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1 Introduction  

The study “Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP” has three main objectives: (1) to map the 

implementation of the CAP by the 28 Member States, focusing on their implementation choices, the motivation 

for these choices and the importance attached to the three CAP general objectives; (2) to develop a typology 

for grouping Member States according to these choices; and (3) to answer the evaluation questions related to 

relevance, coherence, conditions for enabling effectiveness, administrative burden and contribution to the 

EU2020 strategy.  

 

In agreement with the provisions from Article 110 of the Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013, the study is carried 

out in relation to the objectives of: 

 Viable food production, with a focus on agricultural income, agricultural productivity and price stability;  

 Sustainable management of natural resources and climate action, with a focus on greenhouse gas 

emissions, biodiversity, soil and water; and  

 Balanced territorial development, with a focus on rural employment, growth and poverty in rural areas. 

 

This report comprises nine chapters. Following the introduction (Chapter 1), the second chapter describes the 

implementation choices available to the Member States under the CAP 2014-2020 and elaborates on the 

typology established for the implementation choices made. Chapter 3 consists of the presentation of the 

methodology used for this study and the limitations of this approach. The answers to the different evaluation 

questions are provided in Chapters 4-8: 

 Chapter 4: Answer to the evaluation questions on viable food production; 

 Chapter 5: Answer to the evaluation questions on sustainable management of natural resources and 

climate action; 

 Chapter 6: Answer to the evaluation questions on balanced territorial development; 

 Chapter 7: Answer to the evaluation questions on administrative burden; 

 Chapter 8: Answer to the evaluation questions on the contribution of the CAP to the EU2020 Strategy. 

The report concludes with Chapter 9 by summarising the main results and providing recommendations.  

 

The report is accompanied by four annexes: 

 Annex 1 Description of relevant legislation; 

 Annex 2 Theoretical analysis; 

 Annex 3 Mapping report; 

 Annex 4 Methodology and statistical analysis for the typology. 

 

This study ran from November 2015 until November 2016. All of the data pertaining to Member States’ 

implementation choices are based on the choices made by December 2015. The primary data for the case 

studies was collected between February and April 2016. 
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2 Descriptive chapter 

The descriptive chapter provides an overview of the implementation choices available to Member States 

(section 2.1 and see also Annex 1 for a description of the CAP legislation) and the choices made by the 

Member States (see section 2.2 and also Annex 3 which contains the mapping reports for all Member States). 

The overview of the implementation choices made by the Member States is structured according to a typology 

based upon the implementation choices under both Pillar 1 and 2. The chapter concludes with a discussion of 

the results of the typology and the limitations of the analysis.  

 

 

2.1 Review of implementation choices available to Member States 

2.1.1 Introduction to the CAP 2014-2020 

Following Communication COM (2010) 672 final of 18 November 2010, the European Commission, on 12 

October 2011, proposed a number of regulations to reform the CAP. After negotiations with the Council and 

the European Parliament, these regulations were finally approved and published on 23 December 2013. In 

contrast with the previous programming period, Member States have gained a great deal of flexibility 

regarding the implementation of the new CAP regulations, particularly in relation to the implementation of the 

new direct payments regulation. Member State flexibility relating to the European Agricultural Fund for Rural 

Development (EAFRD) and the CMO remains unchanged. Consequently, the range and combination of 

implementation choices made by Member States under both Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 will have a significant 

influence on the attainments of the CAP objectives as specified in Art. 110 (2) of Reg. (EU) No 1306/2013 of 

the European Parliament and of the Council.  

 

Implementation of the new CAP regulations started only in 2015 (with 2014 being a transitional year). For 

direct payments, implementation choices by Member States were finalised and notified to the European 

Commission during 2014, with the rules coming into force on 1 January 2015. Detailed information on farmers’ 

implementation choices were contained within their IACS declarations in May/June 2015. It should be noted 

that some implementation decisions can be revised every year, with new notifications made to the 

Commission (e.g. certain elements of green direct payments). 

 

For Rural Development Programmes, the last of the 118 Rural Development Programmes was approved on 

11 December 2015. Most schemes were launched and opened for applications in Member States in the 

course of 2015 (or for farm area based schemes on 1 January 2016).  

 

In agreement with the Terms of Reference for the study, the analysis is focused on certain elements of the 

legislation only. The main focus is on the implementation modalities of Direct Payments (Reg. 1307/2013), on 

articles 14, 17-26, 28-29 and 35 of the Rural Development policy (Reg. 1305/2013) and on certain elements of 

the Reg. 1303/2013. These elements are described in details in this chapter. Section 2.2 provides an overview 

of the implementation choices available to the Member States. A detailed description of the legislation under 

Pillar 1 is provided in section 2.3 and of Pillar 2 in section 2.4  
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2.1.2 Overview of implementation choices available to Member States 

2.1.2.1 Flexibility between Pillar 1 Pillar 2 

Member States have the flexibility to transfer 15 % of their direct payment envelope from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 as 

well as in the opposite direction from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1.  In the case of the transfer from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1, 12 

Member States are permitted to transfer an additional 10 %, bringing the maximum transfer permitted up to 

25 % (Art. 14 of Reg. (EU) No. 1307/2013). These countries are Bulgaria, Estonia, Spain, Latvia, Lithuania, 

Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdom. 

 

Decisions on transfers from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 for the 2015-2019 period had to be notified to the Commission 

by 1 August 2014 (transfers could also be applied for the 2014 year, in which case they had to be notified by 

31 December 2013). There is an opportunity to review the rates for the 2018 year onwards, with notifications 

to be made to the Commission by 1 August 2017. Similar notification requirements are in place for the 

transfers from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1 – Member States had to notify the Commission by 1 August 2014 for transfers 

for the years 2016-2020 and can review their decision for the years 2019 and 2020, with notifications due by 1 

August 2017. 

 

The current net result of the transfers (which are subject to possible review in 2017 for 2018 and 2019) 

amounts to a total transfer of € 3 billion from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 over six years
1
.  

 

 

2.1.2.2 Implementation choices available under the first Pillar 

The architecture of direct payments under Pillar 1 is set out in Figure 2.1. There are three compulsory 

elements to the new structure:  

 the basic payment scheme (BPS); 

 payments for agricultural practices beneficial for the climate and the environment (the so-called ‘greening’ 

measures); and  

 the young farmer scheme (YFS).  

 

Member States can also choose to introduce some optional measures – e.g. coupled support and payment to 

farmers in areas of natural constraint (ANC).  

 

Within the BPS, there are further rules and optional elements. Those Member States that were previously 

operating the Single Area Payment Scheme (SAPS) can continue to do so until 2020. However those Member 

States not operating the SAPS must shift direct payments to farmers away from being calculated on an 

historic basis towards a uniform per hectare rate across the country (or region – which can be defined 

according to a number of criteria) and they must reduce payments to those in receipt of over € 150 000 of 

direct payments by at least 5 %. They also have the option to introduce a redistributive payment to a maximum 

number of ‘first hectares’ of farms and if they allocate over 5 % of the national ceiling to these types of 

payments then they are no longer required to implement the reduction of payments rules. 

 

                                                           
1
 DG AGRI (2015). Presentation on “The CAP towards 2020:  the links between  Pillar 1 and Pillar 2”. See also Commission Delegated 

Regulation (EU) No. 1378/2014. 
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Figure 2-1 New structure of direct payments under  Pillar 1 of the CAP 

 
Source: DG Agriculture and Rural Development, 2015 

 

Table 2.1 summarises the main implementation choices available to Member States under the Direct Payment 

Reg. (EU) No. 1307/2013.  

 

Table 2-1.  Overview of main implementation choices under the Direct Payment Reg. (EU) No. 1307/2013 

Article number Implementation choices for Member States 

Art. 4 – definitions and related 

provisions 

 Establishing criteria for the obligation to maintain an agricultural area in a state 

suitable for grazing cultivation; 

 Define minimum activity to be carried out on agricultural areas naturally kept in a 

state suitable for grazing or cultivation; 

 Define tree species qualifying for short rotation crops and determine their 

maximum harvest cycle; 

 Determine which land ,where grass is not predominant, that can be grazed and 

forms part of established local practices, is to be considered permanent 

grassland. 

Art. 9 – Definition of active farmer  Decide to maintain a negative list and the groups of natural and legal persons 

eligible to be included; 

 Define the threshold amount of basic payments for claimants to be put on the 

negative list. 

Art. 10 – Minimum requirements for 

the thresholds of the amount of 

direct payments 

 Decide in which conditions direct payments will not be granted; 

 Adjust the thresholds for the granting of direct payments in terms of total amount 

claimed or due to be granted or the eligible hectares according to the structure of 

their agricultural economics. 

Art. 11 – Reduction of payments  Reduce payments by more than 5 % for amounts exceeding € 150 000; 

 Choose not to apply the reduction of payment if a redistributive payment is 

implemented using more than 5% of the national ceiling. 

Art. 14 – Flexibility between Pillars  Decide to shift up to 15 % of national annual ceiling from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2; 

 Or decide to shift up to 15 % (or 25 % for Bulgaria, Estonia, Spain, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Finland, Sweden and the 

United Kingdom) from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1. 
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Article number Implementation choices for Member States 

Art. 21-40 Basic payment scheme, 

single area payment scheme and 

related payments 

 MS having a single payment scheme in place in accordance with Section I of 

Chapter 5 of Title III or Chapter 6 of Title III of Reg. (EC) No. 1782/2003 or 

Chapter 3 of Title III of Reg. (EC) No. 73/2009 can decide to keep existing 

payment entitlements; 

 Decide to apply different values for payment entitlements according to Art. 26(2), 

yet convergence rules need to be taken into account; 

 Decide to apply the basic payment scheme at regional level; 

 When applying the single area payment scheme, decide to grant transitional 

national aid. 

Art. 41-42 Voluntary redistributive 

payment  

 Decide to grant this top up payment up to 65 % of the national/regional average 

per ha; 

 Decide to grant it for a maximum of 30 ha per holding or a maximum equivalent to 

a country’s average farm size. 

Art. 43-47 Payment for farmers 

observing agricultural practices 

beneficial for the climate and the 

environment 

 Choose which of the list of potential EFA management practices/features are to 

be permitted to meet the EFA requirement; 

 Choices related to the setting of weighting and conversion factors for each of the 

potential EFA management practices/features; 

 Choose to implement the EFA measure regionally and/or collectively; 

 Choose the area of permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas to designate 

as environmentally sensitive and whether or not to designate further areas outside 

Natura 2000; 

 Decide to apply ‘equivalent practices’, either via the agri-environment-climate 

measure under rural development policy or via a national or regional ‘certification 

scheme’. 

Art. 48-49 Voluntary payment for 

farmers in areas with natural 

constraints 

 Decide to grant in the basic payment scheme and in the Single Area Payment 

Scheme (SAPS) additional per ha payment in less favoured areas/areas with 

natural constraints. 

Art. 50-51 Payment for young 

farmers commencing their 

agricultural activity 

 Decide to allocate up to  2 % of the national ceiling to this scheme. 

Art. 52-55 Voluntary coupled 

support scheme 

 Choose to implement coupled support for different sectors or regions 

Art. 56-57 Crop-specific payment for 

cotton  

 Bulgaria, Greece, Spain and Portugal can decide to grant a crop specific payment 

for cotton 

Art. 61-65 Voluntary simplified 

scheme for small farmers 

 Decide to implement a small farmers scheme. 

Art. 16-20 Framework within which 

Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania may 

complement direct payments 

 Bulgaria and Romania are in 2015 still allowed to complement direct payments 

with national direct payments; 

 Bulgaria is allowed to complement the specific payment for cotton with national 

direct payments; 

 Croatia is allowed to complement direct payments with national direct payments. 

 

2.1.2.3 Implementation choices available under the Pillar 2 

For the second Pillar , one of the most important changes with the last programming period is the removal of 

the four axes. They have been replaced with six Union priorities and nineteen Focus Areas: 

1. Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry, and rural areas with a focus 

on the following areas: 

a) fostering innovation and the knowledge base in rural areas; 

b) strengthening the links between agriculture and forestry and research and innovation; 

c) fostering lifelong learning and vocational training in the agricultural and forestry sectors; 

2. Enhancing competitiveness of all types of agriculture and enhancing farm viability, with a focus on 

the following areas: 

a) facilitating restructuring of farms facing major structural problems, notably farms with a low degree of 

market participation, market-oriented farms in particular sectors and farms in need of agricultural 

diversification; 

b) facilitating generational renewal in the agricultural sector; 
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3. Promoting food chain organisation and risk management in agriculture, with a focus on the 

following areas: 

a) better integrating primary producers into the food chain through quality schemes, promotion in local 

markets and short supply circuits, producer groups and inter-branch organisations; 

b) supporting farm risk management; 

4. Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems dependent on agriculture and forestry, with a 

focus on the following areas: 

a) restoring and preserving biodiversity, including in Natura 2000 areas and high nature value farming, 

and the state of European landscapes; 

b) improving water management; 

c) improving soil management; 

5. Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift towards a low carbon and climate resilient 

economy in agriculture, food and forestry sectors, with a focus on the following areas: 

a) increasing efficiency in water use by agriculture; 

b) increasing efficiency in energy use in agriculture and food processing; 

c) facilitating the supply and use of renewable sources of energy, of by products, wastes, residues and 

other non food raw material for purposes of the bio-economy; 

d) reducing nitrous oxide and methane emissions from agriculture; 

e) fostering carbon sequestration in agriculture and forestry; 

6. Promoting social inclusion poverty reduction and economic development in rural areas, with a 

focus on the following areas: 

a) facilitating diversification, creation of new small enterprises and job creation; 

b) fostering local development in rural areas; 

c) enhancing accessibility to, use and quality of information and communication, technologies (ICT) in 

rural areas. 

 

Aside from implementation modalities and technicalities, MS can choose the focus of the measures on these 

six priorities when implementing measures. Also it is now possible to link the two Pillars with each other by: 

 Complying with greening through equivalent measures under Pillar 2; 

 Young and small farmers can be supported through both Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 interventions; 

 Support for areas facing natural constraints can be granted both under Pillar 1 and Pillar 2; 

 The risk management toolkit under Pillar 2 can be linked to Direct Payments and market measures under 

the Common Market Organisation (CMO); 

 Support for cooperation is also covered by both Pillar 1, Pillar 2 and market measures under the CMO. 

Under all circumstances, Member States should implement rules to avoid double funding.  

 

The implementation choices under the Rural Development Reg. (EU) No. 1305/2013 are summarised in the 

table below. These are only the choices Member States can take which are included in the Regulation, 

Implementing Reg. (EU) No. 808/2014 and the Commission Delegated Reg. (EU) No. 807/2014. What is not 

covered in this summary table are the choices Member States have in terms of implementation modalities and 

the focus of each measure towards one of the focus areas of one of the six Union priorities for Rural 

Development. 

 

Table 2-2. Overview of implementation choices for Member States under the Rural Development Reg. (EU) No.1305/2013 

Measure Sub-measures Specific implementation choices for MS 

M1 Knowledge 

transfer and 

information actions 

M1.1 Support for vocational training and skills 

acquisition actions 

 Decide to cover the expenditure related to the 

costs for travel accommodation and per diem 

expenses of participants; 

 Related costs for the replacement of farmers 

through a system of vouchers or another system 

M1.2 Support for demonstration activities and 

information actions 
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Measure Sub-measures Specific implementation choices for MS 

M1.3 Support for short-term farm and forest 

management exchange as well as farm and 

forest visits 

of equivalent effect. 

M4 Investments in 

physical assets 

M4.1 Support for investments in agricultural 

holdings 

 Define ‘non-productive’ investments; 

 Setting up of rules with regards to the 

combination of support. 

M4.2 Support for investments in 

processing/marketing and/or development of 

agricultural products 

M4.3 Support for investments in infrastructure 

related to development, modernisation or 

adaptation of agriculture and forestry 

M4.4 Support for non-productive investments 

linked to the achievement of agri-

environment-climate objectives 

M5 Restoring 

agricultural 

production 

potential damaged 

by natural disasters 

and catastrophic 

events and 

introduction of 

appropriate 

preventive actions 

M5.1 Support for investments in preventive 

actions aimed at reducing the consequences 

of probable natural disasters, adverse 

climatic events and catastrophic events 

 

M5.2 Support for investments for the 

restoration of agricultural land and production 

potential damaged by natural disasters, 

adverse climatic events and catastrophic 

events 

 

M6 Farm and 

business 

development 

M6.1 business start up aid for young farmers 

 Decide on level of support based upon socio-

economic situation in the programme area; 

 Define lower and higher thresholds of support.  

M 6.2 business start up aid for non-

agricultural activities in rural areas 

 Decide on level of support based upon socio-

economic situation in the programme area. 

M 6.3 business start up aid for the 

development of small farms 

 Decide on definition of small farms; 

 Decide on level of support based upon socio-

economic situation in the programme area. 

M 6.4 support for investments in creation and 

development of non-agricultural activities 

 Decide on level of support based upon socio-

economic situation in the programme area. 

M 6.5 payments for farmers eligible for the 

small farmers scheme who permanently 

transfer their holding to another farmer 

 Decide on level of support based upon socio-

economic situation in the programme area. 

M7 Basic services 

and village renewal 

in rural areas 

M7.1 Support for drawing up and updating of 

plans for the development of municipalities 

and villages in rural areas and their basic 

services and of protection and management 

plans relating to Natura 2000 sites and other 

areas of high nature value 

 Define “small scale infrastructure”. 

M7.2 Support for investments in the creation, 

improvement or expansion of all types of 

small scale infrastructure, including 

investments in renewable energy and energy 

saving 

M7.3 Support for broadband infrastructure, 

including its creation, improvement and 

expansion, passive broadband infrastructure 

and provision of access to broadband and 

public e-government 
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Measure Sub-measures Specific implementation choices for MS 

M7.4 Support for investments in the setting-

up, improvement or expansion of local basic 

services for the rural population including 

leisure and culture, and the related 

infrastructure 

M7.5 Support for investments for public use 

in recreational infrastructure, tourist 

information and small scale tourism 

infrastructure 

M7.6 Support for studies/investments 

associated with the maintenance, restoration 

and upgrading of the cultural and natural 

heritage of villages, rural landscapes and 

high nature value sites including related 

socioeconomic aspects, as well as 

environmental awareness actions 

M7.7 Support for investments targeting the 

relocation of activities and conversion of 

buildings or other facilities located inside or 

close to rural settlements, with a view to 

improving the quality of life or increasing the 

environmental performance of the settlement 

M7.8 Others 

M8 Investments in 

forest area 

development and 

improvement of the 

viability of forests 

M8.1 Support for afforestation/creation of 

woodland 

 Determine the size of holdings above which 

support becomes conditional on the drafting of 

a forest management plan (each RDP); 

 Define and refine the minimum environmental 

requirements as established by the European 

Commission in the Delegated Reg. (EU) No. 

807/2014. 

M8.2 Support for establishment and 

maintenance of agro- forestry systems 

 Determine the size of holdings above which 

support becomes conditional on the drafting of 

a forest management plan (each RDP); 

 Determine the minimum and maximum number 

of trees per hectare taking account of local 

pedo-climatic and environmental conditions, 

forestry species and the need to ensure 

sustainable agricultural use of the land. 

M8.3 Support for prevention of damage to 

forests from forest fires and natural disasters 

and catastrophic events 

 Determine the size of holdings above which 

support becomes conditional on the drafting of 

a forest management plan (each RDP); 

 Classify in the national forest protection plan 

the forest areas having a medium to high forest 

fire risk; 

 Specify in the RDP the extent of risk of an 

outbreak supported by scientific elements;  

 Provide, if relevant, a list of relevant harmful 

organisms. 

M8.4 Support for restoration of damage to 

forests  from forest fires and natural disasters 

and catastrophic events 

 Determine the size of holdings above which 

support becomes conditional on the drafting of 

a forest management plan (each RDP). 

M8.5 Support for investments improving the 

resilience and environmental value of forest 

ecosystems 

 Determine the size of holdings above which 

support becomes conditional on the drafting of 

a forest management plan (each RDP). 

M8.6 Support for investments in forestry 

technologies and in processing, mobilising 

 Determine the size of holdings above which 

support becomes conditional on the drafting of a 
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Measure Sub-measures Specific implementation choices for MS 

and marketing of forest products forest management plan (each RDP). 

M10 Agri-

environment-

climate 

M10.1 Payment for agri-environment-climate 

commitments 

 Decide to cover transaction costs in addition to 

additional costs and income foregone; 

 Define agricultural land in such a way that the 

scope of the definition of agricultural area as set 

out by the EAFRD Regulation is broadened 

(cannot be narrowed); 

 Determine longer commitment periods for 

support for particular types of commitments and 

shorter commitment period directly following the 

end of the initial period; 

 Decide to calculate the support on the basis of a 

different unit than per ha or per livestock unit; 

 Opt to grant environmental conservation support 

at a flat rate or as a one-off payment per unit for 

commitments to renounce commercial use of 

plans; 

 Decide to select beneficiaries on the basis of 

calls for proposals. 

M10.2 Support for conservation and 

sustainable use and development of genetic 

resources in agriculture 

M11 Organic 

farming 

M11.1 Payment to convert to organic farming 

practices and methods 

 Decide to calculate the support on the basis of a 

different unit than per ha or per livestock unit; 

 Determine a shorter initial period; 

 Specify all applicable requirements for farmers 

to be eligible fort his support in every RDP; 

 Decide to cover transaction costs in addition to 

additional costs and income foregone. 

M11.2 Payment to maintain organic farming 

practices and methods 

 Decide to calculate the support on the basis of a 

different unit than per ha or per livestock unit; 

 Determine an annual extension or shorter 

periods for commitments after the end of the 

initial period; 

 Specify all applicable requirements for farmers 

to be eligible fort his support in every RDP; 

 Decide to cover transaction costs in addition to 

additional costs and income foregone. 

M16 Cooperation 

M16.1 Support for the establishment and 

operation of operational groups of the EIP for 

agricultural productivity and sustainability 

 May need to set criteria for deciding when an 

investment is “productive” or not; 

 May grant the aid either as a global amount 

covering only to costs of cooperation and the 

costs of the projects implemented or cover only 

the costs of the cooperation and use funds from 

other measures or other Union Funds for 

projects, if a business plan or an environmental 

plan or a forest management plan or equivalent 

or a development strategy is implemented. 

M16.2 Support for pilot projects and for the 

development of new products, practices, 

processes and technologies 

M16.3 Cooperation among small operators in 

organising joint work processes and sharing 

facilities and resources, and for developing 

and marketing tourism 

M16.4 Support for horizontal and vertical  

cooperation among supply chain actors for  

the  establishment and development of short 

supply chains and local markets and for 

promotion activities in a local context relating 

to the development of short supply chains 

and local markets 
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Measure Sub-measures Specific implementation choices for MS 

M16.5 Support for joint action undertaken 

with a view to mitigating or adapting to 

climate change and for joint approaches to 

environmental projects and ongoing 

environmental practices 

M16.6 Support for cooperation among supply 

chain actors for sustainable provision of 

biomass for use in food and energy 

production and industrial processes 

M16.7 Support for non-CLLD strategies 

M16.8 Support for drawing up of forest 

management plans or equivalent instruments 

M16.9 Support for diversification of farming 

activities into activities concerning health 

care, social integration, community-supported 

agriculture and education about the 

environment and food 

M16.10 Others 

M.19 LEADER and 

CLLD 

M19.1 Preparatory support  Decide whether the multi-fund option provided 

for under Reg. (EU) 1303/2013, art. 32 is 

activated and which of the ESI funds will be the 

lead fund; 

 Decide whether to grant the “LEADER start-up 

kit” for local communities that have not 

implemented LEADER in 2007-2013. 

M19.2 Support for implementation of 

operations under the CLLD strategy 

M19.3 Preparation   and   implementation   of   

cooperation activities of the local action group 

M19.4 Support for running costs and 

animation 

 

 

2.2 Typology of Member States according to their implementation choices 

To structure the description of the Member States’ implementation choices in both Pillar 1 and Pillar 2, a 

typology has been developed. The typology is the result of a statistical analysis using factor and cluster 

analysis combined with a more qualitative review of the outcome. The implementation choices made with 

respect to policy measures have been analysed together (even thought this created a number of technical 

limitations; see the methodological annex 4 for further details). In the interpretation of the different clusters of 

Member States attention is given to the relative importance each group attaches to each of the general CAP 

objectives; viable food production, sustainable management of natural resources, and balanced territorial 

development. In the following paragraphs, the interpretation of the results and the groups is presented.  

 

The final groups that were retained are the outcome of the statistical analysis. No adjustments were made, yet 

in the next sections, the logic is explained and Member States which are found to be oddly placed are 

highlighted. Explanations are provided on the reason why a country can be found in its group and not in one of 

the others, yet also why this Member State is different.  

 

When reading the outcomes of the typology, it should be kept in mind that this is an abstraction of reality. 

Choices have been aggregated and put into a narrow scoring framework which tries to include as much 

relevant implementation choices as possible both for Pillar 1 and Pillar 2. 

 

It should also be noted that these groups are the result of the choices that Member States have made in the 

first Pillar (in terms of using the flexibility provided by the reform or trying to maintain the status quo) and in the 

second Pillar (in terms of budget allocated to certain measures). The details on the variables used and their 

measurement are fully explained in the annex 4.  
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2.2.1 Overview of indicators used to establish the typology 

The typology has been established based upon an assessment of the implementation choices as summarized 

by the following aspects
2
:   

1. Direct payments and equality (2 indicators); 

2. The role of (voluntary) coupling; 

3. The small farmers scheme; 

4. The implementation of the greening payment; 

5. The extent to which it was decided to rebalance support by shift budget to different Pillars; 

6. The role of AECS/biodiversity/environment; 

7. The role of structural support (2 indicators); 

8. The strengthening of the position of farmers in the supply chain; 

9. Viability of rural areas; 

10. The role of information and knowledge sharing. 

 

Indicators have been developed to measure each of these aspects (see details in Annex 4). In total 12 

indicators are used.  

 

Based upon these 12 indicators, the typology was established. Some of the instruments and measures where 

Member States also had flexibility have not been included in the development of the analysis. The 

implementation choices which were taken into account in the statistical analysis are
3
: 

 Under the first Pillar (Direct Payments), the following instruments have not been included: 

o Young farmers scheme: only a limited amount of flexibility was introduced here, and choices of 

Member States are not sufficiently discriminatory amongst each other; 

o Areas with natural constraints: only Denmark has decided to retain this payment under the first Pillar , 

as this would skew the results it was decided to exclude it from the analysis; 

 Under the second Pillar , the following measures have not been retained in the analysis: 

o Measure 12 - Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive Payments: they only represent a very small 

amount of the total planned expenditure and is implemented as a compensation payment; 

o Measure 13 - Payments to areas facing natural or other specific constraints: due to the very diverse 

implementation by Member States and regions of this measures, it was not included in order not to 

skew the results of the cluster analysis. Especially certain regions in France use this to a great extent 

(up to 60% of the planned budget), while in other Member States it is not implemented at all or at a 

lower rate; 

o Measure 14 - Animal welfare: only very limited implementation in all Member States/regions; 

o Measure 15 - Forest – environmental and climate services and forest conservation: very limited 

implementation in all Member States/regions (the allocated budget is smaller than 2% of the total 

available budget); 

o Measure 18 - Financing complementary direct payments for Croatia: only relevant for Croatia and has 

thus been excluded from the analysis.  

 
  

                                                           
2
 For further details and motivation of choices please refer to the methodological annex. 

3
 As measure 13 has been implemented at rather high rates, a background and sensitivity analysis has been done to check the robustness of 

the typology. Including M13 into the analysis would not have changed the Member State typology as it is presented in this chapter. 
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2.2.2 Presentation of the Member State clusters and implementation choices 

 

Disclaimer: The results of this typology are based on data on the implementation choices of Member States 

under Pillar 1 & 2 received from the European Commission in December 2015. Only the choices made 

available until this date were taken into account for analysis. The information contained in the country 

summaries was retrieved through interviews conducted with national experts and key informants during the 

course of January – February 2016. All factual data stems from the data provided by the European 

Commission in December 2015, unless stated otherwise. 

 

The outcomes of the analysis
4
 are five clusters as presented in the Table 4.2.  

 

Table 2.2  Results of the typology analysis: clustering and selected characteristics  

Cluster 
Member 

States/Regions 
Typical characteristics of Member States’ implementation choices 

1 
6: AT, DE, LV, MT, 

PL, RO 

Strong/full internal convergence (DE, MT flat rate since 2015;   

LV&PL&RO=SAPS), flexible implementation of the greening payment, small 

farmers support, viability of rural areas is an important objective 

2 
5: FI, LT, SE, SK, UK 

Scotland 

Internal convergence to flat in 2015 or 2019 (SE in 2020,  LT & SK= SAPS), 

relatively strict implementation of the greening payment, high coupled support, no 

small farmers support, risk management and POs not so important 

3 

8: BE Flanders, BE 

Wallonia, ES, FR, EL, 

IT,PT, SI 

Partial internal convergence, high VCS, small farmer support is of some 

importance, productive investments are supported, on average more attention to 

risk management and POs 

4 

7: DK, LU, IE, NL, UK 

England, UK Wales, 

UK Northern Ireland 

Low use of coupled support, limited targeting of direct payments, no small farmer 

support, support for environmental investments and high use of AECS 

5 
6: BG, CY, CZ, EE, 

HR, HU 

SAPS (exc. HR), coupled support is important, small farmers support some 

importance, productive investments high, viability of rural areas important 

 

In the following sections, the main characteristics of the different groups will be further explained. The 

approach which has been taken in drafting this typology, employs a technique that groups Member States and 

regions based upon how close the combination of choices lie to each other. Therefore, in the first part of each 

section, the overall characteristics will be explained. In the second part of the section, the main differences in 

implementation choices between the different Member States/regions will be indicated.  

 

                                                           
4
 For the technical specifications of the typology analysis, please see the Methodological annex.  
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2.2.2.1 Cluster 1 – Internal convergence and territorial balance 

Characteristics of the group 

Figure 2-2  Map of the Member States under cluster 1 

 

 

Cluster 1 consists of Austria, Germany, Latvia, Malta, Poland and Romania. This first cluster differs from the 

other groups with regard to the attention these Member States have given to an equal distribution of direct 

payments over farmers by implementing the internal convergence at a rather fast rate (or having the SAPS in 

place in case of Poland, Latvia and Romania). Furthermore, all of the Member States implement the small 

farmers scheme. 

 

The Member States under cluster 1 have on average a lower planned budget for environmental measures with 

exceptions for Germany and Austria. In general, the greening payment has been implemented in a rather 

flexible manner, leaving a lot of freedom to farmers for the manner in which they can comply with the 

obligations.  

 

Overall this group is characterised by implementation choices mostly concerned with equity (traditional income 

support) and territorial balance in their implementation of the agricultural policies with a focus on productivity.  

 

Outliers in this cluster are Germany and Austria as they both allocate higher budgets to the environmental 

measures in the second Pillar and have a much lower coupled support rate (AT) or chose not to implement 

this support (DE). Additionally, Germany, Austria and Latvia have planned a far lower expenditure rate on 

strengthening the position of farmers in the value chain than in Malta, Poland and Romania. 
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Country summaries 

Austria 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The main factors influencing the implementation choices in Austria were the transition from historical to the 

regional direct payment model from a financial/political perspective and from a geographical/farm type 

perspective. In terms of finance and politics, efforts were put in mitigating financial burdens through the 

extension of the transition period. For the geographical factor, undifferentiated payment entitlements would 

have significantly increased the direct payments to alpine pastures. This redistribution would thus shift direct 

payments from arable areas to extensive permanent pasture areas.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Austria’s national objectives are in line with the three overarching CAP objectives. Viable food production is 

mainly targeted under Pillar 1  together with investment support and young farmers support under Pillar 2. 

Sustainable management is the most important objective of the Austrian agricultural policy. The Agri-

Environment Climate measure (M10) represents 42% of the planned expenditure for Pillar 2. The objective of 

balanced territorial development has gained importance in comparison to the ‘old CAP’, particularly 

concerning better infrastructure and preservation of SMEs. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

From the government, the departments for Agriculture and Food, Sustainability and Rural Development as 

well as for Legal and Parliamentary Services of the Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and 

Water Management were the main responsible departments. As Austria is a Federal State, also the local 

governments have been involved in the decision-making processes. Stakeholders were involved throughout 

the process as they were able to provide their inputs and were regularly informed through structured 

dissemination actions. For Pillar 1 discussions, stakeholders were mainly represented in the form of the 

Chambers of Agriculture as well as other farming and environmental associations. Under Pillar 2, there was a 

wider public consultation and various public events were held. The major stakeholders were the Austrian 

Chambers of Agriculture, the Austrian Economic Chambers, the Federal Office for Food Safety, the Austrian 

Federal Office for Safety in Health Care, the Federal Governments, the Austrian Environmental Umbrella 

Organisation, Bio Austria, Agricultural Associations and NGOs.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 € 4.15 billion (51.3%); Pillar 2 € 3.94 billion (48.7%); no transfer between 

Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 65,9 % , Coupled Support up to 2,10%: 

o The small farmers scheme is implemented; 

o Capping above € 150,000; 

o Individual greening payment with 8 EFA types while also providing equivalent practices, 6% of PG 

designated as ESPG, none outside of Natura 2000; 

o National implementation of the BPS reaching a flat rate in 2019; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M10: Agri-environment-climate (29%), M13: Payments to 

areas facing natural or other specific constraints (22,9%), and M4: Investments in physical assets (11,1%), 

Clear focus on Priority 4 restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to agriculture and 

forestry under Pillar 2 (68% of Pillar 2 budget allocated). 
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Poland 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The main factors influencing the implementation of the CAP in Poland are related to both the financial 

environment (the level of allocations for the first Pillar and the compulsory co-financing by the Member State in 

the second Pillar) as well as the political context - one of the main Polish demands in the negotiations for the 

CAP 2014-2020 was to ensure equal conditions for farmers competing in the single market. Historical aspects 

were significant contributing factors as well, an important demand in the negotiations being the ability to 

maintain the SAPS system, while previous experience also informed which sectors should be subsidised and 

to what extent. Thus, the rationale behind the Polish government deciding to transfer 25% of funds from  Pillar 

2 to 1 stems from objectives relating to food security and the improvement of productivity and competitiveness 

in the agricultural sector, as well as the fact that small and medium-sized farms dominate in Poland. The 

majority of the funds obtained as a result of this transfer (about 73%) will therefore go for the financing of 

additional payments for such farms.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The key priority for agricultural policy in Poland is an improvement of the quality of life in rural areas and an 

effective use of their resources and capacities. The objective of ‘balanced territorial development’ is very 

important for decisions made under the second Pillar. Poland has programmed actions related to the 

improvement of the quality of life in rural areas, such as basic services, village renewal and LEADER, placing 

also an emphasis on the development of entrepreneurship and job creation in rural areas. Another objective of 

very high importance for the Polish implementation of the CAP is ‘viable food production’. Efforts to promote 

this involve the stabilisation and maximisation of farm income via the specific support for active small and 

medium-sized farms, and are brought to the forefront particularly under Pillar 1. Therein, 70% of the funds are 

expended on maintaining profitable agricultural production, while over 47% of RDP funds are allocated to 

investment on the modernisation of farms, support for newly established producer groups, the participation of 

farmers in food quality schemes, and the stabilisation of farms in relation to potential price volatility. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development is responsible for the implementation of the CAP in Poland. 

Inter-ministerial consultations were led by representatives of the Ministry of Infrastructure and Development, 

the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Environment, the Ministry of Economy. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 €18 billion (62,1%); Pillar 2 €11 billion (37,9%) (before modulation); 

transfer from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1 of 25%; 

 Pillar 1: SAPS 46%, Voluntary Coupled Support up to 13% + 2% for protein crops:; 

o Capping above €150,000; 

o Redistributive payment for the first 30 ha; 

o Flat greening payment with 15 EFA types while also providing equivalent practices, 42% of PG 

designated as ESPG, none outside of Natura 2000; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (24,7%), M6: Farm and 

business development (16,4%), and M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other specific constraints 

(16%).The highest amounts of budget are planned under Priority 4 (33%) and Priority 2 (35%), while also 

providing a substantial share to Priority 6 (17%). 
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Romania 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The most significant factor influencing the implementation choices for Romania was financial, with the 

allocation of resources for active farmers and farmers applying environmentally-friendly practices being a key 

priority. From an historical perspective, the optimisation of ownership (land aggregation) was an important 

issue. Romania tried to ensure continuity with the previous programme in particular through the SAPS, in 

order to address issues related to land consolidation and to small and medium-sized farms. Concerning the 

transfer funds from  Pillar 1 to II, this was mainly done to encourage and stimulate land aggregation / 

consolidation and conservation as some measures could not be implemented under  Pillar 1.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The objective of ‘viable food production’ is very important in Romania, as is ‘balanced territorial development’. 

The main targets regarding viable food production involve active, young and small farmers, while concerning 

territorial development there is emphasis on addressing the significant disparities between regions, some of 

which are the poorest in the EU. The objective of ‘sustainable management of natural resources’ is, while 

important, not the topmost priority, with ecological norms and regulations being new for most of the farmers in 

Romania. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The main department involved in determining how to implement the CAP in Romania was the Ministry of 

Agriculture, wherein two paying agencies played an important role during the negotiations - the Agency for 

Rural Development and Fisheries and the Agency for Payment and Intervention in Agriculture. Other 

ministries, such as the Ministry of Finance, were involved in the process in parallel. A broad consultation 

involving multiple stakeholder groups was held, including professional association and farmers’ organisations. 

In addition to governmental authorities, the main stakeholders involved were national associations of farmers, 

universities, local administrations, farming companies and consultancy bodies. Overall, three meetings were 

held by the Ministry and eight conferences organized, to ensure a large and transparent participation of 

stakeholders throughout the decision-making process. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 €10.50 billion (56.8%); Pillar 2 € 8.01 billion (43,2%) (before modulation); 

transfer from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2, increasing from 1,8% (2015) to 2,2% (2017), not shifting funds for the 

years 2018 and 2019; 

 Pillar 1: SAPS up to 51% :  

o Small Farmers Scheme implemented; 

o Redistributive payment up to 5,47% of national ceiling, additional payment of 5 euro/ha for 1 to 5 

hectares, and 45 euro/ha for 6 to 30 hectares; 

o Flat greening payment and 13 EFA types, no information on ESPG; 

o Up to 13,1% of national ceiling allocated to Voluntary Coupled Support, covering beef and veal, fruit 

and vegetables, grain legumes, help, hops, milk and milk products, protein crops, rice, seeds, sheep 

and goat meat, silk worms and sugar beet sectors; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (25,3%), M13: Payments 

to areas facing natural or other specific constraints (14,2%), and M7: Basic services and village renewal in 

rural areas (13,6%). Funds are spread evenly over the different priorities, however Priority 4 and 6 receive 

the highest planned amount, 30% and 28% respectively. 
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Germany 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

Financial aspects were very important influencing factors for the implementation of the German CAP, aiming 

to maintain the overall distribution of EU funds (EAFRD, ERDF, ESF) across the German regions as much as 

possible. Regional equal distribution was aimed at under Pillar 1, with no capping and degressivity supported 

in order to avoid over-proportional losses for East Germany, and keeping direct payments fully decoupled to 

keep distortions limited. The regional redistribution effect was kept limited in order to be able to achieve 

consensus among the regions, given their differing views on priorities. The political context was thus also of 

influence, with six agricultural ministries pushing for more greening. Among the most supported issues brought 

to the forefront were the need for environmental preservation and support for small farmers, while complexity 

and high administrative burden were of concern for all involved parties. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The objective ‘viable food production’ is quite important and income development for farmers a priority, 

therefore keeping the obligations for Pillar 1 payments at a fairly low level as well as granting a high flexibility 

with respect to the EFA obligations are ways in which to achieve such development. This also allows the 

granting of higher Pillar 2 payments for AECM. Under Pillar 2, the objective of sustainable management of 

natural resources received a lot of attention. The investment aids are of some importance as they are more 

strongly linked to environmental and animal welfare standards. In some regions over 40% (19,9%-47,4%) of 

Pillar 2 funds are dedicated to AECM and organic farming. However, the figures are increasingly hard to 

compare as in particular dark-green measures and water protection measures are increasingly funded on 

purely national levels outside the Pillar 2. Overarchingly, the objective of reaching a balanced territorial 

development was a priority. The primary responsibility of the 16 regions is to effect structural and demographic 

change in rural areas. Minimising regional distortions, in particular with respect to East and West Germany, is 

a top priority. Pillar 2 is often used to compensate for declining ERDF funds, while many areas see a strong 

focus on LEADER, broadband internet and rural development. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

At the national level, the governmental departments involved in the implementation process were the Federal 

Ministry of Food and Agriculture (BMEL), the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, 

Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB), and partly the Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy (BMWi). 

These worked in collaboration with 16 regional agricultural ministries, with issues under Pillar 2 falling under 

the primary responsibility of the regions. For the principle decisions with regard to Pillar 1 the official 

participation of stakeholders in the legislative procedure followed the form of pre-procedure information and 

informal involvement in meetings, workshops, background discussions and presentations. With respect to 

Pillar 2, stakeholder participation took place within the framework of accompanying committees at both the 

national and regional level. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 € 30.6 billion (78,9%); Pillar 2 €8.2 billion (21,1%) (before modulation); 

4,5% transfer from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 62%,  

o Small Farmers Scheme implemented; 

o Basic Payments under a regional model until 2018 and at a national flat rate payment in 2019; 

o Flat greening payment and 17 EFA types, 64% of PG designated as environmentally sensitive; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support not implemented; 

 Pillar 2: The highest aggregated amounts are allocated to M10: Agri-environment-climate (35,4%), M4: 

Investments in physical assets (28,0%), and M7: Basic services and village renewal in rural areas (26,8%). 

At aggregated level, 50% of the planned expenditure will go to Priority 4. 
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Malta 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The historical factors as well as the political context had the largest impact on the implementation of the CAP 

in Malta. There was, for example, a real need to guarantee income for farmers in the dairy and tomato sectors, 

while big farms strongly lobbied throughout the negotiations in order to get the best possible support rate. The 

geographical factor was also important for Malta, as due to its small size it had to adapt and adjust certain 

measure to better suit its particular requirements. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Malta’s national strategy did not change very much over the years, and the key priorities for the development 

of the agricultural sector remain achieving a consolidation of land holdings, an improved and more efficient 

use of resources, attention to food quality and security, and better waste and energy management. To this 

end, the objective of ‘viable food production’ is one of the most important for Malta, with one of the main 

concerns being the maintenance of income support as it had been under the previous programming period, 

especially for the dairy, beef and tomato sectors. The objective of ‘balanced territorial development’ is likewise 

deemed important, in particular regarding the balance of support among the regions. On the contrary, the 

objective of ‘sustainable management of natural resources’ received less attention. The greening measures, 

for instance, were mainly implemented under Pillar 2 because the eligibility criteria under Pillar 1 were too 

restrictive and disadvantageous for Malta given its small geographical size. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The Ministry of Agriculture (now the Ministry for Sustainable Development, the Environment and Climate 

Change) and the Rural Paying Agency (within the Ministry of Agriculture) were the main authorities involved. 

The Ministry of the Environment was also involved in the consultations, as well as several NGOs. A separate 

entity, the Malta Environment and Planning Authority (MEPA) was responsible, as a regulatory body for the 

environment, for preparing and developing land development measures. Main decisions were informed by the 

study ‘Towards a new agricultural policy in Malta’
5
 done by an external consultancy. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 € 29.8 million (23,1%); Pillar 2 € 99 million (76,9%) (before modulation); 

transfer from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1, increasing over time from 0,8% in 2016 to 3,8% in 2020; 

 Pillar 1: BPS up to 12,4%; 

o Small Farmers Scheme; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 57,2%; 

o SAPS, minimum degressivity of 5% for amounts exceeding € 150.000; 

o Flat greening payment and 17 EFA types, no PG; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (29%), M16: 

Cooperation (14%), and M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other specific constraints (13%). 

Highest expenditure is planned under Priority 4 (42%) and Priority 5 (20%). 

 
  

                                                           
5
https://environment.gov.mt/en/Tenders%20and%20Quotations/Documents/Tenders%202015/Final%20Ag%20Policy%20report%20r.pdf 

https://environment.gov.mt/en/Tenders%20and%20Quotations/Documents/Tenders%202015/Final%20Ag%20Policy%20report%20r.pdf
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Latvia 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The factors influencing Latvia’s implementation choices for the CAP 2014-2020 involved political and historical 

factors, with significant lobbying from the side of farmers. The financial context was also quite impactful, 

considering the evening out of direct payments among Member States, as well as the geographical factor, due 

to the different farming conditions among the regions. The rationale of the CAP implementation choices for 

Pillar 1 was to achieve the lowest possible impact on land prices, to facilitate agricultural production, and to 

lower administrative burden. There was also a challenge for the Latvian authorities to try and equalise direct 

payments. Regarding Pillar 2, priority was given to restructuring the agricultural sector and promoting its 

competitiveness, preserving the environment and employment in rural areas. The transfer of funds from Pillar 

1 to 2 had production as the main priority. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The highest priority is given to the objective of ‘viable food production’, although the objectives of ‘sustainable 

management of natural resources’ and ‘balanced territorial development’ are also recognised as important for 

the implementation of the CAP in Latvia. Increasing productivity and income are nevertheless considered to 

be the most pressing issues, with the general vision for the programming period being increasing the income 

from efficient agricultural production through an increase in value added and market-oriented production. 

Latvia chose the maximum permitted level for Voluntary Coupled Support, and chose to support 

entrepreneurship, reserving €13.9 million for new farmers and €34.8 million for small farmers. The main 

national strategy for Latvia is the “Sustainable Development Strategy of Latvia until 2030”. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The decisions for the implementation of the CAP in Latvia have been made by the Ministry of Agriculture, with 

additional ministries and authorities (such as the Ministry of Finance and the Cabinet of Ministers) involved in 

the consultation process. The decisions taken for both Pillars have been agreed on within the Farmer 

Consultative Board, which is composed of agricultural NGO’s representatives, while a temporary Monitoring 

Committee was in charge of Pillar 2, which was composed of representatives of different stakeholders - 

NGOs, Rural Network (LEADER), Latvian Rural Advisory and Training Centre, Latvian Association of Local 

and Regional Governments, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional 

Development, etc. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 € 1.41 billion (59,3%); Pillar 2 € 969 million (40,7%) (before modulation); 

transfer from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 of 7,46%; 

 Pillar 1: SAPS up to 53,8%; 

o Small Farmers Scheme implemented;  

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 13% + 2% for protein crops,; 

o Minimal degressivity of 5% for amounts exceeding € 150.000; 

o Flat greening payment and 8 EFA types, 12% of PG has been designated as ESPG, of which 9% has 

been designated outside of Natura 2000; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (32%), M13: Payments 

to areas facing natural or other specific constraints (17,5%), and M11: Organic farming (9,9%). Priority 4 

has the highest planned expenditure (40%) followed by Priority 2 (33%). 
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2.2.2.2 Cluster 2 – Traditional agricultural policy with green accents 

Characteristics of the group 

Figure 2-3  Map of the Member States under cluster 2 

 

 

Finland, Lithuania, Sweden, Slovakia and Scotland (UK) form this cluster. Their characteristics are mainly 

related to relatively high amounts of budget planned to be spent on Voluntary Coupled Support and no 

implementation of the Small Farmers Scheme. Furthermore, they either implement SAPS (Lithuania and 

Slovakia) or will move to a flat rate payment in 2019 (Finland, Sweden, Scotland (UK)). The greening payment 

has been implemented in a way that leaves little room for flexibility to farmers, takes into account 

considerations with regard to the use of plant protection products and fertilisers on EFAs and the amount of 

ESPG designated.  

 

A limited amount of expenditure has been planned on particular environmental measures under Pillar 2 

compared to the other clusters. Only Slovakia has decided not to retain the support for non-productive 

investments. In this group, only Finland and Lithuania will support quality schemes, producer organisations 

and risk management, yet at very low rates. An average amount of budget goes to ensuring the viability in 

rural areas.  

All of the Member States in this cluster spend relatively high amounts on Priority 4 ‘restoring, preserving and 

enhancing ecosystems’. This is closely related to the fact that all allocate a rather substantial amount of 

support to M13 – payments to areas faced with natural constraints.   
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Country summaries 

UK - Scotland 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

A combination of financial, historic and geographic factors, combined with the political context, resulted in an 

emphasis on maintaining marginal farms. Maintaining active farming across Scotland was seen as politically 

very important. Another significant factor was the need for the Scottish Government to meet its statutory 

nature conservation obligations and international commitments in relation to the management of protected 

sites and species and its obligations under the Water Framework Directive. Additionally the budget limitations 

played an important role when setting the ambition of the agricultural policy.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Concern for the viability of the food and farming industry in Scotland’s disadvantaged regions is a key driver of 

its decisions.  Hence regionally targeted coupled payments for beef and sheep farming and the 

implementation of the ANC measure (M13) under Pillar 2.  Nearly half of Scotland’s RDP is earmarked for 

Priority 4 – “restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems” (and a further 21% for competitiveness) whilst 

flat rate greening payments and additional conditions for a narrow range of EFA types are aimed at securing 

environmental benefits. Scotland has sought to maintain territorial cohesion by directing additional support to 

the highlands and islands, for example.  Scotland has also taken measures to restrict payments to farmers 

who carry out minimal activity on their land. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

During the implementation process, all the Directorates of the Scottish Government came together in a series 

of workstreams looking at different aspects of CAP implementation. The food and Rural Communities and the 

Energy and Environment Directorates were involved the most. Significant contributions by external analysts, 

e.g. the James Hutton Institute, were also made. For Pillar 2, the Forestry Commission Scotland, the Scottish 

Environmental Protection Agency, Historic Scotland and the Scottish Natural Heritage were involved as well. 

For Pillar 1, a public consultation was held, while for Pillar 2 a two-stage consultation was followed. A separate 

consultation was held on the transfer of funds between Pillars. A wide range of farming, environmental and 

other stakeholders was involved in discussions via the CAP stakeholder group such as farming organisations, 

estate management organisations, forestry interests, crofting organisations, environmental organisations, 

businesses and local community organisations, local authorities and bodies representing the interests of new 

entrants. They were involved through large CAP stakeholder groups which frequently met.   

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets 2014-2020: Pillar 1 € 4.106 billion (90%); Pillar 2 €478 million (10%) before 9.5% Pillar 1 to Pillar 

2 transfer; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 59,75%
6
: 

o No small farmers scheme, 5% capping above € 150k, max payment €600k with salaries taken into 

account; 

o 1,65% of the total UK budget for VCS, only Scotland implements it in the UK, targeted at sheep and 

suckler beef farms;  

o Flat rate greening payments with 5 EFA types with additional requirements, 41% of PG designated as 

ESPG in Natura 2000; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other specific 

constraints (33%), M10: Agri-Environment Climate (19%), and 17.5% to forestry measures (M8). Priority 4 

has the highest planned expenditure (48%) followed by Priority 2 (21%). 

 

                                                           
6
 Own calculations based on the allocation mentioned in DEFRA (2013) and the data supplied by DG AGRI in December 2015. 
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Finland 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

In Finland, the overarching objective guiding implementation choices was to maintain income for farmers and 

increase production, while also giving attention to water management in order to support production. Factors 

influencing the decisions were the perspective of keeping the policy as simple as possible by only choosing 

measures/instruments which would allow to the best way possible to reach this objective. Also the historical 

factor, maintaining status quo, weighed on the choices made. The geographical factor in terms of supporting 

production in areas which are faced with natural constraints was important for the implementation of Pillar 2. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Finland’s main priorities are income, water management and employment in areas with natural constraints. It 

chose to allocate over 30% of its national RDP budget to M13 “payments to areas facing natural  or specific 

constraints” (€1.83 billion) and over 28% to M10 “agri-environment-climate” (€1.6 billion). At a regional level, 

Åland region is more focused on M11 “organic farming”, M6 “farm and business development” and M2 

“advisory services, farm management and farm relief services”.  

 

Stakeholder involvement 

Stakeholders from the farming sector but also the non-farming sectors were very much involved in the 

consultations and negotiation processes. Besides the main three Ministries involved in the implementation of 

the CAP (Agriculture and Forest, Environment and Finance), farmers associations, NGOs and researchers 

were involved. All stakeholders met within coordinated groups and sub-coordinated groups. Finally, the 

Agriculture and Forestry department of the Parliament played an important role in the process.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 3.14 billion (56,9%); Pillar 2 € 2.38 billion (43,1%), there was no transfer 

between Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 49% reaching a flat rate payment in 2019, Coupled Support up to 20% (of which up to 1,2% 

for protein crops), Small farmers scheme not implemented, ANC not implemented: 

o Minimal capping above € 150,000with no allowance for salary costs;  

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 20% and up to 1% for protein crops; 

o Flat greening payments with four options for EFA compliance, all PG is designated as ESPG in Natura 

2000 and the forest cover derogation is implemented; 

 Pillar 2: The highest aggregated amounts are allocated to M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other 

specific constraints (32,29%), M10: Agri-environment-climate (28,21%), and M14: Animal welfare (8,07%). 

Most expenditure has been planned under Priority 4 (68%).  
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Lithuania 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

In Lithuania, the main factors guiding in particular the implementation of Pillar 1 were the historical structure 

and farming practices as well as various stakeholders’ views. The allocation of funds under Pillar 1 has been 

carried out in line with EU requirements (e.g. for greening and active farmers), however also according to the 

strategic Lithuanian agricultural priorities, for example preserving historically formed farming practices, 

improving agricultural structure in order to keep it lively livestock sector (coupled support), and in order to 

strengthen the position of smaller operators (redistribution of payments). For Pillar 2, the implementation 

choices focused primarily on competitiveness, technological progress and innovation, areas with natural 

constraints, and farm and business development. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The key priorities, as outlined in Lithuania’s national strategy, consisted of ensuring a certain level of farmers’ 

income, maintaining the current production level, revitalising the livestock sector, and uncovering new markets 

for domestic products. The objective of ‘viable food production’ was thus considered very important. Under 

Pillar 2, the main goal was productivity and rural vitality, i.e. the promotion of technical progress, innovation 

and eco-farming, and the development of quality schemes. The objective of ‘balanced territorial development’ 

was also considered to be quite important, especially under Pillar 1, where payments for young farmers and 

other direct payments were implemented in order to help the rural population and involve more young people 

in agriculture. For Pillar 2, the two main objectives were supporting farm and business development, village 

renewal and providing main services. The objective of ‘sustainable management of natural resources’ was 

understood as less of a pressing issue in Lithuania, however certain specific environmental issues were 

addressed in details in the RDP, such as afforestation, biodiversity, water management, and preserving forest 

systems. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The main entities involved in determining how to implement the CAP in Lithuania were the Ministry of 

Agriculture and the Committee of Rural Affairs of the parliament. Additionally, a Monitoring Committee 

supervised the development of the program, involving mainly governmental authorities (including the Ministry 

of Agriculture, Economy, Internal Affairs and Transport) and representatives from different unions, such as the 

Lithuanian Rural Communities Union and associations, such as the Lithuanian Meat Processors Association 

and the Association for Environmental Coalition. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 2.73 billion (63%); Pillar 2 € 1.61 billion (37%), with no flexibility between 

the two Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: SAPS up to 38,7%: 

o No small farmers scheme, redistributive payment to the first 30 ha amounting to € 30 per ha 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 15% (of which 3,45% for protein crops); 

o Flat greening payments with two options for EFA compliance, 42% of PG is designated as ESPG in 

Natura 2000 and the forest cover derogation is implemented; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (31,4%), M13: Payments 

to areas facing natural or other specific constraints (14,5%) and M6: Farm and business development 

(11,3%). The highest amounts of expenditure have been planned under Priority 2 (34%) and Priority 4 

(31%). 

 
  



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     35 
 

Sweden 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The geographical factor in terms of differences in agricultural conditions between the North and the South, is 

the most important in Sweden. The differences regarding the length of growing season create issues for the 

requirements regarding cross-compliance and greening for example. This factor also played a role in the 

decision not to transfer funds from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2. The internal convergence already redistributed resources 

from farmers working in the South to farmers working in the North. A further transfer of funds to Pillar 2 would 

have implied additional resources for the Northern farmers as much of the support is targeted towards the 

payment to areas with natural constraints. Another important factor at play was political as there was a change 

in government. While the previous government was formed by a coalition of four parties which were not in the 

same line with respect to choices concerning the CAP. The present government consists of a two-party 

coalition. This had an impact on the final implementation choices and on the possible mid term review.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The objective of ‘sustainable management of natural resources and climate action’ has always received a lot 

of attention. Plus, this objective is closely connected to the objective of ‘viable food production’. The logic  
 

behind the implementation choices followed the reasoning that if there is no production in certain areas, there 

will be no positive externalities (biodiversity) related to agriculture. The decision to apply coupled support to 

beef and veal is explained by declining self sufficiency of this sector and the vital importance of grazing 

animals for preservation of biodiversity in areas in the North. The largest agri-environmental scheme in 

Sweden is support to semi-natural grazing land because of low profitability of grazing animals compared to 

alternative technologies. Within the objective of ‘balanced territorial development’, rural employment was an 

important priority. For instance, that is why Sweden strongly supported the equalisation of the payments in 

order to contribute to keep employment, in particular in remote areas. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The Ministry for Rural Affairs was the main Government department involved in the implementation of the CAP 

and worked closely with the Ministry of Finance. In terms of stakeholders, the Swedish Board of Agriculture 

took part in the discussions and had a considerable influence in terms of technical issues. It was a public 

authority which was directly related to the Ministry for Rural Affairs and was in charge of both Pillars. 

Regarding Pillar 1, the Government produced an official document which was then sent to a large range of 

stakeholders. The Parliament, academia, experts and associations were taking part in the debate as well as 

lots of organisations involved on agricultural issues. For Pillar 2, the Swedish board of agriculture produced a 

document which was sent to stakeholders. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 € 4.19 billion (71%); Pillar 2 € 1.75 billion (29%); no transfer of funds 

between Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 55% towards a flat rate in 2020: 

o The small farmers’ scheme is not implemented, minimal degressivity of 5% above € 150,000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support at a rate of 13%targeting the beef and veal sector;  

o Individual greening payment and with 6 EFA types, all PG has been designated as ESPG in Natura 

2000, forest cover exemption activated; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M13 Support for areas with natural constraints (22.7%), M10 

Agri-environment-climate (22.3%), and M7 Basic services and village renewal in rural areas (13%). Priority 

4 receives 63% of the planned expenditure, priority 6 the second largest amount (22%). 
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Slovakia 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

In Slovakia, the main issue guiding their implementation choices was the stagnation and decline of agricultural 

production. Direct payments are lower in Slovakia than in other countries with similar problems, therefore 

Slovakia decided to apply flexibility between Pillar 1 and 2 as their proportionally lower direct payments were 

considered by farmers’ organisations to be the reason behind Slovakia’s lower level of competitiveness. The 

historical factor was also one of the most important factors influencing the implementation choices, as was the 

relationship held with other Member States, particularly the neighbouring ones. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Slovakia’s main priorities include enhancing productivity and reducing unemployment in rural areas. The 

competitiveness and the functioning and development of the supply chain were also highly discussed topics 

during the negotiations, and animal as well as fruit and vegetable production were reiterated as important 

priorities as they have been on the decline since 1989. The objective of ‘viable food production’ is thereby 

considered to be the most important for Slovakia, and the decision was taken to transfer funds from Pillar 2 to 

Pillar 1 by implementing investment measures in order to address unemployment. The objective of ‘balanced 

territorial development’ is the second most important - the eastern part of Slovakia suffers from unemployment 

and the government’s choices are therefore directed towards addressing this issues. The objective of 

‘sustainable management of natural resources’ is not held as a top priority in Slovakia with respect to its 

agriculture and rural development.  

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and the Ministry of Environment were the main ministries 

involved in the development of the CAP for Slovakia. The Ministry of Agriculture prepared a document which 

was sent for consultation to all the other ministries and stakeholders - the latter included the Agriculture and 

Food Chamber, the Union of Towns, as well as some other unions, associations, universities and NGOs. The 

negotiations for both Pillar 1 and 2 involved all the relevant ministries and stakeholders, while the fact that 

some of the measures under  Pillar 2 required more technical assistance, there were certain stakeholders that 

participated exclusively for those negotiations. The Ministry of Agriculture acted as the coordinator throughout 

this process. 

  

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 2.62 billion (45%); Pillar 2 € 1.56 billion (55%) (before modulation), with a 

transfer from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1 of 21,3%; 

 Pillar 1: SAPS up to 56,9%: 

o No Small Farmers Scheme, minimum degressivity at 5 % the part of the amount exceeding € 150,000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 13% for beef and veal, fruit and vegetables, hops, milk and milk 

products, sheep and goat meat and sugar beet; 

o Flat greening payment and with 10 EFA types, all PG has been designated as ESPG in Natura 2000; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (26,1%), M13: Payments 

to areas facing natural or other specific constraints (23,2%) and M10: Agri-environment-climate (6,9%). 

Priority 4 receives the highest amount of budget (45%) followed by Priority 3 (20%) and Priority 2 (19%). 
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2.2.2.3 Cluster 3 – Outspoken focus on viable food production and coupled support 

Characteristics of the group 

Figure 2-4  Map of Member States under cluster 3 

 

 

Both Belgian regions (Flanders & Wallonia), Spain, France, Greece, Italy, Portugal and Slovenia are part of 

cluster 3. These Member States are slow movers in terms of internal convergence, with none of them moving 

to a flat rate payment in 2020. The Voluntary Coupled Support will be used by all of the Member States at 

rather high rates compared to the other groups. The Small Farmers Scheme has been implemented by all 

Member States except for the two regions from Belgium and France. This groups of Member States choose 

for a high degree of targeting with respect to the Direct Payments measure. The Member States/regions in this 

group (as those in Cluster 2) decided to fully use the options offered by the voluntary coupled support 

instrument, whereas for other Member States (notably Germany, but also for those discussed below in Cluster 

4) apply this instrument at lower rates. It should be further noted that all Member States in this group (with 

Slovenia being an exception) followed in the past the historical SPS model (and as such were “enforced” to 

cope with the redistributive implications of the current CAP reform). Moreover, in the past several of the 

Member States in this group made extensive use of the Article 68 option (Regulation EC 73/2009) to provide 

specific support to sectors. 

 

In this cluster, amongst the highest average expenditure is planned for structural support and some 

importance is attached to producer organisations and risk management measures. This cluster of Member 

States only plans an average amount of expenditure to the AEC and organic farming measures. The non-

productive investment support under M4 is implemented in all cases except for Wallonia and Slovenia.  

 

Overall, this group thus targets mostly the objective of viable food production, putting a lot of effort in 

supporting production and productivity with on average lower amount of attention to the environmental aspects 

of agriculture.  
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Country summaries  

Belgium - Flanders 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The financial factor played a large role as the ceiling for the Pillar 1 budget was decreased compared to the 

previous programming period. Also, the historical factor was at play when implementing internal convergence 

and the decision not to implement the redistributive payment. It was ensured that the transition to a flat rate 

would be smooth and gradually, while the redistributive payment was not implemented in order to not increase 

differences between sectors and regions. Additionally, the factor of simplification played an important role 

were the greening payment needed to be both feasible for farmer and for administration to implement and 

control.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The objective of viable food production is understood as being essential in Flanders. There is a strong focus 

on ensuring the competitiveness of the sector while ensuring a fair income to producers. Both Pillar 1 and 

Pillar 2 allocate a substantial budget to this objective (Priority 2 & 3 represent 45% of the planned expenditure 

under Pillar 2). Sustainable management of natural resources is considered a precondition to the objective of 

viable food production as an economically viable agricultural sector should also be environmentally resilient. 

Priority 4 receives 22% and Priority 5 27% of the planned expenditure, where investment measures with high 

environmental sustainability are eligible for the highest support rates. Balanced territorial development is 

mainly addressed under Pillar 2 and forms part of the integrated approach. It is programmed by M7 (4.6%), 

M16 (0.7%) and M19; LEADER and CLLD (5%).  

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The Department for Agriculture and Fisheries took the lead in the decision-making process on the 

implementation of the CAP in Flanders. For Pillar 1 decisions, related to cross-compliance and environmental 

aspects the Department of Environment, Nature and Energy was involved as well. The strategical advisory 

bodies comprising most of the stakeholders, i.e. MINA (for Environment, Nature and Energy) and SALV (for 

Agriculture and Fisheries) had the opportunity to react and advice the original concept note. For Pillar 2, the 

Federal Department of Public Health and the Food Safety Agency (FAVV) was involved as well. All relevant 

stakeholder organisations were involved from the conception of the programme as during the decision-making 

process. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 € 1.32 billion (66%); Pillar 2 € 671.52 million (33%); transfer from Pillar 1 to 

Pillar 2 at a rate of 5% in 2015, 7.5% in 2016 and 2017 and 10% from 2018 onwards. 

 Pillar 1: BPS 57%
7
: 

o Small Farmers Scheme not implemented, minimal reduction (5%) above € 150,000, no subtraction of 

salaries; 

o Voluntary coupled payments implemented at 11%
8
 of the direct payment budget for the beef and veal 

and sheep and goatmeat sector; 

o Individual greening payment and 14 EFA types, total area of PG designated as ESPG in Natura 2000 

is 50%; 

o Partial internal convergence; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (53,7%), M10: Agri-

environment-climate (18,4%), and M6: Farm and business development (7,4%), focus on competitiveness 

of all types of agriculture and farm viability under Pillar 2 (43% of Pillar 2 budget allocated). 

 

                                                           
7
 Own calculation based upon data from Platteau, Van Gijseghem & Bogaert (2014) and data supplied by DG AGRI in December 2015. 

8
 Based on data taken from Platteau, Van Gijseghem & Bogaert (2014), p. 137. 
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Slovenia 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The main factors influencing the implementation choices in Slovenia was the importance of food security, self 

sufficiency and farm income. In this perspective, the effects of the historical redistribution were most decisive 

in determining implementation choices. The decision not to transfer funds between pillars was influenced by 

this, in order not to have to further decrease in direct payments. Also the effects of the internal convergence 

on the geographical distribution of payments was key as mostly farmers in the North Eastern part of the 

country would lose a significant part of their support. A compensation was then foreseen by implementing 

Voluntary Coupled Support (i.e. for protein crops). Also within the implementation of Pillar 2, the effects of this 

redistribution between types of farmers and areas was taken into account when deciding on measures and 

implementation modalities.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Slovenia’s stated policy objective for farming is to have sustainable agriculture and ensure food security, and 

is supported by farmers, Ministry and stakeholders. The objective of ‘viable food production’ is thus considered 

the most important of the three objectives under the CAP. In Pillar 1, this is apparent especially in the choice 

to allocate 15% of the national ceiling to voluntary coupled support. For Rural Development, in funding terms, 

the priorities of restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to agriculture and forestry (Priority 4) 

and Viability and competitiveness of farms (Priority 2) benefit most from the implementing decisions via a total 

75% share of the RDP budget. Food chain organisation (9%) and rural growth (16%) received considerably 

less RDP funding. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

Stakeholders were strongly involved in the process. For Pillar 1, stakeholders were able to share their 

interests through the Council of Agriculture, an advisory body to the Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and Food. 

For  Pillar 2, a broad range of interests were consulted ranging from the Chamber of Agriculture to 

environmental NGOs. Additionally, there was a dedicated website for informing the press 

(http://www.program-podezelja.si/en/).  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 819 million (49.4 %); Pillar 2 € 838 million (51.6%), no transfer between 

Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: BPS up to 54%,  

o Small farmers scheme is implemented, minimal degressivity of 5% above €150,000 with allowance for 

salary costs;   

o Voluntary Coupled Support at 15%(of which 2% for protein crops); 

o Individual greening payments with three options for EFA compliance, 26% of PG designated as ESPG 

in Natura 2000; 

o Partial internal convergence; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other specific 

constraints (24%), M4: Investments in physical assets (20,5%), and M10: Agri-environment-climate 

(18,4%). The focus of Pillar 2 implementation lies on investment and support for areas with natural 

constraints covering 44%of the budget. 
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Spain 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The most significant factors influencing Spain’s CAP implementation were the political context, within which 

the competencies of the regions were the most important, and the historical elements determining the 

establishment of Spain’s priorities. These include geographic factors, accounting for the agricultural diversity 

in the country. As this makes it difficult to contribute to agricultural development using homogenous aids, 

regionalisation has been taken into account to ensure that all regions receive their fair share of funding and 

support, according to their specific needs and priorities. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

For Spain, the objective of ‘viable food production’ has been considered to be the most important of the three 

objectives of the CAP for both Pillars. However, only little progress has been made in relation to price stability, 

income insurance and the rebalancing of relations in the food chain. The objective of ‘sustainable 

management of natural resources’ has not been a priority under Pillar 1, where strictly the “Greening” 

obligations have been observed, however in Pillar 2 it has been of higher importance considering the relatively 

percentage of expenditure on environmental measures within the Spanish RDPs (at the aggregated level, 

Priority 4 receives 36% of the planned expenditure). The objective of ‘balanced territorial development’ was 

taken more into account under Pillar 1, due to a political decision that helped to reduce the imbalance in 

disadvantaged areas.  

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The main governmental body involved in determining how to implement the CAP in the new planning period 

was the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Environment, in collaboration with the Agricultural Guarantee 

Spanish Fund (FEGA). The participation of stakeholders involved in the process for Pillar 1 was considerably 

higher than that for Pillar 2. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets from the EU (2014-2020): Pillar 1 €29 billion (77,7%); Pillar 2 €8,3 billion (22,3%); no transfer 

between Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: BPS up to 56%: 

o Small Farmers Scheme not implemented, minimum 5% degressivity for payments exceeding 

€ 150 000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 12,08% and the crop-specific payment for cotton; 

o Individual Greening payment with 4 EFA types, all PG has been designated as ESPG in Natura 2000; 

o Partial internal convergence; 

 Pillar 2: The highest aggregated amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (34,2%), M8: 

Farm and business development (16,1%), and M10: Agri-environment-climate (10,7%). Priority 4 has been 

allocated the highest planned expenditure (38%) followed by Priority 2 (25%) at the aggregated national 

level.  
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France 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The financial factor has been the most important factor influencing the implementation choices made by 

France. The main objective was to receive the maximum return from EU budget and to retain coupled support 

at the maximum level. The second factor was political, i.e. the presidential campaign and the electoral 

commitments made by Francois Hollande on employment and livestock farm holdings. Thirdly, the outcome of 

negotiations between the Farmer’s Unions, the NGOs and the Minister which was the middle road between 

the different stances. The legitimacy of Direct Payments was supported through greening, internal 

convergence and the animal husbandry sector would receive support through VCS. Under Pillar 2, priority was 

put on supporting the mountain areas (M13), with lower amounts of attention to the AEC schemes. Fourthly, 

the historical factor was an input in the decision-making process where the phasing out of the historical direct 

payments was an irreversible process set in motion in 2008. Finally, the geographical factor was rather an 

output of the decision. The objective was to distribute the payment per ha more equitable which implied a shift 

from the North of France to the South of France, i.e. the mountainous areas.   

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Balanced territorial development was one of the most important priorities in France. The priority was mainly to 

support employment and maintain jobs in rural areas, in particular mountain areas and to support livestock 

farm holdings. The rural development of regions in France is understood as being a consequence of economic 

development. This becomes apparent in the budget allocated to M13 (37% at the aggregated level). Under the 

objective of viable food production, special attention was given to agricultural income; increasing the 

legitimacy of the old Direct Payments through the Greening payment and Redistributive Payment. Under Pillar 

2, this was mainly addressed through support modernisation and increasing the competitiveness of farm 

holdings, especially in the livestock sector. The objective of sustainable management of natural resources has 

been mainly used as a way to increase legitimacy of Direct Payments and was only a priority in the sense of 

the setting up of an agro-ecological project.  

 

Stakeholder involvement 

From the government side, it was mainly the Ministry of Agriculture that involved, the Ministry of Ecology, 

Sustainable Development and Energy played a small part as well in the process. The Ministry of Agriculture 

chaired a committee called the Higher Council for the Orientation and Coordination of the Agricultural and 

Food Economics which is composed of  representatives of five farmers unions, the national assembly of 

agriculture, National Union of Cooperatives, NGOs and Association of French regions. The Council has been 

set up by the Minister of Agriculture and meets two to three times every year. For Pillar 1, stakeholder 

involvement was mainly done through different working groups on Voluntary Coupled Support, Young Farmers 

Payment and the Greening Payment. For Pillar 2, a completely different framework was used. There was 

coordination between the Ministry of Agriculture and the Chairman of the Association of Regional Authorities 

as there would be 28 RDPs. In the final stages, the regions, the Chambers of Agriculture (APCA) and the 

Farmers’ Unions took the lead.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 € 45 billion (82%); Pillar 2 € 10 billion (18%) before a transfer of 3.3% from 

Pillar 1 to Pillar 2; 

 Pillar 1: BPS from 49% to 34%:  

o Small Farmers Scheme not implemented, Redistributive Payment for the first 52 ha; 

o Voluntary Coupled Payments implemented at 15% of the Pillar 1 budget; 

o Individual Greening payment with 18 EFA types and equivalent practices, 63% of permanent grassland 

designated as environmentally sensitive; 

o Regional implementation of BPS with partial internal convergence; 

 Pillar 2: The highest aggregated amounts are allocated to M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other 

specific constraints (35,61%), M4: Investments in physical assets (17,56%), and M10: Agri-environment-
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climate (9,87%). 28 RDPs are implemented in France, overall 55% of the funding is currently planned 

under Priority 4, which is closely related to the substantial amount of planned expenditure under M13 

support for areas with natural constraints which receives at the aggregated level the highest share of 

budget (36%).  

 

Portugal 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The two most significant factors influencing the CAP implementation choices for Portugal are of a financial and 

territorial nature. Considerations with regard to territorial balance of the spread of funds was taken into 

account and in ensuring agricultural activity across the entire territory. Financially speaking, a sectoral balance 

and the balance between large and small farms was taken into account.   

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The priorities for the application of direct payments under the new CAP in Portugal aim at territorial and 

sectoral balance, taking into consideration the range of support, the balance between small and medium 

farms, and intensive and extensive systems. As outlined in the national strategy of the RDP 2014-2020, the 

key priorities of rural development in Portugal include the modernisation of investment, transformation and 

irrigation, supply concentration, risk management, the rejuvenation of the sector, the efficient use of resources 

(water, soil, energy), and the viability of traditional systems. As regards the objective of ‘sustainable 

management of natural resources’, a lot of effort is being put on the implementation of greening by defining 

and promoting the diversification of crops, and maintaining the percentage of land that is of ecological interest. 

The objective of ‘balanced territorial development’ is not the main focus of the CAP in Portugal. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The Office of Planning, Policy and General Administration (GPP) is the responsible office for the 

implementation of the CAP for 2014-2020 in Portugal. It supports the definition of strategic guidelines, 

priorities and objectives of the Ministry of Agriculture, Sea, Environment and Spatial Planning (MAMAOT), and 

coordinates, monitors and evaluates the implementation of the guidelines and policies. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets from the EU (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 3.5 billion (46,7%); Pillar 2 € 4 billion (53,3%); no transfer 

between Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: BPS from 47,2% in 2015 to 45,7% in 2020:  

o Small Farmers Scheme implemented, minimal degressivity of 5% for payments exceeding € 150,000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 20,7%; 

o Individual Greening payment with 5 EFA types, 1% of permanent grassland designated as 

environmentally sensitive; 

o Partial internal convergence applied for Basic Payments; 

 Pillar 2: The highest aggregated amounts are allocated to M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other 

specific constraints (19,6%), M8: Investments in forest area development and improvement of the viability 

of forests (12,1%), and M10: Agri-environment-climate (11,9%). Priority 2 has the highest amount of 

allocated budget (37%). 
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Belgium - Wallonia 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The most significant factor influencing the implementation choices for the CAP 2014-2020 in Wallonia is the 

historical factor, with the main objective being limiting change and the impact of the reform on farmers’ 

income. Another important historical factor, on account of Wallonia’s traditional importance of Unions, was the 

stakeholder perspective. The overarching rationale was to limit as much as possible the changes compared to 

the previous CAP, thus resulting in the decision to implement partial convergence and to implement 

redistribution, yet no reduction of payment or transfer between the two Pillars. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Wallonia’s 2013 public document (“Contrat d’avenir pour l’Agriculture”), prepared through active consultation 

of academia, associations and the scientific community, is well-aligned with the three objectives of the CAP. In 

addition to this document, there is also a strategy for the development of organic farming in Wallonia, as this 

represents 10% of all agricultural activity. Overall, the main logic is to keep a balance among the three 

objectives. For the objective of ‘viable food production’, income and price stability are particularly important 

issues. Productivity is a lesser issue, but is nonetheless addressed under Pillar 2, while better management of 

price volatility with tools for risk management is an important issue that will require further attention in the 

future. The objective of ‘sustainable management of natural resources and climate action’ is also important in 

Wallonia, especially concerning soil, water and biodiversity, while mitigating GHG emissions is less of a 

priority. Regarding the third objective, unemployment is the key priority. An issue is farm succession, as there 

are not enough young farmers to take over existing farms, while growth is addressed through investment 

measures. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The main department involved in determining how to implement the CAP in the new planning period was the 

Ministry of Agriculture of the Government of Wallonia. Other stakeholders, such as Farmers’ Unions from 

property owners for instance, different environmental NGOs, associations and the scientific community have 

been involved in the consultations, and the stakeholders involved remained the same for both Pillars. For 

Pillar 1 simulations were performed by a group of researchers to help identify the potential economic impact of 

several policy options. The results were discussed within a Steering Committee composed of representatives 

from the Ministry and from NGOs. The choices in both Pillars were decided upon with the goal to avoid 

overlap and the duplication of measures. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets from the EU (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 1.62 billion (86%); Pillar 2 € 264 million (14%); no transfer 

between Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 29,9%
9
: 

o Small Farmers Scheme not implemented, redistributive payments is implemented for the first 30 ha; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 21,3%; 

o Individual Greening payment with 14 EFA types, 35% of permanent grassland designated as 

environmentally sensitive; 

o Partial internal convergence for Basic Payments; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (23,8%), M10: Agri-

environment-climate (22,5%), and M11: Organic farming (15,3%). Priority 2 has the highest planned 

expenditure (31%). 

 

                                                           
9
 Own calculation based upon data from Platteau, Van Gijseghem & Bogaert (2014) and data supplied by DG AGRI in December 2015. 
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Greece 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The implementation choices for the CAP in Greece have primarily been influenced by the Memorandum 

obligation of the country. The main issues in Greece are related to income losses for farmers, which resulted 

from the new tax and VAT regulations. Due to the various elections and political changes, especially 

throughout 2015, Greece also faced instabilities which impacted on the implementation choices of the new 

CAP. For instance, the rural development programme was approved in December 2015, which is quite late 

compared to other Member States. Moreover, some key points of the CAP are still under discussion.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

There is no formal document for a national strategy in Greece. It is an on-going process, with a group of 

experts working on a more defined strategy. The objective of ‘viable food production’ is very important, 

especially concerning farm income. Farmers claim that market prices are not sufficient enough to cover the 

production costs. Therefore, there is a great need of more funding/subsidies. Regarding the objective of 

‘sustainable management of natural resources and climate action’, from the Greek farmers’ point of view 

environmental issues are not considered to be very important, while water resources, their availability and 

rising cost are quite important issues in Greece. The objective of ‘balanced territorial development’ should 

remain a priority for the foreseeable future, as Greece is facing an increasing expansion of poverty in rural 

areas. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

Different stakeholders have been taking part in the process, such as associations, unions, consultants and 

academics, and have provided some important contributions to the strategic approach of Pillar 2. The 

consultation process included two stakeholder conferences, as well as an informal working group and 

subsequently formal designing group for the RDP. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets from the EU (2014-2020): Pillar 1 €12 billion (75%); Pillar 2 €4 billion (25%); 5% transfer from 

Pillar 1 to Pillar 2; 

 Pillar 1: BPS up to 60,6%:  

o Small Farmers Scheme implemented, capping of payments at € 150,000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 10%; 

o Individual Greening payment and with 6 EFA types, 100% of permanent grassland designated as 

ESPG; 

o Partial internal convergence; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (24,8%), M13: Payments 

to areas facing natural or other specific constraints (19,4%), and M11: Organic farming (14,8%). Priority 5 

has the highest planned expenditure (35%). 
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Italy 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

Historical factors were prevalent for the implementation of the CAP in Italy. The preparatory part of the reform 

was largely driven by the discussion about the degree of greening of the CAP, while the intermediate stages 

and the national implementation were carried out in a context strongly affected by the economic crisis and with 

a renewed attention to competitiveness and employment. In this context, the need to ensure sector viability 

was probably more pressing than the other arguments, including path dependency (at least at country level); 

the change in government at the beginning of the implementation process may have helped in this direction. 

On the contrary, for specific measures of RDP, path dependency has played a key role, due to a lot of local 

pressure to maintain the previous design, even under the new logic of the RDP structure. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Viable food production has become the main focus of the CAP due to the difficult context in recent years 

although the sector has showed stability compared with others during the crisis. However, prices have 

nevertheless decreased in certain key sectors and remain affected by volatility. Within the RDP, there has 

been an increase of advice and cooperation actions, and a strong decrease of farm modernisation subsidies 

(which nevertheless remains the most important individual measure with about one fourth of the overall RDP 

budget). The objective of ‘sustainable management of natural resources’ has long been relevant in Italy with 

respect to the political dialogue, and has increased in importance with the implementation of the greening 

measures. The big driver of discussion in this round has been climate change, water and biodiversity. 

Balanced territorial development has played a major role in Italy due to the amount of more or less 

disadvantaged and remote areas in the country. Boosting rural employment, for example, has gained attention 

due to the economic crisis.  

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The main governmental department in charge of the procedure is the Ministry of Agricultural, Food and 

Forestry Policies. A strong interaction was needed with the Ministry of the Environment to ensure ex-ante 

compliance, especially for the link between the WFD and RDP measures. During the consultations also the 

production and consumer organisations, the professional and cooperative organisations, the unions, 

academics and other stakeholders were involved. Several public consultations, especially at the regional level, 

were held with representatives of farming organisations, food industry, environmental and consumer 

organisations, research, etc.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets from the EU (2014-2020): Pillar 1 €23 billion (68,9%); Pillar 2 €10,4 billion (31,1%); no transfer 

between Pillars for the years 2015-2020; 

 Pillar 1: BPS up to 58%,  

o Small farmers scheme implemented, 50% degressivity for payments exceeding € 150.000, cap at € 

500.000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 12%;  

o Individual Greening payment and with 18 EFA types, 100% of permanent grassland designated as 

ESPG; 

 Pillar 2: The highest aggregated amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (27,2%), 

M10: Agri-environment-climate (12,1%), and M11: Organic farming (8,1%). Priority 4 receives at the 

aggregated level the highest planned expenditure (35%). 
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2.2.2.4 Cluster 4 – Agri-environmentalists 

Characteristics of the group 

Figure 2-5  Map of Member States under cluster 4 

 

 

The fourth cluster consists of Denmark, Ireland, Luxemburg, the Netherlands and three regions of the United 

Kingdom; England, Wales and Northern Ireland. All of the Member States have an approach to Pillar 1 

spending characterised by the limited implementation of voluntary schemes. Voluntary Coupled Support is 

implemented at a very limited rate and highly targeted. The Small Farmers Scheme has not been 

implemented by any of the Member States/regions. For most Member States/regions in this group the 

implementation of coupled support payments does not fit in their national political orientation, according to 

which government intervention in markets should be as much as possible non-distortive. Denmark is the only 

Member State in the EU-28 that decided to implement the ANC payment under the first Pillar since 2015. 

 

Under Pillar 2, these Member States/regions all allocate a higher than average expenditure to M10: Agri-

Environment Climate and organic farming measures and the lowest average spenders on structural support. 

However, Denmark, the Netherlands and Wales do allocate above average percentages of Pillar 2 budget to 

these measures. All Member States have implemented the non-productive investment support under M4: 

Support for physical investments. Except for the Netherlands, none of the countries/regions put any resources 

aside for supporting producer organisation and risk management measures.  

 

This cluster of Member States/regions is characterised by relatively high spending on green measures in Pillar 

2 and high percentage of budget under Pillar 1 allocated to the Basic Payment scheme as they do not make 

extensive use of the voluntary schemes.  
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Country summaries 

UK - England 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

Among the most significant factors impacting the implementation of the CAP in England were the need to 

meet historic commitments inherited from the previous Rural Development Programme as well as the need to 

meet statutory obligations and international commitments. Furthermore, the need to contain the risks of 

implementation, particularly related to incurring penalties and late payments, were very important. 

Implementation choices were therefore shaped by the ease of compliance and the degree to which 

requirements could be adequately controlled to meet EU requirements whilst still being effective. Care was 

also taken to try to do this in ways that did not impose excessive costs on either the Managing Authority or 

beneficiaries. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

England’s stated policy objectives for farming are to improve the natural environment, to improve farm and 

forestry competitiveness and to promote strong rural growth - similar to the CAP key objectives. In funding 

terms, improving the natural environment and action for climate benefits most from implementing decisions 

with 85% of the RDP budget, boosted by a 12% transfer from Pillar 1, earmarked for Priority 4 “restoring, 

maintaining and improving ecosystems”. Competitiveness and rural growth receive little RDP funding, but the 

former will benefit from decisions not to introduce a small farmers’ scheme and to keep direct payments 

implementation as simple as possible. The objective of ‘viable food production’ is important for the country, but 

the decisions on how to implement the CAP reflect the Government’s view that viable food production is best 

achieved by giving farmers freedom to farm and letting market signals determine farming priorities - the 

implementing decision for Pillar 1 reflect this position. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) was the lead department for the consultations 

on the implementation of the CAP. The Treasury, the Department for Business, Industry and Skills (BIS) and 

Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) also had significant roles. A public consultation 

covering both Direct Payments and Rural Development was held. Its results informed decision-making on both 

Pillar 1 and Pillar 2. A wide range of farming and non-farming stakeholders has been involved through formal 

consultation, steering groups, regional workshops and social media. Consultation on both Pillars  has been 

undertaken in an integrated way e.g. with papers covering aspects of each Pillar , joint workshops and use of 

social media. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 16.42 billion (92%); Pillar 2 €1.52 billion (8%) before 12% transfer from 

Pillar 1 to Pillar 2; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 68%
10

: 

o No Small Farmers Scheme, minimal capping above €150,000 with no allowance for salary costs; 

o No Voluntary Coupled Support;   

o Uniform flat greening payments with six options for EFA compliance, 100% of PG has been designated 

as ESPG in Natura 2000; 

o Continuation of regional implementation of the BPS within England with some resources moved to 

upland farming; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M10: Agri-environment-climate (71,1%), M4: Investments in 

physical assets (8%),and M8: Investments in forest area development and improvement of the viability of 

forests (5,4%). Clear environmental focus in Pillar 2 implementation, with 71% Pillar 2 budget allocated to 

the AECM.   

 

                                                           
10

 Own calculations based on the allocation mentioned in DEFRA (2013) and the data supplied by DG AGRI in December 2015 
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UK - Wales 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The most influential factors for the implementation of the CAP in Wales involved financial, historical, 

geographical and political factors. The downward pressure on the EU CAP budget, national co-financing and 

operating costs, were all very significant in shaping implementation choices. From the historical perspective, it 

was felt to be very important to achieve continuity of support. There was intense controversy about what was 

the right balance of financial support between the lowlands and uplands, resulting in a successful legal action 

against the Welsh Government’s original proposal for two payment regions. Finally, from a political standpoint, 

within Pillar 2, the definition of ‘rural’ was an issue, as the Welsh Government wanted to help food processing 

businesses and communities on the fringes of towns. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Wales is concerned about farm viability in the event of further cuts to the CAP post 2020, and a key rationale 

for its large transfer to Pillar 2 is to fund measures to help farmers become more resilient and competitive. In 

Pillar 1 the decisions on payment regions were influenced by a desire to avoid too much disruption to the 

industry during the process of convergence and to maintain the financial viability of farm businesses. Wales 

has assigned 13% of its RDP budget to the priority of competitiveness, with Priority 4 – “restoring, preserving 

and enhancing ecosystems” accounting for 55%. Territorial balance did not emerge as a pressing issue from 

Wales’ analysis. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The lead governmental department involved in determining how to implement the CAP in the new planning 

period was Agriculture, Fisheries and Marine, but many other departments were also involved, especially for 

Pillar 2. The process started with four public consultations on the whole of the CAP. Farming and landowning 

stakeholders were involved in a group modelling Pillar 1 payments, with a wider group helping to design the 

RDP. Farmers are said to be unhappy with the maximum Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 transfer, claiming that Pillar 2 

funds are not accessible to all. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 2.30 billion (86%); Pillar 2 € 355 million (14%); before a transfer of 15% 

from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 68%
11

: 

o No Small Farmers Scheme, 15% degression above €150.000, rising to 100% above €300,000 with no 

allowance for salaries plus a redistributive payment for first 54 hectares; 

o No Voluntary Coupled Support; 

o Greening: individual payments, 6 EFA types with ESPG designated outside Natura 2000 areas; 

o Full convergence by 2019; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (29,5%), M10: Agri-

environment-climate (27,5%), and M16: Cooperation (7,5%). Priority 2 has received the highest budget 

allocation accounting for 55% of total expenditure under Pillar 2. 
  

                                                           
11

 Own calculations based on the allocation mentioned in DEFRA (2013) and the data supplied by DG AGRI in December 2015 
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UK - Northern Ireland 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

For the implementation of the CAP in Northern Ireland, financial considerations were very important, 

particularly the way in which the available funding for income support was distributed. Geographic and historic 

factors were also important in these decisions. The low EAFRD allocation that Northern Ireland receives was a 

factor shaping the Rural Development Programme. The views of stakeholders were also included, and care 

was taken to try to achieve a fairly unanimous agreement on most issues. The need to reduce complexity was 

not a major factor but it was one of the reasons for rejecting some Pillar 1 implementation choices, such as 

coupled payments. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Concern for the viability of its food and farming industry is a key driver of Northern Ireland’s decisions. Hence 

full convergence will take place but at a gradual pace and with additional income support via Pillar 2 ANC 

payments. Northern Ireland has devoted more than half its RDP to Priority 4 – “restoring, preserving and 

enhancing ecosystems”. It would have liked to include environmental conditions with its ANC scheme but 

judged this to be not feasible under the regulation. Territorial cohesion is a lesser priority, as it is noted that 

Northern Ireland has a very uniform pattern of agriculture. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The lead department involved in determining how to implement the CAP in the new planning period was the 

Department for Agriculture and Rural Development (DARD). High level decisions were all agreed by the 

Northern Ireland Executive. Northern Ireland has involved farming, environmental and other stakeholders in its 

decision making. For Pillar 1 a public consultation was launched, while for Pillar 2 the consultation process 

was more iterative through public consultation and the establishment of a working group.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 2.3 billion (92%); Pillar 2 € 227 million (8%); no transfer between Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 68%
12

; 

o No Small Farmers Scheme, cap at € 150,000 with no allowance for salary costs;   

o No Voluntary Coupled Support; 

o Flat Greening payment with nine types of EFA, 97.6% of PG is designated as ESPG in Natura 2000; 

o Partial convergence (full by 2021); 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M10: AECM/genetic improvement (15,2%), M19: LEADER 

(15%), M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other specific constraints (14,6%). 72% of the total Pillar 

2 budget has been earmarked for Priority 4. 
  

                                                           
12

 Own calculations based on the allocation mentioned in DEFRA (2013) and the data supplied by DG AGRI in December 2015 
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Luxembourg 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The most significant factor influencing the implementation choices for the CAP 2014-2020 in Luxembourg was 

the historical factor. The focus was to limit change as much as possible and avoid any negative impact on 

farmers’ income. The historical factor is also linked to the geographical conditions, since the natural conditions 

of the soil and climate are more favourable for pastures or meadows, which supported the focus on livestock 

(ruminants). The political context also played an important role - at the time of the negotiations, following the 

elections in 2013 members of the green political party also made up part of the government. The overarching 

aim of protecting the environment thus played an important role in the implementation. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The objective of ‘viable food production’ is very important in Luxembourg. Supporting the competitiveness of 

the agricultural sector is considered key, wherein income support for farmers is the top priority. Supporting 

productivity is important, for example through investment measures aimed at the modernisation of the 

holdings. The objective of ‘sustainable management of natural resources and climate action’ also received 

significant attention in Luxembourg, with a focus on water and Natura 2000. The concern here is linked to the 

structure of the agricultural sector, as a strong livestock and dairy sector in a small territory can result in 

environmental pressure, for example for manure management. The discussions on the implementation of the 

new CAP have for example been influenced by the incidental pollution of a reserve of drinkable water by 

pesticides. The third objective, of ‘balanced territorial development’ is on the other hand less relevant for 

Luxembourg as rural areas experienced a trend of an increasing population. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The main department involved in determining how to implement the CAP was the Ministry of Agriculture in 

close cooperation with the Ministry of Sustainable Development and Infrastructure (in particular in relation to 

Pillar 2). A “Task Force” with experts from these ministries and from the Paying Agency had been set up to 

prepare simulations for Pillar 1 and a SWOT analysis for Pillar 2. An external consultation had also been 

organised with different stakeholders (farmers Unions, environmental NGOs and other associations). The 

consultations included bilateral meetings, meetings per sectors, large conferences as well as written 

contributions. A report summarising the views expressed by the stakeholders had been prepared, analysed 

and used to adapt the first proposals (for example to adjust the conditions of the investments measures in the 

Pillar 2).  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014-2020): Pillar 1 €201 million (66,7%); Pillar 2 €100.5 million (33,3%), no transfer between 

Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 68%: 

o Small Farmers Scheme not implemented; minimal degressivity of 5% reduction for the amount 

exceeding € 150 000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 0,47%,  

o Flat greening payment and fifteen types of EFAs, 25% of PG is designated as ESPG in Natura 2000; 

o Partial internal convergence; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other specific 

constraints (30,4%), M10: Agri-environment-climate (29,9%), and M4: Investments in physical assets 

(29,6%). Priority 2 has been allocated the largest budget share at 65% of the total Pillar 2 budget. 
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The Netherlands  

Factors influencing implementation choices 

In the Netherlands an important influencing factor was of an historical nature. Firstly, in the decisions relating 

to direct payments, the main consideration was to make the reduction of payments a smooth transition to the 

sectors that would undergo significant changes in support. Furthermore, for Pillar 2 a learning process has 

been set in motion since the last programming period which supported a more focused approach in the RDP 

implying the choice for only 10 measures. The institutional factor with the strengthened role of the provinces 

especially with regard to the RDP also influenced the implementation choices. However, the choice for 

retaining one national RDP was a deliberate one, in order to prevent too much fragmentation.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The Netherlands mainly put its efforts under the CAP general objectives of ‘viable food production’ and 

‘sustainable management of natural resources’. The priorities set under its agricultural policy are to have a 

competitive and innovative agricultural sector with attention for environmental sustainability in terms of 

emissions and water. The first Pillar addresses the economic sustainability of the sector, while Pillar 2 focuses 

its efforts on both, allocating 55% of funds to Priority 4 and 37% of planned expenditure to increasing 

competitiveness of agricultural holdings and the functioning of the agricultural supply chain (Priority 2 and 3). 

The third objective of ‘balanced territorial development’ only receives a minimum of support in the Dutch 

implementation (only under LEADER, 7.8% of the planned Pillar 2 budget, which is also implemented with a 

strong focus on innovation). 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

Dutch stakeholders were engaged in the decision-making process already early on. The main governmental 

department involved was the Ministry of Economic Affairs (former Ministry of Agriculture). The Ministry 

organised several conferences and launched a dedicated website (www.toekomstglb.nl) with an online 

consultation. Furthermore, a broad range of stakeholder organisations provided inputs to the process, e.g. 

several farmer organisations, farm businesses, the provinces, Water Boards, nature organisations, etc. During 

the course of the implementation an important role is granted to the agrarian cooperatives and Water Boards 

for agrarian nature management schemes.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 € 4.35 billion (31%); Pillar 2 € 1.53 billion (69%), before the transfer of 

4.3% from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 67.5%: 

o Small Farmers Scheme not implemented, minimal degressivity of 5% for payments excess of 

€ 150 000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 0.5%; 

o Individual greening payment with four options for EFA compliance and equivalent practices, 100% of 

PG designated as ESPG in Natura 2000; 

o Full internal convergence by 2019; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (50%), M10: Agri-

environment-climate (30%), and M19: LEADER (7,6%). Focus on primarily environment and secondarily 

competitiveness of all types of agriculture and farm viability, food chain organisation and risk management 

under Pillar 2 (55 % of P.2 budget allocated to priority 4). 
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Denmark 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

An important factor for the implementation of the CAP 2014-2020 in Denmark was the historic dimension. The 

major driver for Pillar 1 was to keep the same balance as in the previous CAP, while another priority was to 

protect the livestock sector through Voluntary Coupled Support. The financial dimension was also an 

important factor, with the ambition to use CAP funding to fulfil environmental obligations. Regarding the 

implementation decisions, the objective to reduce administrative burden has been an important principle 

guiding the decisions: only a limited numbers of options have been retained in order to simplify the CAP 

implementation and controls. Other important factors were the commitments made under the Water 

Framework Directive and biodiversity targets which were the basis for the decision to transfer funds from Pillar 

1 to Pillar 2.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The priorities for Danish agriculture are aligned with two of the CAP objectives, namely ‘viable food production’ 

and ‘sustainable management of natural resources’. The first priority is to create a favourable environment for 

farming, allowing the Danish farmers to be competitive. The second priority is to preserve the environment and 

nature - water is considered most important, followed by the preservation of biodiversity. The third priority is to 

reduce the administrative burden through a simplification of the CAP. This has been formalised in a political 

agreement that binds the majority of political parties in Denmark. However, the current government has in 

December 2015 launched a reorientation of the regulation of agriculture. Though the overall implementation of 

the CAP 2014-2020 cannot be changed, it will for example lead to a redistribution of the RDP budget at priority 

level. The exact consequence of the reorientation is still unknown. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The Ministry of Agriculture (now integrated with the Ministry of Environment) was the main government 

department involved in the decision making process, and formally leading the discussions. Other Ministries 

such as the Ministry of Finance were also closely involved. Farmers associations, NGOs, research 

communities and other stakeholders have been involved in the different stages of the implementation of the 

revised CAP in Denmark. During the processing in the Parliament, several organisations had the option to 

comment on the policy development in the so called §2-Committee. They have commented throughout the 

entire process on many of the basic principles of the revised CAP dating back to 2011 - these comments are 

all available on the website of the Danish Parliament. In the final stage of implementation, all documents were 

discussed in an open consultation, where every interested party could express their views via a dedicated 

website.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets from the EU (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 5.416 billion (89,6%); Pillar 2 € 629 million (10.4%), before 

transfer from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2, increasing from 5% (2015) to 7% (2019); 

 Pillar 1: BPS up to 66,2%:  

o ANC up to 0,35%, Small farmers scheme not implemented, minimal degressivity of 5% reduction for 

the the amount exceeding € 150 000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 2,9%,  

o Individual greening payments with six types of EFAs and 20% of PG designated as ESPG in Natura 

2000; 

o Partial internal convergence; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (38,6%), M10: Agri-

environment-climate (20,9%), and M11: Organic farming (12,3%). Priority 4 has been allocated 67% of the 

total planned expenditure under Pillar 2. 
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Ireland  

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The most significant factors were financial considerations, historic factors, geographical distribution of support 

and the views of stakeholders.  The scale and availability of national co-financing was a major factor in 

determining the size and shape of the Rural Development Programme. Historic factors were a consideration in 

determining the approach to convergence and the desire to avoid excessive disruption to the industry and 

achieve continuity of support. Geographic factors lay behind the decision to run a Pillar 2 ANC scheme. The 

political context, with Ireland emerging from recession at the time, led to pressure to support the agri-food 

industry. Another factor was the need to contain the complexity of implementation. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Ireland has measures which address each of the three objectives. The need for a viable food industry has 

informed decisions to implement only partial convergence of basic direct payments, to devote a large 

proportion of the RDP budget to payments for areas with natural constraints, and to encourage adequate 

supplies of protein crops through coupled payments. Concern for the environment is reflected in a relatively 

high proportion of the RDP budget going to the AECM, as well as restrictions on fertiliser use within EFAs. 

This is also reflected in the national strategy for the Republic of Ireland ‘Food Harvest 2020’13 Territorial 

balance is important to Ireland but the CAP is not seen as the main instrument for achieving it. It has thus 

been addressed in a very specific way mainly through strengthening of LEADER.  

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The leading government department was the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine, but a wide 

range of other departments and organisations were also involved such as The National Parks and Wildlife 

Service, Department of Environment, Community and Local Government, Department of Public Expenditure 

and other departments with responsibility for horizontal principles and other operational programmes, 

including Justice, Social Affairs and Education. Farming and non-farming stakeholders (environmental bodies 

and community groups) were involved through formal consultation, steering groups and stakeholder working 

groups for Pillar 1, Pillar 2 and cross-cutting issues.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 EU budget (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 7.27 billion (77%); Pillar 2 € 2.19 billion (23%) with no transfer between 

Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 67.8%: 

o No Small Farmers Scheme, capping of payments above € 150 000, without allowance for salaries; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support up to 0.25% for protein crops; 

o Individual greening payment with 11 types of EFA but no fertiliser on buffer strips.  Equivalent 

measures allowed for crop diversification via AECM, 2% of PG designated as ESPG in Natura 2000 

areas; 

o Partial internal convergence; 

 Pillar 2: 40% AECM/conservation of beef genetic material, 35% compensation to areas with natural 

constraints, 11% investment in agricultural holdings/non-productive AECM investments, 6% LEADER. 

High co-financing rates for Pillar 2. 

 

 

                                                           
13

 The summary strategy can be found by following this  link: http://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/agri-
foodindustry/foodharvest2020/2020FoodHarvestExeSummary240810.pdf  

http://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/agri-foodindustry/foodharvest2020/2020FoodHarvestExeSummary240810.pdf
http://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/agri-foodindustry/foodharvest2020/2020FoodHarvestExeSummary240810.pdf
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2.2.2.5 Cluster 5 – Supporting competitiveness and productivity 

Characteristics of the group 

Figure 2-6  Map of Member States under cluster 5 

 

 

This cluster includes Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Croatia and Hungary. All 

the Member States in this group have the SAPS in place except Croatia. Additional support will be granted to 

small farmers in most Member States except for Cyprus and Czech Republic. Coupled support has been 

implemented at rather high rates with Estonia being the exception. Furthermore, they have taken a flexible 

approach towards greening, leaving a lot of options open to farmers.  

 

Pillar 2 implementation choices of this group are characterised by on average more attention to structural 

support. Furthermore, they allocate low to average amounts to AECS and organic farming, producer 

organisations and risk management, and ensuring viable rural areas. Except Cyprus, these Member States 

will also provide support to non-productive investments. 

 

Overall, this cluster shows a rather homogenous group. All these Member States try to get the maximum 

support for farmers from Pillar 1 and offer a wide variety of measures under Pillar 2 in order to facilitate 

adoption by farmers. Consequently, the allocated budgets to the different measures or groups of measures 

are all at a low to average rate and there is no real pattern in the second Pillar implementation choices. Only in 

terms of viability in rural areas, the group allocates on average higher budget shares to this objective than the 

other groups except for Cluster 1. 
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Country summaries 

Bulgaria  

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The most significant factor that influenced Bulgaria’s implementation choices is the financial one, as influential 

agricultural associations would try to obtain to the benefit of their members the most favourable conditions in 

order to receive funding. This feeds into the political factor, where although some stakeholder consultation 

was done, most of the decisions were taken at the governmental level. The historical factor also had an 

influence. Livestock breeding was, for example, defined as a priority sector in Bulgaria. The decline of this 

sector can be attributed to the fragmentation of livestock farms since the 1990s, which put forward the 

necessity for huge investments in modern installations and equipment. Other priorities raised were the aging 

of farmers and the depopulation of rural areas. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Among the three CAP objectives, the objective of ‘sustainable management of natural resources and climate 

action’ was the one that received the most financial resources; almost half of the Rural Development 

Programme budget (34%). Bulgaria hence allocated more or less half of the remaining budget to the other 

objectives (viable food production and balanced territorial development). The main priorities under these two 

objectives is support for food production and the food processing industry, and to try and tackle the 

depopulation issues as well as the lack of appropriate infrastructure (roads, treatment plants for drinking 

water, and treatment plants for waste water) (28% of planned expenditure).    

 

Stakeholder involvement 

During the period of drafting the implementation choices for Bulgaria, one of the main objectives of the 

Bulgarian authorities was to involved not only governmental stakeholders but also actors from the civil society 

such as NGOs for example. Working Groups for the implementation of both Direct Payments and rural 

development were established. They were both composed of representatives of directorates within the 

Ministry of Agriculture and other Ministries, but also representatives of the agricultural organisations and 

NGOs. Meetings and their outcomes (mostly recommendations) were hence encouraged and taken into 

account.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 4.54 billion (66%), Pillar 2: € 2.34 billion (33%); no transfer between 

Pillars; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 47,8%: 

o Small Farmers Scheme implemented, degressivity of 5% for payments exceeding € 150 000 and a cap 

at € 300 000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support (up to 15% of which 2% for protein crops); 

o Flat Greening payment and with 14 EFA types, 100% of permanent grassland designated as ESPG; 

 Pillar 2: The highest aggregated amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (29%), M7: 

Basic services and village renewal in rural areas (22%) and M13: Payments to areas facing natural or 

other specific constraints (10%). Priority 4 (35%) and Priority 6 (28%) have been allocated the highest 

budget shares.  
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Cyprus 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

Firstly, the financial factor was the most significant factor influencing the implementation choices in Cyprus. It 

was an important concern mainly in light of the economic crisis, which lead to organisational issues with 

repercussions on the implementation of the programme. Secondly, due to the political context and the 

stakeholder involvement an increase in short term payments was preferred over longer term developments. 

Finally, the historical factor related to the recent accession of Cyprus and further alignments of regulations and 

policies. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

In Cyprus, the objective of ‘viable food production’ is the most important. Both Pillar 1 and 2 are implemented 

in a manner which strongly supports income, productivity and competitiveness (mainly for larger farms). The 

second objective of ‘sustainable management of natural resources’ did not receive much attention in Cyprus 

and environmental measures such as the AEC measure (M10) is implemented in a way that rather supports 

income. ‘Balanced territorial development’ did receive more attention as large amounts of funds have been 

allocated to M13 (13.5%) mainly for farmers in mountainous areas, the main goal is to counteract 

depopulation of these areas. There is a strong focus on small farmers in Pillar 2 as they are not able to 

compete in the market.  

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The Managing Authority of Rural Development which is part of the Ministry of Agriculture and the staff of 

paying agencies (the Cyprus Agricultural Payment Organization ‘CAPO’) were in charge of the decision-

making process. For Pillar 2, external evaluators (consultants) were also involved from the start to develop 

and monitor the process. Other stakeholders were only minimally involved such as the five largest Agricultural 

Unions (each of them linked to a political party), four Local Action Groups and the Chamber of Commerce. 

Generally, the smaller stakeholders were not really able to affect the decision-making process due to a lack of 

capacity and lack of organisation of the rural economy. 

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 € 299.82 million (69%); Pillar 2 € 132.21 million (31%); no flexibility; 

 Pillar 1: SAPS up to 61,3%: 

o Degressivity of 5% for payments above € 150 000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support at 8% of the Pillar 1 budget for the milk and milk products, sheep and 

goatmeat and fruit and vegetables; 

o Flat greening payment with five options for EFA compliance and 78% of permanent grassland 

designated as environmentally sensitive; 

 Pillar 2: 49% of the Pillar 2 expenditure is currently planned under Priority 4 “restoring, preserving and 

enhancing ecosystems”, M13 for payments for areas facing natural constraints receives the third largest 

share (after M10 and M4) of the Pillar 2 budget, 13.5%. 
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Czech Republic  

Factors influencing implementation choices 

In the Czech Republic, both historical and political factors influenced the decision-making process. The main 

concern was to ensure continuity with the previous programming period. In addition, the fact that the 

government changed influenced significantly the implementation choices, as the new government focused 

most of its attention towards large farms. Also, the role and power of NGOs, especially of the Agrarian 

Chamber, was quite influential - their lobbying to support pig farms in particular affected the final decisions for 

the implementation of the CAP.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Czech authorities developed in 2014 a national strategy for agricultural development in the country, which was 

also made public. The national strategy thereby takes into consideration the overall CAP objectives and 

national possibilities to support the agricultural sector according to national interests and priorities. The main 

objectives, the Czech republic has attached importance to are ‘viable food production’, mainly under Pillar 1 

through providing support for income through productivity increase, and ‘sustainable management of natural 

resources and climate action’, primarily under Pillar 2 which is focused on an harmonised approach for 

increased productivity while also increasing environmental protection and quality (Priority 2 and 4 receive 83% 

of the planned expenditure under Pillar 2). In reality all decisions are based on these two key objectives. The 

third objective of ‘balanced territorial development’ did not receive the same amount of attention as the first 

two. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

Overall, the Ministry of Agriculture was steering the other actors to reach a compromise on how to implement 

the new CAP. Other ministries were also taking part in the process, such as the Ministry of Environment. 

There was a strong cooperation with NGOs, associations (e.g. Agricultural Association of Czech Republic) 

and unions (e.g. Union of Young Farmers, Union of Towns and Village). However, during the final stage, the 

decision-making process was concentrated at the governmental level, which caused some disappointment 

from the side of the NGOs.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 5.24 billion (71%), Pillar 2 € 2.17 billion (29%), before transfer from Pillar 1 

to Pillar 2 at a decreasing share across years from 3.4% in 2015 to 1.3% in 2020; 

 Pillar 1: SAPS up to 54,8%: 

o Small Farmers Scheme not implemented, minimum degressivity of 5% for payments above € 150,000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support (15% of which 2% for protein crops);  

o Flat greening payment with eleven options for EFA compliance and equivalent practices, 100% of PG 

designated as ESPG in Natura 2000; 

 Pillar 2: The highest amounts are allocated to M10: Agri-environment-climate (29%), M13: Payments to 

areas facing natural or other specific constraints (22%), M4: Investments in physical assets (18%). Priority 

2 ‘competitiveness of all types of agriculture and farm viability’ and 4 ‘restoring, preserving and enhancing 

ecosystems’ have been allocated 83% of planned expenditure.  
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Estonia  

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The most significant factors influencing Estonia’s implementation choices under the CAP are of the political 

and historical nature. The political factors include the decision of the new government to no longer implement 

a national top-up, and focus instead on different matters, such as promoting entrepreneurship. Agricultural 

issues are no longer seen as a priority, despite the persisting milk production and pig sector crises coinciding 

with the Russian embargo. Historical factors have created significant tensions in particular between large and 

small farmers associations regarding policy preferences. In the end the rationale for the implementation 

choices under Pillar 1 was mainly directed towards increasing competitiveness and supporting active farmers, 

while for Pillar 2, small farmers under the Small Farmers Scheme were the primary beneficiaries of support. 

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

Estonia’s main priorities include achieving self-sufficiency of primary food production, increasing 

competitiveness in a long term perspective, realising neutral or positive environmental effects and agricultural 

products development directed towards quality and differentiation. The objective of ‘viable food production’ is 

considered to be the most important for Estonia. However, Estonia had a different approach when it comes to 

budget allocation regarding coupled support - it considers more the socio-economic criteria. Regarding Pillar 

2, 37% of the total budget is allocated to the environment, with the objective in particular of maintaining 

biodiversity. The objective of ‘balanced territorial development’ is also very important in Estonia, with a large 

challenge being boosting entrepreneurship in areas where the population density is very low. This objective 

receives, in terms of budget allocation, 18% of the RDP funds. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The Ministry of Agriculture (now the Ministry of Rural Affairs) was the main governmental department in 

charge of determining how to implement the CAP in Estonia. Other ministries were also involved in the 

process, such as the Ministry of Finance, Ministry of the Environment, Ministry of Economic Affairs and 

Communication and the Government Office. In addition, the Parliament’s standing Committee of Rural Affairs, 

two Councils in the Ministry of Agriculture, and various NGOs were involved in the process. This implied that 

about 40 organisations participated in the implementation negotiations.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014-2020): Pillar 1 € 848 million (53,9%), Pillar 2 € 726 million (46,1%) before transfer from 

Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 at 6.2% in 2015 and then about 15% for the remaining years; 

 Pillar 1: SAPS up to 66%: 

o Small Farmers Scheme implemented, minimum degressivity of 5% for payments above € 150,000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support (up to 4.9%);  

o Flat greening payment with eight options for EFA compliance and the forest derogation cover 

exemption, 0.05% of PG designated as ESPG in Natura 2000; 

 Pillar 2: The highest aggregated amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (29%), M10: 

Agri-environment-climate (25%), M6: Farm and business development (12%). Priority 2 ‘competitiveness 

of all types of agriculture and farm viability’ (30%) and 4 ‘restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems’ 

(39%) have been allocated the highest amounts of planned expenditure. 
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Croatia 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The financial/socio-economic factors were amongst the most important factors at play in Croatia when making 

the implementation choices for the CAP with issues related to delayed payments to farmers, the need for 

infrastructural renewal and a better organisation of the agricultural sector. The historical factor played an 

important role as well, as Croatia will be able to introduce some new farmland as a consequence of demining 

activities. It should be taken into account that Croatia  was still discussing the accession during the CAP 

negotiations and the fact that the RDP implies an entirely new approach to Croatian farmers. Furthermore, the 

geographical factor played a role especially in the mountain areas. Large areas of state owned land should be 

returned to the previous owners, most of which are expected to be used for agricultural activities. Moreover 

demining efforts still need to be done which could make new agricultural areas available.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

This is Croatia’s first programming period as Member of the EU. The objective of viable food production has 

received the most attention both via direct payments as via Pillar 2 as Croatian farmers are the most 

acquainted with these types of measures. This is also the foundation for the decision of the shift of funds from 

Pillar 1 to Pillar 2. Sustainable management of natural resources is a relatively new aspect for Croatian 

farmers and is not only highlighted in the EAFRD but in other Cohesion Funds as well. It will be mainly 

focused on via the ANC measure. The third general objective of balanced territorial development did not 

receive much attention in Croatia in this programming period.  

