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There is a wide consensus on the requirement to amend the current CAP. This consensus is shared from the EU staff to European farmers and consumers, although different reasons and interests are at the stake. This is a difficult task as many stakeholders are involved and the structure and functions of the European rural landscape is also diverse. We argue that establishing farming categories, users’ types and transition pathways is a first phase and that we cannot move directly to the phase of design, implementation and monitoring. This would require a bottom-up approach and consultation with real stakeholders and experts.
We are aware that a knowledge-based policy reform is frequently uncongenial with short-term views and decisions of policy makers, but as occurred with past reforms, a short-cut route may deliver a never-ending process of policy reform. The DoW states some general criticisms that we have hear of past reforms such as “the CAP failing citizens, farmers and the environment” or “the CAP in need of radical change to justify the € 53 billions it distribute annually in behalf of taxpayers”. The results of past reforms have been a befuddling complex series of policy schemes, frequently interacting on the same rural space with unclear or mixed effects and lack of accountability of taxpayers money. Why this time the end result will be different? The DoW states some sensible operational principles, but, in my view, lack of proper foundations or design principles.
This document represents only a personal view and opinion paper intended to provide comment and suggestions to the DoW. In the first and second sections, I examined some principles that underlying durable policy reforms and categorisation and transition pathways for reforming rural landscapes. In the third section, comments and suggestions are recorded to the subsequent sections of the DoW. I have tried to separate opinion from facts. However, as the DoW is a report of interested NGOs, not an assessment of relevant research resting mostly on peer-reviewed sources, I have follow the same path of not including references or other sources of “grey literature”.
1. Principles

1.1 Cultural v nature landscapes.

What we currently see across Europe are cultural landscapes with a strong tradition of human influence on land uses interacting with nature laws. Man has shaped European nature and historical account and knowledge of rural landscapes is a first foundation for design of present land uses. Policy reforms based on the view of pure nature and out-of-man hands are prone to derail as management tools. European rural landscapes have the capability of delivering public goods but also human-induced functions. Frequently, the formers are an effect of the latter. In my view, the policy objectives stated by the DoW are unbalanced, although recognising that it is important to support the viability of those farming systems which underpin the delivery of public goods. The relationship between individual landowners and the delivery of public goods and services is somewhat blurred in the DoW. Indigenous cheeses, for example, are produced in many mountain and less favoured areas of the EU. Are this private function and their potential market capabilities uncongenial with the delivery of public goods and services in these areas?
In recognising the cultural identity of European rural landscapes, another corollary can be derived. The DoW states as a key objective that innovation and a knowledge-based approach must be central to the transition towards sustainable farming, but we cannot see any policy instrument in support of this approach, particularly for those rural landscapes lagging behind of research support.
1.2. Devolution
Most recent reforms of the CAP have been based on the principle of devolution of responsibilities to national and regional scales of government. The EU assumes that better on-the-ground knowledge and targeted objectives can be reached at lower scale of government. However, planning at this scale does not assure that the real stakeholders and their interests are represented and that the objectives of the EU can be reached or even addressed. This can be the case when ideology and short-term views overrule knowledge-based and EU-linked policy design.
The CAP is the main component of the EU budget and the objectives of land stewardship and lively rural landscapes are pan-European reaches. The EC cannot disregard its responsibilities out in the hands of national and regional governments. The EU should devise a framework regulation and tracks plans of lower scale governments for accomplishment of European objectives and available research results. Although the current array of knowledge is far from satisfactory and heterogeneous across rural landscapes and farm categories, there is a large base of research of policy relevance.
The EU has to change from many to less regulation and more policy instruments attached to each policy scheme and in the hands of the regulator. The cost of too many regulations is not only the salaries of a few thousands officials, but much more the cost of insensible or not accomplished regulations falling on those regulated.
1.3. Diversity
Diversity of European rural landscape in structure and functions is frequently considered as a constraint for policy design. It is assumed that generalised policy frameworks cannot fit the wide array of situations. As a consequence a plethora of policy schemes is the response under many-options fit-all approach. This paved the way for national and regional government to adjust their particular land uses and farming structures to the basket-options and not the other way round. National and regional governments should justify the selection of the proper scheme(s) suited to their own structures and functions in order to better reach European objectives. In short, sensible policy design should consider European diversity as an asset more than as a constraint. The main problem out of this trap is the poorly-defined system of land use categorisation and attached transition pathways. For the purpose of policy reform, we do not require an “atomistic” approach as if scientific knowledge were the objective. However, we should differentiate, as much as possible, those landscapes with inherent potential environmental assets to those others where environmental assets cannot be disregarded, but mitigation techniques and tools are required for proper environmental management. The DoW doest not provide a categorisation of land use and functions of European landscapes that may justify the selection of particular schemes and policy instruments. We are aware that this near dual model of European farming and landscapes doest not cut across clear borderlines but, in our view, is a principle for differentiating transition paths and operational tools attached to policy schemes.

