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We support the thrust of these proposals insofar as they are directed at paying for environmental public goods not provided by the market.

We support the vision for “agriculture that produces healthy, safe, high quality food while using natural resources in a rational and environmentally sensitive way.” To this we would add the phrase “and feeds Europe”. There is no point in supporting environmentally friendly farming if this leads to lower home production and more imports of staples from outside Europe.

We agree that farming, landscape and wildlife have co-evolved in Europe over thousands of years and will continue to do so. We also agree that there are traditional High Nature Value (HNV) farming systems which we could lose without support. If HNV farms are to be supported there must be good scientific evidence (refereed papers) that clearly demonstrate the public benefit (e.g. biodiversity).

We are not convinced that organic farming has scientifically proved that it delivers environmental benefits in relation to biodiversity and that it justifies a unique funding stream within a reformed CAP. Promoting organic farming could compromise the extent to which Europe could feed itself. A recent analysis for the UK suggests that with conventional farming one hectare of arable land plus 1.5 hectares of pasture will feed 14 people; whereas with organic farming one hectare of arable and one hectare of pasture will only support 7.5 people. Organic food is a lifestyle choice and should be supported by the market - not by subsidy.

We support most of the policy objectives outlined in section 2 save:-  
You should add food quantity to food quality.  We are not convinced the CAP can do much to help adaption to climate change. Farmers are best placed to do this for themselves.  We support maintaining landscapes, but we are dubious about rural heritage unless there is a significant nature conservation value.  We do not think supporting animal welfare and connecting producers with consumers is a good idea. Attitudes vary hugely between nations and a forced agenda is not helpful.

We are not entirely convinced that the five area based schemes proposed in section five are right: -.  The proposed Basic Farm Sustainability Scheme does not seem to be up to the standard of English Entry-Level Stewardship which we regard as basic. 
We are not in favour of an organic scheme.  There should be a higher tier agri-environment scheme but it should be open to all farmers and not specifically targeted. Targeting inevitably coerces some farmers and disappoints others. We want schemes to better reward outcomes rather than pay solely for following habitat prescriptions. This would mean paying farmers for the presence of birds and other wildlife not simply for retaining their habitats. Successful wildlife management is not just about habitat. We have in mind rewards above and beyond the income forgone principle, which by definition, provides no motivation. 

Proposed changes: 

To the vision statement add: “and feeds Europe”.


Omit support schemes for organic farming.  To policy objectives add food quantity as well as food quality.  Remove references to climate change. CAP can’t do much here.  

Omit supporting animal welfare and connecting producers with consumers. 
The proposed Basic Farm Sustainability Scheme should be up to the standard of English Entry-Level Stewardship. Targeting agri-environment schemes is only partially useful. Targeting inevitably coerces some farmers and disappoints others. 
We want schemes to better reward outcomes rather than pay solely for following habitat prescriptions. This would mean paying farmers for the presence of birds and other wildlife not simply for retaining their habitats. Successful wildlife management is not just about habitat. We have in mind rewards above and beyond the income forgone principle, which by definition, provides no motivation. 
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