	[image: image1.png]ok,
**

%
=

K




	ASSEMBLÉE DES RÉGIONS D’EUROPE

ASSEMBLY OF EUROPEAN REGIONS

VERSAMMLUNG DER REGIONEN EUROPAS

ASAMBLEA DE LAS REGIONES DE EUROPA

ASSEMBLEA DELLE REGIONI D’EUROPA



CAP mid-term review: the opinion of the European Regions

AER Committee C First Final Recommendations and Intermediary Report

On 10th July 2002, the European Commission presented its provisional mid-term review of the Common Agricultural Policy. In its Press Release of 11th July 2002, the AER announced the organisation of a wide consultation process with its members. 33 Regions took part in this consultation whose results have been presented in an intermediary report produced by the AER General Secretariat. This report, adopted by AER Committee C on 15 November 2002 in Pécs, Baranya (Hungary), and which is available at the end of the present document, was used as a basis for the following first final recommendations. 

This report, together with the recommendations, represents the interim position statement of the AER on the CAP mid-term review. This statement is subject to review in 2003, once further Commission proposals are released. AER Committee C should present its revised statement on the CAP mid-term review on the occasion of an AER Interregional Forum on Sustainable Development to be held in 2003 that will also be focused more specifically on the areas of agricultural and rural development.

First Final Recommendations 

(issued from the enclosed intermediary report and recommendations made by Committee C at its plenary meeting - Pécs, Baranya, Hungary, 15 November 2002 - and amended during the AER General Assembly in Naples on 28 November 2002)

General recommendations:

· Regions having taken part in the survey welcome the principles behind the proposals of the European Commission, i.e.: the need to strengthen support for sustainable rural development and consumer protection and to place these issues at the heart of tomorrow's CAP. They consider that these proposals have showed promise for the future, but require one fundamental addition: that the regions - as the bodies with the most complete knowledge of the specific local economic and environmental characteristics of the territories and their rural communities - be fully involved in the design and implementation of future CAP. 

· Some Regions also criticise the proposals for not taking into account the institutional structures that will be responsible for applying the planned reform. They regret that the regional level has not been taken into consideration in Mr Fischler's blueprint.

· Simplification of CAP administrative procedures is essential, as is avoidance of all additional bureaucracy. The current complex and rigid administrative structures make it very difficult for regions to access EU funding and delays the implementation of the existing programmes.

· Additional resources will be required for future CAP in the short term in order to allow the enlarged rural Europe to achieve its ambitions. However, there is a need to recognise that the high level of funding CAP is not sustainable in the long term. There is a need for a more radical review of CAP funding in 2006. 

· Improved co-ordination between the CAP and other Community measures, including reforms of regional, structural and cohesion policies is necessary in order to improve the use of available resources.

· As part of this co-ordination, the promotion of food quality and safety, environmental protection and the economic and social well-being of rural communities must be accepted as common objectives.

· Regions suggest that rural development aid (pillar 2) be distributed as financial transfers to individual regions on criteria based on the level of agricultural development, spatial planning and rural need.

· Direct action should be agreed upon between the regions, the Member States and the EU, with regions to decide upon the distribution of funds according to the regional priorities, rural development issues and their structural requirements.

· Regions ask for the recognition of their right to test new methods with ex post control by the EU.

In regards to the Dynamic Modulation system:

· State support is indispensable, e.g. the nations could cover the difference between the current level of subsidies and the future ceiling of 30 000 Euro. 

· An increase in the amount exempted to 30 000 Euro per farm of 2 or less employees.

· A gradual and digressive solution based on farm size should be used rather than linear reductions.

· Regional co-financing should not increase.

· Existing rural development practices in the nations and regions should be borne in mind when applying policies.

· "Recovered" funds could be re-used to support lesser-developed regions OR to the "benefit" of countries where the system is already existent.

· Revising the suggested mechanism for attribution of assistance, based on historical background: this system is unacceptable as it will allow existing differences to continue between farmers and regions and could end up by "rewarding" the less active regions whilst putting good CAP performers at a disadvantage. 

