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Abstract

The Common Agricultural Policy Strategic Plans (CSPs) of the EU Member States (MSs) introduce a
new CAP delivery model for the programming period 2023-2027, establishing a common
framework for CAP payments, while granting MSs the flexibility to design interventions for direct
payments, sectoral interventions, and rural development tailored to the needs of their agricultural
sector. This report serves a dual purpose: Firstly, it provides an overview of the CSPs Master file,
which consolidates all 28 CSPs to facilitate a structured analysis of the new CAP, along with
essential concepts characteristic to the CSPs. Secondly, the report presents a comparative analysis
of the initially approved CSPs, focusing on the financial aspects and specifics of their
implementation across MSs, as well as some insights into the contributions to organic farming. The
analysis of all CSPs highlights significant diversity and heterogeneity in the interventions adopted
by the MSs. The CAP is supported by 307 billion EUR, comprising 264 billion EUR from the EU
Budget and 43 billion EUR from national co-financing. Direct Payments are the most dominant
component, with the Basic Income Support for Sustainability remaining the most important CAP tool
to support EU farmer income, accounting 51% of direct payments, followed by eco-schemes at
24%. Rural Development allocations also show considerable diversity across intervention types and
MSs.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Policy context and background

The new CAP legislation sets the framework for the 2023-2027 programming period. Aligned with
the European Green Deal (EGD), the post-2023 CAP aims to be a key tool to particularly achieve the
objectives outlined in the Farm to Fork and Biodiversity strategies, and targets for greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions mitigation. Focusing on social, environmental and economic goals, the CAP 2023-
2027 is centred around ten key objectives: fair income for farmers, competitiveness, environmental
care, preserving landscapes and biodiversity, climate change action, improving farmers’ position in
the food chain, supporting generational renewal, fostering vibrant rural areas, protecting food and
health quality, and promoting knowledge and innovation.

To meet the EU-level objectives, EU Member States (MSs) implemented CAP Strategic Plans* (CSPs)
at the national level. Each CSP incorporates various targeted interventions that are supposed to be
tailored to local conditions and specific national needs, supporting the goals of the EGD. The CSP
criteria and a common framework for monitoring and evaluating results are established in the CSP
regulation (Regulation (EU) 2021/2115), with detailed implementation rules laid down in the
implementing regulation (Regulation (EU) 2022/1475).

In the context of a greener, fairer, performance-based and more coherent CAP, and with respect to
its contribution to the goals of the EGD, the CSPs need to demonstrate that they aim at:

— Higher green ambitions: CSPs have to comply with environmental and climate legislation, and
have to display a greater ambition in environment and climate action compared to the previous
programming period (no “backsliding”).

— Enhanced conditionality: CAP beneficiaries have their payments linked to stricter mandatory
requirements. For example, on every farm at least 3% of arable land has to be dedicated to
biodiversity and non-productive elements, with the possibility to receive support via eco-
schemes to achieve 7%. Additionally, wetlands and peatlands also have to be protected.

— Eco-schemes: At least 25% of the budget for direct payments has to be allocated to eco-
schemes, providing stronger incentives for climate-and environment-friendly farming practices
and approaches (such as organic farming, agroecology, carbon farming) as well as animal
welfare improvements.

— Rural development: At least 35% of funds have to be allocated to measures supporting climate,
biodiversity, environment, and animal welfare.

— Climate and biodiversity: 40% of the CAP budget has to be climate-relevant and strongly
support the general commitment to dedicate 10% of the EU budget to biodiversity objectives by
the end of the EU's multiannual financial framework (MFF) period (2021-2027).

Within the green architecture, MSs have the flexibility to employ various tools, including enhanced
conditionality, sectoral interventions, and eco-schemes in the first pillar, as well as agri-
environmental-climate measures in the second pillar. While conditionality encompasses mandatory
good agricultural practices and legal requirements, eco-schemes and agri-environmental-climate
measures are voluntary commitments that provide additional payments to farmers.

The CSPs combine a wide range of targeted interventions, categorised into three main types:

— Direct payments: Differentiated into decoupled and coupled income support, with decoupled
support further distinguished as (i) Basic income support for sustainability (BISS);

1 Designed as programming tools submitted by MSs and approved by the EC, the CSPs cover all the CAP-related and
funded instruments that a MS designed to implement over 2023-2027.



(i) Complementary redistributive income support for sustainability (CRISS); (iii) Complementary
income support for young farmers (CIS-YF); (iv) Schemes for the climate, the environment and
animal welfare (Eco-schemes).

— Sectoral interventions: Paid for certain sectors (e.g., fruits and vegetables, apiculture products,
wine, hops, olive oil and table olives).

— Rural development: Differentiated into eight main types of interventions: Environmental,
climate-related and other management commitments (ENVCLIM), Natural or other area-specific
constraints (ANC), Area-specific disadvantages resulting from certain mandatory requirements
(ASD), Investments, including investments in irrigation (INVEST), Setting up of young farmers
and new farmers and rural business start-up (INSTAL), Risk management tools (RISK),
Cooperation (COOP), Knowledge exchange and dissemination of information (KNOW).

The CSPs are accessible on the DG AGRI website, together with a summary overview on the
approved 28 CSPs (DG AGRI 2023).2

1.2 Main objectives of the report

The CSPs are crucial elements of the programming period 2023-2027. Given the complexity and
diversity across MSs, detailed information and data requirements for the 28 CSPs are very high. To
facilitate access to the necessary information and enable a comparable mapping of the CSPs across
the EU, harmonised data files are essential. In this context, a “Master file of the CAP Strategic Plans
of the EU Member States” (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023) has been created, including information
required for reflecting the CSPs for example in agro-economic models (Fellmann et al. 2023) and
for additional non-model related analyses. The CSPs Master file facilitates a structured analysis and
assessment of the CSPs for the programming period 2023-2027 across all MSs, as well as the
preparation of the Post-2027 CAP.

The aim of this report is twofold. Firstly, it describes the structure and content of the CSPs Master
file, along with essential concepts characteristic to the CSPs. Secondly, the report provides a
comparative analysis of the initially approved CSP, highlighting key elements of the approved 28
CSPs? that underpin the policy’s implementation for 2023-2027, focusing on the financial aspects
of the CSPs and the specifics of their implementation across the MSs.

The structure of the report is organised along four chapters. Chapter 2 provides a detailed
description of the CSPs Master file. Chapter 3 presents an analysis of financial allocations by types
of intervention and by MS, along with results on minimum requirements, capping, and then we
provide also key facts on organic farming as the EGD objective most addressed in the CSPs. Chapter
4 provides conclusions.

2 CAP Strategic Plans by country: https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/cap-my-country/cap-strategic-plans-country_en.
Summary overview with facts and figures on the approved 28 CSPs (2023-2027):
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-06/approved-28-cap-strategic-plans-2023-27 .pdf

3 The information is based on the first officially approved versions of the CSPs and it does not take into account any
amendments which might be under assessment.
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2 The CSPs Master file

2.1 Purpose of the Master file

The CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023) enables the analysis of the new CAP, as well as
the harmonised reflection of the CSPs in agro-economic models (Fellmann et al. 2023). The creation
and elaboration of the CSPs Master file required an in-depth examination of each of the 28 CSPs*
(which collectively comprise nearly 35,000 pages, with individual plans ranging from 460 to 3,900
pages). By consolidating all CSPs, the Master file facilitates a structured analysis and assessment of
the CSPs for the 2023-2027 programming period and can aid the preparation of the post-2027
CAP.

Modelling the CSPs is essential to gain insights of their impacts on agri-food markets and the
environment (Fellmann et al. 2023, Barreiro et al. 2024). The primary requirement for this
modelling is to gather and process the information on the measures implemented, the
corresponding financial information, and the obligations that must be met to receive the payments.

To ensure that the CSPs Master file can be easily used for both the general analysis of the new CAP
and for implementing the CSPs in agro-economic models such as CAPRI, Aglink-Cosimo, MAGNET,
AGMEMOD, IFM-CAP, and GLOBIOM, the financial information and data in the file are structured to
include both aggregated data for all MSs under the same criteria and individually per MS. This
comprehensive file includes data for all interventions and planned unit amounts related to Direct
Payments (DP), Rural Development (RD) and Sectoral interventions, as well as results indicators,
minimum requirements for receiving direct payments, conditionality/GAECs, financial plans, top-ups,
etc.

2.2 Content and structure of the CSPs Master file

The CSPs Master file was completed in May 2023, incorporating the adopted CSP versions. The file
contains 95 Excel sheets, more precisely 11 sheets including all MSs and 84 sheets at MS level,
organized in a comprehensive way.

Each of the following subsections provides detailed explanations on the information that can be
found on each Excel sheet of the CSPs Master file.

2.2.1 Key concepts: Interventions and Planned Unit Amounts

Before describing the content of the Master file, two key concepts characteristic to the CSPs need to
be highlighted.

— Intervention: According to Regulation (EU) 2021/2115, an intervention is defined as a support
instrument with a set of eligibility conditions specified by a MS in its CSP. Interventions are
categorised into three macro-level types: direct payment interventions, sectoral interventions,
and rural development interventions. Each macro-level contains specific types of interventions,
with each type corresponding to a specific article in the Regulation (e.g. Basic income support
for sustainability — Article 21; Eco-schemes - Article 31; Coupled income support - Article 32;
Environmental, climate-related and other management commitments — Article 70). Within each
type of intervention, MSs allocate budgets to specific instruments, which constitute the
intervention itself.

