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Factual Summary report?

Public Consultation for Review of the State aid instruments

for agriculture, forestry and rural areas

Introduction

The public consultation was launched to give public authorities and stakeholders the
opportunity to provide their views on the review of the State aid instruments for
agriculture, forestry and rural areas. The consultation was launched on the Europa
website on 26 April 2019, and was open for respondents until 19 July 2019. It was
open to any interested individual and available in 23 official languages of the EU.
The public consultation generated a total of 190 responses.

The questionnaire was divided into five sections. Section I was seeking opinion on
the overall performance of the current State aid rules, on the State aid objectives
to be pursued and on future challenges, including simplification possibilities.
Sections II, III, and IV concerned more specifically State aid issues in relation to,
respectively, agriculture, forestry and non-agricultural activities in rural areas.
Section V concerned the EU added value of detailed rules for State aid control.

This factual summary provides an overview of the number of responses as well as
some characteristics of the respondents. In addition, it shows the main outcome
of the public consultation.

Who contributed?

190 contributions? have been received from respondents in 24 Member States, in
21 languages. The majority of replies were submitted by respondents from Italy
(36), followed by Germany (24), Portugal (21), France (17), The Czech Republic
and Austria (11 each) (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Distribution of replies by country in absolute numbers

! Disclaimer: The contributions received cannot be regarded as the official position of the Commission
and its services and thus do not bind the Commission. The summary of the contributions is preliminary
and does not prejudge the findings of the Staff Working Document to be published at the end of the
evaluation phase.

2 This figure does not include contributions received after 19 July 2019 or via other channels.


file:///C:/Users/buzekan/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/1R7GBZUH/PART-2019-368568V1-1%20(002).docx%23bookmark0

Figure 2 presents the type of respondents that contributed to the public consultation.
Public authorities responsible for granting State aid in a Member State on one hand and
beneficiaries of aid in the agricultural sector on the other hand represented the two largest
categories of respondents to the public consultation (39 each), followed by farmers'
organization (20) and the general public (19).

However considering together all beneficiaries of aid (agriculture, forestry, non-agriculture
sectors) their total number of contributions ranks first (55 replies) (Figure 3).

Figure 2: Distribution of respondents by type
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Figure 3: Respondents by type (all beneficiaries aggregated)
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Key responses — general part (Section I)

The first section (questions 1-10) of the public consultation targeted the overall
performance of the current State aid rules, namely if they responded to specific
purposes (question 1), the coherence of State aid rules with other EU policies
(question 2) and the objectives to be pursued by granting the aid (question 3). It also
included questions on the future challenges (question 4), the various conditions to
limit distortive effects of the aid on the internal market (question 5) and the potential
of simplification of the rules (questions 6 and question 7 for specific suggestions). The
figures below show replies to questions 1 to 6, in absolute humbers.



Question 1: How well have the current State aid rules responded to the following purposes:
Useful spending of taxpayers’ money
Market failures addressed

A level playing field for undertakings

Transparent, consistent and coherent handling of cases W Fully

B Toalarge extent
Coherence with Rural Development cbjectives
B To some extent

Clear rules

Mot at all
Legal certainty No opinion
Reduction of administrative costs for public authorities
Reduction of regulatory burdens for aid beneficiaries
T T T T T T T T T T
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Question 2: Based on your experience, how coherent are the current State aid rules with other EU
policies and legislation?

Commaon Agricultural Policy (CAP)
Horizontal State aid instruments

EU Cohesion policy m Fully

EU Envircnmental protection policy B To alarge extent

EU 2030 Climate and energy framewaork B To some extent

= Mot at all
EU Veterinary and Public health policy
| Mo opinion
EU Research and Development policy
EU Policy on SMEs
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Question 3: From your perspective, how important are the objectives pursued by the granting of
State aid?

Com petitiveness and viability of undertakings
Viable food production
Saocio-economic deve lopment in rural areas

Growth of the biceconomy sectors

Sustainable forest management W Very high importance

Sustainable use of natural resources M Average importance

Ecosystem services and biodiversity Low importance

B No importance
Climate change mitigation s

No opinion
Climate change adaptation P
Protection of public and animal health

Animal welfare

Accessto knowledge and new technologies




Question 4: From your perspective, which are the most important challenges to be addressed by the
future State aid rules?

Useful spending of taxpayers money
Administrative costs and burden

Damage caused by wild animals

Plant pests

Adverse climatic events

Reduction of greenhouse gases and less carbon W Very high importance

Biodiversity loss M Average importance
Avoidance of harmful environmental impacts = Low im portance

Mo importance
Secietal demands on food and health

M Mo opinion
Market deve lopments

Changes in production conditions/technology
Generational renewal rural areas

Jobs and growh in rural areas

Competitiveness, viability of undertakings

Question 5: The State aid rules set out various conditions that are meant to limit undue distortive
effects of aid on the internal market. Based on your experience, how important are the following
conditions?

