Minutes of the Steering Committee meetings
Liaison Office of the Tuscany Region in Brussels
14 Rond Point Schuman, Brussels – Belgium
28 September 2017
Part 11 – Steering Committee meting
Attendees: J Nedělník, T Doucha (CR), B Bourget, M Thibier (FR), G Maracchi, A Longo,
R Scalacci, (IT), Z Dabkevičius (LT), I Jelev, V Tabără (RO), T Garcia Azcarate, E Redondo
Jimenez (SP), K Niblaeus, H Svensson (SE), I Gadzalo, I Hrynyk (UKr), D Gardner (UK).
Observer: O Cellini, F Bolsaci (IT).

Welcome address and call to order.
President M Thibier called to order the committee at 10.00 h, 28 September 2017. He welcome
all the members of this S C and thanked A Longo and R Scalacci for letting the committee have
its meeting in such a nice place, just next to the Berlaymont Building which is most convenient
for our meeting.
He expressed the apologizes for late arrival of D Gardner whose train is due to reach Brussels
by 10.00h and Professor G Maracchi whose flight is to be landing at early afternoon.
D Longo also expressed his welcome to the group and was happy to see that almost everybody
could make it on time. He wished all the best to have a fruitful meeting today. He indicated that
unfortunately he would not be able to stay with the group after lunch.
M Thibier then indicated how would the day be organized according to the Agenda sent the
week before the meeting. This morning would be dedicated to the preparation of the UEAA
position on the future of the CAP with first oral presentations with slides and discussion then
after lunch the rest of the Agenda up to 16.00 hr. After this break, the whole group has to go
the Berlaymont Building to meet with the EU Commissioner for Agriculture Ph. Hogan.
He asked if all members agreed with the Agenda. No opposition nor comments.
A- Discussion about the future of the CAP in preparation to our meeting with the
EU Commissioner for Agriculture in Brussels at 16.00 hr. at Berlaymont.
The chairman proposed that his French colleague B Bourget be the rapporteur of this session
and to the Commissioner. Approved.
He also asked the S C members their agreement for posting the summaries of each presentation
on the UEAA web site as well as of the slides that were prepared for these presentations, making
sure that there were no photographs or documents under copyright.
1

The second part of the UEAA meeting will be that with the E U Commissioner for Agriculture
Ph Hogan in the second half of the afternoon
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By alphabetical order of the English name of each country, each delegation presented their
slides and made the appropriate comments along the lines of the summaries2. Questions on
clarifications were raised when appropriate after each presentation. Some delegations which
did not have any slide ready to project read their summary and made comments when deemed
necessary. The UK representative came in just in time to make his oral presentation.
After this sequence, the President asked B Bourget to circulate his draft he had made in an
attempt to summarize all delegations’ statements.
After a quick break during which each delegation could read this first draft, the meeting
resumed and the President asked B Bourget to read line by line his draft and asked the
committee members to make comments, both on the substance and on the editing, line by line.
After a thorough and long discussion, the committee ended up with a one-page statement that
is the UEAA position on the future of the CAP (see Annex I).
It was agreed that this statement would be read and presented to the Commissioner later in the
afternoon by B Bourget.
Break for lunch at 13.00 hr.
After the break for lunch, G Maracchi joined in the group and the meeting resumed at 14.30 hr.
B - Points of discussion of UEAA business
D Gardner agreed to be the recording secretary for the rest of the S C meeting, thanks to him.
1. Approve minutes of 11 – 12 October 2016 meeting in Paris
The President reminded the members that those minutes were posted on the UEAA web site for
almost one year. After he posed the question to all members present, all answered that they had
had access to the UEAA website. Therefore, M Thibier quickly summarized the most important
items debated at this meeting including the fact that it was hoped to have a meeting in Brussels
in 2017 and here it was in Brussels.
The President asked if there was any opposition or abstention to approve these minutes. There
were none. Approved.
2. Report from the UEAA Education commission (JP Bastié)
This document (Annex 3) had been circulated by mails to all participants before the meeting.
He apologized for the absence of J P Bastié who could not join in the meeting today in Brussels.
The President read the paper and opened the discussion on this item.
Jean Pierre was commended for the excellent work he had done and the interesting report that
he made.
The major comments were the following:
• Romania – very important initiative. Training of young farmers is important. Not only
for technical performance but also knowing market reality and risks. The young people
must know the agricultural field not only theoretically but practically. The practical
training of the graduates will ensure their direct entry into production activity
• Sweden commented it as an important initiative. It would be useful if we can exchange
best practice between different countries. The initiative should be broadened to cover
higher education. We should learn from each other and look for opportunities to cooperate.
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The summaries are put together in one document here in Annex 2.
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•

The UK representative made an interesting suggestion on which we perhaps should
reflect: case studies that demonstrate excellence to be shared. To help us learn from
each other.

