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With this paper, the signatory associations call on 
those politically responsible to bring about a funda-
mental change of strategy and policy in the European  
Union’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and its 
implementation in Germany. The final report (2021) 
of the Zukunftskommission Landwirtschaft (Commis-
sion on the Future of Agriculture, ZKL) already takes 
the consensus position to both phase-out the largely 
flat-rate direct payments and to make these payments 
fully conditional upon the delivery of tangible ser-
vices in the interests of the public good. In this paper, 
the associations also put forward proposals on how 
the transformation of the CAP can succeed. There is 
a consensus that the tentative improvements of the 
most recent CAP reform are far from sufficient to ad-
equately meet the environmental and socio-economic  
challenges of our time.
 In times of climate change, biodiversity loss, water  
and air pollution and the depletion of soil fertility and 
water resources, the CAP must be fully focussed on 
overcoming these challenges. The objective to main-
tain a large number and diversity of farm holdings 
does not contradict this. On the contrary: the decline 
in the number of farms in recent decades also high-
lights the urgent need for CAP reform.
 The upcoming CAP post-2027 must create a po-
litical framework that puts the rural economy and 
especially farmers on a path toward environmental, 
economic, social and climate resilience and strength-
ens the social stability of rural areas. It is high time 
to finally overcome the vulnerability of a highly con-
centrated agri-food system in Europe that is depend-
ent on petroleum and imports—not least in light of the 
experiences of the Covid-19 pandemic, Russia’s attack 
on Ukraine and the climate and biodiversity crises.
 Strategies that significantly reduce the risk of 
supply chain disruptions must be applied in Europe-
an agri-food systems. To this end, it will be necessary 
to focus future agri-food policies on strengthening 
regional cycles rather than on the global market and 
export-orientation, as has been the case to date. This 
is the only way to ensure long-term food system resil-
ience.

Preface
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… will be fully oriented towards addressing the environmental and 
socio-economic challenges in the land use sector. It will make decisive 
contributions to solving the nature and climate crisis and generate 
economic prospects for agricultural holdings on the path to environmental 
transformation. It will improve social conditions in the farming sector, 
significantly mitigate structural change and promote the establishment 
of new farms.

Key points

The  CAP 
 post-
 2027...

1
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… will use all relevant funding 1 to remunerate farmers for clearly 
defined services in the areas of environmental, nature and climate 
protection as well as animal welfare and significantly increase 
these services’ ecological effectiveness.

… will take into account farm structural, socio-economic and 
location-specific aspects when calculating support rates.

… will have merged the previous eco-schemes and agricultural, 
environmental and climate measures (AECM) into a uniform 
nationwide offer which has been supplemented by clearly defined 
measures of the federal states, e.g. in the area of contractual 
conservation management agreements or investment support.

… will have been significantly simplified and de-bureaucratised, 
in part due to funding opportunities offered by the Federal 
Government and the federal states having been coherently 
coordinated and merged, at least at the application level.

… will implement the support for young farmers and agricultural 
start-ups nationwide on the basis of a concept-based, non-area-
related “start-up premium”.

… will continue to make receipt of supports conditional upon 
compliance with certain basic environmental and social 
requirements, but these will be much leaner and more efficient 
compared to the current statutory management requirements.

… will implement a support model that ensures an increasing level 
of ambition, increased effectiveness and the addressing of all 
environmental goods.

… in its rural development policy will clearly focus on the (re-)
development of decentralised artisanal food processing and 
regional value chains as well as the diversification of agricultural 
holdings, the strengthening of producer groups, and gender 
equality.

… by means of the Common Market Organisation (CMO) will 
put farmers in a position to keep the markets in balance through 
efficient, joint market management in order to be able to achieve 
profitable prices. The conclusion of supply contracts with the 
farmers will be obligatory for purchasers. The CMO will support 
the ecological transformation of the farming sector.

… will be based on a gradual increase from the pre-2027 funding 
period in budgets and premia for the remuneration of services 
rendered in the areas of environmental, nature and climate 
protection as well as animal welfare. For the agricultural holdings 
these increases will have been implemented in gradual and 
predictable steps. Moreover, funding opportunities will have been 
expanded and more coherently coordinated.

1  These include all area-based 
and headage payments as well as 
payments farmers receive e.g. for 
investments which are not linked to 
area or livestock.
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2 Context

The current orientation of the CAP does not do justice to the environmental  
and social crises of our time. The signatory associations from the agricul-
tural, environmental, nature, climate, and consumer protection, animal wel-
fare and development cooperation sectors are of the view that even with the 
latest reform of the CAP in 2023 this will not change, despite tentative im-
provements. Nature is in a dramatically bad state and this has tangible ef-
fects, especially in the farming sector. The fact is that the way land is farmed 
plays a very large part in this, but is also part of the solution. The preserva-
tion or restoration of healthy agricultural ecosystems and thus its natural 
production bases, i.e. water, soil, air and biodiversity, is a basic prerequisite 
for long-term sustainable agricultural production. Intensive agriculture is 
however a driver of global biodiversity loss. This was clearly stated in the 
2019 report by the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiver-
sity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES). According to the International Union 
for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), one in ten European bee and butterfly 
species is threatened with extinction. The field bird index has been showing 
a negative trend for years—especially for species at home in arable land and 
grassland habitats. The number of breeding pairs of bird species of agricul-
tural landscapes declined from 30 million to 20 million pairs between 1990 
and 2016. These trends are dramatic. 
 The farming sector alone causes 61.7 million tonnes of CO2 equivalents 
in Germany (2022), corresponding to around eight per cent of total green-
house gas emissions. These are mainly methane from ruminant digestion 
and nitrous oxide emitting from soils. The sector’s share in total emissions  is 
set to increase over the coming years. This will further increase the pressure 
to reduce greenhouse gases from farming. Added to this are emissions from 
the “land use, land use change and forestry” (LULUCF) sector, to which ag-
riculture makes a significant contribution. At 53.7 million tonnes of CO2 
equivalents, emissions from drained peatlands alone accounted for just over 
seven per cent of total greenhouse gas emissions in Germany in 2021. By 2030, 
the LULUCF sector’s emissions balance is to be improved to at least minus 
25 million tonnes of CO2 equivalents. Ambitious measures to reduce emis-
sions, maintain existing carbon pools and expand carbon sinks will be need-
ed to meet this target. In addition to the rewetting of peatlands, this calls 
for the conversion of arable land into grassland in floodplains and wetlands 
and the long-term build-up of soil organic carbon, including on arable land.
 Ecological crises have hit with full force in recent years, especially on 
agricultural holdings. Droughts and extreme weather events have resulted in 
drought damage and crop failures. Urgently needed measures to keep clean 
our waters (EU Water Framework and Nitrates Directives) and air (EU NERC 
Directive), as well as biodiversity conservation (CBD), climate (Paris Agree-
ment COP21) and soil protection measures have been delayed for years by 
political decision-makers, including in the implementation of existing le-
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gal requirements. The same is true for the Habitats Directive. In some areas, 
this led to a tightening of regulatory requirements that was not in line with 
the polluter-pays principle, and which was clearly not sufficiently convey-
able to the agricultural profession, resulting in resistance and frustration. 
The farming sector’s necessary contribution to the implementation of inter-
national agreements is however by no means guaranteed—quite the oppo-
site. The effects of the Covid-19 pandemic and Russia’s attack on Ukraine 
have once again thrown the vulnerability and dependence of our current ag-
ricultural system sharply into the spotlight. Without cheap energy sources 
such as oil and gas, protein animal feed imports, precarious employment 
and functioning global supply chains, the global and European agricultural 
system would be on very shaky foundations. Crisis-proof agriculture looks 
different. The profiteers of an agricultural system that is primarily geared 
towards intensification have tried to capitalise on the crises under the guise 
of food security. Past progress on environmental standards has been rolled 
back − at least temporarily and against all scientific evidence. 
 For farmers, the crises brought unprecedented volatility in the agricul-
tural markets. The main beneficiaries of this situation were, in particular, 
the larger farms2 A focus on using as few labourers as possible also con-
tinues to pay off financially. Meanwhile, structural change in the farming 
sector has been escalating dramatically, especially in the livestock sector. 
The number of holdings with dairy and/or pig enterprises in Germany has 
declined by around 40 per cent over the last ten years. Russia's war against 
Ukraine has had a strong adverse impact not only on primary agricultural 
production, but also on consumers, secondary food processors and the spe-
cialised retail trade. While the latter have had to contend with massive drops 
in revenue in some cases, accompanied by a sharp rise in costs, consumers 
have been facing higher food prices. Production focussed on quality and en-
vironmental sustainability was weakened. The agricultural land market has 
also come apart at the seams. 
 Primary agricultural production can often no longer generate sufficient 
revenue to cover the lease and purchase prices charged for land. The insuffi-
ciently qualified CAP area payments play a significant role in this. A high 
proportion of these payments is passed on to landowners in the form of 
high lease prices. Additional factors exacerbating this situation include on-
going soil sealing, farmland investments being seen as “crisis-proof”, the 
expansion of renewable energies and an agricultural land law that has not 
been adapted since the 1950s. Concentration processes are taking place in 
the agricultural land market. The barriers to gaining access to agricultural 
land and capital are almost impossible to overcome, especially for young 
start-up entrepreneurs.
 In order to give livestock farms an economic perspective and at the same 
time restructure livestock husbandry with a view to societal acceptance and 
environmental compatibility, the Kompetenznetzwerk Nutztierhaltung (Com-
petence Network for Livestock Farming, Borchert Commission) already 
presented recommendations in 2020. In addition to a proposal for supports 
and (part-) financing, funded through additional funds generated from lev-
ies or taxes, these also include the labelling of livestock-based products and 
a tightening of regulatory requirements that is gradual and predictable, thus 
giving planning security for agricultural holdings.
 It is regrettable that political decision-makers have thus far only succeed-
ed in a piecemeal implementation of the Borchert Commission recommen-

