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We share the same observations than your organizations concerning the negative impacts of agriculture and CAP on natural resources and climate change. 
However, we consider that this proposal doesn’t really tackle the social dimension of agriculture and CAP effects, an issue that our network of farmers considers crucial to achieve a sustainable agriculture.

Hereafter are 2 proposals to make this document more comprehensive regarding the global stakes of sustainability.

Proposed changes: 

- Capping of payments: 
Currently CAP payments are inequitable, most of the budget being allocated to a minority of farmers, especially to the biggest and less labour intensive ones. 
The remuneration of public goods legitimates payments regarding environmental and rural aspects, but doesn’t always make a difference between labour intensive farms and others. The question of employment in agriculture is however essential to achieve vibrant and lively rural areas, from both economic and social aspects (more farmers per hectare means more people and economic activity in the countryside). 
Furthermore, the remuneration of public goods without any capping could lead to the creation of new disparities, the biggest farms receiving the biggest part of the money. Even if these farms are environmentally-friendly, this would repeat the social illegitimacy of the current CAP.

The only way to avoid this would be to add a social criterion through a capping of payments per worker. This would allow to target employment on the farm and not the farm dimensions.

- Food and rural development: 
Certain aspects of a sustainable agriculture are not environmental but can provide enough benefits to society to be considered as public goods. Particularly, the diversification of crops and productions is really essential to allow agriculture to answer to new stakes: diversity of agricultural systems means biological and habitats diversity, reduction of dependency on fossil resources thanks to local commercialisation of products, diversity of food for people and health benefits, etc. 
That’s why we think that the concept of public good should be extended to the types of agriculture providing this geographical diversification: agriculture in suburban areas, diversification of productions in specialized areas, fruits and vegetables. 
Of course, these productions would respond to the same environmental requirements as the others, but we think they are particularly important for urban-rural development and should not be penalized (they are often located in places that are not much interesting from the environmental side). 
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