The President added that it might be a good idea but to be discussed with Jean Pierre, how he
could try to organize such reports in the EWG.
• Romania mentioned the fact that they would be ready to report such a case study on
university training farms.
• Czech Republic representative suggested we prepare a report from secondary school
through to PhD. He highlighted a big problem with extension services. ICT project on
farms is one of their current projects where a big difference had been identified between
towns and rural areas.
• Italy indicated that research and innovation had not been mentioned yet and that this
was also to be integrated in the agricultural education, according to his opinion.
• Lithuania highlighted lot of separate levels from college training through to PhD.
Questioned what level was required by farmers. Also raised the issue that basic research
is not communicated to farmers – the research community and farmers speak separate
languages.
• Ukraine highlighted that in Ukraine, a farmer must have an agricultural education to
farm land. To a question by the chair on “to what level, the response was to full Bachelor
degree.
• Romania raised the issue that education must avoid commercial influence from big
companies – consultancy must give technical advice free of commercial interest. Long
term research is important especially in terms of climate, soil and bio-diversity.
• It s added that in Sweden, the Academy has a group discussing education – facilitating
meetings between researchers and farmers. Also, network called Europa – long standing
network we should be aware of.
The President summarized by saying all agreed that this commission was a good idea. There
are 12 responses to date as shown in the Commission’s report.. He asked everyone to ensure
their country had responded. He encouraged this electronic working group to communicate
with each other and circulate case studies. The chairman of this Commission, Jean Pierre Bastié,
is on the verge to send a second questionnaire and he asked everyone to try to respond the most
accurately and in details to those questions.
3. Discussion on the topic proposed for the 2018 G A meeting with G Maracchi as new
President
This meeting will take place in Florence and G Maracchi indicated that it will most likely stand
by mid-May 2018.
The President informed the members that he received one fist proposal for the topic to be
debated at this next G A meeting which is “Agricultural Education”.
There was a consensus to approve such a theme particularly after having just before discussed
about the Agricultural education commission. It was felt very appropriate.
The discussion followed to try to better define what was behind this title.
Romania has mentioned the idea to include research as well. It was responded that research was
already the main topic at the Paris meeting.
Italy suggested that some special attention be dedicated to the circular economy.
Sweden intervened to say that at first it would be difficult to reconcile the two subjects but
maybe education in relation to the circular economy could be discussed.
The President then questioned: ‘What is agricultural education?’
3

Lithuania stated that according to his opinion, it was all players – from farmers to advisors, to
universities and asked what knowledge must be passed to farmers?
The British representative suggested a broad approach and suggested we send papers in.
The President commented it is difficult to turn papers away. Suggested we ask for papers and
stop when we have enough.
Sweden agreed the definition of education should be broad and should include communication
from farmers to scientists along with good case studies.
The Czech Republic asked what is most important, which kind of education is most important
for farmers? Maybe focus on extension service and training for farmers.
The President concluded by saying the theme for the 2018 G A meeting will be that of
“Agricultural Education” with a broad sense (sensu largo) from vocational training to higher
education and each speaker will take an angle of his/her choice. He believed that a one day
colloquium was found adequate last year in Paris and suggests that if there are too many papers
being sent in, another day for meeting could be added.
Italy who will be the host next year in Florence agreed in saying that another day of meeting
could be organized if deemed necessary.
4. The UEAA web site
The UEAA website is now operating. Currently serviced by Czech Company to UEAA
satisfaction. Functions well but has limited contribution from members. Please could all
participate with material of interest including news.
Minutes will be circulated and then put on website. Let the President know if there is anything
one does not want made public.
Summary of this morning session will also go on website along with all the slides. Please raise
your objections quickly if you have any.
5. Other business, Future meeting, Adjournment.
Sweden raised that The Netherlands are not involved in the UEAA. How do we get them
involved? No Agricultural Academy but a couple of organizations of potential interest.
The President commented that we have the same problem with Germany and Belgium.
The British representative offered to raise the issue with a Dutch colleague.
The Czech Republic also mentioned that he would try to talk with a Bulgarian of his colleagues.
It was concluded that any one UEAA member would be welcome to present new members from
countries where there is no member yet involved.
The next meeting will be held in Florence in May 2017
The meeting was closed at 15.59 hrs.
The group then went to meet with the E U Commissioner for Agriculture, Ph Hogan.
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ANNEX 1
Brussels 28 September 2017