2 https://www.bmel-
statistik.de/fileadmin/
daten/0111001-2022.pdf 
(see p. 16, German only)

https://www.bmel-statistik.de/fileadmin/daten/0111001-2022.pdf
https://www.bmel-statistik.de/fileadmin/daten/0111001-2022.pdf
https://www.bmel-statistik.de/fileadmin/daten/0111001-2022.pdf
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dations as this is likely to further fuel uncertainty for livestock farmers and 
thus exacerbate structural change in the sector. Accordingly, there is great 
pressure on political decision-makers to press ahead with the continued 
restructuring of the livestock sector, to improve on it and to complete the 
outstanding points. This is the only way to provide investment security and 
perspectives to livestock farmers who are willing to change their practices.
 The restructuring of the livestock sectors towards higher quality pro-
duction is also necessary as important global export markets for meat (e.g. 
China) are collapsing and the demand for meat (e.g. in Germany) is declin-
ing. In addition, for reasons of climate change mitigation, there is a need 
to reduce livestock numbers and implement obligatory linkage of livestock 
enterprises to an agricultural land base (“area-based livestock production”). 
After all, the German Nutrition Society (Deutsche Gesellschaft für Ernährung, 
DGE) recommends a reduction in the consumption of livestock-based prod-
ucts – a recommendation that is also endorsed by the Commission on the 
Future of Agriculture (ZKL). The new funding period from 2023 onward has 
not brought about a fundamental change in CAP strategy and policy. The 
so-called “delivery model” and the EU Commission's “strategic approach” 
(Article 8 CAP Strategic Plans Regulation) were not able to change this. 
For the first time, this provides for the member states to submit a detailed 
SWOT analysis as the basis for the design of their respective entire national 
agricultural policy. The SWOT analysis sets out the current situation of the 
member state in question in terms of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities 
and threats and is now used to identify the needs that are to be addressed 
and the interventions to be taken.
 It is the view of the signatory associations that the SWOT analysis for 
Germany did not provide a solid basis for the necessary decisions for the 
future.3 This was shown, for example, by the fact that the most significant 
sectors such as the dairy market, pig and poultry farming as well as arable 
farming were not analysed separately, while fruit and vegetable production, 
hops and viticulture were the subject of individual assessments.
 Similar weaknesses were also evident within the needs assessment4. 
There was, for example, no critical review of the export orientation that has 
existed for decades and the associated cost-focused specialisation and ra-
tionalisation of agricultural holdings. This is despite the fact that this ori-
entation of the agricultural policy is a primary driver of the economic crisis 
faced by many farms, the overstepping of ecological boundaries, and soci-
ety’s critical attitude towards parts of the farming community. Key agricul-
tural policy processes, such as the Commission on the Future of Agriculture 
(ZKL) or the 2020 agricultural census which is conducted only once every 
ten years, were not taken into account. The European Green Deal and the 
Farm to Fork Strategy were also poorly integrated into the national Strate-
gic Plan, if at all.
 The rather unfavourable status described above contrasts with funda-
mentally positive political objectives for the necessary environmental and 
social transformation of the farming sector. The European Green Deal, the 
Farm-to-Fork Strategy and the EU Biodiversity Strategy paint a clear picture 
of that transformation and at the same time endeavour to not leave farmers 
and the food industry economically behind and to shape change equitably. 
As a financing instrument, the CAP is key to implementation. Moreover, it 
is reasonable to assume that the ongoing legislative processes at EU level, 
including the Nature Restoration Law (NRL), Sustainable Use Regulation 

3 Statement regard-
ing the Federal Ministry 
of Food and Agriculture 
(BMEL) draft SWOT analy-
sis for the CAP post-2020 
(in German) Stellung-
nahme zum BMEL-Entwurf 
einer SWOT-Analyse zur 
GAP nach 2020: 
https://www.verbaende-
plattform.de/fileadmin/
Dokumente_u._Grafiken/
Stellungnahmen/09-2019_
Verb%C3%A4nde-Platt-
form_fordert_realistische_
Situationsanalyse.pdf 
(German only)

4 Statement regarding 
the BMEL draft needs 
assessment for the CAP 
post-2020:
https://www.abl-ev.de/up-
loads/media/2020-07-22_
Statement_regarding_the_
BMEL_draft_needs_
assessment_for_the_CAP_
post-2020.pdf 

https://www.verbaende-plattform.de/fileadmin/Dokumente_u._Grafiken/Stellungnahmen/09-2019_Verb%C3%A4nde-Plattform_fordert_realistische_Situationsanalyse.pdf 
https://www.verbaende-plattform.de/fileadmin/Dokumente_u._Grafiken/Stellungnahmen/09-2019_Verb%C3%A4nde-Plattform_fordert_realistische_Situationsanalyse.pdf 
https://www.verbaende-plattform.de/fileadmin/Dokumente_u._Grafiken/Stellungnahmen/09-2019_Verb%C3%A4nde-Plattform_fordert_realistische_Situationsanalyse.pdf 
https://www.verbaende-plattform.de/fileadmin/Dokumente_u._Grafiken/Stellungnahmen/09-2019_Verb%C3%A4nde-Plattform_fordert_realistische_Situationsanalyse.pdf 
https://www.verbaende-plattform.de/fileadmin/Dokumente_u._Grafiken/Stellungnahmen/09-2019_Verb%C3%A4nde-Plattform_fordert_realistische_Situationsanalyse.pdf 
https://www.verbaende-plattform.de/fileadmin/Dokumente_u._Grafiken/Stellungnahmen/09-2019_Verb%C3%A4nde-Plattform_fordert_realistische_Situationsanalyse.pdf 
https://www.verbaende-plattform.de/fileadmin/Dokumente_u._Grafiken/Stellungnahmen/09-2019_Verb%C3%A4nde-Plattform_fordert_realistische_Situationsanalyse.pdf 
https://www.abl-ev.de/uploads/media/2020-07-22_Statement_regarding_the_BMEL_draft_needs_assessment_for_the_CAP_post-2020.pdf
https://www.abl-ev.de/uploads/media/2020-07-22_Statement_regarding_the_BMEL_draft_needs_assessment_for_the_CAP_post-2020.pdf
https://www.abl-ev.de/uploads/media/2020-07-22_Statement_regarding_the_BMEL_draft_needs_assessment_for_the_CAP_post-2020.pdf
https://www.abl-ev.de/uploads/media/2020-07-22_Statement_regarding_the_BMEL_draft_needs_assessment_for_the_CAP_post-2020.pdf
https://www.abl-ev.de/uploads/media/2020-07-22_Statement_regarding_the_BMEL_draft_needs_assessment_for_the_CAP_post-2020.pdf
https://www.abl-ev.de/uploads/media/2020-07-22_Statement_regarding_the_BMEL_draft_needs_assessment_for_the_CAP_post-2020.pdf
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(SUR), Framework for Sustainable Food Systems (FSFS) and Soil Monitor-
ing Law, will also impact the CAP and its further development. Last but not 
least, the currently debated potential accession of Ukraine to the EU would 
make it impossible to continue the largely flat-rate and area-based basic 
payments5.
 The ZKL report is evidence of a broad societal consensus within Ger-
many that CAP funds should in future be fully devoted to provide economi-
cally attractive remuneration for interventions in the areas of environmental 
protection, nature conservation, climate mitigation and animal welfare, and 
that the largely flat-rate area payments should be abolished. In its coalition 
agreement, the current German Federal Government agreed to further de-
velop Germany’s CAP Strategic Plan and to present a concept by the middle 
of the legislative period on how direct payments can be appropriately re-
placed by income generating remuneration for climate and environmental 
services delivered by farmers. 

      Design flaws in the CAP 
      green architecture

With the 2023 CAP reform, the new green architecture was introduced as 
a key instrument in the current funding period. It aims to implement the 
specific environmental objectives of the CAP, which are to be achieved by 
means of a more sustainable use of natural resources such as soils, water 
and air as well as through various climate and biodiversity-promoting meas-
ures. To this end, the greening schemes under the previous funding period 
were partially incorporated into the conditionality rules and supplemented 
by additional standards for the good agricultural and environmental condi-
tion of land (GAEC). Fulfilment of conditionality rules is the “entry ticket” 
for participation in the CAP. A new addition is a 25 per cent share of the first 
pillar budget for eco-schemes. Member states may reduce this share to 23 
per cent under certain conditions. The eco-schemes are voluntary, predom-
inantly annual commitments, which in Germany are primarily focussed on 
biodiversity conservation. The tried and tested AECMs under Pillar 2 form 
the third part of the green architecture.