In regards to Cross-compliance:

· This must not only apply to sustainable rural development, but also to eco-farming initiatives, particularly those in favour of product quality and animal welfare.

· A clear and efficient control system for the actual application of the above criteria is necessary.

· The regions must be fully involved in defining cross-compliance regulations and in application of the principle of subsidiarity.

In regards to De-coupling: 

· Not all European farmers are ready to face market challenges or change their production in consequence. Under these circumstances, de-coupling risks leading to the decline of agriculture in Europe (stagnation of farming operations, populations leaving the countryside). In all eventualities, appropriate training will be sera indispensable for farmers.

· Compensation via:

· State subsidies/aid for rural regions.

· The application of national programmes for sustainable rural development with the full involvement of the regions.

· Minimum guaranteed wage for farmers.

CAP towards EU Enlargement:

· EU regions having filled in our questionnaire (11/33) and the regions of Eastern Europe welcome the future perspectives offered by the CAP in favour of rural development and consumer protection. 

· EU regions consider that neither the current CAP, nor the draft revision takes sufficient account of enlargement. 

· As for the application of the revision, the regions in Eastern Europe request that their countries receive the same support as other countries without either deferred payment or a transition period.

· EU regions put forward several proposals (without order of priority) :

· Obligatory production quotas for new member states.

· Extending of the gradual application system. 

· Priority to structural intervention (to be financed by the future cohesion fund) - in order to bring production in candidate countries to the same standards of quality and traceability as in current EU members  - rather than to price support measures 

· Further co-operation and exchange of experience between "CAP regions" and regions in applicant countries. 

· Promotion of training in favour of these regions and their farmers (under the AER Centurio programme, for example).

Other recommendations made by Committee C at its plenary meeting 

(Pécs, Hungary, 15th November 2002)

The Regions congratulate the reaffirmation by the European Council in Brussels (24th and 25th October 2002) on the importance of the rural development plan of the CAP. However, they are concerned about the decisions taken during the Summit to limit agricultural spending in the 1st pillar of the CAP for the period 2007-2013 and underline that a solution should be found in order to articulate these decisions with the announced reinforcement of the 2nd pillar of the CAP. In view of the enlargement and the extension of direct aid benefits to new Member States, The Regions request the establishment of true co-ordination between regional policy and CAP and are resolutely opposed to the use of regional policy funding in the financing of rural development projects.

Intermediary Report

Document adopted during AER Committee C plenary meeting

in Pécs, Baranya, Hungary, 15 November 2002
1. Introduction

The day following the presentation of the project of Commissioner Fischler, 10th July 2002, the AER announced the organisation of a wide consultation process with all member regions in order to find out their opinion on these proposals. 

33 European regions (see list below) participated in this consultation process. The regions come from 25 European countries, EU members and other, and therefore give a representative picture of general opinion. These regions all have solid experience in the management of CAP, SAPARD and Programme Leader funds and Structural funds:

	Alba (RO)

Alsace (F)

Arges (RO)

Bacau (RO)

Baden-Württemberg (D)

Catalunya (E) 

Centre, (FIN) 

Covasna (RO) 

Flevoland (NL) 

Galati (RO)

Hordaland (N)


	Hunedoara (RO)

Jämtland (S)

Hampshire (UK) 

Heves (H)

Kärnten (A) 

Limousin (F)

Madeira (P)

Oberösterreich (A) 

Rhône-Alpes (F) 

Salzburg (A)

Skane (S)


	Slaskie (PL)

Somerset (UK)

Steiermark (A)

Trento, Province (I) 

Tulcea (RO)

Umbria (I)

Valcea (RO)

Vaslui (RO)

Zenica-Dubov (BIH)

Wielkopolska (PL)

Wien (A)




We would like to thank all these regions - and the regional experts having filled in our questionnaire in particular - for the extent and pertinence of their assessments and proposals. Our report aims to include the main points of the contributions and concerns the main questions put forward:

a) The experience and the opinion of the regions on access to and management of European funds.

b) Their assessment of the outcome. 

c) Their opinion on the main proposals made by the European Commission for the mid-term revision of the CAP.

d) Their points of view, particularly concerning the objectives of sustainable rural development, their concrete projects in this field, their opinion on the proposals for the reform of this section of the CAP.

e) Their political recommendations to be addressed to the relevant authorities (regional, national and European).

