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• The overall level of resources

• External convergence and Pillar 1

• The distribution of Pillar 2
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The CAP budget context

• Commission leaked 2009 draft ‘Reforming the Budget’
• “[Future reform of the CAP] must stimulate a further significant

reduction in the overall share of the EU budget devoted to
agriculture, freeing up spending for new EU priorities” (p. 17)

• CAP reform model driven by the need to provide a better
narrative/justification for continued transfer to farmers

• Outcome in the Commission’s MFF proposal in June 2011
was far better than farm organisations might have feared!

Commission CAP budget in MFF proposal

• CAP expenditure to be held constant in nominal terms at
2013 MFF commitment levels for both P1 and P2
• Small adjustments to ‘actual’ 2013 MFF commitments

• No allowance for public intervention or other crisis
expenditure

• Cioloş:  including items moved outside the CAP and which 
benefit agriculture outside the CAP, arguably CAP budget
proposal ‘constant in real terms’
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Commission MFF proposal for agriculture

Source: Commission, Budget for Europe Part II – Policy fiches

Commission CAP budget in MFF proposal

• The ‘nominal freeze’ intended to apply to the MFF ceiling
and P1 sub-ceiling

• Assigned amounts must be added to get funds available
to finance P1 expenditure

• Direct payment national envelopes set out in 73/2009 and
307/2011 envisage payments continuing indefinitely after
2016 in constant nominal amounts following full phasing-
in in new member states

• If sub-ceiling in MFF Heading 2 not sufficient to fund
envisaged DPs, financial discipline can be applied.

• First applied in 2014 budget for 2013 payments
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How the CAP shrank
(EU27/28 € billion, 2011 prices)
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Impact of capping, crisis reserve
and pillar flexibility not taken into

account in P1/P2 balance

Heading 2 ceilings: 2013 level compared to
2020 level (EUR billion in 2011 Prices)
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Comparison CAP national envelopes (exc.
markets) (€ billion, 2011 constant prices, EU27 only)
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The CAP in the EU budget
Payment appropriations, current prices
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Changes in the distribution of P1 direct
payments

Source: DG Agri, Overview of CAP Reform 2014-2020 Agricultural Policy Perspectives Brief 2013

The impact of external convergence

• Cioloş reform was the first with an explicitly redistributive 
motivation…

• … but the results were minimal

• Just €2.9 billion out of total DP envelope of €265 billion –
just over 1% - was shifted between member states over
period 2014-2020 (constant 2011 prices) compared to
2007-13

• Commission estimated around €5 billion – just under 2%
- (in constant 2011 prices) compared to 2013 base based
on its original proposals

• 2019 redistribution is around 4% of total in that year
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Who gained from and paid for external
convergence? (€million 2011 constant prices)
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Comparison of 2014-20 MFF with 2007-2013
adjusted MFF, overall reduction is -3.2%

This table explains
the calculation of
gainers and payers
from external
convergence. It is the
difference between
the final outcome and
what each country
might have received
had it kept its 2007-13
allocation reduced by
the common 3.2%
cut.
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Who gained from and paid for external
convergence? ( 2019 year €million nominal prices)
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Average reduction in nominal direct
payment envelopes in 2019 is -7.5%

Ratio of PEA ha to UAA ha
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Gainers and losers in Pillar 2, percent change
Comparison 2014-20 with 2007-2013 commitments
EU-27, 2011 constant prices

-40.0% -30.0% -20.0% -10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 20.0%

Czech Republic
Cyprus
Poland
Ireland

Bulgaria
Hungary
Sweden
Slovenia
Lithuania

Latvia
Germany
Slovakia

Austria
Romania
Portugal
Estonia

Netherlands
Spain

Luxembourg
Greece

United Kingdom
Denmark

Finland
Belgium

Italy
Malta

France

Overall reduction EU-27 -13.5%

The European
Council
conclusions
on Pillar 2
allocations –
the messy
detail
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Changes in RD commitments, %
2013-2014 current prices

Ireland most successful in drawing down
Pillar 2 payments 2007-2012

Source: EAFRD Financial Report 2012
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Distribution of P2 spending/ha UAA
2014-2020 (€ 2011 constant prices)
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Changes in the distribution of P1 direct
payments

Source: DG Agri, Overview of CAP Reform 2014-2020 Agricultural Policy Perspectives Brief 2013
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Relative importance of P1 and P2
spending in 2014-2020 (ratio P2 to P1 %)
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Flexibility between Pillars – 2014 payments

• Decision for 2014 payments had to be made by 31 Dec 2013

• Transfers from first to second pillar.
• UK 10.8% (England 12%, Scotland 9.5%, Wales 15%, Northern Ireland (0%)*

• France 3%

• Latvia 7.46%

• Germany and Netherlands likely to do so in following years

• Transfers from second to first pillar
• Poland 25% until 2019

• Slovakia 21.3% until 2019

• Croatia 15% until 2019

• Malta likely to do so in following years

• Decision can be altered using review clause scheduled for 2017
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Conclusions

• Real reduction in CAP overall budget in line with long-
term trends – a success for the Cioloş strategy?

• External convergence means (small) move to greater
uniformity in payments across countries, but what is
sensible long-term objective?

• Basis for Pillar 2 allocations remains unclear with no
evident rationale


