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Formulation of the problem.

The aim of the study is to present new solu-
tions with regard to sustainable development of
agriculture on the basis of abundant literature
that results from the implementation of the
Multiannual Programme 2011-2014 by the In-
stitute of Agriculture and Food Economics. At
the same time, the study is based on EU docu-
ments (e.g. Commission working paper [Impact
2011], meaningfully subtitled “CAP green-
ing”).

The Communication of  the European
Commission [Communication 2010] that de-
termines the CAP development path till 2020,
indicates two main tasks for the years to come.
One of them is ecological sustainability. This
concept has the crucial significance for the es-
sence of the sustainable development concept
[Jezowski 2015].

The ecological sustainability is implemented
through the following instruments: new pro-
ecological payment within pillar I, extension of
cross-compliance on climate changes [Webster
2002], two priorities concerning environment in
the Rural Development and Research, innova-
tion, knowledge transfer and improved Farm
Advisory System.

Payment for agricultural practices beneficial
for the climate and the environment, i.e. green-
ing, is a mandatory component of the new di-
rect payments system. 30% of the national en-
velope, i.e. about EUR 1 billion, has been allo-
cated to fund it.

Greening takes place through:

crop diversification,

preservation of permanent grassland,

preservation of ecological focus areas (EFA)
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What is more, it is possible to diversify
crops through a balanced practice under the ag-
ricultural, environmental and climatic measure
of Rural Development Programme 2014-2020
by compliance through the requirement con-
cerning cultivation of at least four crops in the
main crop during the year, while the total per-
centage of the main crop and all cereals in the
sowing structure may not exceed 65%, and the
proportion of each crop may not be less than
10% (crop — defined in Article 44 (4) of the
Resolution of the European Parliament and of
the Council (EU) No. 1307/2013,” under Pack-
age 1.

All farmers entitled to single area payments
are obliged to implement greening. Depending
on the area of arable land on the farm and the
proportion of permanent grassland on the farm,
farmers are obliged to comply with one, two, or
three greening practices.

EU regulations provide for a number of ex-
emptions from the obligation to comply with
them, e.g. farms where permanent grassland
makes up 75% of agricultural land or farms
with high percentage of arable land used for
production of grass or other green fodder crops,
or fallowed due to favorable environmental im-
pact are exempted from the obligatory crop di-
versification or maintenance of ecological focus
areas provided that the remaining arable land
does not exceed 30 ha.!

Farms that take part in the small farm scheme
are eligible for this payment in spite of the fact
that they are “exempted” from greening.

! See — exemptions with regard to crop diversification — Article 44
(3) of Regulation No. 1307/2013

or maintenance of ecological focus areas — Article 46 (4) of
Regulation No. 1307/2013.
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The greening payment is automatically as-
signed to farmers whose agricultural production
complies with the principles of ecological farm-
ing” — this regulation applies only to the part of
the farm area which is used for ecological pro-
duction pursuant to Article 11 of Regulation
(EC) No. 834/2007.

If a farmer fails to comply with greening
practices, they incur an administrative penalty
that consists in reduction in the amount of di-
rect payments they receive in the specific year.’
During the first two years of the implementa-
tion of greening (2015 and 2016) the penalty
will not exceed the amount of the greening
payment, and it will amount to a portion of or
the entire greening payment depending on the
severity of non-compliance.

In further years, however, it will be possible
for the penalty to exceed the greening payment
(in 2017, by up to 20%, from 2018 on, by up to
25%), which in some cases means that the pen-
alty for non-compliance with greening practices
will result in a reduction in other payments.

The main results of the research.

Crop diversification is a requirement that
covers farms with the minimum of 10 ha of ar-
able land, there are following variants:

(a) from 10 to 30 ha of arable land — these
farms are obliged to cultivate at least two dif-
ferent crops on the arable land, and the primary
crop may not take more than 75% of the arable
land,

(b) above 30 ha of arable land — these farms
are obliged to cultivate at leastthree different
crops on the arable land, and the main crop may
not take more than 75% of the arable land, and
the total area of two crops may not exceed 96%
of the arable land.

The following are considered different
crops:

e genus in the botanical classification of
crops;

e a species from the Brassiceae family,
Solanaceae family, and the Cucurbitaceae
family;

e winter and spring forms of the same
genus;

2 Farmers who comply with requirements defined in Article 29

(1) of Regulation (EC) No. 834/2007.
3 Pursuant to Article 77 (6) of Regulation No. 1306/2013.
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e fallow land;

e  grass or other green fodder crops.

As far as calculation of crop proportions is
concerned, a farmer may declare a specific plot
of land for payment only once per year the ap-
plication is submitted.

