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1. Introduction

1.1. The objectives of the CAP-IRE project

The CAP-IRE project is a research project financed by the European Commission for a
period of three years (from 1 January 2008 to 31 December 2010). It is being conducted by
11 research teams in nine European Union countries (Germany, Bulgaria, Spain, France,
Greece, ltaly, the Netherlands, Poland and the United Kingdom). It is co-ordinated by the
Italian team, the Department of Rural Economics at the University of Bologna. The French
research team is the SMART (Agricultural Structures and Markets, Resources and
Territories) Joint Research Unit (UMR) based at the French National Institute for Agricultural
Research (INRA) in Rennes.

The purpose of the CAP-IRE (“Common Agricultural Policy: Impact on Rural Economies”)
project is to evaluate the different impacts of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) with a
view of developing new tools to help design the future CAP based on a better understanding
of the socio-economic mechanisms at work in rural areas. The project therefore seeks to
identify rural area issues in a number of European regions, to evaluate the CAP’s past
impact on these rural areas, and to forecast potential developments in European rural areas
over the next ten years based on different CAP scenarios. The project takes a new approach
in that it looks at the CAP’s effects on the rural world at large rather than just the agricultural
environment.

The project’s analyses will cover six focuses:

Farm structural adjustment, investment and innovation;

Interactions between agriculture and other economic sectors in rural areas;

The environment and spatial concerns in rural areas;

Society and the rural world;

Interactions between rural and non-rural communities; interactions between European
rural areas and rural areas in the rest of the world;

F. Suitable types of governance for rural areas.

moowp

Some analyses will be applied more specifically to certain regions in the project’s partner
countries. In France, two NUTS2 regions are concerned: the Centre Region and the Midi-
Pyrénées Region.

1.2. The CAP-IRE project phases

The first phase of the project, conducted in 2008, collected local experts’ opinions on rural
area issues and the CAP’s impact in the focus regions. This entailed setting up local expert
committees (also referred to as local participatory networks, LPN, in the CAP-IRE project’s
description of tasks) for each region. In France, we contacted experts in May and defined the
final composition of the committees (approximately fifteen people) for the two regions in
June. We sent them a questionnaire containing 11 questions in June and received and
compiled their answers over the summer. We presented a summary of these responses to
each committee: to the Centre Region local committee in Orléans on 19 September and to
the Midi-Pyrénées Region local committee in Toulouse on 8 October. This document
contains this summary and reports on the discussions held at these meetings.

The second phase of the project will be a survey of farmers (100-150 in each region covered
by the project) in 2009. The survey will focus on farmers’ relations with the rural areas and
their strategies in view of CAP policy. The questionnaire will be formulated partly on the basis
of the answers received from each region’s local committee and partly in line with data
required for the analyses (by main focuses A to F).



The third phase of the project (in 2009 and 2010) will analyse the survey data and other
secondary data. Preliminary findings (late 2009) and final findings (2010) will then be
presented to the local expert committees in order to obtain their opinions on the interpretation
of the findings concerning their specific regions.

1.3. Composition of the local expert committees in the Centre Region and the Midi-
Pyrénées Region

A number of rural world stakeholders were contacted in their capacity as representatives of
society, the environment and agriculture in both of the French regions concerned.

A total of 27 stakeholders were contacted in the Centre Region, 22 of whom accepted our
invitation and 15 of whom answered the questionnaire and were therefore asked to take part
in the meeting of 19 September. These 15 people are listed in Table 1. Of the 20
stakeholders contacted in the Midi-Pyrénées Region, 15 accepted our invitation and 11 of
these answered the questionnaire. These 11 institutions (sometimes two people per
institution) are listed in Table 2. Only ten institutions were invited to the meeting on 8
October, as we received one questionnaire after this meeting.

