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•  What	
  is	
  integraDon?	
  
•  IntegraDon	
  in	
  the	
  CAP	
  
•  The	
  Greening	
  experience	
  
•  Lessons	
  from	
  Greening?	
  
•  Moving	
  forwards?	
  

Overview	
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•  Formal	
  adopDon	
  of	
  objecDves	
  and	
  mechanisms	
  at	
  EU	
  
level	
  expressed	
  through	
  poliDcal	
  	
  and	
  legal	
  processes	
  

•  Adjustment	
  and	
  adopDon	
  of	
  policy	
  	
  measures,	
  
including	
  expenditure,	
  at	
  all	
  relevant	
  levels	
  

•  Adjustment	
  of	
  insDtuDons	
  and	
  stakeholder	
  roles	
  at	
  
various	
  levels	
  

•  Changes	
  in	
  pracDce	
  and	
  systems	
  at	
  farm	
  level	
  
•  Changes	
  in	
  food	
  chain	
  and	
  wider	
  market	
  and	
  
consumpDon	
  paUerns	
  

•  Re-­‐conceptualising	
  agriculture	
  eg	
  agri-­‐ecology	
  

Facets	
  of	
  environmental	
  integraDon	
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•  The	
  first	
  seeds:	
  less	
  favoured	
  areas	
  
•  The	
  curious	
  case	
  of	
  set-­‐aside	
  
•  The	
  adopDon	
  of	
  agri-­‐environment	
  in	
  the	
  1980s	
  
•  The	
  Amsterdam	
  Treaty	
  1997	
  
•  The	
  deployment	
  of	
  cross-­‐compliance	
  
•  The	
  growth	
  and	
  role	
  of	
  Pillar	
  II	
  
•  Decoupling	
  and	
  detachment	
  
•  Trade	
  dimensions	
  

Environmental	
  integraDon	
  in	
  the	
  CAP	
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•  A	
  more	
  syntheDc	
  and	
  wide	
  reaching	
  approach?	
  
•  Reaching	
  farmers	
  and	
  budgets	
  beyond	
  Pillar	
  II	
  
•  AccepDng	
  the	
  poliDcal	
  vulnerability	
  of	
  the	
  Pillar	
  II	
  budget	
  
•  A	
  more	
  consistent	
  applicaDon	
  of	
  environmental	
  measures	
  

on	
  a	
  European	
  scale	
  
•  Underpinning	
  more	
  ambiDous	
  environmental	
  schemes	
  	
  in	
  

Pillar	
  II	
  
•  Building	
  on	
  aspects	
  of	
  scienDfic	
  work	
  but	
  not	
  holding	
  on	
  to	
  

them	
  
•  Building	
  on	
  French	
  experience	
  
•  JusDfying	
  the	
  Pillar	
  I	
  budget	
  

Towards	
  Greening	
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Original	
  greening	
  measures	
  proposed:	
  
–  maintenance	
  of	
  permanent	
  grassland	
  at	
  the	
  farm	
  level	
  	
  
–  crop	
  diversifica.on	
  –	
  applicable	
  on	
  arable	
  land	
  /open	
  air	
  horDculture	
  
–  ecological	
  focus	
  areas	
  (EFA)	
  at	
  seven	
  per	
  cent	
  of	
  the	
  arable	
  area	
  –	
  

applicable	
  on	
  arable	
  land	
  /open	
  air	
  horDculture	
  /	
  permanent	
  crops	
  

RaDonale	
  for	
  greening	
  measures	
  

RaDonale	
  

SubstanDal	
  budget	
  
reoriented	
  to	
  
environmental	
  

management	
  on	
  all	
  
agricultural	
  land	
  

Free	
  up	
  funding	
  in	
  
Pillar	
  2	
  to	
  use	
  to	
  
increase	
  ambiDon	
  

of	
  AECM	
  

LegiDmise	
  CAP	
  
direct	
  payments	
  -­‐	
  
defend	
  the	
  CAP	
  

budget	
  

More	
  incenDve	
  for	
  
farmers	
  than	
  cross-­‐
compliance	
  rules	
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•  DiluDon	
  in	
  content:	
  
–  EFA:	
  percentage	
  and	
  “ecological”	
  character	
  of	
  opDons	
  
–  Permanent	
  grassland:	
  definiDons	
  and	
  naDonal	
  level	
  
	
  

•  DiluDon	
  in	
  coverage:	
  
–  ExempDons	
  
–  Lack	
  of	
  applicability	
  to	
  permanent	
  crops	
  

•  Greater	
  complexity	
  
	
  

Generally	
  considered	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  weakening	
  of	
  original	
  proposals,	
  although	
  
some	
  amendments	
  were	
  important	
  to	
  avoid	
  perverse	
  environmental	
  
effects.	
  

