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Conclusions and recommendations

The EESC welcomes the Commission's Communicatiah@fruture of Food and Farming and
believes that a strong, well-funded Common Agrimat Policy (CAP) is essential for
sustainable and viable agriculture in the EU.

The future CAP must meet the original objectivelsdsavn in the Treaty of Rome as well as
new objectives around the environment, climate ghand biodiversity, while at the same time
ensuring that the European model of agriculturen&ntained and remains competitive and
viable, to meet the needs of European citizens.newe CAP must also adopt and deliver on the
targets set down in the UN Sustainable DeveloprGeats (SDGs) and COP21.

The EESC welcomes the direction of the reformsthechew proposals on subsidiarity and the
new delivery model, and highlights the need to enshiat they are implemented in a way that
protects the common policy and single market anthine with the commitments on the
delivery of simplification. However, the EESC beks that the communication should have
been more specific. The Committee hoped the Conimnisgould take into account the view of
civil society set out in this opinion in the forthming legislative proposals. The timeline for the
EESC's opinion and EC's legislative proposals wagight.

The EESC supports the CAP two-pillar model, with fhist pillar providing direct payments,
which should be reoriented and which must ensufisrancome for farmers and an incentive
for the delivery of public goods, as well as markapport, and the second pillar supporting
rural areas and fighting depopulation in line witte Cork 2.0 declaration. The EESC is
opposed to co-financing of the first pillar. It lsafor a reasonable level of co-financing of the
second pillar for all Member States. The EESC ésmrcthat direct payments should only go to
active farmers, based on objective criteria retatmagricultural activities and the provision of
public goods.

The EESC supports a strong, well-funded CAP antharease in the EU budget to 1.3% of
GNI in line with the growth in the EU economy. Adede CAP funding must be provided to
address low incomes of farmers and agriculturalkess, inflation and any Brexit shortfall, as
well as additional environmental and climate charegpiirements, and to address the need for
approximation of direct payments between MembeteSttaking into consideration differences
in conditions.

The EESC believes the CAP must support the smadllti@ large, the young and the old, the
new and the established, self-employed farmerdlaid employees, women as well as men, in
such a way as to make life in the countryside @dbl active farmers involved in agricultural
production, delivering public goods, taking care tbe environment and contributing to
employment.

While welcoming the new proposals on subsidianitgt giving greater responsibility to Member
States, the EESC is clear that a strong CAP musnh&iatained, with no renationalisation
putting the single market at risk. Subsidiarity masly apply to the Member State plans on
implementation of the CAP objectives, while pronigiMember States with the flexibility to
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adopt the first and second pillar payment optianbdst suit the farming types, structures and
conditions in specific countries, taking accounthair natural conditions and environment.

The proposed new delivery model around environnhemtd climate change objectives must be
predominantly applied at Member State level. I mth the commitment on simplification, it
must be simple and easy to understand for farmagtisput imposing additional costs. National
strategic plans must be converted at farm level simnhple plans with easily understandable and
simple to measure indicators.

Simplification has been a key feature of commumcabn the CAP for a long time and the
commitment to delivery must be honoured in thiomef The EESC believes this reform is a
real opportunity for simplification and has propdsa list of very specific issues for
implementation. Cross-compliance should be conatdil using technological advances, the
form and rate of on-farm inspections must be reevand optimised and tolerances, if
appropriate, increased in order to avoid spuriaesii@acy; farmers should have the opportunity
to rectify any non-compliance through a close-aotpss prior to a penalty and payment should
be on time. The principle of annuality should applre to avoid the need for retroactive
controls and penalties.

The EESC is very supportive of improved measuresyéming farmers and has proposed six
specific measures including a clear definition otigg farmers to address the critical issue of
generational renewal in agriculture.

From a positive environmental perspective and @epto increase the grassland area across the
EU, the EESC recommends stronger direct suppaactive farmers for permanent grassland
with a higher level payment.

The CAP after 2020 must strengthen the positiofaohers in the supply chain so they can
achieve a fair income and are not the weakestitinthe chaifl. The CAP must protect the
functioning of the single market, with mandatorlgdHing of the origin of agricultural products
which will not inhibit the free movement of goodasthe EU.

