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EEB’S VISION FOR EUROPEAN AGRICULTURE

Executive Summary
Despite successive reforms starting in the early 1990s, the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is still 
far from being an instrument that will inspire more sustainable farming practices. The current Health 
Check of the CAP is unlikely to result in any significant steps in the right direction and in some cases 
may even step backwards from earlier reforms. In this paper the EEB outlines its vision for agriculture 
in Europe, what the objectives and instruments should be for a truly sustainable common agricultural 
policy after 2013, the end of the current financial commitment period, as well as those steps that 
should be taken before 2013. 

Current discussions on the CAP Health Check and the future of the CAP are taking place at a mo-
ment when agricultural markets have changed fundamentally, going from decades of surpluses and 
overproduction to a situation of scarcity and higher prices. At the same time, prevailing agricultural 
practices remain one of the main drivers for environmental degradation and ecosystem breakdown. 
The legitimacy of the current agriculture subsidy system within this context has ceased to exist and 
a fundamental rethink of the CAP is now more necessary then ever.

EEB believes that a Common Agricultural Policy in Europe should have the following objectives: 
 
1. Environmental quality: preserve and improve the environmental quality of the farmland and its 

immediate surroundings. 

2. Landscape and biodiversity protection: help preserve and improve agriculture- related land-
scapes and biodiversity by providing a stable network of relevant biotopes on or alongside 
farmland. 

3. Global food security: ensure a basic and stable level of food production in the EU for its residents, 
based in principle (in terms of net land use) on self-sufficiency and taking the need for global food 
security into account.

 
4. Food quality, safety and transparency: produce socially responsible, environmentally friendly, 

animal friendly, safe and healthy food in a transparent food chain where the final consumer can 
trace products to their origin.

5. Resource efficiency: the agricultural sector should contribute to the sustainable use of resources, 
an increase in resource efficiency and a reduction of the use of land, water, energy and materi-
als.

6. Mitigation and adaptation to climate change: the agricultural sector can play a role, especially 
in water management, to better cope with extreme precipitation and droughts, reducing green-
house gas emissions and increasing their uptake and long term storage in soil or plantations. 

7. Fair farming income and vital rural communities. Sustainable agriculture should also be socially 
and economically sustainable.

Not all policy measures relevant for a more sustainable farming are necessarily part of a Common 
Agriculture Policy and some measures can serve multiple objectives. EEB believes the following 
policy measures should be further developed in order to help meet the above objectives: 
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The EU should develop a labelling system which would encourage farmers to incre-
mentally improve their sustainability performance in a way that is visible for consum-

ers. The sustainability criteria for such a scheme should be subject to regular review in order to allow 
for innovation to set new thresholds. This new scheme should not replace existing private labelling 
schemes but rather should help simplify consumer choice and allow for an objective comparison 
between the schemes.

At a time of high prices for agricultural produce, relying solely on voluntary schemes 
to protect biodiversity, water and soil is not sufficient, especially in regions with 

intensive croplands. A mandatory environmental scheme is therefore necessary to capture the 
environmental benefits from the old set-aside regime and to protect water bodies from agricultural 
run off, soils from erosion and provide crucial habitat for farmland biodiversity.

Addressing price volatility will be part of agricultural policy, now and after 2013. But 
past mistakes that led to overproduction and the associated environmental problems 

must be avoided. A system that helps level off extremes by buying and selling strategic stocks at 
market prices, similar to the role of a central bank in financial markets, is one option that could be 
realised to address this problem. 

EEB believes these policy measures should be part of a post-2013 CAP. However some of these 
steps can and must be taken now under the Health Check, for example the adoption of a new envi-
ronmental set-aside scheme. But, just as importantly, the EU should agree to a significant increase in 
modulation rates (shifting money from direct support to rural development schemes), a strengthen-
ing of cross compliance to include water management and the adoption of f lanking measures to 
compensate for the environmental impacts of abolishing the milk quota. 

But a number of important policy measures that need to be taken to achieve more sustainable agri-
culture are outside the remit of the CAP. Most importantly, the EU should abandon its biofuels target, 
develop an effective soil protection policy starting with the adoption of a robust Soil Framework 
Directive, promote the use of environmental taxes and levies, promote more sustainable consump-
tion patterns including reduced meat consumption and step up implementation efforts for existing 
environmental legislation. 

Public payments should be directly linked to the delivery of well-defined public 
goods, the most important ones being environmental services which go beyond 

what is legally required under existing EU environmental legislation. 

Public money for public goods 

Sustainability criteria

Permanent environmental set aside

Strategic reserves
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Introduction
In the EU about 14 million farms, with almost 30 million people working on them, comprise 45 % of 
the land area. They provide a number of crucial biological and ecological services, such as food and 
fodder, renewable non-food products (e.g., fibres), landscape, biodiversity, water management, the 
recycling of nutrients and organic waste, as well as a number of social services such as employment, 
rural vitality and tourism. Farming, the related suppliers and the food and fibre industries, comprise 
an important economic sector. 

Proper land use and management determine the future possibilities for 
continuing to provide all these services.

The EU has begun to reform its common agricultural policy (the CAP), 
under pressure from world trade concerns, environmental concerns, 
problems with production surpluses and the enormous budget 
involved. The increase in the number of recipients of subsidies due to 
enlargement has added to these budget concerns, which is partially 
to blame for the pressure coming from EU citizens. The Health Check 
process currently under way should prepare further steps in this 
reform process. 

As the reform process will not, and should not, stop with the changes 
proposed in the Health Check, in this document EEB outlines its vision 
on how agriculture in the EU should develop from a heavily subsidised 
and disputed sector with negative environmental impacts into a sector 
which provides the above-mentioned services, as well as additional 
services which are currently not profitable in a sustainable way, from 
both an EU and a global perspective. We also indicate what this means 
for a true reform of the CAP.

EU agriculture: some figures 

45% of the EU land area is agricultural land. 

The agricultural area in the EU is used as: 

Permanent crops 9% –

Permanent grassland 29% –

Arable land in the EU 27 60%  –

In addition, 36% of the total EU area is woodland

Top 5 EU countries with largest area of organic farming 
(% of total farmland):

Austria 11.0 

Italy 8.4 

Greece 7.2 

Estonia 7.2 

Czech Republic 7.2 

Source: Eurostat website June 2008

Using 45 % of total land, of which one sixth can be irrigated, the agricultural 
sector has an enormous influence on landscape, ecosystems (biodiversity) and 

hydrological systems in the EU. On the one hand the development of environmental policies in 
the EU is slowing down the negative impacts of the sector, which had grown enormously over the 
last decades. Developments in science and technology have enabled efficiency improvements in 
terms of resource use and emissions. Another positive trend is the growing market share of organic 
agriculture, largely driven by consumer concerns, encouraging a maturing of the sector. On the 
other hand adverse impacts have been increasing due to technological developments which enabled 
larger scale, more intensive ways of farming. With the liberalisation and globalisation of markets, the 
larger scale of agriculture and high capital investments, specialisation has increased, in some cases 
leading to an enormous increase in distance between the various links in the production chain (e.g. 
imports of tapioca, soya, cassava).  More adverse impacts are likely to result from an expected rise 
in agricultural production triggered by the rising global demand for food, fodder and non-food 
agricultural products such as energy crops or fibres. Policies to combat climate change – lobbied 
by the agricultural sector - have mistakenly put a large emphasis on growing energy crops and their 
claimed environmental benefits are now increasingly questioned. 

