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1 Introduction : EU Policy Developments and Farmland 

Biodiversity 

 

1.1 The Objectives and Context of this Report 

 

This report aims to initiate a transparent debate on the purpose, intensity and spatial 

distribution of expenditure on the EUôs Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) from the 

perspective of the protection and enhancement of farmland biodiversity. It does this 

through a detailed analysis of the CAP budget and the presentation of a number of 

maps showing the regional variation in the distribution and intensity of both Pillar 1 

and Pillar 2 payments. In addition, five qualitative case studies examine the use of 

specific CAP measures in more detail, and an assessment is made of the role they 

might play in biodiversity protection. The evidence suggests that in order to help meet 

the EUôs international commitment to halt the loss of biodiversity, CAP funding could 

be better distributed between the two Pillars and within the Member States, and the 

allocation of funds to and use of different rural development measures could be 

improved. 

 

The report is predicated on the assumption that a European agricultural policy and 

funding stream provides an effective mechanism for targeting positive outcomes for 

biodiversity, given the intrinsic relationship between farming and the environment. In 

order to contextualise the expenditure analysis that follows, Section 1.3 explains the 

linkage between biodiversity, agriculture and the CAP. The various elements of CAP 

financing are then deconstructed, examined spatially, and the implications for 

farmland biodiversity interpreted. The geographic variation in the distribution of 

direct payments and rural development expenditure is illustrated through a series of 

maps, analytical charts and tables in Sections 2, 4 and 5. Whilst the relative level of 

expenditure on different measures indicates the priority that a Member State may give 

to the environment, the likely impact of this expenditure on farmland biodiversity 

requires more detailed exploration. The application and anticipated outcomes of this 

expenditure are therefore further illustrated by five qualitative case studies, which are 

summarised in Section 6. 

 

Because of the difficulties in interpreting the complex relationship between the 

distribution and intensity of CAP spend and the distribution of biodiversity, as well as 

in developing an understanding of where policy intervention and public expenditure is 

needed to ensure biodiversity protection in the future, it is important not to draw 

simplistic conclusions from the data and maps presented in this report. Any 

conclusions must be understood within the context of the historic rationale for CAP 

payments, the distribution of different farming systems across Europe, and the 

relationship between subsidies, the intensity of farming practices and biodiversity 

conservation. The report therefore carefully sets out the reasons behind the apparent 

inconsistencies in the intensity and spatial distribution of funding. Whilst the need for 

further research and analysis on the relationship between EU expenditure and 

agriculture and farmland biodiversity (and indeed other environmental priorities, such 

as soil and water conservation) is acknowledged, the report concludes by suggesting a 
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number of ways in which the CAP and its budget might be adjusted to better serve 

farmland biodiversity objectives in the future. 

 

 

1.2 The EU Budget Review, the CAP Health Check and Farmland Biodiversity 

 

The wide ranging review of the European budget launched by the Commission in 

September 2007 (CEC, 2007a) presents a unique opportunity to consider whether the 

established pattern and level of spending on the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 

reflects the environmental challenges faced by the EU now and in the future. One 

outstanding environmental priority is to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2010, as 

required by the Convention on Biological Diversity and EU Sustainable Development 

Strategy (CEC, 2006). This is a goal that can be achieved, in part, through a 

sensitively designed and appropriately funded agricultural policy. In principle at least, 

the budget review could pave the way for a refocused EU budget and agricultural 

policy as we move into the next Financial Perspective in 2014. 

 

The reorientation of EU agricultural policy towards the provision of environmental 

goods will need to be founded on clearly articulated evidence that demonstrates that 

public expenditure results in outcomes that are beneficial to society at large. The 

provision of public goods, such as biodiversity conservation, must be in line with the 

expectations that society has of such a public spending programme.  In addition, the 

need for European level intervention will need to be made clear, in order to 

demonstrate that a common European approach provides added value in comparison 

with more isolated Member State led approaches. Promoting the transition from the 

current formulation of the CAP to a common European agricultural policy and 

spending programme focused on the provision of a range of public benefits is at least 

partially dependent on promoting a rational, transparent and evidence based analysis 

of current CAP spending patterns and the effectiveness of this expenditure in 

providing public goods. This analysis needs to take place in advance of the political 

process, which dictated by national interest, typically steers the path of budget 

negotiations to conservative outcomes, and alongside the conclusion of the CAP 

Health Check in 2008.   

 

The legislative proposals relating to the Health Check of the CAP were published in 

May 2008. They include the introduction of a new Council Regulation to replace 

Council Regulation 1782/20031, modifications to a range of Council Regulations on 

public intervention and direct aids2, and amendments to the European Agricultural 

Fund for Rural Development3 (Council Regulation 1698/2005) and the Community 

                                                 
1 Council Regulation establishing common rules for direct support schemes for farmers under the 

common agricultural policy and establishing certain support schemes for farmers, COM (2008) 306/4 

2 Council Regulation on modifications to the common agricultural policy by amending Regulations 

(EC) No 320/2006, (EC) No 1234/2007, (EC) No 3/2008 and (EC) No [é]/2008, COM (2008) 306/4 

3 Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 on support for rural development by 

the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), COM (2008) 306/4 



3 

Strategic Guidelines4 (Council Decision 2006/144). The Health Check is not intended 

to result in a fundamental reform of the CAP, as has been emphasised by EU 

Agriculture Commissioner, Mariann Fischer Boel. However, it is significant insofar 

as it signals a future direction of travel. The following proposals are particularly 

relevant to farmland biodiversity: 

 

 Moving to a flatter rate of support: The proposals give those Member States 

who applied a historic model to the SPS the option to switch the basis of 

support to a regional, flat rate model.  This is in response to the fact that some 

Member States are reported to regard historically based payments as 

increasingly difficult to justify. 

 Partially coupled payments: The justification for allowing the continuation of 

partially coupled support for the suckler cow and sheep and goats sectors is to 

ensure a minimum level of agricultural production in particular regions, where 

there are unlikely to be viable economic alternatives, in order to retain the 

environmental and social benefits linked to extensive livestock systems. 

 Cross compliance: New GAEC standards are proposed for the retention of 

landscape features (including hedges, ponds, ditches, trees in line, in groups or 

isolated and field margins) and to establish buffer strips along water courses 

(which is intended to retain some of the environmental benefits provided by 

set-aside). 

 Article 69/68: It is proposed that Member States should continue to be allowed 

to retain up to 10 per cent of their national ceilings for direct payments to 

provide support to specific sectors with óspecial problemsô. The funds can be 

used to protect the environment or improve the quality and marketing of 

products, make payments for disadvantages faced by specific sectors (dairy, 

beef, sheep and goats, and rice) in economically vulnerable or environmentally 

sensitive areas, to provide top-ups to existing entitlements in areas where land 

abandonment is a threat, and to support some risk management measures. The 

implementation of the measure in the Member States will effect the 

environmental outcome; if used for risk management, no biodiversity benefits 

will ensue. 

 Modulation: In addition to the current 5 per cent rate of modulation, which 

would continue to operate as it does currently, an additional basic rate of 

modulation would be applied to all payments above the ú5,000 franchise, 

increasing by 2 per cent annually from 2009 until it reaches 8 per cent in 2012. 

The additional funds raised will be retained within the Member State. The 

progressive element means that additional rates of modulation are applied, in 3 

per cent bands, depending on the size of direct payment received. 

 Revised Rural Development Programmes: The proposals require Member 

States to use the additional resources generated through the increases in 

compulsory modulation to reinforce actions under existing measures within 

Pillar Two to meet a number of environmental challenges, including 

biodiversity loss. Under the proposals, Member States are obliged to revise 

National Strategy Plans and to amend rural development programmes to 

                                                 
4 Council Decision of amending Council Decision of 20 February 2006 (2006/144/EC) on the 

Community Strategic Guidelines for rural development (programming period 2007-2013), COM 

(2008) 306/4 
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demonstrate how they will use these additional resources which will be 

available from 1 January 2010. 

 

The Commission and French Presidency are aiming to reach political agreement on 

the Health Check proposals at the October 2008 Agriculture Council meeting. 

 

 

1.3 The Link between Biodiversity, Agriculture, and the CAP 

 

The EUôs Strategic Goals for Biodiversity 

 

With the launch of the Sustainable Development Strategy (SDS) at the 2001 Göteborg 

Council, the EU committed to reverse the decline in biodiversity by 2010 (CEC, 

2001). There has been limited success in meeting this objective to date, and in 2006, 

the European Commission stated that new impetus was required among the Member 

States (CEC, 2006). The 2006 óEU Action Plan to 2010 and Beyondô stressed the 

need to optimise the role of the CAP in conserving and restoring biodiversity across 

the EU countryside and to ensure the availability of adequate financing. In 2006, the 

renewed SDS again underlined the need to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2010 

(Council of the European Union, 2006), with the Commission acknowledging in the 

2007 Communication on the óHealth Checkô of the CAP that the 2010 target was 

unlikely to be met (CEC, 2007b). 

 

Since the early 1990s, incremental steps have been taken to reform the CAP to reduce 

the level of environmental degradation arising from earlier incarnations of the policy 

and to better deliver against environmental objectives. The 2003 reform introduced 

decoupled direct payments and cross compliance into Pillar 1, and gave Pillar 2 a 

strategic focus that requires Member States to use the rural development fund to 

contribute to biodiversity conservation and the maintenance of high nature value 

farming systems in order to help meet the 2010 objective. Yet, the in spite of these 

successive reforms, the CAP continues to retain a number of historic artefacts that 

help to explain the distribution and intensity of expenditure at the present time, but 

which may continue to be at odds with the EUôs international commitments for 

biodiversity. 

 

The Link between Agriculture and Biodiversity 

 

Agriculture is the most dominant European land use, accounting for almost half of the 

total EU-27 land area. Agriculture is of critical importance to the conservation of 

biodiversity, both because of its territorial dominance but also because of the way in 

which historic, low intensity land management has resulted in a rich assemblage of 

species. It has been estimated that 50 per cent of all species in Europe depend on 

agricultural habitats, including a number of endemic and threatened species 

(Kristensen, 2003). 