The EESC believes that the CAP must be complimgmtacomprehensive food polif:y
The EU needs sustainable food consumption thateotsphe requirement for low carbon
emissiond and high environmental and climate change stasdardline with the circular

economy and environmentally-friendly farming.

Agriculture involves not only food production bus@ management of agricultural land, use of
water resources and environmental preservation.EB®C therefore calls on the Commission

EESC opinion offractors that influence CAP post 20Z0J C 75, 10.3.2017, p. 21

EESC opinion onCivil society's contribution to the development af comprehensive food policy in the EU
0J C 129, 11.4.2018, p. 18

EESC opinion oi€limate JusticeOJ C 81, 2.3.2018, p. 22
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to protect the land at EU level from being grabbad diverted irreversibly to other uses — and
from degradation, desertification, abandonmentlugoh and erosioh A close link between
agriculture and forestry should also be recognised.

The EESC believes that there must be a much mdrerent strategy between the CAP and the
international trade policy being pursued by the R€cognising that a trade policy is crucial for
the success of the CAP, the EESC considers thanawytrade agreements must insist that
European standards across the critical issuesoof $afety, environmental impact, animal and
plant health and welfare, and labour conditionsfalie respected.

The importance of agriculture and the future of foa and farming

Sustainable and viable agriculture is the only@etiiat can fulfil the most basic need for the
human population in terms of food production, amtagh land management and maintenance
it also provides essential public goods, relatiaghte environmental protection of our water,
soil, air and biodiversity resources.

As well as the provision of public goods, agrictdtuforestry and fisheries, with 11 million
farmers, create 22 million jobs directly on farrmsla further 22 million jobs within the wider
food sector across Europe in related areas suploasssing, trade, transport and even science,
research and education. Agriculture could contebnotore effectively to economic output,
growth and jobs across rural areas, if the bagiditions were changed appropriately.

Farming and agriculture have a vital role to playhe Future of Europe and delivering on the
targets set down in both the UN SDGs and the comerits under the #1Conference of the
Parties (COP21). Under the Future of Food and FeymEuropean agriculture can deliver
major benefits to society, through an improved fabdin, in terms of providing an abundant
supply of safe and affordable food and raw mateiiala sustainable fashion that protects our
key environmental resources of soil, water, air hindliversity and also return fair incomes to
farmers through viable prices.

The EESC believes that as well as meeting the k@gctives set down in the Treaty of Rome
involving 1) increasing agricultural productivit) ensuring a fair standard of living for
farmers, 3) stabilising markets, 4) the availapitf supplies and 5) ensuring reasonable prices
for consumers, in the future the CAP must alsovdelmore, especially on the environment,
climate change and biodiversity, as well as sasgles and employment in rural areas.

The EESC acknowledges that the CAP objectives efTiteaties of Rome have evolved over
time and all the objectives have not been achienefdll. One aim was, and is, to generate
sufficient income by raising farm productivity. Afierms are indeed now more productive than
ever but incomes are often insufficient, and difggments have in many cases replaced "fair
and just" prices that can be obtained on the marlfgttive farmers require CAP single farm
payments in addition to market returns.

EESC opinion oand use for sustainable food production and edesyserviceg0J C81, 2.3.2018, p. 72
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The EESC believes that the following key principtesst form the basis of the future objectives
of the CAP:

* Protecting the European Model of Agriculture wits multifunctional roles and viable
family farms, SMEs, cooperatives and other farmgggtems on a historical base within the
EU. The CAP should make it possible to have suabdénagricultural production in all
regions of the EU;

» Strong direct payments to support viable farm inesm

» Strong rural development action;

» A properly functioning single market;

» A stronger position for the primary producer in ttadue chain;

e Sustainable use and management of the naturalroesoof soil, water, air and biodiversity;

» Environmental protection and climate change miiayat

» Preserving nature and the landscape;

» Support for generational renewal and attractinghgofarmers;

* Promoting employment;

» Protecting jobs and social inclusion;

» Supporting growth and enhancing competitiveness;

» Citizen access to a wide variety of sustainablydpoed food including regional products, Gl
products and organic food;

» Adopting a coherent trade policy in line with CABjextives;

» Mandatory designation of origin as a source of ddddue for consumers;

* Prioritising training actions focused on the imprment of production and the quality of
food;

» Allowing circular migration flows to answer prodigrt needs with seasonal workers from
third countries;

» Boosting the digitalisation of rural areas, farmawjivity and the food supply chain.