In addition to population growth there is increasing purchasing power in a number of emerging 
economies, resulting in a higher demand for meat and dairy which require more land and resources 
(such as water) than vegetables. Richer societies tend to have a higher food (calorie) intake as well, 
often using more than is needed. Another trend is that richer societies consume more space for 
housing and infrastructure. These urban developments are often at the cost of agricultural land. 
In addition, the world is losing fertile soil due to erosion, desertification and pollution resulting 
from unsustainable land use practices. When land becomes scarce, the prices of agricultural land 
increase and this also increases the pressure to use the land more intensively leading in turn to more 
degradation. 

Important trends 
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Land scarcity leads to increasing conflicts of interests for land use, at the global as well as at the 
European level: food production, natural areas, housing, biomass and energy production, mining, 
forestry, tourism, roads, etc. Food scarcity and security is rapidly heading towards the top of the 
political agenda, with an increase in hunger amongst the poor worldwide.

In addition to these pressures, the effects of climate change will increasingly affect agricultural 
production due to shifting climate patterns and more extreme weather events. At the same time the 
agricultural sector can help in mitigating climate change.

As the first importer and second exporter of agricultural products in the world, the EU is highly 
inf luenced by changing international trade patterns. The current liberalisation of agricultural markets 
in the WTO means that world market prices are likely to become more important drivers for behav-
iour of farmers. Unconditional exposure to the free market leads to intensification and scaling-up 
of farms, pushing smaller farms out of business. Market forces will therefore have to be steered, to 
respect and protect environmental and social objectives, inside the EU as well as outside. 

All these trends, which we have only briefly described here and not at all comprehensively, have 
been described more in depth elsewhere, for example in the OECD Environmental Outlook 2030, 
UNEP’s Global Environment Outlook 4 and the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.

Objectives for European agricultural policy1. 
Because of the specific character of agriculture EEB finds it reasonable for society to set a number 
of appropriate objectives and contribute financially for the additional services which the agricultural 
sector provides for which there is no market. 

Some of the objectives take up sustainability activities which are called for, and already exist to 
varying degrees, in other sectors. Despite agriculture’s specific nature, there is no reason farmers 
should be exempt from sustainability demands that producers of other products are subject to. 
Having said this, farmers are not solely responsible for attaining some of these objectives, particularly 
relating to transparent food chains. Here retailers and processed food manufacturers play a much 
more important role. We do not go into such detail in this document, as we aim here to focus on 
sustainable agricultural practices.

First we outline the main objectives for sustainable agriculture in the EU. They overlap only partly 
with the current CAP objectives1. Our objectives will be elaborated in the following pages. These 
objectives include:

1. Environmental quality: preserve and improve the environmental quality of the farmland and 
its direct surroundings – to the extent that this can be influenced by the farmer. The sector as a 
whole should avoid negative impacts on the environment elsewhere, for example by reducing 
(long distance) transports or avoiding using materials which were not produced according to high 
environmental standards. 

2. Landscape and biodiversity protection: help preserve and improve agriculture related land-
scapes and biodiversity by providing a stable network of relevant biotopes on or alongside 
farmland. Reduce the over-exploitation of natural ecosystems by producing sustainable products 
which can replace fisheries and forestry products.

3. Global food security: ensure a basic and stable level of food production in the EU for EU citizens, 
based in principle (in terms of net land use) on self-sufficiency and taking the need for global food 
security into account.

 

1 Article 33 of the Treaty states the objectives of the common agricultural policy: a. to increase agricultural pro-
ductivity by promoting technical progress and by ensuring the rational development of agricultural production 
and the optimum utilisation of the factors of production, in particular labour; b. thus to ensure a fair standard of 
living for the agricultural community, in particular by increasing the individual earnings of persons engaged in 
agriculture; c. to stabilise markets; d. to assure the availability of supplies; e. to ensure that supplies reach con-
sumers at reasonable prices.
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4. Food quality, safety and transparency: produce socially responsible, environmentally friendly, 
animal friendly, safe and healthy food in a transparent food chain where the final consumer can 
trace products to their origin.

5. Resource efficiency: the agricultural sector should contribute to the sustainable use of resources, 
an increase in resource efficiency and a reduction of the use of land, water, energy and materi-
als.

6. Mitigation and adaptation to climate change: the agricultural sector can play a role, especially 
in water management, to better cope with extreme precipitation and droughts, reducing green-
house gas emissions and increasing their uptake and long term storage in soil or plantations. 

7. Fair farming income and vital rural communities. Sustainable agriculture should also be socially 
and economically sustainable. For the agricultural sector to be able to implement the objectives 
mentioned above, long term commitment and stability is needed. This includes having a fair and 
more or less stable income and being part of vital rural communities. The same applies to farmers 
in developing countries. 

Preserve and improve the environmental quality of the farmland and its direct sur-
roundings – to the extent that this can be influenced by the farmer. The sector as a 

whole should avoid negative impacts on the environment elsewhere, for example by reducing (long 
distance) transports or avoiding the use of materials which were not produced according to high 
environmental standards. 

BACKGROUND

The problems caused by the intensification and increased scale of agriculture are well known. Soil 
quality, eutrophication from manure and fertilisers, water quality and quantity, greenhouse gas 
emissions and pollution from pesticides are the most notable problems. The next paragraph will 
discuss biodiversity and landscape deterioration, caused by these environmental problems as well 
by land use changes.

The CAP at first increased environmental problems, but in some cases it has also slowed the process, 
for example by limiting production in certain sectors. EU legislation has gradually attempted to limit 
the externalities of agricultural production, but it has often been difficult to fully integrate environ-
mental protection into the sector. Cross-compliance (when receipt of farm subsidies is conditional 
on respect of environmental and other rules) has certainly helped raise awareness of environmental 
rules and probably improved compliance.

The enormous amount of public money transferred to farmers has strong steering potential and 
should not be totally abolished. These subsidies, however, should be used to steer in the direction 
of sustainability, something which is hardly the case in the current system. Cross compliance should 
be maintained as a minimum condition for receiving payments but should be supplemented with 
additional requirements to justify payments.