In addition to these considerations, the regions announced their sustainable rural development projects and their interregional co-operation agreements in this field. In order to produce a summary and in view of the objectives of the report, we have not mentioned this additional information. We apologise to these regions and ask any region interested in receiving further information on the activities of the regions to contact the experts involved directly. A list is supplied in the annex.

2. The opinion of the regions on access to and management of European funding

With two exceptions, all of the regions remarked having facing numerous difficulties with access to and management of Community funds for agriculture, either for CAP or for SAPARD. Various problems were brought up in this context and may be summarised as followed in order of "seriousness" according to the comments of the regions: 

· Difficult to read and extremely complicated (overly-bureaucratic) administrative procedures required to obtain funding, to the extent of occasionally damaging the very enactment of the projects and discouraging requests for subsidies.

· In the same context, the complicated nature of regulations for the justification of costs, increasing in complexity as funds are often paid to the relevant authorities after the end of the project. 

· It was also stressed that the bureaucracy led to additional costs for the regions. 

· Eligibility criteria are not adapted for the structural needs neither of regions nor to the various territorial realities. For certain regions, these criteria are difficult, even impossible to interpret.

· Regions in candidate countries find that, as a general rule, eligibility criteria set under the SAPARD framework are not suitable for the needs of agricultural economies undergoing transition. Most of these regions consider that co-financing rates are too high, to the point of putting small farming operations at a disadvantage (these small operations are the most prevalent in the regions having replied to our survey)
. 

· Late payments made by national states due to the complexity and excess of administrative procedures at national level. 

· The lack of co-ordination between the CAP and structural policy (the regions also made proposals on this subject: see para. 5 below); this lack of co-ordination leads to the multiplication of competent authorities for the management of each fund/programme: this situation contributes to heavy red tape and adds further disadvantages to bodies at the regional level. 

3. The impact of European funds on agricultural and rural development in the regions

The majority of the regions commented that, despite the numerous difficulties faced in fund management, the CAP had a positive effect on agricultural, rural and economic development in general. The positive impact of the funds is measured in terms of:

· improved productivity and profitability for operations (some of the regions do, however, regret that this evolution put traditional cultures at a disadvantage).

· improved infrastructures in production (agro-alimentary industries) and services.

· maintenance and diversification in agricultural income.

In this context, it is important to note that, with the exception of Salzburg (A), no region mentioned sustainable rural development as a positive effect of the current CAP. 

On this topic, it should be noted that bio-cultures exist in more or less all the regions, with one exception, and the regions consider that this is due to the support of national and/or regional support programmes and investment.

A certain number of regions (9/33) state that, on the contrary, the current CAP barely supports or does not support regional development policies. These regions feel that:

· The CAP has led to a concentration of operations. The CAP actually privileges developed regions by according less assistance to regions in difficulty.

· The CAP has also encouraged the development of monocultures (corn is a particularly good example) which have negative environmental impact and leave operations exposed to the risk of change in market flows.

· Despite significant financial aid, the CAP has not managed to prevent the number of rural regions in Europe from falling to 15 (it is worth noting that this comment was made by one of regions receiving the highest amount of European funding from the regions having replied).

As for SAPARD, most of the regions involved declared that they were unable to assess the impact of this programme on development. One of the main reasons given was the too recent launch of the programme preventing complete long or medium term assessment.   

4. The opinion of the regions on the mid-term review

4.1 General considerations:

Regions having participated in our consultation almost unanimously welcomed the principles behind the proposals of the European Commission, i.e.: the need to strengthen sustainable rural development and consumer protection at the heart of tomorrow's CAP. These regions do, however, have several reservations as to the proposed methods to be used in order to reach these objectives whilst often making proposals of their own (see para. 4.2 – 4.5 below). In addition, over a dozen regions consider that the proposals do not take future enlargement sufficiently into account (see also para. 6 below) and very few regions feel that the proposed measures will allow European farmers to face international competition within the WTO negotiations. 