 

Stakeholder involvement 

From government side three ministries were mainly involved the Ministry of Agriculture, the Ministry of 

Environment and Nature Protection and the Ministry of Regional Development. Also, the Croatian Agricultural 

Agency and the Chamber of Commerce joined the discussions. For Pillar 1 the Faculties of Agri-Food and 

Forestry were involved, yet they were more actively involved in the decision-making process for Pillar 2. Also 

farmers’ associations, unions and cooperatives were consulted. In Pillar 2 a wider range of stakeholders were 

consulted such as NGOs, Local Action Groups, local representatives, representatives of large food 

companies.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 € 1.07 billion (31%); Pillar 2 € 2.33 billion (69%), before the 15% transfer 

from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1; 

 Pillar 1: BPS 43%: 

o Small Farmers Scheme is implemented, redistributive payment for the first 20ha; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support at 15% of the direct payment budget for protein crops, beef and veal, fruits 

and vegetables, dairy, sheep and goat meat and sugar beet; 

o Individual greening payment with 13 EFA types and 80% of grassland designated as environmentally 

sensitive; 

 Pillar 2: The highest aggregated amounts are allocated to M4: Investments in physical assets (28%), M13: 

Payments for Areas with Natural Constraints (14%), M7: Basic services and village renewal (11%). Clear 

focus on competitiveness of all types of agriculture and farm viability and food chain organisation and risk 

management under Pillar 2 (43% of P.2 budget allocated to priority 2 and 3). 
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Hungary 

Factors influencing implementation choices 

The main factor at play was a financial consideration i.e. to ensure the optimal use of the allocated resources 

and to maintain the level of Pillar 1 funding. The influence of a historical factor relates to the fact that 

Hungarian farmers are much more experienced with the use of Pillar 1 instruments. The shift of funds from 

Pillar 2 to Pillar 1 is based on these two factors. The perceived complexity of Pillar 2 measures might create 

issues with uptake, which is why a wide range of measures are made available. Finally, the political factor 

which concerned a fair distribution of funds across sectors and farm sizes influenced the implementation 

choices related to capping, Voluntary Coupled Support and eligibility criteria for measures under Pillar 2.  

 

Account taken of the EU’s CAP objectives 

The general objective of ‘viable food production’ was the most important one in Hungary. Under Pillar 1, the 

implementation choices for Voluntary Coupled Support highlighted productivity. Under Pillar 2, this is closely 

linked to supporting young farmers while encouraging older farmers to take early retirement and to incentivise 

transfer of farm businesses. Also attention was given to the simplification of the support system for small 

farmers. The objective of ‘sustainable management of natural resources’ received limited attention. Under 

Pillar 1, greening was implemented with high flexibility as for example chemical weed control is allowed on 

fallow land. Under Pillar 2 however, this objective received more attention. M4: Investment support (34%) 

clearly prioritises energy efficiency and the use of renewable energy. In terms of budget the AEC scheme has 

received the second largest amount of planned expenditure (15%). ‘Balanced territorial development’ was not 

a priority in Hungary. However, there exists the intention of supporting the creation of jobs and village renewal.  

 

Stakeholder involvement 

From the government the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, Department for Strategy, 

Department for Rural Development, Department for Agricultural Markets and the Prime Minister’s Office, State 

Secretary for Rural Development. The decision making process was supported by the Agricultural Research 

Institute. Monitoring Committees where high representatives of all major NGOs were present, were active in 

the public debate. Other stakeholders included: the Interprofessional Organisation for Fruit and Vegetables 

and the Marketing Board (FruitWeb), the Hungarian Chamber of Agriculture, product boards, sectoral 

associations, HANGYA Cooperative Association, AGRYA the young farmers associations, the association of 

large (MOSZ) and small (MAGOSZ) farmers were also involved.  

 

Summary of implementation choices 

 Budgets (2014 – 2020): Pillar 1 € 7.62 billion (69%); Pillar 2 € 3.45 billion (31%) before a transfer of 15% 

from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1; 

 Pillar 1: SAPS 54.8%: 

o Small Farmers Scheme implemented, minimal degressivity of 5% for payments between € 150,000 - € 

176,000, cap above € 176,000; 

o Voluntary Coupled Support implemented at 15% of the Pillar 1 budget for dairy, beef and veal, fruit and 

vegetables, protein crops, sheep and goatmeat, sugar beet, rice; 

o Flat greening payment with 18 EFA types, 100% of PG designated as ESPG; 

 Pillar 2: Rather equal distribution of funds over the 6 priorities under Pillar 2 with the highest planned 

expenditure on M4 on physical investments (34%).  
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2.2.3 Discussion and limitations 

The results of this exercise shows that although there are some common grounds, basing a typology on the 

implementation decisions of Member States is not straightforward. Decisions made on one instrument do not 

imply certain other choices on other instruments. The overarching findings of establishing this typology can be 

summarised as follows: 

 There are no large discrepancies or trends in terms of implementation choices between the different 

Member States. Some Member States have made similar implementation choices, yet in many cases 

there are also a lot of specificities. As indicated in the political economy literature, making policy choices is 

not a clear cut and directed optimization process. The specific socio-economic contexts in each Member 

State as well as its history, the importance and power structure of various stakeholder groups and the 

political orientation of the government play an important role in the decision-making process; 

 The redistribution of support or payments over beneficiaries is a sensitive issue in policy making (e.g. 

strong resistance from vested interests and rent-seeking activities)
14

. For a number of Member States (e.g. 

those that in the past still followed the historical model; 12 MS out of EU-28) the switch from a single farm 

payment scheme (SFS) to a hectare-based flat rate, implied a significant redistribution of support over 

different sectors and regions within the country. This can impose a challenge to policy-makers to balance 

policy implementation choices.; 

 From consultations with experts, it has become clear that in most Member States no integrated approach 

has been taken towards the design and choices under Pillar 1 and Pillar 2. Responsibilities for the two 

Pillars are often divided over different government departments and other stakeholder groups are involved 

in the decision-making process.  

 

In terms of focus on the three CAP objectives, it should be noted that agricultural policy is in the first place a 

sectoral policy aimed at supporting the well-functioning of a sector in the entire economy. For (primary) 

agriculture, with its crucial role in the food supply chain, this involves mainly food production. Food production 

has many aspects, such as the provisioning of a sufficient amount of food, which has a good quality and at a 

reasonable price. As shown in Table 2-3 , by its design the CAP has a strong focus on measures 

supporting the objective of viable food production. This is the case for the wide set of direct payment 

measures under the first Pillar of the CAP, but also measures of the Rural Development Policy, including 

support for investments in physical assets, the farmer’s position in and the functioning of the food supply 

chain, in quality schemes and payments for farmers facing natural or other handicaps. Although viable food 

production has always been a prominent objective of the CAP (and Member States have flexibility with respect 

to many policy options yet not the option not to support farm incomes) it still is possible to compare the 

different types or cluster with respect to their relative focus on the different objectives of the CAP (see Table 

2-3 ).  

 

Table 2-3 Relative focus of Member States’ policy implementation choices to different general objectives of the CAP 

Cluster Viable food production Sustainable management of 

natural resources 

Balanced territorial 

development 

1 + + +  + + 

2 + + + + +  

3 + + + + + 

4 + + + +  

5 + + + + + + 

Legend: + = some support; ++ = supported (focus item); + + + = strongly supported 

Source: own analysis 

 
  

                                                           
14

 See the Methodological Annex 4 for the literature review. 
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For viable food production the scoring in Table 2-3  is based on the degree of targeting of direct payments 

to supporting specific beneficiaries (farming in declining industries, small farmers) and physical investment 

support aimed at improving productivity with respect to food production and or for improving the 

competitiveness of the supply chain.  

 

For sustainable management the score is based on the relative cluster score loadings with respect to 

greening, the support for “green” investments (i.e. measures M4.4) and the expenditure on AECS.   

 

For balanced territorial development the score in Table 2-3  is based on the relative cluster scores with 

respect to the variable viability of rural areas and to a lesser extent also (relative) support to small farmers and 

voluntary coupled support (interpreted as supporting food production in marginal areas).   

 

The typology analysis has a number of limitations (see also the ones raised in the methodological annex), 

which can summarized as:  

 As regards the stability of the grouping it was found that some countries always tend to go together where 

others switch groups under changing side conditions of the cluster analysis (e.g. varying total number of 

clusters); 

 The attempt to create robust typologies or Member State groupings is complex since in the real world the 

“particularities” may dominate the “commonalities”. This was confirmed by a closer examination of the 

countries that are grouped into one cluster: although they were selected because of their similarities still a 

lot of differences between them were observed. Also the results from factor analysis pointed in this 

direction (see Annex for further details); 

 When using other weighting criteria and/or select other variables  (e.g. studies by Sotte
15

 and the study 

done for the European Parliament
16

) could lead to different typology results, although it is expected that 

certain countries/regions will always end up in the same group (expectation based on the extensive 

sensitivity analysis run); 

 The cluster analysis has been conducted not only at Member State, but also at RDP-level (details not 

reported in this report, but all available upon request). The main finding from this analysis indicated that 

the RDP regions in a certain Member State were in all cases clustered together, with large Member States 

often making up one cluster on their own. This suggests that the similarities within Member States are so 

large that they “dominate” the clustering of the RDP regions, at least for the set of variables we used. 

 

 
 

                                                           
15

 Franco Sotte (2015). National Choices on CAP Direct Payments. Presentation on the EESC hearing on “Options taken by the Member 
States when implementing the reform of direct payments”, 22 May 2015. 

16
 European Parliament (2015). Implementation of the First  of the CAP 2014-2020 in the EU Member States.  
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3 Methodology for answering the evaluation 
questions  

The Evaluation Questions (EQ) 1, 2 and 3 aim at assessing the relevance, coherence and the preconditions 

for enabling effectiveness of the Member States’ choices for each general objective of the CAP (viable food 

production, sustainable management of natural resources and balanced territorial development): 

 EQ 1: To what extent are the Member States’ choices intended to contribute to reaching the general 

objective of viable food production with a focus on agricultural income, agricultural productivity and price 

stability, relevant, coherent and providing the necessary preconditions for enabling effectiveness? 

 EQ 2: To what extent are the Member States’ choices intended to contribute to reaching the general 

objective of sustainable management of natural resources with a focus on greenhouse gas emissions, 

biodiversity, soil and water, relevant, coherent and providing the necessary preconditions for enabling 

effectiveness? 

 EQ 3: To what extent are the Member States’ choices intended to contribute to reaching the general 

objective of territorial development with a focus on rural employment, growth and poverty, relevant, 

coherent and providing the necessary conditions for enabling effectiveness? 

 

This chapter describes the methodological approach to answer the Evaluation Questions on viable food 

production (EQ1 in chapter 4), on sustainable management of natural resources and climate change (EQ2 in 

chapter 5) and on balanced territorial development (EQ3 in chapter 6). The chapter starts with a presentation 

of the overall approach (section 3.1) and continues with a presentation of the methodological approach for 

evaluating relevance (section 3.2), coherence (section 3.3) and the preconditions for enabling effectiveness 

(section 3.4). The limitations of the approach are presented in section 3.5. 

 

 

3.1 Overall approach: theory analysis, intervention logic and use of case studies 

Because the period after implementation is still too short to support the impact analysis with empirical 

observations, the evaluation is carried out from an ex-ante perspective. Answers to the Evaluation Questions 

is provided through the implementation of ten case studies. Each case study has been carried out with the 

same methodological approach: in each case study, the CAP instruments implemented by the Member States 

are evaluated in a systematic way, using scores that are based on judgement criteria and accompanied by 

text explaining the justification for the scores. The methodology for the scoring as well as the judgement 

criteria are provided in sections 3.3 (relevance), 3.4 (coherence) and 3.5 (preconditions for enabling 

effectiveness). 

 

A starting point of the analysis is the preparation of detailed intervention logics that build on existing theory. 

Economic theories are used to develop comprehensive and detailed “Instrument – Objective Impact matrices” 

that describe the expected impacts for each instrument from Pillar 1 and measures from Pillar 2. The IOI-

matrix provides an indication of the direction in which a particular instrument is likely to impact on the 

objectives. This information is then used to identify which measures should form the focus of the analysis 

under each specific EQ. This forms the basis for evaluating the extent to which an instrument is relevant. The 

matrices also provide information on the extent to which different instruments contribute to similar objectives 

as well as their potential interactions, e.g. how they work together synergistically, have no effect on each other 

or may work against each other. These aspects are crucial to answer the questions related to the extent that 

implementation choices are coherent. 

 

The IOI-matrices have been prepared from a review of the scientific literature and from a detailed analysis of 

the regulations, including the content of the preamble to the regulations and the text in the articles. The 
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hypotheses about the likely effect of the instruments have been derived from agricultural economic theory and 

from the results of empirical studies founded on economic theory and environmental literature. It includes 

information that can be derived from economic models explaining the behaviour of the agricultural sector as a 

response to e.g. changes in price incentives and regulation. 

 

Three IOI-matrices have been prepared: one for the objective of viable food production (EQ1), one for the 

objective of sustainable management of natural resources (EQ2) and one for the objective of balanced 

territorial development (EQ3). The IOI-matrices have also been used to prepare one intervention logic for each 

EQ. The theory analysis, the IOI matrices as well as the three “intervention logic” are presented in the 

separate document “Annex 2: theoretical analysis”.  

 

 

3.2 Methodological approach for evaluating relevance 

Relevance is defined as the extent to which an intervention’s objectives are pertinent to needs, problems and 

issues. It refers to the economic, social and environmental needs, issues and challenges facing agriculture, 

forest and rural areas, while keeping in mind local specificities.  

 

The main aim is to assess to what extent the CAP instruments, as implemented by the Member States, are 

relevant with respect to the economic, social and environmental needs, issues and challenges facing 

agriculture, forest and rural areas, with as those of key categories of potential beneficiaries, such as farmers, 

foresters and rural communities, processors and consumers. This generates the following steps in the 

assessment: 

 Step 1 - preparatory work: identify the recognized social, economic and environmental needs and 

problems in each of the case studies; 

 Step 2 - scoring of individual instruments: Determine if the objectives of the instruments link to the priorities 

and issues identified according to a five point relevance scale; 

 Step 3 - validation and judgement: based on the results from the case study, formulate an assessment on 

the relevance of the of the Member States’ choices. This includes a qualitative judgement about the 

degree of relevance. 

 

These three steps are described in details below. 

In the first step, for each of the case study Member States, the local/regional/national needs with respect to 

each objective (viable food production with the sub-objective of agricultural income, agricultural productivity 

and price stability for EQ1, sustainable management of natural resources and climate action, with particular 

emphasis on greenhouse gas emissions, biodiversity, water and soils for EQ2 and for EQ3) will be identified. 

This will draw on information from: 

 

For EQ1 

 Trends in key viable food indicators over time (e.g. evolution of agricultural income based on FADN data 

for specific farm types and farm groups (scale));  

 Information in the direct payments notifications submitted to the Commission. 

 

For EQ2 

 Trends in key environmental and climate indicators over time (e.g. as identified through Eurostat’s agri-

environmental indicators, those included within the SEBI initiative and other EEA indicators on climate, 

land use, etc. and those relating to sustainable forest management);  

 SOER 2015 The European environment — state and outlook 2015, European Environment Agency, 

Copenhagen. General report and Country briefings; 

 Needs and priorities identified in other relevant environmental plans at the national or regional level, in 

particular those identified in River Basin Management Plans (water) and Prioritised Action Frameworks (for 

Natura 2000 areas); 
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 Information (where available) in the  Pillar 1 notifications submitted to the Commission; 

 The needs assessment based on the SWOT analysis set out within the Rural Development Programmes 

(RDPs). 

 

For EQ3 

 Trends in key indicators over time (e.g. on social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development 

Eurostat’s indicators); 

 The needs assessment based on the SWOT analysis set out within the Rural Development Programmes 

(RDPs); 

 Ex ante evaluations of national or regional RDPs; 

 Information in the  Pillar 1 notifications submitted to the Commission (if relevant). 

 

To the best extent possible, target values of the related output, result and impact indicators as well as the 

financial support allocated to each instrument has been taken into account.  

 

In a second step, an assessment has been made of the relevance against each sub-objective for each 

instrument according to a five-point qualitative scale. The degree of relevance will be assessed qualitatively, 

based on the expert judgement of the study team. The scoring is based upon the judgement criteria outlined in 

the table below.  

 

Table 3-1.  Judgement criteria for assigning scores on the five point relevance scale. 

Score Meaning Judgement criteria 

1 Irrelevant 
The instrument does not appear to be designed in a way that will address or contribute to 

meeting the identified needs  

2 Partially relevant The instrument indirectly addresses the identified needs 

3 Somewhat relevant The instrument directly addresses the identified needs (50-75 %) 

4 Very relevant The instrument directly addresses most of the identified needs (76-99 %)  

5 Fully relevant The instrument fully addresses all the identified needs (100 %) 

 

Based on the results from the case study, an assessment on the relevance of the Member States’ choices has 

been made for each EQ. The scoring and the justifications form the basis of a qualitative judgement about the 

degree of relevance of the Member State choices for each objective of the CAP. The judgement takes into 

account the relative importance of the individual CAP instruments.  

 

 

3.3 Methodological approach for evaluating coherence 

Coherence is defined as the extent to which an intervention does not contradict other interventions with similar 

objectives, focuses on policy interactions. It addresses whether the whole package is more than the sum of 

the parts. Coherence can be understood and evaluated at the following four levels: 

 At instrument or measure level: for some instruments or measures it is necessary to look at the coherence 

within the instrument as they are designed with multiple objectives and therefore have multiple 

implementation modalities (for example, some of the choices regarding the implementation of a specific 

instrument may be inherently antagonistic due to the underlying technical relationships between farming 

practices and environmental impacts); 

 At general objective level: between instruments directly contributing to the same general CAP objective 

(e.g. between the actions required under cross-compliance,  Pillar 1 greening, voluntary coupled support 

and rural development measures); 

 At programme level: assessing the synergies or contradictions of particular instruments/measures with 

different CAP objectives; 

 At inter-programme level: between CAP instruments or measures and instruments implemented under 

other legislative frameworks with similar objectives. 
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All four of these levels are considered but the main focus of the assessment is on the instrument, objective 

and programme levels. The inter-programme level analysis is mainly relevant for EQ2, given the range of 

environmental instruments that exist outside the CAP (e.g. the Birds and Habitats Directives, the Water 

Framework Directive etc.). 

 

The degree of coherence or consistency is illustrated in the figure below. It maps the possible interactions 

between different policy instruments with respect to achieving a specific policy objective.  

 

Figure 3-1. Mapping possible interactions between different policies and programmes and implications for coherence 

 
Source: Helpdesk of the European Evaluation Network for Rural Development 

 

Building on the IOI matrices presented in Annex 2, Coherence matrices have been prepared for each case-

study. For each specific CAP objective, the matrix assesses the coherence of those instruments/measures 

whose intervention logic is directly focused on that particular objective. The coherence matrix consists of the 

Member State choices reported in tables listing in rows and columns the relevant instruments/measures for 

each objective. For each case study, 10 coherence matrices have been used (one for each specific objective 

of the CAP: (1) income, (2) productivity, (3) price stability, (4) GHG, (5) biodiversity, (6) soil, (7) water, (8) rural 

employment, (9) growth and (10) poverty in rural areas. 

 

Table 3-2.  Coherence matrix for compiling coherence scores within and between instruments to be prepared for each sub-objective 

 Instrument A Instrument B Instrument C Instrument D 

Instrument A X O O O 

Instrument B  X O O 

Instrument C   X O 

Instrument D    X 

 

The judgement of coherence for the instrument and objective level analysis is based upon a five point scale as 

illustrated in the table below 
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Table 3-3.  Judgement criteria for assigning scores for coherence between instruments on a five point scale. 

Score Meaning Judgement criteria 

-2 Contradiction The instruments are in opposition to one another 

-1 Competition  The instruments compete with each other 

0 Neutrality The instruments are in parallel and do not affect each other. 

1 Complementarity The instruments complement each other 

2 Synergy The instruments reinforces each other 

 

For assessing coherence at the programme and inter-programme levels, the assessment is carried out in a 

more general way. Here, the degree to which each instrument/measure relevant for each EQ is checked to 

assess the extent to which its design and content is coherent with the objectives (and related priorities 

identified at the national/regional level) of key policies outside the CAP. This analysis is most relevant for EQ2, 

where coherence of measures with other relevant environmental legislation (e.g. the Water Framework 

Directive, the Birds and Habitats Directives, the Floods Directive, the Sustainable Use of Pesticides Directives) 

is an important consideration, particularly as a foundation for judgements about the potential effectiveness of 

measures in fulfilling environmental objectives. 

 

The results from the case study have been used to formulate a qualitative judgement about the degree of 

coherence of the Member State implementation choices in relation to each of the CAP objectives, identifying 

contradictions or complementarities both within and between the CAP instruments used to address a 

particular CAP objective.  

 

 

3.4 Methodological approach for evaluating the preconditions for enabling effectiveness 

Effectiveness is defined as the extent to which objectives pursued by an intervention are achieved. Identifying 

effectiveness in a complete way requires clearly defined objectives as well a target values with respect to 

these objectives
17

. Only when a target value is available can the ‘distance’ between the realized performance 

and the ‘desired performance’ of a policy be measured and translated into a judgement about the extent to 

which its implementation has been effective.  

 

However, given the timing of this study, the aim here is not to analyse effectiveness as such, but to analyse to 

what extent the member state choices provide “the necessary preconditions of enabling effectiveness”. This 

sentence refers to what extent Member States have put in place the necessary preconditions in a way that the 

chosen measures could be effective (i.e. create an enabling environment for policy effectiveness). As such 

this analysis should verify whether a suitable enabling environment has been put in place for the instrument 

potentially to be effective.  

 

Given the ex ante nature of this assessment, the analysis will focus on examining the factors that are most 

likely to enable or inhibit the effective implementation of the measure, based on the theoretical reasoning, a 

review of the relevant literature and evidence from the case studies.  

 

Drawing on the analysis of relevance and coherence, an assessment will be made of: 

 The extent to which the relevant indicator target values (where available) for each measure are realistic. 

We will also seek to discover the reasons for the choice of target value for the indicators to understand 

whether or not these have been over- or (more likely) under-stated. Particular attention will be paid to 

those cases where values appear to be very low;  

                                                           
17

 Ideally speaking, as suggested by the literature on governance, management and project-evaluation, each objective should be defined in a 
SMART way, i.e. be Specific (target a specific area for improvement), Measurable (quantify or at least suggest an indicator of progress), 
Assignable (specify who will do it), Realistic (state what results can realistically be achieved, given available resources), and Time-related 
(specify when the result(s) can be achieved). Full SMART-ness includes target values because otherwise “R” and “T” are not well-defined. 
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 Overlaps between measures that may reduce the degree of impact likely to be achieved; 

 The extent to which ‘soft’ or ‘supporting’ measures have been used or could be used to greater effect, e.g. 

advice, training, capacity building, creating management plans for Natura 2000 areas or forests, testing 

innovative approaches or introducing pilots via the cooperation measure; 

 Alternative measures or changes to the design, content and targeting of measures used that have the 

potential to achieve greater or more direct impact on the needs to meet the objectives; 

 Any significant factors which may contribute or inhibit progress being made towards the CAP objective 

(and sub-objectives). The sorts of factors that will be considered are: 

o The likelihood that the measures/actions will be taken up by farmers; 

o Any eligibility definitions and rules for land or beneficiaries;  

o Factors influencing the choice, design and content of measures in a way that affects the extent to 

which the objectives can be achieved., e.g. risk averse behaviour due to mapping, control and 

verification requirements;  

o The existence of other CAP measures that conflict with the objectives of the EQ (for example 

instruments from EQ2 and EQ3 when assessing EQ1); 

o External factors, such as resource and capacity limitations, level of cooperation from other actors as 

well as macroeconomic factors and land use pressures. 

 

This analysis has been implemented in two main steps 

 

The first step of the analysis is to prepare a list of the most important instrument for each objective. The 

results of the evaluation question on relevance will be used to determine this list: only the most relevant 

instruments will be retained for the analysis. The analysis has been performed at objective level (viable food 

production, sustainable management of natural resources and balanced territorial development). The second 

step involves an analysis of the most relevant factors that have the potential to influence (either enabling or 

inhibiting) the effectiveness of the measure. Up to ten factors are considered in this analysis. They relate to 

the instrument design and to the modalities of their implementation: 

1. To what extent are the chosen instruments tailored to the needs of the country/region (e.g. choice of 

measure/instrument options, combinations of options etc.); 

2. To what extent are the measures targeted at areas/ type of beneficiaries/ types of land use or 

management  in a ways that addresses the needs identified – geographical targeting/eligibility criteria etc.; 

3. Where targets are identified, do these appear to be ambitious or low compared with the total potential 

target area/number of potential beneficiaries; 

4. Where targets are not identified or quantified, what proportion of area/number of beneficiaries are likely to 

be affected and what are the implications for achieving the objectives of the measure/instrument in 

question; 

5. Are there any CAP implementation rules or other instruments/measures chosen or defined by the Member 

State/region in a way that affects the perception by beneficiaries or the implementation of the instruments 

– e.g. synergies or conflicts; 

6. To what extent are ‘soft’ or ‘supporting’ measures in place to improve the effectiveness/uptake of specific 

measures (e.g. advice, training, capacity building, facilitation activities, funding for the development of 

management plans – N2K, forest etc.) – how are these designed and made available to beneficiaries?; 

7. How do the instruments / measures work together across the Pillars (for example in the case of EQ2 it is 

important to look at the coherence of cross-compliance, greening/ Pillar 1 and Pillar 2) – do they build on 

one another / do they overlap?; 

8. Are there any factors that have limited the ways in which instruments/measures have been designed , 

targeted or implemented which might have a bearing on their effectiveness (for example, are the payment 

rates likely to be sufficient to enable uptake?; institutional factors (technical capacity, split responsibili ties, 

staff or financial resources)?; limitations (or lack) of technical data, incompatibility of data sets or lack of 

evidence required); 

9. Other – are there any other issues arising that are likely to affect the effectiveness of the 

instruments/measures in achieving their intended objectives? 
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Based on the answer to these questions in ten country case studies, a judgement is formulated on the extent 

to which the choices from the Member States provide the necessary preconditions for enabling effectiveness 

for each EQ. In this analysis, the relative importance of the answers to the 9 questions listed above has been 

taken into account. The results across the 10 countries have also been compared in order to identify for which 

instruments effectiveness may be an issue.  

 

 

3.5 Limitations of the approach 

The main limitations related to the evaluation method are: 

 Data availability - detailed data on implementation choices of the Member States is needed, for example 

concerning specific management requirements in relation to greening measures. Also evidence based 

knowledge on the relation between policy measures – uptake by farmers – and the expected effects is 

needed. The reliability of the theory based reasoning depends partly on the availability of these data; 

 Simplification of the complex interactions between policy measures – farm practices – and the expected 

impacts. To judge the relevance, coherence and the pre-conditions for effectiveness of implementation 

choices of Member States, it is necessary to simplify these complex interactions, although as much detail 

as possible on the geographical specificity of the relationship in each case study country will be identified; 

 The inevitable coarseness of the analysis, given that it has not been possible to examine the situation at 

ground level, despite the heterogeneity of farming systems, socio-economic context, climatic and 

environmental conditions at farm and field level where these measures are applied; 

 The short timescale during which the measures have been in place (one year in the case of the Pillar 1 

measures and less than a year in the case of RDPs (only from 1 January 2016 for the AECM) unless the 

measures are a continuation of the situation in the previous programming period has limited the extent to 

which the potential effectiveness of measures can be assessed. This is because effectiveness is 

determined by a range of factors which has not been possible to assess within the timeframe of this study, 

including:  

o the types of actions implemented, their location, the scale at which they are implemented and their 

degree of permanence;  

o the extent to which these actions lead to changes in farming and/or forestry practices;  

o the degree of deadweight (whether or not the investment or practice would have taken place without 

support);   

o external compounding factors outside control of the policy agents and farmers, especially weather, 

disease and market conditions. If the first year of implementation is especially wet or dry, or has 

particularly low or high prices or costs in a region this could have a big impact on farmers’ willingness 

or ability to undertake certain practices.  

 

Finally, the limitation of this case study approach lies in the fact that no extrapolations can be made towards 

the EU-28. Conclusions and recommendations are drafted upon an EU-28 view, but there are limitations of 

extrapolations of findings as the specific situation in every Member State is very distinct and unique. 

 

Because of all these limitations, the outcomes of the study are indicative of policy outcomes but cannot 

logically constitute a comprehensive appraisal of the policy effect. Other limitations arise for empirical reasons: 

the available data may not always closely match the outcome to be measured, may not be comprehensive or 

fully representative, or may not extend over all the years required for a solid appraisal.  
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4 Answer to Evaluation Question 1 on viable food 
production 

4.1 Understanding of EQ 1 and Intervention logic 

4.1.1 Introduction: understanding of EQ1 

 

EQ 1: To what extent are the Member States’ choices intended to contribute to reaching the general 

objective of viable food production with a focus on agricultural income, agricultural productivity and 

price stability, relevant, coherent and providing the necessary preconditions for enabling 

effectiveness? 

 

All CAP measures and instruments could have an effect on viable food production. However, EQ1 mainly 

concerns CAP measures with the primary aim to contribute to this objective. More specifically, the focus is put 

on measures referring to agricultural income, agricultural productivity and price stability. The analysis will 

therefore pay particular attention to measures related to Direct Payments, including measures with a dual role 

(e.g. the green payment scheme which is linked to side conditions favouring greening and the sustainable 

management of natural resources, but may contribute to income)  and to measures under Priorities 1, 2 and 3 

of the Rural Development Policy . Relevant horizontal measures and other instruments are also considered. 

 

Table 4-1 Measures whose intervention logic is related directly to the specific objectives of viable food production 

Direct payments: EAFRD: 

o   Basic payment o   M3: Quality schemes 

o   Greening payment o   M4: Investments in physical assets (certain elements of 

this measure, including non-productive investments) 

o   Redistributive payment o   M6: Farm business and development 

o   Young farmers scheme o   M9: Producer groups 

o   Small farmers scheme o   M11: Organic farming 

o   (Voluntary) coupled support o   M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other 

constraints 

o   Support in areas facing natural constraints o   M16: Cooperation 

o   Voluntary transitional payment o   M17: Risk management 

o   Framework within which Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania 

may complement direct payments 
 

Horizontal measures:  

o   Knowledge transfer and information actions (M1) 

o   Advisory services, farm management and farm relief services (M2) 

 

This ex-ante evaluation is focused on measures for which Member States have different implementation 

options. These are not the only CAP measures whose intervention logic is directly related to viable food 

production. Measures which are aimed at  viable food production, but for which Member States do not have 

different implementation options, are: 

 CMO:  

o Market measures, including exceptional measures; 

o Producer organisations/interbranch organisations; 

o Wine national support program and regulatory measures; 
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 EAFRD: 

o M1 (Knowledge transfer and information actions) and M2 (advisory services, farm management and 

farm relief services). 

 

There are two other categories of measures that should be considered in order to assess coherence and 

potential effectiveness, either with a positive impact or a negative impact. The first category consists of 

measures that do not mention a link to agricultural income, agricultural productivity or price stability (or risk 

management measures related to price volatility)  in their intervention logics, but may benefit viable food 

production indirectly (e.g. the payment for agri-environmental and climate services that may contribute to farm 

diversification, contribute to manage or spread risk and thereby stabilize income). The second category is 

formed by the implementation of  measures that may conflict with the achievement of this objective (e.g. some 

choices with respect to measures negatively impact on structural change and by that contribute negatively to 

total factor productivity growth or requirements with respect to the way of production that are not remunerated 

in the market in such a way that the additional costs are covered).  

 

Measures which may have indirect positive (synergy) or negative (competing) impacts on viable food 

production: 

 Transfer of funds from  Pillar 1 to Pillar 2; 

 EAFRD: 

o M10: Payments for agri-environmental and climate services; 

o M14: Animal welfare. 

 

Agricultural income (level and variability), agricultural productivity (linked to competitiveness), and price 

stability refer to the specific objectives of the CAP with respect to viable food production. Adequate farm 

incomes will ensure remuneration of the factors of production (labour, land, capital) in such a way that 

guarantees the continuity of food production. Limiting the variability of farm income will contribute to stabilise 

cash flows, reduce risks and uncertainty. Agricultural productivity growth implies improvement of the volume of 

output produced per unit of (all) inputs. It contributes to viable food production by making the primary stage of 

food production (with spin-offs to the whole food supply chain) more competitive
18

. At the same time 

productivity growth will (at given input and output prices) support a higher farm income. Price stability helps to 

maintain market stability, and thus to reduce farm income variability. A stable market-environment enables 

farmers to make balanced strategic investment decisions. Moreover market stability contributes to lower risks 

and is likely to have a positive impact on credit availability and the price of credit (interest rate with a low risk 

premium). 

 

The price stability-issue is linked to market measures in particular, such as those defined in the CMO (and for 

which there are no individual choice options for MS). This issue emphasises the need to evaluate all the 

measures included under the reformed CAP and analyse them in an integrated way, taking into account 

interaction effects. 

 

 

4.1.2 Intervention logic of the measures relevant to EQ1 

Intervention logics can be presented in various forms. Here a specific representation is chosen, reflecting the 

attention paid in this study to implementation options offered to Member States. In this analysis the focus lies 

on relevance, coherence and enabling effectiveness of the CAP. In particular the general CAP objective of 

                                                           
18

 Competitiveness could be described as the ability to supply goods and services in the location, form and place sought by buyers, at prices 
that are as good or better than those of other potential suppliers, while earning at least the opportunity costs of the return on resources 
employed. Alternatively, national sector level competitiveness refers to the ability of a country to produce goods and services that meets the 
test of foreign or world market competition, while simultaneously maintaining and expanding domestic real income. Competitiveness is a 
complex concept which has static as well as dynamic aspects, and can be linked to individual farms as well as to their position in the supply 
chain. As such competitiveness of a firm or sector cannot be separated from the performance of up- and downstream industries. Both for 
the static or dynamic version of competition it holds that productivity level and productivity growth is a key factor in determining 
competitiveness. 
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viable food production and its sub-objectives agricultural income, agricultural productivity and price stability will 

be the focus of the assessment. Therefore, the intervention logic is presented using a set of measures, rather 

than in the classical way (which would rather focus on a single measure-IL). Figure 4-2 provides the derived IL 

including all selected measures, where the measures are selected according to the criterion that they are 

expected to have a direct impact on viable food production and its sub-objectives (farm income, agricultural 

productivity and price stability).  

 

Viable food production implies that sufficient food is produced at affordable prices to consumers, while at the 

same time ensuring an adequate remuneration of all the production factors involved. This latter aspect refers 

to food production being a profitable activity, with farm income at a sufficient level to keep the required factor 

inputs into agricultural production, and profit margins sufficient to encourage ongoing investments and 

innovation. As such the three sub-objectives, notably farm income, agricultural productivity and price stability, 

are heavily interrelated and each of crucial importance to establish a viable food production system. This can 

be illustrated using the profit or income and production function concepts
19

, where I is income, output and 

input prices are p and w respectively and y=f(x) represents the production technology or production function. 

As Figure 4-1 shows stability of prices will contribute to stabilize farm income, whereas volatile prices (in 

particular when input and output prices do not move in a parallel way) can have a large negative (or positive) 

impact on farm income. The production function determines the amount of output that can be produced per 

unit of input, and for that reason has a direct link factor productivity. Factor productivity growth increases the 

production efficiency (more output per unit of all inputs), which affects the profitability and competitiveness 

(and by that increase the viability of food production). 

 

Figure 4-1. Farm income, agricultural productivity and price stability and their interrelatedness   

 

 

                                                           
19

 See the extensive theoretical analysis in the annex 2. 
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Figure 4-2. The intervention logic for the general CAP objective viable food production comprising Pillar 1 and  Pillar 2 measures  

 

 

Figure 4-2 shows the Direct Payment instruments that most contribute to viable food production via the 

enhancement of agricultural income. This impact will differ for different payments, some of which are targeted 

to specific beneficiaries (e.g. young farmers scheme, small farmers scheme), while others are targeted to 

specific objectives (e.g. the green payment contributes also to the sustainable management of natural 

resources; coupled payments aim to preserve a minimum level of agricultural production in marginal areas). 

The selected measures from the RDP contribute to the adoption of innovations and the spread of knowledge 

with respect to farm management, and as such contribute in particular to the improvement of agricultural 

productivity. As regards the CMO measures, their focus is more on the functioning of the market (e.g. price 

stability), but via their influence on prices and quantities they may indirectly also contribute to agricultural 

income. The horizontal measures (e.g. farm advisory services, promotion policy) contribute to the adoption of 

innovations and the spread of knowledge with respect to farm management, and as such contribute in 

particular to the improvement of agricultural productivity, but indirectly also to farmers’ income (e.g. organic 

farming).  

 

Based on this Intervention logic, Table 4.2 presents the instruments/measures which have been retained for 

the EQ1. 
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Table 4-2.  List of the instruments/measures retained for the analysis of relevance, coherence and preconditions for enabling 

effectiveness under EQ1. 

Instrument/measure  

Pillar 1 Pillar 2 

Basic payment 
M1: Knowledge transfer and information actions (not main 

focus) 

Greening Payment 
M2 Advisory services, farm management and farm relief 

service (not main focus) 

Redistributive payment M3: Quality schemes 

Young farmers scheme M4: Investments in physical assets 

Small farmers scheme M6: Farm business and development 

(voluntary) coupled support M9: Producer groups 

Support in areas facing natural constraints M11: Organic farming 

Voluntary transitional payment M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other constraints 

Framework within which Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania 

may complement direct payments 

M16: Cooperation 

M17: Risk management 

 

 

4.2 Relevance 

4.2.1 Introduction: understanding of relevance for EQ1 

Relevance is defined as the extent to which the objectives of the intervention are pertinent to needs, problems 

and issues. This section reviews the extent to which the CAP implementation choices relating to the measures 

identified above are relevant to agricultural income, agricultural productivity and price stabilisation needs. 

Using the methodology set out in the first interim report, relevance is assessed for each of the three sub-

objectives of the CAP with respect to viable food production. The assessment is structured as follows. After 

providing a short overview of the results from the case studies with respect to the relevance scores on the 

three specific objectives related to viable food production, an in-depth discussion of results follows. This is 

organised by sub-objective. For each sub-objective first the priorities and needs are identified. Subsequently 

the relevance of the implementation choices are assessed. Finally the different measures are analysed, with a 

special focus on those measures that according to the case studies were identified as the most important 

ones.   

 

As regards EQ1 the focus is on the needs with respect to agricultural income, agricultural productivity and 

price stabilisation.  In order to identify these needs two sources of information are used: i) objective criteria, 

and ii) qualitative information derived from the case studies. As regards the objective criteria for each specific 

CAP objective related to viable food production specific indicators are used (Table 4-3). The qualitative 

information provides specific details that cannot be captured from the indicators. 
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Table 4-3 Indicators used to identify needs for specific CAP objectives of viable food production 

Specific CAP 

objective 

Indicator Comment 

Agricultural 

income 

Level of average farm income by key sector 

Share of direct payments in farm income 

Trend in average farm income by key sector 

Evolution of agricultural income 

Agricultural income as a % of average comparable  

incomes outside agriculture (fair income) 

Number of farms 

Evolution of number of farms 

Average farm size (hectare) 

Evolution of farm size 

Share of number of young farmers 

Evolution of number of young farmers 

In order to interpret the income evolution in real 

terms, also member state-specific inflation 

estimates are presented. In order to provide some 

indication about how incomes in agriculture relate 

to incomes earned elsewhere in the economy a 

“benchmark’-indicator from the Eurostat survey on 

income and living conditions (SILC) is used 

Agricultural 

productivity 

Total Factor Productivity 

Labour productivity 

Level of average yield by key product 

Trend in average yield by key product 

Cost of production 

Farm profitability 

In addition to Total Factor Productivity indicator at 

agricultural sector level, also partial productivity 

indicators for specific subsectors are used to give 

a broader picture (including labour productivity and 

crop yields)  

Price 

stabilisation 

Price variability (coefficient of variation) of monthly 

prices for sub periods 2004-2006 and 2007-2016 

for key products 

The indicator is standardized and allows for 

comparative analysis over products and Member 

States (as well as over time) 

 

 

4.2.2 Overview 

An overview of the scores on relevance as they come from the assessments made in the 10 case study 

countries is provided in Appendix C.1. Some measures have been left out, such as Support in areas facing 

natural constraint (which is only applied in Denmark) and the Framework in which Bulgaria, Croatia and 

Romania may complement direct payments. In the following sub sections the identification of the needs and to 

what extent the Member State implementation choices address these needs is explored. 

 

4.2.3 Relevance of implementation choices for agricultural income 

4.2.3.1 Needs related to agricultural income 

An important requirement for achieving the viable food production objective is an adequate level of agricultural 

income, such that the continuity of food supplies is ensured. This requires the agricultural sector to achieve a 

reasonable profitability, implying that the factors and inputs needed for production will be appropriately 

remunerated and paid for. If this is not the case farmers will without financial support make a loss and will go 

bankrupt, which then might put the food provision at risk. The extent to which this might happen not only 

depends on the number of farms exiting production, but also on the existing farms that stay in production. If 

they increase their farm (e.g. by buying up the land of farmers exiting the sector) at a sufficient rate, 

agricultural output does not have to decline, but could even grow.  

 

The sub-objective of agricultural income is closely linked to farm income. To illustrate this, first data for the 

period preceding the new legislative framework (2014-2020) are used. Table 4-4 provides indicators on family 

farm net income per farm work unit (by sector), excluding and including CAP (direct) payments (see Table 4.4. 

parts (a) and (c)), and its evolution for the case study countries (measured as the calculated annual growth 

rate of farm income realized in the period 2011-2013 over that realized in period 2004-2006) (see Table 4.4. 

part (e))
20

. It also provides selected benchmark income indicators, which allow for the comparison of incomes 

per farm worker to an income indicator reflecting income earned outside agriculture (see Table 4.4. (c)). 

                                                           
20

 The focus of Table 4.4 is on farm income and concentrates on the impacts of direct payments.  RDP measures can also contribute to farm 
income, but in a more indirect way (e.g. investment support, payments for agri-environment and climate services) where participation is 
voluntary and only affecting  subgroup of farmers, and the payments that farmers receive involve also costs (e.g. efforts to deliver agri-
environmental services) or expenditures (investment). 
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Finally, Table 4.4  also includes a simulated farmer income per worker, based on the 2013 farm income and 

2015 simulated direct payments (see Table 4.4. part (f)). This latter variable provides a first estimate of the 

direct payments impact of the new CAP. Note that the agricultural income concept used in Table 4-4 focuses 

only on income generated with agricultural activities and as such provides a partial picture of the full farm 

household income. Over one third of the EU farmers have earnings from outside the farm businesses (income 

from other gainful activities; e.g. EC, 2010, 46). Moreover, it should be noted that the numbers presented in 

Table 4-4 focus on specialized farms. The data are regarded as a reasonable proxy of the incomes realized by 

farmers for whom farming is their main job and income source, but do not cover non-specialized farming, and 

its complexities (i.e. having multiple agricultural activities and combining on-farm and off-farm employment). 

 

As the Table 4-4 shows, the income levels per farm worker (corrected for farm household size) excluding CAP 

payments are low relative to the selected benchmark incomes (see Table 4.4 part (c): GDP/capita (gross 

domestic product per capita in euro, rural region, 2012), GDP/capita (idem, euro, general economy, 2014) and 

Median equivalised net income (2012, SILC)). It is difficult to relate the earned farm incomes/farm working unit 

(FWU) to an appropriate benchmark due to both data limitations as well as conceptual differences.
21

 However, 

the evidence presented in Table 4.4 clearly points to the conclusion that agricultural incomes in the EU 

(excluding CAP support) are significantly lower than earnings outside the sector (this holds for all three 

different benchmark indicators).
22

 As such this evidence illustrates that when the objective is to provide 

farmers with a fair income (i.e. an income that comes ‘close’ to incomes earned for comparable activities and 

situations outside agriculture) there is a need for income support. On average farm incomes per farm working 

unit are lowest in the sheep and goat and cattle sectors. The crop sector (COP: cereals, oilseeds and protein 

products), as well as the milk sector and the intensive livestock sector (granivores, comprising pigs, poultry 

and eggs) score relatively higher incomes.
23

.   

 

Table 4-4 shows interesting other details. For  the case study countries the average farm income per FWU 

(averaged over sectors, excluding CAP support) varies between 30 and 70% of the GDP per capita (2014) 

“benchmark” income, with a few exceptions. In Finland five out of the six farm types make a loss in the period 

considered, while for Italy the income of the specialist milk and granivore farms is higher than the benchmark 

income.  

 

When looking to the evolution of farm income (as measured by the annual increase; see Table 4.4, (e)) it turns 

out that 21 of the 51 cases (41%) farm income measured in real terms (corrected for the country-specific 

inflation levels) has been declining over time, while for the remaining cases (59%) the average real income 

has increased. For Spain the income trend is negative for all sectors. Also from an income dynamic 

perspective the sheep and goat and beef sectors appear to be characterized by stagnating income growth 

(with Poland, Germany and to a lesser extent Slovenia being exceptions). Whereas Table 4-4 gives average 

numbers, it does not provide insight in the income inequality between farms. As is shown by EP (2016) 

income inequality in agriculture is large, even more so when alongside the specialized also the non-

specialized farms are taken into account. While the information from Table 4-4 already suffices to point to the 

conclusion that addressing farm income needs requires a targeted approach, this conclusion can only be 

reinforced when adding the income inequality between farms to the analysis (it is beyond the scope of this 

research to do that in any detail). 

 

Table 4.4. (see (b)) provides the calculated farm income per worker  (2011-2013 averages) including the 

payments farmers received under the old CAP. The calculated average income including CAP payments (see 

                                                           
21

 Among these are corrections that need to be made because  farmers differ from the average income earner in that they usually work more 
hours, have different terms of employment, need a return for their capital, have different wealth, have different retirement scheme 
provisions, etc.; see EP (2016) for a detailed discussion and ECA (2016) for details with respect to performance measurement issues). The 
finding of incomes in agriculture lagging behind the general wage evolution is also found in ECB (2009) 

22
 When including the pre-reform CAP support, farm incomes substantially improve. According to a recent study (EP, 2016) in that case the 
policy-supported incomes earned in agriculture are not particularly low, relative to incomes earned elsewhere in the economy.  

23
 When including the pre-reform CAP support, farm incomes substantially improve. According to a recent study (EP, 2016) in that case the 
policy-supported incomes earned in agriculture are not particularly low, relative to incomes earned elsewhere in the economy.  
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Table 4.4., part (c)) is 1.8 (median 1.6) times the income excluding CAP payments (average over sectors and 

Member States), which illustrates the order of magnitude of the direct CAP payments under the old CAP. 

From further calculations based on Table 4.4 it turns out that related to the GDP/capita (euro, general 

economy, 2014)-benchmark, due to the contribution from the CAP payments the ratio of farm income per 

worker/GDP per capita (average over sectors and Member States) increases from 0.4 to 0.8 (1.0 would 

indicate farm income per worker parity). As such, under the old CAP the direct payments turn out to be an 

effective instrument to improve farm incomes. 
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Table 4-4 Farm income, its evolution  and the contributions of direct payments by (specialized) sector 

Indicator/sector BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL SI UK 

(a) Level of income (excluding CAP payments)/FWU (2011-2013 averages) 

  (15) Specialist COP 1.845 8.459 8.685 -6.436 8.828 3.166  5.810 851 26.003 

  (16) Specialist other fieldcrops 3.546 27.112 10.937 -9.020 29.139 13.150 43.994 4.287 -341 35.252 

  (45) Specialist milk 1.935 14.383 16.331 1.930 6.272 41.689 27.238 6.289 3.447 30.542 

  (48) Specialist sheep and goats 1.930 -3.655 13.880 -9.960 -1.075 14.414 5.624 368 802 596 

  (49) Specialist cattle 3.326 -2.986 4.117 -19.332 -8.347 15.128 -5.633 2.134 -561 -3.881 

  (50) Specialist granivores 2.169 20.495 31.282 -6.644 16.875 85.875 26.075 13.046 11.846 56.406 

(b) Selected benchmark income indicators 

  Median equivalised net income (2012, SILC) 2.860 19.595 13.868 22.699 20.603 15.979 20.562 5.060 12.122 19.166 

  GDP/capita (euro, rural region, 2012) 3.783 28.581 19.935 31.408    35.009 7.403 14.521 20.837 

  GDP/capita (euro, general economy, 2014) 5.900 36.000 22.400 37.600 32.200 26.500 39.300 10.700 18.100 34.900 

(c) Level of income (including CAP payments)/FWU (2011-2013 averages) 

  (15) Specialist COP 16.393 47.952 20.603 18.197 39.115 14.537  10.660 6.992 68.794 

  (16) Specialist other fieldcrops 5.362 56.386 24.180 15.915 57.544 21.722 65.454 7.001 3.980 75.386 

  (45) Specialist milk 3.075 30.542 24.233 23.248 22.087 49.308 43.809 8.512 6.984 47.603 

  (48) Specialist sheep and goats 3.192 17.150 22.396 4.779 15.125 19.797 10.087 3.561 2.839 25.423 

  (49) Specialist cattle 5.154 15.234 15.776 18.206 16.112 23.415 13.157 4.349 2.176 19.594 

  (50) Specialist granivores 2.632 35.915 34.582 19.743 27.444 91.050 29.498 15.689 16.979 65.618 

(d) Share of CAP payments in farmer income (2011-2013 averages) 

  (15) Specialist COP 89% 82% 58% 135% 77% 78%  45% 88% 62% 

  (16) Specialist other fieldcrops 34% 52% 55% 157% 49% 39% 33% 39% 109% 53% 

  (45) Specialist milk 37% 53% 33% 92% 72% 15% 38% 26% 51% 36% 

  (48) Specialist sheep and goats 40% 121% 38% 308% 107% 27% 44% 90% 72% 98% 

  (49) Specialist cattle 35% 120% 74% 206% 152% 35% 143% 51% 126% 120% 

  (50) Specialist granivores 18% 43% 10% 134% 39% 6% 12% 17% 30% 14% 

(e) Evolution of farm  income (measures as annual growth rate over the period 2004-2006 to 2011-2013 (incomes normalized as 3 year averages) 

  (15) Specialist COP  15,1 1,0 4,4 9,8 -1,8 0,0 4,5 0,0 17,6 

  (16) Specialist other fieldcrops  8,9 -0,1 0,4 11,4 3,4 14,7 -0,8 0,0 12,3 

  (45) Specialist milk  4,9 -1,4 5,8 3,2 4,8 5,3 8,2 7,5 5,4 
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Indicator/sector BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL SI UK 

  (48) Specialist sheep and goats  0,1 -4,0 9,7 2,0 -2,1 -9,8 14,6 3,1 5,7 

  (49) Specialist cattle  1,2 -1,4 1,4 -1,8 1,4 0,0 9,5 3,5 3,2 

  (50) Specialist granivores  4,8 -3,7 -1,7 2,8 -0,1 -0,3 13,7 4,6 -1,0 

        Price inflation estimate (av. percentage) 5,7 1,7 2,6 2,1 1,7 2,2 1,8 3,0 2,8 2,9 

(f) Estimated income /FWU (2015; simulated using the calculated 2015 average per ha. equivalent of all direct payments) 

  (15) Specialist COP 20.705 46.324 24.122 19.878 35.536 11.480  12.283 6.066 59.826 

  (16) Specialist other fieldcrops 5.549 53.086 19.851 15.071 48.235 20.343 64.050 7.633 2.981 67.033 

  (45) Specialist milk 3.128 28.105 20.350 9.369 19.954 47.117 39.567 9.144 6.000 42.962 

  (48) Specialist sheep and goats 2.897 16.805 26.119 -510 14.316 25.755 10.993 4.746 3.650 40.593 

  (49) Specialist cattle 5.216 13.147 15.008 -5.236 12.119 23.705 3.641 5.149 1.717 13.119 

  (50) Specialist granivores 2.782 35.151 36.259 5.338 26.099 90.791 28.727 16.156 16.732 64.390 

Legend: Total payments are calculated from FADN statistics and  include total subsidies to crops and livestock (SE610, SE 615) and decoupled payments (SE 630). Family farm income (SE420) 

is total output (SE131 ) – total intermediate consumption (SE275) + subsidies current year ( SE600) - depreciation (SE360) – external factors (SE365) + subsidies & Taxes not from current year) 

(SE405) 

Source: estimates based on FADN data. An FWU is an annual work unit of unpaid (family) labour. The benchmark incomes are from the Common Context Indicators for rural development 

programs (2014-2020, C.08 (GDP per capita) and the EU statistics on income and living conditions (EU-SILC; equivalised median income). The per hectare equivalent of the direct payments has 

been calculated by dividing the Direct Payment Envelope by the agricultural area eligible for these payments. 
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The role of direct payments in supporting farm income is further illustrated in Table 4.4, part (d), which shows 

the share of direct payments in farm income for the pre-CAP reform situation. Note that in 11 cases out of the 

60 cases these payments represent more than 100 percent of the average sectoral farm income (Table 4.4 

(d)).  This implies that without the supporting payments these farms would have made a loss (ceteris paribus). 

Also more generally the dependence of farm incomes on direct payments is relatively high in all sectors and 

all case study Member States. This holds in particular for the sheep and goat and beef sectors. On average 

the granivores (a sector traditionally already receiving limited support) and the dairy sectors have the lowest 

dependence on policy payments.  

 

Box 4.1 Empirical results of the new direct payments in the Netherlands 

For the Netherlands, we can compare the simulated results in Table 4.4 with empirical data. The table below shows that the 

CAP payments after the reform are significantly lower than before the reform (the reduction is larger than the general 

reduction in the CAP DP-envelope). This is explained by the  redistribution of DPs over Member States, which implied an 

additional reduction of  the Dutch DP-envelope. Farm incomes show substantial fluctuations over years. 2015 was in 

general a year of low prices. Combined with lower CAP payments the incomes for most farm types went down by 20 percent 

or more. 

 

Table B 4.1.1 First results on income and CAP payments before and after the CAP reform for The Netherlands, 2015 

  before CAP reform (2011-2013) after CAP reform (2015) 
% 

change 
in 

paymen
ts 

% 
cha
nge 
in 

inco
me   

Income 
excl. 
payments 

old 
payments 

income/fwu 
(incl 
payment) 

Income excl. 
payments 

new 
payments 

income/ 
fwu (incl 
payment) 

(15) Specialist COP   
  

12,260 19,940 26,606     

(16) Specialist other 
fieldcrops 52,041 25,385 65,454 50,610 20,910 51,015 -17.6 

-
22.1 

(45) Specialist milk 41,729 25,387 43,809 29,770 21,670 26,437 -14.6 
-

39.7 

(49) Specialist cattle -6,648 22,175 13,157 3,560 15,730 13,384 -29.1 1.7 

(50) Specialist 
granivores 32,947 4,324 29,498 20,960 4,130 16,220 -4.5 

-
45.0 

Source: FADN 2011-2013, and RVO 

Legend: Income refers to family farm income excluding CAP payments (SE240) 

Acknowledgement: the Dutch Paying Agency RVO gave permission to use the 2015 data for this study, which is gratefully 

acknowledged. 

 

The table below compares the simulated direct payments with the observed payments in 2015. As the table shows the 

simulated CAP payments can substantially deviate from the observed (2015) values. The stylized simulation does not 

capture the nitty gritty of the implementation options MS have chosen under the new CAP and the full consequences this 

has for the redistribution of payments over farms and sectors. Although the stylized simulation method has its limitations, it 

still allows to demonstrate the order of magnitude of CAP payments.  

 

Table B 4.1.2Comparison of simulated and actual payments 

  
before CAP reform (2011-

2013 average) 
after CAP reform  

(2015) 

  CAP payments 

simulated 
payments 
(see Table 
4.4.) 

2015 CAP 
payments 

 
deviation of simulated payments from 

2015 payments 

(15) Specialist COP     19,940 
 (16) Specialist other 

fieldcrops 25,385 23,724 20,910 13.5 

(45) Specialist milk 25,387 18,888 21,670 -12.8 

(49) Specialist cattle 22,175 10,944 15,730 -30.4 

(50) Specialist 
granivores 4,324 3,350 4,130 -18.9 
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The importance of policy related payments in supporting farm incomes is evident for the past. Also for the new 

CAP implementation period, the direct payments and their continuation, even though in a different form from 

the past, are very important in addressing the farm income need. As compared to the previous CAP the total 

budget available for the Direct Payments measure has declined with about 1.8 %, so still a large share of the 

total budget is spent on these measures.  Moreover, the number of farms and the agricultural area eligible for 

payments is facing changes over time, which is to a large extent due to the continuing structural change in the 

farm sector, with average farm size steady increasing. Increases in farm size (economies of scale) are an 

important factor in achieving productivity gains, which in turn affects the viability of food production as it 

contributes to improve agriculture’s competitiveness. Figure 4-3 provides an indicative summary of the per 

hectare payment equivalents of the Direct Payments instrument under the old and the new CAP (using the 

2013 UAA land base as a reference). The general picture emerging from this graph is that both for the case 

study countries as well for the other EU Member States, under the old as well as under the new CAP, average 

payments to farmers are of the same order of magnitude. This suggests that also the new CAP is likely to 

have a substantial positive impact on farm incomes, be it that for EU-15 Member States this payment tends, 

due to the external convergence, to decline relative to the old situation, while for EU-13 Member States the 

opposite holds.  

 

Figure 4-3  Likely impact (estimate) of the Direct Payment Scheme (total payments) on farm income (per hectare payment equivalents) 

 
Source: own calculations. Budget data from EU sources, the numbers of hectares used for the old CAP and the new CAP 

both relate to the 2013 utilized agricultural area (see CAP context indicators),  

 

The bottom part of Table 4.4 (see part (f)) provides a simulated family farm income per agricultural work unit, 

which has been based on the calculated per hectare equivalent of all direct payments at Member State level 

(see Figure 4.3), which is added to the 2013 farm income (excluding CAP payments). The average number of 

hectares of utilized agricultural area in the period 2011-2013 has been used as a proxy of the land-base of the 

farms. Note that this is a stylized way of calculating an indicative impact of the direct payments of farmer 

income, since it does not take into account the specific targeting of payments (e.g. voluntary coupled support 

targeted at specific sectors, farmer applications for optional payments  and gradual convergence 

arrangements. Nevertheless, the so calculated “average”-impact of the direct payments on farm income 

provides a rough estimate of the order of magnitude of the income support.  When comparing the thus 

calculated income/FWU with the GDP (2014) benchmark income it turns out that in 20 cases (out of 60) the 

farm income is less than half of the benchmark level, in 16 cases it lies in the range varying from 0.5 to 1.0 

and in 18 cases the average farm income per FWU is larger than the GDP benchmark income. From this 

analysis, be it at a very indicative level, firstly it can be concluded that the direct payments are highly relevant 

and also effective in contributing to the farm income objective. A second conclusion is that, even when 

evaluated at average farms, the estimated [post CAP-reform] direct payments are having different impacts on 

different farm types (reflecting differences in farm land base), being often too low to achieve the benchmark 

income indicator-level used in this study. In a number of cases the direct payments are likely to provide 

specific farmers with an income higher than the benchmark level. In both cases, improving the targeting could 

contribute to increasing the number of farmers receiving a fair (or  benchmark) income.  
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A specific needs-issue is related to the changes this CAP reform imposes on Member States that maintained 

the historical model of direct payments allocation under the old CAP (this holds for Spain, France, Italy, The 

Netherlands, the United Kingdom and Slovenia). Due to the switch to a per hectare or land-based rather than 

farmer based payment a significant and in the history of these Member States unprecedented redistribution of 

payments over farms  takes place in particular for EU-15 Member States. As is signalled from the case 

studies, in those Member States a political solution had to be found to balance the interests of winners and 

losers and to smooth the transition. 

 

As regards the coupled support Table 4-4 shows no specific indicators (coupled support under the old CAP 

and voluntary coupled support under the new CAP are both included in the CAP payments). However, when 

examining the detailed FADN data it can be concluded that on average the amount of coupled payments 

under the old CAP is relatively low. This reflects the strategy chosen in the past CAP reforms, aiming at 

decoupling support from production. In the past this coupled support was often used to address specific needs 

(e.g. sectors that are in decline or operate in marginal areas). Also under the new CAP Member States have 

the option to introduce voluntary coupled support. On average, the EUn-13 Member States (e.g. Poland) are 

using this instrument more heavily than the EU-15 Member States. However, four  (FR BE, FI, PT) of the EU-

15 Member States allocated 13 percent or more of their DP-envelope to voluntary coupled support (with 13% 

being the maximum percentage established in accordance with Article 53 excluding a 2% add-on). A stylized 

simulation of the impact of the new voluntary coupled support, reflecting its specific targeting (e.g. sector, farm 

size, region) is beyond the scope of this study,   

 

Some structural characteristics of the agricultural sector in the case study countries are provided in Table 4-5. 

Aside from the total number of farms, also the evolution of the farm numbers during the last decade is shown 

(measured in terms of annual percentage change). For all case study countries it holds that the total number 

of farms is reducing. This pattern fits with the EU as a whole. In particular Bulgaria and Poland show strong 

rates of reduction, which might be related to the fragmented and small scale farm structure characterizing 

these Member States (including still subsistence farms). Also the UK, Finland and Germany show rates of 

decline of more than 3 percent per annum.  The average farm size (evaluated in standardized output (SO) as 

well as in hectares of land per farm) differs substantially over Member States, whereas the average farm size 

generally increases over time (farm size increase). Note that in general at Member State level, the percentage 

decline of the number of farms closely matches the percentage increase in farm size. This implies that the 

total productive capacity of agriculture (in terms of its land base) has not declined even though the number of 

farms has declined. Measured by Eurostat in terms of the standardized output indicator the production 

capacity of the EU-28’s agriculture has increased by more than 7% over the period 2010-13 (close to 2.5% per 

annum). In terms of the viability of food production this implies that the reduction in the number of farms does 

not have a negative impact on the utilization of land and/or agricultural output. The average farm size increase 

more than compensates for the diminishing number of farms. For Bulgaria (and to a lesser extent also for the 

UK) even a net increase in production capacity is realized. As such agricultural output is likely to increase for 

those countries, even though the number of farms is declining at substantial rates. What happens to 

agricultural output for the other Member States is not only determined by the (roughly) stable production 

capacity, but also by the evolution of agricultural productivity (see also next section for further details).  
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Table 4-5 Selected indicators on number of farms, farm size, young farmers and their evolution 

 BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL SI UK 

# farms 254,4 285,0 965,0 54,4 472,2 1.010,3 67,5 1.429,0 72,4 185,2 

% change -8,9 -3,8 -1,4 -3,2 -2,3 -6,5 -2,4 -6,6 -0,8 -5,3 

average farm size (SO, 1000 €) 13,1 162,3 37,3 62,5 120,5 43,3 303,8 15,3 13,9 117,8 

average farm size (hectare of 

land) 

18,3 58,6 24,1 41,5 58,7 12,0 27,4 10,1 6,7 92,3 

% change farm size (hectare) 17,3 3,7 0,6 3,3 2,4 6,3 1,7 6,8 0,8 6,5 

% share of farmers <41 years 

old 

14,4 18,6 11,3 21,7 20,3 11,0 12,9 26,4 13,4 10,5 

% change share of farmers <41 

years old 

4,1 -4,7 -4,2 -1,2 -2,0 0,9 -5,5 0,3 0,3 -3,5 

% change # farmers <41 years 

old 

-5,1 -8,4 -5,5 -4,4 -4,2 -5,6 -7,8 -6,4 -0,5 -8,6 

Legend: It has been assumed that 60% of group 35-44 years is less than 41 years old. 

Source: based on FADN and FSS  Eurostat databases. 

 

In order to give information about the needs of young farmers (including the farmers that might be involved in 

farm succession) Table 4-5 provides an estimated share of the farmers having an age under 41 years. This 

share varies between 10.5  (UK) and 26.4 per cent (Poland). In 6 out of the 10 case study countries this share 

shows a percentage decline over time. This implies that not only the number of these farmers declines 

(following the general decline in farm numbers), but that their number declines more than proportional and the 

farmers population is ageing (e.g. in the UK about 90 percent of the farmers are older than 40 years of age). In 

4 out of the 10 Member States the share shows an annual increase, although this increase in general is small 

(Bulgaria being an exception). As the bottom row of  Table 4-5 shows, in all case study countries the number 

of young farmers (farmers with an age under 41 years) is declining, usually at substantial rates (Slovenia 

being an exception). The rates of decline imply that on average for the case study countries (excluding 

Slovenia) the number of young farmers halves in 11.5 years of time. As viable food production also requires a 

balanced age structure of the farmers in the EU Member States, the message from these indicators is that 

there is a need to rebalance the farmer age distribution, including facilitating generational renewal. 

 

Box 4.2 Identification and perception of needs 

 

The identification of needs can be based on objective criteria, as has been demonstrated with some of the evidence 

presented above. However, this only provides a partial picture of how the need identification process actually takes place in 

Member States. First these needs are identified as the outcome of a political process, which implies that political concerns 

(voters, budget) play a role. From the case studies it appeared that in several Member States agricultural policy reform 

leads to consultation rounds with stakeholders. Aside from governments being open to understand the implications of 

specific reform-implementation options for different stakeholders, stakeholders, organized as interest groups, will also 

actively try to influence the political process, bringing their needs to the attention of policy makers (government), political 

parties and politicians. In this process the support received in the past is likely to play a role (path-dependency and rent-

seeking behaviour). All this leads to a balancing of objective criteria with political and stakeholder interests, which may make 

that the perceived needs differ from those derived from more objective criteria. This is even more so when there are 

“structural breaks” in the policy, such as an ‘enforced’ switch from a historical Single Farm Payment to hectare-based 

payments (flat rate) and the implied redistribution of payments over and within sectors. 

 

Apart from the so-called objective criteria discussed above, from the case studies specific information about 

the needs as they are perceived by the case study countries was flagged. A summary of the highlights from 

the case studies is provided in Box 4.3. 
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Box 4.3 Qualitative information highlighting and illustrating agricultural income needs in selected countries 

 

The needs of Finland are to compensate for the permanent competitive handicap of Finnish agriculture due to adverse 

natural conditions. Areas with natural constraints are faced with low farm incomes which threaten to maintain the 

preconditions for competition in different parts of the country so that the production can be sustained. 

 

The general agricultural income needs of France are illustrated by the statement that without any CAP payment, 60% of 

French farm holdings would have had a negative financial balance in 2014. Another aspect of needs is to reduce income 

disparities among different farmer categories. 

 

A specific agricultural income need in The Netherlands refers to the keeping of beef cows and sheep in marginal areas 

(extensive grazing nature conservation areas). These activities have a low (and declining) profitability while these also 

contribute to biodiversity preservation. 

 

Income shortfalls are a widespread problem in Scottish farming. Farm Survey statistics show that the average Scottish farm 

made a loss before subsidy in 2014-15, as has been the case in each of the last six years.  The problems do not appear to 

be concentrated in any particular sector.  

 

Source: information from the case studies 

 

In summary, it can be stated that agriculture in general turns out to be a low-income sector . However, taking 

the (estimated) CAP support payments into account the family farm income per agricultural worker is 

substantially improved, both in absolute terms and in comparison with benchmark incomes, indicating these 

payments to be highly relevant. For Spain the income evolution turned out to have been negative for all 

sectors. When comparing over sectors, in particular the incomes in the sheep and goat and beef (specialized 

cattle) sectors are relatively lagging behind. These are also the sectors that have been heavily dependent on 

direct payments (both decoupled and coupled ones) in the pre-CAP reform and that are targeted as well under 

the new CAP (e.g. voluntary coupled support schemes provided to these sectors). There is a large 

heterogeneity over Member States, by sectors and even more so by farms (income inequality). This justifies a 

targeted approach to address the specific agricultural income objective of viable food production. Farm 

incomes have been identified to be heavily dependent on policy support payments. Not receiving these 

payments, or at a substantially reduced rate, would have large impacts on farm income. 

 

Moreover, specific needs were identified with respect to the preservation of a balanced farm age structure and 

the generational renewal related to this. It has been noted that farm viability for the longer run is not only 

related to farm income, but also influenced by the rate at which structural change (farm size increase) will take 

place. This implies that policy measures that aim to facilitate farm structural change (e.g. generational 

renewal, investments in farm assets, etc.) are highly relevant for addressing the agricultural income objective.   

 

4.2.3.2 Implementing decisions which have made the measures relevant for the agricultural income objective 

From the case studies, the direct payments come out as the most relevant with respect to agricultural income. 

Within this measure both the basic payment instrument and the direct payment instruments targeted to 

specific beneficiaries (e.g. redistributive payment, the young farmers scheme and voluntary coupled support) 

have been mentioned in the case studies as highly relevant. The green payment is evaluated to be less 

important for agricultural income, but could be important in specific cases (e.g. when the costs of fulfilling the 

requirements of greening are lower than the amount of the Green Payment). Member States have also made 

choices with respect to the convergence of payments and to smoothing the transition by introducing a 

transitional payment. From the Rural Development Programme investments in physical assets (M4), Farm 

business and development (M6), and Knowledge transfer and information actions (M1) are indicated to be 

relevant. Other measures could be relevant, but to a lesser extent. In the following the direct payment 

measures and measures M1, M4 and M6 will be discussed measure by measure with respect to their 

relevance for agricultural income. The relevance of other measures will be discussed in a more global way. 
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The relevance of direct payment measures in supporting agricultural income does not need a further 

argumentation. Direct payments, whatever their form in the current CAP, are income transfers to farmers, and 

as such make a direct contribution with respect to the agricultural income objective. This is confirmed by the 

impact of direct payments in the past and the indicative simulated payments taking into account the CAP 

reform.  

 

In addition to the direct payments, other measures  relevant with respect to agricultural income are in 

particular measures contributing to priority 2 and 3 of the RDP (P2 competitiveness of all types of agriculture 

and farm viability, and P3 food chain organisation and risk management). This includes M4 Investments in 

physical assets and M6 Farm and business development. Other measures relevant for case study countries 

are M3 Quality schemes for agricultural products, and foodstuffs, M9 Setting up of producer groups and 

organisations, M11 Organic farming, M13 Payments to areas facing natural or other specific constraints, and 

M16 Cooperation. M17 risk management was hardly dealt with in the case studies, which may be partly due to 

the fact that in many cases it is still unclear how this measure is going to function. 

 

Table 4-6 provides an overview of the implementation choices made by the case study countries with respect 

to the direct payments scheme. For comparative reasons also the initial situation is presented, including some 

information about support targeted to specific sectors. When considering the Basic Payment as the most 

direct follow-up of the previous system of direct payments, it turns out that except for Spain (which switches 

from a national to a regional model) and Finland (which introduces a different two region model), all the case 

study countries continue to stick to the same allocation regime as in the past (e.g. when in the past there was 

a national model this is continued, etc.).  

 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     87 
 

Table 4-6 Implementation choices made by case study countries with respect to direct payments (relative to initial position) 

  BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL SI UK (Sco) 

Initial situation 

w.r.t. direct 

payments 

SAPS 

standard 

Regional 

hybrid 

dynamic 

(regional 

level) 

Historical 

(national 

level) 

Regional 

hybrid 

dynamic 

(regional 

level) 

Historical 

(national 

level) 

Historical 

(national 

level) 

Historical 

(national 

level) 

SAPS plus 

sugar 

payments 

SPS standard Historical 

(Sco) 

Separate coupled 

payments and Art 

68 payments 

allocated to 

specific sectors 

F&V, M, S&G No B&V,Co,  

F&V, M, N, P, 

R, S&G, T, 

B&V, M,  

S&G, SP 

B&V, C,  M,  

P,  S&G,  T 

B&V,  F&V, 

M,  OO, S&G, 

SB, T 

No B&V, F&V, 

GL, SB 

F&V, M, SB B&V 

Basic Payment 

scheme 

SAPS (flat 

rate) 

Regional flat 

rate, 

switching to 

national flat 

rate by 2019 

Regional with 

decrease 

limitation 

Regional flat 

rate 

Approximation 

to national flat 

rate with 

decrease 

limitation  

Approximation 

to national flat 

rate with 

decrease 

limitation  

Approximation 

to national flat 

rate  

SAPS (flat 

rate) 

Approximation 

to national flat 

rate with 

decrease 

limitation 

 

Regional flat 

rate by 2019 

 

 

Redistributive 

payment 

With one 

tranche 

With two 

tranches 

No No With one 

tranche 

No No One trance  

3-30 ha 

No No 

Reductions of 

payment 

mechanism 

Capping 

above €300k;  

5% reduction 

above €150k 

No reduction 5% reduction 

above €150k 

5% reduction 

above €150k 

No reduction 50% above 

€150k 

capping 

above €500k 

3-5% 

reduction 

above €150k 

Capping 

above €150k 

5% reduction 

above €150k 

5% reduction 

above €150k; 

capping 

above €600k 

Convergence  Full 

convergence 

in 2019 

Partial 

convergence 

Full 

convergence 

in 2019 

Partial 

convergence 

Partial 

convergence 

Full 

convergence 

in 2019 

  Full 

convergence 

in 2019 

Green Payment 

scheme 

>10 activated 

EFAs 

>10 activated 

EFAs; flat 

rate 

between 2-4 

EFAs 

activated; 

individual 

payment 

between 2-4 

EFAs 

activated 

> 10 EFAs 

activated and 

equivalence; 

individual 

payment 

>10 activated 

EFAs; 

individual 

payment 

between 2-4 

EFAs 

activated and 

equivalence, 

only 

collective; 

individual 

payment till 

2018 

>10 activated 

EFAs; only 

collective 

between 2-4 

EFAs 

activated 

between 5-9 

EFAs 

activated; flat 

rate 
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  BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL SI UK (Sco) 

Small Farmers 

Scheme 

Standard 

system 

Standard 

system 

2015 basis No No   2015 basis No Standard 

system 

2015 basis No 

Young Farmers 

Scheme 

<1% of DP 

plus 

additional 

criteria 

1% of DP; no 

additional 

criteria 

2% of DP; no 

additional 

criteria 

1% of DP; 

with 

additional 

criteria 

1% of DP; 

with additional 

criteria 

1% of DP; no 

additional 

criteria 

2% of DP; no 

additional 

criteria 

1% of DP; no 

additional 

criteria 

between 1 

and 2% of 

DP; no 

additional 

criteria 

< 1% of DP; 

no additional 

criteria 

 

Voluntary Coupled 

Support (level) 

15% of total 

DP 

No   Up to 12.08% 

of total DP 

Up to 20% of 

total DP in 

2015 

15% of total 

DP 

Up to 12% of 

total DP 

Up to 5%% of 

total DP in 

2015 

Up to 15% of 

total DP 

15% of total 

DP 

10% of total 

DP  

Voluntary Coupled 

Support (targeted 

sectors) 

B&V, F&V, M, 

P, S&G 

No B&V, 

F&V,GL, M, 

N, P, R, S&G,  

SB 

B&V, C, F&V, 

M,  P,  S&G, 

SP, SB 

B&V, C, F&V, 

He, Ho, M, P, 

S, S&G, SP 

B&V, C, 

F&V,GL,  M, , 

R, OO, P,  

S&G, , SB 

B&V, S&G B&V, F, F&V, 

He, Ho,  M,  

P,  S&G, SP, 

SB 

B&V, C, F&V,  

M,  P 

B&V,  S&G 

Specific-

beneficiary 

targeting-indicator 

0,53 0,38 0,40 0,44 0,50 0,42 0,32 0,54 0,46 0,32 

Legend: B&V: beef and veal, C,: cereals, F: flax; Co: cotton, F&V: fruit and vegetables, GL: leguminous grains, He: hemp, Ho: hops,  M: milk, N: nuts, OL: oilseeds, Oo: olive oil, P: protein crops, 

R: rice, S: seed, S&G: sheep and goat, SP: starch potatoes, SB: sugar beet, T: tobacco 
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Table 4-7 RDP policy implementation choices and indicators on its priorities and impacts on farm income 

  BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL Sl UK 

Total EU funds for EAFRD 2007-2013 (mln €) 2,642.20 9,079.70 8,053.10 2,155.00 7,584.50 8,985.80 593.2 13,398.90 916 4,612.10 

Total EU funds for EAFRD 2014-2020 after transfers 

(mln €) 

2,366.70 9,445.90 8,297.40 2,380.40 11,384.80 10,444.40 765.3 8,697.60 837.8 5,195.40 

Change, 2007-2013 to 2014-2020 -10% 4% 3% 10% 50% 16% 29% -35% -9% 13% 

Average RDP/year, 2014-2020 after national 

adjustment (mln €) 

338.10 1,349 1,185 340.06 1,626 1,492 109.32 1,243 119.69 742.81 

Approximate Pillar 2 as % of CAP total*** 29.9 21.97 19.31 39.33 18.45 28.72 15.59 26.59 33.18 18.84 

Budget  Priority 2 (%) 12.8 15.0 26.1 11.1 25.1 24.4 32.7 33.1 20.2 12.9 

Budget  Priority 3 (%) 9.3 5.9 11.1 7.2 5.4 14.9 2.8 12.3 9.2 3.9 

   P2 competitiveness 2A (24%) 2A (50%) 2A (25%)  2A (31%)   2A 

(100%) 

2A (50%) 2A (44%) 2A (17%)  

         2B (19%) 2B (3%) 

   P3: Food chain & risk management 3A (29%) 3A (4.5%) 3A (50%)  3B 

(100%) 

3B 

(100%) 

 3A (50%)  3A (35%)  

3B (1%) 

M4 budget share 28.82 16.60 35.37 12.62 22.45 25.65 50.02 24.66 20.60 15.76 

M6 budget share 9.28 0.69 7.32 3.79 9.74 7.28 0.00 16.35 11.32 1.50 
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The indicator presented at the bottom row of Table 4-6 shows the degree of targeting to specific groups, by 

presenting the share of the Direct Payments envelope that is spent on direct payment measures other than 

basic payments. According to this index Bulgaria, Poland and France score high with respect to the degree of 

targeting they apply, whereas The Netherlands and the UK, which spend a large share of their envelope on a 

generic flat rate, score relatively low.   

 

Box 4.4 Efficiency concerns versus social concerns 

 

The viability of food production can be supported via income transfers (direct way) as well as via supporting innovation, farm 

investment and the facilitation of structural change (indirect way), which enhances agricultural productivity and its 

competitiveness
24

. The direct way has a more immediate effect and fits well with political concerns with respect to a fair 

remuneration of (family) labour employed in agriculture and the income distribution, both within agriculture (income 

inequality) and of agriculture in relation to the rest of society. However, following this strategy in an unbalanced way may 

lead to a heavy dependence of the sector on income transfer payment policy measures (e.g. direct payments). The indirect 

way to support the viability of food production, with a focus on innovation and productivity growth, has a stronger emphasis 

on efficiency: creating a competitive sector that can produce in a competitive way, without being reliant for that on income 

support payments. .A leading example of an EU Member State following this latter strategy is probably Germany
25

. As is 

shown in Kimura et al (2015) the evolution of total factor productivity in agriculture is a function of innovation (technical 

progress, including adoption of new technologies, and social innovations, including efficient management of inputs) and 

structural change. Based on case studies done for Estonia, The Netherlands and United Kingdom (England and Wales) it 

turns out that for all countries, irrespective of their structural and institutional differences, the improvement of labour 

productivity is the most important component contributing to overall factor productivity growth. This result underscores the 

role of structural change (viz. increasing labour productivity by increasing farm scale) in farm viability and contrast this with 

growing dependence of farm incomes on direct payments. From a longer run policy strategy perspective with respect to 

viable food production, a one-sided direct payments-approach may have as a disadvantage that such payments partly leak 

away (see impact of direct payments on land prices as explained in Swinnen et al, ) and slow down structural change (direct 

payments may support farms that otherwise would have been enforced to exit the sector because of the lack of profitability; 

increase in land prices makes farm scale increase more costly), and the total factor productivity growth associated with this.  

 

As was mentioned before, Spain, France, Italy, The Netherlands, the UK and Slovenia have to make a switch 

from the so-called historical model (e.g. Single Farm Payment) to an area based payment (flat rate) system. 

This implies a significant and historically unprecedented redistribution of support payments over sectors and 

farms. Other Member States already in the past anticipated an area-based payment system and took steps in 

that direction before (DE, FI.)
26

. For the Member States that did not do that, their implementation options 

reflect how they had to cope with this (for them) ‘structural break’ in the policy. Countries have chosen two 

different strategies here: i) Spain, France and Italy chose  partial convergence to a flat rate system, whereas 

The Netherlands and the UK opted for full convergence. The first group also chose accompanying policy 

measures, such as additional emphasis on distributional payments (e.g. France).  

 

Box 4.5 Support redistribution and income impacts 

 

The switch to a hectare based direct payments system (flat rate), as it was part of the CAP 2014-2020 reform,  in Member 

States applying the so-called historical model, lead to a substantial redistribution of (direct payment) support over farms and 

sectors, which has been unprecedented in the history of the CAP. As an illustration  the Netherlands used to apply the 

historical model, which implied implicit payment rates per hectare that varied significantly by farm specialisation in 2014 (see 

Figure). The average calculated farm payment per hectare (430 €/ha) is indicated as a horizontal blue line in the figure. 

 

 

 

                                                           
24

 According to Article III-227 of the European Constitution (2004), the common agricultural policy shall have as its objectives among other (a) 
to increase agricultural productivity by developing technical progress and by ensuring the rational development of agricultural production 
and the optimum utilisation of the factors of production, particularly labour; and (b) to ensure thereby a fair standard of living for the 
agricultural population, particularly by the increasing of the individual earnings of persons engaged in agriculture. Note that the 
enhancement of agricultural income is directly linked to productivity increase (see sub objective (b)), as a key means to achieve  sub 
objective (a); 

25
 As is shown in the next section on Agricultural Productivity Germany succeeds in achieving a relatively high annual total factor productivity 
growth rate. 

26
 Member States (e.g.BG, PL)  following a Single Area Payment Scheme (SAPS) have the option to extend this system and do not face such 
a switch. 
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Figure:  Payment per hectare equivalents under the Dutch Single Farm Payment System (historic model)  

  

Source: Terluin, Jager and Jongeneel (2014), Convergentie toeslagen Eerste Pijler GLB in Nederland, 2014-2019, 

Wageningen, LEI Wageningen UR (University & Research centre), LEI Report 2014-001. 

 

The Netherlands decided to choose for full convergence and will have a national flat rate.  On average, direct payments in 

the Netherlands are about € 430 per hectare. Farm types that receive a payment per hectare in 2014 that is greater than the 

average payment will receive a reduced payment, whereas farm types that receive a lower than average payment per 

hectare in 2014 will receive more. For around 70% of the farms, the changes in the payments received lie between minus € 

5 000 and plus € 5 000. Around 13% of the farms will be more than € 5 000 worse off, while approximately 17% of the farms 

will see their payments increase by more than € 5 000 (Terluin, Jager and Jongeneel, 2014). This implies a substantial 

redistribution of support in which land-based and productions having a high land intensity will gain (e.g. arable farms, 

extensive dairy farms), while intensive production systems (veal production, starch potato production) will lose. In several 

Member States the policy implementation choices were influenced by the need felt to accommodate this switch in the direct 

payment allocation system. 

 

As regards the Voluntary Coupled Support, all Member States in the case study group, except Germany and 

The Netherlands, opted for allocating a relatively high share of the Direct Payment  envelope to this measure 

(often up to the maximum). Of this group Spain, Finland, Italy and Poland have opted to support many 

different sectors (from 8 up to 12 sectors), whereas Bulgaria, Slovenia and the UK (Scotland) selected less 

sectors to be eligible for VCS support and followed a more focused approach. Looking further into the 

amounts that are spent on different sectors, the main emphasis on the beef and veal, milk and sheep and goat 

sectors. These are also the sectors that in the previous section were identified as having a relatively weak 

position with respect to adequate income generation. Partly this is due to the fact that these productions are 

located in the more marginal areas (beef and veal, sheep and goat) or parts of these productions (milk) take 

place in the more marginal areas (e.g. dairy production in mountainous areas). To the voluntary coupled 

support in all cases additional criteria are added to ensure the coupled support is targeted at regions where 

these productions are under pressure or in decline. It was beyond the scope of this study to verify whether the 

Member States used these criteria (that were requested in the legislation and Member States accounted for 

this to the European Commission in their notifications) in such a way that the maximum degree of targeting 

was achieved. 

 

Four out of the ten case study countries (Finland, France, The Netherlands and the UK) have chosen not to 

apply the small farmers scheme. For the Netherlands and the UK this could be justified as these Member 

States have, relative to many other Member States a reasonably developed farm size structure. For France, 

there is a more pronounced ‘small farmers’-problem, but this interacts also with regional differences. Rather 

than adding these specific measures (which would eat budget that could be spent on other measures) they 

choose a package of measures that, according to their opinion, also addressed the small farmers issue. 
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The Young Farmers Scheme is obligatory, but Member States had to choose how much of the budget they 

provisionally will allocate to this scheme, with a maximum of 2%. Spain and the Netherlands,  Poland applied 

the maximum rate of 1%, whereas Bulgaria and the UK applied much lower rates, with the other case study 

countries taking an intermediate position. However these estimations will need to be adapted to the reality 

because, as said, the scheme is mandatory and any application has to be taken into account. Member States 

also differ with respect to the criteria they impose: 7 out of the 10 case study countries imposed no additional 

criteria to the farmers applying for this scheme. Bulgaria, Finland and France choose to apply additional 

criteria. By that the access to the scheme in those countries might be less easy than in the Member State 

applying no criteria. However, the effectiveness of the payments received under this scheme might be higher 

since it targets or combines the support to the qualifications (vocational training, business plan) of the 

beneficiary farmers. There is some correlation between the share of the farmers having an age of 40 or less 

and the percentage of the envelope which is devoted to this scheme (with Spain and The Netherlands 

deviating from this pattern). 

 

From the Rural Development Pillar especially the measures contributing to priority P2 (Competitiveness of all 

types of agriculture and farm viability) and also with respect to priority P3 Food chain organisation and risk 

management) are in principle relevant in addressing agricultural income need. Key measures in this regard 

are those under the headings of Investments in physical assets (M4, especially measures M4.1 and M4.2) and 

Farm business and development (M6). Other measures that are potentially relevant are M3 (quality schemes), 

M9 (setting-up of producer groups and organisations), M11 (organic farming), M16 (producer cooperation; in 

particular measures under M16.1 to M16.4) and M17 (risk management). In a more indirect way also M1 

(Knowledge transfer and information actions) was indicated to be relevant for agricultural income.  

 

As can be seen from Table 4-7 the share of the RDP envelope spent on priorities P2 and P3 is relatively low in 

Bulgaria, Germany, Finland, Slovenia and the UK. As compared to the previous CAP reform, the share of the 

RDP envelope in the total CAP envelope declined in Bulgaria (-10%), Poland (-35%) and Slovenia (-9%), 

whereas budget increases were observed in particular for France (+50%) and The Netherlands (+24%), but 

also for the UK (+13), Finland (+10%), and smaller increases for Germany and Spain. It is not trivial to draw 

conclusions from these observations, especially not when not first the needs with respect to agricultural 

productivity are taken into account. Member States, via their implementation choices could influence the 

relative shares of  Pillar 1 and  Pillar 2 in the Member Sates’ total CAP envelope. By that they could also 

choose in which way they would like to channel support for agricultural income (see also Box 4.2). This point 

will be further elaborated on in Section 4.2.4.2. 

 

4.2.3.3 Observations from the case studies  

This section presents a number of more detailed and specific observations on how Member States addressed 

their identified needs with respect to agricultural income. The information is derived from the case studies 

(selected highlights). 

 

Bulgaria’s stated priorities with respect to agricultural income are addressed by the implementation of the 

direct payments, such as the capping above € 300 k and reductions above € 150 k, voluntary coupled support 

(15% of DPs) for several targeted sectors. The implementation modalities of the instruments reinforce each 

other because all of them represent additional income for the farmers. The measures from the RDP 2014 – 

2020 represent cash flow (grants or compensatory payments) to the farmers. M13 represents compensation 

payments for areas facing natural and other specific constraints.  

 

Finland has identified general priorities with respect to agricultural income because of the adverse conditions 

(geographical, short growing season). The most relevant choices of Finland refer to voluntary coupled 

payments (up to 20% of DPs) for targeted sectors, no small farmers scheme,  payments to areas facing 

natural constraints, and investments in physical assets. In animal husbandry, the risk of giving up farming is 

high particularly in Southern Finland. Coupled support has encouraged farmers to continue. In arable farming, 

support is granted to starch potato, protein crops, rye and sugar beet in the whole country and to field-scale 
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vegetables in Southern Finland. Payments to areas facing natural constraints are paid for the entire cultivated 

area of about 2.16 million hectares. 

 

France – Bretagne has chosen to address its agricultural income needs, such as income disparities, by a mix 

of instruments. At the national level the basic payment is implemented with 70% convergence till 2019 and 

30% limitation of individual losses. The expected winners of the reform are the extensive farming systems -

goats and sheep, pasture-based dairy and cattle- while the expected losers are the crop systems and 

intensive livestock and dairy systems. Almost 100,000 farmers were beneficiaries of coupled payments in 

2012 with 88,000 beneficiaries for suckler cows. The young farmers scheme will have an impact on the 

income of the estimated yearly 8,000-10,000 new start-ups in France during five years. The new redistributive 

payment is expected to have a positive impact on farm income, especially on medium-scale farm holdings.  

Payments to areas facing natural or other constraints and agri-environment and organic payments are also 

relevant instruments for supporting agricultural incomes of particular beneficiary groups.  

 

For Germany – Niedersachsen it is important that Germany has opted to tailor the first Pillar policy 

instruments explicitly to national needs: instruments were designed to as much as possible to eliminate 

distortionary impacts and to balance needs of larger farms in eastern Germany and smaller farms in Southern 

Germany. The small farms are targeted by redistributive payments. It was chosen not to implement voluntary 

coupled support.  

 

In Italy – Emilia-Romagna income needs are addressed mainly by first Pillar measures, including greening 

and the young farmers scheme. Due to the partial convergence and capping, the financial importance of the 

basic payment in supporting agricultural income of Italian larger farms, mostly located in Northern regions, will 

be reduced. Part of the payments (11%) is reserved for voluntary coupled support for several sectors. Second 

Pillar measures also address income needs. 

 

In the Netherlands, the income needs of land based agriculture are covered by the direct payments. The 

convergence to a national flat rate in 2019 implies winners (arable farms, extensive dairy farms, other grazing 

animals farms)  and losers (veal and starch potato producers). A small part  of the budget for the direct 

payments (less than 1%) is reserved for the voluntary coupled support. This  is aimed at beef cows and sheep 

in extensive grazing nature conservation areas, that do not qualify for the basic payment. The support 

addresses the low (and declining) profitability of these activities.   

 

In Poland, agricultural income needs are addressed by a mix of measures. These include support for all 

participants of the food production chain: farmers, processors and wholesalers.  Under  Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 in 

the group of farmers and agricultural producers the support will be available both for small and larger farms 

with economic viability. There will also be a support offered for farmers starting business activity in the sector 

of processing and wholesale trade of agricultural products. In addition, funds are allocated for the construction 

and organization of markets and promotion of local products. An important element of the development and 

organisation of the agricultural production sector is the support for creation and organisation of groups of 

agricultural producers (M9 and M16). Farmers’ activity within producers’ groups, enhancing the quality of 

production, guaranteed quantities and delivery dates, gives a stronger position towards the customer. In 

addition, the joint preparation of goods, their storage and common transport may improve economic 

performance and profitability of all group members.  

 

In Slovenia the most relevant measures for ensuring agricultural income are direct payments, especially basic 

payments and voluntary coupled support. The Pillar 1 payments are considered by the case study to be more 

income-stabilising than income improving. The maximum possible extent of voluntary coupled support (VCS) 

was chosen, and targeted to many sectors, which may cause a dilution of support payments.  Rural 

development measures are only partly directed towards income support (agro-environmental-climate and 

organic farming payments). Slovenia has not opted for RDP risk management measures, because of existing 

state aids in the form of insurance premia subsidies.  
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In Spain – Extremadura young farmers who meet certain requirements receive an additional aid from the 

National Reserve basic payment rights and aid received under the second Pillar . The small farmers scheme 

is open to farmers who hold basic payment on land owned or leased allocated in 2015 . The coupled aid can 

be granted to farmers who do not have eligible hectares for the activation of these rights under the basic 

payment regime. In the case that another aid from state or from rural development is insufficient, it can be 

supplemented with coupled aid on Integrated Production of Snuff (tobacco). Voluntary coupled support is used 

when other aid from State or rural development is sufficient.. M13 reinforces the agricultural income because it 

compensates farmers for the disadvantages that agricultural production is exposed to, due to limitations. It 

allows farmers to continue using the land and realize income. The M16 will lead to improved economic 

performance of farms by promoting actions of joint action to reduce the effects of territorial fragmentation and 

dispersion, as well as support the development of projects related to increasing  products'  the added value. 

 

In the UK – Scotland, the most relevant measures to the income needs are the direct payments as well as the 

Less Favoured Area Support Scheme operated under measure M13 of the RDP.  These measures have very 

few conditions which might reduce their income-raising potential.  By contrast, the greening payment, 

voluntary coupled support , young farmers scheme and farm business and development (M6) measure all 

raise income – at least in the short term – but are narrowly targeted, or short term, or a combination of these. 

The potential of the greening payment to raise the incomes of arable and mixed farmers is felt by stakeholders 

to be reduced as a result of the crop diversification requirement. Scotland’s Young Farmers’ Scheme and its 

M6 Farm Business and Development measure both involve additional payments in return for no (in the case of 

the YFS) or little (in the case of M6) additional activity, and thus contribute to raising incomes.  The YFS is 

both short term and narrowly targeted. The M6 measure is less narrowly targeted (it includes small farmers) 

but the same considerations apply. 

 

4.2.3.4 Answer to EQ1 for agricultural income 

The evaluation question to be answered is to what extent the Member States’ choices intended to contribute 

to reaching the general objective of viable food production with a focus on agricultural income are relevant. 

Farm incomes are found to be heavily dependent of policy support payments, which holds for the past as well 

as for the present. The direct payments generally address the needs in the sector, as without these payments 

incomes could be too low to adequately remunerate the factors of production (at least for a certain part of the 

farm population). It has been demonstrated that without the EU income support measures, average farm 

incomes for many sectors seriously lag behind benchmark indicators that could be used to ‘operationalise’ 

what could be referred to as a fair and adequate farm income.  The appropriate targeting to the needs is 

important since even at sectoral and Member States average levels there was already observed much 

heterogeneity. In general, as compared to the previous situation, with the CAP 2014-2020 reform targeting to 

needs has significantly increased. The different implementation  choices with respect to direct payments made 

by individual MemberSstates have contributed to that.  

 

As an example the Voluntary Coupled Support option has been widely applied (Germany being the exception) 

to provide targeted support to specific sectors that are under pressure or facing a decline. It was beyond the 

scope of this study to assess whether the selection criteria the Member States applied to this support are 

appropriately discriminating with respect to those who are and who are not in need for this support (e.g. in 

France about half of the dairy cow herd is eligible under the voluntary coupled support measure implemented 

for the dairy sector, which seems large relative to the total population), even though Member States are 

required to respect predefined ceilings (over application by farmers will lead to an adjustment in the payment 

rates). All Member States in the case study group, except Germany and The Netherlands, opted for allocating 

a relatively high share of the Pillar 1 envelope budget to this measure (often up to the maximum). Spain, 

Finland, Italy and Poland have opted to support many different sectors (from 8 up to 12 sectors) and by that 

dilute the support, whereas Bulgaria, Slovenia and the UK followed a more focused approach. The main focus 

of the voluntary coupled support measures are the beef and veal, milk and sheep and goat sectors, which are 
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also the sectors that were identified as having a relatively weak position with respect to adequate income 

generation.  

 

A large part of the direct payments has still a generic character (Basic Premium) and lacks specific targeting 

(except when a regional differentiation is applied). However, some Member States, especially those 

characterized by a large territory and geographical heterogeneity, have chosen to differentiate also here more 

to needs by choosing a regional model (notably Germany, Spain, Finland and the UK, but not Italy and 

France). 

 

The Rural Development measures have by their nature already a link to specific beneficiaries (young farmers 

support, subsidies for investments in physical assets) or policy objectives (e.g. agri-environmental and climate 

action schemes). They contribute to agricultural income, be it sometimes in a more indirect way (investments 

may temporarily reduce farm income as they could introduce short-run cost increases) than the direct payment 

measures (see also Box on efficiency and social concerns).   

 

 

4.2.4 Relevance of implementation choices for agricultural productivity 

4.2.4.1 Needs related to agricultural productivity 

Agricultural productivity is defined as the amount of output produced per unit of all inputs. An increase in total 

factor productivity is equivalent with an increase in the physical efficiency with which inputs are transformed 

into outputs. Increases in productivity improve the profitability of an activity and also its competitiveness. As 

such there is a close link between the need of productivity growth and the need to improve agricultural 

income: both objectives to a large extent run parallel. The need for productivity increase is something which is 

an issue at sector level as well as at farm level. As has been already indicated before, there are large 

differences observed in profitability at farm level. The improvement of productivity can be a key factor in the 

survival of individual farms. But also at sector level it plays a key role, since the productivity score is a key 

factor for the average cost of production per unit of product, which determines (international) competitiveness. 

As such, Member States which are exporting a specific product, can feel a need to increase productivity in 

order to be or stay to be competitive, even though the current productivity level might already be high relative 

to other countries. Seen in a historical perspective, total factor productivity increase has replaced resource 

intensification as the major driver of production growth (see Fuglie, 2012). As such factor productivity growth is 

also a key factor in ensuring sufficient food production to feed the future population.  

 

While there is no disagreement on this general notion of productivity, a look at the productivity literature and its 

various applications shows that productivity has no definable, unique purpose and there is no single measure 

that can be applied to it. The choice between them depends on the purpose of productivity measurement and, 

in many instances, on the availability of data. Broadly, productivity measures can be classified as partial (or 

single) factor productivity measures (i.e. the ratio of output and one input factor), or multi (total)-factor 

productivity measures (TFP) (i.e. the ratio of output to a bundle of inputs). Partial measures of productivity 

growth, such as yields per hectare, milk per cow or output per worker are simpler to calculate and intuitive. But 

their drawback is that they, when viewed in an isolated way, can give a misleading assessment of a sector’s 

productivity performance if different inputs are growing at different rates. The reason is that partial factor 

productivity measures do not account for the possibility of either factor substitution, or output substitution. 

Constructing a TFP index is more complex than a partial productivity index and the aggregation of inputs and 

outputs is both conceptually and empirically difficult (e.g. lack of data to in a reliable way measure labour and 

capital input).  
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The upper part of Table 4-8 presents TFP indicators for the agricultural sector as a whole during the last 

decade (index numbers, 2005=100). As the Table shows, the average TFP increase for the case study group 

is lower than the EU average for both the periods 2005-2009 and 2009-2014). The Table further shows that 

there appears to be a productivity increase slowdown in the most recent period (2009-2013 relative to 2005-

2009). As such this signals a general need for stimulating innovation in EU agriculture as a whole, as well as 

at Member State level. The exact reasons for this productivity slowdown are debated and are likely to differ 

over Member States. In some Member States this is explained by the increasing stringency of environmental 

regulations imposed on agriculture (e.g. Netherlands), while in other Member States it may be related to 

poorly targeted policy measures (e.g. Slovenia), relative imbalances between income support (direct 

payments) and support for innovation and investment (e.g. France, Italy), or periods of low prices (e.g. UK). 

When looking to individual EU-15 Member States Germany, France, Italy and UK turn out to perform below 

average. Germany and Finland show even an absolute decline in productivity since 2009.  As regards the 

EUn-13 Slovenia shows a standstill in TFP over the period 2009-2014.  Poland and Bulgaria perform better 

than Slovenia, with Bulgaria’s level of TFP growth showing an upward trend since 2012. Poland shows a 

serious decline in TFP growth for the recent period (TFP growth for the period 2009-2013 is 0.9 percent per 

annum as compared to close to  2.5 percent average annual growth rate for the period 2005-2014).  

 

Whereas the upper part of Table 4-8 provides information about the TFP evolution for agriculture as a whole, 

the lower part provides some selected sector-specific partial productivity indicators and the trends they show 

over time. Firstly, labour productivity levels (gross value added per agricultural working unit) and 2009-2014 

annual growth rates are provided. Differences in productivity levels reflect differences in human capital and 

management skills, as well as differences in farm size structure over Member States. They also reflect 

differences in general welfare levels between Member States: for the case study country group the correlation 

between labour productivity levels in agriculture and in the general economy  is close to 0.75. Farm labour 

productivity growth is also important for farm living standards to keep up to the general welfare level,. This is 

especially so  when prices of farm products are rising less rapidly than the prices of manufactured goods and 

services (which is often the case). Bulgaria, Spain and Poland show above EU-average labour productivity 

growth rates, while Germany and Finland have negative annual growth rates over the period 2009-2014.  The 

labour productivity growth rates turn out to be positively correlated with average farm size increase (see Table 

4.5; the calculated correlation coefficient is close to 0.4). 

 

The remainder of Table 4.8 provides yield indicators (and observed trends therein) for some selected crops 

and animal products. As was mentioned before they have serious limitations as indicators of total productivity 

growth, but they are nevertheless added to provide some sector-level insights. For example the slaughter 

weight of a pig indicates the meat output per pig, but does not tell how much feed input has been used to 

produce this amount of meat (feed conversion-ratio).  
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Table 4-8 Selected indicators on agricultural productivity and its evolution for different products 

  BG DE ES FI  FR IT NL PL SI UK 

2009 109 103 110 113 103 100 104 113 97 98 

2010 107 97 112 111 102 100 104 111 100 97 

2011 105 100 116 116 104 102 104 113 102 99 

2012 100 98 111 111 101 102 105 116 91 96 

2013 113 100 116 103 100 104 105 116 90 96 

2014 118 93 119 105 106 103 107 118 97 101 

avg. 2012-2014 110 97 115 106 102 103 105 117 93 98 

GVA/AWU (x1000€), avg. 2012-2014 5.3 35.5 25.6 16.6 36.3 28.1 66.6 4.6 5.3 37.7 

avg. annual growth rate 2009-2014 7.1 -7.3 4.9 -5.7 1.7 0.6 1.8 3.3 2.0 1.8 

soft wheat yield (kg/ha) 4.233 8.200 3.267 4.000 7.600 5.367 8.933 4.667 4.867 8.267 

trend (% change) 2,1 0,6 0,2 1,3 0,3 0,0 0,3 1,5 1,1 1,0 

barley (kg/ha) 3.867 6.967 2.867 3.900 6.400 3.633 6.967 3.733 4.433 6.267 

trend (% change) 2,6 1,3 0,6 1,7 -0,2 -0,5 1,4 1,3 1,6 1,1 

milk yield (kg/dairy cow) 3.678 7.269 7.497 8.096 6.822 5.755 7.991 5.706 5.632 7.820 

trend (% change) 0,0 0,9 2,3 1,0 1,0 0,0 1,1 3,0 1,0 0,9 

cost of milk production (€/100 kg; 2009-2012 average) 39 46 42 80 50 53 48 43 62 35 

idem, critical milk price (€/100 kg) 36 25 27 26 27 25 35 23 30 23 

sheep sl.wght (kg) 19 21 12 22 21 10 26 16 14 20 

trend (% change) 2,2 -0,4 0,7 1,0 1,9 -0,1 0,9 -2,1 1,1 0,0 

pigs sl.wght (kg) 69 94 83 89 77 123 92 89 92 82 

trend (% change) -0,8 0,1 0,1 0,1 -1,4 0,6 0,1 0,5 1,2 0,7 

cattle sl.wght (kg) 147 317 264 300 267 286 199 268 291 320 

trend (% change) 0,1 0,3 0,4 0,6 -0,1 0,5 0,1 1,5 0,8 0,2 

Source: based on European Commission (2015) CAP context indicators – 2015 update, 

Eurostat and FADN. 

Legend: GVA = Gross Value Added, AWU = Annual work unit: This represents the agricultural work done by one full-time worker in one year. Part-time and seasonal works are fractions of an 

AWU.  
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Moreover, slaughter weights may be optimized at certain levels also in order to address consumer demand 

preferences. Because of their partial nature, these indicators have to be combined with other indicators, such 

as farm profitability (see also Table 4-4 of the previous section), per unit cost of production, and 

competitiveness indicators to get a more comprehensive view. The best agronomic performance (highest yield 

per hectare) is usually not the economic optimum (e.g. milk yield per dairy cow in Ireland (grass-based 

system) is considerably lower than milk yield per dairy cow in the feed-based system in Emillia Romagna in 

Italy while the Irish sector is still ranking as one of the most competitive ones in the EU). For dairy (specialized 

farms) it was possible to calculate a per unit cost of production estimate (including all costs of production) and 

a competitiveness indicator (the critical milk price, indicating the milk price farmers at minimum need to just be 

able to pay their bills)
27

. As Table 4-8 shows The Netherlands has the highest milk production per dairy cow 

(best agronomic performance), but its cost of production is not the lowest, nor is its dairy sector the most 

competitive (i.e. having the lowest critical milk price). 

 

In our discussion we also combine the results for agricultural income with the needs with respect to 

productivity growth as derived from information from the case study countries (see also Appendix C.1 on 

agricultural productivity for findings from the case study). As can be seen from Table 4-8 productivity per 

hectare is relatively low (relative to group average as well as EU average) for Bulgaria, Spain, Finland, Poland 

and Slovenia. Looking at the past trend in  cereal crop yields (average yield trend over the last decade) Spain 

and the UK lag behind, which may contribute to weakening their competitive position at the EU market. As 

regards dairy relatively low milk yields per dairy cow are realized by Bulgaria, Poland and Slovakia, while, 

except for Bulgaria, the past growth trends have been above the group and EU average. Note that The 

Netherlands has high yields (high productivity), as well as positive yield growth trends (both in cereals and 

dairy) but it is heavily reliant on international markets for dairy products (other EU Member States and outside 

EU) where it faces competition from other international players (e.g. New Zealand).  

 

When comparing the results on TFP evolution (see upper part of Table 4-8) with the partial yield productivity 

indicators and their trends (see lower part of Table 4-8), it appears that these often run in different directions. 

As an example, the average trend in milk yields is a 1 percent increase per annum which is quite similar for 

most Member States (Bulgaria and Italy being exceptions), whereas the overall TFP figures differ over 

Member States. From the literature it is known that farm size and farm size evolution (economies of scale) are 

a driving factor behind TFP evolution. However, calculated correlations between TFP and farm size or farm 

size evolution did not confirm this (correlations were less than 0.1)
28

.  

 

From the case studies the need to improve productivity is confirmed for Bulgaria, Poland and Slovenia, while 

no specific reference to productivity has been made for Spain and Finland. 

 

4.2.4.2 Implementing decisions which have made the measures relevant for the agricultural productivity objective 

Improvements in TFP can come from different sources or innovations, including changes in technology and 

product differentiation (e.g. quality schemes), production organisation and scale, changes in operating 

environment (including policy) and industry composition (through farm entry and exit). Among the key factors 

driving total factor productivity in agriculture are innovation (related to investment, technology adoption and 

knowledge diffusion) and farm size restructuring. Measures that have been identified to be specifically relevant 

to increase agricultural productivity are in particular measures contributing to priority 2 and 3 of the RDP (P2 

competitiveness of all types of agriculture and farm viability, and P3 food chain organisation and risk 

                                                           
27

 The critical milk price has been calculated as follows: The costs considered are all paid costs, excluding depreciation, but including pay off 
of loans and a normative amount accounting for the necessary cost of living). The redemption has been calculated as  being 6.5 percent of 
the long term loans on the farm balance sheets. The normative minimum  cost of living a farm family needs is approximated to be equal to 
70 percent of the Member State specific household average private expenditure, Note that off-farm income is not included in the 
calculations due to lack of information.  From this cost aggregate the earned revenues other than those of milk and the policy payments 
(both coupled and decoupled payments) are subtracted. The difference is divided by the farms milk delivery to calculate an equivalent 
(critical) milk price. For the calculations the focus has been on “specialized” dairy farms, and only dairy farms are included in the 
calculations for which the share of milk revenue in total farm revenues (excluding policy payments) is at least 60 percent. Due to this 
selection criterion in Slovenia, and to a lesser extent Bulgaria and Poland several dairy farms are excluded from the calculations.  

28
 When the TFP indicator was correlated with the number of years it would take to halve the number of farms a correlation coefficient of -0.56 
was found indicating that there is a link between the structural change dynamics and TFP growth. 
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management). Other measures that were still considered to be relevant in the country case studies, but less 

important or operating in  more indirect way were M3 Quality schemes for agricultural products, and 

foodstuffs, M9 Setting up of producer groups and organisations, M11 Organic farming, M13 Payments to 

areas facing natural or other specific constraints, and M16 Cooperation. M17 risk management was poorly 

dealt with in the case studies, which may be partly due to the fact that how this measure is going to function is 

in many cases still unclear. As regards the direct payments, they may be relevant for productivity growth, but 

in a less direct way than for example the RDP measures M4 and M6. Direct payments increase the relative 

profitability of farms, and by that also their own means for investment (liquidity) and their borrowing capacity.  

 

Box 4.6  Qualitative information on agricultural productivity needs and policy solutions coming from the case 

studies 

 

In Bulgaria the needs of the farmers regarding their productivity is recognized and addressed by several RDP measures: 

support for investment activities and start-up activities are expected to have positive effects on the agricultural productivity. 

Also direct payments are assessed to be fully relevant, with the exception of the Greening payment scheme, which can 

counteract productivity improvement.  

 

France applies coupled payments for agricultural productivity needs. Almost 100,000 farmers were beneficiaries of coupled 

payment in 2012 of which 88,000 beneficiaries for suckler cows premium. In terms of targeting minimum productivity rules 

have been set for coupled aids incl. the livestock activities (thresholds and ceilings for numbers of animals).  

 

In The Netherlands direct payments contribute to agricultural productivity, mainly through the liquidity increase of farms 

which help them to finance new investments. M4 support is implemented in such a way that it in particular contributes to the 

reduction of negative environmental externalities, but also contributes to the need for (sustainable) agricultural productivity 

increase. 

  

For Poland it is observed that direct payments complement each other, creating the possibility of investing in modernisation 

of farms and, consequently, in increasing their productivity. However, there is also a threat that farmers who receive the 

payments will not be interested in increasing farm productivity.  

 

Productivity improvement is really needed in Slovenia, but rarely explicitly present as a goal in implementing specific 

measures. 

 

To improve Scottish farmers’ productivity business start-ups are aided. Young farmers receiving standard grants of €70,000 

must demonstrate either training, experience or a plan to acquire qualifications and must prepare and deliver a business 

plan. 

 

Source: information from the case studies 

 

As could be seen from Table 4-7(see previous section) the share of the RDP envelope spent on priorities P2 

and P3 is relatively low in Bulgaria, Germany, Finland, Slovenia and the UK. As compared to the previous 

CAP reform, the share of the RDP envelope in the total CAP envelope declined in Bulgaria (-10%), Poland (-

35%) and Slovenia (-9%), whereas budget increase were observed in particular for France (+50%) and The 

Netherlands (+24%), but also for the UK (+13), Finland (+10%), and smaller increases for Germany and 

Spain. Combining these implementation choices with the identified needs with respect to agricultural 

productivity the evidence suggests a suboptimal match between needs and measures for Bulgaria, Finland, 

Slovenia and to a lesser extent for the UK. For these countries (based on a limited set of objective criteria and 

information coming from the case studies) challenges (low productivity indicators and/or low productivity 

increase) with respect to productivity were identified, that are not reflected in the budget allocation. However, 

one should be careful in drawing conclusions, because the measures under the RDP are targeted to specific 

farms, and might well contribute to the enhancement of productivity for the applicant farms (information on the 

uptake of measures was not yet known when writing this study) and is not included in this assessment. For 

Spain, Italy and Poland the share of the RDP envelope spend on priorities P2 and P3 is relatively high, which 

than could address the productivity challenges identified for these countries. The Netherlands increases there 

expenditure on priorities P2 and P3 while the need for productivity increase seems less obvious (relative to 

that of the other case study countries). However, the heavily reliance of Dutch agriculture on exports (The 
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Netherlands is ranked as the second or third largest world exporter of agricultural products) contributes to an 

emphasis on competitiveness, even though productivity levels are already high and also productivity growth 

rates are positive.  

 

As regards the direct payments in particular the young farmers scheme and the voluntary coupled support was 

evaluated to be relevant for agricultural productivity. The motivations is that young farmers are a category that 

is open to innovations, but relative to older farmers more means-constrained. The YFS was ranked to be 

relevant to very relevant in 8 out of the 10 case study countries. The voluntary coupled support scheme was 

ranked to be relevant in 6 out of the 10 case study countries. The coupled payments are targeted to specific 

sectors that face certain pressure. The coupled payment (coupled to output) provides the beneficiaries not 

only with additional income (and thus means for investments), but also supports production by providing an 

effective output price increase. However (see ARTICLE 52(5) ) this should only be an incentive to maintain the 

current levels of production. 

