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BirdLife briefing on CAP reform
· Environment should be a priority for the future CAP. Europe is now faced with the challenge of tackling the degradation of ecosystems and the services they provide, such as clean water, healthy soils and rich biodiversity, all of which vital to secure our long term capacity of food production, the future of the European farming activity and environmental security. Sustainable management of our natural resources is therefore extremely important.
· “Greening” is not just about “the environment” it is also about ensuring a future to EU farming: decreasing oil dependency (vulnerability to price shocks), climate vulnerability (adaptation), and helping farmers capitalize on the ‘European Model of farming’ (environmental quality as a selling point for EU production at home and on the global market).

· Despite of the previous reforms, the CAP is still not delivering the right tools for preventing European farming practices from harming the environment
. 

· There is not 1 European type of farming / production system, the situation is very diverse (big, small, competitive, non-competitive, delivering PG and not delivering PG), we need criteria to decide in this diversity who should get support and what is the support based on.
· The next CAP reform should be THE reform which will change this current policy from the inside and bring real incentives for delivering the public goods that European citizens want and are ready to pay for
 and which will finally give the money to the farmers who actually deliver for the environment. 
· Public money for public goods should be the driver of the next CAP. This will be the only way to legitimate it in the long term. 
· The proposal that the commission came out with has three options, we would have liked to see the third option be presented in a more honest and detailed way, but as the second is clearly preferred by the EC, we think that it could help those farmers who are doing the right thing and it could incentivize a great majority to move in the right direction.
· BUT in order to get a real PG delivery: the Commission should ensure a real greening which goes beyond the current standards for direct payments (beyond cross compliance), which pays attention to HNV farming, to organic farming systems, which pays attention to Natura 2000 and the WFD in the 1st pillar. On top of this, we expect a 2nd pillar with good agri-environment measures and extensive attention for advisory services which should help farmers.
· To verify that this reform will be a real greening, we need a transparent system in the whole of the CAP: this means public access to LPIS for all citizens in the EU. This should include all the layers of environmental information and be linked to the subsidies system. This will be the best way to legitimate the money as it will avoid destructing polemics about the size of payments and focus minds on the actual quality of measures and public goods delivery linked to the payments.

How we would like to see the CAP designed:

Pillar 1:

· A real and significant green component made of a strong mandatory package of good agronomic practices 
· crop rotation: more crop diversity: max 50% of farm under 1 crop, at least 4 crops on the farm, at least 1 part of rotation being natural fallow or leguminous crop

· soil cover: maximum 1 month bare

· green infrastructures (ecological set aside): minimum 10% per farm

· nutrient balance on the farm

· This package has to be linked to the income support and has to be compulsory at farm level
· A first Pillar which pays attention to HNV farming systems, organic farming systems (top up maintenance payment) and Natura 2000 zones as premia/top up payments.

· We want an HNV premium under the 1st pillar
. However if this is not possible, then we want to go for at least a permanent pastures premium (with a new definition, minimum management conditions)
· A simplified and reinforced cross compliance (CC) system (some GAEC will be part of the green component and be therefore withdrawn from CC). 
· The WFD should be introduced into Cross Compliance (SMRs) -for those countries who have not implemented it yet, it should be linked as soon as they have implemented the WFD
,

· We need to keep: protecting landscape elements, reinforce grassland protection (No permanent conversion of grassland to arable land on sensitive sites)

· Minimum management must be defined by MS to ensure the maintenance of biodiversity, soil fertility and potential for future agricultural use. No obligation for MS to have rules on unwanted vegetation.
Pillar 2:
· A second Pillar which gives the possibility for the farmers who want to go beyond the minimum threshold of good agronomic practices set in the first pillar to be fairly compensated for their additional efforts and rewarded.

· A second pillar which is focused on EU objectives: e.g. biodiversity, soil, water, climate, etc.
· Set HNV farming support as a key mandatory objective of the rural development policy, making sure that member states develop coherent packages, covering not just environmental payments, but also economic investments and socio-economic interventions. 

· A second Pillar which represents a large size (50% of the overall envelop of the CAP) in order to allow ambitious measures 

· A compulsory minimum share of co financing on European objectives (90-100 % funding for EU-priority objectives/measures. E.g. care for natural resources). Only by a high funding in area of targeted AEM, can the priorities be achieved.
· Half of the budget of the second Pillar devoted for targeted AEM.
· Payments for organic farming should be significantly higher than those for other less demanding schemes (e.g. under AEM). Organic farming certification should be given priority among food quality schemes. Quality product Regulation (that include the Organic Farming Regulation) should be improved with environmental production criteria.
· All rural development measures and pillar one greening components should be subject to scientific and independent monitoring and assessment based on robust sampling approach and measurement of on the ground impacts in terms of biodiversity, soil conservation, etc. 

· More robust, explicit and detailed environmental safeguards should be attached to measures supporting investment in physical capital in agriculture and forestry across all RD policy. Strong EU-wide environmental safeguards should be adopted, and translated at national and local levels, to prevent public spending from undermining environmental objectives. 
· All proposed RDPs quantified assessments of the environmental challenges and quantified objectives commensurate to these challenges. Proposed RDPs should be publicly available on EU website for a consultation period before approval by Commission services.
· Beyond the appropriate assessment of each measure, a small set of headline indicators should be monitored at national and regional level to assess the overall performance of the policy. The Farmland bird index, the butterfly indicator and the HNV farming indicator are crucial ones on the biodiversity side. 
· The partnership principle should be strengthened to ensure that the planning of all rural development measures and of any national level interpretation of pillar 1 rules is done through a fair and constructive consultation process with all relevant stakeholders including environmental NGOs. Clear guidelines for the quality of such consultations should be issued at European level (e.g. minimum consultation time, financial support for travels to attend consultation meetings, proper circulation of relevant drafts, etc). 

· A reinforced advisory system helping the farmers with the implementation of the greening of the 1st Pillar, with the Agri environmental measures, and with more attention as well for advise on agro-ecological practices (like IPM and ICM).

· Introduce a new Pillar 2 measure for local projects to address priority environmental issues through farmers and environmentalists working together: (reformed or targeted LEADER). 
· Investment support for non productive actions related to improve environmental performance of holdings (including animal welfare)

· All investment support should be environment and climate proofed and should be underbuild by cross compliance. 














































� See the last EEA report on state of the environment.


� See the IEEP Public goods report done for DG environment outlining examples of what e.g. Galician citizens in Spain want to pay for their Natura 2000 sites.


� See our HNV proposal on how to get HNV working under a pillar 1 structure (a proposal together with EFNCP, Butterfly Conservation Europe, BirdLife Europe and WWF)


� WFD does not deliver enough for small water courses (as there are caps underneath which WFD does not deliver at all), that is why we need to keep GAEC water rules unless the river basin management plan are providing enough safeguards. 





