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I

(Acts whose publication is obligatory)

COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 2661/2000
of 5 December 2000

establishing the standard import values for determining the entry price of certain fruit and
vegetables

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Commission Regulation (EC) No 3223/94 of
21 December 1994 on detailed rules for the application of the
import arrangements for fruit and vegetables (1), as last
amended by Regulation (EC) No 1498/98 (2), and in particular
Article 4(1) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) Regulation (EC) No 3223/94 lays down, pursuant to the
outcome of the Uruguay Round multilateral trade nego-
tiations, the criteria whereby the Commission fixes the
standard values for imports from third countries, in
respect of the products and periods stipulated in the
Annex thereto.

(2) In compliance with the above criteria, the standard
import values must be fixed at the levels set out in the
Annex to this Regulation,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

The standard import values referred to in Article 4 of Regula-
tion (EC) No 3223/94 shall be fixed as indicated in the Annex
hereto.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 6 December 2000.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 5 December 2000.

For the Commission

Franz FISCHLER

Member of the Commission

(1) OJ L 337, 24.12.1994, p. 66.
(2) OJ L 198, 15.7.1998, p. 4.
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ANNEX

to the Commission Regulation of 5 December 2000 establishing the standard import values for determining the
entry price of certain fruit and vegetables

(EUR/100 kg)

CN code Third country
code (1)

Standard import
value

0702 00 00 052 113,8
204 91,6
999 102,7

0707 00 05 624 195,0
999 195,0

0709 90 70 052 95,4
204 42,3
999 68,8

0805 10 10, 0805 10 30, 0805 10 50 204 49,3
388 37,2
999 43,3

0805 20 10 052 77,1
204 78,1
999 77,6

0805 20 30, 0805 20 50, 0805 20 70,
0805 20 90 052 66,6

999 66,6
0805 30 10 052 71,6

600 78,1
999 74,8

0808 10 20, 0808 10 50, 0808 10 90 400 87,6
404 89,8
999 88,7

0808 20 50 052 73,6
064 55,8
400 85,4
720 129,7
999 86,1

(1) Country nomenclature as fixed by Commission Regulation (EC) No 2543/1999 (OJ L 307, 2.12.1999, p. 46). Code ‘999’ stands for ‘of
other origin’.
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 2662/2000
of 5 December 2000

fixing, for November 2000, the specific exchange rate for the amount of the reimbursement of
storage costs in the sugar sector

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 2038/1999 of 13
September 1999 on the common organisation of the markets
in the sugar sector (1), as amended by Commission Regulation
(EC) No 1527/2000 (2),

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 2799/98 of 15
December 1998 establishing agrimonetary arrangements for
the euro (3),

Having regard to Commission Regulation (EEC) No 1713/93 of
30 July 1993 establishing special detailed rules for applying the
agricultural conversion rate in the sugar sector (4), as last
amended by Regulation (EC) No 1642/1999 (5), and in partic-
ular Article 1(3) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) Article 1(2) of Regulation (EEC) No 1713/93 provides
that the amount of the reimbursement of storage costs
referred to in Article 8 of Regulation (EC) No 2038/
1999 is to be converted into national currency using a
specific agricultural conversion rate equal to the average,
calculated pro rata temporis, of the agricultural conversion
rates applicable during the month of storage. That
specific rate must be fixed each month for the previous
month. However, in the case of the reimbursable

amounts applying from 1 January 1999, as a result of
the introduction of the agrimonetary arrangements for
the euro from that date, the fixing of the conversion rate
should be limited to the specific exchange rates
prevailing between the euro and the national currencies
of the Member States that have not adopted the single
currency.

(2) Application of these provisions will lead to the fixing,
for November 2000, of the specific exchange rate for
the amount of the reimbursement of storage costs in the
various national currencies as indicated in the Annex to
this Regulation,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

The specific exchange rate to be used for converting the
amount of the reimbursement of the storage costs referred to
in Article 8 of Regulation (EC) No 2038/1999 into national
currency for November 2000 shall be as indicated in the
Annex hereto.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 6 December 2000.

It shall apply with effect from 1 November 2000.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 5 December 2000.

For the Commission

Franz FISCHLER

Member of the Commission

(1) OJ L 252, 25.9.1999, p. 1.
(2) OJ L 175, 14.7.2000, p. 59.
(3) OJ L 349, 24.12.1998, p. 1.
(4) OJ L 159, 1.7.1993, p. 94.
(5) OJ L 195, 28.7.1999, p. 3.
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ANNEX

to the Commission Regulation of 5 December 2000 fixing, for November 2000, the exchange rate for the
amount of the reimbursement of storage costs in the sugar sector

Specific exchange rate

EUR 1 = 7,45593 Danish kroner
340,119 Greek drachma
8,61996 Swedish kroner
0,599653 Pound sterling
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 2663/2000
of 5 December 2000

fixing the export refunds on poultrymeat

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) No 2777/75 of 29
October 1975 on the common organization of the market in
poultrymeat (1), as last amended by Commission Regulation
(EC) No 2916/95 (2), and in particular Article 8(3) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) Article 8 of Regulation (EEC) No 2777/75 provides that
the difference between prices on the world market for
the products listed in Article 1(1) of that Regulation and
prices for those products within the Community may be
covered by an export refund.

(2) It follows from applying these rules and criteria to the
present situation on the market in poultrymeat that the
refund should be fixed at an amount which would
permit Community participation in world trade and

would also take account of the nature of these exports
and their importance at the present time.

(3) The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Poultrymeat and Eggs,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

The list of product codes for which, when they are exported,
the export refund referred to in Article 8 of Regulation (EEC)
No 2777/75 is granted, and the amount of that refund shall be
as shown in the Annex hereto.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 6 December 2000.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 5 December 2000.

For the Commission

Franz FISCHLER

Member of the Commission

(1) OJ L 282, 1.11.1975, p. 77.
(2) OJ L 305, 19.12.1995, p. 49.
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Product code Destination Unit of measurement Amount of refund

ANNEX

to the Commission Regulation of 5 December 2000 fixing the export refunds on poultrymeat

0105 11 11 9000 A02 EUR/100 pcs 1,20
0105 11 19 9000 A02 EUR/100 pcs 1,20
0105 11 91 9000 A02 EUR/100 pcs 1,20
0105 11 99 9000 A02 EUR/100 pcs 1,20
0105 12 00 9000 A02 EUR/100 pcs 2,60
0105 19 20 9000 A02 EUR/100 pcs 2,60

0207 12 10 9900 V01 EUR/100 kg 20,00
0207 12 90 9190 V01 EUR/100 kg 20,00
0207 12 90 9990 V01 EUR/100 kg 20,00

NB: The product codes and the ‘A’ series destination codes are set out in Commission Regulation (EEC) No 3846/87 (OJ
L 366, 24.12.1987, p. 1) as amended.
The numeric destination codes are set out in Commission Regulation (EC) No 2543/1999 (OJ L 307, 2.12.1999,
p. 46).

The other destinations are defined as follows:
V01 Angola, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, Oman, the United Arab Emirates, Jordan, Yemen, Lebanon, Iraq,

Iran.
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 2664/2000
of 5 December 2000

fixing representative prices in the poultrymeat and egg sectors and for egg albumin, and amending
Regulation (EC) No 1484/95

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) No 2771/75 of 29
October 1975 on the common organisation of the market in
eggs (1), as last amended by Commission Regulation (EC) No
1516/96 (2), and in particular Article 5(4) thereof,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) No 2777/75 of 29
October 1975 on the common organisation of the market in
poultrymeat (3), as last amended by Commission Regulation
(EC) No 2916/95 (4), and in particular Article 5(4) thereof,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) No 2783/75 of 29
October 1975 on the common system of trade for ovalbumin
and lactalbumin (5), as last amended by Regulation (EC) No
2916/95, and in particular Article 3(4) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) Commission Regulation (EC) No 1484/95 (6), as last
amended by Regulation (EC) No 2245/2000 (7), fixes
detailed rules for implementing the system of additional
import duties and fixes representative prices in the poul-
trymeat and egg sectors and for egg albumin.

(2) It results from regular monitoring of the information
providing the basis for the verification of the import
prices in the poultrymeat and egg sectors and for egg
albumin that the representative prices for imports of
certain products should be amended taking into account
variations of prices according to origin. Therefore,
representative prices should be published.

(3) It is necessary to apply this amendment as soon as
possible, given the situation on the market.

(4) The measures provided for in this Regulation are in
accordance with the opinion of the Management
Committee for Poultrymeat and Eggs,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 1484/95 is hereby replaced by
the Annex hereto.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 6 December 2000.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 5 December 2000.

For the Commission

Franz FISCHLER

Member of the Commission

(1) OJ L 282, 1.11.1975, p. 49.
(2) OJ L 189, 30.7.1996, p. 99.
(3) OJ L 282, 1.11.1975, p. 77.
(4) OJ L 305, 19.12.1995, p. 49.
(5) OJ L 282, 1.11.1975, p. 104.
(6) OJ L 145, 29.6.1995, p. 47.
(7) OJ L 257, 11.10.2000, p. 13.
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ANNEX

to the Commission Regulation of 5 December 2000 fixing representative prices in the poultrymeat and egg
sectors and for egg albumin, and amending Regulation (EC) No 1484/95

‘ANNEX I

CN code Description
Represen-
tative price
EUR/100 kg

Security
referred to in
Article 3(3)
EUR/100 kg

Origin
(1)

0207 14 10 Boneless cuts of fowl of the species Gallus domesticus,
frozen

261,7 12 01

270,0 9 02

292,3 2 03

0207 14 70 Other parts of chicken, frozen 245,8 12 01

1602 32 11 Preparations of fowl of the species Gallus domesticus,
uncooked

263,3 7 01

(1) Origin of imports:
01 Brazil
02 Thailand
03 Argentina.’
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COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 2665/2000
of 5 December 2000

fixing the export refunds on pigmeat

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EEC) No 2759/75 of 29
October 1975 on the common organisation of the market in
pigmeat (1), as last amended by Regulation (EC) No 1365/
2000 (2), and in particular the second paragraph of Article
13(3) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) Article 13 of Regulation (EEC) No 2759/75 provides
that the difference between prices on the world market
for the products listed in Article 1(1) of that Regulation
and prices for these products within the Community
may be covered by an export refund.

(2) It follows from applying these rules and criteria to the
present situation on the market in pigmeat that the
refund should be fixed as set out below.

(3) In the case of products falling within CN code
0210 19 81, the refund should be limited to an amount
which takes account of the qualitative characteristics of
each of the products falling within these codes and of
the foreseeable trend of production costs on the world
market. It is important that the Community should
continue to take part in international trade in the case of
certain typical Italian products falling within CN code
0210 19 81.

(4) Because of the conditions of competition in certain third
countries, which are traditionally importers of products
falling within CN codes 1601 00 and 1602, the refund
for these products should be fixed so as to take this
situation into account. Steps should be taken to ensure

that the refund is granted only for the net weight of the
edible substances, to the exclusion of the net weight of
the bones possibly contained in the said preparations.

(5) Article 13 of Regulation (EEC) No 2759/75 provides
that the world market situation or the specific require-
ments of certain markets may make it necessary to vary
the refund on the products listed in Article 1(1) of
Regulation (EEC) No 2759/75 according to destination.

