Euromontana / Note on 27 June 2003


THE PLACE OF MOUNTAIN ISSUES WITHIN FUTURE EU POLICIES

Report of the Euromontana seminar on 26-27 May 2003

And complementary information on the different topics.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I- The Convention on the Future of the Union

The seminar

On this subject two speakers intervened :  

· The first speaker was Fraser Cameron from EPC (European Policy Centre),who described the background of the European Convention. This intervention explained the origin of the convention, its aims, and in particular the issues related to the enlargement of the EU. It presented the reflection within the Convention on the main general questions : the modification foreseen for the European institutions, the European foreign policy, the home affairs, the governance within the EU, the timeframe... 

A  Power point presentation is available from Euromontana in English 

·  The second speaker was Pascal Gruselle, representative from the CRPM (Conférence des Régions Périphériques et Maritimes) in Brussels. His speech was focused on the issues of the discussions for the regions in the EU and the concept of territorial cohesion being included in the future European Constitution. 
A Power point presentation is available from Euromontana in French.

The outcomes of the Convention 

 General 

 The Convention presented its work during the European Council in Thessaloniki on 19-20 June 2003 to the members states. - The draft treaty establishing a European Constitution is available on the following internet web site : http://european-convention.eu.int/docs/Treaty/cv00820.fr03.pdf
A citizen's guide to the draft Constitution and a Powerpoint presentation showing the major changes introduced by the draft Constitution may be consulted at: http://europa.eu.int/futurum/comm/index_en.htm. 

 Only the French and English versions are available at the moment. However, translations in the other nine official languages of the European Union will be available shortly .

The European Council decided that the text of the Draft Constitutional Treaty is a good basis for starting in the Intergovernmental Conference. It requests the future Italian Presidency to initiate, at the Council meeting in July, the procedure laid down in Article 48 of the Treaty in order to allow this Conference to be convened in October 2003. The Conference should complete its work and agree the Constitutional Treaty as soon as possible and in time for it to become known to European citizens before the June 2004 elections for the European Parliament. The acceding States will participate fully in the Intergovernmental Conference on an equal footing with the current Member States. The Constitutional Treaty will be signed by the Member States of the enlarged Union as soon as possible after 1 May 2004.  

The Intergovernmental Conference will be conducted by the Heads of State or Government, assisted by the members of the General Affairs and External Relations Council. The representative of the Commission will participate in the Conference. The General Secretariat of the Council will provide the secretariat support for the Conference. The European Parliament will be closely associated and involved in the work of the Conference.  The three candidate countries Bulgaria and Romania, with whom accession negotiations are underway, and Turkey will take part in all meetings of the Conference as observers 

Territorial cohesion

Euromontana, AEM and the islands Commission of CPMR had sent out a "call for territorial cohesion" in February 2003. 

At the time of the seminar, territorial cohesion was inserted in the draft constitutional Treaty, in the "Objectives of the Union". 

Now, the draft which is going to be the basis for the InterGovernmental Conference provides not only 'territorial cohesion' as an objective of the Union (Article I-3 of the draft Treaty, third paragraph) but also as being among the fields of community competence at the same level as agriculture, internal market, environment etc... alongside with economic and social cohesion (Article I-13 – The shared competence – paragraph 2).  

Article II-36 "Access to services of general interest"  also refers  to territorial cohesion.

The inclusion of Territorial Cohesion is an extremely significant change for mountain areas, because the community policies will have to be applied by taking into account this concern for territorial balance . With such a constitutional basis, it will become possible to implement measures targeting more specifically certain types of territories.  

Mountains / areas with Permanent natural handicaps

Neither mountains,  nor indeed "areas with geographical handicaps", are  mentioned in the draft Treaty,  even in the part based on the current Treaty articles. The current article 158, numbered 111-111 in the draft new Treaty, does not make any reference to these areas but  does reiterate the objective of territorial cohesion included in the first part of the Treaty. 

The fact that these territories are not mentioned as such may be a disappointment because of the recognition which was expected for them. But in terms of what becomes possible for mountain territories, the reference to territorial cohesion alone increases in a significant way the scope of possible measures addressing mountain issues.

II- The future of the CAP and rural development

The Seminar

A preparatory document

Euromontana wrote a preparatory document including 7 contributions from member organisations, which contributed to the analyse and the reflection on the impact of the reform as proposed in January for the mountains areas ( Scottish Highlands and Islands, Massif central, Alpes du Nord, Andalucia, Basque Country, Czech Republic, and environmental assesment of SNH). This document included the summaries of the 7 contributions.