UEAA Position on the future of the CAP
Approved by the UEAA Steering Committee at its 28 September meeting in Brussels
Officially presented to the EU Commissioner for Agriculture, Ph Hogan at Berlaymont
House, Brussels, 28 September 2018

The Future of the CAP by the Steering Committee of the UEAA
A- The main issues for a CAP contributing to the global goals of UN for
a sustainable development
1 - The place of environment and climate change in the framework of the CAP
2-a, Increased price volatility and how to protect farmers from market risks, on top of
weather risks
2-b, A CAP consistent with the other EU policies, protecting the consumers from diseases
and ensuring food safety
3 - The weak position of farmers in the food supply chain
4 - The competitiveness of the European farms in the world economy
5 - The support of agriculture in the less favored areas
6 - The complexity of the CAP rules
7 - The challenge of the future of the CAP budget.

2 The UEAA proposals
1- Besides penalty regulations, increasing the share of payments targeted at environmental
and climate services provided by different systems of production.
2- In line with the report of the Agricultural Market Task Force:
a, Improving the knowledge and the monitoring of the markets;
b, Making consistent risk management tools more attractive for farmers
c, Strengthening the economic power of the farmers in the supply chain
d, Improving the prevention and the management of crisis
3-a, Increasing the resources of EU research for agriculture
b, Enhancing the training of farmers and favoring innovations in order to improve the
competitiveness of farms and to encourage a better use of natural resources, notably water,
soil and biodiversity
4- Maintaining a special support for the agriculture in the less favored areas
5- Simplifying the rules of the CAP
6- Improving and promoting the quality of food products in link with public health
7- Measures to conserve and promote the cultural and natural heritage of rural areas.
------5

ANNEX 2

THE FUTURE OF THE COMMON AGRICULTURAL POLICY
(CAP)

THOUGHTS AND REFLEXION OF THE UEAA
STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS

SUMMARIES

Brussels, 28 September 2017
CZECH REPUBLIC
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Position and Remarks of the of Czech Academy of Agricultural Sciences to
preparation on the CAP after 2020
The EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) ranks among the most vital EU policies. It sets the
framework for European agriculture and thus the conditions for the production of quality, healthy and
safe food produced in a sustainable manner but also other public goods such as rural employment,
landscape and environmental protection, biodiversity.
Recent situation and some important problems in Czech Agrarian Sector related to the CAP
2020+
§ Farm structure – extreme dual structure based on large farms and large fields (land blocks);
§ Agriculture and environment – soil quality, water retention capacity, water quality, biodiversity;
§ Farm systems under climatic change – drought changing regional conditions, risk management
under price and weather volatility;
§ Lower productivity and competitiveness on farm and particularly on food industry level;
§ Orientation on commodities with a lower demand on quantity and quality of labour (cereals,
rape seeds x livestock, fruits, vegetables etc.).
Position of the Czech government and Agrarian Chamber towards possible CAP 2020+ and other
conditions
§ Strictly against capping for large farms or against any similar measures above present
conditions;
§ Equal conditions in national/regional supports;
§ Maintain or even increase the share of Voluntary Coupled Payments (up to 30%), particularly
to cattle breeding and crop commodities more labour demanding;
§ European rules for retail chains.
Possible main research and advisory activities under the CAAS towards CAP 2020+ conditions
There are more research results, innovations and knowledge already available to solve main problems
of Czech agriculture, but barriers and problems are linked mainly with:
1. their implementation though extension services (AKIS);
2. political acceptance/will to apply them;
3. willingness to apply them on farms;
4. sufficient public and private sources to realise changes;
5. to support the development of an effective AKIS and educational systems;
6. to prepare and analyse possible” optimal“ options for reduction of supports for large farms, if
need be, including options based on transitional „soft landing“;
7. to analyse possible options related to VCS, especially with respect to cattle breeding;
8. to participate on the development of a system of financial investment instruments to minimize
„moral hazards“ and deadweight losses of supports;
9. to participate on environmentally, economically and technologically optimal/viable solution for
a complex “greening“ of the CAP: allocation of measures to three layers with a higher stress on
regulatory measures?
10. to participate on the development of a holistic risk management system in all three levels, with
a stress on adaptation of farms on climate change effects (especially drought);
a. changes in farm systems;
b. water regime – increasing of water retention capacity of soil, decreasing of erosion,
increasing of organic matter etc.;
c. new varieties, new breeding techniques (non GMO – but?);
d. new machinery and technologies – precise farming, bio economy;
e. improved water regimes.
Prague, 20 September, 2017
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FRANCE
For a more efficient, fair and sustainable Common Agricultural Policy
PAC Group, Academy of Agriculture of France, September 2017
Report of the CAP Group of the Academy of Agriculture of France : http://www.academieagriculture.fr/actualites/academie/quelle-pac-pour-quelle-agriculture.
How to give a better answer to societal expectations in order to legitimate the CAP again?
1. Softening the high volatility of the prices by anticipating the evolutions in order to stabilize
the agricultural markets.
The stabilization of the markets must become a priority again, because in Europe farmers are weakened
by the succession of crises they are confronted with. The best way is to try and regulate the offer. The
Commission has at its own disposal a set of exceptional measures in this field to act « in case of prices
falling significantly» (withdrawal from the market, free delivering, aid to private storage, temporary cut
of production, exceptional raising of customs duties …). Control of the volumes and storage remain
necessary. A certain level of protection at the borders must be safeguarded for the main European
productions, justified by the extra costs of the standards imposed to the producers in the EU.
2. Implementing countercyclical supports in case of serious market crises and insurance
incentives in case of climatic or sanitary crises.
Considering the social, qualitative and environmental standards which are imposed to the agricultural
production in the EU, the production costs will more often remain higher than the world prices and the
direct payments will remain necessary in Europe. In order to meet the objectives of regulating the
markets, these aids should have a countercyclical function (anticrisis), i.e. they should be adjusted to the
price fluctuations. In order to conciliate the objectives of market regulation and social equity, the
countercyclical direct payments should be digressive and capped; their amounts should be adjusted to
the situation of the markets. Farmers should have the possibility to allocate the totality or a part of their
direct payments to regulation funds managed by collective bodies such as producer organizations.
3. Strengthening the economic power of the farmers and making the setting up of contracts
easier in the food processing industry.
The Commission itself often acknowledges that the markets are unbalanced at the expense of the
farmers. That is why it is necessary to strengthen the means of the producer organizations and their
power of negotiation. It is also necessary to improve the information provided to the agents; by doing
so they would have a better knowledge of the markets that would reduce the inner size of the price
volatility. This requires that the members of the interbranch organizations should be able to: 1) exchange
about the making of present and future contracts, 2) exchange about the future situation of the markets,
volumes and prices included, 3) build tools to share risks to have accurate information beyond the first
transaction, so that the different actors may coordinate one another in order to draw up strategies
permitting to soften the fluctuations. That is why the rules of competition must be revised and a political
commitment must be undertaken at the level of Heads of States and Governments;
4. Better payments for environmental, climatic services provided by farmers.
As a penalty tool, the present conditionality aims first to limit the «negative externalities», and not to
increase the value of the production of « positive externalities ». The agroenvironmental measures stricto
sensu do not pay for environmental services. There are already different systems of production providing
environmental services: for example, agricultures at a low level of inputs, cattle breeding with grass
only, organic farming, cultures of leguminous plants ... The payments of the environmental and
territorial services should be inserted among contractual and collective approaches at the scale of the
territories and for a period of ten years in order to guarantee the durability of the commitments.
To meet the challenges of food and sanitary security, jobs, preservation of the environment and
mitigation of climate change, which are at the heart of the European citizens’ concerns, the
confidence farmers will have in their future is necessary. That is why the PAC Group of the
Academy of Agriculture of France is in favor of a new PAC taking well into account the market
management, the risk prevention, the strengthening of the economic power of the farmers and the
protection of the environment. So, this new PAC will be part of the coherence of all the European
policies.
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ITALY
Future of the CAP
Georgofili Academy
Florence, 18 September 2017
The lines of activity of Georgofili Academy in the context of the CAP were presented by the
President during the opening ceremony in April 2017.
At the presence of the Commissioner Hogan starting from the Cork declaration and concerning
the following points:
1) Increase the prosperity of rural areas trough the increase of the commodities
as cereals , milk, meat , etc of which the country is not self sufficient even recovering
the lands that are abandoned;
2) Supporting the chain of value from the primary agriculture production of
commodities trough the agro industry transformation, the great organized distribution
up to the private and commercial restoration putting in value the Italian tradition of
food and strengthening the cooperation within the single areas;
3) Increasing the revenue of farmers studying models that allow to face the
risks related to the markets fluctuations and climate fluctuations starting from the
various types of farms and solving some infrastructural weakness.
As the logistics costs, the energy cost, i.e. and trough the innovation and the quality of
products related to the traditional varieties;
4) Putting in value the rural environment mainly in the hills and mountain area
increasing the animal breeding and the forestry activity
5) Managing the environment through new agronomic techniques
environmentally friendly and increasing the agriculture activities related to the
Circular economy in the field of wastes, energy, natural fibers, green chemistry
6) Reducing the impact of agriculture on climate change both trough new
agronomic techniques and enhancing the production in agriculture of renewable
energies solar, wind, biomass, biofuel
7) Increasing and improving the technical training, spreading the technical
information among the farmers and increasing the cooperation among the
representative associations
8) Improving the governance through the technical information on innovation
areas and supporting scientific research through the action of universities, agriculture
schools, Academies, professional associations and the representative association
9) Studying the way to more with less bureaucracy helping the farmers through
simple and fast procedure both at national level and at European level
10) studying models of assessment and evaluation of agriculture policies, in terms
of cost / benefit to maximize the effect of financial support to agriculture.
For each point Academy established a Commission preparing a policy document that is
presented during a public meeting in the Academy.
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http://www. laei.lt laei@laei.lt
Future of the CAP – from the point of view of Lithuanian institute of agrarian economics
The European Union has launched discussions on the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) post2020. Many years ago, in shaping the CAP, the most important task of farmers was to provide the EU
population with food. In the current discussion agenda, particular attention will be paid to the issues of
importance to European societies such as climate change and preservation of natural resources, social
problems caused by migration, necessity to utilise more rationally the available resources by developing
the bioeconomy and the circular economy. Lithuania will also become a participant in this discussion
and will face the challenges of reconciling the interests of agricultural producers with the changing
needs of society.
In the opinion of the Lithuanian academic community, only by the consistent implementation
of the goals of sustainable development, agriculture fully fulfills the mission, which the society expects
to realize. The application of the principle of sustainable agricultural development in agricultural policy
aims at creating opportunities not only to provide EU population with safe and high-quality food,
increase the income of farmers, while preserving the viability of rural areas, but also to address the
problems of intensive agriculture due to the overexploitation of bioresources, the necessity for
agriculture contributing to the improvement of human health and the maintenance of a clean living
environment and countryside conservation.
Today Lithuanian agriculture faces the same challenges as European countries a few decades
ago. Rural social problems and the huge emigration from rural to urban centres due to farmers’ poverty
in the middle of the last century in Europe initiated the emergence of the CAP. Although Lithuanian
agriculture is granted EU support and is supported by the national budget, it is unable to successfully
address the social problems of farmers.
In the opinion of the Lithuanian academic community, in order to increase the sustainability of
the agricultural sector and rural viability, in the future programming period, the CAP must address the
following challenges:
• Agriculture for most rural population should remain a partial or main source of income.
• Agricultural activity should increasingly be based on the principles of the bioeconomy and
circular economy through responsible use of land and other natural resources in order to leave
a more beautiful and better environment for future generations.
• Farms should be encouraged to combine various activities (crop production, animal husbandry,
fisheries, tourism, energy production, etc.), thus improving the renewal of natural resources
and reducing the risk of loss of income.
• To motivate farmers to focus more on meeting the needs of Lithuanian consumers while
preserving the competitive advantages of Lithuanian agriculture in export markets.
• To take advantage of the various business opportunities offered by the agricultural sector, to
encourage farmers to use innovative consumer food supply models (the sharing economy) and
to process agricultural produce on their farms.
• To search for new forms of collaboration, to increase the importance of cooperation at all stages
of the food supply chain, so the farmers could see the benefits of cooperation.
• To enhance the attractiveness of rural areas as a place of residence for urban residents and
rural youth who have acquired education, creating opportunities for creativity in agriculture
and bringing income in the village closer to the city’s income.
• To reduce social, economic and demographic differences between remote and situated close
to cities rural areas.