In order to protect permanent grassland,
which greatly contribute to the preservation of
biodiversity and play a particularly important
role in carbon dioxide absorption and soil pro-
tection, obligations have been introduced with
regard to permanent grassland maintenance.
Under these requirements, it is forbidden to
transform or plough designated permanent
grasslands of high natural value within Natura
2000 sites, including areas on peat and fenland
soils that require strict protection in order to
achieve the goals of the Birds Directive
(2009/147/EC) and the Habitats Directive
(92/43/EEC). Each farmer who owns perma-
nent grassland of high natural value has been
individually informed of the fact in the infor-
mation card enclosed to the provisionally filled
in payment application in 2015.

If a farmer ploughs or transforms permanent
grassland of great natural value, they are
obliged to retransform the area to permanent
grassland, apart from incurring the penalty in
the form of payment reduction.

(2) What is more, in order to prevent mass
transformation of permanent grassland to arable
land, the nationwide obligation to maintain the
share of permanent grassland in agricultural
land area will be introduced in the country, and
the proportion will not be allowed to decrease
by more than 5% compared to the 2015
reference level.* This mechanism is analogous
to the current one under cross-compliance.

If the permanent grassland indicator de-
creases by more than 5% across the country, it
will be necessary to implement corrective
measures that consist in obliging farmers who
have transformed permanent grasslands to re-
store the specific permanent grassland area or
recreate the same area of permanent grasslands
in other place.

4 The reference level is calculated as the ratio of the permanent

grassland area (declared in 2012) and new permanent grassland
area that was not taken into account in 2012 and was declared in
2015) to the total ara of agricultural land declared in 2015.
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The farms obliged to preserve ecological fo-
cus areas are the ones with more than 15 ha of
arable land, which have to have EFAs with the
minimum area of 5%° of the arable land area.

Farmers may classify the following features
as ecological focus areas:

(1) fallow land where no agricultural pro-
duction takes place between 1st January and
31st July (after this date, the farmer will be al-
lowed to start agricultural production on the
land again).

The following regulations apply to fallow
land classified as an EFA:

e it is forbidden to sow and cultivate
plants for production purposes, which includes
the prohibition of grazing and cutting;

e it is allowed to use herbicides to prevent
undesired plants from growing (according to
the cross-compliance principle);

e it is allowed to sow field plant seeds in
order to increase the benefits of biodiversity
provided that such plants are not used for
production purposes and as animal fodder.

(2) landscape features owned by the farmer:

A. Landscape elements protected under the
Good Agricultural and Environmental Condi-
tions(GAEC):

(a) trees that are monuments of nature;

(b) ponds with the area smaller than 100 m?;

(c) ditches whose width does not exceed 2
m;

B. Other landscape elements that meet the
following criteria:

(a) hedges or tree belts with the maximum
width of 10 m;

(b) free standing trees with the minimum
crown diameter of 4 m;

(c) tree lines that include trees with mini-
mum crown diameter of 4m; the distances be-
tween the trees shall not exceed 5 m;

(d) tree groups with overlapping tree crowns
and mid-field coppices with the maximum area
0f 0.3 ha;

(e) balks between fields with the width be-
tween 1 m and 20 m, where no agricultural
production takes place;

(f) ponds with the maximum area of 0.1 ha
excluding reservoirs with concrete or plastic

5 After the European Commission has presented the evaluation

of the implementation of the practice after 2017, this percentage
may be increased to 7%.
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elements, which include shore vegetation up to
10 m wide;

(g) ditches with the maximum width of up to
6 m, including open watercourses for irrigation
and drainage, excluding canals made of con-
crete.

(3) buffer zones, including buffer zones on
permanent grassland provided that they differ
from neighbouring agricultural land — with the
area

e defined under the GAEC (5 m, 10 m, or
20 m) and

e other buffer zones whose width is not
smaller than 1 m and does not exceed 10 m.

Buffer zones may also include riparian vege-
tation belt up to 10 m wide along a water-
course. Agricultural production is not allowed
in buffer zones, but grazing and cutting is al-
lowed there.

(4) strips of land eligible for payment along
forest edges between 1 m and 10 m wide.

Agricultural production is allowed in such
land strips. If no agricultural production takes
place, grazing or cutting is allowed provided
that such strips of land can be differentiated
from neighbouring arable land.

(5) coppices. Coppices treated as EFAs in-
clude species of the Salix and Betula genera,
and Populus nigra with its hybrids. In the case
of coppices, the area classified as EFA may
constitute only 30% of the actual area (see Ta-
ble 2 — weighting and conversion factors).

(6) areas forested after 2008 under RDP
2007-2013 (forestation of agricultural land) and
RDP 2014-2020 that were eligible for single
area payment in 2008.