 

Depending on the type and intensity of management, agriculture can therefore have 

both positive and negative impacts on habitats and species. In consequence, the 
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incidence and conservation status of many species associated with farmland varies 

spatially across the EU. Extensive farming systems, mostly dominated by grazed 

semi-natural vegetation, tend to be richest in biodiversity, and biodiversity decreases 

as the intensity of farming increases (Grime, 1973). This relationship between the 

presence of semi-natural vegetation and low intensity land use with high biodiversity 

is captured in the High Nature Value (HNV) farming concept (Beaufoy et al., 1994; 

Bignal and McCracken, 1996; 2000).  

 

Most HNV farming systems are characterised by low stocking densities, low use of 

chemical inputs and labour intensive management practices, such as shepherding 

(EEA, 2004). HNV farmland tends to be found in the more marginal areas and on 

poorer land that maintain less intensive farming practices. It is generally more 

prevalent in southern Member States, such as the dehesas and montados in Spain and 

Portugal, and the steppic areas of eastern Member States, as well as in upland areas of 

the UK and alpine meadows and pasture (EEA, 2004). The European Environment 

Agency (EEA) and the Joint Research Centre (DG JRC) have produced an indicative 

map (see Figure 1) showing the incidence and distribution of farmland that is likely to 

be of high nature value5. In order to assess the overlap between CAP expenditure and 

the presence of high biodiversity, a number of the expenditure maps produced for this 

study have been overlaid with this map of HNV farmland. Whilst it may be legitimate 

to target public support at HNV farmland, conservation efforts need to pertain 

throughout the wider farmed landscape. The HNV/expenditure overlay maps provide 

one indicator of biodiversity presence and are not intended to be read as a guiding 

principle for future policy. 

 

Certain types of agriculture production are associated with a number of positive 

externalities, if sensitive management practices are adopted. However, agriculture can 

also be associated with negative externalities. Over the past twenty years or more, the 

trends of agricultural intensification and specialisation in parts of western Europe and 

large-scale marginalisation and land abandonment in others, have had serious impacts 

on the conservation status of farmland resulting in the loss and degradation of semi-

natural habitats and decline in associated species. 43 per cent of European bird species 

have an unfavourable conservation status6 (EEA, 2007). Of the more common bird 

species, farmland and forest species, in particular, have declined over the past 30 

years (see Figure 2). Birds are the best monitored of all taxa in Europe but there are 

also data showing substantive declines in many species of butterflies associated with 

farmland habitats.  

 

                                                 
5 Three criteria are used to define HNV farmland on this map. (1) Farmland with a high proportion of 

semi-natural vegetation; (2) Farmland with a mosaic of low intensity agriculture and natural and 

structural elements, such as field margins, hedgerows, stonewalls, patches of woodland or scrub, and 

small rivers; (3) Farmland supporting rare species or a high proportion of European or world 

populations. 

6 Unfavourable conservation status might be defined in terms of species whose population or range has 

declined moderately in recent years or whose population has declined historically but made a 

substantial recent recovery. 
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Figure 1. EEA / DG JRC Map Showing the Preliminary Distribution of HNV 

Farmland in Western and Central Europe. 

 
Source: Preliminary data EEA/DG JRC in EEA, 2007.  

 

 

Figure 2. Trends in the Populations of Common Farmland Birds 

 
 

Source: EBCC, RSPB, BirdLife, Statistics Netherlands (2007) 

Note: Bracketed figures refer to total number of bird species monitored. 
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The Need to Use Agriculture Policy for Biodiversity Conservation 

 

Since the CAP intervenes in land management, both as a set of policy measures and as 

a funding source, it has the potential to play a key role in securing biodiversity 

outcomes, and thus helping the EU to meet its commitments on biodiversity. That 

said, the nature of policy intervention is critical.  Suitably targeted CAP measures can 

provide benefits to biodiversity, whilst untargeted measures can be inconsequential in 

responding to conservation priorities, and at worst, counterproductive. 

 

Biodiversity benefits can be delivered through the CAP through incentivising or 

supporting certain forms of land management. The agri-environment measure, 

introduced in 1992, is the EUôs flagship policy tool for targeting particular 

environmental outcomes. Supporting the incomes of certain types of farmer may also 

be an acceptable way to provide positive outcomes, so long as the income of the 

farmer is linked to the form of management required. Reflecting this approach, the 

Less Favoured Area (LFA) measure, introduced in 1979, helps to maintain 

agricultural activity in marginal areas, which are generally characterised by low 

intensity management practices. The different CAP measures and their relationship 

with biodiversity are explored further in the next section.  

  

There is a historic link between the CAP and the loss of biodiversity, largely due to 

the way the policy has stimulated certain production decisions, the structure of 

farming systems, the intensity of land use and changes to landscape structure. Many 

of these problems have been addressed by reforms since the early 1990s. Boatman et 

al (2003) note that CAP regimes for arable crops since 1971 coincided with the 

simplification of cropping systems, a reduction in field boundaries, increased fertiliser 

and pesticide use, and the introduction of irrigation and drainage, all of which 

contributed to a decline in biodiversity. Despite successive reforms of the CAP, 

biodiversity conservation efforts continue to be undermined as a result of land 

abandonment (Keenleyside and Baldock, 2006), the fragmentation of semi-natural 

habitats, the loss of farmland features, high chemical input use and the conversion of 

pasture land to arable. These threats may be exacerbated given the apparent shift to 

sustained high commodity prices, particularly for cereals (Baldock et al, 2008).  

 

Supporting biodiversity conservation through the CAP continues to remain necessary 

given the sensitive nature of the relationship between agricultural management and 

biodiversity, and the expectation that the market will create a pressure for some 

farmers to increase production, potentially provoking deleterious impacts on the 

farmland environment. A common EU approach is required given that the loss of 

biodiversity prevails and that the EU has formal policy commitments to halt the loss 

of biodiversity. Given that biodiversity conservation is a transboundary issue, meeting 

conservation objectives requires a shared and co-ordinated approach across the 

Member States. 

 

In broad terms, for agricultural policy to effectively target farmland biodiversity 

conservation in the future, four broad categories of interventions are needed: 

 

- the maintenance of existing high nature value farming systems, especially 

where the risk of land abandonment is high. 
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- the adoption of more extensive practices in intensive farming systems, such as 

a reduction in stocking rates, fertiliser and pesticide use, and the introduction 

of management practices, such as rotational fallow, that are beneficial to 

biodiversity. 

 

- the restoration of damaged or degraded habitats and re-creation of habitats 

such as  wetlands, hedgerows, woodlands where lost, both in intensive and 

extensive systems. 

 

- the creation of new habitats on both more intensive and more extensive farms 

as part of a strategic, landscape scale approach to promote the development of 

functional connectivity between habitats in the context of climate change. 

 

There is also a need to maintain soil and water quality in order to underpin 

biodiversity conservation and as part of a concerted and holistic effort toward 

sustainable land management. The CAP includes a number of measures that have the 

potential to respond to the four types of action identified above, and are discussed 

further in the following section.  

 

 

1.4 How the Structure of the CAP Influences Farmland Biodiversity 

 

The CAP owes its origins to the 1957 Treaty of Rome and is one of a small number of 

ócommonô EU policies. The CAP began life primarily as a series of market 

interventions designed to provide an income support to European farmers and to 

protect them from external competition. Measures to address structural issues were 

relatively few and environmental measures unheard of. Over the years, the CAP has 

undergone numerous, substantive reforms in response to political, societal and market 

demands. Price support and market intervention has been gradually reduced ï 

although not yet entirely phased out ï replaced by increasing levels of direct support 

for farmers. The first EU wide agri-environmental measure was introduced in 1985 

and this measure, along with various other rural development measures, now forms a 

substantial component of the CAP.  

 

Today, three different components of the CAP can be identified: 

 

 Market interventions ï including tariffs, export subsidies, intervention 

purchasing and output quotas. 

 Direct payments ï income support payments for farmers paid through the 

Single Payment Scheme (SPS) or the Single Area Payment Scheme (SAPS)7. 

The majority of direct payments are now decoupled from production.   

 Rural development measures ï a series of measures under the European 

Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) to help improve the 

                                                 
7 The majority of new Member States apply the Single Area Payment Scheme (SAPs) ï a transitional, 

simplified income support - rather than the SPS at the present time.  
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competitiveness of farm businesses, the environment and the quality of life in 

rural areas. 

 

Together, market interventions and direct payments constitute what is commonly 

referred to as Pillar 1 of the CAP, while rural development measures fall within Pillar 

2.   

 

Pillar  1 of the CAP and Biodiversity 

Within Pillar I, direct payments are of greatest interest in terms of their likely impacts 

on biodiversity. They constitute the greatest share of the Pillar 1 budget (as shown in 

section 2), are received on large areas of farmland and hence have a wide policy 

reach. 

 

Several observations can be made regarding direct payments8: 

 

 They are an income support payment aimed at ensuring a fair standard of 

living and stability of farm incomes and not at delivering environmental 

outcomes; any environmental impacts thus arise indirectly.  

 They have been progressively decoupled from production (shifting support 

from product to producer) although Member States retain the option to 

continue to pay a proportion of payments on a coupled basis for some sectors. 

 They are calculated for each farm on the basis of the amounts received during 

a historic reference period 2000 - 2002. There are a number of payment 

models: historic, based on the payments received and the number of hectares 

farmed during the reference period; regional, where reference amounts are not 

calculated at individual farmer level but at regional level; and, hybrid models, 

where Member States may calculate SPS payments using a part-historic/part-

flat rate approach. 

 A proportion of direct payments (up to 10% by sector) can be redeployed to 

support certain types of farming important for the environment or to support 

the production and marketing of quality produce (known as óArticle 69ô). 

 Direct payments are subject to compulsory modulation ï cuts in direct 

payments at an annual rate of 5% from 2007 until 20129, with the funds raised 

used to provide additional financing for Pillar 2. Additional voluntary 

modulation is permitted in the UK and Portugal, up to a rate of 20%. 

 A link has been established between the payment of direct aid and compliance 

with certain standards, some of which are environmental. This is known as 

cross compliance.  

 

Where fully decoupled from production, direct payments should in principle have 

little or no bearing on the production decisions made by farmers. Rather, market 

signals should have a greater influence on the commodities farmers choose to 

produce, as well as the volume of production, although it may be expected that most 

farmers remain in the sector they have traditionally farmed and have expertise in. 