(6) The refunds should be fixed taking account of the
amendments to the refund nomenclature established by
Commission Regulation (EEC) No 3846/87 (3), as last
amended by Regulation (EC) No 2425/2000 (4).

(7) Refunds should be granted only on products that are
allowed to circulate freely within the Community. There-
fore, to be eligible for a refund, products should be
required to bear the health mark laid down in Council
Directive 64/433/EEC (5), as last amended by Directive
95/23/EC (6), Council Directive 94/65/EC (7) and Council
Directive 77/99/EEC (8), as last amended by Directive
97/76/EC (9).

(8) The Management Committee for Pigmeat has not deliv-
ered an opinion within the time limit set by its
chairman,

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

The list of products on which the export refund specified in
Article 13 of Regulation (EEC) No 2759/75 is granted and the
amount of the refund shall be as set out in the Annex hereto.

The products concerned must comply with the relevant provi-
sions on health marks laid down in:

— Chapter XI of Annex I to Directive 64/433/EEC,

— Chapter VI of Annex I to Directive 94/65/EC,

— Chapter VI of Annex B to Directive 77/99/EEC.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on 6 December 2000.

(3) OJ L 366, 24.12.1987, p. 1.
(4) OJ L 279, 1.11.2000, p. 14.
(5) OJ 121, 29.7.1964, p. 2012/64.
(6) OJ L 243, 11.10.1995, p. 7.
(7) OJ L 368, 31.12.1994, p. 10.

(1) OJ L 282, 1.11.1975, p. 1. (8) OJ L 26, 31.1.1977, p. 85.
(2) OJ L 156, 29.6.2000, p. 5. (9) OJ L 10, 16.1.1998, p. 25.
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This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 5 December 2000.

For the Commission

Franz FISCHLER

Member of the Commission

Product code Destination Unit of measurement Amount
of refund

ANNEX

to the Commission Regulation of 5 December 2000 amending the export refunds on pigmeat

0210 11 31 9110 P03 EUR/100 kg 65,00
0210 11 31 9910 P03 EUR/100 kg 65,00
0210 12 19 9100 P03 EUR/100 kg 14,00
0210 19 81 9100 P03 EUR/100 kg 68,00
0210 19 81 9300 P03 EUR/100 kg 55,00
1601 00 91 9000 P03 EUR/100 kg —
1601 00 99 9110 P03 EUR/100 kg 15,00
1602 41 10 9210 P03 EUR/100 kg 45,00
1602 42 10 9210 P03 EUR/100 kg 24,00
1602 49 19 9120 P03 EUR/100 kg 15,00

NB: The product codes and the ‘A’ series destination codes are set out in Commission Regulation (EEC) No 3846/87 (OJ
L 366, 24.12.1987, p. 1) as amended.
The numeric destination codes are set out in Commission Regulation (EC) No 2543/1999 (OJ L 307, 2.12.1999, p.
46).

The other destinations are defined as follows:

P03 All destinations except the Czech Republic, the Slovak Republic, Hungary, Bulgaria, Latvia, Estonia.



EN Official Journal of the European Communities6.12.2000 L 305/11

II

(Acts whose publication is not obligatory)

COMMISSION

COMMISSION DECISION
of 30 May 2000

on aid measures put in place by the Irish authorities to alleviate the situation of livestock farmers
whose production was affected by adverse weather conditions in summer and autumn 1998

(notified under document number C(2000) 1604)

(Only the English text is authentic)

(Text with EEA relevance)

(2000/760/EC)

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community, and in particular the first subparagraph of Article
88(2) thereof,

Having regard to Council Regulation (EC) No 2467/98 of 3
November 1998 on the common organisation of the market in
sheepmeat and goatmeat (1), and in particular Article 22
thereof;

Having called on interested parties to submit their comments
pursuant to the provision cited above (2),

Whereas:

I. PROCEDURE

(1) Ireland forwarded a notification of an aid measure (Ewe
Supplementary Measure) pursuant to Article 88(3) of the
Treaty on 2 December 1998 in reply to a letter from the
Commission of 26 November 1998 asking for informa-
tion about a scheme, of which the Commission had
learned through information in the public domain. The
aid was registered on 9 December 1998 under the State
aid N 678/98.

(2) By letters of 12 February 1999 and 14 April 1999 the
Irish authorities submitted additional information in
relation to that aid scheme. In their letter of 12 February
1999 they confirmed that the measure had been put
into effect before the Commission had submitted its
comments under Article 88(3) of the Treaty. The aid was
consequently transferred to the register of non-notified
aids as NN 23/99.

(3) By letter of 11 February 1999, registered on 18 February
1999, the Irish authorities notified a further aid scheme
under the title Assistance for Winter Fodder Losses
(February 1999) under Article 88(3) of the Treaty. Addi-
tional information was submitted by letter of 29 April
1999, registered on 3 May 1999. In the letter the Irish
authorities confirmed that the aid had been put into
effect. The aid was consequently transferred to the
register of non-notified aids as NN 79/99.

(4) In view of the fact that both measures were intended to
support Irish livestock producers against losses resulting
from adverse weather conditions in the summer and
autumn of 1998, and since it appeared that certain
producers could benefit under both measures, the
Commission considered that it was appropriate to
examine the two dossiers jointly within the framework
of a single procedure. By letter of 30 July 1999 the
Commission informed Ireland that it had decided not to
raise objections against the additional winter fodder aid,

(1) OJ L 312, 20.11.1998, p. 1.
(2) OJ C 280, 2.10.1999, p. 12.
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which is the first submeasure of the Ewe Supplementary
Measure (NN 23/99), and to the top-up payments to
certain beneficiaries under N 605/98, which is the
second submeasure under the Scheme of Assistance for
Winter Fodder Losses (aid NN 79/99).

(5) By that same letter, however, the Irish authorities were
informed that the Commission had decided to open the
formal investigation procedure under Article 88(2) of
the Treaty, in respect of the second submeasure (ewe
premium) of the Ewe Supplementary Measure (NN 23/
99) and the first submeasure (new beneficiaries) and
third submeasure (Special Fodder Hardship Fund) of the
Scheme of Assistance for Winter Fodder Losses. The
procedure also covered certain of the beneficiaries under
the second submeasure (top-up payments to beneficia-
ries under N605/98), in so far as it concerns aid to
suckler-cow and small dairy-cow farmers (NN 79/99).

(6) The decision to initiate the procedure was published in
the Official Journal of the European Communities (3). The
Commission called upon interested parties to submit
their comments.

(7) The Irish authorities submitted their comments on the
questions raised by the Commission in their letter of 3
September 1999, registered on 6 September 1999.

(8) Bilateral meetings between the Irish authorities and
representatives of the Commission took place on 20 and
27 September 1999.

(9) Further additional information concerning the Special
Fodder Hardship Fund and the ewe premium was
submitted by letters of 13 October 1999 (registered on
14 October 1999) and of 3 January 2000 (registered on
6 January 2000) respectively.

II. DESCRIPTION

NN 23/99 — EWE SUPPLEMENTARY MEASURE

(10) The notified aid consisted of two distinct measures in
the sheepmeat sector, the additional winter fodder aid
and the ewe premium. As the additional winter fodder
aid has already been approved by the Commission, the
description and assessment deal with the ewe premium
only.

(11) In their notification the Irish authorities explained the
economic background underlying their decision to intro-
duce a disposal scheme for ewes which otherwise would
not have a sufficient commercial value to be sold to
slaughterers.

(12) During autumn 1998, availability of competitively
priced pork, chicken and beef depressed the lamb
market in many of the main European markets. The
impact was especially acute in Ireland because of the
extent of dependence on export markets, with as much

as 75 % of production exported. For 1998 as a whole,
the average price of lambs in Ireland was 19 % below
that of the previous year.

(13) The situation reached crisis point by mid-autumn when
lamb processing plants ceased accepting cull ewes or
light mountain lambs even from their traditional local
farmer suppliers. In addition, during the 1998 growing
season, severe wet weather and below average sunshine
resulted in difficulties in saving adequate winter feed for
animals. The situation was acute in some areas, particu-
larly on peaty or heavy clay soils, and conditions were
so poor that a large proportion of winter fodder could
not be harvested due to ground conditions.

(14) Farmers using commonage land, where no single owner
takes action to protect the vulnerable grazing, were
regarded as being at risk in the event of a fodder
shortage. The welfare of sheep on these grazing lands
was of particular concern, as producers with cull ewes
which could not be slaughtered, had no option but to
return these animals to an already fragile environment
where supply of grazing was not adequate to meet the
need. The scheme was consequently confined to moun-
tain sheep farmers operating in the areas designated, that
is mountain commonage in six western counties of
Ireland (4). Total expenditure under the scheme was
about IEP 1 million (EUR 1,27 million).

(15) The scheme provided slaughter facilities to remove
about 100 000 cull mountain ewes from mountain
commonage land in six western counties of Ireland. The
Department of Agriculture and Food made payments to
sheep slaughter plants to provide slaughter facilities in
the case of two categories of ewes which would not have
had a sufficient commercial value to cover the slaughter
and handling costs involved. Assistance was only
provided in respect of the disposal of ewes during
November and December 1998. Approximately 12 meat
plants participated. The question of participation was a
matter of choice for plant management. The payment
was:

— IEP 10 (EUR 12,7) in the case of condemned
animals which would not have any commercial
value,

— IEP 3 (EUR 3,8) in the case of ewes suitable for
boning (boner ewes) which would yield a limited
value to plants in terms of the meat harvested.

(16) The number of ewes to be disposed of by each producer
amounted to 30 % of the producers individual ewe
quota. The producers were allowed to choose which
ewes in their flocks to dispose of.

(3) See footnote 2. (4) Donegal, Sligo, Leitrim, Mayo, Galway and Kerry.
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(17) According to the Irish authorities' letter of 14 April
1999 the aid of IEP 3 per animal enabled the meat
plants to enable to dispose of 35 300 boner ewes. This
amount covered the cost of disposal of soft offal and
heads as specified risk material to an approved rendering
plant, as well as the cost of disposal of skins. These costs
are normally borne by the meat plant and are indeed
passed on to the producer in terms of an in-built deduc-
tion in the price of the lamb. For these animals the
question of payment was for negotiation between
producer and plant, and according to the Irish authori-
ties only token sums were paid.

(18) Meat from the animals purchased by meat plants, under
this arrangement, was sold for human consumption,
subject to the normal conditions of health, hygiene and
safety, which apply to all meat handled by these plants.
The predominant commercial outlet for meat from
boner ewes is supply to the catering trade. This meat is
suitable for use as burgers, kebabs, ethnic dishes, etc.
The quantity of meat yield in this case was about 150
tonnes in total and this meat found sale through the
domestic festive food-service industry in December
1998.

(19) The aid paid to factories was expected to cover the costs
that arise from killing, processing and handling the
animal. Because the animals involved were over one year
old there was a considerable cost associated with the
disposal of specified risk material. In the case of
carcasses which had to be completely condemned, to
minimise risk to the human food chain, factories were
directed to dispose of the whole carcass as specific risk
material. The fee agreed by the Department was
intended to cover the full cost associated with
condemned ewes but in the case of the second category,
boner ewes, the fee paid by the Department would
represent only a contribution of the costs involved. The
balance was to be contributed by the producer in terms
of carcass meat value.