Final	
  greening	
  measures	
  agreed	
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•  EFA	
  in	
  2015	
  was	
  mostly	
  
–  N-­‐fixing	
  crops	
  
–  catch	
  &	
  cover	
  crops	
  
–  fallow	
  

•  Case	
  study	
  countries/regions	
  

EFA	
  implementaDon	
  choices	
  

EFA	
  element	
   Over	
  30%	
  of	
  area	
   Not	
  eligible	
  

N-­‐fixing	
  crops	
   IT,	
  RO,	
  PL,	
  HU,	
  UK(not	
  Sc),	
  ES	
  

Catch	
  &	
  cover	
  crops	
   NL,	
  BE,	
  DE,	
  PL,	
  RO	
   ES,	
  IT,	
  UK-­‐NI,	
  UK-­‐Wales	
  

Fallow	
   ES	
  (10-­‐30%	
  in	
  HU,	
  DE,	
  IT,	
  UK(not	
  Sc)	
   NL,	
  RO	
  

EFA	
  element	
   Less	
  than	
  10%	
  of	
  area	
   Not	
  eligible	
  

Landscape	
  features	
   UK(not	
  Sc),	
  DE,	
  BE,	
  IT,	
  HU,	
  NL,	
  PL,	
  RO	
   ES	
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PotenDal	
  environmental	
  outcomes	
  

PosiDve	
   LiUle	
  advance	
  

Permanent	
  grassland	
  –	
  definiDons	
  and	
  applicaDon	
  of	
  rules	
  naDonally	
  in	
  most	
  case	
  

No	
  measures	
  covering	
  permanent	
  crops	
  

FerDlisers	
  and	
  pesDcides	
  permiUed;	
  choice	
  of	
  N-­‐fixing	
  crops;	
  	
  

LiUle	
  change	
  in	
  management	
  anDcipated	
  

Equivalence	
  –	
  interesDng	
  approaches	
  emerging	
  

PosiDve	
  management	
  on	
  some	
  EFA	
  opDons	
  –	
  e.g.	
  buffer	
  strips;	
  rules	
  to	
  avoid	
  N	
  leaching	
  

Environmentally	
  SensiDve	
  Permanent	
  Grassland	
  

•  Increasing	
  
environmental	
  
ambiDon	
  in	
  Pillar	
  
2?	
  	
  

•  Significant	
  
decreases	
  in	
  AECM	
  
expenditure	
  in	
  
some	
  MSs	
  is	
  
concerning.	
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Challenges	
  in	
  demonstraDng	
  addiDonality	
  of	
  greening	
  

Challenges	
  

Establishing	
  
clear	
  and	
  

measurable	
  
objecDves	
  

Evidence	
  of	
  
environmental	
  
impacts	
  of	
  farm	
  

pracDces	
  

Availability	
  of	
  
robust	
  baseline	
  

data	
  

Improving	
  
availability	
  of	
  

data	
  at	
  
reasonable	
  cost	
  

Timescales	
  
required	
  to	
  

measure	
  change	
  

Disentangling	
  
the	
  effects	
  of	
  
greening	
  from	
  
other	
  drivers,	
  
incl.	
  policy	
  
measures	
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Some	
  early	
  lessons	
  for	
  public	
  goods	
  delivery	
  

	
  

•  Importance	
  of	
  structuring	
  measures	
  and	
  choices	
  for	
  MS	
  and	
  
farmers;	
  flexibility	
  and	
  tailoring	
  where	
  appropriate	
  

•  Challenge	
  of	
  parallel	
  policies	
  bridging	
  two	
  Pillars	
  
•  Dangers	
  of	
  complexity	
  	
  and	
  high	
  transacDon	
  costs	
  

•  Lack	
  of	
  appeal	
  of	
  possibly	
  “abstract”	
  measures,	
  no	
  
correspondence	
  to	
  market	
  requirements	
  

•  Lack	
  of	
  focus	
  on	
  results	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Need	
  for	
  enhanced	
  support	
  and	
  advice	
  at	
  farm	
  level	
  