It is the view of the signatory associations that initial applications in the 
2023–2027 funding period indicate that the new green architecture does 
not ensure the necessary and hoped-for changes towards greater environ-
mental protection, nature conservation, climate mitigation and animal wel-
fare in the farming sector. Moreover, the bureaucratic burden on farmers 
and the administration have further increased. This is due to the following 
design flaws:

2.1

5 The signatory asso-
ciations use the umbrella 
term “basic payment” here 
to mean the area-related 
income support tools. In 
particular, these include 
the “basic income support 
for sustainability (BISS)”, 
the “complementary redis-
tributive income support 
for sustainability (CRISS)” 
and the “complementary 
income support for young 
farmers (CISYF)”.
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●  The newly introduced flexibility has given the EU member states too 
 much leeway when it comes to meeting the CAP objectives. Insufficient 
 EU-wide “guard rails” and low required minimum levels enable too 
 low a level of environmental ambition.

●  The European Commission has failed to set a minimum level of 
 ambition for eco-schemes or, for example, to stipulate that eco-schemes 
 within individual Member States must be directed at certain defined 
 environmental goods. 

●  The review and approval of the national Strategic Plans by the European 
 Commission was not conducted with the necessary depth due to the time 
 pressures and the European Commission's need to quickly approve 
 the plans. This was evident, for example, in the insufficient incorporation 
 into the German's CAP Strategic Plan of the European Commission's 
 “Observation letter on Germany's CAP Strategic Plan”.  

●  The green architecture was created before the Green Deal and the Farm 
 to Fork Strategy were agreed and was not subsequently adapted to 
 achieve the objectives set out therein. Although this was demanded by 
 the EU Commission, it was not undertaken or enforced.

●  The EU did not move the eco-schemes to the “amber box” of the WTO 
 Agreement on Agriculture6, unlike, for example, coupled income supports. 
 The eco-schemes continue to be subject to the “green box” provisions, 
 which have so far been interpreted conservatively. This hampers the design
 of highly ambitious eco-schemes that are actually income-generating.

●  A redistribution of funding for conditional supports already allocated 
 to Pillar 2 to the largely unconditional Pillar 1 basic income support is 
 currently not being ruled out.

●  With regard to the eco-schemes, the EU missed the opportunity to choose 
 a much more ambitious share than the minimum 25 per cent of direct 
 payments. Moreover, an ambitious budget that increases over the funding 
 period would have made a CAP transformation process visible to all. In-
 stead, member states were even given the option to limit the eco-scheme 
 budget to just 23 per cent of direct payments funding. The same applies to 
 the reallocation of funds from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2. Although the proportion 
 of reallocated funds will increase over the course of the funding period, 
 it is still far from sufficient (increasing from 10 per cent in 2023 to 15 per 
 cent in 2026).

●  With the exception of ÖR 7 7, the eco-schemes are not income-generating 
 for farms (Article 31 (7a) CAP Strategic Plans Regulation). The same applies 
 to the AECM under Pillar 2 (Article 70 (4) and (5) CAP Strategic Plans 
 Regulation). Moreover, different calculation methods are used to deter-
 mine the premia payable for the eco-schemes and AECM respectively, 
 and each calculation must be related to specific conditionality require-
 ments, which further increases complexity.

At the national 
level: 

At the European 
level
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●  The eco-schemes were selected and designed without the prescribed rat-
 ing or scoring system or other appropriate methodology to ensure their 
 effectiveness and efficiency. Moreover, no differentiation was made 
 as to whether they meet one or more of the specific objectives 
 (cf. Article 31(8) CAP Strategic Plans Regulation). When it comes to the 
 selection of tangible eco-scheme commitments, there is therefore a risk 
 of greenwashing, same as with the prior greening measures.

●  The annual programming of eco-schemes reduces their environmental 
 impact, increases the administrative burden on approval authorities and 
 makes foresighted budgeting more difficult.

●  As part of the eco scheme commitments to observe agricultural practices 
 beneficial for the climate, the environment and animal welfare and 
 combatting antimicrobial resistance, no use is made of the option to also
 offer a corresponding scheme providing remuneration in the form of an 
 annual payment for livestock units covered by commitments (Article 
 31 (7) CAP Strategic Plans Regulation).

●  The complicated intersection of conditionality, eco-schemes and AECM 
 is difficult for farmers to comprehend and involves a great deal of effort 
 for administrations. This makes it even more difficult to design and 
 calculate comprehensible and attractive premia.

●  The lack of coherence in the configuration of eco-schemes as estab-
 lished by the Federal Government and the AECM as established by the 
 federal states respectively has resulted in extensive levels of exclusions 
 from supports or highly complicated payment rates calculations that 
 are difficult to comprehend, especially for the farmers involved,  
 for example when combining eco-schemes with AECM (combination 
 tables). This particularly affects the organic sector.

●  The choice of eco-schemes is limited to individual measures without, 
 for example, specifying that all environmental goods must be addressed 
 in the eco-schemes selected (see Netherlands). This results in a low 
 systemic environmental impact.

●  The programme and budget planning of the federal states for the 
 expansion of organic farming, as embedded in the national Strategic 
 Plan, does not sufficiently reflect the German Federal Government’s 
 objective of reaching a level of 30 per cent of agricultural land under 
 organic management by 2030 or the corresponding 25 per cent target set 
 out in the Farm to Fork Strategy. 

6 Within the WTO agree-
ment, subsidies granted by 
states are classified by “box-
es”. Depending on the box 
to which they are allocated, 
these subsidies are either 
allowed or to be abolished. 
The following boxes are 
distinguished: 
• Green box: Unlimited 
production-independent 
state aid such as agricultural 
structural funding and mar-
keting aid. 
• Blue box: Conditionally per-
mitted production-dependent 
but quantity-limited direct 
state aid to be reduced, 
such as compensatory allow-
ances /premia. 
• Amber box: Direct supports 
for agricultural commodities 
directly related to production 
quantities, to be reduced, 
e.g. price support via institu-
tional prices.

7 ÖR stands for Öko-
Regelungen (eco-schemes). 
ÖR 7 refers to agricultural 
land management in Natura 
2000 areas in accordance 
with the sites’ conservation 
objectiv
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     Design flaws in the 
     CAP social architecture

The 2023 CAP reform has also further developed the policy’s “social archi-
tecture”. The member states must implement a “complementary redistribu-
tive income support for sustainability” (CRISS or “redistributive premium”) 
to support small and medium-sized farms. This must amount to at least ten 
per cent of the Pillar 1 budget, with possible exceptions. Member states may 
voluntarily implement capping and degression. Complementary income 
support for young farmers (CISYF) remains mandatory and has been ex-
tended to at least three per cent of the Pillar 1 budget. “Social conditionality” 
was newly introduced. For the first time, it ensures minimum protections for 
employees and, as part of the conditionality rules, is also a basic require-
ment that must be met when participating in the CAP.

It is the view of the associations that the development of the basic income 
support premia levels (the “basic payment”) in the funding period up to 
2027 is clearly not sufficiently geared to the actual needs of the various farm 
types to adequately address the known socio-economic challenges in the 
sector. This is due to the following design flaws in the social architecture:

● For the Member States, the instruments as part of the CAP social archi-
 tecture are not mandatory to the extent that a targeted allocation of 
 basic payment funds can be assured.

● Here too, the EU Commission’s weak control when approving the 
 Strategic Plans has resulted in inadequately designed Strategic Plans 
 getting approved.

● The design of the social conditionality rules is based on a minimum 
 consensus that does not take into account key issues such as wage levels.

● No use is made of the option to use the redistributive payment to support 
 small and medium-sized farms in a more targeted manner by introducing 
 caps and jointly assessing associated enterprises (Article 29 CAP 
 Strategic Plans Regulation).

● No use is made within Pillar 1 of the possibility of nationwide targeted 
 support for young farmers and, in particular, support for rural
 agricultural business start-ups by means of a concept-based start-up 
 premium (Article 30 (3) CAP Strategic Plans Regulation).

● No use is made of the possibility of a more targeted allocation of basic 
 income support (e.g. by increasing the budget for the redistributive 
 premium to above 12 per cent or implementing a degression factor) 
 (Articles 29 and 17 CAP Strategic Plans Regulation). 

● Member states appear to be exhausting the option of a delayed intro-
 duction of social conditionality until 2025 (Article 14 (1) CAP Strategic 
 Plans Regulation).

