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1 OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION STUDY  

Since 1992, the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has been adapted progressively to improve the 
integration of environmental and climate objectives within the policy. Over a series of reforms CAP 

support has shifted from price and production sup port to a policy of direct payments to farmers 

(decoupled from production) and rural development measures. The 2014-2020 CAP consists of three 
elements:  

1. Direct payments to farmers, including a requirement to comply with sustainable agricultural 
practices, accounting for 70 per cent of the CAP budget;  

2. Market-support measures (accounting for around five per cent of the CAP budget); and  
3. Rural development measures (accounting for almost 25 per cent of the CAP budget1).  

Direct payments and market measures are funded from the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund 

(EAGF) and rural development measures are funded via the European Agricultural Fund for Rural 
Development (EAFRD).  

The current suite of CAP regulations was agreed in December 2013. As a result, the timescale for the 
introduction of the revised CAP was delayed, with 2014 acting as a transitional year for Member 

States, with implementation of the new CAP regulations coming into force from January 2015.  

Article 110(2) of Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 sets out the three overarching priorities (general 
objectives) that have been identified for the CAP for 2014 -2020 and the associated more specific 

objectives, against which the CAP will be evaluated:  

- Viable food production, with a focus on agricultural income , agricultural productivity and price 

stability;  

- Sustainable management of natural resources and climate action, with a focus on greenhouse 

gas emissions, biodiversity, soil and water; 

- Balanced territorial development, with a focus on rural employment, gro wth and poverty in 
rural areas. 

It is the second of these objectives on which this evaluation study focuses, with regard to a new policy 
instrument introduced in the latest CAP reform. The objective of this evaluation study is to carry out 

óan evaluation study of the payment for agricultural practices beneficial for the climate and the 

environment (ñgreening measuresò) under the direct payments of the CAP. It covers 17 evaluation 
study questions relating to: causal analysis (the drivers influencing the impl ementation choices taken 

by Member States and farmers as well as the effects of the measures on farming practices and 
production); effectiveness (in relation to their environmental and climate objectives); efficiency; 

coherence; relevance; and EU added value. 

The scope of the evaluation covers the chapter of the direct payments regulation relating to the 
payment for agricultural practices beneficial for the climate and the environment (chapter 3 of Title III 

of Regulation (EU) 1307/2013), the so-called ógreening paymentó. Where relevant to the analysis, 
measures that are complementary to the greening measures, or with which the greening measures 

interact are taken into account, including:  

¶ cross-compliance standards of Good Agricultural and Environmental condition (GAEC); 

¶ definition of permanent grassland;  

¶ Voluntary Coupled Support and the Small Farmer Scheme under Pillar 1 (EAGF); and  

¶ area based payments under Pillar 2 (EAFRD), particularly the agri-environment-climate 

measures (AECM), but also measures that interact with the rules relating to greening 

implementation, such as organic farming payments and the afforestation and agro -forestry 

measures.  

The geographical scope of the evaluation is the EU-28 and the study covers the period from 1 January 

2015, the date from which the greening measures were implemented in Member States. The period 
from 2003 is taken into account where necessary to provide a reference point for the analysis.  

                                                
1 See http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap -overview_en - accessed February 2017  

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-overview_en
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2 DESCRIPTION OF THE GR EENING MEASURES AND OTHER 

RELEVANT CAP INSTRUMENTS  

This chapter sets out the evolution  of the greening measures and the rationale for their introduction 
into Pillar 1 of the CAP. It the n provides a brief description of the greening measures and their rules. 

This is followed by a synthesis of the ways in which the measures have been implemented in the EU-
28 to date, including both Member State implementation choices and the way they have been 

implemented in practice by farmers.  Finally it sets out briefly other complementary CAP instruments 

and measures which are relevant to the way in which the greening measures operate. The rules 
surrounding the definition of permanent grassland are also elaborated.   

2.1  THE OBJECTIVES AND LE GAL ARCHITECTURE OF THE 2014 -2020  CAP 

Of the three main objectives for the CAP for the 201 4-2020 period, the second of these objectives, the 
ósustainable management of natural resources and climate actionô can be addressed through the 

combined effects of a number of different CAP measures, encompassing cross-compliance, direct 
payments under the EAGF and rural development policy under the EAFRD, accompanied by support 

from the Farm Advisory System (FAS) and the activities of the European Innovation Partnership (EIP) 

for Agriculture and the national Operational Groups ( see Figure 1). 

Although the legal architecture of the 2014 -2020 CAP maintains two pillars financed from two 

dedicated funds, there are some notable changes in the design and structure of these two funds and 
the interaction between them. One of the most sign ificant of these for the environment is the 

introduction of the Pillar 1 greening measures.  

 

Figure 1: The new greening architecture of the CAP  

 
Source: (European Commission, 2016) 
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2.2  THE PILLAR 1  GREENIN G MEASURES 
A major new innovation in Pillar 1 of the CAP, was the introduction of payments to farmers for carrying 
out a compulsory set of ógreening measuresô. Member States are required to allocate 30% of the direct 

payments budget to grant an annual paym ent for compulsory óagricultural practices beneficial for the 
climate and the environmentô, otherwise known as ógreen direct paymentsô or ógreening measuresô2. 

According to the recitals of the direct payments basic act 3, the introduction of mandatory green ing 

practices should aim to enhance environmental performance and: 

- Address both climatic and environmental policy goals; 

- Be simple, general, annual and non-contractual; 

- Go beyond cross-compliance; and 

- Be linked to agriculture. 

 

There are three practices identified that can be used to fulfil this requirement:  

- Crop diversification  ï the cultivation of a minimum of two or three crops on arable land 
above a certain size limit (to improve soil quality primarily);  

- Maintenance of permanent grassland  ï comprising two elements: i) to maintain the level 
of permanent grassland at 95% of its area as a proportion of total agricultural area; and ii) to 

protect the most environmentally sensitive permanent grasslands from ploughing (to support 

carbon sequestration, support species and habitats of biodiversity value, protect against soil 
erosion and protect soil quality); and  

- Ecological Focus Area  ï to manage at least 5% of the arable land of farms with more than 
15 hectares of arable land as an EFA, comprising a combination of management practices or 

landscape features as set out in the regulation and applied by Member States (to safeguard 
and improve biodiversity on farms primarily).  

  

In order to accommodate the diversity of agricultural systems and the different environmen tal 
situations across the EU, in addition to the three standard practices, equivalent practices, i.e. those 

that are delivered by agri -environment-climate measures or certification schemes that are similar to 
greening and that yield an equivalent or higher  level of benefit for the climate and the environment 

can also be used to fulfil the greening requirements 4.  

As Figure 1 shows, the green direct payment scheme does not operate in isolation. Rather it is 
intended to work alongside other CAP instruments and measures with the aim of improving the 

environmental delivery of the CAP. Each of these instruments has a different function to play:  

¶ Cross compliance, which links the full payment of CAP support to the respect of certain rules 

(see section 2.3). This is not a support scheme, rather it is a system which allows CAP support 

to be reduced where infringements with these rules take place.  

¶ Environmental rural development measures (primarily AECM, but also the organic farming 

measure) which enable incentive schemes to be set up with the aim of encouraging farmers to 
implement practices beneficial for the environment under multiannual contracts. The support 

provided under the AECM and the OFM is calculated on the basis of the income foregone and 
additional costs incurred of carrying out the environmental management compared to a 

baseline or reference level which comprises rules set out in legislation, including those covered 
by cross compliance.  

¶ Finally, the green direct payments, which are compulsory for farmers  to implement (with some 

exceptions) in return for a set payment ï 30 per cent of the direct payment (either a flat 

rate/ha calculated nationally or in proportion to the direct payments received by the individual 
farmer). This payment therefore does not eq uate to the income forgone and additional costs 

                                                
2 Article 43 of Regulation (EU) 1307/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 establishing rules 

for direct payments to farmers under support schemes within the framework of the common agricultural policy and repealing 
Council Regulation (EC) 637/2008 and Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009. 

3 Recital 37 of Regulation (EU) 1307/2013 
4 Recital 40 of Regulation (EU) 1307/2013 
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of carrying out the greening practices (which must also go beyond legal requirements and 
cross-compliance GAEC standards). Rather, it allocates a proportion of the farmerôs direct 

payment towards the provision of public goods, with the payment determined at a standard 

level estimated during the CAP negotiations to be sufficient to incentivise overall compliance 
with the measures (whether through maintaining or changing existing practices), whilst also 

supporting farmersô incomes.  

The greening payment covers the whole eligible area of the holding (including permanent crops) while 

the obligations apply only on arable land and permanent grassland areas. There are however several 

exemptions, including a blanket exemption for those participating in the Small Farmers Scheme (in 
countries where this is offered). Land under organic farming is entitled ipso facto to the greening 

payment as it is considered green by definition. Land managers farming land within Natura 2000 sites 
or river basins covered by the Water Framework Directive (WFD) are only required to comply with the 

greening measures insofar as these are compatible with the requirements set under the Birds, Habitats 
or Water Framework Directives5. Each measure has a suite of requirements and rules determining:  

- the land on the holding to which the obligations apply;  

- the exemptions in place relating to size of holding, geographical conditions and composition of 
crop types on the holding (e.g. permanent grass, ara ble crops under water); and  

- The detailed rules pertaining to the implementation of each measure.  

These are set out in the direct payments regulation, supplemented by more detailed rules in delegated 

regulation (EU) 639/2014. A summary of the main rules a re set out in Boxes 1-3. 

A series of potential variants for the operation of the green measures is available to Member States, 
including: 

- The ability to choose which of the list of potential EFA management practices/features are to 
be available to farmers in the Member State to meet the EFA requirement, as well as the 

associated rules, weighting factors and coefficients6;  
- The choice to implement the EFA measure regionally and/or collectively; 

- Choice to designate areas of environmentally sensitive permanent grassland (ESPG) outside 

Natura 2000 areas; 
- The potential to apply óequivalent practicesô using the list set out in Annex IX of Regulation 

(EU) 1307/2013.  

All Member State decisions on the implementation of greening must be notified to the European 

Commission, but only the use of equivalent practices is subject to Commission approval.  

 

Box 1: Detailed rules associated with the crop diversification measure  

The objective of the crop diversification measure  is to achieve óenhanced environmental benefitéin particular the 
improvement of soil qualityô (Recital 41 of Reg. (UE) 1307/2013). For this measure, the terms ócropô is defined in Article 44 of the 
regulation as: 

- A culture of any of the different genera defined in the botanical classif ication of crops;  
- A culture of any of the species in the case of Brassicaceae, Solanaceae, and Cucurbitaceae;  
- Land lying fallow;  
- Grasses or other herbaceous forage. 

Moreover, winter and spring crops are considered as distinct crops even if they belong to the same genus. The detailed rules for 
the crop diversification measure are as follows: 

¶ Where the arable area is 10-30 ha (and not entirely cultivated with crops under water for a significant part of the 
year) at least two different crops must be grown ; 

¶ Where the arable area > 30ha at least three crops must be cultivated ; 
¶ For arable areas 10-30 ha: maximum area to be sown to main crop = 75% ; 
¶ For arable areas > 30 ha - Maximum to be sown to a single crop is 75% and two crops = 95% ; 
¶ Arable areas under 10 ha = exempt.  

                                                
5 Article 43 (10) of Regulation (EU) 1307/2013 
6 Member States can apply management restrictions on EFA elements (e.g. use of fertilisers and pesticides, sowing dates, 

duration of crops in the field etc). They can also app ly a series of weighting and conversion factors to each of the 
management practices they decide will be available for farmers to use. The weighting factors reflect the different ecological 
value of the various EFA practices and features. They are mandatory for any element of an EFA, with a weighting of less than 
one. All other conversion and weighting factors are optional . The application of these factors affects  the area needed under 
different practices to meet the 5% EFA requirement.  
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These rules do not apply to holdings: 

¶ Where >75% of arable land is used for the production of grasses or other herbaceous forage, land laying fallow or 
subject to a combination of these uses, provided the arable are not covered by these uses does not exceed 30 ha.  

¶ Where > 75% of the eligible agricultural area is permanent grassland, used for the production of grasses or other 
herbaceous forage or crops under water or a combination of these uses, provided the arable are not covered by these 
uses does not exceed 30 ha.  

¶ Where > 50% areas under arable land declared were not declared by the farmer in his aid application of the previous 
year and, where based on a comparison of the geo-spatial aid applications, all arable land is being cultivated with a 
different crop compared to that of the previous calendar year.  

¶ That are situated in areas north of 62 nd parallel or certain adjacent areas. In these areas, where the arable land is >10 
ha, 2 crops are required to be cultivated. Neither of these can cover  more than 75% of the arable areas with the 
exception of when the main crop is grass or other herbaceous forage or land laying fallow.  

Equivalent practices to crop diversification are identified as the following:  

¶ Crop diversification  requiring at least thr ee crops, the main crop covering a maximum of 75 %, and any one or more of 
the following applying:   

o There are at least four crops;  
o Lower maximum thresholds apply; 
o There is a more appropriate selection of crops, such as, for example, leguminous, protein crops, crops not 

requiring irrigation or pesticide treatments, as appropriate ; 
o Regional varieties of old, traditional or endangered crop types are included on at least 5 % of the rotated area.  

¶ Crop rotation  requiring at least three crops, the main crop cove ring a maximum of 75  %, and any one or both of the 
following applying:  

o A more environmentally beneficial multiannual sequence of crops and/or fallow is followed ;  
o There are at least four crops.  

¶ Winter soil cover* ; 
¶ Catch crops*.  

* Practices subject to the  method referred to in Article 29(6)(c) in relation to the payment calculation of related agri -
environment-climate actions to avoid double funding.  

Source: Article 44 and Annex IX of Regulation (EU) 1307/2013 

 

Box 2: Detailed rules a ssociated with the maintaining permanent grassland measure  

The overall objective of the maintenance of permanent grassland measure is to ensure environmental benefits, in particular 
carbon sequestration  (Recital 42 of Regulation (EU) 1307/2013). Other objectives in relation to the protection of 
óenvironmentally sensitive permanent grasslandô are to protect species, land of high nature value, protect against soil erosion 
and protect water quality (Article 41 of Regulation (EU) 639/2014).  

There are two elements to the maintenance of permanent grassland measure:  

1. The ratio of areas of permanent grassland to total agricultural area must not decrease by more than 5% compared to a 
reference ratio established by each Member State at national, regional or appropriate sub-regional level. I f this occurs, 
Member States must require land to be converted back to permanent grassland, except where the decrease results from 
afforestation, provided such afforestation is compatible with the environment and does not include pla ntations of short 
rotation coppice, Christmas trees or fast growing trees for energy production. Member States may also introduce an 
obligation on individual farmers not to convert permanent pasture without prior authorisation if the ratio is seen to be 
declining.  

2. Member States are required to designate permanent grasslands which are environmentally sensitive in areas covered by the 
birds and habitats Directives, including in peat and wetlands situated in these areas, and which need strict protection in 
order to meet the objectives of those Directives.  Member States may also designate sensitive areas located outside areas 
covered by these directives. Permanent grassland situated in areas which have been designated must not be converted or 
ploughed by farmers. The delegated act sets out some examples of the types of permanent grasslands on which 
designation should be based outside Natura 2000 areas. These are permanent grasslands: 

¶ covering organic soils with a high percentage of organic carbon, such as peat land or wetlands; 
¶ hosting habitats listed in Annex I of Directive 92/43/EEC or protected under national legislation;  
¶ hosting plant species listed in Annex II of Directive 92/43/EEC or protected under national legislation;  
¶ being of significant importance for  wild bird species listed in Annex I of Directive 2009/147/EC. 
¶ being of significant importance for wild animal species protected under Directive 92/43/EEC or protected under 

national legislation. 
¶ of high nature value as defined by other objective criteria to be established by the Member State.  
¶ covering soils with a high risk of erosion.  

New areas can also be designated each year. 

Equivalent practices for permanent grassland are the following: 

- Management of meadows or pastures requiring the maintenance of permanent grassland and any one or more of the 
following:  

- Cutting regime or appropriate mowing (dates, methods, limits);  
- Maintenance of landscape features on permanent grassland and control of scrub; 
- Specified grass varieties and/or seeding regime for renewal depending on the grassland type, with no destruction of 

high nature value;  
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- Evacuation of forage or hay; 
- Appropriate management for steep slopes; 
- Fertiliser regime; 
- Pesticide restrictions. 

- Extensive grazing systems requiring the maintenance of permanent grassland and any one or more of the following:  

o Extensive grazing (timing, maximum stocking density);  
o Shepherding or mountain pastoralism; 
o Using local or traditional breeds for grazing the permanent grassland.  

Source: Article 45 and Annex IX of Regulation (EU) 1307/2013 

 

Box 3: Detailed rules associated with the EFA measure  

The overarching objective for the establishment of EFAs is óto safeguard and improve biodiversity on farmsô (Recital 44 of 
Regulation (EU) 1307/2013). The requirement is to have at least 5% of the  arable land on farms with more than 15 hectares of 
arable land managed as an EFA. Up to half the EFA requirement can be met at the regional level by pooling commitments 
among groups of farmers ï if this is to be the ca se, then Member States need to designate the areas and the obligations for 
farmers participating.  

Member States have to establish a list of the EFA elements from which farmers can choose to meet their EFA obligations. The 
list can comprise the following elements: 

- Land lying fallow;  
- Terraces; 
- Landscape features, including such features adjacent to the arable land of the holding. Features can be those 

protected under cross-compliance (GAEC7) or those from a wider list of nine types of landscape features specified in 
Article 45 of Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 639/2014 or a combination of both; 

- Buffer strips, including buffer strips covered by permanent grassland, provided that these are distinct from adjacent 
eligible areas; 

- Hectares of agroforestry that receive or have received support from EAFRD in 2007-2013 or 2014-2020; 
- Strips of eligible hectares along forest edges; 
- Areas with short rotation coppice with no use of mineral fertilizer and/or plant protection products;  
- Afforested areas that receive or have received support from EAFRD in 2007-2013 or 2014-2020; 
- Areas with catch crops or green cover established by plantation and germination of seeds, on condition that they are 

established using a mixture of crop species or by under-sowing grass in the main crop; 
- Areas with nitrogen-fixing crops, from a list of those such crops which Member States consider to contribute to the 

objective of sustaining biodiversity. 

