
CPMR Scientific Council – 31 May & 1 June 2007 – Buçaco (Centro, P) 

Minutes – Ref. C.S.PRV070002 A0 – page 1 

CONFÉRENCE DES RÉGIONS PÉRIPHÉRIQUES MARITIMES D’EUROPE 

CONFERENCE OF PERIPHERAL MARITIME REGIONS OF EUROPE 

 

6, rue Saint-Martin - 35700 RENNES (F) 
Tél.: + 33 (0)2 99 35 40 50 - Fax: + 33 (0)2 99 35 09 19 
e.mail : secretariat@crpm.org - web : www.crpm.org 

C.S.PRV070002 A0 

CPMR SCIENTIFIC COUNCIL 
THE FUTURE OF THE CAP – THE ROLE OF THE REGIONS 

31 MAY & 1 JUNE 2007 – BUÇACO (CENTRO, P) 

- MEETING REPORT - 

Participants: 

EXPERTS 

M. Pierre BLANC, CIHEAM-Centre International des Hautes Études Agronomiques Méditerranéennes 
M. Vincent CHATELLIER, Ingénieur de recherche – INRA Nantes 
M. Michel GRIFFON, Agroéconomiste-Directeur scientifique du centre de coopération internationale 
pour la recherche agronomique sur le développement 
Mr Peter NOWICKI, Senior Researcher, Agricultural Economics Research Institute (LEI), Netherlands 
Mr Pekka PESONEN, Secretary General of COPA-COGECA 
Mme Aurélie TROUVÉ, Ingénieur Chercheur, CEMAGREF 

RÉGIONS / REGIONS 

Mrs Cecilia KARLBERG, International Officer, Region of Västra-Götaland (Sweden) 
Mr Stephane MELIS, Policy Official for Agriculture, Provincie Nord-Holland (Netherlands) 
Sr. Alfredo RODRIGUES MARQUES, Presidente da CCDR do Centro (Portugal) 
Mrs Catarina SEGERSTEN-LARSSON, Regional Councillor, Region of Värmland (Sweden), Member of the COR 
M. Jean-Paul SIMIER, Directeur de l’Agriculture, de l’Agro-Alimentaire et des Activités Maritimes – Conseil 
Régional de Bretagne (France) 
Mr Wolfgang WIENKEMEIER, Deputy Director of Department - Ministry for Agriculture, Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern (Germany) 

COMMISSION EUROPÉENNE / EUROPEAN COMMISSION 

M. René-Laurent BALLAGUY, Administrateur Unité C2 – DG REGIO 

PORTUGAL 

Sr. Oliveira BAPTISTA, Professor, antiguo Ministro português da agricultura 
Sr. Arlindo CUNHA, antiguo Deputado Europeu especializado nas questões de agricultura 
Sr. Miguel FREITAS, representação permanente do Portugal na UE 
Sr. Rui MOREIRA, DR Agricultura 

CRPM/CPMR 

M. Luis VALENTE DE OLIVEIRA, Président du Conseil scientifique de la CRPM 
M. Xavier GIZARD, Secrétaire général 
M. Patrick ANVROIN, Directeur en charge de l’agriculture 
Mme Carol THOMAS, Déléguée permanente de la CRPM à Bruxelles 
M. Rui AZEVEDO 
M. Philippe CICHOWLAZ, Secrétaire exécutif de la Commission Interméditerranéenne 
Mme Marie IMBS, Stagiaire 
Mme Catherine PETIAU-KERZERHO, Assistante 



CPMR Scientific Council – 31 May & 1 June 2007 – Buçaco (Centro, P) 

Minutes – Ref. C.S.PRV070002 A0 – page 2 

This report summarises the basic elements discussed at the CPMR Scientific Council meeting. It is not 
intended to be a full minute of the meeting; copies of the various presentations given may be obtained 
on request from the CPMR secretariat at the following address: catherine.petiau@crpm.org  

