates and feeding them through a radial network of village-scale 

modules. Protected production corridors should secure dairyтtillage 
integration, precision nutrient management [45] and clustered resource 
recovery [46], while compact development should establish hard boundaries 
around cities and principal towns to protect remaining arable belts. Within 
high-density dairy nodes, cooperative manure management [47], slurry 
acidification [48] where appropriate, feed-efficiency measures [49] and 
verified riparian buffers [51] should embed any intensification to ammonia and 
nitrate reductions [53]. Transitional areas in Clare, rural Cork, Wexford and 
inland Waterford are suitable for modular lines using for example straw, 
vegetable waste and fine grass [54], with processing units in compact centres 
so micro-enterprises can commercialise biomaterials [80] and nutraceuticals 
[81] without land conversion. High-nature-value uplands in Kerry and parts of 
Clare should prioritise peat-compatible grazing, rewetting, paludiculture pilots 
and native-led agroforestry, with heavy infrastructure directed away from such 
locations [38]. Because the South has also lost a large share of wetlands and 
cropland since 1990, zoning must lock in diversified crop pockets that raise soil 
carbon [52], designate habitat corridors and deploy timber-with-biochar nodes 
[55] and shelterbelts to improve water quality and climate resilience while 
maintaining productive capacity [56]. 

 

The Southern Region 

Regional profile:  

¶ ÉƣċƣĲќƚШőŔŊőĲƚƣШƚőċƖĲШŸŉШŉċƖůĲĬШũċŰĬЮ 
¶ Larger average farm size and highest livestock units per farm. 
¶ Strong arableтdairy linkages in Wexford, Carlow, Kilkenny, Tipperary, 

Waterford, and Cork. 

Strategic pathway:  

¶ Scale circular processing without sprawl by concentrating integrated 
plants in serviced estates. 

¶ Supply via a radial network of village-scale modules. 
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Protected production corridors:  

¶ Secure dairyтtillage integration and precision nutrient management. 
¶ Enable clustered resource recovery. 
¶ Compact development to establish hard boundaries around cities and 

principal towns, protecting arable belts. 

High-density dairy nodes:  

¶ Cooperative manure management, slurry acidification where 
appropriate, feed-efficiency measures. 

¶ Verified riparian buffers. 
¶ Embed intensification in ammonia and nitrate reductions. 

Transitional areas (Clare, rural Cork, Wexford, inland Waterford):  

¶ Modular lines using straw, vegetable waste, fine grass. 
¶ Processing units in compact centres to support micro-enterprises in 

biomaterials and nutraceuticals, without land conversion. 

High-nature -value uplands (Kerry, Clare):  

¶ Peat-compatible grazing, rewetting, paludiculture pilots, and native-
led agroforestry. 

¶ Heavy infrastructure directed away from these landscapes. 

Zoning priorities (given wetland and cropland loss since 1990):  

¶ Lock in diversified crop pockets to raise soil carbon. 
¶ Designate habitat corridors. 
¶ Deploy timber-with-biochar nodes and shelterbelts to enhance water 

quality, climate resilience, and productive capacity. 
 

 
The Eastern and Midlands (EM) Region 
 
The comparative advantage of the EM region is a resilient arable base, large 
average farm size and substantial dairy herds, set amid significant 
urbanisation. The approach should be to protect prime arable while absorbing 
metropolitan pressure through compact siting and peri-urban circular nodes 
that do not fragment soils. An arable-safeguarding belt around Meath, Kildare 
and Louth should prohibit net loss of prime tillage land and make edge 
development contingent on financing shared grain storage [60], first-mile 
logistics [63] and rotation infrastructure [65-66], with soil-sealing offsets where 
surfaces are added [73]. Growth clusters in Kildare, Meath, Offaly, Laois and 
Westmeath should co-locate higher-throughput processing inside urban 
estates. Nutrient management [69] and slurry separation and/or acidification 
[48] should be implemented as standard practice. Peri-urban interface areas 
in Louth and transitional parts of Laois, Offaly and Westmeath should integrate 
depots for separated organics, small AD, composting and nutrient recovery 
[22] so urban food waste and rural residues circulate locally. Fragmentation 
hotspots, notably Longford and parts of Laois and Westmeath, call for 
consolidation-by-use zoning [39], land-mobility schemes [6], and shared 
equipment pools [40]. Peat and wetland areas in Offaly and Longford should 
be restoration-first, allowing only wetland-compatible biomass and excluding 
heavy infrastructure near active rewetting. Because pastures have contracted 
and forestry expanded, biodiversity capital should be delivered within 
productive zones via riparian buffers, field margins and hedgerow networks 
rather than extensive rough grazing [72]. 
 

The EM Region 

Regional profile:  

¶ Comparative advantage: resilient arable base, large average farm size, 
substantial dairy herds. 
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¶ Significant urbanisation pressures across the region. 

Strategic pathway:  

¶ Protect prime arable zones while absorbing metropolitan pressure 
through compact siting. 

¶ Develop peri-urban circular nodes that avoid soil fragmentation. 

Arable-safeguarding belt (Meath, Kildare, Louth):  

¶ Prohibit net loss of prime tillage land. 
¶ Make edge development contingent on financing shared grain storage, 

first-mile logistics, and rotation infrastructure. 
¶ Require soil-sealing offsets where surfaces are added. 

Growth clusters (Kildare, Meath, Offaly, Laois, Westmeath):  

¶ Co-locate higher-throughput processing inside serviced urban estates. 
¶ Adopt nutrient planning, slurry separation/acidification, and covered 

storage as standard. 

Peri-urban interface (Louth; transitional Laois, Offaly, Westmeath):  

¶ Integrate depots for separated organics, small AD, composting and 
nutrient recovery. 

¶ Enable local circulation of urban food waste and rural residues. 

Fragmentation hotspots (Longford, Laois, Westmeath):  

¶ Apply consolidation-by-use zoning. 
¶ Deploy land-mobility schemes and shared equipment pools. 

Peat and wetland areas (Offaly, Longford):  

¶ Prioritise restoration-first management. 
¶ Allow only wetland-compatible biomass. 
¶ Exclude heavy infrastructure near active rewetting zones. 

Biodiversity integration (given pasture contraction and forestry 
expansion):  

¶ Deliver biodiversity capital within productive areas. 
¶ Use riparian buffers, field margins, and hedgerow networks. 
¶ Avoid reliance on extensive rough grazing. 

 

Cross-Cutting Actions 
 
In line with the foregoing strategy, financing, licensing and procurement needs 
to be decentralised. Public support should favour small and medium units, 
with grants are conditional on verified evidence that feedstock catchments are 
local, that material recovery is prioritised ahead of energy generation [82], and 
that digestate or compost quality meets agronomic specifications [83]. 
Planning permissions for both large and small plants should pertain to 
designated transport routes (to minimise disruption, congestion, noise, 
emissions, residential/environmentally sensitive areas) [63] and emissions 
conditions are aligned with settlement plans as well as air and water-quality 
thresholds. Accordingly, where PM2.5 or nutrient pressure is already elevated, 
permits should prioritise material valorisation [24] and should require proven 
abatement [48]. Local authority and health or education procurement has the 
potential to create baseline demand for certified bio-based products through 
green public procurement pilots [84] centred in compact town centres, 
ensuring early markets for biobased products emerging from small-scale 
facilities  [85]. 

Operations and logistics should ŉŸũũŸƽШċШљƚőŸƖƣ-ƖċĬŔƨƚШŉŔƖƚƣњШƖƨũĲЮШ[ĲĲĬƚƣŸĦťШ
catchments for village fringes modules should be drawn to typical farm-to-
node travel times of thirty minutes or less, with closed-loop transit designed 
around existing milk, livestock and retail flows rather than creating new traffic 
[86]. Where residues are highly dilute, pre-treatment and separation should 
occur at or near the farm or in satellite units to avoid moving water [87]. Digital 
scheduling and traceability should be embedded from the outset so that 
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nutrient movements, carbon outcomes and product quality can be verified and 
reported against CAP eco-schemes and results-based contracts [88]. 

Zone boundaries from the agricultural zoning framework should be 
transposed into county development plans as geographical overlays with 
explicit development objectives and decision criteria for bioeconomy 
application. Conservation areas should include explicit exclusion clauses for 
intrusive infrastructure while still enabling income through PES and low-
impact farming [89]. Peri-urban biomass protection zones should be coupled 
with serviced-site strategies so that enterprises have viable, pre-planned 
locations within compact settlements [31]. Regional implementation guidance 
is required so that local authorities can enforce rules and coordinate licensing 
with DAFM and EPA standards. 