18th of September 2017, Vilnius
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ROMANIA
The Standpoint of the Academy of Agricultural and Forestry Sciences of
Romania,
on the Updating and Simplification of the Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP)
We identified more impediments that prevent reaching the proposed objectives in the present
day Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Consequently we consider that it is necessary to
update and simplify CAP. For this reason we have in view the following:
The necessity to introduce new objectives for the modernization of CAP, such as:
1. A pillar three at CAP – financial instruments that consider the peculiarities of agriculture but
also other peculiarities of economy in the rural space.
2. The development of the system of local and regional fairs.
3. To support the system of integrated activities (production, processing, distribution) that
solve mostly the problem of food chain and traceability.
4. The development of the system to capitalize “at the gate of the farm”
5. To place (to introduce) in CAP a system of education, research – innovation - extension
(agricultural, economic and rural).
The simplification of the present day Common Agricultural Policy and the reduction of
administrative responsibility for farmers is possibly by:
1. To carry out an eco-conditionality system by reanalysing or even elimination of GAEC
standards (they are overlapped).
2. To create and support the production of protein crops.
3. The development of a system to prevent the control - audit actions.
4. The simplification of measures to access the financial sources.
5. To reduce the pressure of controls even of the number of controls on the beneficiaries of
funds for investments and even for direct payments.
6. To simplify the guides for measures application. They should be simple, clear and easy to
understand by beneficiaries without and possibility of a different interpretation.
7. The development of an authorized technical assistance system (consultancy).
8. CAP support for the implementation of new systems and technologies to carry out controls
but they must not create no justified problems for beneficiaries.
Other measures for CAP updating:
1. CAP availability to the national realities and peculiarities.
2. The development of some objective measures in order to maintain the diversity of
agricultural products.
3. A higher mobility of financial sources at the two existing CAP pillars;
4. To support some measures of technical consulting;
5. The introduction of some well-established measures on national resources conservation and
improved utilization: water, soil, biodiversity and genetic sources (European and national
genetic patrimony management).
6. Measures to consolidate the producers position in the food chain.
7. To eliminate any discriminations among the agricultural producers from the member states.
To eliminate any historic references.
8. Special programs for the areas with special natural conditions.
9. Measures to conserve the cultural and material patrimony of the rural space.
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SPAIN
UEAA meeting , Brussels, 28 September 2017
REFLEXIONS ON THE FUTURE COMMON AGRICULTURAL POLICY
Madrid, 16 September 2017
5 relevant points of view from Spain:
1. The CAP budget should be maintained at a level in accordance with the European
ambitions. Cofinancing would be a major CAP renationalisation.
2. A more balanced food chain is also a major issue as farmers income should come
mainly from the markets.
3. In the current volatility context, crisis and risk prevention and management is also a
core issue.
4. Climate change adaptation and mitigation has to be in the center of the next policies.
Farmers role should be enhanced and supported in order to achieve a sustainable
competitiveness.
5. In that context, a sustainable water management policy is key for Spain,
Asociación Nacional de Ingenieros Agrónomos
Asociación Española de Economistas Agrarios
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SWEDEN