(20) After studying the data provided, the Commission had
doubts whether Article 87(2)(b) of the Treaty, according
to which Member States may grant aid compensating for
damages due to exceptional occurrences, could be
applied to the present case. Indeed the measure appeared
to counteract problems that were due to an economic
downturn in the sector rather than being the appropriate
response to the winter fodder problem caused by excep-
tionally adverse weather conditions.

(21) Furthermore, by permitting the meat obtained from
boner ewes to be sold on for human consumption, and
thus compete in the market place with other meat,
whose slaughter costs have not been subsidised, it
appears that the Irish authorities have failed to take the

steps necessary to minimise the effects of the measure
on competition.

(22) Finally, the Commission expressed doubts as to the
compatibility of the ewe premium aid measure with the
common market organisation of sheepmeat. The
measure might have constituted an alternative interven-
tion mechanism liable to interfere with the provisions of
the common market organisation. If these doubts were
confirmed, the aid would have been found to be
contrary to the Treaty.

NN 79/99 — SCHEME OF ASSISTANCE FOR WINTER
FODDER LOSSES

(23) This scheme provided for three submeasures directed at
different groups of beneficiaries. Only the second
submeasure, which provided for top-up payments to
beneficiaries under N 605/98 has so far been approved
by the Commission in so far as it concerns aid for sheep
farmers benefiting from the submeasure. The procedure
had been opened in respect of submeasure 1 (new bene-
ficiaries), submeasure 3 (Special Fodder Hardship Fund)
and part of the beneficaries under submeasure 2 (top-up
payments). The budget for submeasures 1 and 2 in total
amounted to EUR 25,4 million, while EUR 635 000
was foreseen for submeasure 3.

New beneficiaries

(24) Aid under this title extended the circle of beneficiaries
under N 605/98 to farmers who sustained winter
fodder losses but did not receive aid under N 605/98 as
they were not situated in those areas of the less-favoured
areas identified as worst affected by the Agricultural
Advisory Training and Research Body (Teagasc) survey
of September 1998. In their notification of the N 605/
98 scheme the Irish authorities had assumed that while
all holdings in less-favoured areas were affected by the
wet weather the farmers in the areas which were not
considered to be seriously affected should be in a better
position to cope with losses. However, a further Teagasc
report prepared in January 1999 showed that the situa-
tion in the less-favoured areas had deteriorated signifi-
cantly and therefore the Irish authorities decided to
make aid also available to producers situated in those
areas which initially were deemed to be less seriously
affected.

(25) Payment rates were the same as in N 605/98. For sheep
farmers with mountain ewes they were set at EUR 5,08
(IEP 4) per ewe or hogget up to 75 head, for suckler
cow farmers at EUR 50,79 (IEP 40) per suckler cow up
to a ceiling of EUR 380 (IEP 300) equivalent to 7,5
cows and for small-scale dairy farmers (up to 35 000
gallons milk quota) at EUR 38,01 (IEP 30) per 1 000
gallons milk up to 10 000 gallons. In excess of 40 000
farmers were in this category.
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(26) The formal procedure of investigation was opened in
respect of this measure as the Commission had doubts
whether all recipients of aid under this submeasure were
using extensive farming methods. Intensive farming
indeed would mean that farmers to a significant extent
could have relied on in-bought fodder and animal food-
stuffs, and as such would have suffered less from winter
fodder production deficits caused by adverse weather
conditions.

Top-up payments to beneficiaries under N605/98.

(27) In recognition of the fact that farmers who had already
received support under N 605/98 were located in the
worst affected areas, a 50 % top-up payment was made
available to them. The Agricultural Inspectorate of the
Department in association with local Teagasc officials
listed the worst affected areas by District Electoral Divi-
sion (DED). There were 45 000 farmers in this category.

(28) In the following the top-up premiums and the resulting
total premiums are listed:

— EUR 2,5 per ewe or hogget up to 75 head for sheep
farmers with mountain ewes leading to an overall
grant of EUR 7,5 per animal,

— EUR 25,4 per suckler-cow up to a ceiling of 7,5
cows for suckler-cow farmers leading to a total grant
of EUR 76,19 per animal,

— EUR 19 per 1 000 gallons up to 10 000 gallons for
small scale dairy farmers leading to a total grant of
EUR 57 per 1 000 gallons.

(29) From its initial assessment the Commission concluded
that there was no risk of overcompensation in respect of
the sheep producers, as it was established that the addi-
tional costs of bought-in fodder for sustaining the sheep
and hoggets through the winter amounted to an average
of EUR 29,20 (IEP 23) per ewe for the producers
concerned, compared to a total premium Level of
EUR 20,32 (IEP 4 + IEP 10 + IEP 2).

(30) Suckler-cow producers are the main group of beneficia-
ries with 80 % of the aid being expected to be paid to
them. As the costs for food per cow in winter in Ireland
were EUR 152, an overall grant of EUR 76 corresponds
to an aid rate of 50 %. Assuming that sucklercow produ-
cers in normal years do not buy in fodder — the Irish
authorities have confirmed this by letter of 29 October
1998 in the context of State aid N 605/98 — in order
to exclude overcompensation they ought to have conse-
quently sustained losses of winter fodder of 50 % and
more.

(31) According to the Irish authorities (point 3 of the letter
of 29 April 1999), the actual losses of winter fodder
were considerably in excess of those originally estimated
by the Teagasc surveys in September 1998 and January
1999 which found the losses to be between 20 % and
50 % of normal winter fodder production. Furthermore

the safety mechanism which consists in paying
compensation for up to 7,5 cow units when the average
suckler cow herd in Ireland is over 12 cows would also
apply. The Irish authorities were therefore of the opinion
that the question of overcompensation did not arise.

(32) However, the Irish authorities had not submitted appro-
priate evidence which would demonstrate that the
average level of winter fodder losses of the producers
concerned reached 50 % or more. Indeed, the January
1999 Teagasc report they referred to speaks of losses of
20 % to 50 %. Since the correspondence of damages and
compensation had so far not been demonstrated in a
satisfactory manner the Commission was bound to emit
doubts as to measure's compatibility with the common
market under Article 87(2)(b) of the Treaty.

(33) In the same context the Commission also invited the
Irish authorities to further explain the argument
presented in point 3 of their letter of 29 April 1999 to
the effect that farmers with suckler cows would have
experienced grazing and fodder losses not only for their
cows but also for the progeny of these cows and that
compensation had therefore also to be available for
these weanlings. Prima facie this approach seems incon-
gruous with the concept of compensation of losses in
fodder production as compensation would not be estab-
lished in accordance with fodder production in normal
years but in relation to the current number of animals in
the stock and their fodder requirements. Such an
approach would allow for aid relieving the producer of
day to day expenses and would be incompatible with the
concept underlying Article 87(2)(b) of the Treaty.

The Special Fodder Hardship Fund

(34) In addition a Special Fodder Hardship Fund (SFHF) was
operated for a small number of farmers who had not
qualified for aid in 1998 and who would not qualify for
aid under the first submeasure (see section II.2.1) of the
present scheme. The objective was to grant aid to
farmers almost totally dependent on a relatively small
farm enterprise as a source of income. Severe fodder
shortage had to be demonstrated by each applicant and
certified by a Teagasc advisor. Farmers were only
accepted into the scheme if the fodder shortage in
comparison to the quantities needed to sustain the herd
until turnout to grass in spring was found to be in
excess of 50 %, and if they also fulfilled the other criteria
for eligibility.

(35) In their letter of 29 April 1999 the Irish authorities had
further described the conditions under which aid had
been granted under the SFHF. From the terms of refer-
ence of the SFHF there was no indication that grants
under the measure had been conditional on or in
proportion to losses of winter fodder due to wet
weather.
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(36) The Commission therefore considered that this measure
might have constituted an operating aid that would have
to be considered to be incompatible with the common
market. In particular it seemed that Article 87(2)(b) of
the Treaty would not be applicable.

III. COMMENTS FROM INTERESTED PARTIES

(37) No comments were received from interested parties
following the publication of the notice in the Official
Journal.

IV. COMMENTS FROM IRELAND

NN 23/99 — EWE SUPPLEMENTARY MEASURE

(38) The Irish authorities stress that low meat yield and poor
quality rather than market factors discouraged plants
from buying cull ewes. This was substantiated by the
data related to the plant profit/loss balance obtained by
the participating abattoirs in 1998, which should be
considered in relation to the profit/loss balance for cull
ewes in good condition in normal years.

(39) The following breakdown of costs incurred and market
returns received by the abattoirs participating in the
scheme in late 1998 was submitted (expressed in Irish
pounds per animal). The data originate from the Irish
Meat Association and were reviewed by the Irish author-
ities.

In the case of condemned ewes:

Cost:

Transport: IEP 1

SRM disposal: IEP 1

Skin disposal: IEP 0

Negative offal credit: IEP 1

Levies (Board Bia and meat inspection) IEP 0,59

Killing costs (wages, overheads, variable costs, etc.) IEP 4

Administrative costs: IEP 1

Total costs for delivery, slaughter and handling: IEP 8,59

Ewe premium: IEP 10,00

Balance: IEP 1,41

In the case of boner ewes:

Cost:

Payment to producer: 0

Delivery, slaughter and handling IEP 8,59

Deboning: IEP 3,00

Packing, freezing, storage: IEP 0,70

Disposal of bone: IEP 0,34

Total for delivery, slaughter, handling and
boning: IEP 12,63

Market returns: 4 kgs of meat at 90 pence/kg: IEP 3,60

Ewe Premium: IEP 3,00

Balance: IEP 6,03

(40) In 1998, very many of the animals offered through the
Ewe Supplementary Measure were in very poor condi-
tion. 76 000 animals were condemned and yielded no
meat. The total net profit on these animals for the
participating abattoirs was 76 000 × IEP 1,41 =
IEP 107 160. A total of 35 000 ewes went for boning.
The net loss on these animals was 35 000 × IEP 6,03 =
IEP 211 050. The measure as a whole thus ended up
with a negative balance for the participating slaughter-
houses of IEP 103 890.

(41) According to information in the letter of 3 September
1999, two thirds of the culled animals were condemned
by veterinary Department staff as unfit for human
consumption, mainly due to poor physical condition
and emaciation, and disposed of through the rendering
plant. In the case of animals that were condemned, the
factory made no payment to the producer.

(42) In normal market circumstances a good quality ewe in
satisfactory condition might be expected to command a
producer price of IEP 1,10/kg, with an average weight
of 16 kg. The normal expected meat yield of such an
animal would be approximately 9,3 kg of useable
product and plants would need to command a price
from retailers of at least IEP 3,25/kg to allow a break-
even situation. It is stated that retail return in excess of
this amount would be the norm for satisfactory quality
ewe meat. This leads to IEP 30,23 at the cost side
(IEP 12,63 for delivery, slaughter, handling and boning,
plus IEP 17,6 paid to the producer), against IEP 30,23
as a return for the meat sold.

(43) The 150 tonnes of meat yielded from the boner ewes
constitutes 0,177 percent of the volume of the sheep
meat market which, according to the official figures of
the Central Statistics Office, totals 84 000 tonnes. The
Irish authorities claim that this minute market share was
not capable of influencing market prices or flows.