•  Importance	
  of	
  operaDonal,	
  parDcipaDon	
  and	
  control	
  culture	
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•  Farmer	
  uptake	
  of	
  EFA	
  opDons	
  with	
  most	
  biodiversity	
  benefits	
  
has	
  been	
  weak	
  and	
  needs	
  to	
  increase	
  

•  Encourage	
  farmers	
  to	
  sow	
  species-­‐rich	
  seed	
  mixes	
  that	
  benefit	
  
wildlife	
  on	
  fallow,	
  field	
  margins	
  and	
  buffer	
  strips	
  

•  Change	
  management	
  rules	
  of	
  fallow	
  and	
  crop	
  opDons	
  by	
  
avoiding	
  pesDcide	
  and	
  ferDliser	
  use,	
  increasing	
  /	
  adjusDng	
  
cropping	
  periods	
  to	
  match	
  wildlife	
  breeding	
  seasons,	
  limit	
  
cuong	
  and	
  other	
  disturbance	
  during	
  breeding	
  season	
  
(Underwood	
  and	
  Tucker	
  2016)	
  

•  But	
  disagreements	
  on	
  pesDcide	
  use	
  persist	
  amongst	
  Member	
  
States	
  

Conclusions	
  of	
  recent	
  EFA/Biodiversity	
  study	
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•  The	
  importance	
  of	
  sharper	
  objecDves	
  and	
  clear	
  logic	
  
for	
  the	
  measures	
  involved	
  

•  Underlining	
  again	
  the	
  central	
  need	
  for	
  engagement	
  
with	
  farmers	
  and	
  adequate	
  incenDves	
  to	
  uDlise	
  
measures	
  

•  Value	
  of	
  programmed	
  and	
  mulD-­‐annual	
  approaches:	
  
the	
  constraints	
  of	
  Pillar	
  I	
  rules	
  

•  The	
  underlying	
  weaknesses	
  of	
  the	
  Pillar	
  I	
  regime	
  
remain	
  

Some	
  	
  Broader	
  conclusions?	
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•  The	
  need	
  for	
  a	
  strategic	
  approach	
  and	
  route	
  map	
  for	
  agriculture	
  
and	
  the	
  environment	
  in	
  Europe,	
  especially	
  if	
  the	
  EU	
  	
  adopts	
  
more	
  demanding	
  climate	
  miDgaDon	
  requirements	
  for	
  
agriculture;	
  	
  should	
  address	
  trade-­‐offs	
  and	
  synergies.	
  

•  Framing	
  and	
  incenDvising	
  the	
  sustainability	
  transiDon	
  required	
  
over	
  the	
  decades	
  to	
  2030	
  and	
  2030	
  

•  More	
  clarity	
  about	
  the	
  challenge	
  of	
  complying	
  with	
  rising	
  
environmental	
  standards	
  (e.g.	
  current	
  Phosphate	
  ,	
  pest	
  control,	
  
water	
  and	
  climate	
  debates)	
  and	
  addressing	
  the	
  decline	
  of	
  
nature	
  

•  As	
  well	
  as	
  delivery	
  of	
  environmental	
  and	
  social	
  	
  public	
  goods	
  in	
  
a	
  more	
  synergisDc	
  and	
  oqen	
  localised	
  	
  way	
  	
  

Longer	
  term	
  Thinking	
  on	
  Public	
  Goods	
  Delivery	
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•  A	
  reformed	
  CAP,	
  with	
  focus	
  of	
  support	
  progressively	
  Ded	
  to	
  
objecDves	
  and	
  delivery	
  obligaDons,	
  not	
  generic	
  compensaDon.	
  