 

With respect to the measures under the Rural Development Policy measure, measures M4 (Investments in 

physical assets) and M6 (Farm business and development) are the ones that are most frequently indicated to 

be relevant by the case study experts in promoting productivity growth. Measure M4 is evaluated to be 

relevant to very relevant in all the case study countries. Together with Germany, Finland and the UK belong to 

the Member States that in relative terms have the lowest share of their RDP envelope spent on M4 (about 15 

percent or less). The Netherlands (50%), Spain (35%),  Italy (26%) and Poland (25%) belong to the group of 

Member States allocating relatively high shares to measures M4. For the Netherlands measures under M4 are 

mainly aimed to improve sustainability and/or reduce the environmental externalities associated with its 

relative high intensity production system. Given the identified needs for productivity enhancement the 

Slovenian budget share on M4 (21 percent) is relatively low. It is important however to see the budget 

expenditure shares of M4 and M6 together since Member States might have used both measures sometimes 

as substitutes (e.g. those who have a relative low spending on M4 have a higher spending on M6), with 

Finland and the UK being exceptions. For the UK (Scotland) the intended spending on M6 is estimated to help 

relatively low numbers of the 52 thousand farms (just over 160 young farmers or 750 small farmers and 

potentially about 200 entrants per year).  

 

Other RDP measures that were mentioned to be relevant for specific case study countries included M1 

(knowledge transfer and information actions), M16 (cooperation), and M11 (organic farming). M1 was 

mentioned to be relevant for Finland, France, Italy and Poland, although for all the case study countries the 

amount of planned budget expenditure on this measures is very marginal (0.01 percent or less, with Italy 

(0.02%) being the exception). For Bulgaria France, Italy and Slovenia measures M16 was indicated to be 

relevant for productivity growth, although the planned budget expenditure was observed to be in all cases very 

low (0.1 percent or less). For Bulgaria, Spain and France measure M11 was indicated to be relevant for 

productivity growth, although also here the planned expenditure on this measure is very low relative to 

measures such as M4 and M6 (an all cases less than 0.1 percent of the RDP envelope). Measure M16 got a 

strong focus in the Emilia Romagna case study region in Italy and is estimated to provide a stimulus for 

productivity enhancement. 

 

4.2.4.3 Answer to EQ1 for agricultural productivity 

The evaluations question to be answered is to what extent the Member States’ choices intended to contribute 

to reaching the general objective of viable food production with a focus on agricultural productivity are 

relevant. Based on some selected indicators (objective criteria) and the information from the case studies the 

needs of productivity growth were identified. From the information derived from the TFP indicators a general 

need to enhance productivity has been identified (e.g. observed slowdown of productivity increase in more 

recent period for nearly all Member States). Also selected partial productivity indicators have been assessed 

to provide more insight into potential sector-specific issues. Especially the differences in labour productivity 

between Member States turned out to be larger. It has been argued that they reflect on the one hand 

differences in agricultural structures, as well as in human capital and management skills, and on the other 
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hand  differences in the general welfare levels between Member States. It has been indicated that the 

indicators used suffer from serious limitations and that yield indicators provide partial indicators that need to 

be complemented by other ones (e.g. cost of production, profitability) to get a more complete picture of total 

factor productivity and its evolution. Moreover, the indicators were sectoral averages, and as such do not 

reflect the spread in these indicators over farms (within sector heterogeneity with respect to agricultural 

productivity). To the extent that measures are targeted to and/or the RDP measures are taking up by farmers 

that face specific needs with respect to productivity, the relevance of these measures is still covered. 

However, due to limitations with respect to information at the time of writing this study a detailed assessment 

considering specific farm classes (with different productivity levels) and the uptake of the measures at farm 

level for different farm classes was beyond the scope of the current analysis. For that reason this assessment 

has been based on more general (partial) productivity indicators and detailed information coming from the 

case studies. 

 

At a general level, RDP priorities P2 and P3, as well as measures M4 and M6 were classified as highly 

relevant to stimulate productivity growth. Also other RDP measures such as M3, M11, M13, and M16 were 

considered to be potentially relevant, in particular to the extent they are contributing to priority P2 

(Competitiveness of all types of agriculture and farm viability). When confronting the implementation choices 

with the identified needs with respect to agricultural productivity there appears not an optimal match for 

Bulgaria, Finland, Slovenia and to a lesser extent for the UK. For these countries challenges with respect to 

productivity were identified, that are not reflected in the budget allocation. However, one should be careful in 

drawing conclusions, because the measures under the RDP are targeted to specific farms, and might well 

contribute to the enhancement of productivity for the applicant farms. For Spain, Italy and Poland the share of 

the RDP envelope spend on priorities P2 and P3 is relatively high, which then could address the productivity 

challenges identified for these countries. Also for The Netherlands, which is an important net exporter of many 

agricultural products and has a high intensity production system, the priority put on productivity enhancement 

and negative externality reduction could be considered to be relevant, because it contributes to maintaining 

competitiveness (a need in this context), even though productivity levels are in the current situation already 

high.   

 

 

4.2.5 Relevance of implementation choices for price stabilisation 

4.2.5.1 Needs related to price stabilisation 

Price stabilisation has been an objective of the CAP since its initiation in the 1960s. There are several factors 

contributing to price volatility. A well-known factor is the limited responsiveness, in particular in the short term, 

of both supply and demand to price changes. In economic terms, the price elasticity of demand and supply 

(statistics indicating the responsiveness of demand and supply to price changes) are low in the short term 

except when the elasticity of substitution of products is high. For many years this has been one of the main 

reasons to support prices via agricultural policies (e.g. classical price regulation). The limited or slow 

adjustments in supply and demand to price changes in combination with the different lag structure in 

production and consumption can lead to cyclical behaviour in prices (e.g. pig cycle, or cobweb behaviour).  An 

implication of this is that part of the price fluctuations might have a ‘noise‘-character, which reduce their 

reliability as indicators of scarcity that producers, users or consumers should fully take into account when 

making their production and consumption decisions. In addition to this, price volatility can attract parties that 

behave in a speculative way, which may, at least in the short-run, lead to aggravated price swings rather than 

to the dampening of them. According to economic theory this leads to over- and undershooting of the price 

that would be consistent with the market fundamentals. 

The emphasis put on increasing market orientation during a number of recent reforms of the CAP underlines 

the important role given to prices as market signals that should guide producers in their production decisions. 

For this producers need clear signals with a certain stability in prices (i.e. the avoidance of “noise” in prices, 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     102 
 

which is related to incidentals that provide no good reason for producers to respond to)
29

. Excessive price 

volatility is known to contribute to uncertainty, which in turn can be a reason for producers to postpone 

investment decisions and increases the probability of misinterpretation of market signals and ‘wrong’ 

production decisions based on that. 

 

Table 4-9 provides indicators on price stability (or its counterpart, price variability) for the case study countries. 

The Table provides the calculated (percentage) coefficients of variation (based on monthly price observations) 

for key crop, meat and dairy products. The coefficient of variation (equal to the standard deviation divided by 

the mean) provides a dimension-free measures of price volatility, which, because it is standardized, can be 

easily used to make comparisons over time, as well as over products and Member States. Two sub periods 

are distinguished: i) the period 1997-2006 (old past), and ii) the period 2007-2016 (recent past). For obvious 

reasons data for the new policy framework period (2014-2020) are not available. The most right column of 

Table 4-9 presents the averages over the case study countries (expressed in index form with the values for 

the period 1997-2006 set equal to 100). As can be seen from the indicated increases in the (percentage) 

coefficient of variation values, since 2007 price volatility has substantially increased for nearly most products 

in all the case study countries, with pig meat, poultry meat and lamb meat being the exceptions). For the crops 

the average index increases from 100 to 212 (a 112% increase in the index) and for  dairy products the 

average index increases from 100 to 203 (a 103% index increase). For the meats, the beef (bovine meat) 

price volatility shows a 40% increase (which is less than the increases in price volatility observed for crop and 

dairy product prices), while the average index for the other meats (pig, poultry, lamb) declines from 100 to 87 

(implying a 13% decline).  

                                                           
29

 When producers would respond to this they could aggravate price  instability (e.g. pig and beef cycle). 
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Table 4-9  Indicators reflecting price variability by sector and Member State (measured by the percentage coefficient of variation) 

Percentage CoV 

Period 

Case study Member States Summary statistic 

Product 

BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL SI UK 

(index, old past = 

100) 

common wheat 
old past  11.40 7.46 27.39 11.06 11.19 17.96 19.52 10.56 10.50 100 

recent past 26.80 23.65 18.63 20.02 23.16 20.67 21.56 23.87 19.96 24.83 176 

common wheat bread 
old past  11.40 7.46 27.39 11.06 11.19 33.94 19.52 10.56 10.44 100 

recent past 26.80 23.65 18.63 20.02 23.16 20.67  23.87 19.96 22.67 139 

common wheat feed 
old past 0.00 13.02   7.71  13.13 19.52  12.06 100 

recent past 28.64 23.28   23.90  21.56 25.01  24.98 225 

durum wheat 
old past   11.93  12.11 12.81     100 

recent past   26.33  27.01 26.47     217 

Barley 
old past  10.52 9.13 8.45 10.37 9.45 12..47 14.59  10.27 100 

recent past 27.82 24.35 19.90 27.17 25.94 20.55 22.61 20.60  24.83 251 

barley (malting) 
old past  12.15 10.87 4.55 12.39   10.52  10.11 100 

recent past  24.35 19.90 24.75 25.84   20.60  23.46 229 

barley (feed) 
old past  10.52 9.13 8.45 10.37 9.45 12.47 14.59  10.27 100 

recent past 27.82 24.50 19.66 23.78 24.17 20.55 22.61 25,43  24,73 250 

bovine meat 

old past 0.00 13.13 7.42 6.31 8.99 11.31 16.39 9.05 14.17 9.62 100 

recent past 15.21 13.51 12.70 8.51 12.64 13.32 11.46 14.93 16.81 17.88 142 

pig meat 
old past 0.00 16.37 17.75 9.40 14.92 13.88 17.64 8.29 5.97 12.00 100 

recent past 8.59 10.46 14.40 8.35 11.56 13.60 11.70 13.10 9.89 9.85 96 

poultry meat 
old past  10.95 23.54 3.27 14.51 17.96 9.16 10.82 4.43 12.49 100 

recent past 7..89 6.45 9.27 8.99 6.22 11.79 9.25 8.70 4.98 11.16 79 

lamb meat 
old past  8.98 30.43 11.95 8.91  6.68 6.78  11.50 100 

recent past  12.05 11.50 5.91 6.41  10.97 10.07  17.07 87 

Eggs 
old past 0.00 20.31 24.72 17.51 20.02 13.59 23.59 13.71 6.18 7.92 100 

recent past 17.49 23.30 20.87 16.12 19.97 15.41 25.31 15.31 6.90 12.72 118 

raw milk 
old past  7.70 5.02 10.21 7.59 6.00 9.88 20.81 5.57 9.08 100 

recent past 9.78 15.35 12.04 9.66 10.27 8.60 15.99 12.38 10.81 13.23 144 

Smp old past  10.60 10.89  11.15  10.82   13.31 100 
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Percentage CoV 

Period 

Case study Member States Summary statistic 

Product 

BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL SI UK 

(index, old past = 

100) 

recent past  24.16  8.24 24.94  24.21 23.05  19.08 218 

Wmp 
old past  7.01   6.23  6.70 4.84 4.73 11.15 100 

recent past  20.77   19.36  20.74 19.49  20.19 247 

Butter 
old past  9.43 10.51  8.74 11.67 8.13 6.56 1.19 6.72 100 

recent past  19.30 19.33 13.94 20.80 16.61 19.54 17.43  19.45 233 

cheese  

old past  7.88 7.17    8.06 5.18 1.00 24.41 100 

recent past  14.85 6.67 10.22 7.39  15.09 14.65 8.67 15.30 173 

Legend: old past is 1997-2006 and recent past is 2007-2016 
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Table 4-9 shows that the price volatility has (with a few exceptions) generally substantially increased for all the 

case study countries during the recent past. The increased price volatility can be the result of better market 

signalling.  

The information coming from the case studies generally confirms the information of the objective criteria (price 

volatility indicators). The increase in price volatility (as this was identified in Table 4-9) is experienced in the 

case study countries. In several case studies the need for price stabilisation was  mentioned.   

 

4.2.5.2 Implementing decisions which have made the measures relevant for the price stabilisation objective 

Price stabilisation is mainly achieved in the CAP via market measures. Such measures are part of the CMO, 

which is not the focus of the current analysis, since there are no implementation options for these measures 

that are left to the Member States.  

 

Box 4.7  Qualitative information on price stabilisation needs and responses coming from the case studies 

 

Most case studies (FR, UK, NL, IT, PL) argue that the need for price stability is poorly addressed by the measures 

evaluated. The direct payments help farmers to cope with the consequences of price stability by making part of their income 

independent of market prices and their evolution.  

 

In some countries (BG, PL) the voluntary coupled support is said to address the needs of the beneficiaries. This is argued to 

have positive effects on the price stability in the sectors which are selected to be supported by this instrument. The other 

direct payment schemes indirectly address the identified needs regarding the price stability. 

 

For Slovenia a discrepancy is noted between the public discourse regarding price instability (and low prices in particular) 

and actual policy: there is no group of measures addressing it directly. Slovenia has also not opted for RDP risk 

management measures, which was argued with the fact that state aids in the form of insurance premia subsidies already 

address this issue. 

  

In Scotland supply chain cooperation can be funded under M16, which is likely to have a direct impact on price volatility, for 

example if the participants in a short supply chain are able to operate independently from wider market forces. 

 

Source: information from the case studies 

 

Within the CMO for several products there is a so-called safety net provision, which establishes a minimum 

price level in the market. This safety net price level is often at a low level, so that it only protects farmers 

against extreme downside price risks. The transition of a price support system to a safety net provision has 

gradually taken place since 2007. As Table 4-9 showed the net result has been a strong negative performance 

of the CAP with respect to price stabilisation for all products which prices were in the past strongly regulated. 

 

Box 4.8  Price movements, market functioning and income support needs: the EU dairy case 

 

The EUs policy strategy to strengthen market orientation in agriculture implies that price movements are playing a more 

important role, relative to that of the old CAP, with its strong reliance on price support. Price adjustments play an essential 

role in equilibrating demand and supply. As is know from the literature as well as from empirical evidence, adjustments in 

demand and supply in agriculture are slow, reasons being time lags between production decisions and market supply 

(growing season), the lack of alternatives both at the demand (food as an essential good) and the supply side (immobility of 

production factors, asset specify). This creates a market paradox: the overriding structural characteristic of agriculture is that 

agricultural markets do not or only slowly self-correct, while  self-correction issue is very important in crop , dairy and beef 

and sheep meat agriculture, because market disruptions occur so frequently, with weather-based fluctuations in yields being 

obvious market shocks. This ‘poor’ functioning of markets in agriculture goes together not only with large short-run price 

swings (price volatility), but also with medium-run (out of equilibrium) price deviations. This can lead to periods with 

depressed prices. This  is strengthened by the observed asymmetry to price adjustments at the supply side (the supply 

increase as a response to a price increase being larger that the decline in supply as a response to a decline in price), as 

well as ‘remedying’ policy responses, which tend to counteract or further slowdown the market-induced adjustment process. 

Recent examples of this are the pigs and dairy sectors. Whereas in the pigs sector there seems to be a structural 

oversupply requiring a restructuring of production capacity, in the dairy sector the low prices during the 2014 – 2016  period 

seems to be a more temporary phenomenon caused by a multiplicity of factors, including expansion of EU milk production 

due to quota abolition (EU milk production in the period 2013-2015 increased by about 16 million ton (milk equivalent)), 
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expansion of milk production elsewhere as a response to relatively high milk prices in the past, and declines in demand for 

dairy products both in Asia (China in 2015 reduced its imports by 2.5 million tons (milk equivalents), while in 2013 it 

increased in dairy imports by 2.7 million ton) and Russia (import ban introduced in August 2014). After a limited increase in 

global production in 2013 due to unfavourable weather conditions, major exporters (EU, US, New Zealand) increased their 

supply by 10 million tonnes in 2014 and 4.5 million tonnes in 2015. As a consequence of the oversupply  world market 

prices and EU raw milk prices were depressed for a period of about three years (see Figure), with  the EU average milk 

price in April 2016 being about 30 percent below that in April 2004. This has led to financial stress among dairy farmers, as 

the milk prices received were often lower that the critical level farmers needed to be able to satisfy their obligations (paying 

bills and settle loans).  

 

Figure Milk price equivalent around the world (€/100kg) 

 

Note: price calculations are based on SMP and butter prices 

Source: DG-Agri (2016) Short-term Outlook for EU crops, dairy and meat markets in 2016 and 2017; Summer 2016. 

 

As a response to the price declines the EU safety net provision was triggered. Due to private and public storage by mid-

2016 the EU had removed about 3.5 tons of milk equivalent (amounting about 10 percent of EU milk production). Moreover, 

to address the farm crisis a €420m support package was launched  by the Commission in September 2015, an aid scheme, 

targeted mainly at dairy and livestock producers, with the majority of Member States participating in this and several 

Member States opted to voluntarily supplement the payments with national money.  

 

The market imbalances and price instability experienced during the recent past, ? the fear that this may happen again in the 

future and also affect other sectors (e.g. sugar and  cereals), and thread this may impose to the viability of farms and food 

production has, at least for a group of  Member States,  been a reason to take this into account in their policy 

implementation options (e.g. the use and sectoral allocation of voluntary coupled support).   

 

In a strict sense of the measures considered in this analysis there is no one which focuses on price 

stabilisation. This is reflected in most of the case studies, where of most measures it was indicated that they 

were not or only slightly relevant in addressing the price stabilisation need. In some case studies positive 

scores were given (see Box 4.7). This seems to be due to some degree of confusion with respect to the 

objective of stabilizing prices and how to cope with the impacts of price volatility. This is no surprise as the 

clear reform strategy chosen with respect to the market measures in the CAP is to accept larger price 

instability than in the past (e.g. period 1997-2006) and introduce complementing measures for producers to 

cope with its consequences. Such complementing measures are the direct payments (which introduce a fixed 

component to farmers’ income, which is not dependent on market price variation), risk management measures 

(M17) and measures to cope with extreme situations (diseases, disasters and other calamities). In the case 

studies also measures Investments in physical assets (M4), and Farm business development (M6) were 

indicated to have some relevance in this regard. From the theoretical assessment one would expect that 

producer organisations (as these are part of the CMO and encouraged by M9) would be potentially relevant as 

they can provide farmers to bargain for delivery contracts that include some price stabilisation. However, only 

in Scotland M9 was ranked to have some relevance for price stabilization. 
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4.2.5.3 Answer to EQ1 for price stabilisation 

The evaluations question to be answered is to what extent the Member States’ choices intended to contribute 

to reaching the general objective of viable food production with a focus on price stabilisation are relevant. 

From the analysis it appears that there are clear needs with respect to price stabilisation in all the case study 

countries. These needs regards both crops and animal products (dairy, bovine meat, eggs), be it that for 

selected meat products (pig, poultry and lamb) prices seem to have become on average more stable. 

However, even in that case this does not hold for all individual Member States.  

 

The answers from the case studies, which indicated in general a low relevance of the measures considered 

with respect to addressing the need for price stabilisation, reflect that price stabilisation is mainly achieved in 

the CAP via market measures under the CMO. Member States have hardly any implementation options in this 

respect. This outcome is not that surprising as the causal analysis (see IOI matrix analysis) also already 

pointed into this direction. More importantly, price stabilisation is a market issue which by its nature should not 

be at the discretion of individual Member States because that then would create conflicts with the principle of 

the common market. 

 

As can be seen from the answers provided by the case studies, in several cases one is tempted to not answer 

the question about relevance for price stabilisation, but rather the question on relevance with respect how to 

cope with the consequences of price stabilisation. However, this is an answer to a different question and 

refers to income stabilisation rather than price stabilisation. It is acknowledged that there are several 

measures both in the first and the second Pillar that contribute to income stabilisation. Given the increased 

volatility of prices and its impact on income, the need for income stabilisation requires further attention. 

 

Box 4.9 Does the CAP contribute to price stabilisation? 

 

The switch from the EUs market organisation from a price support-approach to a safety net provision-approach fits in its 

strategy to opt for increasing market orientation in agriculture. An inherent consequence of this is that price fluctuations, 

whatever their causes and irrespective where shocks to markets happen, are to a larger degree transmitted to the EU home 

market than this was the case before this switch in policy strategy. The CAP has still a number of market measures that 

contribute to the stabilisation of prices, such as the safety net provision and private and public storage schemes. In order to 

assess their impact it is not sufficient to focus on changes in price volatility indicators at the EU home market (see Table x), 

but also to consider price variability in the EU relative to those at world markets or third countries.  

 

As an illustration as how the EU market compares to the world market, the coefficient of variation for the SMP, WMP and 

butter prices at EU and world markets have been compared for the periods  1997-2003 and 2004-2011 (see Jongeneel et 

al, 2011) Whereas this confirms the strong increase in price instability in the EU relative to that in the world market, it also 

shows that the level of price volatility for these products at the EU market is still less than that at the world market. For the 

period 2004-2011 the coefficient of variation values for SMP, WMP and butter at the EU market were 17, 22 and 17.5 

respectively, which compared to the values for the world market of 28, 27.5, and 34.8. Note that at the world market, at least 

for this period, the price variability was higher. From this it can be inferred that the CAP for these products contributed to the 

relative stabilisation of prices. However, thereby it should be recognized that alongside CAP measures also the structure 

and organisation of supply chains (role of cooperatives and their ability to contribute to reduce farm price volatility by 

building a broad portfolio of products (including branding strategies) and exercising their ability to hedge risks (e.g. use 

future markets, use private storage policies) is likely to play a role in reducing some price variability. 

 

As an illustration to compare the EU with respect to third countries, the coefficient of variation for farm gate milk prices in the 

US for the period 2007-2016 has been calculated.  This coefficient is 19.89, which is 15 percent higher than the average 

calculated for the selected EU case study countries. From this it could be inferred that the CAP contributes to the 

stabilisation of (farm gate) milk prices and performs better in this respect than the US Farm Bills.   

 

As a more general conclusion it follows that there is a clear need with respect to price stabilisation, while it is 

also part of the mandate given by the Treaty to the Commission with respect to the CAP. Because the 

assessment of this study is not primarily focusing on the CMO, and the price stabilisation is by its very nature 

addressed in the CMO our answer to this EQ can be brief: the implementation choices of the Member States 

are hardly relevant to addressing the identified needs. This is not a criticism to the implementation choices: 
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Member States have no real discretionary decision making power in this respect and for that reason also no 

direct responsibility. As a side comment, as became clear from the provided evidence, the performance of the 

CAP to deliver price stabilisation has strongly weakened with the increase in its market orientation. This 

especially holds for the CAP before the new policy framework. The new framework offers risk management, 

producer organisations and crisis management tools. The safety net provisions are the main instruments 

effective, because these protect against extreme downside price risks and as such contribute to dampen 

downside price swings, while allowing them still to fluctuate in a wide margin, excluding an upper bound. While 

the increase in price volatility associated with the increase in market orientation is in itself understandable (and 

confirmed by economic analysis) it can be argued that neither the Member States (implementation options) 

nor the EU has the necessary instruments anymore (including price support and export subsidy measures) to 

really achieve the price stabilisation objective. The mirror side of choosing for an increase in market 

orientation is to accept more price movements, which have an important function in clearing the market. This 

suggests that the price stabilization objective has been given less priority in the CAP than before (e.g. the pre-

2004 CAP). 

 

There is one instrument in the Rural Development Policy  (M9) on the setting up of producer groups and 

organisations which has a potential link to price stabilisation. One of the objectives producer organisation 

(POs) can choose from to pursue is negotiating about better and more stable producer prices. Although this 

measure has been included in the analysis and has been implemented in all case study countries (allowing 

producer groups satisfying specific conditions to be officially registered and acknowledged as such)  it was not 

yet confirmed that these POs have achieved these results (they were in general not mentioned as being 

relevant even though their presence was acknowledged). So, although in theory they could contribute to price 

stabilisation (hops providing a positive example), generally at this moment POs do not appear to have a 

recognized track record for being able to do so. This might be due to the budget Member States allocate to 

this measure, which was in all cases less than 0.03 % of the RDP envelope. Also from the case studies no 

evidence was found about Member States actively promoting this measure. 

 

 

4.2.6 Discussion and limitations of the analysis 

As has been shown when discussing the intervention logic (see Section 4.1.2) the agricultural income, 

productivity and price sub objectives are all interlinked and together make up the viability of food production. In 

the assessment, the procedure has been followed to identify the needs at sub objective level based on both 

objective criteria as well as the results from the case studies. It has been noted that the agricultural income 

and agricultural productivity objective to a large extent run parallel. Although this may be so from a strategic 

(and medium run) perspective, at the short run Member States are likely to experience a trade-off there where 

direct payments provide them with instrument to immediately impact on agricultural income, while the 

contribution to agricultural income via the productivity enhancement channel is more indirect, but might be 

more effective from a long run perspective, as it is likely to have a lower risk of creating a dependency of 

agricultural sectors on support payments. As became clear from the work on explaining policy implementation 

choices, Member States followed different strategies here, with the political “colour” and political cycle playing 

also a role in the decisions made how to balance the mix of policy measures in this regard. Although 

information on stated preferences with respect to needs was obtained this did not allow to rank the needs 

among each other. As such it should be acknowledge that the identification of needs cannot by itself help to 

solve for the issue how to prioritize these and how to use the scarce means to create an “optimal” balance in 

addressing them. So from the analysis and assessment provided here only a partial answer to the relevance 

issue could be given (mainly based on matching revealed preferences with respect to policy implementation 

with objective indicators and other information from the case studies as well as other information sources, 

where available).  

 

 

Moreover, with respect to the objective indicators it has to be acknowledged that they provide only a partial 

picture and had their limitations. A first limitation was that, although a differentiation over key sectors has been 
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made, the indicators were defined at average farm and/or market level. As such the indicators do not allow to 

provide a good picture of the heterogeneity within sectors, while the implementation choices might be such 

that (additional) criteria are used for applying measures to specific subgroups (e.g. farm size, farmer age, 

region). This is a limitation of the current assessment. At the moment of writing this study the information 

needed to evaluate the implementation choices (linking intended financial expenditure on measures to finally 

realized expenditures, farmer uptake and impacts on producer income and productivity at the level of 

participating farm) is not yet available. 

 

More specifically limitations of the analysis with respect to answering the sub objectives of viable food 

production (EQ1) are: 

 Agricultural income: indicators used are for average farms (for key subsectors) and have their limitations in 

capturing within sector farm heterogeneity. This heterogeneity is known to be often large and policy 

implementation criteria are often used to address the needs of specific types or classes of farms, rather 

than all farms or the “average” farm. So the used indicators should be considered as indicative rather than 

exhaustive. When doing a full evaluation a more detailed approach should be followed. In addition only 

results have been presented at the level of specialized farms as these are likely to be farmed in such a 

way that it is the farmers main and full occupation and as such the agricultural income statistics are likely 

to provide a reasonable picture of  farmer income. However, since non-specialized farms and part-time 

farming and associated off-farm incomes are representing an important role in EU agriculture this needs 

separate attention and poses additional challenges with respect to income measurement as well as the 

targeting of measures (e.g. how to operationalize the fair income objective for part-time farmers); 

 Agricultural Productivity: a mix of Member State-specific aggregate agricultural TFP measures and sector 

specific selected  partial productivity measures, has been used. Whereas the first provide information at a 

very aggregate level (Member State agriculture as a whole), the latter provide some partial information 

with respect to productivity at specific sector-level, but fail to provide a comprehensive picture. As viable 

food production also relates to viable and resilient and competitive primary production units (family farms) 

productivity information at farm level would be a natural candidate to be included in the productivity 

analysis. This is even more so since most policy measures discussed address farm level issues or are 

targeted to specific farmer-beneficiaries.   However, even when the usual information would be available 

(e.g. FADN data covering the reform period, which it is not), it is far from trivial to construct reliable total 

factor productivity indicators at the farm aggregation level. The optimal targeting of productivity supporting 

policies would benefit from such disaggregated indicators. Rather than dreaming of the ideal indicator one 

probably should rely on a set of partial productivity criteria (such as yields per ha or animal, feed 

conversion rates, per unit cost of production estimates, profitability). So what holds for the relevance 

assessment of agricultural income, even more applies to agricultural productivity; 

 Price stabilisation: as has been argued the price stabilisation issue is mainly a market issue addressed in 

the CMO. Although clear needs have been identified from the case studies and the objective criteria 

confirm the increase in price volatility for different products at Member State level, Member States have 

hardly any policy implementation options in this respect (when so this could easily violate with the principle 

of the common market). The main measure at the discretion of Member States which to some extent can 

address the price stabilisation objective is M9 (setting-up of producer organisations). However, at the 

moment of writing this assessment a detailed evaluation of producer organisations and their performance 

with respect to price stabilisation is lacking (hops being an exemption). The lack of a recognized track 

record of POs may explain why they are generally considered not to be relevant in this regard (holds for all 

the case studies). 
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Box 4.10 Producer Organisations 

 

Within the CAP groups of farmers, being producers of specific corps, can apply for transitional support for establishing 

producer organisations (POs) and also for financial assistance contribution to the operational funds of POs. Recognized 

POs should pursue specific aims, which include the concentration of supply and the marketing of the output of its members. 

As such these are instruments to improve the bargaining power of farmers. Farmer groups can use POs to obtain better and 

more stable prices than otherwise would have been the case. As such POs can contribute to the policy objective of 

improving price stability for farmers. POs can be initiated in various sectors including  olives, fruit and vegetables, hops, 

wine and dairy (where POs are part of the so-called Milk package provision). 

 

As an example of POs, hop growers were found to manage to limit supply-driven price volatility through hop pools and 

forward contracts and, to a certain extent, protect growers from changes in the brewers’ purchase policy through forward 

contracts. In the latter case however, the contract can be interrupted by paying a fine. The impact of producer groups on the 

reduction of hop price volatility is indirect as it passes through forward contracts, but is nonetheless important. As hop 

producers are willing to pay a fee for being a member of the producer groups aiming to stabilise their prices, this suggests 

POs add value for them in this respect (Deloitte et al, 2009).  

 

Although there are several studies pointing to the positive effects of POs on farmer income or farm performance, overall the 

evidence is still mixed and inconclusive. In particular with respect to the nature and dynamics of contractual relationships, 

which include price stabilisation provisions, evidence is still lacking and further research is needed (Falkowski and Ciaian, 

2016).  

 

Price volatility is intrinsic to agricultural activity and to the dynamics of supply and demand. The extent to which the producer 

groups manage to protect the interest of their members depends on a host of factors, including the volume of production 

they represent.  

 

 

4.3 Coherence 

4.3.1 Introduction: understanding of coherence for EQ1 

This section reviews the coherence of CAP implementation choices in the ten case study countries and 

regions to address viable food production objectives. The test is whether a measure or combination of 

measures has been implemented coherently with reference to one of the viable food production sub-

objectives.  Coherence with EQ2 or EQ3 sub-objectives is not assessed, so that a measure or combination of 

measures may score as highly coherent in respect of the viable food production, but incoherent in respect of 

climate. Or vice versa. 

 

First the degree of coherence or contradiction between measures identified in the ten case study countries is 

set out. This is followed by a synthetic overview of the extent to which implementation choices have been 

shown to be coherent, highlighting areas where there appears to be a high level of coherence between the 

implementation choices made as well as areas where issues arise. The section ends with a discussion of the 

findings, including implications for the results of the methodology used. 

 

 

4.3.2 Results of the analysis 

4.3.2.1 Agricultural income 

Figure 4-4 summarizes the statistics with respect to coherence in general (over all measure combinations), 

within Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 measures (direct payments; rural development policy measures) and between Pillar 

1 and Pillar 2 measures (direct payments – rural development policy measures) with respect to their 

contribution to agricultural income. The data are based on the implementation choices at the level of the case 

study countries (see Appendix C, section C.2 for further details). 
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Figure 4-4  Summary overview over coherence within and over policy measures with respect to agricultural income (fraction) 

 
Source: own calculations based on case studies 

 

 General level of coherence: At the general or over-all level out of the total number of measure 

combinations that were analysed for the case study countries, in 36 % of the measure combinations a 

positive coherence was assessed (varying from synergy between measures to the compared measures 

reinforcing each other). In 62 % of the cases the measure combinations were considered to be neutral with 

respect to each other. In a minor fraction of the cases (2 %) negative-coherences were identified (varying 

from the compared measures contradicting each other to compared measures being competing with each 

other); 

 Within Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 measures level of coherence: 

o Direct Payments: The pattern of coherences found for the Direct Payments measures differs from the 

general level in that the fraction of negative coherences is higher (6 % instead of 2 percent) at the cost 

of both the fractions of neutral measure combinations (60% as compared to 62%) and measure 

combinations showing a positive coherence (34% as compared to 36); 

o Rural Development Policy Measures: The within RDP measures have the highest percentage of 

neutrals (72 %) with respect the way into which they contribute to agricultural income. Both the number 

of identified positive and negative coherence combinations are low in relative terms (27% and 1% 

respectively); 

 Between Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 measures level of coherence: 

o Direct Payments – Rural Development Policy Measures: The fraction of non-coherences observed 

from the case studies is low (1 %), while 42 % of measures combinations were scored as having a 

positive coherence. This signals that DP-RDP measure combinations are perceived to have (at least in 

relative terms) a high degree of complementarity.  

 

The general pattern is that out of the total number of measure combinations (485), there is a low frequency of 

non-coherencies, which holds roughly at all levels. When making the implementation choices, policy makers 

appear to have in general successfully minimized the inconsistencies between measures, i.e. having them 

competing or contradicting each other. Considerable fractions of measure combinations are classified as 

being neutral or as showing a positive score on coherence.  

 

The high frequency of the “neutralities” that was found from the case studies is related to the fact that in many 

cases different measures focus on achieving different objectives, which are relatively independent of each 

other (e.g. M4 Investment in physical assets and M11 Organic farming) or have a very indirect linkage (e.g. 

Basic premium and M3 Quality schemes for agricultural products, and foodstuffs) either at measure or sub 

measure level. 
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Box 4.11  Examples of complementary use of measures supporting farm income 

 

In Bulgaria strong synergy is created for between the direct payment scheme for young farmers (YFS) and M6, and between 

the Small Farmers Scheme and investment measure M4. Also strong synergy regarding the agricultural income exists 

between the Greening payment scheme and the M11 for organic farming.. 

 

In Poland complementarity was observed in the case of payments for small farmers (SFS) and redistributive payments, 

which are designed for farms with a maximum area of 30 hectares. A similar effect occurs in relation to support for starting a 

farm business for young  farmers (M6.1) and young farmers scheme (YFS). Actions strengthening the impact of direct 

payments are also investments in physical assets (processing, marketing, development of agricultural products, farm 

modernisation), leading to increased revenues as a result of the improvement of quality and productivity, and - indirectly - 

support in terms of knowledge transfer and information actions. 

 

The high frequency of positive coherences (synergy, reinforcement) is also in accordance with what might 

have been expected. Within the Direct Payment measures there are several types of payments, which in one 

way or another make a transfer payment to (specific) beneficiaries, where in several cases a beneficiary can 

benefit from different payments (e.g. a young farmer may receive transfers due to the Basic Payment, the 

Green Payment, a Redistributive Payment and a Young Farmer Scheme Payment). In such a case these 

payments will complement each other and all contribute to the enhancement of the income of the beneficiary, 

implying a positive coherence score.  Within the Rural Development Payment scheme this also holds for farm 

income for most measures that contribute to priority P2 (Competitiveness of all types of agriculture and farm 

viability), such as measures M4 (Investments in physical assets) and some measures under M6 (farm and 

business development) and also for some of the sub measures contributing to priority P3 (Food chain 

organisation and risk management). See also Box 4.10 for some case study findings on positive coherences. 

 

Moreover, when comparing over the Direct Payments and Rural Development Policy measures, all 

combinations of measures (different direct payments and RDP measures contributing to P2) over these 

measures that contribute to farm income, in principle will strengthen each other, even more so when they 

target for similar groups of beneficiaries (e.g. the Young Farmers Scheme and M6.1 (Business start-up aid for 

young farmers). See also some specific examples from the case studies as they are presented in the 

appendix section C.2) 

 

Non-coherences may be related to specific implementation options. One example of such a combination that 

was mentioned is that between the Greening Payment and Voluntary Coupled Support. The Greening 

Payment imposes restrictions on  land use (e.g. EFA) which may negatively affect farm income, while a 

coupled payment provides a stimulus to maintain the production. Whereas this illustrates how different 

measures can compete or even contradict each other, it at the same time shows that one should be careful 

when drawing a conclusion from this. Part of the observed or signalled incoherence may be due to the policy 

design and the conflicting objectives that are simultaneously pursued within the CAP. Member State 

implementation choices can contribute to the tension between the implemented measures, but at the same 

time it can be argued that the observed incoherence is partly out of their control and rather inherent to the way 

the CAP has been structured at a higher level. On other occasions Member States have intendedly chosen to 

let measures counteract each other (see examples from France, Slovenia and Scotland in Box 4.11 below). 

 

Box 4.12 Examples of competition between measures supporting farm income 

 

In France in general Pillar 2 measures complement Pillar 1 instruments as income support instruments. However, the low 

rhythm of convergence towards 2019 competes with the redistributive objectives of the Redistributive payment and the 

Young Farmers scheme to phase out from the historical model. Also the individual Green Payment proportional to historical 

payment slows down the redistribution needs towards a fairer CAP that were expressed to be a specific national policy 

objective. 

 

In the case study on Slovenia it was indicated that the option for small farms to choose between the standard and simplified 

direct payments scheme by definition constitutes competition between the two instruments. Moreover it was found that the 

greening payment, which is aimed at biodiversity and environmental objectives has a clearly discernible income aspect: the 
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prevailing share of recipients is not affected by additional greening requirements, as these are prescribed only for arable 

producers above 10 hectares. Income aspects are marked also in the case of Small farmers scheme. This creates an 

element of competition between the general CAP objectives of viable food production and sustainable management of 

natural resources and climate action. 

 

In Scotland it has been decided to make a switch (by 2019) from  historic to flat rate area payments and to regionalise the 

new area payments based on land types. This leads to large (+20%) swings in funding away from the specialist beef sector, 

and towards the specialist sheep sector. So the measure implementation involves competition between sectors. These are 

both sectors Scotland wishes to encourage for environmental and social reasons (and economic reasons in the case of 

beef) and for which it has introduced coupled payments schemes.. 

 

Source: information from the case studies 

 

4.3.2.2 Agricultural productivity 

Figure 4-5 summarizes the statistics with respect to coherence in general (over all measure combinations), 

within Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 measures (direct payments; rural development policy measures) and between Pillar 

1 and Pillar 2  measures (direct payments – rural development policy measures) with respect to their 

contribution to agricultural productivity. The data are based on the implementation choices at the level of the 

case study countries (see Appendix C, section C.2 for further details). 

 

Figure 4-5  Summary overview over coherence within and over policy measures with respect to agricultural productivity (fraction) 

 

Source: own calculations based on the case studies 

 

 General level of coherence: At the general or over-all level out of the total number of measure 

combinations that were analysed for the case study countries, in 66 % of the cases the measure 

combinations were considered to be neutral with respect to each other. In 30 percent of the cases a 

positive coherence was noted (varying from synergy between measures to the compared measures 

reinforcing each other). In a minor fraction of the cases (4 %) non-coherences were identified (varying from 

the compared measures contradicting each other to compared measures being competing with each 

other); 

 Within Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 measures level of coherence: 

o Direct Payments Measures: The pattern of coherences found for the Direct Payments measures differs 

from the general level in that both the fractions of negative coherences and neutral are higher relative 

to the overall coherence figure at the cost of the fraction of  positive coherencies (22% as compared to 

34% in the overall measures case).This is likely to be due to the significant part of decoupled payments 

in this scheme, which, because it is not linked to production, has no induced productivity impact. To the 

extent that direct payments contribute to the easing of liquidity constraints (which in some cases plays 

a role for small farmers and young farmers) there still is an indirect positive impact on productivity (by 
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the creation of additional resources available for investments, and the, due to the direct payments, 

improved profitability making it more easy to borrow money; 

o Rural Development Policy Measures: As compared to the Direct Payments-measures, for the Rural 

Development Measures the fraction of positive coherences identifies was higher (29% rather than the 

22% observed for the DP-case), while the fraction of negative coherences reduced to zero. Just like 

was observed in the case of agricultural income also with respect to agricultural productivity the 

combinations of RDP measures show a minimal number of inconsistencies; 

 Between Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 policy measures: 

o Direct Payments – Rural Development Policy Measures: The fraction of non-coherences observed 

from the case studies is low (3 %), while 37 % of measures combinations scored as having a positive 

coherence.   

 

Similarly to the agricultural income objective, the general coherence-pattern found for the agricultural 

productivity objective is that out of the total number of measure combinations (485) there is a low number of 

non-coherences, which holds roughly at all levels. When making the implementation choices, policy makers 

appear to have in general successfully minimized the inconsistencies between measures, i.e. having them 

competing or contradicting each other. Considerable fractions of measure combinations are classified as 

being neutral or as showing a positive score on coherence.  

 

The findings on coherence for the agricultural productivity objective have large similarities with those for 

agricultural income. In order to explain them, largely the same reasoning can be applied as has been done at 

the agricultural income sub objective section (this is not repeated here; see Section 4.3.2.1). The reason is 

that the agricultural income and agricultural productivity objectives have parallels, which translates into finding 

similarities in the ways combinations of measures impact both goals.  

The “non-coherencies” (or incoherences) found are mainly related to combinations of the Green Payment 

(Direct Payment instrument) and the Organic Farming measures (measure M11 from the Rural Development 

Policy measure) with other measures. As regards the Green Payment the reasoning is that the restrictions 

imposed on land use caused by the (obligatory) requirements associated with the Green Payment reduce the 

total productivity as they induce a sub-optimal output or product mix (being less profitable than the one that 

would have been chosen not facing these requirements). This was mentioned in the Italian case study  (see 

Appendix C.2) For a counter argument see the case of Spain in the appendix section C.2 where it is  argued 

that greening may, in the longer run, have a positive impact on soil quality, that may improve land productivity. 

Although theoretically possible, this impact is likely to be limited to special situations/cases. With respect to 

measure M11, the reasoning refers to organic agriculture having a lower production intensity, with a lower 

agronomic productivity (e.g. lower crop yields per hectare than conventional agriculture). Increases in the 

share of organic farming lower the overall productivity of a country’s agriculture. This reasoning may be sound 

with respect to partial yield indicators, but might underestimate that productivity also includes the aspect of 

value added generation, and there is no a priori reason why a lower volume of special quality products will go 

together with a lower value added (in particular when shifts or trends in demand would support the 

consumption of organic products). To the extent that there is an incoherence it can also be argued here that 

this is partly due to “conflicting” objectives that are pursued within the CAP (between advancing conventional 

as well as organic production) and cannot be solely attributed to the account of the Member States 

implementing these measures. 
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Box 4.13  Examples of positive and negative coherencies between measures with respect to agricultural 

productivity 

 

In Bulgaria  strong synergy was found  between most of the direct payments and the investment measure M4 and M6. M1 

reinforces all the other instruments which are beneficial to agricultural productivity . 

 

In Finland voluntary coupled payments and M4:investments in physical assets were identified as reinforcing each other. The 

coupled payments combined with investment aid for livestock farms are highly important for the continuation and scale of 

the production. 

 

In Slovenia productivity improvement is rarely explicitly present as a goal in implementing specific measures. This is strange 

given the expressed needs for productivity enhancement. Improvement of productivity is most explicitly stated in the case of 

measure Cooperation (M16) and positive links are established with investment support measures (M4 and M6) and 

Knowledge transfer (M1). 

 

In Italy greening is considered to have a negative effect on productivity, though the actual size of this effect is questioned. 

Incoherencies are also highlighted between the basic payment and M6. The contrasts between competitiveness and 

productivity objectives (especially in the plain areas) and the implementation of greening has received criticism from 

professional farmers, who prefer a higher specialisation of areas with more environmental focus in less productive areas. 

 

Source: information from the case studies 

 

4.3.2.3 Price stabilisation 

The presentation of the coherence issue for the price stabilisation sub objective can be much shorter than for 

the other two objectives (agricultural income and agricultural productivity). As was discussed in Section 4.1.2 

only M9 (Setting up of producer groups and organisations) could be argued to have an optional price 

stabilisation objective included, whereas all other measures that are assessed do not impact price stability. 

These were assessed to be not relevant, although they could contribute to coping with the consequences of 

price stabilisation for farmer income.(N.B.it is not assumed that income stabilisation contributes to price 

stabilisation
30

) The setting up of producer groups and organisations seems to have been difficult to assess by 

the case study experts, which might be due to lack of documentation and data (except for official registration 

records). The share of the budget intended to be spent on this measure is very low (in all the case study the 

amount was less than 0.03 % of the RDP envelope). So there is hardly any competition for funds from this 

measure, which aims at the self-organisation of groups of producers to better serve their interests, with other 

measures.  

 

 

4.3.3 Answer to the Evaluation Question 1 on coherence 

4.3.3.1 Coherence between measures relevant for viable food production 

The evaluation question to be answered is to what extent the Member States’ choices intended to contribute 

to reaching the general objective of viable food production with a focus on agricultural income, agricultural 

productivity and price stability are coherent. Based on the assessment at sub objective level made in the 

previous sections (see sub sections 4.3.2.1 to 4.3.2.3) it can be concluded that, irrespective of the sub 

objective considered and irrespective of the level at which coherence was analysed (general, within Pillar 1 

and Pillar 2 measures or between Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 measures), only a very limited number of  incoherencies 

have been reported. When further assessing the incoherencies it is observed that they were at least partly 

related to conflicts in specific objectives pursued within the CAP (e.g. advancing conventional and organic 

farming, promoting greening and productivity growth), which then also translate into incoherencies with 

respect to some measure combinations including measures positively contributing to each of these objectives. 

 

                                                           
30

 Income stabilisation measures may induce farmers to be less responsive to prices when taking their production decisions. As supply would  
then become more price inelastic (ceteris paribus) this is likely to lead to an increase in the fluctuation of prices rather than to a reduction. 
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In conclusion, it can be stated that with respect to the measures that are considered to be relevant and 

according to the intervention logic are related to or aimed at contributing to viable food production only a 

minimal number of real incoherencies were identified. Most measure combinations examined (roughly varying 

from 60 to 72 %) were assessed to be neutral (the implementation modalities of the instrument are in parallel 

and do not affect each other).  

 

4.3.3.2 Coherence of measures addressing viable food production with respect to other specific CAP objectives 

(program level) 

Whereas the focus of the coherence assessment provided in the previous Section was on internal coherence 

of measures which were selected to be potentially relevant to the viable food objective, the evaluation of 

coherence should also consider interactions with measures of other general objectives of the CAP 

(sustainable management of natural resources and climate action, and balanced territorial development). A 

first assessment of coherence at programme level, taking into account the results from the assessments in 

answering EQ1, EQ2 and EQ3, at a very general level, of coherence of measures relevant for addressing the 

needs with respect to viable food with respect to those enhancing the two other general objectives of the CAP 

is provided in Table 4-10. 

 

Table 4-10  Estimated coherence of the measures aimed at addressing the viable food objective with respect to other general objectives 

of the CAP 

General CAP objectives Reasoning with respect to coherence 

Viable food & Sustainable 

management 

Some incoherencies are expected as a result of the conflicting nature of the objectives of 

sustainable management (including specific objectives on greenhouse gas emissions, 

biodiversity, soil and water). Whereas there may be a negative trade-off between 

agricultural production and environmental and biodiversity objectives this does not 

exclude that there can be synergies too (e.g. M11 Organic agriculture and biodiversity).  

Viable food & Balanced 

territorial development 

The specific objective of Balanced territorial development, including as sub objectives 

maintaining a diverse agriculture and social inclusions, poverty reduction and economic 

development in rural areas (with as focus items rural employment, growth and poverty in 

rural areas), has a mixed relationship with viable food production. This leads to expect 

positive as well as negative coherence scores: 

 Positive coherencies are expected to the extent the promotion of the viable food 

objective leads to an economically viable and competitive agriculture and by that 

adds an important economic activity to the rural area, which contributes to 

employment and general economic welfare (poverty reduction); 

 Incoherencies (conflicting and contradicting impacts between policy measures) are 

expected to the extent that productivity increase and farm scale increase lead to an 

outflow of labour out of agriculture, thereby reducing the labour intensity of 

agricultural activities (with induced negative impacts on employment). 

 Complementarities might be found between measures than enhance productivity 

growth in agriculture and measures aimed at stimulating alternative employment 

options in the rural area (e.g. M6.4 support for investments in creation and 

development of non-agricultural activities), as well as infra-structural measures (see 

M7: Basic services and village renewal in rural areas, and sub measures included 

under this measure) 

Source: expert assessment by the core team 

 

The issue of coherence is related to the extent to which the three general objectives of the CAP run parallel or 

are conflicting. Viable food production and sustainable management may be seen to be in conflict, but food 

production that is economically viable  at the costs by eroding its natural capital, is not sustainable. There 

always needs to be an ecosystem which is able to be the carrier of agricultural production. At that level, the 

only really viable food system is one that satisfies a set of minimum requirements with respect to 

sustainability. 
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4.3.4 Discussion and limitations of the analysis 

As the CAP is primarily an agricultural (sector-oriented) policy assessing the coherence of measures applied 

to contribute to the general CAP objective of viable food production has been assessed and the evaluation 

question answered. Aside of a lot of “neutrals” (the implementation modalities of the instrument are in parallel 

and do not affect each other) also a significant number of synergies have been identified. One should be 

careful not to draw wrong conclusions from the observed synergies: although synergies were detected this 

does not exclude that Member States often choose to not apply these combinations. There might be a natural 

or rational reason why Member States have not strived to always achieve full coherence (synergy). This 

relates to the same point that has been raised when discussing the limitations on assessing the relevance with 

respect to the implementation choices made by Member States and addressing agricultural income needs. 

There are cases where measures that could create synergy could also be implemented in such a way as to 

achieve different objectives, Member States might have been preferring addressing a wider set of objectives 

or priorities rather than creating the maximum amount of synergy.  As an example a measure under M4 could 

be implemented in such a way as to contribute to agricultural income and conventional productivity (and then 

create synergy with certain direct payment measures) it could (and has been observed to) also be used to 

address market failure (negative environmental externalities) and then be rather neutral with the afore 

mentioned direct payment measures (but still being contributing to increasing “environmental productivity” 

(sustainability). 

 

Coherence at programme and inter-programme level is at this stage only discussed at a rather general level, 

which needs still a further refinement. However, a more general finding (that was also raised when assessing 

the internal coherence with respect to viable food production) is that incoherencies might be related to the 

extent the different objectives that are being pursued at programme or inter-programme level are parallel or 

extending in different directions (“conflicting” objectives). The “incoherencies” observed in such a context are 

no real inconsistencies and cannot be solved at the level of the implementation choices made by Member 

States, but require a kind of political prioritization at EU level (weighting).  

 

 

4.4 Providing the necessary preconditions for enabling effectiveness  

4.4.1 Introduction: understanding of EQ1 

This section assesses the extent to which the CAP implementation choices in the ten case study countries 

and regions to address viable food production objectives have the necessary preconditions in place to have 

the potential to be effective.  The preconditions for effectiveness are assessed for the key measures identified 

as contributing to a viable food production.  

 

 

4.4.2 Results of the analysis 

4.4.2.1 Selected measures 

Only a subset of the measures examined in each case study for relevance and coherence with respect to the 

general CAP objective of viable food production was retained for further consideration of what might be the 

necessary preconditions for enabling their effectiveness. To determine these measures the following 

considerations were applied: 

 With respect to the objective of viable food production only measures addressing the sub objectives of 

agricultural income and agricultural productivity are considered. The third sub objective (price stabilisation) 

has been ignored, because hardly any measures were found that were considered to be relevant with 

respect to the stabilisation of prices; 

 From the analysis, it appeared that the objectives of agricultural income and agricultural productivity to a 

considerable extent  run parallel. This implies that measures that stimulated one of the objectives are likely 

to positively impact the other objective. This was confirmed by the coherence analysis, in which many 

cases were found where measures were either neutral with respect to each other, or were impacting each 

other in a positive way. In relative terms only a few number of incoherencies were found. This outcome 
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supports the hypothesis that the conditions for enabling effectiveness of the measures relevant in the case 

of viable food production might be more easy than in the case of conflicting or strongly competing 

objectives; 

 In the case of the agricultural income objective essentially all the measures of the Direct Payment scheme 

are relevant. In addition payments aiming to compensate farmers for natural and other handicaps (M13) 

are relevant to consider; 

 With respect to agricultural productivity in particular all the measures related to Priority 2: Competitiveness 

of all types of agriculture and farm viability are relevant. In particular the measures M4 (Investments in 

physical assets) and M6 (farm and business development) are relevant in pursuing this priority. 

 

From the evidence available to us from the case studies and elsewhere, the following synthetic results have 

been achieved. 
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Table 4-11  Characteristics of measures retained for assessing the preconditions for enabling effectiveness related to viable food production 
Measure implementation BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL SI UK (Sco) 

Specific-beneficiary 

targeting-indicator for 

direct payments 

0.53 0.38 0.40 0.44 0.50 0.42 0.32 0.54 0.46 0.32 

Basic Payment scheme SAPS (flat 

rate) 

Regional flat 

rate 

switching to 

national flat 

rate by 2019 

Regional 

with 

decrease 

limitation 

Regional flat 

rate 

Approximation 

to national flat 

rate with 

decrease 

limitation 

Approximation 

to national flat 

rate with 

decrease 

limitation 

Approximation 

to national flat 

rate 

SAPS (flat 

rate) 

Approximation 

to national flat 

rate with 

decrease 

limitation 

Regional flat 

rate by 2019 

Redistributive payment with one 

trance 

with two 

tranches 

No No With one 

tranche 

No No With one  

tranche 

No No 

Reductions of payment 

mechanism 

SEE TABLE  4.6 

Capping 

above 

300k€; 3-5% 

reduction 

abobe 

150k€ 

No reduction 3-5% 

reduction 

abobe 150k€ 

3-5% 

reduction 

abobe 150k€ 

No reduction Capping 

above 300k€ 

3-5% 

reduction 

abobe 150k€ 

Capping 

above 

150K€ 

3-5% 

reduction 

abobe 150k€ 

Capping 

above 300k€ 

Convergence  Full 

convergence 

in 2019 

Partial 

convergence 

Full 

convergence 

in 2019 

Partial 

convergence 

Partial 

convergence 

Full 

convergence 

in 2019 

  Full 

convergence 

in 2019 

Green Payment scheme >10 

activated 

EFAs 

>10 

activated 

EFAs; flat rte 

between 2-4 

EFAs 

activated; 

individual 

payment 

between 2-4 

EFAs 

activated 

> 10 EFAs 

activated and 

equivalence; 

individual 

payment 

>10 activated 

EFAs; 

individual 

payment 

between 2-4 

EFAs 

activated and 

equivalence, 

only 

collectiive; 

individual 

payment till 

2018 

>10 

activated 

EFAs; only 

collective 

between 2-4 

EFAs 

activated 

between 5-9 

EFAs 

activated; 

flat rate 

Small Farmers Scheme Standard 

system 

Standard 

system 

2015 basis No No   2015 basis No Standard 

system 

2015 basis No 

Young Farmers Scheme 

 

<1% of DP 

plus 

additional 

criteria 

1% of DP; 

no additional 

criteria 

2% of DP; 

no additional 

criteria 

1% of DP; 

with 

additional 

criteria 

1% of DP; 

with additional 

criteria 

1% of DP; no 

additional 

criteria 

2% of DP; no 

additional 

criteria 

1% of DP; 

no additional 

criteria 

between 1 

and 2% of 

DP; no 

additional 

criteria 

< 1% of DP; 

no additional 

criteria 
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Measure implementation BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL SI UK (Sco) 

Voluntary Coupled 

Support (% of total DP 

envelope) 

15% of total 

DP 

No   Up to 

12.08% of 

total DP 

Up to 20% of 

total DP in 

2015 

15% of total 

DP 

Up to 12% of 

total DP 

Up to 5%% of 

total DP in 

2015 

Up to 15% 

of total DP 

15% of total 

DP 

10% of total 

DP  

Voluntary Coupled 

Support (targeted 

sectors) 

 

B&V, F&V, 

M, P, S&G 

No B&V, 

F&V,GL, M, 

N, P, R, 

S&G,  SB 

B&V, C, 

F&V, M,  P,  

S&G, SP, SB 

B&V, C, F&V, 

He, Ho, M, P, 

S, S&G, SP 

B&V, C, 

F&V,GL,  M, , 

R, OO, P,  

S&G, , SB 

B&V, S&G B&V, F, 

F&V, He, 

Ho,  M,  P,  

S&G, SP, 

SB 

B&V, C, F&V,  

M,  P 

B&V,  S&G 

Approximate Pillar 2 as 

% of CAP total*** 

29.90 21.97 19.31 39.33 18.45 28.72 15.59 26.59 33.18 18.84 

M4 RDP budget share 

(%) 

28.82 16.60 35.37 12.62 22.45 25.65 50.02 24.66 20.60 15.76 

M6 RDP budget share 

(%) 

9.28 0.69 7.32 3.79 9.74 7.28 0.00 16.35 11.32 1.50 

M13 RDP budget share 

(%) 

9.45 8.82 8.42 35.98 21.88 9.91 0.00 16.03 24.02 11.82 

Targeting-indicator of 

RDP payments with 

respect to viable food 

production 

0.48 0.26 0.51 0.52 0.54 0.43 0.50 0.57 0.56 0.29 

 

Source: own analysis 
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4.4.2.2 Targeting of the instruments to the needs 

A general summary of the basic characteristics of the selected measures with respect to application 

criteria and (planned) budget expenditure is provided in Table 4.18. This contains two targeting 

statistics, one for the Direct Payments (see top row)
31

 and one for the Rural Development Policy 

measures (see bottom row). The higher the value, the more targeted the payments are to the viable 

food objective. In theory the targeting indicator of the Direct payments measure can take any value 

be between 0.30 (minimal targeting) and 1.00 (theoretical maximum of targeting). The statistics 

show a similarity: countries choosing for a low degree of targeting with respect to the Direct 

Payments also have a low degree of targeting of the Rural Development Payment Measures to 

viable food production. Member States with a low degree of targeting are Germany, The 

Netherlands and the UK.   

 

At a general level, Table 4-12 provides an overview of the aims the selected measures focus at 

(degree of targeting) and the types of needs that they address. As can be derived from this table 

the selected measures for this assessment provide Member States with a mix of instruments, 

characterized by a wide set of different targeting criteria (varying from being rather general to being 

much more specific) which allow for addressing a differentiated set of needs. Most of the selected 

measures address differentiated income needs, while the agricultural productivity objective is 

mainly addressed via support for physical investments and farm restructuring. Table 4-12 also 

indicates how the objective or target of the scheme has been specified. As for the direct payments 

generally no quantifiable targets have been specified, but rather directional objectives have been 

stated (such as contributing to the objective of ensuring a fair income). As the overview table 

illustrates Member States have made different choices and measure mixes to address their 

perceived needs.  

 

The Basic Payment Scheme is in its essence a scaled down version of what was the Single 

Payment Scheme in the pre-2015 CAP. The financial resources allocated in each Member State to 

the Basic Payment is determined as a residue, that remains  from the national ceiling for the Direct 

Payments of the CAP deducing the sums needed to finance the other (mandatory and voluntary) 

implemented measures under the Direct Payment scheme. In theory the Direct Payment can at 

maximum have a share in the total envelope of slightly less than 70 percent. The Basic Payment 

scheme has a rather generic impact (it contributes to the incomes of all farms in a nation or region 

within a nation), with the amount the beneficiaries receive being linked to their eligible land base 

(providing the basis for their entitlements) (and possibly the historical payments if no flat rate is 

applied). The other selected payments all share that they have a more specific degree of targeting 

(e.g. young farmers, small farmers, farmers in need for restructuring their farms,  farmers facing 

natural or other handicaps in production, farmer in specific sectors), which allow them to address a 

wide range of varying needs. As has been discussed before (see Relevance section)  there is a 

need for general income support and the basic Payment is a simple and important means to 

address this need. However, at the same time it has been shown that the income needs are rather 

specific (e.g. differentiated over sectors) and as such a complementary set of measures that allow 

for targeting to specific groups or sectors is a requirement for being able to pursue a balanced 

policy strategy. As compared to the pre-2015 reform, the declining role of the Basic Payment 

(compared to the former SPS) with its generic scope, at the favour of a set of more specifically 

targeted measures as they could now be selected can be regarded as an improvement. 

 

 

                                                           
31

 This indicator is similar to the one presented in Table 4.8.  See also the accompanying text to Table 4.8 for a more detailed 
explanation of this indicator 
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Member States have a considerable flexibility in choosing which measures they implement, the 

extent to which they add specific criteria to the measures (e.g.  requiring farmers to possess 

appropriate skills and/or adding training requirements at Member State’s choice in case of the 

Young Farmers Scheme), and the budget the allocate to them. Although there are several 

constraints, such as measures that are mandatory rather than optional, or constraints on the 

minimum or maximum amount of budget that can be allocated to measures, this in general will 

allow them to select a mix of policy measures that is tailored to their needs.  
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Table 4-12  Degree of targeting and needs provision of the selected measures relevant for viable food production 

Measure Degree of targeting Needs that are addressed Target level specification 

Basic payment Target is related to land and/or region Is general type of income support, addressing in 

particular land-based agricultural activities 

Contribute to a fair income level 

Greening payment Target is related to (mainly arable) land, taking 

into account farm structure (EFA requirement 

applies only to farms >15ha) 

Aims at addressing biodiversity No target w.r.t. viable food production 

Redistributive payment Target related to farm size Aims at addressing farm-size related income 

needs 

Contribute to a more equal income distribution 

Young farmers scheme Target related to farmers age (farmers ageing  40 

or less) and has a restriction w.r.t. farm size 

(25ha < area base for payment < 90ha) 

Aims at generational renewal and farm 

succession 

No specific target level 

Small Farmers Scheme Target is related to farm size (only small farmers 

eligible) 

Simplified scheme that aims to reduce the 

administrative burden 

Contribute to a fair income level 

(Voluntary) coupled support Target related to specific sectors selected by the 

Member States  

Contribute to the preservation of economic 

activity 

 Targets at sectors facing a sectoral declines 

Support in areas facing natural constraints Target related to natural handicaps Aims to support farmers in regions with 

disadvantaged production conditions 

Contribute to a fair income level 

Voluntary transitional payment Target relates to member States applying the 

SAP scheme which in the past used transitional 

national aid for supporting the income of farmers 

in specific sectors 

Contribute to facilitate the transition associated 

with the latest CAP reform for MS applying 

SAPS, focusing on income support needs of 

specific sectors 

Target level decided by MS 

M4: Investments in physical assets Target related to investment and restructuring 

needs 

Provide support for investments addressing the 

need for restructuring and modernising  

Number of holdings supported for investment in 

agricultural 

M6: Farm business and development Targets young and small farmers needing 

support to set up and develop their holding 

Aims at the need for generational renewal and 

development 

Number of holdings receiving start-up aid 

M13: Payments for areas facing natural or 

other constraints 

Targets farmers facing natural or other 

constraints 

Aims at addressing needs of farmers facing 

adverse production conditions 

Area mountain area, other areas with significant 

natural constraints, area with specific constraints 

 

Source:  Own interpretation of EU legislation 
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At a general level it can be stated that the set of selected measures available to pursue the viable food 

objective, their variation and differentiation with respect to the targets they relate to, and the flexibility Member 

States have to select a mix of measures and to allocate budgets to these measures provides sufficient 

preconditions for enabling an effective policy mix addressing the main needs. This does not preclude that 

means are scarce and Member States for that reason face trade-offs when selecting measures and/or 

allocating budgets to these measures. As a result needs may be only addressed to some extent, even though 

with respect to the other implementation options one has tried to address the specific needs in an optimal way.  

 

The extent to which needs are addressed has been discussed in Section 4.2. The general picture arising from 

that discussion was that in general the measures have been reasonably well addressed to the needs. With 

respect to agricultural income, based on using a number of sector-specific indicator variables (on average 

farm performance) it was found that income support has been targeted in general to sectors most in need 

(beef, sheep and goat). Based on a comparative assessment with the recent past and a stylized simulation of 

the present situation, it is argued that the Direct Payment measures are likely to be effective in contributing to 

improving farm incomes (as they were argued to have been in the past; e.g. evidence from the significant 

share of direct payments and coupled payments in average farm incomes for all sectors).   

 

As regards productivity increase it is more difficult to build such an argument. Partly this is due to the lack of a 

set of coherent indicators, measuring agricultural productivity (total factor productivity) and its components. 

Another reason is the complexity of the underlying dynamics or mechanism that play a role. It has been 

identified that farm restructuring and farm scale increase play a crucial role in improving factor productivity. 

Measures aimed at farm investment and farm restructuring potentially contribute to this. At the same time 

structural change in the farm sector is also codetermined by important other factors, such as the age structure 

of farmers, the initial farm size distribution, the fragmentation of the farm size structure (e.g. role of 

subsistence farming in some EUn-13 Member States). On the one hand farm size restructuring should 

contribute to improving farm income and farm profitability, while at the other hand farm profitability will affect 

the farm structure evolution (e.g. poor profitability will make such farms less viable and may lead to farm exit 

over time, which then can enable other farms to further grow (e.g. extend their land base by purchasing land 

that has be freed up by exiting farms) and develop their business. Based on the evolution of the total farm 

numbers during the last decade as this was observed for the case study countries, a considerable 

restructuring of the farm sector has been observed. According to FSS Eurostat databases the average rate of 

decline in the number of farms for the EU-28 during the last decade was 3.6 percent per annum (implying a 

reduction of the farm population by about one third each period of 10 years and a continuous farm size 

restructuring). For some Member States the evolution was much more dynamic (Bulgaria, Italy, Poland and 

the UK), whereas for other Member States (notably France, Spain, Slovenia and The Netherlands) the rate of 

decline in farm numbers was below average). However, no assessment could be made to disentangle all 

underlying issues, which prevents us from drawing clear positive or negative conclusions. As an example, a 

low decline in the total farm number farm can on the one hand point to good farm profitability (thereby 

reducing the probability that farms will have to exit the sector) or to the income support being structured in 

such a way that it keeps farms, which otherwise would make a loss into production, and by that hampers the 

structural adjustment process. 

 

4.4.2.3 Quantifiable targets and directional objectives 

As most of the selected measures that are considered are part of the first Pillar of the CAP, these measures 

generally lack clear quantifiable targets, but rather have directional objectives (such as contributing to fair farm 

incomes for all farms, or for farms in specific sectors, or for specific groups of farms, such as young or small 

farmers).  For the measures under the Rural Development Policy plan there is some kind of targeting with 

respect to the intended number of beneficiaries or areas with natural or other handicaps that are estimated to 

be covered.  

 

Not defining quantifiable but rather using directional targets, does not imply that because of the open 

character of the objectives the target is less likely to be achieved.  Effectiveness includes any step into the 
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direction of an aimed objective. However, with a clear quantifiable target being missing it becomes difficult to 

assess to what extent a measure or mix of measures has been effective (to do so would require to construct 

some operationalized  targets for the directional objectives (e.g. define what is a fair income by linking it to a 

benchmark)).  

 

4.4.2.4 “Soft” or “supporting” measures to improve the effectiveness/uptake of specific measures  

“Soft” or “supporting” measures for increasing effectiveness include advice, training, capacity building, 

facilitation activities, funding for the development of management plans – N2K, etcetera. From the case 

studies it appears that several Member States (France, Germany, Netherlands) did not specify such support 

measures, although at a general level professional farm advisory is certainly available. Among the countries 

that offer specific support are Scotland, Bulgaria and Slovenia. 

 

United Kingdom Scotland uses “soft” measures such as those available under M1, M6, M16 and M19 in 

addition to income support and investment.  M6 support for young farmers is a good example of combined 

“soft” help and income support, since claimants must produce a business plan in order to gain access to a € 

70,000 grant.  There is as yet little evidence that different soft measures are being used in conjunction with 

each other, partly because Scotland is allowing demand to lead programmes like M1. 

 

For Bulgaria two measures (M1 and M2) are mentioned that provide “soft support” for improving the 

effectiveness of specific measures. M1 gives support for training in the field of agriculture and forestry for 

persons engaged in the agriculture and forestry sector. The support is made available to the beneficiaries 

through a voucher system. M2 provides support to farmers, young farmers and foresters in the form of 

consultancy services to improve their economic and environmental performance and also to prepare project 

proposals to be funded by the RDP. The support is made available to the beneficiaries through consultancy 

packages. 

 

Slovenia has a fairly well-developed public agricultural extension system, enabling practically all agricultural 

households to access public funds. While information availability is good, there is a question of quality of 

entrepreneurial decisions receiving investment support. The public farm advisory service institutionally 

operates within the agricultural chamber. To some extent, this fact limits the independence of their work, as 

the farm advisory service is a part of the same interest system as the beneficiaries themselves. As a 

consequence, they tend to cater to the wishes of their clients, regardless of the viability of their business 

ideas, likely resulting in sub-optimal spending of public funds. This is a general issue of the quality of 

entrepreneurship in agriculture: the logic that public funds should be accessed if available, regardless of 

soundness of decisions, is quite prevalent.  

 

4.4.2.5 Working of instruments/measures across the Pillars  

From the assessment of coherence at programme level it has been concluded that incoherencies are 

expected, due to the different directions of the Viable Food and Sustainable Management of Natural 

Recourses and Climate Action objectives. However, also synergies can be found (e.g. the Greening Payment 

and Agri-Environmental and Climate Action measures may contribute to biodiversity as well as farm income). 

The objective of Balanced territorial development runs partly parallel and may be partly conflicting with the 

objective of Viable Food Production. As a consequence the interaction with measures relevant to Viable Food 

Production and those related to Balanced Territorial Development is expected to be of a more mixed nature. 

Positive coherencies are expected to the extent the promotion of the viable food objective leads to an 

economically viable and competitive agriculture and by that adds an important economic activity to the rural 

area, which contributes to employment and general economic welfare (poverty reduction). Incoherencies are 

expected to the extent that productivity increase and farm scale increase lead to an outflow of labour out of 

agriculture, thereby reducing the labour intensity of agricultural activities (with induced negative impacts on 

employment). 
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4.4.2.6 Limiting factors 

It appears that the administrative burden can be one of the reasons that will affect potential uptake of certain 

measures, in particular more administratively-complex measures (with the Basic Payment, the Young Farmers 

Scheme and the Voluntary Coupled Support payments being perceived to be the more “simple” ones. There 

seem to be also differences in the way the Paying Agencies work in different countries, the efficiency of their 

administrative systems, and their performance with respect to beneficiary-oriented communications.  
 

4.4.3 Answer to the issue of preconditions for enabling effectiveness 

Although there are several factors that influence the extent to which measures are likely to be effective in 

addressing the needs and priorities identified in Member States and regions, with respect to the agricultural 

income objective, the evidence clearly points in the direction of the measures going to be effective. The 

following considerations support this conclusion: 

 The budget that is allocated to measures supporting agricultural income is of a similar order of magnitude 

as in the pre-2015 CAP; 

 Under the pre-2015 CAP the support payments have been shown to have been making a significant 

contribution to farmer income for all sectors in all case study countries; 

 Under the new CAP, the flexibility to target payments to specific groups of beneficiaries and sectors has 

increased relatively to the past; 

 Member States generally have made active use of this flexibility when implementing a new mix of policy 

measures (e.g. the use made of voluntary coupled support) and the agricultural income objective played 

an important role in the policy strategy chosen in all the Member States that were part of the case studies. 

 

“Adding-up” these elements, the effectiveness of the selected measures with respect to their contribution to 

agricultural income seems to be without question. However, it is very difficult to assess how effective the 

measures, both individually and  combined in a policy mix, are in achieving their objective. The target value 

with respect to agricultural income is not clearly specified. In policy documents and the Treaty a reference is 

made to a fair farmer income, which could  imply some kind of income parity with the income earned outside 

agriculture (making the necessary corrections to get comparable numbers). Based on a comparison of 

simulated direct payment impacts and a comparison with a gdp/capita benchmark income, it has been argued 

that the income support measures  are likely to be effective to a large extent.   

 

With respect to agricultural productivity the answer is less clear cut. Important measures in this regard are all 

RDP measures contributing to priorities P2 (Competitiveness of all types of agriculture and farm viability) and 

P3 (Food chain organisation and risk management), notably the M4 and M6 measures. On average the 

Member States allocated about 30% of their RDP envelope to these measures, which is a substantial amount 

and should be sufficient to at least address part of the needs. Moreover, the positive impact on agricultural 

income from other policy measures will in general increase the attractiveness of agriculture as a sector to 

invest in, and can create important synergies.  

 

As became in particular clear from the assessment of the impacts the reformed CAP is likely to have on 

agricultural income, good tailoring and targeting of measures is required to make the most cost-effective use 

of limited resources. The analysis made for this assessment only partly could reveal this since it provided 

insight into differences between different sectors in the agricultural sectors of the case study countries.   

However, it has been beyond the scope of this assessment to make an in-depth assessment of micro data 

(FADN) and assess the heterogeneity between different subgroups of farms within sectors. There is an 

extensive literature showing the large heterogeneity between farms and the large differences in income that 

can be observed even for farms that share similar structural characteristics.  

The analysis so far shows that there appears to be greater coherence between the measures operating within 

the Direct Payment and Rural Development Programmes, than across the different instruments that are 

related to different objectives of the CAP (e.g. Viable Food Production & Sustainable Management of Natural 

Resources and Climate Action). However, examples have been found which indicate that instruments might 

work together. One example was M10 (Agri-environment-climate) and farm income. Although the basic 
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principle underlying M10 is to compensate the efforts farmers make on the basis of income forgone 

(recovering their costs), several times it has been mentioned to be a factor contributing to farm income, in 

particular because it supports farmers following a multifunctional farming strategy and (small) farmers having 

slack labour on their farm which might be better utilized when participating in agri-environmental measures. 

This confirms remarks about this relationship in the 2005 evaluation of AEM by Oreade Breche. Another 

example is the positive relationship between M11 (Organic farming) and the enhancement of biodiversity and 

other Sustainable Management of Natural Resources’ sub objectives due to the constraints organic production 

imposes on the use of fertilizers and agro-chemicals.  

 

 

4.4.4 Discussion 

A main message from the analysis carried out for this study is that implemented measures will be effective in 

addressing the need with respect to agricultural income and in that way contribute to the general CAP 

objective of Viable Food Production. Per unit of support provided, the voluntary coupled support payments are 

expected to be less effective than other direct payments because in the case of voluntary coupled support part 

of the income transfer leaks away (realization of supported production also involves costs which reduce the 

income-impact). With respect to agricultural productivity the answer is less clear cut. Firstly, productivity 

increase is related to structural change, which is itself a complex process, driven by various factors, that are 

partly policy dependent (e.g. investment measures such as M4 and M6, and profit enhancing Direct Payment 

measures) and partly driven by other factors (farmer ageing, technological change and its potentially shifting 

impact on what is considered to be an optimal farm size). Secondly, agricultural productivity is difficult to 

measure: while there are informative productivity indicators, they do not automatically generate a 

comprehensive picture. Thirdly, different policy measures may affect structural change (and productivity 

growth) in positive (e.g. for farmers facing liquidity constraints direct payments may contribute to the ability to 

invest and benefit from productivity enhancing investment measures) as well as negative directions (e.g. 

Direct Payment measures improving the short-run profitability of farms, that otherwise would make a loss and 

thereby slowing down the structural change process).  

 

Whereas the general conclusion is that the measures supporting farm incomes  are expected to be effective, 

this refers in particular to the immediate or short-run impact of these measures. In the longer run, so-called 

leakage effects may occur, with the support for agricultural incomes leaking away, for example via increases 

in land and lease prices. To the extent farmers own the land the income and wealth-effects might favour the 

same person, but this is surely not always the case. There are differences of opinion between experts 

(economists) and politicians that go back to this leakage issue and the longer run (in)effectiveness of income 

support, that divide national policy makers in what they see as the best policy approach. This also explains 

why the selected policy mix cannot only be explained by an assessment of needs and the impact scores of 

policy measures, but will also reflect differences in world view and policy culture between Member States and 

their governments. 
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5 Answer to Evaluation Question 2 on sustainable 
management of natural resources and climate 
action 

5.1 Understanding of the evaluation question 

EQ 2: To what extent are the Member Stats’ choices intended to contribute to reaching the general 

objective of sustainable management of natural resources with a focus on greenhouse gas emissions, 

biodiversity, soil and water, relevant, coherent and providing the necessary preconditions for enabling 

effectiveness? 

 

Evaluation Question 2 focuses on the extent to which Member States' CAP implementation choices for the 

2014-2020 period are intended to contribute to the general CAP objective of the sustainable management of 

natural resources and climate action, with a particular focus on greenhouse gas emissions, biodiversity, soil 

and water (as identified under Art. 110(2) of Reg. (EU) No 1306/2013).  For this reason air quality (beyond 

greenhouse gas emissions) is not a main focus of this study, despite the fact that ammonia emissions are an 

important agricultural issue that can be addressed using CAP instruments and measures. 

 

Based on an analysis of the implementation decisions made during 2015 in ten Member States, it considers 

the extent to which these have been: 

(i) relevant to locally/regionally/nationally identified issues and problems; 

(ii) coherent with other measures; and 

(iii) providing the necessary preconditions for enabling effectiveness. 

 

It should be noted that, in assessing these questions, the analysis focuses only on the potential for the 

relevant CAP instruments and measures to affect the sustainable use of natural resources and climate action 

within the EU. It does not consider indirect impacts that may ensue as a result of these decisions outside the 

EU-28. 

 

For the purposes of the analysis, each of the four sub-objectives is further broken down as follows: 

 Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions: covers direct reductions of methane, nitrous oxide and carbon dioxide, 

maintaining and enhancing carbon sinks through carbon storage and sequestration, energy efficiency, as 

well as producing renewable energy to displace fossil fuels; 

 Biodiversity: covers species and habitat maintenance, enhancement and restoration and management of 

the Natura 2000 network;  

 Soils: covers soil erosion, compaction, loss of soil organic matter, and loss of soil biodiversity; 

 Water: covers both water quality (good chemical and ecological status of ground and surface water) and 

water quantity/availability (ensuring sustainable water abstraction and avoiding water scarcity). 

 

The ‘sustainable management of natural resources and climate action’ can be achieved through the combined 

effects of a number of different CAP measures, encompassing cross-compliance GAEC standards, direct 

payments under the EAGF and rural development policy under the European Agricultural Fund for Rural 

Development (EAFRD) and accompanied by support from the Farm Advisory Service, and the activities of the 

European Innovation Partnership for Agriculture and the national Operational Groups. Operational 

programmes for the fruit and vegetables sector under the CMO may also contribute to this objective, through 

the inclusion of ‘environmental measures, particularly those relating to water, and methods of production 

respecting the environment, including organic farming’ (Art. 33(e) of Reg. (EU) No 1308/2013).  
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Those measures whose intervention logic is related directly to the objective ‘sustainable management of 

natural resources and climate action’ are presented in Figure 5-1 and summarised in Table 5-1 .   

 

Figure 5-1.  The intervention logic to the general CAP objective sustainable use of natural resources and climate action 

 

 

For the purposes of this analysis, the primary focus of the evaluation is on the measures above which have 

been implemented in the case study countries, with the exception of the CMO. For the examination of Pillar 2, 

only those measures where funding has been allocated under either Priority 4 or Priority 5 have been 

investigated (see Table 5-1). The only measure from the list above that is therefore not reviewed is M3 (quality 

schemes). 

 

Table 5-1.  List of the instruments/measures retained for the analysis of relevance, coherence and preconditions for enabling 

effectiveness under EQ2. 

Instrument/measure 

Pillar 1 

Greening Payment; 

(voluntary) coupled support (elements of); 

Pillar 2 

M1: Knowledge transfer and information actions 

M2: advisory services, farm management and farm relief services) 

M3: Quality schemes; 

M4: Investments in physical assets; 

M6: farm business and development; 

M7: Basic services and village renewal 

M8:forest investments; 

M10: Agri-environment-climate 

M11: Organic Farming; 

M12: Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive 

M15: Forest-environment-climate 

M16: Cooperation 

Horizontal 

Cross-compliance (GAEC standards) 
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The chapter starts with an identification of the measures whose intervention logic is related to the CAP 

objective ‘sustainable use of natural resources and climate action’ and which are used in the ten 

countries/regions examined. Having set the context, the relevance of the implementation choices made in 

these countries/regions is assessed in relation to all four EQ2 sub-objectives (GHG emissions, biodiversity, 

soils and water), followed by an assessment of the coherence of the implementation choices and the extent to 

which preconditions are in place to enable them to be effective and achieve the desired results and impacts. 

 

Throughout this chapter, when references are made to the five case study countries with regional 

implementation, namely DE, ES, FR, IT and UK, the implementation choices referred to are those made in the 

selected case study regions, as follows: Lower Saxony in DE, Extremadura in ES, Brittany in FR, Emilia-

Romagna in IT and Scotland in the UK. 

 

 

5.2 CAP instruments/measures implemented in the case study countries/regions 

This section sets out which of the CAP instruments and measures whose intervention logics relate directly to 

biodiversity, soils, water and GHG emissions have been implemented in the case study countries and regions 

selected for analysis. 

 

All Member States are obliged to implement cross-compliance (with flexibility to design GAEC standards to 

address their local situations), the Pillar 1 greening measures and the agri-environment-climate measure 

under Pillar 2. The choice to implement Pillar 1 coupled support and the other rural development measures is 

left to the countries and regions concerned. For Pillar 2 measures, those identified here are those which have 

been programmed under either priority 4 (Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to 

agriculture and forestry) and its three focus areas and priority 5 (promoting resource efficiency and supporting 

the shift towards a low carbon and climate resilient economy in agriculture, food and forestry sectors) and its 

five focus areas. 

 

Many of the measures which are relevant to the four EQ2 sub-objectives interact with each other and can be 

used in combination to deliver the environmental and climate priorities identified in the country or region. For 

example, the cross compliance GAEC framework sets the basic standards to which farmers must adhere, 

Pillar 1 greening measures must be used to provide support for basic management practices on eligible land 

from a fixed menu of options, and rural development measures, such as the agri-environment-climate 

measure, can then be used to focus on support for more demanding actions that can be tailored to the specific 

needs of the local area and targeted accordingly. These different layers should work together, in conjunction 

with other elements of the legislative framework, to provide a coherent response to the priorities and needs 

identified. The choices a Member State makes for one instrument will therefore affect the choices it has 

available for others, with potential for both synergy and incoherence. The way in which Member States/regions 

have chosen to implement CAP measures and instruments in combination is therefore an important aspect of 

the assessment that follows and covered in section 3.3.  

 

Table 5-2  Overview of EQ2 relevant measures used in the case study countries  

Measure used = x BG DE* ES* FI FR* IT* NL PL SI UK* 

Horizontal 

Cross-compliance x x x x x x x x x x 

Pillar 1 

Greening Payment x x x x x x x x x x 

(Voluntary) coupled support x   x x x x x x x x  

Pillar 2 

M1: Knowledge transfer and information 

actions 
X X X X X X x X X X 

M2: advisory services, farm management and 

farm relief services) 
X x x X   X   x X X 
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Measure used = x BG DE* ES* FI FR* IT* NL PL SI UK* 

M3: Quality schemes     x   x x   x x   

M4: Investments in physical assets X X X X X X X X x X 

M6: Farm business and development x   X x x X   x x x 

M7: Basic services and village renewal X x X x X X   x x x 

M8: Forest investments X   X   X X   X X X 

M10: Agri-environment-climate X X X X X X X X X X 

M11: Organic farming X X X X X X   X X X 

M12: Natura 2000 and Water Framework 

Directive 
X       X X         

M13: Payments for areas facing natural or 

other constraints 
X X X X X X   X X X 

M15: Forest-environment-climate X   X             X 

M16: Cooperation X X x X X X x x X X 

Source: DG Agriculture data  

* In DE, ES, FR, IT and UK the information relates to the following regions, respectively: Lower Saxony, Extremadura, 

Brittany, Emilia-Romagna and Scotland.  

NB: The dark green shaded cells for Pillar 2 with a capital X indicate that they are programmed under Priority 4 and/or 5, 

light green shading and a small x indicates they are programmed under another priority.  

 

It is important not only to understand which measures have been programmed under the focus areas for 

priorities 4 and 5, but also the proportion of the budget that is allocated to these. Figure 5-2 and Figure 5-3 set 

this out.  Budget allocations for the three focus areas under Priority 4 are provided together as it is not 

possible to break down Priority 4 into its component parts. These figures are referred back to in the sections 

that follow. 

 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     133 
 

Figure 5-2 Proportion of total public budget allocated to measures under Focus Areas for Priority 4 in the 10 countries studied 

 

Source: IEEP, 2016 based on information from the RDPs
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Figure 5-3 Proportion of total public budget allocated to measures under Focus Areas for Priority 5 in the 10 countries studied 

 

Source: IEEP, 2016 based on information from the RDPs 

 

In relation to the Pillar 1 greening measures, the tables below provide data on which EFA elements are offered to farmers in each of the case study countries, as well as the 

way in which they have been implemented in 2015, as a proportion of total EFA area (before applying the weighting factors). These tables are referred back to in the 

sections that follow.   
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Table 5-3:  Greening choices made by the case study MS on Ecological Focus Areas (EFAs) and uptake after one year (2015), before applying the weighting factors 

Legend: Dark blue, with figures = % of EFA under a particular EFA element; light blue = element offered, but no uptake; white = not offered to farmers 

Member 

State 

Land lying 

fallow 
Terraces 

Landscape 

features 
Buffer strips 

Hectares of 

agro-

forestry 

Strips of 

eligible 

hectares 

along forest 

edges - No 

production 

Strips of 

eligible 

hectares 

along forest 

edges -with 

production 

Areas with 

short 

rotation 

coppice 

Afforested 

areas 

Areas with 

catch crops 

or green 

cover 

Areas with 

nitrogen 

fixing crops 

Bulgaria 52% 0% 0.5% 0.1% No 0.1% No 0% No 9.4% 38% 

Germany 16.1% 0 3.1% 0.2% 0% 0.1% No 0% 0.1% 68.5% 11.8% 

Spain 56.6% No No No 2.2% No No No 0% No 41.3% 

France No data No No data No data No data No data No data No data No data No data No data 

Italy 3.6% 0% 13.6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.1% No 82.6% 

Netherlands No No 0.6% No No No No 0% No 96.3% 3.1% 

Poland 4.6% No 1.1% 1.1% No <1% <1% 0.2% 0.8% 56% 35.7% 

Slovenia 10.3% No No No No No No No No 59.7% 30% 

Finland 67.3% No 0% No No No No 0% No No 32.6% 

UK Scotland No data No No data No data No No No No No No data No data 

Source: based on Commission SWD(2016) 218 final - Part 4/6 

Note: the % figures are rounded up to 1 decimal place and may not add up to 100%. No figures are available for France or Scotland (UK). 
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Table 5-4: Greening choices made by the MS on the landscape features options of Ecological Focus Areas (EFAs) and uptake after one year (2015), before applying the weighting factors 

Legend: Dark blue, with figures = % of EFA under a particular EFA element; light blue = element offered, but no uptake; white = not offered to farmers 

 

  

Hedges or 
wooded strips 

Isolated trees Trees in line 
Trees in groups 
and field copses 

Field margins Ponds Ditches 
Traditional stone 

walls 

Other landscape 
features under 
GAEC or SMR 

Bulgaria 20.0% 0.1% 20.0% 15.4% 38.1% 0.1% 6.4% No No 

Germany 43.6% 0% 5.7% 7.3% 29.9% No 8.3% 0% 5.2% 

Spain No No No No No No No No No 

France No data No data No data No data No data No data No data No data No 

Italy 24.6% 0% 3.7% 0% 12.36.% 0% 59.3% 0% 0% 

Netherlands No No No No 100% No No No No 

Poland 5.3% 13.3% 8.3% 36.8% 2.5% 2.1% 31.7% No No 

Slovenia No No No No No No No No No 

Finland No No No No No No No No No data 

UK Scotland No No No No No data No No No No 

Source: based on Commission SWD(2016) 218 final - Part 4/6 

Note: the % figures are rounded up to 1 decimal point and may not add up to 100%. No figures are available for France, Finland or Scotland (UK). 

 

 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     137 
 

5.3 Relevance 

5.3.1 Introduction 

This section reviews the extent to which the CAP implementation choices relating to the measures identified 

above are relevant to the environment and climate needs, problems and issues facing agricultural, forest and 

rural areas in the ten case study countries and regions.  

 

Using the methodology set out in Chapter 1, relevance has been assessed for each of the four main sub-

objectives for this evaluation question: soils, water, GHG emissions and biodiversity. First the priorities and 

needs for each of these issues are identified and the relevance of the implementation choices is assessed, 

measure by measure. This is followed by a synthetic overview of the extent to which implementation choices 

have been shown to be relevant, highlighting areas where there appears to be a good match between 

priorities and the implementation choices made as well as areas where this is less apparent. The section ends 

with a discussion of the findings, including implications for the results of the methodology used. It should be 

noted that issues that may affect the implementation and subsequent impact of these measures in practice 

(e.g. funding, tailoring, targeting) are discussed in section 5.5 under preconditions for enabling effectiveness. 

 

 

5.3.2 Results 

5.3.2.1 Relevance of implementation choices for greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction 

Needs and priorities related to GHG emission reduction 

EU agriculture, forestry and rural activities are both affected by and have an impact on climate change 

(positive and negative), both through producing GHG emissions, directly and indirectly or, in the case of land 

management activities, through carbon sequestration. In addition, rural and land-based activities can make 

important contributions to mitigation efforts in other sectors through the provision of low-carbon goods and 

services (e.g. energy), to reduce our climate footprint through supporting the recycling and reuse of wastes as 

part of the circular economy, and to climate adaptation. 

 

Agricultural emissions
32

 of greenhouse gases (GHG) contribute almost 10 per cent of total GHG emissions 

(2013 data
33

). Of the 10 examined countries, the Netherlands stands out as the largest emitter per ha of 

agricultural land (UAA) throughout the period 2003-2012, followed by Slovenia, Germany and Italy (see figure 

below). This shows the importance of the livestock sector in these countries. In all cases except Poland, 

emissions have declined over the period 2003-12, although efforts for further reductions continue to be 

required if the EU is to meet its GHG emission reduction targets, agreed as part of the Paris Climate 

Agreement in December 2015.   

 

                                                           
32

 GHG emissions from agricultural activities, covered under the "agriculture" inventory of UNFCC reporting, include all anthropogenic 
emissions from agriculture, except for fuel combustion emissions and sewage emissions. This excludes emissions from the LULUCF sector 

33
 CAP context indicator 45, GHG emissions from agriculture 
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Figure 5-4 Non-CO2 agricultural emissions per ha in the case study countries, in tonnes CO2 equiv. /ha UAA, 2003-2012 

 
Source: Eurostat 

Note: 
1
Large variations in the UAA figures in Bulgaria explain the substantial changes in the ratio over the period. 

 

The agriculture and forestry sectors already make a considerable contribution to total renewable energy 

production (see Figure 5-4).  Less information is available on the efficiency of energy use. Despite the efforts 

made to date, most Member States recognise that there is the potential to do more to increase the efficiency 

of energy use and increase sources of renewable energy as alternative to fossil fuels as a means of 

contributing to the EU’s 2030 climate targets, especially under the Effort Sharing Decision (ESD). The CAP 

can play an important role in helping Member States deliver against these objectives in rural areas, although 

Member States have a choice about the extent to which the agricultural and rural sectors contribute towards 

these targets. 

 

Figure 5-5:  Share of total production of renewable energy from agriculture and from forestry in the case study countries, in 2013. 

 
Source: DG AGRI context indicators 
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The needs and priorities identified in the ten countries investigated for this study relating to GHG emission 

reductions in the agriculture and forest sectors and wider rural areas tend to fall into the following groups: 

reducing GHG emissions from cropping and livestock activities, maintaining carbon stores or increasing 

carbon sequestration in soils and vegetation; improving energy efficiency, and promoting renewable sources 

of energy that can displace fossil fuels.  Climate adaptation priorities are also identified, but to a lesser degree. 

The priorities identified in the ten countries are set out in Table 5-5. The level of detail in which the needs are 

expressed varies and the range of priorities set out here also take into account priorities identified for other 

objectives, such as soils or water, where these are considered relevant. The needs statements are in some 

cases derived from wider strategies being pursued by a country, such as the Netherland’s manure policy
34

 or 

Scotland’s targets for peatland restoration and forest creation
35

. The Scottish Government’s second Low 

Carbon report on policies and proposals (The Scottish Government, 2013) also includes ambitions to reduce 

nitrous oxide and ammonia emissions from agriculture by a 90% uptake of cost-effective nitrogen efficiency 

measures. 

 

Table 5-5 Overview of priorities and needs identified for GHG emission reductions 

 BG ES 

(Ex) 

DE 

(NS) 

FI FR 

(Br) 

IT 

(ER) 

NL PL SI UK 

(Sc) 

Reducing emissions from agriculture X  X  X   X   X X  

Achieving better nutrient management     X  X  X  X    

Reducing the use of chemical fertilisers    X    X     

Protecting carbon sinks & encouraging carbon 

sequestration  

On farms 

 

X 

        

In forests X  X    X  X     X  

Preventing/reducing risk of forest fires X           

Promoting soil conservation practices X  X   X  X  X  X  X   X  

Improve energy / resource efficiency X  X  X  X  X  X    X  

Increase the production and use of renewable 

energy, incl bioenergy 

X    X  X  X  X    X  

Adapting to climate change X    X   X  X  X    

Source: case study information, RDP needs assessments 

 

Implementing decisions relevant to the GHG sub-objective 

In the case study countries, the measures/instruments that are considered to be most relevant to addressing 

the various climate related needs and priorities identified are those in Pillar 2: the agri-environment-climate 

measure (M10), the organic farming measure (M11), investments in physical assets (M4) and 

investments in forest areas (M8).   The knowledge transfer measure (M1) and the cooperation measure 

(M16) were also identified as relevant.  Under Pillar 1, the green direct payments (both Ecological Focus 

Areas (EFAs) and maintenance of permanent grassland) were considered relevant and in some countries, 

voluntary coupled support (VCS) was considered relevant, where support was provided for protein crops and 

grain legumes. Cross-compliance, particularly the GAEC standards for soils, were also identified as helping to 

contribute to GHG emission reduction priorities. 

 

The relevance of each of these measures to the different climate needs in the ten case study countries is 

considered in turn. 

 

Those elements of cross-compliance that are most relevant for addressing GHG needs in the ten Member 

States examined are the standards of Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition (GAEC) that Member 

States are required to put in place for soil protection (cover, erosion, organic matter).  These standards tend to 

provide a basic level of management that can either support the maintenance of carbon stores in the soil or 

                                                           
34

 Nederlandse Rijksoverheid (1986). Wet van 27 november 1986, houdende regelen inzake het verhandelen van meststoffen en de afvoer 
van mestoverschotten. 

35
 The Scottish Government (2013) Low Carbon Scotland: Meeting our Emissions Reduction Targets 2013-2027: The Second Report on 
Proposals and Policies (RPP2).   The Scottish Government, Scotland. 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     140 
 

prevent emissions through avoiding soil erosion and nutrient leaching. These are discussed further in the 

section on the soils sub-objective below.   

 

The implementation of the Pillar 1 greening measures which are relevant to GHG emissions fall into two 

groups: decisions about the maintenance of permanent grassland (insofar as this measure can maintain or 

enhance carbon storage); and decisions about which options to allow (and/or equivalent schemes to offer) as 

EFAs. The latter may include management or features that act as carbon sinks (such as hedges or wooded 

strips, agro-forestry, land lying fallow), measures to reduce soil erosion, and measures which may reduce the 

emissions associated with fertiliser use (N-fixing crops and catch crops/green cover). The crop diversification 

measure is not considered to be particularly relevant for addressing climate objectives, unless it were to lead 

to the introduction of fallows or legumes into crop rotations. Equivalence schemes could benefit GHG 

emissions depending on the management actions required of farmers. In France, the equivalence certification 

scheme available in specialist maize systems allows some farmers to fulfil the crop diversification obligation by 

growing a winter green cover on land used, however, this was not considered to reduce GHG emissions as 

the carbon sequestration benefits would be likely to be negated by the cultivation required and in addition the 

scheme covers an extremely small proportion of agricultural land in France. 

 

Box 5.1  Greening choices which are relevant to the GHG sub-objective: permanent grassland 

 

Leaving grassland unploughed helps maintain carbon in soils and vegetation. Under greening, permanent grassland which 

has been designated as environmentally sensitive permanent grassland (ESPG) must not be ploughed. Member States are 

also obliged to ensure that the total area of permanent grassland must be maintained within 5% of a reference level (applied 

at local, regional or national level), but this may be ploughed and re-seeded so long as it reverts to grass, and new 

permanent grassland can replace that which has been ploughed elsewhere to maintain the ratio. It is therefore the 

designation of permanent grassland as ESPG which has the greatest impact on GHG emissions. Member States must 

decide what proportion of permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas to designate, whether to designate outside those 

areas, and whether to operate the 5% rule at national level, regionally or more locally. 

  

ESPG: Five of the ten countries investigated have designated all permanent grassland within their Natura 2000 areas as 

environmentally sensitive (BG, FI, IT, NL, ES), while Slovenia (26%), Scotland
36

 (41%), France
37

 (63%), Poland (42%) and 

Germany (60%) have designated only a proportion of these areas. However, despite being relevant for GHG emissions, 

mainly by protecting existing carbon stores, in none of these countries is it evident that climate criteria (e.g. a focus on 

carbon rich soils) were used to determine what proportion of grassland to designate as ESPG, with the focus being mainly 

on protecting these areas for biodiversity (see section below).  None of the countries examined for this study had exercised 

the option to designate grassland outside its Natura 2000 areas as ESPG, despite the fact that the conversion of peat 

meadows for maize farming was reported to be happening in the Netherlands, where ESPG could have been a relevant 

option to prevent this.   

 

Maintenance of permanent grassland within 5% of reference level: France, Germany and the UK have chosen to 

operate the control on the percentage of permanent grassland being converted at regional rather than national level. 

Theoretically this has the potential to protect more grassland than if the ratio was set at national level hence a higher 

relevance to the carbon sequestration needs identified in UK and FR (however in practice whether this is the case or not will 

depend on the proportion of grassland that is ploughed or ploughed and reseeded and the authorisation procedures in place 

to manage this process). Germany’s authorisation procedures operate at the farm level and therefore are able to control 

which land is and is not ploughed. Scotland introduced an equivalent practice for the 2016 implementation year whereby 

farmers with permanent grassland subject to greening must draw up a nutrient management plan for the application of 

nitrogen and lime, which aims to incentivise the use of soil testing as the basis for fertiliser/lime use and raise awareness of 

over-use of fertilisers. 

Source: case studies and Commission SWD(2016) 218 final 

 

                                                           
36

 Figures for Scotland are from the original notifications and preliminary – the UK figure is 60% 
37

 Figures for France are from the original notifications and preliminary 
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Several EFA options can be expected to provide direct or indirect benefits to GHG emissions, albeit over a 

small proportion of the arable area. Those that are most likely to contribute to achieving the GHG emission 

reduction priorities identified in Member States are N-fixing crops, catch crops/green cover mainly through 

reducing the use of fertilisers on subsequent crops and for cover crops preventing erosion. Others may help 

maintain carbon stores, such as those promoting the maintenance of woody features or minimising soil 

erosion. Supporting afforestation and agroforestry funded via other sources, including EAFRD, can further 

incentivise these actions which can increase carbon sinks. Short rotation coppice can also provide some 

carbon benefits (see Table 5-3 above for EFA elements offered and uptake in 2015).  However these potential 

benefits may be reduced where N fertilisers are permitted on the crops.  For example, fertilisers are permitted 

on cover crops in all of the case study countries apart from Germany and on short rotation coppice (SRC) in 

Bulgaria and with limits in Poland.  

 

Overall, the choices made under all three greening measures are considered to be moderately relevant to 

address the priorities identified for GHG emissions, maintaining carbon stocks and/or increasing carbon 

sequestration. However, the choices made in countries that most needed increased GHG reduction efforts 

according to their own priorities have consistently failed to take advantage of some of the options available to 

them, especially designating ESPG outside Natura 2000 sites to protect carbon rich soils, as well as 

continuing to permit the use of fertilisers within EFAs. 

 

Agri-environment-climate schemes: Implementation choices are generally relevant in all countries for 

addressing many of their identified needs, although mostly through the indirect positive impact of measures 

primarily designed for biodiversity, water and soils (see box 5.2). The schemes appear to be particularly 

relevant in six countries/regions: SI, ES (Extremadura), PL, UK (Scotland), FR (Bretagne) and BG). 

 

Box 5.2  Design features of case study countries’ agri-environment-climate programmes which are relevant to GHG 

emission reduction priorities identified  

 

NB: This box contains examples of AECM implementation that are relevant to reducing GHG emissions even where this 

may not be one of their primary objectives. 

 

In Bulgaria, the M10 operation supporting extensive traditional farming practices for the maintenance, restoration and 

management of grasslands of high nature value was considered particularly relevant as a means of maintaining carbon 

stores. Although this is likely to help protect carbon stores on agricultural land and will undoubtedly be important, the actual 

need identified in the country refers to maintaining carbon stores in forests more specifically, which is addressed via the 

forestry measures under M8 (see below).  

 

In France, there are 70+ operations listed in the National Framework under M10, many of which have the potential to 

contribute to reducing GHG emissions and/or increasing carbon sequestration. In particular, the operations listed under the 

‘COUVER’, ‘HERBE’, ‘LINEA’, ‘PHYTO’ categories, which respectively aim at promoting cover/catch crops, reducing 

environmental pressure on grassland, maintaining/restoring landscape features and reducing fertiliser and pesticide use on 

crops, are all expected to be relevant to the following needs: achieving better nutrient management on farmland and 

maintaining/enhancing carbon storage and sequestration; 

 

Scotland and Extremadura (Spain) provide M10.1 support to compensate for livestock reductions.  Fewer animals will result 

in lower GHG emissions other things being equal.  However this action  does not respond to any of the GHG emissions 

needs identified in Spain or Scotland – indeed  this is not in fact the intended purpose of the measure, which is primarily 

focussed on addressing biodiversity priorities.  

 

Scotland’s peatland and wetland management and restoration options may increase short-term GHG emissions in some 

habitats but in the long term should lead to increases in carbon sequestration (this involves M10 operations in combination 

with M4.4). This responds to the Scottish need to protect soil carbon sinks (and enhance peatland quality). 

 

In the Netherlands, some M10 operations, in particular the conservation of peat meadows, are very relevant for carbon 

storage and reducing emissions, one of the needs identified in NL. However the measure is targeted for biodiversity 

reasons, not climate and is not targeted to peat meadows at risk, i.e. those outside the Natura 2000 network therefore its 

use may not optimise the contribution that peat conservation could make to NL’s carbon needs.  
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In Italy M10 support for integrated production (10.1.01) is relevant for addressing the GHG emissions priorities in the Emilia-

Romagna region which are to reduce emissions from agricultural production as well as improving the efficiency of 

agricultural inputs used, as it should lead to a reduction in fertiliser use and hence reduce N2O emissions.  

 

Source: Case studies 

 

All countries have chosen to implement M11 (organic farming) with the exception of the Netherlands (which 

incentivises it through national taxation policy). Organic farming
38

 is generally considered relevant to the 

countries’ GHG reduction priorities where it has been used in crop systems, based on assumed lower fertiliser 

use and soil carbon enhancement/maintenance. In practice lower emissions per hectare will depend on the 

counterfactual and specific context, e.g. previous land use, type of organic system, etc.  Organic livestock 

farming is less likely to yield GHG benefits than other types of organic farming. This is because most systems 

involve rearing animals for longer than in non-organic systems, which means that emissions per unit of output 

will be higher as they will emit more GHGs during their longer lifespan.  This is why support for organic 

livestock farming in Scotland, for instance, is not considered to be relevant to the GHG objective. 

 

The investment in physical assets measure (M4) is most relevant with respect to priorities to improve 

energy/resource efficiency (reducing GHG emissions per unit of output, e.g. in FI, NL, UK, IT, FR) and 

increasing renewable energy use and production (same countries) especially through M4.1 (support for 

investments in agricultural holdings) and M4.3 (support for investments in infrastructure related to 

development, modernisation or adaptation of agriculture and forestry). The non-productive investments 

measure (M4.4) is also used to protect carbon sinks (ES, UK, BG, FR) and improve the resilience of 

agricultural and forestry ecosystems through climate adaptation (IT, NL, FI and BG).  

 

For example in Scotland, investments are expected to contribute to GHG reductions by improving energy 

efficiency, resource conservation, and waste reduction in food and drink manufacture and processing. M4.3 

investments are expected to reduce GHG emissions through investments in slurry management. M4.4 non-

productive investment options are available for the restoration of peatlands and although this may initially 

increase GHG emissions from rewetted soils, in the long-term restoration of these habitats should reduce 

GHG emissions and start to sequester carbon (Worrall et al, 2011) and in blanket bog may rapidly reduce 

carbon losses to water (Wilson et al, 2011).  

 

Forestry measures: Forest measures of one kind or another under M8 are implemented in seven of the ten 

countries investigated (not DE, FI or NL), albeit with different proportions of their overall budget. The 

measures are generally programmed under Priority 4 (in all cases except PL) as well as Focus Area 5e for 

carbon sequestration (not in BG, ES, SI). 

 

Three M8 sub-measures appear to be most directly relevant for the GHG objective, as follows: afforestation 

(M8.1), agro-forestry (M8.2) and investments improving the resilience of environmental value of forest 

ecosystems (M8.5). Of the countries examined, all those using M8 did so in a way that was considered 

relevant to address their GHG emission reduction priorities. In countries which express a strong need to 

protect carbon sinks and increase sequestration (UK, BG, FR), the choices made to activate the afforestation 

measure (M8.1) were identified as being particularly relevant. In BG, the need to improve resilience in forest 

ecosystems matches the type of support to be provided under M8.5. Poland and Spain did not express very 

clear needs in relation to forests so the choices made there may be positive but not necessarily relevant in 

relation to their identified needs (see Box 5.3)  

 

                                                           
38

 As defined in Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 
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There may be potential for sub-optimal benefits for GHG reductions if afforestation schemes do not contain 

appropriate safeguards to limit pollution (including GHG emissions) from these projects. Scotland was the only 

case study country found to have linked its afforestation programme to strict environmental impact 

assessment which may help to prevent this. Co-benefits especially for biodiversity can often be anticipated 

from afforestation projects.  

 

Box 5.3  Afforestation and the GHG sub-objective 

 

In Bulgaria, forest owners may be eligible under M8 to receive grants for the afforestation of non-agricultural areas. A 

number of environmental benefits are foreseen to derive from forest creation, one of which is carbon sequestration. The use 

of measures to prevent forest fires and other natural disasters will also indirectly ensure the maintenance of carbon stores in 

forests.  

 

In Scotland, forest related investments (M8) are intended to increase carbon sequestration through woodland creation and 

agroforestry. The target to plant 49,000 ha of new woodland over the programme period contributes to the Scottish 

Government’s afforestation target. Co-benefits e.g. for biodiversity and landscape may be expected as Scotland requires all 

woodland creation projects to go through screening and public consultation including, where necessary, Environmental 

Impact Assessments (EIA). In addition, the RDP sets a target to create 300 ha of agroforestry. 

 

In Poland, M8 was considered relevant as it covers afforestation investments on both agricultural and non-agricultural areas 

with low agricultural utility which would contribute to carbon sequestration.  

 

In Spain this measure will help to facilitate the provision and use of renewable energy sources by supporting investments to 

increase the added value of forest products and to enhance the processing of wood as an energy source. In addition, the 

implementation of systems for the recovery of biogas, and adaptation of plants to include recycling and composting will help 

to promote the conservation of forest systems and carbon sequestration by supporting numerous activities 

 

A couple of examples were found (Italy and Spain) where M6 (farm business development) was considered 

very relevant mainly because M6.4
39

 is to be used to diversify farm activities through alternative energy 

production (Italy) and the development, processing and production of agricultural and forest biomass (Spain) 

both of which indeed contribute to the GHG emissions objective and contribute to the needs in those 

countries. In the other countries where M6 is available, in two (UK (Scotland) and FI) the measure was 

definitely not relevant to address these objectives, and even considered counterproductive (see section 5.4 on 

coherence), while in SI, PL, FR and BG insufficient evidence was available to assess their relevance for 

achieving energy efficiency improvements or promoting renewable energy. 

 

Only one example of the use of the cooperation measure (M16) was found to be relevant to this objective, 

namely in Bretagne (FR) to foster R&D on nitrogen-fixing crops to increase their potential benefits.  

 

Pillar 1 voluntary coupled payments can have some indirect positive effects on GHG emissions when used 

to promote leguminous protein crops and grain legumes which fix nitrogen which can in turn reduce the 

volumes of fertiliser inputs required on these and subsequent crops. These are in place in France, Slovenia, 

Poland, Bulgaria (to the maximum amount possible) and Finland (only 50% of maximum permitted). A more 

mixed picture emerges for the use of VCS payments to support ruminant livestock as, although these may 

help support the maintenance of permanent grassland systems, which would help maintain carbon stores, 

they also promote the continuation of livestock grazing above the level that might be anticipated without 

support and inhibit their redistribution to more competitive areas, thereby supporting continued methane 

emissions (see section 5.4 on coherence). Indeed the abandonment of permanent pasture would not 

necessarily lead to a loss of carbon, if the land were to revert to scrub and then woodland. A similar argument 

can be made for M13 (support to Areas with Natural Constraints) under Pillar 2, which is implemented in all 

countries except the Netherlands. 

 

                                                           
39

 Support for investments in creation and development of non-agricultural activities 
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Answer to the EQ for GHG emission reductions 

The question to be answered is to what extent are the Member States’ implementation choices relevant for 

addressing the priorities identified with respect to reducing GHG gas emissions (under the general objective of 

sustainable use of natural resources and climate action). 

 

The results show that in most cases, the implementation choices made are relevant to the GHG emission 

reduction/ climate needs and priorities identified. The most relevant measures identified are: cross-compliance 

GAEC standards, the green direct payments (both EFAs and maintenance of permanent grassland), as well 

as the following Pillar 2 measures: investments in physical assets (M4), investments in forest areas (M8), the 

agri-environment-climate measure (M10) and the organic farming measure (M11). Under Pillar 1 voluntary 

coupled support (VCS) was considered relevant, but only where support was provided for protein crops.   

 

However, often the climate related priorities are not the primary rationale for the measure choice, with the 

main stated focus of the measure being to promote soil protection, biodiversity, competitiveness, 

diversification etc.  In some cases these secondary benefits are made explicit and are an intended secondary 

effect of the measure, whereas in others they are not. In these latter cases there is a greater risk that the 

activity supported may not be as relevant to addressing the GHG emissions reduction priority as it might have 

been if the climate related objective had been articulated more clearly. In addition, there are some examples 

of implementation choices that may be counter to this objective, particularly where these support the 

maintenance of livestock above levels which they might have been had the measure not been in place, for 

example the use of coupled support for livestock and, to a certain extent, the use of support for Areas facing 

Natural Constraint under Pillar 2 (M13). 

 

In some countries, relevant implementation choices have been made, despite no GHG reduction priorities 

having been identified. This may mean that these priorities exist but have not been clearly articulated, that the 

measures are not well matched to the priorities in the country or that measures are used to address other 

priorities and that the climate related outcomes are secondary to other objectives.   

 

The relevance of Member State implementation choices relating to the specific needs identified are set out 

below. 

 

Reducing GHG emissions from agriculture: In the countries where reducing emissions from agriculture 

(BG, DE-NS, FI, NL, SI) as well as achieving better nutrient management (FR, IT, NL, PL) and reducing the 

use of chemical fertilisers (FI, NL) are identified as needs, these tend to be addressed by a combination of the 

agri-environment-climate measure (M10), and support for organic farming (M11)
40

. The AECM actions that are 

relevant are those used to help avoid soil erosion (BG; SI) and reduce fertiliser use (DE-NS; FI; NL) and M11 

is used as a means to promote reduced fertiliser use or lower livestock densities. Some countries also intend 

to reduce GHG emissions through the use of measures to promote legumes, thereby reducing fertiliser use on 

subsequent crops. In some countries (e.g. DE) the use of these measures is also justified on the basis that 

this will potentially help reduce imports of protein crops from abroad. The measures used to promote protein 

crops include: VCS for protein crops in BG, FI, FR, PL and SI and the choice to include nitrogen fixing crops 

as an EFA option (all countries). In ES and the UK, choices have been made to promote nitrogen fixing crops, 

despite no GHG associated need identified. This may either mean that GHG needs exist but have been less 

explicitly highlighted than in other countries, or that decisions to allow nitrogen fixing crop support through 

EFAs and VCS (Spain only) have been made on grounds other than GHG emission objectives. 

 

Enhancing carbon sequestration: In the countries which identified enhancing carbon sequestration as a 

priority on farms (ES) and in forests (BG, FR, UK) or where soil related needs are also related to carbon 

storage and sequestration (ES, FI, FR, PL), the most relevant mix of measures used includes cross 
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 M11 is not used in the Netherlands, rather organic farming is supported nationally taxation policy. It is also worth noting that ‘Promote 
organic farming’ was highlighted as a priority in BG, FR, NL and PL for this objective 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     145 
 

compliance GAEC standards (mainly the soil standards), greening measures (permanent grassland and 

certain EFA elements, such as green cover, fallow and landscape features), M10, M4.4 (non-productive 

investments) and M11. The Pillar 2 forest measures (M8) are used to address this priority in forest areas. All 

these measures are used to maintain carbon stores, through either soil protection measures (e.g. creation of 

buffer strips, use of cover crops) or by maintaining or creating permanent grassland and/or woody vegetation, 

such as in hedgerows or trees. Cross-compliance is shown to be an important mechanism for ensuring a basic 

level of soil protection in the absence of wider EU legislation, through the standards put in place for soil cover, 

erosion and organic matter. The ban on ploughing on environmentally sensitive permanent grassland is 

particularly relevant in this respect, however, none of the countries investigated designated ESPG outside 

Natura 2000 areas, despite evidence of damage (eg in NL) to important carbon sinks outside Natura 2000 

areas. Additionally the agri-environment-climate measure, often in conjunction with M4.4, is used to enhance 

carbon rich habitats and carbon stores, for example through habitat restoration of peatlands and wetlands, as 

is the case in the UK (Scotland) and Finland. The forestry measures (M8) are also particularly relevant in this 

context, especially where the afforestation measure (M8.1) is used (ES, UK, BG, PL, FR). For example Spain, 

which identified the need to protect carbon sinks and sequestration on farms, has chosen to promote agro-

forestry through M8.2. 

