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The premise of recent CAP reform 

• Public money for public goods 

• Lift the baseline 

• Context 

– EU biodiversity strategy – target 3:  

• Action 9. “Better target Rural Development to 

biodiversity conservation” 

– first time co-decision 

– MFF reform 

– 28 Member States 

 

 



The money - progressive part of 

CAP goes down 
• RD budget has been slashed by 

13,4 % compared  to previous 

period  

• 5 countries (HR, MT, PL, SK, HU) will 

transfer around 3 billion EUR 

from 2nd to 1st pillar  
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Lifting the baseline with greening? 

Ecological Focus Area - an empty shell? 

• N fixing crops vs landscape elements 

• Use of pesticides is allowed 

Permanent grassland – avoid destruction? 

• Only 8 MS designated all grasslands 

• 6 MS designated < 1/2 grasslands 

Crop diversification – stop monoculture? 

• 1/4 of arable land exempted 

• Monoculture deemed green (FR) 



RD - Good intentions & numbers 
• MS asked to maintain the 2007-2013 level of 

efforts + spend 30% on envi & clima measures 

• MS asked to increase targeting in AEM (ECA) 

• RD spending allocated to priority 4 protection 

of ecosystems: 43% 

• Agri-environment: 16.8.% of total public exp. 

• Minimum spending requirement: 43%  

• Total agricultural  land under contracts 

supporting biodiversity and/or landscapes: 

19% 

 



RD – too often sad reality (1) 
• Numbers do not say anything about quality 

and delivery for biodiversity 

• The measures counted include 

– some well-designed AEM 

– a lot of broad and shallow measures with 

questionable environmental benefit (e.g. nutrient 

balance, no-tillage with high use of glyphosates,..) 

– potentially harmful spending 

• Controllability demands support trend to 

“broad and shallow” schemes  

• Lack of advisory undermines targeted scheme 
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• AEM budgets reduced and targeted 
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(e.g. FI, PL, SI, SK, DE, ...)  

• Decades of conservation work at risk of being 

lost (e.g. Emilia Romagna - IT)  
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RD – too often sad reality (2) 
• AEM budgets reduced and targeted 

biodiversity schemes missing or underfunded 

(e.g. FI, PL, SI, SK, DE, ...)  

• Decades of conservation work at risk of being 

lost (e.g. Emilia Romagna - IT)  

• Money going to arable farming where 

grassland is the problem (e.g. LV, ES, …) 

• Positive exceptions exist (e.g. AU) - increased 

budget for targeted, good AEM 

 



RD – An example: Poland 

Marek Jobda 
Tomka 
Skorupskiego 
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RD – An example: Poland 

• 30,79% is allocated for objective 4 of RD 

• BUT: highest proportion (16,3%) goes to 

support for Areas of Natural Constraint.  

• ANC is characterized by unsustainable  

farming methods (industrial animal 

husbandry, high use of synthetic fertilizers, 

etc.) – NGO analysis 

• Budget for targeted biodiversity schemes 

has been decreased 

 



Thank you 

http://europe.birdlife.org - @BirdLifeEurope 

trees.robijns@birdlife.org 

 