— Planned Unit Amounts (PUAS): Each intervention included in the CSPs can contain one or
several PUAs, depending on different criteria such as physical size of the holdings, the territorial

4 Each MS submitted one CSP, excepting Belgium that submitted two (BE-Flanders and BE-Wallonia).



scope where the PUAs are applied, size of the herd, or type of crops/livestock to which the PUAs
refer to. The ‘planned uniform unit amount’ refers to the value that is expected to be paid for
each related output, whereas the ‘planned average unit amount’ represents the average value
of the different unit amounts expected to be paid for the related outputs.

The Master file incorporates, inter alia, all the interventions and PUAs included by the MSs in their
CSPs.

2.2.2 INFO sheet

The INFO sheet of the Master file provides (i) the codes of the adopted CSP versions used for each
MS, (ii) the CSPs unique identifiers CCI (e.g. 2023DEO6AFSP001), (iii) disclaimers and further notes,
as well as (iv) the chapters in the CSPs from which the information in the Master file has been
extracted.

2.2.3 Intervention Sheets

The Excel sheets named DP_INTERVENTIONS, RD_INTERVENTIONS, and SECT_INTERVENTIONS
include all interventions and PUAs for Direct Payments, Rural Development and Sectoral
interventions, respectively, organised under the same columns and criteria. In addition to the
financial information, they contain descriptive details for each intervention and PUA, respectively. A
summary of what kind of information can be found in these Excel sheets is provided below. While
certain columns are common in the three sheets, the financial data presents various particularities
for DP, RD and Sectoral.

Type of Intervention:

— Direct payments can be: (i) BISS(21) - Basic income support for sustainability; (ii) CRISS(29) -
Complementary redistributive income support for sustainability; (i) CIS-YF(30) -
Complementary income support for young farmers; (iv) Eco-scheme(31) - Schemes for the
climate, the environment and animal welfare; and (v) CIS(32) - Coupled income support.

— Rural Development include: (i) ENVCLIM(70) - Environmental, climate-related and other
management commitments; (ii) ANC(71) - Natural or other area-specific constraints; (iii)
ASD(72) - Area-specific disadvantages resulting from certain mandatory requirements; (iv)
INVEST(73-74) - Investments, including investments in irrigation; (v) INSTAL(75) - Setting up of
young farmers and new farmers and rural business start-up; (vi) RISK(76) - Risk management
tools; (vii) COOP(77) — Cooperation; and (viii) KNOW(78) - Knowledge exchange and
dissemination of information.

— Sectoral Interventions vary by sector, such as for fruit and vegetables: INVRE(47(1)(a)) -
investments in tangible and intangible assets, research and experimental and innovative
production methods and other actions, TRANS(47(1)(e)) - actions to increase the sustainability
and efficiency of transport and of storage of products; etc.; for apiculture products:
ADVIBEES(55(1)(a)) - advisory services, technical assistance, training, information and exchange
of best practices, including through networking, for beekeepers and beekeepers' organisations;
INVAPI(55(1)(b)) - investments in tangible and intangible assets, as well as other actions, etc.

Fund:

The CAP uses two primary funds for its financing mechanisms: The fund used for financing direct
payments and sectoral interventions is the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF). The Rural
Development interventions are financed through the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD) which requires mandatory national co-funding.



Form of intervention:

The Form of Intervention for DP can be either Decoupled Direct Payments or Coupled Direct
Payments. For RD, the form of intervention is Rural Development. For Sectoral Interventions, the
form of intervention depends on the sector (e.g. Sectoral - Fruit and Vegetables; Sectoral — Wine,
etc.).

Intervention Code and Name:

The columns Intervention Code (MS) and Intervention Name provide the original code established by
the MS for each intervention (e.g. DZ-0501), and, respectively, the name of the intervention in
English as provided in the machine-translated versions of the CSPs (e.g. Coupled income support for
the beef and veal sector).

Common Output Indicators:

The Common Output Indicators are metrics that quantify the realised output of interventions, linking
expenditure to output. They specify the units to which the planned output refers to (e.g. 0.7. Number
of hectares benefitting from complementary redistributive income support, 0.8. Number of hectares
or of livestock units benefitting from eco-schemes, 0.11. Number of heads benefitting from coupled
income support). MSs are required to provide one single Output Indicator per intervention. However,

an Output Indicator can have several units of measurement (e.g. hectare, livestock units, heads), i.e.

an intervention composed of several PUAs can have multiple units of measurement as well.

CAP Specific Objectives:

The column CAP Specific Objective shows the specific objective(s) to which each intervention
contributes. There are nine specific objectives (SO1 to S09), complemented and interconnected with
the cross-cutting objective XCO (see Figure 1). The nine SOs are organised around three general
objectives in the economic, environmental and social spheres.

Result indicator(s) of the intervention:

Result Indicators (RI) are metrics linking interventions to their specific targets. Accordingly, the
column Result indicator(s) of the intervention specifies the Rl to which an intervention is linked to.
The role of the Rl is to link each intervention and its target. More precisely, in their CSPs, MSs set
targets on what they want to achieve during the programming period using commonly defined RI.
There are 44 Rl in total. It has to be noted that an intervention can be linked® to one or several Rls,
depending on the relevance to the intervention logic aimed at addressing the Specific Objective or
Cross-Cutting Objective. Thus, only RIs with direct and significant links to the intervention are listed
in the CSPs. Detailed information about each Rl is provided in the Excel sheet dedicated to the 44 RI.

Territorial scope:

For Direct Payments, the Territorial scope of an intervention can be National, National with regional
elements or Regional. For Rural Development and Sectoral interventions, an additional option
“Transnational” is available.

— National: Interventions are applied uniformly at the national level, i.e. the intervention is
“uniform at national level” with identical eligibility conditions and unit amounts across regions;

— National with regional elements: Interventions are applied nationally, but include regional
variations, targeting groups of administrative regions (relevant NUTS level) or other relevant
regions in the case of Coupled Income Support characterised by a common set of conditions,
though certain elements differ by regions;

5 Depending on the intervention, there are cases when only certain parts of the support planned under the intervention
are contributing directly and significantly to certain result indicators.



— Regional: Interventions are specific to individual administrative regions, i.e. to one specific
administrative region with a specific set of conditions. The intervention is “regional specific”,
with the corresponding regional level unit amounts and presenting a different set of eligibility
conditions to target specific regional needs.

Figure 1. Simplified diagram of the three general objectives and 10 specific objectives of the CAP

General objective 1
Foster a smart,
competitive, resilient and
diversified agricultural
sector ensuring long-term
food security

General objective 2
Support and strengthen
environmental
protection, including
biodiversity, and climate
action

General objective 3
Strengthen the socio-
economic fabric of rural
EICES

¢ SO1 Support viable farm income and resilience of the agricultural sector across the
Union in order to enhance long-term food security and agricultural diversity as well as
to ensure the economic sustainability of agricultural production in the Union;

¢ SO2 Enhance market orientation and increase farm competitiveness, both in the short
and long term, including greater focus on research, technology and digitalisation;

* SO3 Improve the farmer' position in the value chain;

* S04 Contribute to climate change mitigation and adaptation, including by reducing
greenhouse gas emissions and enhancing carbon sequestration, as well as to promote
sustainable energy;

*SO5 Foster sustainable development and efficient management of natural resources
such as water, soil and air, including by reducing chemical dependency;

* SO6 Contribute to halting and reversing biodiversity loss, enhance ecosystem services
and preserve habitats and landscapes;

® SO7 Attract and sustain young farmers and other new farmers and facilitate sustainable
business development in rural areas;

*S08 Promote employment, growth, gender equality, including the participation of
women in farming, social inclusion and local development in rural areas, including the
circular bio-economy and sustainable forestry;

¢ SO9 Improve the response of Union agriculture to societal demands on food and health,
including high quality, safe, and nutritious food produced in a sustainable way, the
reduction of food waste, as well as improving animal welfare and combatting
antimicrobial resistances;

XCO Cross-
cutting
objective of
modernising
the sector by
fostering and
sharing of
knowledge,
innovation
and
digitalisation
in agriculture
and rural
areas, and
encouraging
their uptake.

Source: Own elaboration based on the information provided in the CAP Strategic Plan regulation (Regulation (EU)

2021/2115).

Planned Unit Amount (code and name):

The column Planned Unit Amount (code and name) provides for each PUA both the original code

established by the MS and the English name of the PUA (e.g. DE-DZ-0401-01-0-01 - Provision of
land to improve biodiversity and preserve habitats — Variant 1 (1300)). As mentioned above, MSs
define one or more PUAs for each intervention included in their CSP.

Type of Planned Unit Amount:

The Type of Planned Unit Amount can be uniform or average, depending on the nature of the
intervention. A “uniform” unit amount is consistent across all outputs, reflecting the planned public
support that is expected to be paid for each related output. An “average” unit amount is used where
uniformity is not possible, unit amount cannot be provided, representing the average value of the
different unit amounts expected to be paid for the related outputs (e.g. payment entitlements based
on historic references). Given that an intervention can contain one or several PUAs, the type of PUA
is determined by the nature, scope, and design of the intervention it belongs to.

Region:

The column Region(s) identifies the specific regions where the payments are made at the PUA level.

Code - Planned Unit Amount and Unit of Measurement - Planned Unit Amount;

The columns Code - Planned Unit Amount and Unit of Measurement - Planned Unit Amount provide
the original code of each PUA and its corresponding unit of measurement (e.g. hectare, head,
livestock units, and beneficiaries).