The EESC believes that the new proposals in the milssmon's communication around
subsidiarity and the new delivery model are positind, implemented in the correct fashion,
can have a major positive impact on the CAP at feewel in terms of simplification and
reducing bureaucracy and also in terms of bettgrsidg measures to varying conditions in
Member States and making the policy more focusetherenvironment and climate change.
The EESC also believes that, to this end, some lshsinges to the CAP are needed, some of
which are included in Commission proposals. If grbp implemented, they could have a
positive impact on agriculture and on the actuaieaement of the CAP's objectives.

The CAP must reflect the key objectives and targetsdown in the UN SDGs and COP21.
These include no poverty which involves improviagnfi incomes, fighting hunger, good health
and well-being, good education, clean water andag#on, affordable and clean energy, decent
work and economic growth, reduced inequalitiespoasible production and consumption,
climate action, and protection of water and lifetba land. The EESC believes that the CAP
must respect these key goals and this should Hectedl in the conditionality of direct
payments, particularly around land issues and enmiental and labour standards.
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In view of the timing of the progression of the jposals, the EESC proposes that there must be
clear transition arrangements in place, simply bseathe necessary political processes and
subsequent administrative implementation probalasignot be completed before the end of
2022. Enough time must be allowed to move frometkisting policy to the new policy without
any problems. Farmers and the agriculture sected wtarity, stability and planning security;
the EU must avoid the difficulties that arose with last reform.

Budget

Direct payments will have to continue to play aeral safeguarding incomes, as the current
conditions do not enable farmers to generate seffidncome from the sale of their products.
As a market for "public goods" is at the same timdée created for farmers, which is intended
not only to compensate for additional costs to &asrand possible earnings reductions but also
to have a positive impact on incomes - which th&EEtrongly supports - policy-makers must
ensure sufficient financing in order to actually ddde to keep these promises. The EESC is
critical of the fact that the communication doe$ contain any analysis of the real financial
needs of the new "fairer and greener" CAP

The EESC therefore calls for the creation of argfrioudget for the CAP, but considers that this
is at risk. In order to meet the new demands onQA® around the delivery of additional
environmental and climate change requirements an feevel, to address the need for
approximation of direct payments between MembeteSttaking into consideration differences
in conditions, to continue to be able to reacthe pressures from low farm incomes and to
close the income gap with other sectors in so@ety deal with inflation, the CAP budget will
probably need to be substantially increased.

Since the 1980s, expenditure under the CAP haseedinom about 70% of the EU budget to
38%. The CAP budget was not increased when the eunfbEU Member States rose sharply
by eighteen and EU agricultural land increasedifogmtly.

The EESC notes the EP's proposals to increase Whbuiget from 1.0% of GNI to at least
1.3%. It remains unclear how much of this additionaney will go to agriculture and whether
this will be enough to support a sufficient and cqade CAP budget and meet all of the
ambitious targets and requirements. Both civil egciand the European Parliament back a
strong budget and the stability that goes witiCAP reform proposals without a sufficient CAP
budget will not succeed.

Any shortfall in the EU budget and especially th&RCbudget as a result of Brexit must be
made up for by additional contributions from Meml$ates. In addition, proposals to finance
new EU measures must involve new funding.

In its opinion NAT/449 the EESC noted that thedfigan agricultural model cannot be bought at worddket prices.
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Subsidiarity

The EESC welcomes the proposal to introduce maosidiarity into the CAP but emphasises
the importance of maintaining a strong Common Agdtical Policy and a strong EU single

market. Subsidiarity cannot be allowed to underntirie CAP or the single market in any way.
In addition, the EESC members highlight their condgat through subsidiarity there cannot be
any renationalisation of the CAP in any Member &tat

Subsidiarity should only apply to the plans develbpy Member States to deliver on the CAP
priorities, while retaining the CAP two-pillar mddérhe EESC welcomes the initiative to
develop the agriculture of migrants' regions ofiori Working standards must be respected for
all employees including seasonal workers.

The role of the Commission in approving and sugémngi the national implementation plans -
and, in the event of non-compliance, imposing fersivhere appropriate - is crucial to ensure
that the CAP remains a common policy.