(44) To underpin this statement, and to demonstrate that the
cull measure had no measurable effect on the market for
sheepmeat, they attached a table of Irish sheepmeat
prices for a four-year period. From this table it appears
that there was no lift in market prices at the time of, or
immediately following the measure. They remained at a
stable very low level until mid-February, when the spring
lambs came on the market. Demonstrably there was no
artificial increase in the value of the remaining sheep as
a result of the measure. As such it is claimed that the
measure did not interfere with the market organisation
for sheepmeat, one of the aims of which is a price-regu-
lating mechanism.
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Deficit
(%) Number of cases Cases

(%)

(45) It is stressed that, if market intervention had been the
objective, it would have been necessary to open the
measure to the 48 000 sheep farmers in Ireland and to
provide aid in respect of the one million sheep and
lambs slaughtered between October and December 1998
in Ireland. Instead the measure was limited to 4 564
producers in six western counties who depended on
commonage grazing and therefore faced the most severe
problems in terms of fodder shortage. The animals
which were the subject of the measure were low-grade
and low-value cull ewes, a by-product of lamb produc-
tion, not commercial, meat-producing lambs.

New beneficiaries

(46) In their letter of 3 September 1999, the authorities
stressed that the recipients of aid were all engaged in
extensive production, which means cattle and sheep are
grazed on their holdings for most of the calendar year.
These farmers save their own winter fodder require-
ments during the summer period for feeding the animals
during the winter. This is further substantiated by the
fact that over 90 % of the applicants who were paid
suckler-cow premia in disadvantaged areas (the area
where this measure applied) qualified for extensification
payments.

Top-up payments to beneficiaries under N 605/99

(47) In their letter of 3 September the Irish authorities under-
lined that the shortfall of 20 to 50 % mentioned in the
Teagasc surveys of September 1998 and January 1999
referred to the quantity of winter fodder produced. This
fodder unfortunately was in general of very poor quality
with a dry matter digestibility (DMD) two to five units
lower that normal. Silage dry matter was significantly
lower as well. The preservation of baled silage was vari-
able due to the high moisture content and soil contami-
nation. They concluded that while Teagasc reported a
general shortfall of 20 to 50 % in quantity terms, when
quality deterioration in the available supplies was taken
into account, the losses in general were much higher.

>50-60 410 22,6

>60-70 284 15,7

>70-80 225 12,4

>80-90 229 12,6

>90-100 665 36,7

(48) In reply to the doubts expressed in paraghaph 73 of the
decision to initiate the procedure, it was explained that
indeed both suckler-cow producers and small dairy
farmers have to maintain a number of other lifestock on
their farm, which also, under the extensive farming prac-
tices of the western counties concerned, largely depend
on winter fodder that was saved on the farm. According
to Teagasc data, the average number of 12 suckler cows
on a farm corresponds with a total stock held on the
farm of 29 livestock units (LU).

(49) The following calculations were made:

The fodder cost of overwintering 1 LU is EUR 152,4
(data provided in the context of N 605/99). The fodder
cost of overwintering 29 LU is EUR 4 419. A fodder
shortage of 20 % therefore corresponds to a financial
deficit of (4 419 × 0,2 =) EUR 883,8 for the average
herd. Knowing that the maximum premium (the top-up
inclusive) is EUR 571,4, this situation leads to a
compensation of 65 % of the losses incurred. Where
farmers incurred a 50 % fodder deficit, the financial loss
is EUR 2 209,5 and the aid rate accounts for 26 % of
the direct losses.

(50) Further data were provided in relation to the usage of
feed compounds by the cattle sector in the September
quarter of 1998, of which it is indicated that it was 54 %
up compared with 1997. This also indicates the serious-
ness of the fodder crisis and in particular points at the
poor quality of the fodder saved and the need to supple-
ment it with richer types of nutrition.

(51) The CSO December livestock census of 1998 revealed
that total cattle numbers had gone up by 1,4 % and
sheep numbers had gone down by 0,2 % relative to
1997. This should satisfy the Commission that increased
livestock numbers did not significantly contribute to the
fodder crisis.

The Special Fodder Hardship Fund

(52) The letter of 3 September 1999 provides further details
on the fodder deficit profile of the applicants that were
accepted under the scheme.

Total: 1 813 Total: 100

Weighted average deficit: 77,5 %

Of 1 813 applicants having a fodder deficit of over
50 %, only 1 417 actually received payments, which
should illustrate how strict the requirements for eligi-
bility under this submeasure were interpreted.
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(53) The letter of 13 October 1999 addresses the concern of
the Commission that aid was given on the basis of an
established shortage of winter fodder rather than on the
basis of production deficits. To quantify the actual
fodder deficit under the SFHF the number of days from
5 March to turn-out to grass (taken as 15 April) was
taken to be 42 days. As the total over-wintering period
was 150 days, this gives an average fodder shortage of
21,7 % throughout the entire over-wintering period
(42÷150 × 77,5 % = 21,7 %). This is a general underes-
timation of the shortage, as throughout the whole
period farmers had been making great efforts to restrict
fodder feeding to animals and used all available means,
including supplementation with concentrate feed, to
extend the availability of fodder. This general restriction
of access to feed was evident at the time of inspection
from the general body condition of the animals. The
Teagasc fodder survey dated 12 August 1998 reported a
fodder shortage of 20 % to 50 % and the figure of
21,7 % for the SFHF is compatible with the range of the
reported shortage for the general fodder scheme.

V. ASSESSMENT

(54) The measures covered by this Decision concern support
for livestock farmers, in particular producers of ovines
and bovines. Production and trade in sheepmeat are
covered by Council Regulation (EC) No 2467/98. Article
22 of that Regulation stipulates that, save as otherwise
provided in the Regulation, Articles 87, 88 and 89 of
the Treaty apply to the products covered by it. Analo-
gous provisions are laid down by Article 24 of Council
Regulation (EEC) No 805/68 of the Council of 27 June
1968 on the common organisation of the market in
beef and veal (5). The measures concerned are therefore
covered by the rules laid down in Articles 87 to 89 of
the Treaty, subject to any contrary provisions in the
regulations governing the common organisations of the
market.

(55) The Irish authorities have confirmed in the framework
of aid N 605/98 (6) that the fodder losses incurred
exceeded the minimum intensity of normally 30 %,
reduced to 20 % in the case of the less favoured areas, in
comparison with an average year (calculated on the basis
of average production in the three years preceding the
year in which the damage took place).

NN 23/99 — EWE SUPPLEMENTARY MEASURE

Existence of aid (Article 87(1) of the Treaty)

(56) The Commission considers that the measure in question
clearly constitutes aid within the meaning of Article
87(1) of the Treaty. The payments in question were
made by the Irish authorities directly to sheep slaughter
plants in Ireland. However, those slaughterhouses are

not the primary economic beneficiaries of the aid as the
payments were granted in return for the service of
killing, processing and handling of the animals which
the Irish authorities wished to dispose of. The measure
benefits the producers of ewes who have no normal
market outlets for their animals and who would incur
costs if they had to continue feeding them, or arrange
for the slaughter of the animals at their own expense. By
virtue of the measure, sheep which otherwise did not
have a sufficient commercial value can be put to the
market at competitive prices.

(57) Therefore the measure concerning the slaughter and
disposal of over 100 000 ewes may threaten to distort
the competition on the relevant market as it confers a
gratuitous advantage on the beneficiaries. Such a unilat-
eral measure by a Member State in a market which,
according to the Irish authorities themselves, was seri-
ously depressed and which, on the other hand, is highly
integrated at Community level, and where substantial
intra-Community trade takes place, must be considered
to affect trading conditions among Member States. In
their comments to the Commission, the Irish authorities
themselves recognise that the Irish livestock sector, in
particular the sheep and cattle sectors are highly
dependent on exports to other Member States, with as
much of 75 % of production being exported.

(58) The prohibition in Article 87(1) of the Treaty is followed
by exceptions in Article 87 paragraphs 2 and 3.

Article 87(2) of the Treaty

(59) The exceptions in Article 87(2)(a) (aid of a social char-
acter granted to individual consumers) and Article
87(2)(c) (aid to compensate for the economic disadva-
tages of the division of Germany) are manifestly inap-
plicable to the present case.

(60) Under Article 87(2)(b) of the Treaty, aid to make good
the damage caused by natural disasters and exceptional
occurrences is compatible with the common market. In
contrast to the case of the measures to compensate for
fodder losses, in their notification and in their subse-
quent comments, the Irish authorities have not specifi-
cally invoked Article 87(2)(b) as the basis for the ewe
premium. Indeed, in their written comments the Irish
authorities explain that a number of factors coincided in
the autumn and winter of 1998 which brought to a
crisis the situation of the sheep producers, in particular
the shortage of grazing due to bad weather conditions
leading to under-nourishment of livestock, the welfare

(5) OJ L 165, 16.7.1968, p. 8.
(6) Aid N 605/98 was authorised by letter SG(98)D/11410 of 8

December 1998.
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and environmental risks resulting from large-scale star-
vation of animals and the fact that the traditional
channel for the disposal of cull ewes had been squeezed
out by the depressed market situation. At the same time,
the costs of slaughter and disposal of the animals were
increased as a result of the need to treat the carcasses as
specified risk material. The slaughterhouses were there-
fore unwilling to assume the cost of slaughter and
disposal of animals which were considered unfit for
human consumption. In addition to these factors, which
are explicitly cited by the Irish authorities, the Commis-
sion is aware, from the information provided by the
Irish authorities in connection with other aid files, that
there is a problem of the long-term over-grazing of
sheep in the commonage areas of the six counties
concerned which have caused the Irish authorities to
propose additional aid measures to reduce stocking
densities.

(61) In these circumstances the Commission considers that it
is not possible to establish a sufficiently direct causal
link between the adverse event, excessive rainfall, and
the aid to dispose of excess numbers of cull ewes in
order to permit the application of Article 87(2)(b) in the
present case. Moreover, this difficulty appears to be
recognised by the Irish authorities since they themselves
suggest that the compatibility of this measure with the
Treaty should be assessed on the basis of Article
87(3)(c).

Article 87(3)(c) of the Treaty

(62) Under Article 87(3)(c) of the Treaty, aid to facilitate the
development of certain economic activities or of certain
economic areas, where such aid does not adversely affect
trading conditions to an extent contrary to the common
interest, may, by way of derogation, be considered to be
compatible with the common market.

(63) In its decision to open the procedure, the Commission
doubted that the present measure could be considered to
bring about structural improvements in the beneficiaries'
holdings thereby facilitating the development of the
sector as a whole. In reply, the Irish authorities have
provided extensive information about the background to
the measure which makes it possible to resolve these
doubts.

(64) In their initial submission, the Irish authorities mainly
advanced four arguments to justify the measure: (a) the
measure was necessary due to the depressed state of the
market, (b) it was justified on animal welfare grounds, (c)
it was necessary on environmental grounds, and (d) it

was necessary to offset the additional costs resulting
from the need to dispose of specified risk material. In
opening the procedure, the Commission doubted that
arguments related to the general state of the market or
arguments related to the costs of specified risk material
could be invoked to justify the aid. It also invited the
Irish authorities to provide additional information on
the welfare and environmental aspects of the aid.