Planned unit amount;

The columns Planned unit amount indicate the expected payment value for the related output (in
€/unit of measurement). For direct payments, MSs may establish maximum and/or minimum PUASs,
depending, inter alia, on the number of participating farmers or other elements of uncertainty. The
Maximum and Minimum Amounts for the Planned Unit Amount represent the expected range of
payments for the related outputs. For rural development interventions, a Maximum planned average
unit amount (where applicable) (EUR)® is provided.

Planned Output:

The CSPs Master file also includes the Planned Output at PUA level, where provided by the MS. The
Planned Outputs relate to the Common Output Indicator specified by the MS for that intervention
and represent the expected level of units (hectares, farmers, projects, etc.) supported in a given
financial year.

The columns TOTAL Planned Output at the intervention level aggregate these outputs, accounting
for all PUAs (rows) belonging to that intervention. If an intervention includes PUAs with different
units of measurement, the Total Outputs are represented by merged cells for groups of PUAs with
the same unit of measurement.

TOTAL Annual indicative financial allocation (Union Contribution in EUR):

The columns TOTAL Annual indicative financial allocation (Union Contribution in EUR) refer to the EU
funds and show the expected level of EU payments (budget) for an intervention through the
relevant fund (EAGF or EAFRD) for each financial year, taking into account all PUAs that are
associated with the intervention.

It has to be noted that MSs planned EAGF until financial year 2028, and EAFRD until financial year
2029. For example, for Direct Payments, the financial information is provided for each financial
year from 2024 to 2028, as well as the Total for 2024-2028. For Rural Development, the
information is provided for each financial year from 2023 to 2029, including the Total for 2023-
2029. Note that the year 2029 for Rural Development is only partially covered due to the
programming period N+2,

TOTAL Annual indicative financial allocation (Total public expenditure in EUR):

In contrast to Direct Payments from EAGF that have no co-financing, Rural Development
interventions require mandatory national co-financing. The columns TOTAL Annual indicative
financial allocation (Total public expenditure in EUR) represent the total public expenditure for an
intervention, combining EU contributions and the national co-financing. It has to be noted that this
total public expenditure does not include additional national financing (top-ups), which can be found
in the Excel sheet RD_INTERVENTIONS under the column "Additional national financing" and in the
Excel sheet "Top_ups_AnnexV".

For Direct Payments, the amounts corresponding to the TOTAL Out of which needed to reach the
minimum ringfencing requirement (Annex XII) (only under article 30) (Union contribution) and TOTAL
Out of which needed carried over - expenditure (applicable only to eco-scheme and only with type of
payment "compensatory” (article 31(7)(b)) if the intervention contains carry over) are also provided,
if applicable.

For Rural Development, the corresponding Excel sheet also indicates whether the intervention
contributes to ringfencing requirements for/on Generational Renewal, Environment, LEADER, or
Rebate system for eco-schemes. In the cases where they occur, the amounts corresponding to the
following categories are also provided: TOTAL Out of which for financial instrument (Total public

6 For RD, the ‘maximum planned average unit amount’ is the maximum amount that is expected to be paid on average
for the related Outputs.



Expenditure in EUR), TOTAL Out of which for financial instrument (Union Contribution in EUR), TOTAL
Out of which carry-over (Total public Expenditure in EUR), TOTAL Out of which carry-over (Union
contribution in EUR), TOTAL Out of which needed to reach the minimum financial allocation set out
in Annex XII (applicable to article 95(1) under article 73 and 75) (Total public expenditure in EUR),
TOTAL Out of which needed to reach the minimum financial allocation set out in Annex XII (Union
Contribution in EUR).

For Sectoral interventions, the financial information provided can vary by sector. For sectors such as
Fruit and Vegetables, Olive oil and tables olive, Cereals, Beef and veal, Pigmeat, Milk and milk
products, Eggs, Sheepmeat and goatmeat, the financial information is provided for the entire
operational programme. For Apiculture products and Wine, the financial information is provided at
the Intervention or PUA level.

2.2.4 Result Indicators

The Excel sheet RESULT_INDICATORS includes all 44 Result Indicators (RI)” defined in the CSPs.
These indicators establish the link between an intervention and its objective, allowing the
measurement of progress towards those targets. In addition to the value of the RI, this Excel sheet
provides the numerator and denominator used for calculating the RI that are expressed as shares
(e.g. R4 Linking income support to standards and good practices is the share of utilised agricultural

area (UAA) covered by income support and subject to conditionality, being calculated as
Number of hectares paid )

Total utilised agricultural area (UAA)

The RI values are provided for the period 2023-2029. The Overall Target Value refers to the
objective of achieving the set target by the end of the programming period. For example, RI1.29
(Development of organic agriculture), expects the share of agricultural land receiving support for
organic farming under the CAP to be X% at the end of the funding period, where X% represents the
Overall Target Value. Depending on their nature and purpose, the Result Indicators can have
different units of measurement, such as percentage, hectares, persons, operations, young farmers,
jobs, smart-village strategies, megawatt, advisors.

In contrast to other indicators, R1.11 (Concentration of supply)® is not unique, it is sector-related and
provides one value per sector concerned (e.g. Fruit and Vegetables, Olive oil and tables olive, Beef
and veal, Pigmeat, Milk and milk products, Cereals, Eggs, etc.). Rl.11 presents also the particularity
that, by contrast to other indicators, MSs are invited to annually update the value of the
denominator used for its calculation (Total value of production of sectors concerned) to avoid that
price volatility affects the indicator.

2.2.5 General financial information

The Excel sheet General_financial_information provides financial information at the MS level on
different types of intervention as well as totals (e.g. Sum of all indicative direct payments
allocations, Sum of indicative allocations for decoupled interventions, Sum of indicative allocations
for coupled interventions, Financial Allocation (EU Funds) for BISS, CRISS, CIS-YF, ECO-SCHEMES,
CIS, as well as the Financial Allocations (EU Funds and Total Public Expenditure) for ENVCLIM, ANC,
ASD, INVEST, INSTAL, RISK, COOP, KNOW, etc.). For Rural Development, Total Public Expenditure
includes both EU Expenditure® and national co-financing, but does not include additional national
financing (top-ups).

7 Please note that not all MSs used all 44 Result Indicators in their CSPs.

8  R.11 Concentration of supply is the Share of value of marketed production by producer organisations or producer
groups with operational programs in certain sectors.

9  Total EU expenditure for the period 2023-2029 refers to the EU contribution to intervention’s budget through the
relevant fund (EAGF or EAFRD) for the whole programming period.
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2.2.6 Financial Plan overview table

The Excel sheet FINANCIAL_PLAN_overview_table contains detailed financial information for each
MS regarding Direct Payments, EAGF sectorial, EAFRD, and minimum spending requirements under
Regulation (EU) 2021/2115. The overview table of the financial plans for all MSs includes financial
information on how MSs plan the allocation of funds under both pillars, considering possible
transfers. It also checks that MSs reserve the necessary allocations to meet the minimum spending
requirements (e.g. at least 25% of the budget for direct payments has to be allocated to the eco-
schemes; at least 35% of funds for rural development needs to be allocated to measures to
support climate, biodiversity, environment and animal welfare).

2.2.7 Top-Ups Annex V

The Excel sheet Top_ups_AnnexV includes the Additional national financing provided within the
scope of the CSPs. This applies only to certain rural development interventions for which additional
national financing is granted. The information includes the Intervention, Intervention Code, budget of
financing (in EUR), complementarity information (with three options: higher number of beneficiaries;
a higher aid intensity or providing financing to certain operations within the intervention), the
national legal basis for granting the financing, as well as additional information, depending on the
MS. The Excel sheet also provides brief information regarding the estimated annual amount of
national financial assistance in the Fruits & Vegetables sector per region concerned and the total
for the MS, where applicable.

2.2.8 Minimum requirements for direct payments

The Excel sheet Min_req_elements_DP provides the minimum requirements for receiving direct
payments for all MSs (thresholds in ha and EUR). It also includes MSs responses and explanations
regarding entitlements, territorialisation, system of internal convergence, functioning of the reserve,
reduction and/or capping of direct payments, and the estimated product of the reduction of direct
payments and capping for each year (Total annual estimated product (EUR), use for redistributive
payment (EUR), use for other Direct Payments interventions (EUR), transfer to EAFRD (EUR)).

2.2.9 Conditionality and GAEC

The Excel sheet Conditionality_GAEC highlights general characteristics on all the Good Agricultural
and Environmental Conditions (GAECs) that farmers must respect to receive payments under the
CAP. There are nine GAEC standards applied across the EU by each MS, and some MSs also defined
an additional GAEC. For each GAEC, the Master file provides general information depending on its
design (e.g. Territorial scope, Value of the reference ratio, Type of farmers concerned).°

2.2.10Utilised Agricultural Area (UAA) in the CSPs

The Excel sheet UAA_CSPs provides the total Utilised Agricultural Area (UAA) (in hectares) for all
MSs, used in the CSPs as denominator for calculating several result indicators.

2.2.11 Individual MS sheets

The Master file includes individual spreadsheets for each MS, detailing financial information and
breakdowns per intervention and planned unit amounts, along with output planning.

10|t has to be noted that the divergences from initial GAEC obligations due to the simplification regulation are not yet
included in the CSPs Master file.
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Direct Payments

The 28 Excel sheets labelled DP_MemberState provide data at both the Intervention and the PUA
levels. The columns Type of Intervention, Intervention Code, and Intervention Name provide
descriptive information on each intervention for direct payments. The column Planned Unit Amounts
- Code and Description lists the PUAs belonging to each intervention, as well as their TOTAL. The
column Variable contains the type of financial information related to each PUA (Planned unit
amount, Minimum Amount for the Planned unit amount, Maximum Amount for the Planned unit
amount (EUR), Planned Output, Planned output * Planned unit amount). It also includes the type of
financial information related to the entire intervention (rows marked as TOTAL), such as the Total
Output(s), Annual indicative financial allocation (Union Contribution in EUR), Out of which needed to
reach the minimum ringfencing requirement (Annex XII) (only under article 30) (Union contribution),
Out of which needed carried over - expenditure (applicable only to eco-scheme with "compensatory”
type of payment under article 31(7)(b)) if the intervention contains carry over.

