November 2025

Statement by the Platform of Associations on CAP
Essential improvements to the European

Commission's proposals for the CAP post 2027

The signatory associations urge the European Parliament and the Agriculture Council to
supplement the European Commission's proposals with a minimum budget for concrete and
effective services provided by farmers in the areas of environmental, climate and animal
protection. These must not fall below the funding commitment for eco-schemes and agri-
environmental and climate measures in the current funding period. The signatory associations
vehemently reject the discrimination against agri-environmental and climate actions in favour
of pure income support in the context of national co-financing. The fact that the proposals no
longer provide for uniform minimum environmental standards across Europe is also strongly
criticised. The signatory associations see the binding proposal to differentiate the level of the
basic payments according to groups of farmers and geographical areas as an opportunity for a
more targeted allocation of CAP funds, whereby it must also be possible to differentiate
according to environmental and animal welfare aspects. In order to strengthen the position of
farmers in the market, the signatory associations are calling for a fundamental reform of the
Common Market Organisation that goes far beyond the European Commission's current
proposal. In addition, all existing rural development instruments must be financially secured.

In July 2025, the European Commission (COM) presented its proposals for the future EU budget (MFF
from 2028 to 2034) and for the EU's Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) after 2027, thereby setting an
important course for the future of the CAP. The signatory associations have subjected these proposals
to a comprehensive analysis. This analysis clearly shows that without significant improvements, there
is a risk of massive distortion of competition and economic weakening, particularly at the expense of
those farms that already work in a particularly resource-efficient manner and thus ensure long-term
food security. Responsibility for increasing the ecological and social ambitions of the CAP would be
delegated to a large extent to the Member States. Without improvements, negative consequences for
agriculture, environmental protection, climate protection, animal welfare and rural development are
inevitable. Germany and Europe cannot afford such a development. This is clearly shown, among
others, by the current report of the European Environment Agency (EEA) on the state of the
environment in Europe. This report provides a comprehensive overview of environmental, climate and
sustainability trends and the effectiveness of relevant policies. According to the report, 81 % of
protected habitats are in poor or very poor condition, 60 to 70 % of soils are degraded and 62 % of
water bodies are in poor ecological condition. In its report, the EEA concludes that without
fundamental changes, this situation will continue to worsen and that a systemic transformation of
production and consumption systems is therefore necessary to avoid the costs and consequences of
the climate and biodiversity crisis. The report also makes it clear that, just like the climate crisis, the
biodiversity crisis is not only an ecological problem but also a massive economic problem that
threatens Europe’s competitiveness.

The European Commission's proposals clearly break with the previous — although far too tentative but
nevertheless steady — development of the CAP in the course of past agricultural reforms towards
"public money for public goods". With the introduction of agri-environment-climate measures (AECM)
under the second pillar in 1999, CAP funds were linked to specific services provided by farmers for the
first time. The implementation of "greening" in 2013 led — albeit in a far too unambitious manner —to
part of the funds from the first pillar being linked to the provision of specific ecological services for the
first time. The introduction of Europe-wide conditionality and the eco-schemes of the first pillar as part
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of the 2023 CAP reform were a significant increase in funding for the provision of public goods in
agriculture and, for the first time, defined meaningful Europe-wide ecological and social minimum
standards for the receipt of public CAP funds. The Green Deal and the Farm to Fork Strategy, as well
as the recommendations of the Strategic Dialogue and the German Commission on the Future of
Agriculture, opened up the prospect for all farms that provide public goods to a particular extent that
this development of the CAP — despite all the weaknesses of the current CAP architecture — will
continue and pay off for them economically.

Contrary to this perspective, the COM has essentially proposed a revival of flat-rate area-based
payments for the CAP after 2027. The requirement that the level of degressive area-based income
support (basic payments) within an EU Member State must average between €130 and €240 per
hectare would reserve between 40 % and 83 % of the approximately €300 billion ringfenced minimum
CAP budget for the basic payments®. Since the COM proposal also stipulates that EU Member States
must offer additional instruments for pure income support (e.g. coupled payments) in addition to the
basic payments, the share of pure income support in the CAP is ultimately likely to be even higher. The
signatory associations firmly reject this impending undesirable development and warn urgently that
the CAP, which is financed from public funds, could ultimately lose its social legitimacy as a result. The
already imminent cuts to the CAP budget would then be just a first taste of developments yet to come.
Consistent further development of the qualification of direct payments, as recommended by the
Strategic Dialogue and the German Commission on the Future of Agriculture, is the only convincing
argument for averting this negative prospect, particularly for agriculture.