This document is available in French and English from Euromontana 

Interventions

Rob Peters, Head of Unit rural Development in DG Agri intervened  on the future of the CAP and rural development measures. A short discussion followed the presentation. It should be noted that this presentation was made during the negotiations between the Members States and the Commission, and so it was impossible for Mr Peters to be very specific on these proposals, because some modifications had been made but not validated. 

This Power point document is available in English from Euromontana 
Mr Peters intervention was followed by three regional presentations :

· impact of Mid Term Review on Scottish Highlands, by Peter Cook of SAC (Scottish Agricultural College)

· impact of decoupling on Massif Central Agriculture, by Thierry Boulleau of SIDAM – Massif Central

· analyses, questions and expectations from an agricultural union of mountains areas of the Czech Republic, by Josef Vrzan of SMO (Union of Marginal areas)
The power point presentations  are available in English or French from Euromontana 
These interventions, as well as those presented in Euromontana’s preparatory document, highlighted the numerous dangers that this reforms contains for mountain agriculture. The analyses from the different regions were convergent on many aspects : the risks of land abandonment with decoupling, the deep changes in the animal sectors (transfers between beef and sheep, or beef and milk etc..), positions in favour of modulation rather than degressivity in order to reinforce the second pillar, the expectation of a strong policy promoting the European model of Agriculture (quality, environment, employment etc...).

Later in the seminar, Professor John Bryden, co-Director of the Arkleton Institute for Rural Development Research, made an intervention on the challenges of rural development policy, both from an agricultural and a regional development point of view.

Post-seminar

Euromontana met DG Agri and they were well acquainted with the regional  analysis sent by Euromontana. The Commission recognised the relevance of the arguments and said many other organisations shared our views.

However the decisions taken on 26 June by the Council of Ministers, after their long negotiations on 12, 13, 17, 18, 19, 25 June in Luxembourg now provides another new face to the reform. 

Euromontana wishes, on the basis of this new proposal, to gather some new contributions from its member organisations in order to give them to the Commission before the writing of the new regulations and the implementation regulations which will be of a major importance. Please consult the full text in the web page indicated below and respond to Gaëlle Lhermitte. It is vital that we make appropriate representation to the Commission as soon as possible. 

A few elements of the agreement between the Ministers of Agriculture for a reform of the CAP (26 June 2003)

· Decoupling. The principle of decoupling and of a single payment per farm is agreed. However, it will be possible for Member States to decouple only partially some payments (and even entirely if they want for the suckler cow premium and the slaughter premium). In the same way, the Member States will have the possibility to implement this system only from 2007 onwards. They can also give to farmers supplementary payments up to 10% of the total envelope of decoupled payments, in order to encourage specific types of farming which are important for the environment, quality production and marketing.

· Cross-compliance. The principle of cross-compliance is also agreed, which means that the payments will become conditionnal to the respect of a certain number of statutory environmental, food safety, animal and plant health as well as animal welfare standards.  

· Modulation. The direct payments above 5000 € will be reduced by 3% in 2005, 4% in 2006 and by 5% from 2007 to 2013, and "modulated", that is to say used for rural development and not for the reforms of some CMOs. 1% point of the funds will remain in the State were it was collected and the remaining percentages will be distributed between Member States on the basis of agricultural surfaces, agricultural employment, and GDP per inhabitant calculated at purchasing power parity.  In the end, when the redistribution is made and taking into account the percentage point which remained in the first place in the country, at least 80% of the funds collected on direct payments in one country will be still available to this country.

· New rural development measures. Rural development will benefit  from higher funding and new measures are proposed from 2005, as well as changes in the co-financing rates (Agri-environmental measures : 60% outside Objective 1). There will be measures in favour of quality products, measures to support farmers to meet new and higher standards in the field of environment, public health, animal health etc... A new measure is now proposed to improve the animal welfare and supports to investments by young farmers will be increased.

· Per sector. Specific arrangements in some sectors are planned (cereals, protein crops, energy crops and carbon credit, durum wheat, starch potatoes, dried fodder, rice and nuts) and new decisions were taken in the dairy sector. The intervention price for butter is going to be reduced by 25% instead of 15% planned in Agenda 2000. The maximum volumes of purchase for intervention will also be reduced. A compensation will be paid to farmers (which will be inserted in the single payment from 2008) and the quota regime is now maintained until 2014. 