The first category may include large-scale low-inputs/low-output farming systems with environmental values at the landscape scale. Large-scale farming is also characterised by a diversity of land uses within a landscape and the presence of natural or semi-natural vegetation types. This category is plagued with constraints of abandonment and/or intensification and cannot be managed out-of-human influence as only provider of public goods and environmental services, as currently assumed. Socio-economic functions of these landscapes cannot be disregarded. Common wisdom assumes that these landscapes are inherently unprofitable and should be left to their own, but only if compared with different farming categories. Paradoxically, this category concentrates a large part of European nature values. As rated at the landscape scale, institutional farming is relevant to this category.
The second category is related to conventional farming. In this case a negative approach to environmental assets is dominant and the productive function is prevalent. Particular transition paths and policy tools are also required under the assumption that environmental values, although from a negative-dominant perspective, cannot be disregarded. The farm is the main spatial scale for this category, although partnership farming is an scaling-up approach

In a mid-spatial scale, we found European landscapes of conservation concern with a main environmental function. Although not properly a farming category, these landscapes can be the subject of particular policy schemes and policy instruments for their conservation and enhancement.
1.4. Land-based policy schemes
This principle, somewhat related to the former, may merit some considerations. When we examined the jargon used in past policy reforms, the first impression is of a complex and not well defined terminology most frequently unrelated to “on-the-ground” rural landscapes and land uses. If we, as potential experts, have difficulties in getting agreements, how can we pretend to explain this jargon to farmers, consumers and taxpayers? Most of this jargon represents human constructions unrelated to real landscapes and land use practices (ie, Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 of the current CAP). We need policy design as close as possible to real facts of rural life.
The land-based principle is rather opposed to the sector-based approach as has been the foundation in past CAP reform. The sector-based approach doest not differentiate across farming categories. Within one sector (ie, cattle or sheep and goats), we have to differentiate those pastoral shepherding-dominant operations of those indoor-dominant operation mainly unrelated to land based resources. Both are under the realm of different farming categories and require particular operational tools previous to sensible policy design. In my view, the DoW fails in this fundamental principle.
1.5. ECOL-ECON interplay
Nature laws and human-induced land uses and practices are intertwined on-the-ground, but greatly separated in Europe under different categories of disciplinary research. Both are needed, but greater co-ordination effort is required for proper research and policy reform. Any proposal of CAP reform should be the result of this integrative effort, with particular disciplines adding to the final result. We have to avoid contradictory objectives and uncongenial policy instruments as much as possible, and instead of looking for congenial effects. In this case, categorisation is more an hazard than an asset.
The DoW developed by five NGO’s interested in nature conservation and sustainable farming states the principle of holistic solutions for complex problems while refusing short sighted and misguided fixes. It also frequently states the requirement for embracing change in a way that provides clear “direction of travel” along “the sustainable path that is so badly needed” This sustainable path, however, is not probably unique and does not appear in the DoW.
There are others and important stakeholders attached to the issue of CAP policy reform such as farmers, consumers, national and regional governments and the EU staff. Previous CAP reforms, lack of policy instruments for co-ordination of design and implementation. The DoW is only a proposal by five interested NGOs. I would attach to the general principle of partnership farming for future CAP reform and to the general objective of a more visible CAP to the whole society. We need integrated reforms, not a plethora of unrelated Directives and policy schemes.
2. Transition pathways (processes)
Different farming categories, as defined in the previous section, entails particular transition pathways to sustainable farming. Transition pathways include changes in land use, alternative farming practices, farming infrastructures, policy instruments and a proper position and definition in the intensification/extensification debate. Usually a transition pathway is developed in several phases or levels each lying on the foundation of a previous one. The main assumption is science before politics and not the reverse.
In our view, the current intensification/extensification paradigm doest not clearly cut across farming categories, although an intensification path is more related to conventional farming and the extensification path to large-scale low-input farming. Abandonment is considered as an extreme form of extensification, but intensive and extensive practices can coexist in the latter category. For example, high stocking density near the farmyard combined with under-stocked or abandoned far-reaching grounds in large-scale grazing systems. On the opposite, a large-scale and extensive mono-crop operation or a large feedlot operation most frequently fall within conventional farming.
We assume that the main difference is in the objective of intensification. While for conventional farming the main objective is the pursuit of large amount of commodities or productivity ratios for land and labour (conventional intensification), for large-scale farming the use of capital (ie, overhauling of grazing infrastructures or grazing institutions) and labour (ie, shepherding) can be required to maintain lively farming systems and not a deliberate objective of increasing productivity (sustainable intensification). In our view, this latter intensification concept is not uncongenial with large-scale low-input farming. The approach to the labour input is rather different for the two farming categories. Under conventional farming capital is introduced to save labour costs. In the other category labour can be an input in short supply but required to maintain traditional operations (ie, shepherding).
2.1. Transition under traditional farming.
For large-scale and low-input farming, the first phase of the transition to sustainable farming is the location and inventory of European farming systems with potential environmental and socio-economic values and attachment to different European biogeographical regions. The typology of these systems should include description of their main structure and functions and related assets as well as potential hazards for continuity and development. High Nature Value (HNV) farming systems are currently characterised by the presence of semi-natural vegetation types, but we cannot forget that these semi-natural types are really the result of cultural landscapes and continued non-intensive management is required for their persistence.
The second phase includes the design and analysis of land use changes and alternative farming practices in pursuit of greater environmental and socio-economic values over the current situation. In this phase, management alternatives should be scrutinised for trade-offs results, but congenial effects cannot be disregarded (win-win situation).
The last phase is the end-users and stakeholders validation of proposed alternatives and adjustment to EU objectives. Only after this, sensible regional plans and policy instruments can be integrated in a policy design framework for these areas.
As this agenda should be carried out at the farming system scale, it is unclear where particular European systems stand regarding the phases of the agenda. We may advance a rather heterogeneous situation. But the derelict state of a large part of these systems cannot stand for each one to be assessed in detail. In this case, the framework policy design should contain a policy instrument for advanced evaluation and a dynamic process of policy reform.
Transition is viewed as a reversal point in time in the trend of some variables or functions. It is important to assess the time-scale of the transition process in particular farming systems before policy design or implementation. In the most developed European regions, the turning point has been reached in the past 50-100 years, and many of their traditional farming systems (particularly livestock systems) are currently a relic of the past. In other less-developed and recently-accessed countries such as Romania and Bulgaria, traditional forms of production still persist, although under stress of abandonment and/or conventional intensification. In the Mediterranean area, the situation is somewhat in the middle.

