ECA 34/06/2-Sup.1

April 2006

Organisation || Organizacién
|| des de las

w e agpg % pan ¥ A
\g/ %fd-ﬁ-}ﬂst.&h.\.o ﬁ?é = E || Nations Naciones
- . > | Uni Unid
dsl il m ’a‘ & pg:ﬁ's p::aalsa
{| 'alimentation|| Agricultura
daait| aedid i{ Y48 {| et v la

{| ’agriculture Alimentacién

EUROPEAN COMMISSION ON AGRICULTURE

Thirty-fourth Session

Riga, Latvia, 7 June 2006

THE ROLE OF AGRICULTURE AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT IN
REVITALIZING ABANDONED/DEPOPULATED AREAS

DEFINITION OF RURAL AREAS

Annex 1

The most common definition applied by internationa organizations to separate rural and

urban regionsis that developed by the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and
Development (OECD). The definition distinguishes two hierarchical levels of territorial unit: local
and regional. At local community level the OECD defines rural areas as communities with a
population density below 150 inhabitants per square kilometre. At regional level, the OECD
distinguishes larger functional or administrative units by their degree of rurality, depending on
what share of the region’s population livesin rural communities. To facilitate analysis, regions are
then grouped into three types:

e Predominantly rural regions. over 50 percent of the population living in rural

communities;

e Significantly rura regions: 15 to 50 percent of the population living in rural
communities;

e Predominantly urban regions:. less than 15 percent of the population living in rura
communities.

For reasons of economy, this document is produced in alimited number of copies. Delegates and observers are kindly requested to
bring it to the meetings and to refrain from asking for additional copies, unless strictly indispensable.
Most FAO meeting documents are available on Internet at www.fao.org
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EUROPEAN COMMISSION PROPOSAL FOR THE NEW RURAL
DEVELOPMENT REGULATION (2007-2013)
Annex 2
AXis Content Budget
Axis1l | Improvement of agricultural competitiveness and At least 15% of the
sylviculture EAFRD! resources
Axis2 | Management of the landscape and environment At least 25% of the
EAFRD resources
Axis3 | Rura economy diversification and quality of lifeinrural | At least 15% of the
areas EAFRD resources
Axis4 | The LEADER approach: carry out actions corresponding | At least 7% of the EAFRD

to the objectives of one or several main axes according to
astrategy of integrated local development

resources, which will
eventually be topped up by
areserve of 3%

! European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
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COMMUNITY INITIATIVE FOR RURAL DEVELOPMENT —LEADER+

Annex 3

Objectives

Integrated rural development schemes and pilot projects designed to be implemented by active
partnerships at local level are now covered by the LEADER* Initiative.

Beneficiaries

The beneficiaries will be “Local Action Groups’ (LAGs) that will draw up development strategies
for their local area and be responsible for their implementation.

These “Local Action Groups’ must consist of a balanced and representative selection of partners
drawn from the different socio-economic sectorsin the territory concerned. At the
decision-making level, not more than 50 percent of alocal partnership may be made up of
government officials and elected office holders.

The“Local Action Groups’ will operatein rural territories of asmall size which form a
homogeneous unit in physical (geographical), economic and social terms. The population must, as
ageneral rule, be not more than 100 000 in the most densely populated areas

(around 120 inhabitants’km?) and in general not less than about 10 000. However, in areas with a
high or low population density, such as, for example, certain areas of northern Europe, exceptions
to these criteria may be accepted.

Eligible measures
LEADER+ is structured around two actions;

Action 1: Support for integrated territorial rural development strategies of a pilot nature based on
the bottom-up approach and horizontal partnerships.

Support will be given to rural areas which show awillingness and ability to devise and implement
an integrated and sustainabl e pilot development strategy, supported by the presentation of a
development plan, based on a representative partnership and structured around a strong theme
typical of the identity and/or resources and/or specific know-how of the territory concerned.