I – The global context of CAP reform 

The future of the CAP is a determining factor in the development of the European regions, and is closely 
linked to the outcome of the WTO Doha round of negotiations. The aim of the current negotiations 
is to reach a multilateral agreement moving towards greater trade liberalisation, in particular of agricultural 
products. Agricultural policies in general, and the various forms of agricultural support granted 
by the different members of the WTO in particular, are therefore being called into question. 
These negotiations, and any changes in world agricultural policies, cannot ignore the current global 
challenges. This is the context in which any future reform of the CAP will take place; one in which the global 
challenges are such that they could in the medium term have a strong impact on the ‘health check’ review 
and more particularly in negotiations on the CAP after 2013. 

Given the significant increase forecast in world population over the coming decades (which is due 
to stabilise at around 9 billion in 2050), food security is one of the major global challenges. In order to ensure 
a sufficient supply of food for the world’s population, current world food production will need to be 
doubled, taking into account that needs vary from one geographic area to another. To satisfy this demand, 
the surface area of farmed land will need to be significantly increased, as will productivity, taking account 
of agronomic, climate and environmental constraints. According to their respective comparative 
advantages1, certain zones, such as Latin America, will be able to export surplus production, especially 
to Asia where demand will be highest.  

The difficulties posed by the increase in food needs are aggravated if we also take into account the growing 
demand for biofuels resulting from the price increase of fossil fuels. Based on the most realistic forecasts 
concerning production of biofuels, it is clear that it will not be possible to satisfy both global food demands 
and demand for biofuels. There will therefore be increased competition in the use of available agricultural 
land between food crops and energy crops and this is likely to lead to an increase in agricultural prices. 
This could be an opportunity for field crop farmers to offset a possible dismantling of the first pillar of the 
CAP. 

As agricultural production increases, other problems will have to be faced, including the shortage of water, 
increasingly fragile ecosystems, and changes in temperatures linked to global warming. These changes 
will result in a shift in comparative advantages. 

It is important to stress that current ‘intensive’ production methods are not sustainable, 
since these technologies are responsible for greenhouse gas emissions and loss of biodiversity. 
A new technological wave in agriculture will therefore be necessary, which must have a strong ecological 
dimension: the ‘doubly green revolution’. This would enable needs to be met by producing more 
on the same amount of land by increasing output while respecting the environment through lower energy 
costs. 

All these factors increase the uncertainty of agricultural production, which in turn could result 
in significant price fluctuations. The EU could therefore be obliged to maintain its safety net mechanisms 
(minimum aid) in order to protect farmers from fluctuations in agricultural income and ensure Europe’s 
food security. The Common Agricultural Policy will also be required to facilitate the transition to a new 
technological wave and ensure sustainable management of ecosystems. 

Future international negotiations will therefore be conducted in a changing global context, since in addition 
to concerns of justice and equity, international trade rules are one of the key parameters in production 
choices. According to a forward study by the European Commission, Scenar 2020, total liberalisation of trade 
(dismantling of any form of support linked to agricultural production) would have a considerable impact 
in accentuating the current decline in the number of farms in Europe and would result in a reduction 

                                                      

1 The theory of comparative advantage explains that, in a context of free trade, each country, if it specialises in producing 
goods for which it has the strongest, or least weak, productivity compared with its partners, will increase its national 
wealth. 
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both in utilizable agricultural area and global agricultural production. This would of course further 
jeopardize the European and world food situation. On the other hand, if no agreement is reached between 
those involved in the Doha round of negotiations, regionalisation of trade would result in an increase 
in production in most agricultural sectors except oilseeds and pork meat. 