The Royal Swedish Academy of Agriculture and Forestry
Harald Svensson

2017-09-19

A more effective common agricultural policy in future – the opinion of
the Royal Swedish Academy of Agriculture and Forestry (KSLA)
A review of Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) will be made in connection with a new budget period
from 2021. It is crucial to design the CAP for the best benefit of EU agriculture in connection with
the budget constraint. Only then will the policy be effective.
Although there is a number of difficulties in CAP, it should be emphasized that successive progress
has been made since the surplus and budget problems in the 1980s became acute. But despite the
advances, there are problems which need to be solved.
As time passes, the rules have become increasingly complex. The latest reform has been very
complex with problems for both the administration in the member states and the farmers. Breaking
that trend is also important in order to maintain the legitimacy of CAP.
The issue of funding CAP is even more central to CAP 2020. This means that particular attention
must be paid to measures that are best suited to the EU level (cross-border problems).
Measures in Pillar I have historically been focused on supporting production by supporting farmers'
incomes and have a historical link. To a significant extent, support in fertile areas have been
capitalized in higher land values.
The long-term most important activity to guarantee food supply in the world is to increase
agricultural productivity. It is not possible to rely on increased area and other production resources
to balance the needs of an increased population. Increasing agricultural research is therefore
necessary. Financing of agricultural research has not been part of the agricultural policy, but the
issue should be addressed if parts of the agricultural fund could be used for this purpose.
Conveying new knowledge through advice, innovation support and digitization, can already be
partly financed by Pillar II of the Agricultural Fund. Efforts in this direction should be amplified.
Measures having cross-border effects should be a key task of CAP. Good examples are climate,
antibiotics, biodiversity and emissions of plant nutrients. Agricultural research, as mentioned
above, can also be seen in the context of cross-border measures.
The conditions for agriculture varies a lot between different parts of Sweden, as well as in other
parts of EU. One goal for the policy should be opportunities for agriculture also in areas with weak
conditions.
CAP should be able to provide contributions for measures beyond the EU level (for example animal
welfare) regardless of whether it is national legal requirements or not.
Industries where the price fluctuation tends to be strong, can deter investments. Political capacity
to deal with crises (for example rapidly falling prices) and trends in capitalization of aid in higher
land and lease prices, are further issues that need to be addressed to increase efficiency. Where
there are available market solutions, such should be chosen before political interventions.
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Annex: Swedish agriculture in short
A view of Swedish agriculture compared to EU-28 and Italy and France is shown in the figure. It is
obvious that animals (mainly beef, pork and poultry) and animal products (mainly milk and egg) are
more important in Sweden than in most other countries. And therefore and because of small area
for corn, the share of the agricultural land used for forage plants is higher than in many other
countries.

