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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Petition 0399/2006 by Michel Berhocoirigoin (French), on behalf of "Euskal Herriko 
Laborantza Ganbara”, on alleged irregularities in connection with the allocation of funds for a 
project in Aquitaine partly funded by the ERDF (Objective 2)

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner, who is the chairman of the above-mentioned association, whose aim is to 
promote the development of sustainable agriculture in the French Basque country, complains 
that the competent local authorities did not consider the request and supporting documents 
submitted by the association with a view to obtaining aid from the European Regional 
Development Fund (Objective 2 Loan Fund) for a commercial development and conversion 
project in Aquitaine. The applicant, who stresses that the project proposed by the association 
met all the requirements for receiving aid, therefore calls on the European Parliament to 
ensure that the association’s application is properly dealt with by the regional committee 
responsible for the allocation of funds.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 25 September 2006. Information requested from the Commission 
under Rule 192(4).

3. Commission reply, received on 25 January 2007

‘A. Background

(a) Letter of 15 May 2006 from Mr Michel Berhocoirigoin of the association under the law of 
1901 “Euskal Herriko Laborantza Ganbara” of Ainiza Monjolose, F 64220 Ainhice 
Mongelos, in which he complains that his association had applied for national and 
Community funding for several training activities in the field of agriculture (EAGGF 
Objective 2), but the applications had been blocked by the Préfet of Aquitaine region and 
were not considered in committee. The association also complains that it did not receive any
explanation or request for information.  It claims that there was no justification for the 
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authorities’ refusal to consider its applications.  The petitioner considers that this procedure 
was incorrect and requests intervention with the Préfet of Aquitaine region to find out the 
reason for this refusal, and if no admissible reason is given, requests European co-funding.

(b) The Commission Directorate-General for Agriculture requested information from the 
Aquitaine region prefecture.

This information revealed the following.

In August 2005 Mr Berhocoirigoin’s association applied for funding for five projects under 
the heading of training activities under the 2000-2006 programme (EAGGF objective 2) 
which means that, if the application is considered admissible by the Member State, the 
allocation of Community funding depends on national funding.

The regional consultative committee on training which was responsible for selecting projects 
considered the projects put forward by Mr Berhocoirigoin’s association on 19 October 2005.

The committee was informed by the DRAF (regional department for agriculture) that the 
Préfet of the Atlantic Pyrenees had brought legal proceedings against the Euskal Herriko 
Laborantza Ganbara association for describing itself as a breakaway faction from the regional 
Chamber of Agriculture, a public establishment with a clearly defined role. He also noted that 
the association had not declared itself as a training organisation with the DRTEFP and was 
not approved as such.  The committee had expressed an opinion on the technical aspects of 
the five projects which were considered admissible but had expressed reservations on the 
admissibility of the project provider.

As these reservations were not revoked, they amounted to an implicit decision to reject the 
application.

B. The petition to Parliament

On 15 May 2006, Mr Berhocoirigoin wrote to the petitions secretariat a letter entitled 
“Alleged irregularities in connection with the allocation of funds for a project in Aquitaine 
partly funded by the ERDF (Objective 2)”. The letter was received on 29 May 2006 and 
registered under No 399/2006.

The letter contained a list of 13 annexes:
1. Statutes of the Association (incomplete)
2. e-mail of 23.8.2005 from the DRAF
3. e-mail of 1.9.2005 from the DRAF
4. Vivea minutes of 6.9.2005 (in fact the third page of a list without heading or dates or other 
indications)
5. e-mail of 26.9.2006 from the DRAF (not included in the file sent to DG Agriculture)
6. e-mail of 12.10.2005 from Euskal HLG to Cnasea
7. e-mail of 12.10.2005 from Cnasea (not included in the file sent to DG Agriculture)
8. e-mail of 14.10.2005 from Euskal HLG to the DRAF
9. e-mail of 20.12.2005 from Euskal HLG to the DRAF and Cnasea
10. e-mail of 20.12.2005 from the prefecture of Aquitaine region (not included in the file sent 
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to DG Agriculture)
11. e-mail of 10.3.2006 from Cnasea (not included in the file sent to DG Agriculture)
12. letter of 13 March 2006 from Vivea to EHLB announcing that the files had not been taken 
into account
13. Vivea invoices for training carried out.

In his letter Mr Berhocoirigoin alleges that the Préfet of Aquitaine region blocked the files 
and therefore they were not considered by the committee, and that he had not received any 
explanation or request for further information from the authorities, which had no reason for 
not considering his applications.

C. Commission’s comments on the petition 

Funding for rural development projects under EAGGF Objective 2 and obtaining Community 
cofunding requires that under the various measures, including training, applicants for public 
funding meet a number of conditions.  It is up to the Member State to set these conditions, 
consider the technical admissibility of the project and the legal status of the project providers 
and arrange the applications in order of priority.  Community co-funding depends on an 
application being selected and financed by a Member State, and cannot be provided by itself.

Committees which consider applications apply standard rules.  In this case, it appears that the 
association represented by Mr Berhocoirigoin was not approved as a training provider, which 
meant that its applications were inadmissible for funding by the Member State and therefore 
for Community cofunding, and moreover that it was subject to legal proceedings.

This information should have been included in Mr Berhocoirigoin’s letter of complaint, which 
includes copies of copious correspondence with administrative offices. He could not have 
been unaware of the legal proceedings against his association or of the fact that it had not 
been approved as a training provider.

D. Conclusion

It therefore appears that the Member State has not committed any irregularity in applying its 
rules on project selection.’