Increased production has often gone hand in hand with more environmental damage. The biggest 
problem is therefore to control a sharp increase in environmental damage when production quotas 
are abolished. One approach is to decouple production from environmental damage, which modern 
agriculture is to a large extent capable of doing, by applying better methods and technologies. In 
general, the impacts per unit of products are decreasing, but the total impacts also must be limited, 
which is difficult when total production increases in a short period of time. 

This is especially relevant in the case of the dairy sector, where it is expected that abolition of the 
quota system will lead to a large increase in milk production as well as in the number of cows, 
especially in the EU member states with a competitive dairy sector.

In the short term, there is only limited scope for more efficient production or less impact per cow, 
which means that total impacts will immediately go up when production quotas are abolished. 
The dairy sector is a large producer of greenhouse gases, especially methane, which is inherently 
connected to the digestion system of the cow. There are ways to reduce methane emissions some-
what - for example, by adapting the fodder. Larger reductions can be realised with special stables 

Environmental quality1.1. 
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that capture methane. This would mean that the animals would have to be kept in the stables for a 
significant part of the time. Taking into account that animals should be outside during summer for 
welfare reasons the time inside the stables should fall during night and winter. 

The other problem is production of more manure than can sustainably be applied on the land. 
Emissions of nitrous oxide and ammonia will also increase. Current environmental legislation will not 
be able to stop such increases. In the less competitive regions the abolishment of the quotas might 
lead to a competitive disadvantage and reduction in the number of dairy farms. This might cause 
other problems where these are important for eco-system management. Therefore the milk quota 
can only be abolished when f lanking measures are in place to limit these adverse externalities.

Not all problems can be solved by technology since there are fundamental problems with the 
present agricultural system such as the separation of plant production from animal husbandry, the 
production of fodder in other parts of the world, etc. Therefore additional policy measures should 
be developed to address these further issues.

POLICY MEASURES

Sustainability criteria

Sustainability criteria should be developed for and with all the sectors that produce renewable 
resources including agriculture. The share of production in compliance with these criteria should 
gradually increase with the aim of reaching 100% by 2030. Examples of already functioning sustain-
ability criteria are the EU regulations on organic farming and the FSC (forestry) and MSC (fisheries) 
labels. Various fair trade labels are successfully addressing social aspects.

The sustainability criteria should respond to all the relevant aspects of food production as described 
in this paper. The criteria should not be written in stone and should allow for new developments, 
new insights and innovations. The criteria should form an EU-wide framework, providing options 
for more detailed regulations when necessary to address national and regional circumstances and 
problems.

Especially for organic farming the current criteria have a prescriptive character and are to a large 
extent based on traditional farming methods. This approach does not always deliver the best envi-
ronmental results, especially as science and technology develop new insights and methods. Many 
aspects of sustainability are missing such as energy and fuel use, or the use of sustainably produced 
materials. Thus new criteria need to be developed which are suitable for large scale application to 
the whole farming sector, and they should be based on objectives rather than on prescriptions. The 
new system of sustainability criteria should stimulate development. It should not be a system based 
on listing what is allowed but rather develop criteria for what is not allowed. There is a fundamental 
difference in these two approaches. The latter will stimulate the development of better techniques 
continuously while the former is more bound to preserve the present situation. The existing EU 
regulation for organic products to a large extent is based on pointing out what is allowed and must 
be used, unfortunately, while many national regulations on organics – such as the Swedish certifica-
tion scheme KRAV – are the opposite i.e., focusing on what is not allowed. 

However, organic farming as defined in the EU regulation is the best system currently available. As it 
is well defined and has a labelling and controlling infrastructure in place, it should certainly be used 
as a starting point. Other existing labels and certification schemes should also have their place in a 
gradually improving sustainability criteria system, for example a five-step star system, with five stars 
(*****) being the highest category.

Financial incentives should be available for farmers who produce according to such sustainability 
criteria, because they bear additional costs which will not directly be paid by consumers due to 
competition with unsustainable products. In the transition period until 2030, the incentive should 
increase with the degree of implementation of such criteria. The advantage of a graduated incen-
tive system is that producers are more stimulated to improve their sustainability without having to 
‘jump towards the top’. For example, the transition from traditional to organic farming can be huge 
depending on the sector and the existing production system. To involve and encourage as many 
land users as possible from the start, the first star category should be comparable to the current 
cross compliance and GAEC. 
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The EU should ensure that sustainable products (fair trade) from developing countries can enter the 
EU market without import tariffs. The EU should help to build capacity in those countries to elaborate 
sustainable farming, including participating in certification systems.

Biotechnology is not by definition unsustainable, but rigid criteria need to be applied for allowing 
the use of GM crops in agriculture, based on the precautionary principle. Sustainability assessment 
of technologies are being developed through EU research funding, at the moment including only 
“white” biotechnology (laboratory uses, such as in medicines). These types of tools need to be 
further developed in order to help better to identify and guide publicly acceptable and sustainable 
uses of technological solutions, and technologies themselves. Effective protection of biological 
farming against GMO pollution needs to be implemented. The public should have the right to refuse 
GMOs in their region (GMO-free zones). The EU should not allow the import of products that have 
been produced with GMOs which are not allowed for production in the EU. Nor should it promote 
the use of GM crops or seeds outside Europe, for example, through development policy or funding 
decisions.

Instruments to control production and/or impacts when necessary

The EU and Member States should be able to take measures when environmental impacts do not 
decrease enough or when they rise above acceptable levels. Ideally these are measures that steer 
impacts rather than production itself, in order to stimulate efficient production. Given the current 
trend towards more market liberalisation, effective instruments should be developed to deal with the 
negative externalities that this liberalisation can bring. A case in point here is the milk sector. When 
Member States have no alternatives in place to limit nutrient and greenhouse gases emissions after 
abolishment of a quota, the quota system should be kept until alternative regulation is ready.

Limit net EU land use and change meat and dairy consumption

The EU should discourage fodder imports and over-consumption of animal products. This measure 
is elaborated in the chapter on food security. The sector and other stakeholders, including from 
developing countries, should be involved in the development of effective measures.

Innovation

Subsidies should be made available for specific innovative investments and experiments aimed at 
increasing environmental performance of the farm, such as resource-saving technology (energy, 
water, etc.), renewable energy technologies, low emission stable systems, etc.

Economic instruments: taxing the bad, subsidising the good

To discourage problematic inputs and encourage lower resource use in agricultural production 
processes and help sound practices to better compete, taxes should be used. This is also fair from 
the perspective of internalisation of external costs. Some countries already have pesticides taxes, 
fertilizer taxes and water abstraction taxes.