The key element of positive subsidiarity shouldiftghe area of allowing Member States to
design schemes and operations in the first anchggaiar payments that best suit the farming
types, structures and conditions in specific caaestrwhile at the same time ensuring greater
delivery on climate change and the environment.

Subsidiarity should also provide the flexibility sdlow Member States to adopt the cross-
compliance design, conditions and rules to bedtthai circumstances in their country and in
turn deliver real and substantial simplificatiorfaim level, while retaining proper controls.

New delivery model

The CAP Communication proposes a new delivery masieich through subsidiary will allow
Member States to devise a mixture of mandatoryvahahtary measures in both pillars to meet
environmental and climate objectives defined atl&lgl. It proposes that Member States define
guantified targets in strategic plans so as toeaghidelivery. In addition, it proposes that all
direct payments to farmers will be conditional ondertaking environmental and climate
change practices (or continuing those already @cg)l It also proposes rewarding farmers for
more ambitious voluntary practices, which will regustrong incentive payments.

The EESC is clear that quantified targets, resatd output indicators on environment and
climate change must apply mainly at Member Statelle

At farm level, the new delivery model could inclualesimple plan involving the key aspects of
environmental and climate change measures covetieg protection of soil, water, air,
biodiversity and landscape features as well asamitmanagement.

Additional and higher level payments in the secqilthr would be made where voluntary
enhanced environmental, social, labour and cliroagge conditions apply.

NAT/727 — EESC-2018-00162-00-00-AC-TRA (EN) 8/18
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The EESC considers it is very important that thev rielivery model is in line with the
objectives on simplification and is easy to underdtand apply at farm level.

The application of the new delivery model shouldlingolve any additional costs at farm level
in terms of advisory services or costs of complkamtich will erode direct payments. Any
costs incurred at farm level to meet the increadelivery of compliance with the new
environmental and climate challenges must be reitean higher payments and budget
allocations at Member State level.

The EESC welcomes the Commission's proposals tasmmlithe concept of Smart Farming,
which helps to improve farm incomes while delivgreanvironmental benefits. It would involve
using training, knowledge transfer and technologyhwhe aim of increasing efficiency
regarding inputs of water, energy, fertiliser arttieo inputs such as pesticiaea;s well as
promoting ecological methods of production, such esvironmentally-friendly land
management, organic farming and agroecology.

Simplification

The EESC is very supportive of substantial simgdifion of the CAP and delivery of the
political commitments made on simplification in erdo bring tangible benefits, including a
reduction in the bureaucratic burden on farmermp8fication has been promised in many
previous reforms of the CAP with little or no deiy.

It is critically important that the legislative grosals involve real simplification of the most

bureaucratic elements of the CAP, particularly atbthe on-the-spot checks with regard to aid
applications for area-related aid schemes and exgnsive and complicated cross-compliance
requirements under the Statutory Management Regamts (SMRs) and GAEC, that farmers

have to comply with. At the same time, it is impmitt that an effective and efficient risk-based
control system is introduced which in any casénikeld to an upstream advisory and incentive
system for farmers.

While there was a small level of welcome simplifica in the Omnibus Regulation, further
changes need to be made to deliver on the objestisinplification.

The EESC proposes the introduction of simplificatiacross the following areas, through the
new delivery model, subsidiarity and the better efsmodern technologies, taking advantage of
the resources and tools of the Joint Research €6RC).

» A full review and redesign of the control systenfaam level is necessary to make it more
efficient and less bureaucratic: based on an aitpyminciple (without retroactive controls),
a focus on guidance and correction shall replatieedfirst stage penalties and sanctions;

» Improved use of new technology, satellite inspectiad remote sensing could replace some
of the cross-compliance on-the-spot checks;

EESC opinion o\ possible reshaping of the CABJ C 288, 31.8.2017, p. 10
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* The current SMRs and GAEC should be optimised withkmnmpromising on controls or
standards;

» Tolerances should be increased to take accourtteo$pecificities of real farm operations,
where in many circumstances it may be a one-peogpanation, and appropriate time to
correct or rectify any non-compliance should bevjgted;

* Inspections should not hold up payments and a yaicapplying any penalties in the
following year for all eligibility and cross-compince/SMRs should apﬁly

Subsidiarity provides Member States with the opputy to adopt increased levels of
simplification at farm level to suit particular ciimstances, while at the same time maintaining
the delivery of public goods.