(65) The Irish authorities explain that in a normal year, sheep
producers cull between 20 % and 25 % of their animals,
and that a good quality ewe will yield a return of an
average of IEP 30,23 (7) of which IEP 17,60 will be paid
to the producer and IEP 12,63 will cover the slaughter,
handling and boning costs of the plant. The costs of
slaughtering and disposing of poor grade animals which
cannot be used to obtain meat for human consumption
will be met by the plant as part of its normal operating
costs.

(66) In the autumn of 1998, the number of animals needing
to be culled was unusually high (30 %). Moreover, the
quality of cull ewes was exceptionally poor. This is
confirmed by the fact that of the 111 000 animals
selected for culling under the scheme, 76 000 were
immediately condemned as unfit for human consump-
tion. The remaining 35 000 yielded an average of just
4 kg of meat which commanded a price of IEP 0,90/kg,
yielding just IEP 3,60 per animal as opposed to costs of
IEP 12,63. Thus the plants were not willing to accept
cull ewes. Those figures clearly show that premiums of
IEP 3 and IEP 10 per animal slaughtered cannot
possibly exceed the losses incurred by the farmers, who
are to be considered as the true beneficiaries of the
measure.

(67) In this situation, the producers would have turned the
animals out to over-winter on the commonages. In view
of the poor quality of the grazing, and the poor condi-
tion of the animals themselves, a large number of
animals would simply have starved. In this context, the
Irish authorities explain that the high numbers of
animals condemned as unfit for consumption at the
slaughter plants can also been taken as an indicator of
the very poor survival prospects for the animals. The
prospect of large-scale starvation of animals was unac-
ceptable from a welfare point of view. The potential
presence of large numbers of decaying fallen livestock
scattered across the countryside in the six counties
concerned was also considered unacceptable from an
environmental point of view. Moreover, the animals
would have inflicted further long-term damage on what
grazing did remain.

(7) Based on a return of 9,3 kg of usable meat at a wholesaler price of
IEP 3,25/kg.
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(68) In the light of those explanations, the Commission
accepts that the primary objective of the measure was to
minimise environmental damage resulting from over-
grazing and the presence of large numbers of fallen
livestock on the land. The aid covered the extra costs
which the farmers should have incurred (but would
probably have been unwilling to incur) in disposing of
excess numbers of unwanted livestock. It therefore
appears reasonable to assimilate the measure to an aid
for the disposal of waste. In accordance with point 3.4
of the Commission's Guidelines on State aid for environ-
mental protection (8) which were applicable to the agri-
cultural sector at the time when the aid was granted, aid
for the collection, recovery and treatment of agricultural
waste will be considered by the Commission on a case
by case basis. However, since the acceptance of such aid
implies derogating from the ‘polluter pays’ principle, it
may be permitted only in specific and well justified
cases.

(69) In the present case it appears that the aid has a clear
incentive effect, and there is a counterpart from the
producers who agree to the slaughter of 30 % of their
ewes, some of which might otherwise survive the winter.
From the standpoint of the farmers, the aid is limited to
the free disposal of the animals. No payment is made in
return for the livestock. These factors encouraged
farmers to dispose of the worst quality stock with the
least prospects for survival, which contributes towards
the realisation of the objectives of the aid and at the
same time tends to minimise any adverse effect on
competition. Moreover, the aid produces durable bene-
fits both for the sector and, by avoiding environmental
problems, for the wider community. Given that the aid
is granted on a one-off basis to resolve a specific envir-
onmental problem which resulted from a very unusual
combination of events and with the additional issue of
animal welfare at stake (which distinguishes this case
from other, nonagricultural sectors), the Commission
considers that it is justifiable to derogate from the
‘polluter pays’ principle in this case.

(70) The Commission and the Member State concerned are
continuing their efforts to obtain a permanent reduction
of stocking densities in the overgrazed areas. Supple-
mentary measure A of the co-financed Rural Environ-
ment Protection Scheme (REPS), and certain measures
under the proposed State aided Natura 2000 scheme
both aim at a reduction of stocking densities that will
prevent environmental degradation and allow the vege-
tation to recover from damage by overgrazing. The Irish
authorities have committed themselves to exclude
farmers who refuse to enter into one of these schemes
from Community support for compensatory allowances
in the less-favoured areas under Council Regulation (EC)
1257/99 of 17 May 1999 on support for rural develop-

ment from the European Agricultural Guidance and
Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) and amending and repealing
certain Regulations (9). Article 9, second paragraph, of
Regulation (EC) No 2467/98 provides the necessary legal
basis for this type of measure. This approach will
prevent a return to the stocking densities that existed
prior to the implementation of the ewe premium
submeasure.

(71) However, before applying the derogation provided for in
Article 87(3)(c) it is also necessary to verify that the aid
has not adversely affected trading conditions to an
extent contrary to the common interest, in particular by
verifying that the aid does not contravene the regula-
tions governing the common organisation of the market
in sheepmeat and goatmeat.

(72) Under Article 9 of Regulation (EC) No 2467/98, the
Member States may apply appropriate environmental
protection measures on the basis of the specific situation
of the land used for the production of sheep eligible for
benefit under the premium scheme. For the reasons
given in recitals 67 and 68, the Commission considers
that the measure is an appropriate environmental
protection measure which falls within the scope of this
derogation from the rules of the common organisation
of the market. This conclusion is reinforced by the
limited geographical scope of the measure, which is
confined to the six counties of Ireland suffering the
worst environmental problems.

(73) In its decision to open the procedure, the Commission
also expressed concern that meat obtained from boner
ewes was sold on for human consumption. However the
Irish authorities have explained that this decision was
taken with the sole objective of reducing the budgetary
costs of the measure. Moreover, they have explained that
the total quantity of meat originating from the ewes
under the scheme was about 150 tonnes, which
accounts for 0,177 % of Irish sheepmeat production.
The Irish authorities have also submitted Irish weekly
average prices for lamb over the last four years which do
not show any effect of the measure, as prices remained
depressed throughout the whole period from September
1998 to mid-February 1999. In the light of those facts,
the Commission considers that any resulting interference
in the mechanisms of the common organisation of the
market was minimal, and can be accepted, having regard
to the environmental objectives of the measure.

(74) For those reasons the Commission concludes that the
payment of aid under the ewe supplementary measure
may benefit from the derogation provided for in Article
87(3)(c) of the Treaty, and may therefore be considered
compatible with the common market.

(8) OJ C 72, 10.3.1994, p. 3. (9) OJ L 160, 26.6.1999, p. 80.



EN Official Journal of the European Communities 6.12.2000L 305/20

(75) All cases where Member States propose to grant aid to
cull excess livestock have to be examined on a case-by-
case basis, having regard to the environmental and
welfare justifications for the measure and the compati-
bility of the measure with the common organisation of
the market concerned and Article 87 of the Treaty.

NN 79/99 — SCHEME OF ASSISTANCE FOR WINTER
FODDER LOSSES

Existence of aid (Article 87(1) of the Treaty)

(76) The Commission considers that the three submeasures
in question clearly constitute aid within the meaning of
Article 87(1) of the Treaty. Payments were made by the
Irish authorities to sheep and suckler-cow farmers to
alleviate the hardship caused by the fodder production
deficit. The aid is selective, and confers an advantage on
those farmers who have been unable to harvest sufficient
fodder for their winter requirements. Furthermore, the
aid is granted in sectors which are highly integrated at
Community level, being subject to the provisions of the
common organisations of the market. Furthermore, as
much as 75 % of Irish lamb production and 90 % of
Irish beef production is exported, a substantial propor-
tion to the other Member States.

New beneficiaries

Article 87(2)(b) of the Treaty

(77) In its decision to open the procedure, while acknowl-
edging that the aid appeared to qualify for the exemp-
tion under Article 87(2)(b), the Commission raised
concerns that the award of aid to intensive producers,
who normally buy in fodder, even in good years, could
result in a possible risk of overcompensation of this
category of beneficiaries.

(78) In their letter of 3 September 1999, the Irish authorities
stressed that the recipients of aid are all engaged in
extensive production, with cattle and sheep being grazed
on their holdings for most of the calendar year. This
assurance removes the concerns of the Commission
about a possible overcompensation of loss of fodder
harvest which might have taken place if intensive cattle
and sheep producers were among the beneficiaries.
Consequently the fodder situation of these new benefi-
ciaries can be assimilated to the situation of the benefi-
ciaries in respect of which an identical aid measure was
approved under N 605/98. As the measure falls within
the scope of the derogation provided for by Article
87(2)(b) of the Treaty, it is compatible with the common
market.

Top-up payments to beneficiaries under N 605/98

Article 87(2)(b) of the Treaty

(79) The concerns raised by the Commission in its decision
to open the procedure related to the risk of overcom-
pensation in respect of suckler-cow farmers with an
average farm size. The additional data submitted by the
Irish authorities are sufficiently conclusive to exclude the
risk of overcompensation.

(80) As the maximum aid payable covers not more than
65 % of the loss incurred in the case of a 20 % fodder
production deficit on a farm of 12 suckler-cows and
their offspring normally present on the farm, it can be
assumed that the risk of overcompensation of dairy
farmers who maintain less offspring on their farm still
will be very limited. Verification of the data provided by
the Irish authorities indicates that the maximum
premium would be sufficient to compensate for a 20 %
loss where 18,75 LU are kept. In the event of a 50 %
fodder production deficit, the maximum premium
covers the losses incurred with exactly 7,5 LU.

(81) The risk of overcompensation is again reduced if due
account is taken of the arguments that were put forward
in relation to the fodder quality. They indicate that
indeed the losses in all cases largely exceeded 20 %.

(82) Lastly, in regard of this residual risk, in line with its
assessment under State aid N 605/98, the Commission
considers that it would be disproportionate to expect the
Irish authorities to undertake the individual processing
of thousands of applications, each involving relatively
small sums of money, to identify a relatively limited
number of cases of limited possible overcompensation

(83) For those reasons the top-up payments to beneficiaries
under N 605/98, having been payable to suckler-cow
producers and small dairy farmers, qualify for the excep-
tion under Article 87(2)(b) of the Treaty and are
compatible with the common market.

The Special Fodder Hardship Fund

Article 87(2)(b) of the Treaty

(84) Pursuant to the measure the amount of fodder
(roughage) available on the farm must be certified by a
Teagasc advisor as being less than 50 % of that necessary
to adequately maintain livestock until turn-out to grass
(taken as 15 April). It therefore appears that assistance
could be granted to any farmer who could prove that his
cattle were suffering or were likely to suffer malnutrition
due to a shortage of fodder independently of the reason
for this.
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(85) As the aid scheme was launched to alleviate the
consequences of losses of winter fodder, following a
survey in January from which it appeared that farmers in
general were suffering from fodder shortages, it was
technically impossible to determine ex post what the
degree of the fodder production deficit on each indi-
vidual farm had been. The method used to calculate the
probable deficit incurred by the farmers, as presented in
the letter of 13 October 1999, seems to be a logical
approach for a tentative ex post calculation.