The priority themes at European level are:

¢ the use of new know-how and new technol ogies to make the products and services of
rural areas more competitive;

e improving the quality of lifeinrural aress,

e adding valueto local products, in particular by facilitating access to markets for small
production units via collective actions;

e making the best use of natural and cultural resources, including enhancing the value of
sites of Community interest selected under NATURA 2000.

However, thelist of priority themes and target groups may be extended by the Member States to
take account of their own specific situations.

Asapriority, the Commission would like support to be given to strategies, which seek to enhance
the job opportunities and/or activities for women and young people.

The development strategy must be economically viable and sustainable and be of a pilot nature.
The experimentation which started under LEADER | and |1 should be intensified under
LEADER+ with original and ambitious approaches to rural development which are transferable
and complement the interventions made under the “mainstream” programmesin the area
concerned.
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By way of illustration, the “pilot” concept could be assessed in terms of :

¢ the emergence of new products and services which incorporate the distinctiveness of the
local area;

e new methods permitting the combination of the area’ s human, natural and/or financial
resources, resulting in better use of indigenous potential;

¢ the combination of and links between economic sectors which are traditionally separate;

e origina forms of organization and involvement of the local population in the
decision-making process and in implementing the project.

Action 2: Support for inter-territorial and transnational cooperation.

LEADER+ will support cooperation actions within one Member State (inter-territorial
cooperation), between several Member States (transnational cooperation) and/or third countries.
Cooperation must demonstrate genuine added value for the territories and may have the two
following, often complementary, ams:

e achieving the critical mass necessary for ajoint project to be viable;

e encouraging complementary actions.

The cooperation actions may not only consist of exchanges of experience but must include the
implementation of ajoint project, if possible supported by a common structure.

Funding under this action will be granted for the joint project and for upstream expenditure on
technical assistance for cooperation.

This action applies only to rural territories selected under Action 1 of the Initiative. It will be
implemented under the responsibility of aLAG coordinator.

Financial participation of the EU

The LEADER+ Initiative will be jointly financed by the Member States and the Community. The
total contribution of the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF)
Guidance Section for the period 2000-06 will be €2 020 million at 1999 prices. The EAGGF
Guidance Section contribution to each programme shall be indexed at 2 percent ayear up to 2003
and shall be decided at 2003 prices for the years 2004 to 2006. By 31 December 2003, the
Commission shall determine the rate of indexation applicable for 2004 to 2006.

In particular, the EAGGF Guidance Section contribution will be a maximum of 75 percent of the
total eligible cost in the regions covered by Objective | and a maximum of 50 percent in other
areas.

The indicative allocation of the commitment appropriations available among the Member States
are the following, in millions of Eurosin 1999 prices. Austria 71, Belgium 15, Denmark 16,
Finland 52, France 252, Germany 247, Greece 172, Ireland 45, Italy 267, Luxembourg 2, the
Netherlands 78, Portugal 152, Spain 467, Sweden 38 and the United Kingdom 106.

L egal references

¢ Commission notice to the Member States laying down guidelines for the
Community Initiative for rural development (LEADER+), OJ C 139, 18.5.2000.

e Article 20(1)(c) of Council Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 of 21 June 1999, laying down
General Provisions on the Structural Funds, OJL 161, 26.6.1999, p.1.

e Council Regulation (EC) No 1257/1999 on support for rural development from the
European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF), OJ L 160, 26.6.1999,
p.80.
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Additional sour ces of information

At the Community level:

European Commission

Directorate-General for Agriculture. Directorate F.
Unit F3 “Coordination within Rural Development”
Ruedelaloi 200

OfficeL 130 6/197

B-1049 Brussels

Belgium

Fax:  +32229659 92

Email: agri-leader@cec.eu.int
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SARD M

Annex 4
Rationales and Beneficiaries

The SARD-M project of FAQ liaises between Sustainable Agriculture and Rural

Development (SARD) and Mountain issues. The project recalls the importance of these issues -
both discussed at the Rio Conferencein 1992 - and identifies the many challenges of Sustainable
Agriculture and Rural Development in mountain regions, and calls for coherent policies,
instruments and programmes.

Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Development related policieswill improve rural
livelihoods

Accessto land, water, markets and financial services, recognition of the rights of the most
vulnerable groups, community empowerment, democracy and good governance are prerequisites
to sustainable development. Appropriate, well-targeted and comprehensive policies, legisation
and institutions are needed to improve the rural livelihoods of the most vulnerable groups. These
policies should take into account the specific needs of mountain communities, as well as the
essential linkage between mountain and lowland populations. These policies also need to be
holistic - considering agricultural, economic, socia and cultural issues - at al levels.

Mountain communities are among the most vulnerablein the world

About 270 million mountain people lack food security, of whom 135 million are chronically
hungry. While the vast majority of mountain people are rural, agriculture alone cannot ensure
their livelihoods. Mountains constitute a wealth of strategic resources: fresh water for half of
humanity and the biodiversity that will help feed the world. Mountain populations may also
benefit from new economic opportunities, once empowered and involved in the decision process.

A voice for mountain populations

Mountain populations lack a voice and political influence because they are physicaly isolated and
socially marginalized. They are far from decision centres, on the wrong side of the digital divide
and often do not represent a critical mass to impact on political decisions. Few countries have
devel oped specific policies, legidations and institutions to address the specific needs of mountain
populations.

A SARD project to serve mountain populations

Asthe United Nations lead agency on both sustainable agriculture and rural development and
mountain issues, FAO, with support from the Swiss government, prepared a four-year
multi-donor project on SARD in mountain regions (SARD-M). The SARD-M project aimsto
facilitate the formulation, implementation and eval uation of sustainable agriculture and rural
development policies. The project also favours the development and implementation of
ingtitutions and legislation inspired by SARD principles and adapted to mountain specificities.

The SARD-M project is a unique opportunity for all concerned stakeholders — governments, the
international community and civil society —to develop joint initiatives in favour of sustainable
development. At the ground level, this participatory project will benefit mountain popul ations
worldwide.

FAO SARD-M Project (2005 — 2007)

The Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Development in Mountain Regions (SARD-M) Project,
funded by France, Japan and Switzerland, aims at “ strengthening mountain populations
livelihoods with improved policies for sustainable agriculture and rural development”. The project
addresses policy issues and bolsters institutions.
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The project utilizes a multi-stakeholder approach (i.e. governments, civil society,

international organizations), and its activities rely on the involvement of regional focal points
(i.e. EUROMONTANA for Europe), pivotal project partners, and synergy-building with ongoing
projects, while taking into consideration a balanced representation of regions all over the world.
Activities are articulated at various levels (i.e. local, country, regional or sub-regional and global
levels) in order to facilitate exchanges and interactions among different stakeholders.

Activities conducted in Europe include:

The assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of mountain policies inspired by SARD
principles carried out by the Interim Secretariat of the Carpathian Convention (UNEP) in
three Carpathian countries, i.e. Romania, Slovak Republic and Ukraine;

A Regional/Carpathian Workshop on Strengthening SARD-M Policies for the Protection and
Sustainable Development of the Carpathians organized jointly by the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP), EUROMONTANA and the SARD-M Project

(24 October 2005 in Liptovsky Mikulés, Slovak Republic);

Support to EUROMONTANA’s Seminar on mountain positive externalities: “ Reaping the
benefits of Europe’ s precious place - Policies releasing the potential of mountain and remoter
rural areas’ held in Aviemore Scotland from 9 to 11 November 2005.

The participants of the Regional Workshop showed a high level of interest in the findings of
SARD-M country and regional/Carpathian policy assessments, globally validated them and
identified possible follow-up activities in the Carpathians notably:
o the expansion of the policy assessment to the other four Carpathian countries;
o anofficial contribution to the first Conference of the Parties of the Carpathian
Convention through the output of the SARD-M policy assessment.
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