Despite announcements to the contrary, the Commission has not presented any fundamental reform
of the common market organisation (CMO) in its proposals. Without improvements, farmers would
continue to be in a significantly weaker negotiating position against dairies, slaughterhouses, grain
traders and other so-called trading partners. Farmers would therefore be unable to compensate for
the potential loss of CAP subsidies, which currently account for a large proportion of farm income.
Farms would thus be negatively affected in two ways by the impending reduction in the CAP budget.
In connection with the European Commission's inadequate proposals for the common market
organisation, the signatory associations explicitly point out that the minor reform of the Common
Market Organisation (CMO) currently under discussion in the trilogue must not obscure the COM's lack
of willingness to reform in the course of the CAP reform after 2027. The Europe-wide mandatory
obligation of written contracts emerging in the course of the trilogue is an important first step towards
improving the position of farmers in value chains and dampening increasingly volatile markets.
However, this is far from sufficient.

The European Commission has got serious on its announcements to make the EU budget significantly
more flexible. It proposes to dismantle the current two-pillar structure of the CAP. Instead, the CAP is
to be merged with other policies such as migration and regional development into a "European Fund
for Economic, Territorial and Social Cohesion, Agriculture and Rural Development, Fisheries and
Maritime Affairs, Prosperity and Security" (NRP Fund). Member States would be required to explain to
the European Commission in so-called "partnership plans" how they intend to achieve the specific

1 With 146 million hectares of eligible land in the EU, the specified minimum and maximum limits for the basic payments (€130 to €240/ha)
for the seven-year period would tie up between €133 billion and €246 billion, which corresponds to 45% and 83% respectively of the
minimum CAP budget of €295.7 billion. The potential savings from degression and capping amount to €15 to €36 billion, which would
reduce the share of the basic payment to 40% and 71% respectively. In the current funding period, 42% of the CAP budget is tied up in
basic and redistributive payments. Sources: own calculations based on the latest EU Commission report on direct payments:
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/document/download/dbffd2f0-a4e0-4ce4-adc0-82c037b01blc en?filename=direct-aid-indicative-figures-
2023 en.pdf
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objectives? of the NRP Fund. The European Commission is thus transferring the "delivery model"
already introduced in the current CAP funding period to many other parts of the MFF. To ensure that
funds are used in an environmentally, climatically and socially responsible manner, the COM wants to
require Member States to spend at least 43 % of NRP funds on environmental and climate protection
and 14 % on social objectives. The CAP is exempt from the social objectives’ requirement. As in the
current CAP funding period, indicators will be used to check whether individual Member States are
meeting the environmental and climate protection requirements. These indicators are intended to
provide information on the percentage contribution of a support measure under the NRP fund
(intervention) to environmental or climate protection. The proposal also stipulates that Member States
can continue to count 40 % of the CAP basic payments as environmentally and climate-effective,
without any discernible ecological service in return. Without improvements, the budget of the basic
payments alone would mean that EU Member States would almost completely fulfil the requirements
for the environmentally and climate-friendly use of NRP funds in agriculture. A separate indicator for
animal welfare is completely missing.

The restructuring of the MFF is also intended to mean that many decisions that were previously taken
at European level will in future be transferred to the Member States. Against the backdrop of decades
of criticism by Member States of the European regulatory framework, this is understandable in some
respects, but the proposed scope nevertheless represents a potentially misguided decision. In times
of profound global crises, a strong Europe must expand and strengthen the COMMON elements of the
agricultural policy, which has also been jointly financed to date, rather than weakening it. The signatory
associations also have serious concerns that renationalising the CAP will lead to dangerous competition
between Member States to adopt the lowest environmental and social standards, as they will attempt
to make their respective farms as competitive as possible on the European internal market and the
world market. Further renationalisation is also in clear contradiction to the desired harmonisation of
the European internal market and would shift excessive bureaucracy to the Member States rather than
reducing it. It would also lead to a European patchwork of regulations that would be impossible to
comprehend in practice. Based on their experience with the approval of national CAP strategy plans®,
the signatory associations also assume that the European Commission currently lacks the resources to
ensure that Member States raise their environmental and social ambitions in the course of the
approval process for NRP plans.

The signatory associations welcome the Commission's proposals that support for specific measures
taken by farmers in the areas of environmental, climate and animal protection should in future be
incentive-based, as well as the binding conversion and maintenance support for organic farming and
support for extensive livestock farming within the agri-environment-climate measures (AUKA). They
recognise that the COM's proposals for a more targeted distribution of agricultural funds for the so-
called basic payments have the potential to bring about improvements. The proposed mandatory small
farmers scheme and the promotion of agricultural start-ups on the basis of start-up aid that is not area-
based but concept-based are also steps forward in principle. The same applies to the possibility of
supporting farm relief services, which are endorsed by the signatory associations, particularly in view
of their contribution to supporting women in agriculture.