2.2

At the European 
level:

At the national 
level:
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The CAP must become the key transformation tool for the fundamental 
greening and sustainable development of the farming sector in line with the 
concept of food sovereignty8. It must also make a critical contribution to the 
restoration of biodiversity and agro-ecosystems. It must support farmers in 
realising, in predictable steps, the objectives of the European Green Deal, 
the Farm to Fork Strategy and the EU Biodiversity Strategy, remunerate 
them for their efforts in this regard and also offer them long-term economic 
prospects. 
 The targets of the Green Deal include reducing pesticide use of by 50 
per cent by 2030, reducing nutrient losses by at least 50 per cent and the use 
of fertilisers by at least 20 per cent by 2030, having at least 25 per cent of the 
EU’s agricultural land under organic management, protecting at least 30 per 
cent of terrestrial and marine areas to restore species diversity, and having 
10 per cent of agricultural area under high diversity landscape features by 
2030. The CAP post-2027 must also contribute to a much greater extent than 
before to the achievement of binding national and European legislation in 
the areas of environmental protection and climate change mitigation (see 
Annex) and overall massively advance the environmental transformation of 
the farming sector and its associated ecosystems. To this end, it will be es-
sential to consistently dismantle environmentally harmful subsidies 9 and 
set specific reduction targets for greenhouse gas emissions from farming in 
Europe.
 Agricultural structures are a relevant determinant for the individual 
farm-level performance in the delivery of public goods as well as for the 
scenic attractiveness of rural areas. Agricultural structural and social as-
pects must therefore always be taken into account in the CAP post-2027. As 
already set out by the German Federal Government in its agricultural policy 
mission statement, the CAP post-2027 must also be geared towards the ob-
jective of preserving the broad structural diversity of farm types and pro-
duction systems in the farming sector and thus as many farm holdings as 
possible. To achieve this, it will also be crucial to make it possible for a sig-
nificantly greater numbers of young people to enter the sector and to further 
elevate the attractiveness of green professions.
 For the protection of public goods, such as clean air and water, but also 
for agri-structural reasons and to achieve international climate targets, the 
CAP post-2027 must make a significant contribution to transforming the 
livestock sector with a view to societal acceptance and environmental com-
patibility. Both the Covid-19 pandemic and Russia’s war against Ukraine 
have driven market volatility to historic  levels and once again made cereal 
crops the subject of stock market speculation. Unreasonable profits, espe-
cially in the upstream and downstream sectors, are often accompanied by 
severe price crises. Farmers in particular are largely defenceless in the face 
of price and market crises. The aim of the CAP post-2027 must therefore be 

3 Objectives for the 
CAP post-2027

9 https://www.umwelt-
bundesamt.de/daten/
umwelt-wirtschaft/umwelt-
schaedliche-subventio-
nen-in-deutschland
(German only)

8 Food sovereignty 
describes the right of all 
people to democratically 
determine the way in 
which food is produced, 
distributed and consumed. 
Further information can for 
example be found at: 
https://nyeleni-eca.net/
index.php/food-sovereignty

https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/daten/umwelt-wirtschaft/umweltschaedliche-subventionen-in-deutschland#undefined
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/daten/umwelt-wirtschaft/umweltschaedliche-subventionen-in-deutschland#undefined
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/daten/umwelt-wirtschaft/umweltschaedliche-subventionen-in-deutschland#undefined
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/daten/umwelt-wirtschaft/umweltschaedliche-subventionen-in-deutschland#undefined
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/daten/umwelt-wirtschaft/umweltschaedliche-subventionen-in-deutschland#undefined
https://nyeleni-eca.net/index.php/food-sovereignty
https://nyeleni-eca.net/index.php/food-sovereignty


15

to prevent market and price crises and to significantly improve the farmers’ 
position in the value chain. In addition to producer prices for agricultural 
products, this also applies explicitly to the agricultural land market.
 Additionally, the EU must fulfil its special international responsibility 
in market policy and ensure compliance with equivalent or corresponding 
minimum social, environmental, consumer and animal welfare standards 
for imports and prevent dumping effects in exports. Moreover, the EU has 
committed to implementing the global Sustainable Development Goals. 
These include the objective to achieve food security and promote sustaina-
ble agriculture (SDG2).
 In addition to these substantive objectives, the next reform of the CAP 
must lead to a significant de-bureaucratisation for farm holdings and ad-
ministrations. For agricultural holdings, there must be a single application 
level, consolidating access to a standardised and transparent range of subsi-
dies schemes of limited complexity. Farmers who deliver high levels of en-
vironmental protection, nature conservation, climate mitigation and animal 
welfare on their farms must not be subject to an overly high number of in-
spections and potential sanctions, as has been the case to date. Their special 
efforts must instead be specially rewarded and supported. 
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The 2023 CAP reform was a first tentative step towards an at least partial 
replacement of the largely flat-rate area payments with premia for the de-
livery of tangible societal benefits. This tentative step is not sufficient to 
overcome the current social challenges and meet the socio-economic and 
environmental targets of the European Union, its member states and the 
CAP. By the start of the funding period from 2028 at the latest, there must 
be a requirement that all relevant CAP funds10 are to be used to remunerate 
farmers11 for the delivery of clearly defined services to the public good in the 
areas of environmental protection, nature conservation, climate mitigation 
and animal welfare. This must also explicitly apply to investment support 
as part of rural development policy. The current 2023–2027 funding period 
must be used as a transition phase (see Chapter 6) for the transformation 
of the CAP, which meets the objectives set out in Chapter 3 – Objectives for 
the CAP post-2027 and which accompanies and supports agricultural hold-
ings along this transformative path in predictable, binding and socially eq-
uitable steps. The signatory associations consider it necessary that certain 
baseline requirements in the CAP post-2027 be set out which must be met by 
all farmers participating in the CAP. These baseline requirements and the 
associated further development of sectoral statutory legislation and gener-
al regulatory requirements, eligible measures and funding guidelines and 
their interplay within a possible funding model are described in more detail 
below. These considerations are supplemented by a chapter on support for 
rural development.

      Baseline requirements 
      to be met

The baseline requirements in the CAP post-2027 in the areas of greening and 
social justice and the associated further development of sectoral statuto-
ry legislation and general regulatory requirements are presented below in 
three separate chapters.

        Baseline requirements 
        in the area of ecology

The selection and design of the baseline requirements in the area of ecology 
of the upcoming CAP post-2027 must be fully aligned with the objectives 
of the European Green Deal. Moreover, they must take account of climate 
commitments, the restoration of species diversity and the reduction of ad-
ministrative burdens and at the same time be universally applicable with-
in the EU. They must also be practicable. The baseline requirements in the 
area of ecology should therefore be significantly reduced in number com-
pared to the status quo, but made more effective. Against this background, 

4.1

4.1.1

4 The CAP funding 
policy post-2027

10 These include all 
area-based and headage 
payments as well as pay-
ments that farmers receive, 
for example, for investments 
that are not linked to land 
or livestock.

11 The signatory associ-
ations are aware of the fact 
that in addition to farmers 
there are also other recipi-
ents of CAP funding. These 
are not explicitly mentioned 
here or in the rest of this 
paper, but are similarly 
addressed.
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the signatory associations advocate the following baseline requirements in 
the CAP post-2027:
 
    1.  Ensuring high crop diversity through wide crop rotations with a 
   proportion of leguminous crops significantly above the level set as 
   the current baseline requirement for crop rotations.
    2.  Maintenance of permanent grassland.
     3.  Provision of a minimum proportion of non-productive land and a 
   ban on the removal of landscape features in the interest of restoring
   biodiversity.
 4.  Protection against further degradation of wetlands and peatlands: 
   no new or active drainage or deepening of existing drainage levels.

      Baseline requirements in 
      the area of social justice

The associations welcome the new baseline social requirements (social con-
ditionality) introduced at the start of the current funding period. The Cov-
id-19 pandemic has once again highlighted the living situation and the high 
proportion of precariously employed people in the farming sector. Seasonal 
workers and agricultural labourers often have no or insufficient social se-
curity, live in cramped housing, are at an increased risk of accidents, work 
extreme hours and receive low wages. The wide spread of wage levels in this 
sector within Europe has resulted in a relocation of labour-intensive produc-
tion methods, such as fruit and vegetable growing, to countries where labour 
conditions are particularly unfavourable. It is the view of the associations 
that the mandatory rules with respect to social aspects must be advanced 
with the CAP post-2027 reform. In tangible terms, this means that the cur-
rently referenced EU Directives in the areas of occupational health and safe-
ty, transparent working conditions, the provision of work equipment and 
health protection must be expanded to include directives on working hours 
and pay levels as well as the regulation on equal treatment of employees 
with regard to pay and/or dismissal. This advancement must be designed 
in such a way as to prevent the further relocation of labour-intensive pro-
duction methods to countries within the EU with particularly unfavourable 
working conditions for seasonal and agricultural workers. 