                                                 
8 As set out in Regulation 1782/2003 and Regulation 378/2007. 

9 The rate of compulsory modulation was 3% in 2005 and 4% in 2006. 
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Fully decoupled payments may be expected to have rather limited impacts on 

biodiversity since they do not drive production decisions. In practice, there appear to 

be at least three possible outcomes. First, so long as the SPS remains an income 

support based on historical subsidy receipts, it will help to maintain existing farm 

structures and production patterns, and whilst cross compliance provides a baseline of 

environmental conditionality on the receipt of direct payments, it is unlikely to 

alleviate pressures on the environment. The justification for direct payments based on 

the amount received during the 2000-2002 reference period is likely to weaken over 

time. Direct payments may continue to be necessary in the future, but they will need 

to be based on solid and defensible objectives in line with societyôs expectations and 

with the degree of required funding determined according to clearly identified needs. 

Second, decoupled payments may indirectly help to underpin the viability of marginal 

farming systems that are beneficial to the environment but which might not otherwise 

survive on the basis of incentive payments or rural development support alone. This is 

an incidental benefit of such support rather than a specific objective of it. Third, 

farmers can choose not to produce anything and continue to receive the Single 

Payment so long as the land on which the payment is received is maintained in the 

standards defined for good agricultural and environmental condition in the Member 

State concerned. In such cases, the degree of biodiversity benefit would depend on the 

intensity of existing land use and the design of the GAEC standards. 

 

Many Member States have opted to keep some direct payments coupled to 

production. Where this occurs, such payments may act as production incentives and 

have some influence over the farming systems and practices adopted. These might 

give rise to both positive and negative consequences for the environment. In a positive 

sense, a headage payment for suckler cows could, for example, support the 

continuation of cattle production in marginal farming areas, which would be 

considered beneficial for biodiversity provided stocking densities are appropriate. 

 

Article 69 of Regulation 1782/2003 allows Member States to use up to 10 per cent of 

direct payments by sector to support certain types of farming important for the 

environment or to support the production and marketing of quality produce. This 

means that the payments to some farmers can be cut in order to provide additional 

support to others where this is deemed to be of environmental benefit or to aid 

improvements in production and marketing. The rules determining how this measure 

can be used are rather vague, and the level of environmental benefit is dependent on 

implementation by the Member State, in terms of the sectors supported and the 

stipulation of particular environmental conditions. In principle, a revised Article 69 

could be used to benefit biodiversity, although in practice this has not yet been the 

case (see IEEP, 2008).  

 

Direct payments are subject to compulsory modulation; direct payments were cut by 

3% in 2005, 4% in 2006 and 5% in 2007, and will be reduced by 5% each year until 

2012. The funds raised at EU level are transferred into Pillar 2 and are allocated on 

the basis of: agricultural area; agricultural employment; and GDP per capita in 

purchasing power. Modulation does not apply to the first ú5,000 received in direct 

payments. Member States are guaranteed only to receive at least 80% of the funds 

raised by modulation within their territory implying some redistribution of direct 

payments at EU level (with the exception of Germany where it is 90% of funds). 
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Portugal and the UK are permitted to apply additional voluntary modulation in order 

to raise extra funds for their rural development programmes. By shifting funds from 

Pillar 1 to Pillar 2, modulation is of critical importance in potentially providing funds 

for measures designed to protect and enhance biodiversity. However, any 

environmental benefits arising from modulation will be influenced by the way in 

which Member States allocate these funds in the second Pillar. 

 

From a biodiversity conservation perspective, cross compliance standards are 

designed to afford a basic level of environmental protection across a large area of land 

and to ensure those in receipt of direct aids respect the relevant EU legislation. Cross 

compliance applies a limited amount of environmental conditionality to the receipt of 

direct payments, and eight measures under óAxis 2ô of the second pillar of the CAP10. 

Whilst also encompassing public, animal and plant health and animal welfare 

requirements, the environmental requirements derive from 19 Statutory Management 

Requirements (SMRs) and a number of standards aimed at ensuring ógood agricultural 

and environmental conditionô (GAEC). The SMRs are based on pre-existing EU 

Directives and Regulations and include selected articles from the Birds and Habitats 

Directives. GAEC is focused on the management of soils and to a lesser extent, the 

maintenance of habitats. It includes some standards that may be beneficial to 

biodiversity ï standards for crop rotations, minimum livestock stocking rates and/or 

appropriate regimes, the retention of landscape features, the protection of permanent 

pasture, and the maintenance of olive groves in good vegetative condition. The 

effectiveness in securing biodiversity benefits is dependent on the standards each 

Member State has chosen to introduce. Farmers benefiting from direct payments may 

be subject to a reduction or withdrawal of those payments in the case of non-

compliance.  

 

Member States must also ensure that the area of permanent pasture is maintained at a 

2003 reference level (or 2004 for the new Member States). However, Member States 

are not required to put in place any controls to avoid the ploughing up of the most 

biodiversity rich pastures. 

 

In the present formulation of the CAP, it is the role of Pillar 2 to provide more 

targeted and ambitious levels of sustainable land management and biodiversity 

protection. 

 

Pillar 2 of the CAP and Biodiversity 

 

Pillar 2 was established in 1999 with the introduction of the Rural Development 

Regulation (RDR)11, which brought together a number of pre-existing CAP measures 

under one umbrella regulation. The RDR subsequently evolved into the European 

                                                 
10 The cross compliance standards of agricultural land are set out in Annexes III and IV of Regulation 

1782/2003. Art. 51 of Council Regulation 1698/2005 sets out the application of cross compliance in 

Pillar 2. 

11 Council Regulation (EC) 1257/1999 of 17 May 1999 on support for rural development from the 

European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) and amending and repealing certain 

Regulations. OJ L 160/80  26.6.1999 
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Agricultural Fund for Rural Development12 (EAFRD), the present day second Pillar 

of the CAP. It is the most important source of EU funding for promoting sustainable 

land management over the course of the 2007-2013 funding period. The funds are 

distributed according to 94 Rural Development Programmes (RDPs), drawn up in 

accordance with EU guidelines at either the Member State or the regional level, as 

with the UK, Italy, Germany and Spain. 

 

Member States are required to produce National Strategy Plans reflecting the 

priorities set out in EU Strategic Guidelines for Rural Development (Council of the 

European Union, 2006). The latter establishes óbiodiversity and the preservation and 

development of high nature value farming and forestry systems and traditional 

agricultural landscapesô as a priority along with the need for Axis 2 to ócontribute to 

the Gºteborg commitment to reverse biodiversity decline by 2010ô. National Strategy 

Plans, in turn, provide the reference framework for the preparation of rural 

development programmes.  

 

A total of ú88bn13 is allocated to the Member States to spend on up to 46 rural 

development measures, grouped according to four Axes. Each Axis contains a series 

of different measures under which support payments of different kinds such as 

investment grants and annual payments can be offered on a voluntary basis to 

recipients including farmers, landowners and foresters. Axis 2, entitled óImproving 

the environment and the countrysideô contains thirteen measures that can be used to 

address environmental needs and to bring about improvements over and above the 

baseline level of protection provided by legislation and cross compliance. Axis 1 on 

óImproving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sectorô includes 

measures that target the modernisation and competitiveness of the agriculture and 

forestry sectors. Axis 3 is labelled óThe quality of life in rural areas and 

diversification of the rural economyô and includes measures such as diversification 

into non-agricultural activities and the conservation and upgrading of the rural 

heritage. Axis 4 is dedicated to the Leader approach of bottom-up, community 

inspired initiatives and can be delivered across a combination of Axes. 

 

At least 25% of the EAFRD budget must be spent on Axis 2, 10% on Axes 1 and 3, 

and 5% on Axis 4. The EAFRD contributes a portion of funding to the total rural 

development budget with national, and in some cases regional, governments co-

financing the remaining percentage. The EAFRD contributes up to 55% of total 

public expenditure in the case of Axis 2 (and up to 50% for Axes 1 and 3). The rate of 

Community funding increases to a maximum rate of 80% in the Convergence 

Objective regions (or up to 70% for Axes 1 and 3). These are poorer regions of the 

EU entitled to higher levels of support under the Communityôs cohesion objectives. 

Member States can also provide additional state aid known as óadditional national 

financingô, subject to various restrictions, for a number of rural development 

measures, so long as these are specified in the RDP and agreed by the European 

Commission. Certain measures may also require the input of private funds by the 

beneficiary, for example, in order to fund farm modernisation projects. 

                                                 
12 Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 of 20 September 2005 on support for rural development by 

the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) OJ L 277/1 21.10.2005 

13 This figure includes the amount raised through compulsory modulation. 
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Axis 2 includes a range of measures that can directly benefit biodiversity, including 

the agri-environment measure, the only measure that must be included in all 

programmes. Payments can be made to farmers to cover the additional costs and 

income foregone resulting from the commitments made, and where necessary, 

transaction costs. According to the preamble of Regulation 1698/2005, agri-

environment payments óshould further encourage farmers and other land managers to 

serve society as a whole by introducing or continuing to apply agricultural production 

methods compatible with the protection and improvement of the environment, the 

landscape and its features, natural resources [and] the soil and genetic diversityô. 

Farmers and land managers can also be recompensed for the costs associated with 

undertaking effective management of Natura 2000 sites. The two natural handicap 

payment measures (i.e. the LFA measure) compensate farmers for the additional costs 

and income forgone related to the handicap for agricultural production. The LFA 

measure aims to maintain the countryside and promote sustainable farming systems 

through the continued use of agricultural land. Although not an explicit aim of these 

measures, they have been shown to support farming systems in marginal areas that are 

associated with the maintenance of extensive semi-natural pastures (IEEP, 2006a). 

Among the various forestry measures, the forest environment measure provides 

payments for commitments that enhance biodiversity and preserve high value forest 

ecosystems. The two afforestation measures could produce mixed results for 

biodiversity, depending on the choice of land to be afforested and the species to be 

planted. There are examples of the poor implementation of these measures in the 

previous programming period (see, for example, Beaufoy et al, 2005). 

 

Measures in other Axes could also benefit biodiversity if applied in appropriate ways. 

For example, the vocational training and information measure under Axis 1 could be 

focused on providing farmers and foresters with new environmental land management 

skills. The Axis 3 measure for the conservation and upgrading of the rural heritage 

can be used to draw up management plans for Natura 2000 sites and to restore and 

upgrade high natural value sites (Keenleyside and Baldock, 2006). 