2 The specific objectives of the NRP Fund are divided into five pillars and aim to contribute to sustainable prosperity in all regions of Europe,
support Europe's defence capabilities and security, support people and strengthen societies and the Union's social model, maintain the
quality of life in the Union, and protect and strengthen fundamental rights, democracy and the rule of law and uphold the values of the
Union (NPR Reg., Art. 3).

3 This is also demonstrated by the recent success of the French association platform "Collectif Nourrir" before the European Court of
Justice, which deemed the EU Commission's approval of the CAP Strategic Plan for France to be insufficient.
https://www.clientearth.org/latest/press-office/press-releases/eu-court-forces-commission-to-rethink-approval-of-french-farm-plan-that-
broke-environmental-laws/https://www.clientearth.org/latest/press-office/press-releases/eu-court-forces-commission-to-rethink-
approval-of-french-farm-plan-that-broke-environmental-laws/
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The signatory associations' initial key demands for necessary improvements are:

(1) "No backtracking" — introduction of a minimum budget for agri-

environmental and climate actions

The COM proposal stipulates that the existing eco-schemes (ES) of the first pillar and the agri-
environment-climate measures (AECM) of the second pillar will be merged into so-called agri-
environment-climate actions (AECA). Unlike the current situation for eco-schemes and AECM,
however, no funds are to be reserved for AECA. A minimum budget for AECA is nevertheless essential
from an operational perspective and from the point of view of environmental, climate and animal
protection. The goals of climate and biodiversity protection and of keeping the air and water clean
cannot be achieved without sufficient and effective funding. The signatory associations therefore

strongly urge that a separate minimum budget is earmarked for agri-environmental and climate

measures, which must not fall below the level of the current funding period (min. 25 % of the first

pillar for eco-schemes and min. 35 % of the second pillar for AECM). The amount of this minimum

budget must also increase annually (Art. 10 CAP Req. and/or Art. 35 NRP Reg.). Implementation is also

important in light of the ecological rollback in the current CAP funding period, as this has greatly
reduced the ecological effectiveness of the CAP. The impending elimination of the existing minimum
budgets also clearly contradicts the goal formulated by the European Commission and the German
government of achieving progress in the areas of environmental, climate and animal protection
through incentives rather than requirements in future. The same applies to the requirement that CAP
funds must in future make a significant contribution to the implementation of the Nature Restoration
Regulation (NRR), whose agricultural measures often coincide with those of the CAP. The signatory
associations emphasise that it is precisely those farms that already operate in a particularly resource-
efficient manner that deserve and need planning security and prospects. They have relied on the
announcements in the Green Deal and the Farm to Fork Strategy that resource conservation will also
pay off for them economically. Without a binding minimum budget for AECA, there will be massive
distortions of competition between EU Member States. In addition to the farms mentioned above, this
would primarily disadvantage Member States that have been comparatively ambitious to date, such
as Germany. In order to prevent negative competition, expenditure on centralised and EU-wide
interventions, such as support for organic farming, must not fall below the current level. In connection
with the minimum budget demanded, the signatory associations also refer to the resolution of the
German Agricultural Ministers' Conference of 26 September 2025, which rightly criticises the fact that
no minimum budget is provided for agri-environmental and climate actions®.

(2) Co-financing rates must not disfavour agri-environmental and climate actions
The European Commission's proposal provides for national co-financing of at least 30 % for all
interventions from the ringfenced minimum budget reserved for the CAP, except for the basic
payments, coupled payments and the small farmer’s scheme. This would make the implementation of
agri-environmental and climate actions (AECA) significantly less attractive for Member States
compared to the status quo®, and especially compared to the basic payments. This contradict not only
with the European idea of making the level of national co-financing of a measure dependent on the
extent to which the measure contributes to achieving an EU objective, but it would also make the
implementation of AECA much more dependent on the economic capabilities of the respective

4 Final minutes of the Conference of Agriculture Ministers on 26 September 2025 in Heidelberg, TOP 7 No. 9, available at
https://www.agrarministerkonferenz.de/documents/endgueltiges-ergebnisprotokoll-amk-heidelberg-2025 1760207859.pdf

