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Discussions with ZALF

	
	Action

	1. The Working Group met in Münchberg on 29th-31st March, as guests of ZALF, the German "Centre for Agricultural Landscape and Land use Research".  ZALF members presented key findings from their research, showed group members round their laboratories and we discussed their ideas.  A field visit to the Oder Valley, on the Polish border, and to a site where the rare, yellow spring adonis flower (Aphrodite’s tears) was flowering.  This site provided the opportunity for discussion about the importance of grazing, the opportunities and barriers to rural development and a new model for farming.  At the Oder, we discussed the management of flooding and the possibility of wetland recreation and habitat and species recovery; the essential need for cross border co-operation; and the countervailing pressures to canalise and develop navigation on the Oder river. Possible future co-operation in a LIFE or Interreg bid for the Oder area was discussed.

2. At the Working Group meeting on 30th March, members reflected on the discussions the previous day, identified the main problems facing agriculture and environment in their countries at present.  We also took the opportunity to begin to understand better the challenges facing farmers and environmentalists in Southern Europe, through the experience of Prof. Eugénio Sequeira from Portugal.

Key issues in Portugal and Southern member states

3. The Southern member states are lands of contrast:

3.1 Rainfall – from wet to dry areas.

3.2 Soils – from sandy through all types to hard, metalliferous rocks.

3.3 Long coastlines, with high humidity from 40% to 80%.

3.4 Thermal variation from 15ºC to 35ºC.  

There is lots of diversity in nature and in farm organisation.  Iberia has a rich range of biodiversity.  Most of the biota in Portugal is the result of traditional agricultural practices over hundreds of years, eg, on the Steppes.  In arid zones, the montada system, with dispersed trees, is important.  If forests are planted, both birds and migrating mountain animals are threatened.  Farmers and good farming practices are essential to maintaining biodiversity, and to soil and water quality in Portugal.  Soil retention depends on terracing in mountain areas and the traditional methods of irrigation and water recycling in Maderia has led to a relict vegetation of importance for more than 400 years.

4. The risks include:

4.1 Erosion.

4.2 Loss of organic matter in the soil and hence water holding capacity due to the cutting down of forest and the ploughing of steep slopes.

4.3 Tourist pressures on the coast with attendant nitrate pollution.

4.4 Saline intrusion in southern Spain.

4.5 Dams causing habitat barriers, eg, to lynx migration as the dammed area becomes a large desert in the Summer.

4.6 In mountain zones, if abondonment takes place there will be an invasion of pine trees and fires and the ecosystem will be destroyed.

5. Institutional problems include:

5.1 The lack of integration between structural policies and EU investment for roads, dams and tourism and nature conservation; leading to losses of habitats and species.

5.2 No joined-up thinking or even dialogue within governments, eg, between agriculture, environment and infrastructure ministries.

5.3 An absence of statutory Environmental Advisory Councils in Italy, Greece and France.

5.4 A laid back attitude to non-compliance/lack of implementation of environmental legislation; no active pursuit of infraction proceedings by the EU despite this.

5.5 An absence of monitoring information.

5.6 A lack of capacity to implement and innovate.

5.7 An insufficiency of money, eg, to implement remedial action needed under the Water Framework Directive.


	

	Problems facing agriculture and environment in member states

6. Group members identified the main problems facing their country in achieving more environmentally sustainable agriculture.  These are summarised in Annex A (to follow)

Our vision for the rural areas in 2020 and barriers to its achievement

7. We discussed this and our conclusions are attached at Annex B (to follow).  These can be used in dialogue with the EU and member states.


	Annex A to be circulated

Annex B to follow

All



	WTO

8. Jonathan Burney and Jan Verheeke will be attending Commissioner Fischler’s hearing on the EU position on WTO negotiations in agriculture in Brussels on 6th April 2001 to follow up the Geneva meetings of the working group.


	Jonathan Burney



	Organic agriculture

9. We discussed the excellent draft paper prepared by Agneta of the Dutch Council, for presentation at the May EU meeting on organic agriculture in Copenhagen.  We agreed that stimulating growth of organic agriculture should become one of the essential goals of CAP reform.  It was agreed that it was important also to make clear that organic agriculture was not the only way to deliver biodiversity goals and that EEACs had an inclusive approach to agriculture, wanting all farmers to respect environmental standards and contribute to biodiversity recovery.  All agreed that future standards for organic farming needed to be developed to include specific requirements in relation to biodiversity.  In any harmonisation it was important to avoid a levelling down. It was agreed that the paragraph on GMOs will be amended to make clear that the rules for organic agriculture stipulate GMO free.  This paper is not attempting to deal with the issue of GMOs per se.  Specific drafting amendments will be sent to Agneta quickly.  There was general support for the paper from all present and it was agreed it should be presented as a “Paper, prepared in discussion with the EEAC Working Group on Agriculture”.  Members might also wish to use the paper with their own governments.


	All – Drafting amendments to Agneta by 6th April
Agneta Andersson to finalise paper for presentation at the Copenhagen Conference



	EU Council Paper: Strategy for environmental integration in agriculture: follow up with EU Commission and member states

10. We agreed that it was important to encourage the EU institutions to continue and deepen the process of environmental integration in agriculture, begun with the Cardiff summit.  We noted the latest draft paper on this being prepared for the Goteburg Summit in June.  This would be discussed at the Agriculture Council on 24th and 25th April.