 

The biodiversity impact of Pillar 2 will  be determined to a large extent by the total 

level of funding and the allocation of funding across the different Axes and measures, 

the selection of measures, and the way in which measures are applied in each Member 

State or region.  

 

In the following section, the relative balance in funding between the two Pillars is 

examined. This helps to establish the extent to which the CAP budget is weighted in 

favour of providing a relatively untargeted income support, as is likely to be the case 

with the majority of Pillar 1 expenditure, or in favour of supporting a range of 

targeted measures explicitly designed to meet a diverse range of environmental, social 

and economic cohesion challenges facing Europeôs rural areas, which is largely the 

aim of Pillar 2 expenditure. 
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2 Comparing Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 Expenditure 

In order to advance sound recommendations on the future of CAP spending for 

biodiversity, it is necessary to understand the relative balance in expenditure between 

the two CAP Pillars at the present time. This involves an understanding of the criteria 

used to allocate funding to Member States, as well as the historical reasons explaining 

differences in funding levels. 

 

The expenditure analysis in this section is drawn from a range of sources and 

underlines the difficulties associated with making sense of the CAP budget. The 

sources used are as follows: 

 

 The Pillar 1 budget figures, prior to the application of modulation, are taken 

from the ceilings provided in Commission Decision 2006/588/EEC. EU-12 

figures are taken from Council Regulation 1182/2007. 

 The total Pillar 1 budget figures, following modulation, are based on IEEPôs 

own calculations based on Commission Decision 2006/636/EC and 

Commission Decision 2006/588/EC. 

 The allocation of the EAFRD to each Member State is taken from 

Commission Decision 2007/383/EC. 

 The total Pillar 2 expenditure for each Member State is taken from the 

database of rural development expenditure for the 2007-2013 period 

developed by IEEP. This database compiles finance data from 76 rural 

development programmes, meaning 18 programmes have not been 

examined (the examined programmes are listed in the Annex). It was not 

possible to examine all programmes since not all had been approved at the 

cut off date for rural development data for this report. Also, to slim the 

process somewhat a decision was taken to exclude RDPs for Overseas 

Territories, Balearic Islands and the Canary Islands in Spain and the region 

of Aland in Finland. 

 The figures for France and Portugal have been adjusted to exclude 

allocations for the Overseas Territories. The figures for Spain exclude 

allocations for the Balearic Islands and the Canary Islands. 

 The figures are ceilings and actual expenditure may be less. 

 

 

2.1 How National Budget Allocations Are Decided 

 

The CAP has always secured a large proportion of the EU budget. Over the current 

Financial Perspective (2007-2013), the EU budget will account for ú864bn or just 

over one per cent of the Member Statesô combined Gross National Income (GNI) 

(Adelle et al, 2008). The proportion of the EU budget spent on agriculture has 

declined since the 1980s, with around 37% of the total budget for the current period 

allocated to the CAP under the budget heading óPreservation and Management of 

Natural Resourcesô. The level of funding directed to the CAP is more a reflection of 

the outcome of political negotiation rather than being predicated on an objective 

assessment of the needs of rural areas, the appropriate use of the CAP in responding 

to these needs, and a consideration of the amount of funding required. For example, 
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over the course of the EU Summit in 2005 when the last financial framework was 

agreed, the rural development budget was cut by ú20bn. 

 

The rationale for the distribution of CAP funding between the Member States is 

complicated, and there is often some variation between planned expenditure and 

actual spending levels. In general terms, the distribution of Pillar 1 direct payments 

reflects historic levels of production. In the past, these levels of production have been 

translated into base areas, the maximum area on which subsidy payments can be 

made. In the case of livestock subsidies, national óreference herdsô formed the basis of 

calculations. National ceilings for different sectoral payments were applied 

accordingly, and if the base area was exceeded, hectarage payments would be reduced 

accordingly. The historic ceilings have been rolled over from one year to another, 

maintaining continuity in the pattern of relative expenditure. This is something of an 

anachronism in a decoupled logic. 

 

The approach to allocating the rural development budget between the Member States 

has been criticised in the past for giving explicit weight to previous expenditure 

patterns and hence maintaining the status quo in terms of the level and pattern of 

spending (Mantino, 2003). Allocations of the EAFRD for 2007-2013 take into 

account historic allocations under a ópast performanceô criterion, and also the amounts 

reserved for regions eligible under the Convergence Objective, as well as particular 

situations and needs based on objective criteria14. The actual criteria applied in 

practice are not particularly transparent. The ópast performanceô criterion refers to the 

share received during the 2000-2006 period (or 2004-2006 for the new Member 

States) and therefore allows the approximate pattern of expenditure to be maintained 

at historic levels.  Since this budget was itself the product of previous budgets, it helps 

to explain differences in present funding levels, and in particular, the low proportion 

of the rural development budget that the UK has historically secured. The third 

criterion refers to óparticular situations and needs based on objective criteriaô and is 

especially unclear. Its inclusion appears to present the Commission and Member 

States with myriad possibilities on which to justify budget allocations. At the 

December 2005 European Council, this criterion was used to allocate additional 

specific amounts to eight Member States15. In this way, Austria received ú1.35bn, 

Finland ú0.46bn, Ireland ú0.5bn, Italy ú0.5bn, Luxembourg ú20m, France ú0.1bn, 

Sweden ú0.82bn and Portugal ú0.32bn16. Although the reasons for these allocations 

are not well documented, they perhaps best reflect the nature of negotiations at 

European Summits, rather than a more objective consideration of the budget required 

to respond to rural development needs. 

 

There are cases where certain Member States may wish to spend more on particular 

measures than is possible given the financial ceilings and co-funding rules that apply. 

This means that the use of state aids, as provided by Article 89 of Regulation 

                                                 
14 As set out in Article 69 of Regulation 1698/2005. 

15 This information is provided by an Explanatory Memorandum that accompanied Decision 636/2006. 

16 Portugal was exempted from co-financing this amount on account of óspecific difficultiesô facing 

Portuguese agriculture.  
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1698/2005 and which are funded nationally but approved by the Commission, are 

particularly important in some Member States in achieving the desired level of funds. 

 

 

2.2 The Differences in the Level of Expenditure Between the Two Pillars 

 

Over the 2007-2013 period, approximately ú373 billion is set to be spent on the CAP 

from the EU budget. When national co-financing of the EAFRD is accounted for, this 

rises to ú430 billion. Table 1 and Figure 3 show the breakdown of allocated 

expenditure for both Pillars by Member State.   

 

Pillar 1  

The total allocated expenditure for Pillar 1 is ú286 billion for the 2007-2013 period, 

of which ú246 billion is allocated to the EU-15 Member States. This figure includes a 

deduction for the amount raised through compulsory modulation, based on the current 

5% annual deduction. The amounts raised through compulsory modulation are 

redistributed centrally according to common criteria, and hence the amount shown in 

column B of Table 1 is not equal to the increase in Pillar 2 funding. France has the 

highest Pillar 1 budget post-modulation with an allocation of ú58.4 billion. Germany, 

Spain, UK and Italy receive the next largest budget allocations. In contrast, countries 

such as Austria, Belgium and the Netherlands with a smaller agricultural land base, or 

where agriculture is less important in terms of total employment or GDP tend to 

receive less. Portugal is an exception, receiving a relatively low amount (ú4 billion), 

but with a relatively high proportion of the population working in agriculture (9% of 

the economically active population, according to the 2007-2013 RDP). 

 

A total of ú40 billion allocated to the twelve newest Member States over the current 

period. The highest ceiling over the entire seven year period among the new Member 

States is in Poland, where the ceiling is ú15 billion, followed some way by Hungary 

(ú6.5 billion) and Romania (ú5.5 billion). The Pillar 1 ceilings in these Member States 

increase incrementally each year and modulation does not apply. For example, in 

Poland, the Pillar 1 budget rises from ú725m in 2005 to ú3bn in 201317. Countries 

with smaller agricultural sectors, such as Malta, Cyprus, Estonia and Slovenia receive 

rather less. 

 

Pillar 2 

The total Pillar 2 budget, as provided for by the EAFRD, over the same period is 

ú86.6 billion. This is slightly lower than the ú88.3bn figure given in Commission 

Decision 2007/383 as the figures are based on an examination of 76 Rural 

Development Programmes rather than the full complement of 94 as explained above. 

 

On these terms, approximately ú49.6 billion is directed to the EU-15 and ú37 billion 

to the EU-12. In contrast to Pillar 1, Pillar 2 is co-financed by Member State 

governments. Co-financing increases Pillar 2 funding by about ú56 billion to provide  

                                                 
17 As shown in Annex VIIIa of Regulation 1182/2007, OJ L273, 17.10.2007. 
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Table 1. CAP Budget 2007-2013: Total Allocated Expenditure to Pillar 1 and 

Pillar 2. 

 
Source: IEEP own calculations. 

 
Notes: 

(A), (B), (C) Figures for the EU-15 are derived from IEEP's own calculations based on Commission Decision 

2006/588/EEC; EU 12 figures are derived from Council Regulation 1182/2007. Modulation figures 

stem from Euronatur (2007) and associated modelling work. 

(D) Commission Decision 2007/383/EC; figures for France (total is ú6442m), Portugal (total is 

ú3929m) amended to remove allocation for overseas territories, based on figures provided in 

RDPs. The figure for Spain is lower than that in Decision 2007/383/EC (ú7214m) since the figures 

for the Canary Island & Balearic Islands are omitted. In addition, the RDP for Extremadura could 

not be obtained, and hence the lower figure was used to ensure consistency with column E. These 

figures include the amounts raised through compulsory modulation. 

(E) From IEEPôs database of rural development expenditure for the 2007-2013 period (updated for 76 

RDPs as of April 2008). Figures for France include the mainland and Corsica but not the Overseas 

Territories. Figure for Portugal is only for mainland and not the Overseas Territories. UK and 

Portugal figures also include amount raised through voluntary modulation. 
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Figure 3. CAP Expenditure on Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 2007-2013 
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a total envelope of ú144 billion, of which ú97 billion is allocated to the EU-15 and 

ú47 billion to the EU-12. 

