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Introduction

* Feedback period: 9 July - 22 October 2020

« Contributes to an upcoming Commission staff working document on the
evaluation of the impact of the CAP with respect to natural resources

« Single questionnaire covering (and complementing the findings of) the evaluation
support studies on the

» impact of the CAP on habitats, landscapes, biodiversity (27 March 2020)
» impact of the CAP on water (27 March 2020)

» impact of the CAP on sustainable management of the soil (4 February 2021)
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Overview of the respondents

Chart 1. Number of responses per country of origin

183 total respondents, mostly
EU citizens (47%), followed by
NGOs (11%)

Sector represented the most:
agriculture (farming), 36%; then
Environmental protection sector,
18%
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Analysis of the results

Chart 2. CAP contribution to environmental objectives of

- Uneven distribution of answers the EU
does not allow for a general llO% 37% 23% -6% Adapting to climate change (N=171)
assessment . W - o .% Fosteringa;a;irgcj)lr;ucrzn;ﬁé\/%trig:tra;n? Ns:ecigzestration in
- Main dl‘ivel’ Of success in the . 15% 37% 21% -9% Reducing ammonia emissions from agriculture (N=164)
|mp|ementat|0n Of the CAP have . 17% 33% 290 -7% Reducing greenhouse gas emissions from agriculture
been ‘voluntary commitments (N=166)
(AECM, organic farming)’ B o D e
. . ey ) 0 ) Preventing soil erosion and improving soil management
- Main factor limiting the | e S (N=166)
Contriputio.n Of the CAP tOW&I’dS Zl) 14% 3794 3204 .8% Increasing efficienczll\ilrilvia;t)er use by agriculture
the objective is the insufficient
level of financial incentives mTo a very large extent mTo a large extent To some extent
To a very small extent mNot at all No opinion

Source: Own elaboration
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Effectiveness

Towards soil:

Most efficient: The support to organic

farming (47%) and AECM (39%)

Least efficient: Investment support on farms

(35%) and cooperation (33%)

Towards biodiversity:

i)

Most efficient: The support to organic

farming (47%)

Least efficient: Investment support on farms

(35%)

Towards water quantity:

Most efficient: investment support on farms
and Natura 2000 and WFD payments (33%
both)

Least efficient: mandatory practices without
financial support compliance with non-CAP
provisions (SMR) (35% both)

LiJ

Towards water quality:

* Most efficient: The support to organic
farming (41%) and Natura 2000 and WFD
payments (39%)

« Least efficient: Investment support on
farms (S5 B



Effectiveness

A large share of respondents
could not determine the effect of
the decoupled income support
and the voluntary coupled
support on natural resources

For sectoral programmes effect,
responses were mixed, but the
highest share of responses was
given to “negative effects”

Chart 3. CAP contribution to environmental objectives of
the EU

_ 15% _ 40% Decoupled income support (N=179)
[ 16% | 27% | 14% | 43% Voluntary coupled support (N=176)
I s T 25% Sectoral programmes (N=173)

m Positive effect No effect mNegative effect Don't know
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Efficiency

General positive perception of
the efficiency of the CAP
instruments

Main costs and burdens fall on
beneficiaries (61%), according
to respondents, and the main
Issue ‘the complexity to submit
an aid application’

Chart 4. Efficiency perception of the measures with
available budget
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Sectoral Programmes for fruit and vegetables (N=172)
Innovation (N=174)

Cooperation (N=172)

Knowledge transfer and advice (N=171)

Investment Support for forestry (N=171)

Investment Support on farms (N=172)

Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive payments
(N=169)

Support to areas with natural constraints (N=172)
Support to Organic farming (N=170)

Voluntary commitments for forestry (N=172)

Agri-environment-climate voluntary commitments
(AECM) (N=173)
Mandatory practices with financial support (greening)
(N=171)
Mandatory practices (GAEC) without financial support
(N=169)

Compliance with non-CAP provisions (SMR) (N=173)

mTo a very large extent mTo a large extent = To some extent mTo a very small extent mNot at all m No opinion

Source: Own elaboration
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Coherence

Chart 5. Coherence perception of the CAP instruments and

measures
-  CAP instruments and measures
found coherent to some extent BT o NS U sirateqy on adeptation to climate change (N=167)
with the overall EU environmental AR ST MMM 21 Use, Land-Use Change and Foresiy (N=167)
) . . 1 20 T crfort Sharing Decision (N=160)
and climate change legislation and B o ESEEESE \ons! Enission Ceilings Directive (V161

strategies with the overall EU B 25 N A qality directive (N164)
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- Coherence of the CAP with overall A % BT sustinable Use of Pesticides Directive (N=165)
EU environmental and climate —— N
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B v 28% IS th Environment Action Programme to 2020 (N=166)

m Fully coherent = Mostly coherent Somewhat coherent  mIncoherent  m No opinion
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Relevance EU added value

- Overwhelming positive - Significant share of respondents
perception of the relevance of that the instruments and
the CAP instruments for soill, measures created EU added
biodiversity and water quality. value with respect to sustainable
No clear perception on management of natural
relevance of water quantity resources
measures.

