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Let me start my presentation by summarizing the and main innovations of what some
people have been calling the Fischler reform, tehal main challenges we have been facing
and the strategy we adopted in addressing them fiaallly conclude by dealing with the
financial challenge and the need to do somethingebwes, notably as landowners, tired as
we are of watching public authorities turning antllieye to the main challenges facing Europe
and the world.

The CAP reform of 2003-2004 was aimed at helpingopean farmers and the up- and
downstream industry reconcile the needs of modatioiz and restructuring with the
acknowledgement of their community function, ance thecognition of the positive
externalities generated by agriculture, rural aiéis and spaces. Aware that all countries in
the world have agricultural policies, which theytéa wrongly) consider appropriate to their
internal and external interests, | acted with theviction that the EU needed to keep a strong,
competitive and sustainable agricultural policy, its own as well as for the world’s sake,
and conserve and renew its countryside. To thatgff was convinced that the CAP needed
to be updated in order to adapt to changing cir¢antes and new realities.

To that effect it was necessary to change the inbhgeiropean agriculture as a major surplus
producer and often a polluter jeopardizing longrtesustainability, into that of a competitive
sector, notably as regards food quality and tratigabnd into a sustainable activity. To do
SO0 was not a problem as far as quality and headtte woncerned. But it was in regard to
sustainability, because Ministers and farmer repredives tend to have a short-term view,
and therefore aim at minimizing difficulties forefh constituencies so as to enhance their
staying power and hand over the hottest potatoéiseio successors. CAP reform proposals
traditionally lead

EU farm Ministers tend to paint catastrophic effefctr the relevant farmers, which may not,
and mostly do not take place (for example, lastlrastic reduction in Italy’s hard wheat
production, which has not happened). Reform prdpihesefore tend to end in a dead alley
wherefrom they are difficult to resurrect.

(Slide 1: Fischler Reform Innovations)

Sustainability was not a credible objective withantroducing a sort ofpolluter-pays

principle, even if in the more limited form of a loss of fialpayments whenever the farmer
fails to respect the so-callemtoss-complianceules. Public opinion would no longer have
tolerated that CAP rules are sacrosanct, when @mviental rules are respected only in the
breach. This was the reason why the reformed CAdeifspd that the farmer had to respect



around twenty existing EU environmental Directi(ésctually proposed some 35), which
had been adhered to mostly in the breach.

Apart from cross-compliance, the reform introdueef@w other radical new ideas such as the
decouplingof CAP support from production with &ingle Farm Paymenthe capping of
direct aids,cross-complianceand a financial disciplineand stressed the function of farm
families as suppliers, not only of agricultural ¢gwets, but also of servicdas society. |
expected these proposals, which were presentedst&p an a reform process, to be accepted
on account of their merits, while helping softenwigespread hostility towards the CAP.

The design of the reform was based on strategiavemtwhich were rooted in a cool,
precautionary assessment of Europe’s and the vgorfdiin environmental challenges, the
long-term outlook for world food demand and supggd the prospects of public financial
support in the EU.

| will briefly refer to the three key challengestfeers, agro-food industry, rural actors and
indeed society at large are facing, which neecetodilectively addressed in all possible ways
if we want to secure a future to our neighbourhoauls rural people and spaces, our
countries, and contribute to our own as well atéoworld’s food needs and to sustainability.

These challenges are the environmental challertge,fdod challenge and the financial
challenge related to the two previous ones.

The Environmental Challenge
(Slide 2)

Our lives are and will increasingly be affected égvironmental problems, which are
persuasively described in Jared Diamond’'s recergk btCollapse” (Penguin) on how
societies choose to fail or succeed. Societiesigairdepends on how they solve their serious
environmental problems, most of which involve c¢egk on natural resources.

Four main problems have become serious only receiotsil fuels, photosynthetic ceilings
on sunlight supply, toxic chemicals (insecticidessticides and herbicides), and gases such as
carbon dioxide or methane.

Others are not new. For example the destructiomatifral resources, biodiversity losses, net
losses of soils due to water and wind erosion|able of fresh water, alien species, etc.