(7) intercrops or green cover with grasses as
companion crops for the main crops or mixtures
of at least two species from the following crop
groups: cereals, oil plants, fodder crops, small
grain legumes, large grain legumes, and melif-
erous plants. Above mixtures are not kept on
the same agricultural plot as a main crop in the
year after the mixture was sown.

Area classified as EFA may constitute only
30% of the actual area.

Mixtures composed exclusively of cereal
species are not considered an EFA.

In the case of large variation between EFAs
on neighbouring farms, they can take advantage
of the opportunity to meet the requirement
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jointly. In such case, compliance with the fol-
lowing conditions is required:

e up to ten farmers may implement the
EFA practice jointly;

e the farms have to be situated close to
one another — 80% of the area of each farm has
to be situated within a radius of 15 km, i.e. in
within a circle with the diameter of 30 km

e only neighbouring ecological focus
areas may be accounted jointly (no minimum
area of the contact point has been defined);

e cach farmer guarantees that at least half
(50%) of the area that should be allocated to
EFAs (i.e. area equal to 2.5% of their arable
land) is situated on their farm. The remaining
part may be implemented through the common
EFA;

e FEFAs covered by the joint
implementation >may comprise a single area or
several areas and be situated on the land owned
by one or more farmers, i.e. not all farmers who
take part in the joint implementation of the
EFA practice have to take part in the creation of
the common EFA;

e the farmers are obliged to conclude a
written agreement concerning (i) financial
details of the agreement and (ii) penalties
incurred in case of non-compliance on the
common EFA.

Thus, it can be seen that the government
programme includes many possibilities to make
our agriculture more environmentally friendly.
When analysing progress in this regard, we
should point to important links between the di-
rect payment system and Rural Development
Programme (RDP) 2014-2020. Environmental
and climate goals are implemented through the
greening payment. Requirements that are addi-
tion to good agricultural and environmental
conditions and greening for selected areas
(NATURA 2000, LFA, erosion areas) are in-
cluded in RDP 2014-2020.

Greening, the main innovation in CAP for
2014-2020, was supposed to be a condition for
supporting rural areas and agriculture in provid-
ing public goods — “public money for public
goods” [Kociszewski 2012]. Looking on the
development of CAP objectives and spendings,
starting with the 1992 reform, what could be
expected was the demand and shift of a large
proportion of funds to the 2nd Pillar, including
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the sustainable development goals. However,
this has not happened, and even the policy for
the current financial perspective was imple-
mented, there had been a step backwards from
the original assumptions [Matthews 2012].

The last serious reform that shaped Common
Agricultural Policy until 2013 took place in
2003, in Luxembourg [Krzyzanowski 2005].
The decisions related to modification of the ex-
isting CAP instruments included also a decision
to conduct a CAP health check in 2008.

This review also defined the directions of fu-
ture changes to CAP (after 2013). “New chal-
lenges” concerning climate change, renewable
energy, Wwater management, biodiversity,
measures related to restructuring of dairy indus-
try and innovation with regard to the first four
tasks were defined and added to CAP objec-
tives.

According to Health Check findings [Report
2008], as far as the cross-compliance conditions
related to the payments are concerned, two cri-
teria were added to the Good Agricultural and
Environmental Conditions — buffer zones along
watercourses, and principles governing use of
water for irrigation. A portion of Good Agricul-
tural and Environmental Stadnards were made
optional, which provided the opportunity to ad-
just those standards to specific natural condi-
tions in Member States better.

Farms with up to 15 ha of arable land (origi-
nally, the Commission proposed that this obli-
gation concerns agricultural land) are exempted
from the obligation to maintain ecological fo-
cus areas (EFAs); the proportion of those areas
on a farm was reduced from 7% (as proposed
by the Commission) to 5%, but it can be raised
to 7% after the Commission has presented the
report, which is to happen by the end of March
2017, the list of categories of land classified as
ecological focus areas has been expanded, e.g.
by adding nitrogen-fixing crops (legumes), in-
tercrops, and green cover, apart from fallow
land, terraces, landscape features, agri-forest
systems, short rotation coppice areas where
mineral fertilisers and/or plant protection prod-
ucts are not applied, strips of land by the forest
edge, and forested areas, from which a Member
State is to select ones to be included in the reg-
ulations to be introduced there. To determine
the EFA percentage, Member States may use
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relevant weighting factors that reflect the envi-
ronmental significance of specific areas.

The lower limit of arable land below which a
farm is exempted from the crop diversification
requirement was raised from 3 ha to 10 ha.
Farms between 10 and 30 ha are required to
cultivate two different crops (not three as the
Commission proposed). The main crop cannot
take more than 75% of arable land; and farms
with more than 30 ha have to cultivate at least
three crops on arable land, and the two primary
crops cannot take more than 95% of arable
land.

