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Introduction 

The 2003 CAP reform removed the link between the payment of a subsidy and the 
requirement for a specific production and introduced a new scheme of direct aid support: the 
Single Payment Scheme (SPS). 

As an exception to decoupling, where Member States considered that there was a risk of 
disturbance to agricultural markets or abandonment of production as a result of the move to 
the SPS, they had the option to maintain a proportion of direct aid in some sectors in their 
existing form: i.e. partial implementation of SPS. 

Eight Member States:  Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Slovenia, France, Portugal and 
Spain opted to maintain direct aids under partial implementation of SPS for suckler cow 
and/or ewe and goat. The suckler cow premiums were allowed to remain 100% coupled 
meaning that they could continued to be paid as before the reform while for the ewe and goat 
premiums only half of the annual financial envelopes that were available under the 2001 
system were allowed to continue as coupled payments (other than for the outermost regions 
where there is 100% coupling). 

In 2008, in the context of the mid-term review of the CAP, the Commission proposed to 
continue targeting selective decoupling but in the following 2009 legislation there was no 
change as Member States having opted for the partial implementation of the SPS were 
allowed to continue with this option with the emphasis on the allocation of funds on a 
regional needs basis. 

The current trend in the Member States practising the partial implementation of SPS is 
towards integrating the premiums into the SPS; the ewe and goat premiums have already been 
or are planned to be decoupled in most of the Member States while France has partially 
decoupled the suckler cow premium from 2010. As a result the annual amounts under partial 
implementation measures fell from over 2 billion euro in 2006 to a little over 1 billion euro in 
2011.  

Audit scope, objectives and approach 

The audit examined the suckler cow and ewe and goat schemes and covered the period from 
immediately prior the implementation of the 2003 reform (i.e.2005) up to and including 2010. 

The Special Report focused on the following:  

– are the suckler cow and ewe and goat direct aids under partial implementation of SPS? 

– targeted to the most relevant regions in Member States? 

–  effective in maintaining specific production and thus avoiding negative social economic, 
and environmental effects ? 

–  well monitored and assessed by the Commission and Member States?  

 

Court's findings and observations 
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Targeting the schemes to the most relevant regions in Member States 

The justification for the retention of the audited schemes was that regions facing difficulties 
and for vulnerable sectors sufficiently targeted measures can mitigate the risk of abandonment 
of production and any consequent adverse social, economic and environmental effect. 

The audit of the Court points out that as the Commission did not include a regional 
requirement in the implementing provisions the effects of the aids were diluted by being 
spread out across the entirety of Member States. The eligibility conditions for the basic 
suckler cow and ewe premiums representing over 90% of the budgeted funds for the two 
audited sectors do not explicitly target aids to the vulnerable regions of a Member State. 

Furthermore, the components within the current schemes which are explicitly targeted, 
namely the basic goat premium, the ewe and goat supplementary premium and the additional 
suckler cow premium are not adequately focused on agricultural regions or are of limited 
financial value. Finally they are being integrated into the SPS.  

Effectiveness of the schemes in maintaining specific production and thus avoiding negative 
social, economic and environmental effects. 

As the schemes were intended to sustain a certain level of specific production in vulnerable 
regions, the Court examined whether the trends in the audited Member States differed 
significantly from those in Member states that had fully integrated the premiums into the SPS 
and whether any difference could be attributed to the audited schemes.  

The Court concluded that there was no persuasive evidence that the audited schemes strongly 
influence the overall evolution of animal numbers. 

The lack of a strong link between the animal premiums and animal numbers suggest that 
significant exogenous or contextual factors, particular to each Member State exert a 
predominance influence on the evolution of the animal numbers.  

The Court also points out that the retention of coupled aid was not intended to compromise 
the overall direction of the reform towards decoupling and more market orientation by 
producers.  

However a support scheme that pays premiums on a headage basis without any other specific 
conditions does not provide immediate incentives for farmers to improve their 
competitiveness. In contrast, linking the headage payments to quality improvements as 
practised by Ireland and United Kingdom has the potential to be a mere  effective support 
measure which stimulates the production as well the desires increased market orientation. 