The frequency of these problems has been increasitly environmental degradation,
population pressure and its impact on the enviraimeising living standards, and
immigration from low-environmental-impact countridey are interlinked time bombs with
fuses of less than fifty years. Any of them alopnald do great harm, but all of them will have
to be solved in one way or another within the rgeweration. This will inevitably be done,
either in pleasant ways of our choice, or in ungpded ways not of our choice, such as
poverty, political instability, warfare, starvatiodisease epidemics, or collapses of societies.
If we collectively fail to find good solutions, a@ur higher lifestyles to-day will eventually
be affected by waves of immigrants fleeing fromlagmding societies and knocking at the
doors of the richer ones.



All of the problems | referred to are directly apften heavily or at least indirectly linked with
agricultural and rural development policies. Alliagltural policies are in need of reform and
action, and appropriate measures should be talk¢raté suitable to each case. It is not in our
interest to stop the reform process by pressingehtimat our farmers cannot compete with
countries with more space, better climate and logasts of production such as Australia.
More important is to reason in terms of comparakbrey-term sustainability, than short-term
cost.

Take Australia, which Diamond has defined as “thestunproductive continent”. Much of it
is, as he describes, useless for any form of dgure) and in much of the rest of the country
the soils have on average the lowest nutrient $¢evtble lowest plant growth rates, and the
lowest productivity in the First World. Rainfall ften insufficient and unreliable to raise
crops to maturity more than half the time, androfi less. Agro- forestry suffers from slow
tree growth rates due to poor soils. Australia\geenrs and coastal waters are relatively
unproductive and overexploited. Its renewable reseslare overexploited and declining.
Australia is the continent with the least freshevgB0% of which is dedicated to agriculture
contributing to 3% of GDP), with proportionatelyetsmallest area covered by forests (20%),
and the only continent that has cleared as mu@@%sof its original vegetation.

With this picture, to say that the Australian farnee privileged compared to Europe’s is a
fallacy. As a result of extra expenses due to dprtionately high fertilizer and fuel costs,
Australian farmers selling to local markets ofteanmmot even compete against overseas
growers except in specializesiches About 80% of Australia’s agricultural profits are
derived from less than 0.8% of its agriculturaldaMost of Australia’s remaining agriculture
is in effect a mining operation destroying the larekpensive for the consumer and
uneconomic to the individual farmer. Australiandamse has gone through many cycles of
land clearance, investment, bankruptcy, and abandoh Some economists think the
country should do away with much of its agricult@ed could become a net agricultural
importer.

The declining sustainability of Australia’s agritiue and society may be particularly serious,
but there is little doubt that much of the worldgsing in the same direction, and that we in
Europe would be well advised to steer more and nioréhe opposite direction by
progressively improving the sustainability of owgriaulture, particularly in the context of
accelerating climate change.

The New CAP has addressed that challenge by refgrivoth the first and the second Pillar
accordingly. Further measures will be required dolmenroad. We are all aware how difficult
it is to apply cross-compliance measures and inggustainability. It is likely that it cannot

be fully done without resorting to the relevant gams in case of failure to respect cross-
compliance provisions.

Although Europeans are admired, in particular | &8, for their urban zoning leading to a
more land-efficient and energy efficient approatley can and must do much better, notably
in order to stem the depopulation and desertificatf growing parts of their countryside,
thereby avoiding the fate of many other nationgs Tviously requires public commitment,
as well as money.

If third countries like the US refuse to reform ithewn agricultural and rural development
policies and their urban zonings, this should beexcuse for Europe to put on hold its own



reforms and/or stop its own reform process. Euro@eions shouldot depend on parallel
actions by third countries, unless Europe is preghao risk eventual collapse of its own
environment, not to say of its own society. SomeEafope’s stakeholders may complain
about loss of (short-term) competitiveness. Buésponsibility should not stop common
sense! When the US tried to undermine the Kyotegss they could not choke it, nor will
they manage to stand in the way of Kyoto’s sucaeageeement. Similarly, no EU member
should stop the CAP reform process towards lonm ®wustainability, because it is common
sense.

| believe the US will come around on Post-Kyotohathe commitment of the converted, and
must thank for this in particular Al Gore, who jugit the Oscar for his documentary “The
Inconvenient Truth”. The Americans may even becomoge active on sustainability than the
EU. In this connection, some western US states hiready made a commitment to reduce
gases linked to global warming. Europe should nsake that it keeps its lead on this.