Although important lessons can be learned from rural history, and tradition cannot be disregarded, we are not advocating a return to purely traditional forms of production. System-specific reversal paths can be operative in particular systems under a global concept of sustainable intensification.
As indicated before, this latter concept entails the application of inputs, such as capital and labour, as an adaptive response to constraints, not as a deliberate management decision to increase input levels in order to reach higher production or productivity ratios. In pastoral systems, for example, management alternatives to improve mobility of herds/flocks, accessibility to grazing rights allocation, diversity of resources, grazing infrastructures or even enhancement of grazing institutions are aimed at improvement and continuity of the herding operation, but may require the use of higher inputs level. This does not mean that the system is intensifying in a conventional sense. The framework policy design for this farming category should contain policy instruments adapted to particular conditions in the transition process, main constraints for continuity and management alternatives to be applied.
2.2. Transition under conventional farming
For the second farming category the transition process is also operative but mainly at the farm scale. The main objective here is of mitigating the potential deleterious effects of some land uses and farming practices. It is important for the whole process to state the base line of particular farms regarding the use of conventional inputs. As the DoW states there are still key gaps in the compliance with EU directives that can be explicitly added to the mandatory baseline. The Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN) at the farm scale can be useful as policy instrument if containing data on land use and inputs.
On the other hand, economic incentives that reward farmers for externalising environmental costs to the rest of the society should be avoided. For examples, policies that do not penalise insensible use of irrigation water, surface and ground water contamination by pesticides and fertilisers, farming practices that induced soil erosion or depletion of soil organic matter (ie, intensive tilling of fallow-land), and also agricultural subsidies that favour the excessive production of a single commodity.
Scaling-up over the baseline towards more sustainable farming is a voluntarily-adopted transition process that takes place at several levels or phases of increasing support. The first level of conversion entails the application of current mitigation technologies and practices that increase the efficiency of conventional inputs and practices. Although this effort reduces the impact of conventional farming, does not break its dependence on external inputs. Examples of this level, where our current agricultural research has excelled for long time, are reduced-tillage, precision agriculture, integrated pest management or dip- and more-efficient irrigation methods.
The second level entails the substitution of some conventional inputs and practices with alternative practices. Organic and biological agriculture are examples of this level, also at the farm scale.