The phasing of regional strategy should be strategically sequenced to 
maximise return on investment, minimise ecological risk, and ensure spatial 
alignment with established zoning and servicing frameworks. The first 
implementation phase should target priority sites where existing feedstocks 
can be aligned with proven modular processing technologies within clearly 
designated agricultural or conservation zones, and on fully serviced sites. In 
this respect, policy delivery should be supported through targeted CAP Pillar II 
measures [90], Local Authority Development Contribution Schemes, and 
zoning provisions in County Development Plans. Such interventions may 
include for example: 

¶ Paludiculture pilots coupled with low-impact biomass processing in 
designated conservation areas of the NW region, supported by Special 
Area of Conservation (SAC) zoning [91] and payment for ecosystem 
services (PES) schemes [92]. 

¶ Village/urban fringe AD facilities integrated with high-density dairy 
catchments in the Southern region , secured through agricultural 
protection zoning and serviced site allocation. 

¶ Composting and nutrient-recovery modules at peri-urban interfaces in the 
EM region, enabled by waste management licensing [93] and Regional 
Waste Management Plans [94-96]. 

Once phase one nodes are operational, the second phase could focus on 
product diversification within the same spatial footprint to avoid new land take 
and to leverage existing logistics infrastructure. Diversification could be 
enabled through Enterprise Ireland [97] and LEADER programme supports 
[98.], as well as town-centre renewal schemes under the Town Centre First 
policy [99]. Shared research infrastructure and innovation hubs could be 
located in compact town centres, supported by zoning policies that promote 
mixed-use innovation districts and repurposing of brownfield sites. The third 
phase could extend the operational scope of bioeconomy nodes to integrate 
ruralтurban circular flows, including the capture and processing of urban 
organic waste [100], recovery of wastewater-derived nutrients [101], and 
deployment of digitally enabled logistics systems to optimise transport flows 
[102]. This phase could be supported by Waste Action Plans for a Circular 
Economy [103], Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive compliance 
frameworks [104], and Smart Village strategies under the EU CAP Network 
[105]. Spatially, expansion could follow a hub and satellite logistics model 
[106] designed to ensure integration with regional transport corridors [86] 
without compromising agricultural or ecological integrity. This sequenced, 
policy-based approach could be designed to ensure that bioeconomy capacity 
is scaled in direct alignment with feedstock availability, market maturity, and 
environmental safeguards [107], embedding the sector within a legally 
enforceable and spatially coherent development framework [108].  

In terms of monitoring, bioeconomy development must be evaluated in 
terms of both ecology and equity. Each node could report on material 
cascading performance [109], nutrient balances [14], greenhouse gas 
abatement [110], water-body status [111] and biodiversity indicators [112] 
relevant to its zone, alongside socio-economic metrics such as local 
employment, cooperative participation, and the share of revenue retained 
[113] within respective counties. Where indicators breach thresholds, 
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particularly wetlands, water quality or air quality, permit conditions could 
either automatically tighten on biomass volume or could shift biomass product 
away from energy returns to materials and soil functions [114]. 

In the NW region, this decentralised model rewards stewardship and 
cooperation, turning ecological value into income without diminishing 
ecological integrity. In the Southern region , the model distributes the benefits 
of scale by adding many small satellites to each large hub and by using 
compact growth regulation to ensure that productive land is protected. In the 
EM region, the model couples commercial scale with peri-urban context, 
protecting productive blocks while opening structured pathways for smaller 
producers to participate.  
 
 

Cross-Cutting Actions 
 
Financing, licensing and procurement  

¶ Decentralise support structures; prioritise small and medium units. 

¶ Grants conditional on: 

o Local feedstock catchments. 
o Material recovery prioritised ahead of energy generation. 
o Digestate/compost quality meeting agronomic specifications. 

¶ Planning permissions to include: 

o Designated haulage routes to minimise disruption, congestion, 
noise, emissions and impacts on sensitive areas. 

o Emissions conditions aligned with settlement plans, air- and water-
quality thresholds. 

¶ Where PM2.5 or nutrient pressures are elevated: 

o Permits should prioritise material valorisation and require proven 
abatement. 

¶ Public procurement (local authority, health, education): 

o Early demand for certified bio-based products via green 
procurement pilots centred in compact town centres. 

Operations and logistics  

o ĬŸƓƣШċШљƚőŸƖƣ-ƖċĬŔƨƚШŉŔƖƚƣњШƖƨũĲаШŉċƖů-to-ŰŸĬĲШƣƖċƻĲũШӅШΟΜШůŔŰƨƣĲƚЮ 
o Design closed-loop transport around existing milk, livestock, and 

retail flows to avoid new traffic. 
o Pre-treatment/separation at farm or satellite units to avoid moving 

water. 
o Embed digital scheduling and traceability to verify nutrient 

movements, carbon outcomes, and product quality against CAP 
eco-schemes and results-based contracts. 

Zoning and governance 

o Transpose agricultural zoning framework into county development 
plans as overlays with explicit objectives/criteria. 

o Conservation areas: exclusion of intrusive infrastructure; enable 
PES and low-impact farming. 

o EM region peri-urban biomass protection zones & Southern region 
growth boundaries: pair with serviced-site strategies for viable 
enterprise siting. 

o NW region: lighter institutional density requires template by-laws, 
shared planning resources, and regional implementation guidance 
for licensing (aligned with DAFM/EPA). 

 

Phased implementation  

o Phase 1: 
Á Target priority sites with proven modular technologies in 

designated agricultural or conservation zones and on fully 
serviced sites. 
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Á Supported by CAP Pillar II, Development Contribution 
Schemes, and county zoning provisions. 

Á Example interventions: 
Á Paludiculture pilots & low-impact biomass 

processing in NW region SAC areas with PES 
schemes. 

Á Village/urban fringe AD facilities integrated with 
Southern region dairy catchments. 

Á Composting and nutrient recovery modules at EM 
region peri-urban interfaces. 

o Phase 2: 

Á Diversify products within existing footprints (no new land 
take). 

Á Supported by Enterprise Ireland, LEADER, Town Centre 
First renewal. 

Á Shared labs, prototyping hubs, maker spaces in compact 
town centres. 

 

o Phase 3: 

Á Expand to ruralтurban circular flows (urban organics, 
wastewater nutrients, digitally enabled logistics). 

Á Supported by Waste Action Plans, Urban Wastewater 
Directive compliance, Smart Village strategies. 

Á Spatial design: hub-and-satellite logistics model integrated 
with transport corridors, without compromising 
ecological/agricultural integrity. 

 

 

 

Monitoring, Reporting & Verification (MRV)  

o Each node reports on: 
Á Material cascading performance. 
Á Nutrient balances. 
Á GHG abatement. 
Á Water-body status. 
Á Biodiversity indicators. 
Á Socio-economic metrics (local employment, cooperative 

participation, revenue retention). 

o Where thresholds are breached (wetlands, water, air quality): 

Á Permit conditions tighten automatically, or biomass shifts 
from energy to material/soil functions. 

Regional differentiation within the cross -cutting model  

o NW region: Rewards stewardship and cooperation; converts 
ecological value to income without degrading integrity. 

o Southern  region: Balances scale and distribution by adding small 
satellites to hubs; compact growth keeps productive land intact. 

o EM region: Couples commercial scale with peri-urban context; 
protects arable blocks while creating structured pathways for 
smaller producers. 
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Appendix т Spatial Analysis Statistics and Maps  
 

Spatial Typology (see D4.1) 
 