On the positive side, economic incentives for environment and ecosystem services should be 
recognised and rewarded. One example is the take up of carbon by increased organic soil content. 
Biodiversity services are elaborated in the next section.

Enforcement and improvement of EU legislation

EU legislation needs to be enforced and in many cases - such as on chemicals and pesticides - need to 
be tightened. EEB has made many proposals regarding enforcement and the tightening of legislation 
which can be found on the EEB website.
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Help preserve and improve agriculture related landscapes and biodiversity by pro-
viding a stable network of relevant biotopes on or alongside farmland. Reduce the 

overexploitation of natural ecosystems by producing sustainable products that can replace fisheries 
and forestry products.

BACKGROUND

Pollution, intensification and changes in land use and water management have caused large losses 
in biodiversity on and around farms. For example, small scale landscape elements were removed to 
enable larger fields or if they had deteriorated through neglect and pollution. But these habitats and 
ecological corridors are necessary for vital populations and migration and thus for the resilience of 
ecosystems.

We urgently need to maintain and restore what is still left and to rebuild a viable ecological infra-
structure. Climate change increases the need for ecological corridors to allow migration to escape 
unfavourable climate conditions and weather changes.

Modern intensive agriculture leaves little room for biodiversity in the field. In that case, it is even more 
important to create havens and corridors, such as small parcels of scrub and woods, hedgerows, 
ponds and natural zones along water courses and fields. 

Although the set-aside scheme, which required farmers to take a certain percentage of their land 
(usually 10%) out of production, was originally put in place as a supply control measure, it has 
led to significant environmental benefits including biodiversity. For example in France, the little 
bustard, Tetrax tetrax, essentially depends on set-aside land for its survival. These benefits should 
be maintained and even increased and not only in areas where certain crops are grown. Because 
the abolishment of the set aside scheme now seems inevitable it is crucial to replace the current set 
aside system with a mandatory environmental protection area to be implemented at the farm level. 
Farmers would receive payment for additional, targeted management of those areas. Many farmers 
will have parts of their land which are less productive (for example being too wet or too dry, steep or 
narrow, close to watercourses or to forest (shadow), etc.) where a permanent set aside area would 
suit the farmer as well as helping increase biodiversity. 

In various regions in Europe agricultural land use is extensive and not very competitive, but important 
for maintaining landscapes and biodiversity, for example grazing on extensive permanent pastures. 
Despite the willingness of some consumers to pay more for local, traditional products, these farms 
could disappear if left to the free market. 

Example: High Nature Value grasslands in Central and Eastern Europe

In many regions of central and eastern Europe (CEE) countries, grasslands of high biodiversity are 
maintained mostly by a high number of small farms (e.g. in Romania, app. 3.4 million ha of High 
Nature Value [HNV] grasslands). If they stop operating, there will be no system which will be able to 
do the same level of land management in these areas. Governments have neither the human power 
nor the machinery capacity for these activities. They would not cut the grass twice a year over tens of 
thousands of hectares. Without proper management, abandoning the land would result in shrinking 
areas of diverse semi-natural habitats (e.g. steppe) and advanced succession of shrubs and forests. In 
these areas sustainable agricultural activity is the most important element in preserving the current 
level and type of biological diversity.

POLICY MEASURES

Permanent set-aside for biodiversity

The current set-aside system should be replaced with a mandatory environmental protection area to 
be implemented at the farm level. Member States should draft action programmes which relate to 
local and regional circumstances. They should describe the preferences and objectives for perma-
nent set-asides, related to certain types of habitats and ecosystems and overall biodiversity policy. 
Although it will be necessary to set a target of 5% - 10% permanent set-aside, the quality and struc-
ture of the network – and proper management - is far more important than the size of the area.

Landscape and biodiversity1.2. 
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A closer look into an adequate new system of permanent set asides will be needed.
In many cases this area could be chosen so that it best suits farmers as well as nature, using more 
marginal plots which are less fertile or less easy to cultivate. In many cases these plots will also have 
the highest biodiversity potential, as they have not been used so intensively or are comprised of 
strips close to water courses, forests, etc. Only in some cases a significant part of very productive 
and fertile land might be needed to provide robust ecological infrastructure. In all cases there has 
to be an underlying program, based on facts and good arguments for the best possible ecological 
networks. 

Permanent set aside should really be permanent. This should be ensured by planning or financial 
measures, for example returning accumulated payments in case the landscape element is removed. 
But farmers should not carry the full responsibility for ecological infrastructure. Valuable natural 
areas should be fully protected and in some cases corridors might be so essential that public money 
should be used to buy farmland as a natural site with secure management.

Management for landscape and biodiversity

Where some form of agricultural use is beneficial for landscape and biodiversity, Member States 
should be able to reward farmers to continue or even improve their management practices (the 
concept of financial compensation for provision of ecosystem services). This should fit into the 
same coherent action programme as mentioned above. The reward should be explicitly linked to 
maintaining and improving landscapes and biodiversity. It should not be linked to production size 
or number of animals. A reward per animal can be counterproductive to biodiversity objectives, 
especially in areas where overgrazing is a real threat. 
The most important thing is to give sufficient incentive to farmers to join these programmes also 
when market prices are high. 

Innovation in agriculture to protect natural areas and species under threat

In many parts of the world, natural areas such as forests and seas are overexploited. Harvesting of 
the desired products causes much ‘collateral damage’. European agriculture (and forestry) could 
play a role in providing equivalent products in a much more controlled and sustainable way, such as 
growing wood, fiber crops for paper and clothing, fish farming, alternative protein sources, etc. The 
technical and economic potential for sustainable alternative products will differ by region and should 
be much better researched and analysed, with experimentation financially supported. At the same 
time the EU needs to put up barriers against the imports of the unsustainable products, but be careful 
to assist small third world producers in meeting EU sustainability criteria.

2 World Food Summit Nov 1996: “Food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical and economic 
access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and 
healthy life.”

Ensure a basic and stable level of food production in the EU for EU citizens, based in 
principle (in terms of net land use) on self-sufficiency and taking the need for global 

food security2 into account. 

BACKGROUND

Agricultural land in the world is a limited resource and availability of fertile land per capita is decreas-
ing as a result of population growth, urban development and erosion. Pressures are increasing due 
to rising demand for animal food products and biofuels.

Therefore the EU should try to use not more land than the equivalent of its own area. This is a matter 
of balancing imports and exports (in terms of real production and land use, not in monetary terms). 
We do not suggest complete autonomy, but with a ‘basic level’ of food production we mean that the 
EU should in principle be able to produce all that is required for a basic diet for its population.