A detailed summary of the proposal is available from the Internet address in all the languages of the Community : 

http://europa.eu.int/rapid/start/cgi/guesten.ksh?p_action.gettxt=gt&doc=IP/03/898|0|RAPID&lg=EN&display= 

First spontaneous comments 

(G. Lhermitte, Secretary General)

· It is extremely difficult to assess the potential impact of the reform for mountain farming in Europe. The margin of manoeuvre of the Member States is indeed extremely  broad and therefore, the impact of the reform on mountain farming can be very different from one country to another, depending on the choices the Governments will make (attributing 10% more payments to some farmers, decoupling totally or partially, the structuring  of the rural development plans etc...).

· The fact that the reductions in the direct payments will be used through modulation instead of degressivity is however positive, if there is effectively and eventually more money available for the rural development measures. 

· As regards the new measures, it seems that, when reading the communication of the Commission, the measure addressing quality products and producers (Article 24 of the January proposal) will no longer be restricted to PDO (Protection of Designation of Origin), PGI (Protection of Geographical Indications), TSG (traditional Speciality Guaranteed), Organic farming... but open to more diverse schemes (to be followed and checked). This will represent undoubtedly great opportunities for mountain products, but for many other products as well ! The competition will be hard on this measure. The one concerning "meeting standards" still addresses farmers who wish to implement more restrictive standards that those required by the current regulations. Another measure is also added : a support to improve animal welfare. The multiplication of the measures will necessarily result in the dilution of the funds available per measure.

· As regards the "spirit" of the reform, from a mountain farming point of view, the analysis seems rather negative :  

· In a general way, the reform seems to promote the most competitive farms, which can respond to or comply with market conditions (low prices) and which have the capacity to implement stricter standards. The reform does not support an agriculture which is, at the starting point, environmentally friendly or producing quality products or having a positive impact in terms of territorial development. It plans to give incentives to those who will make supplementary efforts on their farm and one can guess that the first to make these efforts will be those with the capacity to invest and to adapt, and who have some "margin of manoeuvre" to improve their practise for the environment. 

· The loss of orientation of  production with decoupling and the request for farmers to simply adapt to market conditions are not a priori in favour of mountain farming, which needs high prices to add value to its quality products. 

· The reduction in direct payments applies to all farms without distinction, with a simple exemption for the first  €5000 applying to everyone. The analysis from a few mountain regions had shown that an exemption of the first €10,000 would have been much more favourable to mountain middle size farms, and could have easily been compensated for by the implementation of a capping or bigger reduction for the highest brackets.

Nowhere in this reform is there any reference to the intention  to promote the "European Model of agriculture", which was a fundamental purpose of the Agenda 2000.

The members of Euromontana are invited to send to the Secretary General their comments on the impact of the new proposals on mountain farming in their countries or regions. 

III- The future of the EU regional policy 

The seminar

Vasco CAL, senior officer in DG Regio spoke on the future of the regional policy. After a short intervention on the main steps for the preparation of a new regional policy after 2006, Mr Cal replied to the numerous questions of the participants during an extensive  discussion session. 

Power point presentation available from Euromontana is French.

In the light of the explanations of Mr Cal,  the scenario now seems to become clearer for the future Objective 2, even if some points remain unclear.

We provide you with  a description of this possible scenario using  some complementary and more recent information. 

As regards the timeframe, Mr Cal explained that the Third Cohesion Report which will constitute the final proposal of the Commission for the future regional policy will be published on 3rd December 2003. On the same date the Commission will also publish the Financial profile containing their proposals for the allocation of funds between budgets. It is on this basis that the member states and the Parliament will adopt their positions. DG Regio hope that these positions will be approved before the end of spring next year, so that the debates do not need to be postponed after the change of Parliament and Commission. 

A new Cohesion Forum will be organised at the beginning of 2004.  

Foreseen scenario for the future regional policy on the basis of information dated 24 June 2003 

The Commission rejects the view expressed by some Member States that regional policy should be renationalised or should be entirely horizontal. The key elements of the policy are the Lisbon agenda and the Göteborg summit. They consider that the most important element in delivering these targets lies in addressing the intermediate and least-favoured areas and exploting their latent capacities :

· Creating economic opportunities by empowering regions. 

· Helping regions to help themselves. 