Table A1: Traditional Medium-Large Scale Farming Areas per Region/County 

ÉĦŸƖĲƚ xŸƽШыӖь ~ŸĬĲƖċƣĲШыӖь cŔŊőШыӖь 
ÅE]f§  

 ì ΟΣЮΞΦ ΝΞЮΤΠ ΡΜЮΦΣ 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ ΣΜЮΥΣ ΞΝЮΝΞ ΝΥЮΜΞ 
E~ ΣΠЮΤΞ ΞΜЮΞΟ ΝΡЮΜΡ 

9§Ö Ñò 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ ΠΥЮΦΦ ΝΟЮΠΞ ΟΤЮΡΥ 
ÉũŔŊŸ ΞΡЮΟΞ ΝΟЮΦΞ ΣΜЮΤΣ 
xĲŔƣƖŔů ΟΠЮΞΡ ΝΡЮΜΤ ΡΜЮΣΥ 
9ċƻċŰ ΞΥЮΜΦ ΤЮΥΤ ΣΠЮΜΠ 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ ΡΥЮΡΤ ΥЮΡΤ ΟΞЮΥΣ 
]ċũƽċǃ ΞΥЮΡΜ ΝΠЮΦΡ ΡΣЮΡΠ 
~ċǃŸ ΠΦЮΟΠ ΤЮΞΠ ΠΟЮΠΞ 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ ΝΤЮΞΤ ΞΜЮΦΝ ΣΝЮΥΞ 
9ũċƖĲ ΞΤЮΥΝ ΞΡЮΥΟ ΠΣЮΟΣ 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ ΤΜЮΠΦ ΞΞЮΤΜ ΣЮΥΝ 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť ΠΡЮΝΦ ΞΡЮΦΟ ΞΥЮΥΦ 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ ΥΞЮΣΝ ΝΝЮΦΣ ΡЮΠΟ 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ ΥΤЮΣΝ ΝΜЮΣΞ ΝЮΤΤ 
9ċƖũŸƽ ΣΣЮΣΤ ΞΠЮΜΤ ΦЮΞΣ 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ ΣΦЮΟΡ ΞΠЮΝΦ ΣЮΠΡ 
9ŸƖť ΣΜЮΝΦ ΞΞЮΞΞ ΝΤЮΡΦ 
uĲƖƖǃ ΟΤЮΥΜ ΞΞЮΡΣ ΟΦЮΣΟ 
?ƨĤũŔŰ ΦΡЮΞΠ ΠЮΤΣ ΜЮΜΜ 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ ΣΦЮΡΝ ΝΦЮΡΝ ΝΜЮΦΥ 
uŔũĬċƖĲ ΤΡЮΞΥ ΝΤЮΦΥ ΣЮΤΠ 
~Ĳċƣő ΤΝЮΤΠ ΝΠЮΝΟ ΝΠЮΝΟ 
xŸƨƣő ΤΠЮΠΞ ΝΝЮΣΟ ΝΟЮΦΡ 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ ΞΤЮΤΥ ΟΤЮΜΠ ΟΡЮΝΦ 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő ΡΥЮΝΜ ΞΝЮΦΜ ΞΜЮΜΜ 
§ǭċũǃ ΡΡЮΥΝ ΞΞЮΜΦ ΞΞЮΜΦ 
xċŸŔƚ ΡΠЮΣΠ ΟΞЮΦΦ ΝΞЮΟΤ 
йыƚĲĲШ?ΠЮΝбШΝΠрΝΡь  

 

 

Figure A1: Traditional Medium-Large Scale Farming Areas (Factor 1) 
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Table A2: Large-Scale Commercial Farming Areas per Region/County 

ÉĦŸƖĲƚ xŸƽШыӖь ~ŸĬĲƖċƣĲШыӖь cŔŊőШыӖь 
ÅE]f§  

 ì ссΦун ннΦфл млΦнф 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ мрΦту ннΦсм смΦсм 
E~ нтΦфп мфΦоп рнΦтн 

9§Ö Ñò 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ срΦтт мпΦлф нлΦмо 
ÉũŔŊŸ слΦтс нсΦру мнΦсс 
xĲŔƣƖŔů тмΦно нлΦрр уΦнн 
9ċƻċŰ стΦпн ноΦсл уΦфф 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ унΦус мпΦнф нΦус 
]ċũƽċǃ снΦмр нуΦлп фΦум 
~ċǃŸ тпΦоп мрΦмо млΦро 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ рлΦлл плΦфм фΦлф 
9ũċƖĲ онΦпр оуΦпм нфΦмп 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ мнΦтл мсΦтп тлΦрс 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť мтΦлп нуΦмр рпΦум 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ мтΦоф моΦлп сфΦрт 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ нΦср тΦлу флΦнт 
9ċƖũŸƽ мнΦфс муΦрн суΦрн 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ сΦпр мфΦор тпΦмф 
9ŸƖť фΦуу ноΦтт ссΦос 
uĲƖƖǃ олΦпф оуΦпм омΦмл 
?ƨĤũŔŰ фтΦмл нΦфл лΦлл 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ мтΦлт млΦфу тмΦфр 
uŔũĬċƖĲ ммΦнп мнΦос тсΦпл 
~Ĳċƣő уΦтл мсΦол трΦлл 
xŸƨƣő отΦнм мсΦну псΦрм 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ оуΦуф плΦтп нлΦот 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő мтΦмп нлΦфр смΦфл 
§ǭċũǃ мнΦтф нсΦтп слΦпт 
xċŸŔƚ ммΦоп нсΦул смΦус 

*(see D4.1; 16-17) 

 

 

Figure A2: Large-Scale Commercial Farming Areas (Factor 2) 
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Table A3: Medium-Small Scale Arable Farming Areas per Region/County 

{ŎƻǊŜǎ [ƻǿ ό҈ύ aƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ό҈ύ IƛƎƘ ό҈ύ 

w9DLhb 

b² суΦлп нпΦрт тΦоф 

{ƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ офΦлп моΦнр птΦтм 

9a нпΦлр мрΦпу слΦпс 

/h¦b¢¸ 

5ƻƴŜƎŀƭ роΦсф нсΦур мфΦпс 

{ƭƛƎƻ умΦлм мсΦпс нΦро 

[ŜƛǘǊƛƳ усΦол моΦтл лΦлл 

/ŀǾŀƴ утΦсп мнΦос лΦлл 

aƻƴŀƎƘŀƴ тнΦус нпΦнф нΦус 

Dŀƭǿŀȅ ппΦоф опΦмм нмΦрл 

aŀȅƻ рсΦру оуΦун пΦсм 

wƻǎŎƻƳƳƻƴ смΦун олΦлл уΦму 

/ƭŀǊŜ усΦлф ммΦнс нΦср 

¢ƛǇǇŜǊŀǊȅ онΦуф мпΦфт рнΦмп 

[ƛƳŜǊƛŎƪ тоΦоо мрΦрс ммΦмм 

²ŀǘŜǊŦƻǊŘ омΦрн нлΦср птΦуо 

YƛƭƪŜƴƴȅ тΦлу мтΦтл трΦнн 

/ŀǊƭƻǿ тΦпм тΦпм урΦмф 

²ŜȄŦƻǊŘ рΦср мΦсм фнΦтп 

/ƻǊƪ омΦмт мсΦст рнΦмс 

YŜǊǊȅ тсΦнн моΦпм млΦот 

5ǳōƭƛƴ ссΦст лΦлл ооΦоо 

²ƛŎƪƭƻǿ олΦпф фΦтс рфΦтс 

YƛƭŘŀǊŜ рΦсн оΦот фмΦлм 

aŜŀǘƘ фΦту мпΦмо тсΦлф 

[ƻǳǘƘ ноΦнс пΦср тнΦлф 

[ƻƴƎŦƻǊŘ омΦпу рлΦлл муΦрн 

²ŜǎǘƳŜŀǘƘ нпΦтс нрΦтм пфΦрн 

hũŀƭȅ мрΦмн мсΦну суΦсл 

[ŀƻƛǎ фΦну мрΦпс трΦнс 

*(see D4.1; 18-20) 

 

 

Figure A3: Medium-Small Scale Arable Farming Areas (Factor 3) 
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Table A4: Medium-Large Scale Mixed Farming Areas per Region/County 

{ŎƻǊŜǎ [ƻǿ ό҈ύ aƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ό҈ύ IƛƎƘ ό҈ύ 

w9DLhb 

b² нлΦлп моΦфф срΦфт 

{ƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ прΦну муΦнл осΦрн 

9a рΦло нΦлн пΦлс 

/h¦b¢¸ 

5ƻƴŜƎŀƭ фΦпл мпΦтт трΦуп 

{ƭƛƎƻ мтΦтн нпΦлр руΦно 

[ŜƛǘǊƛƳ нлΦрр мрΦлт спΦоу 

/ŀǾŀƴ мрΦто мрΦто суΦрп 

aƻƴŀƎƘŀƴ пуΦрт рΦтм прΦтм 

Dŀƭǿŀȅ мрΦпн мрΦуф суΦсф 

aŀȅƻ сΦру рΦнс ууΦмс 

wƻǎŎƻƳƳƻƴ нсΦос мрΦпр руΦму 

/ƭŀǊŜ онΦнм ннΦмр прΦсп 

¢ƛǇǇŜǊŀǊȅ опΦсм мсΦнн пфΦму 

[ƛƳŜǊƛŎƪ нтΦпм нлΦтп рмΦур 

²ŀǘŜǊŦƻǊŘ смΦрп мсΦпу нмΦфу 

YƛƭƪŜƴƴȅ рнΦнм нлΦор нтΦпо 

/ŀǊƭƻǿ трΦфо фΦнс мпΦум 

²ŜȄŦƻǊŘ соΦтм нпΦмф мнΦмл 

/ƻǊƪ нфΦпм мтΦоп роΦнр 

YŜǊǊȅ олΦпф мтΦлт рнΦпп 

5ǳōƭƛƴ урΦтм пΦтс фΦрн 

²ƛŎƪƭƻǿ пмΦпс нлΦто отΦул 

YƛƭŘŀǊŜ тсΦпл моΦпу млΦмм 

aŜŀǘƘ ноΦфм мрΦнн слΦут 

[ƻǳǘƘ рмΦмс мсΦну онΦрс 

[ƻƴƎŦƻǊŘ отΦлп фΦнс роΦтл 

²ŜǎǘƳŜŀǘƘ пфΦрн нлΦлл олΦпу 

hũŀƭȅ рлΦлл мрΦмн опΦуу 

[ŀƻƛǎ снΦуф мсΦпф нлΦсн 

*(see D4.1; 20-21) 