(86) In its decision on the first winter fodder aid (N 605/98)
the Commission recognised that in schemes involving
the payment of relatively small amounts of aid to large
numbers of beneficiaries the individual calculation of
actual losses incurred could result in disproportionate
administrative expenses. The Commission therefore
accepted that compensation could be calculated on the
basis of average losses, provided that the risk of signifi-
cant overcompensation could be excluded. In view of
the explanations provided by the Irish authorities, and
the fact that compensation is limited to a proportion of
actual losses incurred, the Commission considers that
the present measure excludes the risk of significant over-
compensation at the level of the individual farmer.

(87) In the case at hand, evidence is provided that the average
losses in winter fodder production on the farms
concerned exceeded the 20 % threshold needed to
conclude that the weather conditions at the origin of the
deficit qualify as ‘exceptional’. The evidence is based
both on the general survey carried out by Teagasc in
August 1998 and on the findings made by Teagasc at its
visit to each individual applicant in March 1999.

(88) For the above reasons the Special Fodder Hardship Fund
would qualify for the exception under Article 87(2)(b) of
the Treaty.

VI. CONCLUSION

(89) The Commission finds that Ireland has unlawfully imple-
mented the ewe supplementary measure and the scheme
of assistance for winter fodder losses contrary to Article
88 of the Treaty. However, for the reasons set out
above, the Commission finds that;

— the scheme of assistance for winter fodder losses falls
within the scope of the derogation provided for by
Article 87(2)(b) of the Treaty and is therefore
compatible with the common market,

— the payment of aid under the ewe supplementary
measure may benefit from the derogation provided
for in Article 87(3)(c) of the Treaty, and may there-
fore be considered compatible with the common
market,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The aid scheme of assistance for winter fodder losses which
Ireland implemented in the autumn of 1998 is compatible with
the common market.

Article 2

The aid scheme implemented by Ireland under the ewe supple-
mentary measure is compatible with the common market.

Article 3

This Decision is addressed to Ireland.

Done at Brussels, 30 May 2000.

For the Commission

Franz FISCHLER

Member of the Commission
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COMMISSION DECISION
of 16 November 2000

defining the specifications of projects of common interest identified in the sector of the trans-Euro-
pean energy networks by Decision No 1254/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council

(notified under document number C(2000) 2683)

(Text with EEA relevance)

(2000/761/EC)

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Decision No 1254/96/EC of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 5 June 1996, laying down a
series of guidelines for trans-European energy networks (1), as
last amended by Decision No 1741/1999/EC (2), and in partic-
ular Article 6(4) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) The projects of common interest identified by Decision
No 1254/96/EC should be specified by indicating their
location and, where required, their main characteristics.

(2) By Decision No 97/548/EC (3), the Commission has
defined the specifications of the projects of common
interest identified by Decision No 1254/96/EC.

(3) Since projects of common interest have developed and
new projects of common interest have been introduced
by amendments to Decision No 1254/96/EC, those
specifications should be adapted accordingly. It is there-
fore expedient to replace Decision No 97/548/EC.

(4) The measures provided for in this Decision are in
accordance with the opinion of the Committee estab-
lished by Article 9 of Decision No 1254/96/EC,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The specification of the projects of common interest identified
by Decision No 1254/96/EC shall be as set out in the Annex to
this Decision.

Article 2

Decision No 97/548/EC is repealed.

Article 3

This Decision is addressed to the Member States.

Done at Brussels, 16 November 2000.

For the Commission

Loyola DE PALACIO

Vice-President

(1) OJ L 161, 29.6.1996, p. 147.
(2) OJ L 207, 6.8.1999, p. 1.
(3) OJ L 225, 15.8.1997, p. 25.
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Project Specification

Project Specification

ANNEX

TRANS-EUROPEAN ENERGY NETWORKS

Specifications (1) (in the right column) of projects of common interest (in the left column) identified by
Decisions No 1254/96/EC, No 1047/97/EC and No 1741/1999/EC

ELECTRICITY NETWORKS

(a) Connection of isolated electricity networks to European interconnected networks

a01 United Kingdom:

Connection by submarine cable of Northern Ireland
to Scotland

Island Magee-Coylton link

a02 Ireland-United Kingdom:

Connection by submarine cable of the network of
Ireland to the network of the United Kingdom
(Wales)

Specification not defined

a04 Greece-Italy:

Connection by submarine cable of Greek network to
Italian network through north-western Greece and
south-eastern Italy

Ipiros-Puglia link

a07 United Kingdom:

Connection by submarine cable of the Isle of Man North-west England-Isle of Man link

a08 United Kingdom (Scotland):

Connection by submarine cable of the Shetland
Islands

North-east Scotland-Shetland Islands link

a09 Greece:

Connections between the islands and between the
islands and the mainland

Connection of the Southern Cyclades

(b) Development of electricity interconnections between Member States

b01 Germany-Denmark:

Connection by submarine cable between the German
network (UCTE) and Denmark's eastern network
(Nordel)

Specification not defined

b04 France-Belgium:

Completion of connection between the two coun-
tries' networks through north-eastern France and
southern Belgium

Molulaine-Aubange line

b05 France-Germany:

Strengthening of the connections between the two
countries

Vigy (F)-Marlenheim (F) line
Vigy (F)-Uchtelfangen (D) line

b06 France-Italy:

Connection between the two countries' networks
through south-eastern France and north-western Italy

Grand île-Piossasco line
La praz (F) phase transformer

b07 France-Spain:

Land connection between the two countries'
networks through south-western France and
northern Spain

Cazaril-Aragón line or alternative route/layout, including
connection to the Sallent-Sentmenat line
Pragneres (F) phase transformer
Eastern Pyrenees interconnection

(1) All projects in the list below are specified without prejudice to the results of the Environmental Impact Assessment for the projects.
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b09 Belgium-Luxembourg:

Connection between the two countries' networks Aubange-Bertrange line

b10 Spain-Portugal:

Strengthening and completion of connections
between the two countries through the regions of
northern Portugal and north-western Spain

Connection through northern Portugal
Connection through southern Portugal:
Balboa-Alqueva-Sines line

b10a Spain-Portugal:

New connection between the two countries through
the southern region of Portugal and the south-west
of Spain

b11 Finland-Sweden:

Strengthening interconnections north of the Gulf of
Bothnia

New lines parallel to the existing ones

b12 Austria-Italy:

Strengthening connections between the north of Italy
and the Austrian network

Lienz-Cordignano line

b13 Ireland-United Kingdom (Northern Ireland):

Strengthening of connections between Ireland and
Northern Ireland

Specification not defined

b14 Austria-Germany:

Strengthening of the connections between the two
countries

St Peter-Isar line

b15 The Netherlands-United Kingdom:

Connection by submarine cable between south-
eastern England and central Netherlands

Rotterdam area-south-eastern England link

b16 Denmark-Germany:

Strengthening the aerial connections between the
two countries

Specification not defined

(c) Development of internal electricity connections necessary to make the best use of interconnections between
Member States

c02 Denmark:

Connections by submarine cable between the coun-
try's western (UCTE) and eastern (Nordel) networks

Fyn-Sjælland link

c03 The Netherlands:

Strengthening connections in the north-east of the
country

Specification not defined

c04 France:

Strengthening connections in the north-east of the
country

Sierrentz-Mulbach line

c05 Italy:

Strengthening and developing connections on the
east-west axis in the north of the country and on the
north-south axis

— Connections on the east-west axis:
— Vado Ligure-Morigallo line
— Turbigo-Rho line
— Turbigo-Baggio line
— Gorlago-San Fiorano line
— San Fiorano substation
— Turbigo-Piedilago line
— Piedilago pumping station
— Chivasso-Magenta line
— Colunga-Calenzo line
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c05a Italy:

Strengthening and development of connections on
the east-west axis in the north-west of the country
and on the north-south axis in the centre of the
country

— Connections on the north-south axis:
— Tavarnuzze-Poggio a Caiano-Calenzano line
— Pietrafitta-Santa Barbara line
— Santa Barbara-Tavarnuzze line
— Tavarnuzze substation
— Matera-Santa Sofia line
— Galatina-Taranto Nord line
— Pian della Speranza/Roma Nord-Montalto/Suvereto

line
— Pietrafitta-Villavalle line
— Laino-Rizziconi line

c06 Spain:

Strengthening and development of internal
connections

North axis
Mediterranean axis
Galicia-Centro axis
Centro-Aragón axis
Aragón-Levante axis
Connections in Andalucía

c07 Portugal:

Strengthening connections necessary for interconnec-
tions with Spain in the north and centre of the
country

Pego-Rio Maior II line
Recarei-Pocinho-Aldeadavila line

c08 Greece:

Strengthening and development of internal
connections

Thessaloniki, Lamia and Patras substations and connecting
lines

c09 Ireland:

Strengthening of connections in the north-west of
the country

Tynagh-Cashla line
Flagford-East Sligo line

c10 Spain:

Strengthening and development of connections in
the north-east and west of the country, in particular
to connect to the network production capacities of
electricity generated from wind-power

Connections in the north-east: in Basque country, Aragón
and Navarra
Connections in the west: in Galicia

c11 Sweden:

Strengthening and development of internal
connections

Connections in northern Sweden
Connections in central Sweden
Connections in southern Sweden

c12 Germany:

Development of connections in the north of the
country

Lübeck/Siems-Görries-Güstrow line
Lübeck/Siems-Krümmel line

c13 United Kingdom (Northern Ireland):

Strengthening of internal connections in Northern
Ireland, in relation to the interconnections with
Ireland

Connections in the north-west
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(d) Development of electricity interconnections with third countries in Europe and the Mediterranean region
helping to improve the reliability, security and supply of Community electricity networks

d02 Germany-Poland:

Strengthening of the connections between the two
countries

Neuenhagen (D)-Vierraden (D)-Krajnik (PL) line

d03 Germany-Norway:

Connection by submarine cable between northern
Germany (UCTE) and southern Norway (Nordel)

Brunsbüttel-southern Norway link

d05 Italy-Switzerland

Strengthening connections between northern Italy
and Switzerland

S. Fiorano-Robbia line
Piedilago-Airolo line

d08 Greece-Balkan countries

Strengthening of connections between Greece and,
respectively, Albania, Bulgaria and former Yugoslavia,
including the restoration of the connections with the
north of former Yugoslavia and the UCTE network

Philippi (GR)-Plovdiv or Maritsa 3 (Bulgaria) line

Amintaio (GR)-Bitola (FYROM) line

Kardia (GR)-Elbasan (Albania)-Podgorica (Yugosla-
via)-Mostar (Bosnia)-Melina (Croatia) line, including:
— Elbasan (Albania)-Podgorica (F.R. Yugoslavia) new line
— Mostar (Bosnia) substation and connecting lines
Ernestinovo (Croatia) substation and connecting lines

d09 Greece-Turkey:

Connections between the two countries through
north-eastern Greece

Philippi-Hamidabad line

d10 United Kingdom-Norway:

Connection by submarine cable between the north-
east/east England and southern Norway (Nordel)

East coast of England-south-west coast of Norway link

d11 The Netherlands-Norway:

Connection by submarine cable between the north-
eastern Netherlands (UCTE) and southern Norway
(Nordel)

Eemshaven-Feda link

d13 Spain-Morocco:

Connection by submarine cable between southern
Spain and the Moroccan network

Specification not defined

d14 Baltic ring (Germany-Poland-Russia-Estonia-Latvia-Lithu-
ania-Sweden-Finland-Denmark-Belarus:

Strengthening and developing connections between
these countries networks by overground and/or
submarine cables

Southern Finland-Russia links
Sweden-Finland link (through submarine cable)
Sweden-Poland link (through submarine cable)
Germany-Poland-Lithuania-Belarus-Russia link (east-west
high-power link)
Poland-Lithuania link
Finland-Estonia link (through submarine cable)

d15 Sweden-Norway:

Strengthening of the connections between the two
countries

North Sweden-North Norway lines
Mid Sweden-Mid Norway lines
Borgvik (S)-Hoesle (NO)-Oslo region line
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d16 EU-Belarus-Russia-Ukraine:

Development of connections and interface between
the (extended) UCTE network and the networks of
third countries in eastern Europe, including the relo-
cation of the HVDC conversion stations operating
previously between Austria and Hungary, Austria and
the Czech Republic and, Germany and the Czech
Republic

Connections between the UCTE and Centrel systems
Connection between the UCTE/Centrel system and the
Balkan countries
Connections and interface between the extended UCTE
system and Belarus, Russia and Ukraine, including the
relocation of existing HVDC conversion stations

NATURAL GAS NETWORKS

(e) Introduction of natural gas into new regions

e04 Spain:

Setting up gas networks in the regions of Galicia,
Extremadura, Andalucía, Valencia-South, Murcia,
including an LNG terminal in Galicia

Network in Galicia
Network in Extremadura
Network in Andalucía
Valencia-Murcia-Cartagena pipeline
LNG at Huelva (extending existing terminal)
LNG at Cartagena (extending existing terminal)
LNG in Galicia (new terminal)

e05 Portugal:

Setting up in the country, in particular along the
Atlantic coastline, of a gas network

LNG in Sines (new terminal)

e05a Portugal:

Construction of an LNG terminal on the Atlantic
coast

e06 Greece:

Setting up a gas network in the country, in particular
along the Aegean coastline, including an LNG
terminal in Attica and storage facilities

High pressure branch to Thrace
High pressure branch to Corinth
High pressure branch to north-western Greece
Compression station on the main pipeline
Storage facilities (underground)
LNG at Revithoussa (extending existing terminal)
LNG on the western coast (new terminal)
LNG on the island of Crete (new terminal)

(f) Connection of isolated gas networks to European interconnected networks, including the improvement of
the existing networks, and connection of separate natural gas networks

f01 Ireland-United Kingdom:

Strengthening of the gas transport capacity between
the two countries

Additional gas interconnection pipeline Between Ireland
and Scotland
North-south interconnection including Dublin-Belfast pipe-
line

f02 United Kingdom-Continent:

Submarine connection between the gas networks of
the United Kingdom and the continent through
Belgium

Specification not defined
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f03 Luxembourg-Germany:

Establishing a connection to supply Luxembourg
from the German networks

Leudelange (L)-Remich (L)-Mittelbrunn (D) pipeline

f05 France-Spain:

Strengthening of transport capacity between the two
countries

Interconnection through the western border.
Compression station on the Lumbier-Calahorra pipeline
Perpignan-Barcelona pipeline

f06 Portugal-Spain:

Constructing gas pipelines to supply Portugal
through southern Spain and to supply Galicia and
Asturias through Portugal

Specification not defined

f07 France:

Connection of the networks of the south-west and of
the south of the country

Specification not defined

f08 Austria-Germany:

Strengthening of transport capacity between Austria
and Bavaria

Purchkirchen (A)-Burghausen (D)-Schnaitsee (D) pipeline
Andorf-Simbach pipeline

f09 Austria-Hungary:

Connection between the networks of the two
countries

Wiener Neustadt-Sopron pipeline

f10 Austria-Slovakia:

Connection of Austria to underground storage in
Slovakia

Baumgarten-March (Lab storage) pipeline

f11 Austria:

Connection between gas pipelines linking Austria to,
respectively, Germany and Italy

Krift-Pyhrn pipeline
Bad Leonfelden-Linz pipeline

f12 Greece-Albania:

Connection between the networks of the two
countries

North-Western Greece-Elbasan pipeline

f13 Italy-Greece-other Balkan countries:

Construction of a gas pipeline to supply Greece and
other Balkan countries through southern Italy

Specification not defined

f14 Austria-Czech Republic:

Construction of gas pipelines to connect the
networks of the two countries

Specification not defined

f16 Austria:

Interconnection of isolated gas transmission
networks

Specification not defined

f17 Austria-Slovenia-Croatia:

Strengthening of the gas transport capacity between
the three countries

Gas transport corridor to south-eastern Europe
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(g) Increasing reception (LNG) and storage capacities necessary to satisfy demand, and diversification of supply
sources and routes for natural gas

g01 Ireland:

Developing natural gas storage facilities to supply the
Irish network

Storage at Kinsale Head (underground)

g03 France:

Extending capacity of existing LNG terminal in
western France

LNG at Montoir (extending existing terminal)

g04 Italy:

Construction of new LNG terminal to allow diversifi-
cation of supplies, in particular for electricity genera-
tion

Specification not defined

g06 Germany:

Developing underground gas storage facilities Storage in Bavaria
Storage at Buchhorst

g07 France:

Developing underground gas storage facilities Storage at Lussagnet (extending existing site)
Storage at Pecorade (conversion of a depleted oil field)

g08 Spain:

Development of underground storage capacity on the
country's north-south axis

Storage on the north-south axis (new sites) in:
— Cantabria
— Aragón
— Castilla y León
— Castilla-La Mancha
— Andalucía

g08a Spain:

Development of underground storage capacities on
the Mediterranean axis

Storage on the Mediterranean axis (new sites) in:
— Catalonia
— C.A. Valenciana
— Murcia

g09 Portugal:

Constructing an underground storage facility Storage in Carriço (new site)

g11 Belgium:

Extending existing underground storage capacity in
northern Belgium

Storage at Loenhout (extending existing site)

g12 Denmark:

Extending underground storage capacity by
increasing capacity on existing sites or creating a new
site close to the frontier with Germany

Storage at Stenlille (extending existing site)
Storage at Toender (new site)

g13 Austria:

Extension and development of underground storage
capacities

Storage at Purchkirchen (extending existing site), including
connecting pipeline to the MEGAL system near Wilden-
ranna
Storage at Baumgarten (new site)
Storage at Haidach (new site), including connecting pipe-
line to the existing European gas grid
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g14 Italy:

Construction of an offshore LNG terminal LNG terminal in the northern Adriatic Sea

g15 United Kingdom:

Developing underground gas storage facilities Specification not defined

(h) Increasing transmission capacity (gas delivery pipelines) necessary to meet demand and diversification of
supply sources and routes for natural gas

h01 Norway-France:

Construction of a 4th gas pipeline from Norwegian
resources (North Sea) to the Continent

Specification not defined

h03 Norway-Denmark-Sweden-Finland-Russia-Baltic States:

Creation and development of connections between
the networks of these countries with a view to setting
up an integrated gas network

The Baltic natural gas interconnector project: Germany,
Denmark, Sweden
The Mid-Nordic gas pipeline
Nybro-Dragor pipeline, including connecting pipeline to
the storage at Stenlille
The north European gas pipeline

h04 Algeria-Spain-Portugal-France:

Construction of new gas pipelines to allow Spain and
Portugal initially, and subsequently France, to be
supplied from Algeria via Marocco

— Algeria-Morocco-Spain (up to Córdoba) pipeline:
increasing the transport capacity

— Extension towards the north-east:
— Córdoba-Ciudad Real pipeline
— Ciudad Real-Madrid pipeline
— Ciudad Real-Mediterranean coast pipeline
— Branches in Castilla-La Mancha

— Extension towards the north-west: western pipeline

h05 Algeria-Tunisia-Italy:

Increasing the transport capacity of the trans-Medi-
terranean gas pipeline to Italy from Algerian
resources

Specification not defined

h06 Russia-Ukraine-EU:

Increasing transport capacity to the European Union
from Russian resources via the main existing axis
through the Ukraine, Slovakia and the Czech
Republic

Increasing the transport capacity:
— Section in Russia, Ukraine and Slovakia
— Section in Czech Republic, Germany and France
— Section in Austria and Italy

h07 Russia-Belarus-Poland-EU:

Creation of a second transport axis from Russian
resources to the European Union via Belarus and
Poland

Increasing the transport capacity:
— Section in Russia and Belarus
— Section in Poland
Section in Germany:
— Yagal Nord pipeline (between Frankfurt/Oder and the

STEGAL pipeline)
— Yagal Sud pipeline (between the STEGAL pipeline

crossing the SUDAL leading to the D, F, CH triangle)
— Sudal West pipeline (between Jockgrim and the Yagal

Sud)



EN Official Journal of the European Communities6.12.2000 L 305/31

Project Specification

h10 Caspian Sea countries-EU:

Construction of new gas pipelines to allow the Euro-
pean Union to be supplied from resources in the
Caspian Sea Countries

Specification not defined

h11 Russia-Ukraine-Moldavia-Romania-Bulgaria-Greece-other
Balkan countries:

Improvements to the gas transportation networks to
ensure supplies from Russian resources to the new
gas network in Greece and to other Balkan countries

Doubling the transportation network in Bulgaria: St
Zagora-Ihtiman pipeline

h12 Belgium-Germany:

Connecting gas pipeline between the Belgian and the
German networks

Specification not defined

h13 Germany-Czech Republic-Austria-Italy:

Construction of a system of connecting pipelines
between the German, Czech, Austrian and Italian gas
networks

Specification not defined

h14 Russia-Ukraine-Slovakia-Hungary-Slovenia-Italy:

Construction of a new gas pipeline, from Russian
resources, to Italy

Section in Russia, Ukraine and Slovakia
Section in Hungary and Slovenia
Section in Italy

h15 The Netherlands-Germany-Switzerland-Italy:

Increasing gas transport capacity of the TENP pipe-
line running from the Netherlands through Germany
to Italy

Specification not defined

h16 Belgium-France-Switzerland-Italy:

Increasing gas transport capacity from north-western
Europe through France to Italy

Taisnieres (F)-Oltingue (CH) pipeline

h17 Denmark-Poland:

Construction of a gas pipeline through Denmark to
Poland

Denmark-Poland submarine pipeline
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COMMISSION DECISION
of 15 November 2000

providing for a compulsory beef labelling system in Sweden

(notified under document number C(2000) 3297)

(Only the Swedish text is authentic)

(2000/762/EC)

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Regulation (EC) No 1760/2000 of the Euro-
pean Parliament and of the Council of 17 July 2000 estab-
lishing a system for the identification and registration of bovine
animals and regarding the labelling of beef and beef prod-
ucts (1), and in particular Article 13(3) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) Article 13(3) of Regulation (EC) No 1760/2000 provides
for the possibility, up until 31 December 2001, that
Member States where sufficient details are available in
the identification and registration system for bovine
animals, may decide that for beef from animals born,
fattened and slaughtered in the same Member State,
supplementary items of information must also be indi-
cated on labels.

(2) Commission Decision 1999/693/EC (2) of 5 October
1999 recognises the fully operational character of the
Swedish database for bovine animals.