A third level in the conversion process may require more fundamental changes in land use and practices away from external inputs. For example, an organic livestock operation based on external feeding inputs (produced under certain requirements) to an organic livestock operation based on on-farm resources. This third level may also entails the participation of other stakeholders in the conversion process (ie, consumer organisations) and some degree of partnership farming at the upper farm scale.
Policy design for conventional farming should take into account where particular farms stand in the transition process (below- or over-the –baseline, first, second or third level of conversion), and thus rewarding or penalising accordingly for potential benefits or hazards.
3. Comments and suggestions to the DoW.
3.1. Vision
The DoW is underpinned by commitments such as “agriculture that produce healthy, safe and high quality food” or “agriculture that can meet society’s expectations in the long term”. Others such as holistic solutions that address complex problems on the basis of science, knowledge and understanding” are also supported, but the DoW is barely knowledge-based.

3.2. Aims of the document
The DoW accomplished the main aim as a “basis for open and inclusive debate”. How “inclusive” depends on the diffusion amongst interested institutions and stakeholders. For example: is the scientific community at large reached and aware of the content? Or, is the document circulating mainly within interested NGOs. A statement indicating the scope of the DoW is probably lacking here. In the scope section, a statement is included but only regarding issues, not agents. What is the intended policy relevance of the final document? Are the five interested NGOs working on their own or under some commission?
3.3. The sustainability challenge
We are aware that “sustainability” is an overused buzzword that need to be defined by some criteria and indicators and being related to particular farming categories and functions. This is, in my view, one of the main failing of the DoW. Without this, it is difficult to further define operational principles and much less a policy architecture that should be aimed at particular farming categories and functions. From the Foreword, statements such as “encourage farmers to shift towards”, “truly sustainable farming”, “embracing change in a clear direction of travel” and others similar make little sense if unrelated to particular farming categories and functions. For example, what means sustainable farm business? Is the same in vibrant than in marginal communities? Are in the DoW defined clear pathways of change? Is the transition pathway unique?
3.4. A wasteful and ineffective policy
A certain policy is wasteful if it use more resources than required and it is ineffective if does not reach the desired results. I would add that the current CAP, as a whole, does not distribute financial and staff resources according to its own objectives and is not accountable of taxpayers’ money. The DoW provides some insightful examples of the situation, but does not state the main causes for these effects. It is that a large part of financial resources are allocated to rural landscapes of limited environmental value? It is that a large part of policy schemes are untargeted (as the Dow states)? Or it is that a plethora of schemes interacting on a particular landscape may produce contrasting and mixed effects? I agree with the document in the adjectives, but for reasons not clearly stated in the DoW. Once more, we need proper farming categorisation with attached functions and values. This is the only way of assessing whether the CAP is wasteful or ineffective.
3.5. A new policy is needed
If we first state farming categories with their correspondent environmental and socio-economic functions, and after we compare the current allocation of funds to each category, we may better understand why a reform of the CAP is needed. “A sustainable path is barely needed”, but this path is not unique and depends on farming categories and related values and objectives.

3.6. Public money and public goods
The DoW states public goods as the main asset to be provided in steering land use. It also states that environmentalists and farmers should work congenially. This is good and much needed principle, but farmers are steered by profit. If environmentalists are only steered by public goods, how can they work congenially? Is really the market a Trojan horse for the environment? The Sustainability Challenge section states that “the primary role of farming will continue to be food production”, but we cannot appreciate the point of view of farmers in the DoW. I warmly believe that farmers should be rewarded for the provision of public goods (ie, water saving or water quality) and penalised for externalising environmental cost to the whole society, but I do not agree that market forces and environmental values are inherently uncongenial.