 

 

Figure A4: Medium-Large Scale Mixed Farming Areas (Factor 4) 
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Table A5: Small-Scale Livestock Farming and Afforest Areas per Region/County 

ÉĦŸƖĲƚ xŸƽШыӖь ~ŸĬĲƖċƣĲШыӖь cŔŊőШыӖь 
ÅE]f§  

 ì птΦфм нлΦрн омΦрт 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ рпΦлр мпΦус омΦлф 
E~ ррΦпт мпΦпн олΦмм 

9§Ö Ñò 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ роΦлн мсΦмм олΦут 
ÉũŔŊŸ нтΦур осΦтм орΦпп 
xĲŔƣƖŔů опΦнр ноΦнф пнΦпт 
9ċƻċŰ рмΦсф ноΦсл нпΦтн 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ суΦрт уΦрт ннΦус 
]ċũƽċǃ рсΦрп млΦтр онΦтм 
~ċǃŸ осΦуп ннΦот плΦтф 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ рпΦрр ннΦто ннΦто 
9ũċƖĲ пмΦтн моΦфм ппΦот 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ ΡΥЮΟΣ ΝΥЮΝΦ ΞΟЮΠΡ 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť спΦпп мнΦрф ннΦфс 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ плΦнн мфΦрт плΦнн 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ смΦлс уΦур олΦлф 
9ċƖũŸƽ ссΦст фΦнс нпΦлт 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ пуΦоф муΦрр ооΦлс 
9ŸƖť руΦлн мрΦмн нсΦур 
uĲƖƖǃ птΦрс мтΦсу опΦтс 
?ƨĤũŔŰ фрΦнп лΦлл пΦтс 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ отΦул мрΦур псΦоп 
uŔũĬċƖĲ псΦлт нмΦор онΦру 
~Ĳċƣő роΦнс ннΦуо ноΦфм 
xŸƨƣő тнΦлф сΦфу нлΦфо 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ снΦфс ммΦмм нрΦфо 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő рпΦнф нлΦфр нпΦтс 
§ǭċũǃ оуΦот мсΦну прΦор 
xċŸŔƚ офΦму мпΦпо псΦоф 

*(see D4.1; 22-23) 

 

 

Figure A5: Small-Scale Livestock Farming and Afforested Areas (Factor 5) 
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Table A6: Fragmented Cropland and Small Farm Structures per Region/County 

ÉĦŸƖĲƚ xŸƽШыӖь ~ŸĬĲƖċƣĲШыӖь cŔŊőШыӖь 
ÅE]f§  

 ì мрΦсм нсΦлм руΦоу 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ оуΦлр ноΦтт оуΦму 
E~ рпΦнф нлΦмм нрΦсл 

9§Ö Ñò 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ уΦтн мфΦпс тмΦум 
ÉũŔŊŸ мрΦмф нсΦру руΦно 
xĲŔƣƖŔů моΦтл опΦнр рнΦлр 
9ċƻċŰ ΝΠЮΤΤ ΟΣЮΟΣ ΠΥЮΥΣ 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ ΠΤЮΥΟ ΟΤЮΣΥ ΝΠЮΠΦ 
]ċũƽċǃ тΦрм муΦом тпΦму 
~ċǃŸ рΦол тΦну утΦпн 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ ммΦун нуΦму слΦлл 
9ũċƖĲ млΦст нуΦлл смΦоо 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ нфΦоф нмΦпф пфΦмм 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť ммΦфп плΦол птΦтс 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ нсΦот орΦмс оуΦпс 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ рмΦтф нрΦуф ннΦон 
9ċƖũŸƽ тфΦсо мнΦфс тΦпм 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ усΦму пΦуу уΦфп 
9ŸƖť омΦтф нмΦол псΦфм 
uĲƖƖǃ мпΦтн ноΦфо смΦор 
?ƨĤũŔŰ улΦфр фΦрн фΦрн 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ омΦтм мнΦнл рсΦмл 
uŔũĬċƖĲ тсΦмп мпΦтт фΦлф 
~Ĳċƣő руΦтл мтΦоф ноΦфм 
xŸƨƣő стΦпп нрΦру сΦфу 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ опΦсн мфΦно псΦмр 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő орΦнп пмΦфл ннΦус 
§ǭċũǃ осΦпт ноΦро плΦлл 
xċŸŔƚ стΦот мсΦуп мрΦтф 

*(see D4.1; 24-25) 

 

 

Figure A6: Fragmented Cropland and Small Farm Structures (Factor 6) 
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Table A7: Marginal Farming Landscapes per Region/County 

ÉĦŸƖĲƚ xŸƽШыӖь ~ŸĬĲƖċƣĲШыӖь cŔŊőШыӖь 
ÅE]f§  

 ì мфΦло нуΦпр рнΦрн 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ тпΦпл мпΦом ммΦну 
E~ стΦрн мнΦмп нлΦор 

9§Ö Ñò 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ нтΦрн муΦмн рпΦос 
ÉũŔŊŸ ΞΜЮΞΡ ΟΣЮΤΝ ΠΟЮΜΠ 
xĲŔƣƖŔů нлΦрр мфΦму слΦнт 
9ċƻċŰ мпΦсм опΦуо рлΦрс 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ уΦрт мтΦмп тпΦнф 
]ċũƽċǃ нмΦфс онΦнп прΦтф 
~ċǃŸ мрΦмо ноΦло смΦуп 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ ноΦсп псΦос олΦлл 
9ũċƖĲ птΦлн омΦтф нмΦмф 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ унΦлт сΦум ммΦмн 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť суΦуф ннΦфс уΦмр 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ туΦнс рΦпо мсΦол 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ фрΦру мΦтт нΦср 
9ċƖũŸƽ уоΦоо тΦпм фΦнс 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ утΦфл сΦпр рΦср 
9ŸƖť тфΦсо моΦнт тΦмл 
uĲƖƖǃ псΦфр онΦфо нлΦмн 
?ƨĤũŔŰ ΣΣЮΣΤ Μ ΟΟЮΟΟ 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ туΦлр фΦтс мнΦнл 
uŔũĬċƖĲ усΦрн пΦпф уΦфф 
~Ĳċƣő уоΦтл ммΦфс пΦор 
xŸƨƣő роΦпф ммΦсо опΦуу 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ пнΦрф нфΦсо нтΦту 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő тоΦоо мтΦмп фΦрн 
§ǭċũǃ тнΦлф мтΦпп млΦпт 
xċŸŔƚ упΦрп тΦнн уΦнр 

*(see D4.1; 26-27) 

 

 

Figure A7: Marginal Farming Landscapes (Factor 7) 
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Table A8: Semi-Rural Landscapes per Region/County 

ÉĦŸƖĲƚ xŸƽШыӖь ~ŸĬĲƖċƣĲШыӖь cŔŊőШыӖь 
ÅE]f§  
 ì ррΦнн ммΦмо ооΦср 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ тпΦсс млΦпу мпΦус 
E~ сфΦнп уΦфм нмΦур 
9§Ö Ñò 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ ссΦпп рΦот нуΦмф 
ÉũŔŊŸ слΦтс мрΦмф нпΦлр 
xĲŔƣƖŔů нпΦсс рΦпу сфΦус 
9ċƻċŰ поΦун мсΦур офΦоо 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ пуΦрт уΦрт пнΦус 
]ċũƽċǃ ссΦос мрΦпн муΦнн 
~ċǃŸ тлΦнл ммΦнс муΦрп 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ слΦфм млΦфм нуΦму 
9ũċƖĲ пуΦфф муΦмн онΦуф 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ ΥΤЮΥΝ ΣЮΡΝ ΡЮΣΦ 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť рфΦтл нлΦмр нлΦмр 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ тоΦсо мнΦлф мпΦнф 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ урΦтм тΦмп тΦмп 
9ċƖũŸƽ тфΦнр оΦтт мсΦфу 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ фпΦор мΦсм пΦло 
9ŸƖť тлΦрф мнΦсф мсΦтн 
uĲƖƖǃ тмΦфр мнΦнл мрΦур 
?ƨĤũŔŰ ΣΣЮΣΤ ΞЮΟΥ ΟΜЮΦΡ 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ слΦпф фΦуу нфΦсо 
uŔũĬċƖĲ унΦлн рΦсн мнΦос 
~Ĳċƣő уоΦтл оΦнс моΦлп 
xŸƨƣő снΦтф муΦсл муΦсл 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ тпΦлт тΦпм муΦрн 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő ттΦуу моΦпс уΦср 
§ǭċũǃ тфΦлт фΦол ммΦсо 
xċŸŔƚ тнΦмс млΦом мтΦро 

