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CAP reform 

Overall notes 

 The Committee finds it essential that both the Commission's proposals for 
the CAP and the Commission communication concerning the next financial 
perspectives contains the principle that agriculture must be maintained
in all areas of Europe, including the less favoured and remote regions.

The production potential of Europe needs to be preserved. We need to 
maintain and even increase our contribution to the global food security. 

This is fully in line with our views. The conditions for agriculture, for 
example the costs of production, are in Finland much higher than in central 
Europe. Northern climate, our geography (rivers, lakes, forests) and sparse 
population also affect agriculture and rural areas.

 The Commission proposals for CAP reform form a good basis for negotiations 
between the institutions. Finland can support the broad lines of the proposals -
progressive rebalancing of payments between Member States,  capping of 
payments, moving away from historical payment system in Member States.
Finland already applies a regional model. Finland understands that rebalancing is 
a sensitive issue and regional model will create problems in many Member States, 
so transitional periods and flexibility are needed in this regard.

 However, the proposals also need to be improved and simplified. 

 Finland finds it also good that the coupled payments continue to be possible. At 
the moment there is derogation in the Direct Payments Regulation that allows us 
to couple 10 % of our direct payments envelope to production. In the Finnish 
case we need coupled payments even over 10 %, because it is an efficient way 
of maintaining production in our conditions. This is also important when we think 
for example on removal of milk quotas.

 Finland looks basically positive on the greening of  direct payments, but we 
have a strong fear it will complicate the implementation of the policy a lot for the 
administration and to the farmers. The rules must be simple and they must work in 
practise. Now they do not fit to our Nordic conditions. We must  

o change the requirements to take into account the different agronomic 
conditions prevailing in the Member States and

o make a connection with II pillar measures, which are widely used in our 
country.
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 100 % of Finnish agricultural area is currently classified as naturally handicapped 

area (NCA, ex-LFA) and will most propably continue to be so. We support the 
efforts to create a common set of biophysical indicators for the LFA-areas. This 
part of the reform should not be postponed again.

 Finland very much welcomes the possibility to increase the maximum amounts for 
NCA-support with the Commission permission. However, Finland does not see the 
need or sense for fine-tuning in such areas, which have been classified as NCA
on the basis of climate. There is no way the extra costs caused by cold climate 
and short growing period could be overcome by investments undertaken by the 
farmers. 

 The maintenance of our current share of rural development funding (2,3%) as 
well as the flexible co-financing rates in rural development are of crucial 
importance f o r  Finland due to extensive NCA- and agri-environmental 
programmes.

 Where Finland have serious concerns is the removal of sugar quotas. That might 
mean the end of our sole remaining factory in Finland. Sugar quotas should be 
continued at least until 2020. We have also an idea that the Commission should 
also make a report in 2018 to see how to proceed in the sugar sector after 2020.

 Simplification of  the CAP is a strong priority that has to be kept in mind 
throughout the reform. There is a danger of creating too much new administrative 
burden regarding e.g. the active farmers, small farmers and greening. Also rural 
development programming seems to become more complicated. Finland hopes 
that also the European Parliament in its work will put much effort to 
simplification aspects. We know all the Member States do.

Detailed notes on the CAP-reform

 Finland understands that the system for direct payments needs a reform
and must be made more equitable between the Member States. 

At the same time the specific characteristics and production conditions 
of different Member States need to be taken into account, so we do not 
favour full flat rate payments. 

The Commission proposal is a realistic one to start the discussions.

Maintaining coupled payments in the system at least at current level is also 
a priority for us. The Committee is happy that this has been taken into 
account in the legal proposals and that there is also a possibility to go over 
10 % in special cases. Finland should be one of those cases.
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 The Committee considers it very important that different support systems 
are simplified in the future and the bureaucratic burden for both the farmers 
and the Member States is reduced.

 Finland agree with the principle on targeting the aid to active farmers, 
although we would like to retain quite large national margin in deciding who 
is an active farmer. We are afraid that for example following the income 
sources of farmers would entail additional complexity to the system. We 
also think that the support system for small farms should be voluntary for 
the Member States.