It has to be noted that there are interventions where the Planned Outputs are provided per groups
of PUAs. For these specific cases, the column Planned Unit Amounts - Code and Description
specifies the group to which that PUA belongs to, and the corresponding Output for these grouped
PUAs are listed in a separate row below the corresponding PUAs.

Rural Development

The 28 Excel sheets labelled RD_MemberState provide data at both the Intervention and the PUA
levels. Descriptive information on each Rural Development intervention is presented in the columns
Type of Intervention, Intervention Code, Intervention Name. The column Planned Unit Amounts -
Code and Description lists the PUAs and their TOTAL for each intervention. The column Variable
includes the type of financial information related to each PUA, such as Planned unit amount (Total
Public Expenditure in EUR), Maximum planned average unit amount (where applicable) (EUR),
Planned Output. It also includes financial information related to the entire intervention (rows
marked TOTAL), such as the Total Output(s), Annual indicative financial allocation (Total public
expenditure in EUR), Annual indicative financial allocation (Union Contribution in EUR), Amounts for
financial instruments (Total public Expenditure and Union Contribution in EUR), Amounts for carry-
over (Total public Expenditure and Union contribution in EUR), Amounts needed to meet the
minimum financial allocation set out in Annex XII (applicable to article 95(1) under article 73 and
75) (Total public expenditure and Union Contribution in EUR).

Sectoral Interventions

The 28 excel sheets labelled SECT_MemberState provide data for all sectors for which sectoral
interventions are planned under Regulation (EU) 2021/2115 and that are included by the MSs in
their CSPs. Financial information for Apiculture products and Wine is provided at the
Intervention/PUA level. For the other sectors (e.g. Fruit and Vegetables, Olive oil and tables olive,
Cereals, Beef and veal, Pigmeat, Milk and milk products, Eggs, Sheepmeat and goatmeat), the
financial information is provided for the entire operational programme. It has to be noted that the
typology of financial data can vary by sector. Under sectoral types of interventions, Apiculture
sector interventions include national co-financing, which does not apply to other sectors.
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3 Selected key data of the CSPs

In the 2023-2027 programming period, the CAP continues to be based on two pillars: the European
Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF) financing direct payments and sectoral interventions, and the
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) financing the rural development
interventions. To increase the overall policy coherence between the two Pillars, the new CAP
framework allowed to include the interventions of both CAP Pillars into a single CSP based on a
common performance framework.

In this section, we present selected key facts from the CSPs, concentrating on the financial
allocations by pillar, type of intervention and MS (section 3.1), and the contributions to organic
farming under the CSPs (section 3.2) as a prominent example on the how a specific production
system is supported across CSPs.

3.1 Financial allocations by pillar, type of intervention, and Member State

3.1.1 General overview

For the implementation of the CSPs (2023-2027), the CAP is supported by a total of 307 billion
EUR, with 264 billion EUR from the EU Budget and 43 billion EUR from national co-financing**.
Financial allocations are primarily directed towards Direct Payments. The EU Contribution for Direct
Payments amounts to 189 billion EUR, representing 72% of the total EU Contribution and 62% of
the total Public Expenditure (i.e. EU Contribution and national co-financing). For Rural Development
interventions, the EU contributes 66 billion EUR, which is 25% of the total EU Contribution and
21.5% of total Public Expenditures (see Figure 2).

Figure 2. Distribution of the CAP financial allocation for Direct Payments, Sectoral Interventions, and Rural
Development by a) Total EU Contribution, and b) Total Public Expenditure (EU Contribution and national co-
financing), in Million EUR and %, under the CSPs 2023-2027

a) b)

Total EU Contribution (in Million EUR and %) Total Public Expenditure (in Million EUR and %)

149,125 185,175

% 62%

W Direct Payments ™ Rural Development  ® Sectoral Interventions W Direct Payments  ® Rural Development W Sectoral Interventions

Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

11 National co-financing under rural development and apiculture products (sectoral interventions). Note that the national
co-financing refers to the obligatory co-financing. It does not include the additional national financing (top-ups).
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The MSs with the highest EU Contributions are France (45.48 billion EUR), Spain (31.39 billion EUR),
Germany (30.47 billion EUR), Italy (27.84 billion EUR), Poland (21.91 billion EUR), Romania (14.78
billion EUR) and Greece (13.42 billion EUR) while the three MSs with the lowest EU contributions are
Cyprus (0.37 billion EUR), Luxembourg (0.22 billion EUR), and Malta (0.12 billion EUR) (Figure 3a).

Figure 3. Distribution by Member State of the CAP financial allocation for Direct Payments, Sectoral
Interventions and Rural Development by a) Total EU Contribution and b) Total Public Expenditure (EU
Contribution and national co-financing), in Billion EUR, under the CSPs 2023-2027
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In terms of Total Public Expenditure, the first places are occupied by France (49.77 billion EUR), Italy
(36.39 billion EUR), Spain (34.31 billion EUR), Germany (34.18 billion EUR), Poland (25 billion EUR),
Romania (15.64 billion EUR) and Greece (14.24 billion EUR). The three smallest countries of the EU
(in terms of size), Luxembourg, Cyprus and Malta, have the lowest Public Expenditure for CAP, with
0.47; 0.45 and 0.16 billion EUR, respectively (Figure 3b). Except Greece, the MSs having the highest
allocations are also characterised by having the highest total utilised agricultural areas (UAA) in the
EU, namely France (29 million ha), Spain (24.4 million ha), Germany (16.6 million ha), Poland (14.6
million ha), Romania (13.8 million ha), and Italy (12.5 million ha).

As regards the EU Contribution, in all MSs except Malta, Direct Payments exceed 55% of the EU
funds allocated to each specific MS, with large variations ranging from 55% in Slovenia to 87% in
Belgium Wallonia. In contrast, in Malta, the EU funds for Rural Development are higher than those
for Direct Payments, representing 64% of its EU Contribution (Figure 4a).

Regarding Total Public Expenditure, which includes national co-financing for Rural Development and
the Apiculture products in the sectoral interventions, Direct Payments remain the dominant in the
majority of MSs. However, in five countries Rural Development expenditures exceed Direct Payments
due to the national co-financing: Austria (60%), Finland (60%), Slovenia (61%), Luxembourg (65%),
and Malta (73%). Notably, Denmark allocates only 14% of its CAP Public Expenditure to Rural
Development (Figure 4b).

Figure 4. a) Distribution of the EU Contribution, and b) Distribution of the Total Public Expenditure (EU
Contribution and national co-financing), by Member State, under the CSPs 2023-2027
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Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

The obligatory national co-financing amounts to 43 billion EUR at the EU-27 level, with Italy having
the highest national co-financing (8.5 billion EUR; 23.5% of its total public expenditure), followed by
France (4.3 billion EUR; 8.6% of its public expenditure) and Germany (3.7 billion EUR; 10.9% of its
public expenditure) (Figure 5).

Figure 5. Distribution by Member State of the EU Contribution and national co-financing in Billion EUR, under
the CSPs 2023-2027
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Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

Table 1 provides, for each Pillar and type of intervention, the EU Contribution, national co-financing
(if applicable), and the Total Public Expenditure, taking into account all the 28 CSPs.
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Table 1. Distribution of Expenditure for EAGF and EAFRD under the CSPs (2023-2027)

Total Public
Type of intervention EU Contribution National Expenditure (EU
(EUR) co-financing(*) | funds and national
co-financing)
European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF)
BISS(21) - Basic income support for 96,697,483,142 96,697,483,142
sustainability
CRISS(29) - Complementary
redistributive income support for 20,094,247,101 20,094,247,101
sustainability
CIS-YF(30) - Complementary income 3,407.403,394 3,407.403,394
support for young farmers Not applicable
Eco-scheme(31) - Schemes for the
climate, the environment and animal 44,712,639,715 44,712,639,715
welfare
CIS(32) - Coupled income support 23,030,903,969 23,030,903,969
Cotton - Crop specific payment for 1.232.110,245 1.232.110,245
cotton(?)
Total direct payments (EAGF) 189,174,787,565 Not applicable 189,174,787,565
Fruit and Vegetables 4,142,887,347 Not applicable 4,142,887,347
Apiculture products 285,607,172 324,387,287 609,994,458
Wine 4,146,935,672 4,146,935,672
Hops 10,940,000 Not applicable 10,940,000
Olive oil and tables olive 218,729,300 218,729,300
Other sectors 110,171,983 110,171,983
I;Z'F?ecmra' interventions 8915271473 324,387,287 9,239,658,760
European agricultural fund for rural development (EAFRD)
ENVCLIM(70) - Environmental,
climate-related and other 20,289,987,423 12,922,384,337 33,212,371,761
management commitments
ANC(71) - Natural or other area- 10,598,347,767 8,117,856,724 18,716,204,491
specific constraints
ASD(72) - Area-specific disadvantages
resulting from certain mandatory 501,286,959 329,170,180 830,457,139
requirements
INVEST(73-74) - Investments, 18433062578 | 12,945827,188 | 31,378889,766
including investments in irrigation
INSTAL(75) - Setting up of young
farmers and new farmers and rural 3411,775,402 1,763,146,568 5174,921,970
business start-up
RISK(76) - Risk management tools 2,731,774,898 1,859,749,688 4,591,524 586
COOP(77) - Cooperation 7,033,768,843 4,125,997,116 11,159,765,960
KNOW(78) - Knowledge exchange and | 4 14,10 909 939,153,317 2,073258,246
dissemination of information
Technical assistance(®) 1864 585 916 Not applicable 1864 585 916
Total EAFRD - Rural Development 65,998,694,714 43,003,285,120 109,001,979,834
Total CAP Expenditure 264,088,753,753 43,327,672,407 307,416,426,159

The national co-financing does not include the additional national financing (top-ups).