Once more this problem should be related to particular farming categories and farming systems. Under conventional farming, we have ample evidence and mitigating tools. In other farming categories (ie, extensive and traditional farming systems), the evidence is still blurred and inconclusive. For example, we are still dealing whether grazing in the less favoured areas is positive, neutral or negative regarding the provision of some public goods (ie, biodiversity or soil quality). If we attach to a negative perspective, we will do nothing for the overhauling of these less-favoured systems. The DoW presumes a positive influence, but it is not instrumental in the requirement to increase the evidence. In my view, the policy design framework, particularly for the less favoured areas, should include a knowledge-based policy instrument aimed at increasing the evidence for particular farming systems and farming practices.
3.7. Farming systems and public goods
The DoW states that “certain farming systems (categories?) consistently deliver more public goods” and relates these systems with HNV farmland and Organic Farming. This statement, closely related to the previous section, is more a desideratum than real fact. From the beginning, HNV farming systems and Organic Farming should be allocated to different farming categories, the former at the landscape scale and the latter as a scaling-up level of conventional farming. They do not need to be mixed in policy design.

HNV farmland in the EU has been defined and mapped on the bases of land cover and vegetation types and species of European conservation concern (habitat-biotope perspective). The DoW is one step forward in relating HNV to farming systems as policy schemes are designed and awarded to farmers not to vegetation types. The main problem is that we still lack of a proper inventory and location of HNV farming systems and related structure and environmental status. This information is strongly needed as land base for policy design and requirement for prioritisation of funds. Most of these HNV farming systems are systems of grassland management, frequently located in the less favoured areas, and under risk of abandonment and/or intensification. It is true that a large part of potential European nature values are concentrated in these areas, but delivery of public goods and much less the continuity of the farming operations is not assured under current trends. A transition pathway for HNV farming systems is badly needed (see Section 2). I very much agree that a “critical issue for Europe is the maintenance of these systems” and accordingly, the CAP reform should design a particular scheme for this farming category.
It rests the question of who is going to provide the inventory and location of HNV European farming systems. Previous effort on this issue by some institutions such as the European Forum on Nature Conservation and Pastoralism (EFNCP) is relevant, as well as basic mapping effort by the European Environment Agency (EEA) on HNV farmland. The EU staff should be aware of risks in devolution of this task only to national and regional governments.
At the end, we should be aware that the provision of public goods is not inherent to a particular farming category. Individual farmers of anyone category can be rewarded or penalised as targeted schemes may not cut across particular farming categories.
In this section, the DoW refers to agri-environment schemes (AES) as a policy tool in the transition of conventional farming but does not question its current architecture. In fact, a plethora of AES can be currently applied at the plot scale with mixed effects at the farm or landscape scale-even more if small farms are dominant and plots of individual owners split over the landscape. In my view, the AES should be overhauled and targeted to particular environmental functions (ie, biodiversity, soil quality, water saving etc), but aimed not to a particular farming category although to the maintenance of mid-scale landscapes of European conservation concern (ie, wetland areas, coastal grasslands, water catchments, nature parks etc).
3.8. Sustainable production needs sustainable consumption
I very much agree that the method of production is relevant to the environmental footprint of crop and husbandry systems of anyone category. Recently, animal husbandry is criticised as low-efficient in the conversion of energy biomass to edible products. But different animal species (ie, ruminants or non-ruminants) and different production methods (ie, feed lots indoor feeding or shepherding) may bring about contrasting effects. The net environmental footprint of particular farming systems is in need of additional evidence. For the moment, and regarding ruminant husbandry, I warmly agree with the DoW in that herding methods and shifting consumption towards grass feed livestock products should be promoted and indoor feeding operations disregarded or at least differentiated in future policy design. For ruminant and non-ruminant operations, the problem of food waste (I would add manure management) should be tackled (as indicated in the DoW).
We should be aware that even in HNV grazing systems a trend towards conventional intensification and indoor feeding is currently apparent. Pastoral surviving strategies such as mobility of herds/flocks, accessibility to grazing rights, diversity of land-based resources, institutional management and others should be considered as a substantial part of any HNV grazing system to be awarded of support.
The problem of consumers’ awareness is more difficult to tackle under current state of affairs. The roots of the problem are the imprecise categorisation of EU farming and production methods and, on the other side, the regular consumer more aware of fancy restaurants and transformed products than of the primary food production and cultural rooting of rural life. Both issues are indeed related, but the former should be tackled first as lobbying capabilities of farmers are far away from those of the industry. Enhancing the role of farmers’ associations and institutions and providing the proper policy instruments for this purpose is a primary objective of policy design (barely covered in the DoW), particularly for HNV farming systems in isolated areas and destitute of social support. The EU has intended to tackle the problem by design of PDO products. This label, however, entails more a geographic origin than the attachment of individual farmers to particular production methods. For “sustainable consumption”, we need consumers more aware of primary food production and better links in the chain of foods to people.
3.9. Scope of the document
This tier of the DoW should be moved to the first part of the Introduction section. It should also clearly state whether the document represents only the views of the associated NGOs or it is open for reforms or suggestions to other interested institutions or agents. Also it would be advisable to state the pathway for reforms of the document, the end-users validation and the intended policy relevance. Is a final draft intended for presentation to some EU staff or institutions? Is the document commissioned?
3.10. Policy objectives
They are stated on foundations of EU priorities, strategies and even international conventions of recent years. The EU more than accomplished the objective of self-sufficiency with production-oriented policies before the early 1990s. After, when environmental and social functions were included as objectives, the successive CAP reforms largely failed.