5The funds for the eco-schemes and the earmarked funds for the transfer from the first to the second pillar are entirely EU-financed and
not subject to national co-financing. The funds for agri-environmental and climate measures (AECM) under the second pillar have to be co-
financed by the Member States at a rate of 20 % currently.
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Member State (/federal state) than has been the case to date. Based on the current funding period,
Germany alone would have to spend around €500 million in additional national funds on co-financing
each year if the current level of voluntary measures in environmental, climate and animal protection
(eco schemes + AECM + reallocation funds from pillar 1 to pillar 2) is to be maintained® . In order to
prevent this impending economic overload for many Member States and the disadvantage of agri-

environmental and climate actions, it is necessary to continue to offer attractive and effective

funding opportunities in the areas of environmental, climate and animal protection, which are

financed 100 % by EU funds. In contrast, the basic payments, which has been criticised by scientists

for many years as being unfocused and unsustainable, is to be included in the 30 % co-financing rate

proposed by the European Commission from national funds (Art. 20(4), NRP Regq.). The latter would

not only take into account the EU's stated aim of using national co-financing rates to steer the
achievement of EU objectives, as described above, but would also make a concrete contribution to
strengthening the CAP budget, which is threatened by cuts.

(3) Extend the differentiation of the basic payments to include environmental

and animal welfare aspects

The signatory associations expressly welcome the European Commission's requirement that EU
Member States shall differentiate the level of the basic payments according to "groups of farmers" and
"geographical areas". This creates the possibility to allocate funds in a much more targeted manner
according to actual economic needs or local differences. In order to make use of this new possibility

created by the European Commission to strengthen farms that already operate in a particularly
resource-efficient manner or plan to do so in the future, it is important to allow the basic payments
to be differentiated also according to environmental and animal welfare aspects (Art. 6(2), CAP Regq.).

The European Commission's proposal must therefore be supplemented by these two criteria.

The redistributive payment, for which at least 10 % of direct payments must be used in the current
funding period, has long been an important instrument for compensating, at least in small part, for the
scale effects that are disadvantageous to small and medium-sized farms. It thus contributes to a more
resilient agricultural structure with many and diverse farms, which is also of great value for the
protection of biodiversity and the preservation of vibrant rural areas. It is not without reason that the
German federal and state governments have repeatedly emphasised the importance of increased
support for the first hectares (e.g. in the Conference of Agriculture Ministers of the German Federal
States)’. The signatory associations therefore strongly criticise the discontinuation of this instrument
in the COM's proposals. The proposed differentiation in the level of the basic payments must

therefore be supplemented by a provision that makes it mandatory for all Member States to increase

support for the first hectares for small and medium-sized farms (Art. 6 CAP Reg.).

(4) Farm stewardship must ensure the protection of production resources uni-
formly across the EU and must not ignore the protection of permanent grassland

"Farm stewardship" is intended to replace the previous conditionality, whereby the minimum
environmental standards in the individual areas (previously GAEC) are to be designed entirely by the

6 The funds for eco-schemes, which have been free of co-financing to date, currently amount to around €1 billion per year in Germany. If
Germany wants to continue offering these voluntary measures in the coming funding period, they would have to be co-financed with at
least 30 % from national funds. This would require national co-financing of around €300 million. The same applies to the funds from the
reallocation from the first to the second pillar, which do not have to be co-financed to date and amount to an average of around €500
million per year in the current funding period, which would require co-financing from national funds of around €165 million. In addition,
there would be a need to subsidise the AECM, including organic farming (around €660 million per year), which currently accounts for
around 45 % of the second pillar, with 30 % of national funds in future instead of the current 20 %.

7 See, for example, item 3, paragraph 12 of the resolution of the special conference of agriculture ministers on 10 July 2025 in Berlin. Link
(German only): www.agrarministerkonferenz.de/documents/endgueltiges-ergebnisprotokoll-sonder-amk 10072025 1753254772.pdf
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Member States themselves in future. Experience shows that this would lead to competition between
Member States to set the lowest standards and to distortions of competition within the EU — to the
economic disadvantage of farms that already implement wide crop rotations, maintain permanent
grassland and care for landscape features, among other things. Furthermore, on closer reading, the
European Commission's proposal no longer provides for the Europe-wide requirement to maintain
permanent grassland, which is enshrined in GAEC 1 in the current funding period. Although the
protection of permanent grassland is mentioned in Article 3 of the CAP regulation, it is limited in Annex
1, Part C to the protection of particularly environmentally sensitive permanent grassland (currently
GAEC 9), even though it has long been known that it was precisely the anchoring of the protection of
permanent grassland in the CAP that led to an end to its continuous decline in Europe. In the current
CAP funding period, the protection of permanent grassland has already been watered down as part of
the 3™ "Simplification Package" (Omnibus ll1) to such an extent that, mathematically speaking, around
125 million tonnes of CO, will be released if all EU Member States implement the relaxation® .
Compared to the impending ecological damage that would result from the complete abolition of GAEC