Table 1: Members of the Centre Region’s local expert committee

Didier AUGER Confédération Paysanne” (farmers’ union) of Centre NUTS2

Region (Regional Spokesperson)
Aude BOURON

Hunters’ Federation of Centre NUTS2 Region (Director)
Joél CARRIGNON

“Coordination Rurale” (farmers’ union) of Loiret NUTS3 Region
(President)

Loiret NUTS3 regional division of the Ministry of Agriculture

Sandrine CLEMENT (“DDAF”) (Head of the Agricultural Economics Service)

Etienne GANGNERON

“FDSEA” (farmers’ union) of Cher NUTS3 Region (President)

Monique GUEGUEN

Regional Technical Centre for Consumer Affairs in the Centre
NUTS2 Region, and Association of Consumers “Familles de
France”

Guy JANVROT Nature Centre (Association for nature protection) (President)
Kévin LEMAIRE Farmer, Loiret NUTS3 Region
Alain LEROUX Loiret NUTS3 regional division of the association supporting farm

structures ("ADASEA”) (Director)

Valéry MORARD

French Institute for the Environment (“IFEN") (Head of the
Department of Environmental Knowledge)

Jean MOUZAY

Regional Technical Centre for Consumer Affairs in the Centre
NUTS2 Region

Gabriel RIOU

Water Agency in Loire-Bretagne Region (Centre-Loire Regional
Delegate)

Annie SIRET

Farmers’ Security Fund in Loire area (“MSA Cceur-de-Loire")
(President)

Benoit TASSIN

Regional Chamber of Agriculture in Centre NUTS2 Region (Head of
the Commission for Economic Studies and Prospective,
Development of the Crop Sector)

Bruno VERKEST

“FDSEA” (farmers’ union) of Loiret NUTS3 Region (head of the
Dairy Division)

Note: Region NUTS2 Centre consists of 6 NUTS3 regions (Cher, Eure-et-Loir, Indre, Indre-
et-Loir, Loir-et-Cher, and Loiret).




Table 2: Members of the Midi-Pyrénées Region’s local expert committee

Christophe COGNET

Pyrénées National Nature Park (Head of National Heritage
Management and Development Department)

Christian FOURNIER

National Fruit, Vegetable, Wine and Horticulture Board
(“VINIFLHOR?”) of Midi-Pyrénées NUTS2 Region (Regional
Delegate)

Julien FRAYSSIGNES

Midi-Pyrénées Regional Food Quality Institute (“IRQUALIM")
(Researcher)

Aude GERAUD;
Karine SAINT-HILAIRE

Hunters’ Federation of Midi-Pyrénées Region (Adviser on
Agricultural Development for Wild Fauna; Director)

Stéphane GIEULLES;
Hervé PELOFFI

“FRSEA” (farmers’ union) of Midi-Pyrénées NUTS2 Region
(Director; President)

Régis HOCHART;
Patrick KIRCHNER

“Confédération Paysanne” (farmers’ union) of Midi-Pyrénées
NUTS2 Region (National Spokesperson; Regional
Spokesperson)

Bernard LANNES;
Sophie MICHAUX

“Coordination Rurale” (farmers’ union) of Midi-Pyrénées
NUTS2 Region (Regional Spokesperson; Manager)

Christian MONTGOBERT

Midi-Pyrénées NUTS2 Regional Chamber of Agriculture
(Economic Analyst)

Bernard PLADEPOUSAUX

Farmers’ Security Fund in Pyrénées area (“MSA Midi-
Pyrénées-Sud”) (President) and Farm management and
accountancy Centre (“CER”) in Hautes-Pyrénées NUTS3
Region (President)

Jean-Claude TEURLAY;
Laurence TOURET

Midi-Pyrénées NUTS2 regional division of the Ministry of
Agriculture (“DRAF") (Head of the Agricultural Economics
Service; Analyst at the Agricultural Economics Service)

Alain TOURNE

Midi-Pyrénées NUTS2 regional division of the National Agency

of Farm Structure Improvement (“CNASEA”) and Mayor of
L'lsle Jourdain (Gers NUTS3 Region)

Note: Region NUTS2 Midi-Pyrénées consists of 8 NUTS3 regions (Ariege, Aveyron, Haute-

Garonne, Hautes-Pyrénées, Gers, Lot, Tarn and Tarn-et-Garonne).