After Health Check findings, innovation,
climate change and environmental protection
are the cross-sectional theme in measures under
the Rural Development Programme. Ecological
farming now constitutes a separate measure.

A defined portion of measures under the
new Rural Development Programme is sup-
posed to contribute to the implementation of
environmental and climatic aims. The mini-
mum threshold for allocation of spendings from
the European Agricultural Fund for Rural De-
velopment of 30% has been established for
those measures (the European Commission
originally proposed 25%). Apart from ecologi-
cal farming, the agricultural, environmental and
climatic measure, support for areas with natural
and other particular constraints, their scope (ex-
tended due to negotiations) also includes in-
vestment in fixed assets with positive environ-
mental and climatic impact and a group of for-
est-related measures for NATURA 2000 sites.

Under the agricultural, environmental and
climatic programme, ecological farming, pay-
ments for Natura 2000 sites and payments re-
lated to the Water Framework Directive, the
basic requirements have been supplemented
with a regulation concerning agricultural activi-
ty with regard to agricultural land area (defined
in Article 4 paragraph 1 (c), second and third
indent of the direct payments regulation). Un-
der the agricultural, environmental and climatic
programme, ecological farming and Natura 200
payments as well as payments related to the
Water Framework Directive, there can be no
double financing (i.e. simultaneous payments
due to compliance with the same requirements
as in the case of greening payments).
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Two years later, in the Commission docu-
ment [Commission Communication 2010], the
main demands related to the sustainable devel-
opment of agriculture were restated. Environ-
mental activity under CAP is supposed to im-
prove due to the introduction of the mandatory
green component in direct payments as well as
through support for measures for the environ-
ment that are applied across the EU. The above
may take the form of simple general measures
that are performed annually (e.g. maintenance
of grasslands, green cover, crop rotation, or
ecological set-aside).

Under the regulations concluding the reform
[Regulations 2013], most of Council's simplify-
ing solutions concerning greening of direct
payments have been preserved, just like in the
Health Check.

The provision related to the obligation to
maintain permanent grassland at the farm level
has been modified. It has been limited to per-
manent grasslands of great natural value at
Natura 2000 sites that include peat and fenland
soils. What is more, if proportion of permanent
grassland in the total agricultural land area has
not decreased by more than 5% in a specific
country, a possibility to maintain permanent
grassland area at the national or regional level
has been introduced instead of the farm-level
maintenance, which was originally proposed by
the commission

The scope of measures for pursuing agricul-
tural and climatic goals has been extended.
Apart from ecological farming, the agri-
environmental programme, support for less fa-
vourable areas, they include also investment in
fixed assets with positive environmental and
climatic impact, a group of forest-related
measures, NATURA 2000, and simultaneous
increase in the minimum spendings on those
purposes from 25% to 30% [Regulation 2013c].

In general, it can be said that there has been
some progress in making agriculture more sus-
tainable compared to the previous period (its
extent will be possible to measure after the pro-
grammes have function for several years),
though it has not been as big as it could be ex-
pected from the initial EU documents.

As stated above, the implementation of crop
diversification as one of the primary greening
tools is possible through the equivalent practice
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under the agricultural, environmental and cli-
matic measure under the RDP 2014-2020. Agri-
environmental programmes have been an im-
portant element of the Rural Development Pro-
gramme since Poland joined the European Un-
ion. Under the 2007-2013 financial perspective,
PLN 2.5 billion were spent on the above objec-
tives [ARIMR... 2015]. As far as the 2014-2020
period is concerned, the planned spendings
amount to EUR 2 billion under measure 10 —
Agriculture, environmental and climatic meas-
ure (EUR 1.184 billion) [RDP 2014].

The aim of the implementation of the agri-
enviornmental programme under RDP 2007-
2013 was the improvement of the condition of
the environment and rural areas, including par-
ticularly:

e restoration or maintenance of valuable
habitats used for agricultural purposes and
preservation of biodiversity in rural areas;

e promotion of a sustainable farming
system;

e proper use of soil and protection of
waters;

e protection of threatened local farm
animal breeds and local varieties of crop plants.

The following agri-environmental packages
will be implemented under the agri-
environmental programme (Annex 10 to the
Programme):

e Package 1. Sustainable agriculture;

e Package 2. Ecological farming;

e Package 3. Extensive permanent
grasslands;

e Package 4. Protection of threatened bird
species and natural habitats outside Natura
2000 sites;

e Package 5. Protection of threatened bird
species and natural habitats within Natura 2000
sites;

e Package 6. Preservation of threatened
plant genetic resources in agriculture;

e Package 7; Preservation of threatened
animal genetic resources in agriculture;

e Package 8. Protection of soil and
waters;

e Package 9. Buffer zones.