 

Encouraging greater energy efficiency and promoting energy efficiency: although quite different in 

scope, these priorities have been identified in the same subset of countries, namely BG, DE, FI, FR, IT, NL 

and the UK. The measures used to address these two needs are the forestry measures (M8) and the physical 

investments measure (M4). In terms of the implementation choices made under the physical investments 

measure (M4) to address these priorities, it is sub-measures 4.1 (investments on agricultural holdings) and 4.3 

(agriculture and forestry infrastructure development) that are most frequently used. In relation to the forestry 

measures, the afforestation measure is used in FR, IT and the UK, whereas Finland promotes forest 

measures using national funding only, This measure may contribute to renewable energy production, where 

afforestation is promoted to provide biomass for energy use, however this is only stated explicitly in FR 

(Bretagne) and Spain (Extremadura).  However none of these countries activated M8.6 (forestry technologies 

and processing, mobilising and marketing of forest products) which could have been a direct way to address 

both the energy efficiency and the renewable energy needs. By contrast, Slovenia does use M8.6 but not to 

address energy efficiency or renewable energy priorities.  

 

A number of more detailed and specific observations on how the case study Member States addressed their 

identified needs by making specific implementation choices is set out in Appendix D. 

 

5.3.2.2 Relevance of implementation choices for biodiversity  

Needs and priorities related to biodiversity 

Agriculture has a major influence on the EU’s biodiversity, and there has been a substantial loss of biodiversity 

associated with agriculture in Europe during the last 50 years. This is shown by the main indicators for the 

impacts of agriculture on biodiversity: populations of common farmland birds have shrunk by half since 1980 

(Voríšek, 2010) and grassland butterfly populations have declined by almost 60 per cent in 19 European 

countries since 1990 (EEA, 2013). In most agricultural landscapes, species richness is primarily influenced by 

the amount of natural and semi-natural habitat available in farming landscapes (Billeter et al, 2008), and most 

of the semi-natural habitats associated with agriculture have decreased substantially in area and conservation 

status over the last 20 years (EEA, 2015). Pressures on farmland biodiversity arise both from agricultural 

improvements, specialisation and intensification, and from the abandonment of agricultural management in 

High Nature Value (HNV) farming systems
41

 (Poláková et al, 2011). Certain drivers of agricultural change may 

be predominant in a particular region, but in most cases the processes occur on different land parcels within 

the same region. It is therefore generally necessary to use a locally adapted combination of different policy 

                                                           
41

 Research has identified 63 habitats (out of 231 listed in Annex 1 of the Habitats Directive) that are dependent on agriculture to some extent, 
25 of which are considered to be fully dependent on agricultural activities and are therefore particularly sensitive to agricultural 
abandonment. 
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measures in order to achieve biodiversity protection and restoration (Poláková et al, 2011). In forests, 

biodiversity is affected by a combination of past and present management and timber extraction, human-

derived and natural pressures (pests, invasive species, eutrophication, climate change, fires, etc.), and 

abandonment of traditional forms of management in some forest types. The CAP is an important tool and 

source of funding for delivering EU targets for biodiversity in agricultural, forest and rural areas, both within 

and outside protected areas.   

 

Although many areas of High Nature Value lie outside the Natura 2000 network, to provide a sense of the 

areas of land that are protected under the Habitats and Birds Directives, Table 5-6 shows the proportion of 

agricultural or forest related land cover that lies within Natura 2000 areas in the ten countries examined. This 

is significant in several countries. Table 5-7 shows the proportion of protected grassland and forest habitats 

that are in unfavourable conservation status in the case study countries to provide a sense of the scale of the 

challenge for which appropriate land management and therefore CAP funding is essential.   

 

Table 5-6 Agricultural and forestry-related land cover in Natura 2000 networks of case study countries 

Note: land cover includes marine area, and some Member States have double-counted land cover in those Natura 2000 

sites where SAC and SPA designations overlap 

Member State / region % land cover in Natura 2000 network 

agricultural grassland & heath forest Other (incl. marine) 

Bulgaria 33.4% 10.7% 38.6% 17.4% 

Finland 0.02% 6.9% 51.8% 41.3% 

France 21% 10% 23% 46% 

Germany 17.3% 12.3% 33.3% 37.1% 

Italy-Emilia-Romagna 25.8% 3.9% 9.3% 61% 

Netherlands 4% 5% 7% 84% 

Poland 18% 15% 50% 17% 

Slovenia 8% 13% 72% 7% 

Spain 23.7% 9.2% 53.9% 13.3% 

UK 0.2% 14.8% 1.8% 83.2% 

Source: Prioritized Action Frameworks submitted by Member States, using data derived from CORINE Land Cover surveys 

 

Table 5-7 Conservation status of EU protected grassland and forest habitats in case study countries 

NB conservation status is assessed for the total area of the habitat type in each biogeographical region within each Member 

State; therefore the MS with more than one biogeographic region have more assessments. 

Member 

State 

grassland habitats in unfavourable 

conservation status 2007-2012 

forest habitats in unfavourable conservation 

status 2007-2012 

Bulgaria 85% (33 of 39) 94% (62 of 66) 

Finland 77% (10 of 13) 76% (13 of 17) 

France 78% (35 of 45) 73% (46 of 63) 

Germany 90% (27 of 30) 63% (22 of 35) 

Italy 71% (27 of 38) 78% (58 of 74) 

Netherlands 100% (8 of 8) 100% (7 of 7) 

Poland 85% (17 of 20) 73% (19 of 26) 

Slovenia 72% (13 of 18) 71% (12 of 17) 

Spain 73% (24 of 33) 71% (37 of 52) 

UK 100% (9 of 9) 91% (10 of 11) 

Source: Member State reports under Habitats Directive (as revised by ETC-BD) available at 

http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/article17/reports2012/habitat/report/  

  

http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/article17/reports2012/habitat/report/
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The main biodiversity-related needs and priorities identified in the case study countries are set out below and 

summarised in Table 5-8. The most frequently identified needs are those associated with the maintenance 

and restoration of semi-natural habitats and species of high conservation value associated with agriculture 

(both inside and outside the Natura 2000 network)
42

 as well as avoiding abandonment of agriculture on areas 

of semi-natural habitat
43

. Maintaining or restoring semi-natural habitats associated with forests is also a 

priority in some countries. In some places needs are articulated in a more detailed way, such as reversing the 

decline of farmland bird populations in the Netherlands. Other needs identified include minimising the negative 

external impacts of agriculture on biodiversity, such as the eutrophication of water courses, for example, or the 

control and spread of invasive alien species.   

 

However, very few of the RDPs provide a rigorous and quantified analysis of the needs relating to the Natura 

2000 network in relation to agriculture and forestry, whereas the Prioritized Action Frameworks (PAFs) for 

Natura 2000 demonstrate a much more detailed set of needs to be addressed. For example, the PAF might 

identify needs such as: development of management plans, compensation for damage caused by large 

carnivores, wetland restoration, protection of grazed saltmarsh, forest fire prevention.  

 

Table 5-8 Overview of priorities and needs identified for biodiversity on farmland and forest land 

 BG ES 

(Ex) 

DE 

(NS) 

FI FR 

(Br) 

IT 

(ER) 

NL PL SI UK 

(Sc) 

Maintain and restore semi-natural habitats and 

species of high conservation value associated with 

agriculture both within and outside Natura 2000 

areas 

X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X 

Maintain and restore semi-natural habitats and 

species of high conservation value associated with 

forests both within and outside Natura 2000 areas 

x X    X  X   X  X  X  

Avoid abandonment of agriculture on areas with 

semi-natural habitats and species of high 

conservation value 

X  X   X  X  X  X  X  X  X 

Reverse declining trends in farmland bird 

populations 

      X    

Control and prevent the spread of invasive alien 

species 

   X   X     X  

Minimise negative external impacts of agriculture on 

biodiversity (e.g. eutrophication of water courses) 

   X    X     

Source: case study information; RDP needs assessments; Member State Prioritised Action Frameworks 

 

Implementing decisions which have made the measures relevant to the biodiversity sub-objective 

In the case study countries, the measures implemented that are considered to be most relevant to address the 

biodiversity needs and priorities are those in Pillar 2: 

 Agri-environment-climate (M10); 

 Organic farming (M11); 

 Forest investments (M8); 

 Physical investments (M4); 

 Certain sub-measures under the cooperation measure (M16) and the basic services and village renewal 

measure (M7); 

 Knowledge transfer and information actions (M1). 

 

                                                           
42

 In some places the specific habitat is highlighted as the priority, e.g. the bocage landscape in Brittany, whereas in others the priority is 
expressed in more general terms. 

43
 Many semi-natural habitats, a number of which are listed in Annex 1 of the Habitats Directive, are highly dependent on the continuation of a 
number of beneficial agricultural practices such as extensive grazing with appropriate livestock, traditional haymaking and traditional agro-
forestry and these may be lost as a result of abandonment. 
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The Pillar 1 greening measures and cross-compliance also have some relevance, particularly the protection of 

environmentally sensitive permanent grassland (ESPG) within and outside Natura 2000 areas under the 

permanent grassland greening measure.  

 

Although the forest-environment-climate measure (M15) and Natura 2000 payments (M12) are also relevant, 

they are not examined in as much depth as they are implemented in a relatively small number of the ten 

Member States, with very small budget allocations. 

 

The relevance of each of these measures to the different biodiversity needs in the ten case study countries is 

considered in turn. 

 

Cross-compliance: The most biodiversity relevant components of cross-compliance are SMRs 2 and 3 on 

compliance with Natura 2000 site management objectives and plans, and GAEC 7 on the retention of 

landscape features, which often harbour high levels of biodiversity compared to the surrounding farmland, 

including the restrictions on hedge cutting to avoid harm to nesting birds. The optional element to control 

invasive alien species is also of relevance. 

 

In the case studies, cross-compliance was generally considered to be relevant for addressing the identified 

biodiversity needs. Finland is the exception here given that the priorities for the CAP are focused on soils and 

water rather than on biodiversity. Member States have flexibility in how to implement the GAEC details, and 

can choose to make them more relevant to biodiversity. Of the 10 case studies, three chose to include 

mandatory control of certain invasive alien species on permanent grassland (Bulgaria) or on all agricultural 

land (Finland & Slovenia). However, in Scotland, where the RDP identified control of invasive species as a 

need, this requirement has not been activated under cross-compliance. The ban on hedgerow and tree cutting 

during the bird breeding and raising period endpoint ranges from end July (Bulgaria, Spain) to end September 

(Germany, Slovenia).  Scotland has introduced a GAEC 6 prohibition on the cultivation of rough grazing 

unless in line with an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), which could help maintain biodiversity-rich 

grassland in these areas, contributing to the biodiversity needs identified.  

 

Pillar 1 greening measures: Although greening is intended to be relevant to addressing biodiversity needs, 

its potential to address the biodiversity priorities and needs identified in Member States is relatively limited 

because two of the three measures apply only to arable land, which in all Member States is of much lower 

biodiversity value than EU protected habitats covered by the Habitats Directive and wider semi-natural 

habitats and HNV farmland (with the exception of extensively managed dry steppe arable).  This is because, 

in general, biodiversity importance (eg the diversity and abundance of characteristic species and, in particular, 

threatened species that are the focus of EU conservation objectives) of farmland declines with increasing 

agricultural improvement and intensification (see Poláková et al, 2011). However, this does not negate the 

importance of conserving populations of more common and widespread species, The greening measures 

therefore provide the potential to enhance the biodiversity value of the arable areas on which it applies and its 

relevance to biodiversity can be enhanced by the way in which it is implemented in the Member State and 

particularly how it interacts with other CAP measures, such as the agri-environment-climate measure.  

 

Amongst the greening measures the elements of greening most relevant to biodiversity are the ecological 

focus areas (EFA) and the designation of ESPG. The crop diversification measure is of moderate relevance to 

biodiversity because crop diversity is generally declining (e.g. as a result of crop specialisation and modern 

farming techniques that do not require crop rotations), worsening the negative trend to loss of biodiversity in 

arable areas. The relevance of the implementation choices for these aspects in relation to biodiversity are set 

out below.  

 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     149 
 

Ecological Focus Areas: In general, the non-productive elements (landscape features, fallow, buffer strips, 

field margins, strips along forest edges without production, terraces) created or better managed as a result of 

the measure are more relevant to biodiversity because these are features of importance to biodiversity that 

are declining in most Member States. In contrast, productive EFA options (nitrogen-fixing crops, short rotation 

coppice, catch crops, strips along forest edges with production) are often of lower relevance for delivering key 

conservation priorities at this time. The extent to which the afforested and agroforestry areas are relevant 

greatly depends on the species and management.  

 

Five of the case studies have implemented a wide range of elements (14 elements in Bulgaria, 18 in France 

and Italy, 17 in Germany, 15 in Poland). Finland, Slovenia, Spain, and UK-Scotland have chosen to exclude 

the landscape features protected by the mandatory GAEC 7 (hedges/wooded strips, trees, ponds & ditches, 

drystone walls etc). This might increase the relevance of greening for biodiversity by increasing the proportion 

of farmers who implement fallow, buffer strips or field margins or might decrease it by decreasing the incentive 

for farmers to maintain biodiversity-rich landscape features.  

 

The rules associated with the EFA elements also affect the relevance of the measure for addressing 

biodiversity needs - for example the dimensions of the landscape features permitted, whether or not pesticides 

or fertilisers are permitted and the species of N fixing crops permitted.  In Scotland (UK), for example, fertiliser 

use is prohibited on fallow and field margins (with the exception of wild flower/bird food crop establishment), 

and pesticide use is prohibited on fallow, buffer strips, and field margins (with the exception of spot control of 

invasive/injurious weeds).  

 

The inclusion in all countries examined of nitrogen-fixing crops, catch crops or green cover as eligible for 

EFAs is of low relevance for addressing biodiversity needs. However, Scotland has improved the potential 

biodiversity relevance of nitrogen-fixing crops by the requirements to have at least two different EFA nitrogen-

fixing crops to extend the flowering period for pollinators, which could combine well with the requirement to 

delay the crop harvest (or ploughing in) until 1 August to protect nesting birds. 

 

Permanent grassland: The designation of ESPG is generally very relevant for biodiversity as many permanent 

grasslands are biodiversity rich habitats, especially within Natura 2000 sites, and in some areas are under 

threat from conversion to arable or other crops, especially where there are no plans in place specifying 

conservation measures within these areas. The ESPG designation provides stronger protection as it prevents 

any cultivation at all, unlike the general permanent grassland measure which allows reseeding. The proportion 

of ESPG designated within Natura 2000 varies from 100% (Bulgaria, Spain, Italy, Netherlands) to 26% 

(Slovenia). None of the countries/regions examined designated grasslands outside Natura 2000 areas. This is 

despite the ploughing of permanent grassland to arable being identified as an issue to be addressed in some 

countries such as Germany (Nitsch et al, 2012). In Slovenia, where substantial areas of permanent grassland 

have been lost within Natura 2000 in the previous period (Jancar, 2014), the opportunity has not been used to 

put in place additional protection via the greening measures. 

 

The wider requirements for the maintenance of the overall area of permanent grassland at national, regional 

or farm level are less relevant for biodiversity unless provisions have been put in place to protect from 

ploughing those areas that are most biodiverse.  This is the case, for example in Germany where permission 

to plough permanent grassland is granted on a farm by farm basis. 

 

Crop diversification: The implementation choices for crop diversification in the case study countries were not 

considered to be very relevant to addressing the biodiversity needs identified as the evidence suggests that 

most arable farmers will not be required to change current cropping patterns. In France, the only arable 

farming sector that might have been induced to increase crop diversity from the current situation - specialized 

maize systems in some areas – is subject to an equivalence certification scheme that allows the continuation 

of maize monoculture with winter cover cropping. 
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Equivalence schemes: Of the countries studied here, only Poland and the Netherlands implemented 

equivalence schemes during 2015.  Of these, those in the Netherlands are most relevant for biodiversity. 

Here, two equivalence schemes were approved, the Akkerbouw-strokenpakket incl. Vogelakker’ (arable strip 

package, including bird fields) which is an alternative to the EFA measure; and the Veldleeuwerik (Skylark 

Foundation). Of these, the arable strip package is of most relevance for biodiversity. It consists of two 

elements – an obligatory requirement to put in place borders or in-field strips managed for wildlife or specific 

fauna, with a series of requirements including no use of pesticides or fertilisers and a range of additional 

supplementary options which can be chosen to meet the EFA obligation (Hart and Radley, 2016). It is the 

obligatory requirement that is most relevant for biodiversity.  

 

The agri-environment-climate measure (M10) has the potential to be very relevant for biodiversity, as 

schemes can be designed to be tailored and targeted to habitats and species of highest nature conservation 

value (including those in Natura 2000 sites and other areas of semi-natural habitats and HNV) or greatest 

conservation need (such as arable weeds or pollinators). In most of the countries examined the AECM has 

been identified as very relevant to achieving the biodiversity needs and priorities identified. In the case of 

Finland and Emilia-Romagna (Italy), the AECM is considered to be only somewhat relevant, due to the fact 

that the measure is targeted primarily at water and soil objectives. Nevertheless, the scope and targeting of 

the agri-environment-climate options vary greatly between the case studies (see section on preconditions 

enabling effectiveness below) and it is difficult to assess whether the content of the AEC programmes really 

address the scale of the biodiversity-related needs for habitat and species conservation.  

 

For example, In UK-Scotland, the AECM includes options targeted at conservation priority species (Chough, 

Corncrake, Hen Harrier) and habitats (degraded raised bog, blanket bog, heaths, dunes, Machair), as well as 

predator control options to protect nesting birds, which corresponds to the priorities identified to improve the 

condition of designated sites (Natura 2000 and others) and to halt the decline in biodiversity.  The options 

available to maintain and enhance more common biodiversity in arable farmland are expected to address the 

priority to increase the abundance of species in the wider countryside, including farmland birds, insects 

(including pollinators), arable weeds, and wildlife in hedgerows. In Bulgaria, the agri-environment-climate 

programme is available to farmers with permanent grassland for applying extensive traditional practices for 

maintenance, restoration and management of grasslands of high nature value to which slightly more than 7% 

(167.5 million Euros) of the Rural Development Programme’s budget are allocated, in keeping with Bulgaria’s 

priority to maintain HNV farming systems. In the Netherlands, to respond to disappointing results from the 

AECM in the previous programming period in terms of biodiversity conservation (specifically with regard to 

farmland birds), efforts have been made to ensure that the new AEC programme is designed in a way that 

makes it far more relevant to address these priorities through improved targeting (see the section below). 

 

The Organic farming measure (M11) was considered to be relevant to biodiversity in all countries/regions in 

which it is used
44

 although it is generally considered to be of greater value in terms of its contribution to 

sustainable soil and water management. The assertion of relevance is based on the rationale that organic 

farming systems tend to be better for biodiversity overall. However, in practice, research shows that the 

relevance for biodiversity will vary, depending on the specific type of farming system in question. For example, 

most organic areas will be of moderate biodiversity value as they tend to have a high proportion of permanent 

grasslands, small fields and high crop diversity (due to the use of rotations) and high densities of non-farmed 

habitats and features (e.g. hedges etc). However some organic systems are highly intensive, with temporary 

grasslands receiving very high levels of organic fertiliser. In areas of moderate biodiversity value benefits may 

arise from the absence of chemical fertilisers, veterinary chemicals and pesticide use and less intensive 

production, increased weed abundance, and more sympathetic management of farmland features (Tuck et al, 

2014; Tuomisto et al, 2012; Winqvist et al, 2012). Organic farmers may be more likely to create/restore 

biodiversity-rich habitats such as pollinator margins or hedges (Batáry et al, 2010; Gabriel et al, 2010).  
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 the Netherlands is not funding organic farming through the CAP 
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Forest investments (M8): The measure as a whole is considered to be highly relevant to the biodiversity 

needs and priorities identified in Bulgaria, Spain, Poland, France and the UK-Scotland, and somewhat 

relevant in Slovenia and Italy (Finland, the Netherlands and Germany have not programmed the measure). 

For example, in Bulgaria, the measure is used to address the identified need to introduce systems for forest 

fire prevention, in Slovenia it is used to restore forest infrastructure to achieve greater openness of forests and 

in France-Bretagne to promote sustainable forest management. An example of high relevance to biodiversity 

and to the identified needs of the region is in the UK-Scotland, where M8.1 (afforestation on agricultural land) 

is being used to fund afforestation with native species that could create additional woodland habitat for 

threatened species such as the Capercaillie (Tetra urogallus), contributing to the need to restore semi-natural 

habitats for species of high conservation value, and reduce the fragmentation of existing woodland. It also 

funds the use of integrated pest management (rather than broad spectrum pesticides) in forestry, which 

corresponds to the identified need for sustainable forest management.  

 

Physical investments (M4): This measure is considered moderately to highly relevant for addressing 

biodiversity priorities and needs in the UK-Scotland, Italy, the Netherlands and Spain, but of low relevance 

elsewhere (SI, FI, PL, FR, BG), reflecting the varied implementation decisions.  The most relevant part of M4 

for biodiversity is sub-measure 4.4 for non-productive investments, as this can be used to provide investments 

to support the implementation of the agri-environment-climate measure. Some examples of how M4.4 has 

been used to address biodiversity needs are set out in Box 5.4  

 

Investments under the sub-measures 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 can also be used to address biodiversity priorities. For 

example, in Poland, part of the funding under M4.1 is targeted at holdings in Natura 2000 areas, in order to 

modernise the farm infrastructure to meet high environmental standards and reduce pollution, corresponding 

to the identified need to support agriculture in Natura 2000 areas. In Slovenia, M4.1 includes funding to protect 

bee hives against bears, promoting co-existence with large carnivores. In Bulgaria, support under M4.1 is not 

directly linked to biodiversity, although the targeting of farm modernisation support to remote and organic 

holdings could be relevant indirectly, through addressing the stated priority of avoiding abandonment where 

these areas are important for biodiversity. 

 

Box 5.4  Ways in which the non-productive investments measure (M4.4) has been used to address biodiversity 

needs in Member States 

 

In UK-Scotland, M4.4 non-productive investments are possible for a range of actions which will support EU protected 

habitats and species as prioritised in the Scottish PAF. These include deer management, control of non-native species, 

bracken control, improvement of burning management, restoration of natural hydrology of bogs and wetlands, scrub/tree 

removal, and development and application of sympathetic flood control schemes.  

 

In the Netherlands, M4.4 supports hydrological measures within Natura 2000 areas in the framework of the 

“Programmatische Aanpak Stikstof” (Programmatic Approach Nitrogen). This aims to improve the water infrastructure in 

order to reach targets set under the WFD, which in turn will help address the identified need to reduce the negative impacts 

of eutrophication on biodiversity. 

 

In Italy-Emilia Romagna, M4.4 provides funding for the creation and restoration of semi-natural habitats, and for farmer 

measures to prevent damage to livestock from large carnivores, promoting the co-existence of large carnivores and 

livestock grazing. This corresponds to the priority identified to maintain and restore EU protected habitats and species both 

within Natura 2000 areas and outside. 

 

In Bulgaria, M4.4 provides funding for the creation and restoration of semi-natural pastures and grassland landscapes, 

wetlands, habitat management, and control of soil erosion, helping to meet the need to manage the large area of semi-

natural pastures and meadows with mosaic landscapes of small scale arable plots and orchards within Natura 2000.  

 

In Finland, M4.4 funding is available for the restoration of natural pastures.  

 

Source: Case study information 
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Under the cooperation measure (M16), new for the 2014-2020 programming period, Member States have the 

option under M16.5 to support cooperative agri-environment-climate implementation at the landscape or 

catchment scale. This could be highly relevant to biodiversity if designed in a way that promotes the 

population or landscape level benefits of restoration and management of habitats and/or species. Although it 

is only allocated a small proportion of the overall budget, in most countries its use is considered either very 

relevant (Netherlands, Italy, Slovenia, Bulgaria, France-Bretagne, Germany - Niedersachsen) or somewhat 

relevant (Spain-Extremadura, UK-Scotland, Finland) in addressing biodiversity priorities. The only country in 

which it is not considered relevant at all is Poland, where the measure is used only to set up Operational 

Groups under the European Innovation Partnership for Agriculture, with no direct link to addressing 

biodiversity needs. 

 

Box 5.5  Ways in which the cooperation measure (M16) has been used to address biodiversity needs in Member 

States 

 

In the Netherlands, the agri-environment-climate programme is being implemented completely through cooperative 

projects funded by M16.5. The cooperatives have been set up to cover the most relevant areas for conservation and 

restoration of fauna and flora, hence addressing the identified need to improve collaboration between farmers for 

biodiversity.  

 

In Finland, M16 is also being used to support cooperation for sustainable forest management planning. As many privately 

owned forests are attached to farms, and biodiversity is negatively affected by undermanagement, this is relevant to the 

biodiversity sub-objective and to the identified need to increase cooperation.   

 

In Germany-Lower Saxony, a programme under M16.7 funds cooperative landscape management initiatives between 

farmers, local authorities and nature conservation groups, such as grazing agencies or local product promotion initiatives, 

which provide added value and stimulus for nature conservation.  

 

In the UK-Scotland, support for the establishment of crofting committees under M16.5 will create the capacity to manage 

common grazing lands and gain access to funding for investments, thereby ensuring the maintenance of biodiversity-rich 

grassland and heath and reducing negative impacts.  

 

Source: case studies 

 

The Basic services and village renewal measure (M7) can be used to fund a wide range of activities that 

are relevant for biodiversity. For example, M7.1 can be used to fund Natura 2000 and HNV site planning and 

management, whilst M7.6 can be used to fund Natura 2000 and HNV management, restoration and 

upgrading.  The measure is only programmed under Priority 4 in four of the case study countries (DE, ES, FR, 

IT), using the measure to fund actions that correspond to their need to maintain and restore semi-natural 

habitats and populations of species of high conservation value associated with agriculture (both within and 

outside Natura 2000), as well as the Natura 2000 needs identified in their PAF, in particular for management 

planning, site restoration, and site facilities to promote and direct visitors and increase awareness for Natura 

2000.  For example, in Germany – Niedersachsen, a substantial amount of funding is made available through 

M7.6 for habitat restoration, management, equipment, infrastructure, land lease or purchase and monitoring in 

Natura 2000 areas and other HNV areas as well as funding for Natura 2000 management planning under 

M7.1. In contrast, in Bulgaria, although there is a significant need for Natura 2000 management plans, no 

funding for putting these in place has been made available through M7 (although this may be funded through 

other means).  

 

Most of the countries investigated have used the Knowledge transfer and information actions measure 

(M1) in a way that is considered somewhat relevant to biodiversity. It is not considered relevant in Finland, 

because the main priority for advice is water conservation rather than biodiversity. Although biodiversity 

conservation is generally programmed as one of the topics for actions under the measure (although it is not 

programmed under Priority 4 in either the Netherlands or Extremadura-Spain), the degree to which M1 is 

programmed to respond to biodiversity-related needs varies greatly between Member States and regions.   
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Areas of Natural and other Constraints (M13) and Voluntary coupled payments for livestock: In the ten 

countries investigated, M13 is considered irrelevant or of low relevance to biodiversity (Finland and UK-

Scotland) to very relevant (Bulgaria, Spain, Poland). M13 is not implemented in the Netherlands. The M13 

payments to support farms in Areas facing Natural Constraints, as well as Pillar 1 coupled payments for 

livestock have been used in some countries as a means of contributing to the avoidance of abandonment of 

some farming areas.  Despite the fact that M13 is programmed solely under Priority 4, apart from in Scotland 

where only 50% of the budget is allocated to this priority, the relevance of the way in which the measure is 

implemented to achieving biodiversity objectives is not always clear. For example, in the Bulgaria RDP there 

is an implicit assumption that all areas designated as facing natural constraints are important to maintain from 

a biodiversity perspective, without demonstrating that this is the case. The Polish RDP combines the need for 

support for biodiversity in Natura 2000 and areas with natural handicaps in the same priority, suggesting that 

these are synonymous, and Finland and Slovenia also imply that all farms within areas of natural constraints 

are of biodiversity value, since the objective of the measure is to ensure the viability and improve the 

competitiveness of farms within these areas for biodiversity purposes. While a significant proportion of the 

area designated as ANC is likely to be important from a biodiversity perspective, this is not true of the whole 

area and therefore questions arise about the extent to which M13 is wholly relevant in practice to address 

biodiversity needs. 

 

VCS is considered in five countries/regions to have low or no relevance for biodiversity, but in the UK-

Scotland, France-Bretagne, and the Netherlands, it is considered to be somewhat relevant. In the 

Netherlands, voluntary coupled payments are only available for extensive grazing with female beef cattle or 

ewes in Natura 2000 and other protected areas, on land that is ineligible for direct payments. As the 

Netherlands is taking a narrow approach to defining eligible land by excluding land that is only used very 

extensively from direct payments, the coupled payments are highly relevant to maintaining extensive grazing 

of heathlands and other habitats that are currently in unfavourable conservation status and maintaining the 

number of sheep available for grazing areas that are ineligible for direct payments.  In France-Bretagne, VCS 

and M13 are considered to contribute to maintain extensive livestock systems that manage biodiversity-rich 

habitats. 

 

5.3.2.3 Answer to the EQ for biodiversity 

The question to be answered is to what extent are the Member States’ implementation choices relevant for 

addressing the priorities identified with respect to biodiversity (under the general objective of sustainable use 

of natural resources and climate action). 

 

The results show that in most cases, the implementation choices made are relevant to the biodiversity needs 

and priorities identified. A wide range of measures are used to address biodiversity issues, the most relevant 

of which are considered to be those under Pillar 2 of the CAP, namely: agri-environment-climate (M10); 

organic farming (M11); forest investments (M8); investments in physical assets, mainly but not exclusively the 

support for  non-productive investments supporting agri-environment type activities (M4 – particularly M4.4); 

certain sub-measures under the cooperation measure (M16); the basic services and village renewal measure, 

particularly to support the development of Natura 2000 management plans (M7); and support for knowledge 

transfer and information actions (M1). The forest-environment-climate measure (M15) and Natura 2000 

payments (M12) are also relevant, but only implemented in a relatively small number of the ten Member 

States (BG, FR-Br, IT-ER for M12 and BG, ES-Ex, UK-Sc for M15), with very small budget allocations.  

 

The greatest allocation of funding to these measures under Priority 4 is provided for agri-environment-climate 

schemes, ranging from 7.5% of the total RDP budget in Bulgaria to 31% in the Netherlands, although 

significant proportions of funding are allocated under Priority 4 also for organic farming in most countries (not 

used in the Netherlands), investments in physical assets (particularly significant funding allocation in the 

Netherlands – 26% of the total RDP budget), as well as for the forestry measures in some countries (e.g. 13% 

of the RDP budget allocated to Priority 4 in ES-Ex and 6% in UK-Sc) (see Figure 5-2).  However, the 
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proportion of the funding available for biodiversity specifically is not possible to determine as the budget is not 

broken down to that level of detail for Priority 4.  

 

There is a mixed view about the relevance for meeting biodiversity priorities of support for Areas with Natural 

Constraints (M13). Most countries have programmed funding for this measure solely under Priority 4 (except 

for UK-Sc where 50% is also programmed under Priority 2A). In a number of countries in which it is used, its 

use is justified on the basis that it helps prevent the abandonment of areas of High Nature Value farmland 

(Bulgaria) or semi-natural grassland (Finland), despite the fact that there are no explicit environmental criteria 

attached to the provision of support and the support is not focussed specifically at these types of habitats.  In 

other countries, the justification for support is more clearly social (e.g. FR), maintaining farming systems and 

rural populations in more marginal areas, which may bring about biodiversity benefits, depending on the 

nature of the farming systems operating. 

 

The Netherlands clearly prioritises biodiversity above all other environmental objectives in its RDP, with 

Bulgaria, France-Br, Germany-NS, Poland, Slovenia and the UK (Sc) also featuring biodiversity as one of a 

number of objectives.  However other priorities were given greater prominence in Finland, Italy-ER, and Spain-

Ex, despite pressing biodiversity issues being highlighted in their Prioritised Action Frameworks and evident 

by looking at trends in the state of the environment.  

 

Pillar 1 greening measures and cross-compliance also have some relevance, particularly the protection of 

environmentally sensitive permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas under the permanent grassland 

greening measure, although only five of the countries investigated designated 100% of their permanent 

grassland as environmentally sensitive and hence protected from ploughing (BG, FI, IT, NL, ES). Although the 

EFA’s objective is to maintain and enhance biodiversity on arable land, in practice, the relevance of the 

measure has been limited by the inclusion of popular crop related elements, such as nitrogen fixing crops and 

catch crops/green cover which are of limited value for addressing the biodiversity priorities identified. Of the 

elements that could have biodiversity benefits, it is only fallow land that has seen any significant uptake by 

farmers in the countries examined (see Table 5-3). Having said that, the equivalence scheme introduced in 

the Netherlands to meet the EFA obligation – the arable strip package – is more relevant than the standard 

greening options, given its obligatory requirement to put in place borders or in-field strips managed for wildlife 

or specific fauna, with a series of requirements including no use of pesticides or fertilisers. 

 

The relevance of Member State implementation choices relating to the specific needs identified are set out 

below. 

 

Maintenance and restoration of semi-natural habitats and species associated with agriculture, 

including reversing declines of farmland birds: To address these priorities, identified in all countries 

investigated, the main measure used is the agri-environment-climate measure (M10). Various schemes are 

identified to protect, enhance or restore either habitats or species or both identified as being in need of support 

in these countries. This includes support for HNV farming systems in Bulgaria, a focus on farmland birds in the 

Netherlands, on maintaining the characteristic bocage landscape in Bretagne (FR) and on priority habitats and 

species in Scotland (UK). The factors that are likely to make these schemes more or less effective (e.g. 

funding levels, tailoring, targeting) are set out in the section on factors enabling effectiveness (see section 

5.5).  In most countries (not Poland or Slovenia) the non-productive investments measure is also used (M4.4) 

to support habitat restoration activities and to prevent damage to habitats (e.g. from large carnivores in IT-ER 

and from deer in UK-Sc). Despite the potential of the basic services and village renewal measure (M7) to be 

used to fund Natura 2000 and HNV site planning and management (M7.1) and Natura 2000 and HNV 

management, restoration and upgrading (M7.6), it was only used in four of the ten case studies (DE-NS, ES-

Ex, FR-Br, IT-ER) and only to any significant extent in Germany.  Some interesting use has been made of the 

cooperation measure (M16) for biodiversity purposes, however, bringing together groups of farmers or farmers 

and other stakeholders to work collaboratively not just to manage the land (e.g. NL, DE-NS, UK-Sc) but also to 

access funding for investments (UK-Sc) or collaborate to develop initiatives for adding value to their products 
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(DE-NS). The Pillar 1 greening measures are expected to play a supporting role, with the main aspects of 

relevance being to bolster the protection afforded by the Habitats Directive to prevent ploughing of permanent 

grasslands, particularly in Natura 2000 areas and encouraging the maintenance or introduction of uncultivated 

areas within the arable landscape under the EFA measure. Cross-compliance, through the GAEC standard for 

the retention of landscape features, which includes restrictions on hedge cutting during the bird breeding and 

nesting season and options to control invasive alien species (taken up by BG, FI and SI of the countries 

studied). Interestingly, under GAEC 6 (protecting soil organic matter) Scotland (UK) prohibits the cultivation of 

rough grazing unless approved via an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), which is intended to help 

prevent the cultivation of species-rich grassland. 

 

Avoiding the abandonment of agriculture on areas with semi-natural habitat and species of high 

conservation value: Also identified as a priority in all countries and regions, the main measures identified to 

address this priority are the agri-environment-climate measure (M10) and to a lesser extent support to Areas 

of Natural Constraint (M13). In terms of the AECM, it is largely the same actions identified for the previous 

priority that are relevant for avoiding abandonment, since the support encourages the protection of semi-

natural habitats and species and in so doing keeps the land under agricultural management. As explained 

above, although the measure has been programmed mainly under Priority 4, it is not necessarily the case that 

it focuses on preventing abandonment on areas of high biodiversity value, rather is used to maintain farming 

systems more generally, either for landscape or social purposes.  Pillar 1 greening measures and cross-

compliance are not considered relevant for addressing this objective. 

 

Maintenance and restoration of semi-natural habitats and species associated with forestry: Maintaining 

the biodiversity value of forest areas was identified as a priority in 5 of the ten countries investigated (BG, FR-

Br, IT-ER, SI, UK(Sc). The main measures identified as relevant for addressing this priority are the forestry 

measures (M8) and the forest-environment-climate measure (M15). Forest measures are given only small 

funding allocations in general, although significant funding is allocated under Priority 4 to M8 in Extremadura 

(ES) for forest-fire prevention and in Scotland (UK) for afforestation to create habitat for bird species at risk 

(e.g. the Capercaillie) and reduce forest fragmentation. In Finland, the cooperation measure (M16) is being 

used to support sustainable forest management planning. Pillar 1 greening measures and cross-compliance 

are not considered relevant for addressing this objective. 

 

A number of more detailed and specific observations on how the case study Member States addressed their 

identified needs by making specific implementation choices is set out in Appendix D. 

 

5.3.2.4 Relevance of implementation choices for soil quality 

Needs and priorities related to soil quality 

Soils, if appropriately managed, provide numerous functions and support many ecosystem services such as 

water and nutrient cycle regulation, food production, enabling carbon sequestration as well as providing 

habitat for various species. EU soils, however, are affected by a wide range of degradation processes. The EU 

Soil Thematic Strategy identifies the key soil threats in the EU as erosion, floods and landslides, loss of soil 

organic matter, salinisation, contamination, compaction, sealing, and loss of soil biodiversity (COM, 2006). 

The scale of soil degradation in the EU is significant with approximately 22% of European land affected by 

water and wind erosion (Jones et al. 2012). Around 45% of the mineral soils in Europe have low or very low 

organic carbon content, and an estimated 32-36% of European subsoils are classified as having high or very 

high susceptibility to compaction (Jones et al. 2012). These degradation processes also affect soil biodiversity. 

Given the absence of an overarching legal and policy framework for soil protection in Europe, the CAP has a 

particularly important role to play in underpinning appropriate soil management on agricultural soils in 

particular, as well as forest soils. 

 

All the case study countries and regions except Poland, Brittany (France) and Emilia Romagna (Italy) have 

explicitly identified needs associated with agricultural and forest soils in their RDPs.  These range from the 

very specific to the very general (see box 5.6). As the box shows, particular attributes of soil have not tended 
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to be mentioned in the needs statement in RDPs.  In some cases, it is clear from prioritisation choices made 

within the RDP – for instance, in the targeting of measure M10 – that a Member State does recognise a soils 

need, even though it is not acknowledged at programme level (for example this is the case in Poland). 

 

Box 5.6  Soil needs as expressed in selected RDPs 

 

Bulgaria has identified the need to prevent soil erosion, improve soil fertility and water quality, which links into its national 

plan to combat desertification and is expressed in detail with regard to functions such as filtering, buffering, ecosystems etc.  

 

Finland has identified the specific needs of erosion, organic matter loss and nutrient balance. 

 

Scotland and Slovenia refer to the need to maintain soil quality, function or fertility.   

 

The Netherlands and Spain (Ex) refer to the need to spread knowledge about soil management, rather than to specific 

improvements which are needed to the soil itself. 

 

Source:  IEEP summary of Member States’ RDPs 

 

Data on soil threats published by the Joint Research Centre
45

 reports the following soil threats as being high 

for the ten case study countries: 

 Susceptibility to erosion (wind and/or water):  Bulgaria, Italy, Slovenia, Spain; 

 Organic matter decline (arable and/or peat):  all ten countries, with all except Finland and Slovenia facing a 

high threat to the organic matter content of arable soils; 

 Susceptibility to compaction: Netherlands;  

 Pressure on soil biodiversity:  France, Germany, Netherlands, Poland, Spain, UK; 

 Desertification: Bulgaria, France (but not Brittany); Slovenia, Spain. 

 

In addition, the Netherlands was judged to have high levels of diffuse pollution from pesticides and nitrogen.  

Italy had high rates of natural, and Spain high rates of human induced salinization.  It is evident from the JRC 

data that France, Italy and Poland all have a need to improve the organic content of soil, even though this is 

not acknowledged in their RDP, and that France and Poland also have needs related to soil biodiversity 

(considered above, under biodiversity). Soil sealing is addressed by development control, which is not within 

the scope of the CAP, so is not considered here. 

 

Table 5-9 Overview of priorities and needs identified for soils 

 BG ES 

(Ex) 

DE 

(NS) 

FI FR 

(Br) 

IT 

(ER) 

NL PL SI UK 

(Sc) 

Limit soil erosion X  X  X  X   X   X  X   

Maintain soil organic matter X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  

Maintain soil fertility         X   

Improve nutrient balance    X        

Improve knowledge of soil management 

techniques 

 X      X     

Source:  own table based on JRC (2016) and needs listed in individual RDPs 

 

Implementing decisions which have made the measures relevant to the soil sub-objective 

In the case study countries, the measures for which implementing decisions were considered most relevant to 

soils needs were cross-compliance, greening, agri-environment schemes and organic farming. The 

relevance of each of these measures to the different soil conservation needs in the ten case study countries is 

considered in turn. 

 

                                                           
45

 An overview of soil threats in the EU – working document v.0.  Ad hoc report to the DG Environment Soil Expert Group, April 2016 
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Most of these measures interact with each other (for instance, what is required by cross-compliance or funded 

through greening cannot be funded through the RDP). The choices a Member State makes for one instrument 

will therefore affect the choices it has available for others.  Moreover the same action (e.g. low till cultivation) 

may be either required through cross-compliance, offered as an option through which to comply with 

mandatory greening (via an equivalence scheme, as in the Netherlands) or offered as a (voluntary) agri-

environment scheme. In these cases it is necessary to look at several instruments at once before an 

assessment can be made of the relevance of implementation.  

 

Cross-compliance GAEC standards: Member States are required to set a GAEC standard – GAEC4 - for 

soil cover, which can have a number of functions. Most case study countries use GAEC4 to set cover 

requirements which protect the soil itself from erosion, although the stringency of these requirements varies.  

Slovenia – identified as at high risk from soil erosion by the JRC -  requires “traditional agricultural practices” 

whilst Spain (which is also identified as high risk) sets strict requirements restricting the ploughing of non-

irrigated land and requiring ground cover between rows of permanent crops if grown on steep slopes. Both 

Italy and Poland target their soil cover requirements towards land at risk of erosion by water. In Italy’s case 

this is done by requiring year-long cover for arable land which already shows signs of water damage (e.g. 

rivulets), whilst Poland targets its requirement for 30% cover on arable land to areas identified by its 

Agriculture Ministry as at risk of erosion by water.  In addition to the introduction of soil cover requirements for 

all uncultivated arable soils, Finland has designed its GAEC4 also to protect groundwater, with a specific 

requirement for plant rather than stubble cover on uncultivated areas which are groundwater catchments, as 

well as a restriction on the proportion of nitrogen fixing plants which can be grown there.   

 

Under GAEC5 Member States are expected to set standards to limit soil erosion in certain specific situations. 

Slovenia does so, with a requirement to retain soil terraces and use contour ploughing or vegetation cover on 

slopes greater than 20% during the winter. Bulgaria requires tillage perpendicular to the fall line and/or ground 

cover between rows on sloping ground.  Poland and Spain repeat parts of the standards they set under 

GAEC4. Italy complements its GAEC4 requirement for the management of water-damaged soils with a 

requirement for rainwater channels or transverse strips to protect them from such damage in the first place. 

The Netherlands requires anti-compaction measures through the regular tilling of soil to a minimum depth, 

whilst Finland has designed a measure which protects water (via pesticide and fertiliser-free strips along 

headlands) and soil (via requirements for even cultivation, prompt sowing and avoiding overgrazing by 

livestock). France has a requirement not to work waterlogged or flooded land. 

 

All Member States except Finland and Slovenia are identified by the JRC as facing a high threat from 

declining organic matter in their arable soils.  However, for GAEC6 – which requires the protection of soil 

organic matter -  no Member State goes significantly further than the compulsory requirement for a ban on 

stubble, with France and Italy both offering derogations – respectively for rice stubble and stubble burning 

where used as a traditional means of improving soil. Only Scotland adds a requirement, which is to comply 

with the Muirburn code for the management of heathland fires used to regenerate heather.    

 

Taken in isolation, Member States’ implementation of GAECs 4-6 shows that: 

 Italy and Poland have implemented GAEC standards in a way which is relevant to the specific threat of 

erosion by water which they face; 

 The three other countries (BG,ES,SI) identified by the JRC as facing a high threat of soil erosion have also 

set strict standards for erosion control; 

 The Netherlands – the only country identified by the JRC as suffering from soil compaction problems – is 

the only country to have tailored its GAEC to those problems; 

 Member States do not appear to have chosen to address the problem of declining organic matter through 

GAEC6, beyond the compulsory requirement for a ban on stubble burning; 

 In addition to protecting soils against erosion, Finland has also tailored its GAEC to provide added 

protection in groundwater areas. 
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All three Pillar 1 greening measures – crop diversification, protection of permanent grassland and ecological 

focus areas – are theoretically relevant to the soils needs identified by the ten countries and all three allow 

implementation choices through which countries can potentially make them more relevant still. 

 

Crop diversification is compulsory (for farms above a certain hectarage) and the form of the requirement can 

only be changed if the Member State agrees an alternative, equivalent requirement with the Commission. 

Looking at the 2015 implementation year, of the countries investigated here France introduced a certification 

scheme that enables maize farmers to continue with a monocropping system provided that they ensure winter 

soil cover while Poland introduced a crop rotation equivalent measure into its agri-environment-climate 

scheme.   

 

The protection of permanent grassland is intended as a means of ensuring that carbon stored in soils is not 

released by ploughing. The relevance of this to Member States’ identified needs is discussed in the section on 

GHG emissions above.   

 

The choices over greening implementation which are in theory most relevant to the ten countries’ soils needs 

are those over which types of ecological focus areas to allow.  Despite the primary focus of the EFA 

measure being biodiversity, eight of the eleven possible options can help protect soil, even if they will only 

apply over a small proportion of the farmed area where they apply. They are:  afforested areas, agroforestry, 

fallow, green cover/catch crops, landscape features (including field margins), terraces, buffer strips and short 

rotation coppice. Table 5-3 in the section above shows the EFA elements offered to farmers in different 

countries/regions as well as their uptake by farmers in 2015. This shows that a more limited range of the EFA 

elements relevant for soils are available to farmers in Finland, Spain, the Netherlands and Slovenia. However, 

despite this, both land lying fallow and catch crops/green cover make up a high proportion of the EFA 

obligation in many countries in 2015, based on implementation data (see Table 5.3).     

 

Agri-environment-climate measure (M10): A number of case study countries and regions have implemented 

the AECM in a way that is relevant for soils. Bulgaria tackles soil erosion using measure M10.  Its intervention 

is targeted at areas of High Nature Value, and includes support for conversion of arable to permanent 

grassland (which is primarily a GHG measure) but also support for planting grass between the rows of 

orchards and vineyards, providing ridges to prevent runoff, and establishing and maintaining buffer strips and 

crop rotation on arable land.  Extremadura (Spain) has a measure to support the planting of crops (which is 

intended to stabilise the soil) on areas with a slope greater than 5%. Finland’s M10 scheme funds measures 

for the entire farm to encourage a more balanced use of nutrients as well as parcel-specific measures to 

enable the recycling of nutrients and organic matter and the incorporation of slurry into the soil.   

 

In Brittany, soil (along with water quality) is an overarching priority within M10 and reducing pressure on soil 

from excess nutrients is a particular priority.  Emilia-Romagna has two M10 submeasures targeted at 

improving soil organic matter – one of which encourages the incorporation of additional material, whilst the 

other addresses the problem that concentration of certain types of farm in certain areas has damaged the soil, 

despite not having identified soil needs in its RDP.  Farmers in these areas will be paid to change their style of 

farming, with two tiers of payment available depending on the extent of the change farmers are willing to 

make.  The rationale for the Netherlands’ M10 scheme is to protect biodiversity and water quality, although 

soil needs are likely to be addressed indirectly by some measures.  Protection of soil organic matter is listed 

as a priority for schemes that Poland will fund, even though there is no soils need identified in its RDP.  

Slovenia has separate soil protection schemes for growing crops, hops, fruit and vines.  The arable scheme, 

for example, requires a compulsory five year rotation plus nitrogen testing to determine optimal application 

rates, then one or more from a menu including conservation tillage.  The measures for permanent crop 

growers include requirements relating to soil cover between rows.  Scotland offers a menu of 40 different 

options within M10 including some for arable and peatland which will be relevant to its soils needs. 
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All of the countries, with the exception of the Netherlands, offer the organic farming measure (M11), with 

budget allocations ranging from 8.6% (Emilia-Romagna) to 0.9% (Scotland) of the total RDP budget.  Some 

countries have set or achieved ambitious targets.  Finland aims to have 20% of its farmland under organic 

systems by 2020 (mainly for water and climate change reasons); whilst Brittany’s RDP notes that organic 

farming grew strongly during the previous CAP period with a 91% increase in the area of arable land covered.  

Slovenia requires farmers to receive advice and/or training before participating in its organic farming scheme. 

 

The investments in physical assets measure (M4) can theoretically be relevant to soils needs – for 

example, if funds are provided to support reinvestment in the equipment needed by a farmer to move from 

conventional ploughing to low-till techniques.  Bulgaria, Extremadura (Spain) and Brittany (France) have all 

explicitly identified soil erosion measures as a priority for this funding. 

 

Knowledge transfer and information actions measure (M1) and advisory services measure (M2): Both 

Spain (Extremadura) and the Netherlands identify in their RDP a need to increase farmers’ knowledge of soil 

management techniques. Extremadura is supporting an advisory network on fertilisation (REDAFEX) with the 

aim of improving and expanding the use of soil conservation techniques. The Netherlands provides support for 

vocational training in the application of production methods compatible with agricultural management and 

sustainable forest and natural resources. 

 

It is difficult to identify at this stage whether the knowledge sharing and advisory measures being taken by 

other countries will help to address soils needs.  This is because some countries have said they will not 

prioritise what they support – as is the case with Scotland – but will let provision be led by demand.  Or, as in 

the case of Emilia-Romagna, they have indicated no priorities in their RDP for these measures but announced 

that they will do so in subsequent calls for projects. 

 

Answer to the EQ for soil 

The question to be answered is to what extent are the Member States’ implementation choices relevant for 

addressing the priorities identified with respect to soils (under the general objective of sustainable use of 

natural resources and climate action). 

 

The results show that in most cases, the implementation choices made are relevant to the biodiversity needs 

and priorities identified. However, the extent to which the measures used have been tailored to the specific 

soil needs identified varies. The measures for which implementing decisions were considered most relevant to 

soils needs were cross-compliance, Pillar 1 greening measures, agri-environment schemes and organic 

farming. It should be noted that cross-compliance standards are particularly important for soil protection given 

the absence of an overarching legislative framework to protect soils. In some cases, Member States have 

made considerable efforts to ensure that their soil GAEC standards are suited to the problems facing their 

agricultural areas (e.g. ES-Ex and DE-NS).  In other cases, very basic standards are implemented (e.g. BG).  

However, it should be remembered that farmers participating in a small farmers’ scheme are exempt from 

cross-compliance (and Pillar 1 greening measures). In different countries this covers different proportions of 

total agricultural area (e.g. only 0.4% in Bulgaria and 0.5% in Germany but 15% in Poland).   

 

The relevance of Member State implementation choices relating to the specific needs identified are set out 

below. 

Erosion: Of the countries/regions facing a high threat from soil erosion (BG, FI, DE-NS, ES-Ex, IT-ER, PL, 

SI), cross-compliance and the agri-environment-climate measure are the measures identified as most 

relevant. The Pillar 1 greening measures, particularly some of the EFA elements may also also be relevant, 

but are not necessarily implemented with this purpose in mind. The way in which cross-compliance GAEC 

standards have been implemented are quite varied, with Spain (Ex) and Germany (NS) setting stringent soil 

erosion GAEC standards, whereas other countries have not. Under Pillar 1  most EFA elements could also 

help prevent soil erosion (e.g. fallow land, terraces, buffer strips, field margins along woodland, agro-forestry, 

afforestation, short rotation coppice and cover crops /green cover) where these stabilise the soil and prevent 
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soil run-off, although their effect will depend on their location on the ground. The agri-environment-climate 

measure under Pillar 2 is the other main measure used to prevent soil erosion, by supporting the conversion 

of arable to grassland (BG), establishing and maintaining buffer strips (BG, DE-NS, FI, IT-ER), hedgerow 

creation (DE-NS), providing green cover between rows of permanent crops (BG) or other crops (FI) or over 

winter (FI, SI), protective strips on slopes (ES-Ex, PL), promoting crop rotations (BG). Despite soil erosion not 

being identified as a priority in France - Bretagne, this is one of the aims of the measures to maintain the 

characteristic bocage landscape under the AECM. The AEC measures identified for water purposes in 

Scotland (UK) will also help prevent erosion, even though this is not highlighted as a priority (arable 

conversion, buffer strips, green manures). 

 

Soil Organic matter: All case study Member States except Finland and Slovenia are identified by the JRC 

(JRC, 2016) to have rapidly declining arable soil organic matter, whilst Finland, Germany, the Netherlands, 

Poland and the UK have been identified
46

 as suffering peat losses.  Soil organic matter can be improved by 

retaining stubble, growing green manure crops and/or adding animal manure. Peat losses can be halted by 

protecting the land in which the peat is stored from ploughing or overgrazing, whilst peatland can sometimes 

be restored through measures such as re-wetting.  All Member States are required to protect soil organic 

matter through GAEC 6.  However, the basic requirement is simply a ban on the burning of stubble, and few 

Member States have chosen to include additional requirements.  Only Spain has customised GAEC6 to 

address this threat, adding requirements for the handling of prunings and crop waste to the stubble burning 

ban. The greening options for EFA which may improve the organic matter content of arable soils are catch 

crops/green cover and leaving land fallow.   All case study countries apart from the Netherlands allow fallow 

as an EFA option, whilst all except Finland, Italy and Spain allow catch crops/green cover. Where equivalence 

schemes have been put in place, these are considered relevant for enhancing soil organic matter, through the 

inclusion of requirements relating to green cover/catch crops, although the ‘skylark’ scheme in the Netherlands 

allows farmers to keep their catch crops in the ground for a shorter period than that required under the 

standard EFA requirements, which may not be so beneficial. Both Finland and Slovenia operate sophisticated 

soil improvement measures as agri-environment-climate schemes: Slovenia uses its M10 funding to 

support schemes to improve soil fertility, structure and biodiversity, and Finland funds measures to encourage 

the recycling of nutrients and organic matter as well as the incorporation of slurry into the soil.   

 

Although case studies did not generally identify voluntary coupled support or payments to less favoured 

areas as the measures most relevant to soils needs, the use of those measures are in some cases supported 

by justifications which argue that peatland would be ploughed if it were not protected by measures intended to 

support extensive grazing. The strength of this assertion is difficult to ascertain. 

 

Improving knowledge of soil management techniques is highlighted as a priority in Spain (Extremadura) 

and the Netherlands. In both cases M1 and/or M2 has been used to provide advisory services focused on soil 

conservation techniques (ES) and sustainable agricultural management (NL).  

 

A number of more detailed and specific observations on how the case study Member States addressed their 

identified needs by making specific implementation choices and measure combinations is set out Appendix D. 
  

                                                           
46

 The JRC report does not contain data for France,  Italy or Spain 
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5.3.2.5 Relevance of implementation choices for water 

Needs and priorities related to water 

Both the quality and quantity of Europe's freshwaters are under environmental threat (EEA 2015). Agricultural 

activities are significant sources of pressures through pollution by nutrients (both nitrogen and phosphorous) 

and pesticides, as well as water abstraction for irrigation of crops (EEA 2015). The assessment of the 

implementation of the Water Framework Directive ((EC COM SWD (2015) 50 final) showed that agriculture 

was a significant source in terms of:  

 Diffuse nitrate pollution in all 28 MS (90% of the river basin districts (RBDs));  

 Diffuse phosphorus pollution in 26 MS (79% of the RBDs);  

 Diffuse source pesticide pollution in 25 Member States (65% of RBDs);  

 Abstraction of water, particularly in Mediterranean Member States. 

 

Eutrophication with nitrates and phosphorus leads to changes in both aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems, 

causing a loss of biodiversity and has negative impacts on the provision of ecosystem services such as 

drinking water, fisheries, and recreation opportunities. Despite the implementation of the Water Framework 

Directive (WFD) in all Member States, it appears that in many cases the policy instruments in place are not 

sufficient to tackle the significant pressures (EC COM SWD(2015) 50 final). The CAP is only one of these 

policy instruments, working alongside the Nitrates Directive and the Sustainable Use of Pesticides Directives 

for example.  

 

The extent to which Member States address their water needs and priorities via the CAP, particularly their 

Rural Development Programmes differs per country. In Germany for example the percentage of measures in 

the rural development plan giving priority to water protection declined from 11% to 8% from 2007-13 and 

2014-2020, despite the challenges deriving from the Water Framework Directive for ground and surface 

waters (Dwyer 2016). However in the Netherlands it was noted that there had been a demand from water 

boards for co-financing the water framework directive, which led to a shift of funds from CAP Pillar 1 to the 

RDP (Dwyer, 2016).   

 

All of the Member States/regions investigated for this study apart from Spain (Extremadura) have identified 

needs and priorities for water quality, although these are expressed in different terms.  In most countries the 

priorities identified relate to the need to improve water quality through reducing diffuse pollution from 

agriculture, from both nitrogen and phosphorous (see Table 5-10), for example by minimising soil erosion, 

improving the nutrient balance in arable land and preventing nutrient leaching or reducing the use of chemical 

plant protection products. In some cases a distinction is made between priorities in relation to surface water 

and groundwater. In some cases, the needs identified for improving soil management are also intended to be 

relevant for improving water quality.  

 

Bulgaria, Italy and Spain all identified the need to increase the efficiency of water use in agriculture, as a 

priority to be addressed via the CAP, both by improving its distribution networks (ES) as well as improving or 

reconstructing irrigation infrastructure (BG).  
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Table 5-10 Overview of priorities and needs identified for water 

 BG ES 

(Ex) 

DE 

(NS) 

FI FR 

(Br) 

IT 

(ER) 

NL PL SI UK 

(Sc) 

Reduction of high N and P 

concentrations in surface water 

   X    X 

(mainly 

N) 

   

Reducing diffuse pollution from 

agriculture 

X  X  X  X  X   X X  X  

Avoiding soil erosion X X   X   X   X X   

Protection of groundwater   X     X  X   

Reduce water abstraction           

Reduce flooding risk   X         

Improve the efficiency of water 

use and re-use 

X  X     X     

Development and reconstruction 

of efficient irrigation systems 

x          

Improving access to drinking 

water 

x          

Knowledge sharing on reducing 

pollution 

  X      X   

Knowledge sharing on more 

efficient water use 

      X     

Knowledge sharing on climate 

adaptation and water 

  X     X X    

 

Implementing decisions which have made the measures relevant to the sub-objective of water 

In the case study countries, the measures implemented that were considered to be most relevant to address 

needs and priorities identified for water quality and quantity are agri-environment climate (M10); Organic 

farming (M11); physical investments (M4), vocational skills and training (M1), Cross-compliance GAEC 

standards; and Pillar 1 greening measures. Of these, the agri-environment-climate, organic farming and 

physical investment measures were considered the most relevant. 

 

The relevance of each of these measures to the different water needs in the ten case study countries is 

considered in turn. 

 

In most of the case study countries the most relevant measures to meet the needs and priorities for water are 

targeted AECM-measures to incentivise sustainable agricultural practices, such as the reduction of the use of 

fertilizers, but also specific plans for flood plain management and measures to convert arable field at risk of 

erosion into low-input grassland and retention of winter stubble. Most of these measures are relevant to a 

greater or lesser extent for addressing the water quality issues identified, with a focus on reducing diffuse 

pollution from agriculture. In a few cases (e.g. Slovenia and Poland), explicit reference is made to the 

measures being used to address issues identified in their River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs). The one 

country where a clear need is identified, but where the response via the AECM is limited, is the Netherlands, 

where the water protection measures are clearly identified as secondary to those to protect species under the 

Birds nd Habitats directive, despite a clear need identified to reduce nitrogen concentrations in surface water. 

In some cases the non-productive investments measure (M4.4) is used in conjunction with M10, for example 

to support capital work required to carry out the agri-environment-climate operations (e.g. BG, IT, FI, FR).  
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Box 5.7 Implementation of the AECM relevant to addressing identified water needs 

 

Bulgaria: The AEC sub-measure ‘soil erosion control’ is primarily focused on improving water quality through reducing 

diffuse pollution. The following options are available: conversion of arable land to grassland, using perennial grass mixtures; 

anti-erosion practices in vineyards, planting of perennial crops and maintenance of buffer strips. Preference is given to 

those areas that are moderately or significantly affected by soil erosion. 

M4.4 are available to support activities related to restoration and creation of wetlands, restoration of pastures and 

grasslands, habitat management, including within Natura 2000, and control of soil erosion. 

 

Germany (Niedersachsen): The options relevant to water quality priorities include arable options that are also beneficial for 

soils, including crop diversification, over winter cover crops, various field margin options including buffer strips & erosion 

protection strips, hedgerow creation, low emission application of fertiliser etc.  

 

Finland: The main measure used, which accounts for about half of the AEC budget, is the ‘balanced use of nutrients’ 

measure which is intended to reduce nutrient leakage into surrounding waters. Farmers are required to draw up a cultivation 

plan, usually with an adviser, setting out the actions required, including the introduction of buffer strips and limits for the use 

of N and P fertilisers.  

Other relevant AEC sub-measures include: 

 Wetland care: with the aim of improving the ecological status of water bodies, this measure provides funding to manage 

water features in a way that aligns water flows (naturally meandering rivers, flood plains, wetland areas or systems of 

small wetland areas), including removal of sludge, river channel  management, mowing river bank vegetation.  

 Soil cover for horticultural crops to reduce the need for irrigation and reduce nutrient leaching into watercourses – 

involves using straw, wood chippings, grass cuttings etc. on the soil in between the rows of crops. 

 Plant cover over winter on arable soils: payments for covering either 20, 40 60 or 80 % of the field area with one or more 

of a list of acceptable plant species. 

Run-off management: payments are made to control subsurface drainage as well as to recycle drainage water – storing 

spring runoff and re-using it for irrigation in summer months – to help control nutrient run-off.  

M4.4 funds investments in wetland areas. 

 

France (Bretagne): In Brittany, M10 options are available to farmers to reduce herbicide use, the management of pastoral 

systems without fertilisers or pesticides, maintaining ditches and irrigation channels. In addition the non-productive 

investments measure (M4.4) is used to support the maintenance of the traditional bocage system, one aim of which is to 

prevent soil erosion and flooding events.  

 

Italy (Emilia Romagna): There are 2 measures available that are relevant to address the water quality needs faced in this 

region: 

 Integrated Production: whereby farmers commit to manage the land is a sustainable way, with rules and limits put in 

place on the type of management and the inputs used. 

 Management of buffer strips: designed to mitigate the impacts resulting from the use of fertilizers, as well as to control 

the pollution associated with sediment transport to reduce N pollution in water. Payments are for the establishment and 

management of different types and widths of buffer strips. 

Support via M4.4 is available to create buffer strips and water treatment basins using marine plants to reduce nitrates. 

 

Netherlands: Improving water management is a secondary objective of the AEC scheme here, with the main aim to 

improve the management and application of fertilisers and pesticides.  

 

Poland: There are two packages of measures available to farmers which are relevant to address priorities relating to water 

quality.  These are: 

 Package 1: Sustainable Agriculture – which promotes the more rational use of fertilisers based on soil testing and 

analysis. 

 Package 2: Protection of soil and water, with specific payments per hectare for catch crops, protective strips on slopes 

with an incline of over 20 %. This package is focused on identified areas of risk and has been designed to address the 

needs identified in the RBMPs and will be updated when these are. 

 

Slovenia: Four main measures are relevant to addressing the water needs identified.  These are: 

 Operation 11: Water Resources – including mandatory and optional requirements targeted at surface water catchments 

and areas of groundwater bodies identified as requiring action within the RBMP. Mandatory requirements include: green 

cover on arable land over winter; plant protection products restricted to those authorised for use in water protection 

areas;  

 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     164 
 

 Operations 01, 03 and 04: measures for Crop and vegetable production (01), Fruit (03) and Wine Growing (04) – where 

actions are focused mainly on improving soil quality, including soil erosion which will help reduce nutrient leaching; 

 

Spain (Extremadura): Integrated farming practices are promoted to help protect water sources from diffuse pollution.  

These include requirements to reduce pesticide use. Support is also provided to areas of permanent crops on slopes to 

prevent soil erosion (e.g. to establish or maintain vegetative cover, ban on soil tillage over certain months). 

 

UK (Scotland): A number of sub-measures are aimed at improving water quality, including: 

 Water margins in grassland field and in arable fields – here the margins are placed immediately adjacent to still or 

running water to prevent soil erosion, intercept surface water run off and improve soil structure 

 Grass strips in arable fields – both within or at the edge of arable fields with a similar purpose to water margins. 

 Floodplain management – to allow water to be intercepted as it comes over the top of the river bank, acting as flood 

storage areas and reducing the impacts of flooding downstream 

 Converting arable land at risk of erosion or flooding to low-input grassland, providing year round soil cover, reducing 

surface run off. 

 Wetland management and lowland bog management – alongside their biodiversity benefits, these are intended to slow 

water flow and act as natural water storage zones to reduce the impact of flooding downstream. 

 Other options, such as ‘stubbles followed by green manure in an arable rotation’ or ‘beetlebanks’ whose main objective 

is to improve soil quality, are also relevant for water quality by slowing down  surface run off and preventing soil erosion. 

 

Source: case studies 

 

Organic farming (M11) is supported in all countries investigated except the Netherlands.  The reasons for 

promoting organic farming are varied, but a common theme is to reduce chemical inputs to land to improve 

water quality. Indeed, in France-Bretagne organic support is targeted at improving water quality. Since organic 

farming practices avoid the use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides, tend to use less intensive production 

practices and should increase soil organic matter, the measure is very relevant for contributing to the priority 

of reducing nutrient leaching and diffuse pollution from agriculture, provided appropriate slurry management 

systems are in place.  

 

In some case study Member States the physical investments measure (M4) of the RDP is highly relevant for 

addressing the priorities identified in relation to the more efficient use of water as it supports investments in 

water saving irrigation systems (BG, ES, IT) or investments to improve water use and pollution in the food and 

drink industry (DE). Addressing more efficient use of water is seen as a priority in a number of countries, 

particularly Spain, Italy and Bulgaria to ensure that water is available for agricultural use in response to climate 

change effects, such as increasing droughts. The measure is also used in some circumstances to provide 

support for improved storage of silage, slurry or manure to avoid run-off and leaching of nutrients into water 

courses, as well as to reduce ammonia emissions (e.g. DE). The non-productive investments sub-measure 

(M4.4) is used in a number of countries to complement environmental activities of the agri-environment-

climate schemes (see above), but in other cases it is used independently of this measure.  One such example 

is the Netherlands, where it is used to support hydrological measures for nature protection through a 

programme for reducing nitrate deposition in Natura 2000 areas (PAS), offering support for a range of specific 

measures to enhance the hydrology in and surrounding Natura 2000 areas. 

 

In Italy, M4.1 is used to develop networks of farmers who work collectively to provide more efficient water 

storage and distribution. In addition M4.3 is used to develop and update irrigation infrastructure to ensure its 

sustainable and efficient use. In Spain M4.3 is used amongst other things to promote the efficient use of 

irrigation water and energy in agricultural holdings and in irrigated areas (irrigation community). On agricultural 

holdings support is provided for installations and changes in irrigation methods to improve efficiency in water 

use (and promote energy conservation) on irrigated farms and to help made water savings. Support is also 

focused on the modernisation of irrigation systems to rationalise the use of water resources through existing 

irrigation planning. This is achieved through:  

 improving the efficiency of irrigation systems and water saving;  

 reducing water losses in transmission and distribution;  

 optimising the joint use of water resources from different sources;  
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 incorporation of new water flows for irrigation;  

 improvements to water quality;  

 integrating and optimising the management of  irrigated areas;  

 improving environmental conditions;  

 reducing energy costs; and  

 promoting the collective management of water resources and irrigation infrastructure (irrigation 

communities).  

 

In Bulgaria, M4.3 is used to improve the efficiency of water consumption on farms by improving irrigation 

infrastructure and modernising irrigation installations. In Germany (N-S) M4.2 provides funding for food 

businesses to improve water use efficiency. 

 

The knowledge measure (M1) is also used for water purposes in a number of countries (SI, DE-N-S, ES-Ex, 

UK-Sc).  For example, in Slovenia this measure is used to provide vocational training and skills acquisition in a 

number of areas, with agricultural holdings operating in water catchment areas of surface and underground 

water bodies as defined in the national water management plan being specifically targeted. Reducing the 

effects of agriculture on the quality of surface and underground waters is a specific focus also of M2 in 

Slovenia. In Germany (N-S), M1 includes a targeted water quality advice programme with the aim of protecting 

surface and groundwater and the advisory services funded via M2 are also focussed on the use of appropriate 

technologies and productions methods to protect/improve water quality. In Scotland, part of M1 includes 

support for farm visits and short term farm exchanges, one focus of which is on knowledge transfer related to 

tackling pollution and improving water quality. In Spain (Extremadura), amongst the topics on which advice is 

provided (funded via M2) are requirements related to the WFD and compliance with the general principles of 

integrated pest management as well as water protection more generally. In addition, an Advisory Network for 

Fertilization has been set up (REDAFEX), which focuses on improving water management through advice on 

the use of fertilizers and pesticides (as well as on soil conservation techniques). 

 

The only case study region that has defined M12 to address WFD objectives is France-Bretagne
47

. The 

payments will address the need to improve water quality by reducing nitrate use and/or soil erosion through 

the maintenance of vegetation cover and farmland features (hedges, stone walls, banks etc). 

 

There are a number of cross-compliance GAEC standards that are relevant for addressing the water needs 

and priorities identified in Member States. These are:  

 The establishment of buffer strips along water courses ( GAEC 1
48

); 

 compliance with authorisation procedures for using water for irrigation (where such use of water is subject 

to authorisation (GAEC 2); and 

 Protection of ground water against pollution
49

 (GAEC 3). 

 

All three of these standards require adherence with existing legislation, with GAEC 1 also being applicable 

outside nitrate vulnerable zones as designated in keeping with the Nitrates Directive.  Farmers must also 

comply with the requirements set out under the Nitrate Action Plans in their country in keeping with the 

implementation of the Nitrates Directive (SMR1). The Water Framework Directive is not part of cross 

compliance currently.  There is little flexibility available to Member States to tailor the water requirements 

under cross-compliance to specific priorities and needs. However the soil GAEC standards are also very 

                                                           
47

 Bulgaria, Luxembourg, France and Italy (two regions only) are the only Member States who have programmed M12 for Water Framework 
Directive compensation. Although Bulgaria has programmed the measure, it will only define the implementation specifics upon adoption of 
the relevant national regulations and management plans. 

48
 The GAEC buffer strips must respect, both within and outside vulnerable zones designated pursuant to Article 3(2) of Directive 91/676/EEC, 
at least the requirements relating to the conditions for land application of fertiliser near water courses, referred to in point A.4 of Annex II to 
Directive 91/676/EEC to be applied in accordance with the action programmes of Member States established under Article 5(4) of Directive 
91/676/EEC. 

49
 Prohibition of direct discharge into groundwater and measures to prevent indirect pollution of groundwater through discharge on the ground 
and percolation through the soil of dangerous substances, as listed in the Annex to Directive 80/68/EEC in its version in force on the last 
day of its validity, as far as it relates to agricultural activity 
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relevant, particularly GAEC 4 (minimum soil cover) and GAEC 5 (Minimum land management reflecting site 

specific conditions to limit erosion) and there is more potential for these to be designed to address particular 

needs (see section 5.3.2.4 on soils).  

 

Although water quality is not identified as a main objective of any of the three Pillar 1 greening measures, 

nonetheless they can be relevant for addressing water quality issues. It is the EFA measure that has the most 

potential to be relevant with a number of EFA elements offered by Member States having the potential to help 

reduce nutrient leaching into water courses, if well located in relation to slopes and water courses. These 

include: land lying fallow, terraces, landscape features, buffer strips, areas with catch crops/green cover. The 

number of countries investigated that allow farmers to use these elements to meet their EFA requirements are 

set out in Table 5-3.  The extent to which these could deliver benefits in practice will depend on their uptake 

and the way in which they are implemented on the farm – for example the width, placement and management 

of the buffer strips, the location of terraces or landscape features to intercept soil and water run-off, the period 

over which the catch crops or green cover are in place and whether or not fertilisers and pesticides are 

permitted. For example, in the countries investigated, only Germany does not allow fertilisers and pesticides to 

be used on catch crops and green cover within an EFA. 

 

The greening measure for the maintenance of permanent grassland has the potential to be relevant indirectly 

for water quality and in Scotland (UK) an equivalent practice has been introduced for the 2016 implementation 

year whereby farmers with permanent grassland subject to greening must draw up a nutrient management 

plan for the application of nitrogen and lime. The aim of this is to incentivise the use of soil testing as the basis 

for fertiliser/lime use and raise awareness of over-use of fertilisers. This could, if action is taken on the basis of 

the management plan, incentivise reduced use of fertilisers and indirectly contribute to improving water quality 

by reducing nutrient leaching into watercourses. 

 

Answer to the EQ for water 

The question to be answered is to what extent are the Member States’ implementation choices relevant for 

addressing the priorities identified with respect to biodiversity (under the general objective of sustainable use 

of natural resources and climate action). 

 

The results show that in most cases, the implementation choices made are relevant to the water needs and 

priorities identified for both improving water quality and the efficiency of water use. However, in relation to 

water quality, only three examples were found where the use of measures were explicitly identified as 

addressing the issues identified in River Basin Management Plans. Poland and Slovenia specify that their 

AECM measures will be targeted at priorities identified within the RBMPs and France-Br uses M12 to address 

Water Framework Directive issues. The measures implemented that are considered to be most relevant to 

address needs and priorities identified for water quality and quantity are the Pillar 2 measures, namely agri-

environment climate (M10); Organic farming (M11); and physical investments (M4). The knowledge transfer 

measure (M1), cross-compliance GAEC standards; and Pillar 1 greening measures were also considered 

relevant to some degree.  Those countries where water issues (alongside soil) are a particular focus of the 

environmental elements of the RDP are Finland, Spain (Ex) and Italy (ER), although addressing diffuse water 

pollution issues is a priority in all countries studied.  In relation to water efficiency, the countries where this is a 

key priority are Bulgaria, Spain (Ex) and Italy (ER). 

 

Reducing diffuse pollution from agriculture: This priority, highlighted in all countries investigated, is 

addressed mainly via the AECM (M10). In four countries (BG, IT-ER, FI and FR-Br) the non-productive 

investments measure (M4.4) is also used, for example to help manage and restore wetlands (FI,BG), create 

nature water treatment basins (IT-ER), or in France to maintain the bocage landscape (a mix of hedges, 

woodland and farmland) which helps prevent soil erosion and flooding events. Many of the AECM schemes 

focus on the management of cropped land, minimising the use of nutrients and putting in place measures to 

avoid soil erosion (BG, DE-NS, ES-Ex, FI, IT-E, PL, SI, and UK (Sc). In addition, BG and UK(Sc) supports the 

conversion of arable land to pasture (in Scotland this is targeted at land at risk of erosion or flooding), there 
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are measures to manage wetland areas  and networks (FI, UK-Sc) and other water bodies, such as 

maintaining ditches and other irrigation channels (FI, FR-Br) as well as floodplain management (UK-Sc). Other 

aspects of M4 (investments in physical assets) is also used in some countries (e.g.DE-NS) to provide 

payments for investments in slurry, manure or silage storage to prevent excess nutrients reaching water 

courses. 

 

France (Br) is the only region investigated to have used M12 to address issues highlighted in its RBMP under 

the Water Framework Directive, and proposes to reduce nitrate use and /or soil erosion through to 

maintenance of vegetative cover and farmland features. Amongst the Pillar 1 green measures, the EFA 

measure can be relevant for reducing diffuse pollution, with many of the elements that are positive for soils 

also being relevant for water quality. However, for the objective of reducing diffuse pollution from agriculture, 

the measures are made significantly less relevant by the decisions of many Member States to permit fertilisers 

and pesticides on certain measures (e.g. catch crops/green cover).  Finally cross-compliance GAEC 

standards, both the soils standards as well as GAEC 1 (establishing buffer strips along water courses) and 

GAEC 3 (protection of groundwater against pollution) are relevant for addressing this priority, by seeking to set 

a basic level of protection of water bodies from erosion and nutrient run-off.  

 

Improve the efficiency of water use and re-use, including the introduction of efficient irrigation 

systems: This is a priority identified specifically in Bulgaria, Spain (Ex) and Italy (ER) for the agricultural 

sector and well as in DE-NS to encourage water efficiency in the food and drink industry.  It is M4 

(investments in physical assets) that is most relevant to address this priority. M4.3 has been used to support 

investments in water saving irrigation systems (ES-Ex, BG) and M4.1 has been used to encourage more 

efficient water storage and distribution using networks of farmers (IT-ER). M4.2 makes funding available to 

food businesses in DE-NS to improve their water use efficiency. Under cross-compliance, GAEC 2 is most 

relevant by providing an additional motivation to farmers to comply with authorisation procedures for using 

water for irrigation, where these exist. 

 

Knowledge sharing on water issues (reducing pollution, more efficient water use, climate adaptation): 

This is identified as a priority in Germany (NS), the Netherlands and Poland, but in fact the knowledge transfer 

(M1) and advice provision (M2) measures include a focus on water issues in other countries too (ES-Ex, SI) 

and are also programmed against water efficiency (focus area 5A) in Bulgaria, ES-Ex and IT-ER.  

 

A number of more detailed and specific observations on how the case study Member States addressed their 

identified needs by making specific implementation choices is set out in Appendix D. 

 

 

5.3.3 Discussion 

The priorities and needs identified for the environment and climate within RDPs do not always reflect the full 

set of priorities and needs that exist in the country/region which could be addressed via the CAP – for example 

those identified in Prioritised Action Frameworks (PAF) for biodiversity and River Basin Management Plans 

(RBMPs) for water - or reflect them in a very generic way. This has a knock-on effect as it means that the 

design of RDPs is not necessarily based on a sufficiently complete analysis of the environmental and climate 

needs and priorities facing agriculture, forestry and rural areas more generally. 

 

Despite this, there appears to be a reasonable link in most cases between the environmental and climate 

priorities identified and the measures chosen to address these.  In some cases the design of the measures is 

very clearly linked to a specific need, whereas in others this link is less evident. In some cases, however, it is 

clear that particular needs have not been addressed, with a mismatch between the needs identified and the 

content of the measures. This may be because a strategic decision has been made to focus measures on one 

need rather than another (for example to prioritise nutrient management for water quality purposes over 

biodiversity or vice versa) to make what is deemed to be the most effective and efficient use of limited 
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resources. In other situations this may simply be a function of the policy making process in the country/region 

concerned. 

 

Despite the political attention being paid to the need for greater climate action to be taken to meet enhanced 

targets to 2030 and the clear needs and priorities identified in Member States, the climate focus of CAP 

measures tends to be secondary to the other environmental objectives (soils and water quality mainly) or 

competitiveness objectives rather than identified as the primary objective for a measure.  This is apparent both 

in the programming of funding for measures against focus areas in the RDPs as well as in the content and 

design of the measures. 

 

Nonetheless, there is a range of key instruments and measures that are considered relevant for addressing 

environmental and climate priorities and needs. Pillar 2 measures are considered most relevant, particularly 

the agri-environment-climate measure (M10), the organic farming measure (M11), the physical investments 

measure – both productive and non-productive investments (M4) and the forestry measures (M8) where these 

are used. In some cases the advice measures (M1) and cooperation measure (M16) are also identified as 

relevant to support the implementation of these other measures. For biodiversity, M7 and M12 are also 

identified as relevant measures in relation to supporting activities within Natura 2000 areas, albeit used to 

differing degrees amongst the countries examined (Germany and Bulgaria have used these measures to the 

greatest extent).  The only case study region that has defined M12 to address WFD directive objectives is 

France-Bretagne
50

.  

 

Support for farmers within Areas of Natural Constraint has been programmed exclusively under priority 4 

(biodiversity, water, soils) in most countries, with the exception of Scotland, where only 50% of the budget is 

allocated to this priority. However, the analysis suggests that the measure is only partially or indirectly relevant 

for achieving these objectives. The measure appears to be used to address socio-economic needs in many 

places, with indirect or secondary effects on the environment,  for example avoiding the abandonment of 

farming systems (some of which will be of High Nature Value) and maintaining permanent grassland systems, 

thereby helping maintain carbon stores and preventing soil erosion. However, from a GHG emission 

perspective the relevance of the measure is particularly difficult to ascertain, given the trade-offs between the 

emissions associated with continued extensive livestock grazing versus the protection of carbon stores 

through the maintenance of permanent grassland. In this situation, the relevance will depend on what the 

counterfactual would be likely to be in a given situation in the absence of such support. 

 

Outside Pillar 2 it is the Member State implementation choices relating to cross-compliance and the greening 

measures that are considered most relevant, but more for addressing objectives relating to the protection of 

soils, water and reducing GHG emissions than for biodiversity. Voluntary coupled support is also considered 

to be relevant for some objectives, for example the support to protein crops and grain legumes is relevant 

indirectly to reducing GHG emissions from agriculture through reducing fertiliser requirements on subsequent 

crops and also potentially helping reduce imports of protein crops from abroad and the embedded GHG 

emissions associated with these (although whether or not this is likely to happen in practice is queried in some 

countries). However, as with the ANC measure in Pillar 2 the relevance of the VCS for livestock is more 

difficult to ascertain. 
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 Bulgaria, Luxembourg, France and Italy (two regions only) are the only Member States who have programmed M12 for Water Framework 
Directive compensation. Although Bulgaria has programmed the measure, it will only define the implementation specifics upon adoption of 
the relevant national regulations and management plans. 
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5.4 Coherence 

5.4.1 Introduction 

This section reviews the extent to which extent the CAP implementation choices in the ten case study 

countries and regions to address environmental and climate objectives are coherent.  Using the methodology 

set out in Chapter 1, coherence is assessed in relation to the four specific environmental/climate sub-

objectives as a means of assessing the degree of coherence in achieving the general CAP objective of the 

sustainable management of natural resources and climate action, with examples provided where appropriate 

to illustrate the points made.  

 

Under the study, coherence is assessed primarily internally within the CAP. For internal coherence, three 

dimensions of coherence are considered: 

 Within the instrument or measure itself; 

 between instruments and measures directly contributing to the general objective of ‘sustainable use of 

natural resources and climate action’ and its related sub-objectives; 

 At programme level: assessing the synergies or contradictions between those measures whose 

intervention logics are environment/climate focussed and those contributing to the other two main CAP 

objectives. 

 

Where information is available on the external coherence CAP instruments or measures and instruments 

implemented under other legislative frameworks with similar objectives, these are highlighted, but this has not 

been a main focus of this study. 

 

The main aspect of coherence identified in the case study countries investigated relates to coherence within 

the instrument or measure itself and between the implementation choices made for the CAP instruments 

directly contributing to the general objective of ‘sustainable use of natural resources and climate action’ and its 

related sub-objectives. The test is whether a measure or combination of measures has been implemented 

coherently with reference to one of the environmental sub-objectives.   

 

Some examples of programme level coherence, both positive and negative have been identified i.e. 

coherence with EQ1 or EQ3 sub-objectives. Programme coherence shows that a measure or combination of 

measures may score as highly coherent in respect of the environment, although it may be identified as 

incoherent in respect of, say farm income or vice versa.  

 

This section provides a synthetic overview of the extent to which implementation choices have been shown to 

be coherent, highlighting areas where there appears to be high level of coherence between the 

implementation choices made as well as areas where issues arise. The section ends with a discussion of the 

findings. Tables identifying the coherence or contradiction between measures identified in the ten countries 

examined is set out for each sub-objective in Appendix D.   

 

It should be noted that the results presented provide an overview of the degree of coherence between 

different measures instruments, flagging areas of synergy and inconsistency where it has been possible to 

identify these. Examples are provided where detailed information was readily available, however further in-

depth analysis (not in scope of this study) would be required to elicit a more systematic detailed assessment 

of coherence at the measure and sub-measure level. 

 

Finally, and examination of the case studies did not elicit any internal coherence issues within the measures, 

either positive or negative, so this aspect is not covered further in the analysis below. 
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5.4.2 Internal coherence between measures in relation to the overarching CAP objective for ‘sustainable 

use of natural resources and climate action’ 

This section reviews the findings from the ten countries examined in relation to the degree of coherence that 

exists between the different CAP measures used, focusing solely on achieving environmental and climate 

objectives. Coherence of measures between different CAP objectives is set out in the section below. 

 

Of the countries examined, the results show that the interaction between measures implemented to address 

GHG reduction, biodiversity, soils and water priorities were considered largely to be neutral, i.e. have no 

particular interaction or relationship with one another. For a number of measures, good coherence was noted 

between measures, for all environmental and climate objectives, although not in all case study countries. 

Examples of inconsistencies and incoherence in the way measures were implemented were also found, 

although these affected far fewer measures.  

 

Actual coherence in practice is likely to vary between Member States depending on the ways in which the 

measures have been implemented, for example the eligibility criteria defined, the way the measures have 

been targeted etc. 

 

The measures that have been identified in the case studies as being used in a complementary way to achieve 

environmental and climate priorities are as follows: 

 Cross compliance GAEC standards, Pillar 1 greening measures and the agri-environment-climate 

measure (M10) -– all environment/climate sub-objectives; 

 the agri-environment-climate measure (M10) with the non-productive investments measure (M4.4) – all 

environment/climate sub-objectives; 

 The cooperation measure and the agri-environment-climate measure (M10), investments in physical 

assets (M4) and/or forestry measures (M8) - – all environment/climate sub-objectives; 

 Knowledge transfer measure (M1) with multiple measures, but particularly the agri-environment-climate 

measure (M10), organic farming measure (M11) and investments in physical assets (M4) – all 

environment/climate sub-objectives; 

 The use of the forest measures under M8 that have been targeted for biodiversity with the forest-

environment-climate measure (M15) and the Natura 2000 compensation payment for forests (M12); 

 The use of M7.6 and M12 for Natura 2000 and HNV farming systems, to support both the development of 

management plans and provide compensation for the requirements identified within these – often these 

measures also interact with the use of the agri-environment-climate measure. 

 

Some examples of where measures have been used in combination in a way that is synergistic are provided 

below, highlighting which environmental or climate issues they address.  

  

Coherence between Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 - Cross-compliance GAEC standards, Pillar 1 greening and the 

agri-environment-climate measure: In theory, cross compliance GAEC standards, greening and agri-

environment climate schemes should be designed to work together.  It is clear that Member States have 

considered how these three measures work together, although in some cases this has been done 

retrospectively, once the content of the individual measures had been discussed and agreed, rather than 

looking at the three measures together at the design phase. At the very least they have sought to ensure that 

these three CAP instruments do not overlap to a significant degree, and in some cases they have actively 

sought to ensure that they work together as a coherent whole, with the agri-environment climate schemes 

building on the Pillar 1 greening measures which in turn build on the cross-compliance GAEC standards. A 

few examples are set out in the table below  
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Table 5-11  Examples of synergistic design of cross-compliance GAEC standards, use of the EFA greening measure and the agri-

environment-climate scheme 

 Cross-compliance GAEC standards Pillar 1 greening AECM 

Bulgaria - 

Soils 

GAEC standards for soil erosion (GAEC 

4): 

30% of the crop area of all farms over 5 

hectares must consist of unbroken land 

(unless tobacco is grown); 

Soil treatment shall be carried out 

perpendicular to the slope on sloping 

arable land; where permanent crops are 

grown on such land, the rows between 

shall be grassed and/ or intercropped 

and/or soil treatment shall be carried out 

perpendicular to the slope. 

Bulgaria allows catch 

crops and green cover to 

count towards ecological 

focus area requirements. 

Support for planting grass between 

rows of permanent crops, establishing 

and maintaining transverse run-off 

ridges, and establishing buffer strips in 

arable areas.  This support is targeted 

to areas affected by erosion, and 

collective applications are encouraged. 

Scotland - 

biodiversity 

GAEC 1 bans cultivation or pesticide 

use within 2m of a hedge 

Grass margins where 

grazing is excluded can 

count as EFA 

Grass margins where grazing is 

excluded can count as EFA and/or can 

be created and managed under an 

agri-environment option (the agri-

environment payment will be reduced 

to avoid double funding if this option is 

used both to meet the EFA obligation 

and under the agri-environment-

climate measure). 

Scotland - 

water 

GAEC 1 is used to ban cultivation or 

pesticide use within 2m of 

watercourses. 

Buffer strips beyond these 

2 m strips can count 

towards a farmer’s EFA 

obligation (EFA buffer 

strips can be 2-20m wide 

strip with no agricultural 

production and removal of 

any cuttings, adjacent to 

arable & parallel to water 

course without pesticide 

use with the exception of 

spot control of 

invasive/injurious weeds). 

Options are available to create and 

manage field margins along water 

courses in arable fields of at least 3m, 

6m or 12m width, with the payment 

rate reduced if the margin is being 

used to count towards the EFA 

obligation to avoid double funding. 

 

In other cases, the coherence between the three measures is less clear.  For example in a number of 

countries the requirements for EFA elements (e.g. buffer strips and landscape features) are the same or very 

similar to those under the GAEC standards.  For example in France, the requirements for the EFA buffer strips 

are the very similar to those required of farmers under their GAEC 1 standard
51

, namely to have in place 

buffer strips of minimum 5 meters, on which fertilisers and plant protection products are not allowed, although 

grazing is permitted on the EFA buffer strip if the adjacent field is grassland. Some examples of the 

relationship between the way landscape features are treated within cross-compliance and greening in France 

are set out in Table 5-12.  In other countries, also there is an overlap between the landscape features 

protected under cross-compliance GAEC standards and those that can be used to meet the EFA obligation (in 

line with the implementing regulations).  Of the countries investigated, Germany and Italy both have opted to 

use the definition of the landscape features under GAEC as those to be eligible under the EFA measure, with 

the exception of field margins, where additional elements are also added (both countries) and trees in a group 

(Italy).  
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Table 5-12 Coherence between cross-compliance and EFAs in France 

 GAEC 7
52

 EFA Comment 

Trees in a group/copses 0.1 – 0.5 ha Max 0.3 ha EFA requirement is lower than GAEC requirement 

and therefore overlaps completely 

Hedges Up to 10m width Up to 10m width The same requirement under both GAEC and EFA 

Ponds 0.1 – 0.5 ha Up to 0.1 ha Complementary but the GAEC requirement is more 

stringent than the EFA requirement for which a 

payment is received  

 

One other issue that has been identified, albeit not directly in the case study countries examined here, relates 

to the designation of ESPG. In some countries, there was a lack of clarity about what the implications of 

designating land with Natura 2000 areas might be on the potential to provide support to farmers under the 

Natura 2000 measure under Pillar 2. For example some countries use the Pillar 2 Natura 2000 compensation 

payments to compensate farmers for the requirements not to plough their grassland where these are set out in 

the management plans for these areas and wanted to continue to do so.  However, if they were to designate 

these areas as ESPG, there was concern that receipt of the greening payment for not ploughing that area 

would mean they could no longer also pay for this using the Natura 2000 measure for reasons of double 

funding (pers. Comm).  

 

Combining the AECM (M10) with non-productive investments (M4.4): The measures available to Member 

States, allow agri-environment-climate schemes (M10) to be designed in conjunction with the use of the non-

productive investments measure (M4.4) in order to support the restoration and management of habitats 

and/or species on farmland for biodiversity as well as provide capital investments for other environmental 

purposes (e.g. water and soil quality). Examples of how these measures are being used in a complementary 

way are set out in Box 5.7. 

 

Box 5.8 Complementary use of M10 with M4.4  

 

In UK-Scotland, most of the agri-environment-climate options are programmed to operate in synergy with non-productive 

investments for habitat management and restoration, deer management, control of invasive alien species and other actions 

that will benefit biodiversity (M10-M4.4 synergy).  

 

In Bulgaria, M4.4 provides funding for the creation and restoration of semi-natural pastures and grassland landscapes, 

wetlands, habitat management, and control of soil erosion, helping to meet the need to manage the large area of semi-

natural pastures and meadows with mosaic landscapes of small scale arable plots and orchards within Natura 2000. 

 

In France – Bretagne, the programme for the restoration of the bocage landscape
53

 with its grid of hedgebanks is being 

funded by M7.6 and M4.4, with the multiple objectives of water quality improvement, biodiversity and landscape 

conservation, soil erosion prevention, flood prevention, and carbon sequestration. Each project must be coherent with Water 

Framework Directive requirements, Natura 2000 site objectives, and other national legislation, coordinated by a regional 

monitoring committee. The projects must undertake communication activities. After this 4 year funding, farmers can apply 

for an agri-environment-climate (M10.1) option for bocage management to reduce water pollution.  

 

Combining the AECM (M10) with the cooperation measure (M16.5): The AECM can also be used in 

conjunction with the cooperation measure (M16) to encourage and support collective approaches to 

investment and environmental management at the catchment or landscape scale. Examples of how these 

measures are being used in a complementary way are set out in in the box below. 
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 Source : D615-50-1 Code Rural and https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000030555873 
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 Cahier des charges Breizh bocage 2 Juillet 2015 
http://www.draaf.bretagne.agriculture.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/Breizh_Bocage_2_Cahier_des_Charges_MAJ_15_juillet_2015_cle8a848a.pdf 
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Box 5.9 Synergetic use of agri-environment schemes and the cooperation measure 

 

In Germany – Lower Saxony-Bremen, funding is available under M16.7 for cooperative groups between farmers, local 

authorities, and nature conservation groups to implement agri-environment-climate schemes under M10.1, habitat 

restoration under M4.4, and /or nature conservation initiatives in Natura 2000 areas or other protected areas under M7.6. 

Germany already has a strong tradition of such projects led by the Land Care Association, including regional biodiversity-

friendly product marketing and promotion or grazing businesses. 

 

In the Netherlands, the agri-environment-climate programme is being implemented completely through cooperative 

projects run by 40 area cooperatives, with participation available only via the cooperatives, rather than individuals. The 

Netherlands has reinforced this by making funding available through the cooperation measure to pay for the costs of 

coordinating the group action required. Furthermore, there will be some clustering of areas in order to significantly 

strengthen the nature management in areas with high biodiversity values and by phasing in a more elaborate number of 

management activities.  

 

In Scotland, take-up of agri-environment schemes has in the past been patchy among crofters (small farmers who share 

some facilities e.g. common grazing land).  The fact that uptake has been good among some such groups suggests that the 

problem may be solvable through better coordination.  Scotland has, therefore, decided to provide funding via M16 for the 

costs of setting up and running crofting committees. 

 

Knowledge transfer (M1) and other measures, particularly AECM and organic farming: The knowledge 

transfer measure (M1) has been identified as providing advice and support on topics which may help raise 

awareness and encourage actions that are beneficial for all four environmental and climate sub-objectives 

(GHG emission reductions, biodiversity, soils and water. However, only in a couple of cases is this advice 

conditional for the receipt of support under other measures, such as the AECM  and organic farming measure 

(e.g. Slovenia, Poland, France from 2016) and in these cases it is not always clear what the focus of the 

advice will be. For example in Slovenia, farmers participating in M10 and M11 are obliged to attend courses (6 

hours yearly) that relate to the objectives and correct implementation of these measures, and there is an 

institutional infrastructure in place (public extension services, NGOs providing extension) to perform this task. 

Having said this, there are questions about the likely effectiveness of this training (see section on 

effectiveness below). In Poland, farmers in receipt of organic farming support (M11) must prepare an organic 

farm plan and participate in training.  

 

 

5.4.3 Coherence of measures between CAP objectives 

A number of examples were found where measures to address environmental or climate objectives were also 

benefitting other CAP objectives, such as improving farm incomes or encouraging diversification and 

economic development more generally in rural areas. This is particularly the case where investments are 

made in energy efficiency, renewable energy or water efficiency. Indeed the RDPs show that measures 

prioritised under other focus areas (particularly priority 2 and 3) often identify these as having the potential to 

make a contribution to climate objectives.  This is particularly the case for the investments in physical assets 

measure (M4), support for farm business development (M6) and the forestry measures (M8). 

 

However, some tensions were also highlighted, particularly between farm viability and the sustainable use of 

natural resources. These tensions were most evident in some of the implementation choices made for Pillar 1 

implementation, particularly Voluntary Coupled Support, as well as the way in which some Member States 

have chosen to implement the eligibility rules for the basic payment scheme with respect to permanent 

grassland. There are also some questions raised about the support for Areas facing Natural Constraints under 

Pillar 2 in terms of the objectives it is used to address.   Each of these is addressed below.  

 

In addition, a few examples of potential incoherence were raised in relation to Pillar 2. For example, in 

Scotland and Finland concerns were raised about the implementation choices made under M6 (farm business 

development). Here, it was highlighted that no conditions are attached to M6 support other than setting up a 

farm business plan and this was thought to be likely to result in increased energy and resource use. Another 
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area where concerns were raised in more than one of the countries investigated, was the example of organic 

farming, which is often promoted as a means of improving soil and water quality, promoting biodiversity and 

helping reduce GHG emissions, particularly in arable areas.  The issue raised was that despite funding being 

available under M11 and ambitious targets set for increasing the proportion of land under organic production, 

there were no other measures available in the RDP targeted at supporting or growing organic processing and 

marketing of organic food produce or promoting cooperation among supply chain actors for the development 

of short supply chains and local markets (e.g. Slovenia, Scotland-UK). In Poland it is reported that farmers 

were also concerned about whether the market for any organic produce they might grow would be sufficiently 

strong, which might inhibit uptake.   

 

Voluntary Coupled support: is the main measure whose implementation was identified in a majority of case 

study countries as not necessarily being coherent with all four environmental and climate sub-objectives. 

However, one element – support for protein crops - was also found by some to be coherent, particularly for 

GHG emission reductions.  The issues raised are not clear cut and are as follows.  

  

In most countries (not Germany) VCS is used to encourage the maintenance
54

 of certain types of livestock (up 

to a reference level). On the one hand, in Scotland, Poland and Slovenia, the case studies highlighted the fact 

that, given that these livestock produce GHG emissions and might involve greater use of fertiliser and an 

increased number of animals relative to the counterfactual situation, especially where the aim of the support is 

to halt the decline in a particular type of livestock, that this not coherent with the rationale for the 

implementation of the other environmentally focussed measures. In practice, the actual effect will depend on 

the specific counterfactual situation, i.e. alternative uses of the land if livestock ceased to be supported. For 

water and soil quality the concerns are not just linked to the livestock sector but also coupled support in 

cropped systems. The concern is that such support might stimulate production and agricultural output, 

possibly leading to water and soil threats and contradicting measures which are seeking to minimise the 

impacts of agriculture on water and soils. 

 

On the other hand, in some countries (Spain, France) VCS support for livestock is considered to be more 

coherent with other measures contributing to GHG emission reductions and soil protection as it is seen as 

contributing to the maintenance of soil carbon through maintaining grazing systems. Equally where these 

grazing systems are on land of high nature value, then this support can be beneficial for biodiversity by 

providing an important basic income to maintain the systems in place on which more targeted agri-

environment-climate payments can build. In addition, the provision of coupled support for protein crops and 

grain legumes was considered to be positive for helping reduce GHG emissions, through both reducing the 

level of fertilisers required on subsequent crops and potentially decreasing the levels of imports of protein feed 

for livestock. 

 

An interesting example of targeting of voluntary coupled support can be found in the Netherlands. Here, 

voluntary coupled support for cattle and sheep grazing is available only in Natura 2000 areas and other high 

nature value areas, where these areas are ineligible for direct payments. However, the number of cattle or 

sheep that can be supported by the measure is very limited, so the actual area that can be covered by this 

type of management will most probably remain limited.  

 

Areas Facing Natural Constraints - some Member States argue that ANC support is an important measure 

for maintaining extensive livestock systems, many of which are in remote areas and on land of high nature 

value and that without such support these habitats would disappear. Where these areas are important for 

biodiversity, these payments can provide an important basic income to maintain the systems in place on which 

more targeted agri-environment-climate payments can build. Maintaining such extensive systems can also be 
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 Delegation Regulation EU) No 639/2014 states in article 53(2) that ‘Areas and yields and number of animals referred to in Article 52(6) of 
Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013 shall be fixed by the Member States at regional or sector level. They shall reflect the maximum yields, area 
cultivated or number of animals reached in the targeted region or sector in at least one year in the period of five years preceding the year of 
the decision’. 
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beneficial for soils, carbon and water quality. The problem highlighted in a number of countries, however, is 

that the ANC support is not designed in a way that tailors the support to biodiversity (or other environmental) 

objectives, rather its purpose is primarily socio-economic in nature (e.g. France, Scotland-UK, Italy), despite in 

most cases it having been programmed under Priority 4 (environment). Because the purpose and rationale for 

the support is not explicit, this raises questions about what objectives it is seeking to address and means that 

opportunities could be missed for enabling the measure to work in a more synergistic way with other 

measures to achieve multiple objectives. 

 

The way Member States chose to design the detailed eligibility rules for the basic payment scheme can 

work to support or hinder efforts to manage environmentally valuable areas of permanent grassland using 

Pillar 2 measures.  Member states have some scope, within the rules set out in the direct payments 

regulation
55

, to determine how wide a definition of permanent grassland they use to determine which areas 

can receive direct payments.  The delegated act for the direct payments regulation
56

 provides further detail on 

the concept of the predominance of grass (more than 50%): therefore trees and shrubs can be included in the 

definition as long as grasses and herbaceous forage remain over 50 per cent (Article 6), and as long as the 

trees and shrubs are actually used for grazing. Member States can also decide to include as permanent 

grassland ‘land which can be grazed and which forms part of established local practices…’ even if grasses do 

not predominate. Such local practices can be those important for the conservation of habitats in Annex 1 of 

the Habitats Directive, those covered by the Birds Directive or ‘practices for livestock grazing which are 

traditional in character and are commonly applied on the areas concerned’ (Article 7).  

 

In addition, the definition of what constitutes agricultural activity has been set out under Article 4(1)(c) of the 

direct payments regulation
57

 as follows: (i) production, rearing or growing of agricultural products, including 

harvesting, milking, breeding animals, and keeping animals for farming purposes, (ii) maintaining an 

agricultural area in a state which makes it suitable for grazing or cultivation without preparatory action going 

beyond usual agricultural methods and machineries, based on criteria established by Member States on the 

basis of a framework established by the Commission, or (iii) carrying out a minimum activity, defined by 

Member States, on agricultural areas naturally kept in a state suitable for grazing or cultivation. Member 

States are required to define the minimum activity to be carried out on any agricultural areas naturally kept in a 

state suitable for grazing or cultivation (Article 4(2)(b)). In addition, Article 9 (1) makes it clear that ‘no direct 

payments shall be granted to natural or legal persons, or to groups of natural or legal persons, whose 

agricultural areas are mainly areas naturally kept in a state suitable for grazing or cultivation and who do not 

carry out on those areas the minimum activity defined by Member States in accordance with point (b) of Article 

4(2)’. 

 

This clearer definition of eligible area that the Commission now requires, appears in some cases to be having 

the perverse effect of undoing the more inclusive approach to the definition of agricultural land that was 

intended by the adjustment of some of the criteria relating to what constitutes permanent grassland (Hart and 

Radley, 2015). As a result a few issues have arisen in specific Member States examined for this study 

regarding their implementation of these eligibility criteria which are not coherent with achieving environmental 

and climate objectives, notwithstanding the wider definition of permanent grassland,  

 

For example in Bulgaria, the evidence suggests that approximately 400,000 hectares of  permanent grassland 

were not considered eligible for CAP direct payments in 2015, due to both the way in which eligibility criteria 

had been defined as well as discrepancies in the datasets on permanent grassland (Stefanova and Kazakova, 
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 See Article 4(1)(h) of Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013  
56

 Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 639/2014 of 11 March 2014 supplementing Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council establishing rules for direct payments to farmers under support schemes within the framework of the 
common agricultural policy and amending Annex X to that Regulation, OJ L 181, 20.6.2014, p. 1–47 

57
 Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 establishing rules for direct payments 
to farmers under support schemes within the framework of the common agricultural policy and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 
637/2008 and Council Regulation (EC) No 73/2009,  

 OJ L 347, 20.12.2013, p. 608–670 
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2016). Although the proportion of permanent grassland considered eligible has increased since the previous 

period, this still leaves a lot of land ineligible, much of which is of environmental value.  This issue has also 

been identified as a problem in Spain (Beaufoy, 2015). Here, the issue has two causes, but should be 

considered in the framework of the implementation of Article 24(4) of the direct payments regulation, i.e. the 

intention of that Member State not to expand the total eligible area in order to avoid the dilution of the values 

of the payment entitlements. Firstly, a land reclassification exercise has led to a large number of parcels 

previously designated on LPIS as permanent pasture with trees and/or shrubs now being classified as forest, 

without necessarily taking account of the actual land use. Secondly The system of reduction coefficients used 

to calculate the eligible area of parcels with trees and/or shrubs is based on remote-sensing which cannot 

always discern vegetation which can be grazed from that which cannot, meaning that some types of 

permanent pasture are deemed ineligible, even when they are actively grazed (Beaufoy, 2015). Past 

experience shows that some farmers have taken action to remove bushes and trees from grassland in order to 

make their land eligible for direct payments. This has led some countries to try and use other measures (e.g. 

Pillar 2 measures) to try and disincentivise or counteract this type of activity. For example in Bulgaria, the 

Natura 2000 support measure under Pillar 2 has been implemented to provide compensation for ineligibility to 

the Single Area Payment. In some countries payment rates under the agri-environment-climate schemes are 

calculated to compensate for the absence of direct payments. Also in the Netherlands certain Natura 2000 

areas and other high nature value areas, are considered ineligible for direct payments and here VCS has been 

introduced for cattle and sheep grazing to compensate for this.  

  

On the other hand, both Scotland and Germany have both defined permanent grassland widely.  In Scotland 

there are no significant types of grazed areas which are not eligible for basic payments (Jones, 2016). This 

means that generally Pillar 1 farming support is expected to help to maintain agriculture on the more 

extensively managed (and possibly more biodiversity-rich) habitats in the rough grazing areas.  In Germany, 

the inclusion of heathland in the definition of agricultural areas (excluded in the 2007-13 period) has increased 

the possibility of direct payment support for extensively managed HNV areas.  

 

 

5.4.4 Answer 

The question to be answered is the extent to which extent the CAP implementation choices in the ten case 

study countries and regions are coherent with one another with a view to addressing the general CAP 

objective of ‘sustainable use of natural resources and climate action’ and specifically the four sub-objectives, 

GHG emission reductions, biodiversity, soils and water. 

 

The results showed that in the majority of cases the relationship between different measures implemented 

was neutral, in other words neither synergistic nor antagonistic. However, a number of examples were 

identified where measures have been used in combination in a coherent way to deliver environmental and 

climate objectives, particularly within RDPs. Equally a few examples have been highlighted where conflicts 

arise.  These examples relate to measures that are used to address primarily another CAP objective, e.g. farm 

incomes, but which have the potential to encourage or maintain farming practices with detrimental 

environmental or climate effects, as well as the eligibility rules for the basic payment scheme. Nonetheless, on 

the positive side, consideration should also be given to the fact that in order to maintain certain areas under 

environmental conditions and avoid their reversion to productive activities, the new definition of eligible 

hectares under direct payments includes areas which gave a right to payments in 2008 under the SPS or the 

SAPS and which: 

i. No longer complies with the definition of 'eligible hectare' as a result of the implementation of Natura 

2000 Directives;  

ii. For the duration of the relevant commitment by the individual farmer, is afforested pursuant to Rural 

development measures or under a national scheme; or  

iii. For the duration of the relevant commitment of the individual farmer, is set aside pursuant rural 

development measures. 
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Strong coherence has been identified in some countries in the way in which the following measures are being 

used in conjunction with one another: 

 The knowledge sharing measure (M1) and other environmental measures in the RDP are implemented, 

especially investment in physical assets (M4) and the agri-environment climate measure (M10);  

 The non-productive investment measure (M4.4) and the agri-environment climate measure (M10); and 

 the cooperation measure (M16) and the agri-environment climate measure (M10). 

 

There is less evidence of the synergistic use of measures across the two Pillars of the CAP. The architecture 

of the CAP is such that cross-compliance, greening, direct payments and agri-environment-climate measures 

are designed to work in a coherent way - in theory, cross-compliance sets a baseline of minimum standards 

for protection of landscape features, soil, water, and Natura 2000 sites, with greening providing added 

protection for permanent grassland, and elements that could benefit biodiversity in arable landscapes, whilst 

agri-environment-climate options should provide support for the active management of habitats and species 

that go beyond the cross-compliance and greening requirements. In practice, the way in which this group of 

measures has been implemented shows a degree of coherence in the sense that the requirements of the 

measures do not overlap (with the exception of landscape features protected under GAEC standards and 

supported under greening which are permitted to be the same under the regulations). However, the results 

show little evidence of the measures being used in a synergistic way, with measures building on one another 

to deliver a particular environmental outcome.  

 

A number of countries have highlighted the difficulties faced in the design of the different instruments. In the 

majority of cases efforts have been made to ensure that the measures do not overlap rather than proactively 

to find ways of them working together synergistically to deliver environmental and climate objectives. For 

example, in some countries, discussions on what to include within cross-compliance, greening and the agri-

environment-climate measure took place separately (e.g. France, Italy), rather than a coherent framework of 

what actions were required to meet the priorities identified being built before determining how best these might 

be supported. This led to a number of issues of overlapping measures and gaps in coverage. Most of these 

were resolved ultimately, but this has not resulted in a joined up, integrated approach to the use of the 

different measures available. Exceptions where some progress has been made in this direction include 

Scotland-UK and the Netherlands.  In the Netherlands, the introduction of equivalence schemes, particularly 

the arable strips package, demonstrates an effort to use greening to deliver basic environmental management 

on arable areas on all farmland, with a highly targeted agri-environment-climate scheme used for more 

focussed delivery of environmental priorities.  

 

In terms of the areas of incoherence identified, this relates mainly to the use of measures designed to address 

other CAP objectives. The results suggest that in many cases the environmental and climate implications of 

support provided under measures/instruments designed to support incomes are not taken into account in the 

design of the instruments. In some situations, this has led to Pillar 2 measures being used to rectify 

environmentally damaging activities that are incentivised under Pillar 1. The two examples identified in this 

study relate to the use of VCS and the way in which rules on what types of permanent grassland are eligible 

for direct payments are implemented.  

 

In relation to the VCS, the issue raised is that the use of VCS to encourage the maintenance of certain types 

of livestock may involve greater use of fertiliser and an increased number of GHG emitting animals, compared 

with the counterfactual situation, which is not coherent with the objectives of reducing GHG emissions or 

improving water quality. Coupled support in cropped systems can also lead to conflict, where such support 

stimulates production and agricultural output, possibly leading to water and soil threats. In both these 

situations VCS could be working against the measures put in place under Pillar 2 to minimise the impacts of 

agriculture on GHG emissions, water and soils. On the other hand, the use of VCS to maintain extensive 

grazing systems could also be seen as beneficial indirectly for soil protection as they contribute to the 

maintenance of soil carbon (although abandonment would not necessarily lead to a release of soil carbon) and 

where these systems are on land of high nature value, then this support can be beneficial indirectly for 
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biodiversity too. In addition, the provision of coupled support for protein crops and grain legumes was 

considered to be positive for helping reduce GHG emissions, through both reducing the level of fertilisers 

required on subsequent crops and potentially decreasing the levels of imports of protein feed for livestock. 

 

It seems that in some countries, the way in which eligibility rules for direct payments have been implemented 

continues to exclude some important semi-natural habitats. This has the potential to create incentives for 

farmers to take action to make their land eligible, which has involved removing environmentally beneficial 

elements (scrub, trees). In some cases this has led to Member States putting in place payments under Pillar 2 

to compensate for the ineligibility of these habitats for Pillar 1 direct payments (e.g. Bulgaria) and in the 

Netherlands the VCS has been used to provide payments for cattle and sheep in Natura 2000 areas that are 

not eligible for the basic payment scheme. This is an area which merits further investigation to understand the 

rationale for and implications of the different decisions made in Member States on the eligibility of land for the 

basic payment scheme. 

 

Finally, there are some thematic areas where opportunities for the synergistic use of measures in combination 

has been missed.  The one example where this was highlighted most frequently was with regards to organic 

farming. In many countries, support has been provided to promote organic farming, with ambitious targeted in 

some cases. However, in some countries the absence of funding for supporting measures available to help 

support and grow the organic processing or marketing, or develop short supply chains may limit uptake (e.g. 

Slovenia, Scotland-UK, Poland).   