     Advancement of current mandatory rules toward future 
     baseline requirements and their interaction with sectoral 
     legislation and the regulatory framework

Figure 1 illustrates the advancement of the mandatory rules in the current 
funding period in the areas of ecology and social justice toward the future 
baseline requirements and their interplay with any future regulatory require-
ments.
 As illustrated in the figure, the mandatory rules in the area of soil pro-
tection that apply in the current funding period could, for example, be trans-
ferred to the planned EU Soil Monitoring Law. The mandatory rules regard-
ing buffer strips along watercourses could be integrated into the existing 
EU Water Framework Directive and Nitrates Directive as well as the future 
Sustainable Use Regulation (EU Regulation on the Sustainable Use of Plant 
Protection Products, SUR). Furthermore, it would make sense to integrate 

4.1.2

4.1.3
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2027
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GAEC standards 
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EU regulatory 
requirements
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Figure 1 Advancement of current mandatory rules toward future baseline requirements
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the GAEC 9, i.e. the ban on converting or ploughing up environmental-
ly-sensitive permanent grasslands, into the future baseline requirements for 
the maintenance of permanent grassland and to further strengthen supports 
for environmentally sensitive permanent grasslands.
 The associations emphasise that the widespread effectiveness of the 
future baseline requirements generally requires the highest possible farmer 
participation rates. This should be achieved first and foremost by ensuring 
that supports going beyond the baseline requirements include attractive of-
fers for all types of farms and in all regions, the premia are economically 
attractive, and the administrative burden is successfully reduced.
 In connection with the current mandatory rules and the future baseline 
requirements, the signatory associations would like to point out that both 
the EU and the Member States have failed in recent decades to implement 
and further develop the regulatory requirements for the farming sector in 
such a way that they meet the environmental and social challenges of our 
time and give agricultural holdings transparency and planning security. In 
many EU member states, this has led to a considerable transposition deficit 
of existing EU Directives.
 The introduction of the former cross-compliance system and today’s 
statutory management requirements (SMR standards), created a pathway that 
links EU regulatory requirements with the CAP’s system of controls and 
sanctions and thus implements existing EU Directives in a roughly compara-
ble manner across the EU and significantly improves their implementation.
 The associations are of the opinion that neither the current mandatory 
rules nor the future baseline requirements can or indeed should compensate 
for regulatory shortcomings and enforcement deficits in sectoral legislation 
and the general regulatory framework in the long term. The EU must there-
fore aim to consistently develop and simplify the sectoral and general reg-
ulatory framework for agriculture over the coming years and to eventually 
render obsolete the baseline requirements for participation in the subsidy 
programmes. The implementation of the advancement of this framework 
must be closely accompanied and assisted by the EU in the individual mem-
ber states.
 The associations call on the European Commission to present a con-
cept as part of the advancement of the CAP on how the control and penalty 
system as part of the regulatory framework can be developed in such a way 
that the CAP can be decoupled from the regulatory framework. The Federal 
Government is called on to advocate in this direction at EU level. However, 
the associations emphasise that a complete decoupling and abandonment of 
the SMR standards as part of the current mandatory rules cannot take place 
until such time as a functioning regulatory system has been introduced and 
its enforcement, including consistent sanctions, has been ensured. There-
fore, a gradual transition seems constructive.
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     Eligible measures and 
     funding guidelines

In order to achieve the CAP post-2027 objectives mentioned above, it will be 
necessary to include in the support schemes at least the following services 
delivered by farmers across the EU:

● Measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and measures that 
 demonstrably contribute to the long-term sequestration of greenhouse  
 gases.

●  Diverse, biodiversity-enhancing and scenic small-scale agricultural 
 structures and land parcelling.

●  Establishment and maintenance of a high proportion of landscape 
 features and non-productive areas including sown wildflower strips and
 old grass strips, especially with a view to habitat connectivity, and 
 going beyond the level of the baseline requirements.

●  High crop diversity and wide crop rotations, including a minimum 
 proportion of legumes and spring-sown crops, going beyond the level 
 of the baseline requirements.

●  Reducing or abandoning the use of chemically-synthesized pesticides 
 and fertilisers (including on parts of the holding)

●  Air and water pollution control by means of particularly low nitrogen 
 and phosphorus balances well below the permissible maximum limits 
 stipulated in the legislation on the use of fertilisers.

●  Protection and agricultural management of species-rich permanent 
 grassland, in particular through grazing.

●  Maintainance and promotion of soil health by increasing the soils’ 
 water retention capacity, soil organic matter content, cation exchange 
 capacity and buffering capacity, and protection of soils from erosion.

●  Implementation of area-based and particularly species-appropriate 
 livestock husbandry, e.g. by providing more housing space, materials 
 for animal enrichment, outdoor access and grazing, as well as reducing 
 livestock numbers in the interests of climate mitigation and a balanced 
 human diet.

●  Establishment and maintenance of woody vegetation on agricultural 
 land, in particular through agroforestry management.

●  Implementation of grassland-based ruminant feeding, a high propor-
 tion of own-farm grown feed, and a focus on food production over feed 
 production. 

●  Management of agricultural holdings in accordance with organic 
 farming standards.

4.2
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12 Statements by the 
WBEA: 
www.bmel.de/EN/ministry/ 
organisation/advisory-bo-
ards/AgriculturalPolicyPubli-
cations.html

European Court of Auditors 
on CAP and climate: 
www.eca.europa.eu/en/
publictions?did=58913

European Court of Auditors 
on biodiversity and the 
CAP:
www.eca.europa.eu/en/
publications?did=53892 

13 It should be noted that 
Article 31 (8) of the CAP 
Strategic Plans Regulation 
stipulates that such method-
ologies to assess the eco-
schemes are already to be 
used in the current funding 
period.

The associations are in agreement that the current allocation of funds is 
characterised by a high degree of inefficiency in terms of its environmental 
and income impact. Germany’s  Scientific Advisory Board on Agricultural 
Policy, Food and Consumer Health Protection (Wissenschaftlicher Beirat für 
Agrarpolitik, Ernährung und gesundheitlichen Verbraucherschutz, WBAE) and 
the European Court of Auditors would appear to concur with this view12.
Proposals for methodologies to improve the efficiency and targeting of 
funding allocations and increase their impact have in some cases already 
been available for several years. These include points-based evaluation sys-
tems, a tiered model, the so-called co-operative approach and other pro-
posals. Some have already been locally implemented or trialled.13

●  The organisations see valuable contributions and the representation 
 of legitimate interests in all of these proposals. For the CAP post-2027, 
 the strengths and useful elements of these proposals should be utilised 
 and combined in such a way that the CAP as a whole becomes signifi-
 cantly “greener” and fairer and the objectives set out in Chapter 3 — 
 Objectives for the CAP post-2027 are reliably achieved. To this end, the 
 CAP post-2027 must, as a minimum, adhere to the following guidelines:

●  The premia levels for the remuneration of environmental, nature, climate
 and animal welfare services must be income-generating for the farms,
 meaning that they must be calculated in such a way there is a significant 
 incentive element in addition to compensation for income forgone 
 and additional costs resulting from the commitments given, so that the 
 services also “pay off” economically. To this end, premia levels could
 be differentiated according to regional aspects or calculated with refer-
 ence to agriculturally more favoured regions. 

●  The CAP must be significantly simplified for all stakeholders and offer 
 more planning security. For farmers, there must only be one application 
 level and application deadlines and the duration of funding programmes 
 must be uniform, clear and communicated well in advance. The various 
 programmes offered by the Federal Government and the federal states 
 must be coherently coordinated and brought together at application 
 level. Farmers must be able to determine the expected premia for indi-
 vidual measures and the expected total farm premium as early as the 
 application stage.  

●  In order to be able to specifically address species-appropriate and 
 environmentally sound livestock husbandry and the associated environ-
 mental assets, the reference value “livestock unit” must be used in addi-
 tion to the reference value “hectare” for the allocation of nationwide 
 funding. This applies at least until such time as the conversion of the 
 livestock sector towards animal welfare, societal acceptance and envi-
 ronmental sustainability is fully financed and organised by other means. 
 It would also allow for the remuneration of the special services provided 
 by shepherds, whose commitments must continue to be rewarded in the 
 CAP post-2027, without having to resort to coupled payments.

●  All funding programmes must contain multi-annual commitments, 
 where appropriate from an environmental and nature conservation per-

https://www.bmel.de/DE/ministerium/organisation/beiraete/agr-veroeffentlichungen.html
http://www.eca.europa.eu/en/publictions?did=58913
http://www.eca.europa.eu/en/publictions?did=58913
http://www.eca.europa.eu/en/publications?did=53892 
http://www.eca.europa.eu/en/publications?did=53892 
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 spective, in order to increase both the ecological efficiency of the meas-
 ures and their operational predictability. Nevertheless, farms should be 
 given the opportunity to withdraw from multi-annual commitments in 
 the event of unforeseen circumstances (e.g. termination of leases, adverse 
 weather conditions, etc.) without incurring financial penalties. Premia 
 levels must reflect the higher environmental and conservation value of 
 multi-annual measures and the effectiveness of a given measure. Further-
 more, it must be ensured that even if a measure is applied for just one 
 year it results in the delivery of significant services to the public good.

●  The funding rates for the delivery of services to the public good should 
 also take agri-structural and socio-economic aspects into account. To 
 this end, the premia in the areas of environmental protection, nature 
 conservation, climate mitigation and animal welfare should be linked 
 to instruments such as progression or degression factors or a tiered 
 system. The factors to be taken into account here could be, for example, 
 the farm type or holding size. In times of constrained budgets, the 
 implementation of such instruments would also help to ensure the wide
 spread delivery of services to the public good. Where possible, prefer-
 ence should be given to incentives and “bonuses”.