They resist the argument that outside Objective 1 European Regional policy should be sectoral. They believe there should be a geographical place-based approach using bottom-up methodology. They are reinforced in these conclusions by a recent paper on territorial development published by OECD.

Two thirds of the budget will be devoted to Objective 1 and Objective 1 regions excluded simply on statistical grounds and the other third of the funding will be allocated to Objective 2 and a new Objective 3 (it is envisaged that Objective 3 will address trans-national cooperation and completing the transEuropean networks but proposals in this respect have not yet been crystallised).

Objective 2

Objective 2 will address regional competitiveness policy. All regions should be eligible. This includes  areas phased out of Objective 1 because of their improved economic performance, which will receive a premium (i.e. they will be entitled 10% higher rate of intervention) and handicapped areas – mountains, islands and sparsely populated areas (which will also receive a 10% higher co-financing rate). 

Finance

The Commission will propose an appropriate amount of funding but it is clear that they will not seek to exceed the 0.45% of EU-GDP ceiling.

As their policy will be based on soft, indirect, intangible, measures, it will need less money than one based on infrastructure. But they  concede that it  will be more difficult to implement than the simple support for infrastructure.  

The Commission are obliged to deal directly with the member states with Objective 1 issues but wish to deal with Member States on a Tri-partite pact basis including the regions for Objective 2. They can see that it will be for the Member States to identify regions but they would hope that they will make all regions eligible (note : in this context the Commission suggests that regions should be regarded as NUTS I or NUTS II level, as appropriate). The final choice will be left to the Member State. 

Themes

The Objective 2 approach is based on 7 themes :

· 2 at Member state level :

· funding of the European employment strategy

· fisheries policy

Although these will be national level policies, in Federal or quasi-Federal states, the Commission will expect the appropriate degree of consultation with the regions.

(The Commission will retain some money to respond, at their discretion, to unforeseen situations such as floods and natural disasters etc...).

· 5 at regional level 

· "Innovation and the knowledge based economy"

Under this heading, every Member State and region should support :

· regional innovation systems (examples : stimulation of business networks, SME cooperation especially with Universities and technology centres, advance business centres, technology audits, technology forecasting, clusters policy etc...)
The objective is to improve the efficiency of regional innovation systems and to encourage areas to work as a system so that knowledge is used especially by SMEs.

· entrepreneurship (this is based on the Lisbon and Göteborg agendas). It is in effect diversification, business planning, incubators, spin outs of, hopefully, technology based companies. The Commission intends to play a facilitating role developing transnational networks to exchange best practise etc...

· Employability and social inclusion (nb. Seperate from the European Employment strategy element)

This will include equal opportunities, life-long learning, and immigration for those regions most affected .

· Sustainable development (i.e. the Göteborg agenda). This will focus on contributing to the Kyoto objectives, for example renewable energies : biomasse / hydro / solar energies. Environmental transports modes, urban transport and multimodality, sewage treatment and water treatment and regeneration of brown field sites, prevention of natural or technological disasters.

· Accessibility. Helping in particular handicapped places (mountains, islands and sparsely populated areas) with broad band communications and mobile telephony to achieve a universal service (although  here acknowledge that state aids rules will have to be negotiated) :

· The transnational networks (i.e. securing for isolated areas secondary access to the EU main framework of transport routes), 

· services of general interest 

· transport 

· telephone 

· etc...

· Rural development. Continuation of the Leader style approach addressing for example craftsmanship, eco-tourism, cultural and environmental heritage protection.

Questions to be clarified

1/ On which reference zonage / mapping will the 10% higher co-financing rate be allocated to "areas with natural handicaps" : 

· European mapping identified in the studies commissioned by DGRegio ?(see IV-)

· National mappings (with the risk to lose consistency between states) ?

· European mapping adaptable within  a certain percentage by the Member states? 

2/ How would the 10% higher co-financing rate be distributed to these areas and through whom? If the Objective 2 programmes are at national or regional levels, how the share of these programmes which benefit to areas with natural handicaps can be identified ? Or is it envisaged that regions and states have to conceive specific programmes for these areas ?

3/ Will there be identified envelopes (with a ceiling) per region and in that case, how would they be calculated ? 

IV- The "mountain" study of DG Regio

The seminar

Mrs Luisa Sanches, DG Regio of the European Commission, presented the interim results of the study commissioned by DG Regio and currently being carried out by NordRegio and its consortium of institutes, entitled "Analysis of European mountain areas".