2 Cotton payments are not planned as an intervention and their allocations are set in Annex VIII of the CSP Regulation
(Regulation (EU) 2021/2115).

8 Technical assistance amount based on total EAFRD allocated. Early retirement carry-over and the rural development
technical assistance financed with national funds are not included.

Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).
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3.1.2 Direct Payments interventions

Among the various types of intervention in the form of Direct Payments (DP) under the CSPs (2023-
2027), the Basic Income Support for Sustainability (BISS) remains the most important CAP tool to
support EU farmer income. BISS accounts for 97 billion EUR, representing 51% of the total DP
allocation. This is followed by Eco-Schemes (24%), Coupled Income Support (CIS; 12%),
Complementary redistributive income support for sustainability (CRISS; 10%), Complementary
income support for young farmers (CIS-YF; 2%), and specific payments for cotton (1%). Figure 6
illustrates the distribution of EU funds allocated to each DP type of intervention and their respective
shares in the total DP allocation.

Figure 6. Distribution of Direct Payments (EAGF) by type of intervention, in Million EUR and %, under the CSPs
2023-2027

Distribution of Direct Payments by type of intervention (Million EUR and %)

CRISS
20,094; 10%

CIS-YF
3,407; 2%

Cotton
1,232; 1%

W BISS M Eco-Schemes M CIS CRISS CIS-YF Cotton

Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

France, Spain and Germany have the highest allocations for DP, with 34.23; 24.44 and 22.19 billion
EUR, respectively (Figure 7). For all MSs, the BISS is the most dominant type of DP intervention. MSs
provide BISS as an annual decoupled payment per eligible hectare. France allocates 16.52 billion
EUR for BISS (36.3% of the overall EU expenditure in France), followed by Germany with 13.51
billion EUR (44.4% of its own overall EU expenditure). In certain CSPs, MSs have chosen to
differentiate the BISS amount per hectare amongst different groups of territories facing similar
socio-economic or agronomic conditions (e.g. Austria, Spain, and Greece).

The second most dominant type of intervention in the form of DP is the Schemes for the climate,
the environment and animal welfare (eco-schemes), one of the novel elements of the new CAP.
Across the 28 CSPs, there are 158 eco-schemes covering various themes such as, organic farming,
integrated production, precision farming, grassland, animal welfare. In absolute terms, France is the
MS with the highest allocation for eco-schemes (8.56 billion EUR), followed by Spain (5.55 billion
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EUR) and Germany (4.94 billion EUR). In relative terms, the share of these amounts in their EU
expenditures represent 18.8% (France), 17.7% (Spain) and 16.2% (Germany). The three MSs with
the highest shares of eco-schemes allocations in their EU expenditures are Belgium Wallonia
(22.7%), Czechia (22%) and Netherlands (21.5%).

The Coupled Income Support (CIS) aims to assist specific sectors and types of farming by enhancing
competitiveness, sustainability, and quality. The scope of sectors that are allowed to be supported
by CIS is set out in Article 33 of Regulation (EU) 2021/2115, and comprises: cereals, oilseeds,
protein crops, grain legumes, flax, hemp, rice, nuts, starch potato, milk and milk products, seeds,
sheep meat and goat meat, beef and veal, olive oil, silkworms, dried fodder, hops, sugar beet, cane
and chicory, fruit and vegetables and short rotation coppice. In absolute values, France is the MS
with the highest CIS allocation (5.13 billion EUR), whereas Malta has the lowest (15 million EUR).
However, in relative terms, Belgium-Wallonia allocates the highest share of its EU Expenditure for
CIS (18.6%), while Ireland allocates the lowest share (0.5%). The Netherlands is the only MS that
does not use CIS in its CSP. As regards the sectors most often targeted by CIS across CSPs, 24 MSs
provide CIS to the beef and veal sector, 21 CSPs to the dairy and milk sector, 21 CSPs to the sheep-
and goatmeat sectors, 20 CSPs to the protein crop sector, and 19 CSPs to the fruit and vegetables
sector.

To ensure the redistribution of direct payments from larger to smaller or medium-sized holdings,
MSs use the Complementary redistributive income support for sustainability (CRISS) as an annual
decoupled payment per eligible hectare to farmers who qualify for BISS. France, Germany, and
Spain allocate 3.42; 2.57 and 2.41 billion EUR, respectively, for CRISS. Denmark and Malta do not
use CRISS.

The Complementary income support for young farmers (CIS-YF) is used by MSs to support young
farmers who have newly set up for the first time and who are entitled to BISS. The highest
allocations for CIS-YF are provided by Germany (0.74 billion EUR), France (0.59 billion EUR), and
Spain (0.48 billion EUR). Denmark and Portugal do not include support for CIS-YF.

A crop-specific payment for cotton is only provided by four MSs (Bulgaria, Greece, Spain and
Portugal) to active farmers producing cotton. The total payment for cotton amounts to 1.2 billion
EUR for the entire programming period.

Figure 7. Distribution of Total EU Contribution for Direct Payments (EAGF) by type of intervention and by
Member State, in Billion EUR, under the CSPs 2023-2027
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BISS represent 51% of Direct Payments with large variations among Member States. If in Belgium
Wallonia and Czechia represent around 30% of their DP allocations, in Denmark and Austria, the
shares are around 70% (Figure 8).
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3.1.3 Rural Development interventions

The EU Contribution for Rural Development amounts to about 64 billion EUR (66 billion EUR if
including Technical Assistance), while the Total Public Expenditure for Rural Development
(comprising both EU funds and national co-financing) is 107 billion EUR (109 billion EUR with
Technical Assistance included).

The allocation of funds across various types of interventions highlights the diverse approaches to
rural development spending. Environmental, climate-related and other management commitments
(ENVCLIM) is the type of intervention with the highest share, accounting 31% of the total Public
Expenditure for Rural Development (excluding technical assistance). Investments, including
investments in irrigation (INVEST) follow with 29%, the Natural or other area-specific constraints
(ANC) account for 18%, Cooperation (COOP) 10%, Setting up of young farmers and new farmers
and rural business start-up (INSTAL) 5%, Risk management tools (RISK) 4%, Knowledge exchange
and dissemination of information (KNOW) 2%, and Area-specific disadvantages resulting from
certain mandatory requirements (ASD) 1% (Figure 9b). Overall, the 3 types of interventions
ENVCLIM, ANC and ASD account for almost 50% of the planned total Public Expenditure for Rural
Development at EU-27 level.

The distribution of each RD type of intervention in the EU Contribution (EAFRD) and their
corresponding amounts are depicted in Figure 9a. The type of intervention ENVCLIM represents 32%
of the total EU Contribution for Rural Development (excluding technical assistance). It is followed by
INVEST (29%), ANC (16%), COOP (11%), INSTAL (5%), RISK (4%), KNOW (2%) and ASD (1%).

Among RD types of interventions, the Environmental, climate-related and other management
commitments (ENVCLIM) and Investments, including investments in irrigation (INVEST) are the two
dominant types, both in terms of EU Contribution and total Public Expenditure for Rural
Development (Figure 9a and Figure 9b).
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Figure 9. Distribution of Rural Development allocation by type of intervention: a) EAFRD (EU Contribution),
and b) Total Public Expenditure, in Million EUR and %, under the CSPs 2023-2027
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Note: The Technical Assistance was not included in the calculation as it is not an intervention.
Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

Italy, France, and Germany are the MSs with the highest public expenditures for Rural Development,
allocating 15.52; 14.15, and 11.66 billion EUR, respectively (Figure 10). MSs have developed diverse
rural development interventions tailored to their needs. For example, some of the MSs focus on
ENVCLIM (Hungary 60%, Austria 46%, Ireland 46%), others on INVEST*? (Malta 64%, Belgium
Flanders 52%, Portugal 49%). Other notable allocations include the Netherlands dedicating 29% to
COOP, France 39% to ANC™®, Denmark 19% to INSTAL, Italy 19% to RISK, Belgium Flanders 5% to
KNOW, and Hungary 10% to ASD (Figure 11).

Half of the MSs (Hungary, Ireland, Austria, Belgium Wallonia, Germany, Finland, Luxembourg,
Czechia, Netherlands, Latvia, Sweden, Slovakia, Romania, and Slovenia) allocate more than 30% of
their Public Expenditure amount from the CAP to the ENVCLIM commitments. As an overall amount,
Germany allocates 5 billion EUR to ENVCLIM, almost half of its Rural Development expenditure,
followed by Italy with 4.6 billion EUR. At the EU level, the Public Expenditure allocated for ENVCLIM,
ANC and ASD represent almost 50% of the Total Public Expenditure.