The basic requirements under the agricultur-
al, environmental and climatic programme have
been supplemented with the requirement con-
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cerning agricultural activity with regard to the
area of agricultural land. This means that agri-
cultural, environmental and climatic payments
will cover only those obligations that exceed
cross-compliance requirements, relevant crite-
ria and minimum measures that result from the
definition of agricultural activity, relevant min-
imum requirements concerning fertilisers and
plant protection products, and other obligatory
requirements established through national legis-
lation. In the case for Natura 2000 sites pay-
ment, the Council's position has been changes,
and the Statutory Management Requirements
have been added to the basic requirements (just
like in the original proposal by the Commis-
sion).

Regulation (EU) No 1307/2013 and its dele-
gated and implementing acts require Member
States to notify the Commission their decisions
made in accordance with the underlying legal
provisions. By 1 August 2014, Member States
had to notify the Commission their main policy
choices in respect of the direct payments' im-
plementation, i.e.: equivalence, level of applica-
tion of the ratio of permanent grassland, list of
ecological focus areas (EFA) and application of
collective EFA [Krzyzanowski 2015].

In this respect, five Member States notified
their intention to offer their farmers the possi-
bility to meet (some of) their greening obliga-
tions through equivalent practices. Only two
Member States (NL and PL) will allow for col-
lective implementation of EFA obligations.
Among the chosen EFA elements, the most
dominant is the nitrogen-fixing crops (all MS
except DK), followed by land lying fallow (all
except NL, RO), landscape features (at least
one) (24 MS), short rotation coppice (20 MS),
catch crops (19 MS), buffer strips (17 MS), af-
forested areas (14 MS), agroforestry areas (11
MS). Other sources indicate [Commission
2016] that farmers decided to sow nitrogen-
fixing crops (45.4 % of the physical area on the
ground), catch crops (27.7 %), to leave land
lying fallow (21.2 %), and to observe landscape
features (4.3 %).

Thus the experience of the first year of EFA
maintenance is positive, especially in the case
of Papilionaceae and fallow land.

According to MS notifications [Commission
2016 agricultural land subject to at least one
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green direct payment obligation amounts to 72
% of the total EU agricultural area (Figure 1).
This wide coverage demonstrates the potential
of green direct payments in delivering envi-

ronmental and climate benefits on a large share
of EU farmland. The share of farmers under at
least one greening obligation makes around
36 % of direct payment beneficiaries.
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Figure 1. Rate of hectares under at least one greening obligation in total agricultural
area

Source: Member States' implementation data 2015, Eurostat farm structure survey 2013

Arable land under the crop diversification
obligation amounts to 75 % of the total EU ara-
ble land. However, the differences across
Member States are enormous, ranging from few
per cent in Malta to almost 100 % in Hungary.
arable land (see Figure 2). Those differences
illustrate the diversified land structure. General-
ly the bigger the farm, the greater the diversifi-
cation.

The detailed analysis shows [Commission
2016] that for 8 % of total arable land in Eu-
rope, representing approximately 10 % of total
arable land under crop diversification, farmers
have had to adjust a part of their crop produc-
tion pattern in order to respect the thresholds
for crop diversification (e.g. the main crop
should not represent more than 75 % of the
farm’s total arable land). In fact, the amount of
land on which farmers have to change crops to
be compliant with such thresholds is estimated
to be around 1% (which corresponds usually to
only a few hectares compared with the total ar-
able land of the farm). With soil erosion being a
major problem for EU agriculture(about 13% of
arable land), this greening requirement helps to
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avoidae a further deterioration of the current
situation .

The 5% ecological focus area obligation is
applicable to around 68 % of EU arable land.
At national level, this value stands at around 90
% in Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic,
Denmark, Germany, Hungary and Slovakia,
while other Member States exhibit intermediate
values between 40 % and 80 %.

The requirements for crop diversification
and maintenance of permanent grassland are
only to a limited extent dependant on choices
by Member States and farmers. This is because
rules are fixed at EU level. However, Member
States and farmers do enjoy a large margin of
decision in fulfilling the EFA requirement. This
largely determines the environmental impact of
the EFA obligation.

In order to protect permanent grassland,
which greatly contribute to the preservation of
biodiversity and play a particularly important
role in carbon dioxide absorption and soil pro-
tection, obligations have been introduced with
regard to permanent grassland maintenance.
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Under these requirements, it is forbidden to
transform or plough designated permanent
grasslands of high natural value within Natura
2000 sites, including areas on peat and fenland

soils that require strict protection in order to
achieve the goals of the Birds Directive
(2009/147/EC) and the Habitats Directive
(92/43/EEC).
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Figure 2. Percentage of areas of arable land in farms subject to crop diversification
obligations compared with total arable land at Member State level

Source: Member States' implementation data 2015, Eurostat farm structure survey 2013

If a farmer ploughs or transforms permanent
grassland of great natural value, they are
obliged to retransform the area to permanent
grassland, apart from incurring the penalty in
the form of payment reduction.