*(see D4.1; 28-29) 

 

Figure A8: Semi-Rural Landscapes (Factor 8) 
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Table A9: Environmentally Sensitive Peatland Areas per Region/County 

ÉĦŸƖĲƚ xŸƽШыӖь ~ŸĬĲƖċƣĲШыӖь cŔŊőШыӖь 
ÅE]f§  

 ì ΡΥЮΠΞ ΝΞЮΝΣ ΞΦЮΠΞ 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ ΤΟЮΜΦ ΝΜЮΣΞ ΝΣЮΞΦ 
E~ ΣΠЮΥΠ ΝΜЮΤΠ ΞΠЮΠΞ 

9§Ö Ñò 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ ΟΥЮΞΣ ΝΟЮΠΞ ΠΥЮΟΞ 
ÉũŔŊŸ ΠΡЮΡΤ ΝΜЮΝΟ ΠΠЮΟΜ 
xĲŔƣƖŔů ΡΣЮΝΣ ΝΜЮΦΣ ΟΞЮΥΥ 
9ċƻċŰ ΥΡЮΟΦ ΤЮΥΤ ΣЮΤΠ 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ ΦΠЮΞΦ ΝЮΠΟ ΠЮΞΦ 
]ċũƽċǃ ΠΡЮΤΦ ΝΥЮΞΞ ΟΡЮΦΥ 
~ċǃŸ ΠΤЮΟΤ ΞΠЮΟΠ ΞΥЮΞΦ 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ ΡΠЮΡΡ ΝΜЮΦΝ ΟΠЮΡΡ 
9ũċƖĲ ΡΠЮΦΤ ΞΣЮΠΦ ΝΥЮΡΠ 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ ΤΜЮΦΞ ΡЮΜΜ ΞΠЮΜΥ 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť ΤΝЮΥΡ ΝΠЮΥΝ ΝΟЮΟΟ 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ ΤΥЮΞΣ ΠЮΟΡ ΝΤЮΟΦ 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ ΦΠЮΣΦ ΞЮΣΡ ΞЮΣΡ 
9ċƖũŸƽ ΥΝЮΠΥ ΤЮΠΝ ΝΝЮΝΝ 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ ΦΜЮΟΞ ΣЮΠΡ ΟЮΞΟ 
9ŸƖť ΤΥЮΜΦ ΡЮΥΣ ΝΣЮΜΡ 
uĲƖƖǃ ΟΤЮΞΜ ΞΞЮΡΣ ΠΜЮΞΠ 
?ƨĤũŔŰ ΝΜΜЮΜΜ ΜЮΜΜ ΜЮΜΜ 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ ΡΥЮΡΠ ΝΟЮΠΝ ΞΥЮΜΡ 
uŔũĬċƖĲ ΡΦЮΡΡ ΥЮΦΦ ΟΝЮΠΣ 
~Ĳċƣő ΥΝЮΡΞ ΝΝЮΦΣ ΣЮΡΞ 
xŸƨƣő ΥΝЮΠΜ ΣЮΦΥ ΝΝЮΣΟ 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ ΡΦЮΞΣ ΝΠЮΥΝ ΞΡЮΦΟ 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő ΡΠЮΞΦ ΝΡЮΞΠ ΟΜЮΠΥ 
§ǭċũǃ ΞΜЮΦΟ ΝΟЮΦΡ ΣΡЮΝΞ 
xċŸŔƚ ΣΥЮΜΠ ΝΝЮΟΠ ΞΜЮΣΞ 

*(see D4.1; 30-31) 

 

 

Figure A9: Environmentally Sensitive Peatland Areas 
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Table A10: Spatial Typology: Clusters as a Percentage of Land Cover per 
Region/County 

9ũƨƚƣĲƖШӖ Ν Ξ Ο Π Ρ 
ÅE]f§  

 ì рΦст мсΦтт ннΦнс нмΦму опΦмн 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ нуΦпп уΦср нпΦлт мнΦум нсΦло 
E~ ооΦнл тΦтт нпΦмм моΦмс нмΦтр 

9§Ö Ñò 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ оΦпс оΦнм мнΦур ппΦпс осΦлн 
ÉũŔŊŸ оΦоп млΦрф плΦто олΦну мрΦлт 
xĲŔƣƖŔů мнΦлн муΦур нмΦул нпΦмн ноΦнн 
9ċƻċŰ сΦпф мсΦсл нсΦпн млΦнс плΦнп 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ пΦол млΦмл ннΦфр сΦус ррΦум 
]ċũƽċǃ млΦтр моΦпн нмΦор мфΦну орΦмф 
~ċǃŸ сΦрф млΦуо мфΦуф нуΦлл опΦст 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ уΦоу млΦсл ннΦлс мсΦнн пнΦтр 
9ũċƖĲ тΦтр ммΦфн нуΦмр мпΦсм отΦрт 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ мпΦур уΦмп ноΦсс млΦфл пнΦпо 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť мпΦму мнΦнс нпΦрм тΦмт пмΦут 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ мтΦрл тΦлф нфΦсм мнΦпф ооΦнф 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ омΦнп сΦуо ооΦтм рΦсо ннΦсл 
9ċƖũŸƽ пфΦлм оΦто ноΦпу сΦсм мтΦмт 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ тлΦус сΦнп млΦуу пΦфс тΦпф 
9ŸƖť нуΦлл уΦсу ооΦмм фΦтт нлΦпс 
uĲƖƖǃ млΦпн пΦфр мтΦто отΦуу нфΦлп 
?ƨĤũŔŰ нуΦфу мсΦмр мтΦут мсΦтф нлΦно 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ нфΦпн уΦлп мсΦфм осΦрл фΦмр 
uŔũĬċƖĲ рпΦуо рΦуо мтΦтн уΦно моΦоу 
~Ĳċƣő рсΦмн рΦрф мсΦфл уΦмл моΦнф 
xŸƨƣő рмΦсф сΦот муΦуп фΦту моΦол 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ мрΦро тΦфр нрΦос млΦлп пмΦмм 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő мфΦсн уΦрл осΦрт тΦпр нтΦуу 
§ǭċũǃ мфΦнн пΦту опΦфу ммΦус нфΦмп 
xċŸŔƚ ноΦпо сΦтс омΦуу фΦсф нуΦнп 

*(see D4.1; 32-39) 

 

Figure A10: Spatial Typology of Rural Ireland 
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Spatial Analysis (see D4.2) 
 

Table A11: Area, Number and Size of Farms in Ireland 2020 

 ƖĲċШ[ċƖůĲĬ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċь 

ƖĲċШ[ċƖůĲĬШ
ыċƚШӖШŸŉШ ƖĲċь 

[ċƖůƚШ ШШШШШШШШШШШШШШШШ
ыƓĲƖШuůΞь 

ƻĲƖċŊĲШ[ċƖůШ
ÉŔǍĲШыcċь 

ÅE]f§  
 ì ΝЯΠΤΦЯΞΞΠ ΡΤЮΟΟ ΡΤЯΞΡΞШыΞЮΞΞь ΞΣЮΤΣ 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ ΞЯΜΤΞЯΣΣΟ ΣΦЮΜΝ ΡΝЯΡΝΝШыΝЮΤΞь ΠΜЮΠΝ 
E~ ΦΡΟЯΦΤΝ ΣΡЮΦΟ ΞΠЯΞΝΝШыΝЮΣΤь ΠΜЮΣΦ 