Direct payments, rural development and CMO

A recent report from the European Court of AuditQE€CA) has highlighted that the basic
payment scheme (BPS) for farmers is operationallyrack, but its impact on simplification,
targeting and the convergence of aid levels igdichiln addition, the ECA states that the BPS is
a significant source of income for many farmers las inherent limitations. It does not take
into account market conditions, use of agricultueadd or individual circumstances of the
holding and it is not based on an analysis of trexall income situation of farmers.

For many farmers, direct payments have thus bedbmeanost important instrument of the
CAP® and critically important to European agricultuisapporting farm incomes, contributing to
protecting the EU model of agriculture and suppagrtithe highest levels of food and
environmental standards because farmers can oftdanger obtain a sufficient income from
production and the sale of their products on thekataOn average, direct payments made up
46% of farm income for about 7 million farmers, edng 90% of farmed land across the’EU
In some sectors and regions, direct payments ae more important and absolutely essential
for the survival of farming.

The EESC regrets this development, which makes@grie ever more dependent on budget
discussions. In the EESC's view, the CAP must &inst foremost ensure that stabilised markets
(and fair trade agreements) lead to fair incomesifthe sale of sustainably produced products.
At the same time, the EESC welcomes the fact thitypmakers intend to develop a market
for "public goods" with a positive effect on incosne

As is clear from the Commission’s Communications thill require changes in the orientation
of direct payments. The EESC welcomes the factttteCommission is looking at the issue of
whether the current allocation of funds can be ta@ed in its current form. Any change

EESC opinion o\ possible reshaping of the CABJ C 288, 31.8.2017, p. 10, point 4.24

"Farmers need direct support”. Summary of thelt®xf the Public Consultation on modernising aimdpdifying the CAP
(ECORYS) —table 6.1, p. 95.

The Future of Food and Farming COM(2017) 713 final
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would, however, have to preserve one of the kegtagsd the policy: the protection of the well-
functioning internal market the CAP has created tive years.

The EESC is concerned about the lack of supporftdioners who receive little or no direct
payments such as fruit and vegetable growers oli amas or, for example, pasture farmers in
Member States which do not make coupled premiuragadle for their services.

The EESC supports the retention of the CAP twapithodel, with direct payments and market
measures to support farm incomes in the first ipidlad interventions targeting economic,
environmental, labour and social aspects in agtioeiland rural areas, in line with the Cork 2.0
Declaration, in the second pilfar

The EESC supports the proposals for a higher lef/@mbition and focus on environmental
care and climate action across both pillars to niakeCAP greener, where the current policies
have proved to be too bureaucratic and need todake more efficient.

Direct payments must only go to active farmers tase clear objective criteria and regional
practices, centred on agricultural activities amel provision of public goods. Direct payments
must not be available to those who just own landl @@ not actively involved in agricultural

production and do not deliver public goods.

Where necessary, Member States must be allowedotdde an increased level of coupled
payments to strongly support vulnerable sectorsragidns, without any market distortion. This
will help protect biodiversity, grassland-basedvfeng and other sectors in decline and prevent
land abandonment, especially in remote rural amdeese it is not possible to adopt or change to
different farming enterprises. In addition, Meml&tates should have more flexibility to target
second pillar payments to improve the situationvolinerable sectors and areas in decline,
where coupled payments may not be suitable.

The EESC believes that family farms need to bergiwere targeted support. The most suitable
voluntary measures from the first and second padfathe CAP must be employed in order to

improve the economic viability of small farms. Atpntial redistribution of payments among

applicants must not lead to higher land or rentiglgs, or to lower incomes or profits for active

farmers.

Every Member State will have a strategic plan agldpand will take measures to provide
payments to farming based on this. Pillar 1 dimggyments should be capped at a fair and
reasonable level for individual farmers. Adjustngesihould be possible and account should be
taken of partnerships, cooperatives, companies thied number of employees requiring
insurance. Capping should not apply to voluntaryirenmental measures and for those who
provide public goods. Funds recovered from cappmgd be used for redistributive payments.
Member States may take account of employment, dmiroduction and sensitive sectors.