1.4. The questionnaire sent to the local committee experts

The questionnaire sent to the experts contained the eleven following questions:

Question 1: What, in your opinion, are the strengths and weaknesses of the
Centre/Midi Pyrénées Region as a whole (rural and non-rural areas)?
The experts were asked to list their proposed strengths in order of importance, with 1 being
the most important, and to do the same with the weaknesses.

Question 2: How would you define a rural area?
This was an open question for the purpose of comparing the experts’ opinions with the
official definitions.

Question 3: What, in your opinion, are currently the main strengths and
weaknesses of the rural areas in the Centre/Midi Pyrénées Region?
The experts were asked to list their proposed strengths in order of importance, with 1 being
the most important, and to do the same with the weaknesses.



Question 4: What other weaknesses do you think could emerge in the Centre/Midi
Pyrénées Region rural areas in the next ten years?
The experts were asked to list their proposals in order of importance, with 1 being the most
important.

Question 5: What do you think the agricultural sector contributes to the rural areas
in the Centre/Midi Pyrénées Region?
This question was divided into three sub-questions:
5.A. What does agriculture as a whole contribute?
5.B. What do the farms contribute?
5.C. What do the rural areas’ agriculture-related businesses (food industry,
co-operatives, vets, mechanics, slaughterhouses, etc.) contribute?
The experts were asked to rank their answers to each of these sub-questions in order of
importance, with 1 being the most important.

Question 6: How do you think these contributions will change in the next ten
years?
This question was divided into three sub-questions:
6.A. How will the contributions of agriculture as a whole change?
6.B. How will the farms’ contributions change?
6.C. How will the contributions of the rural areas’ agriculture-related
businesses (food industry, co-operatives, vets, mechanics, slaughterhouses,
etc.) change?
No ranking was requested for these questions.

Question 7: What, in your view, are the major effects of the CAP (15" and 2" pillars)
on the rural areas in the Centre/Midi Pyrénées Region?
The experts were asked to rank their answers in order of importance, with 1 being the most
important.

Question 8: How do you think the role of the CAP (1% and 2" pillars) will change in
the next ten years?
This was an open guestion.

Question 9: In view of your answers to the above question, what subjects do you
think call for aresearch focus to help define the future CAP and implement it in the
Centre/Midi Pyrénées Region?
The experts were asked to rank their answers in order of importance, with 1 being the most
important.

Question 10: How much emphasis should research place on the six main focuses
of the CAP-IRE project?
Unlike Question 9, which was open, Question 10 called for an evaluation of specific research
subjects, i.e. the CAP-IRE project’s six research focuses. The experts were asked to rank
these six research focuses in order of importance, attributing the rank of 1 to the subject they
felt to be the most important, and to propose more specific subjects for each focus.

The questionnaire merely listed the six main research focuses. The experts’ responses
revealed that it would have been useful to define these focuses for them. Consequently, at
the meetings on 19 September and 8 October, we provided more details on what was behind
these six focuses. These details are presented in Table 3.



Table 3: Definition of the CAP-IRE project’s six research focuses as presented at the
meetings with the experts

The CAP-IRE project’s

. What we mean by that
six research focuses

Farm structural adjustment, How farm structures are changing (size,

A . . combination of inputs, use of inputs external to the
investment and innovation
farm, etc.)
Interactions between Links with upstream and downstream sectors; place
B  agriculture and other economic of agriculture in economic activity; pluriactivity and
sectors in rural areas other sources of income
o . Positive/negative effects of agriculture on the
Spatial dimension and ) . o
C environment (pollution, overexploitation of

environmental sustainability
resources, the landscape, land use, etc.)