•  RegulaDon	
  and	
  targets;	
  the	
  baseline	
  
•  Advice,	
  training,	
  engagement,	
  research	
  and	
  development,	
  

innovaDon,	
  insDtuDonal	
  capacity	
  building	
  

•  Enhanced	
  contribuDon	
  from	
  the	
  private	
  sector	
  outside	
  the	
  CAP,	
  
including	
  more	
  internalisaDon	
  of	
  full	
  producDon	
  costs	
  in	
  output	
  
prices	
  

Four	
  poles	
  of	
  intervenDon	
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•  SelecDng	
  appropriate	
  policy	
  tools;	
  especially	
  more	
  targeted	
  and	
  
tailored	
  but	
  streamlined	
  too;	
  new	
  balance	
  needed	
  

•  Generally	
  adopDng	
  a	
  programmed	
  approach	
  with	
  defined	
  
objecDves	
  rather	
  than	
  Pillar	
  I	
  rules	
  

•  Securing	
  sufficient	
  budget	
  and	
  acceptable	
  but	
  different	
  
distribuDon	
  between	
  farms/MS	
  	
  where	
  this	
  is	
  the	
  outcome	
  of	
  
new	
  objecDves	
  	
  

•  More	
  aUuned,	
  effecDve	
  modes	
  of	
  consultaDon,	
  
implementaDon,	
  delivery,	
  cooperaDon,	
  controls	
  etc.;	
  a	
  new	
  
culture	
  required,	
  including	
  goals,	
  process	
  and	
  technology.	
  And	
  
trust.	
  

Address	
  at	
  least	
  four	
  dimensions	
  of	
  the	
  CAP	
  



17	
  

•  Stronger	
  scienDfic	
  and	
  technical	
  base:	
  data	
  sources,	
  	
  
ecosystem	
  and	
  agronomic	
  analysis,	
  more	
  quanDfied	
  trade-­‐offs,	
  
monitoring,	
  remote	
  sensing	
  etc.	
  

•  Ecosystem	
  mapping	
  and	
  planning	
  

•  Building	
  a	
  more	
  rigorous	
  compendium	
  of	
  farm	
  pracDces	
  and	
  
systems	
  

•  ParDcipaDve	
  approaches	
  and	
  enhanced	
  interface	
  with	
  private	
  
sector	
  and	
  the	
  supply	
  chain	
  

•  Joint	
  iniDaDves	
  and	
  pilot	
  projects	
  

Design	
  of	
  measures:	
  starDng	
  points?	
  



18	
  

•  IniDaDves	
  across	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  scales:	
  farm/	
  landscape/territorial/
verDcal/European	
  

•  Reduced	
  reliance	
  on	
  compensaDon/profit	
  foregone	
  formula	
  
payments	
  

•  Investment	
  in	
  capacity	
  for	
  targeDng,	
  engagement,	
  measuring	
  
results,	
  engagement,	
  support	
  

•  Control	
  and	
  re-­‐distribuDon	
  of	
  admin	
  and	
  transacDon	
  costs	
  

•  Room	
  to	
  fail	
  

StarDng	
  Points	
  (2)	
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•  Important	
  for	
  clarifying	
  objecDves,	
  strengthening	
  coherence,	
  
monitoring,	
  accountability	
  

•  Framing	
  an	
  expanded	
  menu	
  of	
  measures	
  in	
  more	
  complex	
  
governance	
  arrangements	
  

•  Linking	
  EU	
  and	
  naDonal/local	
  objecDves	
  and	
  mechanisms	
  

•  Planning	
  and	
  controlling	
  expenditure	
  
•  Co-­‐ordinaDng	
  actors	
  and	
  stakeholders	
  

Programming	
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•  Expanded	
  ecosystem	
  service	
  payments	
  outside	
  the	
  CAP	
  

•  Simplified	
  farm	
  system	
  payments	
  alongside	
  current	
  cerDficaDon	
  
schemes	
  

•  Greener	
  rules	
  of	
  origin	
  and	
  local	
  labels	
  
•  Enhanced	
  	
  results	
  based	
  approach	
  (RBPS)	
  
•  CollecDve	
  farm	
  PG	
  delivery	
  contracts	
  

•  Farm	
  level	
  nutrient	
  management	
  and	
  low	
  carbon	
  plans	
  

(Newer)	
  Measures:	
  Scope	
  and	
  Scale?	
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Possible	
  alternaDve	
  opDons	
  for	
  greening?	
  