9§Ö Ñò 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ ΞΡΣЯΠΣΟ ΡΞЮΤΠ ΦЯΟΠΣШыΝЮΦΞь ΞΤЮΥΠ 
ÉũŔŊŸ ΝΝΟЯΞΜΞ ΣΝЮΣΝ ΠЯΝΤΤШыΞЮΞΤь ΞΥЮΝΞ 
xĲŔƣƖŔů ΥΤЯΤΤΤ ΡΡЮΞΡ ΟЯΠΠΡШыΞЮΝΤь ΞΡЮΣΝ 
9ċƻċŰ ΝΟΠЯΜΠΞ ΣΦЮΟΥ ΡЯΝΜΦШыΞЮΣΠь ΞΣЮΡ 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ ΝΜΟЯΦΡΡ ΥΜЮΞΦ ΠЯΠΤΟШыΟЮΠΡь ΞΟЮΥΣ 
]ċũƽċǃ ΟΟΣЯΝΞΠ ΡΠЮΣΠ ΝΞЯΤΜΝШыΞЮΜΣь ΞΤЮΤΝ 
~ċǃŸ ΞΤΦЯΝΞΣ ΠΦЮΦΠ ΝΝЯΦΝΟШыΞЮΝΟь ΞΠЮΥ 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ ΝΣΥЯΡΟΡ ΣΣЮΝΠ ΣЯΜΥΥШыΞЮΟΦь ΞΤЮΥΣ 
9ũċƖĲ ΞΜΝЯΥΟΜ ΡΥЮΡΜ ΣЯΞΦΤШыΝЮΥΟь ΟΟЮΠΣ 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ ΟΝΞЯΞΝΡ ΤΞЮΡΞ ΤЯΟΦΡШыΝЮΤΞь ΠΟЮΝΦ 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť ΞΜΟЯΣΞΝ ΤΟЮΥΥ ΡЯΣΞΡШыΞЮΜΠь ΟΤЮΜΡ 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ ΝΞΝЯΤΝΟ ΣΡЮΠΦ ΞЯΡΥΡШыΝЮΟΦь ΠΥЮΟΟ 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ ΝΣΟЯΝΡΣ ΤΥЮΤΠ ΟЯΡΣΦШыΝЮΤΞь ΠΤЮΝΞ 
9ċƖũŸƽ ΤΜЯΜΞΥ ΤΥЮΝΜ ΝЯΤΝΥШыΝЮΦΞьШ ΠΞЮΞΤ 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ ΝΥΝЯΝΦΥ ΤΣЮΠΞ ΠЯΟΞΦШыΝЮΥΟь ΠΞЮΠΥ 
9ŸƖť ΡΞΦЯΟΟΤ ΤΜЮΡΠ ΝΟЯΣΦΣШыΝЮΥΟь ΟΦЮΥΟ 
uĲƖƖǃ ΞΥΥЯΡΣΡ ΣΜЮΜΟ ΣЯΞΦΤШыΝЮΟΝь ΟΣЮΣΡ 
?ƨĤũŔŰ ΟΝЯΣΥΠ ΟΠЮΞΝ ΣΡΣШыΜЮΤΝь ΠΦЮΠΡ 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ ΝΜΟЯΜΣΡ ΡΜЮΥΤ ΞЯΠΡΞШыΝЮΞΝь ΠΞЮΦΞ 
uŔũĬċƖĲ ΝΝΟЯΠΠΤ ΣΣЮΦΟ ΞЯΡΟΟШыΝΠΦь ΠΣЮΠΣ 
~Ĳċƣő ΝΦΤЯΟΟΞ ΥΠЮΞΞ ΠЯΡΜΡШыΝЮΦΞь ΠΠЮΟΟ 
xŸƨƣő ΣΝЯΠΡΤ ΤΠЮΟΜ ΝЯΣΞΥШыΝЮΦΤь ΠΜЮΣΝ 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ ΤΝЯΜΟΦ ΣΡЮΜΥ ΞЯΡΝΟШыΞЮΟь ΞΦЮΝΟ 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő ΝΟΜЯΣΞΡ ΤΝЮΜΟ ΟЯΠΞΥШыΝЮΥΣь ΟΥЮΣΟ 
§ǭċũǃ ΝΞΟЯΤΥΜ ΣΝЮΥΣ ΟЯΞΦΤШыΝЮΣΡь ΟΤЮΥ 
xċŸŔƚ ΝΞΝЯΡΠΞ ΤΜЮΣΤ ΟЯΝΦΦШыΝЮΥΣь ΟΦЮΜΤ 

*(see D4.2; 2-6) 

 

 

 

Figure A11: Average Farm Size in Ireland 2020 (Hectares) 
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Table A12: Grassland in Ireland 2020   

 ÂċƚƣƨƖĲ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

cċǃ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

]ƖċƚƚШÉŔũċŊĲШ
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

]ƖċǍŔŰŊ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

ÅE]f§  
 ì ΤΦΝЯΟΡΤ ΟΜЮΤ ΟΤЯΜΦΦ ΝЮΠ ΟΦΣЯΤΥΞ ΝΡЮΠ ΞΟΡЯΡΜΣ ΜЮΝΤ 
É ΝЯΜΡΡЯΝΣΥ ΟΡЮΝ ΣΟЯΥΤΠ ΞЮΝ ΡΦΤЯΟΦΞ ΝΦЮΦ ΝΤΦЯΠΦΟ ΜЮΜΥ 
E~ ΠΤΦЯΤΣΠ ΟΟЮΞ ΟΥЯΞΦΟ ΞЮΣ ΞΠΜЯΝΦΡ ΝΣЮΣ ΟΣЯΡΟΦ ΜЮΜΦ 

9§Ö Ñò 
?x ΝΝΤЯΠΟΥ ΞΠЮΞ ΠЯΟΥΣ ΜЮΦ ΠΣЯΞΡΞ ΦЮΡ ΥΝЯΠΣΞ ΝΣЮΥ 
É§ ΣΥЯΜΡΝ ΟΤЮΜ ΞЯΥΤΦ ΝЮΣ ΞΤЯΦΤΤ ΝΡЮΞ ΝΟЯΥΡΥ ΤЮΡ 
x~ ΠΦЯΝΜΦ ΟΜЮΦ ΞЯΥΜΠ ΝЮΥ ΞΝЯΥΥΡ ΝΟЮΥ ΝΟЯΣΝΜ ΥЮΣ 
9  ΤΡЯΜΤΟ ΟΥЮΦ ΞЯΤΥΠ ΝЮΠ ΠΣЯΡΟΣ ΞΠЮΝ ΦЯΜΞΟ ΠЮΤ 
~  ΡΤЯΡΝΞ ΠΠЮΠ ΞЯΡΦΥ ΞЮΜ ΟΥЯΠΝΝ ΞΦЮΤ ΠЯΣΡΟ ΟЮΣ 
] ΝΤΥЯΟΞΡ ΞΦЮΜ ΝΜЯΟΦΟ ΝЮΤ ΦΝЯΜΠΞ ΝΠЮΥ ΡΜЯΟΣΣ ΥЮΞ 
~§ ΝΠΤЯΦΞΟ ΞΣЮΡ ΠЯΥΣΞ ΜЮΦ ΤΠЯΟΥΣ ΝΟЮΟ ΡΜЯΡΣΜ ΦЮΜ 
Å  ΦΤЯΦΞΣ ΟΥЮΠ ΣЯΟΦΟ ΞЮΡ ΡΜЯΞΦΟ ΝΦЮΤ ΝΝЯΦΤΠ ΠЮΤ 
9E ΝΜΠЯΜΟΞ ΟΜЮΞ ΤЯΜΞΡ ΞЮΜ ΣΝЯΤΡΝ ΝΤЮΦ ΞΥЯΝΜΟ ΥЮΝ 
Ñ ΝΤΤЯΣΜΠ ΠΝЮΟ ΦЯΡΥΦ ΞЮΞ ΦΝЯΟΝΤ ΞΝЮΞ ΦЯΝΥΣ ΞЮΝ 
x~ ΝΝΣЯΠΝΡ ΠΞЮΞ ΥЯΥΡΥ ΟЮΞ ΣΥЯΤΟΞ ΞΠЮΦ ΥЯΝΦΦ ΟЮΜ 
ì ΣΤЯΠΞΡ ΟΣЮΟ ΞЯΤΤΝ ΝЮΡ ΟΣЯΟΞΦ ΝΦЮΡ ΣЯΠΠΡ ΟЮΡ 
uu ΥΠЯΦΞΝ ΠΝЮΜ ΡЯΜΜΟ ΞЮΠ ΡΞЯΣΝΠ ΞΡЮΠ ΟЯΜΟΞ ΝЮΡ 
9ì ΟΜЯΡΠΞ ΟΠЮΝ ΟЯΜΞΞ ΟЮΠ ΝΡЯΣΤΜ ΝΤЮΡ ΝЯΦΡΞ ΞЮΞ 
ìñ ΤΟЯΟΝΟ ΟΜЮΦ ΤЯΣΜΜ ΟЮΞ ΠΞЯΡΟΠ ΝΤЮΦ ΟЯΜΥΣ ΝЮΟ 
9 ΞΣΥЯΠΜΟ ΟΡЮΥ ΝΟЯΝΞΝ ΝЮΤ ΝΣΜЯΡΦΡ ΞΝЮΠ ΠΜЯΥΤΤ ΡЮΠ 
uò ΝΟΞЯΡΝΟ ΞΤЮΣ ΣЯΥΥΡ ΝЮΠ ΣΤЯΥΡΜ ΝΠЮΝ ΤΥЯΣΝΟ ΝΣЮΠ 
? ΝΝЯΜΜΞ ΝΝЮΦ ΝЯΞΟΠ ΝЮΟ ΟЯΞΜΝ ΟЮΡ ΝЯΤΞΥ ΝЮΦ 
ìì ΡΟЯΡΝΝ ΞΣЮΠ ΟЯΦΟΤ ΝЮΦ ΞΞЯΤΡΜ ΝΝЮΞ ΦЯΜΣΣ ΠЮΡ 
uE ΡΝЯΤΝΡ ΟΜЮΡ ΣЯΜΣΡ ΟЮΣ ΝΦЯΡΡΥ ΝΝЮΡ ΞЯΡΤΡ ΝЮΡ 
~c ΦΣЯΠΥΡ ΠΝЮΞ ΤЯΠΟΠ ΟЮΞ ΠΦЯΝΟΦ ΞΝЮΜ ΠЯΠΜΥ ΝЮΦ 
xc ΞΟЯΥΥΡ ΞΥЮΦ ΞЯΞΣΞ ΞЮΤ ΝΟЯΝΞΜ ΝΡЮΦ ΞЯΜΠΡ ΞЮΡ 
x? ΠΝЯΣΞΡ ΟΥЮΝ ΞЯΟΣΦ ΞЮΞ ΞΞЯΟΣΡ ΞΜЮΡ ΟЯΣΞΤ ΟЮΟ 
ìc ΤΡЯΥΝΤ ΠΝЮΞ ΠЯΣΤΝ ΞЮΡ ΟΤЯΠΤΡ ΞΜЮΠ ΡЯΤΥΝ ΟЮΝ 
§ò ΣΣЯΜΝΠ ΟΟЮΜ ΡЯΟΣΟ ΞЮΤ ΟΣЯΦΝΞ ΝΥЮΠ ΠЯΝΜΤ ΞЮΝ 
xÉ ΡΦЯΤΝΜ ΟΠЮΤ ΠЯΦΡΥ ΞЮΦ ΟΡЯΣΤΡ ΞΜЮΤ ΟЯΞΜΞ ΝЮΦ 