Each of these elements is subject to different weighting and conversion factors, which are use d to adjust the area of the feature 
and so the extent to which it contributes to achieving the 5% ratio. The weighting factors are broadly intended to reflect th e 
relative environmental value of different types of ecological focus area. Member States are required to apply the weighting 
factors that are less than 1, but can choose whether or not to apply those greater than 1. They are listed in Annex II of 
Regulation (EU) No 639/2014. 

In addition, Member States where over 50% of the land area is covered by f orests may choose not to apply the Ecological Focus 
Area measure in Areas of Natural Constraint as defined under the rules set out in rural development policy provided certain 
conditions are met in relation to the rate of forest land to agricultural land i n the ANC unit. 

The obligations do not apply to the following:  

- holdings where>75% of the eligible agricultural area is permanent grassland, used for the production of grasses or 
other herbaceous forage or cultivated with crops either under water for a sign ificant part of the year or for a 
significant part of the crop cycle or a combination of those uses, provided the arable area not covered by these uses 
does not exceed 30 ha. 

- holdings where >75% eligible area is entirely used for production of grass or oth er herbaceous forage, land laying 
fallow, cultivated with leguminous crops, or subject to a combination of these uses, provided the arable area not 
covered by these uses does not exceed 30 ha. 

Equivalent practices to EFA are the following, requiring the application of any of the following practices on at least the 
percentage of the arable land set pursuant to Article 46(1):  

- Ecological set-aside; 

- Creation of "buffer zones" for high nature value areas, Natura 2000 or other biodiversity protection sites, incl uding 
along hedgerows and water courses; 

- Management of uncultivated buffer strips and field margins (cutting regime, local or specified grass varieties and/or 
seeding regime, re-seeding with regional varieties, no use of pesticides, no disposal of manure and/or mineral 
fertilisers, no irrigation, no soil sealing);  

- Borders, in-field strips and patches managed for wildlife or specific fauna (herbaceous border, protection of nests, 
wildflower strips, local seed mix, unharvested crops);  

- Management (pruning, tri mming, dates, methods, restoration) of landscape features (trees, hedgerows, riparian 
woody vegetation, stone walls (terraces), ditches, ponds);  

- Keeping arable peaty or wet soils under grass (with no use of fertilisers and no use of plant protection produc ts);  

- Production on arable land with no use of fertiliser (mineral fertiliser and manure) and/or plant protection products, and 
not irrigated, not sown with the same crop two years in a row and on a fixed place;  

- Conversion of arable land into permanent grassland extensively used. 
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Source: Article 46 and Annex IX of Regulation (EU) 1307/2013 

Member States must ensure that double funding of Pillar 1 greening measures with practices funded 

under the agri-environment-climate measure (AECM), organic farming, affo restation, agro-forestry and 
Natura 2000 measures in Pillar 2 is avoided. This means that the payment rates provided under the 

EAFRD must take into account only the additional costs and/or income foregone linked to management 

requirements which go beyond the obligatory practices identified under the three greening measures 7. 
In addition, specific rules exist for the calculation of payments for certain equivalent practices  for 

Ecological Focus Areas8. 

Farmers who do not comply with greening rules will receiv e reduced payments. Such reductions reflect 

the number of hectares identified as non -compliant, taking into account the specific nature of the 

requirement concerned. Broadly speaking, a farmer will lose greening payment in proportion to any 
under-delivery of one or more of the three gre ening measures, but will at worst receive a greening 

payment of zero. From 2017 onwards payment reductions can be accompanied by administrative 
penalties whereby a proportion of direct payments can be withdrawn,  depending on the severity, 

extent, duration and reoccurrence of the non -compliance concerned9, in addition to having their 

greening payments reduced. In line with the proportionality principle, the size of such penalties 
depend on the severity and scope of non-compliance, whether it has a lasting impact and whether it 

recurs. 

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 639/2014 sets out supplementary rules for the operation of 

what are considered to be non-essential elements of the direct payments Regulation (Regulation (EU) 
1307/13), including greening. In 2016, following the review of the implementation of the greening 

after the first year of application, amendments to the greening elements of this delegated act were 

proposed. These came into force on 30 June 201710. The key amendments, which will apply mainly 
from the 2018 implementation year onwards are set out in  Box 4. 

Box 4: Amendments to the rules for the implementation of the greening measures  from 2018  

Crop diversificat ion : changes to Article 40 of Delegated Regulation (EU) No 639/2014 regarding the operation of this 
measure:  

¶ Addition of the option for Member States to differentiate the crop diversification period at (sub) regional leve l to take into 
account diverse climatic conditions within their territory.  

¶ Simplification of the declaration of crops for farmers, by permitting farmers to declare crops grown on small area as a 
mixed (single) crop. 

Ecological Focus Areas : changes to Article 45 regarding the operation of this measure which: 

¶ Require Member States to set out explicitly the period for land lying fallow (with a minimum of six months), during which 
there should be no agricultural production, recognising the need for farmers to establish their main crop before t he end of 
the year. 

¶ Merge the definitions and/or align the conditions of a number of EFA landscape features, grouping elements relating to 
wooded strips, trees in a line and hedges as one type of landscape feature; and trees in a group and field copses also to be 
grouped.  

¶ Similarly field margins are to be merged with buffer strips and a single maximum dimension set; for both these elements, 
Member States must supplement the cross-compliance SMR and GAEC requirements with óotherô buffer strips and field 
margins, i.e. any strips not covered by cross-compliance rules. 

¶ Allow EFA elements (e.g. landscape features, buffer strips etc.) that exceed the maximum dimensions to qualify, although 
only the maximum dimensions count towards the EFA requirement. 

¶ clarify and specify the concept of 'adjacency' of EFA landscape features to allow environmentally valuable features 
connected to the arable area to be counted as EFA. 

¶ clarify that Member States must establish requirements for the use of inputs (fertilisers or plant p rotection products) on 
short rotation coppice in cases where any one of these inputs is not banned;  

¶ replace the 1 October 'at the latest' deadline for sowing catch crops or green cover by a mandatory minimum duration of 
eight weeks. 

¶ permit sowing mixtures of N-fixing crops with other crops as long as the N -fixing crops are dominant. 
¶ remove the rule requiring Member States to identify the locations in which N -fixing crops can be grown to prevent nitrate 

                                                
7 Article 9 of Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 807/2014 
8 Article 39 of Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 639/2014  
9 Article 77(6) of Regulation (EU) 1306/2013 
10 Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2017/1155 of 15 February 2017 amending Delegated Regulation (EU) No 639/2014 as 

regards the control measures relating to the cultivation of hemp, certain provisions on the greening payment, the payment for  
young farmers in control of a legal person, the calculation of the per unit amount in the framework of voluntary  coupled 
support, the fractions of payment entitlements and certain notification requirements relating to the single area payment 
scheme and the voluntary coupled support, and amending Annex X to Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council. 
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leaching given the overlap with Nitrate Action Plans ï although Member States can continue to stipulate production 
methods with a view to prevent nitrate leaching . 

¶ clarify the meaning of the 'no -production' requirement applicable to certain EFA types in terms of what is required from 
farmers and how this restr iction relates to rules under other CAP instruments. 

¶ ban the use of plant protection products on productive or potentially productive EFAs during the minimum retention period, 
including land lying fallow, N-fixing crops, catch crops/green cover and strips of eligible hectares along forest edges with 
production to improve their environmental performance.  

Notifications:  

¶ Introduction of some new reporting requirements, namely for Member States to submit information on the farmers 
exempted from greening under t he Small Farmers Scheme, the area of permanent grassland in Natura 2000 as well as 
information on the crop diversification periods permitted.  

Source: Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2017/1155 

2.2.1  RATIONALE FOR THE INT RODUCTION OF THE PILLAR 1  óGREENING P AYMENTô 

The European Commissionôs Staff Working document (European Commission, 2016) states that ñthe 

green direct payment scheme is intended to achieve: 

- A greater effectiveness of the CAP in delivering on its environmental and climate objectives 
(notably for soil, water, biodiversity and climate) by:  

o explicitly acknowledging and supporting farmers for their joint provision of private and 
public goods; 

o introducing a basic layer of environmental and climate measures on a very large scale, 
additional to existing rules under cross-compliance; and 

o raising the level of ambition for environmental and climate measures in rural 

development and/or making funds available for these more targeted measures;  
- A more balanced economic and environmental performance of EU agriculture in order to 

ensure its long-term sustainability;  
- The maintenance of the long-term production potential of EU agriculture by safeguarding the 

natural resources on which agriculture depends.ò 

 

The 2011 Commissionôs Communication on the future of the CAP post 2013 11 highlighted the need to 

make environmental management and the delivery of public goods a more integral part of the CAP in 
order to address the environmental challenges facing the EU and to ensure the longer term le gitimacy 

of the CAP (Hart and Baldock, 2011; Matthews, 2012) . 

To respond to this need the Commission proposed a change to the architecture of Pillar 1 direct 

payments, with the introduction of three ógreeningô measures. The rationale for doing so was to 

encourage environmentally sustainable and climate beneficial agricultural practices that go beyond 
those required in law or under cross-compliance over as much of the farmed countryside as possible. 

The underlying concern was that current trends in agricultural practices towards increasingly more 
intensive practices, including limited rotations and a more systematic exploitation of the land resource, 

was leading to an underprovision of public goods (with a continuing d ecline in environmental 

performance of agriculture and increasing environmental pressures on agricultural land in the EU. By 
introducing actions to be taken by the majority of farms over the majority of the land, greening was 

intended to raise the environm ental performance of EU agriculture and thus render it more 
sustainable.  

This led to the inclusion of a new hybrid instrument within direct payments, where, compared to the 

situation before the reform, a substantial part of income support was linked to environmental 
requirements. The aim of putting the measures within the direct support system was to keep the 

approach as simple as possible, using both a standardised payment and standardised prescriptions. 
The level of 30 % was determined as a sufficiently persuasive level of payment to ensure that nearly 

all farmers adopted the greening measures rather than choosing to forego direct payments altogether, 
or simply not to apply the measures and accept the reduction in payments that would ensue (and from 

2017 onwards a penalty too).  As the level of the direct support envelope differs among and within 

Member States, the level of payment for the greening component also differs from one Member 
State/region to another. To keep the system as simple as possible, it was decided to set payment 

                                                
11 Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing rules for direct payments to farmers 

under support schemes within the framework of the common agricultural policy, COM(2011) 625/3, 2011/0280(COD)  
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levels for the greening component as a whole (not per measure) and at a percentage level that is the 
same for all farmers in a given region.  

Siting greening within Pillar 1 rather than under the second Pillar meant that it would apply to the 

great majority of commercial farms supported by the CAP and most agricultural land. Given the nature 
of the first pillar, the greening requirements were necessarily designed to be generalised, non -

contractual, annual environmental measures. However, due to their wide reach they were intended to 
have a considerable impact and importantly provide a basis on which more targeted measures under 

the second pillar could be designed (in particular with regard to the EFA measure). Indeed, the 

justificat ion for the inclusion of greening measures within Pillar 1, as stated in the 2011 Impact 
Assessment (SEC (2011)1153 final/2 12) was as follows: ñThe greening component of direct payments 
makes the greening of the CAP more visible and has the merits of broad territorial coverage and 
uniform application; ho wever, it does not allow for targeting the measures to specific situations (and 
would thus need to be complemented by better targeted rural development measures) ò. 

Their introduction was also partly a matter of political feasibility. Some of the factors at play included:  

- strengthening the general rationale for intervention via direct payments, whose public 

legitimacy along with the CAP budget was expected to come under challenge; 

- The expectation that discussions on the Multi-annual Financial Framework (MFF) for 2014-

2020 would not lead to any increases in the Pillar 2 budget, in particular because of Member 
Statesô reluctance to increase national funding under co-financing.  

- Concerns that cross compliance was seen by farmers as mainly a sanction system and as such 

not encouraging farmers to take ownership of the need for basic environmental practices.  

- Concerns that agri-environment schemes could not by themselves deliver the results required, 

particularly given the budget constraints for AECM. Therefore, by requiring a baseline of 
environmental management (in addition to cross compliance) across the farmed countryside 

under Pillar 1 it was hoped that this would free up resources within Pillar 2 that could be use d 
to increase the ambition of agri -environment schemes. This, alongside the need to avoid 

double funding between greening measures and the AECM, would allow the AECM to be used 

in a more targeted way.  

The introduction of the greening measures in direct pa yments was not only a response to the growing 

expectations of EU citizens regarding the CAP and public goods, but also a signal to farmers that 
environmental considerations should be factored into their production decisions more explicitly and 

mainstreamed into their business decisions (as opposed to introduced on a voluntary basis and paid 

only in addition to direct payments through rural development support). At the same time, the 
requirements were set at a level that would not put the viability of the fa rming sector at risk and with 

the intention of not unduly complicating the management of the system. Furthermore, the greening 
measures were designed to favour farmers already making positive efforts to mainstream 

environmental management into their farmin g practices by recognising these efforts and thus turning 

30% of their income support into a reward for delivering these public goods, whereas farmers who 
needed to make adjustments to comply with the greening requirements would face a certain level of 

cost. In this respect, an important characteristic of the greening scheme is that it should not require all 
farmers to change their practices but only those not already implementing the required environmental 

practices. 

2.3  CAP INSTRUMENTS AND MEAS URES INTERACTIN G WITH GREENING  

As highlighted in Section 2.2, the greening measures are intended to work in conjunction with cross -

compliance and key rural development measures. Those of most relevance to the operation of the 
greening measures are set out below.  

Cross c ompliance:  First introduced in 2003, cross-compliance comprises a set of conditions to which 

farmers must adhere when receiving CAP payments or they will be penalised by a reduction or 
exclusion of the support. In the 2014 -2020 financial period13, changes to the conditions were 

                                                
12 European Commission (2011) Commission Staff Working Paper. Impact assessment: Common Agricultural Policy towards 

2020. Annex 2b: Assessment of selected measures under the CAP for their impact on greenhouse gas emissions and removals, 
on resilience and on environmental status of ecosystems. (SEC(2011)1153 final/2). 10/20/2011, Brussels. 
13 Regulation (EU) 1306/2013 
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introduced, with some of the previous requirements moving to different parts of the CAP, particularly 
the greening provisions (for example the rules on the maintenance of permanent grassland and certain 

aspects of the soil requirements within the EFA measure)14. 

Pillar 1 instruments: The following Pillar 1 instruments have some interaction with the greening 
measures: 

¶ The Small Farmers Scheme (SFS): farmers under this scheme do not have to comply with cross -

compliance or greening measures. 15 Member States have opted to implement the Small Farmers 
Scheme (AT, BG, DE, EE, EL, ES, HR, HU, IT, LV, MT, PL, PT, RO, SL); 

¶ Voluntary Coupled Support (VCS): Member States may allocate a percentage of their Pillar 1 

national ceiling to VCS in certain sectors or regions facing particular situations where specific types 

of farming or specific agricultural sectors are particularly important for economic, environmental or 
social reasons (Article 52(3)). It can be granted only for necessary purposes to cre ate an incentive 

to maintain current (reference) levels of production in certain sectors or regions.  

Pillar 2 measures: The following Pillar 2 measures also interact with the greening measures both 

directly and indirectly.  

¶ Agri-environment-climate measure (AECM): compulsory for all Member States to implement but 

voluntary to farmers, this measure provides payments to farmers and other land managers to 

encourage the uptake or continuation of environmentally and climate beneficial practices on their 

farms. No double funding is permitted. The AECM can be used as a vehicle through which 
equivalent practices to the standard greening measures can be offered, but also they have the 

potential to build on the greening measures in terms of the options they offer to farmers. In this 
regard the non-productive investments measure is also relevant where it provides funding to 

support the AECM through the creation of new landscape features, for example.  

¶ Afforestation and agroforestry measures: areas created under these measures are eligible to be 

counted towards a farmerôs EFA obligation (where the Member States provides this option). No 
double funding is permitted.  

¶ The Natura 2000 measure, which compensates beneficiaries for additional costs and income 

foregone from disadvantages in the areas concerned relative to the implementation of the Birds 
and Habitats Directives. Double funding must be avoided.  

¶ Organic farming measure: which supports the conversion to or the maintenance of organic farming 

to encourage farmers to adopt or maintain environmentally friendly farm practices and high 
standards for animal welfare. Land certified as organic receives the greening payment ipso facto. 
Payments under the organic farming measure in RDPs must avoid double funding. 

¶ Areas with Natural Constraints (ANC): t he ANC measure compensates farmers for all or part of the 

additional costs and income foregone related to the constraints for agricultural production in the 
area concerned. Member States with over 50 per cent of their land area cov ered by forest can 

exempt their farmers in ANC areas from the EFA measure under certain conditions. 

  

                                                
14 It should be noted that the ratio on permanent pasture was notified by Member States under cross compliance (GAEC 

standard 4.2) until 2014, while fr om 2015 the new definition of permanent grassland and rules under greening apply. 
Therefore for 2015 and 2016, cross-compliance requirements include controls on the ratio notified until 2014 . 
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2.4  I MPLEMENTATION CHOICE S FOR THE GREENING M EASURES:  MEMBER STATES 

AND FARMERS (2015 -2017)  
This section sets out an overview of how: 

¶ Member States have applied the greening measures for the 2015, 2016 and 2017 

implementation years using the flexibilities available to them; and  

¶ Farmers have applied the measures in 2015 and 2016, using the monitoring data submitted to 

the European Commission each December. 

2.4.1  MEMBER STATE I MPLEMENTATION CHOICE S FOR GREENING MEASURES (2015 -17)  

Member States are able to change certain implementation decisions for greening every year, subject to 
notification to the Commission in the preceding year. These include: decisions about whether to 

implement equivalence schemes; whether to change the composition of EFA types available for 
farmers, the detailed requirements associated with EFA types, regional or collective implementation of 

EFAs, the application of weighting coefficients to EFA e lements, and finally the addition of new areas of 

Environmentally Sensitive Permanent Grassland (ESPG) outside Natura 2000 each year.  

The green payment is granted as a flat -rate payment per eligible hectare declared under the Single 

Area Payment Scheme (SAPS) or per entitlement under the Basic Payment Scheme (BPS). All Member 
States (with the exception of LU) that do not grant the BPS as a flat -rate payment at regional or 

national level15 apply the derogation to grant the greening payment as a percentage of  the value of 

the entitlements.  Amongst those that apply a flat rate, Finland and UK-Scotland differentiate the 
greening payment according to the regions established for distributing the BPS. 

