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of the CAP post-2020

seen from an inter-institutional angle

This study examines the inter-institutional dynamics of
the post-2020 CAP reform (Council - European
Parliament - Commission) and provides an analysis of
the outcome of the negotiations from a governance
angle, covering three inter-related ‘blocks’: the ‘policy
toolbox’, the ‘resources’ and the ‘delivery’ of the CAP.

Key areas in the CAP negotiations from an
inter-institutional angle

The CAP and especially its post-2020reformis a vast and
multi-faceted subject and the study has focused on four

main thematic areas of the CAP:

e The questforamore
flexible and simplified

The study

examines the inter-
institutional dynamics of the
post-2020 CAP reform
(Council - European
Parliament- Commission),
provides an analysis of the
dynamics and the outcome of
the reform process seen from
a governance angle and
makes recommendations on
the role of Parliamentin
future CAP reforms and mid-
term reviews.

CAP

To emphasise the
approach of a ‘Common’

Agricultural Policy and
prevent a
‘renationalisation’ of the
CAP, the Parliament

aimed to describe and
regulate many elements
in the regulationsin more
detail and, on finance, to
specify minimum ring-
fenced amounts for eco-
schemes, young farmers,
as well as socio-economic
objectivesin both Pillars.

The Parliament pushed for a greater consideration of the
regional dimensionin to the CAP Strategic Plans. It also
sought greater protection of the Union’s financial
interests and was able to strengthen the enforcement of
controls and the Commission’s reporting to the Council
and Parliament. Although Parliament made various

See the full study

proposals on simplification, itis hardly mentionedin the
programming document and subsequent reporting.

e Towards afairer and a more targeted CAP

While the Council’s position on capping and degressivity
prevailed totally, the decision to make the redistributive
payment mandatory was a success for the Parliament
which has always supported the redistribution of
payments towards small- and medium-sized farms. I
also succeeded in significantly increasing the resources
available for support for young farmers. In a significant
development, the Parliamentintroduced the concept of
social conditionality into the CAP, making compliance
with applicable working and employment conditions an
eligibility requirement for CAP payments.
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e Thenew green architectureofthe CAP

The Commission's proposal for a revised green
architecture was largely supported by the Parliament
and the Council. The Parliamentadvocated ring-fencing
a minimum expenditure on eco-schemes andkeeping
eco-schemes and agri-environment-climate measures as
two separate interventions. It succeeded in ring-fencing
35% of the rural development budget for
environmental- and climate-related objectives. It was
partially successful concerning the minimum budget for
eco-schemes but its proposal for a common list of eco-
schemes was not adopted.
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e Market managementintheCAP

The initial Commission legislative proposal essentially
maintained the status quo in most areas. Many of
Parliament’s amendments sought to strengthen the role
of market regulation, e.g. by extending public
intervention and supporting supply control measures in
cases of market disturbance, making the agricultural
reserve more effective, and extending the role of
producers’ organisations.

The Parliamentincreased the scope of risk management
instruments. However, it did not succeed in inserting a
provision that would require imported products to meet
the same standards as EU producers.

Key findings and policy recommendations

In the reform process the Parliament adopted the role of
guardian of EU principles and the CAP budget,
favourably predisposed to policy innovation and acting
as policy initiator in some instances. This contrasted with
a more conservative stance of the Council, marked by
fiscal ‘frugality’ and a tendency to maximise subsidiarity.
A major concern, from the Parliament’s perspective, was
the risk of ‘renationalisation” and the ability of the
Commission to ensure a good degree of coherencein
the CAP as a European policy.

At intra-institutional level, a degree of fragmentation
prevailed in all the institutions. Internal jurisdictional
issues and policy differences between the AGRI and ENVI

The timelineofthepost-2020CAP reform

February: Public March: covID13
consultation on future CAP
November: com
community -cation ‘The future
of foad and farming’

conclusions onthe MFF

2017

June: Commission publishes
CAP legislative proposals
May: Commission propesal
for MFF 2021-2027

Disclaimer. The content of this At a glance note is the sole responsibility of its authors and any opinions expressed therein do not necessarily

May: EP elections; Council adopts

December: New Commission takes up
office; Announcement of Green Deal

Committees were noticeable on the Parliament’s side. At
inter-institutional level, the COVID-19 restrictions
seriously affected the conduct of the negotiations.

In the final outcome, there were a large number of
partial or minor adoptions of Parliament’s positions and
amendments, as well as some major ones (e.g. social
conditionality, a minimum share of direct payments
budgets to be spent on eco-schemes or making the
redistributive payment mandatory for Member States).

Overall, the Parliament found greater scope for
contributing on the policy components of the CAP and
less on delivery or resources issues. It found it impossible
to change the Council’s position on several CAP issues
(e.g. capping, transfers between Pillars, EAFRD
contribution rates) that fall under co-decision but were
covered in the European Council conclusions on the
MFF.

Building on this post-2020 CAP reform process, the
Parliament can now form an informed view as to the role
it should be playing in future reforms and implement a
range of related actions, selected according to the
direction in which it wishes to move. These include
notably the internal consistency ofits position in the pre-
legislative stage and throughout the negotiations, the
streamlining of its strategic objectives and specific
amendments and the reinforcement of its in-house
analytical capacity.

June: Political agreement
reached on CAP regulations
December: Formal
submission of Strategic Plans

2020 2022/2023
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2021

May: Farm toFork and Bio -diversity
Strategies published

October: Council and EP agree CAP
negotiating positions

November: European Council
adopts Conclusions on the  MFF
December: EC recommendations
on Strategic Plans to MS; Transition
Reg. extending current CAP rules far
2021 and 2022 published
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Early 22: Assessment and
adoption of CAP Plans
1.1.2023: New CAP
Regulations enter into force
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