 

Among the EU-15, Italy receives the most from the EAFRD with an allocation of ú8.3 

billion. Germany, Spain and France are allocated the next largest amounts. Reflecting 

the historical reasons which influence budget allocations, as stated above, countries 

such as Sweden and the UK receive rather less at just under ú2 billion each, whilst  

countries such as Denmark and the Netherlands receive smaller allocations of around 

ú0.5 billion, 

 

Poland receives the most of the new Member States with an EAFRD allocation of 

ú13.2 billion. Romania receives the next largest amount, with an allocation of ú8 

billion. As is the case with Pillar 1, Cyprus, Estonia, Malta and Slovenia have smaller 

allocations. 

 

Total Allocation for Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 

When Community funding for both Pillars is accounted for, France receives the most 

of any Member State at just over ú64 billion, followed by Germany with ú48 billion. 

Among the new Member States, Poland receives more than double the next most well 

funded new Member State (Romania) at ú28 billion. 

 

 

2.3 Contextualising and Comparing Expenditure 

 

In order to contextualise the absolute figures provided above, Table 2 shows the 

intensity of spend per hectare of utilised agricultural area (UAA), and the relative 

spend on the two Pillars. The use of expenditure per hectare of UAA as an indicator 

of the relative intensity of spend is appropriate, since it translates absolute figures into 

an amount that takes account of the actual area of farmland in the country.  

 

The Intensity of Spend under Pillar 1 

Expressing CAP expenditure as an annual average value per hectare of UAA means 

that, in contrast to the pattern shown above for absolute receipts, comparatively well 

funded Member States such as France and Poland receive comparatively less on a per 

hectare basis. The Pillar 1 allocation for France, the most well funded Member State 

in absolute terms, translates into an average per hectare payment of ú302/ha UAA per 

year, whilst countries with smaller UAAs such as Belgium (ú439/ha UAA per year), 

Greece (ú519/ha UAA per year) and the Netherlands (ú434/ha UAA per year) receive 

more on a per hectare basis. Among the new Member States, the intensity of Pillar 1 

spend in the two most well funded Member States is comparatively less on a per 

hectare basis. Poland receives an annual average of ú146/ha UAA per year and 

Romania ú57/ha UAA per year whilst countries with smaller UAAs, such as Cyprus 

(ú233/ha UAA per year) and Malta (ú371/ha UAA per year), receive more on a per 

hectare basis. 

 

Across the EU as a whole, the average annual intensity of spend is ú237/ha UAA, 

with an average of ú280/ha UAA in the EU-15 and ú122/ha UAA in the EU-12. 
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Table 2. CAP Budget Allocations 2007-2013: Intensity of Spend and Relative 

Spend by Pillar 

 
Source: IEEP own calculations. 

 

The Intensity of Spend under Pillar 2 

The pattern is slightly different for Pillar 2. Overall, the annual per hectare level of 

spend is much less than under Pillar 1 at ú72/ha UAA per year for the EU-27. The 

new Member States receive relatively more than the older Member States, in contrast 

to the pattern shown for Pillar 1. The EU-12 Member States receive an average 

payment of ú113/ha UAA per year, more than double that of the EU-15 level of 

ú56/ha UAA per year.   
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Although countries such as Italy and France receive more from the EAFRD in 

absolute terms, the average annual intensity of EAFRD spend is relatively low at 

ú93/ha UAA per year and ú30/ha UAA per year respectively. Reflecting historic 

calculation methods for distributing the EU rural development budget between 

Member States, countries such as Denmark (ú23/ha UAA per year) and the UK 

(ú17/ha UAA per year) receive low amounts on a per hectare UAA basis from the 

EAFRD.  

 

The importance of national co-financing is underlined by the fact that it almost 

doubles the amount of funding available for each hectare of utilised agricultural land 

(from ú56/ha UAA per year to ú110/ha UAA per year in the EU-15). The level of co-

financing also varies considerably between Member States. 

 

Among the new Member States, the level of spend for Malta is very high at ú1,100/ha 

UAA per year, rising to over ú1,400/ha UAA per year when co-financing is 

considered18. Setting Malta aside, in the new Member States, Slovenia is allocated the 

most on a per hectare basis (ú265/ha UAA per year from the EAFRD, rising to 

ú341/ha UAA per year when co-financing is included). 

 

The Balance of Spend between the Two Pillars 

 

The relative balance in expenditure under each Pillar for each Member State is also 

shown in Table 2. When Community funding alone is considered, there are some 

remarkable variations in the ratio of spending, as highlighted in Figure 4. The 

amounts raised through compulsory modulation (but not voluntary modulation) are 

included within Pillar 2. 

 

For the entire EU-27, even with transfers of funds through compulsory modulation, 

Pillar 1 is worth just over three times as much as Pillar 2 over the 2007-2013 period. 

Whilst the level of expenditure is relatively balanced in the EU-12 (where the level of 

spend on both Pillars is almost the same), the EU-15 is allocated five times as much 

for Pillar 1 as Pillar 2. The Pillar 1 allocation for Denmark is almost 16 times as high 

as the allocation for Pillar 2. In the UK, the Pillar 1 allocation is 15 times as high as 

for Pillar 2. In contrast, the balance of expenditure in Member States such as Austria 

and Portugal is more even, but the funds allocated to Pillar 2 do not exceed those to 

Pillar 1 in any EU-15 Member State. This contrasts with the EU-12, where seven 

Member States are allocated the same or slightly more for Pillar 2 than they are for 

Pillar 119. 

 

                                                 
18 It has not been possible to explain this high figure in the context of this study. The RDP would need 

to be examined in detailed and experts consulted. 

19 Complementary National Direct Payments (CNDPs) allow new Member States to transfer a 

proportion of funds from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1. The amount transferred as a CNDP has been discounted 

from the Pillar 2 total, where it is used. 
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Figure 4. Proportion of Community Expenditure on Pillar 1 and Pillar 2, 2007-

2013 (excludes co-financing of the EAFRD). 
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When national co-financing of the EAFRD is taken into consideration, the relative 

value of Pillar 2 increases so that Pillar 1 is worth twice, rather than three times as 

much as Pillar 2 in the EU-27. This change in balance is driven mostly by the EU-15, 

where the ratio of expenditure almost halves. For example, the Netherlands is 

allocated about 12 times as much for Pillar 1 than for Pillar 2 based on Community 

funding alone, but national co-financing of Pillar 2 means that Pillar 1 is worth six 

times as much as Pillar 2. In Austria, Finland and Luxembourg, the effect of national 

co-financing is to swing the balance of funding in favour of the second Pillar. This 

effect is also true for all but two of the new Member States. 

 

2.4 Conclusion 

 

There is a wide variation in the amount of funding received by the Member States. 

The allocations under Pillar 1 reflect historical levels of production which is no longer 

the most appropriate or equitable approach to determining the distribution of the 

budget under a decoupled logic, particularly as public expectations of funding for 

agriculture shift to the provision of public benefits. The Pillar 2 allocations reflect 

historic spending allocations, but also rather less clearly articulated óobjective 

criteriaô. These criteria bear little semblance to a Pillar 2 that seeks to respond to 
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demanding strategic priorities and actions, that have expanded to cover forestry and 

other rural development priorities beyond the agricultural sector. 

 

Whilst the need for agricultural policy to be used in such a way to deliver 

environmental benefits is formally recognised in a range of EU policy documents and 

legislative texts, it has not yet been factored into budget allocation criteria. There is a 

case for environmental needs to be integrated into budget allocation decisions, if the 

CAP budget is to fairly reflect the nature of the environmental challenge in different 

parts of Europe and the scale of financing required to respond to this challenge.  
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3 The Spatial Distribution of CAP Expenditure: Methodological 

Challenges and Caveats 

 

The preceding section shows the differences in the level of expenditure under the two 

Pillars of the CAP. In the following two sections, the geographical distribution of 

expenditure under each Pillar is analysed primarily through a series of maps and 

charts. Selected CAP expenditure maps are also shown against the EEA/DG JRC 

preliminary map of the distribution of HNV farmland. This spatial representation of 

CAP expenditure helps contribute to an informed debate on the future of the policy, 

but also presents a number of challenges in terms of sourcing data and in interpreting 

the results. In this section, the rationale for mapping CAP expenditure is explained 

and, in order to contextualise the patterns of spend shown in the maps, the data 

sources used, and the associated limits to interpretation, are set out. Two sections then 

follow, the first depicting and explaining the pattern and intensity of Pillar 1 spend, 

and the second, the pattern and intensity of planned Pillar 2 spend. 

 

 

3.1 The Rationale for Mapping CAP Expenditure 

 

The distribution and intensity of expenditure is mapped at a regional level across the 

EU-1520 for Pillar 1, drawing on data provided by the CAPRI model, and at a 

programme level across all Member States for Pillar 2, drawing on the IEEP-

developed database of rural development expenditure for the 2007-2013 programme 

period. In addition to permitting a spatial representation of the pattern of CAP 

spending21, the consistency of spending from an environmental perspective can be 

examined if these maps are overlaid with environmental data, so long as this data can 

be shown spatially and is produced from reliable indicators. This is an important 

exercise for two reasons. First, if detailed and reliable data are available, it may be 

possible to demonstrate the extent to which current public expenditure correlates with, 

or works against, the provision of environmental benefits. There are some caveats 

regarding the nature of the relationship between spending levels and environmental 

benefits, as explored further below. Second, if EU agricultural policy is to become 

increasingly focused on the provision of environmental benefits, this allows for a 

more sophisticated analysis of where public funding needs to be directed in the future. 

Whilst this may help identify where public money may be best spent in providing 

environmental benefits and help to illustrate the redistributive impact this might have 

given the present pattern of expenditure, additional work is need to assess the amount 

of funding actually required to secure the ongoing delivery of environmental benefits. 

                                                 
20 The Pillar 1 data has been mapped at the NUTS 2 level. There are 213 NUTS 2 regions in the EU-

15, with data used in this study for 172. The difference is explained by the need to group some 

regions together. NUTS codes are standardised territorial units used for the collection and 

presentation of statistics. In the UK, NUTS 1 regions include Wales, and the East of England, whilst 

NUTS2 regions include West Wales and the Valleys or East Anglia. 