Social changes in rural areas (ageing, exodus,
D Society and the rural world social exclusion, rural community development)
Place of farmers in rural society

1- Interactions between rural

. 1- Relations between rural dwellers and rural
and non-rural communities

incomers; urbanisation

E :
2- Interactions between 2- International effects: food, energy and labour
European rural areas and rural i . o
) market trends; relocation of production; WTO talks
areas in the rest of the world
F Suitable types of governance What policy and what stakeholders (public/private,
for rural areas interest groups, level of subsidiarity, etc.)

Question 11: Other comments
This was provided for the experts to give their opinion on the questionnaire, aspects not
addressed, etc.

1.5. The meetings with the local committees on 19 September and 8 October

At the meetings on 19 September and 8 October, we presented our response classification
proposals to the local committees. We grouped the experts’ responses into main categories
with a general heading and a ranking (rank 1 being the most important category from the
experts’ point of view). We ranked responses based on three considerations: i) the total
number of times the aspect, idea or concept was mentioned in the experts’ responses; ii) the
number of times it was ranked priority 1 by the experts (for the questions where a ranking
was requested); and iii) the number of times it was ranked priority 1 or priority 2.

At the meetings, the experts were asked to discuss five points:
- The arguments put forward by the other committee experts to defend their opinions;
- Our proposals for the classification of ideas into main categories;
- Our heading proposals for these main categories;
- Our ranking proposals for these main categories;
- Aspects that were not, or were insufficiently, covered in their written responses.




The meetings were held from 1.45 p.m. to 5.00 p.m. and focused on each question in turn
(presentation followed by discussion), with approximately 15 minutes spent on each
question. Only Question 1 was not presented, due to a lack of time. The most time was spent
discussing questions 3, 4 and 7. Questions 5 and 6 were covered the fastest.

A total of 12 Centre Region local committee experts and three INRA representatives
attended the meeting in Orléans on 19 September. A total of 13 Midi-Pyrénées Region local
committee experts and two INRA representatives attended the meeting in Toulouse on 8
October.

The following two sections present the Centre Region committee responses followed by the
Midi-Pyrénées Region committee responses. The last chapter concludes.
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2. Responses from the Centre Region’s local expert committee

The classification and ranking tables shown below are those presented to the 19 September
meeting, amended to reflect the meeting’s discussions. Our amendments concern our
proposed category headings, content and rankings. The changes have been directly
incorporated into the tables, but our initial proposals can be found in the body of the text.

2.1. Question 1: What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Centre Region as a
whole (rural and non-rural areas)?

There was not enough time to present this question at the meeting on 19 September.
Consequently, our following proposals (Table 4 and Table 5) were unable to be discussed or
approved by the experts.

a) Strengths

Based on the experts’ written responses, we have classified the Centre Region’s main
strengths into four main categories (Table 4). The first main strength is that it is an attractive
region (mentioned a total of 23 times, with 11 ranked priority 1) with high tourism potential
(Val de Loire, Sologne, agritourism, PDOs, etc.), high territorial diversity, a good quality of life
(large surface area with low population density, temperate climate, etc.) and natural habitats
with a wealth of biodiversity. The second main strength is that the region is relatively
accessible (mentioned a total of 20 times, with 6 ranked priority 1). In particular, it is close to
Paris and its outskirts (mentioned by 11 experts, six times in priority 1 or 2). The third main
strength is the strong regional economy (mentioned 18 times, with 5 ranked priority 1),
especially in the agricultural sector (mentioned by 9 experts, with 7 ranked priority 1 or 2).
These three main strengths are the most important and rank far ahead of the last strength
(mentioned only 5 times), that of being a dynamic region.