*(see D4.2; 6-9) 

 

 

Figure A12: Area of Grassland in Ireland 2020 (Ha) 
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Table A13: Total Crops and Commonage in Ireland 2020 

 ÑŸƣċũШ9ƖŸƓƚ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

9ĲƖĲċũƚ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

9ŸůůŸŰċŊĲ 
ыÑŸƣċũШcċЯШӖь 

ÅE]f§  
 ì ΝΦЯΞΝΟ ΜЮΤ ΥЯΡΠΦ ΜЮΟ ΞΤΜЯΠΤΦ ΝΜЮΡ 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ ΝΤΤЯΞΣΤ ΡЮΦ ΝΟΡЯΞΦΣ ΠЮΡ ΝΝΡЯΥΜΟ ΟЮΦ 
E~ ΝΣΝЯΟΞΜ ΝΝЮΝ ΝΞΝЯΣΠΝ ΥЮΠ ΟΡЯΜΜΤ ΞЮΠ 

9§Ö Ñò 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ ΣЯΦΟΝ ΝЮΠ ΠЯΟΤΞ ΜЮΦ ΤΞЯΣΡΦ ΝΠЮΦ 
ÉũŔŊŸ ΡΣΜ ΜЮΟ ΦΡ ΜЮΝ ΝΞЯΣΤΟ ΣЮΦ 
xĲŔƣƖŔů ΟΣΦ ΜЮΞ Μ ΜЮΜ ΝΟΟΤΟ ΥЮΠ 
9ċƻċŰ ΣΣΟ ΜЮΟ Μ ΜЮΜ ΠЯΞΥΤ ΞЮΞ 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ ΥΤΟ ΜЮΤ ΞΦΡ ΜЮΞ Μ ΜЮΜ 
]ċũƽċǃ ΣЯΞΤΣ ΝЮΜ ΞЯΦΝΞ ΜЮΡ ΣΞЯΤΣΝ ΝΜЮΞ 
~ċǃŸ ΝЯΡΥΤ ΜЮΟ ΟΜΣ ΜЮΝ ΝΜΟЯΠΠΣ ΝΥЮΡ 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ ΝЯΦΡΠ ΜЮΥ ΡΣΦ ΜЮΞ ΝЯΞΥΜ ΜЮΡ 
9ũċƖĲ ΦΝΥ ΜЮΟ ΝΣΠ ΜЮΜ ΟЯΦΥΟ ΝЮΞ 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ ΞΠЯΣΣΜ ΡЮΤ ΝΦЯΣΟΞ ΠЮΣ ΝΞЯΞΠΞ ΞЮΥ 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť ΝЯΡΞΥ ΜЮΣ ΥΠΠ ΜЮΟ ΞЯΝΥΝ ΜЮΥ 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ ΦЯΞΣΞ ΡЮΜ ΣЯΠΣΟ ΟЮΡ ΦЯΞΝΡ ΡЮΜ 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ ΝΤЯΤΤΟ ΥЮΣ ΝΟЯΞΞΟ ΣЮΠ ΠΦΝ ΜЮΞ 
9ċƖũŸƽ ΝΦЯΜΞΟ ΞΝЮΞ ΝΠЯΥΥΦ ΝΣЮΣ ΞЯΟΟΝ ΞЮΣ 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ ΡΠЯΣΣΥ ΞΟЮΝ ΠΞЯΣΣΜ ΝΥЮΜ ΞЯΡΞΤ ΝЮΝ 
9ŸƖť ΠΣЯΣΤΝ ΣЮΞ ΟΡЯΠΞΟ ΠЮΤ ΞΝЯΜΦΦ ΞЮΥ 
uĲƖƖǃ ΞЯΤΣΠ ΜЮΣ ΝЯΦΦΥ ΜЮΠ ΣΝЯΤΟΠ ΝΞЮΥ 
?ƨĤũŔŰ ΝΡЯΥΤΣ ΝΤЮΝ ΝΝЯΜΞΝ ΝΝЮΦ ΞЯΞΦΜ ΞЮΡ 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ ΝΟЯΦΣΞ ΣЮΦ ΝΜЯΤΞΤ ΡЮΟ ΞΣЯΥΣΜ ΝΟЮΟ 
uŔũĬċƖĲ ΟΟЯΡΟΣ ΝΦЮΥ ΞΤЯΣΣΤ ΝΣЮΟ ΝЯΞΥΝ ΜЮΥ 
~Ĳċƣő ΟΦЯΦΜΜ ΝΤЮΜ ΞΥЯΞΡΡ ΝΞЮΝ ΡΦ ΜЮΜ 
xŸƨƣő ΞΜЯΝΣΝ ΞΠЮΠ ΝΡЯΤΣΣ ΝΦЮΝ ΞЯΣΣΠ ΟЮΞ 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ ΝЯΝΜΜ ΝЮΜ ΞΦΠ ΜЮΟ ΞΜΜ ΜЮΞ 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő ΤЯΝΤΠ ΟЮΦ ΠЯΡΟΦ ΞЮΡ Π ΜЮΜ 
§ǭċũǃ ΝΝЯΠΡΣ ΡЮΤ ΥЯΣΦΞ ΠЮΟ ΞΜΦ ΜЮΝ 
xċŸŔƚ ΝΥЯΝΡΡ ΝΜЮΣ ΝΠЯΣΥΜ ΥЮΡ ΝЯΠΠΜ ΜЮΥ 

*(see D4.2; 9-13) 

 

Figure A13: Area of Total Crops, Fruit and Horticulture in Ireland 2020 (Hectares) 
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Table A14: Livestock in Ireland 2020 

 xŔƻĲƚƣŸĦťШÖŰŔƣ 
ыÑŸƣċũЯШƓĲƖШ[ċƖůь 

7ĲĲŉШxŔƻĲƚƣŸĦť 
ы[ċƖůƚЯШƓĲƖШ[ċƖůь 

?ċŔƖǃШxŔƻĲƚƣŸĦť 
ы[ċƖůƚЯШƓĲƖШ[ċƖůь 

ÅE]f§  
 ì ΝΤΜΣΦΡΥ ΞΜ ΠΜЯΟΦΝ ΟΜ ΞЯΣΟΜ ΣΤ 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ ΟЯΞΟΠЯΝΞΟ ΡΠ ΟΜЯΟΜΦ ΥΝ ΝΞЯΞΠΠ ΦΡ 
E~ ΝΟΣЯΥΥΥΞ ΠΡ ΝΡЯΤΦΜ ΤΜ ΞЯΣΞΝ ΦΜ 