21 The best precedent for this work is the mapping of CAP support from a territorial cohesion 

perspective by Shucksmith et al (2005). 
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This study provides an important first step towards demonstrating the pattern of 

expenditure geographically, and overlaying this with farmland biodiversity data, as 

represented by the EEA and the DG JRCôs preliminary map of the distribution of 

HNV farmland. At this stage, this is an incomplete step, and more detailed data at a 

smaller spatial scale on CAP payments and biodiversity, or other environmental 

indicators, is needed to facilitate the desired analysis. In addition, for sound 

judgements to be made on the effects of CAP expenditure on the environment, and for 

policy recommendations to be based on this analysis, a thorough understanding of the 

different production sectors, farming systems and the relationship between subsidies, 

the design and delivery of different measures, farm management decisions and 

environmental outcomes is required. At face value, maps alone neglect this wider 

context.  

 

In particular, our understanding of the causality between high or low levels of spend 

and the presence or absence of biodiversity is incomplete. A high or low regional 

intensity of payment under Pillar 1 does not necessarily equate to either 

environmental degradation or enhancement. In the first instance, the intensity of direct 

payments shown in the maps reflects the regional sectoral concentration of 

production. But it may also mask local differences in farm structures and payment 

levels. In turn, understanding the causality that links this payment intensity to 

environmental outcomes is dependent on developing an understanding the influence 

that direct payment levels have on farm viability and farm management decisions. To 

take one hypothetical example, a high regional intensity of payment may help to 

maintain the viability of certain farming systems that adopt suitable management 

practices. However, the extent to which direct payments support these systems is not 

known given the likely variation in intensity of expenditure within any one region and 

between different farm types that produce differing levels of biodiversity. In other 

cases, a high regional payment intensity under the first Pillar may promote some 

structural change, influence an intensification of production and create some stress on 

the environment. 

 

Assessing the nature of the relationship between measure design, uptake levels, farm 

level management changes and environmental outcomes is also necessary when 

examining the intensity of expenditure for rural development payments. It is possible 

that a lot of money could be channelled into ineffective measures that bring about few 

environmental benefits, even if uptake at the farm level is high. 

 

Contextual information on the differences in the cost of implementing different 

measures in different parts of the EU is also absent. For example, it is most likely to 

be cheaper to deliver an agri-environment scheme in the new Member States since the 

income forgone and additional costs are likely to be lower than in the EU-15. 

 

In order to avoid crude conclusions being drawn from the maps presented here, the 

above points and the context provided to aid the interpretation of each map from a 

farmland biodiversity perspective. To understand the implications of the maps for 

biodiversity, it is important that the accompanying commentary is read alongside each 

of them. 
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3.2 Overview of Method 

 

In order to produce detailed maps of the geographical distribution of CAP spend, 

consistent and up-to-date information is needed for the entire EU-27 on the location 

of land parcels in receipt of subsidies and the type (e.g. direct payment under the SPS, 

or an agri-environment or LFA payment under the RDP) and level of payment made. 

This level of information would provide the fine-grained mapping needed to correlate 

spending data with environmental indicators, and would reflect the local nature of 

environmental issues. This presents a significant research challenge that this report 

has only been partially able to address. 

 

The Approach to Mapping Pillar 1 Expenditure 

Several data sources of differing levels of geographic resolution were explored for 

this study. These include data released by Member States under the European 

Transparency Initiative and from the pro-transparency lobby group farmsubsidy.org. 

These data were too inconsistent for a pan-European mapping exercise for the reasons 

given below. 

 

Data sources were explored for this study in September 2007and at that time, 13 

Member States, Flanders and five regions in each of Italy and Spain had released data 

under the European Transparency Initiative. The data pertained to the years 2003-

2006, were presented in different ways, in many cases it was not clear if the data 

related to all CAP receipts or just to direct payments, and the subsidy data was not 

geographically referenced. Data availability may improve under this Initiative from 

late 2008 with respect to rural development funds and from April 2009 for Pillar 1 

direct payments, at which time, the payments received, the name of the recipient and 

the municipality, or if available, post code should be published in a consistent way on 

searchable, nationally managed databases22. 

 

Data for 19 Member States were provided by farmsubsidy.org, and contained spatially 

referenced data for a smaller number of countries. Due to the way in which the data 

had been prepared by Member State paying agencies, it was unclear in many cases if 

the data referred to rural development payments in addition to direct payments. An 

approach to the European Commission for data held in the Clearance of Accounts 

Trail System (CATS) was rejected. The CATS database includes data on subsidy 

receipts for all beneficiaries of CAP payments, but information from it is only made 

available for the Commissionôs own research and evaluation work23. In contrast, the 

data provided by the CAPRI model held a key advantage in that data are presented at 

a regional level and in a consistent format under common headings and are made 

freely available to researchers. 

 

 

 

                                                 
22 This follows the adoption of Commission Regulation 259/2008 in March 2008. 

23 The issue of public access to the CATS database is being investigated by the European Ombudsman 

(European Ombudsman, 2008). 
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Data Provided by the CAPRI Model 

The CAPRI (Common Agricultural Policy Regionalised Impact) model focuses on 

Pillar 1 and covers the EU-27 at the level of the NUTS 2 region (Britz, 2007). The 

model is regularly used by DG Agriculture for policy impact analysis, for the ex-ante 

assessment of CAP reform proposals and for international trade analysis. Although 

there are some limitations, the key advantage of CAPRI is that it presents data in a 

consistent way.  

 

One limitation is that the current base period for the model is 2001-2003.  As such, it 

excludes the new Member States and does not necessarily represent current funding 

levels or patterns. Although the base period for calculating the Pillar 1 premia is 

2001-2003, the pattern and level of payment is likely to have changed due to the 

introduction of the new direct payment system in 2005. A list of the premia included 

under the crop and animal headings is provided in Annex A. Using this data, maps 

have been produced to show the level and intensity of Pillar 1 premia (in terms of 

each hectare of UAA) for 172 NUTS 2 regions across the EU-15. The data for the 

new Member States was based on a different calculation method and is not directly 

comparable to the EU-15 figures, and hence have not been represented in the maps. 

 

A second limitation is that the premia used in the model are not based on actual 

receipts, but rather calculated on the basis of the rules established in the various 

Common Market Organisations (CMOs). They therefore take into account sector 

specific ceilings and base areas in the case of arable products or reference herds, 

and/or maximum stocking densities in the case of livestock. These ceilings and base 

areas are based on historic production levels. Given that actual spending levels may 

be less than the ceilings detailed in the Regulations, and that the area of production 

may exceed national base areas, there may be some variation between the premia 

provided in CAPRI and actual payment levels. The Pillar 1 data included in CAPRI 

does not include receipts received for market interventions. 

 

In this study, separate maps have been produced for the crop and animal premia due 

to the differing relationship between these sectors and the environment. They also 

help to contextualise a third map, combining the total crop and animal premia, by 

demonstrating that the regional intensity in spending is itself an artefact of production 

sector, subsidy type and historic yields. Each map requires careful interpretation and 

should be examined alongside the accompanying commentary.  

The Approach to Mapping Pillar 2 Expenditure 

At present, CAPRI does not include payments made under the CAPôs rural 

development Pillar, although a model with this capability is expected to be developed 

from 2009. Therefore, in order to provide the most up-to-date data on rural 

development expenditure, the IEEP-developed database on rural development 

expenditure for the 2007-2013 period was used. This database includes the financial 

allocations to each measure as stated in each rural development programme.  

 

Unfortunately, this means that the time period covered for the second Pillar differs 

from that for Pillar 1, and is the outcome of a compromise between accessing readily 

available data for Pillar 1 and being able to source more up-to-date data for Pillar 2. 

The data also refer to the amounts Member States intend to spend on each Axis and 

measure, and may differ to actual expenditure by the end of the period.  
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It is important to note that the data used to produce the maps differ slightly from that 

used to show the Member State level expenditure in Section 2 and the more detailed 

analysis of Pillar 2 expenditure in the charts and tables in the following sections. The 

maps are based on up-to-date data as of January 2008, which was the cut-off date for 

producing the maps. The other data is based on an updated dataset as of April 2008, 

by which time IEEP had been able to obtain more programmes or had the opportunity 

to update figures from a draft programme following the approval of the programme 

by the European Commission. For clarity, the versions of programmes examined for 

each component of work are set out in Annex B. 

 

 

Mapping Pillar 1 and 2 Payments from a Farmland Biodiversity Perspective ï Use of 

the EEA/DG JRC Preliminary HNV Farmland Map and Limits to Analysis 

 

At the moment, there is a significant gap in understanding regarding the spatial 

distribution of CAP spending and the extent to which this spending supports the 

provision of public goods such as farmland biodiversity. HNV provides one way to 

target CAP funding, although policy intervention is needed across a range of farming 

systems and in order to respond to a range of environmental needs. In this study, a 

preliminary step has been made in this direction by presenting CAP expenditure data 

against a map showing the preliminary distribution of HNV farmland. 

 

The purpose of overlaying CAP expenditure maps with the EEA/DG JRC preliminary 

map of HNV farmland is to: 

 

 gain an idea of the current level of targeting of CAP expenditure at areas 

where there is a high level of biodiversity. 

 stimulate an analysis of the extent to which CAP payments support the 

provision of environmental benefits, and in particular, whether there is a 

relationship between the level of public support and biodiversity presence 

(using HNV farmland as an indicator of biodiversity presence). 

 facilitate debates about whether more targeted CAP measures might be a more 

effective way to target biodiversity conservation. 

 illustrate the redistribution of funding that could occur if the CAP was to 

become more centred on biodiversity, as funding levels and patterns of 

funding shift to reflect the nature of the biodiversity conservation challenge 

across different farmland landscapes. In particular, whilst some support might 

be directed to supporting HNV systems, support would also need to reach 

farmers in more intensive areas as well, and policy measures would need to 

reflect the different environmental needs that arise in different areas. 

 

The issue of how much biodiversity costs to deliver is an outstanding question and not 

the focus of this report, but does need to be acknowledged as the missing half of the 

equation when developing arguments about future spending levels and its spatial 

distribution. In addition, more refined analysis is dependent on accessing up-to-date 

CAP payment and biodiversity data at a finer geographical resolution, as well as 

determining the effectiveness of expenditure and the cost of delivering benefits for 

biodiversity given the uneven nature of its distribution. 
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The EEA provided GIS data for the preliminary EEA/DG JRC HNV map, as shown 

in Figure 1. Other indicators of environmental need were explored. Although GIS data 

of Natura 2000 sites are being prepared by the JRC for release in publicly accessible 

websites, it will not be ready until at least 2009 (pers. comm.). Those Natura 2000 

sites that are dependent on the continuation of extensive agricultural management 

may require CAP funding to support their management.  