As to the mitigation of the negative social, economic and environmental consequences of 
restructuring due to decoupling the Court did not find significant difference in meat 
production trends between Member States which use the audited schemes and those which do 
not. Again those trends are strongly influenced by exogenous and contextual factors, 
including restructuring currently taking place at both farm and industry level.  

To note that the potential adverse impacts on farm employment, economic development and 
environment due to the overall decrease in the number of suckler cow and sheep and goat 
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beneficiaries have been largely offset by a general trend across the EU on increasing the 
number of maintained animals per farm.   

As a matter of fact the environmental benefit provided by the maintenance of a minimum of 
production requirement can be ensured by other EU policy instruments such as agri-
environment or Less Favoured Areas measures or even EU regulatory requirement (see art 6 
(2) of regulation EC 73:2009 on land under permanent pasture).  

Finally, although there are some cases where there seems to be a good justification for the 
schemes, the experience with decoupling shows that in general this move did not imply 
dramatic changes in the production structure at  EU level. 

The Commission and Member States ' monitoring and assessment systems 

In most Member States visited by the Court of Auditors, monitoring of performance 
indicators was weak due to the lack of an ad hoc performance monitoring system for 
measuring the results and outcomes of the audited schemes, and the different interpretations 
of the terms production and supply to the processing industry by each Member State 

An additional constraint in the monitoring by the Commission was the lack of an appropriate 
tool providing a global view of the aids that are available from different sources² and which 
work in synergy with each other. Payments being made under two or more schemes in order 
to achieve the same objective could be avoided if the Commission had a global view of the 
different schemes available to farmers and their impacts; 

Commission's replies 

Despite the fact that payments are granted across the whole territory of the Member States, 
they are actually concentrated in the regions where farming in beef and sheepmeat/ goatmeet 
sectors are predominant, and implicitly targeted to regions without viable economic 
alternatives. 

The Commission acknowledges that exogenous and contextual factors do influence the 
production but some analyses have shown that the animal premiums have contributed to 
maintaining animal production in some fragile regions and have mitigated the effects of those 
external factors.  

The synthesis of the evaluations analysing environmental impacts of CAP measures applied in 
different sectors shows that some coupled measures clearly have a positive environmental 
effect, in particular, the suckler cow premium which helped in particular to maintain extensive 
farming. 

The Commission has an overall view of the situation across the EU regarding the various 
coupled support measures applied in the animal sectors and has proposed  for the future to 
establish a  common monitoring and evaluation framework with a view to measuring the 
performance of the common agricultural  policy covering both pillars measures. 

The Commission considers that the risk of double funding is mitigated as Member States shall 
ensure that a farmer may receive support for a given operation under only one Support 
measure (Articles 38(2) of regulation EC 1120:2009) 
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Draftsman's recommendations for possible inclusion in the annual discharge report: 

[The European Parliament] 

Welcomes the Courts special report on suckler cow and ewe and goat direct aids under partial 
implementation of Single Payment Scheme arrangements and shares the concerns of the Court 
as regards the Common Agricultural Policy post 2013 legislation, in particular:  

 Asks the Commission to add a targeting requirement for couple direct aid schemes: the 
Commission's implementing rules should require the Member States to identify and 
justify agricultural areas in which coupled animal premiums could have a 
demonstrably beneficial effect and where there is a lack of real viable alternatives.  

 Requires the Commission, in coordination with the Member States to clarify the most 
relevant types of specific farming activities to maintain agricultural production and 
sustain economic activity in regions with few economic alternatives and generate 
environmental benefits and to focus the support on farms and specific farming 
activities in disadvantaged regions facing environmental, social and economic risks. 

 Asks the Commission to specify the monitoring requirements and arrangements 
expected from Member States for the aid schemes concerning the animal sectors and 
include this in a legal instrument requiring Member States to use appropriate 
performance indicators and up-to-date data precisely lined to the envisaged outcomes 
from the animal aid schemes; the Commission should implement a permanent 
monitoring framework that would indicate all the direct aids paid  to support the 
animal sectors in the Member States, including national  aids and Pillar II support. 

 Requires the Commission in coordination with the Member States to undertake a 
comprehensive evaluation of the impact of the different support schemes and where 
appropriate assess the impacts of alternative measures to improve production quality 
and competitiveness e.g by encouraging herd improvements. 

 

 

 