If the permanent grassland indicator de-
creases by more than 5% across the country, it
will be necessary to implement corrective
measures that consist in obliging farmers who
have transformed permanent grasslands to re-
store the specific permanent grassland area or
recreate the same area of permanent grasslands
in other place.

The ratio of permanent grassland stands at
29 % of the total agricultural area in the EU.
Ireland and the United Kingdom (Northern Ire-
land, Scotland and Wales) have the highest val-
ue with approximately 90 %, while the lowest
ratio is found in Cyprus, Finland, Denmark and
Malta. The average fir the MS is 45 per cent.

Environmentally sensitive permanent grass-
land covers 16 % of total permanent grassland,
albeit with a high variability across the EU. The
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areas declared by farmers amount to 40 % of
total permanent grassland in Natura 2000 areas.

Farmers exempted from greening obligations
under the small farmers schemel5 represent 41
% of the total number of farmers but only 5 %
of the total agricultural area benefiting from
direct payments.

Equivalent measures were implemented in
five Member States, mostly with agri-
environmental and climate measures, and cover
6 % of the arable land, but 2 % of farmers.
However, In Austria, equivalent practices under
agri-environment climate measures account for
19 % of farmers and half of arable land.

Conclusions. The mandatory implementa-
tion of the agricultural practices associated with
green direct payments may entail changes in
land allocation and land use for the farmers
concerned. Concerns were raised in this respect
about the impact of these practices on the EU
production potential, in particular on the spatial
limitation on production and on the reduction of
inputs linked to the introduction of the ecologi-
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cal focus area (e.g. with the promotion of areas
without production, such as land lying fallow).

The results of the review [Commission
2016] indicate that crop diversification obliga-
tion would not entail a substantial change over
the medium term in land allocation and produc-
tion potential.

The crop diversification measure successful-
ly targets those farms that only cultivate one
crop. The analysis shows that the area realloca-
tion would predominantly take place in wheat,
barley and maize.

The effect of green direct payments on land
use and agricultural production is generally
projected to remain very low over the medium
term, with the noticeable exception of a slight
increase in the share of permanent grassland,
fallow land and protein grain production com-
pared with a situation without green direct
payments.

The calculations show that the introduction
of greening obligations will not lead to changes
across the EU of more than 1.5 % in agricultur-
al production over the medium-term compared
with a situation without green direct payments.
Protein crops are the only crops expected to
grow by more than 5 %

There will be 3.2 % more permanent grass-
land in 2025 than what is anticipated in the ab-
sence of green direct payments.

The impact of the EFA obligation on pro-
duction potential, as measured in agro-
economic models, confirm what was observed
in 2015: the share of fallow land and of protein
crops are likely to increase by 8.9 % and 4.4 %
respectively against their long-term trend.

However, the actual impact on environmen-
tal outcomes depends — for certain aspects —
on the choices made by Member States and
farmers. This is the case in particular for eco-
logical focus areas where nitrogen-fixing and
catch crops are the predominant declared EFA
types. Few Member States made use of the pos-
sibilities to limit the use of pesticides and ferti-
lisers in these areas. Landscape features which
are particularly important for the protection of
biodiversity were not among the most declared
EFA types. Thus, the current pattern of EFA
types tends to limit the intended contribution of
this instrument as regards the improvement of
biodiversity on farms. In contrast, the expan-
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sion of land lying fallow represents a positive
development in this context.

The assessment [Commission 2016] shows
that the practice of crop diversification was al-
ready applied on most arable land. Therefore,
the greening requirement contributes to at least
preventing the degradation of soil quality. Con-
trolling the evolution of the ratio of permanent
grassland in relation to the total agricultural ar-
eas contributes to the sequestration of carbon.

The studied material clearly shows that such
emphasis has been put on agri-environmental
matters for the first time in the history of CAP.
As stated above, the current CAP includes a
requirement that makes payment of 30% of di-
rect payment on redirection of the agricultural
sector towards greater sustainability (the so-
called greening). Funds allocated to agri-
environmental programmes have also increased
greatly.

We have developed tools to measure pro-
gress of sustainable development of agriculture.
Thus, we can analyse changes in EU agricul-
ture. The analysed documents depict it quite
optimistically. EU agriculture provides envi-
ronmental public goods and contributes to de-
crease in climate fluctuation. It also significant-
ly contributes to production of renewable re-
sources.

CAP ensures protection of biodiversity and
leads to improvement in protection of animal
species and habitats.