 

 

5.4.5 Discussion 

The analysis shows that there is still considerable room for improvement in designing approaches to CAP 

implementation that use multiple measures and instruments in ways that are synergistic to achieve the 

outcomes required to address the CAP general objective ‘sustainable use of natural resources and climate 

action’. The analysis suggests that there appears to be greater evidence of synergy between the measures 

operating within Rural Development Programmes, than across the different instruments of the CAP (cross-

compliance, greening and Pillar 2 as well as VCS and Pillar 2 measures), demonstrating the benefits of a 

programming approach. However, even within RDPs the results did not provide evidence of a systematic use 

of measures in a synergistic way across all Member States and regions investigated, suggesting that more 

could be made of the opportunities available to use RDP measures in flexible ways in combination with one 

another.  

 

Looking at the level of coherence between the Pillars, very few actual examples of where Member States have 

actively planned the implementation of Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 measures in the round have been identified at this 

stage. From an environmental perspective, the introduction of the new Pillar 1 greening measures provided an 

opportunity in theory to use these measures to build on what was required under cross-compliance GAEC 

standards to provide a basic level of environmental management across EU farmland, freeing up resources for 

AEC schemes that were more tailored and targeted to the specific environmental and climate priorities facing 

agricultural areas. In practice however, this synergistic use of the measures does not appear to have 

transpired in practice to any great degree. The reasons for this are not fully clear and likely to be varied.   

 

In part this is a function of the way in which the different measures were designed. While there tend to be 

agreed processes in place for coordinating the design of RDPs, following the structure set out in the EAFRD, 

until now there has been less need to join up RDP design with the design of other elements of the CAP (apart 

from cross-compliance).  Evidence suggests that discussions on the content and focus of RDPs some 

countries designing the content of cross-compliance, greening measures and Pillar 2 measures in isolation, 

only bringing the three interlinked elements together late in the process. In some cases (e.g. Italy, France) this 

has led to issues of overlaps or incoherence having to be dealt with late in the design process.  Although this 

does not mean that the measures, as finally structured and implemented are incoherent, it does mean that 

they are not necessarily working as synergistically as they might have done if there had been liaison and 
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collaboration between those involved from the outset.  On the other hand, Member States also faced issues 

with the complexity of rules associated with the implementation of the Pillar 1 greening measures and time 

was required to understand and work through what was feasible in practice.  This might indicate that greater 

synergies might be anticipated in future. However, the fact that the exemptions put in place meant that only a 

proportion of farmland was covered by the greening measures also complicated the process of designing a 

mix of policy instruments that would cover the key environmental challenges in the most effective way in the 

places in which they were most relevant. 

 

Tensions between the different objectives of the CAP have been highlighted, both with respect to the use of 

measures (e.g. measures used to address another CAP objective, e.g. farm incomes, but which have the 

potential to encourage or maintain farming practices with detrimental environmental or climate effects) as well 

as the eligibility rules for the basic payment scheme.  What is evident from the examples identified is that 

decisions are often made in relation to one objective (e.g. farm incomes), without necessarily taking into 

account the implications that this might have on another (e.g. environment/climate). Not thinking in an 

integrated way about the overall effects of different CAP implementation choices, looking at the economic, 

environmental and social implications of decisions in the round, can lead to an inefficient use of CAP funds.  In 

the cases raised above relating to the environment and climate, the choices made can lead to RDP funds 

being used to counteract the effects of the decisions made under Pillar 1.  

 

It was beyond the scope of the study to look in a systematic way at the coherence of the CAP measures used 

to deliver environmental and climate objectives with other relevant legislation, for example the Water 

Framework Directive, the Nitrates Directive and the Bird and Habitats Directives. However, a few points can 

be made here.  

 

In general, the priorities identified for the CAP, and within RDPs in particular, are expressed very differently, 

with varying levels of detail. For example the needs might be expressed as ‘maintain and develop biodiversity’, 

‘manage soil functions sustainably’ or ‘reduce diffuse pollution from agriculture’. This contrasts with the 

detailed priorities that are identified within Member States’ Prioritised Action Frameworks (PAF) that set out 

the actions required in Natura 2000 areas, River Basin Management Plans or Land Use, Land Use Change 

and Forestry (LULUCF) Article 10 Action Plans
58

. It is therefore very difficult to ascertain the degree to which 

the response via the CAP is directly addressing the precise needs identified in these detailed plans.  For other 

issues, such as addressing soil degradation, there are no overarching EU policies in place which require 

Member States to set out the role of agriculture in contributing to and addressing the issues identified, unless 

national strategies exist. On the other hand, efforts have been made to ensure that the environmental benefits 

accrued through funding available via Pillar 2 or management in keeping with the Birds and Habitats 

Directives is not undermined by the direct payments regulations. For example, in order to maintain certain 

areas under environmental conditions and avoid their reversion to productive activities, the new definition of 

eligible hectares under direct payments includes areas which gave a right to payments in 2008 under the SPS 

or the SAPS and which: a) no longer complies with the definition of 'eligible hectare' as a result of the 

implementation of Natura 2000 Directives; b) for the duration of the relevant commitment by the individual 

farmer, is afforested pursuant to Rural development measures or under a national scheme; or c) for the 

duration of the relevant commitment of the individual farmer, is set aside pursuant rural development 

measures. Finally, it was outside the scope of this study to look in detail at issues of air quality more broadly, 

particularly ammonia emissions from agriculture, and the extent to which CAP Pillar 1 instruments and Pillar 2 

measures have been implemented in a way that reflects priorities within national Air Quality Plans under the 

Ambient Air Quality Directive and National Air Pollution Control Programmes under the National Emissions 

Ceilings Directive  More detailed analysis on particular issues would be required to provide a comprehensive 

picture of the extent of external coherence of the CAP with other EU legislation or national strategies. 

                                                           
58

 As required under Decision No 529/2013/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 May 2013 on accounting rules on 
greenhouse gas emissions and removals resulting from activities relating to land use, land-use change and forestry and on information 
concerning actions relating to those activities. 18.6.2013 
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5.5 Preconditions for enabling effectiveness 

5.5.1 Introduction 

This section assesses the extent to which the CAP implementation choices in the ten case study countries 

and regions to address environmental and climate objectives have the necessary preconditions in place to 

have the potential to be effective.   

 

Using the methodology set out in Chapter 1, the preconditions for effectiveness are assessed for the key 

measures identified as contributing to GHG emissions, biodiversity, soils and water in each case study 

country.  

 

There is a range of decisions that Member States must make with respect to the implementation of each of 

these measures which enables them to be tailored to the needs and priorities identified. These include: the 

allocation of funding to the measures; the setting of targets to be achieved; the design of the measures 

themselves, for example eligibility criteria, targeting at particular spatial areas, thematic areas of focus or types 

of beneficiary and payment rates; and the implementation modalities, for example the extent to which support 

and advice is available. Addressing these factors in an appropriate way can be considered to be preconditions 

for an effective implementation of the CAP and the sections that follow examine each of these issues in turn in 

relation to the CAP general objective of ‘sustainable use of natural resources and climate action’.  

 

 

5.5.2 Results 

Only a subset of the measures examined in each case study for relevance and coherence was retained for 

further consideration of what might be the necessary preconditions for enabling their effectiveness.  The 

measures retained were those considered by the case study experts as most relevant for achieving the 

priorities associated with the four sub-objectives: reducing GHG emissions, biodiversity, soils and water. The 

main measures retained for analysis were cross-compliance GAEC standards, Pillar 1 greening payments, 

investments in physical assets (M4), agri-environment-climate (M10), organic farming (M11). Other measures 

also considered in a small number of case studies were the forest investment measures (M8) and support for 

Areas of Natural Constraints (M13). The analysis focuses predominantly on the Pillar 1 greening measures, 

the agri-environment-climate measure and support for organic farming, since these are the measures that 

were considered most relevant by the case study experts in the majority of countries investigated. 

 

The evidence on which the results are based is drawn from a range of sources identified for the case study 

countries and regions, including scientific and grey literature, interviews with experts and implementation data 

from the RDPs or Pillar 1 notifications to the Commission. 

 

5.5.2.1 Overall budget availability  

The overall budget allocated to measures designed to address environmental and climate needs and priorities 

continues to be an area of concern in relation to their potential effectiveness.   

 

As shown in the sections above, it is the Pillar 2 measures that are considered the most relevant for achieving 

positive outcomes in relation to GHG emission reductions, biodiversity, soils and water. Therefore, those 

Member States who transferred funds from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1 are likely to have decreased the potential for 

their Pillar 2 measures to deliver environment and climate (as well as other) outcomes, especially when such 

reductions are on top of a reduced overall EAFRD budget for 2014-2020. Naturally the extent to which this is 

the case will depend on the effect that a reduction in the budget available in Pillar 2 has on the measures that 

are most important for the environment and climate. Looking at the figures for the AEC and organic farming 

measures (see Figure 5-6), this shows that, for the ten countries investigated for this study, half have 

increased their AECM and OF budgets for 2014-2020, compared to the previous programming period (BG, 

Niedersachsen-DE, Extremadura-ES, NL and Scotland-UK), while five have experienced a decrease (FI, FR, 

Emilia-Romagna-IT, PL and SI). The overall picture for the EU-28 is also a slight decline (-7.8%).  
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Figure 5-6 % change in programmed expenditure for Agri-Environment + Organic Farming - 2014-2020 compared with 2007-13 

 
Source: RDPs 

 

In all these countries (with the exception of the Netherlands), still a substantial proportion of the budget is 

allocated to the ANC measure (M13) (e.g. 9.6% in Bulgaria, 17% in Scotland, 25% in Poland and 46% in 

Finland), which is generally less well targeted towards delivering environmental and climate benefits (even 

though they play a role in maintaining extensive systems that are of High Nature Value). For other measures 

that are used to deliver environmental and climate outcomes (e.g. investments in physical assets), this 

analysis is less meaningful as it is not easy to determine the proportion of the funding that was used for 

environmental/climate purposes for the previous programming period. 

 

In a number of countries there are concerns that the budget allocated to the AECM will be insufficient. For 

example in France there is concern that the budget will run out after the first year and Italy is experiencing 

applications for some operations 4-5 times the budget available.  In Finland, because of the budget cuts, 

based on uptake to date, the majority of the funding has been used to fund 5-yr basic agreements to 

encourage the balanced use of nutrients, leaving no funding for more demanding biodiversity-focused 

agreements.  

 

A quantified example of the scale of the budgetary limitations can be seen in the example in Scotland 

comparing the estimated financial needs for EU priority habitats and species as identified in the Scottish 

Prioritized Action Framework (PAF) for Natura 2000, versus the actual budget available. The PAF estimates 

the financial needs of habitat and species management schemes in agriculture as £90 000, in wetlands as 

£490 000 and in forests as £80 000 – i.e. a total of £660 000 annually between 2014 and to 2020, with the 

EAFRD identified as the only funding available for this. The actual RDP budget available for M10 for 2014-

2020 in total (i.e. over 6 years) is around £251 000 and M4 in total around £199 000 (assuming a third of M4 is 

going to non-productive investments) – or £75 000 annually. This is only 11% of what is needed and only in 

relation to EU priority habitats and species (as identified under the Birds and Habitats Directives), without 

taking into account the conservation of more common biodiversity or other environmental priorities. 
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In most of the case study countries, with the exception of Finland, a far greater level of funding is available for 

climate and environmental purposes under the Pillar 1 greening measures (see Figure 5-7) than is available 

for the AECM and organic farming measures. This funding is made available to all hectares of eligible land 

and further highlights the importance of using this funding in as effective manner as possible to deliver basic 

environmental management across the farmed countryside to ensure that it provides a firm foundation on 

which Pillar 2 measures can build. 

 

Figure 5-7 Funding available for Pillar 1 greening measures and for the Pillar 2 AECM and OF measures for 2015-2020 

 

 

5.5.2.2 Establishing targets – result and target indicators 

Under the CAP’s Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, Member States were required to set targets 

against certain indicators relating to particular EAFRD focus areas. The target indicators relevant to 

environment and climate objectives relate to priorities 4 and 5. These targets indicate the intended area and 

proportion of land or level of investment that would be supported under a combination of measures to achieve 

a particular outcome.  Agricultural and forest areas are treated separately for priority 4. The targets identified 

for the case study countries/regions for Priority 4 and Priority 5 are set out in tables Table 5-13 and Table 5-14 

below.  

 

This shows that a relatively low proportion of agricultural land is anticipated to come under management 

contracts for biodiversity and/or landscapes (T9), to improve water management (T10), to improve soil 

management or prevent soils erosion (T12), for reducing GHG and ammonia emissions (T18), or for 

enhancing carbon sequestration and management (T19) in the case study countries with the most ambitious 

target being 44% for the proportion of land under agreement for soils in Finland. Very few countries set targets 

for their forest areas. 

 

For biodiversity, four regions have set targets that are higher than the EU average (20.8% in Spain – 

Extremadura; 21.1% in Italy – Emilia Romagna; 28.7% in Slovenia; and 22.7% in the UK – Scotland). Under 7 

% of agricultural land is expected to be supported for biodiversity or landscape purposes in both Germany – 

Niedersachsen and the Netherlands, both of which are relatively intensively managed areas. All these target 

values appear rather low when compared with the priorities identified. For example, Bulgaria has set a target 

for only 12% of its agricultural land to be under management contracts supporting biodiversity despite the 

need identified to maintain and restore HNV farming systems, despite these covering much larger areas of 

land in the country.  
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In relation to the water management target on agricultural land, Finland stands out, with a target of 80.8% of 

its agricultural land to be under management contracts to improve water management, in keeping with the 

high priority given to water quality issues in Finland. Slovenia also has a target that is above the EU average, 

anticipating that about a quarter of its agricultural land will be managed in a way that will improve water 

management, mainly water quality. Most of the other case study countries have targets around the EU 

average of 15%, with the exception of Bulgaria (2.5%), Germany-Niedersachsen (2%) and the Netherlands 

(6%). These are extremely low figures and raise questions about how the water priorities identified in these 

countries are going to be met and whether the mandatory requirements put on farmers in these countries via 

cross-compliance, the Nitrates Directive, Water Framework Directive, Sustainable Use of Pesticides Directive 

etc are considered sufficient to address the water issues faced. 

 

On average, 14.3% of agricultural land is proposed to come under management contracts to improve soil 

management and/or prevent soil erosion over the 2014-2020 period. Finland stands out again as having a 

high target for soil management at 44.4%, with Slovenia having a target of 27.3%. Both Poland and the UK 

(Scotland) have proposed a target of 19%, still above the EU average.  However, 4 of the case study 

countries/regions have proposed  low targets – only 4.7% of agricultural land in Extremadura (Spain), 1.2% in 

Bulgaria and under 0.5% in both Niedersachsen (Germany) and the Netherlands, despite highlighting 

significant soil issues as priorities. 

 

For the climate targets relating to the proportion of agricultural land under management contracts to achieve 

GHG emission and ammonia reductions or carbon sequestration and conservation, not only are the figures 

extremely low, but only some countries/regions have identified targets at all.  The UK (Scotland) is the only 

country amongst those studied to have a target that covers a substantive proportion of land – 23% for GHG 

emissions/ammonia and 16% for carbon sequestration/conservation. Italy (Emilia-Romania) has targets of 

7.5% and 6.5% respectively. The other countries either have set no targets at all or where a target has been 

set the majority are lower than 0.5%. This is despite the fact that there are clear synergies between the 

actions taken for water and soil quality as well as some for biodiversity (e.g. manure management, more 

efficient fertiliser use) and this objective. 

 

These targets will reflect both the overall pot of funding that has been made available for the measures 

prioritised for these purposes as well as the way in which the measures have been targeted.  Nonetheless, 

such low figures in the majority of cases suggest that there are large areas of agricultural land for which 

funding will not be available to support environmental management. This is at odds with the needs identified, 

which suggest that a far higher proportion of land would need to be under some form of management to 

address the environmental and climate priorities. While this is also true for the climate targets, there may also 

be other reasons for these low targets – for GHG and ammonia emission reductions, it may be that the actions 

proposed are related to investments rather than land management and for carbon sequestration/management 

it may be that Member States / regions have considered this to have been covered by the soils targets. Even if 

this is the case, questions still arise about whether or not sufficient action is likely to be taken under the CAP 

to address the climate priorities identified by the Member States, particularly in light of the contribution that the 

agriculture sector will need to make to meet the EU’s 2030 climate targets. 
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Table 5-13 Target indicators for Priority 4 in case study countries and regions 
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BG 2.56 12.00 2.52   1.18 2.31 

DE (N-S)   6.39 2.03   0.46   

ES (Ex) 18.51 20.82 16.34   4.72 2.20 

FI  15.63 81.80  44.03  

FR (Bret)   12.68 12.22   12.22   

IT (Em-Ro) 0.21 21.14 16.36   15.74   

NL   5.87 6.00   0.48   

PL   14.74 14.37   19.09   

SI   28.73 24.74   27.23   

UK (Sc) 37.99 22.73 19.80 37.99 19.13 37.99 

TOTAL EU-28 3.43 17.67 15.06 4.19 14.31 3.51 

Source: DG AGRI data 

 

Table 5-14 Target indicators for Priority 5 in case study countries and regions 
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BG 49.78   216,674,111     149,544,704  1.58 0.16 0.02 

DE (N-S)     157,269,377      1.94   

ES (Ex) 15.56               -      16,191,257      0.15 

FI   117,900,000 10.77   

FR (Bret)     49,850,000     7,060,000        

IT (Em-Ro) 1.45     42,838,656  1.13 7.45 6.53 

NL             

PL           0.35 

SI             

UK (Sc)       1.32 23.18 16.14 

TOTAL EU-28 15.33 2,819,268,106  2,710,791,582  2.01 7.67 1.80 

Source: DG AGRI data 
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Relatively few targets for the output indicators relating to measure uptake (number of farmers, area under 

agreement, number of investments etc.) were identified at the Member State/regional level. Organic farming is 

an exception, where the eight MSs who operate the scheme have set targets for participation. These appear 

to be fairly demanding because they represent a high percentage growth from the existing base of organic 

farming. For example France aims to double its area by 2019 and the Slovenian RDP has set relatively 

ambitious targets (40,000 hectares UAA under organic farming and additional 15,000 in transition to organic) 

which are 15% and nearly 50% of the 2014 figures (SORS, 2016), respectively. Bulgaria has also set targets 

to increase its organic area by about 40% by 2020. However, whether these ambitious targets will be realised 

is still a matter for debate.  For example, in Slovenia most potential organic farmers are extensive livestock 

breeders for whom it is reported that the payment rates are relatively low and unattractive. In addition, the 

RDP does not target other measures at supporting and growing organic processing and marketing of organic 

food produce. 

 

Another example of an ambitious target whose impact is uncertain is that provided in Scotland for its Young 

Farmer measure (M6). Here, an influx of young farmers is expected to provide environmental benefits through 

training and innovation, yet the number of young farmers Scotland expects to fund – around 200 in total – is a 

very small proportion of Scotland’s 56,000 farmers (0.35%). 

 

The main measure for which target indicators are not identified that is relevant for the objective of ‘sustainable 

use of natural resources and climate action’ is the Pillar 1 greening payments, although output indicators do 

exist, i.e. indicators where the data are gathered ex post rather than predicted ex ante. Values for these 

indicators were published in June 2016 within the Commission’s Staff Working Document
59

. The reason that 

target indicators were not put in place at EU level for Pillar 1 was twofold. Firstly monitoring and evaluation of 

Pillar 1 is the responsibility of the Commission and not the Member State and secondly it was considered that 

Member States would find it difficult to determine target values for indicators ex ante for a measure where 

choices by farmers (particularly for the EFA measure) would be difficult to determine.   

 

Data for the output indicators for the 2015 implementation of the EFA measure relating to the proportion of 

land subject to different EFA elements can be found in Table 5-3 and in section 5.3.1 above. 

 

For the EU-28, the output indicators for EFAs show that 36% of holdings will be affected by the measure, 

although it will cover a larger proportion of the arable area (68%). Examining the data for farmers’ uptake of 

different options under the EFA measure in 2015, the most popular elements have been land lying fallow, 

nitrogen fixing crops and catch crops/green cover, all in field options. Evidence is not yet available to ascertain 

the extent to which farmers have had to change their farming practices substantially to meet the requirements 

of the measure. Further assessment (outside the scope of this study) will be required to determine the 

environmental and climate outcomes achieved via this measure. However the information available on the 

way the EFA measure was implemented by Member States and the options put in place by farmers in 2015, 

raises questions about their potential impact, particularly in terms of delivering biodiversity outcomes.  

 

5.5.2.3 Tailoring of CAP measures to environmental needs and priorities  

Pillar 2 measures 

As seen in the analysis of relevance above, in most cases Member States and regions have chosen and 

subsequently designed their measures to address their environmental and climate needs and priorities 

identified. In general the results suggest that in most countries efforts have been made to tailor the Pillar 2 

measures of most relevance to some of their identified needs and priorities (NL, UK (Sc).  
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However, one particular area to highlight is the limited way in which Pillar 2 measures have been explicitly 

targeted at GHG emission reductions. The measures used to address the priorities linked with this objective 

have generally been designed primarily for biodiversity, soil or water purposes or for addressing other 

objectives such as competitiveness or diversification, with GHG emission reductions a supplementary, or 

secondary consideration. In some cases these secondary benefits are made explicit and are an intended 

secondary effect of the measure, whereas in others they are not. In addition, there are some examples of 

implementation choices that may be counter to this objective, particularly where these support the 

maintenance of livestock above levels which they might have been had the measure not been in place, for 

example the use of coupled support for livestock and, to a certain extent, the use of support for Areas facing 

Natural Constraint under Pillar 2 (M13) to maintain extensive grazing in certain areas.  

 

In relation to water quality, despite all countries/regions examined highlighting diffuse pollution from agriculture 

as being an issue requiring attention, only three examples were found where the use of measures were 

explicitly identified as addressing the issues identified in River Basin Management Plans. For example Poland 

and Slovenia specify that their AECM measures will be targeted at priorities identified within the RPMPs and 

France-Br uses M12 to address Water Framework Directive issues.  

 

In a number of countries there was a clear focus of the RDPs towards particular objectives, e.g. biodiversity 

(reversing farmland bird declines) in the Netherlands and soil and water protection in Finland, Italy-ER and 

Spain-Ex. In these countries, measures were predominantly focussed on these issues, despite other important 

priorities having been identified, limiting the funding available and attention paid to address what are arguably 

just as important needs.   

 

Pillar 1 measures and cross-compliance GAEC standards 

Beyond Pillar 2, the extent to which the measures have been designed in a way that has tailored them to the 

needs and priorities is far lower.  

 

For example in relation to cross-compliance, very few examples were found of Member States tailoring the 

standards of Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition (GAEC) in a way that specifically addressed the 

particular needs and priorities identified.  This weakens the ability of cross-compliance GAEC standards to 

provide a strong baseline that provides a minimum level of protection for the environment and climate upon 

which payments under other measure can build. 

 

However, a few positive examples were identified of measures being targeted to a very specific need. For 

example, the Netherlands is the only country identified by the JRC as having severe problems of soil 

compaction and it is also the only country which incorporates a requirement for decompaction measures into 

cross-compliance GAEC standards.  

 

The evidence suggestions that the Pillar 1 greening measures are not well tailored by Member States to 

address the environmental and climate priorities identified. There are a range of ways in which Member States 

can tailor their greening measures.  For EFAs, the flexibilities include: the number of EFA elements they 

choose to offer to farmers to meet their EFA obligation; the types of crops permitted; whether fertilisers and 

pesticides are permitted; and when the crops must be in the ground. The decisions on types of crops, how and 

when they can be grown relates specifically to the options of nitrogen fixing crops, catch crops/green cover 

and short rotation coppice (SRC). For the maintenance of permanent grassland, the flexibilities include: the 

scale at which to apply the rules restricting permanent grassland decline to below 5%; the authorisation rules 

for ploughing permanent grassland; the proportion of ESPG to designate within Natura 2000 areas; and 

whether or not to designate ESPG outside Natura 2000 areas. For all greening measures Member States can 

also choose to put in place equivalent measures via certification schemes or the agri-environment-climate 

measure. 

 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     187 
 

Five of the ten countries investigated (BG, DE, FR, IT, PL) chose to offer maximum flexibility to their farmers 

(over 8 of the 10 possible EFA elements and over 7 of the 9 landscape features), suggesting little tailoring of 

the options to their environmental or climate needs. The remaining five countries (ES, FI, NL, SI, UK-Sc) 

offered a more limited selection of options (five or less EFA elements and either 1 or no landscape features), 

although this does not necessarily mean that the options available have been chosen for environmental or 

climate reasons.  Indeed the reasons for opting for a more limited EFA are varied. Hart and Radley (2015) 

found that some elements are excluded because they are not relevant to the area (e.g. terraces), not 

permissible since the practice is not or had not been supported in the past via rural development funding (e.g. 

agro-forestry, afforestation) and others were excluded because their implementation could pose difficulties in 

relation to the control and verification of actions – for example where certain features are hard to map and/or 

control (particularly landscape features). However, in other cases, decisions to exclude elements were made 

from a more environmental perspective, for example where they were already covered by cross compliance 

GAEC standards and greening could be seen as duplicating effort, or where options were considered to have 

limited environmental benefit or added value. 

 

Very few Member States have prohibited the use of fertilisers or pesticides on their EFA elements.  In addition, 

although Member States were required to permit only those N-fixing crops which were beneficial to 

biodiversity
60

, it is unclear whether this in fact has been the case, as a large proportion of the N fixing crops 

permitted are row crops, which are of limited biodiversity value, although many countries also include some 

more beneficial pasture legumes on their lists
61

 (see Hart and Radley, 2016). A notable exception is in 

Scotland (UK) where fertiliser use is prohibited on fallow and field margins (with the exception of wild 

flower/bird food crop establishment), and pesticide use is prohibited on fallow, buffer strips, and field margins 

(with the exception of spot control of invasive/injurious weeds). Scotland has also improved the potential 

biodiversity benefits from nitrogen-fixing crops by the requirements to have at least two different N-fixing crops 

to extend the flowering period for pollinators, which could work well with the requirement to delay the crop 

harvest (or ploughing in) until 1 August to protect nesting birds. Also positive for GHG emissions are the post-

harvest management requirements put in place for N-fixing crops in Germany and Spain to help prevent 

sudden leaching of nitrates from the soil when ploughed. 

 

Of the countries that were the focus of this study, only France, the Netherlands and Poland had introduced 

equivalence schemes in 2015. Two of these received approval from the Commission to operate equivalence 

certification schemes (France for crop diversification and the Netherlands for all greening measures) and 

Poland introduced equivalent measures for crop diversification into its agri-environment-climate scheme. 

However, despite the potential to use this opportunity to tailor the Pillar 1 greening measures more towards 

the environmental and climate needs of the area, this opportunity only seems to have been grasped in the 

arable package in the Netherlands, which requires farmers to put in place managed borders or in-field strips 

managed for wildlife or specific fauna. The French equivalence scheme, developed for single crop maize 

producers, permits farmers to put in place winter soil cover via green cover from a sown crop on all of the 

arable land being farmed instead of requiring a more diversified cropping structure. While this may help 

prevent some soil erosion and hence water pollution, depending on the location of the maize crop, it may not 

help reduce GHG emissions. 

 

In relation to the maintenance of permanent grassland measure, only Germany, France, and the UK (of the 

countries investigated) have opted to operate the requirement to limit declines of permanent grassland as a 

proportion of UAA within 5% at a regional level. This constrains the area within which decline of permanent 

grassland are permitted, which should help reduce losses in those regions most at risk. However, the other 

seven countries operate this requirement at a national level, despite the need to protect semi-natural 

                                                           
60

 See delegated act 
61

 evidence suggests that row/agriculture legumes with wide spaces between the rows are less beneficial for biodiversity due to their uneven 
and short flowering period and the fact that they require soil tilling and additional nutrients, whereas pasture legumes such as clover 
species are more beneficial for pollinators as they flower more evenly and grow more densely in the field, providing a better source of 
nectar and requiring less tilling and lower levels of inputs (Keenleyside et al, 2014). 
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grassland habitats and to enhance carbon stores and sequestration being highlighted as priorities in many of 

the countries examined.  In Germany, authorisation for ploughing of permanent grassland is given on a farm 

by farm basis, which is an additional safeguard to ensure the protection of important grasslands and in 

Scotland (UK) the EIA regulations (agriculture) should be triggered and permission sought to plough semi-

natural grassland above a certain size threshold. From 2016, as part of the newly introduced equivalence 

certification scheme, Scotland has imposed a compulsory additional requirement for farmers with permanent 

grassland subject to greening which requires them to draw up a nutrient management plan for the application 

of nitrogen and lime. The aim of this is to incentivise the use of soil testing as the basis for fertiliser/lime use 

and raise awareness of the over-use of fertilisers. 

 

In terms of the designation of ESPG within Natura 2000 sites, five countries examined have not designated 

the full areas of permanent grassland as environmentally sensitive. It would appear that there are a number of 

reasons for this, some of which take into account the environmental needs of the area. For example some 

countries (e.g. Scotland) have excluded certain habitats which depend on periodic ploughing for their 

environmental value, whereas others have preferred to retain the ability to pay for restrictions on ploughing 

through using the Natura 2000 measure under Pillar 2. Other reasons for non-designation are more 

administrative in nature, including issues with the current accuracy of mapping of these permanent grassland 

which in turn would have implications for being able to control the measure.   

 

For these reasons it appears that the design of the greening measures appears to have been focussed on 

offering maximum flexibility to farmers, to ensure that controls are able to be carried out as simply and 

accurately as possible to avoid risk of penalties, as well as to minimise administrative complexity (see Chapter 

1) rather than to address specific environmental or climate objectives.  In two instances it appears that some 

efforts have been made to tailor greening to environmental/climate priorities – Scotland (UK) where they have 

introduced specific rules and conditions within both their EFA and permanent grassland measures; and the 

Netherlands, where the arable strip package equivalence scheme specifically addresses biodiversity, water 

and soils issues. In addition, the imposition of farm level authorisation procedures for the ploughing of 

permanent grassland has the potential to afford greater protection to semi-natural and carbon rich grassland 

habitats. 

 

5.5.2.4 Targeting of CAP measures 

There has been a notable trend in the countries examined towards improving the targeting of Pillar 2 

measures to achieving particular objectives, either through focussing the types of actions that can be funded 

or through limiting support to particular geographical areas.  In some cases this increased targeting of support 

is considered to enhance the likelihood of achieving the outcomes desired. However in others concerns have 

been raised that it might overly constrain the potential reach of the measure, leaving large areas of land or 

proportions of beneficiaries ineligible for funding.  

 

This is most noticeable in relation to the way in which the agri-environment-climate measure has been 

targeted, with some countries moving away from more “broad and shallow” agri-environment schemes 

towards more targeted ones in which only certain objectives can be pursued and/or measures are only 

available in certain areas. Some examples, in relation to biodiversity are set out in Box 5.9.   

 

However, whether or not the targeted approach will address the scale of the needs identified is still open to 

question and will depend upon other factors such as uptake, which in turn will depend on payment rates, 

coherence or competition with other aspects of the CAP as well as the scale of what is possible with the 

overall funding envelope (see Box 3.18 and section above). For example, in the Netherlands, despite the 

measure being highly targeted via a limited number of cooperatives, there are concerns that this has overly 

restricted the area of land which is eligible for funding, leaving many areas that are important for biodiversity 

ineligible for support.  
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Box 5.10 Examples of a more targeted approach to the agri-environment-climate measure 

 

In Bulgaria, the agri-environment-climate programme is available to farmers with permanent grassland for applying 

extensive traditional practices for maintenance, restoration and management of grasslands of high nature value, with a 

budget of slightly more than 7% (167.5 million Euros) of the RDP envelope. Non productive investments are also made 

available under M4.4. to provide funding for creation and restoration of semi-natural pastures and grassland landscapes, 

wetlands, habitat management, and control of soil erosion. 

 

In France, which has adopted a regional approach to Pillar 2 implementation for the first time in 2014-2020, the National 

Framework sets out a menu of operations from which the regions must select the most regionally relevant measures to 

address their specific needs. The National Framework also defines a range of eligibility and selection criteria from which 

regions must choose. The regions are given flexibility in the designation of the zones within which the selected operations 

will be focussed and must provide a justification as to how the choice of operations and zones selected respond to the local 

needs. The AECM operations available include a mix of individual operations (divided into different categories: e.g. 

COUVER operations aim at improving land cover, HERBE at maintaining/improving grassland condition, LINEA at 

maintaining/improving topographic elements, MILIEU at improving specific habitats’ status, OUVERT at preventing 

landscape abandonment, IRRIG at improving irrigation systems and wetlands, PHYTO at reducing the use of chemical 

agricultural inputs) and a “system operations” for grassland, arable and mixed farms which involve a package of 

commitments to which beneficiaries must adhere on the whole farm.  The grassland ‘system’ operations apply different 

payment rates depending on the identified risk of abandonment/conversion of grassland – for example, if the risk of 

conversion is high, the payment per ha is also higher. 

 

In the Netherlands, whereas in the previous programming period findings were disappointing in terms of the effectiveness 

of agri-environment measures for biodiversity conservation (specifically with regard to farmland birds), the new AEC 

programme has increased geographical targeting and target species have been selected based upon the Birds and Habitats 

Directives and criteria of international relevance, trends and how rare the species is at national level.  However, the AECM 

scheme is now solely operated via 40 certified cooperatives, who deal with all issues with individual farmers: contract, 

acquisition, inspection, penalties, payment etc, but which cover only a small proportion of the agricultural area (0.07 million 

hectare, or 3.5% of UAA – Terwan, 2016).  

 

Poland has introduced stronger targeting criteria (compared to the previous programming period) to focus M10.1 support on 

specific, geographically diverse needs and environmental pressures. 

 

In Slovenia, previous criticism that the character of the AECM was more akin to income support has led to the introduction 

of a more targeted approach. Previously the AECM consisted of 24 submeasures each with specific and binding 

requirements.  This has now been replaced with an option based system, where farmers may voluntarily opt for a number of 

environmentally sustainable practices on each unit of land use (e.g. arable land, permanent grassland, orchard, vineyards). 

The measure is also targeting at particular watersheds which is expected to have a positive effect on water quality.  The 

range of supported activities to address specific habitat needs has widened, and the level of payments for these actions has 

increased. The environmental requirements have also been tightened, particularly in plant production (horticulture, arable, 

orchards, vineyards), with abolition of certain measures such as integrated production. For example, the newly established 

agri-environment option for ‘Special grassland habitats’ is targeted to the Natura 2000 network in Slovenia (covering about 

25% of UAA), and sets stringent demands of late mowing in order to maintain nesting bird populations in these areas. 

However, it is anticipated that fewer holdings will enter into agreements under this measure now, as the environmental 

requirements have generally increased, the payment levels are regarded by farmers’ representatives as inadequate and 

there is a greater administrative burden for beneficiaries. This has already been seen in relation to the ‘special grassland 

habitats’ option, where there is very low interest among farmers. 

 

In the UK-Scotland, the agri-environment-climate scheme is spatially targeted using target maps and applications are 

allocated funding on a competitive basis. This is designed to deliver the most efficient outcomes in the right place, but there 

is also the risk that some options will be oversubscribed or undersubscribed because applications do not match with target 

areas. There are a number of options that are targeted at conservation priority species (Chough, Corncrake, Hen Harrier) 

and habitats (degraded raised bog, blanket bog, heaths, dunes, Machair) are expected to have a significant positive impact 

on biodiversity, as are the predator control options to protect nesting birds. Options also exist that target more common 

biodiversity in arable farmland and these are expected to benefit abundance of farmland birds, insects including pollinators, 

arable weeds, and wildlife in hedgerows. The scheme is complemented with non-productive investments, funded under 

M4.4, of which many could be used to benefit EU protected habitats and species as prioritised in the Scottish PAF, such as 

deer management, control of non-native species, bracken control, improvement of burning management, restoration of 

natural hydrology of bogs and wetlands, scrub/tree removal, and development and application of sympathetic flood control 

schemes. In addition a small unit management option has been introduced to try and make the scheme attractive to small 
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farmers and crofters who manage a large proportion of High Nature Value farmland in the north west of the country. Agri-

environment-climate options are also available on land that is not eligible for direct payments, provided it is agriculturally 

managed, which may help reach land of high biodiversity value, also providing important carbon stores (e.g. to maintain very 

extensive grazing and encourage wetland management (Jones, 2016)). 

 

Source: case studies 

 

Less information has been uncovered about the extent to which other measures have been targeted for 

environmental purposes.  In the case of physical investments, there is some evidence that these are partially 

being targeted at both environmental and climate objectives. Measure 4.4 (non-productive investments) is the 

measure which is most commonly used and targeted for environmental purposes, often to support the use of 

the AECM as seen in the previous examples.  However, other investment sub-measures, particularly the farm 

modernisation measure (M4.1) have also been used, for all four sub-objectives. Some examples are set out in 

Box 5.10. 

 

Box 5.11: Examples of the ways in which the physical investments measure (M4) is targeted towards environmental 

and climate objectives 

 

In Poland, part of the funding under M4.1 is targeted at holdings in Natura 2000 areas, in order to modernise the farm 

infrastructure to meet high environmental standards and reduce pollution, corresponding to the identified need to support 

agriculture in Natura 2000 areas.  Preventive measures have also been put in place for farms located in nitrate vulnerable 

zones, with a clear threat to water quality from agriculture. These measures include, measure 4: Investments in physical 

assets, to support additional devices for manure storage as well as support for water supply and sewage disposal 

infrastructure under Measure 07: Basic services and village renewal subsidies. 

 

In Slovenia, M4.1 includes funding to protect bee hives against bears, promoting co-existence with large carnivores.  

 

In the Netherlands, M4.4 supports hydrological measures within Natura 2000 areas in the framework of the 

“Programmatische Aanpak Stikstof” (Programmatic Approach Nitrogen) and it aims to improve the water infrastructure in 

order to reach targets set under the WFD.  

 

In Italy-Emilia Romagna, M4.4 provides funding for creation and restoration of semi-natural habitats, and for farmer 

measures to prevent damage to livestock from large carnivores, promoting the co-existence of large carnivores and 

livestock grazing. 

Source: case studies 

 

Beyond Pillar 1, an interesting example of targeting of voluntary coupled support can be found in the 

Netherlands. Here, voluntary coupled support for cattle and sheep grazing is available only in Natura 2000 

areas and other high nature value areas, where these areas are ineligible for direct payments.  

 

5.5.2.5 Issues of coherence across the Pillars and implementation rules 

The evidence from the analysis of coherence in Section 5.4 shows that in general efforts have been made in 

Member States to ensure that their RDP measures work well together, or at least do not produce contradictory 

signals for achieving the objective of the ‘sustainable use of natural resources and climate action’. However, 

there are three particular areas for improvement in terms of the way in which CAP instruments and measures 

are designed to work in a complementary way across the Pillars. 

 

The first of these relates to the way in which cross-compliance, Pillar 1 greening, and agri-environment-

climate measures are designed to work together. As mentioned above, the way in which the measures were 

designed means that cross-compliance is intended to set a baseline of minimum standards for protection of 

landscape features, soil, water, and Natura 2000 sites, with greening providing added protection for 

permanent grassland, and elements that could benefit biodiversity, soils and other environmental and climate 

needs in arable landscapes, whilst agri-environment-climate options should provide support for the active 

management of habitats and species that go beyond the cross-compliance and greening requirements. Efforts 

have clearly been made to make sure that these three instruments do not overlap, although there has been 
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less evidence of attempts being made to design them in a way that is synergistic. However, in practice the 

level of coherence varies depending on how Member States choose to implement the measures.  The main 

issues highlighted, and which merit further investigation, have been: 

 The fact that some Member States have limited the definition of certain landscape features eligible to meet 

the EFA obligation to those protected under GAEC, which means that greening does not go further than 

already existing GAEC rules, undermining its potential effectiveness;  

 The numerous ways in which protein crops are supported – support is provided in most countries under 

voluntary coupled support as well as being available as an option under the EFA measure and also can be 

used to contribute to the crop diversification greening requirement;  

 the cautious approach taken to the designation of ESPG in Natura 2000 sites in some countries, reported 

to have been due to a lack of clarity about the implications of doing so on their ability to make payments to 

farmers under the Pillar 2 Natura 2000 measure (M12), where these payments compensate farmers for the 

restrictions on ploughing set out in the management requirements for the area; and 

 The absence in many countries of any explicit link between the environmental management and objectives 

to be addressed via the Pillar 1 greening measures and the objectives and content of the agri-

environment-climate measures in particular Member States. Some examples of good coherence between 

these elements exist, but these tend to be the exception rather than the rule. 

 

The second issue relates to the use of voluntary coupled support under Pillar 1.  From the evidence in the 

countries/regions examined, it does not appear that Member States are actively considering the environmental 

or climate effects of the use of VCS in their decisions about which sectors to support and in which areas, or at 

least we have not been able to source evidence to suggest that this is the case. This means that there is a risk 

of policy decisions being made by Member States under Pillar 1 which have detrimental environmental or 

climate effects which then have to be addressed through support provided under Pillar 2 measures.  In relation 

to VCS for livestock the issues relate to the implications that this has for GHG emissions and biodiversity in 

particular – while it may ensure the maintenance of extensive grazing systems and protect carbon 

sequestered in the soils, the maintenance of livestock above levels that they might otherwise have been has 

implications for levels of GHG emissions.  In relation to VCS for arable crops, the main concern is where this 

maintains systems that exert significant pressures on soils and water. However, the support for protein crops 

may well be beneficial from a climate perspective, where the increased cultivation of leguminous crops leads 

to lower levels of fertilisers being used on subsequent crops and may also reduce imports of protein crops for 

animal feed from third countries.  

 

Finally, there remain issues with the way in which eligibility criteria for direct payments, particularly the 

definition of what constitutes permanent grassland, are being interpreted and implemented in Member States, 

particularly in relation to whether areas of rough grazing and scrubby habitat, often valuable from an 

environmental and climate perspective, are considered eligible or not. Where areas are deemed ineligible 

there is some evidence that farmers have or have threatened to destroy these habitats to make them eligible, 

which in some places has led to a policy response that uses Pillar 2 funding to compensate for the fact that 

the land managers are not eligible for direct payments. This is an area that would warrant further in depth 

investigation. 

 

5.5.2.6 The use of supporting measures (e.g. advice) 

Almost all case studies commented on how knowledge sharing and cooperation measures could improve the 

uptake of, and add value to, measures such as investment in physical assets and agri-environment climate 

schemes.  However the way in which these measures have been used differs between countries. In terms of 

advice on environment and climate issues, some Member States (e.g. Scotland (UK)) have not targeted their 

advisory scheme, preferring to allow it to be demand-led, whereas in other countries (Slovenia, France) advice 

is compulsory for entry into an agri-environment-climate agreement.  The inclusion of compulsory advice 

however is not considered per se to increase the likelihood that environmental delivery will be improved.  For 

example in Slovenia, farmers are required to attend six hours of training as a condition of receiving support 
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under the AECM, but questions have been raised about the content of the training provided as whether or not 

this will in practice enhance the way in which the measures are implemented by farmers on the ground.   

 

Analysis of the Farm Advisory Service (FAS) was not within the scope of this study, and therefore we have not 

been able to ascertain the extent to which it is being used to support implementation of the greening 

measures.  However for 2016, Scotland has imposed an additional requirement for farmers with permanent 

grassland subject to greening, as part of a compulsory equivalence scheme, to draw up a nutrient 

management plan for the application of nitrogen and lime, with the specific aim of incentivising the use of soil 

testing as the basis for fertiliser/lime use as a means of raising awareness of the over-use of fertilisers. What 

the actual impact on farmer behaviour is likely to be, however, remains to be seen.  In a couple of the case 

studies it was highlighted that no clear rationale for the greening measures was evident to farmers, leading to 

a lack of understanding about the purpose or value of the measures. In a number of regions the complexity of 

the rules is leading to reports of farmers treating these measures as optional, thereby risking the loss of the 

payment. This issue may be resolved over time as the penalties for non-compliance with greening are phased 

in over time and farmers also risk losing part of their basic payment. 

 

In relation to the cooperation measure (M16), this is being used in interesting ways in a number of countries to 

enable landscape scale approaches to environmental delivery (e.g. NL, UK-Sc). However the extent to which 

this will enhance the effectiveness of the schemes in place in relation to the delivery of environmental and 

climate outcomes on the ground will depend very much on whether there is uptake from the farmers and this 

is yet to be seen. 

 

It is interesting to note that the efforts to improve the targeting and environmental orientation of agri-

environment-climate schemes in both Poland and Slovenia have created some tensions with farmers.  

Evidence suggests that the way in which the schemes have been designed in the past has led farmers to see 

these schemes primarily as a means of income support, without the need to change management practices in 

any significant way. In Slovenia there is currently low interest in the more targeted AECM, indicating that 

beneficiaries were not prepared for such a marked turn in policy orientation towards biodiversity targeting, and 

that awareness regarding environmental issues in agriculture is still at a relatively low level.  This raises 

questions about how best to engender a change in attitudes and what support and tools are required to 

facilitate this shift. 

 

5.5.2.7 Other factors with a bearing on effectiveness? 

A number of other factors were identified which were thought could hinder the potential effectiveness of 

measures. These included the level of payment rates; the paperwork involved for participants (particularly 

small farmers); and limitations with technical data and its availability in mapped form. The issues highlighted 

derive from single examples in many cases and are mentioned here to highlight issues that may warrant 

further investigation in future research studies to understand their significance as factors influencing 

effectiveness. 

 

Payment rates: In relation to payment rates, in some countries (e.g. Slovenia), the move to a more targeted 

and more environmentally demanding agri-environment-climate scheme seems to have led to a lower level of 

applications initially.  This is thought to be related to the payment rates, which, although higher than 

previously, are not seen as sufficiently attractive in comparison with the additional requirements of the 

scheme. Whether this is a simply a transitional issue or one that is more fundamental will have to be reviewed 

over time.  

 

Paperwork: In a separate case (UK-Scotland), it has been a challenge to design agri-environment schemes 

which were simple enough for busy small farmers to find attractive. The previous RDP had failed to reach a 

large proportion of small farmers and crofters with RDP investments and management options, although these 

manage a large proportion of the high nature value area, through a combination of weaknesses in advisory 

provision, the role of the Regional Programme Assessment Committees possibly complicating the allocation 
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process, and inappropriate management prescriptions and payment rates (Jones, 2014a, b). The new RDP 

contains a number of measures that are more tailored to the needs of small farms and crofters. However, the 

new scheme still contains a number of administrative requirements that are likely to be difficult for small 

farmers and crofters to meet (applicants must complete a farm environment assessment and management 

diaries, and they must check and adapt their application to correspond to the minimum scoring points for their 

target area). Therefore it remains to be seen whether these farmers take up the measures available to them or 

not over the coming years.  

 

Data and mapping capabilities: Data and mapping considerations have been identified as a factor that has 

influenced implementation decisions for the greening measures. This includes issues with the current 

availability of accurate mapping of landscape features to allow their control under the EFA measure, for 

example, as well as the extent to which Land Parcel Information Systems (LPIS) delineate different types of 

grassland to distinguish particular habitat types for the designation of ESPG. This has meant that the 

designation of ESPG has often been carried out in a pragmatic ways, using areas that are already delineated 

and mapped, rather than a more fine grained assessment of those grasslands that require protection from 

ploughing. In some cases the approach taken has been to designate all Natura 2000 areas as ESPG to 

ensure protection. In others a smaller area has been designated, with the potential to leave some 

environmentally important grasslands unprotected.  This is an area that merits further investigation in future 

evaluations.  

 

 

5.5.3 Answer 

There are many factors that influence the extent to which measures are likely to be effective in addressing the 

needs and priorities identified in Member States and regions.  Whether or not the CAP measures are designed 

and implemented in a way that enables their effectiveness differs considerably between Member States. At 

this stage only a preliminary assessment can be given, highlighting examples of where factors have been put 

in place to enable effective implementation and where issues that may limit effective implementation have 

been identified. There are a few common themes that emerge which are then discussed below: 

 A general view that the funding availability is likely to be insufficient to address the scale of the 

environmental and climate needs and priorities identified; 

 The environmental and climate targets identified within RDPs are low considering the scale of the 

challenges faced and priorities and needs identified; 

 The way in which Member States have implemented the Pillar 1 greening measures in conjunction with the 

2015 output indicator data raise questions about their potential environmental and climate impact, 

particularly in relation to biodiversity – this is an areas which requires further investigation; 

 There is evidence of much improved tailoring and targeting of Pillar 2 measures to address environment 

and climate objectives; 

 There is still considerable room for improvement in designing approaches to CAP implementation that use 

multiple measures and instruments in ways that are synergistic to achieve the outcomes required to 

address the CAP general objective ‘sustainable use of natural resources and climate action’; 

 The value of knowledge transfer and cooperation is recognised and highlighted repeatedly, although there 

is less evidence to show precisely how this will be translated into practice with respect to climate and 

environmental objectives. 

 

The overall budget allocated to Pillar 2 measures designed to address environmental and climate needs and 

priorities continues to be an area of concern in relation to their potential effectiveness, particularly in relation to 

Pillar 2.  Pillar 2 measures, particularly the agri-environment-climate and organic farming measure, continue to 

be those from which the greatest environmental and climate impacts are likely to be secured, however, there 

are declines in the budgets for these measures for the 2014-2020 period in five of the ten countries examined 

here, some of which are of a considerable magnitude. The very low financial allocations for measures under 

Priority 5 for climate purposes is also worth highlighting here. Since the environmental and climate priorities 

identified in these countries remain significant, this raises questions about the extent to which these measures 
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can address these needs. Despite the re-orientation of 30% of the Pillar 1 budget towards environmental and 

climate objectives, the way in which these have been implemented by Member States and the 2015 data 

relating to implementation on the ground by farmers is raising questions about the potential impact of these 

measures in practice, particularly in relation to biodiversity. 

 

The targets identified in each of the countries for the proportion of agricultural and forest land anticipated to 

come under management contracts for the different environmental and climate objectives are very low in most 

cases, reflecting both the limited budget allocations for environmental/climate measures and the enhanced 

targeting in many countries. The greater targeting has revealed the limited resources available for 

environmental and climate action, particularly in Pillar 2 and underlines the importance of maximising the 

effectiveness and impact of all funding, including that available via the greening measures under Pillar 1. 

While this is also true for climate issues, there may also be other reasons for these low targets – for GHG and 

ammonia emission reductions, it may be that the actions proposed are related to investments rather than land 

management (and may therefore be programmed under other priorities) and for carbon 

sequestration/management it may be that Member States / regions have considered this to have been 

covered by the soils targets. Even if this is the case, questions still arise about whether or not sufficient action 

is likely to be taken under the CAP to address the climate priorities identified by the Member States, 

particularly in light of the contribution that the agriculture sector will need to make to meeting the EU’s 2030 

climate targets and the low proportion of the RDP budgets allocated to the climate priority and its five focus 

areas (priority 5). 

 

Good tailoring and targeting of measures is required to make the most cost-effective use of limited 

resources. In general there is evidence to suggest that in some countries efforts have been made to tailor and 

target their most relevant Pillar 2 measures, both singly and by using them in combination, to some of their 

identified needs and priorities for the environment and climate. However, this is not the case in all countries or 

for all sub-objectives. Even where greater targeting has been carried out, there is room for debate as to how 

far this targeting addresses the identified needs.  In some situations the targeting has reduced the area 

eligible for certain measures to such an extent that priorities for action in the wider countryside are left with no 

source of funding (e.g. the Netherlands).  In addition, significant proportions of the RDP budget continue to be 

allocated to provide support in Areas of Natural Constraint (M13), programmed generally under Priority 4 for 

the environment and justified as payments to help prevent abandonment of farming systems that are 

environmentally beneficial.  Despite this, the evidence we have collected does not indicate how the eligibility 

criteria for ANC payments enable the support to be targeted exclusively for these purposes, with the funding 

instead operating more akin to direct income support within defined areas.  

 

Outside of Pillar 2 there is less evidence of the measures available (primarily the Pillar 1 greening measures 

and cross-compliance) having been tailored to the environmental and climate priorities faced in different 

countries.  The findings show that only in a very few instances have countries chosen to tailor their GAEC 

standards very specifically to address particular issues. This weakens the ability of cross-compliance GAEC 

standards to provide a strong baseline that provides a minimum level of protection for the environment and 

climate upon which payments under other measure can build.  Very few Member States seem to have tailored 

their Pillar 1 greening measures to the environmental and climate needs of the country, with most countries 

permitting fertilisers and pesticides on Ecological Focus Areas where this is permissible and little opportunity 

taken to designate ESPG outside of Natura 2000 areas despite the need to protect such grassland having 

been identified. In addition, the opportunities offered by the equivalence options for greening to tailor the 

measures to local circumstances appear to have been used in France not to address the environmental and 

climate needs of the area, rather to exempt single crop maize growers from the crop diversification 

requirements, which is likely to limit the effectiveness of the measure in those situations.  

 

There are some notable exceptions to this, however. For example some efforts have been made to tailor 

greening to environmental/climate priorities - in Scotland (UK) where they have introduced specific rules and 

conditions within both their EFA and permanent grassland measures; and in the Netherlands, where the 
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arable strip package equivalence scheme specifically links with the priorities relating to biodiversity and 

water/soils. It should also be noted that five of the ten countries investigated designated 100% of their Natura 

2000 permanent grassland areas as environmentally sensitive, thereby banning ploughing on these areas.  

Although these may be areas which are already protected under the Birds and Habitats Directive, their 

inclusion under the greening measures may increase compliance with these rules, given the higher levels of 

controls and the likely penalties for non-compliance. 

 

The evidence suggests that more efforts are required to enhance the way in which measures are used 

synergistically to deliver environmental and climate outcomes and highlights a few issues of 

incoherence that still require attention. The analysis shows that there appears to be greater coherence 

between the measures operating within Rural Development Programmes, than across the different 

instruments of the CAP (cross-compliance, greening and Pillar 2 as well as VCS and Pillar 2 measures). This 

is not unexpected given the programming approach to Pillar 2. However even within Pillar 2 the use of 

measures in combination is not commonplace and more could be done to improve the linkages between 

measures for advice and cooperation and those for investment aid and environmental management, for 

example.  A key area where more investigation and efforts are required is the relationship between cross-

compliance, Pillar 1 greening measures and the agri-environment measure.  At present, despite a couple of 

examples of good practice, in most cases there is no particular relationship between the measures evident. 

Finally, there remain some areas of tension between different CAP objectives, particularly where the 

environmental and climate implications of support provided under Pillar 1 are not fully taken into account in the 

design of the instruments which can mean that Pillar 2 measures are used to rectify environmentally damaging 

activities that are permitted under Pillar 1. The two examples identified in this study relate to the use of VCS to 

support livestock and cropping, where there is potential that the support leads to environmental damage 

(increased GHG emissions or soil or water impacts) as well as the way in which rules on what types of 

permanent grassland are eligible for direct payments are implemented. This may lead to an inefficient use of 

Pillar 2 funds as one pot of funding is used to counteract the effects of another. 

 

In almost all the countries examined, the importance of knowledge sharing and cooperation measures 

was highlighted, especially the way in which these measures could improve the uptake of and add value to 

measures such as investment in physical assets and agri-environment climate schemes.  There are some 

interesting examples of how the cooperation measure has been used to encourage landscape scale 

management in some countries (e.g. UK (Scotland)) and used to support the implementation of the agri-

environment-climate scheme purely via a collective approach in the Netherlands.  Also interesting to note is 

that in only two of the ten countries is advice and support a condition of entry into a particular scheme and 

subsequent receipt of funding.  Evidence from past research has shown that knowledge sharing and capacity 

building can pay dividends in terms of improved environmental and climate outcomes and therefore the 

availability of such advice, depending on the nature of the training provided, should in principle help enhance 

the effectiveness of schemes.  

 

 

5.5.4 Discussion 

The extent to which the CAP measures considered relevant in the countries examined are likely to be effective 

in meeting the identified environmental and climate objectives is not clear cut. The overarching message from 

the analysis carried out for this study is that while some efforts have been made to put in place conditions that 

should improve the environmental and climate effectiveness of measures, this is not the case in all Member 

States. Where positive examples have been identified more efforts are required to enable these to become the 

norm rather than the exception. 

 

On the positive side, there have been clear efforts to improve the tailoring and targeting of Pillar 2 measures to 

the environment and climate priorities identified.  The reasons for this are not always evident.  In some cases 

this is a response to previous, less targeted approaches not having delivered the environmental outcomes 

desired (e.g. Netherlands), whereas in others this may be a response to lower levels of finance available. 
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While in most cases this should help improve the delivery of the intended outcomes, in some cases targeting 

has reduced the area eligible for certain measures to such an extent that priorities for action in the wider 

countryside are left with no source of funding (e.g. Netherlands). The question over the most appropriate 

degree of targeting highlights the dilemma of determining the optimal way of using limited financial resources 

available to achieve identified objectives and is an area which warrants further attention. 

 

Good examples have been identified of measures being used in combination to maximise the environmental 

and climate benefits achieved, particularly within Pillar 2. For example many of the countries investigated have 

used the non-productive investment measure to provide capital investments to support agri-environmental 

actions, either in conjunction with the AECM or separately. There are some interesting examples of how the 

cooperation measure has been used to encourage landscape scale management in some countries (e.g. UK 

(Scotland)) and used to support the implementation of the agri-environment-climate scheme purely via a 

collective approach in the Netherlands.  However, these approaches are still not widespread. There would be 

merit in using the channels available (such as the European Network for Rural Development Contact Point 

and the European Innovation Partnership) to share these experiences so that Member States and regions can 

build on the positive examples of cooperation and landscape scale delivery to enable environmental/climate 

outcomes to be delivered at the scale required.  

 

In almost all the countries examined, the importance of knowledge sharing and cooperation measures was 

highlighted, especially the way in which these measures could improve the uptake of and add value to 

measures such as investment in physical assets and agri-environment climate schemes  However, as 

highlighted in a number of the case study countries, it is the content and quality of the advice provided that is 

of most importance if farmer behaviour and practices are to change in the longer term. More detailed 

investigation of the way in which advice is designed and made available to farmers for environmental and 

climate purposes would be welcome, both through the Farm Advisory System as well as specifically in relation 

to the uptake of environmental measures under Pillar 2. 

 

However there are some areas where question marks remain about the extent to which Member States’ 

implementation choices maximise the potential effectiveness of different measures.   

 

One of the most fundamental issues raised relates to the overall budget allocated to Pillar 2 measures 

designed to address environmental and climate needs and priorities. The findings have reinforced the 

importance of Pillar 2 measures that are multi-annual and programmed for addressing environmental and 

climate priorities and needs, however, the limited budgetary envelope available (which shrunk in the last 

reform) has led to concerns being raised over its ability to deliver against these objectives. Low (and in some 

cases declining) budgets for measures such as  the agri-environment-climate and organic farming measures 

for the 2014-2020 period and the low financial allocations for measures under Priority 5 for climate purposes 

are two areas that are of most concern. Added to this are concerns that the larger budgetary envelope 

available for the Pillar 1 greening measures may have a limited impact, particularly with regards to biodiversity 

(and area that requires further investigation). Regarding the AECM budget, this is leading to concerns in some 

countries that it will be insufficient to meet the demand from farmers for the scheme. Funding allocations to 

different measures merit further investigation, particularly where there are significant declines, to understand 

the justification and the implications this has for achieving environmental and climate priorities. In relation to 

the budget programmed for climate issues, this could be explained by the fact that climate appears as a 

secondary priority for many measures programmed under other priorities (e.g. Priority 2 and 3), or under 

Priority 4 (particularly soils). However, this lack of explicit attention paid to climate in programming RDPs, 

particularly in light of the EU’s targets on climate change, gives the impression that the issue is being sidelined 

from an agricultural perspective and that it does not warrant the same level of priority as other environmental 

issues.  

 

The analysis has also identified ongoing uncertainly about the likely effectiveness of the Pillar 1 greening 

measures to address environmental and climate priorities, particularly biodiversity. The EFA measure is most 
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prominent in this respect, as well as the limited designation of ESPG outside Natura 2000 areas, given the 

threats to certain valuable grasslands (for carbon and/or biodiversity reasons) in the wider countryside 

identified. Given the substantial resources allocated to these measures, this is an area that requires further 

investigation.  

 

Finally, evidence of incoherence between objectives has emerged, for example areas where the 

environmental and climate implications of support provided under Pillar 1 are not always considered in the 

design of the instruments. This can mean that Pillar 2 measures are used to rectify environmentally damaging 

activities that are permitted under Pillar 1. Two examples relate to the use of VCS to support livestock and 

cropping as well as eligibility rules for PG under the basic payment scheme. These tensions between CAP 

objectives (e.g. viable food production and sustainable use of natural resources and climate action) can lead 

to sub-optimal outcomes.  It would be helpful to find ways to resolve the tensions between the different CAP 

objectives, for example taking a strategic and more integrated approach to the design of CAP measures that 

balance the improved delivery of environmental and climate outcomes from agriculture with 

continued/expanded food output that is more sustainable.   
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6 Answer to Evaluation Question 3 on balanced 
territorial development 

6.1 Understanding of EQ 3 

EQ 3: To what extent are the Member States’ choices intended to contribute to reaching the general 

objective of territorial development with a focus on rural employment, growth and poverty, relevant, 

coherent and providing the necessary conditions for enabling effectiveness? 

 

Evaluation Question 3 focuses on the implementation choices made by the Member States related to the 

general objective of balanced territorial development, with a focus on rural employment, growth and poverty in 

rural areas. The following sub-questions are addressed: 

1. To what extent are the choices made by the Member States relevant to achieving the balanced territorial 

development objective? 

2. To what extent are the choices made by the Member States coherent with achieving the objective of 

balanced territorial development? 

3. To what extent do the choices made by the Member States provide the necessary preconditions for 

enabling effectiveness in achieving balanced territorial development? 

 

In order to assess the relevance, coherence and potential effectiveness of Member States’ implementation 

choices with regard to balanced territorial development, the primary focus of the evaluation will be on those 

measures whose intervention logic is directly related to this objective.  

 

Particularly relevant to the objective is Priority 6 (Promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic 

development in rural areas) of the Rural Development Programme. 15 % of the total EAFRD budget is 

reserved under this priority to contribute to the general objective of balanced territorial development. In 

addition, the cross-cutting Priority 1 (Knowledge transfer and innovation) is foreseen to contribute to the 

objective, with 4.5 % of the total EAFRD budget reserved for this purpose. 

 

Instruments and measures whose intervention logic is directly related to the general objective of balanced 

territorial development are included in the table below. 
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Table 6-1 Measures which are related to the specific objectives related to balanced territorial development
62

 

Pillar 1: Pillar 2: 

o Basic payment o M4: Investments in physical assets (certain elements of 

this measure, including non-productive investments) 

o Redistributive payment o M6: Farm business and development 

o Young farmers scheme o M7: Basic services and village renewal in rural areas 

o Small farmers scheme o M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other constraints 

o (Voluntary) coupled support o M16: Cooperation 

o Support in areas facing natural constraints o M19: Support for LEADER local development (CLLD) 

o Voluntary transitional payment  

o Framework within which Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania 

may complement direct payments 
 

Horizontal measures:  

o Knowledge transfer and information actions (M1) 

 

Measures directly related to the specific balanced territorial development objectives, but which do not fall 

within the scope of this ex-ante evaluation, include: 

 Pillar 2: 

o Measure 2 - Advisory services, farm management and farm relief services. 

 Horizontal: 

o Farm Advisory Service. 

 

Intervention logic of the measures relevant to EQ3 

The intervention logic shows how the various instruments and measures contribute to the sub-objectives and 

the general objective of balanced territorial development. In the intervention logic presented in the figure 

below, both Pillar 1 and 2 objectives (P1 and P2), instruments and measures have been included. DG AGRI 

defined for 2014-2020 two specific objectives for achieving a balanced territorial development. These are: 

1. Maintaining a diverse agriculture, which is to be achieved mostly through payments and market measures 

under Pillar 1, and; 

2. Social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in rural areas, which is to be achieved 

through measures under Pillar 2. This has been specified in three focus areas:  

a. Facilitating diversification, creation and development of rural enterprises and job creation (Priority 6A); 

b. Fostering local development in rural areas (Priority 6B); 

c. Enhancing accessibility to, use and quality of information and communication technologies (ICT) in 

rural areas (Priority 6C). 

 

The figure below provides the derived intervention logic including all selected instruments, focus areas and 

focus items, i.e. rural employment, growth and poverty reduction.  

 

                                                           
62

 Here we have selected which Pillar 1 instruments and Pillar 2 measures are potentially relevant. However, when analysing needs and 
actions from MSs, we found that Pillar 1 instruments are relatively rarely mentioned, while Pillar 2 measures are used much more often. 
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Figure 6-1. Intervention logic for the general CAP objective of balanced territorial development, comprising Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 

instruments and focus areas  

 

 

For the purposes of this analysis, the primary focus of the evaluation is on the measures below, which have 

been implemented in the case study countries.  

 

Table 6-2  List of the instruments/measures included in the analysis of relevance, coherence and preconditions for enabling 

effectiveness under EQ3 

Instrument/measure 

Pillar 1 

Basic payment 

Redistributive payment 

Young farmers scheme 

Small farmers scheme 

(Voluntary) coupled support 

Support in areas facing natural constraints 

Voluntary transitional payment 

Pillar 2 

M1: Knowledge transfer and information actions 

M4: Investments in physical assets 

M6: Farm business and development 

M7: Basic services and village renewal in rural areas 

M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other constraints 

M16: Cooperation 

M19: LEADER and CLLD 

 

The next section provides an overview of which of the ten case studies is making use of these instruments 

and measures. Section 6.3 describes and analyses the relevance of the implementation choices made in the 

case study countries/regions in relation to all three EQ3 sub-objectives (rural employment, growth in rural 

areas and rural poverty), followed by an assessment of the coherence of the implementation choices and the 

extent to which preconditions have been put in place to enable them to be effective and achieve the desired 

results and impacts. 
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6.2 CAP instruments/measures implemented in the case study countries/regions 

Implementation choices of Member States: instruments and measures 

This section sets out which of the CAP instruments and measures, whose intervention logics relate directly to 

rural employment, growth in rural areas and rural poverty, have been implemented in the case study countries 

and regions selected for the analysis. 

 

The two main specific objectives leading to balanced territorial development are ‘maintaining a diverse 

agriculture’ under Pillar 1, and Priority 6 under Pillar 2, i.e. ‘social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic 

development in rural areas’. The first is to be achieved mostly through the payments and market measures 

under Pillar 1. The second is to be achieved through measures (M), involving training, local development and 

ICT focus areas. 

 

Table 6-3.  Overview which instruments and measures have been chosen by the case study regions*/countries 

 Instruments relevant for EQ3 (x= selected) BG DE* ES* FI FR* IT* NL PL SI UK* 

Instruments under Pillar 1           

Basic payment x x x x x x x x x x 

Redistributive payment x    x   x   

Young farmers scheme x x x x x x x x x x 

Small farmers scheme x  x   x  x x  

(Voluntary) coupled support x  x x x x x x x x 

Support in areas facing natural constraints           

Voluntary transitional payment x       x   

Measures under Pillar 2           

M4: Investments in physical assets  x x x x x x x x x x 

M6: Farm business and development X  x X x X  X X X 

M7: Basic services and village renewal in rural areas; X X X X x X  X X X 

M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other constraints x x x x x x  x x x 

M16: Cooperation x X X X x X x x X x 

M19: Support for LEADER local development X X X X X X X X X X 

Horizontal issues           

M1: Knowledge transfer and information actions x x X X x X x x x x 

* In DE, ES, FR, IT and UK the research was done in a region, respectively: Lower Saxony, Extremadura, Brittany, Emilia-

Romagna and Scotland. 

NB: The dark shaded cells for Pillar 2 with a capital X indicate that they are programmes under Priority 6. Light shaded and 

a small x indicates that er programmed under another priority.  

 

Implementation choices: budget allocation over priority areas and measures 

In addition to discerning which measures have been selected by Member States, it is important to be aware of 

the proportion of the budget allocated to these measures (see also figure on the next page).  

 

Most budget for local development (Focus Area 6B) and hardly any budget for ICT (Focus Area 6C) 

The figure below shows that within Priority 6, the selected Member States have allocated the most budget to 

Focus Area 6B (Fostering local development in rural areas). Only in Finland and Slovenia has a slightly 

greater part of the budget been allocated to Focus Area 6A (Facilitating diversification, creation and 

development of small enterprises as well as job creation).  

 

10-30% of budget in relevant measures reserved for balanced territorial development 

From the selected Member States, Bulgaria and Germany (Lower Saxony) have decided to spend 

approximately 30% of their budget under Priority 6. This is much higher than, for example, for the Netherlands, 

Scotland and France (Brittany), who foresee spending less than 10% of the available budget for the relevant 
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measures on Priority 6. They only reserved some budget for balanced territorial development through 

Measure 19 (LEADER & CLLD). 

 

Local development is mostly foreseen to be realised through M7 and M19, ICT through M7 and Diversification 

and job creation through M6 and, to a lesser degree, M8 and M1.  

Diversification and job creation (Focus Area 6A). Limited budgets have been reserved for Focus Area 6A. In 

the selected Member States, 26% of the available budget under M6 is dedicated to diversification and job 

creation, compared to 12% under M1 and 5% under M8. 

Local development (Focus Area 6B): Most of the budget has been reserved for local development. This is 

mostly done through M7, where 81% of the available budget for M7 in the selected Member States has been 

reserved for local development (Focus Area 6B), compared to 6% of the budget for M16 and 0.4% for M1. 

Measure 19 (LEADER) is dedicated solely to Priority 6B, so it is not surprising that this measure is most 

prominent.  

ICT (Focus Area 6C): The lowest amount of the budget is reserved for ICT. Under M7, 7% of the available 

budget in the selected Member States has been reserved to enhance the accessibility, use and quality of 

information and communication technologies (ICT) in rural areas. Furthermore, 0.5% of M1 is reserved to 

improve ICT accessibility (e.g. for Extremadura).  

 

Figure 6-2 Proportion of total EU public budget allocated to measures under focus areas for Priority 6 in the 10 countries/regions 

studied 

 

Source: drafted on basis of data from DG AGRI 

 

 

6.3 Relevance 

6.3.1 Introduction: understanding of relevance for EQ3 

As for EQ1 and EQ2, relevance is defined as the extent to which an intervention’s objectives are pertinent to 

the needs, problems and issues in a country/region. In this section, the extent to which the CAP 

implementation choices relating to the measures are relevant to rural employment, growth in rural areas and 

rural poverty, is assessed. Relevance is assessed for each of the three specific objectives of the CAP with 

respect to balanced territorial development.  

 

Firstly, the priorities and needs identified in the case studies are discussed. The following subsection 

assesses the relevance of the implementation choices, after which section 6.3.3 formulates an answer on the 

relevance of Member States’ choices for the objective of balanced territorial development. 

 

These results provide a general indication of relevance, but some caveats to the results should be noted: 
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 To identify the needs and priorities in the ten countries examined for each of the three sub-objectives, 

experts were asked to access a range of data sources, however in practice the extent of sources used has 

varied between countries; 

 The ways in which Member States have expressed their needs vary in specificity: in some cases, needs 

are identified in some detail for a specific issue, whereas in others they are expressed in more generic 

terms; 

 It has sometimes been difficult to disentangle the theoretical relevance of the measure to achieve an 

identified need or priority and the actual relevance of the implementation choice itself – however, wherever 

possible it has been ensured that the results reflect the relevance of the implementation choices; 

 It is evident that in certain situations, different interpretations are possible regarding the relevance of a 

particular measure to a specific priority; 

 Finally, local circumstances may render a certain measure relevant to a particular sub-objective when 

implemented in one place, but not in another.  

 

 

6.3.2 Relevance of implementation choices for balanced territorial development 

This subsection will firstly delineate the needs and priorities in the case studies regarding the sub-objectives of 

balanced territorial development, i.e. rural growth, employment and poverty. Thereafter, it will be discussed to 

what extent Member States have implemented measures and instruments under the CAP relevant to their 

needs and priorities.  

 

Needs and priorities in Member States related to balanced territorial development 

All case studies appear to have focussed their activities towards boosting the economic sustainability of their 

agricultural sectors in order to achieve the balanced territorial development objective. This direction takes the 

position that, in the long run, growth and employment can be generated and poverty reduced only if the 

agricultural sector remains competitive. Thus,developing the agricultural sector is a primary concern for all 

Member States, and is considered to be directly related to the balanced territorial development objective. 

 

The sub-objectives of rural employment and growth are relevant for all Member States. On the other hand, the 

rural poverty sub-objective appears to be considered important for some countries and less so for others, 

where rural poverty is low (see also the figure below). This means that in some countries, such as in Finland 

and the Netherlands, the instruments selected to combat rural poverty are not directly related to the sub-

objective, while the opposite may be said, for example, for Bulgaria. 

 

A key concern identified among many case study Member States is the depopulation in rural areas. It is 

directly related to rural employment and poverty, as high unemployment rates, low incomes and a lack of 

access to basic services in rural areas are believed to be key factors driving depopulation. 

A lack of or poor infrastructure in rural areas is another pressing need. Underdeveloped infrastructure (e.g. a 

lack of high quality roads and connectedness with other areas) makes farm holdings less well-connected to 

e.g. other industries, such as the processing sector, and can affect their competitiveness. This is expected to 

have a large impact on growth and employment opportunities. More specifically, many Member States see 

that the renewal of villages (including village infrastructure and service availability) is an important step 

towards reducing poverty. Basic services, involving the availability of clean water and telecommunications 

infrastructure in villages, are considered to be crucial towards achieving lower levels of poverty. Another 

common need related to poverty reduction is achieving more and better education for and developing skills of 

rural citizens. 

 

 

Ways in which Member States express their rural employment, growth and rural poverty needs 

 

 Boosting the competitiveness of farms, which would allow to generate growth, employment and reduce poverty (BG, FI, 

IT, PL, ES, Sl, Scotland), targeted via a number of related actions, e.g.: 
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o Developing entrepreneurship, business skills and market focus in the agricultural sector (BG, IT, FI, ES, PL, 

Scotland) 

o Investing in human capital formation, boosting knowledge and skills (BG, FI, IT, PL, SI, Scotland)  

o Innovating and modernising within the agricultural sector (BG, ES, IT, PL, Scotland, NL) 

o Improving the link between education, research and agricultural businesses (BG, IT, Scotland) 

 Supporting disadvantaged and constrained regions (BG, ES, FI, SI, Scotland), and preventing depopulation specifically 

(BG, FI) 

 Improving infrastructure (roads, energy, telecommunications) in rural areas (BG, IT, FI, SI, PL, Scotland) 

 Renewing villages and improving their availability of services and infrastructure (BG, FI, IT, PL, Scotland) 

 Providing support to young / new farms (BG, FI, PL, IT, SI, Scotland) 

 Supporting small farms (PL, Scotland) 

 Dealing with the generational shift in rural areas, guaranteeing job opportunities and incentives for the younger 

generations (ES, IT, Scotland, BG, FI, PL, NL, SI) 

 Diversifying the economy in rural areas (PL, BG, FI, IT, SI) 

 Promoting organic and environmentally-friendly farming (FI, IT, Scotland, BG) 

 

Source: Information provided by the case study experts 

 

To provide some background information on the actual needs concerning rural employment and growth, the 

urban-rural typology
63

 has been used. The graphs below indicate that the rural employment rate is lowest and 

unemployment rate
64

 is highest in the case studies of Bulgaria, Spain, Italy and Poland, who are below the 

average EU employment rate. 

 

Figure 6-3 Employment rate in 2014 in rural areas for 20-64 years old population 

 
Source: European Commission (2015). CAP context indicators – 2015 update. 

 

The graphs above and below depict the employment rate (for 20-64 y.o.) and unemployment rate (for 15-64 

y.o.) of the population in rural (or thinly populated) areas in the EU and its Member States in 2014. The case 

study countries who are having the highest employment rate and lowest unemployment rate are Germany, 

United Kingdom and the Netherlands and to a lesser extent Finland and France. The case study countries 

with the lowest employment rate and highest unemployment rate are Spain, Bulgaria and Italy. Around the 

average (un)employment rate are Slovenia and Poland.  

 

                                                           
63

 For an elaboration of the methodology and further information, please go to http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/rural-
development/methodology 

64
 Unemployment rate shows specifically the proportion of people who are looking for a job, but cannot find employment. Therefore, it clearly 
shows the affected people. However, some people who are looking for a job might not be registered as unemployed, which would 
understate the true level of unemployment. Also, some people who potentially can work are simply not looking for employment, thus they 
would not appear in the unemployment rate number. For these reasons it is useful to look also at employment rate. It is important to keep in 
mind that some people claim that they are unemployed (e.g. to get unemployment benefits), though in fact they are working illegally (e.g. 
grey economy). This would overstate the true unemployment and understate true employment, thus both metrics are prone to this bias.  
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Figure 6-4 Unemployment rate in 2014 in rural areas for 15-64 years old population 

 
Source: European Commission (2015). CAP context indicators – 2015 update.  

 

Looking at the distribution of employment over the main sectors in rural areas (thinly populated areas in the 

urban-rural typology), it becomes clear that, from the case study countries, Bulgaria and Poland have the 

largest primary sector and smallest tertiary sector. In the Netherlands and Germany there is a strong 

diversification in the rural areas, and also in France, Italy and Finland the primary sector is below 8%.  

 

Figure 6-5 Distribution of employment in 2012 in predominantly rural areas  

 
Source: European Commission (2015). CAP context indicators – 2015 update 

Note: Data has been aggregated by country from data regarding predominantly rural ( thinly populated) NUTS 3 regions in 

the respective countries. 

Data deficits: No data on the distribution of employment available for NUTS 3 regions in Slovenia and the UK. Missing data 

for 8 out of 26 predominantly rural regions in Poland. Missing data for 8 out of 118 predominantly regions in Germany. 

 

As can be seen from the figure below, from the case study countries Bulgaria experiences the highest rural 

poverty rate, followed by Spain, Italy and Poland, who all have a higher rural poverty rate than the EU 

average. Among the studied countries, the rural poverty rate is lowest in the Netherlands, followed by that in 

France, Finland, Germany, UK and Slovenia, all of whom are well below the EU average.  
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Figure 6-6 Poverty rate in 2013-2014 in rural areas  

 

Source: European Commission (2015). CAP context indicators – 2015 update 

 

Figure 6.7 illustrates the average GDP growth rate for predominantly rural areas for the period 2010- 2013
65

. 

For the case study countries, this data illustrates strong economic growth in Bulgaria, Poland, Finland, and the 

UK, while in Italy, France, and the Netherlands, growth is relatively low, and in Spain there is economic 

decline.  

 

Figure 6-7 Average GDP Growth rate 2010- 2013 in predominantly rural regions  

 

Source: European Commission (2015). CAP context indicators – 2015 update 

 

The table below provides a summary of the actual development in the case study countries. This provides 

insight in the needs of the countries. Table 6.4 shows, for example, that rural areas in Bulgaria actually 

experienced the highest growth rate of the 10 case studies, while its rural unemployment and poverty rates 

are also among the highest. This implies that there is a stronger need in Bulgaria to address the latter two. In 

Slovenia the rural growth is currently negative whereas the poverty rate is rather low and employment rate is 

equal to the EU average. The table below shows therefore that from these three indicators there is a highest 

need to address the rural growth rate. 

 

Table 6-4.  Summary of the growth rate, employment rate and poverty rate of the 10 case study countries.  

Green and ++ = positive rate and thus lower needs for development.  

Red and -- = negative rate and thus higher need for development (see further legend below). 

Case study country Rural employment Rural growth Rural poverty 

Bulgaria -- ++ -- 

Spain -- --- - 

                                                           
65

 This period was selected due to restrictions in data availability for 2014 and 2015.  
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France + - ++ 

Germany ++ + ++ 

Finland + + ++ 

Italy -- -- - 

Netherlands ++ -  ++ 

Poland - + - 

Slovenia +/- --- + 

United Kingdom ++ ++ + 

Rural employment rate 2014: ++= clearly above EU average (75-80%); += slightly above EU average (70-75%); +/-= EU 

average (68.9%); -= slightly below EU average (60-68%); --= clearly below EU average (<60%) 

Rural Growth rate 2010-2013: ++ = clearly above EU average (>10%); + = slightly above EU average (8-10%); - slightly 

below EU average but positive growth (5-8%); -- = clearly below EU average but positive growth 0-5%; --- = negative 

growth 

Rural poverty rate 2013-2014: ++ = clearly below EU average (<20%); + = slightly below EU average (20-28%); - = slightly 

above EU average (30-40%); -- = clearly above EU average (>40%). 

Source: Ecorys drafted based upon European Commission (2015). CAP context indicators – 2015 update 

Relevance of selected measures and instruments  

From the analysis performed, we may conclude that Member States could make good use of more targeted 

and specific measures to reach the balanced territorial development objective and, respectively, its sub-

objectives of rural employment, growth and rural poverty. They include more specific Pillar 2 measures, and 

more targeted Pillar 1 instruments like Voluntary Coupled Support, Small and Young Farmers’ schemes. 

However, they still to a large extent rely on general instruments such as Basic Payments.  

 

All Member States place emphasis on boosting the development of their farms. It is perceived as key for 

stimulating growth, increasing employment and, to a lesser degree, reducing poverty in rural areas. M6 - Farm 

business and development is most often implemented in order to achieve these objectives. This measure is 

often found to be relevant to addressing the needs related to employment, growth and poverty, since 

uncompetitive and inefficient farms would not be able to generate growth and provide employment and 

adequate incomes in the medium and long term. The second most often used measure to improve the 

competitiveness of the agricultural sector is M1 - Knowledge transfer and information actions. The idea 

behind this is to develop farmers’ skills and knowledge related to agriculture, and in doing so contributing to 

entrepreneurship and a business, market and client focus. More highly skilled individuals are less prone to 

poverty, more likely to find employment, and more productive, thereby helping generate growth. What is more, 

since human capital is an important contributing factor for efficiency and competitiveness, the broader 

objective of making farms more competitive may thereby be more easily reached as well. 

 

Box 6.1 Examples of relevance of M6 to the rural employment, growth and rural poverty sub-objectives 

 

 Extremadura in Spain is restructuring its least productive farms through M6. The way this measure has been designed 

is relevant for Extremadura as it aims to prevent these farms from going bankrupt and experiencing subsequent staff 

downsizing. More productive and competitive farms can support rural employment and incomes, and can generate 

growth in the medium and long term. They are also trying to increase innovation in the agricultural and emerging 

biomass sectors through this measure, which can increase the sector’s competiveness and hence boost employment 

and growth as well as reduce poverty.  

 Bulgaria implemented M6 in order to support investments in its farms to modernise and increase efficiency. This is 

relevant for growth and potentially also poverty, although it must be acknowledged that this can be counterproductive for 

creating employment as modernisation and increased efficiency can actually result in a loss of jobs. On the other hand, 

SMEs in rural areas will also receive extra support in order to diversify their local economies, which is relevant 

particularly for employment, as it can create more jobs and stimulate growth.  

 Similarly to Bulgaria, Finland uses M6 to diversify rural economies, which is relevant for rural employment, poverty 

reduction and growth. This would make farms more resilient to demand and supply shocks, hence stabilising 

employment and growth, and is thus also imperative for tackling rural poverty. 
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 Italy uses M6 to diversify its farming activity, promote innovation, and improve productivity and effectiveness. This would 

in turn make farms more competitive, and thus generate more rural employment and growth, and reduce poverty. 

 Slovenia and Poland aim to diversify their rural economies. Poland utilises M6 to promote innovation and modernisation, 

and to improve the efficiency and competitiveness of agricultural enterprises.  

 Scotland uses M6 to make its farms more productive and profitable, and to stimulate their modernisation, which is 

relevant for rural employment, poverty and growth in the longer term. 

 

Box 6.2 Examples of the relevance of M1 to the rural employment, rural poverty and growth sub-objectives 

 

 Bulgaria uses M1 to develop skills and knowledge of farmers and foresters and to facilitate the exchange of these 

among these groups. This is relevant for rural employment, rural poverty and, indirectly, for growth, as more highly 

skilled workers will be in higher demand and the overall competitiveness of agriculture will be increased, which is vital 

for employment and growth. 

 Finland uses M1 to develop business skills, and a market and consumer focus in food sector SMEs. The measure is 

relevant for boosting sales and profits of rural food producers, which would in turn allow more opportunities for rural 

employment and, indirectly, growth. 

 Italy uses M1 to develop entrepreneurial and agricultural skills and knowledge. This aims to promote the development of 

the agricultural sector and support rural employment and, indirectly, growth. Educated and skilled people are less likely 

to end up under the poverty line. 

 Slovenia uses M1 to improve agricultural education, which is vital for the sector’s competitiveness and relevant for rural 

employment and, indirectly, growth. 

 Scotland uses M1 to develop, transfer and integrate skills and knowledge in agriculture. This is important for the sector’s 

competitiveness and relevant for rural employment and, indirectly, growth. Such activities aim to improve human capital, 

and are thus highly relevant for addressing rural poverty.  

 Poland supports farmers' access to practical knowledge about modern and innovative solutions to agriculture, 

specifically targeting profitability. This is expected to stimulate growth and subsequently address rural unemployment 

and poverty. 

 

All analysed countries except for the Netherlands envisage to support rural areas facing natural and other 

constraints through M13. The significance of this support largely differs among the countries, of which the 

relative budgetary importance is most prominent in France, Finland, Scotland, and Slovenia. The case studies 

underline the high relevance of this support for Bulgaria, Spain, Slovenia and Poland. Nevertheless, only 

Bulgaria and Slovenia were found to implement this measure with the aim to reduce rural poverty. This 

support is deemed especially relevant for the rural poverty sub-objective, as citizens in areas facing 

constraints are perhaps the most prone to poverty. It is also relevant for rural employment and, indirectly, for 

growth, as without additional help agricultural holdings operating under unfavourable conditions might be 

forced out of markets, likely leading to a reduction in rural employment and growth. The measure also aims to 

prevent the depopulation of rural areas, which further prevents the depletion of the rural workforce and 

deterioration of the rural growth rate. Herewith, it is especially important for these support programs to deal 

directly with the root causes of depopulation rather than its occurrence, such as are the lack of employment 

opportunities, low incomes, and pressures on land. To achieve these objectives the studied countries have 

used solely the Pillar 2 measure M13 - Payments to areas facing natural or other constraints, while across 

the whole of Europe only Denmark has implemented ‘Support in areas facing natural constraints’ under 

Pillar 1. 

 

Considering table 6.3, the implementation of M13 - Payments to areas facing natural or other constraints 

is particularly relevant in countries facing high poverty rates. In Bulgaria, where poverty and unemployment 

rates are among the highest in Europe, the implementation choice under M13 has shown to be highly relevant. 

Although poverty and unemployment are among the main issues in Poland, M13 is not prominently 

implemented in this Member State, while France has implemented the measure despite the fact that its 

poverty and unemployment rates are some of the lowest among the ten analysed countries. 

 

Box 6.3 Design features of M13 ensuring relevance for rural employment, poverty and growth  

 

 Bulgaria use these tools to support activities implemented in mountainous regions and in regions facing significant 

natural constraints. The measure is highly relevant especially for the rural poverty sub-objective. 
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 Slovenia uses these tools for the preservation of agriculture and population density in areas facing natural constraints 

(ANC), since people tend to leave such areas precisely in order to avoid poverty, low employment and income options. 

Since actions under M13 can improve the conditions in these constrained areas and help those who are close to 

poverty, they are very targeted and hence relevant. 

 In a similar way, Finland supports incomes, growth and employment in marginal areas. They use payments to support 

the operational capacity and competitiveness of farms in these areas, which is relevant for the rural employment, rural 

poverty and growth sub-objectives. Similar actions are undertaken in Scotland. 

 In Extremadura, Spain, this measure is applied to compensate for the physical disadvantages that its agricultural 

production is exposed to, in order to allow farmers to continue using agricultural land, maintaining the countryside, and 

maintaining and promoting sustainable farming systems. This is deemed as highly relevant given the fact that 90% of 

the utilised agricultural area faces some type of difficulty, causing a low profitability and endangering the survival of 

agriculture in the region.  

 Poland supports farming (especially smallest acreage-farms) in areas difficult to manage, mountainous areas and other 

areas facing natural or other specific constraints. The measure is specifically targeted to prevent the marginalization of 

land and its exclusion from agricultural production. Herewith, M13 contributes directly to the protection and enrichment 

of agriculture and forestry ecosystems, and in particular to reproduction, protection and enhancement of biodiversity, 

This includes the improvement of water management, including fertilizer and pesticide use and preventing soil erosion 

and improving soil management. This assistance may only slightly affect the production, but its main result will be to 

maintain growth and employment.  

As the Young farmers scheme (YFS) is mandatory, all countries implement it in order to support young and 

new farms. The YFS aims to motivate young people to either start a new business or take over an existing 

farm, and thus to contribute to a necessary generational renewal in agriculture. This is deemed especially 

relevant for rural poverty and unemployment as is the younger population is found to be disproportionately 

highly affected in both respects. As Eurostat data shows, in 2012 Bulgaria experienced an unemployment rate 

of 17.1% of people (aged between 15-74) living in rural areas, while the share of young people (aged between 

15 and 24 years) that were our of work was twice as high - 34.5%.  

 

The national budgetary ceilings, however, differ significantly among the case studies. These are the highest in 

Spain, Poland and the Netherlands (despite their overall low levels of rural unemployment and poverty - see 

Table 6.6), with a ceiling of around 2%. 

 

The Small farmers scheme (SFS) mainly aims to sustain the existing agriculture structure of small scale 

farms in Europe, rather than target productivity and hence economic growth per se. Herewith the scheme is 

predominately relevant for poverty alleviation and boosting employment, as these small farms tend to operate 

at low income levels and are labour intensive. To ensure this relevancy, however, it is deemed especially 

important for the SFS to be easily accessible. Although this is a key objective of the SFS, room for 

improvement has been pointed out
66

. The SFS might have an ambiguous effect on growth in the long term as 

it on the one hand might support inefficient production forms, while on the other provide capacity for rural 

areas to further develop and support diversification in the agricultural sector. All analysed countries 

implementing the SFS offer a support of €1.250 annually per farmer (except for Slovenia, with €1.050). Among 

these implementing countries, the SFS is found to be especially important in Bulgaria, Spain and Poland, as 

these countries have a large share of small farmers. Finland, France, the Netherlands and Scotland have all 

chosen not to make use of the measure. 

 

Box 6.4 Design features of YFS and SFS ensuring relevance for rural employment, poverty and growth  

 

 Scotland uses the Small farmers scheme to improve small farm efficiency, while Poland uses this instrument to help 

small farms diversify their activities and gain access to knowledge. These activities are relevant, as they target those 

most vulnerable, and as they promote long-term growth and development to provide employment and income. 

 Bulgaria, Italy, Slovenia and Scotland all implement the Young farmers scheme in order to support new entrants and 

develop young farms.  

                                                           
66

 Davidova, S., Bailey, A., Dwyer, J., Erjavec, E., Gorton, M. and Thomson, K. (2013), Semi-Subsistence Farming Value and Directions of 
Development. A study prepared for the European Parliament Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development. Available at: 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     211 
 

 In Bulgaria, young and small farmers are considered to be the most vulnerable, therefore these schemes are very 

relevant for supporting employment and growth, and for tackling. 

 

The Pillar 1 instrument, Basic payment, is considered to be relevant to the objective of balanced territorial 

development. It increases the income of farmers; thus allowing them to remain in the agricultural business. 

Therefore, it is of direct relevance for rural employment and rural poverty. It also allows them to make more 

investments, thus it is indirectly relevant for growth as well. They have allocated a considerable amount of 

Pillar 1 funds to that scheme, 50% or more. As a percentage of the Pillar 1 national ceiling, Bulgaria has 

allocated 47%, Finland 49%, France 49% (with a planned decrease to 34% by 2018), Italy 58%, the 

Netherlands 67.5%, Poland 46%, Scotland 60%, Slovenia 54%, and Spain 56%. The case studies and Table 

6.6 highlight that basic payments will be especially relevant in Bulgaria, Italy, and Poland for addressing rural 

poverty and unemployment. On the other hand Finland, the Netherlands, and Scotland all allocate significant 

funds to basic payments, while the case studies and Table 6.4 show that the employment rate is already 

rather high and poverty rate low. Thus the needs for substantial support is lower. In Spain it is the opposite. 

The instrument basic payments was found to be irrelevant to the objective of balanced territorial development. 

This is surprising as  their unemployment and poverty rates are amongst the highest in the EU. This might be 

explained by the fact that basic payments do not appear to be targeted enough. This is an issue apparent also 

in Bulgaria (see box below). 

 

Box 6.5 Design features of Basic payment ensuring relevance for rural employment, poverty and growth  

 

 In Bulgaria the basic payment instrument was considered to be somewhat relevant to the objective of territorial 

development, as the main recipients of the support were mainly larger farmers whereas in order to ensure a more 

balanced territorial development support is more needed with small farmers.  

 The basic payment rate of EUR 107/ha dedicated to farms located in south-eastern Poland, where the average farm 

area ranges from 4 to 8 ha, is expected not to directly affect the volume of production or employment but rather 

influence the improvement of the household budget. Therefore, it has a direct impact only on the rural poverty sub-

objective. However, it still might be important for keeping some farms in business, and thus it is indirectly relevant for 

employment and growth, especially in the future. 

 For the Netherlands, under Pillar 1, basic payment is considered to be the most relevant measure for territorial 

development objective which might explain why substantial resources have been dedicated to basic payment. Farmers 

with an income below the poverty level may benefit from it. However, these farmers are only a small part of the rural 

population with incomes below the poverty level, therefore the relevance of basic payments for relieving rural poverty 

can be considered limited.  

 In Finland, basic payment can contribute to the decision of farmers to stay in the agricultural sector, having an impact on 

the maintenance of rural employment. Thus, it could be more relevant to the territorial development objective than 

Finnish experts acknowledge. 

 

Pillar 1 instrument, (Voluntary) Coupled support, is considered to be very relevant to the objective of 

balanced territorial development. By providing support to vulnerable/declining sectors it can play a crucial role 

in supporting employment and growth, and tackling poverty in these sectors. The case studies have 

implemented VCS. Bulgaria, France, Poland, and Slovenia allocated 13% of the national Pillar 1 ceiling for this 

measure, and additionally 2% for protein crops, Finland - up to 20% of national ceiling of which 1% for protein 

crops, Italy - 11% of national ceiling, the Netherlands - only 0.47% of national ceiling, Scotland - 11% of 

national ceiling, and Spain - 12% of national ceiling. For the overall objective of balanced territorial 

development, Bulgaria, Spain and Italy, and to a lesser extent France and Poland, consider the measure to be 

very relevant. Finland, Slovenia and Scotland find it less relevant, while the Netherlands, reflected by its low 

allocation of their national ceiling to the measure, does not consider it to be relevant at all. However, our case 

studies reveal that countries such as Finland and Scotland might underestimate and understate the relevance 

of this scheme (see the box below). 

 

Box 6.6 Design features of Coupled support scheme ensuring relevance for rural employment, poverty and growth  

 

 Bulgaria focuses on stockbreeding (for meat and milk) and the growing of fruits and vegetables both in vulnerable and 

priority sectors. Coupled support will most likely (positively) affect production, and capacity and turnover of farmers, and 
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thus might help to increase rural employment, to generate growth in the supported sectors and to reduce poverty. The 

voluntary coupled support is thus very relevant. 

 In Spain it is directed at the sectors of cattle, sheep, goats, dairy cattle, sugar beet, rice, tomatoes, nuts and carobs, 

protein crops and high quality legumes, with the funding of €584.92 million per year (12.08% of the annual ceiling). The 

scheme is used in case there is a need to maintain a level of production for lack of alternatives, to reduce the risk of 

production abandonment when it is necessary to provide a stable supply to the local processing industry, when 

disadvantages affecting farmers in a particular sector by market disruptions must be compensated for, and finally when 

other state aid or rural development is insufficient. Therefore, it directly targets the vulnerable and related to them 

sectors, which can support employment, growth and reduce poverty. 

 In Finland, for animal husbandry, the risk of giving up farming is high particularly in the south of the country. Coupled 

support has encouraged farmers to continue within this field. Thus, it has helped to maintain employment and growth 

there. 

 Scotland has two coupled support schemes, namely for beef and sheep. Coupled payments are by definition only 

permissible for protecting and restoring an existing level of production – they cannot be used to increase output. 

Scotland has notified thresholds of 388,000 calves for the mainland scheme, 42,000 for the island scheme, and 83,000 

sheep. Payments increase income, but not as directly as basic payments since more animals are necessary if one is to 

receive a bigger payment. There is expected to be a productivity impact as farmers respond to the incentive to keep 

more animals. Therefore, these schemes can support employment, growth and income in rural areas, and also address 

rural poverty. 

 

Redistributive payment can assure certain income levels, which is important to keep farms functioning. 

Therefore, it directly affects rural employment and tackles rural poverty. There might be a positive second 

order impact on growth via the indirect effect of the redistributive payment on agricultural structures. 

Redistributive payment is implemented in Bulgaria (7% of national ceiling), France (5% on national ceiling for 

Pillar 1 in 2015 with a planned increase to 20% already in 2018) and in Poland (8.3% of national ceiling). 

France, Bulgaria, and to a lesser extent Poland, find this instrument to be relevant for the balanced territorial 

development objective. For France, this is especially noteworthy as France’s rural unemployment and poverty 

rates are already relatively low in Europe while its rural growth rate seems to require some more stimulation 

(see Table 6.3).  

 

Box 6.7 Design features of Redistributive payment ensuring relevance for rural employment, poverty and growth 

  

 In Bulgaria the main objective of the Redistributive Payment Scheme is to differentiate the level of support among small 

and large farms. Thus, it directly offsets the limitations of the Basic payment scheme, which provided too much support 

to big farms and too little to small farms. As long as it results in benefitting smaller farms, which is the expected 

outcome, it could be assumed that the instrument addresses employment, growth and poverty needs. 

 In Poland, RP might contribute to more effective income support for farms, which do not achieve benefits on the same 

scale as the biggest farms. RP is available for all farms between 3 ha and 30 ha. The payment will supplement the level 

of financial support to a specific group of active farmers at the same time entitled to receive SAPS. RP may positively 

affect the production output and improve the income levels in the countryside. Therefore, it is considered to be relevant 

for the rural employment, growth and rural poverty sub-objectives. 

 In France, for the Redistributive payment, a decision has been made to support the farm holdings under the national 

average of 52 hectares that are more labour-intensive as compared to those above 52 hectares. For example, in 2013, 

the labour work was estimated by the agricultural ministry as follows: 2,4 AWU/100 hectare in dairy systems vs 1,1 

AWU/100 ha in crop systems. Thus, this payment could have a strong impact on employment and poverty as many 

workers are affected by it. It could also indirectly affect future growth as it may help keep existing farms competitive. 

 

Member States implement M7 - Basic services and village renewal in rural areas with the aim to support 

investments in small scale infrastructure, recreational infrastructure, broadband infrastructure, and the 

maintenance, restoration and upgrading of the cultural and natural heritage of villages, rural landscapes and 

high nature value sites. This measure does not directly aim to target any of the three sub objectives of 

balanced territorial development. M7 is, nevertheless, expected to be relevant, as better infrastructure and 

public services are associated with higher growth rates (e.g. through the expansion of markets or through the 

reduction of operational costs). Hence, an indirect effect on employment and poverty is foreseen. M7 was 

found to be most prominently implemented (with respect to the share of national budget allocation) in Bulgaria, 

Poland, Italy, and Spain to invest in infrastructure (e.g. roads and broadband) and tourism. Herewith, the 

measure is found especially relevant in addressing the high rural poverty rates in these countries, by directly 
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improving the living conditions of rural citizens in countries where rural poverty is most severe (see Figure 

2.6).  

 

Often this measure is connected/complemented with M4 - Investments in physical assets, which aims to 

help farmers and food processing companies improve the economic and environmental performance of their 

agricultural practices. M4, therefore, provides direct investment support for upgrading the physical capital, in 

agricultural production and processing, and natural capital and environmental sustainability. This measure is 

found relevant for balanced territorial development as it stimulates growth by enhancing productivity. M4 was 

found to be most prominently implemented in the Netherlands, Bulgaria, Italy, Poland, Slovenia, and Spain, 

which confirms the measure’s relevancy. Considering the case study outcomes and table 6.4, this measure 

seems to indeed be quite relevant in the Netherlands (50% of Pillar 2 budget) and Slovenia (20% of Pillar 2 

budget) as their rural growth scores relatively low compared to the employment and poverty rates. What is 

noteworthy, is that although M4 was indicated as relevant in Bulgaria and Poland, the allocation of funds (29% 

and 25% of the Pillar 2 budget) might not be the most relevant for the countries’ needs, given their relatively 

high growth, unemployment, and poverty rates. 

 

Box 6.8 Design features of M7 ensuring relevance for rural employment, poverty and growth  

 

 Bulgaria uses M7 to develop roads in rural areas, as this is crucial for logistics for agricultural companies. It is also used 

for the development and reconstruction of irrigation infrastructure, which is also vital for farms and thus important for 

growth and rural employment. Also, Bulgaria uses these measures to improve the supply and quality of drinking water in 

rural areas, which is directly related to the rural poverty sub-objective.  

 Additionally, Bulgaria is working on the improvement of the country’s telecommunication infrastructure and the service 

availability in villages. These improvements are relevant as they are important for the private sector as this infrastructure 

and service availability might induce an increase in employment,  income and living conditions. 

 Spain and Finland aim to increase the availability of services in villages. This will improve the living conditions of the 

current rural residents and can attract more people who will be able to reside and work in rural areas. 

 Finland improves data communications in villages, which is important for attracting people to villages and to make farms 

more competitive. In a similar way, Italy invests in telecommunication and digital infrastructures in rural areas. 

 Scotland and Poland support community development using M4 and M7 to improve both the physical and social 

infrastructure. This aims to improve the quality of life, which is linked to the rural poverty sub-objective, although it is not 

of tremendous relevance. 

 

Voluntary transitional payment can assure certain income levels, which is important for keeping farms in 

business. Therefore, it directly affects rural employment and tackles rural poverty. There might be a positive 

second order impact on growth via the indirect effect on agricultural structures and via a higher capacity of 

farmers to invest. We have only limited evidence about the implementation of this scheme, as obtained from 

the case study reports. Bulgaria and, to a lesser extent, Poland find it relevant for the balanced territorial 

development objective.  

 

Box 6.9 Design features of Voluntary transitional payment ensuring relevance for rural employment, poverty and 

growth  

 

 In Poland this instrument is dedicated to the tobacco sector, i.e. the cultivation of tobacco. The scale of the support and 

the scale of production are very low. However, it still affects this sector’s income levels, hence it is relevant for tackling 

poverty. Furthermore, farmers are more likely to remain active within this agricultural sector, thus the measure is 

expected to help maintain rural employment.  

 In Bulgaria, this instrument is granted as an additional amount to farmers' income. It is likely that it will help farmers to 

remain active and to maintain employment in rural areas. By increasing income, it tackles the problem of rural poverty.  

 

Pillar 2 measure, M19: support for LEADER local development (CLLD), could be very relevant for the 

objective of balanced territorial development. Within this program, it is possible to accumulate a specific 

understanding of local challenges and needs. Various involved stakeholders might be able to propose 

targeted solutions to address these challenges and needs. All case studies are implementing this measure. 

However, they allocate only a small fraction of their Pillar 2 budgets for this tool – on average around 5.5 - 
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6%
67

. According to our cases studies, this measure is considered to be highly relevant in France and Italy, 

moderately relevant in Bulgaria, Poland, Slovenia and Scotland, and slightly relevant in the Netherlands and 

Finland.  

 

Box 6.10 Design features of M19 measure ensuring relevance for rural employment, poverty and growth  

 

 In Bulgaria it could be said that this measure is very relevant for maintaining/increasing rural employment, since for 

the implementation of activities unemployed and/or marginalised persons might be involved. On the other hand, it 

hardly contributes to significant economic growth in rural areas. Provided that the supported actions lead to higher 

employment rates, it could be assumed that poverty levels in rural areas, at least to a certain extent, will be reduced 

and that it will implicate more growth. 

 Finland’s Leader programme promotes genuine partnerships between civil society and the authorities on rural 

development issues. A positive impact is expected on rural employment and growth. 

 In Poland, Leader action implements the specific objective 6b ‘Fostering local development in rural areas’ under 

Priority 6 ‘promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in rural areas by implementing 

local development strategies (LSR)’. The targeting of support will depend on the diagnosis of local needs and priorities 

identified by the partnership. At this point this is not very specific, however, the approach allows it to be very targeted, 

which potentially could make it very relevant. 

 

Bulgaria, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland and Scotland were found to use M16 - Cooperation for the rural 

employment and growth sub-objectives and to a lesser extent to address rural poverty. Measure 16 is 

implemented to support cooperation activities between various agricultural stakeholders so as to share 

knowledge, share and disseminate new practices, processes or products, enhance productivity, develop of 

new products, processes and technologies, and promote cooperation across actors along the supply chain. 

Hence, M16 is relevant for economic growth and employment in the agricultural sector and may indirectly 

contribute to rural poverty alleviation.  

 

Box 6.11 Design features of M16 ensuring relevance for rural employment, poverty and growth  

 

 Italy promotes coordination between agri-food enterprises and research organisations. It seeks to improve coordination 

to make the supply chain more efficient. These activities can make agricultural companies more competitive, which is 

relevant for the rural employment, rural poverty and growth sub-objectives 

 The Netherlands is boosting cooperation and financing for sustainable innovation. The Netherlands aim to improve the 

competitiveness of and across the agricultural sector. This measure is also used to strengthen the effectiveness of rural 

nature management by stimulating groups of farmers to work with other (nature) parties in the area. A more efficient use 

of resources means that more people are able to use the nature resources, but also that future generations will be able 

to make use of them. The availability of resources for a wider range of people is crucial for good living conditions and 

thus attractiveness of the region, which is indirectly relevant for balanced territorial development. 

 Scotland is promoting the coordination and integration of agricultural advisory services. It is also working to promote the 

cooperation in the food and drink sector so as to shorten supply chains. These activities can improve the agricultural 

sector’s competitiveness, which is relevant for all three sub-objectives. 

 Bulgaria tries to strengthen the links between education, science and business in agriculture. This is also indirectly 

relevant for the rural employment, rural poverty and growth sub-objectives, as it is expected to result in developing the 

agricultural sector and boosting skills and knowledge of rural citizens. 

 

The last two measures M10 - Agri-environment-climate and M11 - Organic farming are directly related to 

supporting the transition to a climate-compatible, sustainable, and organic agricultural system. These 

measures were found to be only slightly relevant for balanced territorial development in France, Italy, Finland 

and Bulgaria. The exact effects of these measures remain ambiguous at this stage. On the one hand these 

measures tend to make farming more expensive and thus have a negative effect on the agricultural income 

and rural growth. On the other hand, as consumers are increasingly willing to pay for organic and 

environmentally-friendly agricultural products, higher value-added organic agriculture could boost rural growth. 

This would subsequently support employment creation and poverty reduction. With respect to employment, 
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M11 in particular is expected to have a positive effect as organic farming is generally more labour-intensive 

than conventional farming. This could subsequently contribute to rural poverty reduction.  

 

Finally, in the long run a sustainable use of resources can benefit future generations as they will be able to 

enjoy more resources. In addition, eco-friendly farming would positively affect the health of future generations.  

 

Box 6.12 Design features of M10 and M11 ensuring relevance for rural poverty reduction 

 

 Bulgaria uses M11 to encourage farmers to convert from traditional to organic farming within a five year period. 

Certified organic farmers are further supported to maintain their application of organic farming methods.  

 Italy uses the schemes to promote sustainable and eco-friendly agriculture and to diversify its agricultural sector. 

 France set a national target for M11, aimed at doubling the areas engaged under organic farming towards 2019. 

 

 

6.3.3 Answer to the EQ3 - relevance for rural employment, growth and rural poverty 

 

EQ 3: To what extent are the Member States’ choices intended to contribute to reaching the general 

objective of balanced territorial development with a focus on employment, growth and poverty in rural 

areas relevant? 

 

In general, we consider the Pillar 1 instruments and Pillar 2 measures implemented by the case studies to be 

relevant for balanced territorial development and its sub-objectives. At the same time, it shall be noted that 

some measures are more relevant than others. Basic payment receives a substantial amount of funds while 

VCS, YFS and M6 seem to be more tailored and targeted in order to achieve the specific sub-objectives of 

rural employment, growth and reduce rural poverty.  

 

Member States have acknowledged this in their choices of instruments and measures, and some of them 

have adjusted their activities respectively. Bulgaria, for example, applies Redistributive payment directly to 

offset the limitation of the Basic payment scheme, which has provided much more support to bigger farms 

than to smaller ones. By directly using the Redistribute payment, Bulgaria can better address employment, 

poverty and growth needs. Additionally, France plans to reduce the Pillar 1 budget share for Basic payment 

from 49% to 34% by 2018. 

 

Most of the implemented instruments and measures appear to address employment and income by 

maintaining the levels thereof, thereby keeping poverty rates lower. Herewith, activities to generate growth 

and subsequently lead to employment and poverty reduction appear to be under-represented. This finding is 

further confirmed by the general acknowledgement among Member States for the need to boost 

competitiveness and increase diversification.  

 

To conclude, the implementing choices of the Member States were found to be predominately relevant for 

their needs and priorities. In some cases, however, the rationale for the presence or absence of a measure 

was found to be less evident, for the relevancy of the implementing choices remains ambiguous.  

 

 

6.3.4 Discussion of EQ3 on relevance 

The previous section outlined to what extent the implementing choices of the Member States have been found 

to be relevant for achieving balanced territorial development. This section will further discuss which 

considerations and policy recommendations could be taken into account by Member States and the European 

Commission towards improving the relevancy of instruments and measures under Pillars 1 and 2.  

 

As some measures were found to be more relevant than others, Member States and the European 

Commission are recommended to shift the focus (and budgetary shares) to more relevant 
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instruments/measures. For example, similarly to France, other countries might reduce their reliance on a 

general instrument, like the Basic payment scheme, and allocate a greater share of resources to more 

targeted instruments like YFS and Voluntary Coupled support. There is some evidence that with the same 

amount of funds and instruments, however differently allocated, it is possible to attain better outcomes in 

terms of objectives of balanced territorial development.  

 

Although countries do employ Small farmer and Young farmer schemes, these instruments could be used 

more extensively especially in countries in which rural poverty and unemployment is more severe. These tools 

can boost the development of small and new farms, and can encourage new entrants, which would provide for 

employment and income generation. In implementing these schemes one should consider ways to proactively 

enhance productivity among these farms, and support them in becoming self-reliant, ensuring long-term 

sustainability. Moreover, both M13 and Support in areas facing natural constraints could be more 

extensively used in order to support the most vulnerable groups of rural inhabitants and reduce rural poverty.  

  

For some cases further research is needed to disclose the exact rationale behind why some Member States 

have placed an emphasis on measures, which seem to be relatively less relevant for their needs of balanced 

territorial development, rural growth and alleviating rural poverty. This research would build upon the analysis 

in this chapter, further identifying how Member States implement the measures to address the three sub-

objectives. 

 

As outlined in this chapter, Member States implement a diversity of measures aimed at improving the 

effectiveness/competitiveness of the agricultural sector. While indeed these can increase in the short run 

balanced territorial development,  generate growth and combat rural poverty, such measures might actually 

have in the long run an adverse impact on employment, as modernization, innovation, and automatization (i.e. 

the substitution of labour with capital) tend to reduce the labour intensity of the agricultural sector. Therefore, 

Member States should take into account the effect on employment. M4 and M7 could be two measures 

countering such a tendency by promoting diversification in the rural economy and therefore new employment 

opportunities via investments in i.a. tourism and food processing. 

 

 

6.4 Coherence 

This section reviews to which extent the CAP implementation choices in the ten case study countries and 

regions are coherent in addressing the objectives of balanced territorial development. Using the methodology 

set out in the first interim report, coherence is assessed internally and externally at four levels. Namely: 

 At the instrument or measure level; 

 At the general objective level: between instruments directly contributing to the same general CAP 

objective; 

 At the programme level: assessing the synergies or contradictions of particular instruments/measures with 

different CAP objectives; 

 At the inter-programme level: between CAP instruments or measures and instruments implemented under 

other legislative frameworks with similar objectives. 

 

While the coherence for the first two levels (instrument/measure and objective level) will be assessed per sub-

objective, programme and inter-programme level, coherence will also be assessed for the objective of 

balanced territorial development as a whole. 

 

 

6.4.1 Coherence related to rural employment 

Coherence within the instrument or measure itself 

No instruments or measures have been indicated as internally incoherent for achieving the sub-objective of 

rural employment. Less than half of the case studies that indicated coherence of the individual measures also 
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considered that the implementation choices made for M4, M6, M19 and the Young Farmers Scheme were 

coherent with respect to achieving rural employment although all indirectly. Most case studies were unable to 

find any implementation choices of individual measures and instruments for employment in rural areas. The 

relations found can only be discerned very indirectly from the measures’ definitions. We could therefore not 

point out any elements of internal coherence. 
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Box 6.13 Examples of internal coherences from the case studies 

 

 Under the Young Farmers Scheme, Scotland does not impose eligibility criteria, thus guaranteeing the widest possible 

access to this direct payment.  

 Measure 4 in the Netherlands provides subsidies to farmers in order to make physical investments in innovation and 

modernisation of agricultural holdings, while enabling financial guarantees to bring innovations in the sector onto the 

market. This has been judged as internally coherent for rural employment. 

 

Coherence between instruments and measures 

Coherence between instruments  which are contributing to the sub-objective rural employment are 

summarized in Appendix E. There appears to be coherence between the Basic Payment and Redistributive 

Payment in four case studies. There are no case studies where the coherence is neutral or not coherent.  

 

Most of the instruments and measures have been indicated as neutral or indirectly coherent with each other 

for the sub-objective of rural employment. 

 

By ensuring a certain amount of income, the case studies report that instruments under Pillar 1 could 

contribute to the decision of farmers to stay in the agricultural sector and thereby maintain rural employment. 

