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The proposals are based on the Communication on the CAP towards 2020 (COM(2011)500 final of 

29.6.2011) which reaffirmed the three CAP objectives, namely 

1. Viable food production 

2. Sustainable management of the natural resources and climate action 

3. Balanced territorial development 

At the same time, they also reflect the goals of “smart, sustainable and inclusive growth” in line with 

the EU 2020 Strategy.  The EAFRD shall “contribute to a more territorially and environmentally 

balanced, climate-friendly and resilient and innovative Union agricultural sector” (Article 3). There 

are 6 priorities and 18 sub-priorities  for rural development listed in Article 5 covering innovation, 

knowledge creation and transfer, training, competitiveness, food chain, ecosystems (biodiversity, 

water and soils explicitly), resource efficiency, climate mitigation and renewable energy, 

diversification of farms and rural economies, local development and ICTs. All of these “shall 

contribute to the cross-cutting objectives of innovation, environment and climate change mitigation 

and adaptation.” 

This proposal for a new rural development regulation sits alongside proposals Regulations for Direct 

Payments, and for the Common Organisation of Markets (Single CMO Regulation), on which I will not 

comment further here. 

I will not attempt to summarise the proposals (which with annexes extend to 143 pages), but rather 

focus on some of the key changes in emphasis, content, and overarching rules which seem 

important from a territorial rural development perspective. 

1. Perhaps the most welcome change from my perspective is the abolition of the current Axis 

system, which laid down minima for member State allocations by Axis. This was something 

we recommended in the TOP-MARD report and book and related EUROCHOICES article, as 

well as elsewhere in recent years. It makes much more sense to advocate that all measures 

should follow a set of ‘sustainable rural development’ principles, which indeed is what the 

present proposal seeks to do (even if it does not always totally succeed!). It makes the 

system much more flexible and adaptable to regional needs and priorities. However, it will 

be important for the Commission to emphasise that ex ante and ex post evaluations WILL 

be required to assess the extent to which ALL measures meet Economic, Social as well as 

Environmental goals and set up much more rigorous and relevant monitoring indicators to 

allow this to be credible. 

2. Also very welcome is the widening of support for cooperation, not only for the agricultural 

and food sector, but now also including joint work processes, sharing of facilities and 



resources, short supply chains, environmental activities, innovation clusters (platforms) and 

networks, pilot projects etc.  Article 9(viii) also provides for Member States to give higher 

rates of support for operations undertaken collectively by groups of farmers. Article 36 lays 

down the measures which include support for a wide range of actors coming together for an 

equally wide range of projects. In particular it includes creation of ‘clusters and networks’ 

and the ‘establishment and operation of operational groups’ of the Entrepreneurship and 

Innovation Programme (EIP), which aim at innovations relating to agricultural productivity 

and sustainability (Article 62) This is also something I have recommended in the past. 

3. The continuation of the relatively bottom up LEADER approach (compulsory for all 

programmes) is also much to be welcomed, although it is fervently to be hopes that it will be 

implemented in a less bureaucratic manner! 

4. The proposed new European prizes for projects which exemplify good local development 

approaches and the importance of a trans-national dimension are also to be welcomed, but 

the proposed role of the National Networks in pre-selecting potential prize winners is of 

some concern, as these are often commercial consulting bodies with little or no democratic 

oversight or control. 

5. The proposal for more refined EAFRD contribution rates to national RDPs to recognize 

“specific constraints resulting form level of development, remoteness and insularity” is 

also to be welcomed. Later reading suggests this also applies to Mountain areas (including 

everything north of the 62nd parallel, i.e. northern Finland and Sweden ), at least in part 

responding to the recent letter from Ministers in the Nordic countries to the Commission, 

and to the campaigns of Euromontana. There are also provisions for thematic priorities to be 

included in national or Regional RDPs around young farmers, small farms, mountain areas, 

and short supply chains. (Article 8). 

6. Measures to support Farm and Business development (Article 20) allows that “support for 

business start ups (for)… non agricultural activities in rural areas” (20.1(a) and for 

investments in non agricultural activities (20.1.(b)) can be granted to non-agricultural 

micro-and small enterprises in rural areas as well as to farmers and farm household 

members.  and the development of small farms and this is something I am other have 

campaigned on since the Europe 2000 proposals and before, so much to be welcomed! 

7. Article 22 lays down support for basic services and village renewal in rural areas, and can 

include investments in broadband and renewable energy, tourism information, cultural and 

natural heritage, and specific activities to improve quality of life and environmental 

performance of any settlement.  This broadens the list of eligible activities in ways that are 

to be welcomed. 

8. The provisions for support for investments in forest areas appear to be wider and more 

flexible. In particular they would seem to allow for the kind of thing we saw recently being 

supported in N Karelia Finland, where the amount of thinnings and woody waste being 

removed from forests for use in district heating appears to have been much increased by a 

national subsidy on forest management (thinning), and the system is working in nice 

harmony, also leading to higher quality timber stands for future board wood. This could be 

nicely linked with renewable energy at village level (see 7 above). 

9. Article 31 lays down provision for specific annual and per ha support for Natura 2000 and 

Water Framework Directive, in order to compensate farmers for costs incurred and income 

foregone resulting from the implementation of Directives 92/43/EEC, 2009/147/EC and 



2000/60/EC. This support, while necessary, would have been better done with the Directives 

concerned which proceeded without consideration for their economic and human impacts. 

It could also be very costly for some member states and regions (as I have warned 

elsewhere, (eg in the TOP-MARD book), and therefore exclude other important rural 

development measures in practice (due to budget limits).  

10. Provisions for risk-management are also included in the proposals, including income-

insurance. I have no strong view on this at this stage 

 

These comments are based on a first fairly quick review, but broadly speaking I think the proposals 

are to be welcomed from a rural development perspective as they winden the rural beneficiaries to 

include micro and small enterprises, and include a wide range of local and cooperative actions, 

including renewable energy.  