●  Support for young farmers and agricultural start-up entrepreneurs 
 should be provided nationwide based on a concept-driven, non-area-
 related start-up premium. This form of support for young farmers is 
 already being delivered by some EU Member States and some individual 
 federal states in Germany.

●  The support offered must provide agricultural holdings with a clear 
 pathway for transformation. In order to take account of the need to 
 transform individual farms as overall systems, support must not be lim-
 ited to the provision of individual measures, but should also offer the 
 option of selecting a variety of packages of measures that have a 
 systemic effect and build on each other in a meaningful way. 

●  The special performance and systemic approach of organic farming 
 (full farm conversion) must be remunerated as a separate stand-alone 
 measure.

     Financing and approach to a funding model, 
     taking into account existing proposals

The great significance of the CAP is reflected not least in its funding vol-
ume. In the current 2023-2027 funding period, total CAP commitments are 
approximately EUR 386,000 million, representing around one third of the 
entire EU budget. Roughly EUR 30,000 million of this funding will flow to 
Germany. CAP funding accounts for between 30 and 60 per cent of farmers’ 
income for many farm types.
 The platform associations agree that the existing ecological and so-
cio-economic needs will continue to require a corresponding CAP budget in 
the future. This must be taken into account in the negotiations on the EU’s 
Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for the period post-2027. However, 
it is imperative that CAP funds are used differently than to date. Their effec-

4.3
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tiveness must be increased significantly. The allocation of funds between the EU 
member states and also within Germany based on historical distribution keys and 
political enforceability is out-dated. Instead, the size of a member state’s budget 
should be based on its contribution to achieving the CAP’s objectives. One pos-
sible tool for implementing such an approach and ending the current “race to the 
bottom” in the areas of environmental protection, nature conservation, climate 
mitigation and animal welfare would be the introduction of a co-financing rate for 
all EU level CAP funds. The rate level could be determined by each Member State’s 
level of ambition with regard to its contribution to achieving the objectives of the 
CAP.
 As already set out in Chapter 2—Context, the signatory associations see one  
reason for the inefficient and overly complicated design of the green architecture 
in Germany in the blurred lines between the newly introduced eco-schemes and the 
AECMs under Pillar 2, and the resultant combination tables and calculation rates. 
In order to improve and streamline this as yet very complex system, the signatory 
associations propose that all measures linked to agricultural area and livestock 
units (LU) in the fields of environmental protection, nature conservation, climate 
mitigation and animal welfare (see Chapter 4.2—Eligible measures and funding  
guidelines) be merged into a standardised nationwide scheme. This nationwide 
programme should be supplemented by the federal states’ own programmes with 
clearly defined measures in the areas of biodiversity (including contractual con-
servation management agreements), investment support and rural development.
 Figure 2 below shows an example of what a model approach could look like 
that meaningfully links the guidelines outlined so far with existing models for the 
CAP post-2027.

Figure 2 Example of a model approach for the CAP post-2027, taking into account existing proposals

Top-ups by the federal states

Baseline requirements 

Offers regarding contractual conservation management, investment support, rural development, etc.

A
m

bi
tio

n 
le

ve
ls

 a
nd

 p
re

m
ia

 le
ve

ls
 in

 li
ne

 w
ith

 th
e 

G
re

en
 D

ea
l

Minimum standards to be met (see Chapter 4.1).

Module

Climate

Le
ve

l 3
Le

ve
l 2

Le
ve

l 1

S
up

po
rt

 s
ch

em
e 

fo
r f

ar
m

er
s 

in
 k

ee
pi

ng
 w

it
h 

th
e 

el
ig

ib
le

 m
ea

su
re

s 
se

t o
ut

 in
 C

ha
pt

er
 4

.2

Module

Soils

Module

Air & 
water

Module

Bio-
diversity

Module
Livestock 
husbandry

Module
Organic 
farming

Access options

A
cc

es
s 

op
tio

ns

Factor 
for 

agricultural 
structures



24

The model approach provides for six funding modules that are available na-
tionwide and offer all agricultural holdings economically attractive meas-
ures or packages of measures in the areas of environmental protection, na-
ture conservation, climate mitigation and animal welfare. It is important 
to ensure that agricultural holdings implement measures or packages of 
measures across all modules and thus contribute to all relevant environmen-
tal goods (climate, soil, air and water, biodiversity and, where applicable, 
livestock husbandry). This would ensure that farms with their selection of 
measures do indeed cover all environmental goods. Depending on their 
level of ambition, agricultural holdings would be paid a higher premia per 
module (e.g. based on three ambition levels). The more measures a farm 
implements within a module, i.e. the higher its ambition level, the higher 
its ranking and commensurate premia level for the entire farm (see, for ex-
ample, the delivery of eco-schemes in the Netherlands). The reference val-
ue for the calculation of the single farm payment would be the hectare (ha) 
in land management and the livestock unit (LU) in livestock management. 
The level of ambition could be assessed using a points system, for exam-
ple. In order to ensure the delivery of a minimum level of commitments, a 
minimum number of points or minimum criteria within an ambition level 
should be defined, if necessary. Top-ups by the federal states with funding 
programmes for contractual conservation management agreements and in-
vestment funding are essential to enhancing the focus on conservation ob-
jectives. These would continue to be offered as regional and specific conser-
vation measures.
 In addition to the climate, soil, air and water, biodiversity and livestock 
husbandry modules, the conversion to and continued application of organic 
farming practices on the whole farm would be rewarded in a separate mod-
ule. Farms that participate in this module would also be able to access sup-
ports under the climate, soil, air and water, biodiversity and, where applica-
ble, livestock husbandry modules.
 All agricultural holdings in receipt of funding would need to meet the 
baseline requirements (see Chapter 4.1), have the option of additionally ac-
cessing the top-ups in the respective federal states, and would have agri-
cultural structures as set out in Chapter 4.2—Eligible measures and funding 
guidelines taken into account for the purposes of calculating their premia. 

     Rural development as driver of the 
     transformation of agri-food systems

It is a key task of support policies to strengthen regional economic cycles 
and value chains within the agri-food systems. For the signatory associa-
tions, the preservation and expansion of artisanal food processing as a part-
ner to farmers is of central importance. Diverse agricultural holdings need 
diverse upstream and downstream sectors in order to create functioning re-
gional value chains. The development and (re)construction of a resilient in-
frastructure in rural areas is therefore necessary for the transformation of 
agri-food systems. This must be specifically coupled with the promotion of 
high quality standards in food production.

4.4
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To date, around one third of the European and German CAP budget has been 
channelled into rural development (Pillar 2). In addition to the AECM and 
the promotion of organic farming, this also finances broadband expansion, 
village development, investments (e.g. in livestock housing or food process-
ing) and compensatory payments in less-favoured areas. As described in 
Chapter 4.3—Financing and approach to a funding model, the signatory asso-
ciations are in favour of retaining an independent budget for rural develop-
ment in the CAP post-2027.
 Moreover, the signatory associations also suggest examining whether 
CAP supports that are not directly related to the development of resilient 
agri-food systems (e.g. village renewal) should perhaps instead be financed 
from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) or the European 
Social Fund (ESF) in the future. This would create additional scope for rural 
development policy in the area of agri-food systems.
 Within rural development policy, the signatory associations advocate a 
focus on the following objectives with regard to the transformation of agri-
food systems:

●  The disappearance of decentralised artisanal food processing, which is 
 occurring in the same way as the disappearance of farms, must be 
 stopped and reversed. To this end, the establishment of decentralised 
 artisanal food processing businesses could, for example, be specifically 
 supported in a similar way to the business start-up premium for agricul-
 tural holdings described in Chapter 4.2.

●  All measures to promote investment and business start-ups must be 
 consistently geared towards the delivery of public goods in the areas of 
 environmental protection, nature conservation, climate mitigation and 
 animal welfare. In the area of livestock husbandry, subsidies should 
 only be payable for building reconstruction or modification measures 
 that contribute to increasing animal welfare and the protection of envi-
 ronmental goods such as air and water.

●  Supports for regional value chains, especially for high-quality food 
 products, as partnership-based networks are particularly capable of 
 transparently distributing economic value added along the entire chain 
 and offering economic prospects for rural actors.

●  Expanding the diversification of agricultural holdings, e.g. by promoting 
 the establishment of new farm enterprises or increasing the level 
 of value added through the processing of agricultural products and/or 
 on-farm selling.

●  Strengthening producer groups and business cooperatives as well 
 as operational groups under the European Innovation Partnership (EIP) 
 scheme to improve the position of farmers within value chains.