2.4.1.1  Ecological Focus Areas (EFA)  

The choice of elements that farmers may use to fulfil their EFA obligation varies between Member 

States. For the 2017 implementation year the choices can be summarised as follows:  

¶ Finland, Malta, Slovenia and Spain proposed a small number of EFA elements (two to four); 

¶ Twelve Member States, including all four UK regions chose between five and nine elements 

(BG, CY, DK, EE, EL, LV, LT, NL, AT, PT, SE and UK) and; 

¶ The remaining 12 Member States opted for ten or more EFA elements. 

Information from August 2017 on Member State notifications for the 2018 year, the first year with the 

new delegated act in place, show very few differences from 2017.  

The numbers of Member States offering each EFA element for the implementation years 2015-2017 

are summarised in Figure 2. The most widely chosen EFA element is N-fixing crops (all Member States 
except DK), followed by fallow land (all except NL and RO), landscape features (all except MT, ES, SI), 

short rotation coppice and catch /cover crops.  

The numbers of Member States offering each landscape feature in the 2015-2017 implementation 
years are summarised in Figure 3. The most widely chosen landscape feature was trees in a group (18), 

followed by trees in a line and field m argins (both 17).  

Only the Netherlands and Poland permit collective implementation of EFA obligations and no Member 

States implement EFAs at the regional level. Four of the five Member States which met the criteria to 
apply the forest exemption for EFA did so (EE, FI, LV, SE). Slovenia is the one country that did not do 

so, due to the fact only a limited number of farmers would benefit from the exemption 16.  

 
  

                                                
15 BE, DK, EL, ES, FR (not Corsica), HR, IE, IT, LU, PT, SI, UK-Wales, UK-Northern Ireland  
16 Of the 40 municipalities, which met the conditions of the forest exemption, only 55 farmers having more than 15 hectares of 

arable land would have been exempted). In addition, the arable land on these holdings straddled more tha n one municipality. 
Given that it was felt that sufficient flexibility was already offered to farmers through the way the EFA measure was 
implemented in Slovenia, it was considered that implementing the forest exemption would add unnecessary complexity to 
what was already a complex set of rules for the implementation of the reform of direct payments (pers. Comm. Slovenian 
Ministry of Agriculture)  
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Figure 2: EFA Elements notified for the 2015 -2017 

implementation years (n=3 2 as UK and BE 
implement greening at the regional level )  

Figure 3: Details of the landscape features notified 

for the 2015 -2017 implementation years (n=3 2 as 
UK and BE implement greening at the regional level )  

 

 

Source: Member State notifications in 2014, 2015 and 2016   

2.4.1.2  Permanent grassland  

Member States are free to set the scale at which the ratio is applied (national, regional or sub -
regional). Almost all Member States decided to manage the ratio at national level, just f our (BE, DE, FR 

and the UK) opted for regional level. To safeguard permanent grassland Member States must monitor 
changes in the ratio and can choose to do this by requiring individual farmers to apply for prior 

authorisation if they wish to convert perman ent grassland. In 2015, only three Member States (DE, LU, 

and PT) implemented a prior authorisation system. 

In 2015, 6.99 million ha (48%) of permanent grassland in Natura 2000 areas was designated as ESPG 

(total permanent grassland in Natura 2000 estimate d as 14.7m ha), which rose to 7.71 million ha 
(51%) in 2016 (total permanent grassland in Natura 2000 had increased to an estimated 15.01m ha). 

The differences between the figures in 2015 and 2016 is largely due to refinements of inconsistencies 

identified in the data provided by Member States, many of which are still ongoing.  

The approach taken to the designation of environmentally sensitive permanent grassland (ESPG) 

differs according to Member State, with some designating all permanent grasslands within Natura 2000 
as ESPG and others designating only a proportion. The lowest proportions of permanent grassland 

designated in 2016 were in Portugal (1%) Estonia (2%) and Ireland (4%).  

 

Table 1: Proportion of permanent grassland designat ed as ESPG in Natura 2000 areas (2015 -2016)  

% permanent grassland in 
N2K areas designated as ESPG  

2015  2016  

100%  7 MSs: BG, CZ, EL, IT NL, FI, SE 8 MSs: BG, CZ, EL, HU, IT, NL, FI, SK  

75 -99%  4 MSs: HR, HU, RO, SK 3 MSs: HR, LT, SE, 

50 -74%  4 MSs: CY DE, FR, UK 5 MSs: CY, DE, FR, RO ,UK 

25 -49%  4 MSs: ES, LT, PL, SI 3 MSs: ES, PL, SI  

0-24%  8 MSs: AT, BE, DK, EE, IE, LU, LV, PT 8 MSs: AT, BE, DK, EE, IE, LU, LV, PT 

NB: Malta reports no permanent grassland 

Source: data from Member State notifications in form 432 (ESPG designation) 

 

For 2015 only four Member States/regions (CZ, LV, LT, UK-Wales), designated ESPG outside Natura 
2000 areas, with the addition of Belgium (Flanders) for the 2016 implementation year.  
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2.4.1.3  Equivalent practices  

Five Member State notified the European Commission of their intention to offer their farmers the 

possibility to choose equivalent practices in 2014 (for implementation in 2015), a further three in 2015 

(for 2016 implementation) and in 2016 all Member States confirmed the continua tion of these 
equivalent practices for implementation in 2017 apart from Portugal which proposed a small revision . 

These are summarised by greening measure in the boxes below. 

Box 5: Overview of equivalent schemes offered from 2015 -20 17  

Schemes equivalent to crop diversification:  

Ireland  decided to provide for equivalence under an agri-environment-climate measure (AECM): sowing catch crops. These 
are to be planted in accordance with the requirements of an agri -environment-climate scheme (Green, Low-Carbon, Agri-
Environment Scheme ï GLAS), under which all arable land on the holding is planted with catch crops. This was approved in 
2014 for implementation from 2015 onwards.  

Poland  also proposed more demanding crop diversification under an AECM: a minimum four-crop requirement, a 65 per 
cent maximum for the main crop and all cereals, and a 10 % minimum for all crops. This was approved in 2014 for 
implementation from 2015 onwards.  

Austria  also opted for an AECM, in the form of more demanding crop diversification, as compared with standard practice. 
This consisted of a minimum three-crop requirement, a maximum of 75 per cent for cereals and maize, a maximum of 66 
per cent for the main crop and excluding EFA ecological set-aside as a crop for the purposes of this requirement. This was 
approved in 2014 for implementation from 2015 onwards, but was withdrawn in 2015, so has not operated from 2016 
onwards. 

France  proposed a certification scheme suitable for single-crop maize farming to replace the crop diversification 
requirement with a winter soil cover for these farming systems. This equivalent practice is aimed at establishing green cover 
from a sown crop on all arable land of the holdings in question. It was approved in 2014 for implementation f rom 2015 and 
revised in 2015 for implementation from 2016 onwards.  

Portugal  has introduced a certification scheme for tomato and maize growers by replacing the crop diversification 
requirement with winter soil cover, as in France. This was approved in 2015 for implementation from 2016 and was revised 
in 2016 for implementation from 2017 onwards.  

 

Schemes equivalent to the management of permanent grassland:  

So far only the Netherlands and UK-Scotland have proposed an equivalence scheme for the management of permanent 
grassland. Only Scotland went ahead, with a scheme which requires additional measures in the form of a plan for the 
management of fertiliser and lime, implemented from 2016 onwards.  

 

Schemes equivalent to EFA: 

Austria  provides for equivalence for EFA under an AECM for ecological set-aside (i), whereby at least 5% of the 
beneficiaryôs arable land is dedicated to area beneficial for biodiversity, e.g. with specific mixtures of seeds, a minimum 
period of flower cover and a ban on using fertiliser and  plant protection products. This was approved in 2014 for 
implementation from 2015 onwards.  

The Netherlands  introduced three certification schemes that are considered equivalent to the EFA measure: the 
'Akkerbouw-strokenpakket, incl Vogelakkerô, the Skylark Foundation scheme and the Vezelhennep (hemp) scheme. All but 
the hemp scheme were approved in 2014 for implementation from 2015 and revised for 2016 onwards. The hemp scheme 
was approved in 2015 for implementation from 2016 onwards.   

Italy ï Marche regio n  - the management of uncultivated buffer strips and field margins is included as an equivalent 
practice via the AECM. This was approved in 2015 for implementation from 2016 onwards. 

Source: Data from Member State notifications and case studies 

2.4.2  FARMER IMP LEMENTATION OF GREEN ING MEASURES (2015 -16)  

Based on Member State declarations for 2015, the figures (excluding data from France) show that on 
average at the EU level, 73% of the agricultural area 17 is subject to at least one greening obligation. 

This has increased to 77% for 2016.  Breaking this down, in 2016 84% of arable land is subject to the 
arable measures (crop diversification and EFA) and 70% of the permanent grassland area is subject to 

the maintenance of permanent grassland measure. Some countries have a large area that is exempt 

from the greening measures (i.e. above 40% of the total agriculture area). These are: Greece, Croatia, 
Italy, Malta, Portugal and Romania. In Greece, Italy and Malta the area exempt is greater than the 

area subject to the gre ening measures. The reasons for the low area in these countries is mainly due 
to the area covered by the SFS, the area under permanent crops, the area registered as organic, as 

well as the arable area of farms with fewer than 10 ha of arable land on their holdings or falling under 
the measures' exemptions.  

                                                
17 Based on Eurostat FSS data from 2013 
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2.4.2.1  Crop diversification  

Arable land under the crop diversification obligation in 2015 amounted to 72% total EU arable land, 

with a range from less than 10% in Lithuania and Malta to more than 90% of arable land in Belgium, 

Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary and Slovakia. This figure has increased to 75.6% in 2016 
covering 64.7 million hectares. The lower percentages are in Member States which have a greater 

proportion of arable land exempt from Pilla r 1 greening obligations.  

2.4.2.2  EFA declared by farmers in 2015 and 2016  

In 2015 and 2016, the EFA measure requirements applied to 68% of arable land in the EU (excluding 

France) or 59.7 million hectares. Although the requirements are that 5% of this arable lan d must be 
under one or more of the different EFA elements, in practice in 2016 8.5 million hectares (14%) was 

covered by EFA elements (before weighting factors) and 5.6 million hectares (9%), once weighting 
factors have been applied, very similar to the si tuation in 2015.  

Of the area that was exempted from the EFA requirements, 69% was as a result of farms having an 
arable area under 15 ha (10.86 million ha), 16% was a result of the forest exemption (2.5 million ha in 

Estonia, Latvia, Finland and Sweden) and 15% (2.3 million ha) was due to other EFA exemptions (e.g. 

farms with more than 75% grass, organic farms and those under the SFS). These óotherô exemptions 
played a significant role (more than half of all exemptions) in Ireland, Luxemburg, Portugal and t he 

UK. 

In 2015 more than 73% of the total EFA area declared by famers (before weighting factors are 

applied) was linked to agricultural production, in the form of N -fixing crops (45.4%) and catch crops 

(27.7%). This stayed fairly stable in 2016, albeit wit h a reduction in the area of N -fixing crops and an 
increase in catch/cover crops. Land lying fallow increased very slightly between 2015 and 2016. 

Landscape features (including, but not necessarily limited to, those already protected under GAEC) 
accounted for 4.3%  of the area in 2015, decreasing to 1.4 % in 2016.  

Greater variations in the choices of different EFA elements by farmers between 2015 and 2016 can be 
seen at Member State level. While changes have taken place in many Member States, in particular: 

- Increases in catch/cover crops and/or N-fixing crops at the expense of fallow - BG, EE, HR, LV, 

LT, HU, SI; 
- In IT there has been a significant increase in the proportion of landscape features and buffer 

strips as EFA in 2016 at the expense of the N-fixing crops and fallow recorded in 2015; 
- In MT landscape features do not feature in the 2016 EFA area, with N-fixing crops and fallow 

appearing in their place. 

2.4.2.3  Permanent grassland ratio  

Each year, Member States must report on the change in the ratio of the hecta res of permanent 

grassland compared with the total agricultural area, which should not exceed 5%. Member States may 
request an adaptation of their reference ratio under certain circumstances, where they see trends in 

the ratio changing significantly. A tot al of 10 Member States (Denmark, Estonia, Greece, Spain, France, 

Latvia, Austria, Poland, Portugal, and Sweden) have made such a request, but these are still in the 
process of being assessed by the European Commission (as at July 2017). 

Figures for 2015 and 2016 show declines of more than 1% in 16 Member States, with Cyprus, the 
Haut-de-France region of France showing declines above the permitted 5%18. In 2016 the situation is 

somewhat different, with declines of m ore than 1% seen in 13 Member States (not al ways the same 
Member States), and with an additional three countries showing declines of more than the permitted 

5% (Estonia, Greece and Romania in addition to Cyprus and Haut-de-France).   

  

                                                
18 Figures also show high declines in UK (Eng) but this is thought to be due to data errors and the data are currently under 

review 
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2.4.2.4  Permanent grassland designated and declared as ESPG  

Farmers subject to Pillar 1 greening obligations declare their ESPG grassland when applying for direct 

payments. However, in most Member States there are ESPG areas which are exempt from Pillar 1 

greening obligations (for example, under the SFS) or are located on farms  not within the CAP direct 
payments system. In the EU as a whole 48% of permanent grassland in Natura 2000 was designated 

as ESPG in 2015, of which 53% has been declared by farmers, in submitting their direct payment 
applications (3.69 million ha). As shown in the section above on Member State implementation 

choices, Member States have refined their data on how much permanent grassland is in Natura 2000 

areas, and how much is designated as ESPG, which in turn has changed how much land has been 
declared as ESPG. In 2016 therefore, the figures show that 51% of permanent grassland in Natura 

2000 areas was designated as ESPG of which 61% was declared by farmers (4.74 million ha), an 
increase of over 1 million hectares. The area declared by farmers has reduced in seven Member States 

ï BG, DK, HR, LU, HU, NL and SI, but not by a large amount, apart from in Bulgaria, where the 
decrease is 83% (over 100,000 ha). The Bulgarian figures are currently under investigation and may 

be an error.  

2.4.2.5  Equivalent practices  

2016 data for four countries using equivalent measures shows that only 16,740 farmers took 

advantage of this option (up from 14,637 in 2015). The majority (12,290 ï up from 11,831 in 2015) 
were in Austria where equivalent practices were offered under their agri -environment-climate measure. 

This accounts for 17% of farmers who must adhere to the greening requirements and represented 

55.9 % of the arable land (an increase from 2015 of around 23,000 ha). A further 4,085 farmers opted 
for equivalent practices as an alternative to crop diversification in Poland (up from 2,486 in 2015), 

although this accounted for only 2.36 % of the arable area (up from less than 1% in 2015).   

Table 2: The number of farmers and area of arable land where equivalent  practices were used in 2016, in 

absolute terms and as a percentage of all farms under at least one greening obligation  

 

Member 
State  

No of 
farmers  

Arable land 
(ha)  

% farmers  % arable 
land  

Ireland  43 1,391 0.03 0.31 

France  No data No data No data No data 

Netherlands  322 29,0756 0.8 3.11 

Austria  12,290 620,998 17.3 55.85 

Poland  4,085 209,843 0.78 2.36 

Total  16,740  861,307  2.19  7.56  

Source: Member State 2016 reporting data, DG AGRI 
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3 ESTABLISHING THE I NTERVENTION LOGIC  

The broad objectives of the thre e greening measures are set out in the recitals of Regulation (EU) 
1307/2013. More specific information on some of the individual measures is provided by Commission 

Delegated Regulation (EU) No 639/2014. These are summarised in Table 3. 

 

Table 3: Objectives of the greening measures (EU level)  

Detailed greening measure  Objectives in 
Regulation 

(EU) 
1307/2013  

Additional objectives from Commission Delegated Regulation 
(EU) No 6 39/2014  

Crop diversification  Crop 
diversification is 
mainly intended 
to improve soil 
quality (recital 

41) 

  

Maintaining the ratio of 
permanent grassland  

Maintenance of 
permanent 
grassland is 
particularly 
aimed at 

maintaining 
carbon 

sequestration 
(recital 42) 

  

Designating and protectin g 
Environmentally Sensitive 

Permanent Grassland  

Areas designated as ESPG should be those that contribute most to 
carbon sequestration, biodiversity and soil protection. When designating 
outside Natura 2000 areas, Member States are expected to develop a 
framework for the designation of ESPG areas that takes account of local 
conditions and the synergy with other mechanisms (recital 43). The 
criteria for these include: Grasslands on soils with a high percentage of 
organic carbon; Grasslands hosting Annex I habitats or Annex II species; 
Grasslands of significant importance for wild bird or wild animal species 
protected under European legislation; Grassland of high nature value; 
Grassland on soils vulnerable to erosion or identified as important in an 
RBMP (Article 41). 

EFA Land lying fallow  EFA is primarily 
intended to 

safeguard and 
improve 

biodiversity on 
farms. Such 
areas should 

consist of 
elements either 

directly or 
indirectly 

benefitting 
biodiversity  

(recital 44) 

Voluntary actions that improve the biodiver sity benefits of land lying 
fallow (such as seeding wild flower mixtures) are allowed (recital 49)  

EFA Terraces  Member States are expected to define detailed conditions for EFA 
terraces that take account of their value for biodiversity (recital 50)  
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Hedges or wooded strips   

Isolated trees 

Trees in line 

Trees in group or field 
copses 

Field margins 

Ponds 

Ditches 

Traditional stone walls 

Others 

EFA Buffer strips  EFA buffer strips must be located where they 'are beneficial for the 
purpose of reducing runoff to surface waters of pollutants'. Additional 
management increasing their value for biodiversity should be permitted 
(recital 52)  

EFA agroforestry  Member States are expected to take the biodiversity objective into 
account when setting additional conditions for accepting new areas of 
agroforestry as EFA (recital 53)  

EFA Strips along forest edge 
(no production)  

The no cultivation element is seen as more valuable in buffering the 
adjacent forest area from agricultural inputs (recital 54)  

EFA Strips along forest edge 
(with production)  
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EFA Short rotation coppice 
(SRC)  

EFA SRC is expected to benefit biodiversity because of the limited inputs 
needed for its cultivation. Member States should set additional conditions 
relating to the species grown and the use of inputs (recital 55).  

EFA Afforested areas    

EFA Catch crops/green cover  The conditions applied to the use of catch crops and green cover should 
optimise the take up residual nitrogen and w ith a view to avoiding bare 
soil and diffuse pollution in groundwater. Additional conditions may be 
set to optimise agronomic and biodiversity outcomes (recital 56).  