10

EESC Opinion +rom Cork 2.0 Declaration to concrete actiop@s) C 345, 13.10.2017, p. 37
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On the basic payment model, it is proposed thabtrims that have adopted a model other than
the flat basic payment system, such as the hybddeinor approximation model, should be
allowed to retain this model post 2020 if it betserts the circumstances in these courttties
Member States with a single area payment should Ha possibility of abolishing the system
of payment entitlements. A flat rate payment peastése can in some cases benefits arable crop
producers more than labour-intensive sectors, aadivestock and fruit and vegetable farmers.

In order to maintain the CAP as a strong commorpglity, the EESC is of the view that there
must be no co-financing in the first pillar. The &E is not in favour of allowing Member States
to transfer funds from Pillar Il to Pillar I. It ks for a reasonable level of co-financing of the
second pillar for all Member States.

The level of direct aid paid to farmers in the indual EU Member States needs to be further
approximated, to take into consideration differeniceconditions and so create a level playing-
field for farmers in all Member States and to eastire balanced development of rural areas
throughout the EY.

A strong Rural Development Policy with greater rofon manoeuvre under CAP Pillar Il is
essential to support the agricultural, economiejrenmental and social requirements in rural
areas, including more vulnerable regions, in lingnthe Cork 2.0 declaration. Measures should
concentrate in fighting depopulation, in synergyiwother structural policies. The EESC also
stresses the close link between agriculture arebsfior and forest’s role in rural economies.

Payments to areas facing natural or other spemiistraints (ANCs) are one of the measures of
particular relevance to restoring, preserving amthacing ecosystems dependent on agriculture
and forestrﬂl/g’. Support for farmers operating in areas facingimr@tor other specific constraints
is key to maintaining farming in these areas, pnég land abandonment and ultimately rural
depopulation. Member States must have sufficiemarftial allocations from the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) soipport areas facing natural or other
specific constraints.

The EESC continues to support the strengtheningiadfin the areas facing natural or other
specific constraints. This should vary accordinghi degree of disadvantage, which should be
based on the existing biophysical criteria for dataing areas facing natural or other specific
constraints.

The EESC proposes that the current CMO (Common &iatikganisation) be improved and
strengthened so as to provide an effective safettyand market support, particularly in crisis or
challenging times such as the Russian ban or Biexdrder to protect primary producers,

11

12

13

EESC opinion o\ possible reshaping of the CABJ C 288, 31.8.2017

EESC opinion o\ possible reshaping of the CABJ C 288, 31.8.2017, p. 10, point 1.12

Annex VI, Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013.
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processors, consumers, markets and jobs. The EEBVds that the EC legislative proposals
must be much stronger on "markets" and "trade"camtiain meaningful and tangible measures.

The CAP must strengthen the position of farmershab they are not the weakest link in the
supply chaif®. The EESC welcomes the Commission's initiativeret legislative measures to
tackle unfair trading practices. These must be dginbin as soon as possible so that the support
provided by the EU budget is not lost to agricidtbut instead creates value and helps farmers
place their products on the market at fair prices.addition, the EESC recommends
implementing the proposals of the Agri-Market-Té#&skce.

A well-functioning single market must be at the ecasf the CAP. The recent trends of
renationalisation across the single market areuaecaf great concern, resulting in greater price
and market divergence. It is essential to introdudes, where they do not exist, on mandatory
labelling of the origin of agricultural productsdafoodstuffs, something that is necessary to
prevent fraud and enable consumers to make inforchettes precisely so that such rules do
not undermine or inhibit the free movement of goadsthe EU single mark&t Unfair
competition through the non-respect of labour shadsl (contracts, social security, health and
safety at work) gravely endangers the single market

Political uncertainty, climate change and othetdexmean that farmers have to contend ever
more frequently with natural disasters from weat®&d high price fluctuations on the markets.
Farm incomes can be severely affected by volatlarodity prices. The EESC calls on the
Commission and the Member States to provide ingnisnthat will help farmers to effectively
surmount the risks and secure themselves a staddene. The current crisis reserve mechanism
should be reviewed in order to accumulate finan@aburces to enable effective responses to
crisis situations. The EESC is clear that stromgalipayments are the best way to guarantee
farmers' incomes.