(3) Sweden has applied to the Commission for approval for
such a compulsory beef labelling system in accordance
with Article 13(4) of Regulation (EC) No 1760/2000,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The Swedish request, as summarised in the Annex, for the
introduction of a compulsory labelling system for beef from
animals born, fattened and slaughtered on its territory, is
approved in accordance with Article 13(4) of Regulation (EC)
No 1760/2000.

Article 2

This Decision is addressed to the Kingdom of Sweden.

Done at Brussels, 15 November 2000.

For the Commission

Franz FISCHLER

Member of the Commission

(1) OJ L 204, 11.8.2000, p. 1.
(2) OJ L 273, 23.10.1999, p. 14.
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ANNEX

1. Labelling of beef and beef products with an indication of Swedish origin

Beef and beef products from bovine animals born, raised and slaughtered in Sweden shall be labelled with an
indication of Swedish origin.

2. Beef offered for sale prior to the retail outlet

Beef which is offered for sale at stages prior to the retail trade must, if labelling is not provided on its packaging, be
accompanied by the information that is to serve as the basis for labelling.

3. Unwrapped beef sold to the end-user

Where unwrapped beef is sold to the end-user, information on Swedish origin may be supplied by a sign or by similar
means adjacent to the meat.
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COMMISSION DECISION
of 15 November 2000

accepting the request by the Italian Republic concerning the time limit for paying the advance aid
to industrial tomato processors

(notified under document number C(2000) 3299)

(Only the Italian text is authentic)

(2000/763/EC)

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Commission Regulation (EC) No 504/97 of
19 March 1997 laying down detailed rules for the application
of Council Regulation (EC) No 2201/96 as regards the system
of production aid for products processed from fruit and veget-
ables (1), as last amended by Regulation (EC) No 1607/1999 (2),
and in particular Article 13(2) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) Article 13(2) of Regulation (EC) No 504/97 lays down
that, at the request of a Member State, the time limit by
which the competent body must pay the advance aid
may be extended, with the agreement of the Commis-
sion, from 30 to 45 days where, for duly justified
reasons of verification, the shorter time limit cannot be
met.

(2) Italy, on the basis of information notified to the
Commission regarding the need for controls on its terri-
tory, has asked to benefit from this provision for the

2000/2001 marketing year. On examination of the said
information, Italy's request appears justified,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

1. The Italian Republic is allowed to apply the provision in
the fourth subparagraph of Article 13(2) of Regulation (EC) No
504/97.

2. This authorisation is valid for the 2000/2001 marketing
year as long as the relevant conditions relating to controls
remain unchanged.

Article 2

This Decision is addressed to the Italian Republic.

Done at Brussels, 15 November 2000.

For the Commission

Franz FISCHLER

Member of the Commission

(1) OJ L 78, 20.3.1997, p. 14.
(2) OJ L 190, 23.7.1999, p. 11.
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COMMISSION DECISION
of 29 November 2000

on the testing of bovine animals for the presence of bovine spongiform encephalopathy and
amending Decision 98/272/EC on epidemio-surveillance for transmissible spongiform

encephalopathies

(notified under document number C(2000) 3684)

(Text with EEA relevance)

(2000/764/EC)

THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES,

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European
Community,

Having regard to Council Directive 89/662/EEC of 11
December 1989 concerning veterinary checks in intra-
Community trade with a view to the completion of the internal
market (1), as last amended by Directive 92/118/EEC (2), and in
particular Article 9(4) thereof,

Having regard to Council Directive 90/425/EEC of 26 June
1990 concerning veterinary and zootechnical checks applicable
in intra-Community trade in certain live animals and products
with a view to the completion of the internal market (3), as last
amended by Directive 92/118/EEC, and in particular Article
10(4) thereof,

Whereas:

(1) A report of the evaluation of tests for the diagnosis of
transmissible spongiform encephalopathy in bovines
was published by the Commission on 8 July 1999 and
three tests were found to give excellent specificity in
detecting TSE in animals in the clinical stage of the
disease.

(2) Commission Decision 98/272/EC of 23 April 1998 on
epidemio-surveillance for transmissible spongiform
encephalopathies (4), as amended by Decision 2000/374/
EC (5), lays down the rules for applying the tests in
certain risk groups of animals with a view to improving
the detection of bovine spongiform encephalopathy
(BSE) in the Community.

(3) In the light of the recent developments of the BSE
situation in the Community, the Council has invited the
Commission to come forward with a decision extending
the testing to all bovine animals over 30 months of age
at risk in the first phase. In the second Phase, the testing
should be extended to bovine animals over 30 months

of age without clinical symptoms slaughtered for human
consumption. The number of animals to be tested in the
second phase could be modified based on statistically
solid results of testing animals at risk.

(4) The tests are not capable of detecting BSE infected
animals early in the incubation period, therefore a nega-
tive test result should not replace other risk reduction
measures, such as removal of specified risk material.

(5) Council Directive 82/894/EEC of 21 December 1982 on
the notification of animal diseases within the
Community (6), as last amended by Commission
Decision 2000/556/EC (7), lays down the rules for noti-
fication of BSE in the Community.

(6) The measures provided for in this Decision are in
accordance with the opinion of the Standing Veterinary
Committee,

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

1. Member States shall ensure that all bovine animals over
30 months of age:

— subject to ‘special emergency slaughtering’ as defined in
Article 2(n) of Council Directive 64/433/EEC (8), or

— slaughtered in accordance with Annex I, Chapter VI, point
28(c) of Directive 64/433/EEC

are examined by one of the approved rapid tests listed in
Annex IV(A) to Decision 98/272/EC as of 1 January 2001.

2. Member States shall ensure that bovine animals over 30
months of age, which have died on the farm or in transport,
but which have not been slaughtered for human consumption,
are examined in accordance with Annex I(A) to Decision 98/
272/EC as of 1 January 2001.

(1) OJ L 395, 30.12.1989, p. 13.
(2) OJ L 62, 15.3.1993, p. 49.
(3) OJ L 224, 18.8.1990, p. 29. (6) OJ L 378, 31.12.1982, p. 58.
(4) OJ L 122, 24.4.1998, p. 59. (7) OJ L 235, 19.9.2000, p. 27.
(5) OJ L 135, 8.6.2000, p. 27. (8) OJ 121, 29.7.1964, p. 2012/64.
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3. Member States shall ensure that all bovine animals over
30 months of age subject to normal slaughter for human
consumption are examined by one of the approved rapid tests
listed in Annex IV(A) to Decision 98/272/EC as of 1 July 2001,
at the latest.

4. Member States shall submit a report on the number of
animals examined in accordance with paragraphs 1 and 2 and
the results thereof to the Commission by 1 May 2001. In the
light of the information submitted by the Member States, the
Commission shall, by 1 June 2001, submit a proposal to the
Standing Veterinary Committee with a view, if appropriate, to
modify the number of animals to be examined in accordance
with paragraph 3.

Article 2

All parts of the body, including the hide, of animals examined
in accordance with Article 1 shall be retained under official
supervision until a negative test result has been obtained or
until it has been destroyed by incineration or, under excep-
tional circumstances, burned or buried in strict compliance
with the conditions laid down in Article 3(2) of Council
Directive 90/667/EEC (1).

Article 3

Sampling and laboratory testing shall be carried out using the
methods and protocols laid down in Annex IV to Decision
98/272/EC, in particular points 1, 2.2 and 3. Positive BSE cases
shall be notified in accordance with Directive 82/894/EEC.

The national reference laboratory in each Member State, as set
out in Annex V to Decision 98/272/EC, shall ensure coordina-
tion of diagnostic methods and protocols between the labora-
tories approved for carryng out the examination as referred to
in Article 1 and regularly verify the use of those diagnostic
methods and protocols.

Article 4

Decision 98/272/EC is amended as follows:

1. Annex I(A) is replaced by the text in Annex I to this
Decision.

2. Annex II is replaced by Annex II to this Decision.

Article 5

This Decision shall apply from 1 January 2001.

The provisions of Article 1 shall be reviewed every six months
in the light of the evolution of the BSE epidemic.

Article 6

This Decision is addressed to the Member States.

Done at Brussels, 29 November 2000.

For the Commission

David BYRNE

Member of the Commission

(1) OJ L 363, 27.12.1990, p. 51.
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Total population over 30
months (*) Sample size (**) Total population over 30

months (*) Sample size (**)

ANNEX I

A. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR A PROGRAMME FOR MONITORING BSE IN BOVINE ANIMALS

1. Selection of sub-populations

Dead bovine animals over 30 months of age not slaughtered for human consumption (excluding animals referred to in
Commission Regulation (EC) No 716/96).

2. Sample size

The number of samples tested annually in each Member State from the subpopulation referred to in point 1 shall not
be less than the sample sizes indicated in the table. The selection of samples shall be random. The sampling shall be
representative for each region and continuous.

100 000 950

200 000 1 550

300 000 1 890

400 000 2 110

500 000 2 250

600 000 2 360

700 000 2 440

800 000 2 500

900 000 2 550

1 000 000 2 590

1 500 000 3 000

2 000 000 3 500

2 500 000 4 000

3 000 000 4 500

3 500 000 5 000

4 000 000 5 500

4 500 000 6 000

5 000 000 6 500

5 500 000 7 000

6 000 000 7 500

6 500 000 8 000

7 000 000 8 500

7 500 000 9 000

8 000 000 9 500

8 500 000 10 000

9 000 000 10 500

9 500 000 11 000

10 000 000 11 500

10 500 000 12 000

11 000 000 12 500

11 500 000 13 000

12 000 000 13 500

(*) Where the size of the total population over 30 months of age is not known, the population over 24 months of age shall be used
instead.

(**) The sample size has been calculated to detect a prevalence of 0,1 % with a 95 % confidence in the sub-population referred to in
point 1, based on the assumption that the proportion of this sub-population in the total population of bovine animals over 30
months of age is 1 %. Where the size of the total population of bovine animals over 30 months of age is 1 500 000 animals or
more, the sample size has been increased by 500 samples per 500 000 animals as a proportionality adjustment, to take account of
the larger likelihood of variation in risk for BSE within the population.
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ANNEX II

A. INFORMATION TO BE PRESENTED IN THE REPORT BY MEMBER STATES

1. The number of suspected cases per animal species placed under movement restrictions in accordance with Article 3(1).

2. The number of suspected cases per animal species subject to laboratory examination in accordance with Article 3(2)
and the outcome of the examination.

3. The estimated size of the sub-population referred to in Annex I(A)(1).

4. The number of bovine animals tested within each sub-population as referred to in Annex I(A)(1), Annex I(C) and
Article 1 to Decision 200/764/EC, method for sample selection and the outcome of the tests.

5. The number of ovine and caprine animals examined within each sub-population as referred to in Annex I(B)(1) and
Annex I(C) and the outcome of the examination.

6. Number, age distribution and geographical distribution of positive cases of BSE and scrapie. The year and, where
possible, month of birth should be given for BSE cases born after the introduction of a feed ban.

7. Positive TSE cases confirmed in animals other than bovine, ovine, and caprine animals.

B. INFORMATION TO BE PRESENTED IN THE SUMMARY BY THE COMMISSION

The summary shall be presented in a tabled format covering at least the information referred to in part A for each
Member State.
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