However, the general attitude to this mid-term review remains positive. 

Most of the regions (23/33) consider that these proposals have shown promise for the future, but with one fundamental condition: that the regions be fully involved in the design and implementation of future Agricultural policy. Many of the regions (25/33) feel that the regions must be included in the definition of eco-conditional regulations. Certain regions refer to the principle of subsidiarity and remind us that the full application of this principle implies decision-making responsibilities to the level closest to the citizens. On this basis, the regions stress their in-depth knowledge of the agro-environmental characteristics of the territories and insist that - as bodies that are directly concerned by these measures - they must be closely involved in the defining of measures to be included in eco-conditions. Other regions explain that the mere involvement of the regions in this process may guarantee the use of appropriate regulations accounting for the needs of all local and regional authorities. In this framework, most of the regions stressed that they had set up programmes encouraging environmental protection, subsequently, the regions could also play an important role in co-ordinating between European, national and regional policies. Along the same lines, most regions wish to improve future co-ordination between EU structural policies and the CAP (see para. 6 below). 

It must also be noted that almost all of the 13 regions from Eastern Europe having participated in this survey - from Hungary, Poland or Romania – share the opinion of the majority when it comes to the future perspectives offered by the mid-term reveiw, but are against any policies which defer the payment of direct assistance. They reject the idea of a transition period and demand that their countries receive the same support as the others. 

4.2 Most of the regions are not against the suggested dynamic modulation of direct payments, but put down precise conditions for their use. The following summarises their proposals:

· All of these regions consider that this new system should under no circumstances be accompanied by an increase in administrative or overly-bureaucratic procedures. 

· Gradual application must be supported by the Member States. A certain number of the regions suggested that the states cover the difference between the current level of assistance and the future ceiling of 300 000 Euro. Others suggest that, in addition to national financing, the amount exempt should be raised to 30 000 Euro for operations with 2 or less employees.

· Instead of using linear reductions, a digressive and gradual solution based on the size of the operation should be found. 

· Only one region mentioned its concern with regard to a possible "regional compensation" obligation, adding that the gradual system should not imply an increase in co-financing at the regional level.

· Other regions suggested that the gradual system should be applied according to current rural development practices in the relevant nations and regions.

· Only one region requested that "recovered" funds be used to support lesser-developed regions. Most regions insisted on nations benefiting from the funds to which they are entitled and that regulation should be applied in an equal manner in all member countries (and regions). However, most regions felt that the current proposals offered little in terms of this type of guarantee.

4.3 As for cross-compliance, all regions agree that future measures must apply not only to sustainable rural development, but also to eco-agricultural initiatives, particularly those in favour of improving product quality and animal welfare. They insist on the need for a clear system of control for the implementation of the eco-conditionality criteria. The regions do, however, warn against over-loading administrative procedures and making bureaucracy even more tedious than it currently is. 

4.4 Many of the considerations concern the de-coupling proposal. With one exception, that of a region which considers the future of this measure as certain, the other regions - whilst sharing the basic "philosophy" behind this proposal - have varying levels of doubts on the feasibility of this criteria and put forward alternative proposals. Their opinions can be summarised as follows:

From an institutional and political point of view:

· The regions welcome this reform as it compensates for the reduction in intensive production in exchange for sustainable agricultural production.  HOWEVER, they also insist on the need for nation states to take on their responsibilities in this context via:

· National programmes for sustainable rural development in which the regions of the Assembly of European Regions are fully involved.

· State subsidies/aid for rural regions, in the form of compensation – as previously stressed – for the reduction in aid and to support sustainable rural development policies in the regions. 

· Other regions were more explicit and requested that the regions become the major actors in the new sustainable rural and agricultural development policy in favour of bio-diversity, landscape conservation, the protection of natural resources and not forgetting training and life long learning.

· Certain regions criticised all of the proposals for not taking into account the institutional structures that will be responsible for applying the planned reform. They regret that the regional level has not been taken into consideration in Mr Fischler's draft.