12 The Investments, including investments in irrigation (INVEST) is the second largest component under Rural

Development.
13 The support for Natural or other area-specific constraints is provided by all MSs, except Belgium Flanders, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia and Netherlands. The highest allocation for ANC is given in France (5.5 Billion EUR).
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Figure 10. Distribution of Total Public Expenditure for Rural Development (EAFRD and national co-financing)
by type of intervention and by Member State, in Billion EUR, under the CSPs 2023-2027
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Figure 11. Distribution of Rural Development (EAFRD and national co-financing) by type of intervention and
by Member State, under the CSPs 2023-2027
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3.1.4 Sectoral interventions

Within the first Pillar of the CAP, Sectoral Interventions account for 4.5% of the total EAGF. Figure
12 shows the distribution of financial allocations for sectoral interventions by sector. The two
sectors with the highest shares are Wine and Fruits and Vegetables (45% each), followed by the
Apiculture products (7%), Olive oil and tables olives (2%), Other sectors (1%) and Hops (0.1%).
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Figure 12. Distribution of Sectoral Interventions allocation (EAGF) by sector (for Apiculture is EAGF with
national contribution) in Million EUR and %, under the CSPs 2023-2027
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Note: ‘Other sectors’ include Beef and Veal, Cereals, Eggs, Milk, Pigmeat, Sheepmeat and Goatmeat, and the “Other sectors
covering products listed in Annex VI of the Regulation (EU) 2021/2115".
Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

The distribution of financial allocations for sectoral interventions varies significantly across MSs. In
absolute terms, Italy has the highest financial allocation for sectoral interventions at 3.26 billion
EUR, surpassing the combined allocation of France (1.38 billion EUR) and Spain (1.71 billion EUR). In
relative terms, the EU funds for sectoral interventions in Italy represent 11.5% of its overall EU
Expenditure. The relative financial allocation to sectoral interventions of EU expenditure for CSPs
ranges from 19.8% in Belgium Flanders to 0.05% in Estonia. Collectively, the allocation of Italy,
Spain, and France exceeds twice the allocation of all the other MSs (Figure 13 and Figure 14). Some
MSs (Belgium Wallonia, Estonia, Luxembourg, and Malta) have very low allocations for sectoral
interventions.

For the Fruits and Vegetables sector and the Wine sector, Italy has the highest allocations, with 1.46
billion EUR and 1.52 billion EUR, respectively, representing over 90% of its total sectoral allocation.
France and Spain also allocate significant support for the Wine sector (0.9 billion EUR and 0.77
billion EUR, respectively). Estonia, Luxembourg and Malta do not have interventions for Fruits and
Vegetables, while 11 MSs (Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg, Latvia, Malta,
Netherland, Poland, and Sweden) do not have sectoral interventions for Wine. The only MS that
provides sectoral support to hops is Germany (10.9 million EUR). For the Olive sector, only Italy,
Greece and France have allocations. The Apiculture sector is supported by all MSs and is the only
sectoral intervention that receives compulsory national co-financing.
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Figure 13. Distribution of Total EU Contribution for Sectoral Interventions (EAGF) by sector and by Member
State, in Million EUR, under the CSPs 2023-2027
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Note: The allocation for the Apiculture sector contains also national co-financing in addition to EAGF. Certain MSs (e.g.
Belgium Wallonia, Estonia, Luxembourg, and Malta) have very low amounts and are not visible in the graph.
Source: Own elaboration based on the information extracted in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

Figure 14. Distribution of allocations for Sectoral Interventions, under the CSPs 2023-2027
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Note: The allocation for the Apiculture sector contains also national co-financing in addition to EAGF.
Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

3.1.5 Additional national financing (Top-ups)

In accordance with the Regulation, MSs can provide additional national financing for rural
development interventions, so called top-ups, beyond the obligatory national co-financing. 16 MSs
have included top-ups in their CSPs, totalling 11.23 billion EUR. The MSs providing the highest
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additional national financing are Hungary (4.53 billion EUR), Germany (2.36 billion EUR), and Finland

(1.02 billion EUR) (Figure 15).

Figure 15. Distribution of the additional national financing (top-ups) for Rural Development interventions by
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Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

Top-ups are allocated to specific Rural Development interventions depending on the MS. The type of
intervention receiving the highest top-ups is INVEST (6.65 billion EUR), followed by ENVCLIM (1.77
billion EUR) (Figure 16). There are 14 CSPs that provide additional national financing for INVEST,
while 12 CSPs provide top-ups for ENVCLIM. Other types of RD interventions are used by less MSs

(Table 2).

Figure 16. Distribution of the additional national financing (top-ups) by type of Rural Development
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Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).
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Table 2. Number of CSPs providing additional national financing for specific types of intervention for Rural
Development

Type of intervention Member State

Austria, Belgium Flanders, Germany, Denmark, Spain, France,

ENVCLIM . ) .
Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Latvia, Malta, Sweden

Austria, Belgium Flanders, Germany, Denmark, Spain, Finland,

INVEST France, Croatia, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Latvia, Netherlands,
Sweden
ANC Austria, Germany, Spain, Finland, Italy
ASD Germany, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia

Austria, Germany, Denmark, Spain, France, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania,

coop Netherlands, Sweden

INSTAL Austria, Germany, Spain, Finland, France, Hungary, Italy
KNOW Austria, Spain, France, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Sweden
RISK Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia

Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

3.1.6 Capping and degressivity
Regulation (EU) 2021/2115 foresees the possibility of capping and degressivity, more precisely:

(1) Capping: MSs may cap the amount of BISS granted to a farmer for a given calendar
year, reducing by 100% the amount exceeding EUR 100,000, and

(i) Degressivity: MSs may reduce the amount of BISS granted to a farmer for a given
calendar year exceeding EUR 60,000 by up to 85%. MSs may set additional tranches
above EUR 60,000 and specify the percentages of reduction for these additional
tranches, ensuring that each tranche reduction is equal to or higher than for the
previous one.

Thus, capping and degressivity are instruments that MSs are allowed to use in order to cap or
reduce payments to larger farms, with the aim to increase the competitiveness of smaller farms
and to better targeting income support.

Under the current CSPs programming period, 17 MSs do not use capping and degressivity, five MSs
employ both, two MSs use only degressivity, and four MSs use only capping (Figure 17). Seven MSs
(Austria, Bulgaria, Spain, Lithuania, Latvia, Portugal and Slovakia) apply the subtraction of labour
costs before applying capping and degressivity.

The amounts from the reduction of direct payments and capping are mostly utilized by MSs (8
CSPs) for Complementary redistributive income support for sustainability (Belgium Flanders,
Belgium Wallonia, Bulgaria, Spain, Ireland, Latvia, Portugal, Slovenia), as well as for other Direct
Payments interventions (Lithuania), or to transfer to EAFRD (Slovakia).
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Figure 17. Number of CSPs using capping and/or degressivity
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Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

3.1.7 Minimum requirements for receiving direct payments

To determine eligibility for direct payments, MSs define minimum requirements in their CSPs.
According to the Regulation (EU) 2021/2115:

— MSs had to set a minimum area and not grant direct payments to active farmers whose eligible
area of the holding is below this threshold. Alternatively, MSs may set a minimum direct
payments amount that may be paid to a farmer.

— Where a minimum area is set, a minimum payment amount must also be set for those farmers
receiving animal-related support per animal who hold fewer hectares than the minimum area.

The minimum area defined in the CSPs by the MSs varies between 0.3 and 4 hectares, and the
financial threshold varies between 100 and 500 EUR. For example, Sweden applies a minimum area
of 4 ha, Denmark 2 ha, Austria 1.5 ha, while other MSs apply a minimum area of 1 ha or less (Table
3). 10 CSPs (Belgium Flanders, Belgium Wallonia, Greece, Spain, Finland, France, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg and Netherlands) only apply a financial threshold.

Table 3. Minimum requirements for receiving direct payments: thresholds in ha and EUR

Member State Threshold in ha Threshold in EUR
Austria 15 150
Belgium Flanders - 400
Belgium Wallonia - 100
Bulgaria 05 100
Cyprus 03 100
Czechia 1 100
Germany 1 225
Denmark 2 300
Estonia 1 100
Greece - 150
Spain - 300
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Finland - 500
France - 200
Croatia 1 200
Hungary 1 100
Ireland - 100
Italy - 300
Lithuania 1 100
Luxembourg - 100
Latvia 1 100
Malta 0.3 250
Netherlands - 500
Poland 1 200
Portugal 05 100
Romania 1 150
Sweden 4 100
Slovenia 1 100
Slovakia 1 100

Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

3.2 Contribution to Organic Farming under the CSPs

The CAP provides EU-wide policy support for organic farming as an agri-environmental measure
since 1994. EU regulations have provided the legal framework for this policy support, facilitating
both policy implementation and market development, leading to a significant expansion of the EU’s
organic sector (Lampkin and Sanders 2022). The EU27 organic land area increased from 3.8 million
hectares in 2000 to 15.6 million hectares (fully converted or under conversion) by 2021 (Willer et
al. 2023).

Within the CSPs, organic farming is the most addressed EGD objective. To contribute to the target of
reaching at least 25% of the EU’s agricultural land under organic farming by 2030, as set in the
Farm to Fork and Biodiversity strategies, MSs have designed specific interventions in their CSPs to
support organic farming. Therefore, all 28 CSPs allocate funding for organic farming and set targets
for the Result Indicator 29 ‘Development of organic agriculture’*.

Considering the interventions (Eco-Schemes and ENVCLIM) linked™ to the RI 29, at the EU level, the
Union Contribution for these interventions amounts to 19.23 billion EUR, the Total Public
Expenditure is 24.57 billion EUR, and the top-ups are 0.82 billion EUR (Table 4). The support design
for organic interventions varies widely across MSs. France, Germany, and Italy collectively account
for a total funding®® of 15 billion EUR to organic interventions, with France contributing 10.26 billion
EUR, Germany 2.59 billion EUR, and Italy 2.16 billion EUR (Figure 18).