1, this step backwards within the current CAP would only be relatively minor. The EU must therefore
continue to impose minimum ecological requirements on Member States for the design of crop

rotation, the protection of permanent grassland, mires and wetlands, and the provision of non-

productive areas as part of the "farm stewardship" scheme. Furthermore, compliance with farm

stewardship must be a basic requirement for all interventions defined as income support (Art. 3(2),
CAP Reg.). In the absence of uniform minimum requirements, the use of funds cannot be justified to
society. The ecological effectiveness of farm stewardship would be significantly weakened. The

associations support the European Commission's proposal that certified and fully converted organic
farms should automatically be recognised as meeting the farm stewardship objectives on soil
protection, water protection and crop rotation (Art. 3(4b,c + 6), CAP Reg.). The signatory associations
also advocate adding a requirement to farm stewardship to ensure that farms receiving animal-
related subsidies under coupled income support (Art. 11(4) CAP Reg.) or investment support (Art. 13
CAP Reg.) do not exceed a livestock density of max. 2 LU/ha under any circumstances. They also

welcome the proposed retention of social conditionality, which must be supplemented by

regulations on minimum wages and working hours. When designing social conditionality, care must

be taken to prevent a further shift of labour-intensive production methods to countries within the EU
with particularly unfavourable working conditions for seasonal and agricultural workers.

(5) Use the savings from staggering of the basic payments to reward

environmental, climate and animal welfare services.

The signatory associations see the consistent conversion of all flat-rate direct payments into genuine
remuneration for specific services provided by agricultural holdings in the areas of environmental,
climate and animal protection as the only long-term prospect for the CAP. They therefore advocate

that the funds from the European Commission's binding proposal to stagger the basic payments be

reallocated completely to agri-environmental and climate actions (Art. 6, CAP Reg.). Agriculture

Commissioner Christophe Hansen has already made it clear in this regard that Member States can also
use the funds saved through degression and capping for "new incentive-based environmental
programmes"® . The implementation of a mandatory modulation of the basic payments can and must

8 The permanent grassland protection enshrined in GAEC 1 previously stipulated that the permanent grassland area of an EU Member State
must not be reduced by more than 5 % compared to the reference year 2018. This value is very likely to be raised to 10 % as part of the
"Simplification Package 3".

9 Speech by Christophe Hansen at the EU Agriculture Council on 22 September 2025, available at:
https://video.consilium.europa.eu/event/en/28110, see min. 14:48, see also the European Commission's factsheet "A fairer and better
targeted income support for farmers": https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/document/download/9ec9d9ae-2d40-4549-bf20-

943f7f5854f8 en?filename=factsheet-europe-budget-fairer-income-farmers en.pdf
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therefore make a concrete contribution to moving away from flat-rate area payments and linking CAP
support to specific environmental services, because every hectare that actively contributes to climate,
biodiversity, water or soil protection deserves appropriate remuneration. Farms that already provide
comprehensive environmental services today must not be disadvantaged in the future CAP compared
to the current funding period. In connection with the proposed mandatory staggering of the basic
payments, the signatory associations also advocate specifically taking into account the valuable
services provided by farms that already operate in a particularly resource-efficient manner and keep
their animals in a species-appropriate manner in order to strengthen them economically. As these
farms are often particularly labour-intensive, the staggering of the basic payments must be

supplemented by a provision that allows farms to claim part of their imputed/normative®® or actual

labour costs before deductions. Furthermore, a provision must be added to ensure that the funds

reduced by capping and degression (co-financing-free) remain in the respective regions (Art. 6, CAP

Reg.). This can help to avoid jeopardising the economic viability of particularly structurally weak or, for
historical reasons, large-scale agricultural structures, such as those in eastern Germany, and to
increase support for a staggering of the basic payments in these regions as well. The signatory
associations conclude by emphasising that the implementation of staggered basic payments does not
in any way replace the continuation and expansion of higher payments for the first hectare to support
small and medium-sized agricultural holdings, but at most supplements it (see point 3 above on the
differentiation of the basic payments).