11. We agreed that the EEAC Working Group should prepare a letter to Commissioners Fischler and Wallstrom, that could also be used by Councils to send to their Agriculture and Environment Ministers, (preferably simultaneously) making the following points:

11.1 The importance of integration of environment into agriculture as a contribution to a more sustainable pattern of development and linking our letter with the EEAC paper on the EU SD Strategy.

11.2 Supporting the ideas in the paper, stressing the importance of proper environmental assessment of the EU commodity regimes; the need to set targets and develop indicators; and to ensure effective implementation of the strategy.

11.3 Underling the need for a further, more fundamental reform of the CAP, at the mid-term review of Agenda 2000, in 2003, ensuring a further more significant shift of resources into the second pillar of the CAP.

11.4 Suggesting that the Commission should consider proposing a change in the financing rules, so that the R D Regulation is 100% EU funded and the commodity subsidies are only 50% supported by the EU, as a transitional measure and to facilitate a more effective build-up of zonal programmes under the second pillar of the CAP and to achieve greater value for money for public subsidies.

11.5 Proposing that the Commission ask member states to evaluate the environmental impact of the EU commodity regimes by reference to the headings in Annex 2 of the EU biodiversity plan for agriculture, to ensure a comprehensive and thorough, rather than a superficial, approach.

11.6 Finally, it was agreed that the EEAC Working Group would refer to the intention of the EEAC to do further work on indicators at our Annual Meeting in Ghent in November 2001 and would offer our continued support in helping member states and the EU to deepen the integration process, in agriculture.


	Letter to be drafted by Sue Collins and circulated to members of the Working Group for amendment before sending to Fischler and Wallstrom, before 15th April if possible


	Multifunctional agriculture – indicators

12. Heinrich Wohlmeyer circulated his draft of a research proposal he was preparing with colleagues, setting out a structure for indicators of multi-functional agriculture.  He would invite participation in this research.  He aimed to submit it for EU financing this Autumn and for completion of the research by the end of 2002.


	Heinrich Wohlmeyer



	Multifunctional agriculture – examples

13. As agreed, in the light of the Ghent Conference on multifunctional agriculture, EEAC Working Group members will prepare a short description of a successful example of multifunctional agriculture from their country for inclusion in a document for use by member states, in WTO discussions and with EU institutions and farmers.  The following process was agreed:

13.1 One Working Group member from each country will send to Heinrich, by end April, a synopsis of 2 possible examples for inclusion, and Heinrich will choose a good set and ask Working Group members to elaborate their example, in line with the format set out in the attached note (Annex C).

13.2 Prof. Eugénio Sequeria will write up the Portuguese example, in line with this format, by the end of April as a source of inspiration.

13.3 Working group members to submit their 2 page example, including photographs to Heinrich by end July, with a view to publication in the Autumn 2001.

13.4 Other EEAC members, particularly from the Central and Eastern European states, will be invited at the November Conference to contribute further examples, so that the portfolio of examples can cover experiences right across Europe.


	Prof. Eugénio Sequeria

All – by end July

Inge Niestroy



	Agriculture and biodiversity in the accession countries
14. The Working Group recognised the risk to biodiversity in central and eastern Europe if as a result of negotiation the current perverse subsidies for production were to become available to farmers there and stimulate a significant intensification of production.  A different form of support to assist with an environmentally sensitive modernisation of agriculture was needed.  The group agreed to invite the accession countries to join the Agri Working Group in discussion at a session during the November Conference and asked Inge to raise this with the Steeing Committee at their meeting on 20th April 2001.


	Inge Niestroy



	Future work

15. The Working Group confirmed that they valued joint work and wished to continue working together during 2001/2002, particularly in the run up to the important mid-term review of the CAP.  In preparation Inge will ask all Councils for a note (say by July 2001) on work that they are doing or they plan up to 2003 which has relevance to this.  

We agreed to develop our work programme in further informal discussions to be led by Agneta, in the margins of the Denmark Conference, and to prepare a paper for discussion at the November Annual meeting, or earlier in Brussels if the group judged that would be valuable.  The future work programme needed to focus on influencing the shape and depth of the next reform of the CAP, particularly the debate leading up to 2003 mid-term review.  Possible issues for elaboration includes:

1) A vision for the farmed countryside of Europe for 2020.

2) Targets and objectives for environmental integration in agriculture, including developing scenarios for the scale of biodiversity and landscape recovery required and practical   steps to achieving this and estimates of cost.

3) The need for all farmers to observe higher standards of environmental practice and for these to be enforced.

4) The value of illustrating with photographs the adverse effects of bad practice in agriculture and the costs to society (cf. the research by Pretty et all, ref. on external costs of agriculture in the UK).

5) Explore the value of organising an event, either in Spain or Brussels during the first half of 2002, when Spain holds the Presidency, to raise the profile of our agenda in the run-up to the mid-term review.  Prof. Eugénio Sequeria will discuss this idea, in the first instance with NGO colleagues on the Spanish Environmental Advisory Council.

6) Explore the possibility and benefits of some further networking with the ZALF Institute to help to bridge the gap between science, policy and action.


	Inge Niestroy

On (1) – (5) – Mark Felton to discuss with Working Group members by email, etc and prepare proposed work programme

Prof Eugénio Sequeria

Hubert Wiggering, Sue Collins and Agneta Andersson



	Next meeting

16. This will be held in Ghent in November, (during the Annual EEAC meeting), or earlier in Brussels if valuable.  In the meantime work will be progressed by individual members identified and by small ad hoc groups as necessary.


	


Ms S F Collins

2nd April 2001
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