EU rural policy as well as agricultural policy mdsdbm now on be conducted and adapted
taking into account the contribution that the EUh amake to tackle the world's, and
incidentally also Europe’s most serious environraeproblems in the interest of its own
people. This makes also sense economically ovdotiger term.

The Food Challenge
(Slide 3)

The second challenge is to structure EU policyhst & return to over-production in Europe is
avoided, while preserving Europe’s capacity to pedenough food in a sustainable way for
a world in which food scarcity has been taking platvarious highly populated areas and is
likely to grow. It has been calculated that theitolal of some 70 million people every year
claims nearly 3 million hectares for housing andeotpurposes, nearly 400,000hectares of
which (much of it cropland) for roads, highways guadk lots alone.

Grain demand tends to expand beyond supply, wisichniinishing, notably in China, India
(including its Punjab bread-basket), the UnitedeStdin particular the southern Great Plains
and the South-West), Australia and a number of rotdweintries like Kazakhstan. Thus,
according to a recent World Bank report, China’suat grain production has gone down by
50,000 tons from 1998 to 2004 and the northern gfaithe country “is literally drying out”.
These trends cannot be compensated by an incre&sazil’'s grain land and creation of new
rural settlements there, apart from the consequeoicéhat for the environment (domestic soill
sustainability and rainfall recycling in Brazil, dbiodiversity and climate effects worldwide).

In this context, it is worth underlining once mdrew agriculture, energy and environment
are interlinked, and refer to the intensive deladiteutbiomass and bio-fuelas means to deal
with all three at the same time. | strongly favaurle for farmers in energy production, but
urge all concerned to act in accordance, not whtbrtsterm fashion, but with long- term
market prospects and human needs.

The big question is: how can we best balance foemhashd and supply, save energy and
water, and preserve the environment, all at theesame? Overproducing food and over
consuming fossil energy and water worsens the enwient. Under producing food and
energy leads to high food prices and political abgity. Bio-mass and bio-fuels reduce
energy dependence, without reducing water consoempkut may increase food prices and



worsen the food balance. We are indeed witnessmguanting competition between food and
fuel and a structural shift in US and Europeancadjural markets. When oil costs more than
$60 (€47) a barrel, farmers have an incentive toved corn, wheat, soy beans and sugar cane
into fuel. Last year, as petrol prices climbednfars (particularly in the US) transferred
production from food and feed to energy, therebyiry up food prices. As US production of
corn-based ethanol tripled over the past threesygaces have shot and stocks have fallen to
their lowest level since the early 1970s. The US[epartment of Agriculture) has
forecasted that 55m tonnes of US corn will be comeein 2007 into ethanol — 14m tonnes
more than in 2005. Considering that US corn aceotort 70% of world exports and that US
corn exports average 40-50m tonnes a year (witht@engal to feed some 130m people), the
US conversion rate of corn into ethanol must haveagor impact on world corn prices as
demand outstrips supply. Even small shifts in wproduction can have big price effects. For
instance the use of the 10% of world sugar outguckvwas transformed into ethanol in 2006
contributed to double the global sugar price tdbay@ar high. A further steep price increase
for relevant commodities can be expected if théslated target of US ethanol production of
7.5bn gallons by 2012 is met, notably for corn lseait would lead to a major loss of US
corn exports corresponding to the total grain hstreé Canada or Brazil. Things would even
worse if Congress and producers responded to theds@nistration’s call last month for
mandated renewable fuel production of 35bn galbbgear by 2017, with ethanol accounting
for about 15bn of this, a threefold increase orreniroutput. The US Congress is worried
enough to schedule hearings on bio-fuel fundingtaedmpact on food prices.

Europe has so far relied only on voluntary mechmagigo promote ethanol so that the
production shift there can be expected to be lessarkable, unless EU legislation changes.
But there is too little awareness here about thie hetween an over-reliance on ethanol/bio-
diesel production on the one hand, and food awvétialand prices on the other. When crop
prices rise, the introduction of the Single FarngrRant allows EU farmers to react rapidly.