Distribution of production value
Source: Eurostat, EAA
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UKRAINE
September 28, 2017
Brussels, Belgium
Comment of the President of the National Academy of Agrarian Sciences of
Ukraine, Academician Yaroslav Hadzalo to the CAP
The priorities of CAP European Countries are important for Ukraine as target
benchmarks for the formation and implementation of a balanced modern agrarian
policy that would ensure the balance of sustainable agrarian development of the
country.
Ukraine is trying to upgrade its agrarian policy, which, accordingly, requires a
certain amount of time, since it is impossible to jump through abyss in two steps.
The main aspects of the Strategy for the Development of the Agrarian Sector of
Ukraine for the period up to 2020 were adopted by the Resolution of the Cabinet
of Ministers of Ukraine (October 17, 2013 No. 806-p).
They correspond to the new program period for 2014-2020 of the CAP EU
countries in the context of:
- priority of sustainable development through policy targeting to social and
economic development of communities;
- efficient use of resources for ecosystem conservation and prevention of
negative climate change risks;
- introduction of innovations in rural economy development;
- increasing the competitiveness of farmers and their inclusion in value added
chains;
- stimulating of a partnership development with processing enterprises and
guaranteeing and protecting the rights of agricultural producers through a
development of professional and non-governmental organizations;
- promoting diversification of employment in rural areas, which will ensure
the growth of the rural economy.
European integration vector of Ukraine and the main priorities of the CAP today
are the basis for the formation of a new organizational structure and modern
directions of research of the National Academy of Agrarian Sciences as the main
institution of Ukraine for scientific and development of the branches of the agroindustrial complex.
In order to implement the legal basic principles of development and activities of
the agricultural sector of the EU countries into the Ukrainian economy, the NAAS
scientists prepared the draft of Law of Ukraine "On the Fundamentals of Agrarian
Policy of Ukraine for the period up to 2026". This Law takes into account the
current state, national and world trends and, in view of this, offers the appropriate
tactics and strategy for the development of the agro-industrial complex of
Ukraine.
15

UNITED KINGDOM
Agricultural Policy in the UK – post Brexit (Brussels, 28 Sept 2017)

Brexit offers those of us in the UK a blank piece of paper of Agricultural policy for the first
time since 1945. This is seen by progressive thinkers as an opportunity.
There is a general acceptance amongst progressive thinkers that against the pressures of the
Health Service and Education the Basic Payment Scheme is unsustainable.
All countries across the EU farm in differing circumstances. UK farming features the
following –
Strengths –
Larger farms than are typical across the EU
Excellent basic research
Close to a huge market
Growing interest in food provenance
Amongst the world leaders in food safety and traceability – a legacy of BSE!
Good growing climate
Weaknesses –
Technical performance that has fallen behind other industrial countries
Not of National Performance – less than 1% of GDP and employment
Poor applied research and extension
Close to lots of people – road network fragments land holding
Current spend –
£2 Billion – Basic Payment
£1 Billion – Pillar 2 – dominated by Countryside Conservation
Successful farms in the future –
Large commodity producers
Small Niche Producers
Rural business – diversified – farming is only a (small) part
Policy options –
Countryside Conservation
Protection of our uplands
Retirement scheme – but of limited duration
New Entrants
Applied Research and Extension
Endemic disease
Capital grants – including drainage
Specialist areas - Care farming
London 18 September 2017
D Gardner
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ANNEX 3
STEP REPORT OF THE UEAA AGRICULTURAL
EDUCATION COMMISSION
Brussels, 28 September 2017
Chair : Mr Jean Pierre Bastié
***
At the General Meeting on October 11, 2016 in Paris, it was officially recorded the
establishment of a commission "agricultural education" chaired by Jean Pierre Bastié3.
At that meeting, J P Bastié (member of the French Academy of Agriculture) proposed to the
President, M Thibier, to set up such a commission aiming at soliciting the network of the UEAA
“to mobilize agricultural schools to become even more than today major players accompanying
a changing agricultural world”. It was approved by the UEAA steering committee.
AIM OF THIS COMMISSION
This commission focuses initially on technical agricultural education and the medium-term
objective would be to produce a report on the various challenges that currently meet the farmers
and particularly the young ones across Europe in running their own business.
One of the key points is the following: how could adequate technical agricultural education
assist them to better understand the changes in agriculture of today and tomorrow and help them
to cope with those in the most efficient manner.
We strongly believe that farmers should make a decent living out of their production and to
reach this goal, training and education are a critical key process.
METHOD
The way this Commission works is through an Electronic Working Group (EWG) with
UEAA members across Europe. The principle of this group is based on exchange: exchange
of information, exchange of ideas and exchange of good practices. It is hosted at my level so as
to make your workload as light as possible4. However, to some of us who may be concerned, it
is believed that it is useful to send responses and comments to the whole EWG (see e-mail
addresses here below: Annex I), so as to make our Group more lively.