Coherence is thus expected in a policy mix where one direct payment scheme is combined with 

another direct payment scheme. The case studies indicated this in particular for Basic Payment (Bulgaria 

and Poland), Redistributive Payment (France, Italy, and Bulgaria) and Young Farmer Scheme (France, and 

Italy), when combined with most other direct payments and measures.  

 

Box 6.14 Example of coherence among instruments of Pillar 1 

 

 Basic payment is coherent with the Young Farmers Scheme because additional support for the young and starting 

farmers could help farmers to expand their operations and employ more people (Poland) while both measures together 

are seen to contribute to generational renewal as young people are typical the first to leave the rural areas 

(Netherlands)  

 A high level of coherence can be expected when Voluntary Coupled Support is combined with the Voluntary Transitional 

Payment in Bulgaria and Poland. These instruments have a potential to positively affect rural employment since the 

additional income might stimulate farmers to expand their agricultural activities, hence employing more workers. 

 

The Young Farmers Scheme is coherent with the highest number of other instruments and measures. 

When YFS is combined with Measure 4, the two measures complement each other as investment in 

machinery and other physical assets together with additional financial support can help young farmers to 

improve and expand their business and consequently to employ more people (as indicated in Poland, 

Bulgaria, the Netherlands, and Spain). Measure 6 and YFS strengthen each other as the support for new 

business can boost employment among youth in rural areas (as indicated in Poland, Bulgaria, France, Italy 

and Finland). More specifically, some coherence is expected between YFS and the sub-measure 6.1 in 

Scotland, where young farmers gain support for innovation and start-ups.  

 

Within Pillar 2, knowledge transfer (M1) has frequently been noted as a measure that can increase knowledge 

stock and support farmers in employing new, more effective and efficient technologies (M4) or enable them to 

diversify their business (M6), which in turn is expected to increase the capacity on their farm. These two 

measures have been identified as coherent with each other towards raising employment in rural areas. Critical 

for M1 is that the implementation needs to be targeted, reflecting the needs of the farmers as well as the 

economic development in the Member State and of agriculture in general.  
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Box 6.15 Examples from the case studies on coherence between knowledge transfer (M1) and measures of Pillar 2 

 

 Trainings, workshops and knowledge exchange (M1) together with financial guarantees on the introduction of 

innovations to the market (possible under M4) work in synergy with one another for this sub-objective in the 

Netherlands. In Italy, M1 and M4 complement one another because a more informed farmer is more likely to invest in 

efficient machinery and technologies, and it has a direct impact on the local economy and employment.  

 In Spain, M1 and M6 promote the knowledge base and economic diversification of rural areas, which in turn enhances 

the sustainability, efficiency of resources and environmental performance of farms. Also, in Bulgaria the instruments 

complement each other since new knowledge might help farmers to start up new or to expand their business, and thus 

employ more workers. 

 

Neither of the Pillar 1 and 2 instruments, when combined, come into opposition to one another in 

terms of maintaining rural employment. However, competition exists between the Small Farmers 

Scheme and all other direct payments. This is because farmers who decided to enter in the SFS must have 

done so in 2015: they cannot enter in the scheme afterwards
68

. They may decide to opt out in a later year 

(after 2015), however no return is possible
69

. Hence, benefitting from the Small Farmers Scheme excludes 

receiving all other direct forms of payments.  

 

 

6.4.2 Coherence related to rural growth 

Coherence within the instrument or measure itself 

No instruments or measures have been indicated as internally incoherent for achieving the sub-objective of 

rural growth. Most case studies were unable to find elements of coherence between the implementation of 

individual measures and instruments for growth in rural areas. The relations found can only be discerned very 

indirectly from the measures’ definitions. We could therefore not point out any elements of internal coherence 

or, rather, could judge the internal coherence for growth as neutral in most cases. 

 

Coherence between instruments and measures 

Coherence between instruments contributing to or competing with each other for the sub-objective of 

economic growth are summarized in the Appendix E.  

 

Most of the instruments and measures are considered to be neutral or coherent with each other for the sub-

objective of rural growth. Growth in rural areas is an important objective of the CAP, yet growth is not is only 

an indirect argument for the case studies when selecting and implementing the instruments’ and measures. 

 

Some coherence with the sub-objective of economic growth has been found between instruments 

when a direct payment scheme is combined with an additional direct payment. For example, the effects 

of the Basic payment scheme are reinforced by the support which farmers receive under the Voluntary 

Coupled Support Scheme since payments tied to output are likely to stimulate agricultural productivity, which 

in turn might positively affect growth (Bulgaria, Poland). The latter (VCS), when combined with the Voluntary 

Transitional Payment (Pillar 1) is expected to result in growth as well.  

 

Direct payment schemes when taken together with most of the Pillar 2 measures (e.g. for knowledge 

transfer, for investments in physical assets, for development and diversification of activities, etc.) 

complement one another in a number of case studies. For instance, the Voluntary Coupled Support when 

combined with knowledge transfer (M1) has the potential to boost growth since new knowledge and additional 

funds might help farmers to support the continuity of their business (Bulgaria). With the development of the 

farming business and diversification (M6), VCS provides the farmer with direct payments towards modernising 

and innovating their farm holdings. Furthermore, investing in organic food production (M11) is considered to 
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be complementary to the direct payment schemes as the market for organic food products is expanding and 

has future potential to contribute to economic growth in a more pronounced capacity (France).  

 

Under Pillar 2, the diversification of business (M6) with various other measures is considered to be 

coherent for economic growth. For instance, M1 and M6 complement one another because a more 

knowledgeable farmer (M1) understands the business opportunities for diversification (e.g. in Italy), while 

investments in physical assets (M4) in combination with the possibilities of the diversification of farmers’ 

economic activity can lead to growth in rural areas (Poland, Bulgaria, France). In addition, diversification of 

rural areas is stimulated through M13.– as this enables the farmer to maintain their lands in good condition, .  

Such support might result in a higher growth (Bulgaria, Poland, France). With cooperation (M16), the 

diversification of activities might result in better cooperation and the creation of clusters, which in turn might 

lead to higher growth rates (Bulgaria). 

 

In the textbox below a number of examples are presented of the coherence of the measures under Pillar 2 

related to rural growth. 

 

Box 6.16 Examples of coherence among measures of Pillar 2 for economic growth  

 

 Scotland reported coherence between Measure 4 and Measure 7. This is because Scotland has prioritised the 

improvement of the rural broadband network which is highly likely to facilitate and add value to capital investments of all 

sorts - including those under Measure 4 that are designed to improve farm viability and develop the food production and 

processing industry - and to improve the ability of all actors in the rural economy to source, market and distribute their 

goods.  

 In Bulgaria and Poland there are synergies between Measure 1 and Measure 4 for rural growth as new knowledge 

(M1) might help farmers to invest in effective and efficient machinery and technologies (M4), which in turn might result in 

higher growth. 

 

Neither of the Pillar 1 and 2instruments, when combined, come into opposition to one another in terms 

of maintaining rural employment. However, as in the case of the rural employment sub-objective, 

competition exists between the Small Farmers Scheme (Pillar 1) and all other direct payments in two of the 

ten examined countries (Poland and Bulgaria).  

 

 

6.4.3 Coherence related to rural poverty 

Coherence within the instrument or measure itself 

There seems to be a neutral coherence within the instruments and measures related to rural poverty. In most 

case studies there was not a clear coherence or incoherence within the  individual measures and instruments 

for poverty in rural areas. One of the reasons is that poverty reduction in rural areas is not explicitly mentioned 

in the definitions of the implementation of measures and instruments the coherence found can only be 

discerned from the measures’ definitions in an indirect way. We could therefore not point out any elements of 

internal coherence, or rather, could judge the internal coherence for poverty as neutral in most cases. 

 

6.4.3.1 Coherence between instrument and measures 

The coherence between instruments contributing to or competing with each other with respect to the sub-

objective economic growth are summarised in Appendix E.  

 

Most of the instruments and measures are considered to be neutral or coherent with one another for the sub-

objective of rural poverty. Poverty in rural areas is one of the three main objectives under balanced territorial 

development and thus an important objective of the CAP,, yet it is not an important argument for the case 

study Member States in the implementation of instruments and measures. For instance, in the Netherlands 

and Finland, poverty in rural areas is not the most prominent issue because of a well-established social 

welfare system in the country. Innovation, modernisation and investing in human capital formation in the rural 

areas are the formulated needs, rather than ‘reducing poverty’, and this has been reflected in the selection 
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and composition of measures. In Scotland, the CAP, in particular the instruments under Pillar 1, is not tailored 

towards targeting rural poverty. This is because Scotland has chosen to regionalise on the basis of land 

quality alone. Under the direct payments regulation, it could instead (or as well) have taken socio-economic 

factors into account. It could, for example, have set higher rates of payment in regions where employment or 

average incomes were lower. There thus appears to be no link between the amount of support going to 

beneficiaries of direct payments and their poverty. 

 

The more targeted income support measures seem to be coherent based on the theoretical likelihoods that 

farmers working in sectors that fall under VCS and farmers in less favoured areas (M13) are unlikely to 

be among the wealthier farmers. There is thus a level of implicit targeting towards poverty in these 

measures. When combined with instruments under Pillar 1, both VCS and Measure 13 are seen as coherent 

towards the reduction of poverty in rural areas (France, Scotland). 

 

The coherence in the case studies was firstly associated to income schemes that are combined with additional 

payments. For example, in Poland, synergy between Pillar 1 instruments in the context of poverty reduction 

constitutes a characteristic feature of the Basic payment in combination with the Redistributive payment.  

 

Physical as well as social exclusion are underlining characteristics of poverty. Measures addressing 

challenges of social exclusion and peripherality have been highlighted in the case studies as contributing 

to the reduction of poverty. It is expected, that the investments in public infrastructure (M7) combined with 

instruments under Pillar 1 will be coherent with respect to the sub-objective of poverty reduction. A 

combination of investments in public infrastructure (M7) and activities for Community-led Local Development 

(M19) have been noted in the case studies as reinforcing one another towards reducing poverty in rural areas. 

Both measures support operations/activities aiming at improving local infrastructure and social conditions, 

which is expected to lead to economic growth and less poverty in rural areas (Bulgaria, Poland) as well as to 

support new businesses related to rural tourism, cultural amenities and local quality products (Italy).  

 

Neither of the pillar 1 and 2 instruments, when combined, are incoherent to one another in terms of 

maintaining rural poverty. Although there is no incoherence, there is -  as in the case of the previous sub-

objectives - incompatibility between the Small Farmers Scheme and all other direct payments since the former 

is an alternative to the others in two case studies. 

 

 

6.4.4 Answer to the evaluation question on coherence 

 

EQ 3: To what extent are the Member States’ choices intended to contribute to reaching the general 

objective of territorial development with a focus on rural employment, growth and poverty, coherent? 

 

There are many factors that influence the extent to which measures are likely to be internally coherent in 

addressing the needs and priorities identified in Member States and regions. Whether or not the CAP 

instruments and measures are designed and implemented in a way that enables their coherence towards 

reaching a better balanced territorial development differs between Member States, however.  

 

Overall, most of the instruments and measures are considered to be neutral or indirectly coherent with one 

another for all the three sub-objectives of balanced territorial development. None of the measures or 

instruments face internal opposition, and when combined with other measures and instruments two case 

studies seem to be incompatible. The Small Farmer Scheme is incompatible with all other direct payment 

schemes in two case studies. This is because the Small Farmers Scheme is an alternative to the other 

instruments of Pillar 1. 

 

The most coherent implementation of Member States’ choices in terms of reaching a greater balanced 

territorial development is expected in two ways. On the one hand, when a direct payment scheme is combined 
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with another direct payment scheme supporting the more vulnerable farmers (starting farmers, farmers of 

small scale farms, farmers in less productive sectors or farmers in disadvantageous areas) in their agricultural 

activity, maintaining employment and economic growth in rural areas is expected. These combinations might 

in turn inhibit that the vulnerable farmers fall into poverty. On the other hand, knowledge transfer and 

information actions (M1), to the extent that they are expected to help farmers employ new, more effective and 

efficient technologies (M4) or enable them to diversify their business (M6), which in turn is expected to 

increase capacity, have been identified as coherent choices towards achieving employment and growth in 

rural areas. 

 

Policy mixes of measures that are combined with the Young Farmer Scheme seem to be the most coherent 

among one another in the case studies. The Young Farmer Scheme combined with other measures and 

instruments that had been chosen by Member States is foreseen to have a positive impact on balanced 

territorial development for all of the three sub-objectives. It is expected that support provided to young people 

for starting up their agricultural business while they are empowered with relevant knowledge (M1), supported 

in their investments (M4) and able to explore possibilities for business diversification (M6), shall contribute to 

maintaining, or even increasing, the employment rates and economic growth in rural areas.  

 

Across the sub-objectives, a resounding message from the case studies is that while some efforts have been 

made to ensure the coherence of the measures and instruments to target the needs identified for employment 

and growth in rural areas, reducing poverty has been a rather spill-over effect of the choices made. The most 

direct way of targeting poverty is via the measures that address challenges of social exclusion (M16 and M19) 

and peripheriality by investing in public infrastructure (M7). A combination of these measures with one another 

is viewed as reinforcing the efforts towards reducing poverty in rural areas. However, the measures achieve 

this more indirectly than by way of a clear, strategic implementation. 

 

All in all, the chosen measures and instruments are only to a certain extent coherent in addressing the 

identified needs of maintaining employment, boosting competitiveness and reversing depopulation, and thus 

to the sub-objectives of rural employment, growth and combatting poverty. Exploiting further synergies is 

necessary for ensuring a long-term effect on the demographic, social and economic problems in rural areas. 

For instance, the impact of Measure 1 with Measure 7.3 could result in a better use of e-commerce for the 

diversification of the business.  

 

 

6.4.5 Discussion of the analysis 

The coherence of measures applied to contribute to the general CAP objective of balanced territorial 

development has been assessed and the evaluation question answered. Although the case studies have 

identified multiple “neutrals” (the implementation of the instrument is in parallel and do not affect one another), 

areas of synergies have also been identified. Yet, although synergies were detected this does not not 

necessarily mean that the case studies choose to apply these combinations. There might be a natural or 

rational reason why Member States have not always striven to achieve full coherence (synergy). 

Nevertheless, further efforts are required to enhance the tailoring and targeting of CAP instruments towards 

achieving greater complementarity, coherence and, where possible, synergy among them (see example of 

young farmer scheme in the textbox below). 
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Coherence with the Young Farmer Scheme  

 

Coherence of instruments and measures has been predominantly identified in the combination of choices with the Young 

Farmer Scheme. However, it should be borne in mind that the support provided both to long-time and to young farmers 

cannot alone solve the persisting demographic, social and economic problems that rural areas face. Eurostat data show 

higher unemployment of young people in rural areas while a steady trend of depopulation in rural regions has been 

observed. These problems, combined with low or a lack of education, inappropriate knowledge and skills, and an ageing 

population, pose considerable challenges to balanced territorial development in rural areas. Motivating young people to 

either start a new business or take over an existing farm, and thus to contribute to the necessary generation change in 

agriculture, needs to be part of the relevant measures to ensure direct targeting. 

 

The assessment of measures at the programme and inter-programme level shows mostly neutrality and 

synergies in the case study countries and regions. This is both valid across the CAP and also with the 

Cohesion policy. In some case studies the instruments and measures together propose a mix of solid support 

which is consistent internally and may create positive synergies in the field of innovation, to improve the area 

structure, increase competitiveness, improve the quality of products as well as to improve agri-food integration 

of actors in the food chain, which positively affect the implementation of the three CAP objectives. More 

specifically the objective balanced territorial development had in Poland much more importance for decisions 

related to instruments under Pillar 2.  

 

For inter-programme level coherence, the Cohesion Policy of DG REGIO is pursuing very similar balanced 

territorial development objectives. Particularly Leader (M19) and M7 - Basic services and village renewal have 

been identified as having similar aims as the Operational Programmes and objectives of the Cohesion Policy. 

Therefore there seems to be coherence between the programmes. It should be noted that this evaluation has 

been conducted only at a general level. Further consultations with beneficiaries and policy makers at selected 

Member States would be required to verify this finding.  

 

 

6.5 Providing the necessary preconditions for enabling effectiveness  

6.5.1 Introduction 

In this section we assess the extent to which the measures contributing to achieve balanced territorial 

development have the necessary preconditions to enable effectiveness. We evaluate the extent to which the 

measures deployed are potentially effective in reducing unemployment, poverty, and fostering growth in rural 

areas. First, the general context for the case studies will be provided regarding their budget availability and 

targets with regards to priority 6. Thereafter, this section explores the preconditions for effective CAP 

measures regarding their design, the extent to which they are tailored and targeted, any issues of coherence, 

and the soft/supporting measures.  

 

 

6.5.2 Results  

6.5.2.1 Target indicators and budgetary shares 

Under the CAP’s Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, Member States were required to set targets 

against certain indicators relating to particular EAFRD focus areas. The target indicators relevant to balanced 

territorial development fall under Priority 6, addressing measures of Pillar 2. These targets indicate the 

intended area and proportion of land or level of investment that would be supported under a combination of 

measures to achieve a particular outcome (see textbox below).  
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Target indicators and relevant measures under Priority 6 

 

 Under the Focus Area 6A: Diversification & job creation, the most relevant measures or sub-measures are sub-

measure 4.2 - Investment in processing and marketing of agricultural products; sub-measures 6.2 - Business start-up 

aid for non-agricultural activities in rural areas and 6.4 - Investments in creation and development of non-agricultural 

activities in rural areas"; and sub-measure 8.6 - Investments in forestry technologies and in processing, in mobilising 

and in the marketing of forest products". 

 For the Focus Area 6B: Local development, M7 - Basic services and village renewal in rural areas and M19 - 

LEADER & CLLD are identified as most relevant for local development. 

 The most relevant measure for Focus Area 6C: Information & communication technologies (ICT) is sub-measure 

7.3 – Support for broadband infrastructure, including its creation, improvement and expansion, passive broadband 

infrastructure and provision of access to broadband and public e-government solutions. 

The targets identified for the case study countries/regions for Priority 6 are set out in Table 6-5 below.  

 

Table 6-5 Target indicators for Priority 6 in case study countries and regions 

Country/region  6A 6B 6B 6B 6C 
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BG 4.270 22.9% 33.4% 600 1.6% 

DE (N-S) N/A 47.63 % 46.30 % 36 1.10 % 

ES (Ex) 200 70.3 % 70.3 % 1 120 N/A 

FI
70

 4 000 47.1% 47.1% 1 700 49.7% 

FR (Bret) N/A 64% N/A 105 N/A 

IT (Em-Ro) 113 17.4 % 6.3 % 111 5.4 % 

NL N/A 64.9 % N/A 250 N/A 

PL 16 550 58.2% 5.4% 5 943 N/A 

SI 500 65.6 % N/A 66 1.7 % 

UK (Sc) 30 86.8% 25.9% 551 2.24 % 

EU-28 Average
71

 948 86% 68% 341 12% 

Source: Ecorys calculations based on DG Agri data 

 

All five set target indicators show that among the case studies, the range of the amounts varies significantly 

with respect to the EU average. Particularly for T24: % of rural population benefiting from new or improved IT 

infrastructures, all studied Member States have set their target that is at least less than half of the EU average 

except for one Member State, that has set the target four times the EU-average.  

 

In relation to ‘diversification & jobs’, Poland stands out, with a target of 16,550 jobs to be created through 

supported projects. Bulgaria and Finland also have a target that is above the EU average, anticipating that 

about 4000 jobs will be created by the projects. Most of the other case study countries have targets 

significantly below the EU average. All these target values appear rather low when compared with the 

priorities identified by the Member States in diversifying their agricultural business.  

                                                           
70

 Data for Mainland Finland.  
71

 This is based on the countries for which a national target was found available, this excludes Belgium, Germany, Portugal, and the UK as 
the targets are only available per region. When targets were not found for a MS, this Ms was not included in calculating the average.  
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For local development, Member States have chosen a various mix of the three target indicators. The number 

of jobs created through LEADER projects are set by all Member States, and half of the case studies have set 

their targets above the EU average. For both T21 and T22, the range of the rural population that is expected 

to benefit the case studies varies greatly from the EU average. The case of Poland is interesting, as a very 

limited part (5.4 %) of the rural population is expected to benefit from new or improved services or 

infrastructures, while the employment that is supposed to be created by the LEADER project is seventeen 

times the EU average. Spain and Finland have both set the highest targets for the three indicators together. 

Italy seems to be focused least on the local development from the targets the Member State has set.  

 

In relation to Focus Area 6A, the case studies have set relatively higher targets for employment creation under 

T23 than T20, compared to the EU average. This is reflected by a budget allocation by these countries for 

M19 three times as high as the allocation for Priority 6A. This finding might be caused by a preference among 

the studied countries to target diversification of the rural economy and rural employment through the well-

established LEADER programme. Further research is recommended to provide insight into the preference 

among Member States of which CAP measures to apply to boost rural employment through economic 

diversification and growth. 

 

Regarding T24, only Finland has set the target (significantly) above the EU average. For the other case 

studies, Priority 6C seems to be either not particularly relevant, to not be a priority, or to have an insufficient 

budget to realistically set higher targets. The case studies seem to hint towards the latter (see 9.2.3), but 

further research is recommended to clarify this issue further.  

 

In the case studies, most funds have been allocated to Priority 6B. This budget has been largely devoted to 

the implementation of measures M19 and to M7. For 6A, M6 was indeed found to take up most of the budget. 

Table 6-6 shows that activities on a national level to achieve balanced territorial development will be most 

prominent in Poland and Bulgaria, but also Finland and the Netherlands. It must be noted, that some countries 

might fund activities more regionally, whereas Table 6-6 does not provide a good reflection of the actual 

activities (e.g. Spain, France, Italy). In comparing these figures with the national targets we note the following. 

Poland, for example, aims to create almost 6000 jobs through its Leader projects, with a budget of €8.6 billion, 

while Bulgaria’s target is 10 times lower yet with about a fourth of the budget. Moreover, Finland aims to 

create three times as many jobs than Bulgaria with less budget. On the other hand, with a relatively small 

share of the total budget under 6B, Bulgaria’s target for rural infrastructure is relatively high. Although the 

Netherlands has not set a target under 6A, it has the largest budget share for this priority among the 10 

countries.  

 

Table 6-6  Share of total budget under priority 6 in case study countries 

Country 6A 6B 6C 

BG 20% 15% 3% 

DE (NAT) 0% 0% 0% 

ES (NAT) 0% 2% 0% 

FI 5% 12% 31% 

FR (NAT) 0% 0% 1% 

IT (NAT) 0% 4% 17% 

NL 29% 2% 17% 

PL 29% 58% 0% 

SI 17% 3% 20% 

UK_SCOT 1% 4% 11% 
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Country 6A 6B 6C 

Share priority 6 total budget 15% 75% 11%
72

 

Source: Drafted on basis of DG Agri 

 

6.5.2.2 Design of the CAP measures towards their effectiveness 

Evaluating the design and current implementation of the CAP measures, some expectations can be 

formulated regarding their potential to be effective. As obtained from this evaluation:  

 The measures expected to have the right pre-conditions to be most effective for the objective of balanced 

territorial development in the case study countries are (under Pillar 1) Voluntary Coupled Support, the 

Young Farmers Scheme and Basic payment, and (under Pillar 2) measure 16 - Cooperation and 

Measure 19 – Support for LEADER local development (CLLD); 

 The measures expected to have the least potential to contribute to balanced territorial development are 

Measure 1 – Knowledge Transfer and Innovation Actions and Measure 4 – Investments in physical 

assets.  

 

This section provides for each of the measures a short description of their rationale and their past 

implementation to support the observations above. 

 

Basic Payment 

For many countries, basic payments are expected to be an effective instrument for supporting farm incomes in 

rural areas and contributing to reducing poverty experienced by farm households.  

 

Box 6.17 Examples from the case studies 

 

 Scotland argues in strongly in favour of basic payments not only as it alleviates poverty or prevents families from falling 

into poverty, but also in keeping farms in business. A high proportion of Scottish farms would not be viable without these 

payments. Scotland’s redistribution of basic direct payments moves substantial amounts of money between sectors of 

farming, between counties and between individual farmers. There are expected to be local employment effects from this 

– including some negative ones where payments are being reduced. Next to this direct consequence, the extra income 

accruing to farmers over and above what is needed to maintain their viability should in theory also have a positive 

impact on rural employment due to greater spending power either on or off the farm. Whether these effects occur in 

practice will depend on wider labour market conditions.  

 In Italy, the favourable judgment for the basic payment scheme is likely motivated by the fact that Italy moved from 

historical to regionalised payment, which implies a redistribution towards areas that had lower payments in past 

systems. 

 

The complementarity of the basic payment instrument with the following measures adds to good pre-

conditions for effectiveness. It complements the Young Farmers Scheme since both measures can contribute 

and support necessary generational renewal. Additionally, the measures might encourage young farmers to 

invest and to increase their productivity, which in turn might lead to a higher growth in rural areas. The 

measure is also coherent with Voluntary Coupled Support. The measures also support agricultural income and 

avoid an abandonment of farming in less prosperous sectors.  

 

Voluntary Coupled Support 

Voluntary Coupled Support is expected, for example in Bulgaria and France, to be effective for tackling social 

and economic challenges in rural areas. (Voluntary) coupled support concerns the different commodity groups 

of particular importance to economy, environment or society, which are in a difficult situation mainly due to 

declining production and a decline in interest in their cultivation. Support for these products will have a 

significant impact on the development of agricultural production, on its diversification, and is expected to 

increase a market-oriented approach. The financial support and a possible higher productivity of agricultural 
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 Discrepancy of the sum of these share with 100% are caused by rounding up.  
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farms might lead to an increase in labour demand or actually a decrease when with the higher productivity 

less labour is needed for the same production and related to this poverty alleviation.  

 

Box 6.18 Examples from the case studies 

 

 In Spain, Voluntary Coupled Support is used in case there is a need to maintain a level of production in case there is a 

lack of alternatives, to reduce the risk of production abandonment when it is necessary to provide a stable supply to the 

local processing industry, when it needs to compensate the disadvantages affecting farmers in a particular sector by 

market disruptions, and finally when other state aid or rural development is insufficient.  

 For Scotland, the Voluntary Coupled Support is expected to be a little less effective than the basic direct payments 

because they are a less direct form of income support. Neither beef nor highland sheep farming is labour-intensive in 

Scotland, and coupled payments cannot be used to increase the scale of production at the aggregate level. 

 

 

 

Young Farmers Scheme 

The Young Farmers Scheme is regarded as the most suitable measure for motivating young people to either 

start a new business or take over an existing farm, and thus to contribute to the necessary generation change 

in agriculture in, for example, France or Bulgaria. Structural changes are necessary because of the growing 

problem of an ageing population and continuity of the farms, which are often inefficiently managed, and 

oriented only to meet the needs of the households. For Poland, this scheme is thought to be very relevant as 

young people need incentives to start a profitable business-oriented development and embrace innovation. 

Payments for young farmers reward entrepreneurship and the development of agricultural production. At the 

same time, they greatly correspond with the need to improve the competitiveness of farms and the 

reorientation of small farms. With this support young people living in rural areas are afforded the opportunity to 

acquire non-agriculture skills so that they are able to find a job without having to change their place of 

residence. Other payments under Pillar 1 also respond to the needs of the Polish countryside in the context of 

fostering employment, but do not generate a noticeable increase in its effectiveness. The Young Farmers 

Scheme is expected to have a positive impact on balanced territorial development, as it contributes to creating 

attractive employment opportunities in rural areas for young people. Furthermore, not only the farmer benefits 

from the scheme, but each new business contributes indirectly to generate seven jobs downstream and 

upstream of the food chain, and is therefore an opportunity for regional prosperity. 

 

M16 - Cooperation & M19 LEADER and CLLD 

Measure 16 on cooperation in the region Extremadura is expected to enable a productive agricultural sector, 

which uses resources more efficiently, encourages business participation in innovation, through support to 

creation of technology-based companies, incorporation of researchers to companies, exchanges between 

public research organisations and enterprises, promotion and relations for generating projects and 

encouraging participation in the Operative Groups EIP-AGRI at the regional, national and European level.  

 

Box 6.19 Examples from the case studies 

 

 For Finland, it is expected that the M16 measure can bring rural operators together to organise joint work processes and 

share facilities and resources and to develop and market tourism in rural areas. The majority of farms in Finland have 

forests in addition to arable land and animal husbandry, therefore support for drawing up of forest management plans or 

equivalent instruments is important in the sustainable management of forested areas.  

 M16 (cooperation) and M19 (LEADER) are also anticipated to contribute to rural employment in Scotland. For instance, 

Operational Groups funded under the cooperation measure looking at innovation, the food chain, farm viability, new 

entrants, and climate change mitigation are expected to yield employment benefits. The creation of Local Action Groups 

through LEADER is expected to generate additional jobs if defragmentation of silo structures in rural society leads to 

new or expanded business ventures. 

 In the Netherlands, 16% to 20% of inhabitants of remote villages frequently perceive some to a very high degree of 

social exclusion. That social exclusion often takes the form of inadequate social participation. M16 and M19 are relevant 

in this aspect, as these could firstly encourage social inclusion of poor people and secondly as a result increase their 

chances of improving their income situation.  
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Measure 1 – Knowledge Transfer and Innovation Actions  

This measure seems to have an indirect impact on employment, growth and poverty. For Bulgaria, knowledge 

transfer and information actions might in the future contribute to increasing employment rates, growth, and to 

helping people at risk of poverty overcome challenges. Knowledge transfer and information actions will help 

farmers to employ new, more effective and efficient technologies, which in turn will increase capacity and, 

perhaps, labour demand. For the Netherlands, it is argued that all measures under Pillar 2 are not relevant to 

rural employment and growth as they rather help to maintain employment than to increase the number of jobs. 

Additionally, as the budget allocated is rather small in the Dutch RDP, the scope is limited. 

 

M4 - Investments in physical assets  

This measure is expected to be effective only in some cases. For Bulgaria, Italy, Poland, Scotland and France, 

Measure 4 is expected to be effective as impact will be created in rural areas and their construction and 

subsequent operation is believed to generate jobs. Furthermore, it might facilitate changes in the agrarian 

structure, which would increase employment efficiency. However, Slovenia, The Netherlands, Spain and 

Finland did not find the evidence to support the effectiveness of this measure. In particular, the Netherlands 

indicated that the measure shifts focus on maintaining rural employment rather than stimulating it. 

 

6.5.2.3 Tailoring of CAP measures for balanced territorial development 

As seen in the analysis of relevance above, most cases Member States and regions have chosen measures 

to address the most relevant of their national needs and priorities. In general some evidence has been found 

among Member States that these tailor their implementing choices to the country needs. In general, the 

results suggest that in most countries efforts have been made to tailor Pillar 2 measures of most relevance to 

some of their identified needs and priorities (NL, UK - Scotland).  

 

Box 6.20 Examples from the case studies 

 

 Rural youth unemployment in Bulgaria remains one of the most persistent issues (34,5% - see section 6.3.2). To 

address this issue the Young Farmers Scheme is identified as the most effective measure and considering the 

Bulgarian data, from the previous programming period, this scheme is indeed expected to attract a substantial number 

of applicants. 

 Moreover, for Bulgaria the Voluntary Coupled Support (Pillar 1) is also fully tailored to tackling social and economic 

challenges in rural areas. Stockbreeding and fruits and vegetables growing sectors are declared sensitive and priority 

ones. The financial support and a possible higher productivity of agricultural farms might lead to an increase in labour 

demand, to economic growth, and very likely to be effective in supporting workers at risk of poverty to overcome 

financial hardships. 

 The Extremadura region in Spain is one of the Spanish regions with the highest unemployment rates and the lowest 

activity rates
7374

 (unemployment rate = 28.51 %, and activity rate = 55.56 %, compared to national rates of 21.28 %, and 

59.50%). As the agricultural sector is the second most important sector of the region, employing 39% of the working 

population, it is of major importance in addressing these issues. This considered, the use of the Young Farmers 

Scheme in combination with the Small Farmers Scheme, (Voluntary) Coupled support, M6 - farm business and 

development, M16 - cooperation, and M19 - LEADER, offer a powerful set of measures to effectively address the needs 

of the region.  

 Poland has had a stable employment rate for years, but the rate is lower than in most EU countries
75

 (50.9% in 2014). A 

trend however is visible with regards to the percentage of people working in the agriculture sector which shows a 

gradual decline from 13,1% in 2010 to 11,5% in 2014
76

. However, employment in agriculture in Poland still remains 

noticeably higher than the EU average, which in 2012 was 5.3%
77

. Moreover 24.1% of rural population in Poland is at 

risk of poverty
78

. Half of the farms in Poland are known to be small, and the risk indicators of poverty for them are two 

                                                           
73

 
https://ec.europa.eu/eures/main.jsp?countryId=ES&acro=lmi&showRegion=true&lang=en&mode=text&regionId=ES0&nuts2Code=%20&nut
s3Code=null&catId=446 

74
 Defined as: the active population (employed plus unemployed) divided by the working age population. 
http://stats.oecd.org/mei/default.asp?lang=e&subject=10 

75
 Foundation for the Development of Polish Agriculture, Polish village 2014. The report on the state of the village, Warsaw 2014, p. 55. 

76
 Local Data Bank, The percentage of the working population by economic sectors and gender. 

77
 Eurostat, Employment by sex, age and economic activity. 

78
 Eurostat, At-risk-of-poverty rate by degree of urbanization. 

http://stats.oecd.org/mei/default.asp?lang=e&subject=10
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times higher than the country’s average. In 2011, this resulted in the fact that over 13% of the farmers' households living 

below the breadline in 2011
79

. Therefore the investments financed from programmes under Pillar 2 (M4, M6, M13, M19) 

of particular importance, due to their scale. However, instruments implemented under Pillar 1 also play an important 

role, mainly through the activation of citizens. Economic activities undertaken by farmers under Pillar 1 (especially SFS 

and YFS) are at a smaller scale than in the case of measures under Pillar 2, but they have a crucial impact on the 

mobilisation of society.  

 In the UK, the instruments/measures relevant to the balanced territorial development objectives have proven to be 

particularly relevant to some of the key needs identified in Scotland. The choice of continuing coupled payments for 

sheep (and beef) and the ANC payment (with 43,25% for M13 highest among the case studies) are decisions that will 

likely to be effective in maintaining rural employment and growth.  

 The most relevant measures identified for Finland are Pillar 2 measures such as M6 - Farm and business development, 

M7 - Basic services and village renewal in rural areas, M13 - Payments to areas facing natural constraints, and M16 - 

Cooperation. These measures are tailored to the Finnish needs, enhancing the pull factors of the countryside. Such 

factors include an affinity to nature, quality of life, and a cooperatives network.  

 

6.5.2.4 Targeting of the CAP measures  

Direct payments of Pillar 1 do not specifically take any of the socio-economic factors relevant to EQ3 

objectives into account. Examples of limited targeting have been shown with Voluntary Coupled Support in 

two case studies. 

 

Box 6.21 Examples of targeting of Voluntary Coupled Support 

 

For Bulgaria those who breed 10 or more dairy cows for milk production in their farms are eligible for support. No territorial 

differentiation in the difficulties suffered by farmers in milk farms in the regions has not been found, and for that reason the 

scope of support has been defined for the whole territory of the country. Defining the scope of the farms eligible for support 

at 10 and more milk cows ensures legitimate expectations of farmers in these farms for a continuation of the specific 

coupled support implemented by 2014. Farms with 10 and more milk cows must be able to meet the hygienic requirements 

and be sustainable and preserve the levels of production provided that they receive coupled support. 

 

In the UK-Scotland, VCS is tailored to sheep farmers in LFAs and specialist beef farmers, so its tailoring is only partly 

enabling the effectiveness of this measure to contribute to EQ3 objectives. 

 

The selected measures of the case studies under Pillar 2 provide for a wide coverage of territories with social 

and economic homogeneity by targeting a large proportion of the rural population.M4 is partly targeted 

towards new and small farmers, and crofters and in addition the projects’ selection criteria is expected to 

encourage investments that best respond to Scotland’s needs in terms of growth (4.2), development (4.1 and 

4.3) and sustainability (4.4) across a range of agri-food/forestry businesses. M7 is tailored in its design to 

broadband expansion (7.3), which will contribute to the rural economy’s growth. 

 

6.5.2.5 Evaluation of targets 

No explicit tendency was found with regards to whether the identified targets that were set were ambitious or 

relatively low. In some cases, targets were found to be ambitious (Extremadura, France, Finland, and Italy), 

while in other case tangible targets were missing or considered to be low (Netherlands, Poland and the UK). 

However, to what extent these targets will actually be met largely remains to be seen. In the following 

paragraphs, the specificities for each case study are presented. 

 

Box 6.22 Examples from case studies 

 

 In Bulgaria, the Rural Development Programme 2014-2020 provides support to 3.060 beneficiaries for starting up a 

business as a young farmer. The amount allocated for achieving this objective is close to 76.513 million Euros, or 

25.000 Euros per project. Whether the grant is sufficient or not will depend on the type of the agricultural activity 

chosen by the beneficiary, the available assets (e.g. land, machines, and equipment), knowledge and skills, etc. Also, 

the instrument’s effectiveness will depend on the investments’ rate of return and the viability of the business. 
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 M. Raczkowska, Social exclusion is in rural areas in Poland, [in:] Annals of Economics of Agriculture and Rural Development, v. 99, 4, 
2012, p. 52. 
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 Spain - Extremadura will support actions to improve basic services and village renewal operations as well as 

LEADER Local Action Groups and their Local Development Strategies. These strategies will address small 

investments related to the diversification of non-agricultural activities in rural areas and the reinforcement of basic 

services and small-scale collective infrastructure. The focus will be on improving the living conditions of the rural 

population, on creating 1.120 new jobs as well as new business opportunities. The Local Development Strategies will 

cover 70.3% of the population in Extremadura, which will benefit from improved basic services and infrastructures. The 

targets might seem ambitious but in last years, the objectives have been reached. 

 For Finland, the targets identified are ambitious but deemed achievable. Finland will allocate 3.14% of its budget 

(257.000.000) to M6 - farm and business development. This budget needs to partially contribute to reach the Finnish 

ambition to create 4.000 jobs in supported projects. 50.000.000 is made available for measure M7 - basic services and 

village renewal in rural areas and 3.000.000 for M16: Cooperation. Both measures need to contribute to local 

development and the creation of 1.700 jobs in supported projects. 

 In France, for the Redistributive payment, the decision has been made to support the farm holdings under the national 

average of 52 hectares that are labour-intensive as compared to the others above 52 hectares. Targets have clearly 

been identified for the Redistributive payment, but it remains unclear as to how many new jobs it will generate for farm 

holdings. The decision to revalorise the financial envelope for M13 towards 2019 (extra €1 billion) is expected to 

support the existing number of beneficiaries (86,000 beneficiaries in 2012). 

 The M6 measure on farm and business development (providing for specific sub-measures intended to support both 

young farmers and farm diversification in rural areas) appears to be ambitious in rural and marginal areas in Italy but, if 

considered in combination with Young Farmer Scheme, (Voluntary) Coupled Support and LEADER, it may appear low. 

Furthermore, the positive LEADER activities of the previous programming period have been decisive for the optimal 

design of the present CLLD instrument, to ensure the improvement of potential effectiveness of the program itself and 

the related measures. 

 With regards to Poland, it may be difficult to evaluate at this stage whether the level of provided support for organic 

farms is at an appropriate level considering the Programme is still new and at the beginning of its implementation. 

Nonetheless, this sector will certainly grow rapidly. Interest in the market is increasing, and organic food becomes 

more popular. Therefore, the programme for marketplace construction and promotion of regional products seems to be 

a good move. At the same time, local and central governments should take care of proper popularisation and the 

promotion of regional products and organic food. This sector can have a significant impact on the employment (self-

employment) and reduction of poverty in rural areas. 

 In the UK, M4 targets about 9,000 productive operations/agricultural holdings for support (excluding 13,400 non-

productive operations under 4.4). For M7, it is expected that about 5% of the Scottish population (245,000 people) 

benefit from improved services/infrastructures through 1,030 operations supported (excluding 7.3). For broadband 

investments under 7.3, the target is to improve IT infrastructure for 21,200 people through 13 operations – this seems 

limited although it depends on how dispersed the population targeted is. 

 

6.5.2.6 Issues of coherence across the Pillars and implementation  

Overall, most of the instruments and measures are considered to be neutral or indirectly coherent with one 

another for all the three sub-objectives of balanced territorial development (see section 6.3.10). None of the 

measures or instruments were found to face internal opposition when combined with other measures and 

instruments. Moreover, combinations of payment schemes and measures offer the opportunity to provide 

more effective solutions.  

 

Measures were generally found to amplify one another’s effectiveness. In Italy, synergy exists between the 

Young Farmer Scheme and M6.1 (start-up of young farmers) because it is based upon the same selection 

criteria, creating a sort of economies of scale in the application process by reducing the administrative burden. 

Moreover, opportunities to benefit from off-farm activities (M6.2) are compatible with the local development 

strategy of the LEADER instruments (tourism and supply chain). Generally, the coherence between Pillar 1 

and 2 appears to create specific synergies in terms of potential improvement of the supply chain of local 

quality production. Similarly, indirect investment in the agricultural sector may have both tangible as intangible 

positive externalities. For example, M7.3 targeting broadband deployment (and encouraging uptake where it is 

available) and footpath creation in the UK were quite visible improvements for the local population and 

tourists, which besides improving the ease of doing business also positively influences the perception of the 

CAP. Such positive awareness could further enhance the effective utilisation of the measures. 

 

In other cases, combinations of measures have been found to have complementary effect. In the UK, for 

example, the rate of direct payments in Pillar 1 and the ANC payments under M13 in Pillar 2 have been 
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working together with the intention of ensuring that the total amount paid was sufficient for most farming 

businesses in these areas to remain viable. Furthermore, in the Netherlands measure 19 was found to work 

well with Measure 1 and 4.  

 

Besides current synergies, there is also ample opportunity to reinforce the effectiveness of measures, 

implementing them in a complementary way. In Bulgaria, for example, the effects of the Young Farmers 

Scheme on rural employment will be most likely reinforced if the instrument is combined with the Coupled 

Support or with activities for the diversification of agricultural business (Measure 06, Pillar 2). Additionally, 

local issues have been identified which have remained unresolved but pose an opportunity for improved 

effectiveness. For example, in Poland it was pointed out that it would be desirable for farmers using Pillar 

1instruments (CMO) to form producer groups in order to reduce operational costs, higher benefits higher, and 

to make negotiations with customers easier. However, the lack of mutual trust between farmers is currently 

impeding the establishment of such producer groups. Measures like M16, targeting such cooperation, would 

be highly effective in such cases.  

 

6.5.2.7 “Soft” or “supporting” measures to improve the effectiveness/uptake of specific measures  

“Soft” or “supporting” measures for increasing effectiveness include advice, training, capacity building, 

facilitation activities, funding for the development of management plans – N2K, etc. It appears that most case 

studies (Bulgaria, Spain- Extremadura, Finland, Netherlands, Poland, and Scotland) implemented such 

support measures. For Italy and Slovenia such measures were not identified.  

 

Examples from the case studies 

 

 In both Bulgaria and Extremadura, the Rural Development Programme 2014-2020 provides support for knowledge 

transfer and information actions, as well as for advisory services, farm management and farm relief services, which are 

expected to help to improve the effectiveness of the other instruments. Target groups of these measures are farmers, 

forest owners, small farmers and other types of agricultural producers. Therefore, it could be assumed that the 

knowledge transfer and the advisory services will help to improve the effectiveness of the measures aimed at balancing 

territorial development. 

 In Finland, the advisory services, training, capacity building, and facilitation activities in Pillar 2 are well-placed and 

designed to make the services and activities available through the extension service providers (Pro-Agria), Centres for 

Economic Development, Transport and the Environment (ELY Centres), and via the internet. 

 In the Netherlands, for sub-measure 19.1 preparatory costs have been used. This measure covers the costs of the 

preparatory support for capacity building, training and networking with a view to preparing and implementing a 

community-based led local development. 

 In Poland, the training of advisory companies and farm advisors can play an important role in strengthening their 

capacity. They should be well prepared to talk with farmers. It is advisable, that they undergo periodic trainings 

conducted by the Paying Agency’s employees, because they should provide advice and assistance for farmers in 

accordance with the requirements of the Paying Agency. Until now, such trainings were not conducted by the Paying 

Agency. The counsellor should always have the access to a designated employee of substantive knowledge from the 

Paying Agency. Such a solution should definitely facilitate the Paying Agency’s work. 

 Scotland uses soft measures under M1 and M6 and M16/M19 (in combination with direct project funding). M1 in 

particular, given its focus on competitiveness and innovation – among other themes - will contribute to higher uptakes of 

M4, M19, M16, which all contribute to territorial development objectives.  

 

 

6.5.3 Answer  

To what extent the Member States’ choices are expected to contribute to reaching the general objective of 

territorial development with a focus on rural employment, growth and poverty depends on the necessary 

conditions for enabling effectiveness they have in place. Chosen instruments, for example, need to be tailored 

to the needs of the country/region, need to target the right areas and beneficiaries, and the identified 

objectives need to be ambitious but realistic.  

The potential effectiveness of measures is thus dependent on various factors, and the way the CAP measures 

are designed and implemented varies per Member State.  
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The overall budget for priority 6, promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in 

rural areas, is €15,4 billion for 2014-2020, which is around 15 percent of the total CAP 2014-2020 budget. 

Most of the budget goes to M6, M7 and M19. For M1 and M2, the smallest budgets are available. Measure 6, 

especially, is regarded as very relevant, while many countries/regions believe measure 1 is partially or 

indirectly relevant or even irrelevant for advancing rural employment and growth and reducing rural poverty. 

This is also reflected among the Member States’ budget allocations, of which the bulk is assigned under 

priority 6b, and for which M7 and M19 are targeted.. Moreover, of the budget allocated to 6A, M6 was indeed 

found to take up the highest share of the budget.  

 

The budget available to countries and regions to promote social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic 

development in rural areas is limited, and thus instruments need to be chosen carefully and deployed as 

efficiently and effectively as possible, both individually and by using them in combination. Most of the 

countries/regions made use of the Basic Payment scheme, Young Farmers scheme, M1: Knowledge transfer 

and information actions, M4: Investments in physical assets, M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other 

constraints and M16: Cooperation. Interestingly, the countries appear to review the usefulness of the 

measures very differently. For some countries, the measures are regarded as very effective for regional 

development, for others, they are not. For example, for the Netherlands and Slovenia, hardly any of the used 

instruments are deemed effective to promote social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development. 

For others, many of the instruments seem important. Finally, Measure 1 – Knowledge Transfer and Innovation 

Actions and Measure 4 – Investments in physical assets are found to having less favourable pre-conditions to 

be effective in and of themselves regarding the regional development objectives, but they are expected to 

complement and strengthen several other measures when implemented in combination with them. 

 

 

6.5.4 Discussion and limitations of the analysis 

The information provided in the case studies varied significantly and was not always comparable. This in some 

cases hindered the overall analysis. 

 

The measures that come out as having the best pre-conditions to be effective in the case study countries are 

(under Pillar 1) the Voluntary Coupled Support, the Young Farmers Scheme and Basic Payment, and (under 

pillar 2), measure 16 -Cooperation and Measure 19 –Support for LEADER local development (CLLD). These 

are instruments designed to support young farmers to start with agricultural activities, to keep existing farmers 

in business, to help maintaining a level of production or attaining an increased productivity and efficiency, to 

facilitate diversification, creation and development of new enterprises and jobs, and to support wider 

communities, as well as share knowledge and cooperating. Overall, it may be concluded that these 

instruments address the identified needs, of reversing depopulation, maintaining or increasing employment, 

and reviving rural areas, only to a certain extent. Scottish statistics show that a high proportion of Scottish 

farms would not be competitive without the basic payments. This reliance on payments raises the question of 

whether the system is sustainable for the future. The same goes for the Voluntary Coupled Support in 

countries where it is used for the cultivation of crops in which there was a reduced interest.  

 

Measure 1 – Knowledge Transfer and Innovation Actions and Measure 4 – Investments in physical assets are 

having less favourable pre-conditions to be effective for the balanced territorial development objective. These 

measures were regarded as having a more indirect impact on the regional development objectives. The two 

measures, however, were expected to complement and strengthen several of the above mentioned measures.  
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7 Answer to EQ 4 (administrative burden) 

7.1 Understanding of EQ 4 

EQ 4: To what extent has the implementation of the new CAP towards 2020 led to a change in 

administrative burden (at the level of the beneficiaries, at the level of the Member States 

administration and at the level of the Commission services)? 

 

Evaluation Question 4 focuses on: i) the extent to which changes in administrative burdens for authorities and 

beneficiaries have emerged in the new CAP, and ii) whether they are due to the policy design (i.e. CAP 

regulation) or are the result of the specific implementation choices made by Member States. To answer this 

question evidence has been gathered through publicly available secondary sources at the EU level, 

questionnaires distributed to experts across the 28 EU Member States, 10 Case Studies held for a 

representative sample of selected countries, backed with more in-depth interviews with selected practitioners 

(authorities/beneficiaries/experts) in 3 EU MS.  

 

In order to answer the question this study has considered the extent to which administrative burdens have 

changed through time between the previous and current CAP Programming Period (i.e. ‘07/’13, ‘14/’20) and 

the extent to which these changes could be possibly attributable to features in the CAP regulation and/or 

choices made in the implementation of regulation at the Member States level. The two dimensions considered 

in this analysis, both vertical (within the policy implementation cycle in each period) and horizontal (across the 

two periods), have therefore been the main elements considered in the methodology developed for 

responding to this evaluation question. These are visually exemplified in the figure 7.1 hereby. 

 

Figure 7-1. Overall methodological framework to address the evaluation of the theme 

 

Source: Developed internally to illustrate the approach adopted in the analysis 
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Adapting the EU Standard Cost Model (SCM) approach to this specific assignment 

Based on the Standard Cost Model (SCM) defined as part of the EU Better Regulation Guidelines, 

administrative burdens are understood as the costs resulting from Information Obligations required by CAP 

regulation and the specific choices introduced in CAP implementation at the Member State levels. This section 

relies on this definition, by considering the burdens that certain Information Obligations (IO) across the CAP 

programming cycle pose to authorities in charge of implementing such requests and to beneficiaries of the 

CAP intervention.  

 

One of the key areas of innovation in the reformed CAP is the fact that Member States have greater autonomy 

with regards to implementation. This is the case not only for Pillar 2 (as in the previous CAP), but also for Pillar 

1. This degree of freedom further shifts the responsibility of translating CAP specific requirements: 

A. Directly required by the CAP regulation enacted at EU level; 

B. Resulting from flexibility in the implementation at the Member State level; 

C. Generated by specific additional national legislations and managing rules.  

 

The figure below provides an illustration how IOs can be reflected in each “step” of the CAP implementation 

(in this case with respect to Pillar 2), and which are the main subject to such potentially burdensome 

requirements. In each phase of implementation for the CAP Pillar 2 illustrated below, in fact, specific 

requirements imply information obligations (e.g. programme development/elaboration resulting in eligibility 

criteria, implementation with resulting monitoring activities, control and payment), which in turn may generate 

burdens for both the final beneficiaries who need to respond to those requirements (e.g. agricultural 

organisations and farmers) and the public authorities in charge of their implementation (e.g. Managing 

Authorities, Paying Agencies, Certifying Bodies). 

 

Figure 7-2.  Pillar 1: Areas for specific Informational Obligations across the “implementation cycle” 

 

Source: Ecorys (2014)
80

  

 

An overview illustration of possible burdens generated by certain information obligations is provided in the 

table hereby, including examples of types of administrative burden for Commission, Managing Authorities and 

Beneficiaries. This specification is based on an assessment of Administrative Burden Evaluations done by 

Ecorys
81

.  
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 “‘Gold-Plating’ in the EAFRD: To what extent do national rules unnecessarily add to complexity and, as a result, increase the risk of errors?” 
(Commissioned by the EU Parliament, Budgetary Affairs) 

81
 “Study on administrative burden reduction associated with implementation of certain Rural Development measures" (08/2011) 
[http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/analysis/external/rd-simplification/index_en.htm] 
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Table 7-1 Illustrative overview of burdens due to information obligations across Commission Services, Managing Authorities and 

Beneficiaries 

Requirements Resulting administrative burdens for main stakeholders in the CAP implementation  

Where specific 

burdens can 

emerge 

(A)  

Commission Services 

(B)  

Managing Authorities 

(C)  

Beneficiaries  

Eligibility 

Criteria 

Time dedicated to the 

proposal, discussion and 

revision of regulations 

Time dedicated to the 

implementation of the CAP 

regulations into specific national 

regulations, programmes and 

measures 

Time (and advisory costs or 

information purchase costs) 

dedicated to understanding 

the requirements. 

Time and financial costs in reorganisation of systems/procedures 

to comply with requirements 

Time (and advisory costs or 

information purchase costs) 

dedicated to familiarise with 

procedures. 

Administrative 

Controls 

Time and financial costs for identifying, requiring, collecting and 

assessing monitoring information, including additional reporting 

obligations 

Time and financial costs for 

collecting and submitting 

any further required 

information 

Further  

Checks 

- 

Time and financial costs to collect, 

review and assess information, 

including clarification requests 

Time and financial costs for 

providing information 

required, including 

clarification request 

Time and financial costs for 

identifying, requiring, 

collecting and assessing 

monitoring information, 

including additional reporting 

obligations 

Time and financial costs for planning and attending inspection 

visits, including possible exchange of further information if required 

Source: Adapted on the basis of previous studies (Ecorys, 2014) 

 

 

7.2 Simplifications and burdens with respect to Pillar 1  

Besides some elements of simplification, particularly for beneficiaries, a range of challenges have emerged for 

both public authorities and beneficiaries with respect to Pillar 1 CAP requirements. These are presented in this 

section, as emerged from case studies and further selected interviews across EU Member States. As 

anticipated in chapter 7.2, there is a clear relation between challenges emerging from Local Authorities and 

consequent burdens for beneficiaries of CAP support, which is reflected in the analysis provided in this 

section. The extent to which these result from CAP regulation or choices made in its implementation at the 

Member States level will be discussed in chapter 7.5.  

 

 

7.2.1 Simplifications and burdens for authorities 

Specific burdens for authorities emerge in respect to some Pillar 1 requirements (which are also 

affecting some Pillar 2 measures, as further described in chapter 7.4). This is the case for the following areas: 

 Basic payment scheme (BPS) may prove to be burdensome due to a range of new eligibility criteria to be 

assessed and additional checks required which may be burdensome for authorities; 

 Voluntary coupled support (VCS), the only type of coupled support remaining in the new CAP, where 

public authorities need to design the schemes (eligibility criteria) as well as justify these choices to the 

Commission; 

 Greening requirements, as anticipated by secondary sources, are a main element for burdens faced by 

authorities, due to a juxtaposition of ambitious requirements in the new CAP and choices made at the 
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implementation levels, resulting in excessive details and information to be monitored and assessed in 

relation to final payments; 

 Cross-compliance is the enduring regulatory aspect from the previous CAP which still often results in high 

administrative burdens for authorities, due to the difficulty in coordinating and translating a wide range of 

existing rules and regulations at the EU and country level into simple, effective and still ambitious 

requirements; 

 Support to Small Farmers and Young Farmers have mixed consequences for local authorities, depending 

on their capacity and capability, although generally are perceived as an additional burden (as a 

consequence at times Small Farmers support is not implemented, if the number of benefitting stakeholders 

is not considered as sufficiently large to justify such burdens).  

 

It is important to state that contextual variables are essential in ingenerating higher or lower burdens across 

the Pillar 1 requirements mentioned above for public authorities, with higher chances of burdens and 

complexity within multi-layered management systems for the CAP implementation and/or over-

departmentalised country systems, where coordination across a wide range of actors becomes often 

cumbersome and complicated. 

 

An overview of such emerging patterns is provided in Table 7.2 hereby (emerging from the case study work in 

10 Member States), showing the level of burdens to be expected for authorities across a range of most 

affected measures in Pillar 1, whether these burdens are due to the new CAP regulation or persist from 

previous programming periods, as well as the extent to which such burdens are likely to emerge with respect 

to: a) transposition of eligibility criteria and other informational requirements from CAP regulations, as well as 

preparation, submission and reception of applications, b) administrative controls, or b) further (on the spot) 

checks. 

 

Table 7-2 Cross-analysis of Pillar 1 burdens (high/mid/variable/none) for public authorities emerging across case studies 

Yellow cells: Indicate burdens remaining similar to previous CAP programme 

Red cells: Indicate burdens increasing from previous CAP programme 

Green cells: Indicate burdens decreasing from previous CAP programme 

White cells: Indicate burdens are negligible (N.A.) or extremely variable from case to case (including in relation from previous CAP 

programme) 

Activities / 

Measures 
BPS Greening VCS 

Cross 

compliance 

Small/Young 

Farmers 
 

(A) 

Eligibility 

Criteria 

Variable N.A. High Variable Variable  

(B)  

Administrativ

e Controls 

Variable Variable High Variable Variable  

(C) 

Further 

Checks 

High  Variable High Variable Variable  

 

Further details on main burdens, as emerging from collected evidence, are illustrated in the table hereby. 
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Box 7.1. Range of burdens emerging from authorities in Pillar 1 

 

Burdens also emerge in Pillar 1, and amongst those the most common appear to be the following: 

 For authorities, the need to recalculate eligibility and payment criteria due to new requirements (e.g. Greening, BPS), 

providing accurate analysis of local trends and needs (in extreme cases resulting in 1000 pages of analysis), resulted 

in greater burdens for those with limited capacity/experience (e.g. new Member States) and those acting within more 

complex country systems (e.g. Southern Members) with decentralised implementation systems requiring decisions to 

be coordinated across various governance levels;  

 Adapting the Integrated Administration and Control Systems (IACS) to support the management of new CAP 

requirements has often provided a complex task for public authorities, and main burdens seem to relate to control 

requirements and requirements on the on-the-spot checks that are often perceived by public authorities to be too rigid 

(In this respect implementation choices have also been an attempt to minimise such potential negative impact, by 

focussing on those areas of requirement where costs were not expected to overwhelm benefits); 

 In respect with such burdens, Member States where long-terms investments in this respect have been made in the 

past seem to be more capable now to deal with such requirements (although evidence available is still anecdotal). 

Public authorities not having been in the position of making sufficient investments in the past, so to assure efficient 

information systems for mapping landscape features (e.g. remote control, satellite systems), seem to find it difficult to 

properly implement new CAP regulations.  

 

Source: Evidence emerging from 10 case studies and interviews with experts and beneficiaries across MS 

 

7.2.2 Simplifications and burdens for beneficiaries 

A range of burdens emerge across specific requirements of new CAP regulations, which are generally 

limited to certain specific requirements, but have a broad impact in terms of indirect burdens generated across 

the programming cycle activities. These strongly relate to the lack of flexibility perceived by beneficiaries with 

respect to commitments and requirements to be maintained through time, which may affect business 

decisions to be taken by beneficiaries in the future (particularly burdensome for mid-sized farmers).  

 

Requirements in this area, resulting in high administrative burdens, are typically the following: 

 Basic payment scheme (BPS), are relatively straight-forwards mechanisms, but with complex 

requirements for beneficiaries in order to declare the exact land cover and use of parcels for which 

payments are requested. Beneficiaries also perceive the procedures required to measure and control 

those information on-site, in relation to possible on the spot checks, as too complex; 

 Greening requirements often result in a number of information details being required from public 

authorities contextually to the application procedure, which are perceived as excessive by farmers. Also, 

sometimes is challenging for farmers (particularly for the smaller farmers) to obtain and retain the needed 

proofs of compliances; 

 Cross-compliance is an enduring regulatory aspect from the previous CAP which still often results in high 

administrative burdens for beneficiaries – this is mainly due to the difficulty for many public authorities, as 

mentioned earlier, in translating a wide range of existing rules and regulations at the EU and country level 

into simple and effective requirements for beneficiaries (this is a process where burdens can multiply in 

case of complex and/or inefficient country systems); 

 Voluntary coupled support (VCS), where a range of specific information is required to beneficiaries, for the 

public authorities to gather basic information to approve the application and justify such approvals to the 

EU Commission. 

 

As a consequence of CAP regulations, burdens also emerge in some measures in Pillar 2, such as: 

 Measure 10 (Agri-environmental Climate), where greening elements often impact the eligibility criteria and 

monitoring information needed, which can be complex and burdensome for beneficiaries (this is also an 

area where farmers not small enough to be exempted but not big enough to have necessary capacity and 

resources, may struggle to respect requirements and commitments through time); 

 Measure 16 (Cooperation), aimed at supporting efforts by agri-food actors to jointly develop practical 

solutions or opportunities for innovation, where beneficiaries are required for a whole range of specific 

information, to be submitted contextually to their application. 
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As in the previous section, an overview of such emerging patterns is provided in table 7.3 hereby (emerging 

from the case study work in 10 Member States), showing the level of burdens to be expected for beneficiaries 

across a range of most affected measures in Pillar 1, whether these burdens are due to the new CAP 

regulation or persist from previous programming periods, as well as the extent to which such burdens are 

likely to emerge with respect to: a) transposition of eligibility criteria and other informational requirements from 

CAP regulations, as well as preparation, submission and reception of applications, b) administrative controls, 

or b) further (on the spot) checks. 

 

Table 7-3 Cross-analysis of Pillar 1 burdens (high/mid/variable/none) for beneficiaries emerging across case studies 

Yellow cells: Indicate burdens remaining similar to previous CAP programme 

Red cells: Indicate burdens increasing from previous CAP programme 

Green cells: Indicate burdens decreasing from previous CAP programme 

White cells: Indicate burdens are negligible (N.A.) or extremely variable from case to case (including in relation from previous CAP 

programme) 

Activities / 

Measures 
BPS Greening VCS 

Cross 

compliance 

Small/Young 

Farmers 

(A) 

Eligibility 

Criteria 

High High High Variable Low 

(B)  

Administrative 

Controls 

Variable Variable High High Low 

(C) 

Further checks 
High High High Variable Low 

 

Further details on main burdens, as emerging from collected evidence, are illustrated in the table hereby. 

 

Box 7.2. Range of simplifications and burdens emerging for beneficiaries in Pillar 1  

 

Some important simplifications have emerged for beneficiaries in the new CAP, and particularly: 

 As emerging from collected evidence across a range of case studies, in fact, CAP regulation has certainly introduced 

relevant simplifications for beneficiaries and specifically for Small Farmers (if implemented). 

 

Burdens also emerge in Pillar 1, and amongst those the most common appear to be the following: 

 Main burdens seem to relate to requirements with respect to performances to be assured, which are often perceived as 

too rigid by beneficiaries and posing excessive boundaries to the business choices of farmers (e.g. greening 

requirements for permanent grasslands and diversification, limited exceptions for mid-sized farmers with respect to 

such requirements, limited/rigid conversion for standard production costs in VCS, excess in rigidity of five-year rule for 

permanent grassland, as well as lack of flexibility with respect to possible changes in the size and use of eligible 

areas); 

 In countries where authorities are struggling to assure effective controls, they often require proofs directly to 

beneficiaries (e.g. for land management schemes in Pillar 2), often creating excessive burdens to small/medium 

farmers that may not be capable of providing such evidence 

 Small and medium farmers are also being exposed to additional costs due to online submission of application, and 

risks of errors generated due to lack of knowledge and experience, costs that may still persist in the future for many of 

those (in this respect, often beneficiaries have recurred to external advisory support in order to fulfil all requirements for 

submission of application, a fact at times flagged as a financial burden notably for smaller farmers). 

 

Source: Evidence emerging from 10 case studies and interviews with experts and beneficiaries across MS 
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7.3 Simplifications and burdens with respect to Pillar 2 

As for Pillar 1, besides some elements of simplification for both authorities and beneficiaries, a range of 

challenges have emerged for both local authorities and beneficiaries with respect to Pillar 2 CAP 

requirements. These are presented in this section, as emerged from case studies and further selected 

interviews across EU Member States. As already mentioned for chapter 7.3, there is a clear relation between 

challenges emerging from Local Authorities and consequent burdens for beneficiaries of CAP support, which 

is reflected in the analysis provided in this section. The extent to which these result from CAP regulation or 

choices made in its implementation at the Member States level will be discussed in chapter 7.5.  

 

 

7.3.1 Simplifications and burdens for authorities 

A first range of burdens for authorities results from enduring difficulties in implementing certain Pillar 

2 Measures, difficulties often exacerbated due to some new CAP regulatory requirements. The measures 

where burdens for authorities have been more recurrent, amongst the cases assessed, are as follows: 

 Measure 2 (Advisory Services) where in some cases, the introduction of new administrative procedures 

and related controls has caused problems due to greater requirements; 

 Measure 4 (Investments in Physical Assets) where specific requirements are needed to justify the 

investments, but due to lack of internal capacity these often result in over complex procedures which have 

to be monitored, often lacking full documentation submitted by inexperienced beneficiaries resulting in 

further controls, as well as extra activities to monitor certain requisites and validate requests of payment 

from beneficiaries; 

 Measure 5 (Damage Restoration, Prevention Actions) reflects the difficulties in assessing the exact 

amount to be refunded to the beneficiaries, which validity authorities are expected to assess, but often 

results into complex, lengthy and ultimately burdensome procedures in order to approve the requests and 

the resulting payments; 

 Measure 6 (Farm Business Development), where complex information requested to beneficiaries are then 

to be managed by authorities in charge of approving the applications and delivering necessary checks to 

allow payments, and as such becomes “back office” burdens as well; 

 Measure 7 (Risk Management) where excessive requests of operational details often lead to mistakes and 

missing information and result in higher burdens for authorities in charge of assessment and payment. 

 

As result to effort for simplification by Managing Authorities, in some areas burdens seem to be 

decreasing with respect to previous CAP programming periods. This seems to be particularly the case for: 

 Measure 1 (Knowledge Transfer and Information Actions) where efforts in some MS to simplify the 

requirements related to eligibility criteria, emerging as too burdensome in previous programming periods, 

are positively impacting the resulting obligation for implementing authorities (although burdens still remain 

high due to the interplay of different layers of administrative bodies in complex administrative settings); 

 

A mixed situation emerged for Measure 10 (Agri-environmental Climate), where certain simplifications seem to 

emerge with respect to the informatics systems used for submission of application (in cases where the 

implementation at the national level is functional, as for example in the Netherlands where farmers 

associations are involved in the support to farmers applications). But challenges still often remain for 

Authorities in terms of controls to be performed, for example the interpretation of standard production costs 

when it comes to certain types of products not explicitly covered by CAP procedures or alternative types of 

production techniques (e.g. organic/traditional farming processes). 

 

An overview of such emerging patterns is provided in table 7.5 hereby (emerging from the case study work in 

10 Member States), showing the level of burdens to be expected for beneficiaries across a range of most 

affected measures in Pillar 2, whether these burdens are due to the new CAP regulation or persist from 

previous programming periods, as well as the extent to which such burdens are likely to emerge with respect 
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to: a) transposition of eligibility criteria and other informational requirements from CAP regulations, as well as 

preparation, submission and reception of applications, b) administrative controls, or b) further checks. 

 

Table 7-4 Cross-analysis of burdens (high/mid/none) emerging in Pillar 2 for public authorities 

Yellow cells: Indicate burdens remaining similar to previous CAP programme 

Red cells: Indicate burdens increasing from previous CAP programme 

Green cells: Indicate burdens decreasing from previous CAP programme 

White cells: Indicate burdens are negligible (N.A.) or extremely variable from case to case (including in relation from previous CAP 

programme) 

Activities / Measures M1 M2 M4 M5 M6 M7 M10 

(A) 

Eligibility Criteria 
High N.A. High N.A. High High Mid 

(B)  

Administrative Controls 
N.A. High High Mid N.A. N.A. Mid 

(C) 

Further checks 
N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 

Source: Developed internally on the basis of the evidence collected from 10 case studies 

 

Further details on main burdens, as emerging from collected evidence, are illustrated in the table hereby. 

 

Box 7.3. Range of simplifications and burdens emerging for authorities in Pillar 2 

 

Burdens most commonly emerging for authorities appear to be the following: 

 Burdens in investment measures in Pillar 2 remain high for public authorities, due to the lack of capacity in properly 

assessing all requirements and related administrative checks and responding to those efficiently; 

 As mentioned already with respect to Pillar 1, the interplay of CAP regulations across the two pillars (i.e. particularly for 

land measures but also in terms of cross-compliance) make the implementation of RDP particularly challenging in 

some countries; 

 This seems to be particularly the case for some Southern and New Member States with more limited capacity and 

capabilities and where complex implementation systems make it more challenging to promote synergies between 

central and regional authorities. 

 

Source: Evidence emerging from 10 case studies and interviews with experts and beneficiaries across MS 

 

 

7.3.2 Simplifications and burdens for beneficiaries 

A range of burdens for beneficiaries results from implementation choices made for “traditional” 

measures in Pillar 2 by national and regional Authorities. As anticipated, these burdens often result from the 

difficulties of local authorities in dealing with challenging EU polices, and usually are translated into issue of 

eligibility and excessive request of information, often perceived by beneficiaries as not strictly necessary, 

resulting in an excess of burdens (i.e. financial and/ time costs) for those willing to apply. Many of such 

burdens tend to remind the excessive information obligations identified throughout the past CAP programming 

period in Pillar 2, although they tend to grow in those areas of intervention affected by new CAP requirements 

in Pillar 1.  
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Some specific measures in Pillar 2 are those already mentioned for administrations: 

 Measure 4 (Investments in Physical Assets) may result into complex requirements and long-list of 

documents and preliminary information to be submitted (e.g. certifications from qualified experts in a range 

of areas of expertise, including possible business plans and financial details), contextually to the initial 

application, for which beneficiaries often recruit dedicated professionals and therefore incur into extra 

costs (which for some mid-small farmers my prove to be too burdensome); 

 Measure 5 (Damage Restoration, Prevention Actions) provide support for disaster refund, although often 

beneficiaries are asked to prove concrete estimations of damages eligible for refunds, resulting in 

unrealistic administrative requirements especially in case of limited administrative experiences of those 

requesting support; 

 Measure 6 (Farm Business Development), where again a range of requirements are often put forwards to 

beneficiaries interested in applying for such scheme, resulting often in burdensome and  

 complex information obligation particularly for less experiences applicants (e.g. small farmers being asked 

to fulfil complex multi-annual business plan while submitting their initial application); 

 Measure 7 (Risk Management) where, often, extensive administrative details are requested to 

beneficiaries (e.g. local villages), which in turn are often lacking of administrative experience/capacity to 

provide accurate responses, and may therefore become burdensome for applicants and at times 

discourage applications. 

 

Similarly to what has been described when discussing burdens for authorities, in some (limited) areas (and 

for some Member States) burdens seem to potentially decline from previous CAP implementation. This 

seems to be the case (at least) for: 

 Measure 1 (Knowledge Transfer and Information Actions) where burdens seem to decrease (although 

possibly remaining relevant) with respect to the previous Programming Period, due to efforts by local 

authorities in simplifying requirements related to eligibility criteria for beneficiaries. 

 

An overview of such emerging patterns is provided in table 7.5 hereby (emerging from the case study work in 

10 Member States), showing the level of burdens to be expected for beneficiaries across a range of most 

affected measures in Pillar 2, whether these burdens are due to the new CAP regulation or persist from 

previous programming periods, as well as the extent to which such burdens are likely to emerge with respect 

to: a) transposition of eligibility criteria and other informational requirements from CAP regulations as well as 

preparation, submission and reception of applications, b) administrative controls, or b) further (on the spot) 

checks. 

 

Table 7-5 Cross-analysis of burdens (high/mid/none) emerging in Pillar 2 for beneficiaries 

Yellow cells: Indicate burdens remaining similar to previous CAP programme 

Red cells: Indicate burdens increasing from previous CAP programme 

Green cells: Indicate burdens decreasing from previous CAP programme 

White cells: Indicate burdens are negligible (N.A.) or extremely variable from case to case (including in relation from previous CAP 

programme) 

Activities / Measures M1 M4 M5 M6 M7 M10 M16 

(A) 

Eligibility Criteria 
Mid High N.A. High High Variable High 

(B)  

Administrative 

Controls 

N.A. High N.A. N.A. N.A. High N.A. 

(C) 

Further checks 
N.A. N.A. Mid N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 

 

Further details on main burdens, as emerging from collected evidence, are illustrated in the table hereby. 
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Box 7.4. Range of simplifications and burdens emerging for beneficiaries in Pillar 2 

 

CAP implementation has also shown some improvements in simplification with respect to the previous programming period, 

particularly in Southern Europe, where a growing concern in the importance of capacity building and dissemination has 

resulted in lowering administrative burdens for measures aimed at knowledge transfer and information (Measure 1, Pillar 2). 

 

Burdens most commonly emerging for beneficiaries, instead, appear to be the following: 

 Measures in such regions seem to remain overly complex (and often result in burdensome requirements for 

beneficiaries interested in applying to such measures (i.e. submission of large amounts of data and information which 

are not perceives as necessary by beneficiaries both in the application process and to justify payments throughout the 

implementation phase); 

 These burdens are mainly a consequence of the lack of capacity in certain countries, rather than the norm, and 

particularly some Southern and New Member States (as described when discussing burdens for authorities); 

 Historically this has resulted in a decrease of applicants in certain countries, but due to a growing instability of local 

financial systems and burning need of financial support for investments, particularly in case of small-medium 

businesses, farmers are increasingly relying on such measures again and therefore potentially suffering the persisting 

burdens. 

Source: Evidence emerging from 10 case studies and interviews with experts and beneficiaries across MS 

 

 

7.4 Potentials of errors and burdens for the Commission services 

As emerging from our case studies, there are high chances that the identified burdens lead to high rates of 

errors throughout the CAP Programming Period, in turn generating additional burdens for beneficiaries who 

have to address to such errors through potentially several exchanges with the Managing Authorities. Errors 

are at time related to challenging applications systems for those beneficiaries, not in the position of 

outsourcing the task to specialised companies, and for public authorities not fully equipped with the 

appropriate Integrated Administration and Control System (IACS) needed to manage the resulting data and 

perform the required administrative checks. Errors potentials seem to be particularly related to the complexity 

generated by a range of more targeted schemes in new CAP requirements, as well as certain performances to 

be assured by beneficiaries through time (e.g. greening requirements of permanent grasslands and 

diversification, limited exceptions for mid-sized farmers with respect to such requirements, limited/rigid 

conversion for standard production costs in VCS, excess in rigidity of five-year rules and flexibility with respect 

to possible changes in the size and use of eligible areas so to allow more freedom for business choices to be 

done by farmers through time).  

 

When it comes to on-the spot checks, particularly, errors may be triggered by the fact that certain systems for 

effective controls are not yet effectively in place for public authorities to assure an efficient and effective 

mapping of landscape features (e.g. remote control, satellite systems).  But also it is not certain that 

beneficiaries, and particularly those farmers not benefitting from exemptions but not large enough to assure 

efficient follow-up of CAP requirements through time, will be able to respect certain commitments and 

requirements (as mentioned above) which may hinder their business models in the future.  

 

An overview of expert judgment on potential errors generated by the CAP is illustrated in table 7.6, providing 

expected impacts in errors across Pillars and through different steps in the CAP programming. At this stage, 

though, this is an estimate and errors generated across the CAP implementation require further gathering of 

evidence through time. 

 

Table 7-6 Chances for errors to be potentially generated as a result of mistakes due to the identified burdens
 82

 

Yellow cells: Indicate errors remaining similar to previous CAP programme 

Red cells: Indicate errors increasing from previous CAP programme 

                                                           
82

 YELLOW CELLS: Indicate burdens remaining similar to previous CAP programme; RED CELLS: Indicate burdens increasing from previous 
CAP programme; GREEN CELS: Indicate burdens decreasing from previous CAP programme; WHITE CELLS: Indicate burdens are 
negligible (N.A.) or extremely variable from case to case (including in relation from previous CAP programme). 
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Green cells: Indicate errors decreasing from previous CAP programme 

White cells: Indicate errors are negligible (N.A.) or extremely variable from case to case (including in relation from previous CAP programme) 

Activities M1 M4 M5 M6 M7 M10 M16 BPS Green VCS 
Cross 

compl 

(A) 

Eligibility Criteria 
Mid 

Mid 

High 
N.A. Vary Mid 

Mid 

High 
Low High 

Mid 

High 
High High 

(B)  

Administrative 

Controls 

N.A. High N.A. N.A. N.A. High N.A. 
Mid 

High 

Mid 

High 
High Vary 

(C) 

Further 

Checks 

N.A. N.A. Vary N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
Mid 

High 
High High Vary 

Source: Developed internally on the basis of the evidence collected from 10 case studies 

 

Errors generated may also result in burdens for the Commission services. Commission services would have in 

fact to address such growing errors in exchange with local Managing Authorities which in some case can 

become an intense activity, due to complex exchanges with MS and regional bodies where relevant. The 

extent to which such errors would impact the Commission services requires further evidence to be collected 

systematically through time. 

 

 

7.5 Causes behind the generation of burdens identified in the new CAP 

This section provides an assessment of responsibilities – between CAP regulation requirements and 

implementation choices operated by Member States – in generating administrative burdens for public 

authorities and beneficiaries discussed in chapter 7.3 and 7.4. It does so, again, by relying on the case studies 

and the selected interviews held. Chapter 7.5.1 firstly provides an overview of the extent to which CAP 

regulation and/or local implementation choices (and complexity of local implementation systems) are 

responsible for the burdens generated for public authorities, whilst responsibilities with respect to burdens 

identified for Beneficiaries are described in chapter 7.5.2. 

 

 

7.5.1 Responsibilities in generating burdens: Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 

7.5.1.1 Burdens for local authorities 

The figures below represent an indicative repartition of responsibilities between the CAP regulation (EU level 

decisions) and its implementation (by MS or MA/regions in decentralised systems) across the two Pillars of the 

CAP, as emerged from judgments of local experts consulted across EU Member States. As it is immediately 

evident, ambitious complex requirements in CAP regulation are relevant in generating burdens for local 

authorities when it comes to Pillar 1 (although responsibility are fairly shared with national implementation 

aspects), but becomes almost residual with respect to burdens for authorities in relation to many Pillar 2 

measures. New CAP regulation is therefore posing challenges to the administrative system in charge of 

translating new requirements into effective and efficient national/regional measures. Burdens faced by national 

and regional authorities in implementing the CAP are in fact often the result of national inefficiencies and 

complexities affecting smooth implementation of CAP measures, particularly for Pillar 2.  
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Figure 7-3.  Responsibility in burdens generated across Pillars (CAP “regulation” vs. “implementation”) for public authorities 

  

Source: Developed internally on the basis of the evidence collected from 10 case studies 

 

7.5.1.2 Burdens for beneficiaries 

A similar pattern emerged with respect to burdens faced by beneficiaries, with a more prominent role of the 

CAP regulation in case of burdens emerging in Pillar 1 (although with clear co-responsibilities in the 

implementation choices). An identical picture emerges when it comes to burdens related to Pillar 2, with a 

stronger role of specific choices and operational requirements as defined by Managing Authorities in 

generating burdens for beneficiaries. Although new CAP regulation (as well as rules inherited from the 

previous programming period – i.e. cross-compliance) calls for greater ambitions and complexity in the CAP 

implementation, the specific choices made at the country level seem to be largely (co)-responsible for the 

emerging burdens for beneficiaries. 

 

Figure 7-4.  Repartition of responsibility in burdens generated across Pillars (CAP “regulation” vs. “implementation”) for beneficiaries 

 
 

Source: Developed internally on the basis of the evidence collected across the 10 case studies 

 

 

7.5.2 Responsibilities in generating burdens: Eligibility, Administrative Controls and Further Checks 

7.5.2.1 Burdens for local authorities 

If we look across the programming cycle, CAP regulation is co-responsible for administrative burdens for local 

authorities with respect to requirements related to on-the-spot checks (largely with respect to Pillar 1 

requirements), but decreases when moving to burdens generated by administrative checks and eligibility 

criteria (e.g. from right to left in figure 5.4 below), with increasing responsibility due to specific national choices 

and ability of national administrative systems to implement those through efficient and effective operational 

requirements. Although initial complexity and ambitions of EU-level decisions when it comes to CAP regulation 

is certainly an element of complexity, the extent to which such complexity implies consequent burdens for 

authorities seem to be largely depended on implementation choices made at the country levels. Burdens for 

public authorities seem to be therefore mainly reflecting the complexity of transposing CAP regulations into 

national implementation choices, local legislations and operational procedures (this seems again to be an 
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issue with respect to both cross-compliance requirements and operational procedures for Pillar 2 measures). 

More in-depth assessments are required to further test and understand such emerging patterns.  

 

Figure 7-5.  Responsibility in burdens generated across Programming Cycle (“regulation” vs. “implementation”) 

Eligibility 

 

Administrative Controls 

 

Further Checks 

 

Source: Developed internally on the basis of the evidence collected from 10 case studies 

 

Some examples of such burdens are illustrated hereby, as emerging from our analysis, in order to clarify 

certain aspects. 

 

Box 7.5. Range of responsibilities emerging across the assessed cases 

 

Burdens emerging in relation to Pillar 1 fully reflect the interplay between (EU) CAP regulations and implementation choices 

made at the national level. Although relatively limited in absolute terms, burdens generated by the new CAP requirements 

are substantially affecting all authorities across the country systems, with different impact depending on the expertise and 

capacity of implementing bodies. 

 In Slovenia authorities struggle in coping with processing the data resulting from a range of specific requirements for 

greening, BPS and VCS measures, whilst in the Netherlands (and other Member States in central Europe) 

administration face burdens in relation to the checking of eligibility criteria and control of EFA implementation.  

 

Burdens related to Pillar 2 depend on the extent to which implementation choices are efficiently managed by public 

authorities at the national level:  

 Authorities within multi-layered governance systems, such as in Italy of France, may find it extremely complex to 

respond to political decisions taken across various administrative levels, therefore causing delays and extra 

administrative activities due to the need to adjust to greening requirements (set by the central state), when dealing with 

certain measures. The magnitude of such burdens therefore depends on the specific administrative systems in place.  

 In Poland, authorities suffer from burdens generated by complex procedure for estimation of damages in compensation 

measures and find it difficult to make a proper evaluation of losses to be compensated. A case possibly common to 

many other EU Member States. 

 In Estonia, and other leaner and smaller national administrative systems, authorities may still be struggling with 

complex requirement but plan to benefit from “smarter” solution in relation to payment and monitoring activities.  

 

MS and MAs are often primarily responsible for burdens they face in implementing more “traditional” measures in Pillar 2, 

due to excess in requirements for beneficiaries resulting in additional back-office activities and potential errors to be 

managed throughout the implementation process.  

 In Poland and Bulgaria authorities struggle with the high number of information required and to be checked (i.e. in the 

absence of fully digitalised systems that could simplified the access to such information for the authorities in charge) 

and often have to delay more complex measures in order to fully assess possible options to be implemented.  

 In decentralised large countries, such as France, authorities are also affected by sub-optimal information systems, 

which ingenerate excessive errors due to differences in the measurement of “parcels” and therefore cause extra 

burdens for authorities responsible for monitoring and payment of such measures. In Italy and Spain, authorities are 

trying to simplify eligibility criteria in some Pillar 2 measures, in order to avoid cumbersome monitoring and payment 

procedures, increase their capacity of supporting beneficiaries and limit chances of recurring errors and delays in 

implementation. 

 In the Netherlands, where authorities may involve beneficiary associations in the screening of complex submissions 

and combined applications, therefore reducing potential burdens in screening of eligibility criteria and monitoring 

procedures. 

Source: Evidence emerging from 10 case studies 
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7.5.2.2 Burdens for beneficiaries 
If we look at burdens being generated for beneficiaries across the CAP cycle, even stronger responsibilities 

(with respect to the case for local authorities) lie at the implementation level when it comes to burdens 

resulting from eligibility requirements (on the left), due to a range of specific regulation and EU Directive 

transpositions being decided by a range of national regulatory bodies, and resulting in specific eligibility criteria 

(due to cross-compliance requirements or ambitious policy options for certain strategic measures). EU 

responsibility, though, seems to be stronger (again respect to burdens for authorities) with respect to 

administrative and other checks, as part of CAP regulation and other financial rules. The overall role of publc 

authorities remains substantially relevant in (often) over complex eligibility criteria, but CAP requirements 

when it comes to administrative controls and need to commit to specific performances to be potentially 

checked through time remain important burdens for beneficiaries. As mentioned with respect to the authorities, 

these aspects would deserve further assessment with a broader data sample to be more accurate. 

 

Figure 7-6.  Repartition of responsibility in burdens generated across Programming Cycle (“regulation” vs. “implementation”) 

           Eligibility 

 

Administrative Controls 

 

Futher Checks 

 

Source: Developed internally on the basis of the evidence collected across the 10 case studies 

 

Some examples of such burdens are illustrated hereby, as emerging from our analysis, in order to clarify 

certain aspects. 

 

Box 7.6. Range of responsibilities in burdens for beneficiaries emerging across the assessed cases 

 

Burdens for beneficiaries in relation to Pillar 1 are often due to the more ambitious CAP regulatory requirements (over half of 

the estimated responsibility). Still, although EU regulation is certainly at the basis of such high requirements, actual burdens 

often depend on complexity of cooperation amongst regulatory and operational bodies at the country level (e.g. cross-

compliance and greening measures) and the specific implementation choices made by public authorities.  

 In the Netherlands, in order to comply with eligibility requirements for basic direct payments, beneficiaries are asked to 

draw their parcels and scan them so to fulfil the electronic process, with burdens for beneficiaries (due to need of 

external help) and possible risks of errors during further controls and checks.  

 In Scotland, complex procedures for mapping ineligible features and EFAs, as well as obtaining and retaining proofs of 

compliance for greening measures are resulting from new CAP regulations.  

 In Poland and Slovenia, beneficiaries are confronted with new and more complex system for the direct payments, and 

demanding processes to be followed. 

 

With respect to Pillar 2 measures, unnecessary or unclear requirements may still emerge for beneficiaries, due to issues of 

capacity and experience at MS/MA levels (i.e. country and regions) in implementing relatively new programmes and/or 

complexity due to decisions taken at different governance levels.  

 In Bulgaria, when applying for investment measures, or basic service and damage restoration support, beneficiaries 

are still required to submit applications in paper for, with a lot of information required, including proofs of official 

translated for languages different from Bulgarian, and details on contractor/supplier needs to be provided as part of the 

initial submissions, rather than at a second stage.  

 In order to apply to such measures, beneficiaries in Poland are confronted with long and complicated instructions and 

complex procedures, whilst in Slovenia they shall complete extremely demanding applications.  

 In Spain and Italy, although requirements for knowledge transfer measures (or investment measures in general), have 

been admittedly simplified, unnecessary information or limited availability of essential information are still perceived as 
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burdens for interested beneficiaries.  

 In France, the effort put on simplification (e.g. flexibility in options for AEC schemes, or e-payment procedures) are 

often confusing rather than supporting potentially interested farmers (e.g. 70 sub-measures amongst AEC schemes to 

select and ICT applications often incompatible with software available to rural farm-holders). 

 

Source: Evidence emerging from 10 case studies 

 

 

7.6 Extrapolation from assessed cases to more general considerations  

7.6.1 Administrative burdens: the interplay of challenging policies and complex implementation systems 

The general assessment of the situation in the 28 Member States indicates an expected increase of 

administrative burden for all stakeholders involved in the process of implementing the CAP across the 

European Union. While some MS expect a similar level of burden in the new planning period, most of them 

expect an increase. The increase of burden is mainly expected due to the new provisions on greening in Pillar 

1. Overall the process of CAP implementation is perceived to be more complex in the new setting. This 

requires more coordination between entities involved and a collective process of getting accustomed to the 

new setting. While this is not unusual at the beginning of a new period, the additional freedom of choices by 

the Member States leaves room for different expectations on the impact of MS choices on administrative 

burden. While some authorities see a potential of making use of the new freedom to mitigate extra burdens, 

others use the new rules to broaden their tailored requests towards beneficiaries.  

The potential burdens emerged for beneficiaries and administrations are the result of the interplay of two 

elements: 

 Firstly, the level of complexity (and overall capacity and efficiency) of involved administration at the 

local level (i.e. MS and Managing Authorities) is affecting the extent to which unclear or unnecessary 

requirements are generated throughout the implementation of CAP regulations across EU Member States 

and regions (resulting in burdens across the entire policy cycle, from initial eligibility/information 

requirements to monitoring and payment procedures); 

 Secondly, the extent to which challenging policy requirements are emerging as result of CAP regulation 

(i.e. EU Commission) and national/regional implementation choices (i.e. public authorities), is influencing 

the extent to which certain requirements are more stringent and therefore potentially more costly for the 

beneficiaries to achieve and administrations to control (particularly in terms of monitoring and payment 

requirements aimed at assessing results in line with the ambitions). 

 

In this respect, patterns seem to emerge across EU Member States in terms of whether administrative 

burdens are expected to increase in the current CAP, depending on the extent to which administrations have 

developed a full capacity and efficiency in implementing complex policies (still an issue for some Member 

States with complex implementation settings and/or limited capacity), and the overall requirements of the CAP 

regulations (mainly with reference to the greening measures and cross-compliance implications for some Pillar 

2 measures).  

 

Box 7.7. Exemplary overview of main types of burdens across groups of Member States 

 

On the basis of the primary evidence collected, a range of challenges seem to be reflected to the burdens emerging across 

EU Member States (often related to issues of capacity and complexity of administrative systems involved in their 

implementation): 

 Some MS with complex administrative settings or limited capacity in managing complex policies suggested that 

burdens emerging are mostly related to “traditional” measures and unsolved challenges for local 

authorities/beneficiaries (e.g. BE, CY); 

 In order to address such potential challenges, some Member States seem to opt for simplification of procedures and 

requirements, but chances remain for burdens to be generated due to structural issues persisting in their country 

systems (e.g. IT, ES, BG, AT, FR, PL); 

 

 Amongst new EU members and other countries where capacity may be limited, therefore, burdens are often expected 
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to grow for both beneficiaries and administration, due to a mix of lack of full capacity and ambitious new requirements 

to be “digested” by local administrative systems (e.g. RO, MT, HR, CZ); 

 Other MS, often northern EU countries, seem to be facing issues in assuring simple and clear regulation while 

developing more stringent requirements, within the option given by the new CAP regulation, due to specific needs and 

political ambitions at the country level (e.g. SE, FI, ES, SL, UK). 

 

Source: Interviews with experts across 28 EU Member States 

 

Each administration and territory has its own history and specificities, including differences amongst regions in 

countries where decentralised procedures apply to CAP implementation. Still, if taken with full caution, some 

projection of the identified “predictor” of potential burdens can provide useful “indicators” (or “predictors”), so to 

understand what issues may arise in the future and where, as well as what type of support may be required to 

prevent a full escalation of burdens possibly generated. Figure 7.7 below provides – with all possible 

disclaimers in terms of the level of generalisation that such tables reflect – an overview of the type of findings 

emerged from the analysis of selected cases, reflected in the positioning of each case across four different 

quadrants.  

 

Figure 7-7.  Indicators predicting possible types (and extent) of administrative burdens emerging across EU MS and Regions 

 

Source: Developed internally on the basis of secondary and primary evidence assessed 

 

These quadrants emerge from the juxtaposition of the two variables discussed above (i.e. challenging 

requirements of the policy at the EU and MS levels, complexity of administrative systems involved in its 

implementation): 

 Complex (and/or less efficient) systems pressured by more stringent requirements, with limited experience 

in organising complex structures, resulting in high burdens for all involved stakeholders across measures – 

the “land’s on fire” scenario; 

 Complex administrative structures (e.g. due to lack of experience or different decision levels) result in 

burdensome “traditional” measures even in contexts where local policy ambitions has been mild – the 

“yelling farmers” scenario; 
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 Efficient administrations, faced with challenging requirements, may still result in certain burdens due to 

high number of specific proofs requested in order to demonstrate the expected results – the “sky’s not 

always blue” scenario; 

 Relatively limited challenging requirements emerging from new policies managed by capable 

administrations with a history of efficiency in the policy areas – the “grass still green” scenario. 

 

The main features under each of the four quadrants, as emerging from our analysis, can be resumed as 

follows.  

 

Box 7.8. Range of burdens emerging across the assessed cases 

 

In some lean and efficient administrative structures, a higher policy ambition (i.e. full implementation of some CAP 

regulation ambitious options) may still result in some specific areas of burdens for authorities but also beneficiaries: 

 In Finland, Slovenia, Scotland or the Netherlands, greening and cross-compliance requirements triggered additional 

burdens for authorities in charge of implementation and in some cases resulted in burdens for beneficiaries, due to 

the number of specific proofs required to prove the achievements of expected results in a more challenging policy. 

In more complex administrative systems, including complex multi-level governance structure where decisions are 

repartitioned amongst various layers of governments, even a more cautious choice of requirements for the CAP 

implementation may result in a range of burdens for authorities and beneficiaries: 

 In Spain and Italy, although mostly choices implied focus on more ‘classic’ measures for which experiences in terms 

of implementation have already been gathered (as highlighted in the assessment of Pillar 2
83

), some burdens still 

emerge due to difficulties for authorities to reconcile a range of different rules and regulations at central and regional 

levels; 

 In France the choice by central authorities, to allow a broad range of possible options to be pursued by beneficiaries, 

may have increased complexity for beneficiaries (due to lack of clarity for those interested in applying) and those 

authorities in charge of managing resulting applications, whilst issues related to the existing and new information 

systems pose burdens to beneficiaries and authorities due to difficulties in controlling the exact parcels 

(agricultural/non-agricultural) to be considered for payments. 

 

Other countries (that may still be relatively new to the management of complex regulations) persist in burdensome 

requirements when it comes to basic information for beneficiaries and face difficulties in implementing new rules: 

 In Poland and Bulgaria administrative burdens for beneficiaries emerge due to complex informational requirements, 

similar to those affecting the previous programme still emerged, whilst authorities often struggled in responding to 

new regulation features resulting in delays for the finalisation of more complex measures. 

 

Source: Evidence emerging from 10 case studies  

 

 

7.6.2 Burdens due to new requirements in the CAP: the “tip of the iceberg” 

On the basis of the four scenarios illustrated in the previous section, and with the sole purpose of providing 

some possible scenarios for the future, the funding allocated by the EU for the 2014/2020 CAP Programming 

Period is now repartitioned amongst the four possible “quadrants” illustrated in figure 7.7 above. Figure 7-8 

below provides a general understanding of possible portions of CAP budget allocated to MS, grouped into four 

quadrants (red, yellow, green and blue)
84

 depending on the level of administrative efficiency/complexity and 

more/less ambitious choices made in the CAP implementation
85

. Although this exercise remains highly 

hypothetical, and further in-depth analysis is required to verify such an assumption, some consideration can 

be made on portions of CAP budget affected by different risks of burdens. 
  

                                                           
83

 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2016/573448/IPOL_STU(2016)573448_EN.pdf 
84

 Member States were split into the following groups: RED: HR, LT, LV, PL, PT, SI; YELLOW: IT, FR, ES, BG, EL, BE, CZ, CY/MT, HU, RO, 
SK, BLUE: NL, FI, DE, DK, EE, AT, SE; GREEN: IE, LU, UK. 

85
 Note that the following assumptions have been taken, identifying EU MS across the four quadrants. Such repartition may be questioned 
and as such it is adopted here only for illustrative purposes, as clarified in our main text. 
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Figure 7-8 Shares of CAP budget “under risk” of creating administrative burdens 

 
 

Source: Developed internally based on scenario predictors and CAP budgetary data 

 

If the ratios emerged from the analysis of selected cases are projected into the entire CAP financial 

allocations, the following scenarios are suggested (in terms of risk of administrative burdens to emerge): 

 About 10% of the EU’s CAP budget is relatively immune from risk of creating administrative burden, being 

implemented by administrations with a limited level of internal complexity (i.e. experienced and relatively 

lean systems), as well as limited policy ambitious with respect to the CPA implementation (i.e. the “grass 

still green” scenario);  

 About 20% of the EU’s CAP budget is exposed to risk of creating administrative burden, although limited, 

to be generated due to the policy ambition reflected both at the CAP regulation level and in its 

implementation, within a number of Member States which are relatively experienced and efficient in their 

administrative systems (i.e. the “sky is no longer blue” scenario); 

 Over half of the EU’s CAP budget is then likely to be exposed to creating a range of administrative 

burdens, mainly related to issues experienced in the previous Programming Periods, but aggravated by 

some additional requirements in this (e.g. greening measures) – although these administration are 

generally remaining at a relatively limited level of ambitions, complexity of existing administrative 

structures and in some cases limited experience with such programming mechanisms will result in a range 

of burdens for both beneficiaries and administrations (i.e. the “yelling farmers” scenario);  

 Finally, about 15% of the EU’s CAP budget is exposed to highest potential risk of administrative burden 

affecting local beneficiaries and administrations, due to the interplay of relatively complex and un-

experienced administrative systems with often high policy ambitions in respect to the CAP regulation 

requirements (i.e. the “sky is burning” scenario). 

 

On the basis of the (illustrative) estimates provided in Figure 7-8 above, some very general estimate can be 

drawn by using previous assessments of administrative burdens resulting from requirements in Pillar 1 (based 

on CAP ex-ante assessment)
86

 and Pillar 2 (based on previous CAP ex-post evaluation of measures still 

present in the current CAP regulation)
87

. Applying such estimates (calculated as % of total allocations) to the 

current CAP budget allocation across the different “shares of risks” (as per Figure 7-8 above), suggests that 

burdens generated by Pillar 1 requirements are possibly limited and substantially the “tip of a (broader) 

iceberg”. The majority of CAP budget is in fact allocated in countries where administrative systems are 

relatively complex and/or lacking full capacity, therefore having a higher risk of burdens to be generated even 

in respect to relatively “traditional” measures. As a result, the bulk of expected burdens is a consequence of 

inefficient requirements in Pillar 2 measures, often recurring from the previous CAP period.    
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 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/policy-perspectives/impact-assessment/cap-towards-2020/report/annex8_en.pdf 
87

 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/external-studies/rd-simplification_en.htm 
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Figure 7-9  “The tip of the iceberg”: (indicative) ratio of burdens caused from CAP regulation and its implementation (Pillar 1 vs Pillar 2) 

 

Source: Developed internally on the basis on previous Figure 7-8 and secondary sources
8889

 

 

While the categorisation above shows general risks and underlying reasons for administrative burden, the 

actual occurrence of such issues often depends on the specific measures and authorities. Generalisations for 

Member States therefore need to be duly treated with care. Still, it give a hint on the type of issues expected to 

emerge throughout the current CAP implementation and where those issues may emerge, based on different 

features of CAP implementations. These are also aspect to be further investigated by collecting greater 

samples of data across various Member States. 
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 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/policy-perspectives/impact-assessment/cap-towards-2020/report/annex8_en.pdf 
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 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/external-studies/rd-simplification_en.htm 
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8 Answer to EQ 5 (contribution to EU 2020 strategy) 

8.1 Understanding of EQ 5 

The EQ5 is formulated as follow: 

 

EQ 5: to what extent and how can the implementation choices made by the Member States influence 

the contribution of the CAP to the Europe 2020 Strategy? 

 

The Europe 2020 strategy adopted in June 2010 aims at delivering growth that is smart, sustainable and 

inclusive. These three main priorities are coherent with the general objectives of the CAP to improve viable 

food production (smart growth), to ensure sustainable management of natural resources (sustainable growth) 

and to reach balanced territorial development (inclusive growth). 

 

Smart growth can be delivered through effective investments in education, research and innovation. 

Sustainable growth can be achieved through the promotion of a low-carbon economy. Inclusive growth implies 

an emphasis on job creation and poverty reduction. The strategy is focused on five goals in the areas of 

employment, innovation, education, poverty reduction and climate/energy.  

 

The five targets for the EU in 2020 are the following: 

1. Employment: 75 % of the 20-64 year-olds to be employed; 

2. R&D: 3 % of the EU's GDP to be invested in R&D; 

3. Climate change and energy sustainability greenhouse gas emissions: 20 % lower than 1990, 20 % of 

energy from renewables and 20 % increase in energy efficiency
90

; 

4. Education: reducing the rates of early school leaving below 10 % and at least 40 % of 30-34–year-olds 

completing third level education; 

5. Fighting poverty and social exclusion: at least 20 million fewer people in or at risk of poverty and social 

exclusion. 

 

The CAP has the potential to contribute to all of these objectives, except for education, by promoting a 

sustainable, competitive and productive agricultural sector. By promoting sustainable rural development 

throughout the Union in a complementary manner to cohesion policy, it can also contribute to a more 

territorially and environmentally balanced, climate-friendly and innovative agricultural sector, forestry sector 

and rural areas more generally. 

 

The evaluation question comprises two elements. The first element consists of identifying the extent to which 

the implementation choices made by the Member States can influence the CAP’s contribution to the EU 2020 

strategy. This can be assessed by analysing the relevance of the Member State choices with the expected 

impact derived from the outputs of EQ1, 2 and 3 for the relevant measures. The second element of the 

question relates to the way in which (‘how’) Member States’ implementation choices affect the CAP’s 

contribution to the EU2020 strategy: to address this second point, a qualitative description of the manner in 

which the choices will influence the CAP contribution to the EU 2020 strategy is provided. 

 

 

                                                           
90

 It should be noted here, that also in other policy areas, e.g. the objectives set under the Clean Air Policy Package, efforts are taken to 

combine targets set between e.g. air quality and measures taken under the CAP. In the case of the Clean Air Policy Package, this has 

happened in the revision of the new National Emission Ceilings Directive (NECD) by including a direct reference to the use of EU 

funding (including EAFRD) to help MSs reduce emissions of air pollutants such as Particulate Matter, nitrogen and ammonia. 
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8.2 Smart growth 

Under the objective of smart growth, the targets at EU level for 2020 are:  

 75% of the 20-64 year olds to be employed 

 3% of the GDP to improve the conditions for research and development in particular to increase public and 

private investments in R&D. 

 

The detailed targets set  at EU level and for the 10 case study countries can be found in Appendix E.  

 

 

8.2.1 Employment 

8.2.1.1 Context 

In terms of employment, the CAP has the potential to mostly but not exclusively contribute to agricultural and 

rural employment. Where agricultural employment constitutes employment within the agricultural sector, i.e. 

agricultural or forestry activities, rural employment entails employment within the rural areas. The definition of 

“rural areas” is taken from the urban-rural typology
91

.  

 

Within the EU28, rural areas provide a mixed contribution to employment. Traditionally rural areas have been 

seen as areas of production and places of work. In general, employment rates in rural areas are lower than 

those in urban regions. However, in more urbanised Member States, such as the Netherlands and the United 

Kingdom, this difference is almost negligible
92

. In Member States with more extensive rural areas, e.g. 

Bulgaria, Poland and Finland, employment rates are generally lower than those in urban regions. In Bulgaria, 

the employment rate of urban regions lies 12% higher than in rural areas, in Poland this difference is 5% while 

in Finland the urban employment rate is 7% higher than the rural rate.  

 

Observations of the amount of persons employed in agriculture
93

 are very diverse across the EU28. Numbers 

range from relatively high employment in agriculture compared to total employment in e.g. Romania (20%) or 

Bulgaria where still 12% of the total workforce finds a job in agriculture to rather low numbers for the United 

Kingdom (1%), the Netherlands (2%) and Germany (1%). Other Member States have percentages between 3 

and 10% for employment in agriculture. The bulk of farm work is carried out by the farm holders and their 

families
94

. Additionally, it should be taken into account that for many of the persons working in agriculture, 

farming often represents only a part-time activity. Only for very few this is a full-time activity (14.3% of the total 

workforce) or a main economic activity (a further 28% of them)
95

.   

 

The average age of the agricultural workforce is relatively high, posing challenges to the future of the 

agricultural sector. The share of young farmers (farmers under the age of 41) is generally low in the case 

study Member States, ranging from 26.4% in Poland to 10.5% in the United Kingdom
96

. In almost all the case 

study Member States this share has shown a decline or a stabilisation over the last years. The only exception 

is Bulgaria, where the share of farmers under 41 years old has increased by 4.1% compared to the previous 

                                                           
91

 The employment rates calculated in this section are elaborated upon Eurostat data taken from the urban-rural typology. This typology exists 
of a three step approach to classify the NUTS 3 level data into three different regions: predominantly urban, intermediate and predominantly 
rural. The data here is used as illustration of the importance of rural regions in total employment data. Agricultural employment covers all 
persons - both employees and self-employed - providing salaried and non-salaried labour input to the resident units performing 
characteristic activities (agricultural and inseparable non-agricultural secondary activities) of the agricultural industry of the EAA (Economic 
accounts for agriculture and forestry). For an elaboration of the methodology and further information, please go to 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/rural-development/methodology 

92
 Elaborations by Ecorys on 2014 Eurostat data taken from the rural development: urban-rural typology database. The employment rate is 
based upon both the number of employed persons and employees.  

93
 Elaborations based upon Eurostat data from 2012 taken from the urban-rural typology database (latest most complete data is from 2012). 
Included in these calculations are both “employed” persons and “employees”. Agricultural employment covers all persons - both employees 
and self-employed - providing salaried and non-salaried labour input to the resident units performing characteristic activities (agricultural 
and inseparable non-agricultural secondary activities) of the agricultural industry of the EAA (Economic accounts for agriculture and 
forestry). 

94
 DG AGRI (2013). How many people work in agriculture in the European Union? EU Agricultural Economics Briefs, No. 8, accessed via 
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rural-area-economics/briefs/pdf/08_en.pdf. 

95
 DG AGRI (2013). How many people work in agriculture in the European Union? EU Agricultural Economics Briefs, No. 8, accessed via 
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rural-area-economics/briefs/pdf/08_en.pdf. 

96
 Based on 2012 FADN data. 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/rural-development/methodology
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year. Thus in order for the CAP to contribute to sustainable employment, an important challenge lies in 

ensuring or incentivising access to the agricultural sector for young persons.  

 

Nuancing the importance of employment in agriculture, rural areas have “increasingly […] come to be 

appreciated as places to live in and as sites for leisure. […] As people move beyond concerns with material 

security and embrace quality of life issues they place increasing value on the opportunities rural areas provide 

for living space, recreation, the enjoyment of amenity and wildlife, and a wholesome and pleasant 

environment.”
97

 Therefore changes in rural employment levels are strongly associated with several other 

parameters: individual choices, output growth, investment trends, technology adoption, human capital, etc. 

(Ahearn et al., 2005:2006,
98

 Alasia et al., 2009,
99

 El-Osta et al., 2004,
100

). As such, employment in rural areas 

is an issue addressed by a wide range of policy frameworks of which the CAP forms only a small piece. The 

possible contribution of the CAP should thus also be understood from this perspective. 

 

8.2.1.2 Intervention logic  

In order to assess the influence of the Member States choices on the contribution of the CAP to the EU2020 

target of employment, it is necessary to understand which measures and instruments of the CAP have the 

potential to contribute to maintaining and creating employment. In the figure below, the intervention logic is 

shown for measures and instruments which could directly or indirectly contribute to reaching the targets set 

under employment.  

 

Figure 8-1  Intervention logic for the target of employment 

 
Legend: Full lines indicate a direct effect, dotted lines an indirect effect 
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 IEEP (2001). The Nature Of Rural Development: Towards A Sustainable Integrated Rural Policy In Europe. 
http://www.google.nl/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0ahUKEwjEtriwyL_JAhXCYQ8KHQr9DDMQFggkMAA&url=http
%3A%2F%2Fwww.panda.org%2Fdownloads%2Feurope%2Fcomp_report1.pdf&usg=AFQjCNGVW9qi6DMKTEgGmrrxL9N9uPZY4Q 

98
  Ahearn, M.C., Yee, J., and Korb, P., 2005. Effects of differing farm policies on farm structure and dynamics. American Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 87, pp. 1182-1189. 

 Ahearn, M.C., El-Osta, H., and Dewbre, J., 2006. The impact of coupled and decoupled government subsidies on off-farm labour 
participation of U.S. farm operators. American Journal of Agricultural Economics 88, pp. 393-408 

99
  Alasia, A., Weersink, A., Bollman, R.D., and Cranfield, J., 2009. Off-farm labour decision of Canadian farm operators: Urbanization effects 
and rural labour linkages. Journal of Rural Studies 25, pp. 12-24. 

100
  El-Osta, H.S., Mishra, A.K., and Ahearn, M.C., 2004. Labour supply by farm operators under “decoupled” farm program payments. 
Review of Economics of the Household 2, pp. 367-385. 
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For a detailed explanation of the intervention logic, please refer to Appendix F. It should however be noted 

that by considering the intervention logic in this manner, i.e. only selecting those measures which can be 

planned under these specific priorities, bypasses the potential of job creation through the environmental 

measures, i.e. the creation of green jobs through for example the agri-environmental schemes (M10)
101

.  

 

8.2.1.3 Implementation choices’ influence on the contribution of the CAP to the EU2020 strategy for employment 

As shown in the previous paragraph, the CAP provides a wide array of tools and instruments for Member 

States to maintain and support employment in rural areas, in agriculture and across the entire food chain. 

However, with increased flexibility provided to Member States under Pillar 1 in terms of voluntary schemes 

and the flexibility for choice in measures and the priorities under which they are implemented in Pillar 2, the 

impact on employment of the CAP in the Member States is highly dependent on the policy mix chosen for 

implementation. In the table below, an overview is provided of the implementation choices of the 10 case 

study Member States.  

 

Table 8-1.  Overview of implementation choices in the case study Member States 

Instruments 

and 

measures 

BG FI FR DE IT NL PL SI ES UK  

Pillar 1 

BPS X X X X X X X X X X 

RP X  X X   X    

YFS X X X X X X X X X X 

SFS X   X X  X X X  

VCS X X X  X X X X X X 

ANC           

Pillar 2 

M1 
P2, P3 

P2, P3, 

P6 
 P2 

P2, P3, 

P6 
P2 P2, P3 P2, P3 

P2, P3, 

P6 
P2, P3 

M2 P2, P3 P3  P2 P2, P3  P2 P3 P2, P3 P2, P3 

M3   P3  P3  P3 P3 P3 P3 

M4 P2, P3 P2, P3 P2, P3 P2, P3 P2, P3 P2 P2, P3 P2, P3 P2, P3 P2, P3 

M5    P3 P3  P3    

M6 P2, P3, 

P6 
P2, P6 P2  P2, P6  P2, P6 P2, P6 P2 P2, P6 

M7 P6 P6  P6 P6  P3, P6 P6 P6 P6 

M8 P2    P2, P3   P6  P6 

M9 P3      P3 P3 P3  

M11   P3        

M13          P2 

M16 
P2, P3 P3, P6 P2 P2, P6 

P2, P3, 

P6 
P2 P2, P3 

P2, P3, 

P6 

P2, P3, 

P6 
P2, P3 

M17   P3 (N)  P3 (N) P3     

M19 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 

Note: Some measures in this list are also implemented under Priority 4 and 5. This is not shown in this table in order to 

maintain overview. Measures with cells highlighted in blue are only implemented under these priorities. Measures with cells 

in grey have not been implemented in the concerned MS. 

Source: RDP 

 

The table indicates the fact that within the ten case study Member States, very different implementation 

choices have been made which is closely related to different socio-economic and political contexts in each of 

them. For some Pillar 2 measures however, there seems to be some general trends in terms of focus on 
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 For an overview of academic literature on the contribution of environmental subsidies under the EAFRD to job creation and employment, 

please refer to Schuh et al. (2016). Research for the AGRI Committee: The Role of the EU’s CAP in creating rural jobs. Accessed via 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2016/573418/IPOL_STU(2016)573418_EN.pdf 
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certain priorities, such as for M7, M9, M17 and M19. The possible effects on employment resulting from the 

Redistributive Payment and the Small Farmers Scheme are to be seen and will be very dependent on the 

policy context and the exact needs addressed by these payments.  

 

. It should be noted that the magnitude of the impact on employment is not related to the number of measures 

implemented with a potential impact on employment. A well-designed measure with a low budget, might better 

attain its objective than a poorly designed measure with high budgets and high ambitions. Finally, the 

implementation choices made under the CAP in the different Member States operate in a wider policy 

framework of more specialised and targeted labour, social and economic policies and should thus always be 

understood as only a small piece in a larger legislative framework. 

 

Box 8.1  Illustrations on how the MS made the measure relevant to the target of employment based upon the 

different implementation modalities 

 

 In Poland agriculture represents a relatively high share of employment yet only very small part of the GDP (3.1%). This 

is closely related to the fragmented nature of Polish agriculture with many small farms characterised by low labour 

productivity. This implies that the agricultural policy puts a lot of efforts into the upscaling of the agricultural sector and 

improving the functioning of the food supply chain in order to support employment in rural areas not only in the primary 

production sector, but in the processing industry as well. On the other hand, a diverse rural area is supported through 

the Small Farmers Scheme and Voluntary Coupled Support. The former is mainly implemented to support small farms 

and their labour force and the latter focuses on sectors with large labour demands (e.g. beef and veal, hemp). Although 

the share of young farmers is relatively high (26.4% of all farmers), they are further supported both under Pillar 1 (YFS) 

and Pillar 2 (M6). Although, the Polish RDP recognised the lack of non-agricultural employment in rural areas, the main 

focus lies on increasing the competitiveness of the sector. Job creation is only mentioned and targeted under M6 (target 

of 16 550 jobs created by 2023) and under M19 (target of 5 943 jobs created by 2023). It should be considered that the 

approach implemented by Poland focuses a lot on increasing employment efficiency by upscaling farms. As smaller 

farms are often more labour intensive, their disappearance might reduce employment in the short term. The 

development of better functioning food chains and local infrastructure might offset this decrease by creating new non-

agricultural employment opportunities and up- and downstream employment, but this remains to be seen.   