Table 4. Funding of interventions (Eco-Schemes and ENVCLIM) linked to Result Indicator 29 on Organic
Farming in all 28 CSPs

Tvoe of Total public Union National co- Additional national
inytlt)arvention expenditure Contribution financing financing (Top-ups)
billion EUR billion EUR billion EUR billion EUR
ECO-SCHEMES 11,97 11,97 Not applicable Not applicable
ENVCLIM 11,78 7,27 451 0.82

Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

14 Share of UAA supported by the CAP for organic farming with a split between maintenance and conversion.
15 The Interventions can be linked to several Result Indicators.
16 Sum of the EU Contribution, national co-financing and top-ups.
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Figure 18. Support to organic farming by Member State, under the CSPs 2023-2027

12

Billions EUR

10

N

I [ BN B BN BN BN BN BN RN R R R R S
2 A& X g L PR PR DL A DR L LR L O
& & & £ L 3 SR
& & CE S S SE & ¥ & FEPFELTLSFSFTFE & & FE &
AP CHIVCA P T R T O e R S S
\XQ} SR
& Va8
29
<F *
B Union Contribution in EUR M National co-financing Additional national financing (Top-ups)
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contribute to RI 29 “Development of organic agriculture”,
Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

Under the previous CAP programming period, MSs provided support for organic farming through
Pillar 2 of the CAP, which requires national co-funding. While Pillar 2-based support continues to be
possible in the programming period 2023 — 2027, MSs now also have the possibility to support
organic farming under the eco-schemes, which belong to Pillar 1 and are entirely financed by EU
budget. Accordingly, in the CSPs, the interventions directly supporting organic farming belong to two
types of interventions: Eco-Schemes (Pillar 1) and ENVCLIM (Pillar 2). Three MSs (Denmark,
Netherlands, and Sweden) support organic farming solely through eco-schemes, 18 CSPs provide
support only through ENVCLIM, whereas seven CSPs use both intervention types to support organic
farming (Table 5).

It has be noted that although certain eco-schemes and ENVCLIM interventions are those directly
tailored to financing organic farming, other CAP interventions within the CSPs directly or indirectly
support organic farming as well. Organic farming also benefits from, for example, BISS, ANC, COOP,
INVEST, KNOW, and sectoral interventions (fruits and vegetables, wine, olive oil and tables olive,
etc.). These other interventions, however, are not considered in the calculations for contributions to
RI 29 ‘Development of organic agriculture’.

Table 5. CSPs using support to organic farming through Eco-schemes and ENVCLIM interventions

Type of intervention Member State

Only ECO-SCHEMES (Pillar 1) Denmark, Netherlands, Sweden

Austria, Belgium Wallonia, Cyprus, Czechia, Germany, Spain, Finland,
Only ENVCLIM (Pillar 2) Croatia, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Latvia, Malta, Poland,
Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia

Both ECO-SCHEMES and

ENVCLIM Belgium Flanders, Bulgaria, Estonia, Greece, France, Lithuania, Portugal

Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).
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In the CSPs, Result Indicator 29 ‘Development of organic agriculture’ aims to quantify the coverage
of commitments to promote organic farming maintenance or conversion with CAP support. The
numerator for Rl calculation is the “Number of hectares paid”, and the denominator is the “Total
utilised agricultural area (UAA)”. According to the “Overall Target Value” of the RI, the share of
agricultural land receiving support for organic farming under the CAP is expected to be 10% at the
aggregated EU level by 2027, ranging from 23.7% in Austria to 2.5% in Malta.

There are significant differences across the MSs. 10 CSPs are expected to support less than the
10% EU average of their UAA under organic farming with CAP funds, while 18 CSPs target to
support above 10%, with three CSPs (Austria, Estonia and Czechia) targeting more than 20% under
CAP funding.

In absolute terms, France is expected to have the largest number of hectares paid for organic
farming, with 3.4 million ha (out of 29 million ha UAA), followed by Germany with 2 million ha paid
(out of 16.6 million ha UAA), and Italy with 1.5 million ha (out of 12.5 million ha UAA), i.e. the
“Overall Target Value” of the RI in these three MSs is expected to be 12% by the end of the
programming period (Figure 19).

Figure 19. Overall target value under the CSPs for the Rl 29 ‘Development of organic agriculture’, as well as
the number of hectares paid (supported by the CAP for organic farming with a split between maintenance and
conversion) in the total UAA, used for the calculation of Rl 29

35 25%

®23.7%
®233%

w
o
®21.3%
®198%
@ 19.4%

20%

&
®19.2%
@ 18.8%
®1380%
® 17.0%
@ 16.4%
®15.4%
®145%

15%

N

=]

®141%
®128%

®12.1%
®12.1%
®11.9%

=
wn

10%

Number of hectares (Million ha)
®5.9%

=
o

5%

w

I - o
®25%

®7.5%
®6.0%
. e
| ®5.0%
V L e

_Illlll|| _Il
& ,b\Q, >

0 | I — I - 0%
2 R R & O 2 @RS N ¢ 2 A ¢ B R«
& F FF S E S & & & 'o° WO S N S SR ‘\ S B
RO S VS M i \? \\o © @ & \gb & A « K F & F RS 0\ & 6‘% X
oo +®@ RN T g8 ,,;\ of & © @« &0 OGN & & RO
N & ™ &
N & &
Q)e o
W Rest of utilised agricultural area Number of hectares paid ® Share UAA organic farming under CAP in total UAA

Source: Own elaboration based on the information in the CSPs Master file (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

Although in most MSs the organic target as related to Rl 29 is well below the EGD target share of
25% of UAA, it has to be kept in mind that the CAP contributions to Rl 29, and additional support
under the CSPs not considered in the calculations for Rl 29, are not the only source of support for
organic farming. MSs also provide support through national programs and measures, such as
national organic action plans, which are beyond the CAP but can further sustain the EU target of
25% for 2030 for organic farming (Lampkin and Rehburg 2024). These payments are not
considered in the calculations of the figures presented above, and could increase the share of
organic farming receiving overall financial support. Germany, for example, has set a national target
of 30% of UAA under organic farming by 2030. However, Germany’s CSP does not specify in detail
which instruments beyond the CAP are employed to achieve this (IFOAM 2022). Overall, the national
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targets as set by MSs in national organic action plans would bring the total share of organic UAA in
the EU close to 20% by 2030 (Lampkin and Rehburg 2024).

As elaborated in Lampkin and Rehburg (2024), differences between CSP-funded organic targets and
higher national targets can also be partially attributed to areas certified as organic but not receiving
financial support by the CAP. For example, if the proportion of unsupported organic land relative to
supported land remains similar to 2018 levels by the end of the current CAP planning period 2023-
2027, the 10% of organic EU UAA supported by the CAP under RI 29 could be supplemented by an
additional 5% unsupported but certified organic UAA, resulting in a total of 15% of the EU’s
agricultural land under organic farming (Lampkin and Rehburg 2024). These figures also indicate
that the information provided in the CSPs alone may be insufficient for comprehensively assessing
the EU’s overall agricultural performance in meeting organic farming targets.
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4 Conclusions

The support for the agricultural sector across the 27 EU MSs is grounded in the CAP legal
framework for the period 2023-2027 and the CAP Strategic Plans (CSPs) approved by the European
Commission. The CSPs are designed to make a significant contribution to the ambitions of the
European Green Deal (EGD), specifically the Farm to Fork and Biodiversity strategies. The new CAP
delivery model, embodied in the CSPs, provides a common framework for both CAP funds (EAGF and
EAFRD) while allowing MSs the flexibility to tailor their CAP allocations to local, regional and
national needs.

In this report we first present and explain the CSPs Master file, which consolidates all 28 CSPs to
facilitate a structured analysis of the new CAP, along with essential concepts characteristic to the
CSPs (Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023). Based on the Master file and the related first versions of the
adopted CSPs, we then present a comparative analysis focusing on the financial aspects and
specifics of their implementation across MSs, as well as some insights into the contributions to
organic farming as the EGD objective most addressed in the CSPs.

The analysis of the CSPs reveals a significant diversity and heterogeneity of measures and
interventions adopted by the MSs. The 2023-2027 CAP brought changes not only in the structure of
its tools and instruments, but also in their implementation. Among the most notable innovations are
the eco-schemes, designed to foster climate and environmentally sustainable practices. MSs were
asked to allocate substantial resources to green and sustainable objectives, with enhanced
conditionality through strengthened Statutory Management Requirements (SMR) and Good
agricultural and environmental conditions (GAEC). Additionally, CSPs aim to better target direct
payments to smaller farmers, and improve the support to young farmers. The inclusion of specific
objectives and result indicators linked to interventions facilitates better monitoring and evaluation
of CAP performance. The integration of interventions and financial information for both pillars into a
single document per MS facilitates the CAP analysis.