EFA Nitrogen fixing crops  Member State lists of EFA nitrogen fixing crops should consist of those 
that are considered to contribute to improving biodiversity. The rules for 
growing these crops in EFA areas should avoid 'increased nitrogen 
leaching and deteriorated water quality' (recital 57).  

Source: Regulation (EU) 1307/2013 and Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 639/2014 
 

Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ƎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ƻƴŜ 
year (European Commission, 2016) provides some more general background to the intended purpose 
of the greening measures. It states that: óthe purpose of introducing a green direct payment scheme 

into the first pillar of the CAP is to ensure that all EU farmers in receipt of support go beyond the 
requirements under cross-compliance and deliver environmental and climate benefits as part of their 
agricultural activity. In this context, it should be stressed that the introduction of greening practices 
does not necessarily entail changing all practices in all farms. Where these sustainable agricultural 
practices are already implemented, the application of the green direct payment scheme guarantees the 
preservation of these practices. In all cases, the scheme ensures that the required practices are 
applied on all concerned farms.ô 
 
The document also states that the greening measures are intended to contribute to a number of 

broader objectives: 
¶ A greater effectiveness of the CAP in delivering on its environmental and climate objectives 

(notably for soil, water, biodiversity and climate) by:  

o Explicitly acknowledging and supporting farmers for their joint provision of private and 
public goods; 

o Introducing a basic layer of environmental and climate measures on a very large scale, 

additional to existing rules under cross-compliance; and 
o Raising the level of ambition for environmental and climate measures in rural 

development and/or making funds available for these more targeted measures;  
¶ A more balanced economic and environmental performance of EU agriculture in order to 

ensure its long-term sustainability; and 

¶ The maintenance of the long-term production potential of EU agriculture by safeguarding the 

natural resources on which agriculture depends. 

 

Examining the rationale for the greening payments from a theoretical perspective, two elements must 

be considered. First is the fact that they form part of a farmerôs direct payments under Pillar 1 and 
second is that, despite this, their key objectives as set out in the direct payments regulation are 

environmental. Taking the direct payments element first, the rec eipt by farmers of direct payments 
makes a significant contribution to the economic viability of farms, they often help to maintain farming 

activity in place and reduce risk in farming households by providing a guaranteed source of income. 

This is a precondition for being able to apply actions for the delivery of public goods through farming 
practices, which can be applicable to all relevant farming systems and situations, such as those 

required through cross compliance and greening, or more targeted, such as those promoted through 
rural development measures. In this way, direct payments can contribute indirectly to the achievement 

of environmental and climate objectives by contributing to maintaining agricultural activity on an area 

as large as possible.  

Moving to the basis for intervening for environmental purposes, there is a long -standing rationale for 

intervening via the CAP to provide public goods, based on the fact that policy intervention is required 
to secure their provision to a level demanded by society (see for example Cooper, Hart and Baldock, 

2009). Agriculture provides of commodities such as food, feed, fibre and fuel. From Cooper a 

microeconomic point of view, these sectors look for the optimal use of p roduction factors (land, 
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capital, input consumptions and labour) to maximise their profit. However, at the same time, there is  a 
general acceptance that agriculture and forestry sectors have the capability to provide highly desired 

ecosystem regulating, supporting and cultural services, but can also cause harm to these ecosystem 

services. While the private goods can be secured through the market, this is not the case for public 
goods where markets cannot function properly in terms of balancing supply and de mand. The 

characteristics of non-excludability and non-rivalry in consumption mean that users of public goods 
have no incentive to pay for them, which can lead to their over -exploitation, and on the supply side, 

farmers have little incentive to provide pub lic goods because they are not being paid to do so. 

Therefore, in the absence of functioning markets unless such demand is met by incidental provision, as 
a side-effect of economically viable agricultural activities, and where the actions required go beyon d 

legislative requirements, some form of economic incentives will need to be provided to farmers to 
encourage them to reallocate their factors of production away from the production of agricultural 

commodities in order to provide public goods.  Public intervention for the provision of public goods is a 
long-standing rationale of the CAP and it now underpins the introduction of payments for the greening 

measures, as part of the CAPôs suite of direct payments to farmers. 

The way in which the environmental obje ctives are stated in the direct payments regulation are very 
broad and no specific targets for these objectives are set.  It is assumed, therefore, for the purposes of 

this evaluation that they are intended to contribute to the more detailed EU level enviro nmental 
objectives as set out in related environmental and climate legislation.  The associated EU level 

objectives are set out in Table 4. 

The objectives relating to biodiversity are drawn from the targets included in the EU Biodi versity 
Strategy to 202019, which aim to support the current headline target of halting the loss of biodiversity 

and ecosystem services in the EU by 2020. Of these Targets 1, 2 and 3a address terrestrial 
conservation and land management and are therefore of particular relevance to this greening 

evaluation. Target 1 aims to improve the conservation status of habitats listed under Annex I of the 
Habitats Directive, threatened non-bird species listed under Annex II and/or IV and V of the Habitats 

Directive, and all species of birds. All Annex I habitats are either natural or semi -natural habitats, and 

include some agricultural habitats such as some natural/semi-natural grasslands, heathlands, 
shrublands and pastoral woodlands, but no arable habitats. However, Annex I species that are 

associated with agricultural habitats predominantly occur on natural / semi -natural habitats, but also 
occur in some other arable habitats, such as dry /extensive cereal systems Alliance Environnement 

(2017). As all birds are protected under the Birds Directive this includes a large number of common 

species, which are not as high a conservation priority as non-bird species listed on Annex II of the 
Habitats Directive, but those listed on Annex I are of comparable conservation importance to Habitats 

Directive Annex II species. Therefore, for the purposes of this greening evaluation assessment, Target 
1 is split into two biodiv ersity evaluation objectives in Table 4 above. 

In practice Biodiversity Strategy Targets 1, 2 and 3a overlap considerably. Therefore, whilst it is 

appropriate to keep Target 1 distinct due to the very  high conservation value of the habitats and 
species concerned, the objectives related to Targets 2 and 3 have been combined for this greening 

evaluation.  

Based on the objectives for the greening measures set out in the direct payments regulation and 

associated delegated action, the intervention logic for these measures is presented in Figure 4. It maps 
how the greening measures contribute to achieving environmental and climate objectives of 

biodiversity, soil quality and erosion, water and climate, through supporting farmers to carry out 

particular management practices. Arrows in solid lines indicates direct intended effects of the measure, 
an arrow in bold represents the main environmental objective of each greening measure, and a dotted 

arrow indicates secondary objectives of the measure.  
  

                                                
19 Communication on our life insurance, our natural capital: an EU biodiversity strategy to 2020 , COM(2011) 244 final. Hereafter 
referred to as the ñBiodiversity Strategyò. 
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Table 4: Environmental and climate objectives from EU legislation  

EU environmental and climate objectives  

Biodiversity  

¶ Halt the deterioration in the status of all h abitats listed under Annex I of the Habitats Directive, that depend on or are 
affected by agriculture, and achieve a significant and measurable improvement in their status (Target 1 of the EU 
Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 in relation to Birds Directive 2009/147/EC and Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC; and). 

¶ Halt the deterioration in the status of species listed under Annex II and/or IV and V of the Habitats Directive, and bird 
species listed under Annex I of the Birds Directive, that depend on or are affected b y agriculture, and achieve a 
significant and measurable improvement in their status (Target 1 of the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 in relation to 
Birds Directive 2009/147/EC and Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC). 

¶ Bring about a measurable improvement in the conservation status of habitats and species, other than those covered 
by Target 1 of the Biodiversity Strategy, that depend on or are affected by agriculture (Targets 2 and 3 of the EU 
Biodiversity Strategy to 2020). 

Water Quality  

¶ To enhance the status and prevent further deterioration of aquatic ecosystems and associated wetlands, promote the 
sustainable use of water and reduce water pollution (Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC).  

¶ To achieve good ecological status of all water bodies (Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC). 
¶ To reduce the pollution of water caused or induced by the application and storage of inorganic fertiliser and manure 

on farmland and prevent further such pollution to safeguard drinking water supplies and to prevent wider ecological 
damage through the eutrophication of freshwater and marine waters. (Nitrates Directive 91/676/EC).  

¶ In order to protect the environment as a whole, and human health in particular, detrimental concentrations of harmful 
pollutants in groundwater must be avoide d, prevented or reduced (Groundwater Directive 2006/118/EC). 

¶ To reduce risks and impacts of pesticide use on human health and the environment and encourage the development 
and introduction of integrated pest management and of alternative approaches or tech niques in order to reduce 
dependency on the use of pesticides (Sustainable Use of Pesticides Directive 2009/128/EC). 

Water Availability  

¶ To promote the sustainable use of water and to mitigate the effects of droughts (Water Framework Directive 
2000/60/EC). 

Soils  

¶ To protect, conserve and enhance the Unionôs natural capital: 
o land is managed sustainably in the Union, soil is adequately protectedé[through]é increasing efforts to 

reduce soil erosion and increase soil organic matter (Seventh Environmental Action Programme - Decision 
No 1386/2013/EU. 

Climate  

¶ Agriculture to contribute to the EU level target of reductions in GHG emissions of 20% in GHG emissions by 2020 from 
1990 levels (current target) and ó40% by 2030 (against 1990 levels) and 80% by 2050ô COM/2014/015 final ïA policy 
framework for climate and energy in the period from 2020 to 2030 . 

Air Quality  

¶ to achieve levels of air quality that do not give rise to significant negative impacts on, and risks to, human health and 
the environment (Seventh Environmental Action Programme - DECISION No 1386/2013/EU). 

¶ Member States shall, as a minimum, limit their annual anthropogenic emissions of é. ammonia é in accordance with 
the national emission reduction commitments applicable from 2020 to 2029 and from 2030  onwards, as laid down in 
Annex II. (Directive (EU) 2016/2284 . 

Resilience to Flooding  

¶ To reduce the probability of flooding and its potential consequences (Floods Directive 2007/60/EC). 
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Figure 4: Intervention Logic for the gr eening measures with respect to the sustainable management of natural resources and climate action ï without 
reference to other CAP instruments and measures  

 
NB: This intervention logic diagram does not take account of the potential contribution of the gre ening measures to the other CAP objectives 
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4 METHODOLOGY FOR ANSWERING THE EVALUATION QUESTIONS  

This chapter sets out the methodological approach taken for this evaluation, including a description of 
the types of data and analytical tools used, the counterf actual situation as well as highlighting the 

limitations of the approach taken. Information on the specific methodological approach taken for each 

evaluation study question (ESQ) is included at the start of each ESQ in this report.   

4.1  ESTABLISHING  THE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK  

The methodological approach and tools chosen for this evaluation study are based on the EC Better 
Regulation guidance and toolbox20.  

The starting point for the development of the evaluation framework is the intervention logic for the 

greening measures (see Chapter 3) and a theoretical assessment of the potential environmental, 
climate and production effects of the greening measures. A counterfactual situation is also identified. 

These are used to identify the judgement criteria and related pe rformance indicators upon which the 
evaluation is primarily based.  

The methodological approach combines theoretical and empirical approaches and includes a variety of 

methods, both quantitative and qualitative, to address the different types of analysis t hat are required 
to respond to the ESQs. Where judgements rely on professional judgement, this is carried out by 

checking for consistency across among multiple sources, and taking into account criteria such as those 
set out in Box 6 below. In all answers to the ESQs, the level of certainty regarding all judgements and 

the limitations of the available evidence are indicated.  

Box 6: Criteria considered in comparing the validity and reliability of evidence  

¶ Inte rnal validity of the evidence , i.e. how precise and reliable it is. For example, little weight will be given to 
written opinions (but more so if they are from in formed persons with expertise or experience of the issues in question) 
compared to carefully designed peer-reviewed studies using appropriate metrics, measurement techniques and 
controls that are likely to provide a precise and unbiased estimate. 

¶ Representativeness : how likely is it that the evidence is representative of the entire area being consi dered? If the 
evidence is based on samples, care will be taken to look for any possible bias. 

¶ Sample size:  is the evidence based on a single or small numbers of data points or a larger sample size (i.e. in relation 
to the variation in the factor being est imated)? How much confidence can be attached to the findings as a result? 
Particular care will be taken with the interpretation of case examples to ensure they do not reflect unusual situations 
and thus provide a biased perspective, especially if they are provided by the same or a few consultees. 

¶ Temporal relevance : Is the evidence up to date? Have changes in circumstances occurred that might now invalidate 
its results (e.g. changes in the way a crop is now managed or its relative abundance in the landscape)?  

¶ Geographical relevance : is it relevant to the area being considered? For example, studies from outside the EU will 
not generally be taken into account if reliable information on the same subject is available from within the EU, unless it 
is justified by other data quality criteria listed here.   

¶ Independence:  is the evidence from a source that is unaffected by its implications?  

4.2  DATA SOURCES AND ISSUES ARISING  
From the start of this evaluation, it was clear that the availability of data regarding imp lementation on 
the ground would be limited, given that the policy has only been in place since 2017. In addition, the 

introduction of the greening measures, a significant new type of instrument for Pillar 1 of the CAP, has 
involved both Member States and the European Commission having to become familiar with a whole 

set of new implementation rules, which inevitably take time to bed down. It is worth pointing out that 
this change came about at a time of significant other changes to the way in which Pillar 1 operated. 

The methodological approach designed for each ESQ has had to take these factors into account to 

enable as deep an analysis as possible within the limitations faced. The following data sources have 
been used for the evaluation study. The data sour ces for each ESQ are specified in the relevant 

chapter of the report.  

                                                
20 See https://ec.europa.eu /info/better -regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en 
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4.2.1  EUROSTAT DATA 

Eurostat annual crop statistics  have been used to source detailed information on area, yield and 

production harvested during the crop year at national level as well as info rmation on the selling  

prices21 of main agricultural commodities such as wheat, rye and barley (absolute prices and indices). 
These data have been used to inform the causal analysis in ESQs 2-6, including establishing the 

counterfactual situation in 2014 .  

Although it was intended to use Eurostat data on permanent grassland to inform ESQ3, this proved not 

to be possible due to the difficulty in establishing which areas were subject to CAP payments and 

which not. This is largely due to the changes in the CAP eligibility criteria in 2013 and the multiplicity of 
other factors influencing which areas of permanent grassland are subject to CAP payments. 

The Eurostat Farm Structure Survey  (2010) was also used to identify the area of land and number 
of farmers in dif ferent Member States and regions where monocropping is most prevalent, and where 

as a result, the crop diversification measure might be expected to have most impact.  

4.2.2  I NTEGRATED ADMINISTRATION AND CONTROL SYSTEM (IACS)   

Definition:  In the Integrated Adminis tration and Control System (IACS), all data declared by the 

farmers on their application f orms is recorded (e.g. land use, animals etc.). In order to source detailed 
information on cropping patterns and land use at the farm scale, it had been hoped that data from 

IACS could be made available as this contains information on farmersô declarations for direct 
payments.  

Availability: IACS data are managed by the national administration in each Member State. The use of 

these data is restricted according to national privacy rules as they contain private and sensitive data. 
In some Member States, extractions of these data can be provided upon request, mainly as 

aggregated data. Thus, accessing these data has not proved possible in a consistent and 
comprehensive way for the purposes of this evaluation. An e -mail request was sent to named 

individuals in Member States requesting specific information directly. The request focused on the 
extraction of individual crop declarations data in order to identify farms that had to diversify their 

cropping patterns and the types of crops being grown by farmers as N-fixing and catch crops. It  also 

requested areas of landscape features, terraces, buffer strips and forest edge strips which farmers 
have declared for GAEC both before greening and subsequently. Despite this, only few responses were 

received (i.e. IACS data from CZ, DE, ES, LV, PL and RO) and in most cases the data provided did not 
allow us to carry out consistent analysis.  

Use for the analysis : Indeed, data from crop de clarations were aggregated instead of individual, 

preventing the identification of individual choices of farmers who had to diversify.  

Regarding N-fixing crops and catch and cover crops, the ES and CZ data provided were the same as 

those sent as monitoring data to the European Commission. For Germany, the database was 
incomplete (missing some Länder and counterfactual data) and the code meanings were missing. 

Therefore, only data for LV, PL and RO could be used. Their analysis allowed us to assess the main N-

fixing crops and catch and cover crop mixes declared as EFA (which could not be determined from 
monitoring data analysis). 

For landscape features, for all these Member States except Germany, the data collected were those 
transmitted to the European Commission as monitoring data. Regarding Germany, the data 

included walls, hedges and tree lines declared as EFA and those protected under cross compliance. 
Yet, the database was incomplete since only some Länder had delivered such data to the German 

system. Also the code meanings were missing. For these reasons no analyses were carried out on IACS 

data for landscape features.  

4.2.3  LAND PARCEL I DENTIFICATION SYSTEM (LPIS)  

It had also been hoped to access the vector based Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS) of 
agricultural areas as a means of identifying and quantifying the land eligibl e for payments in a spatially 

explicit way and tracking land-use changes over time.  

                                                
21 ñSelling pricesò are defined in Eurostat as prices recorded at the first marketing stage, i.e. producer prices. 



Evaluation study of the payment for agricultural practices beneficial for  climate and the environment  

23 

 

Definition: The LPIS is mainly designed to identify, locate and quantify the agricultural land  eligible 
for payments. The data the LPIS holds are geo-referenced polygons of land parcels (units of 

management or production), and information on the type of agricultural area (land cover type), as a 

minimum in terms of broad categories such as arable land, grassland, permanent crops, and broad 
families of crops, with their area values (eligible hectares). The basic entity in the LPIS for 

identification of the land is the reference parcel. The reference parcel is always digitised and should 
hold stable land units with a validated agricultural area to which the agricultural parcels can be related. 

The agricultural parcel has to be completely geospatial from 2018 onwards. 

Since over the years the CAP has reinforced efforts on the integration of environmental  issues (e.g. via 
cross-compliance), LPIS could potentially store additional data and interact with environmental and 

other databases (depending on the Member State). 

Availability :  Although LPIS data are subject to the INSPIRE directive, the policy of making LPIS data 

publicly available varies among the Member States, due to issues surrounding the confidentiality of the 
data. As a result, in most Member States, LPIS data are not public and must be requested from the  

national authorities. Where these are made available (e.g. AT, BE-Fl, DK, NL), and can be downloaded 

on the internet only information on the land use on parcels is available but not the farm holding 
boundaries. In some Member States, maps from the LPIS can be viewed but not downloaded (ES, SI, 

and SK).  

