
RESOLUTION OF THE 9TH STANDING COMMITTEE
(Agriculture and Agrifood Production)
(Rapporteur ANDRIA)

adopted on 18 April, 2012

on

PROPOSAL FOR A REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL ESTABLISHING RULES FOR DIRECT PAYMENTS TO FARMERS UNDER SUPPORT SCHEMES WITHIN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE COMMON AGRICULTURAL POLICY (COM(2011)625 FINAL)
 

PROPOSAL FOR A REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL ESTABLISHING A COMMON ORGANISATION OF THE MARKETS IN AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS (SINGLE CMO REGULATION) COM(2011) 626 FINAL

PROPOSAL FOR A REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL ON SUPPORT FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT BY THE EUROPEAN AGRICULTURAL FUND FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT (EAFRD) COM(2011) 627 FINAL

PROPOSAL FOR A REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL ON THE FINANCING, MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING OF THE COMMON AGRICULTURAL POLICY COM(2011) 628 FINAL

PROPOSAL FOR A REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL AMENDING COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) NO 73/2009 AS REGARDS THE APPLICATION OF DIRECT PAYMENTS TO FARMERS IN RESPECT OF THE YEAR 2013 COM(2011) 630 FINAL

PROPOSAL FOR A REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL AMENDING COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) NO 1234/2007 AS REGARDS THE REGIME OF THE SINGLE PAYMENT SCHEME AND SUPPORT TO VINE-GROWERS (COM(2011) 631 FINAL

pursuant to Senate Rule 144 (1) and (6)

submitted to the President on 23 April, 2012




The Committee, 

following consideration, pursuant to Senate Rule 144 of the aforementioned Proposals for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council COM (2011) 625 final, COM (2011) 626 final, COM (2011) 627 final, COM (2011) 628 final, COM (2011) 630 final, and COM (2011) 631 final, 

whereas:

the six proposals for a regulation constitute a package for managing and reforming the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) which had previously been reformed in 2003 under Regulations 1782 and 1783 of that same year, but which it has been deemed necessary to revise again due both to the enlargement of the European Union and the continuing crisis which is still affecting the agricultural sector;
the proposed package must be incorporated into the multi-annual financial framework for the period 2014-2020 which contains guidelines relating to the budget for the new CAP whose proposed legislative framework is designed to cover the same timeframe;
Considering that:
the package of proposals under consideration originate more specifically from the communication of the European Commission and the related resolution of the European Parliament dealing with the future challenges to the European agricultural policies, from which it has emerged that most problems relating to the agriculture sector are linked to factors outside agriculture, and which therefore need a broader political response coordinated at the level of the European Union;
from the two instruments cited above it emerges that pressure on agricultural income is progressively increasing: farmers are facing ever greater risks, but agricultural activity is declining, while input prices are rising, making it necessary to maintain agricultural income support measures and to improve instruments for better risk management and to react more appropriately to emergency situations; the object of the proposed reform is to enhance competitiveness and sustainability and to consolidate agriculture throughout the whole of the European territory, in order to ensure dependable, healthy and quality food to European citizens, to protect the environment and to foster the development of rural areas. Furthermore, the new CAP sets out to promote innovation, support employment and provide incentives for the smart, sustainable and inclusive growth of the agriculture sector, so as to make a decisive contribution to the Europe 2020 strategy. At this point it should be emphasised that there is a need to effectively build up a future agricultural policy which is simple to implement and flexible to manage, and to implement its measures in order to deal with market instability and emergencies which are increasingly becoming the focus of global challenges;
it has been ascertained that capping measures could have a penalising effect, particularly in certain situations where there are synergic interactions between farmers, and this could also lead to a break-up of holdings. At all events, these measures could be easily evaded, giving rise to negative and costly bureaucratic complications for the farmers;
taking note of the comments of the 14th Standing Committee of 18 January, 2012;
with regard to the subsidiarity compliance assessment, objectives cannot be adequately attained by individual Member States, whereby such objectives may be more easily attained by EU-wide action;
(a) pursuant to protocol No. 2 annexed to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, expresses a favourable opinion in relation to subsidiarity compliance;
(b) on the merits of the proposal, offers the following comments:
1) assuming that there is more adequate and marked difference between the two pillars on which the future instruments of the CAP must be based, agrees with the need for a clearer separation between the first and the second pillar, in order to respond to the need to simplify procedures for paying decoupled direct payments by reducing as far as possible the level of political intermediation and providing conditions of access to payments which are more uniform throughout the Union, limiting national subsidiarity to essentials;
2) more generally, it is necessary to note that the distribution of Community agricultural funding between the Member Countries must take into account not only the areas concerned but also other parameters, such as gross agricultural marketable production, value-added, the cost of living, the value of the land, as well as quantity and quantity of labour employed in agriculture;
3) the redistribution of resources provided by the proposals under consideration could lead to a reduction in the budget available to countries like Italy which would suffer from a substantial reduction in the maximum funds available for direct payments, which is the CAP’s main spending item; it is therefore necessary to ensure a more gradual transition from the present system of direct payments to the system envisaged in these proposals, because of the need to avoid sudden reductions in transfers to producers, particularly in countries like Italy, where there is a wide variety in decoupled payment per surface unit, varying from widely distant minima and maxima. Accordingly, it would be appropriate to ensure adequate margins of flexibility accompanying the weaker production models towards the new system of aid;
4) with regard to direct payments, the Committee notes that, at all events, the minimum threshold of entitlement applying to all the member countries should be considerably raised in the order to ensure greater simplification and cost-effective management, while it should be emphasised that a gradual reduction and levelling-down are likely to introduce unjustified discriminatory measures against holdings according to their physical and economic dimensions, thereby limiting their growth potential;