Current trade statistics show that the EU-25 imports slightly more than is being exported. The main 
trade deficit is caused by imports of animal feed. A relatively small reduction in meat production 
could make European agriculture more than self-sufficient. But there are more arguments for reduc-
ing the large imports of fodder for meat and dairy. Some examples are food scarcity in relation to the 
inefficiency of using meat and dairy as main protein sources, environmental damage and biodiversity 

Global food security1.3. 
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loss in the exporting countries and the nutrient imbalance. In this way, high fodder imports mean 
exporting some environmental problems (over-exploitation, pesticide use, habitat destruction etc.) 
as well as importing others (nutrient surpluses).

Also for reasons of reducing the negative externalities of transport, high import and export volumes 
are generally not desirable. These externalities include the spread of invasive alien species and the 
spread of diseases, a problem that grows alongside increasing trade f lows in living products all over 
the world.

Stable food production and stable prices are linked to a certain extent. Both are important for stable 
societies and stable farming practices inside and outside the EU. However due care must be taken 
to ensure that we will not end up continuing current instruments such as price guarantees for this 
purpose. A system that helps to level off extremes, by buying and selling crucial stocks (e.g. cereals) 
on the market would be better fit for purpose, similar to the role of a central bank in financial markets. 
Also fairer trade deals and international agreements should help increase stability. 

The currently high world food prices could have a positive consequence of stimulating local produc-
ers in developing countries provided they have market access, but at the same time fast increases 
lead to more hunger for the poor. Moreover, it leads to an increase in political instability and is 
therefore something that public policy should seek to temper.

Since Europe is a large player on the world market it has a responsibility to strive for worldwide 
agreements, mechanisms and prices which support sustainable local production and food security. 
Although the opportunities for poorer countries to take part in the growing world food market must 
be enhanced the development of local and regional markets should be given priority. Local markets 
play an especially important role in securing the food supply in any given country. Europe can play 
a role in assisting developing countries in creating sustainable agriculture that can produce more. 
There are good examples where switching to organic agriculture has increased production and 
income in developing countries. 

The role of genetic engineering in improving food security is disputed. There are currently no GMO 
applications commercially available that benefit sustainable agriculture. Every new GMO crop should 
be evaluated thoroughly in relation to risks and benefits before being released onto the market. It 
is unlikely that the use of GMOs or other ‘high-tech’ solutions will bring about higher yields, given 
that socio-economic constraints are often more important and more pressing limiting factors. Here, 
sustainability assessments of technology tools are needed, to more robustly guide researchers and 
companies away from unsustainable developments. Increasing production and food availability is 
not dependent on introducing completely new techniques, but is largely a matter of improving a 
number of factors, such as better education and spreading knowledge of proven farming methods, 
availability and affordability of basic inputs and labour, application of the right management methods 
and techniques, security of legislation and price stability, land access, proper market access, proper 
storage and transport of products, etc3. The EU should support approaches which are adapted to 
the local circumstances and people and which are not likely to cause adverse environmental and 
social impacts.

In terms of ecological footprint4, the EU already uses 2.2 times more biocapacity than is available 
from its own land and water surface. Europeans now require 4.9 globally average hectares per 
person to provide for their lifestyles, while the continent can only supply 2.2 global hectares. As 
the EU already has more biocapacity available than the global average (which is 1.8 ha/p) it certainly 
should not use more than the amount of its own land and water surface. An important component 
of the footprint calculations is the share of land needed to absorb CO2 emissions within its soil and 
vegetation. If these are not included, EU land use is about the same as its biocapacity.  

3 Findings from the International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, Science and Technology for Development 
which can be downloaded at: www.agassessment.org

4 More info on the footprint concept: http://www.footprintnetwork.org/gfn_sub.php?content=footprint_overview
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POLICY MEASURES

Save our soils

Preserving and improving soil fertility and fertile soils is the first imperative. The EU should reduce the 
loss of soils and develop a strong and effective policy to protect its soils starting with the adoption 
of the Soil Framework Directive. 

Limit net EU land use and change meat and dairy consumption

The EU should discourage fodder imports and over consumption of animal products. As a first step 
the EU should maintain the requirement that imported fodder is GMO-free. As a second step the EU 
should require that imported fodder is grown under environmentally and socially acceptable condi-
tions, comparable with EU regulation. As a next step put EU-grown fodder as a positive criteria in the 
sustainability requirements as proposed in this paper.

The other line is reducing the (over-) consumption of animal products in the EU. Here lies a synergy 
with health policy, as the uptake of calories and animal fats is generally too high in the European 
population. People should be encouraged to switch to a healthier diet. Research should be done 
into efficient and attractive protein-rich food products which could partly replace meat or dairy. 
Another option is a shift to the most efficient animal products in terms of land and resource use, for 
example animals fed on waste products rather than on valuable food such as cereals. Such solutions 
can also be very relevant for developing countries with growing populations and increasing demand 
for animal products. The options for adequate instruments need to be explored, for example 
sustainability criteria for fodder production - comparable to the criteria for biofuels – and/or price 
incentives.

Stable prices and strategic reserves

The EU should intervene as little as possible in the food market, but should have a mechanism in 
place to level off extreme fluctuations in price and production when necessary. It should be able 
to buy and sell from strategic reserves of products which are essential for the average European 
diet. Food aid must only be accepted as a temporary action in emergency situations and always be 
combined with support for the development of local farming and local markets. The EU should thus 
also contribute to worldwide market stability and work on improving WTO agreements to this end. 
Food deficiencies in developing countries – especially in urban areas – must be handled separately 
by, for instance, creating the suggested Marrakech fund.

Import tariffs

Import tariffs should be used prudently and with care, with the main objective of encouraging sus-
tainable local production everywhere and avoiding a “race to the bottom” as producers may relocate 
in the areas with the weakest environmental laws. They should be adapted to varying circumstances, 
but only sustainability goals should apply. Poor, underdeveloped regions should be supported to 
develop sustainable local production. 

Produce socially responsible, environmentally friendly, animal friendly, safe and 
healthy food in a transparent food chain where the final consumer can trace products 

to their origin.

BACKGROUND

The CAP was created after World War II to ensure a food supply in Europe when the prevailing view 
was that when you produce enough food, good health will automatically follow. Soon it became ap-
parent that this was not the case and more policy-making was required to ensure a safe and healthy 
food supply. Food scandals resulted in stricter regulation and a strong demand for transparency and 
traceability. Currently the Commission’s health services are responsible for a large portion of the 
policies and legislation on food chains. 