Use for the analysis :  The fact that the data on land parcels in the publicly available portals are not 

linked to data about the farm holding prevents analyses being carried out at farm level and linked with 

the information contained in the IACS22. Hence, LPIS analysis had only limited potential  for the 
purpose of the present evaluation, where the rules relating to the greening measures apply at the farm 

level, and especially since it was not possible to carry out any analysis common to all case study 
Member States. Given the significant differences in the various indicators and formats available, it was 

not judged efficient to carry out individual analysis for each of the few Member States where data are 
available. However, we have listed in the table below the various analyses relevant to the greening 

measures that could be carried out in the future , should the required data be made available. The lack 

of harmonisation of the IACS and LPIS data systems across the EU hampers the ability to use these 
data for evaluations such as this. There is therefore an urgent need to make sure that all relevant data 

are collected and processed and that the IACS/LPIS data are then aggregated and made available in a 
suitable format for analytical purposes.  

Table 5: Potential future analysis depending on data availability  

Possible analysis with LPIS  Possible analysis if linked to IACS  Possible analysis if 

environmental data available  

Crop diversification measure  

. Change in the share of parcels with the same crop 

two years along -> to analyse the impact of the 

measure on the simplification of cropping 

patterns/rotation and its location  

. Identification of rotations: would need a longer 

implementation of the measure and complex as 

typical rotations are very localised (see multi-year 

project of INRA in France (CGDD, 2012) 

. Precise identification of areas and 

farmers impacted by the measure 

(where FADN data used in the 

evaluation provide an estimation) 

. Cross-analysis with relevant AECMs 

and cross-compliance implementation 

. Cross-analysis with a map 

describing soil quality or other 

indicators related to soil 

Permanent grassland and ESPG measure  

. Precise identification of ploughing location -> 

allowing to identify where a regional ratio would be  

necessary 

. Would however not allow  the identification of  the 

net effect of the measure due to the definition and 

eligibility changes from one period to another  

. If available, analysis depending on the various 

types of grasslands (e.g. distinguished in the AT 

portal)  

. If maps of designated areas are 

available, ratio of declared PG in 

designated areas 

. Cross-analysis with relevant AECMs 

and cross-compliance implementation  

 

. Cross-analysis with Annex 1 

habitats within  N2000 areas 

                                                
22 In some Member States, organisations in charge of IACS and LPIS databases are research institutes. Since they have easier 

access to the data, they have been able to carry out analysis relevant for the purpose of this study, and their results have 
been used to inform our judgements. This is the case of Wageningen University (Van Dorn, 2017).  
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EFA measure  

. Change in areas for each EFA types (including 

landscape feature where available) 

. Cross-analysis with relevant AECMs 

and cross-compliance implementation 

. Cross-analysis with biodiversity 

indicators (e.g. favourable areas 

for farmland birds)  

4.2.4  FARM ACCOUNTANCY DA TA NETWORK  

FADN data have been used to carry out analyses of changes in farm management and economic 

viability at the farm level. This is particularly important for ESQ2 (crop diversification), as well as ESQ6 
(effects on economic viability). Data from 201 4 have been compared with 2015 data, the latest year 

for which Member States have collected FADN data. However, although the 2015 data have been 

provided by most Member States to the European Commission, they were not yet quality checked and 
available in a comparable form at EU across all Member States at EU level. Therefore the data used for 

this evaluation study are provisional data made available by the European Commission, focussing on 
the case study countries only. The main caveat for the use of these data is that not all of the crop 

types which count as separate for the crop diversification measure are shown separately in the FADN 

database leading to an overestimation of the share of undiversified farms. 

4.2.5  DATA ON ADMINISTRATIV E COSTS 

Data on public transaction costs of greening has been received directly from Member States. 21 of the 
28 Member States responded to the request for data, with 17 providing quantitative estimates, filling in 

a spreadsheet specifically designed for this study. This differentiated between set-up and running 
costs. Information has also been sourced from the European Commission. Also data from the CATS 

database for 201523 (Clearance of Accounts Audit Trail System) was investigated as a means of 

gaining a broad indication of administration costs for controls and cost of compliance. However as this 

was the first time that these data have been used for this purpose, finally the analysis  was used as 

ancillary information, rather than as a source on which to base firm conclusions. The main source for 
private costs were replies from farmers to the open public consultation, supplemented with interviews 

with farmers in the case study countries (see below).  

4.2.6  ENVIRONMENTAL INDICAT ORS 

Environmental indicators have been sourced to inform the counterfactual situation prior to the 

introduction of the greening measures. These include data from the CAP CMEF context indicators, the 
relevant SEBI indicators (Streamlining European biodiversity indicators) and the Eurostat agri-

environmental indicators (AEIs). Since there are no data to establish values for these indicators since 
the introduction of the greening measures in 2015 , these data only serve as baseline information on 

which to assess the likely environmental and climate impact of the greening mea sures based on the 

effects the measures have had on farm management practices. 

4.2.7  DATA ON POLICY IMPLEMENTATION  

In relation to the greening measures, the core data sources used were as follows:  

- Notification data  for Member State implementation choices for the implementation years 

2015, 2016 and 2017 (provided by Member States in the preceding year) 

- Monitoring data  from Member States against the output indicators relating to the greening 
measures, at Member State and at NUTS3 level for 2015 and 2016 which provides information 

on farmer implementation decisions. Data are available for all Member States apart from 
France (in both years). Information on the permanent grassland ratio is still subject to checks 

and discussions with Member States in some cases, particularly in the cases where Member 
State have requested an adaptation of their reference ratio  (as permitted under certain 

circumstances where trends in the ratio change significantly). 

In addition, given the interactions of the greening measures with other CAP policy instruments and 
measures, information has been sourced on the way cross-compliance is implemented in Member 

States (using the JRC MARS-Wiki data) as well as information on  the use of VCS and the programming 
of a number of rural development measu res, with a particular emphasis on the content of the agri -

                                                
23 CATS data shows the numbers of farmers who are detected as having failed to comply with an aspect of greening, and the 

extent of their non -compliance 
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environment-climate measure. Information was sourced, both for the year preceding the introduction 
of greening (2014) and the current financial period.  

4.2.8  LITERATURE REVIEWS  

The short time that has el apsed since the introduction of the greening measures means that are no 
values for the environmental indicators through which to discern the specific environmental and 

climate changes that have arisen as a result of the greening measures and indeed there are no impact 
indicators for the CAP that are able to isolate environmental impacts specific to the greening measures.  

Therefore the evaluation of effectiveness has to be carried out based on inference drawing on peer-
reviewed scientific evidence of the general impacts of grassland protection and management practices, 
combined with an assessment of the degree to which changes in farming practices have occurred as a 

result of the greening measures. To this end systematic literature reviews have been carried out on the 

effects of farming practices that could be influenced by the greening measures on biodiversity, water, 
soils, climate mitigation and adaptation and ammonia emissions (see Alliance Environnement, 2017).  

Given the early stages of implementation of the greening measures, no studies have been found that 
have monitored the actual impacts of any greening measures to date.  Therefore the focus has been on 

reviewing the literature on the potential environmental and climate effects of the management 

practices that are related to the three standard greening practices and their equivalent practices.  

The literature reviews deliberately cover the range of factors that influence the ability of a particular 

type of farming practice to deliver these environmenta l and climate outcomes, for example, whether 
allowing catch crops to flower has benefits for biodiversity. This has enabled an identification of where 

the nature, location and timing of farm management practices is critical to the delivery of 

environmental outcomes and helps to inform the analysis of the likely effectiveness of the greening 
measures. 

The literature reviews have sought systematically to review the available literature to ensure full 
coverage of the relevant issues. A standardised template was produced for each environmental/climate 

issue. In summary the process undertaken to identify the relevant information sources was as follows:  
¶ A search through references cited by the reports and information sources that the study team 

knew to be of relev ance from previous work in these fields, supplemented by a search of 

IEEPôs Reference Database and the references included in the literature review on the impacts 

of EFAs on biodiversity and ecosystem services carried out for JRC (Tzilivakis et al, 2015). 
IEEPôs Reference Database currently holds over 12,500 references, including at least 1,500 on 

agriculture and biodiversity, soils, water and climate.  
¶ A search for references that cite the references found in the previous ste p, using Google 

Scholar. 

¶ Systematic literature searches using Science Direct with various combinations of relevant key 

words in the title, keywords or abstract  

¶ A search for additional references by key authors and keywords, using Research Gate. 

Although this process was carried out for all environmental issues the literature revi ews differ in 
length. That for biodiversity is particularly long owing to the great complexity of the topic ï with the 

variations in effects of farm management practices on different species and habitats to be considered.  
The length of the reviews also ref lects the degree to which literature is available. For example a 

detailed biodiversity review was feasible due to the fact that this is a topic which has been the subject 
of significant detailed research over the years.  

4.2.9  RESULTS OF THE PUBLIC CONSULTATION ON THE FIRST YEAR OF  GREENING  

From 15 December 2015 to 8 March 2016, the European Commission carried out an open public 
consultation on 'Experience with the first year of application of the greening obligations under the 

direct payment scheme (CAP)'. This received 3,304 replies. These responses have been used as a data 
source for this study, particularly in relation to information about the drivers for implementation 

choices, as well as on the perceived administrative burden of the greening measures. 

4.2.10  THE USE OF CASE STUDIES 

Case studies have been used within this evaluation study as a tool for gathering information for two 

main reasons. First is the lack of available homogenous and consistent information at EU level about 
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most of the land management practice s and other effects of the greening practices on which data is 
required to answer the ESQs. Second is the variety of different implementation choices that can be 

taken in relation to both the greening measures themselves and their links with implementation  

choices under other CAP measures in Member States, the combination of which will have context 
specific effects. 

They are a very significant source of data for this study. The case studies collected primary and 
secondary information to support the developm ent of the counterfactual and the responses to the 

ESQs, providing detailed and context specific qualitative and quantitative information to complement 

the EU-wide information collected to inform the analysis and answers to the ESQs. The information 
was gathered via statistical data collection ï national, regional and local level; documentary research, 

including literature reviews; and interviews (face -to-face, semi-structured interviews) at national and 
regional level with key stakeholders including farmers, farm advisers, environmental NGOs, 

Government officials and academics.  

Ten case study countries were chosen for this evaluation: Austria, Czech Republic, France, Germany, 

Latvia, the Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Spain, and the UK. The case studies were carried out at a 

national level, but with a particular focus in two  administrative regions in the federal Member States to 
source more detailed information on the way that the greening measures are operating in practice at 

the farm level and how these me asures articulate with other policies operating in these areas.  

All case studies followed the same general approach and applied the same methodology. The case 

study template and guidance was prepared by the core study team and set out the data to be 

collected in relation to the counterfactual and the ESQs to seek as much homogeneity as possible of 
the information presented and the data/information collected within each case study  and to allow the 

results of the case studies to be synthesised for each ESQ in a streamlined way. An online briefing 
session was carried out with all case study experts prior to commencing the work to explain the 

context of the evaluation study, its purpose and objectives and to go through the methods and data 
collection needs in detail.  

All information from case studies has been carefully interpreted in terms of its likely representivity of 

their regions and the EU as a whole, and what generic conclusions can therefore be drawn from them.  

4.2.11  SUMMARY OF THE DATA S OURCES USED 

Table 6 summarises out the range of data sources used for the purposes of this evaluation.  

Table 6: Details on the type of data sources used for the evaluation study  

Data  
Source for counterfactual 
(2014 or nearest y ear)  

Source for 2015 and 2016 data  
Relevant 
ESQs 

Drivers of implementation 
choices  

 

EC public consultation on greening 

Unpublished interviews with EU-28 MSs 
from the 2016 study on the 
implementation of the CAP 

Case Studies 

ESQ1 

The state of farming in in  
the EU -28 and specific 
Member States:  

  

ESQs 2-6 
¶ production statistics 

for the most 
important crop and 
livestock products 

Eurostat Annual Statistics Eurostat Annual Statistics 

¶ farm size and type by 
country 

Farm Business Survey / FADN Farm Business Survey / FADN 

Farming practices:    

ESQs 2-6 

Crop diversity FADN FADN 

Permanent grassland 
CAP monitoring data from 2007-
13 CAP monitoring data for 2015 and 2016 

Fallow 
Eurostat Annual Statistics 

FADN 

Eurostat Annual Statistics + CAP 
monitoring data for 2 015 and 2016 

FADN 
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Nitrogen-fixing crops Eurostat Annual Statistics 
Eurostat Annual Statistics + CAP 
monitoring data for 2015 and 2016  

Cover crops Farm Structure Survey CAP monitoring data for 2015 and 2016 

Management and condition of 
landscape features 

No data sources available CAP monitoring data for 2015 and 2016 

State of the 
environment/climate:  

Data available for 2014 or 2012 
for most indicators:  No updates of these indicators available 

Assumptions made on the basis of causal 
analysis linked with established literature 
on the relationship between farming 
practices and their environmental and 
climate effects. 

ESQs 7-10 

Biodiversity 
CAP CMEF context indicators 

Eurostat agri-environmental 
indicators 

SEBI indicators 

Water Quality 

Soils 

GHG emissions 

Ammonia Emissions 

Relationship between farming 
practices and 
environmental/climate effects  

Literature Review 
ESQs 7-10 

Administrative Costs  N/A 

Member State data 

Case study farmer interviews 

EC Public consultation  

 

ESQs 12-
13 

Relevan t EU legislation 
(and national legislation in 
the case study countries) 
and the requirements they 
place on farmers  

Legislation 

Case Studies 

Legislation 

Case studies 

ESQs 2-10, 
14-16 

Cross -compliance 
requirements  

JRC MARS-Wiki database JRC MARS-Wiki database 
ESQs 2-10, 
14 

RDP measures, particularly 
the agri -environment -
climate measure  

Case studies 

RDP Programming data and 
output indicators for the 2007 -13 
period 

Data from studies carried out in 
2007-13 (e.g. Keenleyside et al, 
2011) 

Case studies 

RDP Programming data for the 2014 -
2020 period, including the detailed 
descriptions of the AECM  

 

ESQ 14 

4.3  ANALYTICAL TOOLS USED  
Both quantitative and qualitative analytical tools have been used for this evaluation study  (Table 7). 

Table 7: Analytical tools used for the evaluation study  

Analytical 
Tool  

Type of 
Tool  

Purpose for which tool has been used  Relevant 
ESQ 

Descriptive 
statistics  

Quantitative To describe different aspects of the statistical distribution of 
relevant variables, including frequencies, percentages, mean values 
etc. enabling basic comparisons between data. Where spatial data 
are available, these can be presented in maps. 

ESQs 2-13, 
ESQ16 

Stakeholder 
analysis  

Qualitative To analyse stakeholdersô (including farmersô) attitudes and 
responses to the greening measures 

ESQ1 

ESQs2-6 

ESQs7-11 

Cost -

effectiveness 
analysis  

Quantitative 

and 
qualitative 

Used to assess the efficiency of policy measures by comparing the 

costs associated with one policy with those of others with similar 
objectives. 

ESQ13 

Coherence 
and 
relevance 
matrices and 
scoring  

Qualitative Used to describe the coherence between policy measures and their 
objectives as set out in the intervention logic as well as the 
relevance of policy measures with identified objectives, priorities 
and needs. The scoring involves qualitative judgements of the 
interactions to be carried out and requires triangulation with other 
data sources to ensure the analysis is robust 

ESQs 14, 
15, 16 

Legislative 
analysis  

Qualitative To ensure that all analysis is accurate and robust and to inform the 
assessments of coherence, relevance and EU added value 

All, esp. 
ESQs14-17 
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4.4  ESTABLISHING THE COUN TERFACTUAL 

Identifying the counterfactual is important to allow an analysis of t he difference (and how much 
difference) there is between the activities and outcomes achieved as a result of the greening measures 

and those that would have taken place without them being in place.  

With respect to the greening measures, since greening is designed to apply to all farms eligible for CAP 

payments, only those farms within the EU which do not claim CAP funding or are exempt from 

greening are available as an immediate counterfactual. However, since farms are exempt from 
greening because they differ in their characteristics to those which are not, this is not a suitable 

counterfactual against which to assess the effects of the measures.  

Another approach (and the one ultimately taken) is  to determine the counterfactual as the situation in 

2014, given that the greening measures are a wholly new instrument, implemented for the first time in 
2015. However, in practice this is not a completely straightforward counterfactual since not all the 

greening measures are new. In practice the greening measures comprise: 

- Some elements that were previously under cross-compliance GAEC standards; 
- Some elements that may have been supported under the AECM previously; 

- Some new elements.  

In addition, other issues associated with using the 2014 year as a counterfactual include the fact that 

there is no clear baseline available regarding the full suite of farming practices taking place at farm 

level prior to the introduction of the greening measures  and information on the state of the 
environment is also variable.  

In addition to this óstaticô counterfactual situation, in order to seek to determine whether or not 
changes would have been likely to occur without the greening measures in place, we also set out a 

ódynamicô counterfactual scenario, primarily for the purposes of determining what the likely future 
market dynamics might be to 2020 for the different production types affected by the greening 

measures. 

The static counterfactual situation was developed in broad terms for the EU-28 and in detail in the 
case study countries. The dynamic counterfactual scenario was set out at the EU-28 level, with details 

of likely differences between Member States identified insofar as this was feasible. A summary of the 
indicators and variables used for the static counterfactual is set ou t below. 

4.4.1  STATIC COUNTERFACTUAL SITUATION ï 2014  

The static counterfactual comprises information on (see also Table 6 above):  

¶ The state of farming in the EU-28 and specific Member States in 2014 covering production 

statistics for t he most important crop and livestock products and farm size and type ; 

¶ Information on farm management practices insofar as this was available;  

¶ The state of the environment at EU-28 level and in Member States; 

¶ A list of the relevant EU legislation (and national legislation in the case study countries) and 

the requirements they place on farmers in 2017; 
¶ Information on the contents of the cross -compliance GAEC standards and the AECM measure 

in the EU-28 in 2014 and in 2017. 

 

Although it was intended to use a single year for the counterfactual, wherever possible (2014), this has 

not always been feasible in practice given that different data sources are not updated at the same 

frequency. For the state of farming counterfactual, the year chosen is 2014, as the most  recent year 
for which production statistics are available prior to the implementation of greening. Where 

information on farm management practices were available, the date for which they were available 
varied, with the latest information for some of these,  such as catch crops, being 2010. For the state of 

the environment, 2014 data are only available for the farmland birds, water quality (nutrient balance) 

and GHG emission data. For most other indicators the most recent figures relate to 2012.   