Young farmers, generational renewal, new farmers ashwomen in agriculture

The number of young farmers is steadily decliniag, is the number of farmers overall.
However, the rapid fall in farmer numbers from 1#blion to 10.7 milliort® in the previous
budget period covers all age groHp@espite the same support opportunities throughCtAP,
the number of young farmers and the proportion tneke up in the individual Member States
vary greatlf/g. In 2016, only 31.8% of EU agricultural workersree@inder forty, compared with
42.4% in the working population as a wHdle
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EESC opinion offractors that influence CAP post 20Z0J C 75, 10.3.2017, p. 21

EESC opinion o\ possible reshaping of the CABJ C 288, 31.8.2017, p. 10

Ten million in the EU-28 in 2015 (EUROSTAT 2017).
The number of farmers in the EU-27: 14.5 milli@0@5), 10.7 million (2013).
The biggest drop over 2007-2013 in Poland, Gernaamyltaly, while numbers rose in Romania and Si@v¢Eurostat).

2016 Labour Force Survey (LFS).
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8.3

8.4

8.5

9.1

9.2

The EESC proposes that CAP support for young fasraed generational renewal be improved.
In addition, Member States should be given theilfiéty to provide young farmers and young
farm workers with measures for stable incomes bixefits or other incentive schemes. They
should also adopt measures to incorporate new farfover 40 years of age) to take into
account the increasing job mobility in rural areast is increasing in cities.

The EESC proposes that the definition of a youmgnéa be clarified as a person under 40 years
of age who has the necessary qualifications andsntbe requirements as set down for an
active farmer.

Young farmers face great risk, high costs and aremain income from their businesses. The
EESC makes the following specific proposals to sup@nd assist young farmers and
generational renewal:

» Improving incomes and investment support througieiased Pillar | and Pillar Il payments
for young qualified farmers;

* Increasing the 25% top-up for young farmers inaPilj

* Introducing a retirement scheme for farmers wishimgexit and pass on their holdings to
young qualified farmers in Pillar 1l, including agvision for a land mobility scheme;

* Introducing an installation-type scheme and otlaegdated measures for young farmers to
help them get established in Pillar I,

» Providing additional income in the form of a payméor five years, for young people who
establish small farms producing for local markitgyrder to allow them to set up gradually;

» Developing financial instruments to assist in thevjsion of low cost start-up capital or
loans;

» Innovation and knowledge-transfer support tailda¥d/oung farmers.

At 35.1%, the proportion of women working in agtiove in the EU is lower than that of
women in employment generally at 45.9% and varigeificantly between Member States.
However, the role women play in the labour forcedsy significant. It is therefore important
that measures are included in the CAP to get maen into agriculture and to give them
greater motivation.

Elements of high environmental added value

The EESC welcomes the strong focus on the envirotraad climate change in the CAP
Communication and particularly on the protectionl austainability of soils, water, air and
biodiversity at farm level.

In addition to its productive functions, permangrdassland, which accounts for more than 20%
of the EU area, has a wide range of other functittheas manifest environmental benefits,

particularly in terms of carbon sequestration awodlagical stability as a major source of

biodiversity in agricultural areas.
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10.3

For this reason and in order to increase the EGstaad area, the EESC recommends that the
CAP policy allows the Member States to providetejrgyer direct support to active farmers for
permanent grassland, with a new higher level gragspayment and b) support for marketing
initiatives for the products of grazing. As a prgrisite for receiving higher amounts of aid, the
applicant must comply with the required minimumcgiag rate and grazing period. However,
it also notes a number of problems in the eligipitif permanent grassland in the Land Parcel
Identification System (LPI§9 due to shortcomings in monitoring or incompleterse data,
which results in payment of aid for ineligible asea

The EESC also notes long-standing terminology sbarings in the description of grasslands.
We would propose using the unifying concept of fpement grassland”, which would remove
the terminology divergence inherited from past qnﬁl. The regulation should also better
define and take into account non-herbaceous gramigg animal production, as is prominent
in many parts of the EU, as they play an essemialin environmental protection.

Land is a limiting factor first for farming and thdor other sectors. Across the EU various
measures are in place, legislative as well as agisihtive, to protect land. However, a common
European framework would ensure the sustainableandeprotection of agricultural land and
soil€?, Protecting the health and fertility of the sdibsld be one of the objectives set at EU
level as part of the new CAP delivery model. TheSEEis in favour of drawing up and
implementing an EU protein strategy to increasessdficiency in protein feed.