However, in the absence of an agreement between the WTO partners, the number of bilateral agreements 
is likely to increase significantly. Since the negotiations have been at a standstill, a number of bilateral 
agreements have already been concluded, such as the Euro-Mediterranean agreement. It was expected 
that, thanks to this agreement, agriculture could become a means of creating solidarity between the countries 
of the northern and southern shores of the Mediterranean. However the economic diversity between 
the two areas, environmental problems, and regional differences between the southern countries have 
hindered the effectiveness of this agreement. In addition, the liberalisation of agricultural trade advocated 
by the WTO could have disastrous consequences in terms of production for the fruit and vegetable and olive 
oil sectors, which have an indisputably important role in land use and landscape conservation. Furthermore, 
since the agreement, adverse effects on food quality have been observed, such as increasing standardisation 
of food products, resulting in serious problems of obesity. 

In order to overcome its weak comparative advantages, Europe needs to focus on implementing a policy 
of food quality. This would enable it to increase market share, since there is hardly any competition 
at international level, and to satisfy domestic demand for high quality food. In this context, global quality 
sectors are starting to take shape, such as for example the interregional GMO-free network which stems 
from an initiative taken by Tuscany region and Austria. The problem faced by this sector today 
is that consumers find the high prices of such products dissuasive. 

II – The regions are already actors in the first and second pillars of the CAP 

The EU is singled out for criticism by the WTO because of the high level of its support for agriculture 
measured in terms of PSE (Producer Support Estimate), the indicator used by the OECD to compare 
agricultural policies. The EU’s PSE is higher than the average for OECD countries, but it is not so much 
the rate of support that is contested as the instruments of the Common Agricultural Policy. The 2003 reform 
and the ‘health check’ due in 2008 were and will be designed taking account of future agreement in the Doha 
round. With each CAP reform, market price support2 is being reduced in favour of income support paid 
directly to farmers (support has been partially decoupled since 2003). The share of the EU budget devoted 
to agriculture is also one of the main bones of contention between Member States, even though it has been 
consistently falling (it will have dropped to 35% in 2010). 

Overall support3 under the first pillar is very inequitably distributed between Member States, with a clear 
North/South divide in favour of the northern regions. The distribution between regions also varies widely 
within Member States that have very diverse agriculture (France, Germany, Italy, Spain). This absence 
of regional cohesion is a result of the previous production objectives which came into being when the CAP 
was introduced. However, society’s expectations of the CAP have evolved, and there is now a call for a more 
equitable distribution of aid, and more support for the environment. Despite the efforts made since 1992, 
the fact that the large farms receive more aid is still an issue. New provisions should be introduced to ensure 
a more equitable distribution of aid and greater cohesion between the regions. These could include 
for example defining the amount of aid at national level. Intra-regional cohesion (between different 
production choices) could be improved by extending the regionalisation of aid under the first pillar. 
This is already implemented in six Member States. An analysis of the share of agricultural support 
from the first pillar in farmers’ incomes shows that in numerous European regions this support 
is indispensable if farms are to be maintained. There are also divergences between regional support 
for agriculture and the political stance taken by various Member States. A more detailed analysis also reveals 
that for certain regions (Brittany, northern Spain, Finnish and Swedish regions, etc.) which derive 
more benefit from price support, developments in the WTO negotiations are more important than budgetary 
transfers within the CAP after 2013. 

                                                      

2 This support results from the difference between European and world agricultural prices because of intervention prices 
and protective tariffs. 
3 Price support + direct payments 
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A study of the impact of regionalisation and full decoupling of first pillar support in Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern shows that these reforms have had no effect on the volume of agricultural production. 
The arguments – that producers will change their production choices and there will be a drop in production 
– put forward by Member States that have opted for partial recoupling and use the ‘historical references’ 
model for calculating the single payment, can therefore be refuted. Brittany and the Centro region 
of Portugal are in favour of regionalisation of support, which is an indication of the degree of divergence 
between regional interests and national interests. 