 For both the UK Scotland & the Netherlands the employment aspect of the CAP is not or very limitedly taken into 

account in terms of implementation choices. In both countries there are other, more relevant policies addressing the 

labour market and employment. The agricultural sector is put into a wider perspective and the implementation choices 

have an outspoken environmental aim. For Scotland, the main priority for Pillar 2 consists of restoring, preserving and 

enhancing ecosystems related to agriculture and forestry (80% of funds are attributed to this priority). Also in the 

Netherlands the agricultural policy choices have been made from the perspective of ensuring “green growth” with an 

emphasis on innovation rather than employment.  This also shows for example in their choices of implementation of 

Voluntary Coupled Support which focuses on more extensive livestock farming both in Scotland and in the Netherlands 

and is implemented rather from a conservation and natural value perspective. Support for young entrants to the farming 

business is implemented in both cases and will be very relevant in supporting generational renewal, also Pillar 2 

supports young farmers. However, in Scotland this receives only 0.7% of the total budget for the entire programming 

period. For Scotland, the creation of jobs is expected under M6 and M8 (30 extra jobs expected) and under LEADER 

supported projects (551 jobs). The Netherlands only set a target on job creation under LEADER supported projects (50 

new jobs expected).  In conclusion, indirectly the agricultural policy is expected to have some second order contributions 

to employment, yet there is no or very limited attention (and budget) provided to employment creation as such.  

 

 

8.2.2 Investment in Research and Development 

8.2.2.1 Context 

The Europe 2020 strategy aims at improving the conditions for innovation, research and development, with in 

particular the ambition to increase public and private investment in R&D to 3 % of the GDP by 2020. 

According to recent Eurostat data (May 2016
102

), the EU gross domestic expenditure on R&D as a percentage 

of GDP was stable at around 1.8 % between 2002 and 2007. It has increased to reach 2.03 % in 2014 but 

there are concerns that the Europe 2020 target of 3 % will not be reached.  
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Figure 8-2  Gross domestic expenditure on R&D for the EU-28 (in % of GDP)  

 
Source: Eurostat 

 

Quantification of the contribution of agriculture to the EU2020 target is not possible: there are no data 

available on the share of agriculture in total R&D expenditure as Eurostat does not collect data on private 

investments in agriculture (EC, 2011
103

). Nevertheless, the CAP introduced new measures to boost research 

and innovation in the sector, in particular within the framework of the European Innovation Partnership for 

Agricultural Productivity and Sustainability (EIP-AGRI). The EIP has been launched in 2012 with the ambition 

to strengthen research and innovation in agriculture. The EIP mainly operates through Operational Groups 

that are supported by Rural Development Programmes. 

 

8.2.2.2 Intervention logic  

Member States decide how to support research and innovation mainly through the measures 1, 2 and 16 of 

the Rural Development Programmes. These measures also have the potential to support smart growth and 

employment. 

 

Under Measure 16 “Cooperation”, they can in particular support to the setting up of Operational Groups 

(M16.1 “support for the establishment and operation of operational groups of the EIP for agricultural 

productivity and sustainability”) and to the development of new products,  practices, processes and 

technologies (M16.2 “Support for pilot projects and for the development of new products, practices, processes 

and technologies”). Operational Groups are initiatives gathering different stakeholders (farmers, researchers, 

advisors, businesses, NGOs) with a common interest in a specific, practical innovation project. The purpose of 

the operational group is to find innovative solutions to a shared problem or issue. On average, Measure 16 

represents 1,8% of the total public expenditure, representing € 2,8 billion. In total around 3200 Operational 

Groups are planned to be created between 2014 -2020. Pilot projects implemented under measure 16.2 are 

understood as referring to a "test project" in the agriculture, food and forestry sectors. Practices refer to 

farming practices (for example crop rotation, soil management or hedge maintenance). 

 

Measure 1 “knowledge transfer and information actions” provides support for three sub-measures: support for 

vocational training and skills acquisition actions (M1.1), support for demonstration activities and information 

actions (M1.2) and support for short-term farm and forest management exchange as well as farm and forest 

visits (M1.3). The objective is to support rural development through the exchange of knowledge and 

information amongst persons engaged in SMEs who are active in rural areas. Support can be in the form of  

training courses, workshops, coaching as well as exchanges and visits.  
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Finally, the advisory service to farmers is also supported through the RDP: measure 2 provides support to 

help benefiting from the use of advisory services (M2.1), for the setting up of farm advisory services (M2.2) 

and for training advisors (M 2.3). 

 

The support can be complemented by EU Regional Policy through the European Regional Development Fund 

(ERDF) and the Cohesion Fund. A large share of the ERDF budget concentrates on measures for innovative 

projects related to agriculture and forestry, the competitiveness of SMEs and the shift towards a low carbon 

economy. 

 

8.2.2.3 Implementation choices’ influence on the contribution of the CAP to the EU2020 strategy for research and 

development 

The table below provides an overview of the implementation choices for each of the 10 Member States under 

investigation. It shows that almost all the countries decided to support research and innovation through the 

measures 16, 1 and 2 (only France/Bretagne and the Netherlands do not support advisory service through 

their RDP). The table also indicates the variation of the importance attached by the Member State to the 

priority (from 1,87% of the total RDP budget in Bretagne to 7,85% in the Netherlands). 

 

Table 8-2.  Overview of implementation choices in the case study Member States 

Instruments and 

measures 

BG FI FR* DE* IT* NL PL SI ES* UK* 

Pillar 2 

M1 Knowledge 

transfer and 

information actions 

X X X X X X X X X X 

M2 Advisory services, 

farm management and 

farm relief services 

X X  X X  X X X X 

M16 Cooperation X X X X X X X X X X 

Target indicators for Focus Areas under Priority 1 

1A: Fostering 

innovation, 

cooperation, 

knowledge base  

(% of RDP 

expenditures allocated 

to measure 1, 2 and 

16) 

2.67% 3.32% 1,87% 6,4% 7,85% 6,59% 1,41% 3,91% 2,42% 3,78% 

1B Strengthening links 

(number of 

cooperation projects) 

470 310 34 155 363 155 90 60 68 229 

1C Training  

(number of participant 

trained) 

4.800 20.000 7.500 11.000 19.245 11.000 261.811 99.600 7.000 10.617 

* Data for the following regions: Bretagne (France), Lower Saxony and Bremen (Germany), Emilia-Romagna (Italy), 

Extremadura (Spain) and Scotland (UK) 

Source: RDP 

 

The box below provides an illustration of how the MS made the measure relevant to the target through the 

specific implementation modalities. 

 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     260 
 

Box 8.2 llustrations of implementation modalities possibly impacting the contribution of the CAP to EU2020 target 

of research and innovation 

 

 In Slovenia the measure 1 focuses on trainings required when entering or during the implementation of the obligations 

under the measures Organic farming, Agri-environmental and agri-climate payments and Animal welfare. It is also 

intended to support the training within a number of other areas, which are important target groups, e.g. marketing, 

management, safety at work in the forest, digital skills, processing, etc. Trainings may include a theoretical and practical 

part. A special target group are young farmers. Submeasure 1.2 is designed for practical training, which is based on a 

demonstration of the use machinery, processes, technologies, machinery and practices. The content of these projects 

will, via such demonstrations, contribute to higher levels of knowledge, especially in the technological, economic and 

environmental areas. 

 In Scotland, the measure 16.1 plan to provide grant for the operation of 50 Operational Groups (but not establishment) 

for a maximum of 3 years. The measure will support: projects that aim to (i) introduce new processes and utilise new 

technologies and techniques in the agricultural sector, which in turn are expected to deliver improved productivity and/or 

sustainability; (ii)  test out new ideas through projects which adapt existing techniques/practices to new 

geographical/environmental contexts; (iii) operations that strengthen the links between agriculture, research and 

innovation by applying research findings to agricultural projects, testing viability and evaluating the degree to which 

productivity and/or sustainability benefits can be achieved. This will include support for new Monitor Farm projects. 

Monitor Farm projects allow farmers to hear recommendations from different sources, discuss options with peers and try 

out new techniques in the field. Monitor Farmers are given the opportunity to adopt and develop new ideas with the 

support of a group of farmers (called a Community Group), expert advisors and facilitators over a three year period. 

Each farm holds six meetings a year for farmers including an open day for all and a report of the findings is produced at 

the conclusion to each project. The Scottish Rural Network (SRN), fulfilling the role of innovation broker, will facilitate 

animation of Operational Groups, through an extension of its thematic networking activities. SRN also plan to promote 

opportunities for prospective Operational Groups through its website, newsletters and social media channels. In 

addition, SRN will disseminate outputs from Operational Group activities as well as other relevant research outputs 

arising from EIP and Horizon 2020 activity. Co-operative projects delivered through Operational Groups will present the 

opportunity to develop and test innovative practices to establish best practice for farmers and crofters with project 

learning outcomes linking M1 (Knowledge Transfer and Information) and M2 (Advisory Services) when results/learning 

are disseminated. 

 

 

8.3 Sustainable growth 

The target set for achieving the objective of sustainable growth in the EU2020 strategy is as follows: 

 Climate change and energy sustainability greenhouse gas emissions 20 % lower than 1990, 20 % of 

energy from renewables and 20 % increase in energy efficiency. 

 

The way that these targets are broken down between the ten countries investigated for this study can be 

found in Appendix F. 

 

Within the context of the CAP, this is an objective to which contributions can be made by the agriculture 

sector, the forest sector as well as activities supported in rural areas. Under the 2014-2020 CAP climate 

features as one of the three core objectives of the CAP, under the objective ‘the sustainable use of natural 

resources and climate action’. It features as one of the six Union priorities for rural development – Priority 5 is 

concerned explicitly with promoting resource efficiency and a transition to a low-carbon economy, under which 

lie five ‘focus areas’, four of which are relevant for contributing to this target, namely: increasing the efficiency 

of energy use in agriculture and food processing, facilitating the supply and use of renewable energy from 

agricultural sources, reducing GHG and ammonia emissions from agriculture and fostering carbon 

conservation and sequestration in both agriculture and forestry. Priority 4c focusing on preventing soil erosion 

and improving soil management will also help contribute. For the first time, climate objectives are also 

incorporated within Pillar 1, under the ‘greening measures’ which provide payments for environment and 

climate action. 
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8.3.1 GHG emissions 

8.3.1.1 Context 

In relation to GHG emissions, the CAP has the potential to contribute to this objective through actions to 

reduce emissions from agricultural management practices as well as through supporting carbon storage and 

sequestration in the soil and vegetation (both above-ground and below-ground) 

 

Some level of emissions is an inevitable consequence of food production and timber use.  In terms of 

agriculture, nitrous oxide accounts for 58% of non CO2 emissions from agriculture, with methane accounting 

for the remaining 42%. There are variations in the levels and types of emissions in different parts of the EU 

resulting from the different farming systems and management practices carried out as well as being influenced 

by the different biogeographic and climatic characteristics of the region concerned. Therefore the potential for 

the CAP to contribute to reducing these emissions varies accordingly. 

 

In 2013 agricultural emissions
104

 of greenhouse gases (GHG) in the EU-28 amounted to 440 million tonnes of 

CO2 equivalents. This accounts for about 9.8% of total emissions for that year (this excludes emissions from 

the LULUCF sector). 

 

Figure 8-3  GHG emissions from agriculture and share in total GHG emissions, 2013 

 

Source: CAP context indicator 45, GHG emissions from agriculture 

 

Figure 8-4 shows how this picture changes when CO2 emissions and removals are also taken into 

consideration on agricultural land (cropland and grassland). 
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 GHG emissions from agricultural activities, covered under the "agriculture" inventory of UNFCC reporting,include all anthropogenic 
emissions from agriculture, except for fuel combustion emissions and sewageemissions. 
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Figure 8-4  Breakdown of the GHG emissions from agriculture, 2013 

 

Source: CAP context indicator 45, GHG emissions from agriculture 

 

In terms of CO2 emissions, when forestry emissions and removals are also taken into account (see Figure 

8-5), overall the LULUCF sector is a net sink which has remained fairly stable since 1990. However this sink is 

expected to shrink over the coming years linked to a rise in anticipated emissions from forest management. 

Cropland management overall is a net source of emissions (although not in all countries) and is predicted to 

remain a source in the future. Grazing land management overall for the EU-28 is a net sink (although in the 

past it has been a source of emissions) and is predicted to remain a sink in the future. For forest management, 

the net sink for the EU-28 has remained relatively stable since 1990, but here projections suggest this net sink 

declining significantly to 2030 as a result of aging forest stands and increased harvesting, predominantly for 

energy use (Böttcher and Graichen, 2015). 

 

Figure 8-5:  Non CO2 greenhouse gas emissions from agriculture, 2011 (% of total greenhouse gas emissions) 

 

Source: Böttcher and Graichen, 2015 
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8.3.1.2 Intervention logic 

In order to assess the influence of the Member States choices on the contribution of the CAP to the EU2020 

target for GHG emissions, it is necessary to understand which measures and instruments of the CAP 

contribute to reducing GHG emissions.  

 

There is a range of measures under cross-compliance, Pillar 1 and rural development that can be used to 

support climate mitigation action in the agriculture sector both directly and indirectly. These include those that 

support: 

 Land management actions: those that help reduce emissions of nitrous oxide and methane; those that 

promote carbon sequestration, including the creation and management of woodland and agro-forestry on 

agricultural land;  

 Investments: for example to improve the genetic characteristics of the beef industry; to encourage the use 

of precision farming to reduce fertiliser use; 

 Advice and knowledge transfer: for example via the Farm Advisory Service, using rural development 

funding, as well as through research-farmer collaboration via Operational Groups set up under the banner 

of the European Innovation Partnership (EIP) for Agriculture. 

 

The figure below sets out the intervention logic for the CAP measures and instruments which could directly or 

indirectly contribute to reaching the target set for GHG emissions.  

 

Figure 8-6.  Intervention logic for the target of GHG emission reductions 

 

 

For a further detailed explanation of the intervention logic, please refer to Appendix F. 

 

8.3.1.3 Implementation choices’ influence on the contribution of the CAP to the EU2020 strategy for GHG emission 

The CAP provides a wide array of tools and instruments for Member States to support reductions in GHG 

emissions in agriculture, forestry and across the food chain. However, the potential impact of these CAP 

measures on achieving this in practice in Member States is highly dependent on the choices made about 

which measures to implement, their focus and ultimately their uptake. The table below provides an overview of 

the implementation choices of the 10 case study Member States. The table shows which of the relevant 

measures identified above have been programmed in these Member States under focus areas 5D and 5E 

under Priority 5, as well as those programmed under Priority 4 (it is not possible to separate those 

programmed only under focus area 4C, the most relevant focus area under Priority 4 for this objective). 
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Table 8-3.  Overview of implementation choices in the case study Member States 

X = measure used but not programmed under P4, P5D or P5E  

Blue =  measure programmed under P4 (data do not allow P4c to be separated from other P4 focus areas) 

5D / 5E = measure programmed under priority 5D, 5E or both 

Instruments and 

measures 

BG DE* ES* FI FR* IT* NL PL SI UK* 

Cross-compliance x x x x x x x x x X 

Greening measures x x x x x x x x x x 

Pillar 2 

M1 5D 5E   5D 5E 5D 5E   5D 5E  x     5D 5E 

M2 5D 5E  X  X 5D 5E   5D 5E    x   5D 5E 

M4 5D 5E   5D   5D      x 5D 

M8 5E       5E 5E   5E   5E 

M10 5D 5D 5E     5D       5D 

M11                     

M15                     

M16 5D 5E     5D 5E   5D 5E  x     5D 5E 

* Data for the following regions: Bretagne (France), Lower Saxony and Bremen (Germany), Emilia-Romagna (Italy), 

Extremadura (Spain) and Scotland (UK) 

Source: RDP 

 

This shows that neither the Netherlands nor Slovenia have programmed any of their measures under focus 

areas 5D or 5E, with Poland only programming forestry measures under focus area 5E (carbon sequestration 

and conservation). A mixed picture emerges from the other countries, with many programming a combination 

of advice, investment support, measures to support forestry and climate action on agricultural land through the 

agri-environment-climate measure. Interestingly no countries programmed support to organic farming under 

Priority 5D, despite many countries highlighting this measure as a means of reducing fertiliser inputs and 

hence reducing nitrous oxide emissions. 

 

The ambition for the outcomes to be associated with the use of these measures is reflected in the target 

indicators identified for these focus areas. These are set out in the table below. Where targets are identified, 

these are extremely low.  For example, only 4 countries identify targets for the proportion of land under 

management contracts targeting reductions in GHG and ammonia emissions, and these range from 0.16% of 

agricultural land in Bulgaria. 1.94% in Niedersachsen, 7.45% in Emilia-Romagna to 23.18% in Scotland. 

Targets for carbon sequestration and conservation are even lower, which is surprising given that the target 

should cover both agricultural and forest areas.  

 

Table 8-4  Target indicators for Focus areas 5d and 5e relating to GHG emissions and carbon sequestration in case study countries 

and regions 

FA 5D 5D 5E 

  T17: percentage of LU 

concerned by investments in 

live-stock management in view 

of reducing GHG and/or 

ammonia emissions (focus area 

5D) 

T18: percentage of agricultural 

land under management 

contracts targeting reduction of 

GHG and/or ammonia 

emissions (focus area 5D) 

T19: percentage of agricultural 

and forest land under 

management contracts 

contributing to carbon 

sequestration and conservation 

(focus area 5E) 

BG 1.58 0.16 0.02 

DE*   1.94   

ES*     0.15 

FI 10.77   

FR*       

IT* 1.13 7.45 6.53 

NL       
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FA 5D 5D 5E 

PL     0.35 

SI       

UK* 1.32 23.18 16.14 

TOTAL EU-28 2.01 7.67 1.80 

* Data for the following regions: Bretagne (France), Lower Saxony and Bremen (Germany), Emilia-Romagna (Italy), 

Extremadura (Spain) and Scotland (UK) 

Source: RDPs 

 

The level of these targets is also reflected in the proportion of funding allocated to the different measures 

programmed under focus areas 5D and 5E, as shown in the figure below. This shows that it is the forestry 

measures that are being used predominantly to promote carbon sequestration and conservation under priority 

5E (possibly because this activity on agricultural land is already covered under focus area 4c) and that a mix 

of investments via M4 and agricultural management actions under the agri-environment-climate-measure 

(M10) are being used to reduce GHG and ammonia emissions from agriculture, combined with some support 

for advice and cooperation in some countries.  

 

Figure 8-7  Proportion of total RDP budget allocated to focus areas 5D and 5E by measure and country 

 

Source: RDPs 

 

Given these figures it would appear that the way in which the CAP is being implemented, at least in the 10 

countries investigated here, GHG emission reductions are not prioritised in the same way as measures are 

used to address other environmental issues. 

 

Looking at the information from the case studies, it would seem that the main way that the countries examined 

are planning to reduce GHG emissions from agriculture is by promoting reduced fertiliser use or lower 

livestock densities using a combination of the agri-environment-climate measure (M10) and support for 

organic farming (M11). The promotion of protein crops through the P1 greening measures and VCS are also 

considered to contribute to this objective.  In terms of enhancing carbon sequestration on agricultural land, a 

combination of cross compliance (mainly the soil standards), greening measures (permanent grassland and 
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EFAs), M10 and M11 are used. Additionally the agri-environment-climate measure is used to enhance carbon 

rich habitats and carbon stores, for example through habitat restoration – of peatlands and wetlands, as is the 

case in the UK (Scotland). The forestry measures (M8) are also particularly relevant in this context, especially 

where afforestation M8.1 (ES, UK, BG, PL, FR) or agro-forestry (M8.2) is used (ie. in Spain). 

 

 

8.3.2 Renewable energy and energy efficiency 

8.3.2.1 Context 

The CAP has the potential to promote the production of renewable sources of energy to replace fossil fuels in 

other sectors (e.g. transport, energy), as well as to promote energy efficiency within the agricultural sector, the 

forest sector and other sectors operating in rural areas.  

 

Figure 8-8 and Figure 8-9 below show the amount of renewable energy produced from both agriculture and 

forestry as well as the proportion they make up of total renewable energy production. This shows considerable 

differences between Member States, with forestry playing a very significant role in many countries. Beyond 

using the raw products from the agriculture and forest sectors there are also other opportunities for producing 

renewable energy, for example through the sustainable use of wastes, including food waste and residues. The 

introduction of solar or wind energy and hydro-power initiatives are also other options that are possible within 

rural areas more generally. 

 

Figure 8-8 Production of renewable energy from agriculture by Member State (2013) 

 

Source: CAP context indicator 43, Production of renewable energy from agriculture and forestry 

 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     267 
 

Figure 8-9  Production of renewable energy from forestry by Member State (2013) 

 

Source: CAP context indicator 43, Production of renewable energy from agriculture and forestry 

 

8.3.2.2 Intervention logic 

In order to assess the influence of the Member States choices on the contribution of the CAP to the EU2020 

target for the production of renewable energy and increases in energy efficiency, it is necessary to understand 

which measures and instruments of the CAP contribute to achieving these objectives.  In the case of the CAP 

it is primarily investment support that can help achieve these objectives, combined with appropriate advice 

and training and promoting cooperative actions.  

 

The figure below sets out the intervention logic for CAP measures and instruments which could directly or 

indirectly contribute to reaching the targets set for the production of renewable energy and increases in energy 

efficiency.  

 

Figure 8-10.  Intervention logic for the target of production of renewable energy and increases in energy efficiency 

 

 

For a more detailed explanation of the intervention logic please refer to Appendix F.  
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8.3.2.3 Implementation choices’ influence on the contribution of the CAP to the EU2020 strategy for renewable energy 

and energy efficiency 

As shown above, the CAP provides a number of measures that Member States can use to support the 

development of renewable energy and energy efficiency. These are exclusively situated under Pillar 2 of the 

CAP. However, the potential impact of these CAP measures on achieving this in practice in Member States is 

highly dependent on the choices made about which measures to implement, their focus and ultimately their 

uptake. The table below provides an overview of the implementation choices of the 10 case study Member 

States. The table shows which of the relevant measures identified above have been programmed in these 

Member States under focus areas 5B and 5C under Priority 5. 

 

Table 8-5.  Overview of implementation choices in the case study Member States 

X = measure used but not programmed under P5B or P5C 

5B / 5C = measure programmed under priority 5B, 5C or both 

Instruments and 

measures 

BG DE* ES* FI FR* IT* NL PL SI UK* 

M1 5B 5C  X 5B 5C 5B 5C  X 5C  X  X  X 5B 5C 

M2 5B 5C  X  X 5B 5C   5C    X  X 5B 5C 

M4 5B 5C 5B  X 5C 5B 5C  X  X  X  X  X 

M6  X   5C  X  X 5C    X  X  X 

M7 5C  X  X  X  X  X    X  X  X 

M8  X    X   5C  X    X  X  X 

M16 5B 5C  x  X 5B 5C 5C 5C  x  x  x 5B 5C 

* Data for the following regions: Bretagne (France), Lower Saxony and Bremen (Germany), Emilia-Romagna (Italy), 

Extremadura (Spain) and Scotland (UK), Source: RDP 

 

This shows that neither the Netherlands, Poland nor Slovenia have programmed any of their RDP budget for 

activities to promote renewable energy or energy efficiency. In other countries the picture is more mixed, with 

M4 (investments in physical assets) and M6 (business development) being the 2 measures that are most 

commonly used, together with some support provided for advice and cooperation.  

 

The ambition for the outcomes to be associated with the use of these measures is reflected in the target 

indicators identified for these focus areas. These are set out in the table below. Where targets are identified, 

these are financial, providing an indication of the total investment to be put into promoting energy efficiency or 

renewable energy production, rather than the outcomes expected.   

 

Table 8-6  Target indicators for Focus areas 5d and 5e relating to GHG emissions and carbon sequestration in case study countries 

and regions 

FA 5B 5C 

  T15: Total investment for energy efficiency (€) 

(focus area 5B) 

T16: Total investment in renewable energy 

production (€) (focus area 5C) 

BG           216,674,111            149,544,704  

DE*           157,269,377    

ES*                           -                16,191,257  

FI  117,900,000 

FR*             49,850,000                7,060,000  

IT*               42,838,656  

NL     

PL     

SI     

UK*     

TOTAL EU-28        2,819,268,106         2,710,791,582  

* Data for the following regions: Bretagne (France), Lower Saxony and Bremen (Germany), Emilia-Romagna (Italy), 

Extremadura (Spain) and Scotland (UK) 

Source: RDPs 
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These targets are perhaps better viewed as a proportion of the total RDP budget that is allocated for these 

purposes in the ten countries investigated.  This shows very minimal investments being made, from 4.3% in 

Bulgaria for energy efficiency (most of which is allocated to M4) and 4% for renewable energy (divided 

between funding for M4 and cooperation under M16) to 0.2% in Scotland (UK) for energy efficiency and 0.1% 

for renewable energy production, in both cases mainly funding advisory services under M2.  

 

Figure 8-11  Proportion of total RDP budget allocated to focus areas 5D and 5E by measure and country 

 

Source: RDPs 

 

Examples of how these measures are being used in practice to support energy efficiency and the production 

of renewable energy will only become available later onas there is insufficient detail in the information 

provided so far to elaborate the Member State implementation choices. 

 

 

8.4 Inclusive growth 

Under the EU2020 objective of inclusive growth following targets have been set: 

 Education: 

o Reducing the rates of early school leavers to below 10%; 

o At least 40% of 30 to 34 year-olds completing third level education; 

 Poverty: 

o At least 20 million fewer people in or at risk of poverty and social exclusion. 

 

The specific targets of the countries under investigation for this study can be found in the table included in 

Appendix F.  
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8.4.1 Education 

As the EU2020 target on education only concerns formal education, the CAP will only have a very limited 

contribution here. Indirectly, the CAP could incentivise formal education by e.g. putting up certain educational 

requirements to receiving support. However, overall impact on the educational targets will be negligible. 

 

 

8.4.2 Poverty 

8.4.2.1 Context 

The Common Agricultural Policy has a potential in contributing to poverty reduction primarily in the rural areas. 

Rural poverty can be seen in a different context than urban poverty. With the enlargements of the EU, the rural 

population as well as the number of people at risk of monetary poverty in rural areas have considerably 

increased. In the EU-28 the greatest share of population at risk of monetary poverty lives in rural areas (20% 

in 2014). In other areas (“towns and suburbs” and “cities”) the average share of population at risk of monetary 

poverty lies below 16%
105

. When looking at the numbers of people at risk of poverty and social exclusion, rural 

areas still represent the highest numbers although at EU-28 level the differences are small. In 2014, 27.1% of 

the people living in rural areas were at risk of poverty and social exclusion while in towns and suburbs and the 

cities, 22% and 24% respectively were at risk of poverty and social exclusion
106

. 

 

8.4.2.2 Intervention logic 

In order to assess the influence of the Member States choices on the contribution of the CAP to the EU2020 

target of reducing poverty and social exclusion, it is necessary to understand which measures and instruments 

of the CAP have the potential to contribute to reducing the risk of falling into poverty and supporting social 

inclusion. In the figure below, the intervention logic is shown for measures and instruments which could 

directly or indirectly contribute to reaching the targets set under reducing poverty and social exclusion.  

 

The figure below sets out the intervention logic for the CAP measures and instruments which could directly or 

indirectly contribute to reaching the target set for poverty.  

 

Figure 8-12.  Intervention logic for the target of poverty reduction and social inclusion 

 
Note: Full lines indicate direct effects, dotted lines indirect effects. 

                                                           
105

 Eurostat data from the Income and Living Conditions database on monetary poverty for the indicator ilc_li43: “At-risk-of-poverty rate by 
degree of urbanization”. 

106
 Eurostat data from the Income and Living Conditions database on the main indicator for the Europe 2020 target on poverty and social 
exclusion, “People at risk of poverty or social exclusion by degree of urbanisation” (ilc_peps13). 
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A detailed explanation of the intervention logic can be found in Appendix F.  

 

8.4.2.3 Implementation choices’ influence on the contribution of the CAP to the EU2020 strategy for poverty 

With increased flexibility provided to Member States under Pillar 1 in terms of voluntary schemes and the 

flexibility for choice in measures and the priorities under which they are implemented in Pillar 2, the impact on 

poverty and social inclusion of the CAP in the Member States is highly dependent on the policy mix they have 

chosen to implement. Additionally, all Member States under investigation have set very different types of 

targets in terms of poverty reduction and social inclusion based upon their specific socio-economic contexts. 

This should be kept in mind when assessing the influence of the implementation choices on the contribution of 

the CAP to this EU2020 target.   

 

Table 8-7  Overview of implementation choices in the case study Member States for Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion 

Instruments 

and 

measures 

BG FI FR* DE* IT* NL PL SI ES* UK  

Pillar 1 

ANC           

Pillar 2 

M6 P2, P6 P2, P6 P2  P2, P6  P2, P6 P2, P6 P2 P2, P6 

M7 P6 P6  P6 P6  P6 P6 P6 P6 

M8 P2    P2   P6  P6 

M13          P2 

M16 P2 P6 P2 P2, P6 P2, P6 P2 P2 P2, P6 P2, P6 P2 

M19 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 P6 

*Data for the following regions: Bretagne (France), Lower Saxony and Bremen (Germany), Emilia-Romagna (Italy), 

Extremadura (Spain) and Scotland (UK) 

Note: Light blue means that the measure has additionally been implemented under other priorities. 

Source: RDP 

 

This table shows that under Pillar 1 none of the Member States have used the ANC payment to contribute to 

poverty reduction and all of them except the Netherlands have opted to implement this payment under Pillar 2. 

All of the investigated Member States except Scotland allocated budget to this measure solely under priority 4 

“restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems”. Only in Scotland the implementation will be done under 

priority 2 as well. This means that none of the Member States have decided to implement this measure in a 

way that might directly influence the reduction of poverty and social inclusion.  In most other cases, priority 6 

considerations are not the sole focus of the measures chosen. The only exceptions are M19 concerning 

Community Led Local Development and LEADER and M7 on basic services and village renewal in Finland, 

Extremadura and Scotland.  

 

 

8.5 Answer to the EQ 

EQ 5: to what extent and how can the implementation choices made by the Member States influence the 

contribution of the CAP to the Europe 2020 Strategy? 

 

This analysis reveals that the implementation choices made by the Member States can influence to a great 

extent the contribution of the CAP to the Europe 2020 Strategy, in particular due to the flexibility given to 

Member States to (i) choose the measures to be implemented under Pillar 2, (ii) decide the implementation of 

certain Pillar 1 instruments such as the voluntary coupled scheme, the small farmers scheme and the payment 

for areas with natural constraints (i.e. choices in implementing voluntary schemes), and (iii) design the 

implementation modalities for both Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 choices (for example the EFA elements offered under 

greening and the focus on the different priorities of measures in Pillar 2). 
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Following the first analysis of the range of choices made available to the Member States, it appears that 

different instruments and measures have the potential to contribute to the EU 2020 Strategy targets in the field 

of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth: 

 For employment, a wide array of measures and instruments of both Pillar 1 and 2 can contribute to 

supporting the creation of jobs in rural areas; 

 For Research & Development, the main measures of relevance are M16, M1 and M2 of the RDP. The 

European Innovation Partnership for Agriculture (EIP-AGRI) has the potential to contribute to improve the 

conditions for research and innovation in the agricultural sector; 

 For greenhouse gas emissions, both horizontal measures (i.e. the GAECs under cross-compliance, the 

greening payment under Pillar 1 and more tailored RDP measures implemented under focus areas 4c, 5d 

and 5e (M4, M8, M10, M11, M15, M16) are possible tools that can be used by the Member States to reach 

the target; 

 For renewable energy and energy efficiency only measures from Pillar 2 implemented under focus areas 

5b and 5c (M4, M7, M8, M16) have the potential to support the EU2020 Strategy;  

 For poverty and social exclusion, the payment to areas with natural constraints under Pillar 1 and under 

Pillar 2 measures implemented under priority 6 (M6, M8, M13, M16 and M19) can be used to support 

poverty reduction and social inclusion; 

 In terms of contribution to education, the CAP will have very limited or minor impacts.  

 

This analysis shows that the CAP provides a range of instruments and measures for Member States to adapt 

and tailor to specific needs, priorities and contexts related to the EU 2020 targets. The review of the 

implementation choices and target indicators reveals that there are some concerns that Member States have 

not devoted sufficient priority to these objectives to make a significant contribution to achieving the targets 

identified. This is especially the case for the objective of sustainable growth.  
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9 Conclusions and recommendations 

The conclusions derived from the mapping of the Member States choices and from the typology analysis 

(chapter 2 of the report) are presented in section 9.1. The conclusions related to the five evaluation questions 

(chapter 4 to 8 of the report) are presented in section 9.2. The recommendations are given in section 9.3.  

 

 

9.1 Conclusions related to the mapping and the typology 

9.1.1 In general, the historical factor played a more important role than the three general CAP objectives 

in the Member States’ implementation choices  

The study provides a detailed description of the implementation choices in the 28 Member States. The result 

of this mapping exercise is provided in the separate document “Annex 3 Mapping Report”: for each country, a 

detailed description of the choices regarding Pillar 1 instruments and Pillar 2 measures is summarised in 

individual “mapping fiches”. Interviews in the 28 countries have also helped to shed light on the main factors 

that have influenced the decision making process in each country. The key findings are reported in the country 

summaries presented in section 2.2.2.  

 

The analysis of the factors that have influenced implementation decisions reveals that in many countries, the 

major concern was to minimise the changes in support provided to the agricultural sector compared to the 

previous CAP, with a view to support the economic viability. This is in particular true for the decisions in Pillar 

1. The “historical factor” has been a major driver as in many cases, the main objectives pursued by the 

Member States were to limit the impact of the changes for farmers’ income and to maintain the balance 

between agricultural sectors or between regions: the overriding ambition in the majority of countries was to 

avoid undue redistribution between different farming sectors as a result of the shift from historic to flat rate 

payments. In some cases this is evident in the choices made in the way the Basic Payment Scheme is 

implemented, in other cases the redistribution effects of the new BPS were mitigated through the use of other 

Pillar 1 (Direct Payments) instruments, such as the redistributive payment or Voluntary Coupled Support. This 

also affected the decisions on greening, where there was a clear trend to offer farmers maximum flexibility in 

the way the greening measures could operate on farms, although administrative and control issues also 

played an important part in determining implementing decisions, with Member States fearing disallowance if 

the options offered to farmers (particularly under the EFA measure) were not easily controllable. This latest 

element played an important role in some countries like for example in Denmark or Sweden. The choices in 

these countries in both Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 took into account explicit considerations regarding the reduction of 

administrative burden by containing the risks of implementation (risks of penalties and late payments) and by 

limiting the administrative costs on the Managing Authority and beneficiaries. 

 

From this review, it appears that the overall rationale for the implementation choices in Pillar 1 is more 

influenced by the ambition to “maintain a status quo situation” than by a strategy to achieve the three CAP 

objectives (to support viable food production, to ensure a sustainable management of natural resources or to 

ensure a balanced territorial development). Only a few countries have developed a formal overarching 

strategy as a basis for making their implementation choices under both Pillars. There is little evidence that the 

decisions made in Pillar 1 have been based on an carefully designed strategies that formulate long-term 

objectives and that link the policy intervention to these objectives. Simple tools such as the “Intervention 

Logic” or “Instrument Objective Impact matrices” have not been used by the Member States as a support for a 

more strategic decision making.  
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9.1.2 The typology indicates  limited coordination between Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 implementation   

The study developed a typology of the Member States based on their implementation choices in Pillar 1 and 

Pillar 2. The methodology is based on a cluster analysis on a set of 12 key indicators summarising the choices 

made by the 28 Member States. The outcomes of the analysis are five clusters grouping between 5 and 8 

countries as illustrated in the figure below. A detailed description of the main characteristics of each cluster is 

presented in section 2.2.2, additional details on the methodology can be found in the separate document 

“Annex 4 Methodology for developing the typology”.  

 

Figure 9-1  Map of Member States according to the typology  

 

 

The expectation was that a clear distinction between types of Member States related to socio-economic, 

environmental (agronomic, climatic and geographical conditions) and political contexts would appear based 

upon the implementation choices. The results however showed that clustering Member States based upon an 

integration of the choices of the two Pillars was not straightforward. This is closely related to the finding that 

most Member States had no overarching and integrated strategy forming the basis for implementation choices 

under Pillar 1 and Pillar 2: in many countries decisions made under Pillar 1 do not necessarily influence or 

inform EAFRD implementation choices in Pillar 2. For EAFRD, there is very a mixed picture of implementation, 

with many Member States offering a wide range of measures while spreading the budget more or less evenly 

across them. The result of this typology analysis indicates that there is no overarching pattern emerging in 

terms of the use of the different instruments and measures.  

 

The typology analysis has also highlighted that for the majority of the Member States the main focus of the 

agricultural policy remains on viable food production. The major differences between the clusters are related 

to the extent to which this primary focus has been complemented by either a strong environmental aspect or 

rather with a more social component or a light version of both.  
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9.2 Conclusions related to the Evaluation Questions 

The results provide only a preliminary idea as this evaluation has focused on the measures and instruments 

that have been put in place in only 10 Member States or regions and is not based on data of uptake or 

implementation by beneficiaries. 

 

9.2.1 Relevance: the implementation choices are considered especially relevant to needs or priorities 

related to the general objective of viable food production 

The study investigated the relevance of the member States implementation choices against each of the CAP 

objectives. This analysis consists in formulating a judgement on the extent to which the choices made by the 

Member States address national/regional needs and priorities. The analysis of the relevance of Member State 

choices provides information only about the extent to which the measures/instruments implemented match the 

needs: it does not take into account the targeting and expected impact of the measure – this is covered under 

the analysis of ‘preconditions to enable effectiveness’. The findings are provided in chapter 4.2 (relevance of 

the choices for the first objective of viable food production), 5.2 (relevance of the choices for the second 

objective of sustainable use of natural resources and climate action) and 6.2 (relevance of the choices for the 

third objective of balanced territorial development).  

 

For EQ1 (viable food production, with a focus on agricultural income, agricultural productivity and price 

stability) 

 The Member State implementation choices with respect to the perspective of viable food production have 

been assessed as being in general more tailored to national/regional needs than in the previous CAP. This 

is reflected in the use of the additional targeting options (e.g. Direct Payments-instruments aimed at 

supporting specific beneficiaries) and implementation choices (e.g. adding criteria to the eligibility of 

specific Direct Payments).  Using indicators that characterised the recent past as well as using information 

coming from the case studies, it was found that the implementation choices were in most cases oriented 

towards identified needs; 

 A key set of policy measures addressing needs related to income fall under the Direct Payments. Although 

the total CAP budget available for the Pillar 1 has declined significantly, a large amount of budget is still 

spent on these instruments. In particular when taking into account the changes in farm structure (decline in 

number of farms and increase in farm scale) the decline in income support is on average more limited than 

the decline in total support or the support per hectare;  

 From the information derived from the Total Factor Productivity indicators a general need to enhance 

productivity has been identified (e.g. observed slowdown of productivity growth increase in more recent 

period for nearly all Member States). Also selected partial productivity indicators have been assessed to 

provide more insight into potential sector-specific issues. At a general level, RDP priorities 2 

‘competitiveness of all types of agriculture and farm viability’ and 3 ‘food chain organisation and risk 

management’, as well as measures M4 ‘investments in physical assets’ and M6 ‘farm and business 

development’ were classified as highly relevant to stimulate productivity growth. Also other RDP measures 

were found to be potentially relevant, in particular to the extent they are contributing to Priority 2. When 

confronting the implementation choices with the identified needs with respect to agricultural productivity 

there appears not an optimal match for 4 out of the 10 case studies;  

 Another aspect of viable food production is price stabilisation. This objective is a policy aim at the heart of 

the CAP mandate, and clear needs were identified from the case studies as well as from quantitative 

criteria (price volatility indicators). Nevertheless, the relevance of the CAP measures and instruments 

considered in this study is expected to be minimal. The objective of price stabilisation is mainly addressed 

via instruments under the CMO of the CAP, which is (by its nature) not subject individual Member State 

implementation options. 
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For EQ2 (sustainable management of natural resources and climate action, with a focus on greenhouse gas 

emissions, biodiversity, soil and water): 

 There appears to be a reasonable link in most cases between the environmental and climate priorities 

identified and the measures chosen to address these. In some cases the design of the measures is very 

clearly linked to a specific need whereas in others this link is less evident. In some cases, however, it is 

clear that particular needs have not been addressed, with a mismatch between the needs identified and 

the content of the measures. This may be because a strategic decision has been made to focus measures 

on one need rather than another (for example to prioritise nutrient management for water quality purposes 

over biodiversity or vice versa) to make what is deemed to be the most effective and efficient use of limited 

resources. In other situations this may simply be a function of the policy making process in the 

country/region concerned; 

 However, the priorities and needs identified for the environment and climate within RDPs do not always 

appear to reflect the full set of priorities and needs that exist in the country/region which could be 

addressed via the CAP – for example those identified in Prioritised Action Frameworks (PAF) for 

biodiversity and River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs) for water, or at least do so in a very generic 

way. This has a knock-on effect as it means that the design of Rural Development Programmes is not 

necessarily based on a complete analysis of the environmental and climate needs and priorities facing 

agriculture, forestry and rural areas more generally; 

 Pillar 2 measures are considered to be the most relevant measures for addressing all environmental and 

climate objectives, although the Pillar 1 greening measures and cross-compliance, particularly the GAEC 

standards also play a role. Of the Pillar 2 measures it is the agri-environment-climate measure (M10), the 

organic farming measure (M11), the physical investments measure – both productive and non-productive 

investments (M4) and the forestry measures (M8) that are most relevant, supported by knowledge transfer 

(M1/M2) and cooperation (M16); 

 Despite the political attention being paid to the need for greater climate action to be taken to meet 

enhanced targets to 2030, including within the sectors that can be supported by the CAP, the climate focus 

of measures tends to be secondary to the other environmental objectives (soils and water quality mainly) 

or competitiveness objectives rather than identified as the primary objective for a measure. This is 

apparent both in the programming of funding for measures against focus areas in the RDPs as well as in 

the content and design of the measures. An explanatory factor could be that due to the lack of explicit 

GHG emission reduction or carbon sequestration targets for the agriculture / forest sectors, Member 

States focus their attention on those areas where they do have explicit targets to meet, e.g. under the 

Water Framework Directive or the Biodiversity and Habitats Directives.  

 

For EQ3 (balanced territorial development, with a focus on rural employment, growth and poverty in rural 

areas): 

 The amount of attention paid to the third general objective in budgetary terms fluctuates substantially 

between the different Member States. This becomes especially apparent when looking at funding 

allocations under Pillar 2. However, in most of the studied Member States there is a reasonable link 

between needs related to balanced territorial development as identified in the RDPs and the measures 

chosen; 

 Measures enabling communal participations and local activities (M19 – LEADER) are considered the most 

relevant for the social aspects of poverty. Both measures encourage social interaction as well as economic 

activity. However, addressing employment and stimulating economic growth to alleviate the economic 

poverty seems to be a more pressing issues. 

 

From this analysis, it appears that overall Member States’ implementation choices are considered more 

tailored to the national/regional needs than in the previous CAP. This finding is not a surprise: the greater 

flexibility given to Member States makes it possible to design a policy mix that better takes into account the 

needs of a particular country or region. When looking at the balance between the different CAP objectives, the 

Member States’ choices are considered to a great extent relevant to the objectives of income and 

employment. They are considered to be fairly relevant for the objective of environment, growth and poverty. It 
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is considered that the needs related to climate change are not prioritised or explicitly addressed through many 

of the Member States’ choices (climate tends to be a secondary priority for the use of many measures). Needs 

related to price stability cannot be addressed by the Member States’ choices as this is covered by the CMO 

Regulation.  

 

9.2.2 Coherence: MS choices are generally coherent but opportunities for synergies could be better 

exploited  

 

The study investigated the coherence of the Member States implementation choices against each of the CAP 

objectives. This analysis consists of identifying contradictions or synergies between the different instruments 

and measures from Pillar 1 and 2. A detailed analysis is provided in chapter 4.3 (coherence of the choices for 

the first objective of viable food production), 5.3 (for the second objective of sustainable use of natural 

resources and climate action) and 6.3 (for the third objective of balanced territorial development).  

 

Overall, it is generally considered that the choices made by the Member States are neutral to one another, 

with some examples of coherent design emerging. There are some good examples of measures being used in 

combination but there is no systematic synergistic use of instruments and measures in combination to address 

particular objectives: 

 For viable food production, a beneficiary can benefit from different payments (e.g. a young farmer may 

receive transfers due to the Basic Payment, the Green Payment, the Redistributive Payment and the 

Young Farmer Scheme). With respect to generation renewal in the agricultural sector an example is the 

positive coherence between the direct payment scheme for young farmers (YFS) and support for starting a 

farm business for young  farmers (M6.1). With respect to agricultural productivity an example is measures 

M4 (Investments in physical assets) and some measures under M6 (farm and business development); 

 For environmental and climate objectives, examples include: the knowledge sharing measure (M1) and 

other environmental measures in the RDP, especially investment in physical assets (M4) and the agri-

environment climate measure (M10); and the use of the agri-environment climate measure (M10) with the 

non-productive investment measure (M4.4) and the cooperation measure (M16). Some Member States 

have also actively sought to design their cross-compliance, Pillar 1 greening measures and AECM in a 

coherent way, although these appear to be in the minority; 

 For balanced territorial development, examples include the knowledge sharing measure (M1) with 

measures enabling diversification, especially investment in physical assets (M4) and farm business and 

development (M6). Also simultaneously targeting support of basic services and village renewal (M7) as 

well as social exclusion or marginalization (M19) simultaneously is expected to contribute to poverty 

reduction.  

 

In almost all the countries examined, the importance of knowledge sharing and cooperation measures was 

highlighted, especially the way in which these measures could improve the uptake of and add value to 

measures such as investments in physical assets and agri-environment climate schemes. There are some 

interesting examples of how the cooperation measure has been used to encourage landscape scale 

management in some countries (e.g. Scotland) and used to support the implementation of the agri-

environment-climate scheme via collective approach in the Netherlands.  

 

These positive examples should become more widespread so that they could be the norm rather than the 

exception. However, despite these good examples, it is considered that the opportunities for synergies are not 

sufficiently exploited.  

 

Looking at the level of coherence between the Pillars, very few actual examples of where Member States have 

actively planned the implementation of Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 measures together have been identified at this 

stage. For example, despite positive aspects mentioned above, in many countries, there is no particular 

relationship between cross-compliance, Pillar 1 greening measures and the AECM evident. In the majority of 

cases efforts have been made to ensure that the measures do not overlap rather than proactively to find ways 
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of them working together synergistically to deliver against particularly environmental and climate objectives. 

As an illustration, there remains the possibility to pay for the protection of the same landscape features under 

the greening measures which are also protected under cross-compliance GAEC standards.  

 

Evidence of incoherence between objectives has also emerged, for example areas where decisions made in 

relation to one objective (e.g. farm incomes), have not taken into account the implications that this might have 

on another (e.g. environment/climate). The two examples identified in this study relate to the use of VCS to 

support livestock and crop production (with the exception of protein crops), where there is potential that the 

support leads to situations that continue to exacerbate environmental threats, and on the eligibility criteria of 

permanent grassland for Direct Payments (i.e. where Member States could have decided to exclude 

environmentally valuable permanent grassland). What is evident in the examples identified is that not thinking 

in an integrated way about the overall effects of different CAP implementation choices, looking at the 

economic, environmental and social implications of decisions together, can lead to an inefficient use of CAP 

funds. In the cases raised above relating to the environment and climate, the choices made have the potential 

to lead to RDP funds being used to counteract the effects of the decisions made under Pillar 1
107

.  

 

 

9.2.3 Effectiveness: the lack of appropriate tailoring and targeting of the Pillar 1 instruments and Pillar 2 

measures raises concern about the impact of the Member States choices  

The study investigated the extent to which the member States choices “provide the necessary preconditions 

for enabling effectiveness”. The aim was not to evaluate the effectiveness as such, but to analyse to what 

extent the Member States have put in place the necessary preconditions so that the CAP instruments and 

measures could be effective: the analysis consists in evaluating if a suitable enabling environment has been 

put in place for the instruments to be potentially effective. A detailed analysis is provided in chapter 4.4 (viable 

food production), 5.4 (sustainable use of natural resources and climate action) and 6.4 (balanced territorial 

development). 

 

For EQ1 (viable food production, with a focus on agricultural income, agricultural productivity and price 

stability): 

 Funding: Although as compared to the previous CAP the total budget available for the Direct Payments 

measures has declined with about 1.8 percent, still a large amount of the total budget is spent on these 

measures. This suggests that despite the changes (reduced budget, redistribution), the CAP is expected to 

continue to have a positive impact on farm income; 

 Direct payments continue to be the dominant policy measure supporting farm income. Comparing 

estimated per hectare payment equivalents of the Direct Payments measure under the old and the new 

CAP, the general picture emerging is that on average CAP payments to farmers are of the same order of 

magnitude. Moreover a stylized simulation of the income support under the new CAP suggests that the 

new CAP will have  a positive impact on farm incomes; 

 Measures aimed at improving productivity put forward the necessary precondition enabling effectiveness. 

From the analysis it appeared that the objectives of agricultural income and agricultural productivity to a 

considerable extent run parallel which is a positive factor contributing to enabling effectiveness. It has 

been noted that the need for productivity growth increased relative to the past as for nearly all the case 

studies a slowdown in total factor productivity growth has been identified; 

 Finally, regarding price stabilisation the Member States choices are not expected to have a significant 

impact as the objective of price stabilisation is mainly addressed via the CMO measure of the CAP.  

 

 

 

                                                           
107

 For more information please see section 5.4.3. 
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For EQ2 (sustainable management of natural resources and climate action, with a focus on greenhouse gas 

emissions, biodiversity, soil and water): 

 Funding: The overall budget allocated to Pillar 2 measures designed to address environmental and climate 

needs and priorities continues to be an area of concern in relation to their potential effectiveness, raising 

questions about the extent to which these measures can address the needs identified – of particular note 

are the declines in the budgets for the agri-environment-climate and organic farming measures for the 

2014-2020 period in five of the ten countries examined here (FI, FR, IT-ER, PL, SI), some of which are a 

considerable magnitude and the very low financial allocations for measures under Priority 5 for climate 

purposes. In most of the case study countries a far greater level of funding is available for climate and 

environmental purposes under the Pillar 1 greening measures than is available for the AECM and organic 

farming measures. This further highlights the importance of using this funding in as effective manner as 

possible to deliver basic environmental management across the farmed countryside to ensure that it 

provides a firm foundation on which Pillar 2 measures can build; 

 The targets identified in each of the countries for the proportion of agricultural and forest land anticipated 

to come under management contracts for the different environmental and climate objectives under Pillar 2 

are low in comparison to the scale of the challenges faced and priorities and needs identified; which may 

reflect both the limited budget allocations for environmental/climate measures and the enhanced targeting 

in many countries.  This suggests that there are large areas of agricultural land that may not be eligible for 

funding to support environmental management and are somewhat at odds with the environmental needs 

identified; 

 Pillar 1 greening measures not well tailored to address the environmental and climate priorities identified: 

despite the re-orientation of 30% of the Pillar 1 budget towards environmental and climate objectives (via 

the Pillar 1 greening measures), the opportunities provided by the introduction of these measures to 

establish a basic level of environmental management across EU farmland on which Pillar 2 measures 

could build have not been fully used of for a variety of reasons. Implementation appears to have been 

focussed on offering maximum flexibility to farmers and/or to ensure that controls are able to be carried out 

as simply and accurately as possible to avoid any risk of penalties, as well as minimise administrative 

complexity rather than to address specific environmental or climate objectives.. This raises questions 

about the potential impact of these measures in practice, particularly in relation to biodiversity. Further 

assessment (outside the scope of this study) will be required to determine the environmental and climate 

outcomes achieved via these measures; 

 There is evidence of much improved tailoring and targeting of Pillar 2 measures to address environment 

and climate objectives; 

 There is still considerable room for improvement in designing approaches to CAP implementation that use 

multiple measures and instruments in ways that are synergistic to achieve the outcomes required to 

address the CAP general objective ‘sustainable use of natural resources and climate action’ – in particular 

tensions between the implementation choices under Pillar 1 to improve farm incomes and Pillar 2 

measures to address climate and environmental objectives have been highlighted, particularly with 

respect to the use of Voluntary Coupled Support (VCS); 

 The value of knowledge transfer and cooperation is recognised and highlighted repeatedly, although there 

is less evidence to show precisely how this will be translated into practice with respect to climate and 

environmental objectives. 

 

For EQ3 (balanced territorial development, with a focus on rural employment, growth and poverty in rural 

areas): 

 Funding: The overall budget for priority 6 of Pillar 2, promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and 

economic development in rural areas amounts to €15.4 billion which is around 15% of the total RDP 

budget. As priority 6 seems to have a fair share of the total budget this is not an area of concern in relation 

to its potential effectiveness. The budget predominately goes to measures, which were found to have the 

right preconditions and targeting the country priorities and needs. However, M7 - Basic services and 

village renewal in rural (where on average 90% of its available budget has been targeted (10% of total 

RDP budget) to priority 6) was found to only indirectly effect balanced territorial development. Of the M7 
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budget only 7% is allocated to M7.3 to enhance the accessibility, use and quality of information and 

communication technologies in rural areas of the selected Member States. Although addressing 

peripherality has been indicated as a need in most of the case studies, this allocation results in the least 

budget reserved for priority 6C - ICT development;  

 Pillar 1: As mentioned previously, under the new CAP the targeting of the direct payment measures has 

been strengthened and available budget has declined, but remains significant. Even though Member 

States have received the possibility to increase the targeting of the Direct Payments, the largest share of 

funding still goes to the Basic Payment Scheme, which is expected not to directly impact rural 

employment, growth and only indirectly poverty. Pillar 1 measures appear to rather sustain the rural 

economic activity than to effectively stimulate growth; 

 The targets identified in each of the countries for balanced territorial developments were found ambitious 

in some cases (Extremadura-ES, FR, FI, and IT) compared to allocated budgets, while in other tangible 

targets were low or missing (NL, PL, and Scotland- UK). Overall, there are concerns about the potential of 

these instruments to address the identified challenges of reversing depopulation, maintaining or increasing 

employment, and reviving rural areas. 

 

At the aggregated level, the implementation choices of the Member States will influence to a great extent the 

potential the CAP has to contribute to the EU2020 Strategy. However, the review of the implementation 

choices and target indicators revealed that there are some concerns that Member States have not devoted 

sufficient priority especially to the objective of sustainable growth to make a significant contribution to 

achieving the targets identified.  

 

9.2.4 The new flexibilities under Pillar 1, the changes of the structure of Pillar 2 as well as the need for 

coordination between Pillars increases administrative complexity  

The study provided a first review on the extent to which there have emerged changes in administrative 

burdens for authorities and beneficiaries in the new CAP and whether these changes are related to the policy 

design or rather to the implementation choices made by the Member States. The Standard Cost Modelling 

method has been used as a basis to support a more qualitative review of the expected direction of the change 

in administrative burden (increase, decrease or remained the same) compared to the previous programming 

period. A detailed analysis of this is provided in Chapter 7.  

 

The role and responsibilities of Member States’ authorities have significantly increased with the new CAP due 

to the new flexibilities under Pillar 1 and the increased need for coordination between the two pillars. This puts 

more importance on the levels of experience, capacity and capabilities of the different national and regional 

authorities in dealing with this increased level of complexity. Opportunities have been created to reduce the 

administrative burden for specific target groups (e.g. small farmers), however increased control requirements 

under the Integrated Administration and Control Systems (IACS) (i.e. related to greening) and the reliability of 

remote sensing in terms of providing sufficiently reliable topographical requirements, has proven to be a 

complex task for national/regional authorities, particularly those not in the position of making necessary 

investments to assure efficient information systems for mapping landscape features (e.g. remote control, 

satellite systems) to be in place. 

 

As a consequence of increased complexity for national, regional and local authorities and the risk exists that in 

cases where national/regional/local authorities do not have the necessary experience, capacity or capabilities, 

administrative burden is passed on to beneficiaries. This implies a higher amount of evidences they have to 

provide (e.g. for landscape features, land management schemes, evidences for investments measures). 

Especially for Pillar 2, this might result in a reduced appetite for beneficiaries to apply for support and an 

increased risk of errors. 

 

The rigidity of requirements currently set out generates a lot of indirect costs both for national/regional/local 

authorities and beneficiaries and remain one of the highest concern in terms of burdens for local authorities 

and beneficiaries. In this respect implementation choices have also been an attempt to minimise such 
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potential negative impact, by focussing on those areas of requirement where costs where not expected to 

overwhelm benefits. The administrative burden should remain proportionate to the benefits accrued. Still, a 

range of issues posing challenges to all involved stakeholders remain, such as the very specific (and often 

considered too rigid) requirements with respect to controls and “on the spot” checks to be made by authorities, 

as well as performances to be assured by beneficiaries (e.g. greening and EFAs requirements including 

permanent grasslands and diversification, limited exceptions for medium-sized farms with respect to such 

requirements, rigid conversion for standard production costs in VCS, excess in rigidity of five-year rules and 

flexibility with respect to possible changes in the size, use and property of eligible areas so to allow more 

freedom for business choices to be done by farmers through time).  

 

Specifically for the EU Commission Services a range of possible challenges may emerge due to expected 

high rate of errors in Pillar 1, but also increased error rate in some cases for Pillar 2. Errors may imply greater 

exchange with Authorities in order to address those and additional burdens for the EU Services. Still, more 

systematic evidence would have to be collected through time to fully assess such an eventuality, which at this 

stage is largely based on assumptions. 

 

In conclusion, under the new CAP there is an increased need for the sharing of best practices and know how 

between Member State authorities for further reduction of administrative burden, especially for Member States 

with complex administrative systems (e.g. large or decentralised Member States) or authorities which have 

low levels of experience with the CAP. 

 

9.3 Recommendations 

This study is the first one requested by the European Commission that analyses the choices that have been 

made in the 28 Member States following the entry into force of the CAP 2014-2020. It lays the ground for 

future evaluation work. It also provides a first indication of the potential of the implementation choices to have 

the desired impact. Accordingly, this section provides recommendations regarding evaluation (section 9.3.1) 

as well as considerations for the future of the CAP (section 9.3.2). 

 

9.3.1 Lessons learned and recommendations regarding the monitoring and the evaluation of the CAP  

The evaluation of the CAP 2014-2020 takes place in the context of a new evaluation framework defined in 

article 110 of the Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 and in the Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 

834/2014. Article 110 requires that the combined effect of decisions made under Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 are 

evaluated against the three main CAP objectives of viable food production (with a focus on agricultural 

income, agricultural productivity and price stability); sustainable management of natural resources and climate 

action (with a focus on greenhouse gas emissions, biodiversity, soil and water); and balanced territorial 

development, (with a focus on rural employment, growth and poverty in rural areas). 

 

The CAP 2014-2020 is the result of a compromise reached in December 2013 between the Council and the 

European Parliament on the proposal made by the European Commission in October 2011. Important 

changes were made to the EC proposal with in particular the introduction of greater subsidiarity with an 

increased flexibility given to Member States on how they implement the instruments in Pillar 1.  

 

The main lessons learned from this study as well as the recommendations are formulated against this 

background. They focus on two main challenges that result from (i) the greater flexibility in the CAP 

implementation and (ii) the requirement set in Article 110 to measure and assess the combined impact of all 

CAP instruments in relation to the three common objectives. 

 

The first challenge is to adapt the evaluation framework to the new complexity of the CAP. The 

evaluation of the CAP has becomes more complex than in the past because of the important differences in the 

Member States’ choices particularly for Pillar 1. These differences concern the decisions (i.e. which objectives 

are pursued by the policy priority choices in allocating limited budgetary means) as well as the policy itself (i.e. 
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which instruments and measures are put in place to reach the objectives). As a result, drawing conclusions on 

the impact of the CAP at an aggregated level based upon a sample of Member States will become an 

increasingly complex exercise. In practical terms, it means that when evaluating the CAP using case studies 

the differences in policy mix implemented by the Member States should also be taken into account. This 

increased subsidiarity makes evaluation more complex as it renders a detailed analysis of the strategy and 

choices of the Member States a necessary precondition for any evaluation study. Furthermore, drawing 

conclusions on the impact of the CAP at an aggregate level based upon a limited sample of Member States 

will become an increasingly complex exercise: 

 In the short term, it is recommended to establish a public database with details on the decisions from the 

28 Member States in Pillar 1 and Pillar 2. As Member States have the possibility to make changes in the 

implementing decisions, a constant monitoring system should be put into place so that evaluators can 

access the information necessary to implement impact assessments. This “observatory of CAP 

implementation decisions” could be possibly managed by the JRC (following the model of the existing 

“Bioeconomy Observatory”) or by DG Agriculture. The main sources could be the notification from the 

Member States on Pillar 1 as well as the RDPs from Pillar 2. The results from the mapping exercise 

implemented in this study could form the starting point of such an observatory; 

 For the CAP post 2020, an ex ante evaluation of the final outcome of the future CAP legislation is 

recommended. It is indeed unfortunate that in the current system only the initial Commission proposal is 

subject to an impact assessment. The initial CAP proposal from the European Commission published on 

the 12 October 2011 was accompanied by an impact assessment of the policy options (SEC(2011) 1153 

final/2), there has not been any analysis of the final CAP legislation adopted in December 2013. The 

results of such ex ante impact assessment could serve as a baseline for the evaluation of the CAP post-

2020. Evaluations could be carried out at national level with support from the Joint Research Centre 

(JRC). 

 

The second challenge concerns the evaluation of the combined effect of the CAP measures (i.e. of 

Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 instruments and measures). This new requirement constitutes a real challenge for the 

evaluation community because of the important differences of approaches between the two Pillars: untargeted 

support without any quantified targets in Pillar 1 and a “programme approach” with quantified targets and well-

established result, output and impact indicators in the Pillar 2. To ensure an integrated evaluation of Pillar 1 

and Pillar 2, the key is to have a better understanding of the interactions between them: 

 In the short term, it is recommended to encourage capacity building with the view to improve the 

knowledge of the evaluation community regarding the joint functioning of the two Pillars: initiatives should 

be taken to enhance awareness and to improve the understanding of the functioning of the two Pillars. All 

types of opportunities should be seized (research projects in Horizon 2020, communication within the 

“Expert group for monitoring and evaluating the CAP” established by DG Agriculture, initiatives within the 

“European Network for Rural Development”). Examples of activities that could be implemented include for 

instance the development of integrated intervention logics for each sub-objective of the CAP building in 

order to find ways to induce synergies between measures under the two Pillars; 

 For the CAP post 2020, it is proposed to impose a more constraining framework on the Member States. 

This framework could, for example, include: (i) the obligation for Member States to design a national 

“Intervention Logic” integrating the combined effect of all policy measures, (ii) the obligation to set target 

indicators for all the components of the CAP, including for Pillar 1, and (iii) requiring Member States to 

conduct an impact assessment on both Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 elements of the CAP. This should allow for 

better and more efficient programming without adding complexity. 

 

Finally, the study identified a number of areas that require attention for future evaluations: the third 

recommendation is a list of priority themes that could contribute to meet the requirements of Article 110 of 

Regulation (EU) No. 1306 / 2013 and provide a timely input to the debate on the CAP after 2020. The 

following tables present seven topics which could be addressed through future evaluation, Horizon 2020 

research projects or other activities. 
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Topic 1 

Title Sharing of best practices on coordination between the two Pillars  

Objective Better use of the possibilities provided by the CAP to create synergies between the two Pillars 

through the exchange of good practices between Member States.  

Rationale A key area where more investigation and efforts are required relates to the coordination between 

the two Pillars, to ensure that a strategic approach is taken to the implementation of measures from 

both CAP pillars to address all three core CAP objectives in a more programmed and integrated 

way. This may require changes in governance structures and capacity building at local, regional, 

national and EU level. Good practice guidance, for example on the relationship between cross-

compliance, Pillar 1 greening measures and the agri-environmental measures could be valuable 

inputs for to aid this process. 

Resources needed  Research project Horizon 2020 

 ENRD action 

 Expert group on evaluation  

Expected impact Better coordination of the two Pillars by Member State through the sharing of best practices.  

 

Topic 2 

Title Cross-thematic evaluation of the impacts of the CAP on the standard of living of agricultural 

households 

Objective Provide a better understanding of the combined effect of CAP instruments and measures on the 

standard of living for agricultural households with a view to improving the targeting and resourcing 

of the CAP to areas where resources can be most efficiently and effectively used.  

Rationale This evaluation would provide insights into when and where support is most needed and effective 

and will allow for a better tailoring/targeting of support. It will need to take into account income from 

agricultural activities and from sources outside farming, while making considerations for the need for 

and timing of income support. A benchmark rendering an accepted and reliable proxy of a fair 

standard of living (e.g. comparable income earned outside agriculture) is indispensable to make 

such evaluation. The productivity growth slowdown identified from total factor productivity measures 

of several Member States need to be further analysed to better identify its causes (e.g. changes in 

environmental regulation) and sources (e.g. developments in specific sectors), and how policy 

measures could be best targeted to address the needs. 

Resources needed  Evaluation contracted by DG AGRI 

 Study by the JRC 

Expected impact Results of this study will inform decision-making on the CAP post-2020. 

 

Topic 3 

Title Study on the use of measures and instruments supporting knowledge transfer and cooperation  

Objective Provide a better understanding of the potential of horizontal and supportive measures and encourage 

their greater use to increase the effectiveness of the CAP.  

Rationale Member States could better utilise the possibilities for synergies between measures. To this end, 

horizontal and supportive measures (e.g. M1, M2 or M16) could be potential candidates to multiply 

the added value of certain other measures. A thorough review and analysis of the way Member 

States have currently used these measures and an evaluation of their effectiveness would enable 

further identification of such opportunities and any existing barriers to their use. 

Resources needed  Study contracted by DG AGRI 

 Horizon 2020 project 

Expected impact The results can be used to inform decision-making on the use of horizontal measures for the CAP 

post-2020. 
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Topic 4 

Title Synthesis of the overall coherence of the CAP with other legislation (EU, national, regional, local) in 

rural areas 

Objective Investigate into details the external coherence of the CAP and to improve efficiency and 

effectiveness. 

Rationale At a time of increasingly constrained resources, more investigation is required to better understand 

how CAP measures can be used most effectively, both individually and in combination, to deliver the 

CAP’s objectives and the priorities and needs identified in the Member States. This requires a 

thorough investigation of how the CAP interacts with other EU legislation and policies as they apply 

in rural areas (e.g. WFD, SUPD) as well local, regional and national legislation and policies (e.g. risk 

management tools and state aid or the safety net provisions). 

Resources needed  Study contracted by the European Commission 

 H2020 project 

Expected impact Results of this study will inform decision-making on the CAP post-2020. 

 

Topic 5 

Title Study on the impact of the CAP on EU climate targets 

Objective Provide evidence on the potential of the CAP to contribute to meeting the EU’s climate targets. 

Rationale Given the apparent low level of measures that are primarily targeted to address climate priorities, 

further investigation into the climate focus of CAP instruments and measures under both Pillars 

would be beneficial to ascertain the contribution they make, both directly and indirectly, to meeting 

the EU’s climate targets.  

Resources needed  Study contracted by the European Commission 

 H2020 project 

Expected impact Better understanding of the possibilities the CAP provides to support climate action in the 

agriculture, forest and other rural sectors in Member States. 

 

Topic 6 

Title Study on administrative burden in the context of smart simplification 

Objective To evaluate the trade off between administrative burden and effectiveness. 

Rationale Considering the increased flexibility Member States have, an evaluation of the trade off between 

administrative burden and effectiveness, including the control and verification systems and the 

extent to which this drives risk averse decision-making, is considered necessary. Control and 

verification is essential to ensure that public funds are well spent, but these rules must be 

proportionate and not constrain the ability of MSs to design workable schemes on the ground. Thus, 

analysing the impact of existing rules on implementation decisions and what Member States 

consider to be  proportionate controls could be useful inputs for the future smart simplification 

exercise. Furthermore, it should explore opportunities to increase interaction and coordination 

between the European Commission and private standards in terms of for example, sharing control 

data.  

Resources needed  Study contracted by DG AGRI 

Expected impact Contribution to the smart simplification exercise 
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Topic 7 

Title Research on tensions and complementarity between the three CAP objectives    

Objective In-depth investigation on how the three CAP objectives contradict or complement each other.  

Rationale Further investigations into resolving the tensions between CAP objectives (e.g. viable food 

production and sustainable use of natural resources and climate action) would be helpful to avoid 

sub-optimal outcomes, for example finding a way to balance the improved delivery of environmental, 

climate and social outcomes from agriculture, forestry and other rural sectors, with continued or 

even expanded production in rural areas that is more sustainable (e.g. food, timber, energy etc). 

Resources needed  Horizon 2020 project 

Expected impact Results of this study will inform the decision-making on the CAP post-2020. 

 

9.3.2 Lessons learned and considerations for the future of the CAP 

There are three main lessons learned from the mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP in the 

28 Member States: 

 

The study confirms that the CAP became more complex. This finding is not a surprise: the negotiations 

between the Council and the European Parliament resulted in the introduction of greater subsidiarity. A 

number of provisions proposed by the European Commission have been amended during the negotiation 

process with the intention of providing more flexibility to the Member States. This is particularly true for Pillar 1, 

as evidenced by the introduction of measures not initially proposed (e.g. redistributive payment, flexibility from 

Pillar 2 to Pillar 1), the introduction of voluntary measures initially planned as compulsory (e.g. capping and 

degressivity, support to small farmers), and the greater liberty given to Member States for the implementation 

of particular measures (e.g. more options for greening and in particular EFA). The mapping of the 

implementation choices confirms that the new flexibilities under Pillar 1 resulted in a more diversified 

implementation of the CAP, with measures being used in many different ways and in wide array of 

combinations in the Member States and regions. 

 

The study reveals that the Member States’ strategies to reach the 3 CAP objectives are not sufficiently 

documented. In general, Member States did not design a documented strategy on which they could have 

based their choices about the implementation of the CAP.  The study was unable to uncover much evidence to 

support that the Member States developed an overarching and integrated strategy to inform their 

implementation choices in both Pillars. The implementation choices are more influenced by the ambition to 

“maintain the status quo” for the agricultural sector than by a long-term strategy that take into account the 

general CAP objectives (viable food production, sustainable management of natural resources and climate 

action, and balanced territorial development).  

 

The study also raises concerns about the potential impact of the CAP. There are reservations regarding 

effectiveness due to concerns related to the way implementation modalities have been designed and in 

particular the degree to which funds have been targeted to certain needs or priorities , which might not be 

sufficient to have a significant impact. Despite the fact that the CAP provides a range of instruments and 

measures for Member States to adapt to specific needs, priorities and contexts, there are some concerns that 

Member States have not sufficiently focused their available funding. Consequently, this might constrain the 

effectiveness, and thus the potential impact, of the CAP. For specific instruments, such as greening, questions 

have been raised about the implementation modalities and their impact on the environment, particularly 

biodiversity. These findings are based on the choices made by Member States, and should be confirmed by 

further studies examining the uptake of measures and instruments by farmers. 
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The CAP has become more diverse as compared to the CAP of the previous programming period, in particular 

with regard to Pillar 1. Member States have been given the opportunity to tailor the implementation of both 

Pillar 1 instruments and Pillar 2 measures to their local needs. In order to benefit the most from these 

flexibilities in both Pillars, a strategic and overarching long-term vision of what they aim to achieve with their 

agricultural and rural policy (including vis-à-vis other legislation/policies) in relation to their specific needs is 

required. This should enable Member States to programme and design measures in a joined up way across 

both Pillars. Administration will also need to become smarter: some reflection will be required regarding 

governance, as currently responsibilities are often spread across departments or even across different levels 

of governance. Administrative burden should remain proportionate to the outcomes that are being sought and 

the tendency for risk averse decision-making should be avoided. 

 

From these main lessons, two main recommendations are formulated: 

 

In the short term, simplification should be sought in order to limit the growing concern of an increase in 

administrative burden related to the complexity of the CAP. The exchange of good practices between 

countries should be encouraged to promote simplification. It is also recommended to improve the 

implementation modalities of the Green Payment to encourage a more tailored approach to their use. How 

these measures interact with Pillar 2 also requires further thought to enable a coherent approach for 

addressing environmental (and other) objectives on agricultural land: this should be done on a sufficient scale 

to ensure real value is added to biodiversity, soil and water protection as well as for mitigating climate change 

but without too much administrative complexity.  

 

For the CAP post 2020, the development of a strategic vision by each Member States should be encouraged. 

Member States and the European Commission should agree on the principle and the implementation of a new 

framework which would include the establishment of a national long term strategy that takes into account the 

general CAP objectives supporting viable food production, ensuring the sustainable management of natural 

resources and climate action, and promoting balanced territorial development. The development of these 

strategies should be the occasion to address the tensions between the CAP objectives (e.g. between viable 

food production and sustainable use of natural resources and climate action) that currently leads to sub-

optimal outcomes: it is critical to find a way to balance the improved delivery of environmental and climate 

outcomes from agriculture with continued/expanded food production that is more sustainable. 

 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     287 
 

Appendix A.  List of abbreviations 

AECM   Agri-Environment Climate Measure 

BPS   Basic Payment Scheme 

CAP   Common Agricultural Policy 

CMO   Common Market Organisation 

CLLD   Community-led Local Development 

DP   Direct Payment 

EAFRD   European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development 

EFA   Ecological Focus Area 

EIA   Environmental Impact Assessment 

ESPG   Environmentally Sensitive Permanent Grassland 

EU   European Union 

EQ   Evaluation Question 

FADN   Farm Accountancy Data Network 

GAEC   Good Agricultural and Environmental Conditions 

GDP   Gross Domestic Product 

GHG   Greenhouse Gas 

GP   Green Payment 

IL   Intervention logic 

IOI-matrix  Instrument-objective impact matrix 

LULUCF   Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry 

MS   Member State 

MSPSS   Member State Policy Strategy Survey 

NFC   Nitrogen Fixing Crops 

NMS   New Member States 

OMS   Old Member States 

PG   Permanent Grassland 

PO   Producer organisation 

RDP   Rural Development Programme 

SAPS   Single Area Payment Scheme 

SFS   Small Farmers Scheme 

SMR   Statutory Management Requirements 

SPS   Single Payment Scheme 

SRC   Short Rotation Coppice 
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SUPD  Sustainable Use of Pesticides Directive 

TFP   Total Factor Productivity 

UAA   Utilized Agricultural Area 

VCS   Voluntary Coupled Support 

WFD   Water Framework Directive 

YFS   Young Farmers Scheme 
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Appendix C. Extra information for EQ1  

C.1. Relevance 

 Agricultural income C.1.1.
Table C-1 Qualitative information on agricultural income needs coming from the case studies 

Member State Qualitative information on needs 

Bulgaria The identified needs regarding the agricultural income are addressed by the direct payments. Also the 

measures from the RDP 2014 – 2020 serve the needs of the farmers related to their income. 

Germany The direct payments all respond to the income needs. Germany opted to tailor the first  policy 

instruments explicitly to national needs: instruments were designed to as much as possible to eliminate 

distortionary impacts and to balance needs of larger farms in eastern Germany and smaller farms in 

Southern Germany. The small farms are targeted by redistributive payments. 

Finland The needs of Finland are to compensate for the permanent competitive handicap of Finnish agriculture 

due to adverse natural conditions. Payments are focussed on areas facing natural constraints to 

alleviate low farm incomes  in the face of cost price squeeze and to maintain the preconditions for 

competition in different parts of the country so that the production can be sustained. 

France The basic payment addresses the needs related to the support of income of farmers. Without any CAP 

payment, 60 % of French farm holdings would have had a negative financial balance in 2014. The 

need to reduce income disparities among different farmer categories has led the French government to 

apply the principle of convergence. Some farmers categories may remain out of the scope of the 

redistribution objective, i.e. the small fruits and vegetables producers. 

Italy Agricultural income needs are addressed by the direct payments. Even the greening payment 

component may contribute to income, assuming the compliance cost is lower than the revenue effect 

of the payment. The importance (in financial terms) of the basic payment in supporting agricultural 

income of Italian larger farms, mostly located in Northern regions, has been reduced. 

The Netherlands Part of the support is aimed at beef cows and sheep in marginal areas (extensive grazing nature 

conservation areas), addressing the low (and declining) profitability of these activities while it also 

contributes to biodiversity preservation 

Slovenia There are clear income needs of farmers in Slovenia (low factor income per AWU) and these are to a 

considerable extent determined by low or lacking productivity (low yields). 

United Kingdom Income shortfalls are a widespread problem in Scottish farming. Farm Survey statistics show that the 

average Scottish farm made a loss before subsidy in 2014-15, as has been the case in each of the last 

six years.  The problems do not appear to be concentrated in any particular sector.  

Source: information from the case studies 
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 Agricultural productivity C.1.2.
 

Table C-2 Qualitative information on agricultural productivity needs and policy solutions coming from the case studies 

Member State Qualitative information on needs 

Bulgaria The needs of the farmers regarding their productivity is recognized and addressed by several RDP 

measures: support for investment activities and start-up activities are expected to have positive 

effects on the agricultural productivity. Also direct payments are assessed to be fully relevant, with 

the exception of the Greening payment scheme because farmers receiving green payments will have 

to respect and follow prescriptions related to environment protection which will affect their 

productivity.  

France Agricultural productivity needs are addressed by coupled payments. Almost 100,000 farmers were 

beneficiaries of coupled payment in 2012 of which 88,000 beneficiaries for suckler cows premium. In 

terms of targeting minimum productivity rules have been set for coupled aids incl. the livestock 

activities (thresholds and ceilings for numbers of animals).  

Netherlands The direct payments contribute to agricultural productivity, mainly through the liquidity increase of 

farms which help to finance new investments. M4 support is implemented in such a way that it in 

particular contributes to the reduction of negative environmental externalities, but also contributes to 

the need for (sustainable) agricultural productivity increase.  

Poland Direct payments complement each other, creating the possibility of investing in modernisation of 

farms and, consequently, in increasing their productivity. However, there is a threat that farmers who 

receive the payments will not be interested in increasing farm productivity.  

Slovenia Productivity improvement is really needed in Slovenia, but rarely explicitly present as a goal in 

implementing specific measures. 

United Kingdom To improve Scottish farmers’ productivity business start-ups are aided. Young farmers receiving 

standard grants of €70,000 must demonstrate either training, experience or a plan to acquire 

qualifications and must prepare and deliver a business plan. 

Source: information from the case studies 

 

Table C-3 Summary overview of implementation choices potentially relevant for agricultural productivity 

  BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL SL UK 

Basic payment X X X X X X X X X X 

Greening payment X X X X X X X X X X 

Redistributive payment X 

   

X 

  

X 

  
Young farmers scheme X X X X X X X X X X 

Small farmers scheme X 

  

X 

 

X X X X 

 (Voluntary) coupled 

support X   X X X X X X X X 

Support in areas facing 

natural constraints 

          Voluntary transitional 

payment X 

      

X 

  

M1: Knowledge transfer 

and information actions X X X X X X X X X X 

M3: Quality schemes for 

agricultural products, and 

foodstuffs X X X X X X X X X X 

M4: Investments in 

physical assets  X X X X X X X X X X 

M6: Farm business and 

development X X X X X X X X X X 

M11: Organic farming X X X X X X X X X X 

M16: Cooperation X X X X X X X X X X 

M17: Risk management X X X X X X X X X X 
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 Price stability C.1.3.
Table C-4 Qualitative information on price stabilisation needs coming from the case studies 

Member State Qualitative information on needs 

Bulgaria The voluntary coupled support addresses the needs of the beneficiaries and may have positive 

effects on the price stability in the sectors which are selected to be supported by this instrument. The 

other direct payment schemes indirectly address the identified needs regarding the price stability.  

France The needs with respect to price stability are not addressed by the investigated instruments. 

Italy The contribution of the chosen measures to price stability is not straightforward and expected to be 

much more connected (if any) to indirect effects.  

Netherlands The need for price stability is poorly addressed by the measures evaluated. The direct payments help 

farmers to cope with the consequences of price stability by making part of their income independent 

of market prices and their evolution. 

Poland The stability of market prices of agricultural products is hardly influenced by direct payments. The 

exception is coupled support, which can affect the supply of products covered by this form of support. 

Large investments improving agricultural production also have a significant impact on price stability.   

Slovenia A discrepancy is noted between the public discourse regarding price instability (and low prices in 

particular) and actual policy: there is no group of measures addressing it directly. Slovenia has also 

not opted for RDP risk management measures, which was argued with the fact that state aids in the 

form of insurance premia subsidies already address this issue.  

United Kingdom Direct payments - and all of the other instruments which are relevant to the income sub-objective - 

help to insulate farmers from the effects of price instability. Only supply chain cooperation – which 

can be funded in Scotland under M16 – is likely to have a direct impact on price volatility, for example 

if the participants in a short supply chain are able to operate independently from wider market forces. 

Source: information from the case studies 

 

 

C.2. Coherence 

 Agricultural income C.2.1.

The table below provides the general overview of coherence between measures in addressing the agricultural 

income sub objective of viable food production as it resulted from the examination of the implementation 

choices at the level of the case study countries.  

 

Table C-5 Overview matrix of the ranking of measures with respect to their coherence in addressing the sub objective of agricultural 

income   

 
BP: Basic payment, GP: Greening payment, RP: Redistributive payment, YFS: Young Farmers Scheme, VCS: Voluntary 

Coupled Support, VTP: Voluntary transitional payment, M1: Knowledge transfer and information actions (not main focus), 

M4: Investments in physical assets, M6: farm business and development, M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other 

constraints, M16: Cooperation 

Legend: green = coherent, white = neutral, red = not coherent. The number represents the frequency or the number of case 

studies for which a certain score has been observed. 

Source: case studies 

 

  

BP 8 0 1 2 6 1 8 0 1 7 0 2 4 4 0 4 5 0 8 1 0 4 4 1 7 2 0 3 6 0

GP 2 6 1 3 6 0 5 3 1 2 6 0 4 5 0 3 6 0 2 7 0 4 5 0 3 6 0

RP 3 6 0 4 5 0 2 7 0 3 6 0 3 6 0 2 7 0 4 5 0 2 7 0

YFS 4 4 1 2 6 0 7 2 0 7 2 0 6 2 1 5 4 0 3 6 0

VCS 3 5 0 3 6 0 5 4 0 3 6 0 5 4 0 2 6 0

VTP 2 6 0 2 6 0 1 7 0 3 5 0 1 7 0

M01 5 4 0 3 6 0 3 6 0 4 5 0

M04 5 4 0 4 5 0 5 4 0

M06 4 5 0 2 7 0

M13 1 8 0

M01 M04 M06 M13 M16VTPGP RP YFS VCS
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Table C-6 Fraction of coherence, neutrality and incoherence scores at different measure evaluation levels 

  
coherent neutral non-coherent 

general level 0,36 0,62 0,02 

DP measure 0,34 0,60 0,06 

RDP measure 0,27 0,72 0,01 

DP-RDP measures 0,42 0,57 0,01 

 

Table C-7 Specific findings on coherence from the case studies (only informative cases selected) 

Member State Country specific issues relating to coherence (agricultural income) 

Bulgaria The implementation modalities of the instruments reinforce each other because all of them represent 

additional income for the farmers. Strong synergy is created for example between the direct payment 

scheme for young farmers and M6, and between the Small Farmers Scheme and investment 

measure M4. Also strong synergy regarding the agricultural income exists between the Greening 

payment scheme and the M11 for organic farming.  

Germany The basic payment is the most important instrument, but all other first  instruments are either 

synergetic or complementary to the income objective. 

Spain The instruments of  Pillar 1 are complementary for agricultural income. Grants from the investment 

costs of M4 are compatible with the basic payment so there is a synergy between both of them.  

Finland There are no instruments that are clearly competing with each other, or are in opposition to one 

another.  

France The basic payment complements the Green payment and the Coupled payment. Other  1 payments 

complement each other including the basic payment, as well as the area-based payments from  2.  2 

measures complement  1 instruments as income support instruments. The low rythm of convergence 

towards 2019 competes with the redistributive objectives of the Redistributive payment and the 

Young Farmers scheme to phase out from the historical model. In parallel, the individual Green 

Payment proportional to historical payment slows down the redistribution needs towards a fairer 

CAP. 

Italy The measures for this sub-objective are generally considered as coherent. 

Netherlands Because of the switch of the single payment to a flat rate, there are strong redistributional impacts on 

farms. The transitional scheme facilitates a gradual adjustment to a flat rate (to be fully achieved) in 

2019, which in particular favours the veal and starch potato sectors, that both lose a lot of money. 

The measures balance the consequences on farm income for losers and gainers (complementarity 

and substitution). 

Poland A special synergy can be observed in the case of payments for small farmers and redistributive 

payments, which are designed for farms with a maximum area of 30 hectares. A similar effect occurs 

in relation to support for starting a farm business for young farmers and young farmers scheme. 

Actions strengthening the impact of direct payments are also investments in physical assets 

(processing, marketing, development of agricultural products, farm modernisation), leading to 

increased revenues as a result of the improvement of quality and productivity, and - indirectly - 

support in terms of knowledge transfer and information actions. 

Slovenia The implementing provisions of  1 and 2 measures complement each other for agricultural income. 

The greening payment has a clearly discernible income aspect: the prevailing share of recipients is 

not affected by additional greening requirements, as these are prescribed only for arable producers 

above 10 hectares. Income aspects are marked also in the case of Small farmers scheme. The 

option for small farms to choose between the standard and simplified direct payments scheme by 

definition constitutes competition between the two instruments. A significant part of RDP expenditure 

(nearly half of RDP envelope) has a strong income support character.  

United Kingdom Scotland has decided to make a relatively rapid switch (by 2019 as set out in the legislation) from 

historic to area payments and to regionalise the new area payments based on land types. This leads 

to large (+20%) swings in funding away from the specialist beef sector, and towards the specialist 

sheep sector. These are both sectors Scotland wishes to encourage for environmental and social 

reasons (and economic reasons in the case of beef) and for which it has introduced coupled 

payments schemes. 

Source: information from the case studies 

 

 

 Agricultural productivity C.2.2.

The table below provides the general overview of coherence between measures in addressing the agricultural 

productivity sub objective of viable food production as it resulted from the close examination of the 

implementation choices at the level of the case study countries. 
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Table C-8 Overview matrix of the ranking of measures with respect to their coherence in addressing the sub objective of agricultural 

productivity   

 
 

BP: Basic payment, GP: Greening payment, RP: Redistributive payment, YFS: Young Farmers Scheme, VCS: Voluntary 

Coupled Support, VTP: Voluntary transitional payment, M1: Knowledge transfer and information actions (not main focus), 

M4: Investments in physical assets, M6: farm business and development, M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other 

constraints, M16: Cooperation 

 

Legend: green = coherent, white = neutral, red = not coherent. The number represents the frequency or the number of case 

studies for which a certain score has been observed. 

Source: case studies 

 

Table C-9 Fraction of coherence, neutrality and incoherence scores at different measure evaluation levels 

  coherent neutral non-

coherent 

general level 0,30 0,66 0,04 

DP measure 0,22 0,70 0,08 

RDP measure 0,29 0,71 0,00 

DP-RDP measures 0,37 0,60 0,03 

 

 

Table C-10 Specific findings on coherence from the case studies (only informative cases selected) 

Member State Country specific issues relating to coherence (agricultural productivity) 

Bulgaria There is strong synergy between most of the direct payments and the investment measure M4 and 

M6. Greening payments are in contradiction with the Voluntary Coupled Support Scheme and the 

Voluntary Transitional Payment Scheme and are in competition with the investment measures M4 

and M6 as regards the promotion of agricultural productivity. M1 reinforces all the other instruments 

since acquired knowledge stimulate and develop new ideas and activities which in turn are beneficial 

to the agricultural productivity . 

Germany In principle, the greening obligations will act conflicting to instruments aimed at increasing 

productivity. However, in practice the impact of greening obligations is generally low. 

Spain Greening payments seek to protect the long-term productivity so the greening reinforces the 

agricultural productivity. The young farmers scheme complements the agricultural productivity. M4 

will contribute to both the competitiveness and maintenance of rangelands. 

Finland There are no instruments that are clearly competing with each other, or are in opposition to one 

another. Some of the instruments complement each other, and voluntary coupled payments and 

M4:investments in physical assets reinforce each other. The coupled payments combined with 

investment aid for livestock farms are highly important for the continuation and scale of the 

production. 

France  1 instruments help to maintain agricultural productivity in a large diversity of sectors. Coupled 

payments are even expected to accompany the rise of protein-fixing crops production given the 

synergies with the Green payment and with some AEC schemes or M16 at regional level. Coupled 

payments have a synergetic effect combined with Basic payments. M4 accompanies this objective 

alongside other  1 measures. M13 aims at maintaining an agricultural activity in less favoured areas 

so indirectly contributes to agricultural productivity in those regions. No conflicting measures are 

observed ex-ante, given that protein-fixing crops would be largely declared under EFAs.  

Italy The measures are generally coherent, with the exception of greening. Greening is considered to have 

a negative effect on productivity, though the actual size of this effect is questioned. Incoherencies are 

also highlighted between the basic payment and M6. The contrasts between competitiveness and 

productivity objectives (especially in the plain areas) and the implementation of greening has touched 

the sensibility of more professional farmers. They would prefer a higher specialisation of areas with 

more environmental focus in less productive areas. 

Netherlands Decoupled direct payments have no direct impact on agricultural productivity. Voluntary coupled 

BP 2 4 3 3 6 0 6 3 0 4 4 1 2 6 0 4 5 0 6 3 0 3 5 1 4 5 0 3 6 0

GP 1 7 1 1 7 1 2 4 3 0 5 2 1 8 0 2 5 2 0 7 2 1 6 2 4 4 1

RP 3 6 0 3 6 0 2 7 0 2 7 0 2 7 0 1 8 0 3 6 0 1 8 0

YFS 4 5 0 2 6 0 6 3 0 8 1 0 6 3 0 4 5 0 4 5 0

VCS 1 7 0 3 6 0 7 2 0 4 5 0 5 4 0 4 5 0

VTP 2 6 0 3 5 0 1 7 0 2 6 0 1 7 0

M01 6 3 0 5 4 0 1 8 0 3 6 0

M04 7 2 0 4 5 0 3 6 0

M06 4 5 0 4 5 0

M13 1 8 0

M16M01 M04 M06GP RP YFS VCS M13VTP
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Member State Country specific issues relating to coherence (agricultural productivity) 

support is aimed at providing grazing services with the aim of biodiversity management in nature 

conservation areas. The transitional payments  are decoupled but help to get a gradual rather than 

abrupt switch from a single farm payment to a flat rate.  

Poland Direct payments complement each other, creating the possibility of investing them in modernisation of 

farms and, consequently, in increasing their productivity. However, there is a threat that farmers will 

not be interested in increasing farm productivity. Instruments with an opposite impact are coupled 

support and greening payment. 

Slovenia Productivity improvement is rarely explicitly present as a goal in implementing specific measures in 

Slovenia. Improvement of productivity is most explicitly stated in the case of measure Cooperation 

(M16). Links are established with investment support measures (M4 and M6) and Knowledge transfer 

(M1).  

United Kingdom Scotland’s implementation of the basic direct payment has a negative coherence with agricultural 

productivity. This is because a ceiling has been set for the point at which the rate of degressivity 

reaches 100% which takes account of labour costs. This can be expected to distort farmers’ choice of 

economic inputs in favour of extra labour, and such a distortion is expected to damage productivity. 

 

 

C.3. Necessary preconditions enabling effectiveness 

Specific observations made with respect to the policy implementation choices by the case study countries are 

presented in the following Table. 

 
Table C-11 Member State specific issues and considerations with respect to the implementation of the selected policy measures 

Member State Country specific issues  

Bulgaria The Voluntary coupled support scheme will provide incentives for vulnerable and priority sectors such 

as "Livestock" and "Fruits and vegetables "and support for protein crops.  Both investment measures 

M4 and M6 fully address the needs of the beneficiaries. In the last programming period these were the 

measures with highest absorption rates. 

Germany There is no specific tailoring to regional needs as the first  instruments  were tailored explicitly to 

national needs. The implementation is designed to as far as possible eliminate distortionary impacts 

and to limit any negative impacts on productivity, and to balance needs of larger farms in eastern 

Germany and smaller farms in Southern Germany. 

Spain The measure on investments in physical assets (M4) was allocated €290 million (32,58% of 

Extremadura budget) improving the sustainability of farms, which is one of the Pillar s of the 

Extremadura economy and helping to increase the value of agricultural products and improving 

competitiveness in production processes. M6 was allocated €61 million (6,87%) promoting new 

activities. 

Finland The national objectives are founded on the compensation of permanent competitive handicap due to 

adverse natural conditions. The support measures provided by the CAP are fully used to address this 

need.  

France The principle of convergence contributes to the need to reduce income disparities among farmers 

categories. However, some farmers categories may remain out of the scope of the redistribution 

objective, i.e. the small fruits and vegetables producers. What concerns coupled payments, the 

maximum ceiling of 15 % has been used to support various farming sectors. 

Italy  one was designed at national level and is claimed not to respond to such a diversified territory as 

Emilia Romagna. With the introduction of the regionalized system, implemented according to the Irish 

model, the basic payment is losing importance as instrument for the support of agricultural income. M4 

is attractive because of the opportunity to invest in innovations able to improve competitiveness (even 

in reply to the reduction of agricultural prices). 

Netherlands The Netherlands put emphasis on sustainable growth of agriculture, which balances competitiveness 

and reducing the environmental emissions. M4 for that reason is strongly focused on addressing 

environmental needs. 

Poland Due to fragmented farming structure, Polish rural areas require changes in the agrarian structure and 

inhibition of negative demographic changes caused by the outflow of young people, looking for work. 

The chosen measures are designed to improve this unfavourable situation. Land consolidation allows 

to change the agrarian structure. For the purpose of the generational changes and prevention of aging 

of the population, a number of measures have been aimed directly at young farmers under the age of 

40. The aim of all these activities mentioned in relation to the Viable Food  objective  is also growth of 

production and enterprises’ income, entrepreneurship and economic activity development.  
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Member State Country specific issues  

Slovenia The way how investment support is implemented shows that small-scale investments with partial 

solutions and limited economic impact prevail (mainly various items of farm machinery and equipment). 

Perhaps stricter criteria for project selection might yield better results from public funding. Indeed, this is 

a political economy problem in an agricultural sector with such a fragmented structure and lacking data 

regarding the economic performance of holdings, resulting in difficulties in devising a strategically 

sound, objective business plan.  

While RDP may bear discussions regarding tailored measures and possibilities for improvement, the 

perception of DP measures is entirely different. The fact that the measures are uncoupled from 

production and conditional upon environmental demands – in the cases where farming sector is far 

from achieving its production potentials and characterised by elementary technological development 

needs – simply makes them incapable of achieving viable production. These measures, promoting the 

sustainable use and maintenance of resources (mainly land and labour), also lead to the extensification 

of production and stagnation in agriculture, turning it into subsidy-chasing, rather than an efficient 

economic activity that builds well-organised value chains.  The CAP is most certainly sending the wrong 

signals in this respect, and this contradiction is manifesting in countries such as Slovenia. Either the 

funds are misallocated, or the objective is ill-defined/imposed.  

United 

Kingdom 

To preserve agricultural activity in its less favoured areas for environmental and social reasons, 

Scotland has chosen to implement coupled payments for beef and sheep, to spend a high proportion of 

its (low) RDP budget on LFA payments, and to target a number of the “productivity” measures towards 

crofting. Scotland has not addressed the issue of subsidy-dependence among its non-LFA farmers as 

clearly.   

Source: Information derived from the case studies 

 
Table C-12 Information from the case studies with respect to the targeting of the selected measures contributing to viable food 

production 

Member State Country specific issues  

Bulgaria The instruments are targeted to specific beneficiaries and sectors which fully answer to the identified 

needs and to the agricultural policy priorities. For example Voluntary coupled support is targeted to 

beneficiaries from vulnerable and priority sectors. M6 is focused on support for young farmers. The 

eligibility criteria follow the targeted beneficiaries and the recognised needs. There has been some 

evidence (see discussion in Relevance section) that the income support of arable farms contribute to 

incomes that are high relative to incomes earned elsewhere in the economy or in other agricultural 

sectors, which suggests that there is room to improve the targeting. 

Germany There is no specific targeting except for the redistributive payments, which targets smaller farms.  

Spain The Basic Payment Scheme will provide direct payments to Arable irrigated land; non-irrigated arable 

land, irrigated trees and irrigated trees, which are priority in Spanish agriculture.  

Finland Finland is divided into two main support areas for the allocation of payments. The  1 and 2 payments 

are paid to the whole country.  1: Basic payment and Voluntary coupled payment will address the 

same needs:  developing risk management in agriculture, to alleviate low farm incomes  in the face of 

cost price squeeze and  to maintain the preconditions for competition in different parts of the country.  

2: Investments in physical assets will address:  boosting investments that promote bio-economy, 

improving energy and resource efficiency, diversification of the economy in rural areas, developing 

the structure of agriculture, development of multi-sectoral farms, increasing the use of renewable 

energy forms, to achieve productivity gains in agriculture and to maintain the preconditions for 

competition in different parts of the country.  2: Payments to areas facing natural constraints will 

address: safeguarding the operational capacity and promoting the competitiveness of farms operating 

in less favoured areas, maintaining and promoting rural landscapes, prevent land abandonment in 

marginal areas, and rural depopulation in the face of few job opportunities and high unemployment, 

and to maintain the preconditions for competition in different parts of the country 

France The Young farmers scheme has been designed to target all the potential beneficiaries in all 

territories. Coupled payments have been targeted to meet identified needs in several regions, both in 

the vegetable and animal productions 

Italy M4 is set such to fully address the identified needs, in particular for young farmers all over the region 

(following the positive trend from the previous programming period) and for the collective 

management of water resources in hilly territories. 

Netherlands The Netherlands choose to apply for a flat rate in 2019 (full convergence), with no regional 

differentiation, though this has been considered during the policy implementation process. It accepted 

(in contrast with the general policy philosophy of  having no distortionary coupled payments) a 
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Member State Country specific issues  

voluntary coupled payment (allocated a minor budget to this) to support the provisioning of grazing 

services (beef cows and sheep) for nature preservation areas, with the aim to contribute to 

biodiversity. M4 has been strongly targeted to investments that improves the “environmental 

efficiency”  of the highly intensive Dutch agricultural farming system. Rather than offering a lot 

measures, the choice has been made to focus on a limited set of well-designed measures (e.g. no 

budget allocated to M6 and M13 measures) 

Poland Support under the Common Agricultural Policy is offered for farmers working both in areas dominated 

by sandy soils and in mountain areas with large declines. In both cases production costs and labour 

inputs are higher than in other areas and the funding’s aim is to compensate for these differences. 

Payments to areas facing natural or other constraints (M13) on the one hand compensate for low 

yields, high cost and arduousness of work due to geographical location, and on the other allow for the 

continuation of land use of low-class areas and prevent the abandonment of agriculture activity and 

biodiversity loss in these areas. The support is also needed for farms located in areas where the 

water quality is threatened due to agricultural production and where it is necessary to take special 

preventive measures. These activities also include, among others, an additional funding for farm 

equipment - devices to collect manure - for a period of minimum 6 months. Investment support aims 

at assisting farmers to adapt to the RDP 2014-2020 requirements. The assistance is granted under 

M4 (Investments in physical asset, sub measure 4.1.3.) This action fully reinforces Measure 12: N2K 

and Water Framework Directive. Sectors that are particularly relevant from economic, environmental 

or social point of view and which are in a difficult economic situation, as sectors of cattle, cows, 

sheep, goats, soft fruit, hops, protein crops, sugar beets, starch potatoes, tomatoes, flax and hemp 

fiber, receive a Voluntary Coupled Support payment. As these farms are fulfilling an important 

economic role, the security of selling of animals and animal products to food processing plants should 

be considered. In the case of signing by the processing plants a commitment to long-term 

agreements with suppliers of those goods, there could be a possibility of receiving additional points at 

the stage of projects’ assessment. Both sides could achieve mutual benefits and the  cooperation 

within the framework of  Pillar 1 and II would have the same goal - "Viable food production" 

Slovenia DP measures are aimed at all the UAA of all holdings in Slovenia that meet the minimum eligibility 

criteria (1 ha of UAA and 100€ of support). This is intended to meet the set objectives. Similarly, the 

access to investment support (M4 and M6) is open to a wide range of beneficiaries in Slovenia 

making eligible every registered farm holding or, in the case of investment support in processing and 

marketing of agricultural products, all registered physical or legal bodies. As to the latter, eligibility is 

limited upwards (firms with more than 750 employees, or surpassing turnover 200 million EUR are 

beyond eligibility).  Investment support within measures M4 and M6 is implemented through closed 

tendering. The selection process takes into account applications that are complete, correspond to the 

content of the tender, and in excess of the entry limit points specified in the invitation to tender. As 

part of the scoring criteria, strong emphasis is given to the economic aspects of the investment (eg. 

IRR), contribution towards horizontal objectives and inclusion of investments in the EIP operational 

groups. Applications with the highest scores are selected. There is no geographical targeting of 

investment support as such. The tenders are usually sectoral, which implies that regions more 

strongly engaged in the tendered sector areas usually receive more public support. With respect to 

territorial targeting, higher rates of support are allocated to beneficiaries from (i) areas facing specific 

(natural) handicaps and (ii) economically lagging regions (eg. Pomurje).  Payments for ANC (M13) 

follow the same minimum eligibility criteria as DP. Various forms of ANC are characteristic for the 

prevailing part of production resources in Slovenia (75% UAA, 72% of farms). Payments are 

calculated for every beneficiary farm individually, taking into account various natural handicaps 

hampering their agricultural production. In principle, the payment levels are the highest in 

mountainous areas, reaching up to slightly above 200 EUR/ha. 

United Kingdom Basic payments are targeted by land type rather than geographical region.  The only additional 

“Scottish” eligibility criterion is a requirement designed to ensure that BPS cannot be claimed by 

someone who carries out no activity on the land.  This is intended to tackle the perceived problem of 

“slipper farming” – activation of high value entitlements on poor quality land – although this will 

diminish anyway as historic payment levels are phased out. 

Source: Information derived from the case studies 
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Table C-13 Information on the targeting of selected measures relevant in pursuing Viable Food Production for selected case study 

countries 

Member State Country specific issues  

Bulgaria The identified targets for the instruments are not too ambitious and it is expected that they will be 

achieved in the end of the programming period. As it was mentioned above M4 and M6 are the 

measures which generate very strong interest among the potential beneficiaries as they fully 

address their needs and they will definitely reach the set indicators. 

Germany No specific targets are identified, the assumption is that all potentially eligible beneficiaries will 

receive payments 

Finland The targets identified are ambitious but achievable 

France The convergence principle has been accepted but its 70% pathway (14 % per year trajectory) 

remains poorly ambitious towards 2019. This is mainly due to the fact that a full convergence by 

2019 would have hurt the dairy farmers which have historically high levels of basic payments far 

above the national average. So the implementation of the basic payment will be the most 

progressive as possible. Quantified scenarios have been proposed at an early stage for the basic 

payment convergence pathway, which appear in the middle. France stops in half-way and the full 

convergence by 2019 was not a target. The target which is to reduce income disparities 

progressively between 2015 and on-going years is a low target but France the starting point was 

too far from the landing point 

Italy For greening payments the targets are ambitious in terms of participation (potential beneficiaries) 

and low in terms of amount paid. The other way around, for the combination of basic payments and 

M4 (for farmers). 

United Kingdom There are few targets, but that for young farmers receiving business development assistance under 

measure M6 looks ambitious – 160 young farmers in total when only 200 farmers are estimated to 

enter the sector each year. 

Source: Information derived from the case studies 

 

Table C-14 Information on the targeting in case of non-quantifiable objectives of selected measures relevant in pursuing Viable Food 

Production for some case study countries 

Member State Country specific issues  

Finland Payments are paid for the entire cultivated area of about 2.16 million hectares in Finland. Since 

Finland’s northern circumstances were taken into account in the level of coupled payments (the 

definition of less-favoured areas and the greening practices), the reform will not cause any dramatic 

changes in the Finnish agricultural market or production. 

France No quantified objective has been set for the young farmers in terms of number of young farmers to 

install by 2019-2020. It's estimated that the Young farmers scheme would comfort the existing start-

ups (12,000 in 2014), but no data is still available on it. The generation renewal follows a better 

trend since a couple of years (1 entrant for 2 departures while it was 1 for 3 10 years ago). 

Poland One of the objectives of RDP is the transition to a low-carbon economy using renewable energy 

sources. Also within  Measure 4: Investments in physical assets it is indicated that investments 

related to the rationalisation of the use of natural resources with the use of renewable energy 

sources will be supported under RDP. In the implementation materials published by the Paying 

Agency defining the principles and types of investment eligible to support within the sub-measures 

4.1.3. Modernisation of agricultural holdings and 4.2. "Support for investments in processing ...” 

investments related to the use of renewable energy sources are not mentioned. The lack of these 

investments in implementing documents may be the cause of a number of misunderstandings with 

the potential beneficiaries of the Programme 

Slovenia Availability of measures is not a problem of CAP implementation in Slovenia. The decisive issue is 

whether this form of policy actually allows meeting the needs that were recognised in policy 

debates, but not explicitly outlined in first and second  documents. There are thus no definitions of 

actual goals for first  DP (nor is this demanded by EU implementation procedures). 

United Kingdom It is particularly difficult to say what proportion of Scotland’s area will be affected by income 

support.  Under the SPS, Scotland had more than 1 million hectares of naked land.  All of this is 

theoretically eligible for support under the BPS, although the likelihood of farmers wanting to farm 

what is generally very poor quality land is very low.  Take-up issues may affect LFA and other 

payments especially in crofting areas.  Scotland has taken steps to strengthen crofting committees 

in an attempt to help with this problem. 
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Source: Information derived from the case studies 

 
Table C-15 Policy implementation choices with respect to the selected measures contributing to Viable Food Production and their 

impact on beneficiary perceptions 

Member State Country specific issues  

Germany The decision not to implement capping of payments for very large farms sends the message that 

the impact of the redistributive payment shall be limited and not disadvantage larger farms. 

France The basic payment scheme follows the same prior principle and objective so the perception by 

beneficiaries nor the implementation are affected. On Coupled payments, fact that young cows are 

not eligible to the suckler cow and that a minimum number of suckler cow has been set at 10 

animals may affect negatively the perception by beneficiaries, especially in very some small and 

medium-scale mixed-farming systems. From an administrative point a view the Young farmers 

scheme is very easy to claim. France has decided to continue to pay it even for young farmers set 

in legal entity and have the administrative capacities to monitor and control it. 

Italy Greening is obligatory and it is not a "choice" of the farmer to engage in it or not. However, 

greening payments tend to be seen as uselessly overcomplicated.  

Poland Beneficiaries of the sub measure M4.2 (support for investments in processing/marketing and/or 

development of agricultural products) have to make the commitment that they will purchase at least 

50% of the total amount of raw materials needed for production or wholesale on the basis of at 

least 3-year contracts. These contracts  should also include a mechanism for determining the 

purchase prices of agricultural products directly with the agricultural producers, producer groups or 

organisations. The practice shows that these commitments are not respected by many 

beneficiaries, which is a common cause of conflict and farmers’ dissatisfaction. A farmer who 

signed the agreement with the processor, is often convinced that he did it voluntarily and not 

because of duty and obligations to the Paying Agency. Through their ignorance they do not know 

that they have the right to demand execution of the agreement, and if this does not happen, have 

the right to apply to the Paying Agency for its mediation. Securing a systematic disposal of 

production is for the manufacturer a very important issue as far as  production planning, its scale, 

cost and profitability are concerned. 

Slovenia It seems that beneficiaries have no specific issues in accessing first  payments. The system of 

payment rights is well-established. But there is clear criticism of the redistribution caused by CAP 

implementation and of the fact that some are exploiting the system that allows for subsidies that 

demand only minimal land maintenance and no actual production. This is a valid point, considering 

the set objectives and expectations of rational public spending. This problem is currently still only 

debated internally in agriculture and has not been discussed in the broader public, yet it is also a 

consequence of the CAP itself, not of its national implementation. The system of payments for ANC 

is working relatively smoothly, without much conflict. It is also in synergy with direct- payments.  

Problems related to investment support are its administrative burden and ensuring applicants’ own 

contribution, while the targeting of support is less of an issue. Smaller holdings with less capital 

have trouble accessing these funds, and field interviews have shown that even some larger 

producers forgo applying due to the demands and rigidity of control procedures. On the other hand, 

take-over support for young farmers within M6 has met with a considerable positive response. 

Funds for supplementary activities within M6, quite usefully invested in previous periods, have been 

(rightly) criticised by many agricultural advisors in the field, as support is no longer available for 

tourism-related activities.  

Another criticism is linked to the fact that, unlike support for investments in primary production, 

processing and marketing (M4, M6) which are implemented as grants, support for setting up and 

development of non-agricultural activities on farms (M6.1) is now operating only in the form of 

financial instruments. This is a strong disincentive for farms that wish to improve their 

income/employment potential by developing non-farm supplementary activities. Consequently, in 

the first amendment of the RDP Slovenia (22/3/2016), a part of the appropriated funds for this 

measure (22.3 million EUR) was transferred to (indirectly income supporting) measures M10, M14, 

and to young farmers support 

United Kingdom Coupled payments and LFASS are very synergetic, especially the very high proportion of the RDP 

budget devoted to the latter, and likely to convey to beneficiaries that Scotland is serious about 

protecting the environment and way of life in the LFA. 

Source: Information derived from the case studies 
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Table C-16 Information from the case study with respect to the role of “soft” and supporting measures to enable the conditions for 

effectiveness of the implemented selected measures relevant for Viable Food Production 

Member State Country specific issues  

Bulgaria The RDP 2014-2020 has two measures (M1 and M2) providing “soft supporting” measures for 

improving the effectiveness of specific measures. M1 provides support for training in the field of 

agriculture and forestry for persons engaged in the agriculture and forestry sector. Support 

encompasses activities as vocational training and skills, which will include training courses, 

seminars, demonstration visits to farms for exchange of experience. The support is made available 

to the beneficiaries through a voucher system. M2 provides support to farmers, young farmers and 

foresters in the form of consultancy services to improve their economic and environmental 

performance and also to prepare project proposals to be funded by the RDP. The support is made 

available to the beneficiaries through consultancy packages 

Finland The advisory services, training, capacity building, and facilitation activities in the  2 are well placed 

and designed to make the services and activities available through the extension service providers 

(Pro-Agria), Centres for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment (ELY Centres), 

and via the internet. 

Italy Soft measures are in place and the interaction with the other measures is explicitly regulated by the 

programs. 

Slovenia Slovenia has a fairly well-developed public agricultural extension system, enabling practically all AH 

to access public funds. While information availability is good, there is a question of quality of 

entrepreneurial decisions receiving investment support. The public farm advisory service 

institutionally operates within the agricultural chamber. To some extent, this fact limits the 

independence of their work, as the farm advisory service is a part of the same interest system as 

the beneficiaries themselves. As a consequence, they tend to cater to the wishes of their clients, 

regardless of the viability of their business ideas, likely resulting in sub-optimal spending of public 

funds. This is a general issue of the quality of entrepreneurship in agriculture: the logic that public 

funds should be accessed if available, regardless of soundness of decisions, is quite prevalent. The 

ministry and paying agency have bestowed considerable energy upon changing this attitude, but 

were unsuccessful, as it is deeply ingrained in the value system. 

United Kingdom Scotland uses “soft” measures such as those available under M1, M6, M16 and M19 in addition to 

income support and investment.  M6 support for young farmers is a good example of combined 

“soft” help and income support, since claimants must produce a business plan in order to gain 

access to a €70,000 grant.  There is as yet little evidence that different soft measures are being 

used in conjunction with each other, partly because Scotland is allowing demand to lead 

programmes like M1. 

Source: Information derived from the case studies 
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Table C-17 Information for the case studies on the working together of measures and instruments across the Pillar s of the CAP 

Member State Country specific issues  

Bulgaria The chosen instruments from Pilla1 and  2 reinforce each other. For example the Voluntary coupled 

support can be combined with investment activities supported by M4 and M6. Also it can 

complement M9 and facilitate the establishment of groups of producers from the vulnerable sectors 

supported by the VCS scheme. This will enhance their ability to borrow stronger market position 

and better opportunities for their product realization. 

France The basic payment complements the Green payment, the redistributive payment and the coupled 

payments as they follow different objectives. The Young farmers scheme is complementary to the  

2 schemes for young farmers (M6) which remains the core instrument. During the 2013 talks for the 

national implementation, the Young Farmers scheme faced a competition with the basic payment 

and  coupled payments envelopes.  Now, the Young farmers scheme may compensate a too low 

rhythm of convergence of basic payment and is complementary for those having low historical 

references per hectare. In addition the national reserve of the Basic Payment complement rather 

well the Young farmers scheme, since it allows to support start-ups of new entrants that don't meet 

the young farmers eligibility criteria anymore (> 40). 

Italy M4 may yield full benefits, more than what was reasonably expected, in case the projects that are 

executed in farms that are eligible for basic payment and other voluntary schemes.  Pillar 2 agro-

environmental measures are regarded as more important than greening payments. 

Slovenia Income- and production-related objectives are addressed in relative discord. They constitute two 

systems that are still (similarly to most MS) working separately, parallel to each other and with no 

common intervention logic or approach to existing needs. 

United Kingdom Basic direct payment and LFA rates have been set in tandem.  The active farmer definition 

developed to target basic direct payments is also widely used to target P2 measures.  For instance, 

a young farmer receiving support under M6 is required to become an active farmer within 18 

months. 

Source: Information derived from the case studies 
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Appendix D. Extra information for EQ2 

D.1. Relevance 

 Biodiversity priorities and needs in relation to the ten case study countries D.1.1.

Maintain and restore semi-natural habitats and populations of species of high conservation value 

associated with agriculture (both within and outside Natura 2000): The best-preserved semi-natural 

habitats are designated within the Natura 2000 network of protected areas which has 40% of its EU area 

covered by ecosystems requiring agricultural management. There are also large areas of EU protected 

habitats and species populations associated with farming outside the Natura 2000 network, and Member 

States are expected to identify actions to protect and restore species and habitats outside Natura 2000 sites 

as well as inside the network
108

. 