●  Promoting gender equality and reducing gender gaps, e.g. through net-
 working, education and advisory services as well as mentoring 
 programmes for female farm successors and potential female managers.
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The necessary transformation of the farming sector cannot be achieved 
solely through the organisation of regulatory requirements and the alloca-
tion of subsidies. A new framework for the European Union’s market poli-
cy is indispensable to achieving the objectives of the Green Deal. This re-
quires a paradigm shift, away from the objective introduced in 1992 with the 
MacSharry reform to make the EU agricultural and food industry globally 
competitive, and towards quality production, especially for local markets. It 
will only be possible to preserve the still existing small and medium-sized 
farm structures if for the entire farming profession there are economic pros-
pects based on the sale of the goods they produce. Current antitrust legisla-
tion is not a safeguard in this regard.
 In order to achieve global competitiveness, efforts were made to lower 
producer prices. With the help of adjustment aid in the form of direct pay-
ments, the farming sector was to be put in a position to supply the agrifood 
industry with low-cost raw materials. Adjustment aids were originally tran-
sitional in nature and were to run out in the year 2000. The political deci-
sion-makers assumed that the intensification of production processes and 
increasing division of labour (shifting production to agriculturally-favoured 
areas) would allow agricultural holdings to survive economically on the 
world market despite low producer prices – clearly a false assumption. This 
is evident, among other things, from the ongoing structural change in the 
farming sector14, the weakening of rural areas with a loss of artisanal food 
processing, continuing high environmental burdens, and recurring market 
crises.
 Multinational agribusiness corporations are often the beneficiaries of 
these policies. The fact is that while the processing and food industries were 
able to continuously draw on cheap raw materials and make lavish profits, 
structural change in the farming sector and in food processing and trade 
continued unabated. 

5 Shaping the 
Common Market 
Organisation 
as an elementary 
component of 
the transformation

14 Statistically, the num-
ber of agricultural holdings 
in Germany halves every 
twenty years. Over the last 
ten years, the number of 
dairy farms has fallen by 37 
per cent and the number 
of pig farms by 41 per cent. 
On EU-level between 2005 
and 2020 the number of 
farms declined by 37%. 
Among these discontinued 
farms 80% were livestock 
or mixed farms. 
https://ec.europa.eu/
eurostat/en/web/products-
eurostat-news/w/
ddn-20230403-2
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      Weaknesses and opportunities of the current 
      Common Market Organisation 

Every market crisis is caused by a market imbalance. The quantities on offer 
are higher than the actual demand. Especially in the agricultural markets for 
perishable foods such as milk and meat, this can lead to considerable price 
crises. Agricultural holdings engaged in livestock production are therefore 
particularly dependent on functioning markets, not least in order to be able 
to further develop their production in the direction of environmental protec-
tion and animal welfare.
 The Regulation on the Common Organisation of Agricultural Markets 
(CMO) already provided for a “safety net”, which however is clearly not hav-
ing the desired effect. Its tools essentially comprise aid for private storage 
and public intervention storage and, in the event of severe market distortions, 
the possibility of a buy-out scheme. However, these tools can only be trig-
gered at the discretion of the European Commission. The Commission’s de-
cision is in turn strongly influenced by the various interests and assessments 
by the relevant market players. The processing industry in particular appears 
to be exerting a great deal of influence in this regard. During the 2015/16 milk 
market crisis, for example, the opportunity to quickly restore market equi-
librium with the help of the buy-out scheme was used far too late. Additional 
problems include the parameters used to assess the respective market situa-
tion and the time lag with which market crises actually reach the agricultural 
holdings.
 Another strategy set out in the CMO, i.e. a joint reaction to market cri-
ses by producer groups/organisations and the processing industry, has so far 
only been used in some rare cases. Agreements to adjust delivery volumes to 
prevent market crises are rarely reached, although these have proven to be 
effective when applied. Prominent negative examples in the German dairy 
industry include the largest German dairy company DMK eG and Bayern 
MeG. These two producer organisations process almost half of Germany’s 
milk volume. Neither of these two organisations has shown any interest in 
efficient, forward-looking market management in the past. The desire to in-
crease the companies’ balance sheet by processing the cheapest possible raw 
milk outweighed other concerns. 
 The newly created option of privileging those farmers within the mar-
ket organisation whose products meet higher sustainability standards would 
appear to be a great opportunity to sensibly combine economic safeguards 
for farmers with the necessary transformation of the farming sector towards 
greater environmental protection, nature conservation, climate mitigation 
and animal welfare. This could be achieved, for example, by exempting such 
farmers from certain restrictions of competition.

5.1
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     Necessary strands of an effective 
     common market organisation

The signatory associations advocate for the fastest possible implementation 
or adaptation of the following aspects of the CMO: 

●  In order to enable farmers to assume joint market responsibility, the 
 primary sector/farming sector must be recognised as an independent 
 “interbranch organisation for agriculture”. The current requirement that 
 such interbranch organisations must be constituted of several actors at 
 different stages of the value chain should be deleted (Article 157 CMO).

●  An early warning system is needed to detect market crises in good time. 
 To this end, it is possible to establish market monitoring centres,  
 which must be extended to all agricultural production sectors. An index 
 modelled on the Milk Marker Index (MMI) should be developed to 
 assess the current and future market situation. In addition to current 
 market prices, this index must also take into account production costs, 
 stock exchange listings and other factors, as required.

●  A multi-level crisis management system must be installed in order to be 
 able to react to emerging market crises at an early stage. The “inter-
 branch organisation for agriculture“ must be enabled to propose quantity 
 controls up to and including temporary, binding quantity limits. In addi-
 tion to the EU crisis fund, the sector must also contribute to any neces-
 sary expenditure borne in this regard (Article 219 – 222 CMO).

●  The existing option of making the conclusion of supply contracts 
 mandatory for producers and purchasers, including the specification of
 price, quantity, quality and contract duration, must apply to all Member 
 States. In particular, companies structured as cooperatives must also 
 be integrated into these provisions (Article 148 CMO).

●  The new Article 210a CMO has created the possibility for producers to 
 engage in concerted practices when setting minimum prices or price 
 premiums for agricultural products that meet sustainability standards in 
 the areas of environmental protection, nature conservation, climate 
 mitigation, and animal welfare as well as social compatibility which 
 exceed those mandated by EU or national law. In addition, vertical 
 agreements along the value chain are also generally made possible. The 
 guidelines currently being drafted must ensure that the application of 
 Art. 210a CMO will in practice enable the increased added value of 
 sustainable products to be passed on along the value chain and that pro-
 ducers are thus adequately refinanced for their services. There must 
 be transparency as to production costs in order to counter the asymmetry 
 of market information vis-à-vis the oligopoly in trade.
 
In conclusion, the signatory associations emphasise that they reject large-
scale stockpiling of surpluses in order to overcome crises. Moreover, the 
political players in the European Union are called on to ensure that exports 
from the European agri-food industry do not undercut producer prices else-
where − especially in countries of the global South − and that they do not 

5.2
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cause any other dumping effects. For imports into the EU, compliance with 
similar or equivalent social, environmental, consumer and animal welfare 
standards as they apply to production in the EU must be ensured in consul-
tation with those affected. Small-scale producers in the global South must 
be given targeted support to enable them to improve and comply with stand-
ards without this having an adverse impact on local production and supply.
Last but not least, mandatory labelling of the origin, regionality and quality 
of food and its production process must be introduced in the EU, especially 
for livestock-based foods. Moreover, the EU Member States must add addi-
tional tools to the design of the CMO, such as a more purposeful extension 
of the UTP Directive to prevent unfair trading conditions, along the entire 
value chain. Finally, the associations emphasise that they consider the link-
ing of the market organisation with sustainability criteria, as implemented 
with the introduction of Art. 210a, a particularly innovative control instru-
ment that should be further developed. Producers who are particularly com-
mitted to the green architecture of the CAP, for example, could conceivable 
gain certain privileges within the CMO.
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The European Commission gives the Member States extensive opportuni-
ties to regularly advance their Strategic Plans through so-called “requests 
for amendment”. The current 2023-2027 funding period can and must there-
fore lay the foundations for a complete and fair qualification of CAP fund-
ing for clearly defined services delivered by farmers in the areas of envi-
ronmental protection, nature conservation, climate mitigation and animal 
welfare, and be used as a transition phase for the fundamental policy change 
in the CAP described in this paper. It is important to ensure that these policy 
changes come in predictable, binding and socially just steps for agricultural 
holdings.
 The signatory associations emphasise that Germany has by no means 
exhausted the opportunities for shaping a greener and fairer CAP within the 
EU guidelines. They therefore call on the German Federal Government to 
make amendments to the German CAP Strategic Plan as quickly as possible 
and, at the same time, to present a timetable and financing plan for the fur-
ther development of the CAP up to 2027 as set out below.

●  An increase in funding for the remuneration of farmers’ services in the 
 areas of environmental protection, nature conservation, climate mitiga-
 tion and animal welfare by means of gradual and significant increases 
 in the eco-scheme budget and the AECM under Pillar 2 at the expense 
 of the basic payment − combined with a significant increase in the 
 premia levels for existing and, potentially, new support schemes. More-
 over, there is an urgent need to improve the coherence between eco-
 schemes and AECM.

●  Introduction of additional eco-schemes for environmentally friendly 
 management of permanent grasslands, including pasture-based dairy-
 ing, and for particularly low nitrogen and phosphorus balances (well 
 below the permissible maximum limits stipulated in the legislation on 
 the use of fertilisers).