 

The maps produced for this study present an important first step in undertaking an 

analysis of the spatial distribution of CAP expenditure and the extent to which this 

spend supports areas of high biodiversity. The maps overlaying CAP expenditure and 

the preliminary map of HNV provide a somewhat crude indicator of the match 

between CAP funding and farmland biodiversity hotspots for a number of reasons: 

 

 The EEA/JRC preliminary HNV farmland map does not provide an 

absolute indication of the presence of HNV farmland, rather it provides an 

estimate of the proportion of farmland within a given area (usually 25ha 

grids, as used in the CORINE land cover approach) that is likely to be 

HNV. As such, it does not capture the presence of HNV farmland at 

micro scale - for example - the pockets semi-natural vegetation or 

farmland features which are important for ensuring functional 

connectivity. Determining with greater certainty the presence of HNV 

farmland requires better data, which is expensive to obtain and to update. 

At the pan-European level, the preliminary EEA/JRC HNV map remains 

the best possible indication of the location of farmland that is important 

for biodiversity conservation.  

 The case for directing CAP funds to areas of HNV farmland, assuming 

they can be accurately located, is rather delicate. Much depends on the 

required level of funding, the basis on which payments are calculated and 

the necessity to take account of the ecological functions of the farmed 

landscape in the design of rural development schemes.  

 The geographical resolution of the data varies. Subsidy data are presented 

at the regional (NUTS 2) level and HNV data is based on estimates of the 

total proportion of land within a 25ha grid that is likely to be HNV 

farmland. The two are thus not directly comparable, and the payment data 

in particular is likely to mask local variations in the size and range of 

payments. 

 The Pillar 1 subsidy data used are now out of date and the CAP payment 

system has changed. Given the CAP payment system is based on historic 

receipts, there is a strong likelihood that the maps reflect current funding 

patterns, although the absolute values and distribution may have shifted 

due to the different ways in which the SPS has been implemented. In 

addition, CAPRI data provides aggregate figures at the regional level and 

is a less than ideal substitute for actual spend at the farm, regional, or 

Member State level. The release of data in a consistent format by the 

Member States, as required by Commission Regulation 259/2008 will be 

an important step to allowing more thorough analysis. 

 

These caveats should be borne in mind when interpreting the maps presented in the 

following sections.  
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4 The Spatial Distribution  and Intensity of Pillar 1 Payments 

 

Four maps have been produced to show the level and distribution of Pillar 1 spending 

for the EU-15 for the period 2001-2003. Based on data provided by the CAPRI model 

and expressing expenditure in ú/ha UAA, one map shows spending on crop premia 

and one map shows spending on animal premia. A third map combines crop and 

animal premia to give a figure for total expenditure. This map is then overlaid with 

the EEA/DG JRC preliminary map of HNV farmland to create a fourth map. The 

purpose of this map is to present an initial indication of the relationship between the 

distribution and level of CAP spend and the incidence of the most important farmland 

for biodiversity. The absence of more detailed data on CAP expenditure and 

biodiversity prohibits a more detailed analysis at this stage. In order to contextualise 

the observed pattern of expenditure, the map below shows the different farm types 

that dominate different parts of the EU-15. 

 

 

Figure 5. Schematic Map of EU Farm Types in EU-15. 

 
Source: French Livestock Institute, in Poux and Ramain, 2007. 
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4.1 Pillar 1 Crop Payments: Spatial Distribution  and Intensity of Expenditure 

 

Crop Production in the EU 

Within the EU-15, France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the UK are the largest cereal 

producers (Boatman et al, 1999). Cereal production is concentrated in Bayern, 

Niedersachsen and Nordrhein-Westfalen in Germany; Centre, Picardie, Champagne-

Ardennes, Poitou-Charentes and Midi-Pyrenees in France and the South-East of the 

UK. Among the new Member States, Poland is the major producer. Durum wheat is 

produced in the Mediterranean Member States whilst oilseeds are grown in a wide 

range of Member States. Tobacco production was also supported by the CAP and is 

produced in Greece and southern parts of Italy24. 

 

In 2000, approximately 5 million hectares of UAA were under olive groves (DG 

Agriculture, 2003), around half of which was in Spain, a quarter in Italy, and the 

remainder in Greece, Portugal, and to a lesser degree, France. Olive farms in the EU 

range from the very small (<0.5ha) to the very large (>500ha) and from traditional, 

low-intensity groves with scattered, ancient trees to the intensive, highly mechanised 

plantations that use varieties of smaller trees and are often irrigated (EFNCP, 2000).  

 

Impacts on Biodiversity of Crop Production 

In general terms, the impact of arable systems on farmland biodiversity differ 

according to the intensity of management. Biodiversity in arable systems declines as a 

result of the simplification of cropping systems, increased fertiliser and pesticide use, 

and the introduction of irrigation and drainage (Boatman et al, 1999). Simplification 

results in a decrease in crop diversity, a decline in the use of rotational fallow and the 

loss of farmland features such as hedgerows and other field boundaries. These 

changes are typical of more intensive arable systems and have negative effects on 

species composition and diversity. Arable cropping can support significant 

biodiversity if there is a high density of semi-natural features (such as field 

boundaries), a diversity of land cover (such as a mosaic of crops, grass and fallows) 

and input use is low. Cereal stubbles left over the winter, for example, can provide an 

important winter food source and a habitat for breeding birds. In some parts of south 

and east Europe low intensity dryland arable cropping can be of significant nature 

value when found in conjunction with the presence of semi-natural features and/or a 

diversity of land cover (IEEP, 2007). 

 

The impact of an intensive form of crop production on both rare and more common 

farmland bird species has been well documented, with population declines coinciding 

                                                 
24 As of 1998, about 135,000 holdings were involved in the production of tobacco (DG Agriculture and 

Rural Development, 1998). Tobacco produced in the EU is of a very low quality and as such, most is 

exported outside of the EU. The tobacco subsidy regime is now included in the Single Farm Payment 

Scheme, although coupled subsidies for farmers in Convergence Areas or those producing high 

quality varieties can be retained. A tobacco fund is also now used to improve public awareness of the 

harmful effects of tobacco production and to help tobacco producers switch to other crops (Agra 

Informa, 2008). 
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with landscape simplification and higher input use (see Boatman et al, 1999). The 

threat is especially severe in steppic arable habitats that host rare species such as the 

Lesser Kestrel and Great Bustard, particularly as a result of the loss of fallow. 

Elsewhere, a loss of cereal stubbles over the winter has led to a decline in more 

common species such as finches (Fuller et al, 1995 in Boatman et al, 1999). A 

reduction in crop diversity has led to a reduction in the population of bird species such 

as Yellowhammers that are dependent on a variety of crops to provide foraging 

habitats and Lapwings that thrive on the presence of adjacent arable and pasture 

fields. The maintenance of mixed systems, the incidence of a diversity of landscape 

features, and low input use are typical of more extensive systems attuned to sensitive 

management and the maintenance of farmland biodiversity. 

 

Intensive olive cultivation is associated with soil erosion, the depletion of water 

resources and the overuse of agrochemicals (DG Agriculture, 2003). Low input, 

traditional plantations are associated with higher nature values, but are threatened 

with abandonment due to low profitability (EFNCP, 2000). Sensitively managed olive 

plantations can harbour a wide variety of plant species, vertebrates and invertebrates 

(EFNCP, 2000). 

 

 

Figure 6. Map of Pillar 1 Crop Premia Expenditure by Region for EU-15. 

 

 
Source: Produced by IEEP/RSPB from CAPRI data. 

 

Commentary on the Map 

The distribution of CAP crop premia and the regional intensity of expenditure, 

according to CAPRI data, is shown in Figure 6. The data amalgamate payments for 

arable crops, including cereals such as wheat, barley and maize, and oilseeds such as 
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sunflower and soya. Receipts for the tobacco, rice and sugar beet sectors are also 

included, as are those for permanent crops, the most important of which to consider 

when interpreting the map are those for olives. Allocations for set-aside are also 

included. The full list is included in Annex A. 

 

The maps reflect the value of direct payments and yields and hence provide an 

indication of the relative intensity of production in the period following the Agenda 

2000 reform and preceding the 2003 Mid Term Review. The maps show the average 

intensity of payment across a region which is influenced by whether the region is 

dominated by crops, a mix of livestock and crops or livestock only (note that dairy is 

not included in these maps since the data is based on the years 2001-2003 and the 

dairy premium was introduced in 2004). The maps in themselves do not provide a 

clear indication of the relationship between the intensity of production and 

biodiversity status, since at this scale, they do not provide information on the level of 

funding received by the most biodiversity rich farms, and vice versa. Some very broad 

comments on the possible nature of the relationship are made in the following section.  

 

The range of expenditure is from less than ú100/ha UAA across a range of northern 

and central European areas, to in excess of ú300/ha UAA in many Greek and Italian 

regions. The level of expenditure in 10 regions is in excess of ú351/ha UAA, between 

ú251-350/ha UAA in a further 22, between ú151-250 /ha UAA in 51, between ú51-

150 /ha UAA in 62 and between ú1-50 /ha UAA in 25. On a per hectare basis, most of 

Spain does not show the same intensity of expenditure as other key producing 

countries, with the exception of Andalusia. 

 

The eastern part of the UK, large parts of northern and western France and most of 

Germany and Italy show a relatively high intensity of expenditure. Within these areas, 

high yielding, intensive crop systems tend to explain a higher level of expenditure, 

rather than the level of premia paid under the arable aid scheme which, at ú63/tonne 

in 2002-2003 (Agra Informa, 2008) was comparatively low when compared to the 

amounts received for Mediterranean crops. In the Mediterranean Member States, high 

premia levels attached to comparatively smaller areas of land, resulted in a high 

regional intensity of payment. For example durum wheat producers received a 

supplement of ú344.50 per hectare and olive oil producers a production aid of 

ú132/100kg (Agra Informa, 2008) over the 2002-2003 period. 