More specific aspects:

· The de-coupling of production aids is positive as this system allows small, extensive farms to receive better support (these operations occupy and maintain the working land rather than having importance in terms of yield and production).

· De-coupling could transform farmers into genuine entrepreneurs.  HOWEVER, a minimum guaranteed income would remain necessary for all farmers.

· Gradual de-coupling is also recommended (1% - 1.5% maximum annual reduction) along with a transition phase. 

Only a small group of regions (6/33) are resolutely against the proposal concerning de-coupling. They consider that:

· Not all European farmers are ready to face market challenges or change their as a result. Under these circumstances, de-coupling risks leading to the decline of agriculture in Europe (stagnation of farming operations, populations leaving the countryside). In all eventualities, appropriate training will be indispensable for farmers.

· According to certain regions, it would be appropriate to abandon this proposal and continue linking aid and production. Subsidies should, however, meet new quality criteria based on good practices in terms of environmental protection and consumer interests.

· Others came to the same conclusion, while stressing that despite its drawbacks, the current system of direct aid based on yield is easily understandable for farmers and for all citizens.

· Others considered that the proposal cannot be accepted in its current form, as Mr. Fischler's draft does not provide adequate guarantees to ensure that de-coupling does not lead to increased bureaucracy.

· Only one region was concerned that de-coupling would lead to traditional cultures being at a disadvantage and being dominated by the "stronger" industrialised cultures. 

4.5 The following measures are those less appreciated by the regions, starting by the least preferred:

· The attribution of assistance based on background: according to most regions this system is unacceptable, as it will allow existing differences to continue between farmers and regions. In addition, according to certain regions, this system could end up by "rewarding" the less active regions whilst putting good CAP performers at a disadvantage. 

· The idea of abandoning milk quotas is firmly rejected by a good number of regions, which feel that these quotas protect traditional and mountain agriculture and that this amounts to the radical application of de-coupling while maintaining production control. 

· The idea of obligatory audits (for any operation receiving over 5000 Euro) for farms also provokes a certain number of reservations: the most widely perceived problem is that the new audit system could lead to heavy administrative constraints for farmers which are already subject to overly heavy bureaucracy. Other regions disagree and consider the new system as a means of forcing farmers to take on their responsibilities and - on a long-term basis – for the citizens to do so as well. 

5. Is co-ordination between structural policies and the CAP necessary? How can we protect this co-ordination? 

With one exception, with regions were unanimous: it is indispensable to ensure this co-ordination in order to maintain as common objectives the promotion of food quality and safety and environmental protection.

The regions feel that this co-ordination is also necessary in order to optimise the use of existing resources and rationalise procedures and criteria which are often contradictory, depending on which fund or programme is in question. 

As for the real impact of such a proposal, certain Regions did not hesitate in proposing that this co-ordination would make it impossible for regions to cumulate eligibility rights and receive both structural funds and CAP funds. Several of the regions did, however, insist that this co-ordination not damage structural action and that appropriate financial means be provided. Other regions stated that, thanks to better co-ordination between structural policies and CAP, it would be possible to redistribute profits gained on investment in Objectives 1 and 2 in favour of sustainable rural development actions.

Other regions stated that such co-ordination requires in-depth knowledge of structural and territorial needs and that the regions therefore have a key role to play. In this context, these regions specify that co-ordination between the structural funds and the 2nd CAP pillar is not possible without the regionalisation of rural development and the accounting for of the level of development in the regions. 

6. CAP reform in view of future new members?

The EU regions having filled in our questionnaire (11/33) along with the regions of Eastern Europe welcome the future perspectives offered by the CAP in favour of rural development and consumer protection. 

The EU regions having filled in our questionnaire (11/33) consider that neither the current CAP, nor the draft revision takes sufficient account of enlargement. In addition, they share one concern: loss of strength of the CAP in member states due to the enlargement of agricultural Europe.

As for the application of the revision, the regions in Eastern Europe request that their countries receive the same support as other countries without either deferred payment or a transition period.