Table 4: The experts’ opinions on the Centre Region’s main strengths

In the experts’ responses:
Total number ~ Number of Number of RelEeEUIle]
of times times ranked  times ranked proposal
mentioned Priority 1 Priority 1 or 2
High tourism potential 9
Territorial diversity 5
Quality of life 7
Natural habitats with a wealth of >
biodiversity
=>» An attractive region 23 11 12 1
Close to Paris 11
Good transport infrastructures 6
Dense network of middle-sized towns 2
Central geographic location 1
= Relatively accessible 20 6 12 2
Competitive, high value-added 9
agriculture
Well-developed industries and craft
trades
Potential for renewable energies
Economic vitality 1
= A strong regional economy 18 5 9 3

11



Vitality

Dynamic towns
Young population

= A dynamic region
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b) Weaknesses

The experts’ responses to the questionnaire listed quite a number of Centre Region
weaknesses, which were hard to group together. We propose here a classification into five
main weaknesses, given in Table 5. The first weakness is that it is a region with little unity
(mentioned a total of 17 times, with 6 ranked priority 1). This refers in particular to the lack of
cultural and regional unity (mentioned by 8 experts, 5 of whom ranked it 1 or 2) and the
absence of a regional capital (only competing middle-sized towns). Just behind in order of
importance comes a region with certain areas experiencing difficulties (mentioned 17 times,
with 5 ranked priority 1): the southern part of the region, in particular, and the rural areas. A
region with a fragile natural habitat is the third major weakness (mentioned 11 times, with 4
ranked priority 1). This is due to the increase in artificial land cover, agricultural specialisation
in cereals production with the disappearance of livestock and tree farming, and pressure on
the water resource. The fourth main weakness is that it is a relatively isolated region
(mentioned 11 times, with 2 in priority 1) with an absence of major transport infrastructures
due especially to the proximity of the Paris transport systems. In fifth and last position comes
the problem of an underdeveloped regional economy (9 mentions), especially in terms of the
agricultural economy.

Table 5: The experts’ opinions on the Centre Region’s main weaknesses

In the experts’ responses:
Total number Number of Number of OIRERLYLs)
of times times ranked  times ranked proposal
mentioned Priority 1 Priority 1 or 2
Lack of cultural unity and regional 8
identity
A number of competing middle-sized 4
towns
Lack of vitality
Lack of unified regional policy 2
= A region with little unity 17 6 10 1
South of the region less favoured 9
Demographic downturn in the rural 8
areas
2> A region W|t_h f:erta_un areas 17 5 10 5
experiencing difficulties
Growing urbanisation 5
Agricultural specialisation in cereals 4
Fragile water resource 2
> 4 A region with a fragile natural 11 4 8 3
habitat
Focus on Paris 4
Lack of road, rail and river services 5
Remote from sea ports 2
= A relatively isolated region 11 2 4 4

12



Unprocessed, low value-added
agricultural products

Weak industrial sector
Underexploited tourism potential
= Underdeveloped regional
economy

© PN O

2.2. Question 2: How would you define a rural area?

The expert respondents defined a rural area as having four main features, listed in Table 6.
The most recurrent rural area characteristic is the predominance of agricultural and forestry
activities (10 experts mentioned it in their responses). This predominance is from the point of
view of land use, landscape creation, the use of natural resources, contribution to the local
economy and participation in the food supply. A rural area is also defined by the large place
taken by nature and the countryside, without necessarily having a link with primary sector
activities (for 5 experts), making it a place of relaxation, recuperation and nature
conservation. This large place taken by the natural environment goes hand in hand with the
area’s demographic features (mentioned by 5 experts) and urbanisation characteristics
(mentioned by 7 experts): low population density and small sparse towns far from major
urban centres. Some experts felt that rural areas can also be defined by the distinct problems
they face, such as dwindling public services. These problems are explained more in detail in
Question 3.