In the case of the environmental and climate indicators, this does not affect our analysis . Due to the 

fact that there are no data for these indicators since 2015, these data only serve as baseline 
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information on which to assess the likely environmental and climate im pact of the greening measures 
based on the effects they have had on farm management practices.  

In relation to the policy information ï the environmental legislation in place and the implementation of 

cross-compliance and the agri-environment- climate measure, the counterfactual situation is taken as 
the current state of implementation as this is the most relevant data against which to assess the ópolicy 

offô situation, i.e. what would happen if the greening measures were not in place. 

The key issue arising in relation to the data for the static counterfactual is that the data are not 

spatially explicit. This means that it is not possible to ascertain the situation in 2104 on the specific 

areas of land that are now subject to greening at a regional or more lo cal scale. However, we can 
paint a more general picture of the situation in 2014 and compare it with the data available for 2015 

onwards where these are available. 

4.4.2  DYNAMIC 2020  COUNTERFACTUAL SCENARIO  

To determine the likely changes in farming and practices and state of the environment that might have 
occurred anyway over the time period to 2020 without the greening measures in place, we developed 

a dynamic counterfactual scenario that identifies in broad terms:  

¶ The likely trends to 2020 in a range of macr o-economic factors exogenous to the CAP 

including world market prices for beef, dairy, pig meat, poultry meat and lamb plus livestock 
feed and the ten arable crops most commonly grown in the EU in 2014; agricultural labour 

prices; land prices; fuel prices;  
¶ Any anticipated major changes (>5% impact) in the aggregate production of livestock or 

arable crops expected as a result of wider economic or technological developments, climatic 

changes or other factors;,  

¶ Likely significant changes in land use and land cover, without greening in place;  

¶ Any anticipated changes in the state of the farmed environment, given these trends, if existing 

environmental policies were to remain in place, but the CAP greening measures were not 
operating. 

In terms of the CAP budget, this counterfactual assumes the total CAP budget for Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 
agreed as part of the MFF negotiations for the 2014-2020 period remains, but without the inclusion of 

the greening measures (i.e. the 30 per cent of the budget allocated to the gree ning measures remains 
under Pillar 1). 

4.5  ANALYTICAL LIMITATION S  
There are challenges in establishing the results that have occurred related to greening given that:  

¶ A number of other instruments ï both within and outside the CAP at EU level, and in national 

legislation, target similar outcomes. This makes it challenging to isolate the impact of greening 

itself and, within that, the separate elements of crop diversification, permanent grassland and 

EFAs as required by the study; 
¶ CAP greening is a wholly new measure, first implemented from the start of 2015, with the result 

that only a very short data series is yet available to compare with what went before.   

 

Some of the main methodological challenges faced have been: 

¶ The limited availability of robust baseline data for all greening elements (e.g. no data on 

catch/cover crops) and the challenge of establishing a robust detailed counterfactual, given t he 
difficulty in ascertaining the situation in 2014 (prior to greening) on the areas of land that are now 

subject to greening at a regional or more local scale 

¶ The inability to access IACS and LPIS data to perform more detailed analysis of changes at the 

parcel level; 
¶ The limited data availability on certain aspects of implementation of the greening measures that 

are important to enable an assessment of their environmental and climate effects, in particular the 

species of crops grown under the EFA N-fixing crops and cover/catch crops elements, information 
on the location of the EFA elements within the parcel and the f arm; 
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¶ The complex cause-effect relationships associated with specific farm and forest practices and their 

different environmental and climate impacts in different locations and at different scales, which 
makes it difficult to measure the net impact of a giv en measure; 

¶ The relative scarcity of literature on expected environmental impacts of greening in some parts of 

the EU - a more detailed evidence base is available on the effects of different farm management 

practices on biodiversity than on the other envir onmental and climate issues under investigation. 
However, even here the available evidence is mainly from well-studied taxa (e.g. butterflies, bees, 

some plants and especially birds) and mainly from well-studied countries, especially North West 
Europe (UK, France, Netherlands, Germany), and some from Spain and Scandinavia. Far fewer 

data are available from central, eastern and other Mediterranean countries.  

¶ The short timescale for monitoring change given the very recent introduction of the greening 
measures ï in particular it is difficult to disentangle the short -term issues arising from the 

introduction of a new policy mechanism from longer -term effects; 

¶ The difficulties of isolating the effects of the greening measures from those of other CAP policy 

instruments and measures or external drivers; and  
¶ Issues of scaling up results from case studies to form generalised judgments at EU level. 

 

These limitations inevitably limit the robustness of the conclusions that can be drawn. Over the period 
of the evaluation we have reviewed the methodological approaches chosen and adapted these where 

necessary. We remain confident that the methods used are the appropriate ones with which to analyse 

the data which has been available. 
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5 DRIVERS INFLUENCING I MPLEMENTATION CHOICE S FOR THE 

GREENING MEASURES (ESQ1)  

ESQ1: What are the drivers behind implementation choices regarding the greening practices and to which extent 
a) at the level of the Member State administrations; b) at the level of the beneficiaries?  

5.1  UNDERSTANDING THE QU ESTION  

As the first question of an evaluation process, this context setting question seeks to gain insights about 
the reasons for the implementation decisions that have been made with respect to the greening 

measures, both in terms of Member Statesô decisions on how to implement the measures where they 
had flexibilities to do so, but also in terms of how farmers have chosen to implement the measures on 

the ground (see the descriptive chapter for details on flexibilities for Member States and farmers).  

Understanding the rationale for the choices made will enable a picture to be developed explaining the 

extent to which Member State and farmer implementation decisions with respect to greening were 

taken relative to addressing environmental and climate priorities or to other factors such as production 
effects, significance of the change in the management practices required from farmers etc. The rules 

under which direct payments are administered and controlled can also potentially impact the choices of 
both Member States and farmers as to the greening options they offer or take up. This is particularly 

the case since Member States are required to map all the features they offer to farmers as eligible to 

be part of an ecological focus area. Since the implications of inaccurate mapping include reduced 
payments for farmers, and/or the possibility of disallowance of CAP expenditure for Member States, 

there is scope for administrative issues to play a part in the types of EFA which are delivered and thus 
their impact.  

5.2  PROCESS AND METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH  

The method to answer this ESQ is based on the following steps: 

Step 1: Review of existing information for the EU-28. Information from the DG AGRI óMapping and 

analysis of the implementation of the CAPô project (Ecorys, IEEP and Wageningen University & 
Research, 2016), where interviews were carried out for all Member States examining the rationale for 

their CAP implementation choices, was reviewed. Although not focused on greening measures, they 

featured to some extent in the responses for a number of countries. Responses from farmers to the 
public consultation conducted on the first year of greening were also examined and assessed. Among 

the 3,300 responses received, over 2,700 were from individual farmers. In addi tion any information 
available from studies carried out in Member States to date have been reviewed. 

Step 2: Source further in-depth information from case studies on administrationsô decisions. In depth 

interviews with government officials were carried out  in each case study Member State to explore the 
reasons behind their decisions, including why certain options were not taken. We also sought to 

uncover the real practical and political issues that informed the choices made through interviews with 
farmersô representatives and environmental stakeholders. 

Step 3: Source further in-depth information from case studies on farmersô decisions. Interviews with 
farmersô organisations, farm advisory bodies as well as with farmers were carried out to seek 

information on the rationale behind farmers' implementation choices. Although they do not constitute a 

representative sample, they provide a useful range of views which we re compared with those from the 
public consultation and they also enabled us to deepen or confirm the understanding of specific 

situations. 
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5.3  ANALYSIS  

5.3.1  DRIVERS BEHIND IMPLEM ENTATION CHOICES AT THE LEVEL OF THE MEMBER STATE 

ADMINISTRATIONS  

The institutional process for decision making in Member States was invariably that the Agriculture 
Department took th e lead. Interviewees in 16 of the 3 2 Member States/regions reported that their 

Environment Ministry or body had been involved. In some cases, Environment and Agriculture 

Ministries were integrated which made the coordination easier (AT, DK, UK-En). On the other hand, in 
Spain, the case study reported that neither the national or regional environment administrations took 

part in the process, despite their repeated expression of interest.  

Concerning civil society, in all case study Member States, farmersô representatives were consulted 

during the process, but not always environmental NGOs (in ES and RO in particular). Even if 
Environment Ministries and NGOs were consulted in most cases, their views were not given as much 

consideration as those of farmersô representatives. The depth and focus of the consultation, however, 

were variable between Member States. Where there was a focus on the greening measures, the choice 
of eligible EFA types was often reported to be the most contentious issue. 

During the interview s carried out for the óMapping and analysis of the implementation of the CAPô 
project at the scale of EU28, five Member States/regions (BE Fl, DK, FI, UK-En and UK-NI) mentioned 

a desire to reduce administrative cost, risk and/or complexity  as a factor behind their decisions. 

Wallonia referred to the importance of being able to control greening requirements. DK and UK -En also 
reported that the list of EFA options offered to farmers was kept short in order to simplify controls. For 

instance, in the UK-En, originally hedges were not initially proposed as eligible because they were not 
mapped. After pressure from the farmersô union, hedges were included but farmers were informed that 

payments could be delayed because of the time required to carry out controls.  

The significance of administrative issues was also highlighted during the case study interviews. In all of 

the ten case study Member States except France, these were mentioned as one of the main factors 

driving the implementation of greening. Depending on  Member States, specific issues such as 
simplicity for farmers (AT, CZ, ES, NL, PL, UK-En, LV), administrative burden for administrations (CZ, 

DE, ES, NL, PL, RO, UK-En) as well as mapping errors and risks of disallowance (CZ, UK-En, UK-Sc) 
were highlighted to varying degrees. In EU-13 Member States, administrations were also worried about 

the fact that farmers had not had to declare their crops areas up to 2015 and wanted to ensure that 

the whole CAP declaration was kept as simple as possible. 

This concern about administrative issues is mainly reflected in the choices concerning landscape 

features: several Member States decided either not to allow them to count for EFA (ES, NL up to 2017) 
or to restrict the eligible types (no strips along water bodies and f orests in CZ, no isolated trees in LV, 

only hedges in UK-En and UK-Sc). The Netherlands also mentioned that their choice of controlling the 

permanent grassland ratio at the national level and without any individual authori sation system was to 
ensure low administrative costs. In Germany, the federal administration did not implement equivalent 

measures linked to AECM to avoid additional notification processes, judged to be too complex. 

The environment was mentioned as a significant driver of greening decisions by only a few Member 

States (AT, CZ, DE, IT, NL and UK-Sc) during the interviews carried out for the EU28 and this was 
confirmed by the case studies. Austria already had AECM schemes which it considered delivered high 

environmental standards and designed equivalence schemes for greening with the intention of 

maintaining the status quo. Germany implemented a prior authori sation system for permanent 
grassland as well as applying conditions to various EFA types. This last point was heavily debated and 

a compromise finally allowed pesticides on N-fixing crops because of the importance of increasing 
home grown protein crops. UK-Scotland defined conditions that go beyond the EU legislative baseline: 

extra conditions for the growing of N -fixing crops in EFAs in order to improve environmental 

performance and an equivalence scheme for the permanent grassland measure. In the Czech Republic, 
soil and water protection were the main reasons for designation of ESPG outside Natura 2000.  

A larger number of Member States/regionsô interviewees said that the environment had been seen as 
of lesser importance than other factors when CAP implementation decisions were taken. Case studies 

confirmed that environment was reported to be a subsidiary objective (ES, LV) and that there was no 
tailoring of greening to local environmental needs (ES, RO, PL).  
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Finally, considerations of the effects on income to farmers were also a significant driver in some 
Member States (CY, NL in particular). Avoiding constraints on production, ensuring ongoing farm 

viability and halting land abandonment were also concerns explaining decisions (ES, LV). 

In the other case study Member States, although production and income effects were not always 
highlighted explicitly,  they can be identified as the rationa le behind several implementation choices: 

- France and Poland limited the area considered as ESPG to minimise the impact of ESPG on 
production;  

- France implemented an equivalent practice for crop diversification for maize producers, that 

were the most affected by the measure in the country;  
- UK-Scotland opted for the implementation of the payment at the regional level, to prevent the 

crop diversification measure causing greater payment reductions for arable farmers in the the 
most affected region, while France supported a variable greening payment proportionate to 

the Basic Payment Scheme in order to limit convergence effects;  
- Some Member States made available óproductiveô EFAs to ensure that farmers did not have to 

remove arable areas from production (NL for i nstance) and others included some types of 

landscape features motivated by the desire to offer alternatives which would not impact on 
production (hedges in UK-En for instance).  

In relation to more specific implementation choices, the following factors inf luencing implementation 
choices have been identified:  

- Concerning the use of equivalent practices, case study Member States highlighted that they 

generally had considered the possibility of implementing equivalence schemes but the 
notification process and requirements were judged too complex to administer and burdensome 

for farmers, compared to the expected environmental benefits (ES, UK-En for instance). Some 
Member States would have wished to cover all three greening measures with a single AECM 

(DE to avoid additional notification processes, AT). In countries which did design equivalent 
practices, in some cases the notification processes were abandoned because they were judged 

too complicated (in the NL for the EFA and in several Member States for crop diversification). 

In the Czech Republic, although there was initially a strong will to implement AECM as an 
equivalent practice, difficulties were encountered to harmonise AECM and greening rules (risks 

of double payment, insufficient uptake of AECM due to the decrease in payments, scheme too 
demanding for some types of farms).  

Concerning crop diversification, the Netherlands, UK-England and UK-Scotland tried to set-up 

equivalence schemes based on winter cover, similar to the French one. These were abandoned 
mainly due to the request by the EC to implement the soil cover on 100% of the area. In 

Austria, the AECM equivalence scheme initially included the crop diversification requirement 
but this part of the scheme was withdrawn in 2016 due to the high administr ative costs.  

- Although this topic was not a main focus of interviewees, both in the Czech Republic and 

Germany, the desire to limit additional bureaucracy was mentioned as a justification for the 
choice not to implement EFA regionally or collectively. Collective implementation of EFA was 

set-up in The Netherlands to maximise environmental and agronomic benefits, however, it 
proved far too complicated to attract participants. In addition, there is a collective risk if one 

individual does not meet the require ments. 
- It must be noted that several case study Member States put in place management 

requirements on EFA (DE, NL, UK Sc and to a less strict extent CZ). The main reason 

highlighted for not banning the use of fertilisers and pesticides in other Member Stat es was 
the administrative cost associated with controls and the risk of disallowance (ES, UK-En).  

5.3.2  DRIVERS BEHIND FARMERSô IMPLEMENTATION CHOIC ES  

Results of the Commissionôs consultation after the first year of greening showed that t he proportion of 

farmers who felt that greening was of high or medium importance to their farm management decisions 

was over 60% for both EFA and crop diversification, and just over 50% for permanent grassland 24. 

                                                
24 It is important to note that the consultation resulted in an unequal distribution of answers between Memb er States (strongly 

influenced by German (45.7%), French (12.2%), Austrian (10.9%) and Polish (6.9%) farmers, whilst 13 Member States each 
contributed less than 1% of the total of responses).  
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This result is not fully coherent with the answers gathered during  interviews, since greening 
implementation was not reported to have introduced real changes compared to the practices of the 

previous period, except for very specific farm types or regions (crop diversification for feed farms in 

AT, FR and a small northern region in NL, small impact of ESPG on ploughing in NL, FR), especially as 
some crops allow the crop diversification and the EFA requirements to be fulfilled simultaneously. 

Nearly 80% of farmers responding to the consultation regarded greening as either d ifficult or very 
difficult to implement. However, it is worth noting that although fallow and catch crops were 

respectively cited as the first and third most difficult EFA options to implement, in practice they have 

been popular choices for farmers, contributing to 55% of all EFA area (before weighting factors) in 
2016.  

The results of the case studies, backed by a recent publication on the choices of German farmers 
(Zinngrebe et al, 2017) , provide additional detail on the range of motivations that have driven farmersô 

decisions in relation to greening. Farmers and farm advisers interviewed in all the case study countries 
provided the following points as key reasons having driven implementation choices:  

¶ Minimising the risk of non-compliance while avoiding administrative complexity and burden . 

This has driven the choice of EFAs (for instance, óblockô options such as fallow and cover crops 

in Scotland, buffer strips and landscape elements in Germany (Zinngrebe et al, 2017) ). 
Farmers and stakeholders interviewed notably in the UK, RO and NL note that there was some 

level of uncertainty about the precise rules at the beginning of the introduction of greening 
and that skewed choices towards what was considered the ósafestô choices, e.g. cover crops in 

the Netherlands. In Romania, the greening decisions were fully official only in April 2015 so 

farmers did not have other options than trying to use existing crops to fulfil the EFA requi red 
followed by what additional catch and cover crops should be sown later in the year to fully 

meet the 5% threshold, and if necessary how to comply with the crop diversification 
requirement. In practice, the VCS supported N fixing crops, which mitigated the impact of the 

late decision. 
¶ Limiting any additional costs that could be incurred by greening. For instance, cost 

considerations (for seeds or specific operations on land for instance) played an important role 

when deciding with which crops to diversif y.  

¶ Considerations regarding the market profitability and/or the existence of a market for the new 

crops produced. For example, in Spain, farmers diversified their crops by growing rapeseed for 
biofuel plants because it provides them with some guarantee in terms of the income and 

market stability. Such considerations also drove the choice for crops that were supported by 
the VCS. 

¶ Technical feasibility and fit with existing farm practices and organisational considerations was 

highlighted as a key factor. Thi s includes choosing the simplest option to implement (in 

Scotland, choosing fallow as EFAs seemed familiar to many farmers as a new version of set-
aside; the late introduction of the requirement to sow a mixture of two species seems to have 

led to a decline by two-thirds in the number of farms planting these crops), availability of 
labour, technical/agronomic considerations. In Germany, ófarmers try to adjust the EFA-option 

to specific conditions or structures: leguminous plants are found where the harvesti ng period is 
longer or where specialised harvesting machinery are available. In contrast, catch crops are 

avoided where it might remove moisture from the soilsô (Zinngrebe et al, 2017) .  

¶ Finally, other factors also explained farmersô choices: the availability of VCS and of additional 

funding from complementary AECMs. Cross-compliance as well as other EU regulations also 
influenced choices, especially the Nitrates Directive and Habitats and Birds directives. 

Environmental considerations often came last in the order of priority for farmers interviewed.   

