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The CAP Health Check into perspective

A The present context
I Significant variability of food and agricultural prices re-focuses attention on agriculture
i CAPintroducedshort-t er m adj ust ments to respond to
I AHeal th Checko pr otpnmetlelCAP reforrmmodessat f i ne

A  Assessing the CAP today
— Support is now mainly decoupled, and supject io cross-cornpliance

—  Role of intervantior rnachani

U!

NS is significanily reduced

—  Rural Development policy is strenginenad wiin funds and policy instrurnenis
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A The “Healtni Cleack fme-l.umr;g i’ CAP raform
— Make the Single Payment Scherne more effeciive, efficient and sirmnple
— Adapt market instrurnenis to rneei naw markei opporiuniiies

- Respond to new and ongoing environrmenial cnallenges
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Recent trend of commodity price indexes (2000-2008)

( 2000 = 100) Source: World Bank, December 2008
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Recent trend of crop prices (2000-2008)

Source: World Bank, December 2008
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The CAP Health Check into perspective

A The prasent context

— -glgmrlr‘ant variapility of food and agriculiural prices re-focy

v

es atteniion on agriculiure
—  CAP iniroduced shori-ierim adjustmenfs 0 respond to crisis before “Healih Check”
— "Hee&ith Check” prapcsals aimed ai fine-tuning irie CAP rzforr.. groce

A Assessing the CAP today

I Support is now mainly decoupled, and subject to cross-compliance
I Role of intervention mechanisms is significantly reduced

I Rural Development policy is strengthened with funds and policy instruments

A The “Health Ckack” ﬁne-i'uning oi CAP raform

¢

— Make the Single Payment Scherne more effeciive, efficient and sirmnple
A““cJaor market insirurnenis to rmeet naw market opportunities

- Respond to rnigw and ongoing environmenial challenges
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CAP expenditure and CAP reform path
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The CAP Health Check into perspective

A The prasent context
— -glgmrlr‘ant variapility of food and agriculiural prices re-focuses atieniion on agriculiure
—  CAP iniroduced shori-ierim adjustmenfs 0 respond to crisis before “Healih Check”

— "Heeith: Check” propcsals aimed ai fine-tuning trie CAP rzforr. grocess

A  Assessing the CAP today
— Support is now mainly decoupled, and supject io cross-cornpliance

—  Role of intervantior rnachani

U!

NS is significanily reduced

—  Rural Development policy is strenginenad wiin funds and policy instrurnenis
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A The fHealth Ch-+uaikgoof GAP nefornf i ne

i Make the Single Payment Scheme more effective, efficient and simple
I Adapt market instruments to meet new market opportunities
I Respond to new and ongoing environmental challenges
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Main decisions I market issues

A Cereal intervention-set aside
I Cereal intervention limited to wheat (one price sufficient safety net)
i Set-aside abolition brings supply response, but implies limited environmental losses

A Dairy quotas
I Main aim is smooth pandengd)usobobmedtuhe( gsot
I Some regions would face challenges with lower prices, require targeted support

A Other support schemes
I Income impact of further decoupling neutral to farmers in small sectors
I Differential impact implies need for transition for some supported industries

A Risk management
I Cost of EU-wide revenue scheme prohibitive; targeted measures the preferred option

T. Haniotis IPC/GMF 1 Washington, DC
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Potential impact of 1% increase in milk quota

('milk price index, 2008 = 100 )
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Potential impact of an EU-wide revenue scheme
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Main decisions - direct support

A Flat versus flatter rate

I Move to EU-wide flat rate results in major redistribution across MS
I Move to flatter rate results in targeted redistribution within a MS (or region of a MS)

A Further dacoupling

farrn level, impact of decoupling frorn rneuiral to positive on farrm incorne
— Im sorne seciors, adjusirment may be neaded for indusiry

For exiensive livesiock, coniinuaiion of suppori orovides environmenial benefiis

A Payment distribpution
—  Main issug i in
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Is of ine disiribuiion of payrmenis (0.3%-13%; 13%-0.5%)
— Distrioution of payrnenis affecied glovally by shift frorn farrm o area

— [latter raie affecis (to different degrees) disiribution of payrmenis wiinin MS or regions
—  Lower payreni liriiaiions linked to SPS implerneniation

T. Haniotis IPC/GMF 1 Washington, DC
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Redistribution between MS with an EURNGEENEISGIE
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