5) the conditions of access to the allocation of rights to basic payments set out in the proposals appear to be excessively restrictive, such that, in the new start-up phase, it is necessary to guarantee equal opportunities to access by all producers, broadening the procedures for the first allocation of payment rights, and making them more flexible;
6) with reference to "greening", the commitment imposed on the beneficiary farmers for holdings of all sizes could lead to imbalances between holdings dedicated to different products, thereby making it necessary to provide a broader margin of intervention at the level of the Member States in order to define the commitments in question, justified by the need to respect the difference between the production systems of different countries, also derogating from the single market principle, and the need to render the instrument less burdensome in terms of bureaucratic formalities and swift implementation. The Committee also feels that the financial portion compulsorily dedicated to these payments is excessive and must therefore be substantially reduced, possibly giving Member States the right to increase the percentage up to the 30% proposed. It is also to be hoped that measures will be adopted to reduce the percentage threshold (for example, from 7% to 3%) introduced under the option for "areas of ecological interest" justified by the need to avoid marginalising the productive and economic function of the sector and to guarantee a better balance in terms of the dimension and the manner of implementing the greening component. The 7% threshold should be reduced to 3% also to take account of cases in which the specific topographical conformation, characterised by a patchwork of different landscapes, with agricultural land alternating with areas of ecological interest, would make it pointless to impose this type of solution on individual holdings. For this same option ("areas of ecological interest") we consider it necessary to extend admissible cropping typologies by including permanent crops (fruit and vegetables, vines, olives and Mediterranean crops in general) whose environmental benefits, and whose ability to lower CO2 levels are now becoming increasingly easier to demonstrate, underpinned by evidence in the scientific literature. It would also be appropriate to amend the provision that any amounts not allocated for greening commitments are returned to the Community budget, for these resources ought to be paid into a special fund at the disposal of the Member States;
7) while appreciating the environmental reasoning underlying the proposals, it is felt that the reform should give preference to agricultural policy and hence economic policy, such that direct payments should serve to encourage agricultural production and a higher Community self-supply rate, since, among other things, the concept of "active farmers" is not at all clear, with the result that it would be preferable to talk about professional farmers which fits in perfectly with Italian legislation regarding the status of a professional agricultural entrepreneur;
8) considering the structural and cyclical uncertainty and instability typical of the main agricultural markets, and in view of the ever increasing basic price volatility with the related income challenges it is necessary for the future Common Agricultural Policy to adopt robust market risk management measures. In this connection, it is deemed appropriate for this instrument to be placed within the scope of the second pillar of the CAP in order not to affect the volume of resources provided under the first pillar, thereby avoiding inappropriate reductions in the amounts allocated by way of direct payments;
9) with reference to the second pillar of the CAP, the Committee does not agree with reference to holding size as the main parameter for allocating the resources for rural development, considering, among other things, that this indicator has already been widely used for the first pillar. In this regard, in view of the objectives of rural development (holding competitiveness, respect for the environment and the development of rural areas) more appropriate indicators could be used: the number of holdings, the small numbers of young people involved, the small size of the holdings, soil erosion, organic farming, the rural population, the number of farm personnel. Moreover, it is necessary to give the Member States the possibility to undertake regionalised planning and to opt for a national financial framework which is necessary to calculate automatic decoupling and hence avoid the risk that the local authorities will lose resources;
10) with regard to the Proposal for a regulation on governing the common organisation of the agricultural markets, while appreciating the novelties introduced with respect to the present framework of measures, it is indispensable to make a greater overall effort to rebalance relations within the food sector and create a well-organised agricultural component based on a revision of the role and functions of the producers' organisations. At the same time, action should be taken to strengthen the operation of the instruments provided for the various areas of crisis management and market emergency activities.