Regulation by the EU, national governments and voluntary measures in the food sector (Eurepgap/
Globalgap) has already increased the level of food quality and food safety, including social, environ-
mental and animal welfare aspects. But further progress is needed and should be guided by clear 
sustainability criteria. New risks have arrived with increasingly long-distance imports that come with 
invasive species, the spread of diseases and the introduction of GMOs. The use of pesticides is a 

Food quality1.4. 
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constant topic of debate. New insights indicate that unborn and young children can be affected by 
very small residues which were once thought to be harmless. Apart from environmental impacts, 
this is an additional reason for phasing out a long list of pesticides and reducing their use. Health 
problems connected to increased calorie and animal fat uptake are already widely acknowledged. In 
general the European diet should shift to less animal products and more vegetables and fruit, with 
a lower calorie intake.
 

POLICY MEASURES

Sustainability criteria

Sustainability criteria need to be developed for and with all the sectors that produce renewable 
resources (mainly agriculture, forestry, fisheries). The share of production according to these criteria 
should gradually increase with the aim of reaching 100% by 2030. They should include all aspects 
that define food quality. The EU should strive towards a global level playing field for these sustain-
ability criteria.

Information on the origin of food 

Consumers should have easy access to information on where and how their food was produced. 
The origin of food should be traceable back to the place of production. This is already a trend in the 
food industry for reasons of food safety and risk management, and most European food industries 
and retailers work with systems such as EUREPGAP (recently changed to GLOBALGAP) which already 
include some sustainability and traceability aspects. An important addition will be the transparency 
for each consumer, to know the exact origin and the production method. The Internet makes this 
relatively easy to implement. There are already systems where the consumer can use the producer 
code on the product and learn about the farm of origin.

Eggs as an example for animal welfare

EU-regulation 2295/2003, which was implemented in 2004 regarding labelling of eggs, is a good 
example of traceability. Eggs are each marked with a code, which represents a lot of information. 
The country of origin is identified with two letters (for example NL for the Netherlands) and the way 
of production is classified through numbers. Eggs which are classified by a ‘0’ are organic, ‘1’ by 
chickens who can go outside, whilst eggs which are marked with ‘3’ are produced by chickens from 
the intensive system. It supports consumers to value differences between eggs from organic farms 
and eggs which claim to be animal friendly because the chickens had more space. Another code 
makes it even possible to trace the egg to the farm.

Information on sustainability and health aspects

The EU has a directive on the labelling of products. However, the use of this legislation for information 
on sustainability is still limited, very complex and time consuming for consumers. An EU framework 
of sustainability criteria, where existing labels could also fit, could be applied as a one to five star 
system (*****) which would enable easy recognition and understanding by consumers. A July 2008 
Commission proposal for the revision of the European Ecolabel Regulation includes a broadening of 
the scope of the label to also cover fish and processed food. This is a good starting point for opening 
future discussions on sustainability criteria in food production, as well as on food quality. 

The advantage of such a star system is that existing labels, certificates, etc. would continue to exist, 
enabling marketers to differentiate their products on specific aspects, whilst a more objective assess-
ment would define general sustainability performance. 

Last but not least, consumers should receive reliable information on the health aspects of products 
and be protected against false claims.

Quality control and market intervention

The EU should oblige Member States to have a robust food quality control system in place, with 
enough capacity so that bad performers run a real risk of being caught. 
The public should be informed of violations: branch and company names should be published, for 
example when high pesticide residue levels have been found. Food which does not match EU quality 
criteria should be excluded from the European market.
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The agricultural sector should contribute to the sustainable use of resources, an increase in 
resource efficiency and a reduction of the use of land, water, energy and materials. 

BACKGROUND

The agricultural sector has been to a certain extent efficient in producing more per hectare, but 
inputs in terms of materials and energy have also increased. The recycling of organic materials and 
nutrients has become more difficult with products travelling longer distances, a process that also 
consumes a lot of energy. Nutrient cycles are far from closed: nutrients leak into the environment or 
travel with the food through the human body and arrive in sewage, water and seas. Sewage sludge 
is a problematic material. We need sanitation systems that neutralise contamination and enable the 
recovery of energy and nutrients combined with effective measures to tackle pollution at the source. 
Closing cycles also applies to organic matter: maintaining or improving the organic content in soil 
is crucial for soil fertility. This means that, depending on circumstances, agriculture needs constant 
recycling and input of organic matter, which is then not available for other purposes such as biofuels. 
A strong demand for organic waste from the biofuel sector will conflict with the need to feed the 
soil with organic matter.

Production circumstances have become more artificial, with higher energy and material input with 
more machines, buildings, plastic tunnels, heated greenhouses, cooling systems, artificial substrates, 
irrigation, fertilizers, pesticides, etc. The challenge is to reverse this trend of using more resources 
without losing the advantages in terms of more reliable and safe production circumstances. A good 
example can be found in greenhouses that yield energy instead of consuming energy. 

POLICY MEASURES

Resource saving and efficiency: targets and measures

In addition to the energy efficiency target, the EU needs to commit to targets for resource efficiency 
as well, such as a factor 4 efficiency improvements by 2030. The agricultural sector should contrib-
ute to these targets as well and be stimulated with research and development projects.

The potential for saving energy and other resources should be included in the sustainability criteria. 
Innovation and research should be encouraged to develop the criteria further. The trend to develop 
climate neutral products should certainly be supported for this sector, as long as the focus is not 
on compensation but on reduction at the source. The agricultural sector has by its nature a large 
potential to produce its own energy.

Sufficient organic matter should be returned to the soil to maintain and improve soil fertility.

Land should be considered a scarce resource and the increase of built-up area should be halted. 
Europe should not use more productive land than it has available (see also 1.3, global food security). 

The production and use of biofuels will be limited as sustainability criteria and land scarcity will have 
to be taken into account, including origin and total climate impact. 
Local or farm level biogas utilisation on the basis of normal manure production can be promoted 
when properly implemented. It produces energy and can decrease the emission of GHGs related to 
manure application. As the nutrients are not converted and can be applied on the land afterwards, 
the process does not change the nutrient cycle.

We refer to EEB’s position on biofuels5 which argues that mandatory targets should be abandoned 
and comprehensive and effective systems of sustainability safeguards should be developed and ap-
plied to all forms of bio-energy. Subsidies for renewable energy should not be restricted to biofuels 
but aimed at renewables in general, supporting those with the highest degree of sustainability and 
‘climate effectiveness’. Solar panels on all suitable roofs of agricultural structures might then be a 
good subsidy target, leaving the land available for food production.

Transport policy should be aimed at paying the real costs of transport and stimulating more efficient 
use of transport in the agricultural sector, as agriculture and food transports have a large share of 
total freight transport.

Resource effi ciency1.5. 

5 EEB position on biofuels: http://www.eeb.org/activities/agriculture/EEB-position-on-bioenergy-191205.pdf
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The agricultural sector should play a role, especially in water manage-
ment, to better cope with extreme precipitation and droughts, reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions and increasing their uptake and long term storage in soil or plantations. 