 

Farmersô choices may also have been affected by the extent to which information, training and support  

was available. Over half of farmers rated these services as either ñfairò or ñpoorò in their responses to 
the EC consultation. This rating is not fully consistent with opinions gathered during case studies 

interviews: in all case study Member States but Romania, there were substantial information processes 
organised and farmers interviewed considered they were adequately informed. Only in Romania, a 

large information gap was mentioned due to the lack of a fully functional Farm Advisory System (FAS). 

It has been filled to some extent by the Paying Agency (APIA) but local APIA offices were overloaded. 
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However, even though information and support services to farmers were in most cases judged 
satisfactory, the lack of coverage of environmental matters  were reported in almost all Member States, 

with the focusof the  advice available mainly covering administrative issues.  

5.4  SUMMARY OF FINDINGS  

In all Member States, the institutional process for defining the implementation of greening measures 

was led by the ministry responsible for agriculture policy and in most cases also included the one 

responsible for environment policy25. Farmersô representatives were consulted during the process, but 
not always environmental NGOs (in ES and RO in particular). However, views of Environment Ministries 

and NGOs where not always taken into consideration to the same extent as farmersô interests. When 
there was a consultation process involving all stakeholders, the choice of eligible EFA types was often 

issue discussed the most.  

Administrative issues appear to be a key factor driving greening measures implementation choices at 

the level of administrations in many Member States, either linked to simplicity for farmers, 

administrative burden for administrations or mapping errors and risks of disallowance. This is mainly 
reflected in the choice to reduce the number of landscape features eligible. 

Only in a few Member States were environmental needs and outcomes actively taken into account 
account in implementation decisions and there was little  tailoring of greening to local environmental 

needs. Having said that , the environment was often reported to be a subsidiary objective.  

Considerations of the income effects on farmers were also a significant driver in greening 
implementation choices given that they featured as part of the rationale for several implem entation 

decisions mainly related to the ESPG designated area and the choice of which EFA types to offer to 
farmers. 

Concerning the use of equivalent practices, the approval process and requirements were judged too 
complex to administer and burdensome for farmers, compared to their expected environmental impact 

in many countries. In particular, difficulties were encountered to harmonise AECM and greening rules. 

As a result, some notification processes were initiated and then abandoned. The desire to limit 
additional bureaucracy was also mentioned as a justification for the choice not to implement EFA 

regionally or collectively. Concerning the little use of management practices concerning fertilisers and 
pesticides, the administrative cost associated with controls and the risk of disallowance was mentioned 

by interviews. 

At the level of beneficiaries, substantial information and support processes were organised in most 
case study Member States except Romania. However, information and support services have mainly 

covered administrative issues to the expense of environmental ones. 

Key drivers that have influenced farmersô choices, gathered from the case studies, are: 

- Minimising the risk of non-compliance while avoiding administrative complexity and burden, 

especially given that there was some level of uncertainty about the precise rules at the time of 
the introduction of greening measures;  

- Considerations regarding any additional costs and the income expected; 
- Technical feasibility and fit with existing methods and  organisational considerations, especially 

concerning EFA crops implementation; 
- Other factors: mainly the availability of VCS but also cross-compliance, the Nitrates Directive 

and Natura 2000. 

From the responses to the public consultation conducted by the European Commission on the first year 
of greening, most farmers regarded greening as either difficult or very difficult to implement (either 

economic, administrative or technical difficulty). Whilst farmersô views on the difficulty of the different 
EFA options are likely to have influenced their choices to some extent, it is worth noting that fallow 

land (most difficult) and catch crops (third most difficult) between them still accounted for 55% of the 

total EFA area (before weighting factors) in the EU in 2016. However, after a few more years of 
implementation, the significance of administrative and compliance drivers in the decisions of Member 

States and farmers might decrease. 

                                                
25 In some few Member States, both policies are led by one single ministry. 
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6 EFFECTS OF THE GREENING MEASURES ON FARMI NG PRACTICES 

AND PRODUCTION (ESQS 2-6)  

6.1  CROP DIVERSIFICATION (ESQ2)  
ESQ2: To what extent has the crop diversification measure resulted in more diversified cropping patterns and 
rotations?  

6.1.1  UNDERSTANDING THE QUE STION  

The rules for the crop diversification measure are set out in the descriptive c hapter. Cropping patterns 

are the spatial allocation of different crops across farmland while rotation is the pluri -annual planned 
cropping sequence on the same field (generally over 3-5 years).  

The percentage of land impacted by the measure first depends on how much land is exempted by 
these rules (estimated at 25% of EU arable land (European Commission, 2016), on the area on which 

actual changes in cropping patterns are required as well as the areas on which cropping patterns have 

been maintained where these were under threat. According to previous analysis (European 
Commission, 2016) the area of farms that do not already comply with the measure represents 8% of 

the EUôs arable land and the area on which a new crop has to be introduced was estimated to be only 
around 0.9% of EU arable land. Since the impact of the measure on the environment (ESQ 8) depends 

inter alia on the type of crop grown , the effect  of this measure on the types of crops that are 

cultivated is also investigated. 

6.1.2  PROCESS AND METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH  

Step 1: Defining the scope of the analysis: The coverage of the measure (number of farms and total 
arable area) is determined for the EU-28 and Member States, using the monitoring data provid ed by 

Member States to the EC on implementation in 2015 and 2016. However, the monitoring data does not 
provide the data necessary to distinguish between farms which already complied with the obligations 

of the measure before its introdu ction and those which did not. To determine which farmers needed to 

take action in order to comply,  2010 FSS data is used to identify the level of monocropping by farmers 
in different Member States and regions in 2010 and the proportion of this area that is not subject to 

the requirements of the measure. This builds on the methods used for the analysis by the EC 
(European Commission, 2016) that provided an analysis of areas that were not sufficiently diversified 

to comply with the measure.  

Step 2: Assessing changes in cropping patterns since the implementation of the measure: For the ten 
case study Member States, FADN data for 2014 and 2015 is used to assess the evolution of cropping 

patterns at farm level . This farm level analysis is necessary because the number of farms required to 
make changes is small and changes in the crops grown by individual farmers would be masked by 

overall trends in cropping patterns if they were studied at the aggregate level.   

FADN data from before and after the reform ha ve been used to examine the areas of different types of 
crop cultivated on each farm for the ten case study countries from year to year. Because the use of 

FADN data (the only individual dataset available for this analysis) has several limitations (see Chapter 
4), results must be interpreted with caution . Limitations include:  

- The FADN dataset for 2015 was still provisional at the time of the analysis;  

- The analysis requires sub-samples composed of few farmers to be examined, which might 

restrict their representativity;  

- When the share of farms in the database for 2014 and 2015 is low (i.e. Romania), the 
weighting factors proposed in the database might poorly represent the total population;  

- Some of the crop types which count as separate for the crop diversifica tion measure are 
aggregated in a single crop category in the FADN database26. For this reason, the number of 

farms that are shown not to have diversified as required is likely to be an overestimate, 

although the scale of this is not possible to quantify.  

                                                
26 For example, FADN only records ówheatô rather than spring wheat and winter wheat 
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Based on these data, the analysis first identifies and characterises those farms that would have been 
considered exempt from the requirements  in 2014, those farms that already had sufficiently diversified 

cropping patterns in 2014 and those that had not, and then identifies changes in the crops grown by 

farmers who diversified between 2014 and 2015. Following this, the extent to which the introduction 
or lengthening of rotations may result from a diversification of cropping patterns is assessed. Farmers 

do not have to comply with any rules concerning crop rotations  under the greening measure, beyond 
adhering to the definition of different crop types  and no specific indicator exists to collect data at EU 

level on the evolution of crop rotations. This question t herefore relies on expert and stakeholdersô 

opinions in the case study countries. To assess the effect of the use of equivalent practices on 
cropping patterns and rotations, farmersô choices are analysed on the basis of Member State 

monitoring data.  

Step 3: Analysis of confounding factors: Confounding factors that may have affected the results 

positively and/or negatively are then analysed, in particular:  

- The EFA measure which can incentivise the production of certain crops or leaving land fallow;  

- VCS for certain crops which may influence the choice of crops cultivated;  

- Changes in cross-compliance requirements between the two programming periods.  

 

6.1.3  SCOPE OF THE CROP DIVERSIFICATION MEASURE  

6.1.3.1  Area of land and number of farms subject to the crop 

diversification ob ligations  

In 2016, 75% of arable land in the EU (excluding France, for whom data is unavailable) was subject to 
the crop diversification measure, with 63% subject to the three crops rule and 12% subject to the two 

crops rule (see Figure 5). There is a large variation betw een Member States: for instance, more than 
90% of the arable land of the Czech Republic and Hungary is affected by this measure, while in 

Member States such as Malta or Greece less than 50% is affected. 

 

Figure 5: Share of arable la nd subject to the crop diversification measure  

 
Source: Member State monitoring data for 2016 (*No data for France)  

 

On average in the EU, 25% of arable land is exempt from applying the measure. R easons for the 

exemption vary by Member States. Overall 35% of this area is exempted because it belongs to farms 

with fewer than 10ha of arable land.  
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Figure 6: Arable land not subject to the crop diversification measure, by type o f exemption  

 

Source: Member State monitoring data for 2016 (*No data for France)  

**estimated with the area of agricultural land under SFS without permanent grassland (under SFS). The area of arable land is 
over-estimated since it includes permanent crops. 

 

6.1.3.2  Significance of monocropping in the EU  

To identify the area of land and number of farmers in different Member States and regions where 

monocropping is most prevalent and where the crop diversification measure might be expected to lead 

to the greatest di versification of cropping patterns, information was gathered on the number of farms 
growing only one crop in 2010, and their area, using FSS data, as well as the crops grown in that year. 

Although this data provides only a snapshot for a single year, it he lps provides an indication of the 
potential scale of monocropping taking place.  

According to the data, the area subject to monocropping in the EU 27 was mainly planted with wheat, 

maize, barley, oats and to a lesser extent rye, potatoes and sunflowers (See Figure 8). These areas are 
mostly located in Italy, Romania, Poland, Spain and Greece (see Figure 7). However, more than half of 

this area is exempted28 from the crop diversification measure. The exempted area that was under 
monocropping in 2010 is shown in Figure 10 and is mostly located in Italy (mainly durum wheat and 

maize), Romania (mainly maize and soft wheat), Poland (various crops such as oats, rye, maize and 

soft wheat), Spain (barley and oats) and Greece (durum wheat and oats).  

Figures 9 and Figure 10 show that monocropped areas are sometimes confined to a local area rather 

than at national level (e.g. in only some NUTS3 regions in FR, DE and UK). In Italy, Romania, Poland, 
Spain and Greece the monocropping area is more evenly distributed across the country. 

 

Figure  7: 2010 monocropped area by 

Member State subject to and exempt from 

the crop diversifi cation measure (ha)  

Figure 8: 2010 monocropped area by crop 

subject to or exempt from the crop 

diversification measure (ha)  

 
 

Source: Alliance Environnement from FSS data 2010 

  

                                                
27 Since data are available for a single year, monocropping farms are defined as the farms with 100% of their arable land 

planted with a sigle crop in 2010.  
28 For this analysis exempted farms are farms with less than 10ha of arable land or farms with more than 75% of permanent 

grassland.  
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Figure 9: 2010 mon ocrop ped area subject to 
and exempt from the crop diversi fi cation 

measure by NUTS3 regions (ha)  

Figure 10 : Main crops under monocropping 
by NUTS3 regions (ha)  

 

 
Source: Alliance Environnement from FSS data 2010 

 

6.1.3.3  Equivalen t practic es 

Where a Member State chooses to offer equivalent practices as an alternative to crop diversification, 

there is a potential impact on our analysis if that alternative is not to diversify cropping patterns and if 
significant numbers of farmers choose it. Five countries implemented equivalent practices to crop 

diversification: Ireland , Poland, Austria, France, the Netherlands and Portugal. Of these, two allow 
equivalent practices which also require crop diversification but go beyond the basic measure (AT and 

PL) in some respects29. The other three countries ï IE, FR and PT ï have schemes which allow catch 

crops instead of diversification, at least for some farmers, which is likely to have a negative impact on 
the extent to which cropping patterns diversify or  crop rotations increase in comparison with the crop 

diversification measure (see table below).  

However, according to Member State monitoring data, only a few farmers and a small area is affected 

by equivalence. Austria is the only country where uptake is  sufficiently great to be likely to generate an 
effect. Since in Austria, the equivalent practices are in general more restrictive than the crop 

diversification standard measure, an increase in the diversity of cropping patterns is expected. 

However, the measure was withdrawn after one year because, being based on Austriaôs existing AECM, 
it used a slightly different definition of ñcropò to that in the standard greening measure. It should also 

be noted that although no data are available in France, according to the AGPM30 the equivalent 
measure for crop diversification, which is available only to maize farmers would affect 6,300 maize 

producers of whom 1,350 took up the equivalent scheme in 2016, mostly in southwestern France. 

Therefore, even if the effects o f the equivalent practices at EU level is limited, it can be important 
locally. 

 

                                                
29 ATôs scheme was stricter in some respects than the crop diversification measure but allowed different cultivars of the same 

genus to count as separate crops.  
30 Assosication Générale des Producteurs de Maïs (French Association of maize producers) 
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Table 8: Impact of equivalent practices  

MS Characteristics Impact on 
diversification 

compared 
with CD 
standard 
measure 

Impact on 
rotation 

compared with 
CD standard 

measure 

Potential other 
impact 

% farms 
applying 

equivalence 
measure in 

201631  

% arable 
land with 

equivalence 
measure in 

201632  

IE  
Sowing catch crop 

  
Increase catch 

crops 
0.03 0.31 

PL 4 crops    0.78 2.36 

AT 

Specific, tighter 
restriction on wheat 
and maize; EFA 
fallow not 
considered as a 
crop 

  
Reduce 

attractiveness 
of EFA fallow 

17.29 55.85 

FR 
Catch crops for 
monocropping 
maize 

  
Increase catch 

crops 
No information 

No 
information 

PT  
(2017)  

Catch crops for 
monocropping 
maize and tomato 

  
Increase catch 

crops 
No information 

No 
information 

 positive impact in comparison with the crop diversification measure  
 same impact as the crop diversification measure 
 negative impact in comparison with the crop diversification measure  

Source: Alliance Environnement and Member State monitoring data for 2016 

6.1.4  CHANGES SINCE THE IMPLEMENTATION O F THE MEASURE  

In order to study changes in individual crops grown, a  farm level analysis was carried out using FADN 
data in each of the ten case study Member States. FADN individual data are based on a survey of a 

representative sample of (commercial) farmers. In order to conduct the analysis of cropping patterns 
before and after the introduction of th e crop diversification measure, a constant sample was used (i.e. 

a sample composed of farms that were present in the FADN database in both 2014 and 2015). 

Limitations linked with the data used are set out in Chapter 4 and section 6.1.2 above.  

In the following sections, the different groups of farms that met the exemptio n criteria, were already 

sufficiently diversified or did not meet the crop diversification measureôs requirements in 2014 are 
identified and characterised. The way in which the cropping patterns of those farms that did not meet 

the measureôs requirements changed in 2015 is also described. This is followed by an analysis of the 

changes in cropping patterns of farmers who diversified between 2014 and 2015.  

6.1.4.1  Changes in the status of farms regarding the  crop  diversification 

measure between 2014 and 2015  

As shown in Figure 11Error! Reference source not found. , in 2014, in the ten Member States 

investigated, 19% of the arable area (from 5% in Germany to 29% in Romania) met the exemption 
criteria for the crop diversification measure, representing 41% of farms (from 29% in Germany  to 94% 

in Romania). The exemptions mainly benefit farms that are producing milk or grazing livestock. The 

difference between the proportion of farms and arable area that are exempted is due to the fact that 
most of the farms that are exempted have under 10ha of arable land. 53% of f arms were already 

diversified in 2014 and accounted for 70% of the total arable land  (from 55% in the Netherlands to 
90% in Czech Republic). These farms mainly produce field crops. Finally, 6% of farms were not 

sufficiently diversified in 2014, accounting for 11% of arable land (from 1% in Austria to 33% in 

Spain). However, it must be borne in mind that this figure may be overestimated due to data 
limitations (see above). 

In 2015 those farms which were not sufficiently diversified in 2014 can be categorised in one of three 
ways: became exempt, diversified to meet the requirement or remained undiversified (and therefore 

did not meet the requirement), a s shown in Figure 11. During interviews in case study Member States, 
two reasons for non-compliance were mentioned: 1) in 2015 some farmers were not aware of the new 

                                                
31 Expressed as a proportion of farms under at least one greening obligation 
32 Expressed as a proportion of the area of farms under at least one greening obligation 
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greening measure and its requirements and subsequently had to diversify in 2016; and 2) some 
farmers deliberately chose not to comply when considering the cost to comply to be higher than the 

loss from non-compliance. It is estimated from FADN data that in 2015, in these 10 Member States, 

the diversity of cropping pattern increased on around 49% of the undiversified area in 2014 . Only a 
few farms that did not meet the crop diversification requirements in 2014 became exempt after its 

implementation in 201533 (mainly in the Netherlands34). 

 

Figure 11 : Change in the status of farms regarding the crop diversification measure between 2014 
and 2015 in 10 Member States  

(% of total arable land)           (% farms)  

  
Source: Alliance Environnement from FADN data 2014 and 2015 

 

Figure Figure 12 shows that some NUTS2 regions have witnessed cropping patterns becoming more 

diversified on a high proportion of arable land ; for instance, in France and Germany, more than 8% 
and 13% of the arable land has been diversified in some NUTS2 areas while just 4% and 3% 

respectively of the arable land was diversified at Member State level. When comparing Figure Figure 
12 with Figures 9 and 10 on monocropping area in 2010, it can be seen that these regions with 

relatively high rates of diversification are often regions where monocropping was common. 

 

Figure 12 : Area of arable land with more diverse cropping patterns in 2015 compared with 2014 by 
NUTS2 regions in the case study Member States  

 
Source: Alliance Environnement from FADN data 2014 and 2015 

*Mean values have been calculated for NUTS2 with less than 15 farms before weighting due to confidentiality and 
representability reasons 

                                                
33 Farms exempted in 2014 that would become subject to the measure in 2015 have not been studied because such change 
would not be a result of greening but only result from farmersô economic choices. 