An important question to discuss in view of the current crisis of the CAP is therefore, what room 
for manoeuvre do the regions have in the definition of agricultural policies? While the regions may have 
very limited room for manoeuvre under the first pillar of the CAP, they do have more in the framework 
of the second pillar. Part financing of the second pillar and regionally targeted aid offer a significant 
budgetary latitude which varies according to Member State. The regions can therefore conduct agricultural 
policies at their level, targeting a variety of objectives ranging from competitiveness to the exploitation 
of positive environmental externalities created by agricultural activities. The region is therefore a sufficiently 
important level to legitimise these policies and ensure the effectiveness of any action taken, and sufficiently 
small to be able to take account of specific local features and ensure local actors are involved. The region 
is a pertinent level of governance for agricultural policies, but is however kept in check by the supra-regional 
powers. Part financing (which raises the problem of interregional cohesion) and the risk of renationalisation 
of agricultural policies are also limitations of this type of functioning. 

III – What are the scenarios for the CAP after 2013? 

Interregional interests are widely disparate and expectations in the context of the future ‘health check’ 
of the CAP cover a wide range of issues, from the major priorities of the CAP (harmonisation of decoupling, 
simplification of cross-compliance, and an end to quotas in 2015 for Mecklenburg-Vorpommern) to specific 
regional questions (inclusion of the forestry sector in the CAP, for Portugal; protection of animal proteins 
in Brittany). 

The expectations of Värmland region reflect the liberal position of the Swedish regions, consisting 
of adapting production to demand by suspending all price support measures, allocating aid to improve 
the competitiveness of farms and drastically reducing the first pillar (while maintaining a second pillar 
funded by Member State governments). The Netherlands has similar demands, and emphasises that farmers 
should be encouraged to develop a second activity in order to supplement their income. Portugal, 
next in line for the EU presidency, also has a clearly liberal approach and would approve part financing 
of the first pillar of the CAP so as to give Member States more flexibility. This measure could result 
in a renationalisation of the CAP, feared by the majority of Member States. 

Professional bodies represented by COPA-COGECA, on the other hand, defend the need for a balance 
between the two pillars of the CAP and denounce the absurdity of putting products of differing quality 
in competition with each other on the world markets. COPA-COGECA is also opposed to the part financing 
of the first pillar and renationalisation of the CAP. 

This divergence of opinions lays bare a cornerstone of the CAP, namely the confrontation between 
Community preference4 and opening up the European agricultural sector to competition from agricultural 
products on world markets. 

The current crisis is due to the fact that the CAP itself needs to be adjusted and at the same time the EU 
needs to provide a justification for the policy for its WTO partners as well as for European tax-payers 
and consumers. The regions all agree that the second pillar should be given more resources in order to better 
respond to society’s expectations concerning the environment and interregional cohesion. The measure 
best able to respond to these expectations is increased modulation.  

In addition, the aim to simplify CAP measures could be achieved by extending full decoupling of direct aid 
from the first pillar and creating a single CMO. The amount of the single payment entitlement (SPE) could be 
modulated by taking into account other criteria such as agricultural employment. The granting of single 

                                                      

4 Community preference consists in applying dissuasive tariffs on agricultural products imported into the EU in order 
to encourage consumption of European products. 
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payment entitlements could in the future be made dependent on stricter cross-compliance, so as to better 
respond to society’s expectations, and additional aid could be envisaged to encouraged the creation of public 
services rendered by farmers over and above their minimum obligations. The regions will have a key role 
to play in defining and assessing society’s expectations in terms of regional services. 

While the 2003 reform will doubtless satisfy the WTO’s demands in the short term, the ongoing debate 
on classification of aid raises doubts as to whether the current form of support will be maintained. 

It will be necessary therefore during the CAP ‘health check’ to clarify the objectives in order to achieve 
a more targeted and justified policy responding to the various expectations – environmental, health, 
and territorial – of society. The next reforms must in particular respond to a dual need: for transition, 
to enable farmers to adapt, and for territorial cohesion, to re-think a CAP that is in line 
with the objectives of EU cohesion policy. 