(6) Consistently aligning support for generational change with good concepts

The signatory associations expressly welcome the European Commission's proposal for the mandatory
implementation of a concept-based and non-area-related start-up aid throughout Europe. When
properly designed, start-up aids contribute to the targeted support of young people who want to build
alivelihood in agriculture and have a solid business concept. Concept-based and non-area-based start-
up aids can make it significantly easier for young people who do not have a family farm to enter the
agricultural sector, which often involves considerable financial hurdles. If designed correctly, start-up
aids can also be counted as equity capital by banks. In addition to providing direct financial support,
they also help to facilitate access to capital for start-ups. As agriculture is one of the most capital-
intensive sectors of all, this point is particularly important for the renewal of the agricultural sector,
which is being pursued by the COM and supported by the signatory associations. In order to ensure a

minimum level of innovation in the start-ups or takeovers supported by a start-up aid, the signatory
associations advocate that a minimum level of sustainability criteria for the start-up aids be laid
down at EU level, as already exists in many German federal states. Furthermore, the particularly

difficult economic start-up conditions for new farms or non-family farm transfers must be taken into

account by means of an increased payment amount (Art. 14, CAP Reg.). With regard to the share of

the budget that must be allocated by the Member States for a start-up aid, the signatory associations
refer to the demand made by the agricultural youth associations in Germany, which already jointly
advocated in 2021 for a share of at least 50 % of the EU funds reserved for the support of young
farmers® .

(7) For a fundamental reform of the Common Market Organisation
Farmers often still do not have sufficient opportunities to achieve cost-covering and profitable prices
on the market. At the same time, income-effective agricultural payments are to be cut. If this were to

10 Determination of the labour force of an agricultural holding based on the most comprehensive application data available.
11 https://www.abl-ev.de/uploads/media/2021-03-
15 Stellugnahme landwirtschaftlicher Jugendverbaende Junglandwirtinnen staerken .pdf
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be implemented, the already strained economic situation in many farms, especially those with
livestock, would be further exacerbated. The diversity of farms, which is desired by society and
important for the future of agriculture, is thus at risk of declining further. In its proposals to date, the
European Commission has failed to propose fundamental measures and changes to improve the
position of farmers in the value chains. These must be added and include, at a minimum, measures

to improve market transparency and crisis management, such as an early warning system for

impending price crises, through which temporary but binding quantity restrictions can be activated

automatically on the basis of objective criteria or following a decision by an independent agricultural

interbranch organisation in return for compensation payments (Articles 157, 219-222, CMO Reg.).

(8) Rural development policy must not be neglected

Rural areas are becoming increasingly important for society as a whole: without their strong
involvement in the MFF and the CAP, challenges such as climate change, food security and the
protection of our natural resources cannot be overcome. Support for agriculture cannot therefore be
viewed in isolation from rural development — and vice versa. Farmers depend on functioning regional
infrastructures. An adequate quality of life and vibrant villages are the basis for social cohesion and a
clear commitment to a democratic society. Diverse and regionally oriented structures of farms,
artisanal food processers and regional marketing make an important contribution to this. Similarly,
advisory services related to the sustainable transformation of the agricultural and food industry are
essential in order to support businesses in addressing current and future challenges with regard to
environmental, climate and animal welfare.

It is therefore unacceptable that some interventions for rural areas (including LEADER, advisory
services, cooperation, off-farm investment in nature conservation) are not included in the minimum
CAP budget reserved in the European Commission's proposal. This means that they would not be
financially secure and would not be eligible for reduced national co-financing rates'? . Rural
development instruments, including the successful bottom-up approach of the LEADER programmes,

must therefore be financially secured in the EU budget at least at the current level and must not be

disadvantaged in terms of co-financing rates (Art. 10 and/or Art. 35 NRP Reg.).

With regard to detailed proposals for the CAP after 2027 and the MFF, the signatory associations also
refer to the previous proposals and demands of the associations' platform:

e Statement by the Platform of Associations on the European Commission's vision for
agriculture and the MFF: Common efforts to make quality production competitive and

secure a crisis-resilient food supply!

e Statement by the Platform of Associations on the CAP post 2027: Shaping future — working

together for resilient, greener and fair farming sector and agricultural policy.

12 Qutside the CAP minimum budget, where national co-financing is at least 30 %, national co-financing of 60 % is envisaged for all other
funds, depending on the economic development of a region, or 40 % in less developed regions and 15 % in the least developed regions.


https://www.verbaende-plattform.de/fileadmin/Dokumente_u._Grafiken/Stellungnahmen/2025-05-06_Common_efforts_to_make_quality_production_competitive_and_secure_a_crisis-resilient_fod_supply_.pdf
https://www.verbaende-plattform.de/fileadmin/Dokumente_u._Grafiken/Stellungnahmen/2025-05-06_Common_efforts_to_make_quality_production_competitive_and_secure_a_crisis-resilient_fod_supply_.pdf
https://www.verbaende-plattform.de/fileadmin/Dokumente_u._Grafiken/Stellungnahmen/SHAPING_FUTURE_Associations-Plattform_on_CAP_post_2027.pdf
https://www.verbaende-plattform.de/fileadmin/Dokumente_u._Grafiken/Stellungnahmen/SHAPING_FUTURE_Associations-Plattform_on_CAP_post_2027.pdf
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This statement was jointly drafted by the associations of the Platform of Associations on the Common Agricultural Policy
of the European Union. Coordination was undertaken by Bund fir Umwelt und Naturschutz Deutschland e.V. (BUND) in
cooperation with Arbeitsgemeinschaft bauerliche Landwirtschaft (AbL). In addition to the basis of this statement, the
individual associations have and continue to pursue more far-reaching and specific demands. All statements by the
Platform of Associations on the current and previous funding periods can be found on its website:
www.verbaende-plattform.de/en