34 Farms which become exempted were mostly farms producing milk or other grazing livestock. As revealed during the 
interviews, an explanation could be that they left more of their land under temporary grassland in order to get below the 
threshold for the diversification  rules. 
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6.1.4.2  Changes in cropping patterns of farmersô who diversified 
between 2014 and 2015  

The changes in cropping patterns of individual farmers were analysed for each of the ten case study 

countries and the results are summarised below. Figure 13 shows the changes in cropping patterns 
between 2014 and 2015 made by farmers who did not meet the crop diversification measure 

requirements in 2014. In order to understand the extent to which these changes may have been the 
result of the crop diversification measure, they are compared to the changes in cropping areas made in 

2015 by farmers who were already sufficiently diversified.  

It can be seen from Figure 13 that there was a large reduction in the percentage of arable land on 
which maize and common wheat were grown on farms that did not meet the crop diversification 

requirements, but not on farms that were already sufficiently diversified (who in fact increased their 
common wheat area). It is therefore likely that the decreases in absolute value (see Figure 14) were 

the result of the greening measure. Results at national level ( Table 9) show that the decrease in the 
area planted with common wheat by farms that were previously insuffici ently diversified took place in 

nine of the ten Member States (not Romania) but that the decrease in maize area is apparent mainly in 

Germany, France and the Netherlands. Although the area of barley decreases in absolute value for the 
ten countries (especially in Spain), it increases in percentage terms due to the fact that small increases 

can be observed for Dutch, French and Czech farms (Figure 14 and Table 9). Similarly, increases in the 
percentage of the area under rape, turnip  rape and sunflower were observed for the grou p of farms 

that did not previously meet the crop diversification requirements, while a decrease was observed for 

other farmers.  

Some crops can be used both to meet the crop diversification requirements as well as those for the 

EFA measure (e.g. peas, fields beans and sweet lupin, leguminous crops, soya and fallow). When 
examining these, an increase in cropping patterns is observed for both farmers who were already 

diversified in 2014 and those who diversified t heir cropping patterns between 2014 and 2015. 
However, the increase is greater for farmers who were not diversified in 2014, especially in Spain, 

Poland, United-Kingdom and Latvia (Figure 13). Although the overall increase in these particular crops 

can also be explained in part by other factors such as the need to comply  with the EFA measure or by 
the VCS offered for many of these crops in a number of the case study Member States, these factors 

cannot account for the difference in the crop changes made by the farmers who were not sufficiently 
diversified in 2014 compared with those who were already diversified (see ESQ4 for more information 

on these confounding factors). It is likely t hat the EFA measure and (where available) VCS were at 

least partially responsible for farmers choosing these particular crops to meet the crop diversification 
requirements, but results show additional increases to crop areas, including additional increases in 

crops which attract VCS or which can be used for the EFA measure. These additional changes are 
highly likely to be the result of the crop diversification measure itself.  

In summary, when analysing the data from the ten Member States together, and taking data 

limitations into account, results show t hat the crop diversification measure has led to a maximum 
decrease in the total arable area devoted to common wheat of 159,553  ha (-1.1%), to barley of 

168,728 ha (-0.8%) and maize of 62,702 ha (0.7%). These crops have been replaced by an increase 
in the area of leguminous plants, peas, field beans and sweet lupin, rape and turnip rape, fallow and 

sunflower. 
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Figure 13 : Comparison of the change in area of crops grown between farms who diversified in 2015, 
having not been sufficient ly diversified in 2014, and farmers who were already 

sufficiently diversified in 2014 in ten Member States (% of arable land)  

 
Source: Alliance Environnement from FADN data 2014 and 2015 

 

 

Figure 14 : Change in area of crops grown by farms who diversified in 2015, having not been 
sufficiently diversified in 2014 in ten Member States (Ha)  

Source: Alliance Environnement from FADN data 2014 and 2015 

 

When all crops are included cropping patterns on a total of 514,950  ha of arable land are estimated to 

have become more diversified as a result of the crop diversification measure in the ten case study 
Member States. This represents 0.8% of the arable area (slightly less than the 1% impact estimated 

for the EU28 by the EC (European Commission, 2016). However, this figure may slightly underestimate 
the actual effect due to FADN bias. These results are mostly driven by changing cropping patterns in 

Spain where a change in cropping patterns on 317,432 hectares of arable land was observed 
(representing 2.8% of the arable land of the ten countries investigated).  

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

3

M
a

iz
e

C
o
m

m
o
n

 w
h
e
a
t

D
u
ru

m
 w

h
e
a

t
S

u
g

a
r 

b
e
e
t

O
th

e
r 

a
ra

b
le

 l
a

n
d

H
o
p

s
O

th
e
r 

fi
b

e
r 

p
la

n
t

F
lo

w
e
r

S
tr

a
w

b
e
rr

ie
s

O
th

e
r 

v
e
g

e
ta

b
le

s
C

o
tt

o
n

R
ic

e
T

o
m

a
to

e
s

O
th

e
r 

in
d

u
s
tr

ia
l 
c
ro

p
s

F
a

llo
w

 l
a

n
d

 w
it
h
 s

u
b

s
id

ie
s

O
a

ts
P

o
ta

to
e
s

R
y
e

O
th

e
r 

p
la

n
ts

 h
a

rv
e
s
te

d
 g

re
e
n

T
e
m

p
o
ra

ry
 g

ra
s
s

O
th

e
r 

o
il 

s
e

e
d

S
o
y
a

O
th

e
r 

ce
re

a
ls

L
e
g

u
m

in
o
u
s
 p

la
n
t

B
a

rl
e
y

P
e
a
s
,
 
f
i
e
l
d
 
b
e
a
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
s
w
e
e
t
é

S
u
n
fl
o
w

e
r

R
a

p
e
 a

n
d

 t
u
rn

ip
 r

a
p
e

Diversified in 2014

Diversified between 2014 and 2015

-200000

-150000

-100000

-50000

0

50000

100000

150000

200000

C
o
m

m
o
n

 w
h
e
a

t

B
a

rl
e
y

M
a

iz
e

D
u
ru

m
 w

h
e
a

t

O
a

ts

S
e
e
d

 a
n
d

 s
e

e
d

in
g

s

O
th

e
r 

a
ra

b
le

 l
a

n
d

O
th

e
r 

fi
b

e
r 

p
la

n
t

O
th

e
r 

o
il 

s
e

e
d

C
o
tt

o
n

R
ic

e

T
o
m

a
to

e
s

G
a

rl
ic

A
ro

m
a
ti
c
 p

la
n

t

O
th

e
r 

v
e
g

e
ta

b
le

s

L
e
n
t
i
l
s
,
 
c
h
i
c
k
p
e
a
s
 
a
n
d
é

T
e
m

p
o
ra

ry
 g

ra
s
s

F
la

x

O
th

e
r 

ce
re

a
ls

O
th

e
r 

p
la

n
ts

 h
a

rv
e
s
te

d
 g

re
e
n

S
u
g

a
r 

b
e
e
t

O
th

e
r 

in
d

u
s
tr

ia
l 
c
ro

p
s

C
a

u
lif

lo
w

e
r 

a
n
d

 b
ro

c
c
o
li

L
e
tt

u
c
e

P
o
ta

to
e
s

S
o
y
a

O
th

e
r 

p
ro

te
in

 c
ro

p
s

R
y
e

S
u
n
fl
o
w

e
r

F
a

llo
w

 l
a

n
d

 w
it
h
 s

u
b

si
d

ie
s

R
a

p
e
 a

n
d

 t
u
rn

ip
 r

a
p
e

P
e
a
s
,
 
f
i
e
l
d
 
b
e
a
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
s
w
e
e
t
é

L
e
g

u
m

in
o
u
s
 p

la
n
t

Latvia

Germany

Romania

England

Netherlands

Czech Republic

Austria

France

Poland

Spain



Evaluation study of the payment for agricultural practices beneficial for  climate and the environment  

44 

 

Table 9: Most important changes in cropping patterns in the 10 case study countries  

 Crops for which the 
area d ecrease d  

Crops for which the area i ncreased  Total area 
impacted -  
absolute 
value (ha)  

Arable land 
impacted (%)  
in the 10 MSs  

ES Barley, Common wheat Leguminous plants, Peas, field beans and sweet lupin 317,432 2.8 

DE Maize, Common wheat Rye, Barley 31,670 0.3 

FR Maize, Common wheat Barley, Rape and turnip rape 34,345 0.2 

PL Barley, Common wheat Peas, field beans and sweet lupin, Oat 46,004 0.5 

RO Durum wheat, Sugar beet Sunflower, Rape and turnip rape 37,105 0.8 

UK Common wheat, 
Temporary grass 

Peas, field beans and sweet lupin, Oat 22,312 0.5 

NL Maize, Common wheat Temporary grass, Other plants harvested green 7,059 0.7 

LT Common wheat Peas, field beans and sweet lupin, Rape and turnip 
rape, Fallow 

14,272 1.2 

CZ Common wheat Barley, Sunflower 4,749 0.2 

AT NA* Not available*  Not available Not available 

* Results cannot be presented for confidentiality and statistical reasons 

Source: Alliance Environnement from FADN data 2014 and 2015 

6.1.4.3  Other changes in farm practices  

Change in the average number of crops  

As well as an increase in the diversity of cropping patterns, the crop diversification measure also has 

the potential to have a stabilising effect on the trend towards simpler cropping patterns. Taking the 
representative sample of FADN farmers, between 2012 and 201335, the average number of different 

crops on farms with arable land decreased in most case study Member States. Between 2014 and 

2015, i.e. the year the crop diversifi cation greening measure was introduced, the average number of 
crops increased in seven of the ten Member States examined. 

 

Table 10 : Change in the average number of crops on farms with arable land  

 
Weighted 

average 2012  
Weighted 

average 2013  

Direction of 
change 

2012/13  

Weighted 
average 2014  

Weighted 
average 2015  

Direction of 
chan ge 

2014/15  

AT 4.89 4.81 - 4.32 4.27 -  

CZ 3.86 3.85 - 3.52 3.85 +  

DE 4.89 4.86 - 3.88 3.95 +  

ES 2.24 2.18 - 2.15 2.32 +  

FR 4.41 4.38 - 4.05 4.12 +  

LV 3.71 3.59 - 3.18 3.34 +  

NL 2.67 2.70 +  2.24 2.29 +  

PL 4.36 4.36 =  3.89 3.88 -  

RO 2.81 2.82 +  2.30 2.21 -  

UK 2.67 2.75 - 2.56 2.65 +  

Source: Alliance Environnement from FADN data 

Although this is not true for all Member States, this result suggests that the crop diversification 

measure may have had an effect in slowing the trend towards simpler croppi ng patterns. However, to 

be certain, this result would need to be confirmed after a few more years of implementation.  

Effects on crop r otations  

Since no individual farm data via FADN are available after 2015, it is only possible to assess the effects 
of one year of greening implementation. The analysis of whether an increase in crop rotations has 

resulted from the implementation of the crop diversification measure is therefore qualitative in nature, 

                                                
35 It cou ld have been relevant to study the change in the average number of crops between 2013 and 2014 but a change in the 

structure of the FADN database might biase the results of the analysis. 
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based on results from interviews in the case study countri es. These confirm the results of the analysis 
that only a small proportion of farmers have been impacted by the diversification measure. However, 

most of the interviewees agreed on the fact that those farmers who had to make changes mostly 

diversified by increasing their rotation length (number of successive plants). Indeed, rotation is often 
the usual practice for farmers cultivating more than one crop when possible, and therefore it would be 

natural for most of the farmers who diversify their cropping pat terns to increase their rotation length. 
For instance, a typical rotation in England comprises wheat, wheat of a different kind and rapeseed; a 

diversified one may comprise wheat, spring barley, rapeseed, wheat and a less common crop such as 

linseed, peas or beans. In Austria, successively growing maize, maize and oil pumpkin is common. A 
more diversified rotation mentioned during interviews comprises sorghum, maize, barley, winter rape, 

oil pumpkin and triticale. The increase of barley, rapeseed and sunflower observed in France might be 
explained by the diversification of wheat with rotations including barley, wheat and rapeseed and of 

sunflower and wheat in north and south France, respectively.  These apparent increases in rotation 
length have taken place despite a near-total removal of cross compliance requirements for rotation.  

However, some cases were reported in which the implementation of the crop diversification measure 

was not linked with an increased rotation length . Indeed, farmers sometimes preferred to specialize 
their plots for economic reasons (i.e. the most profitable crops stay on the most productive plots) or 

because of organisational constraints (e.g. grazing land is located next to the barn). But even when 
farmers did not increase their rota tion length, a positive effect of the crop diversification measure 

mentioned in interviews is that farmers are encouraged to experiment with new crops  and that 

diversification can be a first step toward rotation.  

Some unexpected effects of the measure were also mentioned during interviews in terms of 

diversification. For instance, some farmers left more of their land under temporary grassland in order 
to fall below the threshold for the diversification rules, some farmers exchanged land so as to meet the 

diversification requirement without modifying their practices, and some farmers were reluctant to 
diversify their cropping pattern, having compared the benefits in terms of the greening payment and 

the loss they expected to incur in terms of production.  

6.1.5  ANALYSIS OF CONFOUNDIN G FACTORS AND NET EFFECTS OF THE MEASURE 

6.1.5.1  Effects  of cross -compliance GAEC rules  

Thirteen Member States or regions had GAEC rules requiring crop rotations at least in certain 
circumstances in 2014. By 2015, under the new GAEC framework (which no longer contains an 

optional requirement for  crop rotation) that number had dropped to three.  In 2015, only Estonia 

required farmers to prepare a rotation plan as a matter of course. Belgium (Flanders) and Hungary 
placed rotation requirements on certain crops ï for example, in Flanders there is a requirement that 

maize crops are not replanted in the two following years. Two countries (ES and FR) had rules 
requiring crop diversity in 2014, though these were also dropped with the introduction of the n ew 

GAEC framework after 2015. Cross compliance GAEC rules have therefore ceased to be a constraint on 

the number and variety of crops produced by farm in almost all Member States.  

 

Table 11 : Change in cross -compliance between 2014 and 2015 in EU28  

GAEC standards on rotation  GAEC standards on diversification  

In 2014  In 2015 In 2014 In 2015 

BE (FL), BG, CY, ES, HU, IT, LT, LX, 
PL, RO, SI, SK, UK(S)  

BE (Fl), EE, HU ES, FR None 

Source: JRC Mars WIKI 

6.1.5.2  Net effects of the measure  

When focussing on non-exempted farmers, the FADN analysis shows significant differences in the way 
farmers who diversified after 2015 changed their cropping patterns, compared to the changes made by 

those who were already diversified before the introduction of t he greening measures. Since the two 

groups of farmers (farms already diversified in 2014 and newly diversified in 2015) were similar in 
terms of farm size and type in each Member State, it is assumed that they would have been similarly 
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affected by economic factors36. For instance, changes in voluntary coupled support led to changes in 
the production of some crops ( e.g. new support for soya in PL, CZ, RO and LV has led to an increase in 

production of this crop), but both groups of farms should be similarly im pacted. The EFA measure is 

also likely to have impacted farmers cropping patterns, but since exemption rules for the EFA and the 
diversification measures are similar, the majority of farmers must be equally impacted by the EFA 

measure. For instance, the increase in area of N-fixing crops in many Member States observed for both 
groups of farmers (already diversified in 2014 and newly diversified in 2015) is probably partly due to 

the EFA measure but the higher increase observed for newly diversified farmers suggests a net effect 

of the crop diversification measure.  

Requirements which have a stronger impact on one group of farmers than the other could in principle 

have had an effect. Two candidates for such an effect are GAEC rules and equivalent practices. 
However, as shown above, the equivalent practices have hardly been taken up by farmers and 

therefore their impact will have been limited. The cross -compliance rules requiring rotation and or 
diversification imposed by four and two of the ten case study Memb er States respectively in 2014 had 

all been removed by 2015, so these cannot be a confounding cause of increased diversification or 

rotation.  We conclude therefore that the crop diversification measure is the mostly likely cause of the 
difference in cropping patterns between those farmers already diversified in 2014 and those who 

diversified in 2015. 

6.1.6  SUMMARY OF FINDINGS  

At the EU scale, 75% of arable land in the EU was subject to the crop diversification measure in 2016 . 

25% of the land is thus exempted. Re asons for the high exemption vary widely depending on the 
Member State concerned. 

According to FSS data for 2010, the area of monocropping in the EU, mainly planted with wheat, 
maize, barley and oats, was located in a few countries (Italy, Romania, Spain, and Poland) and regions 

(e.g. north western Germany or south western France). In some regions monocropping is common on 
some of the land which is exempt from the measure, which reduces the potential impact of the crop 

diversification measure in these areas.  

The analysis based on FADN data gives the best insight into the impact of the measure on a wide 
range of farms but has some limitations. The main one being that, since some crops are aggregated 

(e.g. winter and spring crops or peas, field beans and sweet lupin), the area that was not sufficiently 
diversified in 2014 might have been overestimated in the analysis. Moreover, the data used are 

provisional and thus results must be interpreted with extra caution. FADN analysis shows that, in the 

ten case study Member States, most of the area and farms would have been considered either exempt 
(19% of the arable land and 41% of the farms) or already diversified (70% of the arable land and 

53% of the farms) in 2014. Changes in cropping patterns made by farmers ide ntified as not sufficiently 
diversified in 2014 in the FADN sample affected 514,950 ha of arable land which represents 0.8% of 

the arable land in the ten countries investigated. It is not possible to tell from the data what proportion 

of the 51% that did n ot change their cropping patterns in 201 5 were in fact already compliant, 
although the case studies provided anecdotal evidence of small-scale deliberate non-compliance. This 

is because the FADN data does not distinguish between some types of crop which nonetheless count 
as different for the purposes of the diversification measure. In the ten Member States investigated, the 

most notable changes were a decrease in the area of common wheat, barley and maize (which is 
coherent with the analysis of monocropping  area) and an increase in area of leguminous plants, peas, 

field beans and sweet lupin, rape and turnip rape, fallow and sunflower.  

These changes contrast with cropping patterns of other farmers, suggesting that they are at least in 
part a direct effect o f the crop diversification measure rather than market trends or other possible 

confounding factors such as the effects of Voluntary Coupled Support or the EFA measure. Indeed, it is 
likely that EFA and (where available) VCS were at least partially responsible for farmers choice of crops 

to diversify into but results shows that the increase in EFA or VCS eligible crop areas (e.g. protein 

crops, leguminous or fallow) is greater for newly diversified farmers than for already diversified ones.  

                                                
36 However some differences can be observed (eg. milk farms are more represented among newly diversified farmers in DE). 

Moreover characteristics other than size and type are likely to differ between the two groups. Thus, results must be 
interpreted with caution.  
























































































































































































































































































































































