Stricter conditions for large undertakings _
Form of aid (loans/guarantees instead of _
grants)

Stricter conditions for processing,/marketing
than primary production

B Very high importance
B Average importance
B | ow im portance

Mo importance

Mo opinion
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Question 6: Based on your experience, what is the potential for simplification under future State aid
rules?

Clearer rules
Streamlined approach with CAP Plans

Simplified cost options
W Very high potential

Al t with RD aid intensiti
gnment w Fid ntensities M Average potential

Simplified incentive effect - subsidized serv. M Low potential

Simplified approach for LEADER Mo potential
Simplified approach for cooperation = Mo opinion
Extension of ABER

Higher notification thresholds under ABER
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Question 7 concerned simplification suggestions. Recurring suggestions concerned clarification of certain
legal concepts and definitions, simplified cost options, further derogations from the incentive effect
requirement (in particular for subsidised services), a less restrictive approach towards large undertakings,
less prescriptive eligibility conditions (in particular for irrigation and forestry) and harmonised aid rates.



The first part of the public consultation also included questions addressed specifically
to public authorities responsible for granting State aid. Public authorities were asked
how burdensome they consider State aid procedures (question 8), if State aid rules
strike the right balance (question 9) and if public authorities had encountered
difficulties with regard to certain costs/activities/objectives which were not ineligible

but did not fit into any category (question 10). The figures below show public
authorities' replies in absolute numbers.

Question 8: Based on your experience, how burdensome are the following procedures?

| | B Ahways burdensome
Submitting an nformation sheet under the ABER

= Mostly burdensome
| Sometimes burdensome
Notifying Stateaid to the Commission
ffving [ . ® Not burdensome
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Question 9: State aid rules must ensure transparency, consistency and equal treatment. At the same
time, they must not be overly constraining. The level of detail of State aid rules determines the
balance between both aspects. Do you think that the current rules strike the right balance?

EToo detiled
W Right balance
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Question 10: Have you ever had difficulties to apply the current State aid rules to certain
costs/activities/objectives, which were not explicitly ineligible but which did not fit within the scope
of any specific aid category?

N Yes

HNo

B No opinion
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Specific State aid issues (Sections II-1V)

The second section of the questionnaire focused on the agricultural sector. Views of
stakeholders, including beneficiaries (see question 11) were asked on the impacts of
State aid on the sector (question 12), on potential distortive effects (question 13), on
difficulties encountered in complying with State aid rules (question 14) and possible
changes to State aid rules in the agricultural sector (question 15). The below figures
show the replies to the above mentioned questions, in absolute numbers.

Question 11: Are you, or have you been, a beneficiary of State aid in the agricultural sector?

mYes

HNo

Question 12: Based on your experience, do you agree with the following statements on State aid
granted to the agricultural sector under the current State aid rules?

The aid has helped to achieve viable food production.
The aid has fostered competitiveness in the agri-food sector.
The aid has fostered sustainable growth in the agri-food sector.

W Agree
The aid has helped the development of the bioeconomy.

W Disagree
The aid has helped to achieve asustainable use of natural resources... .
M No strong view

The aid has contributed to climate change mitigation and/ or...

The positive effects outweigh the potential distortive effects of the...

T T T T
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Question 13: Regarding State aid for investments in the agricultural sector: Do you have views
on what could be the potential distortive effects on competition and intra-EU trade?

N Yes
HNo

W Don't know

As potential distortive effect is mentioned among others aid to large enterprises that already have
economies of scale and robust market position. Several stakeholders also mentioned the disparities between
Member States in terms of financial means.



Question 14: Have you experienced any particular difficulties in complying with the current State aid
rules in the agricultural sector? (The results show beneficiaries' replies.)

= Yes
mNo

= Don't know

Very few concrete difficulties were mentioned. They mostly concerned to restrictive eligibility
conditions and the incentive effect requirements.

Question 15: Based on your experience, would you agree with the following changes to the State aid
rules?

Compensstion for damage caused by protected animalzs should cover
indirect income losses [such as reduced production capacity). ‘ |

Compensstion for damage caused by protected animalzs should cover
indirect costs for damage to plants (such 2= trestments costs and... ‘ |

Compensation for damage caused by animal dizeases or plants pest should W Agree strongly
cover loss of value of products alse where those products are not destroyed. | W Agres
The scope for granting aid to prevent, control and eradicate animal diseases W Disagree

and to make good damage should be extended to emerging animal diseases | Disagree strongly

The conditions for granting aid for irrigation investments should be better No strong view

targeted towards protection of water bodies, taking into account... |

Mo aid =hall be granted for purchase of land unless it serves environmentsl
and climate objecives, or installation of young farmers.

