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Splendid, a vision by environmental NGOs that focuses on environmental issues from the first page to the last! No energy is wasted on lashing out against free trade or to call for support for small-scale farmers and local consumption regardless of the ecological merits. Not a word in favor of fair prices, production quotas and payments tied to agricultural labor. Nothing that caters to anti-globalizers – just solid recommendations on how to ‘green’ the CAP. 

Proposed changes: 

The proposal only falls short of its lofty reform ambitions in a few instances: 

• Why say ‘the principle that EU funding should support EU objectives would inform funding decisions and priorities’? ‘Inform’ is clearly too weak: the EU should never support non-EU objectives and never violate the principle of subsidiarity. 

• Why assume that ‘the size of the CAP budget will be comparable to the current one’? The CAP will almsot certainly shrink, and it is not in the environmentalists’ interest to fight for a big CAP budget. What really matters for environmentalists is to get rid of environmentally harmful subsidies, to drastically increase the share of spending for environmental purposes and to improve the quality of environmental spending. Environmentalists should advocate a lean and green CAP. 

• Why propose the Basic Farm Sustainability Scheme (which is not very clearly defined)? The paper rightly stresses the importance of ‘Environmental regulation as a firm baseline’ which is independent of subsidies. So what is the added value of this basic scheme? It may be right that one should also create incentives for mainstream (non-HNV, non-organic) farmers to go beyond legal minimum requirements – but that should be obtained through targeted environmental payments rather than a regional or even national flat-rate. 

• The long section on capital investments grants is full of safeguards against their abuse. But it still leaves too much space for inadequate subsidies. For instance, why support ‘Processing, marketing and promotion of products from HNV farming and Organic systems’? This means heavy bureaucracy, potentially misguided investments and the risk of unfair treatment as some receive grants and others don’t. If one wishes to support HNV farming and Organic systems, one should simply pay per hectare and leave the processing and marketing entirely to the farmers. Furthermore, if the access to sufficient capital for lump-sum investments is at the root of the problem, one should provide credits and not grants. 

• Similar concerns apply to some aspect of the ‘Support for management planning and cooperation’, notably the idea of ‘establishing marketing networks to facilitate market access for HNV and Organic Producers’. 

• The recommendations in favor of ‘Support for Rural communities threatened by abandonment’ are well hedged against pervasive traditional rural development. Still, it seems that they should be supported solely by member states (possibly with an exception in new member states with low GDP/capita). 
In summary, I would encourage even more reform ambition in places, but am impressed with the level of ambition and the sober concentration on environmental issues found in this document. 

Publication Date: 25 Jan 2010
Author: Valentin Zahrnt
PAGE  
1