9§Ö Ñò 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ ΞΝΠЯΟΣΠ ΝΟ ΠЯΣΠΤ ΞΤ ΞΞΤ ΦΥ 
ÉũŔŊŸ ΦΤЯΤΦΞ ΝΡ ΟЯΜΤΥ ΞΠ ΝΟΤ ΣΜ 
xĲŔƣƖŔů ΡΥЯΤΠΞ ΝΞ ΞЯΡΡΣ ΝΣ ΟΤ ΡΜ 
9ċƻċŰ ΞΡΦЯΣΥΟ ΠΜ ΟЯΤΦΠ ΟΦ ΣΟΞ ΣΞ 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ ΞΣΡЯΥΞΠ ΡΟ ΟЯΞΣΤ ΠΡ ΣΣΟ ΡΥ 
]ċũƽċǃ ΟΤΜЯΦΞΣ ΞΜ ΦЯΥΥΦ ΟΝ ΡΜΠ ΤΥ 
~ċǃŸ ΞΣΜЯΟΝΠ ΝΠ ΥЯΝΞΤ ΞΟ ΟΜΦ ΣΞ 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ ΝΤΠЯΦΤΣ ΞΜ ΡЯΜΟΟ ΟΝ ΝΞΝ ΤΠ 
9ũċƖĲ ΞΝΝЯΟΠΤ ΟΜ ΡЯΝΥΟ ΟΤ ΡΥΟ ΣΜ 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ ΡΠΤЯΠΜΞ ΣΥ ΠЯΟΠΥ ΝΜΤ ΝЯΥΟΞ ΦΥ 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť ΟΡΥЯΡΡΠ ΣΠ ΟЯΡΟΠ ΥΟ ΝЯΡΜΤ ΥΟ 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ ΞΟΥЯΣΥΦ ΥΣ ΝЯΝΦΠ ΝΟΣ ΤΦΟ ΝΝΟ 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ ΞΦΞЯΟΦΤ ΤΣ ΝЯΥΡΡ ΝΟΝ ΦΠΤ ΝΜΤ 
9ċƖũŸƽ ΦΡЯΥΠΦ ΟΤ ΦΡΤ ΤΤ ΝΥΞ ΦΦ 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ ΞΡΤЯΦΠΝ ΡΞ ΝЯΦΞΞ ΦΥ ΥΟΣ ΝΜΜ 
9ŸƖť ΦΝΦЯΝΟΝ ΣΠ ΣЯΣΟΝ ΦΤ ΠЯΜΦΠ ΦΡ 
uĲƖƖǃ ΟΝΞЯΥΝΟ ΞΥ ΠЯΣΥΡ ΠΟ ΝЯΠΤΜ ΤΜ 
?ƨĤũŔŰ ΝΦЯΤΝΦ ΞΤ ΞΥΡ ΣΟ ΟΞ ΦΟ 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ ΝΞΦЯΣΟΤ ΟΝ ΝЯΞΞΞ ΣΥ ΞΡΟ ΝΜΡ 
uŔũĬċƖĲ ΝΞΥЯΤΣΣ ΠΟ ΝЯΠΡΠ ΤΞ ΝΦΜ ΝΜΥ 
~Ĳċƣő ΞΤΤЯΦΞΠ ΡΜ ΞЯΤΡΥ ΥΜ ΡΦΥ ΝΝΞ 
xŸƨƣő ΥΟЯΝΡΜ ΠΣ ΥΦΞ ΤΞ ΝΤΟ ΝΝΜ 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ ΝΝΞЯΜΠΞ ΟΣ ΞЯΜΥΞ ΠΜ ΝΡΦ ΤΠ 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő ΝΦΡЯΜΥΜ ΠΟ ΞЯΣΜΜ ΣΞ ΟΞΜ ΦΦ 
§ǭċũǃ ΞΝΞЯΤΜΡ ΡΟ ΞЯΠΜΥ ΤΥ ΟΦΞ ΦΝ 
xċŸŔƚ ΞΝΝЯΟΜΠ ΣΜ ΞЯΜΥΦ ΥΤ ΡΜΠ ΝΜΜ 

*(see D4.2; 13-20) 

 

Figure A14: Beef Livestock in Ireland 2020  
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Table A15: Livestock in Ireland 2020 

 ÉőĲĲƓШxŔƻĲƚƣŸĦť 
ы[ċƖůƚЯШƓĲƖШ[ċƖůь 

ÂŔŊШxŔƻĲƚƣŸĦť 
ы[ċƖůƚЯШƓĲƖШ[ċƖůь 

ÂŸƨũƣƖǃШxŔƻĲƚƣŸĦť 
ы[ċƖůƚЯШƓĲƖШ[ċƖůь 

ÅE]f§  
 ì ΞΝΜΠΝ ΣΤ ΞΣΥ ΝΠΣΜ ΝΡΥΣ ΤΠΟΣ 
ÉŸƨƣőĲƖŰ ΣΜΡΥ ΦΡ ΡΡΝ ΝΞΤΤ ΝΡΜΠ ΝΡΞΠ 
E~ ΥΠΜΣ ΦΜ ΟΤΤ ΝΞΞΜ ΝΟΡΥ ΤΡΥ 

 
?ŸŰĲŊċũ ΣΜΝΤ ΝΞΡ ΥΥ ΡΦΟ ΞΤΟ ΝΞΣ 
ÉũŔŊŸ ΝΣΝΣ ΝΞΥ Μ Μ ΞΜΝ ΥΠ 
xĲŔƣƖŔů ΝΝΜΡ ΝΠΜ Μ Μ ΥΦ ΟΤ 
9ċƻċŰ ΦΣΟ ΝΝΥ ΦΤ ΟΜΤΟ ΝΥΠ ΤΤΟΣ 
~ŸŰċŊőċŰ ΡΟΣ ΝΟΤ ΠΜ ΣΦΦ ΟΡΡ ΞΥΣΜΞ 
]ċũƽċǃ ΠΜΥΝ ΝΠΥ Μ Μ Μ Μ 
~ċǃŸ ΠΦΜΣ ΝΞΦ Μ Μ ΠΥΠ ΟΟΠ 
ÅŸƚĦŸůůŸŰ ΝΥΝΤ ΝΡΞ ΠΟ ΟΜΝ Μ Μ 
9ũċƖĲ ΣΜΡ ΣΦ ΠΜ ΞΝΣ ΞΡΜ ΝΦ 
ÑŔƓƓĲƖċƖǃ ΥΣΥ ΝΥΠ ΥΟ ΝΟΜΦ ΞΦΤ ΝΜΣ 
xŔůĲƖŔĦť ΞΠΤ ΝΟΥ ΠΠ ΥΞΥ ΟΜΣ ΡΜΣΦ 
ìċƣĲƖŉŸƖĬ ΟΥΟ ΞΠΝ ΟΟ ΟΝΣΥ ΝΟΤ ΠΥΞΠ 
uŔũťĲŰŰǃ ΡΜΤ ΝΦΟ ΠΥ ΝΝΝΡ ΝΦΝ ΝΡΠ 
9ċƖũŸƽ ΤΜΦ ΞΝΣ ΟΝ ΤΣΡ ΝΜΠ ΠΝ 
ìĲǂŉŸƖĬ ΝΜΠΥ ΝΥΥ ΤΦ ΝΜΠΞ ΞΝΦ ΠΣ 
9ŸƖť ΝΣΦΝ ΝΠΝ ΝΦΟ ΝΠΥΜ Μ Μ 
uĲƖƖǃ ΞΠΦΤ ΝΦΞ ΤΟ ΠΥΜ Μ Μ 
?ƨĤũŔŰ ΞΜΞ ΝΤΠ Μ Μ ΤΡ ΡΜ 
ìŔĦťũŸƽ ΝΟΟΜ ΞΠΟ ΠΠ ΟΣΟ ΝΤΟ ΞΝΠ 
uŔũĬċƖĲ ΣΤΠ ΞΟΤ ΟΠ ΥΠΠ ΝΦΣ ΞΠΜ 
~Ĳċƣő ΝΜΦΟ ΞΞΣ ΣΝ ΦΟΦ ΞΞΠ ΝΣΣΤ 
xŸƨƣő ΟΣΟ ΞΝΝ Μ Μ ΡΦ ΡΠΣΤ 
xŸŰŊŉŸƖĬ ΠΟΣ ΝΟΟ ΞΥ ΟΜΟΝ ΥΞ ΟΟΞ 
ìĲƚƣůĲċƣő ΤΦΡ ΝΥΡ ΠΠ ΝΠΞΣ ΝΤΝ ΠΝΥ 
§ǭċũǃ ΡΤΟ ΝΥΝ ΟΤ ΞΦΤΜ ΝΣΜ ΟΠΠ 
xċŸŔƚ ΠΠΟ ΝΠΥ ΡΣ ΝΝΤΜ ΞΝΥ ΠΞΞ 

*(see D4.2; 13-20) 

 

Figure A15: Diary Livestock in Ireland 2020 
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Figure A16: CORINE Land Cover Typology for Ireland 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure A17: Wetlands and Peatlands in Ireland 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 