The DoW is not short in policy objectives. Up to 11 objectives are stated of which, nine are related to environmental functions and only two stressed some socio-economic functions. The main question is how these particular objectives are related to farming categories and transition pathways for conversion. Although some of the stated objectives are not related to particular rural landscapes (ie, climate change), others are related to functionality of particular landscapes (ie, biodiversity, cultural-rich landscapes) while in others we may appreciate a mixed general and particular functionality (ie, climate change adaptation and mitigation). The functional diversity of European landscapes requires a prioritisation of objectives for particular landscapes and farming categories within a general objective of rural land stewardship and promotion of rural life.

Th DoW states that “a key objective of the policy should be to accelerate the transition towards more sustainable farming systems”. In this case the, rate of change is important (history means action and change is inevitable), but more important is the pathway of change, particularly for purely traditional forms of productions. We cannot “accelerate” the change without indicating a route and, in this case, rural history of land uses and farming practices may provide important lessons for proper pathways.
The DoW also states that “innovation and knowledge-based approach to farming must be central to this transformation”. This rationale cannot be questioned, but scientific knowledge is heterogeneous across landscapes and functions. The EU has excelled and devoted much more research effort to conventional farming mitigation than to functionality of HNV farming systems. In the latter case, we still are in the phase of proper location and inventory, notwithstanding relevant research efforts in particular systems. For these landscapes a policy instrument should be integrated in the policy design on this pursuit.
This approach is much in agreement with the statement of “special attention to the maintenance of HNV farming systems, the often traditional extensive systems on which much of the Europe’s biodiversity depends”. The DoW should clearly state the paradox and incongruence that current financial support to HNV farmland is clearly unrelated to their potential environmental values.
3.11. Operational principles
The DoW states up to 13 operational principles or criteria for sensible policy schemes. I will fix the attention on some of them that more clearly represent a change over the current situation.

Contracting entails the participations of two or more agents for the delivery of goods under commitments and one normative framework. In this case, the two agents are the society (represented by the EU or national governments) and the provider of goods and services (in this case the farmer or a group of farmers). These agreements require a previous normative body and baselines that takes into account different farming categories and environmental risks. As the DoW states key environmental legislation and general Directives place an unreasonable burden on low-input and extensive farming systems, which are less responsible for the problems, further contributing to its decline. The DoW, however, does not explicitly state whether all or some particular schemes will be the subject of contractual agreements.
The current EU normative body explicit mandatory baselines in particular Directives, but barely the management practices that are needed for delivery in particular farming categories and farming systems. This information is needed as these practices and not directly public goods are going to be rewarded (see the DoW).
Cross-compliance national and regional regulations are an example of these management practices, but it is unclear up to which extent they accomplish the coherence principle, prevent contradictory spending or fit general EU objectives and Directives. Regional governments should demonstrate to the best available evidence how and to which extent management practices and selected schemes can contribute to the EU objectives. There are foundations to believe that some current Regional Rural Plans do not stand the scrutiny to the principles of contractual agreements, proper targeting to EU objectives or conflicting and contradictory spending. The EU will probably need a body of independent pundits and experts on particular farming systems to look after policy design (before EU approval) and implementation and monitoring (after approval) of policy schemes.
3.12. Environmental regulation as a firm baseline
The most important point here is that EU regulation and Directives do not cut across particular farming categories. EU regulations cannot be applied at the same level in particular areas. This is particularly true in the livestock sector when comparing pastoral systems with indoor and external feeding intensive systems (DoW). The EU has a plethora of regulations for different public goods and services from groundwater quality to birds. Particular regional plans may address the dominant environmental hazards (regionally-targeted) and avoid conflicting and contradictory spending.
For HNV farmland and farming systems, the scientific link between some management practices (ie, grazed and semi-open landscapes vs forest overgrow) and environmental functions (ie, biodiversity, soil quality, net C sequestration, watershed stewardship etc) is in need of further evidence. Also in this case, management practices and regeneration plans should also look for the continuity of cultural landscapes and operations, not only for the delivery of public goods.