We proposed the following summarised definition at the 19 September meeting based on
these responses: “A rural area has two main characteristics: a close link with the
environment and the natural habitat, and a small population concentration.” However, the
experts felt this definition was oversimplified as it failed to mention the economic activities
specific to rural areas (primary sector activities, craft trades and SMES).

Table 6: How the Centre Region’s experts define a rural area

Number of times mentioned
in the experts’ responses
Predominance of agricultural and forestry activities 10
Large place taken by nature/countryside 5
Small towns, far from large urban centres 7
Low population density 5

2.3. Question 3: What are currently the main strengths and weaknesses of the
rural areas in the Centre Region?

a) Strengths

Table 7 proposes a classification of the main strengths of the Centre Region’s rural areas as
listed by the experts in their responses. We have proposed productive, competitive and
diversified agriculture as the number one strength of the Centre Region’s rural areas
(mentioned 22 times, with 15 ranked priority 1 or 2). This strength includes various assets
specific to agriculture (good agronomic potential, high-performance farms, agricultural
diversity in terms of territories and production, large productive surface areas, extensive land
consolidation, and the presence of some large food industry players such as Triballat and
Epicentre. The second overall strength of the rural areas in the Centre Region is power of
attraction and high tourism potential (mentioned 16 times). This is partly due to well-known
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tourism sites (Loire Valley and Sologne), the space available, highly heterogeneous lands
and countryside, proximity to the Paris area, high value-added agricultural production, and
the presence of many quality names (designations of origin, cheese and wine). A relatively
accessible and well-situated region is the third main strength (mentioned 9 times). This
strength covers its urban centres and infrastructure assets. The fourth main strength is
landscape and environmental diversity and a high water capacity, with protected
environmental and biodiversity sites (such as the Regional Nature Park) and good renewable
energies potential (wood, wind turbines and biofuels). The fifth and last main strength is the
presence of active social networks in terms of agricultural community development and civil
society vitality (especially environmental protection associations).

Some experts at the 19 September meeting suggested changing our initially proposed terms
of “high-performance agriculture” to “productive and competitive agriculture”; “territorial
diversity” to “territorial heterogeneity”; and “wealth of landscape” to “landscape diversity”. The
experts also asked for the deletion of the “presence of some large food industry players”
asset, which was proposed by an expert in the written responses and which we incorporated
into “productive, competitive and diversified agriculture”. The experts felt that this
characteristic should be classified as a weakness rather than a strength (since there are too
few of these players), with a related problem being the small humber of non-agricultural
SMEs. The experts also put forward that there were not enough well-known quality names to
make them a strong asset for the Region (since the Region is not associated with particular
quality names unlike other French regions). However, they did not want this characteristic to
be deleted. The experts considered that the proposed priority 3 strength (“a relatively
accessible and well-situated region”) was too flattering given the real situation (the south of
the Region is poorly served and the region is far from the ports). We consequently amended
it to “certain areas relatively accessible and well situated”. The experts proposed that a high
capacity in terms of water reserves be included in environmental diversity (while
underscoring the fragile nature of this resource, as mentioned in more detail in the following
section on weaknesses). They also found that it was hard to separate out the landscape and
environmental diversity strength from the power of attraction and high tourism potential
strength. Last but not least, some experts were surprised to see that other experts had put
forward civil society vitality as a strength, but did not ask for it to be deleted following the
discussion.

Table 7: The experts’ opinions on the main strengths of the rural areas in the Centre
Region

In the experts’ responses: Ranking
Total number Number of Number of following
of times times ranked  times ranked SEEe
mentioned Priority 1 Priority 1 or 2
Agronomic/pedoclimatic 7
potential
Farm performance 6
Agricultural diversity 4
Large productive surface 3
areas
Extensive land consolidation 1
Some large food industry 1
players
> Prqductll\(e, competitive 22 10 15 1
and diversified agriculture
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Tourism potential and power 7
of attraction
Heterogeneous territories and 5
countryside
Value-added production and 4
quality names
-)_ Power_of attraction and 16 5 9 5
high tourism potential
Proximity to urban centres 4
Major road infrastructures 3
Proximity to consumer 2
catchment areas
=>» Certain areas relatively