In conclusion, while | support farm production disiication from food to fuel, we should be

aware that, beyond certain limits, it results ighar food prices (good for the farmer in the
short term, bad for the poor) with limited effects energy self-sufficiency, so that one is
entitled to ask whether the best use of diminishirager resources is to produce more fuel
and less food (in particular meat). Besides, fuayine a riskier source of farm income as its
profitability depends on changing oil prices. Shibwur policy-focus not rather be on

reducing energy consumption and managing wateuress better?

The Earth Institute among others believes that rdesons why world food supply is
tightening are mainly falling water tables and dsien of irrigated water towards the cities.
Water shortages translate into food shortages.aNhdividuals drink only two to four litters

of water (in different forms) a day, it takes 2,0@ers of water to produce the food an
individual consumes dalily.

But water is not the only key factor of food supp@ther factors conspire to worsen the
picture such as: continuing over ploughing and graing, increasing bio-mass production
for fuel, a growing shift towards grain-based me@atduction in poorer countries, shrinking
harvests with rising temperatures, and so forth.

Technology can of course help to increase sustrfabd production, but up to a point. Till
farming techniques help retain water, raise soib@a content, reduce energy needed for
cultivation, as well as wind and water erosion, bahnot do more than slow the negative
trend. New technologies capable to raise land mtodty are shrinking and will be of



diminishing help as yields of wheat, rice, and c@mess against the ceiling ultimately
imposed by the limits of photosynthetic efficiency.

This overall negative prospect of world food imivala cannot leave anybody indifferent.
With 3 billion people expected to be added to tlmelavby 2050 (two thirds of whom in Asia
and Africa) and 8 countries aldnaccounting then 4.7 billion people, most of whoavé
neither the climate, nor the soil or other conditimecessary to feed themselves in the future,
the political economy of Europe’s agriculture canigmore the negative trends regarding the
global commonsNor can the rest of the world ignore the key tblt Europe is called to play

in the forthcoming period of food scarcity. Futwerld demand of food requires that EU
farmers continue to play their role in feeding wnald.

The new CAP is designed to avoid food surplusest®the extent that world overproduction
may be replaced by food scarcity, we could expess competition among the producers of
staple food for access to food markets, and mdelylicompetition among net-food-
importing countries for access to supplies. We wpuaind probably will then see import
barriers in this connection replaced by export témiand if Europe or other countries
producing bulk farm products experienced periodexaiess domestic demand, they will tend
to repeat what several other countries have alrethe in such a situation, particularly
recently: impose export limifsAfter being accused of dumping its food surplusesvorld
markets, one could well see the EU accused of withing supplies from hungry people!

The Financial Challenge

Continuing, substantial public support is essentiabrder to help tackle the environmental
and the food scarcity challenges | just descrid®gt such support appears unlikely to
materialize.

In this context, let me stress here loud and dlear | do not reckon that it is too much to
devote one per cent of total EU public expendit{igd+MS) to farm and rural support. It
should be reminded that farmers alone represeng §8mof EU population, and rural regions
cover more than 80% of the EU-15 area and aboWdt 49 the total population still lives in
rural areas. These percentages are of course highlee newly enlarged EU. Nevertheless,
financial support for the CAP has already been imgadlownward.

And yet, the public financial support to the figliar of the CAP can be expected to move
downward. While agricultural prices can be expedtednove upward allowing farmers to
increasingly live from market revenues, the incosffect may however be reduced, if not
cancelled if a deal is struck in Geneva, which omrent indications may cause income losses
to EU farmers totalling up to €20 billion a yearcadrding to the OECD, this could push land
values down and production intensity up.

As to EU rural development support, it already loas some €40 billion over the next seven
years (including co-financing) and may suffer fertiheductions as from 2014. Consequently,
the services that farmers provide to society resleiving insufficient compensation.

! India (1.5 bill, China (1.4 bill) USA (0.4 billindonesia and Pakistan (3-3.5 bill each) and Nigdangladesh
and Brazil (with an average of 0.25 billion each)

2 Canada and Australia have already done so in,R0gsia in 2003 and Viet-Nam temporarily refussatif
import requests by China in 2004.