Chart 6. Relevance perception of the CAP instruments
and measures to adress natural resources’ needs

[ 20% | 55% B ooy (v-177)
[ 0% | 57% B Voo uality (N=178)
| 6% | 43% B vater use (N=179)
[ 9% | 57% B o (-176)

m Yes, very relevant Yes, but only somewhat relevant ~ mNot at all No opinion

Source: Own elaboration m European
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Final words

A clear majority of the
respondents did not have an
established opinion on whether
the data sources and
evaluations were timely and/or
sufficient on the sustainable
management of natural
resources

Chart 7. Data sources and evaluations for monitoring
and/or assessing the impact of the CAP on sustainable
management of natural resources.

13% 21% CAP indicators - context (N=164)

14% 19% CAP indicators - full dataset (N=164)

Evaluations on sustainability (climate and environment)

14% | 22% (NZ166)

%8% Other evaluations (N=157)

m Timely and sufficient Timely but not sufficient Sufficient but not timely

m Neither timely nor sufficient ® No opinion

Source: Own elaboration
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Chart 8. Soil
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Annex |. Effectiveness

Sectoral Programmes for fruit and vegetables (N=167)
Innovation (N=170)

Cooperation(N=170)

Knowledge transfer and advice (N=172)

Investment Support for forestry (N=171)

Investment Support on farms (N=170)

Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive payments
(N=172)

Support to areas with natural constraints (N=173)
Support to Organic farming (N=172)
Voluntary commitments for forestry (N=169)

Agri-environment-climate voluntary commitments (N=173)

Mandatory practices with financial support (greening)
(N=171)

Mandatory practices without financial support (GAEC)
(N=172)

Compliance with non-CAP provisions (SMR) (N=172)

To some extent ® To a very small extent mNot at all mNo opinion

Chart 9. Biodiversity
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Sectoral Programmes for fruit and vegetables (N=172)
Innovation (N=171)

Cooperation (N=171)

Knowledge transfer and advice (N=173)

Investment Support for forestry (N=170)

Investment Support on farms (N=172)

Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive payments
(N=171)

Support to areas with natural constraints (N=170)
Support to Organic farming (N=173)
Voluntary commitments for forestry (N=173)

Agri-environment-climate voluntary commitments (N=172)

Mandatory practices with financial support (greening)
(N=173)

Mandatory practices without financial support (GAEC)
(N=172)

Compliance with non-CAP provisions (SMR) (N=173)

To some extent mTo a very small extent mNot at all m No opinion
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Chart 10. Water quantity
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mTo a very large extent mTo a large extent

= To avery small extent ®m Not at all

Sectoral Programmes for fruit and vegetables (N=167)
Innovation (N=172)

Cooperation (N=170)

Knowledge transfer and advice (N=173)

Investment Support for forestry (N=170)

Investment Support on farms (N=170)

Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive
payments (N=174)

Support to areas with natural constraints (N=171)
Support to Organic farming (N=170)

Voluntary commitments for forestry (N=171)

Agri-environment-climate voluntary commitments
(N=173)
Mandatory practices with financial support (greening)
(N=172)
Mandatory practices without financial support (GAEC)
(N=172)

Compliance with non-CAP provisions (SMR) (N=172)

To some extent

m No opinion
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Chart 11. Water quality
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mTo a very large extent mTo a large extent

mTo a very small extent m Not at all

Sectoral Programmes for fruit and vegetables (N=164)
Innovation (N=168)

Cooperation (N=168)

Knowledge transfer and advice (N=169)

Investment Support for forestry (N=168)

Investment Support on farms (N=170)

Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive
payments (N=170)

Support to areas with natural constraints (N=168)
Support to Organic farming (N=171)

Voluntary commitments for forestry (N=169)
Agri-environment-climate voluntary commitments
(N=171)
Mandatory practices with financial support (greening)
(N=167)
Mandatory practices without financial support
(GAEC) (N=169)

Compliance with non-CAP provisions (SMR) (N=171)

To some extent

® No opinion
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Keep In touch
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https://open.spotify.com/user/v7ra0as4ychfdatgcjt9nabh0?si=SEs1mANESea5kzyVy7HvDw
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