We warmly welcome your Proposal for a new EU Common Agricultural Policy, which is an important contribution to the growing debate about the role of agriculture in Europe and the future shape of the CAP. There is much common ground here with our own thinking, which is substantially captured in the vision for the future of the CAP published by the UK Land Use Policy Group  (LUPG) in March 2009 Securing our Common Future through Environmentally Sustainable Land Management, The Land Use Policy Group Vision for the Future of the CAP post 2013.  A more recent statement of our views on the subject is in the evidence we submitted to the inquiry into the future of the CAP being carried out on behalf of the Scottish Government by Brian Pack.
We wholeheartedly agree with many of your fundamental points. We are faced with a considerable challenge ahead in terms of the environmental sustainability of agriculture and it is increasingly clear that the future of agriculture and the CAP are issues with not only a European, but a global dimension.

We agree that the CAP needs to move away from the inherited system that still strongly reflects patterns of production, to one that more explicitly reflects the wider benefits that agriculture provides – or could provide – for society at large. We support the very clear case your vision makes in relation to a system based principally on rewarding farmers and other land managers for public goods. While we recognise the need for radical change, however, we acknowledge that the transformation will need to be progressive, to allow businesses to adapt, but also because there are limitations to our knowledge and expertise. For instance, we’re not at all sure that it would be possible to move in one step (or even several steps) to a system  that excludes payments based on generic or ‘unverifiable’ public goods - because we are not yet at the point where we can specify them or measure them as precisely as that implies. And I’m not at all sure that we would share quite such an ’atomistic’ view of public goods.
Much of the farming that gives rise to the most valued public goods in Scotland is inherently unprofitable. Any system based on public goods has to take into account the need to support the incomes of the farmers who provide these benefits, and it may well be more appropriate to provide such support for particular farming systems, rather than only in the form of payments for specified environmental goods.

There is much in the proposal for a Basic Farm Sustainability Scheme nevertheless that we would see as a justifiable replacement for the Single Farm Payment – and indeed this acknowledges the potential of all types of farming (with the possible exception of gashouse crops and intensive livestock) to produce worthwhile public goods. We are rather less comfortable with the name you suggest for it. ‘Basic farm sustainability’ is surely what we should be trying to achieve as the responsibility of the industry, i.e. the base-line achieved by regulation, with the costs internalised. This is what you seem to be saying in the text, but the label may lead people to think otherwise. The proposal for setting aside a proportion of land to be managed for environmental purposes (Environmental Priority Areas), which we and LUPG have advocated in the past has been quickly dismissed as an unreasonable demand in relation to cross-compliance. It may receive more favourable consideration as a rewardable public good.
There may be cases, as with the Habitats and Birds Directive and water Framework Directive, where fulfilling the basic regulatory requirements requires more effort than is generally the case and may involve the active management of habitats. We need to recognise this.

The measures you propose cover a wide range of environmental objectives, but in some cases they perhaps focus rather too narrowly on the needs of certain farming systems. We feel it is important that a future CAP should address the potential of conventional or more intensive systems to deliver public goods, or where appropriate, the transitional assistance that may be required to comply with higher standards. Although these things are covered in your report, they perhaps need more emphasis (relative to HNV systems) within the current debate than your report gives them.
It might be helpful with reference to public goods, to draw a clearer distinction between those that involve ‘capital’ expenditure, i.e. one-off or short-term payments aimed at achieving the transition to a more diversified economy and investing in environmental assets) - and those involving revenue-type payments, either in the form of targeted income support for (e.g.) HNV farming, or ongoing payments for management required to maintain a consistent supply of environmental public goods. 
We believe there are potential advantages in combining environmental, social and economic (insofar as it is justifiable) support in a comprehensive package of measures to fulfil more broadly based rural development objectives. This, at least in principle, has been an aim of the Scotland Rural Development Programme 2007-13.
We very much look forward to any opportunity there may be for discussing all this further.
Peter Pitkin
Programme Manager, Land and Freshwater Management

Scottish Natural Heritage
2