3.13. Architecture of the new CAP (General)
The DoW states one basic and pre-conditional scheme (the Basic Farm Scheme, BFS) and rates it as “sustainable”. Additionally, the DoW designs four scaling-up schemes aimed at rewarding different commitments and intended to be applied in particular farms and farming systems. The whole new CAP system delegates in Member States (MS) for programming, distribution and allocation of funds under a Commission’s oversight, not clearly stated. The DoW also presumes that “as different schemes rewards different commitments, double founding would not arise”.
In my view, the main problem with the proposed architecture is that the proposed schemes do not clearly relate to particular landscapes and functions as I stated in section 2. With the proposed architecture, MS and regional governments will again most probably select a basket as the BFS is compulsory and only the Commission oversight may not prevent conflicting and contradictory spending. For example, under the proposed architecture, BFS, agri-environment, HNV and Natura 2000 schemes can interact on the same landscape, producing blurred, mixed or even contradictory effects. On the opposite, if main environmental or socio-economic functions of particular farming categories and landscapes are stated and best management practices unveiled, we may have a better rationale for selection of the most appropriate scheme or a convergence of schemes for achieving the objectives.
3.14. Architecture of the new CAP. The BFS
The first critical point is the compulsory enrolment in the BFS for access to any other scheme. The DoW does not provide a rationale for this compulsory enrolment or a clear link of which landscape, systems or particular farmers are the subject of this scheme (all in principle). For example the BFS may look after “transition of large areas of mainstream farming” or “improving vulnerability to pest, more efficient nutrient cycling or less impact on soil and water”, which makes sense as commitments for transition under conventional farming. At the same time, however, the BFS should “provide habitats for farmland biodiversity”, “protect landscape elements and nature vegetation”, “maintain 10% of the land under Environmental Priority Areas (EPA)” or even “provide forage-area for pastoralists”. There is logic for such a wide array of functions under the compulsory status, but we should be aware that these functions are under the realm of different land categories and landscape scales.
In my view, the BFS should be aimed at the transition pathway of mainstream (conventional) farming. Those farmers accomplishing the EU Directives may receive a flat-rate payment, while penalised if under compulsory levels. Those farmers scaling up in our proposed transition pathway (mitigation tools, organic agriculture, partnership farming) may have access to increasing allowances under provisions of clear environmental functions and commitments. Farmers should be compensated for and payments differentiated in one-off capital expenditure required for conversion (ie, improvements of irrigation systems), and those required for compensation of lower yields or higher production costs (ie, organic agriculture).
Regarding organic agriculture, and particularly the livestock sector, this scheme, and in general any other one, should disregard allowances by head of livestock (headage payments) and support area-based payments with rated stocking intensity. Under current organic schemes we are not differentiating meat-oriented feedlot and intensive dairy operations from land-based and herding operations.
3.15. Architecture of the new CAP. HNV scheme
This proposed scheme is better aimed at non-intensive and large-scale farming systems, mostly located in the less favoured and handicapped areas of the EU. These areas concentrate a large part of potential environmental values and services but, at the same time, are in the most danger of abandonment and/or intensification. This support scheme should be considered a “rising star” of the whole proposal if the EU really wants to integrate environmental values and concerns in the new CAP. Not only because the potential environmental values of these areas, but also because these systems have been traditionally deprived of technical, managerial and financial support.
This state of affairs and current trends are based on common ground assumptions that these systems are inherently unprofitable (only true if compared to a different conventional farming category), and that, left to their own, as relatively undisturbed “natural ecosystems”, they will continue to provide agronomic and environmental services. We have introduced for these landscapes the concept of sustainable intensification and arguing through the manuscript that as culturally-rooted structures, rural developments and non-intensive land management is required for their regeneration and continuity. For example, regarding the biodiversity function of many HNV grassland types of European conservation concern, we have ample evidence that either abandonment or conventional intensification may derive undesired results.
