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The challenges are urgent
 Emissions of greenhouse gases from agriculture are rising and Member State
projections to 2030 show little sign of improvement
 Ammonia emissions are rising, posing a challenge in meeting air pollution limits
 The gross nitrogen balance improved between 2000 and 2010 but there has
been no further improvement up to 2015.
 There are worrying trends in soil health, with 75% of EU croplands having less
than 2% organic carbon.
 Farmland biodiversity is disappearing, and the recent Court of Auditors report
points out that the CAP contribution has not halted the decline.
 Obesity is rising, with obesity-related diseases now accounting for 7% of EU
health budgets
 High levels of antimicrobial resistance indicate action to tackle the situation
remains insufficient.

The European Green Deal changed the game
• The COM’s 2018 CAP proposal already foresaw a higher level of
environmental and climate ambition, but the European Green Deal
changed the narrative
• “There is an urgent need to reduce dependency on pesticides and
antimicrobials, reduce excess fertilisation, increase organic farming,
improve animal welfare, and reverse biodiversity loss”
• Specific targets are set out in Farm to Fork and Biodiversity Strategies
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

agriculture to contribute to reduction of at least 55% in net GHG emissions
reduce nutrient loss by 50% and use of chemical fertilisers by 20% by 2030
reduce use and risk of pesticides by 50%
sales of antimicrobials by 50%
Increase area under organic farming to 25% UAA
minimum 10% area under high diversity landscape features
100% access to fast broadband internet in rural areas by 2025

• Note no legal or political backing for these specific targets as yet

The awkward timing
• Draft CAP Regulations proposed by Commission June 2018
• European Parliament elections May 2019 – larger green vote
• Nov 2019 COMAGRI/COMENVI agree limited reopening of May 2019 COMAGRI report

• New Commission 1 Dec 2019 – European Green Deal (GD)
• May 2020 Farm to Fork and Biodiversity Strategies
• COM provides analysis of links between CAP reform and Green Deal

• July 2020 European Council reaches delayed agreement on MFF
• Oct 2020 Parliament and Council agree general positions
• Trilogues begin, two-year transition period agreed

•
•
•
•

NGOs launch Withdraw the CAP campaign
Nov 2020 COM publishes Fact Sheet criticising co-legislator proposals
Dec 2020 COM recommendations to Member States to ensure GD compliance
May 2021 Political agreement??
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Will it help the CAP to meet the targets of the European Green Deal?

What to focus on
• The legislative framework
• The Member States’ CAP Strategic Plans
• The governance framework
• Political economy issues

Will the legislative framework be robust enough? (1)
• Mandatory elements – enhanced conditionality combining crosscompliance and greening requirements
• Commission proposed going further than existing requirements
• Higher standards raise the baseline for eco-schemes and AECMs
•
•
•
•

GAEC 2: Appropriate protection of wetland and peatland (new)
GAEC 5: Nutrient management planning (new)
GAEC 8: Crop rotation (new)
GAEC 9: Minimum share devoted to non-productive areas, retention of landscape
features, on all agricultural land (new)
• GAEC 10: Ban on converting permanent grassland in Natura 2000 sites (new)

• Trilogues seem set on rolling back these higher standards
• Member States set the minimum standards. MSs may set additional
standards relevant to the objectives identified in Annex III.

Will the legislative framework be robust enough? (2)
• Design of eco-schemes
• Mandatory for Member States
• Intended to support action to improve environment and climate, animal
welfare now added
• Payments can be additional to basic income payment, not linked to costs
incurred/income foregone or environmental service delivered
• Delivered with Pillar 1 direct payments, but COM says can be multi-annual
• Member States can set limit on number of farmers enrolled in eco-scheme
• Still great uncertainty over measures that will be financed by eco-schemes
• To what extent will eco-scheme practices be additional? To what extent will
they be effective?

Will the legislative framework be robust enough? (3)
• Overall spending on environment and climate
• No back-sliding principle
• Ring-fencing of payments
• 20-30% allocation of Pillar 1 direct payments
• What flexibility will be allowed in implementation?
• 30% of Pillar 2 envelope for agri-environment-climate schemes
• COM proposed removing ANC payments from eligibility

• Climate mainstreaming of the CAP budget
• European Council set 30% overall target, 40% for the CAP
• Dissatisfaction with the ‘Rio markers’ approach to determining climate
relevance

Will Member State Strategic Plans be ambitious enough?
• The New Delivery Model: from compliance-based to performance-based
monitoring based on nine specific CAP objectives
• CAP Strategic Plans should address the CAP specific objectives based on an
intervention strategy subsequent to a needs assessment
• Strategic approach extended from rural development to all of CAP
• Explicit legal link between CAP Strategic Plans and certain EU laws on
environment and climate.
• But, concerns:
• Absence of commitment to strategic planning in relevant ministries
• Limited human resources and institutional capacity
• Increasingly polarised debate around values makes difficult agreement on goals
• Will goals be quantified using indicators and targets
• Inadequate data to support evidence-based policy making
• Read the terrific post on this by Emil Erjavec on the capreform.eu blog, March 28 2020
“Reflections on CAP Strategic Planning in times of corona”

Are governance structures rigorous enough?
• Approval
• COM asks Member States to determine specific national values for six F2F and
Biodiversity Strategy targets and to align their CAP Strategic Plans (SPs) thereto
• COM approval of SPs will be based on the criteria set out in SP Regulation (Art.
106) and its recommendations will be “an important reference”
• Council amendment that COM’s assessment should be based exclusively on legal
acts binding on Member States
• COM relying on structured dialogue with MSs rather than threat of rejection
• Monitoring
• COM proposed annual monitoring of progress against milestones and targets
• Plan targets are set only for results indicators, not impacts
• Trilogues may limit performance review to 2025 and 2027 on a muchreduced set of indicators, not covering all interventions or full expenditure.
• No real sanctions/incentives for non-fulfilment/higher ambition

Political economy trade-off with farm income
• Limits on input use, requirement to set aside land for nature, higher
animal welfare standards, will raise costs and reduce incomes for
farmers in short run
• Production must take place within environmental limits and without
risking human or animal health
• Supply chains are demanding change even if regulators are behind
the curve
• The counter-factual is not business-as-we-know-it. Biodiversity loss,
soil degradation and weather extremes will impose additional costs
on farmers that can be avoided by taking early action now.

How to mitigate the trade-off with farm incomes
• Trends in global agricultural prices set the income context
• Improving resource efficiency and promoting the circular economy is
a win-win for farmers
• The Green Deal can create new income streams, e.g. industrial raw
materials, biomass for energy, carbon markets
• Member States can use capping/degressivity/redistributive payment
to protect incomes of the most vulnerable
• Increased investment in research and innovation is needed to enlarge
the toolbox of environmentally-benign practices available to farmers
• Level playing field implications for trade policy

Conclusion – Is the glass half-empty or half-full?
• The pessimistic view
• We see another CAP reform that amends the policy framework only
as far as it must, in order to preserve as much funding as possible
with minimal change in its targeting and distribution.
• The optimistic view
• The new CAP will still be an improvement on the existing one, albeit
less than what the Commission proposed or what the Green Deal
requires. But mutual learning can occur and environmental and
climate legislation will force the pace of change.

Thank you
Follow capreform.eu for further insights
and analysis