The third section of the questionnaire focused on the forestry sector. Views of
stakeholders, including beneficiaries (see question 16) were asked on the impacts of
State aid on the sector (question 17), on potential distortive effects (question 18), on
difficulties encountered in complying with State aid rules (question 19) and possible
changes to State aid rules in the agricultural sector (question 20). The below figures
show the replies to those questions, in absolute numbers.

Question 16: Are you, or have you been, a beneficiary of State aid in the forestry sector?

HYes

ENo

Question 17: Based on your experience, do you agree with the following statements on State aid
granted to the forestry sector under the current State aid rules?

The positive effects outweigh the potential distortive effects of | |
the aid on competition and trade in the internal market. | |
The aid has contributed to the recreational or ecological function -
of forests. | | | W Agree strongly
The aid has contributed to carbon sequestration. W Agres
| | | Dizagres
The aid has increased the resilience and protection of forest

ecosystems. | | | W Dissgree strongly

Mo strong view
The aid hazs helped the development of the biceconomy.

The sid has helped to achieve a viable forest area development.
|

140 180 130



Question 18: Regarding State aid for forestry investments: Do you have views on what could be
the potential distortive effects on competition and intra-EU trade?

HYes
ENo

W Don't know

Some environmental NGOs referred to the risk of lower prices in raw materials and increased
biomass use as potential distortive effects. Very few other concrete examples were given.

Question 19: Have you experienced any particular difficulties in complying with the current State aid
rules in the forestry sector? (the results show beneficiaries' replies)

HYes
HHNo

H Don't know

Several respondents, comprising both Member States and forestry stakeholders, complained about
overly restrictive conditions for granting aid. Among the concrete examples were difficulties
relating to aid for afforestation and agroforestry and to support the functioning of forest
management associations.

Question 20: Based on your experience, would you agree with the following changes to the State aid
rules?

The scope of the ABER should be extended to forestry measures
that are currently only covered by the Guidelines.

‘ B Agree strongly

In case of cooperation: The maximum aid intensity for non-
productive investments should be 100 % of the eligible costs.

W Agree
‘ W Disagree
Investments in afforestation must be consistent with climate and
environmental obhjectives as governed by sustainable forest
management principles.

Disagree stronghy

‘ No strong view

No investment aid should be granted for purchase of land unless it
serves envirenmental and climate ohjectives.
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In Section 1V, focus was put on the non-agricultural sector. Views of stakeholders,
including beneficiaries (see question 21) were asked on the impacts of State aid
granted on the sector (question 22), on potential distortive effects (question 23), on
difficulties encountered in complying with State aid rules (question 24). The below
figures show the replies to those questions, in absolute numbers.



Question 21: Are you, or have you been, a beneficiary of State aid in the non-agricultural sector?

HYes

ENo

Question 22: Based on your experience, do you agree with the following statements on State aid
granted in rural areas under the current State aid rules?

The positive effects outweigh the potential distortive effects .
of the aid on competition and trade in the internal market. ‘ ‘ ‘

The aid has contributed to cultural and recreational

activities in rural areas. ‘ ‘ ‘ B Agree

The aid has strengthened the economic and social fabric in . W Agree strongly

rural areas. | ‘ Disagree

W Disagree strongly
The aid has been useful to boost the creation and
development of SMEs in rural areas. | ‘ Mo strong view

The aid has led to employment and growth in rural areas.
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Question 23: Regarding State aid for the processing of agricultural products into non-agricultural
products: Do you have views on what could be the potential distortive effects on competition and
intra-EU trade?

HYes
HNo

M Don't know

As potential problem in this context is mentioned among others the difference
for Annex I and non-Annex I products.

Question 24: Have you experienced any particular difficulties in complying with the current State aid
rules in the non-agricultural sector? (the results show beneficiaries' replies)

Don't know
HNo

Hyes

No concrete examples were mentioned.



EU added value (Section V)

Stakeholders were asked if they agree that there was an EU added value in having a
common framework of detailed rules for assessing the compatibility of State aid with
the internal market. An overwhelming majority of the total respondents agreed to
that: 82% in total.

Question 25: Based on your experience, do you agree that there is EU added value in having a

common framework of detailed rules for assessing the compatibility of State aid with the
internal market?

W Agres

W Agres strongly
Dizagres

m Dizagree strongly

Mo strong view