COMMENTS AND PROPOSALS OF THE 14TH STANDING COMMITTEE 
(EUROPEAN UNION POLICIES)
Rapporteurs: DI GIOVAN PAOLO and SANTINI
Rome, 18 January, 2012

The Committee, following consideration of documents COM (2011) 625, 626, 627, 628, 630 and 631 final,
Considering that they account for an organic package addressing the future challenges to European policies in the matter of agriculture, and are a follow up to the Communication of the European Commission on "The CAP towards 2020: meeting the food, natural resources and territorial challenges of the future " (COM 2010) 672 final), simultaneously forming part of the framework of the new financial perspectives 2014-2020;
taking account of the report to the Senate Committee on Agriculture by the Minister for Agriculture, Food and Forestry Policies on progress with negotiations and the prospects for the CAP reform of 19 October, 2011, and the evidence of the European Agriculture and Rural Development Commissioner before the joint Chamber of Deputies and Senate Agriculture and European Union Policies Committees on 18 November, 2011, and the debate that ensued;
considering the evidence of the Minister for European Affairs on his Department's policy guidelines, on 12 January, 2012 to this Committee;
considering also the resolutions on the "new agricultural policy" package voted on and submitted to Parliament by the Regional Councils of Emilia Romagna (resolution of 9 November, 2011), Veneto (resolution No. 96 of 30 November, 2011), Marche (resolution of 6 December, 2011), Calabria (resolution of 5 December, 2011) and Sardinia (resolution of 13 December, 2011),
expresses a favourable opinion, in so far as its remit is concerned, with the following qualifications:
the legal basis of the Proposals for Regulations has been correctly identified in articles 42 and 43 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) concerning the possibility of adopting common measures for the organisation of the agricultural markets, other provisions needed to pursue the common agricultural policy objectives and measures relating to setting prices, levies, aids and quantitative limits, also with reference to the applicability of competition rules;
the proposals are also consistent with the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality, insofar as it may not be possible for individual Member States acting alone to attain the objectives of the Common Agricultural Policy, and the measures provided are limited to only what is necessary in order to achieve the intended objectives; 
the reform of the CAP in its present form will lead to an overall 12% reduction in financing by 2020 with considerable and inevitable repercussions on aid to Italian farmers and holdings. This reduction, confirmed by the reduced percentage share of the CAP in the new Multiannual Financial Framework (37.4%, compared with 42.4% in the previous two MFF) will be particularly penalising for Italy as a result of the new mechanism for allocating funds, which entails a gradual redistribution of direct aid to the Member States which are 90% below the European average with regard to contributions received in terms of the size of their holdings: this is a mechanism which has one objective drawback for countries which, like ours, differ from the dominant extensive farming system of the European Union in terms of geographical structure and production policies, also of a historical and cultural nature;
regarding these "structural" aspects of the CAP, this Committee, in agreement with the Standing Committee on Agriculture has spoken several times since the beginning of this Parliament not only in the debate on the CAP's health (the so-called "health check") but also on the transposition of certain directives set out in EU draft bills;
the area-based calculation criterion should at least be corrected, similarly to what has been noted in the aforementioned resolution of the Veneto Regional Council by using, among other things, gross marketable farm output, or the added value, or the number of workers employed;
while agreeing, in theory, with the thinking of the legislator, the Committee is bewildered by the 30% quota of agricultural projects per Member State reserved for the so-called "greening projects" because this does not seem to take account of the territorial specificity of the Member States when identifying the parameters. As specifically noted in the resolution of the Sardinia Regional Council, “the identification of beneficial agricultural practices cannot fail to take consideration of the pedoclimatic characteristics of individual territories”, because otherwise there would be evident and unavoidable difficulties in putting the greening projects into practice. The exclusion of woody crops from greening, as shown in particular in the resolution of the Emilia Romagna Region Council, would seriously penalise the Mediterranean countries, apart from being too rigid and of doubtful effectiveness in terms of real environmental protection;
more particularly in relation to the Proposal for a Regulation on "direct payments" (COM (2011) 625 final), the measures introduced seem to increase the administrative and bureaucratic burden in order to gain access to those payments; among other things, as clearly stated in the Calabria Regional Council's resolution, failure to take account of national definitions of ‘farmer’ and ‘professional farmer’ in the definition of “active farmers” means that such definition has an unwelcome extensive character; 
particular concern is raised by the lack of any major novelty in the Proposal for a Regulation on the Single CMO Regulation (COM (2011) 626 final) to guarantee more effective instruments for crisis prevention and management, derogating where strictly necessary, from competition rules. It should also be noted that the decision to put an end to planting rights in the vine-growing sector have not been revoked (as Italy had frequently requested together with other European producing countries) and that no provision has been made for an adequate strengthening of the quality and traceability systems of agricultural products, to which Italy has devoted efforts and enacted legislation – particularly in the fruit and vegetable sector;
with regard to the “rural development” Regulation (COM/2011) 627 final) and the proposal for a "horizontal" Regulation (COM (2011) 628 final), the European Commission has not made any provision to avoid applying the national decoupling of resources for regional rural development plans. It would be useful and desirable that Member States (in particular those with regionalised planning) have greater financial flexibility and offsetting mechanisms among regions in order to encourage effective spending and avoid the automatic redistribution of unused funds by the European Commission. As mentioned in the Marche Regional Council resolution, "it would be appropriate to propose that the decoupling brought about by one Region’s lesser expenditure capacity should not be translated into the loss of funds for the whole national system". A provision should therefore be proposed along different lines, such that if any funds are not used they should nevertheless remain allocated to the same Member State for subsequent distribution between the regions that are able to maintain constant patterns of implementation and spending;
lastly, it is left to the appropriate Committee to decide whether to lay before the Senate under Rule 50 a resolution on the European measures herein considered, in view of the political and economic importance of the agricultural reform package proposed, also with reference to the old British rebate – a solution which should not be repeated in this new multi-year period – the relevance of this sector in life-styles and social and cultural identity and the European welfare community.