Let us be clear: The consequence of such develdsmeh not be — as some believe — a

further intensification of farming. It will be thepposite. The more our farmers need to
compete with their overseas competitors, the mbey fare forced to introduce the same

industrialized, intensive practices with all thegative consequences for the environment, the
landscape and the biodiversity

The EU budgetary prospects are particularly wogybecause Member States are in the
process of condemning the EU budget to irrelevawee time by “renationalizing” parts of it,
where they can. Thereby they can try to shore tgrnal support by distributing more money
to certain domestic constituencies directly insteaddanonymously (for them) through
Brussels.

These are the reasons why, as far back as 20@2ydd that EU public support was on the
way down, and believed that rural depopulation dadine in many areas could not be kept
in check, let alone reversed without complemengaiyate initiatives, local motivation and
adequate private financing. | therefore felt the@es a need to increase the relevant resources,
although the difficulties of the pending CAP refoled me to postpone action to that effect.

In the light of the general landscape of the warlehvironment and per capita food resources
outlined earlier, | was and remain convinced thdtile the agricultural reform process has to

continue in Europe and hopefully take place alsdhiem US and elsewhere including the

developing countries, the CAP remains a necespanmanent feature of the EU as well as

for balancing world food demand with supply.

The EU Must Revitalize its Countryside and Help Feg the World

Let me conclude as follows. The three challengegust outlined — environmental
sustainability, food balance and appropriate fimancwhich concern not only the CAP itself,
but also the world as a whole, are the strategisaes of the last CAP reform and for the
continuation of the reform process.

The new direction taken by the reform is the m@girapriate in the present and perspective
overall European and world context, and also thetrikely to save the CAP as it adapts to
new realities. | also hope it will help making @aciety more aware of the linkages existing
between agriculture, rural development, the enwiremt, commerce, tourism, the food

industry and quality, infrastructural costs andralleemployment.

| am glad that EU farm ministers reached a virt@isensus on the reform, whose rationale
they eventually adopted, but | must add that theseguent response of the EU Heads of State
and Finance Ministers jeopardized the vision oftsly support towards the second Pillar in
order to improve sustainability and promote ruralelopment. Selected budget cuts in the
framework of the Financial Perspectives 2007-20d&ed up by overturning the core of my
reform philosophy regarding the importance of tkeeomd pillar. This was an unfortunate
development, because the European Council has btheignored what the Council
(Agriculture) had already decided. It has theredulel to appreciate that overexploitation of
natural resources, together with urbanization dolalization have become the most serious
challenges to the physical integrity of the cousittg, and its way of life, and that something
has to be done about it. This situation is beinglenanore worrying by two others factors:
firstly, rural actors are increasingly marginalizeedm the public decision-making process;
and secondly, public budgets for rural developnegstexpected to be further reduced after



2013. Those who understand the rural predicamearause they live with it have little power,
whereas those who have the power of the purse dad&rstand it or prefer to look the other
way.

| regret that the Lisbon and other European Couwetlates ignored the contribution that rural
development makes to employment, despite atteropiess this point. EU decision makers
mostly ignore also the possible consequences okemgiag CAP support such as: the risk of
Member States introducing contradictory policieattmay hamper the Single Market; the
consequences in some areas of land abandonmenina of nature (which needs caring), and
accelerated urbanization (which involves infradinced, environmental and other costs); the
consequences in other areas of production inteasiin and pollution, or the implications of
reduced farm output. What would for instance be libdgetary costs of catering for the
additional urban or sub-urban dwellers, produceddxnelerated rural desertification? Would
an end of the CAP result, would it not, in contcaoliy policies by the member States
possibly causing the collapse of the internal m&ker would it reduce European farm
production to such an extent as to have a majoaainpn (higher) world prices with serious
humanitarian, economic and political consequenaesparticular for food importing
developing countries?

My message here is a) watch out for false prompeskaged with catch-words such as
sustainability, not followed by concrete measut®sheware of those who say that the CAP,
however far its reform process goes, is “out op steh the need for Europe to respond to the
challenges of globalization” (UK Vision), and c}'teget organized to do what we can do on
our own to contribute to our vision of a sustaieatduntryside.

| will now focus on this latter point.