Contact person for the Platform of Associations:
Phillip Brandle, AbL, braendle@abl-ev.de
Daniela Wannemacher, BUND, daniela.wannemacher@bund.net
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Contact and contact persons of the signatory associations:

e  Agrar Koordination | Forum fiir Internationale Agrarpolitik (FIA) e.V.
www.agrarkoordination.de, Mireille Remesch, Mireille.remesch@agrarkoordination.de

e Albert Schweitzer Stiftung
www.albert-schweitzer-stiftung.de, Andreas Manz, a.manz@albert-schweitzer-stiftung.de

o  Arbeitsgemeinschaft bauerliche Landwirtschaft e.V. (AbL)
www.abl-ev.de, Phillip Bréndle, braendle @abl-ev.de

e  Biokreise.V.
www.biokreis.de, Simon Krischer, krischer@biokreis.de

. Bioland e.V.
www.bioland.de, Carolin Pagel, carolin.pagel@bioland.de

e  Bund fiir Umwelt und Naturschutz Deutschland e.V. (BUND)
www.bund.net, Daniela Wannemacher, daniela.wannemacher@bund.net

e BUND Naturschutz in Bayern e.V.
www.bund-naturschutz.de, Harald Ulmer, harald.ulmer@bund-naturschutz.de

e  Bund Okologische Lebensmittelwirtschaft e.V. (BOLW)
www.boelw.de, Peter Réhrig, roehrig@boelw.de

e  Bundesarbeitsgemeinschaft der LEADER-Aktionsgruppen in Deutschland
www.baglag.de, Dr. Hartmut Berndt, info@baglag.de

e  Bundesverband Deutscher Milchviehhalter e.V. (BDM)
www.bdm-verband.de, Hans Foldenauer, info@bdm-verband.de

e  Biindnis fiir eine enkeltaugliche Landwirtschaft e.V.
www.enkeltauglich.bio, Anja Vofs, info@enkeltauglich.bio

e  Biindnis Junge Landwirtschaft e.V. (BJL)
www.buendhnisjungelandwirtschaft.org, Willi Lehnert, willi@bjl-ev.de

e Biindnis Junge 6kologische Land- und Lebensmittelwirtschaft
www.boelw.de/ueber-uns/mitglieder/joell, Clara Bobbert, hallo@buendnis-joell.de

. Demetere.V.
www.demeter.de, J6rg Hiitter, joerg.huetter@demeter.de

o  Deutsche Umwelthilfe e.V. (DUH)
www.duh.de, Sascha Miiller-Kraenner, mueller-kraenner@duh.de

e  Deutscher Fachverband fiir Agroforstwirtschaft e.V. (DeFAF)
www.defaf.de, Christian B6hm, info@defaf.de

e  Deutscher Naturschutzring e.V. (DNR)
www.dnr.de, Bjérn Pasemann, bjoern.pasemann@dnr.de

e  Deutscher Tierschutzbund e.V.
www.tierschutzbund.de, Carolina Jochheim, jochheim@tierschutzbund.de

e  Deutscher Verband fiir Landschaftspflege (DVL) e.V.
www.dvl.org, Jiirgen Metzner, j.metzner@dvl.org

e Die Freien Biacker — Zeit fiir Verantwortung e.V.
www.die-freien-baecker.de, Anke Kéhler, info@die-freien-baecker.de

e  Germanwatche.V.
www.germanwatch.org, Konstantinos Tsilimekis, tsilimekis@germanwatch.org

e  Greenpeacee.V.
www.greenpeace.de, Lasse van Aken, lasse.van.aken@greenpeace.org

e Junge Arbeitsgemeinschaft bauerliche Landwirtschaft (jAbL)
www.junge-abl.de, Carla Klusmann, junge-abl@abl-ev.de

e  Junges Bioland
www.bioland.de/ueber-uns/bioland/junges-bioland, Lennart Bertels, junges.bioland@bioland.de

e  Katholische Landjugendbewegung Deutschlands e.V. (KLIB)
www.kljb.org, Isabel Rutkowski, bundesstelle @kljb.org