EU regions put forward several proposals (without order of priority):

· Obligatory production quotas for new member states.

· Extending of the gradual application system. 

· Priority to structural intervention (to be financed by the future cohesion fund) - in order to bring production in candidate countries to the same standards of quality and traceability as in current EU members  - rather than to price support measures 

· Set transition period of a sufficiently long period for the allocation of direct funding. 

· Additional resources for the CAP; however, there is a need to recognise that the high level of funding for CAP is not sustainable in the long term. There is a need for a more radical review of CAP funding in 2006.

· Further co-operation and exchange of experience between "CAP regions" and regions in applicant countries. 

· Promotion of training in favour of these regions and their farmers (under the AER Centurio programme, for example).

7. Annex: List of regional experts having participated in this consultation (as to 18/10/2002)

Contribution by Comunidad Valenciana (E)

Contacts: 

· Juan Carlos Beneyto, Conselliera d’Agricultura, Peixca i alimentacio, Tel.: + 34 963 866 911, Fax: + 34 963 866 904

· Mar Casanova, Head of the department for relations with European Institutions, Tel.: + 34 96 318 43 52, Fax: + 34 96 318 43 27

Contribution by Covasna county (RO) 

Contact: Szabo Jlona, European Integration Department, tel.: +40 267 314 232, fax: + 40 267 351 228

Contribution by Baden-Württemberg (G)

Contact: Anita Wochner, Referatsleiterin, tel.: +49 711 2153-360, fax: +49 711 2153-510

Contribution by Madeira region (P)

Contact: Manuel Pita, Regional Director for Agriculture, tel.: +351 291 204231 fax: +351 291 225 708 

Contribution by Zenica-Dubov Canton (Bosnia-Herzegovina)

Contact: Mugdin Herceg, President, tel.: 387 32 414 165, e-mail: governer@bih.net.bo

Contribution by Flevoland Region (Norway)

Contact: Mr. Koole, Senior Officer on agricultural development tel.: +31 320 265297, fax: +31 320 265 260

Contributio by Vâlcea county (RO)

Contact: Iulian Comânescu, President of Vâlcea County Council, tel.: +40 250731027, fax: +40250735617

Contribution by Thüringen Landtag (G)

Contact: Dr E. von Trützschler, Referentin, tel.: +49 361 377 2181, e-mail: truetzschler@landtag.thuerengen.

Contribution by Tulcea county (RO)

Contact: Octavian Motoc Head of Department Programmes, Regional development, European integration and Foreign affairs, tel.: +40240511930 fax: +40240513071

Contribution by Jämtland county (S)

Contact: Bjarne Haack, International Secretary, County Council of Jämtland, tel.: +46 63 147247, fax: +46 63 147640

Contributoion by Styria County (A)

Contact: Johann Klug, Expert Agricultural law and Rural development, tel.: +43 316 877-6978, fax: + 43 316 8777-6900

Contribution by Galati county (RO)

Contact: Gheorghe Saghian, General direction for agriculture and food industry, tel.: +40 236 41 36 41, fax: +40 236 46 09 27

Contribution by Regional Council of Central Finland (F)

Contact: Anita Mikkonen, Executive director, tel.: + 358 14 652201 fax: +358 14 652277

Contribution by Vest County (RO)

Contact: ing. Muzicas Mircea, Diractor general, Dgaia Hunedoara-Deva, tal.: + 40 254214261 fax: +40 254 212259

Contribution by Wielkopolska Voivodeship (Poland)

Contact: Beata Joanna Tozinska, International co-operation division of Marshal’s office, tel.: +48 61 8517642 fax: +48 61 8517 651

Contribution by Bacau county (RO)

Contact: Ion Melinte, D.G.A.I.A. Bacau, tel.: +40 234 176419 fax: +40 234 176420

Contribution by the Ludwig Boltzmann Institute for Biological Agriculture and Applied Ecology, Vienna, (A)

Contact: a.o. Univ. Prof. Dr. Ludwig Maurer, tel.: +43 1 79514/97940, fax: +43 1 79514/7393

Contribution by Arges County (RO)