3

Jean Pierre Bastié is Inspector General of Agriculture (Honorary), he is a local councilor in Bagnères
de Luchon (France). Jean Pierre made the most of his career in agricultural education with
responsibilities at the local level (school head of 3 agricultural schools), regional (responsible regional
agricultural education in Aquitaine) and national (Deputy Director of the action of the educational
community).
4

Please make sure you noted the new e-mail address of Jean Pierre : jean-pierre.bastie@laposte.net
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To be practical, the way the Commission tackled the problem was first to draft a questionnaire
and forward it to the UEAA members of this EWG, agreeing to participate to this Commission,
thanks to them.
The frame of this first step was to report on the state of the art in 2017:
• What level of education is required for a person to start to run a farm?
• In what kind of schools does this person get trained?
To achieve this, was set a questionnaire that was sent to the members of the Commission to fill.
The second step will aim at collecting more precisely the practices and proposals for action on
the following topics:
• How can the schools become a major development actor with a strong insertion in its
territory and relations increased with local partners (local authorities, farming
profession, parents ...)?
• How farms and technology workshops can increase their role in technology transfer and
innovation?
• What training to support agriculture mutation: initial and continuing training (linked to
higher education)?
• What farmer profile of tomorrow to face the challenges and changes?
• How openness to the world through international cooperation can promote local
dynamics?
• How to improve the link between sellers and incoming?
In the longer term, these exchanges in the EWG should promote the networking of these
settlements at EU level and enable exchanges of good practices and the establishment of a
genuine European cooperation.
RESULTS: RETURNS OF THE FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE.
Here below is a summary of replies to the first questionnaire sent in July 2017 covering all the
members identified in the list of the EWG.
Twelve responses from 12 different countries were received and the effort by each one of those
responders was very much appreciated.
Question 1: What level of education is required for a person to start to run a farm?
In all the countries (which responded) of the European Union it seems that there is no particular
diploma required to be able to exercise the profession of farmer. On the other hand,
qualifications are required to obtain public aid.
In all cases, it is strongly encouraged for future farmers to obtain the highest level of training
possible.
Question 2 : In what kind of schools do these persons get trained?
There are two types of education in all countries (which responded) to prepare the students for
their future farming jobs:
• A secondary level up to 18/19 in agricultural specialty schools.
• And a university level often given at a Faculty or more rarely at Agronomic or
Veterinary Schools.
Question 3: Is it an important part of the students (%) compared to classic education?
The specific agricultural education system in all EU countries (which responded) affects only
a very small minority compared to the traditional education system (between 1 and 5%)
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Question 4: What training to support agriculture mutation: initial and continuing
training (linked to higher education)?
The majority of the responses to this investigation shows that continuing training for farmers
is the most appropriate response to help them to meet the challenges they have to face. This is
one of the points that need to be made clearer.
It is of notice that to those of our colleagues who have not yet had a chance to respond, their
replies to J P Bastié would be much appreciated.
DISCUSSION
From the results of this first questionnaire, it appears as a common denominator to all these
types of agriculture that it is through:
1. the contribution of research,
2. initial and continuous training and
3. by the advice given to farmers through the extension services
that they will be able to meet those challenges of today and tomorrow.
The next questionnaire that I would suggest should therefore make it possible to document these
3 items:
•

At the research level, how can cross-cutting research programs be defined at EU level
and funded in part by European funds?

•

Regarding training, and particularly at the level of vocational and continuing training,
could the content of training sessions not be built in common through a European
countries network?

•

Referring to development, ie advice to the farmer through extension services, could
exchanges of good practices be implemented, taking into account the specificities of
each territory?

If agreed by the UEAA Steering committee meeting in Brussels on 28 September 2017 on
these suggestions, I will go ahead in that direction and contact again all members of this
EWG.
This is the end of this report. Thanks to all.
Bagnères de Luchon, 20 September 2017
Jean Pierre Bastié.
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