 

All the case study RDPs either identify the need to preserve and restore biodiversity in Natura 2000 and high 

nature value areas, or more specifically distinguish a need associated with Natura 2000 areas and a need to 

address habitat conservation outside these areas. For example, in Scotland (UK), the RDP identifies the 

need to ‘improve the condition of designated sites (Natura 2000 and others) affected by land management 

activities’ and to ‘halt the decline in biodiversity and improve the resilience of ecosystems in the face of 

environmental change’, mentioning the Scottish Government’s target for all protected sites (including both 

Natura and nationally designated sites) to be in improving or favourable condition by 2020. France-Bretagne 

specifies the need to optimise the use and preservation of the bocage system, wetlands, and species-rich 

pastures. However, few of the RDPs provide a rigorous and quantified analysis of the status and needs of 

their Natura 2000 network in relation to agriculture and forestry, and derive specific needs from this, making it 

difficult to assess whether the identified measures really address the scale of the biodiversity-related needs for 

habitat and species conservation. An analysis of the Prioritized Action Frameworks for Natura 2000 and other 

sources for the case studies elicited a much more accurate picture of the scale of needs, which revealed a 

number of gaps in RDP programming in relation to the defined needs (Box 8.3).  

 

Maintain and restore semi-natural habitats and populations of species of high conservation value 

associated with forest (both within and outside Natura 2000):  A similar situation is found with respect to 

the articulation of needs relating to these priorities in relation to forest areas. Within the RDPs, Bulgaria 

identifies the need to preserve the share of high conservation value forests and introduce systems for forest 

fire prevention as relevant to biodiversity; Slovenia identifies the need to preserve and/or improve the status 

of biodiversity in forests, restore forest infrastructure to achieve greater openness of forests, and increase the 

knowledge base and transfer in agriculture & forestry, advisor competence and specialised advisory service; 

the Bretagne RDP (France) identifies promotion of sustainable forest management as a biodiversity-related 

need; and in  Emilia Romagna (Italy) the need to restore forest ecosystems is highlighted. In the UK-

Scotland, reducing the fragmentation of existing woodland is part of the priority to restore semi-natural habitats 

for species of high conservation value and supporting sustainable forest management is considered to be a 

component of improving the resilience of ecosystems in the face of environmental change. However, these 

priorities do not appear to reflect the full scale of the needs identified in the PAFs as detailed in Box 3.6 below. 

  

                                                           
108

 European Commission (2011) Financing Natura 2000. Investing in Natura 2000: Delivering benefits for nature and people. Commission 
Staff Working Paper, SEC(2011) 1573 final, 2011, European Commission, Brussels. 
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Box D.1 Scale and scope of agriculture and forestry needs related to Natura 2000 and EU protected habitat and 

species conservation in the case study regions 

 

The Commission expects Member States to use EAFRD to co-fund the management of their Natura 2000 sites for their EU 

protected habitats and species, as specified in their Prioritized Action Frameworks (PAFs)
109

. The PAFs in general identify 

many strategic and specific Natura 2000 management measures to be funded by EAFRD in 2014 to 2020. 

 

The Bulgaria PAF identifies the need for EAFRD funding for management planning, cooperative actions and volunteer 

groups, large carnivore damage compensation, consultations with farmers and forest owners, training and awareness 

raising including young farmers’ business development and tourism, restoration and conservation management in forests 

and farmland, support for sustainable practices, compensation payments within Natura 2000 sites, forest fire damage 

prevention and restoration. Bulgaria has a large Natura 2000 network and at least a third of its agricultural land can be 

classified as High-Nature-Value farmland
110

. All of Bulgaria’s forest habitat types, 95% of grassland habitats, and 75% of 

peatland and heath/scrub habitat types are in unfavourable conservation status
111

. Only 4% of Natura 2000 sites currently 

have draft management plans, but the RDP mentions a target that by 2017, all forest plans will include Natura 2000 

objectives and measures.  

 

The Germany PAF (and Niedersachsen) sees an important role for EAFRD for habitat and species management under 

agri-environment, Natura 2000 compensation payments, -and targeted funding for Natura 2000 management and 

restoration (particularly wetlands), land purchase, public awareness actions and visitor management.. Niedersachsen has 

important populations of coastal grassland breeding birds such as Black-tailed Godwit, Lapwing and Curlew, all of which 

have strongly declining populations. In the last period more than 5% of permanent grassland was lost
112

, both within Natura 

2000 sites
113

 and outside. The Natura 2000 network has 50,000 ha of peatland habitats, whilst another 175,000 ha are 

unprotected, of which a fifth are still subject to peat extraction
114

. 

 

In Finland, 93% of all semi-natural grassland habitats are not in a favourable condition, which is the highest share among 

all habitat types in Finland (EEB and BirdLife Europe, 2016). These are often small isolated grassland patches at risk of 

abandonment, because they are difficult to manage and agri-environment subsides are not attractive. The majority of 

grasslands do not belong to farmers. Nevertheless, the Finnish PAF identifies EAFRD as key support for management and 

restoration of grassland and other habitats and traditional biotopes, control of marine eutrophication, protection of 

threatened species in forestry, improving ecological functioning and connectivity of the Natura 2000 network, inventory of 

grasslands, amongst other actions. 

 

The France PAF identifies 11.5 M € per year as funding needed from EAFRD for Natura 2000 (including national co-

funding) for a range of measures for agricultural and forest land including wetlands, but does not provide a regional 

breakdown. Bretagne has 86 mostly coastal Natura 2000 sites with important areas of grazed saltmarsh and strong 

pressure from water pollution and invasive alien species, but also a biodiversity-rich mosaic pasture, hedge and woodland 

landscape known as bocage.  

 

In Italy’s Emilia-Romagna, farmland makes up 30% of the Natura 2000 network (including permanent grassland, arable 

land, permanent crops and heterogeneous agricultural areas)..The Emilia-Romagna PAF submission identifies EAFRD 

funding needs for pasture & meadow management & limits to grazing, wet meadow restoration, Natura 2000 compensation 

payments, measures to reduce human disturbance & control deer & invasive species, forest fire prevention and selective 

felling
115

, However, an NGO analysis points out that the 2014-2020 RDP does not include a number of issues associated 

with Natura 2000 and EU protected species and habitats, such as improvement of coexistence between human activities 

and large carnivores (mainly wolves), the maintenance in a good ecological status of mountain pastures and hay meadows, 

the management of Natura 2000 sites, the restoration of nature along rivers in the lowlands, and maintaining and protecting 

habitats that have been restored in the previous programming period (EEB and BirdLife Europe, 2016).  

 

The Spain PAF identifies a broad spectrum of activities that require EAFRD funding, but does not define any regional 

priorities. A third of the Extremadura land area is Natura 2000, and although there are now management plans, the 

                                                           
109

 European Commission (2011) Financing Natura 2000. Investing in Natura 2000: Delivering benefits for nature and people. Commission 
Staff Working Paper, SEC(2011) 1573 final, 2011, European Commission, Brussels. 
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 Priority Action Framework for Natura 2000 Bulgaria for the EU Multiannual Financing Period 2014-2020. http://dicon-
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conservation measures are ill-defined
116

. Agricultural habitats particularly important for biodiversity are dehesa, traditional 

non-irrigated olive groves and vineyards, and mountain pastures grazed by local breeds,  

   

The Netherlands PAF does not identify EAFRD funding priorities, but does identify the nitrogen deposition reduction 

programme and the agricultural cooperative nature conservation programme as priorities. Nitrogen deposition represents a 

significant threat to EU protected habitats {Wamelink, 2013 #4945}. Farmland and meadow birds are still in strong decline 

mainly due to agricultural practices and inadequate protection of breeding sites {Teunissen, 2015 #7075}. 

 

The Poland PAF identifies a broad spectrum of activities for EAFRD funding but also lists other funds, so it is not possible to 

say how much the action depends on EAFRD funding alone. These include: scrub removal on grasslands & dunes, invasive 

alien species removal, meadow & farmland bird habitat management, afforestation to create ecological corridors, Natura 

2000 management planning, implementing low intensity management systems, implementing protection requirements (eg 

leaving dead wood, stopping peat extraction), agri-environment monitoring, education and promotion, advice and training 

(including local government units, nature conservation bodies, judges and prosecutors and the beneficiaries of the funds for 

the conservation of biodiversity).  
  

According to the Slovenia PAF
117

, EAFRD support is needed for Natura 2000 farm investment, development of 

complementary economic activities and cooperation, obligation to maintain grassland in return for support payments, agri-

environment measures for grassland, hedges, old growth orchards and mosaic landscape, targeted advice and training, 

marketing of local products, and support for more sustainable forest management. At least 210% of each LAG should be 

connected to Natura 2000 site(s). Only 27% of the surface area targeted for the previous agri-environment schemes for 

specific endangered habitats and species (ETA/VTR/HAB/STE
118

) was achieved by 2013, and only 9% of the target area for 

the mown grassland schemes (MET/STE
119

) {Ministry of Environment & Spatial Planning, 2013 #6342}. EU protected 

grassland habitats (and associated species) have been lost in several Slovenian Natura 2000 sites due to cultivation and 

conversion to intensive use (Jancar, 2014), whilst in another site one fifth of the EU protected grassland has been lost to 

abandonment and forest progression (Kaligaric and Ivajnsic, 2014). 

 

The Scotland (UK) PAF for Natura 2000 estimates the financial needs of habitat and species management schemes in 

agriculture as £90 000, in wetlands as £49 000 and in forests as £80 000 – ie a total of £660 000 annually between 2014 

and 2020. Scotland identifies EAFRD as the only EU fund for this. Although the Scotland RDP cites a government 

assessment that 78.8% of protected nature sites (SSSIs) were in favourable condition in 2014, a parallel NGO assessment 

in 2015 concluded that only 30% were definitely in favourable condition, whilst the rest were predominantly in recovering 

status (RSPB Scotland, 2016), indicating a substantial need for Natura 2000 management funding. Species conservation 

needs outside Natura 2000 include the need to reduce deer and sheep grazing pressure on heathland, upland grasslands 

and forest, remove non-native species and improve heathland burning practices. 

 

Avoid abandonment of agriculture on areas with semi-natural habitats and species of high 

conservation value: All the case studies identified this need, but whilst some identify a specific need to target 

support measures to avoid abandonment at High Nature Value areas and similar, others equate this need with 

support for areas facing natural and other constraints as a whole, without distinction between areas with 

greater or lesser biodiversity conservation value (e.g. BG, PL, FI, SI).  

 

Reverse declining trends in farmland bird populations: Common farmland bird populations have fallen in 

number by nearly half on average in Europe since 1980 (Voríšek et al, 2010). Member States are required to 

use the farmland bird index as a context and impact indicator against which to assess the impact of CAP 

measures. Consequently, most RDPs mention farmland bird trends (for example, the Polish RDP identifies 

that around two-thirds of endangered bird species are dependent on agricultural habitats
120

). However, the 

need to reverse declining trends in farmland bird populations is only sometimes identified as a specific need; 

for example, it is a need in the Netherlands, where the farmland bird index has decreased by 30% taking 1990 

                                                           
116

 http://www.seo.org/2015/08/03/extremadura-se-la-juega-con-su-red-natura-2000/ 
117

 Priority Action Framework for Natura 2000 Slovenia for the EU Multiannual Financing Period 2014-2020. 
http://www.natura2000.si/fileadmin/user_upload/LIFE_Upravljanje/PAFSlovenijaVerFinal2.pdf 

118
 ETA - Conservation of extensive grassland, VTR – Provision of favourable status of populations of threatened bird species and humid 
grassland habitats, HAB - Conservation of special grassland habitats 

119
 MET –  Conservation of grassland habitats of butterflies, STE - conservation of litter meadows 

120
 Kaca E., Łabędzki L. Wasilewski Z. 2008. Environmental conditioning of common agricultural policy, in: Agricultural Policy in the EU after 
2013, Warsaw: Office of Committee for European Integration, pp. 115-173. 
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as baseline
121

. Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa and Skylark Alauda arvensis, both species that nest on wet 

permanent grassland, were in even sharper decline than the index but have shown a positive trend in the last 

few years. 

 

Control and prevent the spread of invasive alien species and/or other species: This is specifically 

identified as a need associated with priority 4A in Finland (mainland), Scotland (UK) (also in relation to deer 

populations), and Emilia Romagna (Italy). 

 

Minimise negative external impacts of agriculture on biodiversity: Agriculture has important external 

impacts on the biodiversity of non-agricultural habitats, such as water bodies), woodlands and semi-natural 

grasslands, heathlands and wetland habitats (e.g. from air-borne nitrogen deposition from agricultural sources 

such as ammonia from intensive livestock production and nutrient-rich run-off causing eutrophication, 

drainage, water abstraction, and pesticide drift and run-off).  Some RDPs associate their need to reduce 

pollution from agriculture with priority 4A; for example, the Finland RDP prioritizes measures to address water 

pollution causing marine eutrophication and hypoxia, and also identifies a need to decrease use of plant 

pesticides. The Netherlands prioritizes the need to reduce the negative impacts of eutrophication from 

livestock emissions on biodiversity. Other RDPs tie biodiversity benefits to general promotion of 

environmentally appropriate farming systems, including organic. For example, the Bretagne RDP (France) 

identifies support for organic farming production systems, and improving environment and water-friendly 

practice and systems, and Poland identifies ‘promoting sustainable farming methods: sustainable agriculture 

and ecological agriculture’ with priority 4A. 

 

 

 Summary of Relevance Results for EQ2 D.1.2.

Table D-18 below provides an overview of the extent to which the implementation decisions made in the ten 

case study countries for the range of measures reviewed for EQ2 were considered relevant to the needs and 

priorities identified in those countries for biodiversity, water, soils and greenhouse gas emissions. 

These results provide a general indication of relevance, but some caveats to the results should be noted.  

These are: 

 To identify the needs and priorities in the ten countries examined for each of the four sub-objectives, 

experts were asked to access a range of data sources, however in practice the sources used have varied 

between countries – we have tried to systematise this for each of the sub-objectives.  

 The way in which Member States have expressed their needs varies in specificity: in some cases needs 

are identified in some detail for a specific issue, whereas in others they are expressed in more generic 

terms. 

 Scoring being a difficult and subjective exercise, different case study teams are likely to have scored 

similar situations differently.  

 It has sometimes been difficult to disentangle the theoretical relevance of the measure to achieve an 

identified need or priority and the actual relevance of the implementation choice itself – however, wherever 

possible we have tried to ensure that the results reflect the relevance of the implementation choices  

 It is evident that in certain situations, different interpretations are possible regarding the relevance of a 

particular measure to a specific priority - for example, measures to encourage extensive livestock farming 

may be seen by some as relevant to greenhouse gas reduction (because they help to preserve grassland 

carbon sinks) but by others as prejudicial to it (because animals themselves emit greenhouse gases).   

 Finally, local circumstances may mean that the same measure is relevant to a particular sub-objective 

when implemented in one place, but not in another within the same Member State or region.   
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 CBS, PBL, Wageningen UR (2015). Vogels van het boerenland, 1990-2014 (indicator 1479, versie 07, 14 juli 2015). 
www.compendiumvoordeleefomgeving.nl. CBS, Den Haag; Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving, Den Haag/Bilthoven en Wageningen UR, 
Wageningen. 
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Table D-18 Overview table of relevance scores of instruments/measures assessed for the EQ2 sub-objectives, for all case study 

countries 

Legend: 

 Relevance scores: 4 and 5 – highly/completely relevant 

 Relevance scores: 2 and 3 – somewhat relevant 

 Relevance score: 1 – not relevant 

 Measure not used  

NB: Blank cells for Germany are due to absence of data from the case study  
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 Relevance results by Member State for each sub-objective D.1.3.

GHG Emissions 

Bulgaria has identified needs to reduce emissions from agriculture, promote organic farming, protect carbon 

sinks and encourage carbon sequestration in forests, and adapt to climate change.  The Bulgarian agricultural 

sector by far the least emitting of all 10 case studies when viewed as emissions per hectare of agricultural 

land (similarly the Bulgarian agricultural sector is the one contributing the least to the production of renewable 

energy in the country).  

 

M4, M8 and M7 are the main  2 measures identified as relevant for achieving Bulgaria’s climate related 

priorities. 4.3% of the total RDP budget is programmed under focus area 5B (energy efficiency) for Measure 4 

(physical investments). In addition 4% of the total RDP budget has been allocated for renewable energy 

production (FA5C) through M4 and M7. Both of these focus areas also have targets that are above the EU 

average. A smaller share (2%) of the RDP budget was allocated to FA5D (agricultural emissions) mostly 

under M4, while only 1% is attributed to FA5E (carbon sequestration) and mostly addressed by M8. A 
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contribution to the GHG sub-objective is also expected from other measures, programmed under P4. For 

example, protecting soils from erosion and the conservation of HNV grassland and wetlands are a focus of its 

M10 scheme, which are relevant to the objectives of GHG reduction and enhancing carbon sinks, as is 

organic farming support (M11). The non-productive investments measure (M4.4) also focuses on grasslands 

and wetlands of high nature value which should indirectly contribute to achieving the carbon sequestration 

objectives. 

 

Bulgaria’s cross compliance requirements include fairly stringent soil erosion obligations which should 

indirectly reduce soil emissions but do not go beyond EU requirements for other aspects (see Soils). Amongst 

the  1 greening measure options, Bulgaria chose to designate 100% of its Natura 2000 grassland as ESPG 

(but none outside) and to implement all EFA options relevant for carbon storage and sequestration apart from 

agro-forestry. On the other hand, Bulgaria is one of the few case study countries to have allowed fertilisers 

use on short rotation coppice (together with Poland) and, as in most countries, fertilisers are permitted on 

catch crops.  

 

GHG emissions from agriculture in Germany are high (4.2 tonnes CO2 equiv./ha UAA) over the period 2003-

2012 in comparison to other Member States. The agricultural sector contributes to a large share (27%) of the 

production of renewable energy (2010 figures), largely through the production of bioenergy feedstocks. These 

are national figures, however and not specific to Niedersachsen, a region which is characterised by intensive 

production systems as well as hosting 38% of Germany's peatland, and therefore may have emissions that 

are higher than the average figures. The RDP identifies a very general need to improve energy efficiency and 

mitigate the adverse effects on climate.  Measure 4 (investments in physical assets) is the main measure used 

to address these needs. The farm investment programme, funded under M4.1 provides support to pay for 

better silage/slurry/manure storage, ammonia air filters, energy efficiency investments in buildings and 

equipment.  Support under M 4.2 includes requirements for food businesses to improve energy efficiency. 

There is also a programme of support under the non-productive investments measure (M4.4) to withdraw peat 

soils from agricultural production or limit agricultural activities through land purchase/land consolidation, which 

is jointly funded with the ERDF. 2.3% of the RDP budget is programmed for energy efficiency activities under 

FA 5B, using M4. A further 1% of the RDP budget is allocated to carbon sequestration (FA5E) through M4. In 

addition, 1.6% of the budget is allocated to reducing GHG and/or ammonia emissions under FA5D to be 

achieved through the agri-environment-climate measure, Other  2 measures in particular M11 (organic 

farming) may also have climate benefits mostly through reduced emissions on arable land. Under greening 

direct payments 100% of Natura 2000 grassland is designated as ESPG (but none outside), and Germany 

does not permit fertilisers on EFA catch crops. Target indicators (T15) in the RDP reveal a relatively ambitious 

target for investments to improve energy efficiency (€157 million by 2020; FA5B) – to be addressed through 

M4 mainly with 2.3% of the total RDP budget - as well as a 2% target (T18) of agricultural land under 

management contracts targeting reduction of GHG and/or ammonia emissions (FA5D) to be achieved through 

M10 with 1.6% of the RDP budget. A further 1% of the RDP budget is allocated to carbon sequestration 

(FA5E) through M4. 

 

It should be noted that the EAFRD was in some cases not thought to be the best tool to achieve Priority 5 

objectives. For instance, the renewable energy production sector in Lower Saxony has benefitted from 

"Energiewende", the German strategy for energy “turnaround”. 

 
In Extremadura (Spain), the needs identified in relation to GHG are to increase renewable energy production 

in the agricultural sector, to protect carbon sinks & encouraging carbon sequestration especially in forests, and 

to promote soil management practices to promote soil conservation. Agricultural emissions for Spain as a 

whole have been relatively low per hectare of agricultural land over the period 2003-2012 compared to other 

countries (Eurostat, 2016). The RDP offers a number of measures that directly addresses these needs, 

although the budget allocated is relatively small. For example only 1.1% of the RDP budget is programmed 

under Focus Area 5C (renewable energy) mainly using M6 (farm and business development). Forestry 

measures and the AECM are designed to help protect carbon sinks and encourage carbon sequestration and 

the forestry measures are also intended to increase renewable energy. Although not reflected in the budget, 
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M1 is also expected to indirectly contribute to GHG emission reductions. As for other countries, a significant 

part of the effort to fulfil the GHG sub-objective is expected to come from indirect benefits of measures 

programmed for other primary objectives.  

As far as  1 measures are concerned, cross compliance requirements relating to organic matter content and 

soil erosion will also contribute to increased carbon storage. For greening, Spain, and hence Extremadura 

chose to designate 100% of its Natura 2000 grassland as ESPG (but none outside) and to implement a limited 

number of EFA options relevant for carbon storage and sequestration including agroforestry and afforested 

areas but excluding short rotation coppice, buffer strips, green/catch cover and landscape features such as 

field margins and hedgerows. However, the decision to support various livestock sectors with coupled 

payments could be counterproductive to the efforts made to tackle agricultural emissions. 

 

Finland’s identified climate needs relate mainly to reducing agricultural emissions by reducing fertilisers, 

improving soil conservation and soil carbon (through organic matter), promoting energy efficiency and 

increasing renewable energy production. Eurostat data show that Finnish agricultural emissions are fairly low 

in total although emissions per hectare are close to the EU average. The investments in physical assets 

measure (M4) is the main measure through which GHG related benefits are expected to occur, with indirect 

benefits from M10 (and M11) mostly.  M4 is used to promote renewable energy and is the main measure 

programmed under FA5C (but only allocated 1% of the RDP budget) as well as under 5D (agricultural 

emissions reduction), again with less than 1% of the budget, although the corresponding target T17 - 

achieving 10.8% of livestock units to be subject to investments to reduce GHG and/or ammonia emissions – is 

the most ambitious of all 10 case study countries. A number of Finland’s M10 operations are relevant to GHG 

emissions notably those which promote a better management of nutrients – although mainly for water quality 

and soils purposes – including schemes on nutrient recycling, manure spreading and the incorporation of 

organic matter, and a scheme for wetland management. M1, M2 and M16 are also expected to have a 

secondary impact on all Priority 5 focus areas, including those for which no budget was assigned (FA5A, 5B 

and 5E).  

 

Finland’s  1 choices include a relatively basic set of cross compliance rules and, for greening, the designation 

of 100% of its Natura 2000 grassland as ESPG (but none outside) and a very limited range of EFA options 

including short rotation coppice, nitrogen fixing crops and fallow land, all of which should have an indirect 

positive impact on carbon storage and sequestration. However, the decision to support various livestock 

sectors with coupled payments could be counterproductive to the efforts made to tackle agricultural emissions. 

 

GHG related needs identified in France (Brittany) include: achieving better nutrient management, protecting 

carbon sinks & encouraging carbon sequestration in forests, promote organic farming and water quality, and 

improve energy/resource efficiency and renewable energy production. In terms of emissions, France’s 

agricultural sector stands towards the higher end of the range per hectare of agricultural land. M4 and M8 are 

the main measures used to directly address GHG related needs with indirect benefits expected from M10 and 

M11 mostly. Whilst relevant to the identified needs, only a small proportion of the RDP budget has been 

programmed under Priority 5 overall: 3% to FA5B (energy efficiency) under M4, 0.8% to 5C (renewable 

energy) and 1% to 5E (carbon sequestration) through M8. More specifically, Brittany supports investments in 

more energy efficient equipment under M4 and promotes renewable energy production through the use of 

M8.1 (replanting/afforestation) and M8.6 (wood processing). M16.7 which provides support to developing local 

forestry plans is indirectly expected to contribute to these focus areas. Further to this, measures programmed 

for Priority 4 will also have an indirect impact, notably the substantial M11 support (6.1% of the RDP budget) 

and M10 operations such as wetland management, the protection of high nature value habitats and 

maintenance of the bocage network (all of which are primarily designed for water, soil and biodiversity 

purposes.  

 

For greening in  1, Brittany chose to designate only 63% of its Natura 2000 grassland as ESPG (and none 

outside) and to implement the widest range possible of EFA options, some of which are relevant for carbon 
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storage and sequestration. However, the decision to support various livestock sectors with coupled payments 

could be counterproductive to the efforts made to tackle agricultural emissions. 
 

Italy (Emilia-Romagna)’s agricultural sector is a significant emitter of GHG emissions per hectare of 

agricultural land.  The climate needs identified include improving energy efficiency, increasing the production 

of renewable energy, promoting good management practices/investments to reduce emissions from 

agriculture and animal husbandry (e.g. improving manure management), protecting forests and promoting 

afforestation. It is one of the few countries to explicitly have identified adaptation to climate change as a need.  

Within the RDP, M6 is used to address renewable energy objectives, agricultural emissions are addressed by 

M4 and M16 (to a lesser extent) and carbon sequestration through the use of forestry measures (M8). With 

these measures, Emilia Romagna expects that some €43 million will be invested in renewable energy 

production (T16) and that respectively 7.5% (T18) and 6.5% (T19) of agricultural land will be under 

management contracts targeting reduction of GHG and/or ammonia emissions and carbon sequestration, 

respectively. EIP Operational Groups under M16 also appear to play a central role in the Italian strategy to 

address climate needs under Priority 5. The agri-environment-climate and organic farming measures are also 

expected to contribute indirectly to achieving reductions in GHG emissions.   

 

In terms of  1 implementation, 100% of Emilia Romagna’s permanent grassland in Natura 2000 areas has 

been designated as ESPG (but none outside) and, it also implements the widest range possible of EFA 

options except for catch crops. These choices are also expected to indirectly contribute to the GHG sub-

objective through increased carbon storage and sequestration (although this does not seem the main need in 

Emilia Romagna). However, the decision to support various livestock sectors with coupled payments could be 

counterproductive to the efforts made to tackle agricultural emissions. 

 

One of the Netherlands’s identified needs is to reduce agricultural emissions in response to its very high 

emission levels per hectare of agricultural land. Promoting knowledge sharing in relation to renewable energy, 

energy efficiency and adapting to climate change are other needs identified in the country. None of the RDP 

budget has been assigned to Priority 5 however, rather the aim is to address these needs indirectly through 

measures focused on other environmental priorities, such as soil management, and the use of the knowledge 

transfer measure (M1). In particular, M10 schemes for wetlands and meadows or biodiversity habitats and 

different measures aiming at increasing soil organic matter content should indirectly contribute to reducing 

GHG emissions. They way in which the  1 greening measures have been implemented may be somewhat 

relevant for climate, but largely through encouraging the maintenance or increase of carbon stores, which is 

not identified as a need. For example, the Netherlands designated 100% of its Natura 2000 grassland as 

ESPG (but none outside) and has implemented a restricted number of EFA options comprising field margins, 

nitrogen fixing crops, short rotation coppice and catch crops. The ban on fertiliser use on N-fixing crops and 

SRC is relevant for reducing GHG emissions. However, the decision to support various livestock sectors with 

coupled payments could be counterproductive to the efforts made to tackle agricultural emissions. 

 

Beyond adapting to climate change, climate issues for the agriculture, forestry and rural sectors are not 

identified as specific priorities in Poland. However, other needs identified could have an indirect effect on 

GHG emissions, such as promoting organic farming, improving soil organic matter content in soils, better 

nutrient management. This is surprising given that Poland has a significant proportion of the EU’s peatland 

areas, many of which are under arable cultivation, and Polish agricultural sector’s emissions per hectare of 

agricultural land are similar to the 10 countries’ average. Despite this some budget has been programmed 

under Focus Area 5E (carbon sequestration) to be addressed through forestry measures (M8). Nonetheless, 

the Polish RDP clearly supports renewable energy production using wind, biomass, biogas, solar energy, 

geothermal and water, as well as connecting to the national grid, through significant budget allocations to M4, 

M6 (6.2 and 6.4) and M7 (7.2 and 7.4). These are promoted more as measures to enhance competiveness, 

supporting diversification and economic development (programmed under FA2A, 6A and 6B).  
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In terms of  1 implementation choices, Poland only chose to designate 42% of its Natura 2000 grassland as 

ESPG (and none outside) and implemented almost all EFA options relevant to carbon storage and 

sequestration apart from agro-forestry, although this is not identified as being a strong need in the country. 

Poland also supports livestock owners with coupled payments (and potentially through M13) which will result 

in more agricultural emissions although this is not indicated as a need in the country.  

 

Slovenia’s key climate need is identified as a general goal to reduce emissions from agriculture. This is a 

priority given that its emissions per ha of agricultural land are amongst the highest of the 10 case study 

countries. However, Slovenia has not programmed any budget under Priority 5 and as a result has not set any 

targets relating to climate. Despite this, a number of measures are focussed on reducing GHG emissions, 

mainly M4, M6 (6.4 in particular), M10 and M11. M4 focuses on investments to improve the energy efficiency 

of agricultural and food processing plants; M4 and M6 both promote investments in energy production for own 

use and sale and for the reduction of GHG and ammonia emissions while M10 (e.g. maintenance of grassland 

habitats, management of extensive wet meadows habitats) and M11 should also help maintain carbon or 

increase carbon stores.  With respect to the  1 greening measures, only a quarter (26%) of Natura 2000 

permanent grasslands have been designated as ESPG and a restricted menu of EFA options including fallow 

land, catch crops and nitrogen fixing crops. However the fact that N fertilisers are permitted on catch crops 

and N fixing crops will diminish their benefits for GHG emission reductions. However, the decision to support 

various livestock sectors with coupled payments could be counterproductive to the efforts made to tackle 

agricultural emissions. 

 

Scotland (UK), identified maintaining carbon storage, improving sequestration in forests as well as improving 

energy efficiency and the production of renewable energy as their key climate priorities. Scotland has 

programmed most of the funding allocated to Priority 5 under Focus Areas 5D (agricultural emissions) and 5E 

(carbon sequestration) which is in line with some of the identified needs but not all of them. Amongst the 

countries studies it has the highest proportion of the budget allocated to FA5E (12.1%) allocated to M8, in line 

with an ambitious target of reaching a 16% share of agricultural and forest land under management contracts 

contributing to carbon sequestration and conservation by 2020 (T19), in line with Scotland’s afforestation 

plan
122

. M4 and M10 also have the potential to indirectly contribute to the retention of carbon sinks. Some 

4.7% of the budget is allocated to FA5D through a combination of M4 (notably for investments in waste 

reduction and improved soil management e.g. slurry storage or more modern equipment) and M10 (e.g. 

wetlands, peatland and grassland management) which is expected to result in 23% of agricultural land to be 

managed under contracts targeting reduction of GHG and/or ammonia emissions (T18). Advice and 

knowledge transfer (M1 and M2) and pilot projects (M16) are anticipated to play a supporting role while M11 

will also indirectly contribute to the objectives. For energy efficiency, M16 can also support food and drink 

processing companies e.g. through improved equipment and processes, product development or shorter 

supply chains resulting in increased energy efficiency. However, there do not appear to be any CAP measures 

implemented to deliver increased production of renewable energy. 

 

The implementation of the greening measures under  1 will also indirectly ensure carbon sequestration and 

reduced emissions although Scotland only designated a proportion of its Natura 2000 grassland as ESPG. 

The EFA options made available to farmers are limited but would marginally contribute to the maintenance of 

carbon stores or carbon sequestration. Conversely, the use of voluntary coupled support under  1 and under  

2 M13 and some livestock M10 options could all maintain emissions from the livestock sector at a higher level 

than they might otherwise have been. 
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 The Scottish Government (2013) Low Carbon Scotland: Meeting our Emissions Reduction Targets 2013-2027: The Second Report on 
Proposals and Policies (RPP2).    
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Biodiversity 

Bulgaria’s stated priorities related to biodiversity are to maintain semi-natural habitats and species of high 

conservation value in both agricultural and forest areas, both within and outside Natural 2000 areas. 

Specifically a key priority is to maintain HNV farming systems and in particular grasslands and associated 

species, given that large area of grasslands within Natura 2000 are at risk of abandonment (Vassilev et al, 

2011). To achieve this, it has chosen to focus both its agri-environment-climate programme (M10) and its non-

productive investments measure (M4.4) on grasslands and wetlands of high nature value, both inside and 

outside Natura 2000. However, only 7.5% of the total RDP budget is allocated to M10 under Priority 4, and 

5.5% of M4). Also of high relevance to this priority are the Natura 2000 support payments for agricultural areas 

(M12)
123

, to which a relatively high proportion of the EAFRD budget is allocated, compared to other regions 

(4.9%). M13 support for areas with natural constraints is also relevant in the sense that it will help maintain 

HNV farming systems that might otherwise be at risk of disappearing (accounting for 9.6% of the total RDP 

budget) and the  1 redistributive payment is also expected to benefit small farms with high biodiversity value. 

The maintenance of high nature value grasslands is underpinned by the designation of all grasslands within 

Natura 2000 as environmentally sensitive under greening and the cross-compliance GAEC 7 requirement to 

keep pastures free of unwanted vegetation, which maintains minimal management.  To improve the 

conservation status of forests, Bulgaria has opted to use the forest investments (M8) and forest-environment-

climate measure (M15). However, Bulgaria has not used the opportunity under M7 to support Natura 2000 

management planning
124

 or target other support to Natura 2000, nor to support cooperative agri-environment 

or restoration projects (M16.5). The Ecological Focus Area options and voluntary coupled payments are likely 

to be of limited biodiversity relevance and does not correspond to the biodiversity priorities identified, although 

the most popular EFA element is land lying fallow which may afford some benefits. However it has designated 

100% of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas as environmentally sensitive, which should 

enhance the protection afforded to these of these habitats. 

 

Finland has identified biodiversity priorities, but the main environmental focus remains improving nutrient 

management for water quality and soil management purposes. Finland has programmed its biodiversity-

relevant support through a combination of agri-environment-climate options (M10) for biodiversity in arable 

fields, management of biodiversity and landscape, wetland management, and management for cranes, geese 

and swans on grassland (19.4% of the total RDP budget is allocated to M10 – but not just for biodiversity 

purposes), and non-productive investments (M4.4) for natural pasture restoration (0.07% of the budget is 

allocated to Priority 4), whilst M13 is regarded as relevant to maintaining HNV farming and avoiding 

abandonment of semi-natural grasslands and remote farming areas (allocated 45.6% of the RDP budget). 

Finland provides support for sustainable forest management planning under M16, but has not activated other 

measures for forest biodiversity, instead providing national funding, and has not used M7 to provide other 

Natura 2000 support. GAEC 7 is used to control certain invasive alien species on farmland, answering the 

identified need. Under  1 greening, of all the EFA options available to farmers, land lying fallow has been most 

popular with farmers, accounting for 74% of the EFA area in 2015 which may have some biodiversity benefits. 

Finland has also designated 100% of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas as environmentally 

sensitive, which should enhance the protection afforded to these of these habitats. 

 

France – Bretagne has chosen to address its biodiversity priorities through implementing a mix of M10 and 

M4.4 investments for high nature value farming, specifically to maintain the bocage system which is 

characteristic of this region and identified as a priority in the PAF (21.7% of the total RDP budget is allocated 

to M10 – but not just for biodiversity purposes). The region has also chosen to use the Natura 2000 payments 

(M12) to a small degree (0.1% of the total RDP budget). The need to support environment-friendly practices 

and systems and reduce negative externalities for biodiversity is being met by providing support to organic 

                                                           
123

 The Bulgarian RDP anticipates that the Natura 2000 payments on forest land will be activated after mid-2016 upon the adoption of the 
relevant national regulations and management plans. 

124
 M12 payments in Bulgaria require only that the Natura 2000 site has an approved order for declaration  and/or management plan. The 
activity costs will be calculated based on loss of income and additional expenses related to the agricultural regulations imposed by the 
orders for declaration or the management plans. 
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farming (M11), programming 4.6% of the budget for this purpose. The identified need for promotion of 

sustainable forest management is supported by a combination of the forest measures under M8 and Natura 

2000 payments for forest areas (M12). Under  1 greening, all the EFA options except terraces are available to 

farmers, although there is no data on which ones were taken up by farmers in 2015. France as a whole has 

only designated 63% of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas as environmentally sensitive, which 

should afford some enhanced protection to those habitats that are covered. Figures for Bretagne are not 

available. 

 

In Germany – Niedersachsen, the M10-M4.4 measure combination is used as the primary means of meeting 

its biodiversity priorities.  This is complemented by a substantial amount of funding through M7.6 for actions 

relevant to Natura 2000 areas and other HNV areas as well as funding for Natura 2000 management planning 

under M7.1, with a broad interpretation of grassland basic payment eligibility also helpful to support 

maintenance of agricultural activities on semi-natural habitats (eg heathland). M10-M4.4 and M7.6 

programmes can be carried out by cooperative groups (M16.7). Support for organic farming (M11) and areas 

of natural constraint (M13) are also programmed for biodiversity and ecosystems, but without any specifically 

relevant implementation. Niedersachsen has not activated measures for forest biodiversity, instead providing 

national funding, and is not using the Natura 2000 measure, instead relying on M10 for Natura 2000 areas. 

Under  1 greening, all the EFA options except terraces are available to farmers. Of those that proved most 

popular with farmers in 2015 land lying fallow and landscape features (mainly hedges and field margins) are 

likely to be relevant to enhancing biodiversity in the intensively farmed arable areas. Germany as a whole has 

only designated 64% of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas as environmentally sensitive, which 

should afford some enhanced protection to those habitats that are covered. Figures for Niedsachsen are not 

available. 

 

In Italy – Emilia-Romagna, although the agri-environment-climate programme (M10) and organic farming 

support (M11) are primarily targeted to water and soil objectives, they offer the most biodiversity-relevant 

support in the RDP, in combination with investments (M4.4) for habitat restoration and creation etc, and the 

option for cooperative action under M16.5. The Natura 2000 payments for both agricultural and forest areas 

and support for Natura 2000 and HNV management under M7.6 are directly relevant for addressing the 

maintenance of semi-natural habitats and species of high conservation value. The biodiversity priorities for 

forest areas are supported by all the M8 submeasures, however their biodiversity relevance will depend 

greatly on how they are implemented and targeted, for which little information is available.  However no direct 

support for biodiversity in forests has been provided through M15. Under  1 greening, all the EFA options 

except areas with catch crops/green cover are available to farmers. However, 70% of the EFA area in 2015 

was put under N-fixing crops which is unlikely to be very relevant for biodiversity. Italy as a whole has 

designated 100% of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas as environmentally sensitive, which 

should afford some enhanced protection to these habitats. 

 

In the Netherlands, the agri-environment-climate programme (M10) is being implemented completely through 

targeted cooperative projects funded by M16.5, corresponding to the identified priority to reverse farmland bird 

population declines, maintain habitats and species of high conservation value. M4.4 is used in a 

complementary way, by tackling eutrophication reduction action. Interestingly, the Netherlands have targeted 

their voluntary coupled payments, so that they are only available for extensive grazing in Natura 2000 and 

other protected areas, on land that is ineligible for direct payments, to fill a gap in the biodiversity related 

support. Only few measures are activated in the RDP, and both forest biodiversity and organic farming are 

funded outside the CAP. Under the  1 greening measures, the arable strip package equivalence scheme 

(Akkerbouw-strokenpakket incl Vogelakker) should also help encourage higher levels of biodiversity on arable 

areas through the obligatory creation and management of field margins or in-field strips for biodiversity 

purposes. However, under the standard EFA measure, the majority of the area has been covered by catch 

crops/green cover (90%) with limited relevance for biodiversity. The Netherlands has also designated 100% of 

its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas as environmentally sensitive, which should afford some 

enhanced protection to these habitats. 
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In Poland, the mix of measures considered to be relevant to biodiversity and the identified need to restore and 

preserve biodiversity including in Natura 2000 areas and areas with natural handicaps consist of agri-

environment-climate options (M10), with different payment rates inside and outside Natura 2000 to encourage 

uptake (9.3% of the total RDP allocated to M10), and some biodiversity-relevant funding for Natura 2000 and 

other HNV areas under M7. Targeted afforestation is also funded to create ecological connectivity under M8 

(although funding is programmed under other priorities). However M10 is implemented without the use of non-

productive investments (M4.4) for habitat restoration and other conservation-relevant investments, and M7 

and M16 options are not used for biodiversity. Knowledge transfer (M1) and support for organic farming (M11) 

are also regarded as being relevant to addressing biodiversity priorities to support ecological agriculture. 

Funding is provided for areas of natural and other constraints (M13) which is justified as a means of avoiding 

abandonment of agricultural land (17% of the RDP budget).  However,  1 measures have not been optimised 

for biodiversity, and Poland has protected less than half its permanent grasslands in Natura 2000 areas 

(42%), and none outside. Under the EFA measure the majority of the EFA area in 2015 was under N-fixing 

crops and catch crops/green cover with limited benefits for biodiversity. The government’s priorities for the 

CAP are to contribute to food security, modernise agriculture and improve competitiveness, with 

environmental issues a lower priority (Nurzyńska, 2013), and this is reflected in the implementation choices 

and the budget allocated to them.  

 

In Slovenia the biodiversity priorities are addressed via a combination of M10 options (19% of the total RDP 

budget) with support for areas of natural constraint (M13) (25% of the RDP budget) and organic farming 

support (M11) (5% of the RDP budget), with a strong focus on maintaining income and farming activity in HNV 

areas. Farm advice (M1) is also used and designed to improve uptake of biodiversity-relevant actions in both 

farming and forestry (obligatory for M10 and M11). The cooperation option is also used (M16.5). However 

there is no investment support for habitat restoration using the non-productive measures as is the case in 

other regions (M4.4). There is a targeted M10 scheme for maintaining grassland habitats in Natura 2000 

areas, but the greening measure for permanent grassland has only been used to designate a small proportion 

of grasslands as ESPG (26%) and therefore protected from ploughing. Under the EFA measure the majority of 

the EFA area in 2015 was under N-fixing crops and catch crops/green cover with limited benefits for 

biodiversity. Forest biodiversity priorities are addressed through a combination of M8 and M15 and supported 

by knowledge transfer (M1). M13 is regarded as relevant to maintaining the extent of HNV farming and 

avoiding abandonment.  

 

In Spain – Extremadura the combination of M10 and M4.4 supports extensive livestock grazing with native 

breeds and arable crop options for steppe birds, with reliance on M11, M13 and voluntary coupled payments 

to also help maintain extensive grazing systems. M7.6 provides support for restoration and activities around 

the heritage of livestock long-distance transhumance on traditional cattle roads. The large areas of forests 

including grazed forests have support options under M15 and M8. However, knowledge transfer (M1) and M16 

are not programmed for biodiversity-related needs. Under  1 greening however Spain designated 100% of its 

permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas as environmentally sensitive, which should afford some 

enhanced protection to these habitats and under the EFA measure the majority of commitment (64%) is 

comprised of land lying fallow, which is likely to be relevant to biodiversity, especially if it maintains the large 

areas of fallow land that exist in Spain. 

 

In the UK – Scotland, the agri-environment options (M10) respond to the identified biodiversity needs 

operating in combination with funding for habitat restoration and other key actions such as deer management 

and invasive species control (M4.4), and with the possibility of synergistic cooperative action and better 

management of common grazing areas (M16). Complementary measures for forest biodiversity are targeted 

support for biodiversity-relevant afforestation on agricultural land (M8.1) associated with species conservation, 

other forest support (M8) and forest-environment-climate schemes (M15). However, uncertainties remain as to 

whether M13 and coupled sheep and beef payments are really relevant to address the biodiversity priorities 

identified, and although the measures have been programmed as partly environmental, the measures are 
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actually more aimed at maintaining farm income. Scotland (like the other UK regions) chooses to use the agri-

environment-climate measure and not M12 or M7 to support Natura 2000 areas. Under  1 greening, a more 

limited list of EFA options were made available to farmers of which land lying fallow and landscape features 

would be relevant for biodiversity, although there is no data on which ones were taken up in 2015. The UK as 

a whole has only designated 62% of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas as environmentally 

sensitive, which should afford some enhanced protection to those habitats that are covered. Figures for 

Scotland are not available. 

 
Soils 

Bulgaria’s soil priorities include the need to address soil erosion and to improve soil organic matter 

content.  It has used cross compliance GAEC standards to set a strict standard for erosion control but has not 

taken the option to go beyond the EU minimum to improve organic matter.  It has given farmers a wide choice 

of soil protection measures through the ecological focus area element of greening – only agro-forestry and 

afforested areas of the seven options relevant to soils are excluded.  However, Bulgaria operates a small 

farmers’ scheme and those farmers participating in such schemes are exempt from both cross-compliance 

and greening.  In these cases, soils needs will only be addressed if appropriate voluntary measures are both 

offered and taken up.  The most obvious such measure would be M10, and Bulgaria has targeted its scheme 

towards areas of high soil erosion to support soil management practices.  However the target indicator (T12) 

in its RDP for the percentage of agricultural land under management contracts to improve soil management 

and/or tackle soil erosion is very low at 1.84%.  

 

Extremadura (Spain) also needs to address soil erosion and improve organic matter content. Like Bulgaria, it 

has set a strict cross compliance GAEC standard for erosion control (in non-irrigated areas).  For organic 

matter there is, on top of the compulsory stubble burning ban, the possibility of requirements relating to the 

disposal of cuttings and pruning waste.  Incorporation of such waste into the soil could improve organic matter 

content.  Extremadura offers a slightly narrower range of greening EFA options which includes agro-forestry 

and afforested areas, but not short rotation coppice, buffer strips or green cover/catch crops.  Like Bulgaria, 

Spain operates the small farmers scheme which will reduce the proportion of land to which these measures 

apply.  Extremadura has an M10 scheme to stabilise soil on sloping land by planting permanent crops.  In 

order to fully address its main soils needs of erosion control and low organic matter content, Extremadura 

would need to rely heavily on M10 and/or M11 (organic farming) funding.  The target indicators in its RDP are 

for 4.72% of agricultural land to be under management contract to improve soil management and/or soil 

erosion, and 2.2% of forested land. 

 

Finland is one of the countries identified by the JRC as not facing a serious threat from soil erosion, and uses 

cross-compliance GAEC standards to protect soils and prevent nutrient leaching in groundwater protection 

areas.  Soil cover on groundwater areas in Finland must be plants rather than grass, and must contain no 

more than a low proportion of nitrogen fixing plants.  Finland has not, however, adapted the minimal GAEC6 

measure of a stubble burning ban to further address its need to improve soil organic matter.  It has offered one 

of the narrowest ranges of EFA measures relevant to soils – just fallow and short rotation coppice.  Such a 

narrow list is likely to reduce the incentive for farmers to tackle soils needs with the support of their greening 

payment.  By contrast Finland offers an agri-environment measure to support better soils management, 

including nutrient recycling and the incorporation of organic matter such as slurry.  Finland has earmarked 4% 

of its RDP budget to support organic farming, and overall has a target indicator that 44% of its agricultural land 

should be under management contracts to improve soil management and/or soil erosion.   

 

France (Brittany)’s main soil priority specified is to improve soil organic matter content, although soil erosion 

is also highlighted as an objective for the AECM.  It  has set one of the least strict cross compliance GAEC 

standards for soils, with crop cover required only during the growing season, specific protection against 

erosion only for soils when they are flooded or waterlogged, and (like other Member States) no protection for 

organic matter beyond the compulsory stubble burning ban.  It offers an equivalence scheme for the crop 

diversification  1 greening requirement to maize growers – involving sown winter cover – and all seven of the 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     319 
 

soil-related EFA options are offered as part of the standard EFA measure.  Soil protection is an overarching 

priority for its M10 scheme with the reduction of excess nutrients a particular focus and Brittany plans to spend 

5.1% of its RDP budget supporting organic farming.  Its target indicator for agricultural land under 

management contracts for soil protection reasons is 12.22%.   

 

Italy (Emilia-Romagna) has needs related to soil erosion and organic matter content.  It has implemented 

cross-compliance GAEC in a way which defends against soil erosion by water, with farmers required to 

provide channels to allow rainwater to disperse and/or transverse strips, and to provide ground cover all year 

round for affected areas.  It offers all of the seven soil-related EFA measures except green cover/catch crops, 

despite the latter measure being that which most directly addresses the risk of soil erosion. This may be 

because this is already covered through its GAEC standards and/or that it wants to ensure that this can be 

funded via its agri-environment-climate programme. Italy also operates the small farmers’ scheme which will 

reduce the amount of land affected by these measures.  Emilia-Romagna has two measures within M10 which 

directly address its need to improve soil organic matter and plans to spend 8.6% of its RDP budget supporting 

organic farming.  Its target indicator is that 15.74% of agricultural land should be under management for soil 

protection reasons.   

 

The Netherlands has implemented GAEC cross compliance in a way which directly addresses the need the 

JRC identifies for it to tackle soil compaction, but like other countries does not address its need to improve soil 

organic matter by going further than the compulsory stubble burning ban. It offers only short rotation coppice 

and catch crops/green cover as soil-related EFA options, but does offer two equivalent schemes for EFA as a 

whole. The Netherlands’ M10 scheme is targeted at its biodiversity and water needs. Meeting these is likely to 

have indirect benefits for soil, but soil is clearly not the priority. The Netherlands’ target indicator for the 

percentage of agricultural land under contract for soil protection reasons is 0.48%.  Overall, it is not clear that 

the Netherlands has addressed the need it shares with all other countries studied to improve the organic 

matter content of its soils. The Netherlands identified a further need – to improve management of soil 

management techniques.  It offers measures M1 and M2 which could both provide such support, although it is 

not clear how far they will do so in practice. 

 

Poland’s soil priorities include both addressing soil erosion and improving the organic matter content of its 

soils.  Poland’s cross compliance GAEC standards address the threat of erosion by water – a threat which the 

JRC has assessed is low in Poland.  It has targeted its cross compliance GAEC standard for soil cover at 

areas officially identified as at risk of damage by water.  Poland offers five of the seven soil-related EFA 

options – only terraces and agro-forestry are excluded and has introduced crop rotations as an equivalence 

measure via its AECM for the crop diversification standard greening measure. Poland also offers the small 

farmers’ scheme which is likely to reduce the reach of these measures as this scheme covers 15% of 

agricultural land. Through its agri-environment programme (M10 – 9.3% of the RDP budget) it offers a 

package of actions to improve soil quality, including measures to counter the loss of organic matter. 

Conversion to and maintenance of organic farming is supported with 5.5% of Poland’s RDP budget and 

Poland has a target indicator that 19.1% of agricultural land should be under contract for soil protection 

reasons.   

 

Slovenia’s soil needs are to address soil erosion, organic matter (peat in particular – it does not face a high 

threat to arable soil) and fertility. It addresses erosion by requiring “traditional agricultural practices” for soil 

cover, the retention of terraces where necessary to prevent erosion and practices such as soil cover or 

ploughing along contour lines on land with a slope greater than 20%.  Slovenia only offers two greening 

options relevant to soil – fallow and green cover/catch crops.  Slovenia also offers the small farmers’ scheme, 

although this only covers 0.9% of its agricultural area.  Slovenia has four tailored soil improvement schemes 

for crops, hops, fruit and viticulture within its agri-environment climate programme, and devotes 5.6% of its 

RDP budget to organic farming.  Slovenia’s target indicator for soil protection is 27.23% of agricultural land.  

Overall, Slovenia has implemented measures which address the soil threats it faces although like all Member 

States implementing the small farmers’ scheme it is reliant on uptake of voluntary measures. 
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The UK (Scotland)’s identified soils need is to improve organic matter, both in arable soils and through the 

preservation of peatland.  The latter is dealt with above under GHG emissions and biodiversity.  For cross-

compliance GAEC standards, Scotland has added a requirement to observe good practice, in addition to the 

compulsory ban on burning stubble, when burning heather to GAEC6 (organic matter,) but this does not affect 

arable land.  Scotland offers three of the seven soil-related options for the ecological focus area element of 

greening, although since it only offers a further two options altogether, chances of the soils measures being 

taken up may be high.  Scotland offers support for arable and peat soils within a list of 40 different measures 

within its agri-environment climate programme.  Support for organic farming is the lowest – at 0.9% of RDP 

budget – of all the countries who use this measure.  Scotland has, however, relatively high target indicators for 

soils – 19.13% of agricultural land and 37.99% of forested land under protection.  Overall, Scotland has 

identified measures through which it can address the need to improve the organic matter in its soils. 

 
Water 

In Bulgaria the needs for water encompass both reducing diffuse pollution from agriculture as well as 

improving the efficiency of water use and re-use and improving the supply and quality of drinking water in rural 

areas. The AECM (M10) and non-productive investments measures (M4.4) are the main measures used to 

improve water quality by reducing diffuse pollution, through an AEC sub-measure ‘soil erosion control’ which 

provides payments for the conversion of arable land to grassland, using perennial grass mixtures; anti-erosion 

practices in vineyards, planting of perennial crops and maintenance of buffer strips with preference given to 

those areas that are moderately or significantly affected by soil erosion. M4.4 support is also available to 

support activities that could have benefits for water quality, including restoration and creation of wetlands, 

restoration of pastures and grasslands, habitat management, including within Natura 2000, and control of soil 

erosion. However its target (T10) is only for 2.52% of agricultural land to be under management contracts to 

improve water management. In relation to water efficiency, 3.6% of the RDP budget (105 million Euros) is 

spent on Priority 5A “Improving effectiveness of water consumption in agriculture” mainly through the use of 

the productive investments measure (M4).  M4.3 is used to improve the efficiency of water consumption on 

farms by improving irrigation infrastructure and modernising irrigation installations. Of all the countries 

investigated, Bulgaria had the highest target for the proportion of irrigated land switching to more efficient 

irrigation systems at 49.78% compared with the EU average of 15%. Other measures are in place to ensure 

uninterrupted water supply through rehabilitation of existing and construction of new dams and reservoirs, and 

rehabilitation of the water supply network, including the construction of new drinking water treatment plants, 

and other installations for purification and disinfection of drinking waters to ensure that the quality of drinking 

water can be in compliance with EU and national legislation. Under  1 greening, all but the agro-forestry and 

afforestation options are offered to farmers as part of the EFA measure, although those that have proved most 

popular with farmers include fallow and areas with N-fixing crops. Of these fallows is likely to be most relevant 

for water quality by maintaining or increasing the area of land with less N fertiliser use. Bulgaria has also 

designated 100% of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas. 

 

In Niedersachsen (Germany) the main priorities are to reduce diffuse pollution from agriculture, mainly to 

protect both groundwater and surface water from pollution. The whole of the region is a nitrate vulnerable 

zone. The main cause of poor groundwater quality on 60% of the area is diffuse nitrate pollution from 

agriculture and the cause of the poor quality of surface waters is mainly due to modified hydromorphology but 

also ongoing nitrate and phosphate pollution into lakes. A significant proportion of the flatter area of the region 

is also at risk of flooding or storm damage from rivers or coast. Knowledge sharing on these issues is 

highlighted as a key need too. A range of measures are used to address these needs, primarily via the RDP. 

The investments in physical assets measure is used to provide support for improved storage of silage, slurry 

or manure to avoid run-off and leaching of nutrients into water courses, as well as to pay for ammonia air 

filters to reduce ammonia emissions (M4.1). Support under M4.2 comes with the requirement for food 

businesses to improve the efficiency of their water use. The agri-environment-climate scheme includes a 

number of options that are relevant for water quality, including arable options that are also beneficial for soils, 

including crop diversification, cover crops over winter, various field margin options including buffer strips & 
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erosion protection strips, hedgerow creation, low emission application of fertiliser etc. M11 is used to promote 

organic farming with a specific aim of helping protect the quality of surface and groundwater. However, only 

2.03% of agricultural land is envisaged to come under land management contracts to improve water 

management (T10). In addition, M7 (M7.1 & M7.6) are used to support river and lake restoration to meet WFD 

requirements.  In terms of knowledge sharing and training, M1 includes a targeted water quality advice 

programme with the aim of protection surface and groundwater and the advisory services funded via M2 are 

also focussed on the use of appropriate technologies and productions methods to protect/improve water 

quality.  Some use of the cooperation measure (M16.1) is anticipated whereby Operational Groups under the 

European Investment Partnership will be set up to promote more efficient irrigation systems, including using 

waste or other sources of water to groundwater.  This will draw on other funds too, including Interreg and 

regional funding schemes (KLIMZUG-NORD). Under  1 greening, all EFA options are offered to farmers, 

although those that have proved most popular with farmers include catch crops/green cover, fallow, areas with 

N-fixing crops and landscape features (mainly hedges and field margins). Most of these (with the exception of 

N-fixing crops) are likely to be relevant for water quality by maintaining or increasing the area of land with less 

N fertiliser use or protecting the land from soil erosion. In Germany as a whole, only 64% of its permanent 

grassland within Natura 2000 areas has been designated as environmentally sensitive, although the figure for 

Niedersachsen is not available. 

 

Improving water quality by reducing high N and P concentrations in surface water is a key objective in 

Finland. The AECM is the main measure funded to achieve this and it has set a target for 81.8% of its 

agricultural land to be under management agreements to improve water management by the end of the 

programming period. The main AEC measure used, which accounts for about half of the AEC budget, is the 

‘balanced use of nutrients’ measure which is intended to reduce nutrient leakage into surrounding waters. 

Farmers are required to draw up a cultivation plan, usually with an adviser, setting out the actions required, 

including the introduction of buffer strips and limits for the use of N and P fertilisers. Other relevant AEC sub-

measures include: soil cover for horticultural crops to reduce the need for irrigation and reduce nutrient 

leaching into watercourses; plant cover over winter on arable soils; run-off management to control subsurface 

drainage as well as to recycle drainage water  to help control nutrient run-off; and wetland care which provides 

funding to manage water features in a way that aligns water flows with the aim of improving the ecological 

status of water bodies. One of the many rationale’s for supporting organic farming (M11) is its lower impact on 

water systems. In addition the Leader approach (M19) can be sued to support community-led local 

environmental projects such as water quality management and improvement. Under  1 greening, only four 

EFA options are offered to farmers (land lying fallow, landscape features, short rotation coppice and N-fixing 

crops). Of these only fallow and areas with N-fixing crops have been taken up by farmers.. Of these fallows is 

likely to be most relevant for water quality by maintaining or increasing the area of land with less N fertiliser 

use and 75% of the EFA obligation nationally was under the fallow option in 2015. Finland has also 

designated 100% of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas. 

 

Bretagne (France): Preventing diffuse pollution from agriculture is a priority in Bretagne, mainly addressed 

through measures to address soil erosion and risk of flooding events. The main measures used to address 

these needs are the AECM (M10) and non-productive investments (M4.4). M10 options are available to 

farmers to reduce herbicide use, manage pastoral systems without fertilisers or pesticides and maintain 

ditches and irrigation channels. In addition the non-productive investments measure (M4.4) is used to support 

the maintenance of the traditional bocage system, one aim of which is to prevent soil erosion and flooding 

events. Organic support under M11 is also targeted at improving water quality In Bretagne it is anticipated that 

12.22% of land will be under management contracts to improve water quality (the same area as to be 

managed for soil purposes). Under  1 greening, all EFA options are offered to farmers except terraces, most of 

which are likely to be relevant for water quality by maintaining or increasing the area of land with less N 

fertiliser use or protecting the land from soil erosion. No data are available on farmer uptake to date. In France 

as a whole, only 63% of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas has been designated as 

environmentally sensitive, although the figure for Bretagne is not available. 
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In Emilia-Romagna (Italy) priorities include both the reduction of diffuse pollution from agriculture and the 

need to improve the efficiency of water use. It has a target for 16.36% of its agricultural area to be under 

management to improve water quality (mainly addressed via use of the AECM (M10) and support to organic 

farming (M11). Under the AECM There are two measures available that are relevant to address the water 

quality needs faced in this region: Integrated Production: whereby farmers commit to manage the land is a 

sustainable way, with rules and limits put in place about the type of management and the inputs used; and 

management of buffer strips: designed to mitigate the impacts resulting from the use of fertilizers, as well as to 

control the pollution associated with sediment transport to reduce N pollution in water. Support is also 

available via the non-productive investments measure (M4.4) to create buffer strips and water treatment 

basins using marine plants to reduce nitrates. One of the rationales for providing organic support is to reduce 

chemical inputs to land to improve water quality and M11 will be allocated preferentially to farms within nitrate 

vulnerable areas. For improving water efficiency M4.1 is used to develop networks of farmers who work 

collectively to provide more efficient water storage and distribution. In addition M4.3 is used to develop and 

update irrigation infrastructure to ensure its sustainable and efficient use.  However, the related RDP target 

(T14) for the proportion of irrigated land that will switch to more efficient irrigation systems is only 1.45%. 

Under  1 greening, all EFA options are offered to farmers except green cover/catch crops, although those that 

have proved most popular with farmers N-fixing crops (70%) followed by fallow (24%). The fallow option is 

likely to be relevant to water quality by increasing the area of land with less N fertiliser use or protecting the 

land from soil erosion.  In Italy as a whole, and therefore also Emilia-Romagna, 100% of its permanent 

grassland within Natura 2000 areas has been designated as environmentally sensitive. 

 

The main water related priority in the Netherlands is the reduce high nitrogen concentrations in surface water. 

The main measure used to achieve this is the non-productive investment measure (M4.4) which is used to 

support hydrological measures for nature protection through a programme for reducing nitrate deposition in 

Natura 2000 areas (PAS), offering support for a range of specific measures to enhance the hydrology in and 

surrounding Natura 2000 areas. The AECM (M10) is primarily focused on restoring, preserving and improving 

farmland biodiversity and given its highly targeted nature, improving water management is only a secondary 

focus, including fertilizer and pesticide management. The target for of the proportion of its agricultural area to 

be under management to improve water quality is 6%. Under  1 greening, only four EFA options are offered to 

farmers (landscape features, short rotation coppice, catch crops/green cover and N-fixing crops). Of these by 

far the most popular option is catch crops/green cover (90% of the area), which is relevant for water quality by 

helping reduce the risk of erosion. The Netherlands also designated 100% of its permanent grassland as 

environmentally senstivie within Natura 2000 areas. 

 

Poland’s water related priorities are to reduce diffuse pollution from agriculture with a view to reducing high 

nutrient loads in surface and groundwater. 7.4% of the arable area is designated as a Nitrate Vulnerable Zone 

and although nitrogen and phosphorus discharges flowing through Polish rivers to the Baltic sea have 

decreased, the quality of surface waters is still insufficient in many areas in Poland. It has also identified as a 

priority the need to raise awareness with farmers on reducing pollution and climate change and water issues. 

It has set an ambition to cover almost 14.37% of agricultural land by contracts in order to improve water 

management. The AECM is the main measure used to address these priorities and there are two relevant 

packages of measures available.  These are: Package 1: Sustainable Agriculture – which promotes the more 

rational use of fertilisers based on soil testing and analysis; and Package 2: Protection of soil and water, with 

specific payments per hectare for catch crops and protective strips on slopes with an incline of over 20 %. This 

package is focused on identified areas of risk and has been designed to address the needs identified in the 

RBMPs and will be updated when these are. M7 (Basic services and village renewal in rural areas) is also 

used to finance water-sewage infrastructure which is expected to also have a positive impact on the quality of 

drinking water. Under  1 greening, all EFA options are offered to farmers except terraces and agro-forestry, 

although those that have proved most popular with farmers are N-fixing crops (47%) followed by catch 

crops/green fallow (32%). The catch crops/green cover option is likely to be relevant to water quality by 

protecting the land from soil erosion. In Poland as a whole, only 42% of its permanent grassland within Natura 

2000 areas has been designated as environmentally sensitive. 
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Extremadura (Spain) only highlights improving the efficiency of water use and re-use as a priority. Under its 

RDP it has set a 16% target of irrigated land switching to more efficient irrigation system (T14) by 2020. The 

investments in physical assets measure (M4) is the main one used to address this need, playing an important 

role in supporting investments linked to irrigation, especially focused on contributing to water saving. M4.3 is 

used amongst other things to promote the efficient use of irrigation water and energy in agricultural holdings 

and in irrigated areas (irrigation community). On agricultural holdings support is provided for installations and 

changes in irrigation methods to improve efficiency in water use (and promote energy conservation) on 

irrigated farms and to help made water savings. Support is also focused on the modernisation of irrigation 

systems to rationalise the use of water resources through existing irrigation planning  through: improving the 

efficiency of irrigation systems and water saving; reducing water losses in transmission and distribution; 

optimising the joint use of water resources from different sources; incorporation of new water flows for 

irrigation; improve  water quality; integrating and optimising the management of  irrigated areas; improving 

environmental conditions; reducing energy costs; and promoting the collective management of water 

resources and irrigation infrastructure (irrigation communities).is played by measure 04. support for 

investments in infrastructure related to development, modernisation or adaptation of agriculture and forestry. 

Integrated production systems are also promoted via M10, some elements of which have been designed for 

soil purposes but which are also relevant to water quality.  For example the AECM includes requirements to 

reduce pesticide use and support is also provided to areas of permanent crops on slopes to prevent soil 

erosion (e.g. to establish or maintain vegetative cover, ban on soil tillage over certain months). Support to 

local breeds of plant or livestock under measure M10 may also be indirectly relevant where these are adapted 

to local conditions, e.g. arid zones, which would mean less pressure on soils, with knock on beneficial effects 

on water resources. M8.2 support for establishment and maintenance of agro- forestry systems is also 

relevant for water efficiency and quality as the measure has the potential to improve soil moisture content and 

hence efficiency of water use, reduce the risk of flooding and reduce NO3 leaching. Amongst the topics on 

which advice is provided (funded via M2) are requirements related to the WFD and compliance with the 

general principles of integrated pest management as well as water protection more generally. In addition, an 

Advisory Network for Fertilization has been set up (REDAFEX), which focuses on improving water 

management through advice on the use of fertilizers and pesticides (as well as on soil conservation 

techniques). Under  1 greening, only four EFA options are offered to farmers (land lying fallow, agro-forestry, 

afforested areas and N-fixing crops). Of these it is land lying fallow, followed by N-fixing crops that have 

proved most popular with farmers. The fallow option is likely to be most relevant to water quality by increasing 

the area of land with less N fertiliser use or protecting the land from soil erosion. Spain has designated 100% 

of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas as environmentally sensitive. 

 

Slovenia’s main water priorities are identified as reducing diffuse pollution from agriculture, with a focus on 

both surface and groundwater. It has a target for 24.74% of its agricultural area to be under management to 

improve water quality (mainly addressed via use of the AECM (M10). Of the measures available under the 

AECM, one is focused specifically on the management of water resources (Operation 11) which includes both 

mandatory and optional requirements targeted at surface water catchments and areas of groundwater bodies 

identified as requiring action within the RBMP - green cover on arable land over winter and plant protection 

products restricted to those authorised for use in water protection areas are mandatory. In addition, there are 

three operations focussed on improving soil quality, including soil erosion for crop and vegetable production, 

fruit and wine growing which are relevant to help reduce nutrient leaching. M1 (knowledge transfer) is used to 

provide vocational training and skills acquisition in a number of areas, with agricultural holdings operating in 

water catchment areas of surface and underground water bodies as defined in the Water management plan 

being specifically targeted. Reducing the effects of agriculture on the quality of surface and underground 

waters is a specific focus also of M2 in Slovenia. Under  1 greening, only three EFA options are offered to 

farmers (land lying fallow, green cover/catch crops and N-fixing crops), all of which have proved most popular 

with farmers. The fallow and catch crops/green cover options are likely to be most relevant to water quality by 

increasing the area of land with less N fertiliser use or protecting the land from soil erosion.  In Slovenia as a 
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whole only 26% of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas has been designated as environmentally 

sensitive. 

 

Scotland (United Kingdom) highlighted reducing diffuse pollution from agriculture as its main water related 

priority and has a target for 19.8% of its agricultural area to be under management to improve water quality 

(mainly addressed via use of the AECM (M10). A number of sub-measures within the AEC scheme are aimed 

at improving water quality, including: water margins in grassland field and in arable fields to prevent soil 

erosion, intercept surface water run off and improve soil structure; grass strips in arable fields – both within or 

at the edge of arable fields with a similar purpose to water margins; floodplain management – to allow water to 

be intercepted as it comes over the top of the river bank, acting as flood storage areas and reducing the 

impacts of flooding downstream; converting arable land at risk of erosion or flooding to low-input grassland; 

wetland management and lowland bog management to slow water flow and act as natural water storage 

zones to reduce the impact of flooding downstream; ‘stubbles followed by green manure in an arable rotation’ 

and ‘beetlebanks’ to improve soil quality, but also relevant for water quality by slowing down  surface run off 

and preventing soil erosion. In Scotland part of the support provided for knowledge transfer under M1 includes 

support for farm visits and short term farm exchanges, one focus of which is on knowledge transfer relating to 

tackling pollution and improving water quality. Under  1 greening, only five EFA options are offered to farmers 

(land lying fallow, landscape features, buffer strips, green cover/catch crops and N-fixing crops). All of these 

except the N-fixing crops option are likely to be relevant to water quality by increasing the area of land with 

less N fertiliser use or protecting the land from soil erosion. No data are available on farmer uptake to date. In 

the UK as a whole only 64% of its permanent grassland within Natura 2000 areas has been designated as 

environmentally sensitive, although accurate figures for Scotland are not yet available. In relation to the 

maintenance of permanent grassland requirements, an equivalent practice has been introduced for the 2016 

implementation year whereby farmers with permanent grassland subject to greening are to draw up a nutrient 

management plan for the application of nitrogen and lime, which aims to incentivise the use of soil testing as 

the basis for fertiliser/lime use and raise awareness of over-use of fertilisers. 

 

 

 Greening: Equivalence Certification Schemes operating in 2015 D.1.4.

 

 

Box D.3: Certification scheme for single crop maize producers in France (2015) 

 

Aim: The certification scheme is targeted at single crop maize producers in France and covers all three greening 

measures. The standard rules for the maintenance of permanent pasture and Ecological Focus Areas (EFAs) apply, but for 

crop diversification, it gives farmers the option to meet the greening requirements by growing a winter green cover on land 

used for monoculture maize production125,126. The equivalence scheme is voluntary and is subject to certain conditions 

(see below). 

  

Eligibility criteria: farm holdings with more than 10ha of arable land, of which 75% is dedicated to maize (zea) production 

(all species are valid). The scheme is available in any region in France. 

 

Equivalence conditions: 

- A winter green cover must be planted on 100% of the farm’s arable land; 

- The green cover must be planted no later than 15 days after maize harvest on year n and be maintained at least until 1 

February of year n+1.  

- There are no rules relating to the sowing or management of the green cover but there is a result-based obligation that 

the planted green cover must germinate and grow127. 

- The green cover cannot count as EFA ‘catch crops’. 

- The winter green cover must be composed of one or more of the following plant species:  

o Grass (Poaceae): oat, wheat, cocksfoot/orchard grass, fescue, timothy, barley, bluegrass, ryegrass, rye, triticale, x-

                                                           
125

http://agriculture.gouv.fr/sites/minagri/files/documents/pdf/Paiement_vert_-_schema_certification_mais_cle4666ca.pdf  
126

 http://www.lafranceagricole.fr/actualite-agricole/mais-pac-la-couverture-hivernale-acceptee-par-bruxelles-100590.html  
127

 http://www.agpm.com/pageLibre00012f24.php  

http://agriculture.gouv.fr/sites/minagri/files/documents/pdf/Paiement_vert_-_schema_certification_mais_cle4666ca.pdf
http://www.lafranceagricole.fr/actualite-agricole/mais-pac-la-couverture-hivernale-acceptee-par-bruxelles-100590.html
http://www.agpm.com/pageLibre00012f24.php
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Festulolium; 

o Others: phacelia, flax, turnip rape; faba beans, fenugreek, chickling vetch, lentils, birdsfoot trefoil, lupine (white, 

blue, yellow), alfalfa, black medick, sweet-clover, peas, chickpeas, sainfoin, common birdsfoot, clovers, vetch. 

- The standard rules for the maintenance of permanent pasture and EFAs apply. 

 

Given the environmental objectives underpinning the scheme, the farmers are encouraged not to apply mineral fertilisers or 

remove the cover mechanically, but this is not mandatory. The winter green cover should also comply with the 

requirements of the Nitrates Directive (i.e. with the additional obligations applicable in Nitrate Vulnerable Zones).  

 

Controls: Farmers are subject to two types of controls:  

- From an independent certification body (controls have been awarded to an agency called OCACIA) that verifies 

farmers’ compliance to the maize certification scheme. The scheme, and hence the controls, cover all 3 greening 

obligations.  

- All applicants will receive a first on-farm inspection in autumn 2015. After that, 1/3 of certified farms will be controlled 

between 15 November and 1 February every year while 100% of farms will be subject to annual paper-based audits. 

OCACIA certification is valid for a period of 3 years. 

- From the Payment and Services Agency: in addition to the above, 5% of farms adhering to the maize certification 

scheme will be subject on-farm inspections by the paying agency.  

 

Sanctions: If the independent certification body observes total or partial non-compliance, this is reported to the local 

services of the Ministry of Agriculture (at the level of the département) which then follow the general procedure and rules in 

case of non-compliance for the crop diversification element of the greening measures.  

 

NB: The proposal by the French government initially included an additional derogation which was rejected by the EC: the 

possibility to remove the green cover as soon as 15 December in clay soils (e.g. Alsace) to allow ploughing, or in case of 

floods in the South West of France. 

 

Source: Hart and Radley, 2016 

 

The Netherlands: In the Netherlands, two separate certification schemes are in place offering equivalent 

practices to greening: the ‘Akkerbouw-strokenpakket incl. Vogelakker’ (arable strip package, including bird 

fields) which is an alternative to the EFA measure; and the Veldleeuwerik (Skylark Foundation). The arable 

strip package was designed specifically as an equivalence measure for greening, whereas the Skylark 

Foundation scheme was already going through the certification process and the potential to use it as an 

equivalent scheme for greening speeded up this process (pers. comm.).  

 

The arable strip package allows farmers to implement a combination of equivalent management practices in 

order to fulfil their EFA requirements. The scheme consists of two elements – an obligatory requirement to put 

in place managed borders or in-field strips managed for wildlife or specific fauna; and a range of additional 

supplementary options which can be chosen to meet the EFA obligation (see Error! Reference source not 

found.). 

 

For farmers with a Veldleeuwerik certificate
128

, the rules for implementing the crop diversification and EFA 

measure are softened somewhat. For example, soya is permitted as a crop under the crop diversification 

measure, catch crops have to be kept in the ground for eight instead of 10 weeks and some localised use of 

herbicides is permitted (see Box D.4). 

 

A third certification scheme was proposed - Biodiversiteit+, a set of practices that are deemed equivalent to all 

three greening practices, however this was not approved by the European Commission for implementation in 

2015. Discussions are ongoing to resolve a number of remaining issues and it is hoped that this can then be 

rolled out for the 2016 year. 

 

 

                                                           
128

 a certificate that demonstrates compliance with various sustainable farming practices, mainly targeted to soil management 
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Box D.4: Arable strip package (Akkerbouw-strokenpakket incl Vogelakker) equivalence scheme in the Netherlands 

(2015) 

 

General description: This scheme provides an alternative means of fulfilling EFA obligations using a 

package/combination of several of the equivalent practices set out in Annex IX of the direct payments regulation. If this 

scheme is chosen by the farmer, then the whole of the EFA obligation must be fulfilled via this route. The other greening 

practices (crop diversification and maintaining existing permanent grassland) are implemented using the standard greening 

rules and do not form part of this scheme.  

 

Equivalence conditions and permitted practices: There are two elements to the scheme: an obligatory element (part 1) 

and a set of additional/supplementary practices (Part 2). Weighting factors apply as set out in the delegated act 

(Regulation 639/2014, Annex II).  

 

Part 1 (Obligatory): to have managed borders or in-field strips managed for wildlife or specific fauna. These must:  

i. constitute at least 30% of the weighted area of the overall package;  

ii. be sown with a mixture of in particular herbaceous species, possibly supplemented with cereals and/or grass to 

promote biodiversity, before the 15th of April of the year of application;  

iii. be at least 3 metres wide;  

iv. not have any pesticides applied or disposal of manure and/or mineral fertilisers.  

v. On at least 50% of the borders and in-field strips the herbaceous vegetation must be maintained from 1 October until 

at least 1 February.  

 

Part 2 (supplementary options): in order to fulfil the total EFA obligation, the obligatory managed borders or in-field strips 

can be supplemented with the following options:  

i. Ditches, only if adjacent to the managed borders/strips, with a minimum length of 10 metres; and/or  

ii. Landscape features and strips with riparian vegetation with a width of up to 10 metres, but only where these are 

subject to an agri-environment commitment and managed by pruning, trimming, mowing etc according to the dates, 

methods and other specifications described in the Dutch Rural development Programme ; and/or  

iii. Catch crops (limited to those permissible under the standard greening rules) and the use of plant protections 

products and irrigation are not permitted. In addition, the same crop may not be sown in the same location two years 

in a row; and/or  

iv. Nitrogen fixing crops: field beans, lupin, red clover, vetch, bird’s foot, esparcette, lucerne. For field beans and lupins, 

fertiliser use is not permitted, but plant protection products can be used. For lucerne, red clover, vetch, bird’s foot 

trefoil and esparcette, fertilisers are permitted, but no plant protection products may be used. No irrigation is allowed 

and the same crop may not be sown in the same location two years in a row. When on sand and loess soils (as 

indicated in Dutch Nitrates Action Programme) and if the growing of N-fixing crops ends after the growing season, a 

follow-up crop should be grown which has to be sown before 1 November of the year concerned and which should 

stay on the field at least until 1 March of the following calendar year.  

 

 

Box D.4: The Skylark foundation’s ‘Veldleeuwerik Plus’ certification scheme as an equivalent practice in the 

Netherlands (2015) 

 

Skylark Certificate: Participants of the Skylark certification scheme are famers who show a high level of commitment to 

sustainable agriculture. In order to receive the Skylark certificate, farmers must: 

 have an annually updated externally verified sustainability plan for their farm 

 attend 8 regional group meetings or equivalent every year 

 implement at least four measures annually from the 10 indicators that form the Skylark approach 

and for every indicator, implement at least one measure every 4 years 

 verify continuous improvement of their sustainability profile in an annual self-assessment 

 

General rules: 

1. For ‘crop diversification’ and ‘maintaining existing permanent grassland’ (R.1307/2013, art 43(2) (a) and (b)), 

implementation must be in compliance with the standard greening rules 

2. Due to the fact that Skylark certified farmers already demonstrate a commitment towards sustainable agriculture, they 

are permitted to have a broader interpretation of the standard greening practice requirements for Ecological Focus 

Areas.  

3. A farmer who chooses to fulfil the EFA obligation with the Skylark certificate as an equivalent practice, must fulfil the 

entire EFA obligation with this practice. 

 



Mapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAP 

 

     327 
 

Equivalent practices:  

Skylark certified farmers must cover 5% of their arable land with an ecological focus area. Farmers can choose one or 

more of the following measures: 

1. Uncultivated buffer strips and field margins: 

a. That are at least 1m wide and has and maximum width of 20m; 

b. That are seeded with a certified biodiversity improving mix, being a flower mix and/or a grass mixed with herbs;  

c. the use of pesticides is not allowed. Local mechanical treatment of unwanted problematic weeds (for example 

Circium arvense) is allowed as well local use of plant protection products (with a back spray); 

d. must be seeded before April 15th. 

e. must be mown at least once per year before the October 1st. 

2. Nitrogen fixing crops: Skylark certified farmers are allowed to use or plant protection or (mineral) fertilisers on the 

following crops: Field beans (vicia faba), Vetch (Vicia Sativa), Lupine (Lupinus spp), red clover (Trifolium pratense), 

Bird’s foot trefoil (Lotus corniculatus), Esparcette (Onobrychis viciifolia) Lucerne (Meicago sativa) and Soybean. 

3. Catch crops: Skylark certified farmers should use catch crops as listed in the Ecological Focus Area rules, but without 

the requirement of growing the catch crop for at least 10 weeks. 

4. Landscape features: Skylark certified farmers can opt for the ‘management (pruning, trimming, dates, methods, 

restoration) of landscape features (trees, hedgerows, riparian woody vegetation, stone walls (terraces), ditches, 

ponds)’ as specified in Annex IX of Regulation (EU) 1307/2013, as long as the landscape features are part of an agri-

environment-climate agreement. If ditches are included, these must be adjacent to the field margin/buffer.  

 

Control responsibilities: The Skylark Foundation carries out audits to certify the participation of farmers in this scheme in 

keeping with the direct payment regulation rules. It is certified under the Control Union Certifications (CUC) certification 

programme EN ISO 9001:2008. The certification process is structured in accordance with ISO-17065. Control Union 

Certifications holds a valid accreditation certificate issued by the Dutch accreditation board (Raad voor Accreditatie) for 

several product certification programs based on EN-45011. Transition from EN-45011 towards ISO-17065 will be 

completed in 2015.  

 

 

 

D.2. Coherence 

Figure D-2 provides an overview of the number of case studies which identified measures as being coherent, 

incoherent or having no particular relationship or link with one another.   

 

Figure D-2 Overview of the coherence between CAP instruments/measures with respect to the GHG emission reduction sub-objective  

(green = coherent, white = neutral, red = not coherent, the number represents the number of countries/regions out of a total 

of 10) 

  VCS M1 M4 M6 M7 M8 M10 M11 M13 M16 
cross 

compliance 

GP 1 3 5 4 5 0 3 6 0 3 6 0 2 7 0 3 5 0 6 2 1 5 4 0 5 4 0 2 7 0 6 2 1 

VCS       2 5 2 2 5 2 1 7 1 1 8 0 0 6 2 2 5 2 2 4 3 2 5 2 2 7 0 1 6 2 

M1             7 2 0 5 4 0 1 8 0 4 5 0 6 3 0 5 4 0 3 6 0 4 4 0 5 4 0 

M4                   6 3 0 2 7 0 3 5 0 8 1 0 6 3 0 2 7 0 5 4 0 5 4 0 

M6                         1 8 0 3 5 0 5 4 0 6 3 0 3 6 0 4 5 0 4 5 0 

M7                               0 9 0 2 7 0 1 8 0 1 8 0 2 7 0 0 9 0 

M8                                     4 4 0 2 6 0 3 5 0 3 6 0 4 4 0 

M10                                           6 3 0 5 4 0 4 5 0 7 2 0 

M11                                                 5 4 0 5 4 0 5 4 0 
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M13                                                       2 7 0 4 5 0 

M16                                                             2 7 0 

 

Figure D-3 provides an overview of the number of case studies which identified measures as being coherent, 

incoherent or having no particular relationship or link with one another.   

 

Figure D-3 Overview of the coherence between CAP instruments/measures with respect to the biodiversity sub-objective  

(green = coherent, white = neutral, red = not coherent, the number represents the number of countries/regions out of a total 

of 10) 

  VCS M1 M4 M6 M7 M8 M10 M11 M13 M16 
cross 

compliance 

GP 1 3 5 4 5 0 3 6 0 3 6 0 2 7 0 3 5 0 6 2 1 5 4 0 5 4 0 2 7 0 6 2 1 

VCS       2 5 2 2 5 2 1 7 1 1 8 0 0 6 2 2 5 2 2 4 3 2 5 2 2 7 0 1 6 2 

M1             7 2 0 5 4 0 1 8 0 4 5 0 6 3 0 5 4 0 3 6 0 4 4 0 5 4 0 

M4                   6 3 0 2 7 0 3 5 0 8 1 0 6 3 0 2 7 0 5 4 0 5 4 0 

M6                         1 8 0 3 5 0 5 4 0 6 3 0 3 6 0 4 5 0 4 5 0 

M7                               0 9 0 2 7 0 1 8 0 1 8 0 2 7 0 0 9 0 

M8                                     4 4 0 2 6 0 3 5 0 3 6 0 4 4 0 

M10                                           6 3 0 5 4 0 4 5 0 7 2 0 

M11                                                 5 4 0 5 4 0 5 4 0 

M13                                                       2 7 0 4 5 0 

M16                                                             2 7 0 

 

Figure D-4 provides an overview of the number of case studies which identified measures as being coherent, 

incoherent or having no particular relationship or link with one another.   

 

Figure D-4 Overview of the coherence between CAP instruments/measures with respect to the soil sub-objective  

(green = coherent, white = neutral, red = not coherent, the number represents the number of countries/regions out of a total 

of 10) 

  VCS M1 M4 M6 M7 M8 M10 M11 M13 M16 
cross 

compliance 

GP 1 3 5 4 5 0 3 6 0 3 6 0 2 7 0 3 5 0 6 2 1 5 4 0 5 4 0 2 7 0 6 2 1 

VCS       2 5 2 2 5 2 1 7 1 1 8 0 0 6 2 2 5 2 2 4 3 2 5 2 2 7 0 1 6 2 

M1             7 2 0 5 4 0 1 8 0 4 5 0 6 3 0 5 4 0 3 6 0 4 4 0 5 4 0 

M4                   6 3 0 2 7 0 3 5 0 8 1 0 6 3 0 2 7 0 5 4 0 5 4 0 

M6                         1 8 0 3 5 0 5 4 0 6 3 0 3 6 0 4 5 0 4 5 0 

M7                               0 9 0 2 7 0 1 8 0 1 8 0 2 7 0 0 9 0 

M8                                     4 4 0 2 6 0 3 5 0 3 6 0 4 4 0 
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M10                                           6 3 0 5 4 0 4 5 0 7 2 0 

M11                                                 5 4 0 5 4 0 5 4 0 

M13                                                       2 7 0 4 5 0 

M16                                                             2 7 0 

 

Figure D-5 provides an overview of the number of case studies which identified measures as being coherent, 

incoherent or having no particular relationship or link with one another.   

 

Figure D-5 Overview of the coherence between CAP instruments/measures with respect to the water sub-objective  

(green = coherent, white = neutral, red = not coherent, the number represents the number of countries/regions out of a total 

of 10) 

  VCS M1 M4 M6 M7 M8 M10 M11 M13 M16 
cross 

compliance 

GP 1 3 5 4 5 0 3 6 0 3 6 0 2 7 0 3 5 0 6 2 1 5 4 0 5 4 0 2 7 0 6 2 1 

VCS       2 5 2 2 5 2 1 7 1 1 8 0 0 6 2 2 5 2 2 4 3 2 5 2 2 7 0 1 6 2 

M1             7 2 0 5 4 0 1 8 0 4 5 0 6 3 0 5 4 0 3 6 0 4 4 0 5 4 0 

M4                   6 3 0 2 7 0 3 5 0 8 1 0 6 3 0 2 7 0 5 4 0 5 4 0 

M6                         1 8 0 3 5 0 5 4 0 6 3 0 3 6 0 4 5 0 4 5 0 

M7                               0 9 0 2 7 0 1 8 0 1 8 0 2 7 0 0 9 0 

M8                                     4 4 0 2 6 0 3 5 0 3 6 0 4 4 0 

M10                                           6 3 0 5 4 0 4 5 0 7 2 0 

M11                                                 5 4 0 5 4 0 5 4 0 

M13                                                       2 7 0 4 5 0 

M16                                                             2 7 0 
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Table D-19  Measures retained for analysis of preconditions enabling effectiveness in the case study countries 

 

 

D.3. Necessary preconditions enabling effectiveness 

 

 
 

Measures retained for the 

analysis of effectiveness 
BG DE ES FI FR IT NL PL SI UK 

 I 

Greening Payment X  X X X X X X X X 

(Voluntary) coupled support       X X  X 

 II 

M1: Knowledge transfer and 

information actions 
       X   

M2:  Advisory services, farm 

management and farm relief 

service 

       X   

M4: Investments in physical 

assets 
      X X  X 

M6: Farm business and 

development 
       X   

M7: Basic services and village 

renewal 
       X   

M8: Forest investments X  X     X  X 

M10: Agri-environment-climate X  X X X X X X X X 

M11: Organic farming X  X X X   X X X 

M12: Natura 2000 and Water 

Framework Directive 
       X   

M13: Payments for areas facing 

natural or other constraints 
  X       X 

M15:  Forest-environment-

climate 
       X   

M16: Cooperation           

Horizontal 

Cross-compliance    X X   X X  
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Appendix E. Extra information for EQ3 

E.1. Relevance 

The table below shows an overview of the relevance of each of the measures and instruments to the three sub 

objectives of territorial balanced development: rural employment, growth and rural poverty. These results 

provide a general indication of relevance, but some caveats to the results should be noted. These are: 

These results provide a general indication of relevance, but some caveats to the results should be noted. 

These are: 

 To identify the needs and priorities in the ten countries examined for each of the four sub-objectives, 

experts were asked to access a range of data sources, however in practice the sources used have varied 

between countries – we have tried to systematise this for each of the sub-objectives, but where these 

priorities may overlap between objectives there may still be some inconsistences This will be addressed 

during July. 

 The way in which Member States have expressed their needs varies in specificity: in some cases, needs 

are identified in some detail for a specific issue, whereas in others they are expressed in more generic 

terms. 

 It has sometimes been difficult to disentangle the theoretical relevance of the measure to achieve an 

identified need or priority and the actual relevance of the implementation choice itself – however, wherever 

possible we have tried to ensure that the results reflect the relevance of the implementation choices – 

further details on particularly relevant implementation choices are in the process of being gathered to add 

to the analysis during July. 

 It is evident that in certain situations, different interpretations are possible regarding the relevance of a 

particular measure to a specific priority.  

 Finally, local circumstances may mean that the same measure is relevant to a particular sub-objective 

when implemented in one place, but not in another.  

 

Table E-20 Overview table of relevance scores of instruments/measures assessed for the EQ3 sub-objectives, for all case study 

countries. The scores were given by experts from MSs. When we analysed needs of the studied countries, we found that 

instruments which are used to address these needs do not always correspond to scores that were given by their experts. 

 Legend: 

 Relevance scores: 4 and 5 – highly/completely relevant 

 Relevance scores: 2 and 3 – somewhat relevant 

 Relevance score: 1 – not relevant 

 Measure not used  

NB: Blank cells for Germany are due to absence of data from the case study at this stage 

 

Instrument  
1 

  
Rural 

employment 
Rural 

growth 
Rural 

poverty 
Measure  2   

Rural 
employment 

Rural 
growth 

Rural 
poverty 

Basic 
payment 

BG 3 3 3 

M1: 
Knowledge 
transfer and 
information 

actions 

BG 3 3 3 

DE 
  

  DE 
  

  

ES 
  

  ES 5 4 1 

FI 3 2 1 FI 2 2 1 

FR 3 3 4 FR 1 1 1 

IT 4 5 4 IT 2 2 2 

NL 2 1 3 NL 1 1 1 

PL 3 2 4 PL 3 3 3 

SI 2 1 2 SI 2 1 1 

UK 5 1 2 UK 2 2 2 
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Instrument  
1 

  
Rural 

employment 
Rural 

growth 
Rural 

poverty 
Measure  2   

Rural 
employment 

Rural 
growth 

Rural 
poverty 

Restributive 
Payment 

BG 4 4 4 

M4: 
Investments 
in physical 

assets  

BG 4 4 4 

DE 
  

  DE 
  

  

ES 
  

  ES 2 5 2 

FI 
  

  FI 2 2 1 

FR 5 4 4 FR 3 3 3 

IT 
  

  IT 4 5 2 

NL 
  

  NL 1 2 1 

PL 3 2 4 PL 4 4 4 

SI 
  

  SI 1 2 1 

UK       UK 4 4 3 

Young 
farmers 
scheme 

BG 5 5 5 

M6: Farm 
business 

and 
development 

BG 5 2 4 

DE 
  

  DE 
  

  

ES 5 
 

  ES 4 4 1 

FI 3 2 1 FI 2 2 1 

FR 5 3 4 FR 4 3 4 

IT 5 4 5 IT 5 5 3 

NL 2 2 1 NL 
  

  

PL 5 5 4 PL 5 5 4 

SI 2 3 2 SI 2 2 1 

UK 1 2 1 UK 2 2 1 

Small 
farmers 
scheme 

BG 5 3 5 

M7: Basic 
services and 

village 
renewal in 
rural areas 

BG 4 4 4 

DE 
   

DE 
  

  

ES 
  

4 ES 5 4 5 

FI 
   

FI 3 3 2 

FR 
   

FR 2 2 2 

IT 5 4 5 IT 5 5 3 

NL 
   

NL 
  

  

PL 3 2 4 PL 3 3 3 

SI 2 1 2 SI 3 2 2 

UK 
   

UK 2 2 1 

(Voluntary) 
coupled 
support 

BG 5 5 5 

M13: 
Payments to 
areas facing 

natural or 
other 

constraints 

BG 4 1 4 

DE 
  

  DE 
  

  

ES 4 4 4 ES 3 2 4 

FI 3 2 1 FI 4 2 1 

FR 4 3 3 FR 5 3 5 

IT 4 4 2 IT 3 4 2 

NL 
  

  NL 
  

  

PL 3 2 4 PL 3 2 4 

SI 2 2 2 SI 3 1 2 

UK 3 3 2 UK 2 1 2 

Voluntary 
transitional 
payment 

BG 4 4 4 

M16: 
Cooperation 

BG 3 3 3 

DE 
  

  DE 
  

  

ES 
  

  ES 4 4 4 

FI 
  

  FI 3 3 1 

FR 
  

  FR 3 3 3 

IT 
  

  IT 5 5 5 

NL 3 1 1 NL 1 2 2 

PL 3 2 4 PL 
  

  

SI 
  

  SI 3 3 2 

UK       UK 3 3 2 

          

M19: 
Support for 
LEADER 

local 
development 

BG 4 2 3 

          DE 
  

  

          ES 
  

  

          FI 2 2 1 

          FR 5 5 5 

          IT 5 5 5 

          NL 1 2 3 

          PL 3 3 3 

          SI 3 3 2 
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Instrument  
1 

  
Rural 

employment 
Rural 

growth 
Rural 

poverty 
Measure  2   

Rural 
employment 

Rural 
growth 

Rural 
poverty 

          UK 3 3 2 

Legend: green = directly relevant, amber = partially or indirectly relevant, red = irrelevant  

 

 

E.2. Coherence 

This section provides background information to answers on coherence with respect to the CAP objective of 

balanced territorial development. 

 

Table E-21 Overview of the coherence between the instruments/measures  

 RP YFS SFS (V)CS VTP M1 M4 M6 M7 M13 M16 M19 

BP 4   8 1  1 1 2 7 2  3   3 6  5 4  6 3  2 7  5 4   2   8  

RP    4    2 2 4   2 2  2 2  2 2  2 2   4  4    3   4  

YFS       1 6 2 5 4  2 7  5 4  6 3  7 2   9  3 6  1 7   8  

SFS           2 2  1 2 2 2  3 1  2 2   4  4    3   3  

(V)CS             3 1  3 6  6 3  5 3   8  6 2  1 7   8  

VTP                2 3  2 3  2 2   4  2 2   4   5  

M1                   6 3  4 4  1 7  2 6  4 4  2 6  

M4                      7 2  2 7  3 6  2 6   8  

M6                         2 4  6 2  4 1   5  

M7                             8   7  1 6  

M13                               1 6   7  

M16                                  1 6  

Legend: green = coherent, amber = neutral, red = not coherent. The number represents the frequency or the number of 

case studies for which a certain score has been observed. 

Source: Ecorys on basis of the information provided by country experts 

 

Table E-22 Overview of the coherence between the instruments/measures  

 RP YFS SFS (V)CS VTP M1 M4 M6 M7 M13 M16 M19 

BP 4   8 1  1 1 2 4 5  2 1  4 5  7 2  6 3  3 6  3 6  2 7  1 7  

RP    4    2 2 4   2 2  2 2  2 2  2 2  2 2  3 1  1 2   4  

YFS       1 6 2 6 3  2 7  6 3  6 3  5 4  3 6  1 8  3 5  2 6  

SFS           2 2  1 2 3 1  3 1  3 1  2 2  1 3  1 2  1 2  

(V)CS             2 3  4 5  4 5  4 4  2 6  5 3  2 6   8  

VTP                2 3  2 3  2 2  2 2  1 3  1 3   5  

M1                   5 4  4 4  2 6  1 7  4 4  2 6  

M4                      7 2  2 7  2 7  4 4  2 6  

M6                         1 5  6 2  4 1  3 2  
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M7                            1 7  2 6  3 4  

M13                               1 6  1 6  

M16                                  2 6  

Legend: green = coherent, amber = neutral, red = not coherent. The number represents the frequency or the number of 

case studies for which a certain score has been observed. 

Source: Ecorys on basis of the information provided by experts 

 

Table E-23  Overview of the coherence between the instruments/measures  

 RP YFS SFS (V)CS VTP M1 M4 M6 M7 M13 M16 M19 

BP 4   7 2  1 1 2 6 3  3   2 7  4 5  4 5  2 7  4 5  1 8   8  

RP    4    2 2 4   2 2  2 2  2 2  2 2  2 2  3 1  1 3   4  

YFS       1 6 2 4 5  2 7  4 5  5 4  4 5  2 7  4 5  1 7  1 7  

SFS           2 2  1 2 2 2  3 1  3 1  2 2  2 2  1 2   3  

(V)CS             3 2  3 6  4 5  4 4  2 6  5 3  2 7   8  

VTP                2 3  2 3  2 2  2 2  1 3  1 3   5  

M1                   3 6  3 5  1 7  1 7  2 6  2 6  

M4                      4 5  1 8  2 7  1 7  1 7  

M6                         1 5  6 2  2 3  2 3  

M7                            1 7  1 7  2 5  

M13                                8  1 6  

M16                                  1 6  

Legend: green = coherent, amber = neutral, red = not coherent. The number represents the frequency or the number of 

case studies for which a certain score has been observed. 

Source: Ecorys on basis of the information provided by experts 
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Appendix F. Extra information for EQ5 

F.1. Summary of the EU2020 priorities and targets for the EU and the case study countries 

The tables below provides an overview of the EU2020 priorities and targets for both the EU as a whole and for 

the case study countries for each of the EU 2020 objectives (smart growth, sustainable growth and inclusive 

growth). 

 

Smart growth 

 

Table F-24  Summary of the EU2020 priorities and targets for smart growth for the EU and for the 10 case-study countries 

Smart growth 

 Employment R&D 

EU 75 % of the 20-64 year-olds to be 

employed 

3 % of the EU's GDP to be invested in 

R&D 

Bulgaria 76 % 1.5 % 

Finland 78 % 4 % 

France 75 % 3 % 

Germany 77 % 3 % 

Italy 67 - 69 % 1.53 % 

Netherlands 80 % 2.5 % 

Poland 71 % 1.7 % 

Slovenia 75 % 3 % 

Spain 74 % 3 % 

United Kingdom no national targets no national targets 

Sources: http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/europe-2020-in-your-country/index_en.htm and 

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/targets_en.pdf 

 

Sustainable growth 

Table F-25  Overall targets for GHG emissions, renewable energy and energy efficiency for selected Member States 

Sustainable growth 

 GHG emission Renewable energy Energy 

efficiency
129

 

EU GHGs 20 % lower than 1990 20 % of energy from 

renewables 

20 % increase in 

energy efficiency 

Bulgaria 20 % lower (base year 2005) 16 % 15.8 

Finland 16 % lower (base year 2005) 38 % 35.9 

France 14 % lower (base year 2005) 23 % 236.3 

Germany 14 % lower (base year 2005) 18 % 276.6 

Italy 13 % lower (base year 2005) 17 % 158.0 

Netherlands 16 % lower (base year 2005) 14 % 60.7 

Poland 14 % lower (base year 2005) 15.48 % 96.4 

Slovenia 4 % lower (base year 2005) 25 % 7.313 

Spain 10 % lower (base year 2005) 20 % 121.6 

United Kingdom 16 % lower (base year 2005) 15 % 177.6 

Sources: http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/europe-2020-in-your-country/index_en.htm and 

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/targets_en.pdf 

 

 

                                                           
129

 The Energy Efficiency Directive 2012/27/EU sets out in article 3(1)(a) that the European Union 2020 energy consumption has to be of no 
more than 1474 Mtoe of primary energy or no more than 1078 
Mtoe of final energy. This table only reports on primary energy consumption levels in 2020 expressed in Mtoe. 

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/europe-2020-in-your-country/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/targets_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/europe-2020-in-your-country/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/targets_en.pdf
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Inclusive growth 

Table F-26  Summary of the EU2020 priorities and targets for inclusive growth for the EU and for the 10 Member States under 

investigation 

Inclusive growth 

 Education - early 

leavers 

Education - tertiary 

education 

Poverty 

EU reducing the rates of 

early school leaving 

below 10 %  

at least 40 % of 30-34–

year-olds completing third 

level education 

at least 20 million fewer people in or at 

risk of poverty and social exclusion 

Bulgaria less than 11 % at least 36 % 260,000 (persons living in monetary 

poverty) 

Finland less than 8 % at least 42 % (narrow 

national definition) 

770,000 persons living at risk of poverty 

or 

social exclusion, equivalent to an 

absolute decrease by 140,000 persons 

France less than 9.5 % at least 50 % (aged 17-33) 1.9 million 

Germany less than 10 % 42 % 

(including ISCED 4) 

320,000 (long-term unemployed) 

Italy less than 15 - 16 % at least 26 - 27 % 2.2 million 

Netherlands less than 8 % more than 40 - 45 % 

expected in 2020 

100,000 (people aged 0-64 living in a 

jobless 

household) 

Poland less than 4.5 % at least 45 % 1.5 million 

Slovenia less than 5 % at least 40 % 40,000 

Spain less than 15 % (school 

dropouts) 

at least 44 % 1.4 - 1.5 million 

United Kingdom no national targets no national targets Existing numerical targets of the 2010 

Child 

Poverty Act and Child Poverty Strategy 

2011- 

2014
130

 

Sources: http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/europe-2020-in-your-country/index_en.htm and 

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/targets_en.pdf 

 

 

F.2. Explanation of the intervention logic for smart growth 

Employment 

In order to assess the influence of the Member States choices on the contribution of the CAP to the EU2020 

target of employment, it is necessary to understand which measures and instruments of the CAP have the 

potential to contribute to maintaining and creating employment. In the figure below, the intervention logic is 

shown for measures and instruments which could directly or indirectly contribute to reaching the targets set 

under employment.  

 

                                                           
130

 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/324103/Child_poverty_strategy.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/europe-2020-in-your-country/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/pdf/targets_en.pdf
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Figure F-6.  Intervention logic for the target of employment 

 
Legend: Full lines indicate a direct effect, dotted lines an indirect effect 

 

Under  1, instruments and schemes set out under the general objectives of viable food production and 

balanced territorial development and the specific objectives of “enhancing farm income”, “improving 

agricultural competitiveness” and “maintaining a diverse agriculture” should be considered. Based upon earlier 

theoretical analysis
131

, most of these instruments and schemes only have second order impacts on 

employment by either ensuring a certain level of income (Basic Payment and the Redistributive Payment), by 

incentivising a certain group of persons to enter the sector (Young Farmers Scheme) thus ensuring 

generational renewal or by supporting agricultural sectors which constitute important socio-economic 

contributions (VCS). Additionally, a voluntary scheme for areas with natural constraints, could prevent farmers 

from exiting the agricultural sector and preventing land abandonment. The contribution of these schemes and 

instruments to employment lies thus rather in maintaining existing employment rates rather than increasing 

them. Furthermore, the small farmer’s scheme has the potential to have a positive effect on the income of 

small farmers thus supporting their future existence and ensuring a diverse rural area and agricultural sector.  

 

Measures implemented under  2 have been included in the above illustrated intervention logic based upon the 

possibility of their implementation under the different priorities and the respective focus areas. Measures 

relating to priority 1 “knowledge transfer and innovation”, i.e. M1 and M2, will provide indirect support to 

employment by the development of social and human capital in rural areas. Under priority 2, measures are 

focused on “competitiveness and farm viability” and will support employment by ensuring a competitive 

agricultural sector. Measures which can be implemented under this priority are mostly investment measures to 

increase farm modernisation, business development and in support of forests (M4, M6, M8). Through 

modernisation and business development, new employment opportunities could be created. Also M13, which 

provides support to farms in areas with natural constraints, could indirectly impact employment by supporting 

the viability of farms which might otherwise have disappeared. Under measure 16, better cooperation is 

supported within rural areas. This could indirectly create more sustainable employment in agriculture and rural 

areas through increased awareness and implementation of innovation. Priority 3 has been set to support “food 

chain organisation and risk management”, within better organised chains and smoother overall organisation of 

the food, jobs could be created and maintained across the entire food supply chain (through M4, M5, M6, M7, 

M8, M9, M16). With higher quality products competitiveness is achieved and higher profits can be attained 

                                                           
131

 See the annex of the first interim report for the extensive theoretical analysis and IOI matrices.  
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(M3). Furthermore, enhanced risk management tools (M17) can prevent farm holdings from bankruptcy. 

Finally, the sixth priority pertaining “social exclusion, poverty reduction and economic development” includes 

measures that can support employment within rural areas directly and supports infrastructural development, 

thus indirectly creating possible employment opportunities. The measures implemented under this priority will 

have the potential to contribute to employment directly (through job creation) and indirectly (by building social 

capital, e.g. under the LEADER and CLLD measure (M19)). The investment measures M7 and M8 related to 

this sixth priority could also indirectly create new employment opportunities by supporting better infrastructure 

and supporting non-agricultural employment
132

. 

 

 

F.3. Explanation of the intervention logic for sustainable growth 

GHG emissions 

The figure below sets out the intervention logic for the CAP measures and instruments which could directly or 

indirectly contribute to reaching the target set for GHG emissions. 

 

Figure F-7.  Intervention logic for the target of GHG emission reductions 

 
Note: This intervention logic is provisional and will be updated for the next report. 

 

Based upon earlier theoretical analysis
133

, the main measures under  1 that have the potential to contribute 

directly to reduced GHG emissions are: 

 cross compliance GAEC standards – in particular those standards that are intended to protect soils may 

help maintain carbon stores in the soil, for example GAEC 4 (minimum soil cover, GAEC 5, minimum land 

management to limit soil erosion, and GAEC 6 to limit soil erosion.  The protection of landscape features 

through GAEC 7 may also help maintain carbon stores in woody features and limit soil erosion; 

  1 greening measures: the designation of environmentally sensitive permanent grassland – the ban on 

ploughing in these areas will help maintain carbon stores in soils; and certain EFA elements, such as 

fallow, nitrogen fixing crops etc, although impacts will depend on the implementation modalities put in 

place in the Member State 

  

Other measures may contribute indirectly, such as: 

                                                           
132

 Even though not retained under this intervention logic, the M10 concerning the Agri-Environment Climate schemes could also have a 
potential indirect positive impact on employment through contributing to a resilient agricultural sector. Furthermore, they could support 
labour in agriculture and rural areas as support under this measure should be seen as a compensation for the provision of public goods, 
which goes beyond compensation of costs foregone. 

133
 See the annex of the first interim report for the extensive theoretical analysis and IOI matrices.  
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  1 greening measures such as crop diversification, if the area of land under leguminous crops and/or 

fallow were to increase, through reduced levels of fertiliser required on subsequent crops 

 

In some situations certain measures may also have negative effects upon achieving this target, by having the 

potential to increase GHG emissions. This could be the case with the use of VCS to support livestock systems 

where this maintains livestock numbers above the level that would be maintained otherwise. 

 

Turning to  2, the three focus areas under which measures can be programmed that are most relevant to this 

objective are: 

 Focus Area 4c - preventing soil erosion and improving soil management 

 Focus Area 5d - reducing greenhouse gas and ammonia emissions from agriculture; and  

 Focus Area 5e -  fostering carbon conservation and sequestration in agriculture and forestry; 

 

The main measures under the EAFRD that have the potential to contribute directly to reduced GHG emissions 

are: 

 Measure 4 – investments in physical assets, particularly M4.1 where investments in machinery or 

equipment are provided that enable reductions in GHG emissions or M4.4 (non-productive investments) 

where support is provided to accompany agri-environment-climate payments for capital works, for example 

related to habitat restoration (e.g. peatland, wetlands); 

 Measure 8 – forestry measures – most investments in afforestation, agro-forestry, preventing their damage 

or restoring them if damaged will help improve rates of carbon sequestration, although trees cannot 

sequester carbon indefinitely and initial planting may lead to soil carbon emissions from soil cultivation;   

 Measure 10 – the agri-environment-climate measure is key to supporting land management activities with 

evidence of mitigation potential on agricultural land (both on cropland and grassland) to reduce emissions 

and enhance removals;  

 Measure 11 – organic farming, although the impact on GHG emissions is unclear – beneficial impact could 

arise as a result of lower fertiliser use, but lower stocking densities and longer lifespan of livestock can 

result in higher GHG emissions per unit of output; 

 M15 – forest-environment-climate measure where climate-friendly forest management is supported; 

 M16 – cooperation, especially where initiatives are piloted or joint action is supported that promote 

reductions in GHG emissions. 

 

Other measures may contribute indirectly, such as: 

 Measure 1 – knowledge transfer and information actions, which can be used to support advice on climate 

mitigation. 

 

In some situations certain measures have the potential to have negative effects upon achieving this target, by 

increasing GHG emissions. Measure 13 (Areas of Natural Constraints) falls into this category in cases where it 

is used to maintain extensive livestock systems where this maintains livestock numbers above the level that 

would be maintained otherwise. 

 

Renewable energy and energy efficiency 

The figure below sets out the intervention logic for CAP measures and instruments which could directly or 

indirectly contribute to reaching the targets set for the production of renewable energy and increases in energy 

efficiency.  
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Figure F-8.  Intervention logic for the target of production of renewable energy and increases in energy efficiency 

 
Note: This intervention logic is provisional and will be updated for the next report. 

 

Based upon earlier theoretical analysis
134

, it is possible to identify those CAP instruments or measures that 

have the potential to contribute directly to the production of renewable energy and increases in energy 

efficiency.  For this objective, the measures fall exclusively under  2.  

 

The two focus areas under which measures can be programmed that are most relevant to this objective are: 

 Focus Area 5 b - increasing efficiency in energy use in agriculture and food processing; and  

 Focus Area 5c - facilitating the supply and use of renewable sources of energy, of by-products, wastes and 

residues and of other non food raw material, for the purposes of the bio- economy. 

 

The main measures under the EAFRD that have the potential to contribute directly to the production of 

renewable energy and increases in energy efficiency are: 

 Measure 4 – investments in physical assets, particularly M4.1 where support can be provided for the 

infrastructure required on farm to help produce renewable energy (e.g. anaerobic digestion) and  M4.3 

where investments are made to improve the economic and environmental performance of agricultural 

enterprises, by developing, adapting and modernising agriculture and forestry, which would include to 

improving energy efficiency; 

  Measure 6 – farm and business development, particularly where diversification activities involve the 

development of renewable energy or incorporate energy efficient actions;  

 Measure 7 – basic services and village renewal in rural areas, particularly under M7.2 which can support 

the creation of small scale infrastructure in rural areas, including investments in renewable energy and 

energy efficiency as well as M7.6 and M7.7 which could both also support investments that are low carbon 

or promote renewable energy; 

 Measure 8 – forest measures, particularly M8.4 where support for investment in forestry technologies and 

processing are low carbon; 

 Measure 16 – cooperation, particularly M16.6 which provides support for cooperation among supply chain 

actors for sustainable provision of biomass for use in energy production, as long as lifecycle analysis 

shows overall reductions in GHG emissions.  

 

                                                           
134

 See the annex of the first interim report for the extensive theoretical analysis and IOI matrices.  
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Other measures may contribute indirectly, such as: 

 Measure 1 – knowledge transfer and information actions, which can be used to support advice, training or 

demonstration actions on renewable energy developments or energy efficiency 

 Measure 2 - Advisory services, farm management and farm relief services, where these are focused on 

the development of renewable energy and energy efficiency. 

 

 

F.4. Explanation of the intervention logic for inclusive growth 

The figure below sets out the intervention logic for the CAP measures and instruments which could directly or 

indirectly contribute to reaching the target set for poverty.  

Figure F-9  Intervention logic for the target of poverty reduction and social inclusion 

 

Legend: Full lines indicate direct effects, dotted lines indirect effects. 

 

The first of the CAP contributes in an indirect way to reducing poverty. The Basic Payment Scheme (or the 

SAPS) mainly provides income support which ensure farmer’s of a certain level of income. Voluntary schemes 

such as the Small Farmers Scheme and Voluntary Coupled Support have the potential to support especially 

vulnerable groups in rural areas. Only the payment for areas with natural constraints has the potential to have 

a direct contribution to balanced territorial development and poverty. By providing a payment to farm holders 

located in remote areas it supports their income and could reduce their risk of falling into poverty.  

 

Under  2, measures implemented under priority 2 “competitiveness of all types of agriculture and farm viability” 

could indirectly support poverty reduction by increasing productivity and economic sustainability of farm 

holdings and thus contributing to local development. Measures with direct potential of contributing to poverty 

reduction are implemented under priority 6 “social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development”. 

These measures have the potential to directly contribute to job creation, local development and better 

infrastructure and in this manner support poverty reduction and social inclusion. For M7 “basic services and 

village renewal” can support better infrastructure and local service provision which has the potential to 

positively impact both the reduction of poverty and social inclusion. Also M8 has been implemented under 

priority 6 and could contribute by creating jobs in the forestry sector and supporting diversification of rural 

areas, thus contributing to the reduction of poverty. The ANC payments under M13 could contribute to the 

maintenance of jobs in these areas and prevent land abandonment, thus contributing to poverty reduction. 

Both M16 and M19 are measures with a large potential to contribute to social inclusion first and poverty 
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reduction second in rural areas. M16 could support the development of local networks on a smaller scale, 

supporting targeted actions and the creation of connections between different actors in the rural areas and 

support the development of non-agricultural activities in rural areas. The implementation of LEADER local 

development strategies (LDS) under M19 has the potential to support territorial coherence, local capacity 

building and can contribute to long term sustainable development.  
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