Trade and international issues

As the world’s largest net-exporter of agricultugalods, the success of European farming is to
a significant extent based on trade with third ¢oas. The potential in future fair and mutually
beneficial free trade deals should be used to gtesathe continued contribution to jobs and
farmers’ income.

The EESC is of the view that there must be a muohemoherent strategy between the CAP
and the trade policy being pursued by the EU. Tid> Gs positively driving a policy of
supporting the family farm and other EU farm stanes, as well as higher standards across the
key areas of food safety, the environment and labidawever, in trade negotiations such as
Mercosur, the EU is accepting food imports whicth tia meet EU food safety standards, are
produced with lower environmental standards aralljotinacceptable labour standards.

Any EU trade agreements must respect the prinagblédood sovereignty and community
preference, involving EU food for EU citizens, amdommon external tariff. The maintenance
and protection of the highest level of standardsamitary, phytosanitary, environmental and
labour conditions are necessary to prevent carsakalge and job losses.
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European Court of Auditor§pecial report 25/2016

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/32072/pe0003Gepdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explaineléf.php/Glossary:Permanent_grassland

EESC opinion oand use for sustainable food production and edesyserviceg0J C81, 2.3.2018, p .72
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Recent examples on positive trade include the Flafdagreement, where equivalent standards
were maintained and no major carbon leakage orlgebes were involved. In contrast, the
proposed EU/Mercosur deal involves major carbohkaga due to the continuing destruction of
the Amazon rainforests, additional greenhouse gaissions and job losses. Greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions from Brazilian beef are estimated@& kg CQ-eg/kg compared to EU
production at 19 kg C&eq/kg. The Economic Partnership Agreements witlveldping
countries should bear in mind the effects on empkyt and social standards in their
destination countries.

Food and health

EU farmers and the CAP ensure that the citizenshef European Union are guaranteed
sufficient quantitie?s3 of high-quality food that is affordable, safe gmdduced in compliance
with environmental standards. The CAP is the enghthechanism for agriculture, which is the
basis of the EU food indusfr‘iz

The EESC highlights that existing EU policy tooked to be realigned and harmonised in order
to deliver environmentally, economically and socigturally sustainable food systems. The

EESC also reiterates that a comprehensive fooctypahould be complementary to — not

replace — a reshaped CRP

The EESC calls on the EC to ensure that — witheav\tb protecting consumers — production
requirements in the internal market for the benefithe environment and farm animals and
SPS, as well as social standards, are also apitathird-country imports.

Brussels, 24 May 2018

Luca Jahier
The president of the European Economic and Sodair@ittee

N.B.:

Appendix | overleaf
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Article 39(1)(e) of the Treaty of Lisbon (TFEU).
JRC Evaluation of the EU livestock sector contiitnuto the EU greenhouse gas emissions 2010.

EESC opinion o\ possible re-shaping of the CABJ C 288, 31.08.2017, p..10
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APPENDIX |
TO THE OPINION
Of the
European Economic and Social Committee

At least one quarter of the votes cast opposeddhgromise amendment of this paragraph of the
Section opinion:

Point 7.11

Pillar 1 direct payments should be capped at a &aid reasonable level for individual active
farmers, (e.g. equal to the income of a comparalmeker). Adjustments should be possible
and account should be taken of partnerships, catpess, companies and the number of
employees with social security. Capping should apply to voluntary environmental
measures and for those who provide public goodsndE recovered from capping could be
used for redistributive payments.

Voting

Votes in favour: 92
Votes against: 85
Abstentions: 30

N.B.: Appendix Il overleaf
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APPENDIX Il
TO THE OPINION
Of the
European Economic and Social Committee

This compromise amendment was rejected but recaivisdist one quarter of the votes cast:

Point 7.13

In order to maintain the CAP as a strong commonlicy, the EESC is of the view that
there must be no co-financing in the first pill&oth a strong Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 are
essential for a new, reshaped CAP with flexibleaR@revelopment Programmes available
across all Member States, including Areas of Ndtutanstraint (ANC) focused on
vulnerable regions and sectors—Fhe-EESC-is—ndavwedur—ofallowing—Member-States to
transferfundsfrom-Pillar Hto-Pillar-1. It calldor a reasonable level of co-financing of the
second pillar — both minimum and maximum limiter-all Member States.

Voting

Votes in favour: 73
Votes against: 98
Abstentions: 37
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