BACKGROUND

Worldwide, the agricultural sector contributes an estimated 10-12% of global GHG emissions. It 
produces 50% of total methane (livestock and rice) and 60% of N2O (soil). Depending on cultivation 
practices, soil carbon accumulates or is broken down; the International Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) currently assumes a net balance. Technical reduction potential of GHG emissions is estimated 
9%, mainly through carbon sequestration in the soil. Permanent grasslands can accumulate a lot of 
carbon, which is lost when they are ploughed. When peat land is drained, cultivated or dug, carbon 
is emitted. Returning organic waste to cultivated soil can maintain or increase organic matter content 
and thus soil fertility and carbon content. Methane emissions from cows are directly related to the 
digestive system of the cow and cannot be reduced at source to any large extent. Methane can in 
principle be captured in closed stable systems. Nitrous oxides are produced by soil bacteria that 
convert nitrogen. Applying no more fertiliser and manure than the plant can absorb could limit the 
nitrogen available for these bacteria and has many other advantages as well.

Water management in relation to agriculture will become very important to mitigate and adapt to the 
effects of climate change. 

Changing climate conditions and more extreme weather events will put constraints and additional 
risks on farmers. Adaptation can include all sorts of technical or cultivation measures, choice of 
different crops or cultivars, etc.

Extreme regional specialisation in Europe can also pose an additional climate risk when in the case 
of extreme weather events in a certain region harvests are lost.

POLICY MEASURES

Already proven greenhouse gas emission reduction and sequestration measures should be included 
in the sustainability criteria.

Research and experiments with new emission-reducing or sequestration measures should be finan-
cially supported. The same applies to measures for adaptation.

Farmers should have access to reasonable insurance facilities in case of large crop losses due to 
extreme weather conditions which cannot be considered a normal risk. There should be no guaran-
teed facilities in cases where farmers take unnecessary risks such as growing crops with a high water 
demand in a drought risk region.

Water management for saving and retaining water in times of scarcity and water storage options in 
times of f looding should be integrated in the national implementation of the WFD. These options 
should be based on maintaining or improving the natural hydrological situation and increase natural 
values – such as through the protection and restoration of wetlands and f lood plains which are 
preferable options to investing in expensive dams which have a significant disruptive effect on natural 
f lows.

In most countries water for farms comes virtually or totally free and the incentive for farmers to re-
duce their water consumption is often non-existent. The implementation of the WFD should ensure 
that all users of water services, including farmers, will pay their fair share and prices should be set to 
reward investment in water efficiency measures. 

Innovation for more sustainable resource use

Product innovations which enable less and/or sustainable use of resources should be encouraged, 
such as biodegradable packaging and others. New protein food products should be developed to 
partly replace meat and dairy. Alternative products should be developed to replace scarce products 
taken from overexploitation of natural forests and seas. As global cotton production has large 
environmental impacts in many developing countries, developing fibers that can be sustainably 
produced in the EU should also be promoted.

Mitigation & adaptation to climate change1.6. 
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Sustainable agriculture should also be socially and economi-
cally sustainable. For the agricultural sector to be able to imple-

ment the objectives mentioned above, long term commitment and stability is needed, providing 
basic social and economic needs for the people working in the sector. For all these reasons farmers 
should have a fair and more or less stable income and be able to live in vital rural communities. The 
same applies to farmers in developing countries. 

BACKGROUND

All economic sectors experience good and bad times with f luctuations in employment and income. 
A civilised society has a safety net to help people cope with such periods and encourages a shift to 
other economic activities. The same applies to a certain extent to agriculture, but the sector has a 
specific nature which is different from other sectors. As demand is less elastic and yields can vary 
highly due to variable weather conditions, market imbalances tend to increase more sharply than in 
many other economic sectors. Speculation augments the risks for destabilisation. Price stability is 
essential for political stability and therefore inherently plays a role - whether one likes it or not. The 
most important element is not repeating errors from the past. 

For the sustainability objectives such as food security and proper land and biodiversity management 
it would be very problematic if farmers went in and out of business and changed land use with all the 
cyclical movements in the markets. 

However, a distinction must be made between those sectors that have a production process 
detached from the natural environment, such as pig and chicken factories and completely covered 
greenhouses, and those that are more directly impacted such as croplands, vineyards and extensive 
livestock rearing. As a matter of principle, farmers should only receive direct payment for additional 
efforts and services that go beyond legal requirements. Payments should be in line with the degree 
of sustainability benefits delivered.

State supported insurance measures should insure against truly extreme and unexpected weather 
conditions or disasters and should not be a hidden form of price support.

In the developing parts of the world, a much larger part of the population is directly dependent on 
farming for their income and survival, without any realistic alternatives. They have even more difficul-
ties coping with rapidly changing circumstances in agricultural markets. 

In addition, vital rural communities should be supported in areas where land abandonment is a threat 
and people are needed to care for the landscape and nature.

POLICY MEASURES

Direct payments to farmers should be coupled with the additional benefits they deliver to sustain-
ability. In most cases the payments will be directly related to the area that is managed and the costs 
and investments required for proper management and performance. The details should be arranged 
in Member States, but the EU should provide a compulsory framework with, for example, 5 degrees 
of sustainability.

EEB does not support setting minimum levels of payments to farmers. What really matters in the 
end,is whether the funding farmers receive is proportionate to the environmental benefits they 
deliver and is able to guarantee continuity in these activities. 

Stable markets and prices should not be organised with direct payments to farmers or their organisa-
tions, but with the measures described under the section on Food Security.

Regarding insurance against extreme events, see the section on climate change.

The EU should encourage products (fair trade) from developing countries which meet the same 
standards of sustainability that are required from EU producers and should be able to enter the EU 
market without import tariffs. 

Fair farming income and vital rural communities1.7. 
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The decoupling of direct payments in the 2003 reform was generally welcomed by 
environmental NGOs at the time, including EEB. At that time, EEB advocated basic, f lat 

rate area-payments, linked to the provision of basic environmental services. Under such a scheme, 
land use systems benefiting the environment would get higher payments. This is however not the 
case in most countries which based their decoupling on historic payments, which means that not 
all farms are eligible for such payments. Combined with changing circumstances such as high food 
prices, the payments are more and more perceived as arbitrary and offer little incentive for farmers 
to become more environmentally friendly or to deliver environmental services such as extensive 
grazing of high nature farm lands. The current system does not provide the legitimacy to continue 
and should be replaced, realising a full decoupling.

What we propose as a final system could start as f lat rate support, gradually increasing with the 
degree of sustainability on the farm. The measures eligible for direct payments are described in 
sections 1.2 and 1.3 The lowest rate would be equivalent to cross compliance with some elaborated 
Good Agricultural and Environmental Conditions.