http://www.agrarkoordination.de/
mailto:Mireille.remesch@agrarkoordination.de
http://www.albert-schweitzer-stiftung.de/
mailto:a.manz@albert-schweitzer-stiftung.de
http://www.abl-ev.de/
mailto:braendle@abl-ev.de
http://www.biokreis.de/
mailto:krischer@biokreis.de
http://www.bioland.de/
mailto:carolin.pagel@bioland.de
http://www.bund.net/
mailto:daniela.wannemacher@bund.net
http://www.bund-naturschutz.de/
mailto:harald.ulmer@bund-naturschutz.de
http://www.boelw.de/
mailto:roehrig@boelw.de
http://www.baglag.de/
mailto:info@baglag.de
http://www.bdm-verband.de/
mailto:info@bdm-verband.de
http://www.enkeltauglich.bio/
mailto:info@enkeltauglich.bio
http://www.buendnisjungelandwirtschaft.org/
mailto:willi@bjl-ev.de
http://www.boelw.de/ueber-uns/mitglieder/joell/
mailto:hallo@buendnis-joell.de
http://www.demeter.de/
mailto:joerg.huetter@demeter.de
http://www.duh.de/
mailto:mueller-kraenner@duh.de
http://www.defaf.de/
mailto:info@defaf.de
http://www.dnr.de/
mailto:bjoern.pasemann@dnr.de
http://www.tierschutzbund.de/
mailto:jochheim@tierschutzbund.de
http://www.dvl.org/
mailto:j.metzner@dvl.org
http://www.die-freien-baecker.de/
mailto:info@die-freien-baecker.de
http://www.germanwatch.org/
mailto:tsilimekis@germanwatch.org
http://www.greenpeace.de/
mailto:lasse.van.aken@greenpeace.org
http://www.junge-abl.de/
mailto:junge-abl@abl-ev.de
http://www.bioland.de/ueber-uns/bioland/junges-bioland
mailto:junges.bioland@bioland.de
http://www.kljb.org/
mailto:bundesstelle@kljb.org

Statement by the associations' platform on the European Commission's proposals for the CAP after 2027 11

e  Manfred-Hermsen-Stiftung
www.m-h-s.org, Stefanie Hermsen, stefanie.hermsen@m-h-s.org

e Michael Succow Stiftung
www.succow-stiftung.de, Sophie Hirschelmann, sophie.hirschelmann@succow-stiftung.de

o Nationale Naturlandschaften e.V.
www.nationale-naturlandschaften.de, Jan Wildfeld, jan.wildefeld@nationale-naturlandschaften.de

e  NaturFreunde Deutschlands
www.naturfreunde.de, Joachim Nibbe, nibbe@naturfreunde.de

e  Naturland - Verband fiir 6kologischen Landbau e.V.
www.naturland.de, Marcus Niirnberger, m.nuernberger@naturland.de

e Naturschutzbund Deutschland e.V. (NABU)
www.nabu.de, Laura Henningson, laura.henningson@nabu.de

. Netzwerk Solidarische Landwirtschaft e.V.
www.solidarische-landwirtschaft.org, Andrea Klerman, aklerman@solidarische-landwirtschaft.org

e Neuer Imkerbund e.V.
www.neuer-imkerbund.de, Jiirgen Binder, praesident@neuer-imkerbund.de

° NEULAND e.V.
www.neuland-fleisch.de, Jochen Dettmer, jochen.dettmer@neuland-fleisch.de

° PROVIEH e.V.
www.provieh.de, Dr. Ricarda Dill, dill@provieh.de

e  Renate Benthlin - Stiftung fiir Nutztierschutz
Franz-Theo Gottwald, renatebenthlin-stiftung@posteo.de

o Schweil3furth-Stiftung
www.schweisfurth-stiftung.de, Dr. Niels Kohlschiitter, nkohlschuetter@schweisfurth-stiftung.de

e  Slow Food Deutschland e.V.
www.slowfood.de, Rupert Ebner, rupert.ebner@slowfood.de

e  Verband Deutscher Naturparke e. V. (VDN)
www.naturparke.de, Jérg Liesen, joerg.liesen@naturparke.de

e  Verbund Okohofe e.V.
www.verbund-oekohoefe.de, Ingo Berthold, info@verbund-oekohoefe.de

e  VIER PFOTEN - Stiftung fiir Tierschutz
www.vier-pfoten.de, Femke Hustert, femke.hustert@vier-pfoten.org

e  Weidewelte.V.
www.weidewelt.de, Gerd Bauschmann, weidewelt@aol.com

e Zukunftsstiftung Landwirtschaft
www.zukunftsstiftung-landwirtschaft.de, Benedikt Haerlin, haerlin@zs-I.de
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