Op#on	
  A:	
  Abolish	
  green	
  direct	
  payments	
  and	
  revert	
  to	
  using	
  cross	
  
compliance	
  	
  

Op#on	
  B:	
  Retain	
  the	
  greening	
  measures	
  in	
  Pillar	
  1,	
  but	
  amend	
  the	
  rules	
  to	
  
strengthen	
  the	
  environmental	
  value	
  added	
  

Op#on	
  C:	
  Shi>	
  the	
  greening	
  measures	
  from	
  Pillar	
  1	
  to	
  Pillar	
  2	
  

Op#on	
  D:	
  An	
  integrated	
  op#on	
  -­‐	
  the	
  CAP	
  is	
  redesigned	
  as	
  a	
  single	
  integrated	
  
set	
  of	
  measures	
  structured	
  in	
  a	
  .ered	
  hierarchy	
  	
  

Each	
  opDon	
  is	
  assessed	
  against	
  three	
  criteria:	
  	
  
a)  Delivery	
  of	
  addiDonal	
  environmental	
  benefit;	
  	
  
b)  AdministraDve	
  burden;	
  and	
  	
  
c)  PoliDcal	
  feasibility.	
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OpDon	
  D:	
  Integrated	
  land	
  management	
  payments	
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•  CriDcal	
  to	
  manage	
  change,	
  building	
  up	
  capacity	
  to	
  implement	
  
new	
  approaches	
  and	
  achieve	
  a	
  fair	
  level	
  of	
  buy-­‐in	
  from	
  farmers	
  
and	
  other	
  stakeholders	
  

•  Lower	
  Der,	
  more	
  generic,	
  payments	
  are	
  phased	
  out	
  over	
  a	
  
period	
  

•  Higher	
  Der,	
  more	
  targeted	
  payments	
  and	
  accompanying	
  
support	
  are	
  built	
  up	
  to	
  become	
  core	
  to	
  the	
  policy	
  

TransiDon	
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•  The	
  introducDon	
  of	
  greening	
  measures	
  in	
  Pillar	
  1	
  
has	
  highlighted	
  the	
  importance	
  of:	
  
a)  finding	
  a	
  coherent	
  approach	
  to	
  delivering	
  environmental	
  

(and	
  other)	
  objecDves	
  on	
  agricultural	
  land;	
  and	
  

b)  doing	
  this	
  on	
  a	
  sufficient	
  scale	
  to	
  ensure	
  real	
  value	
  is	
  
added	
  but	
  without	
  too	
  much	
  administraDve	
  complexity.	
  	
  

•  Current	
  measures	
  underline	
  the	
  challenge	
  of	
  
delivering	
  environmental	
  outcomes	
  using	
  a	
  fairly	
  
inflexible	
  approach	
  to	
  measures	
  and	
  the	
  way	
  they	
  
are	
  designed,	
  verified	
  and	
  controlled	
  under	
  Pillar	
  
1	
  rules	
  

•  AlternaDve	
  models	
  are	
  possible	
  for	
  delivering	
  
environmental	
  objecDves	
  on	
  farmland	
  now	
  and	
  in	
  
the	
  future	
  and	
  are	
  worth	
  serious	
  consideraDon.	
  	
  	
  

Conclusions	
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•  A	
  mulD-­‐Dered	
  architecture	
  of	
  more	
  contractual	
  
payments	
  	
  could	
  support	
  more	
  sustainable	
  
management	
  in	
  a	
  synergisDc	
  and	
  streamlined	
  way,	
  
balancing	
  general	
  and	
  targeted	
  approaches	
  

•  All	
  opDons	
  will	
  require:	
  
–  An	
  improved	
  evidence	
  base	
  

–  BeUer	
  data	
  collecDon	
  and	
  processing	
  
–  More	
  public	
  goods	
  aUuned	
  control	
  and	
  verificaDon	
  

systems	
  -­‐more	
  outcome	
  focussed;	
  departure	
  from	
  risk	
  
averse	
  culture	
  

–  The	
  investment	
  of	
  sufficient	
  resources	
  to	
  meet	
  such	
  
transiDon	
  costs	
  

–  CollaboraDon	
  between	
  policy	
  makers,	
  farmers	
  and	
  
stakeholders	
  

For	
  the	
  future…	
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