Other proposed measures for financial support for specific innovations and technologies would not 
be different from current state aid regulations.

It is important to underline that in practice this will entail, in many cases, a redistribution of subsidies 
and in other cases a significant change in farming practices. 

In the system proposed by EEB, redistribution might be at the expense of intensive farming that tends 
to be more environmentally harmful and more competitive and benefit more extensive and less 
competitive farmers. Intensive farmers might be more challenged to produce according to sustain-
ability criteria using the latest insights and technologies, while extensive farmers might benefit from 
payments for management for landscape and biodiversity. Small extensive farms on the other hand 
might not be able to do costly investments which for example would reduce methane emissions, 
even if these are partly subsidised.

The transition between the current system and the new system needs to be managed 
carefully to prevent or minimise undesirable environmental damage, trade disturbances 

or financial ruin.  As the CAP covers an enormous amount of farmed area, and consequences of 
changes are sometimes difficult to predict, any change should be introduced with enough instru-
ments available to intervene when and if adverse social and environmental effects occur. 

Consequences of policy changes are even more difficult to predict as the global situation is constantly 
changing. This is illustrated by the fact that to prepare the Health Check proposals, the Commission 
had commissioned studies assessing the impacts of phasing out milk quotas by 2015, but had 
already to adjust its findings when food prices surged during the first months of 2008.
 
Most of the Health Check proposals are only very small changes - smaller than necessary. However, 
phasing out milk quotas is an exception. The current proposal is a rather radical measure with 
potentially large negative effects on the environment. Additional environmental legislation should 
be in place before the quotas are abolished and alternative support should be available for farmers 
who are important for landscape and biodiversity such as extensive grazing (see also 1.2, landscape 
and biodiversity).

From CAP to SCAP 2. 
In the Financial Perspectives of 2007 to 2013 the European Commission introduced the 
CAP under the budget heading ‘Conservation and Management of Natural Resources’. 

We are not yet there. The Commission Health Check proposals are a very modest step toward 
addressing some strongly felt shortcomings, but not all proposals are working towards sustainable 
agriculture and in many cases fall desperately short. For example phasing out milk quotas will lead 
to more adverse impacts unless targeted measures are taken. The proposal for modulation is very 
weak, given the huge challenges they are meant to address. 

In the previous chapter we described our long term vision. In this chapter we describe how the 
EU could reform the CAP to make this vision into reality. How the CAP could become SCAP – a 
Sustainable CAP.

Reforming the CAP instruments

Careful reform

Direct payments and full decoupling
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Payments for managing landscape and biodiversity could also be applied for by land users other than 
farmers, for example managers of recreation areas or nature conservation organisations. 

Member States should implement and control such agreements and payments within an EU 
Framework with a checklist of objectives. National action programmes are to be approved by the 
Commission. Such plans would elaborate the specific national and regional measures and payments. 
A balance is needed between EU wide application, a fair level playing field and adaptation to national 
or regional circumstances.

The commitments from both farmers and governments should be long term in character, to ensure 
long time stability and predictability for the sector and the individuals.

Cross-compliance needs to be strengthened and better controlled. This would also mean, for ex-
ample, that new legislation is needed, the most important one being a Directive on the protection 
of soils. 

Payments to the sector to organise the market should stop as soon as possible. 
Market stability and food security should be organised in a broader EU framework, as 

described under 1.3.

The sector should organise itself, pay for itself and not be subsidised. For example, actions would 
include switching to other commercial crops, grubbing up vineyards or inf luencing markets, such as 
giving subsidies to the sector for campaigns to drink wine, eat chicken or buy f lowers.

The only exception could be paying the sector to organise education and assistance for farmers to 
comply with legislation and step up their degree of sustainability and biodiversity and landscape 
protection, to enable targeted, sector specific advice. 
When they are subsidised, such services and advice should be accessible for all farmers, without 
obliging them to be a member of a sectoral interest group.

Even the promotion of sustainable and healthy food should not be organised by the sector but by 
democratically controlled independent bodies.

Common Market Organisation

As elaborated under 1.2., the 
set-aside should be replaced by 

a mandatory environmental scheme. Only when such a system is in place can the current set-aside 
schemes be phased out.

Set-asides should be replaced with mandatory measures, not voluntary schemes

As elaborated in 1.1., when Member States have no alternatives in place to limit nutri-
ent and greenhouse gases emissions after abolishment of the quota, the quota system 

should be kept until other regulation is ready. The same applies for undesired land abandonment in 
relation to landscape and biodiversity management.

Milk quota

Cross compliance has been an effective instrument where enforcement is real, even 
though payment reductions were very small. Better enforcement of existing regulatory 
provisions should become a much higher priority for both Commission and Member 
States. If properly implemented, the existing regulatory framework in the EU would 

already ensure a more sustainable level of production and farming. The reality is that existing legisla-
tion is often poorly enforced. A much stronger and more efficient enforcement of legislation and 
justification of payments should lay at the foundation of a future SCAP. 

Better enforcement of 
cross compliance

Although the concept of modulation would no longer be relevant in a reformed system, 
in the short term it remains a crucial tool to increase funding for increasing sustainability 

in farming. EEB has asked the Commission, in the short term, to support a modulation rate of at least 
20% (but preferably 30%) starting in 2009. 

Pillars
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 European Environmental Bureau (EEB)
Boulevard de Waterloo 34  |  B-1000 Brussels  |  Belgium

Tel.: +32 2 289 1090 | Fax: +32 2 289 1099

E-mail: eeb@eeb.org

Websites: www.eeb.org, www.chemicalreaction.org, www.newngoforum.org, 

www.participate.org, www.zeromercury.org

 AN INTERNATIONAL NON-PROFIT ASSOCIATION |  ASSOCIATION INTERNATIONALE SANS BUT LUCRATIF

The European Environmental Bureau is a federation of over 145 
environmental citizens’ organisations based in most EU Member 
States, most candidate and potential candidate countries as well as in a 
few neighbouring countries. These organisations range from local and 
national, to European and international. 

EEB’s aim is to protect and improve Europe’s environment and 
enable its citizens to play a part in achieving that goal, by promoting 
environmental policy integration and sustainable policies, particularly 
at EU level. Our office in Brussels was established in 1974 to provide 
a focal point for our members to monitor and respond to the EU’s 
emerging environmental policy. 

We have an information service, run working groups of EEB members, 
produce position papers on topics that are, or should be, on the EU 
agenda, and represent our members in discussions with the Commission, 
the European Parliament and the Council. We closely co-ordinate EU-
oriented activities with our members nationally and also track the EU 
enlargement process and some pan-European issues.