The study is to be finished in September this year but already, many results were available, notably on the mapping proposal. Mrs Sanches showed the maps corresponding to NordRegio's proposal for a mountain mapping, and the first results of the mapping of "mountain communities". 

	Delimitation of European Mountain areas (NordRegio study currently under development)

Basic criteria / physical mapping
· Elevation above 2500 m or

· Elevation above 1500 m and slope>2° or

· Elevation 1000-1500 m and slope>5° or

· Elevation 1000-1500 m and local elevation range (7km search radius) > 300 m or

· Elevation 300-1000 m and local elevation range (7km search radius) > 300 m or

· Elevation 0-300 m and standard deviation  (3km search radius) > 50 m

Additional criteria

· Area with climate contrast index below 0.25 considered comparable to mountain areas (this only adds areas in Northern Scandinavia)

Mapping of mountain municipalities

· Municipalities are considered mountains if mountains cover cover 50% or more of their area

Filters applied

· single municipalities or neighbouring municipalities groups (non-mountainous ‘spots’)  within mountains or mountain ‘spots’ in plains with total area < 50 km2

· this filter is applied only to land areas >300 km2 (to cover smaller mountain areas in islands)




The presentation of Mrs Sanches was very thorough and raised many questions, notably on the use the Commission intends to make of the mapping. This is still not clear since it depends mainly on the scenario envisaged for the future regional policy.

The power point presentation, including the maps, are available from Euromontana in English

Post-seminar

The study should still provide elements for statistical analysis of mountain areas, proposals for the delimitation of massifs, and analysis of the policies implemented in the different countries. It should be finished by September 2003. 

Euromontana sent a series of questions to Mrs Sanches after her intervention, notably on :

· the adaptability of the European zonage by the member states when it comes to the implementation of policies,

·  technical questions related to the criteria of the mapping (the number of categories notably – is there a need to have supplementary criteria for altitudes above 1000 meters) and concerning the statisitcal comparisons (necessity of a comparison with national averages),

· questions concerning the availibility of data (list of communes (NUTS V) classified as mountainous according ot the study / population of Objective 1 / population of Objective 2 / islands / mountains and overlaps etc...)

The answers to these questions will be sent to us shortly.

V- State aids

Michel Bouvard,  the  President of AEM, intervened on the future of regional policy and placed emphasis on the impact of the change of State Aid regime on mountain regions, notably, the constraint on their ability to access national aids simply to be on the same footing as other more competitive regions. 

The text of the intervention is available in French from Euromontana

Frank Gaskell, the President of Euromontana, stressed that many mountain areas currently benefit from state aid eligibility. There were serious proposals for this eligibility to be withdrawn in the same way as structural funds eligibility was being withdrawn as a result of the pressure of enlargement. The decision to reduce structural funds coverage was dictated by very real EU-budgetary constrains. Following accession, the EU simply does not have the money available to continue to provide structural funding to currently eligible areas despite there being no real improvement in their circumstances. By contrast there is no similar budgetary rationale for removing state aid eligibility. State aid eligibility has no implications for the European Union budget whatsoever . The Commission simple preference for retaining an EU- population ceiling has no compelling logic. 

The debate for retention of state aid eligibility should be encouraged now, with the coming opening of the Intergovernmental Conference and the refinement of the draft Constitution, and in parallel to the discussions on the future regional policy. 

VI- Environment

The seminar benefited from 2 interventions in quite different fields but both of great importance for mountain areas. 

· An intervention by Astrid Kaemena, DG Environnement, on the future financing of NATURA 2000

· An intervention by Jonathan Mitchley, Imperial College London, on the research project "BioScene"

Mrs Kaemena explained that a study and various consultations demonstrated that the needs for funding of NATURA 2000 in the future were to increase to extremely high levels (up to 5 billon Euros, including national funds). Many questions were therefore raised on the origin of the funds to find and the Commission had presented in February several options ; the creation of a new fund specifically dedicated to NATURA 2000, the use of existing funds such as the EOGGF and ERDF, or to increase the current used fund LIFE.

This question is important and should  be addressed in the coming months. 

Power point presentation available from Euromontana in English

As regards the intervention of Mr Mitchley, it highlighted the importance of establishing links with networks of researchers, who work on similar questions to those raised within Euromontana, but with a scientific approach, more foreward looking and more independent from the frameworks and policies in operation. The "BioScene" project which was presented is only starting but we hope to be informed of the first results as soon as they are available. 

Power point presentation available from Euromontana in English
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