●  Ensure a more targeted distribution of the reducing basic payment 
 funds in accordance with actual socio-economic need. Possible tools 
 could be: a significant increase in the redistributive premium, imple-
 mentation of a nationwide start-up premium as part of the support for 

6 Conclusions 
for the current 
funding period 
in Germany
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 young farmers, the introduction of degressivity of the basic payment, 
 the tiering of eco-schemes according to plot and/or holding size and/or 
 the effective definition of what constitutes an “active farmer”.

●  Application and advancement of Articles 148 and 210a of the Common 
 European Market Organisation (CMO) for the binding conclusion of 
 supply contracts and for passing on the increased added value of sustain-
 able products along the value chain.
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List of existing EU obligations, 
as given in Annex XIII of the CAP Strategic Plans Regulation

●  Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
 30 November 2009 on the conservation of wild birds; 
●  Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural 
 habitats and of wild fauna and flora; 
●  Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
 23 October 2000 establishing a framework for Community action in the field of 
 water policy;
●  Council Directive 91/676/EEC of 12 December 1991 concerning the protection of 
 waters against pollution caused by nitrates from agricultural sources;
●  Directive 2008/50/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
 21 May 2008 on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe;
●  Directive (EU) 2016/2284 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
 14 December 2016 on the reduction of national emissions of certain atmospheric 
 pollutants, amending Directive 2003/35/EC and repealing Directive 2001/81/EC;
●  Regulation (EU) 2018/841 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
 30 May 2018 on the inclusion of greenhouse gas emissions and removals from 
 land use, land use change and forestry in the 2030 climate and energy framework, 
 and amending Regulation No 525/2013 and Decision No 529/2013/EU;
●  Regulation (EU) 2018/842 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
 30 May 2018 on binding annual greenhouse gas emission reductions by Member 
 States from 2021 to 2030 contributing to climate action to meet commitments 
 under the Paris Agreement and amending Regulation (EU) No 525/2013;
●  Directive (EU) 2018/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
 11 December 2018 on the promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources;
●  Directive 2012/27/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
 25 October 2012 on energy efficiency, amending Directives 2009/125/EC and 
 2010/30/EU and repealing Directives 2004/8/EC and 2006/32/EC;
●  Regulation (EU) 2018/1999 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
 11 December 2018 on the Governance of the Energy Union and Climate Action, 
 amending Regulations (EC) No 663/2009 and (EC) No 715/2009 of the European 
 Parliament and of the Council, Directives 94/22/EC, 98/70/EC, 2009/31/EC, 
 2009/73/EC, 2010/31/EU, 2012/27/EU and 2013/30/EU of the European Parliament 
 and of the Council, Council Directives 2009/119/EC and (EU) 2015/652 and 
 repealing Regulation (EU) No 525/2013 of the European Parliament and of the 
 Council;
●  Directive 2009/128/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
 21 October 2009 establishing a framework for Community action to achieve the 
 sustainable use of pesticides.

7 Annex
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8  Contacts
Association / Organisation

Arbeitsgemeinschaft bäuerliche Landwirtschaft e.V. (AbL)

Biokreis e.V.

Bioland e.V.

Bischöfliches Hilfswerk Misereor e. V.

Bund für Umwelt und Naturschutz Deutschland e.V. (BUND)

BUND Naturschutz in Bayern e.V.

Bund Ökologische Lebensmittelwirtschaft e.V. (BÖLW)

Bundesverband Beruflicher Naturschutz e.V. (BBN)

Bundesverband Deutscher Milchviehhalter e.V. (BDM)

Bündnis für eine enkeltaugliche Landwirtschaft e.V.

Bündnis Junge Landwirtschaft e.V. (BJL)

Demeter e.V.

Deutsche Umwelthilfe e.V. (DUH)

Deutscher Berufs und Erwerbs Imker Bund e.V. (DBIB)

Deutscher Fachverband für Agroforstwirtschaft (DeFAF) e.V.

Deutscher Naturschutzring e.V. (DNR)

Deutscher Tierschutzbund e.V.

Deutscher Verband für Landschaftspflege (DVL) e.V.

Die Freien Bäcker - Zeit für Verantwortung e.V.

EuroNatur - Stiftung Europäisches Naturerbe

Germanwatch e.V.

Greenpeace e.V.

Michael Succow Stiftung , Partner im Greifswald Moor Centrum

NaturFreunde Deutschlands

Naturland - Verband für ökologischen Landbau e.V.

Naturschutzbund Deutschland e.V. (NABU)

Netzwerk Solidarische Landwirtschaft e.V.

NEULAND e.V.

PROVIEH e.V.  

Renate Benthlin – Stiftung für Nutztierschutz

Schweisfurth Stiftung

Slow Food Deutschland e.V.

Verband Deutscher Naturparke e. V. (VDN)

Weidewelt e.V.

WWF Deutschland

Zukunftsstiftung Landwirtschaft

Homepage

abl-ev.de

biokreis.de

bioland.de

misereor.de

bund.net

bund-naturschutz.de

boelw.de

bbn-online.de

bdm-verband.de

enkeltauglich.bio

buendnisjungelandwirtschaft.org

demeter.de

duh.de

berufsimker.de

defaf.de

dnr.de

tierschutzbund.de

dvl.org

die-freien-baecker.de

euronatur.org

germanwatch.org

greenpeace.de

succow-stiftung.de

naturfreunde.de

naturland.de

nabu.de

solidarische-landwirtschaft.org

neuland-fleisch.de

provieh.de

schweisfurth-stiftung.de

slowfood.de

naturparke.de

weidewelt.de

wwf.de

zukunftsstiftung-landwirtschaft.de

https://www.abl-ev.de/start
https://biokreis.de/
https://www.bioland.de/verbraucher
https://www.misereor.de/
https://www.bund.net/
https://www.bund-naturschutz.de/
https://www.boelw.de/
https://www.bbn-online.de/start
https://www.bdm-verband.de/
https://enkeltauglich.bio/
https://buendnisjungelandwirtschaft.org/
https://www.demeter.de/
https://www.duh.de/
https://berufsimker.de/
https://agroforst-info.de/
https://www.dnr.de/
https://www.tierschutzbund.de/
https://www.dvl.org/
https://www.die-freien-baecker.de/
https://www.euronatur.org/
https://www.germanwatch.org/de
https://www.greenpeace.de/
https://www.succow-stiftung.de/
https://naturfreunde.de/
https://www.naturland.de/de/
https://www.nabu.de/
https://www.solidarische-landwirtschaft.org/startseite
https://www.neuland-fleisch.de/
https://www.provieh.de/
https://schweisfurth-stiftung.de/
https://www.slowfood.de/
https://www.naturparke.de/
https://www.weidewelt.de/
https://www.wwf.de/
https://zukunftsstiftung-landwirtschaft.de/
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Contact persons

Phillip Brändle

Josef Brunnbauer

Gerald Wehde

Markus Wolter

Daniela Wannemacher

Harald Ulmer

Peter Röhrig

Heinz-Werner Persiel

Hans Foldenauer

Anna Becker

Willi Lehnert

Jörg Hütter

Reinhild Benning

Annette Seehaus-Arnold

Christian Böhm

Lavinia Roveran

Carolina Jochheim

Jürgen Metzner

Anke Kähler

Gabriel Schwaderer

Konstantinos Tsilimekis

Lasse van Aken

Sophie Hirschelmann

Joachim Nibbe

Jan Ulrich

Laura Henningson

Andrea Klerman

Jochen Dettmer

Anne Hamester

Franz-Theo Gottwald

Dr. Niels Kohlschütter

Nina Wolf

Jörg Liesen

Gerd Bauschmann

Johann Rathke

Benedikt Haerlin

e-mail

braendle@abl-ev.de

brunnbauer@biokreis.de

gerald.wehde@bioland.de

markus.wolter@misereor.de

daniela.wannemacher@bund.net

harald.ulmer@bund-naturschutz.de

roehrig@boelw.de

mail@bbn-online.de.

info@bdm-verband.de

info@enkeltauglich.bio

willi@bjl-ev.de

joerg.huetter@demeter.de

benning@duh.de

annette.seehaus-arnold@berufsimker.de

info@defaf.de

lavinia.roveran@dnr.de

jochheim@tierschutzbund.de 

j.metzner@dvl.org

info@die-freien-baecker.de

info@euronatur.org 

tsilimekis@germanwatch.org

lasse.van.aken@greenpeace.org

sophie.hirschelmann@succow-stiftung.de

nibbe@naturfreunde.de

j.ulrich@naturland.de

laura.henningson@nabu.de

aklerman@solidarische-landwirtschaft.org

jochen.dettmer@neuland-fleisch.de

hamester@provieh.de

renatebenthlin-stiftung@posteo.de

nkohlschuetter@schweisfurth-stiftung.de

nina.wolff@slowfood.de

joerg.liesen@naturparke.de

weidewelt@aol.com

johann.rathke@wwf.de 

haerlin@zs-l.de
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