The main problem with HNV policy is that we have to move to the design phase without much knowledge of previous phases (location, inventory, structure, constraints etc) that we have outlined in section 2. This short-cut route in the transition pathway is, however, unavoidable given the current state of affairs. For this reason, the HNV scheme may introduce a knowledge-based policy instrument to further refine the supporting system with better targeting and more cost-effective support and funding priorities. As a starting point, the EU may gather and evaluate all available scientific evidence and rely upon a body of independent experts in particular systems to work together with the EU and regional governments. A regulatory framework for HNV farming systems must be required as a playground for successive developments and regional plans.
Regarding the design of the HNV scheme in the DoW, the HNV system is presented as a more tightly targeted and successor of the current scheme for the Less Favoured Areas (LFA). This latter, however, is only aimed at scaling-up farmers’ income in handicapped areas by a flat-rate payment and barely related to HNV farmland, environmental values or methods of production. A first proposal for identification and location of HNV farming systems should be carried out by the EU and MS and these systems attached to particular European bioregions. The current endeavour by the European Environment Agency (EEA) of linking bioregions and vegetation types of European conservation concerns may go a step forward by linking bioregions and HNV systems where these vegetation types and targeted conservation species are present.
We do not share the statement that “the HNV support system would be an addition to the BFS scheme and able to combine with the Organic scheme”. We would be mixing schemes aimed at different space scales, farming categories and functions. If the HNV scheme is detached from the BFS, it rests the question of whether it can be compulsory or voluntarily-adopted. In my view, Directives should be compulsory, not schemes. At a large landscape scale of HNV farmland, many farmers can be involved and not all attached to the non intensive principle of HNV farming. These latter may not integrate their operations in the scheme, but compliance with baseline Directives should be compulsory. This would apply for those farmers adopting the BFS within HNV farmland. For the prospective majority of farmers adopting, the HNV scheme may contemplate some institutional arrangement for contracting and monitoring with local bodies or farmers’ associations. The question of institutional management is of the outmost importance in the HNV scheme, but barely addressed in the DoW. If we are looking for landscape functions, we need a collective of farmers involved with congenial interests and social cohesion. The HNV scheme should contemplate funds for technical and managerial support to farmers’ institutions (ie, pastoral associations) and one-off capital expenditure for those farmers or groups entering the system after an overhauling of farming infrastructures.
The DoW contemplates the Natura 2000 as a separate policy and management support scheme. If this were to be the case, Natura 2000 and HNV schemes would frequently interact as the latter is based on environmental values rated in the former (vegetation types and target species in EU Directives). In my view, Natura 2000 is and has been a useful scientific tool for location and inventory of European nature values but, as focussing in the habitat/biotope perspective and not in a farming system approach, cannot be considered a useful management scheme. Financial support is awarded to farmers and their management practices, not to vegetation types and target species.
3.16. Architecture of the new CAP. AE scheme
The DoW stressed the targeting requirement of the agri-environment scheme (AES) but, in my view, the main problem of current AES is not of a lack of target but a question of space scale and potentially conflicting functions. Too many AES at the plot scale interacting on a contiguous landscape may produce mixed or contrasting effects, rendering accountability and monitoring ineffectual. The DoW states that AES should not be mixed with other schemes (BFS, Organic or HNV) but, at the same time, indicates that AES “can be combined with these schemes as appropriate”. This may deserve an explanation.
In my view, AES’ main objective must be to preserve and enhance the European Environmental Priority Areas (EPA) at the mid-space scale. Areas (ie, wetlands, coastal grasslands, water catchments, Nature Parks etc) and functions (ie, biodiversity, water saving and quality, erosion control etc) should be related and priority functions stated for particular areas. It may be possible that some EPAs can be within the landscape of one particular HNV farming system. In this case, cautions should be taken for both management plans not being uncongenial. Additionally, the commitment of the DoW to maintain 10% of the land under EPA must be better moved from the BFS to the AES as an EPA should be designed under a main environmental function and the production objective can only be considered as a secondary option of land use.
Table 1. Dominants space scale and functions of new proposed EU policy schemes
	Proposed scheme
	Space-scale
	Dominant function
	Farming category
	Transition pathway

	Basic Farm Scheme (BFS)
	-Farm

-Group of farmers
	Socio-economic and environment
	Conventional farming
	-Baselines

-Mitigation tools

-Organic farming

-Partnership farming

	High Nature Value (HNV) scheme
	Farming systems at the landscape scale
	Socio-economic and environment
	Non-intensive land management
	-Location ,inventory and typology

-Constraints
-Management alternatives

-End-users validation

	Agri-environment Scheme (AES)
	Mid-scale
	Environment
	Not relevant
	-Location
-Function
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