For the CSPs programming period 2023-2027, the CAP is supported by 307 billion EUR, including
264 billion EUR from the EU budget and 43 billion EUR from obligatory national co-financing. Direct
Payments are the dominant component receiving most of the CAP funds, followed by the Rural
Development and Sectoral Interventions. The EU contribution for Direct Payments is 189 billion EUR,
representing 72% of the total EU Contribution and 62% of the total Public Expenditure. The Basic
Income Support for Sustainability is the primary CAP tool for supporting EU farmer income,
representing 97 billion EUR (51%) of the total allocation of funds to Direct Payments, followed by
the Eco-Schemes (24%). There are 158 eco-schemes across all CSPs, covering themes such as
organic farming, integrated production, precision farming, grassland, and animal welfare. France is
the MS with the highest budget allocation for eco-schemes (8.56 billion EUR, representing a share
of 19% of its EU expenditure), followed by Spain (5.55 billion EUR, 18%) and Germany (4.94 billion
EUR, 16%). The three MSs with the highest shares of eco-schemes allocations in their EU
expenditures are Belgium Wallonia (23%), Czechia (22%) and Netherlands (21.5%). The eco-
schemes, mandatory for MSs to offer, but voluntary for farmers to adopt, require increased
attention due to the inherent uncertainty of this new CAP element. MSs have to allocate a minimum
of 25% of direct payments to eco-schemes and ensure their uptake by farmers to meet essential
environmental, climate, and animal welfare objectives. However, it remains to be seen how farmers
will respond to the new complexity the voluntary eco-schemes entail (Runge et al. 2022).

Rural Development allocations are also diverse across interventions and MSs. The EU Contribution
for Rural Development is 64 billion EUR (66 billion if Technical Assistance is included), while the
Total Public Expenditure for Rural Development (EU funds and national co-financing) is 107 billion
EUR Million (109 billion with Technical Assistance). Italy, France and Germany are the MSs with the
highest public expenditures for Rural Development, allocating 15.52, 14.15, and 11.66 billion EUR,
respectively. ENVCLIM commitments account for a total public expenditure of 33.2 billion EUR,
representing the largest share with 31% of the total Public Expenditure for RD, followed by INVEST
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(29%) and ANC (18%), with quite some diversity across MSs regarding the shares of RD payments
dedicated to specific interventions.

Within the first Pillar of the CAP, Sectoral Interventions account for 4.5% of total EAGF. The two
sectors with the highest shares are Wine (45%) and Fruits and Vegetables (45%), followed by
Apiculture products (7%), Olive oil and tables olives (2%), Other sectors (1%), and Hops (0.1%). Italy
has the highest allocation for the sectoral interventions with 3.26 billion EUR, followed by France
(1.38 hillion EUR) and Spain (1.71 billion EUR).

16 MSs provide additional national financing (top-ups) for certain rural development interventions in
their CSPs, totalling 11.2 billion EUR. During the CSPs programming period, 17 MSs do not use
capping and degressivity, five MSs use both, four MSs use only capping, and two MSs use only
degressivity. The minimum area requirements for receiving direct payments varies across MSs
between 0.3 and 4 ha, while the financial threshold ranges from 100 to 500 EUR depending on the
MS.

We take a closer look at organic farming, as it is the EGD objective most addressed in the CSPs. To
achieve the target of having at least 25% of the EU’s agricultural land under organic farming by
2030, MSs have designed specific interventions within their CSPs to support organic farming.
Considering only the interventions (Eco-Schemes and ENVCLIM) linked to Result Indicator 29
‘Development of organic agriculture’, the Union Contribution to these interventions is 19.23 billion
EUR. When national co-financing is included, Total Public Expenditure reaches 23.75 billion EUR, with
an additional 0.82 billion EUR in national top-ups, bringing total funding to 24.57 billion EUR. The
design and allocation of the support for organic interventions vary significantly across MSs. France
(21%), Germany (12%), and Italy (9%) collectively account for almost 43% of the EU’s total organic
UAA supported by CSPs, while together allocating a total funding (the sum of the EU Contribution,
national co-financing and top-ups) of 15 billion EUR, i.e. 61% of the total CSP-reported funding for
organic farming (France 10.26 billion EUR, 42%; Germany 2.59 billion EUR, 10.5%; and Italy 2.16
billion EUR, 9%). According to the “Overall Target Value” of RI 29, the share of agricultural land
receiving support for organic farming under the CAP is expected to be 10% at the aggregated EU
level by 2027, with wide variation among MSs, ranging from 24% in Austria to 2.5% in Malta.
However, it has to be noted that although eco-schemes and ENVCLIM interventions contributing to
RI 29 are those directly tailored to financing organic farming, other CAP interventions within the
CSPs benefit organic farming as well (e.g., BISS, ANC, COOP, INVEST, KNOW, and sectoral
interventions), but they are not included in the calculations for RI 29. Moreover, MSs may have
additional national programmes and measures for organic farming (e.g. national organic action
plans) that are not linked to CAP funds and, therefore, are also not included in the RI 29 calculations
(Lampkin and Rehburg 2024). Thus, the example of support to organic farming under the CSPs
shows that the information provided in the CSPs alone may be insufficient for comprehensively
assessing the EU’s overall agricultural performance, in this case in meeting organic farming targets.

Our report reveals, as other studies, that MSs' use of the CAP toolkit widely varies. Given this
complexity and diversity across MSs, comprehensive data is essential to enable a comparable
mapping of the 28 CSPs and assess the collective efforts of MSs in achieving CAP objectives. In this
regard, the CSPs Master file serves as a valuable tool, providing access to harmonised data and
enabling a structured analysis of all CSPs. Notably, other studies, such as those conducted by
Chartier et al. (2023) and DG AGRI (2023b) offer more detailed mappings and first analyses of the
CSPs than the one presented in our report. However, the comparison of our findings on key financial
allocations with those presented in these studies also served as a validation of the data gathered in
the CSPs Master file.

Our findings on key financial allocations align with existing analyses on the CSPs, confirming that
the CSPs have led to a more country-specific CAP implementation compared to previous CAP
periods (see, for example, Becker et al. 2022, Chartier et al. 2023, Rdder et al. 2024). While a more
country-specific implementation allows MSs to better address their specific needs, it also introduces
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significant diversity across CSPs, with unique details, varying numbers and structures of
interventions, and consequently diverse planned unit amounts belonging to the interventions. This
heterogeneity increases the complexity of the overall assessment of the CAP. Although the CSPs
Master file facilitates a harmonised reflection of the CSPs in agro-economic models, with a total of
approximately 2,500 different interventions across MSs and over 10,000 Planned Unit Amounts
across the EU, including around 8,700 related to rural development payments, the complexity
remains substantial (Fellmann et al. 2023, Isbasoiu and Fellmann 2023).

While the CSPs play an important role in achieving the CAP objectives, progress towards these
goals, as well as the EGD targets, also depends on external factors, such as programs and financial
support outside the CSPs, market trends and developments, and changes in consumer preferences.
In general, the CAP contribution to EGD objectives is mentioned throughout all CSPs, with MSs
creating interventions intended to support the achievement of these targets (EC 2023). However,
the contributions are mostly not quantified or detailed in the CSPs (Miinch et al. 2023). In this
respect, it also has to be acknowledged that the amount of funds allocated to a given intervention
does not necessarily reflect its actual impact (Erjavec and Rac 2023, Roder et al. 2023). Moreover,
the response of farmers to the increased complexity of the CAP introduced through the CSPs,
particularly regarding the uptake of specific measures, remains to be seen (Runge et al. 2022).

The main purpose of the CSPs Master file was to facilitate a harmonised mapping and
implementation of the CSPs into agri-economic models (Fellmann et al. 2023). However, the utility
of the file has already extended to other analyses. For example, it provided input for Dalhaus et al.
(2023) in the context of analysing the planned CSPs spending for supporting crop insurance
premiums, and for Antonioli et al. (2024), who selected out of 188 CSP interventions associated
with certification schemes various relevant ones to analyse the farm-level data collection practices
associated with them. The Master file can also be combined with data from the official labelling of
farm practices published by DG AGRI (2024) or the CSPs Farm practices file (Weiss et al. 2024),
which provides a detailed labelling of eco-schemes and ENVCLIM interventions and PUAs in the
CSPs, mapping them to a standardised set of 298 farm practices (Angileri et al. 2024). By linking to
the Master file, these resources facilitate comprehensive assessments that integrate financial
allocations with specific farming practices.

Reliable assessments of the real impact of the CSPs will only be possible once information on the
actual adoption of the intervention measures becomes available. For assessments of the CSPs it is
also important to account for future amendments and corrections of the CSPs by MSs. Regular CSP
updates are accessible on the Agri-food Data Portal on CAP Indicators 2023-2027 (DG AGRI 2024),
which provides a catalogue of CAP interventions, with dashboards displaying interventions and
result indicators. Both are frequently updated, and provide overviews of the measures implemented
and the results achieved at MSs levels.
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List of abbreviations

ANC Natural or other area-specific constraints

ASD Area-specific disadvantages resulting from certain mandatory requirements
BISS Basic income support for sustainability

CAP Common Agricultural Policy

CIS Coupled income support

CIS-YF Complementary income support for young farmers

COOP Cooperation

CRISS Complementary redistributive income support for sustainability
CSPs CAP Strategic Plans

DG AGRI Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development

DP Direct Payments

EAGF European Agricultural Guarantee Fund

EAFRD European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development

Eco-scheme  Schemes for the climate, the environment and animal welfare

EGD European Green Deal

ENVCLIM Environmental, climate-related and other management commitments
GAEC Good Agricultural and Environmental Conditions

GHG Greenhouse gas

INSTAL Setting up of young farmers and new farmers and rural business start-up
INVEST Investments, including investments in irrigation

KNOW Knowledge exchange and dissemination of information

MFF Multiannual Financial Framework

MS Member State

NUTS Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics

PUA Planned Unit Amount

RD Rural Development

RI Result Indicator

RISK Risk management tools

SMR Statutory Management Requirements

SO Specific objective

UAA Utilised Agricultural Area

XCO Cross-cutting objective
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