An additional subject of research should
cover external and internal conditions for sus-
tainable development (which cannot be directly
implied from the documents analysed above).
The former category includes global factors of
the following nature:

e economic — the global economic crisis,
rapid fluctuation of various product prices,
including prices of agricultural products, the
necessity to ensure food security for individual
countries, development  of  renewable
agriculture,

e cenvironmental — greenhouse gas,
declining soil conditions, the necessity to take
care of air and water quality to an extent greater
than ever, and preservation of biological
diversity.

In the agricultural sector itself, there are also
conditions that result from increasingly numer-
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ous ties between European and global agricul-
ture through European Union's attempts at con-
cluding integration agreements primary with
the USA, Canada, or Japan. Agricultural trade
agreements negotiated on the World Trade Or-
ganisation forum are also not without meaning
(e.g. for our export opportunities, but primarily
for the further chances to support the agricul-
tural sector). If such agreements enter into
force, it will likely influence the sustainable
development of European agriculture. The ne-
gotiations may lead to certain trade-offs with
regard to the greening of the sector.

Demographic changes in rural areas, diffi-
culties in expanding the farm area (including
growing land prices) and situation resulting
from the state policy, including the division of
available EU funds for agriculture and rural ar-
eas, may be classified as internal factors. Addi-
tional condition that is positive but difficult to
measure is the increasing farmer's willingness
to take joint actions.

On the other hand, unfavourable phenomena
also occur — excessive pursuit of rapid increase
in income, which results in use of means of
production (seeds, animal-derived material,
fodder) of uncertain quality, sometimes exces-
sive use of chemicals, which leads to end prod-
ucts of dubious quality.

Once again, the multifunctional nature of ag-
riculture in EU Member States should be point-
ed to, as an important feature of the sector,
which is totally different from what can be seen
in other countries, e.g. the USA, where agricul-
ture is focused on maximisation of production
and exports.

The European Union attaches importance to
the “environmental” aspects of agriculture,
such as: protection of the environment and bio-
logical diversity, preservation of landscape, cul-

tural heritage and traditional mode of life, food
security, sustainable rural development, food
safety, or animal welfare.

At the same time, it is not easy for EU agri-
culture to function in the international envi-
ronment that has not accepted those values yet.
A good illustration of the fact are the non-tariff
barriers to trade with the USA, such as:

e animal welfare — EU standards in this
regard are high and restrictive, which greatly
affects  production cost and reduces
competitiveness of price of some EU
agricultural products on international markets,

e certain  technologies  used  for
agricultural production in the USA, e.g. meat
produced wusing growth  hormone or
ractopamine, use of  chemicals  for
decontamination of meat, issue of meat from
cloned animals, or food produced from
genetically modified organisms.

It is to be supposed that EU patterns will be-
come more popular due to development of so-
cieties in non-EU countries towards health- and
environment-oriented direction.

The road, however, is not easy. It is worth
mentioning here the so-called Codex Alimen-
tarius, i.e. the collection of internationally
agreed food standards that should be complied
with by individual countries The FAO/WHO
Codex Alimentarius Commission includes 180
states and the European Community as mem-
bers. The practical compliance with the stand-
ards varies strongly among individual coun-
tries.

So, there is a broad area for further research,
especially when new information on implemen-
tation of “greening” in the EU agriculture be-
comes available.
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T.B. MAITUBOPA, kanouoam eKOHOMIYHUX HAYK,

cmapuiuil HAYKOGUil CRigpoOimHUK,
NPOBIOHUIL HAYKOBUIL CRIBPOOIMHUK

Hauionanonuit naykoeuit yenmp ,,Incmumym azpapuoi exkonomiku”

CeiTOBMH T0CBI y NOJIINIIIEHH] iIHBECTULIAHOL
NPUBA0JIUBOCTI aTPAPHOI0 CEKTOPY YKpaiHH

IlocranoBka nmpodJemu. YkpaiHa sik Jep-
»KaBa, 110 TiepeOyBae B aKTUBHIN cTanii pedop-
MYBaHHSA YCiX cep KHUTTEAISIIBHOCTI Ta 30pie-
HTOBaHAa Ha TIOOYJIOBY BHCOKOPO3BHHEHOTO CY-
CHIbCTBA, HAUOMIKYNM YacCOM Ma€ pO3pOOUTH
BJIACHY CTpATETil0 EKOHOMIYHOTO PpO3BHUTKY.
JlocBin OaraTbOX PO3BHUHYTHX KpaiH, sIKi BiKe
MPOWIIIN [UISX TI00ATbHUX EKOHOMIYHHX 1
colianbHUX TpaHcpopMaliil, IOBOIUTH TIPO
HEOOX1/IHICTh 3HAYHUX I1HBECTUIIIMHUX pecyp-
CIB JUIsl JOCSTHEHHS MO3UTUBHUX PE3YJIbTATIB.
[HBecTuIii SIK Ba)XTMBUN €KOHOMIYHHMI pecypc
€ OJJHOYACHO ¥ NPHUYMHOIO, 1 HACHIJKOM €KO-
HOMIYHOT'O 3pOCTAaHHS, IHHOBAL[IHHOTO PO3BUT-
Ky W MiJBUILEHHS KOHKYPEHTOCIPOMOXKHOCTI
SIK €KOHOMIKH B ITUUIOMY, TaK 1 OKpeMUX ii ray-
3e.