 

The highest intensity of expenditure occurs in a number of regions of Greece, several 

regions of Italy and Andalusia in Spain. In the case of the Greek regions and the 

southern Italian regions, the high intensity of spend is explained by various 

combinations of receipts for the Mediterranean crops of durum wheat, olives and 

tobacco. The high CAP payment rates for tobacco25 are mostly associated with 

relatively small areas of land, often characterised by low quality soil (DG Agriculture, 

2003), explaining a high intensity of spend. Kentriki Makedonia in northern Greece 

has the highest intensity of crop premia spend of any EU region at ú555/ha UAA, 

largely derived from tobacco subsidies. This also explains the high intensity of 

expenditure in Dytiki Ellada (ú486/ha UAA) in the west of the mainland. In the 

                                                 
25 The CAPRI model uses a rate of ú8,135/ha. The actual CAP premia ranged from ú2.98 - ú4.13/kg in 

2002/03 (Agra Informa, 2008) implying a typical per hectare output of around 2,300 kgs. 
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Peloponnisos, subsidies for olive oil production, rather than tobacco, is dominant in 

terms of driving an intensity of Pillar 1 spend that amounts to ú454/ha UAA. 

Subsidies for olive production account for nearly all Pillar 1 premia expenditure in 

Kri ti (ú383/ha UAA). 

 

The high intensity of spend in the southern Italian regions of Calabria (ú490/ha UAA) 

is also explained by payments for olive production26. In Puglia, receipts for olive and 

durum wheat production combine to create an expenditure level of ú403/ha UAA. The 

northern Italian region of Veneto also shows a high intensity of spend (ú391/ha 

UAA), about one third of which is explained by payments for maize. 

 

Most of Spain exhibits a relatively low intensity of spend for crop production. 

Andalusia is the exception, and shows an intensity of spend of ú275 per hectare UAA. 

Almost two-thirds of the total spending is explained by olive oil production, with 

durum wheat accounting for a significant proportion of the remainder. 

 

According to CAPRI data, the northernmost Finnish region of Pohjois Suomi shows a 

high rate of expenditure (ú325/ha UAA). It is explained by payments for oat and 

barley production, which together account for three quarters of the total payment. In 

contrast with the rest of Europe, the payment intensity for cereals (and a number of 

other agricultural sectors) has been boosted by payments made under the Nordic Aid 

Scheme which applies to Finland and Sweden27. Producers have benefited from a 

payment for barley and oats ranging from ú34-ú135/ha in the more disadvantaged 

areas (MTT and SLI, 2007). However, the intensity of payment is distorted by the 

relatively low UAA in these areas. 

 

Interpreting the Map from a Farmland Biodiversity Perspective 

The impact of direct payments over the 2001-2003 period on biodiversity is difficult 

to disentangle. There is some logic in an argument that coupled payments historically 

created an incentive for a farmer to adopt more intensive management practices. 

These practices may have lead to a decline in habitat diversity and higher input use, 

and as such created pressure on biodiversity. In the absence of further contextual 

information, however, the negative relationship between a higher intensity of spend, 

habitat degradation and biodiversity loss is not a given. In a decoupled payment 

context, the incentive to increase production comes from market signals.  

 

In very general terms, the maps reflect the EU distribution of production and the level 

of payment hints at the associated intensity of arable land use. In many cases, the 

biodiversity value of those areas where the intensity of CAP expenditure is high is 

likely to be relatively low. In the north of Europe, these areas represent the most 

                                                 
26 The CAPRI model uses a rate in excess of ú800/ha for olive production, resulting in a high per 

hectare payment rate. Production aid amounted to ú132/ha in 2002/03 (Agra Informa, 2008). 

27 The Nordic Aid Scheme permits long term national aid to be granted by Finland and Sweden in 

order to maintain agricultural activity. The rationale is founded on natural handicap and low 

population density. In Finland, 55% of the UAA is eligible for Nordic Aid and has a range of uses 

including dairy (but also reindeer and horticulture). In Sweden, 14% of the UAA is eligible with the 

majority used to support milk production (MTT and SLI, 2007). 
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intensive cereal systems which are characterised by landscape simplification and 

higher levels of chemical input use. In those regions of the Mediterranean Member 

States where intensive forms of olive and tobacco production dominate biodiversity 

values are likely to be low. Attributing a high level of Pillar 1 expenditure to low 

biodiversity values is, however, problematic and generalisations may be misleading, 

particularly given the pan-European scale of the maps. For instance, there may be 

examples of more extensively managed cereal fields or olive groves situated in 

otherwise more intensively farmed landscapes and in receipt of CAP aids that are of a 

lower magnitude than the subsidy payments received by intensive farms that produce 

much fewer biodiversity benefits. This raises questions about the nature of support 

and the necessary level of reward for producing environmental benefits that are in the 

public interest. The wider policy frame will also bear an influence on biodiversity 

outcomes, according to the implementation of cross compliance, and the effectiveness 

of the agri-environment measure and other interventions targeting more sustainable 

land management. 

 

This assessment may hold true following the 2003 reform of the CAP despite the 

introduction of decoupling (although where full decoupling has been introduced, the 

relationship between direct payments and the incentive to produce should be 

removed) and cross compliance, although the exact distribution and level of 

expenditure is likely to have shifted somewhat according to the way in which the SPS 

has been implemented and the increasing influence of market signals on production 

decisions.  

 

 

4.2 Pillar 1 Livestock Payments: Spatial Distribution and Intensity of 

Expenditure 

 

Livestock Production in the EU 

About two thirds of beef production in the EU-15 originates from the dairy herd and 

the remaining one third from the suckler herd (DG Agriculture, 2004). Suckler cow 

production tends to be based on more extensive grazing or grassïbased systems, 

although there is a significant amount of variation between Member States. Pasture 

based, extensive beef systems are typically found across the Western fringes of 

Europe (in Ireland, UK and north-western France) as well as in mountainous areas. 

 

More intensive feeding systems exist where the cattle are kept indoors throughout the 

year and fed a predominantly non-grass diet such as cereals (DG Agriculture, 2004). 

Intensive cereal based cattle systems are found in southern and central Europe (DG 

Agriculture, 2004). The main beef producers in the EU are France, Germany and 

Italy, followed by the UK, Spain and Ireland (Alliance Environnement, 2007). Across 

Europe, there is an ongoing decline in the total size of the cattle herd.  

 

Sheep and goat production is found in the western Atlantic region, and is also 

predominant in Mediterranean regions, especially Spain and Greece. Spain and the 

UK are the main sheep producers, whilst Greece, Spain and France are the main goat 
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producers. There is a long term trend toward fewer animals in both the sheep and goat 

herds (EFNCP, 2006). 

 

Impacts of Livestock Production on Biodiversity 

Livestock systems have both positive and negative impacts on biodiversity which are 

largely dependent on the habitat being grazed, the stocking density and frequency of 

grazing, and the relative proportion of grazing by cattle compared to other types of 

livestock (Alliance Environnement, 2007).  High Nature Value grazed habitats require 

grazing to be at an intensity which falls within certain threshold limits to provide 

optimum conditions for the maintenance of biodiversity.  The levels at which these 

thresholds lie will be regionally specific, and will depend on the productive capacity 

of the habitat being grazed.  As grazing intensifies above these limits, and when it 

falls below these limits, as a system heads towards abandonment, for example, species 

richness will decline, although limited scrub development may be beneficial in some 

areas. Large scale scrub formation due to undergrazing however can result in negative 

impacts on biodiversity.  

 

Many practices associated with beef and dairy production systems have resulted in 

long term declines in biodiversity. These include the effects of intensification 

resulting in higher inputs of fertilisers, organic wastes and pesticides; higher stocking 

rates leading to overgrazing; a switch from hay to silage; an increase in maize 

production; a general decline from mixed livestock farming systems towards more 

specialised systems; unsuitable supplementary feeding resulting in habitat damage; 

increased forage crop production for intensive and specialist housed cattle production 

systems. Other environmental impacts may include diffuse water pollution which can 

have a deleterious effect on aquatic flora and fauna.   

 

As with extensive cattle systems, sheep and goat farming is generally found on 

marginal or poor quality agricultural land. Low intensity foraging activity is important 

for maintaining scrub invasion, and low input and low stocking rates are beneficial for 

maintaining biodiversity (EFNCP, 2006). Sheep farming has created significant 

environmental issues in some parts of northern Europe, in particular as a result of 

overgrazing.  

Commentary on the Map 

The distribution of CAP livestock premia and the regional intensity of expenditure, 

according to a weighted average for the 2001-2003 period provided by CAPRI data is 

shown in Figure 7. The data amalgamate payments for premia including those for 

suckler cows, heifers and calves, as well as for sheep and goats. Data for dairy cow 

production arising from the Nordic Aid Scheme is also included for Sweden and 

Finland (note the dairy premium was not introduced until 2004 and is hence not 

included). The full list is included in the Annex A. There is no direct support for pigs 

and poultry in the CAP. 
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Figure 7. Map of Pillar 1 Animal  Premia Expenditure by Region for EU-15. 

 

 
Source: Produced by IEEP/RSPB from CAPRI data. 

 

 

The pattern and intensity of expenditure shown in the map largely reflects where 

livestock production occurs, the level of production, and the value of direct payments 

in the period following the Agenda 2000 reform and preceding the 2003 Mid Term 

Review. The maps in themselves do not provide a clear indication of the relationship 

between the intensity of production and biodiversity status, although some very broad 

comments are made in the following section. In general terms, the intensity of 

expenditure is generally much less than that for the arable sector. Whilst the intensity 

of expenditure for crops reached ú560/ha UAA, the highest payment for the livestock 

premia was ú360/ha UAA. 

 

A total of 14 EU-15 regions show a rate of expenditure in excess of ú201/ha UAA. 

Examples include the Limousin in central France, Ireland and Northern Ireland, parts 

of Belgium and the Netherlands and a number of northern Finnish and Swedish 

regions. The high intensity of spend in these Scandinavian areas is explained by a 

special premium of up to ú0.25/kg for cowôs milk provided by the Nordic Aid 

Scheme (MTT and SLI, 2007). Elsewhere, the high rate of payment reflects the 

regional concentration of livestock production, but may also indicate a high level of 

grazing intensity. 

 

A spend of ú81-150/ha UAA is found in 42 regions situated across most of the EU-15 

Member States. This group includes the south west and north west of England and all 

of Wales; parts of north-western France, including the Pays de la Loire and Basse 

Normandie, as well as the central French region of Auvergne (adjacent to the 