. . 9 3 6 3
accessible and well situated
Potential for the development 3
of renewable energies
Environment; presence of

. 3

remarkable sites
= Landscape and
environmental diversity and 6 0 6 4
a high water capacity
Agricultural community 1
development
Rural vitality and local civil
society
= Active social networks 4 1 3 5

b) Weaknesses

As shown by Table 8, the weaknesses most often identified by the experts were those
associated with social change, whether in the agricultural sector or other sectors. We have
therefore proposed deterioration of the social fabric as the number one weakness
(mentioned 26 times, with 15 ranked priority 1 or 2). This weakness covers the classic social
problems in rural areas (ageing, exodus, loss of economic activities and services) and
includes the problems raised resulting from different rural players living side by side (farmers,
non-agricultural rural dwellers, and rural incomers), as mentioned four times by the experts.
We propose as the second major weakness the agricultural replication of the social problem
(mentioned 21 times, with 7 ranked priority 1 or 2). The classic demographic problems
(ageing, depopulation and a low rate of renewal) are replicated in agriculture with a decrease
in agricultural labour force and farm set-ups, and the economic problems are there in terms
of a lack of food industries, collection and processing facilities, and organic or high-quality
production. We have also included farmers’ isolation, mentioned by two experts, in the
agricultural replication of the social problem, along with the loss of agricultural areas. The
third major weakness we identified was agricultural pressures on the environment. This is
due to agricultural specialisation in certain areas (e.g. Beauce and Champagne Berrichonne)
and the abandonment of others (e.g. Sologne). It is also caused by larger farms and an
increase in production constraints. All of this leads to deterioration in the countryside,
biodiversity, the water resource and the soil. The experts raised the point that the increase in
farm size could also be a symptom of the deterioration of the social fabric. The fourth and
final major weakness put forward is a territorial and land development policy definition
problem. This is reflected by a territorial imbalance.
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Great emphasis was placed on the loss of agricultural surface areas at the discussion on 19
September. The experts stated that the reduction in regional utilised agricultural area was
partly due to the absence of a regional land development agency. It was also said to be due
to the fact that agricultural land is not seen as a resource in its own right to be protected, but
as an adjustment variable in the regional planning policies. The experts therefore asked for
the lack of a land development policy to be added to the initial titte we proposed for the
weakness ranked in fourth place (“a territorial policy definition problem”). The experts also
asked for the loss of value-added to be added to the sub-categories of weaknesses under
“agricultural replication of the social problem”. They felt that this loss was a problem for the
entire Centre Region, not just for the rural areas. Lastly, the experts raised the lack of
forward planning in the Region, since future problems are not currently taken into account in
policymaking.

Table 8: The experts’ opinions on the main weaknesses of the rural areas in the Centre

Region
In the experts’ responses: Ranking
Total number Number of Number of following
of times times ranked  times ranked debate
mentioned Priority 1 Priority 1 or 2
Population ageing, depopulation, 12
exodus of young people
Disappearance/lack of shop 5
businesses, industry and craft trades
Disappearance/lack of services and 5
infrastructures
Problem with farmers, rural dwellers
. L . - 4
and rural incomers living side by side
=>» Deterioration of the social fabric 26 5 15 1
Low number/loss of agricultural labour 5

force, few new farm set-ups
Absence of food industries and
collection and processing facilities, loss 5
of value-added

Agricultural area loss (urbanisation) and
abandonment

Isolation of farmers

Low level of organic farming and high-
quality production

= Agricultural replication of the

. 21 4 7 2
social problem

Agricultural specialisation in certain
areas, loss of speed with certain 9
agricultural productions

Pressures on the environment (water,

etc.), deterioration of the countryside 8
Increase in farm size 3
Increase in produ