[HBecTHIIIl € OCHOBOIO PO3BUTKY MPOTYKTH-
BHUX CHJI arpapHoOro BHPOOHHUIITBA, HEOOXi-
HOI0O YMOBOIO €(EeKTHBHOTO ()yHKI[IOHYBaHHS
CLTbCHKOTOCTIOAAPCHKUX  TOBAPOBHUPOOHHUKIB.
[ToTy»Hui1 moTeHI1a)l CIILCHKOTO TOCHIOAAPCT-
Ba peaji3yBaTH MOBHOK Mipor YKpaiHi He
BJIQJIOCS Yepe3 HU3KY YMHHUKIB 00’ €KTUB-HOTO
Ta cy0’ €KTUBHOI'O XapakTepy.

Cnag eKOHOMIKH, Hampyru B IMOJMITHII, KO-
POTKOCTPOKOBICTh, MIHJIMBICTH 1 Hemepeadady-
BaHICTh JIEPYKABHOTO PETYJIIOBAaHHS HETaTUBHO
BIUIMBAIOTh HA 1HBECTHIIIHY AisTbHICTH. Ync-
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JICHHI BUMOTH JI0 HassBHOCTI JIIEH31H Ta J03BO-
7B, OOTSDKIMBI MEPEBIPKH, AKI € KHUBUIHLHUM
CepeIOBUIIEM JUIsl KOPYTIIIii, a TAKOXK camy KO-
pYMILi0 1HBECTOPU HA3UBAIOTh T'OJIOBHUMH Iie-
pelikogamMu iHBecTyBaHHIo [17, ¢. 9].

OCHOBHMMHM YWHHUKaMU 3HIDKEHHS 1HBEC-
TUIIHHOT aKTUBHOCTI B arpapHOMY CEKTOpi Ha-
[IOHATBHOI €KOHOMIKH €, HacaMIiepe]l, €KOHO-
MiYHa HECTAOUIbHICTh, 3pOCTAHHS PI3HOTO POy
PHU3HKIB, BUCOKHII pIBEHb MOHOIOMI3aLlli OKpe-
MUX BHJIB JiSJIbHOCTI, HU3bKA OIliHKA MpHUBa0-
JMBOCTI BKJIQJICHb YEpe3 CYTTEBE 3BYKCHHS
BHYTPILIHHOTO PUHKY BHACIITOK BKpail HU3bKOT
KyTIBEJIbHOI CIIPOMOKHOCTI HACEJEHHS TOIIIO.
VY 3B’S13Ky 3 IUM KOPUCHHUM € BHUBYEHHS IMO3U-
TUBHOTO 3apyOIXKHOTO JIOCBIAY LIOJI0 CTBO-
PEHHSI CHOPUATIUBUX YMOB PO3BUTKY 1HBECTHU-
MIAHOI JISUIBHOCTI 3 METOI0 IMIUIEMEHTAIl OK-
peMUX i3 HUX B YKpaiHChKe Oi3Hec-cepeOBHILE
JUTSL TIOJTIMIIICHHS 1HBECTHUIIIHOT TPUBAOIMBOC-
Ti HAI[IOHAJLHOTO arpapHOro CEKTOpY.

AHani3 OCTaHHIX J0CJHiIKeHb i myOJika-
niii. [IpoOnemaruka iHBeCTyBaHHS, CTUMYIIIO-
BaHHS 1HBECTULIIMHOI AISUIBHOCTI, (OpMyBaHHS
CIPUATIUBOTO 1HBECTHIIITHOTO KIIMaTy, YI0-
CKOHAJICHHSI CHICTEMH JIEPYKABHOTO PEryJIIOBaH-
HSl 1HBECTHULIWHUX MPOIECIB OCIIIHKYyBaIUCS
Oararbma BueHMMH, cepen sakux I. brank [8],
C. I'yrkeBuu [9, 11], A. Taiigynekuii [10],
Jx. Emmretin [2], . XKamimo [12], K. Meep
[4], O.HocoBa [14], H.OOGymna [15],
0. Yapsauenxo [18].
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