Within the new “globalization” context, in which gulture is progressively loosing farmers,
favour and public support, we landowners (if | ud® my five hectares) will loose out if we
don’t look ahead, make our lobbying more sophigtidaand devise new instruments to
improve our image.

The RISE Foundation
(Slide 4: The Rural Charter)

As far back as 2001, in my assessment that the @A® losing supporters, we at the
Commission started thinking of possible new inseats in order to gather additional
financial means to help strengthen the rural emvitent from private sources, but the reform
took too much of our time to open a new reflectibmh.remember well, the issue was inserted
in the Council conclusions on the 2003 reform.

In 2006, having left the Commission one year eatbgether with my then Chief of Staff
here present, we undertook to outline, with theeagrent of the FCS and the ELO our
principles and vision regarding rural developmamigl to create a foundation to foster them.
This has led to the International Charter for Ri@ahservation and Renewal, in brief The
Rural Charter, and to the Articles of Incorporat{on statute) of a new foundation, which is
an instrument of the Charter.

The Rural Charter recognizes that the market systam proved insufficient to ensure a
proper distribution of activities without approgaagublic policy and corrective mechanisms.



It outlines our vision for rural development, angr sesolve to enhance rural development
beyond what is feasible with existing instrumemgarding not only areas in decline, but also
dynamic ones.

The general aim of the Charter’s new instrumenthésRural Investment Support for Europe
Foundation. Hence the name RISE Foundation

(Slide 5: What is RISE and its Scope?)

RISE got its Public utility status last autumn, d®me a member of the King Baudouin
Foundation’s Trans Giving Europe Network, and oi#diinitial financial support from the
BNP Paribas, who is also its partner and is spamgadhis gathering. RISE is starting a
capital campaign this month.

RISE is a unigue multidisciplinary instrument fdret promotion of rural conservation and
renewal, and of cooperation between landownersuatlcommunities. Its vision is that of the
ELO and the Friends of the Countryside. It is &s@bporting philanthropic venture, separate
from these two organizations, fostering bottom-upgte investment in rural areas, mostly in
Europe. It is the only Europe-wide independent ttation devoted to rural development.

(Slide 6: Our Vision)

Our Vision is a strong, vibrant and dynamic countryside, wipaeple have a high quality of
life, and where the values of self-reliance andanable development are shared by all. A
countryside where natural heritage is preservedcatidral traditions are kept alive;

Competitive rural regions, that build on their humand natural assets, and deploy their
endogenous talents in order to meet the challeoiggi®balization and urbanization;

Committed rural actors, who trust their individ@ald collective capacity to make a change.
Farmers, landowners, rural entrepreneurs, ingiitsti and countryside lovers, who join
together in an unprecedented collective effort aade the power, the resources and the
commitment to build a better future for the rurapplation.

(Slide 7: Our Mission)

Our Mission is to remove the barriers — structural, culturadl @onomic — that hold our
countryside back; promote economic cooperationgigyn and social integration; stimulate
positive developments in rural areas through intieegilot projects; use the best Research
and Development to speed up innovations for thetrgside; mobilize resources and develop
financial vehicles to conserve and renew the cesitte, uphold the interests of rural people,
notably those who own land; and contribute to aebetinderstanding between city and
countryside and to a more motivated rural poputatily promoting new ideas and new forms
of dialogue.

The main objectives of RISE are summarize8lide 8.
Besides the main object of the Rise Foundatiois, Wworth stressing its potential value as an

instrument to attain a number adiditional purposes which are of particular interest to FCS
members:

3 See: «www.risefoundation.eu »



Firstly, the creation o& new mediumfor gifts, testamentary dispositions and legacas f
landowners, notably when they lack heirs. Landowmeight indeed choose to bestow their
property to the Rise Foundation entrusting it tonage it as a permanent resource for
philanthropy, or otherwise use it as they may aeiee for charity purposes.

(Slide 9: Purposes of Special I nterest)

Secondly, an additional purpose of RISE is to pstéth the help of one or more financial
institutions, a package of financial instrumentsaimed at building up the Foundation’s
capital such as, for purely illustrative purpodessting other foundations for a fee, creating or
participating in funds providing revenues for phtlaropic purposes (micro-credits), or
managing mutual funds transferring profits to tleeikdation’s capital. The financial package
should help defend and preserve the countrysids midest sense.

