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EU fails to take responsibility for global food security and the environment  

APRODEV and many other civil society organisations have been criticizing the impact that the Common 
Agricultural Policy has on poor farmers in developing countries.i The EP Development Committee and 
CONCORD have highlighted the need to comply with Policy Coherence for Development and other treaty 
requirements. Many concrete proposals in this direction were tabled and adopted by other committees 
such as the elimination of all export refund instruments, monitoring of the external impact of CAP, setting 
up a complaint mechanism or an agricultural hearing officer, specific safeguards to protect small scale 
farmers, and measures to decrease protein import dependency.ii The final compromise agreement adopted 
on 30 September 2013 by the EP Agricultural Committee still blatantly neglects to take account of any 
effects the CAP may have on development objectives, on poverty reduction or on global food security.iii   
 
CAP reform fails to comply with Treaty articles  
 
Limiting the external compatibility check of CAP to WTO rules is insufficient. The new Lisbon Treaty states 
in Article 21(3) that: “The Union shall ensure consistency between the different areas of its external action 
and its other policies.” Article 3 (5) of the treaty recognises the EU’s global responsibility: “In its relations 
with the wider world, the Union shall uphold and promote its values and interests and contribute to the 
protection of its citizens. It shall contribute to peace, security, the sustainable development of the Earth, 
solidarity and mutual respect among peoples, free and fair trade, eradication of poverty and the protection 
of human rights.” And article 208(1) obliges the EU to “take account of the objectives of development 
cooperation in the policies that it implements that are likely affect developing countries.” All these articles 
clearly stipulate an obligation for policies such as the CAP reform to take careful account of the EU’s role 
and impact on the world. But the CAP proposal presented for adoption to the EP plenary by end of October 
or beginning of November fails to comply with this obligation. The CAP proposal demonstrates the failure 
of the EU institutions to take account of the likely negative effects of CAP on poverty reduction and food 
security in developing countries. The CAP proposal is void of any mechanisms that would allow or enable 
the EU to monitor, assess or provide remedy for any negative external effects of the CAP during 
implementation.  
 
Overproduction and intensified competition encroach on poor people’s livelihoods 
 
EU agricultural subsidies and support measures have a major impact on agricultural performance and 
markets outside the EU. The European agro- and food processing industry continues to depend on imports 
of soy, on sugar cane and palm oil for its own competitiveness and for its position as an export champion. 
Food production is the world’s largest economy. The powerful transnational food industry is responsible for 
the majority of GHG emissions. Unchecked growth of production has led to the situation where we waste 
30% of European food to increase profit seeking and overconsumption. The EU continues to depend on the 
import of 80% of protein animal feed for its livestock industry. Directly or indirectly, CAP payments allow 
the system to continue to generate surplus food commodities for cheap export based on cheap imported 
inputs that damage small scale farming and food security in development countries. These policies have not 
helped alleviate hunger among the almost 1 billion undernourished people in the world. On the contrary, 
they are hampering efforts to increase food security in many developing countries, as these policies lead to 
continued encroachment and intensified competition for natural resources on which 2.5 billion people in 
the world depend for their livelihoods.   
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A step back for sustainable agriculture 
 
The final deal is a step back for sustainable agriculture. The claim that the reform has made CAP greener 
and fairer is disingenuous. The Commission’s proposal for greening payments under pillar 1 have been 
watered down to the extent that there is little change to agricultural business as usual in Europe. The flaws 
are obvious, in spite of the claims that 30% of budget payments devoted to greening is a major 
achievement. The current conditions leave many options open to do what suits economic considerations 
best and environmental considerations least.  For example, annual crop rotation, which is the simplest way 
to improve soil fertility, is not a condition to receive the greening payments. The Ecological Focus Areas 
have been decreased from 7% to 5% only.  A vast number of ‘equivalent’ measures may mean that less 
than 60% of all arable land is affected by greening measures.iv There is also a risk that environmental 
benefits under pillar 2 will be reduced with most of the social and environmental improvements remaining 
optional. A resulting likely scenario is that sound sustainable agriculture will be limited to particular areas in 
Europe willing to invest in restoration of ecosystem functions and biodiversity and that other areas will 
increasingly deteriorate, being subjected to high-intensive agriculture, animal factories, monocultures of 
maize and wheat leading to environmental degradation, soil depletion, soil and water pollution with 
nitrates, phosphorus and pesticides and loss of ecosystem functions and agrobiodiversity. 
 
Opinions from the Development and the Environment Committees ignored 

 
The new power of the Agriculture Committee in the European Parliament in co-legislation on the CAP has 
become a stumbling block for a transition of Europe to sustainable agriculture in response to wider societal 
concerns. Rule 50 for co-decision was not applied and left the Agriculture Committee in a position to ignore 
opinions from the Development and the Environment Committees. The result has been a flurry of 
amendments in the plenary vote in March 2013. Eventually, this lead to the rejection or weakening of all 
amendments tabled by members of the Development or Environment Committee, albeit supported by a 
third of all MEPs. v  
 
In conclusion, the CAP proposal is void of any mechanisms that would allow or enable the EU to monitor, 
assess or provide remedy for any negative external effects of the CAP during implementation. This situation 
needs to be rectified and ways, including legal possibilities, must now be pursued.  
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v Amendments on CAP Horizontal Regulation, Art 110: Complaints by small scale farmers and affected groups in development 
countries in serious difficulties or threatened with serious difficulties directly or indirectly caused by the CAP policies should be 
received by the EP Standing Rapporteur on PCD, and should be recorded in the Commission annual report. The complainant shall 
be assisted by a DG Agriculture Hearing Officer to ensure a fair hearing of the case. Evidence may be presented by the affected 
groups or other interested parties;  Amendment on CAP Horizontal Regulation 110 c) new: Generally, when concluding trade 
agreements, safeguard clauses should be inserted, for negative impacts of the CAP on long term food security and serious 
difficulties caused to smallholders. Such a social safeguard shall be available to affected groups or countries in case of negative 
impact of the CAP. A social safeguard clause may be based on Art. 25(2b) of the Cariforum-EU EPA, stating that a safeguard 
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disturbances  produce major social problems. 