Contact: Ion Mihailescu, President of the Department Council, tel.: +40 248 217 800, fax: +40 248 220137

Contribution by the region of Scane (S)

Contact: Ake Boalt, Senior Officer Regional Development, tel.: +46 44 13 32 53 fax: +46 44 13 33 99

Contribution by Alba County (RO)

Contact: Dorina Breaz, Head of European Integration, Regional Development and International Affairs Department, tel.: + 40 258812304, fax: +40 258813325

Contribution by Hordaland County (Norway)

Contact: Mrs Martin Rodseth, Regional Development Department, tel.: +47 55 239284, fax: +47 55 23 9001

Contribution by the region of Salzburg (A)

Contact: Dr Karl Mayr, Abteilung für Land -und Fortwirtschaft, tel.: +43 662 8042 3901, fax: +43 662 8042 3897

Contribution by the region of Carinthia (A)

Contact: Dr Günther Ortner, Head of department Agriculture, tel.: +43 463 536 31001, fax: +43 463-536 31010

Contribution by Hampshire County Council (UK)

Contact: Merrick Denton-Thompson, Assistant County Planning Officer, tel.: +44 1962 846826, fax: +44 1962 847100

Contribution by the region of Umbria (IT)

Contact: Dott. Ciro Becchetti, Directore Attivita Produttive, tel:+390755045190,  fax: +390755045110

Contribution by the Landscape Institute, London (UK)

Contact: tel: +44 20 7350 5200, fax: +44 20 7350 5201, e-mail: mail@l-i.org.uk
Contribution by Bekes County (H)

Contact: Szilagyi Nikoletta, tel.: + 36 66 441 603, fax: + 36 66 441 609

Contribution by the Region of Alsace (F)

Contact: Jean-Luc Sadorge, Director of the Department ‘Agriculture and rural development’, tel.: + 33 3 88 15 08 77, fax: + 33 3 88 15 69 19

Contribution by the Slaskie Voivodeship (P)

Contact: Jerzy Ciba, Silesian Technical University, tel.: + 48 32 237 1021, email: ciba@polsl.gliwice.pl
Contribution by Catalynua (E)

Contact: Luc Beltran Dep. d’Agricultura Ramaderia i Pesca

Responsable de Relacions Exteriors 

Tlf. : +  00 34 93 304 67 00        Fax : + 00 34 93 304 67 07

E-mail: albelbe@correu.gencat.es
Contribution by the Somerset (UK)

Contact: Anna Lisa Taylor, Treasury, Head of the European Service, Somerset County Council, County Hall, Taunton, Somerset TA1 4DY

Tel.: + 44 01823 355035  Fax: + 44 01823 355503

E-mail: ALTaylor@somerset.gov.uk
Contribution by Vaslui (RO)

Contact: Ion Manole, President of Vaslui County Council, 79 Stefan cel Mare, 6500 Vaslui, tel: + 40 235 361 089, fax: + 40 235 361 090, consiliu@cjvs.quantum.ro
Contribution by the Provincia autonoma di Trento (I)

Contact: Giovanni Defrancesco, Dirigente con Incarico Speciale, Dipartimento agricoltura, alimentazione, foreste e montagna, Tel.: + 39 046 149 5796, Fax: + 39 046 149 5872, Email: dip.agricoltura@provincia.tn.it
Contribution by Rhöne-Alpes (F)

Contact: Véronique Hartmann, chargée de mission, Département du Développement durable,  Conseil regional Rhône-Alpes, 78 route de Paris, 69751 Charbonnières les Bains, France

Tel.: + 33 4 72 59 46 64 / Fax: + 33 4 72 59 44 55

Email: vhartmann@cr-rhone-alpes.fr
Contribution by Limousin (F)

Contact: M. Babaudou, chargé de mission à l’agriculture, 27 Blvd de la Corderie, 87031 Limoges Cedex (F)

Tel.: + 33 5 55 45 19 35 / Fax: + 33 5 55 45 17 31

� Only the regions of Salzburg (A) and Wielkopolska (PO) reported on large-scale operations.   
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