Thirdly, the creation of a network of attractivedaenvironmentally friendly private properties
to be called~riends’ Habitats .The Foundation could support such a network witlaanual
award to landowners deserving special recognitierticipation to such a network could
incidentally prove helpful in making expropriatiomaore difficult. If in addition the
Foundation invested also in the environmental valueertain Friends’ Habitats, this might
help making any relevant expropriations even lgssyl.

Fourthly, the development af tool to help boost, conserve atdnsmit the sense of value
among the present and future generations of landmaand supporters by offering to them a
common instrument of philanthropy, which upholdsitivalues.

Our task is not simply the self-defence of our riests, as well as of high principles, but to
support those principles through our personal aiéative action.

This is in the best interest of the landowners #red surrounding rural communities alike.

Improving the living conditions of rural commungidéelps sustain the value of neighbouring
properties. Improving the latter increases in tdine attractiveness of the surrounding
countryside and the job opportunities there. Ipbhgirevent depopulation, desertification and
a collapse of rural services. Lack of infrastruetumotably of public interest services, means
loss in land values affecting the life styles afdawners, tenants and labourers alike.

Creating a foundation is very much in the spiritaafr times. Witness the recent accord
between Buffett and Bill and Melinda Gates creatlmgmost endowed foundation in history.

| fully realize that | am proposing for all of usgaantum leap. A new instrument of public
utility such as Rise can help update, redefine betdler serve our vision, which remains
unchanged, but may hopefully be pursued more eftdyt

| see no risk of confusion between well establisbeghnizations like RISE and FCS on the
one hand, and ELO on the other. Although theiroviss the same - and | attach importance
to keeping it so -, their mission and composiigdifferent.

Success is not a foregone conclusion, of courses @uan ambitious undertaking, which
deserves a try. It will need internal as well agemal support to its capital and/or projects
support which is of course voluntary. It also neadskeleton staff, which is in waiting, and
could start only if and when €500.000 becomes abkgl for the first two years. | am



confident that if we obtain the support necessarystart operations, we can soon be in
business.

Any help is therefore particularly welcome. If aafyyou has suggestions Corrado, Thierry
and | are here for that.

The purpose of the capital campaign which RISEaisthing is to attract the attention of
potential private investors, banks, other foundwtjothe European institutions, national
Governments, NGOS such as the environmental orgmis on this new instrument of
philanthropy.

In this connection, may | ask a few questions withany particular order, or appeal for
immediate answers? Could your Grupo de Empresasridgr act as a relay for the
Foundation, using it as an additional instrumenaaifon? Would it be willing to promote or
speak about it, suggest any potential donors knowts members, and/or collect worthwhile
private project proposals, which are in line witke tRISE statute and vision, cannot be
entirely self-financed, make a first selection ammdnsmit them to the Board of the
Foundation? Could one or more Spanish Friends densiaking a significant contribution to
the starting capital of Rise? Your views, wisheswmission can be sent to Vicente Sanchez
and to Corrado Pirzio-Biroli at 67 Rue de TrevesjBels. Please do not send any money. If
anyone thinks making a pledge, we should firstikergthe opportunity to assess whether tax
exemption can be obtained despite Spain not yetgbaipart of the Transnational Giving
Europe network.

Any interesting project you may have could be sutadito the PNB Paribas contact group
for possible financing, provided the next RISE Rbareeting the Mof June so agrees.

We have of course been thinking of some possilbgepis, whose feasibility would have to
be thoroughly assessed. The first, which | shdlltbe Green Curtain, consists in a nature

corridor along the former Iron Curtain. The secaathcerns the connectivity of peripheric
rural areas without Broad-band internet connection The third regards the transformation
of plant waste intgreen carbon.

In closing, | wish to thank once more Vicente fakihg this initiative to discuss with the
G.E.A and its guests the CAP reform, its motivagioits future and prospects for doing
something about it.

Estoy abierto a cualquier cuestion o suggestiovuéstra parte.

Muchas gracias por vuestra atencion, nos vemosttula cena.