 Finland have a favourable view on capping the direct payments, which 
would increase the public acceptance of CAP-support in general.

 Finland already applies a regional payment system. There are still some 
historical top-ups especially for animal husbandry. They are to be phased 
out by the end of 2018. We would like to continue our present system and 
schedule of phasing them out, so sufficient transitional measures need to be 
in the system.

 We do question the need to establish the payment entitlements again in 
MS who have already seen moving towards regional flat rate payment. This 
will just create additional administrative work, encourage farmers to clear 
new land and cause difficulties in lad rents, for example.

 As to the greening of I pillar payments

 Finland basically have a favourable view on greening the I pillar, 
because we would like to see certain basic level of environmental 
actions extended to all arable land in the EU.

 However, we have strong concers of the fact that the concrete 
measures so far presented by the Commission do not well fit into 
the Finnish conditions because of agronomic reasons related to our 
natural conditions. They also bring additional complexity for the 
farmers and administration.

 In our opinion the greening measures proposed do not fit very well 
to Finnish conditions. Especially the requirement of 3 cultivated 
crops is difficult to achieve due to the climatic conditions. In our 
opinion 2 crops should be enough in the LFA-areas. We also think that 
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if the farm has a high percentage of grass area, it should qualify as 
green.

 We have concerns about the limit of 3 ha in crop diversification 
system, which is very low. The limit should be at least 15 ha or the 
limit should be variable according to average farm size of the Member 
State.

 Demarcation between greening, agri-environmental measures and 
cross compliance must be very clear. We still need to study the 
amount of 30 % in this respect.

 One option, which would be much simpler, is to try to combine 
greening and cross compliance requirements or take II pillar measures 
in to account in greening in some feasible way.

 Rural development funding

 The funding key - the Finnish share (2,3 %) needs to be maintained or 
even increased. Finland suffered large reductions in the previous 
negotiations (-30 %). It can not be reduced again.

 Rural development funding is important to tackle Finnish specific 
conditions. We have even objective criteria for increasing rural 
development funding in our case. Finland has for example large 
LFA-area, a lot of water bodies requiring protection, sparse population 
and long distances to markets.

 Rural development funding is a key issue for Finland also from the 
point of view of overall EU-funding: our net paying position becomes
steadily worse.

 As regards past performance, we think it should have a major effect in 
the division of funding and it should be based on the average use of 
funds 2007-2013.

 On less favoured areas

 Finland is basically positive about the Commission efforts to reform the 
criteria for less favoured areas.
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 The whole of Finland must remain as a LFA-area. 

 What is also important for Finland is the increase of the level of 
payment - current maximum (250 €/ha) is not enough to cover the total 
handicap in Finland. That is why we are pleased to see that in the 
proposals this amount may be increased in mountain regions and in 
exceptional cases taking into account specific circumstances to be 
justified in the rural development programmes. 

 However, there seems to be a problem in so called "finetuning". In the 
Commission communication on LFA-reform it was said that finetuning 
would not be necessary in cases where the handicap is based on cold 
climate or short growing period. This is not visible in the draft legal 
texts.

 On market measures of the CAP

 Finland is in favour of maintaining the current market instruments.

 their operation should, however be smoother and faster so that the 
Commission can act immediately in a crisis situation.

 we strongly support the Commission ideas to develop producer 
organisations in all the sectors of agriculture.

 Finland is in favour to continue sugar quotas at least up to 2020. One 
remaining factory needs to be maintained. The Commission should 
make a report in 2018 on the future of the sugar regime. In that report 
we could look at the market developments more carefully.

 Risk management tools in general

 are also something Finland has great interest in. In our opinion the 
system to be developed should be very flexible, so that Member 
States could design a system best suited for their needs.

 to give an example, traditional insurance schemes against agricultural 
risks would work very well in the Finnish conditions. Instead we should 
look for more innovative tools, such as index based risk management 
contracts as tools for risk management.
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