
CAP Post-2020 Consultative Committee Meeting 
19 November 2020 by Webex 

Draft Minutes 
 
In attendance DAFM: Paul Savage, Chair, Sharon Murphy, EU Division, Corina Roe, CAP Rural Development 
Division, Mary Carey, CAP Rural Development Division, Jacquie Casey, CAP Rural Development Division, 
Mark Crosbie, Agri Environ & Structures Division, Niamh Hamilton Jones, CAP Rural Development Division, 
Karen Hanlon, EU Division, Bernard Harris, Nitrates, Biodiversity & Engineering Division, Dympna Kehoe, 
Nitrates, Biodiversity & Engineering Division, Meg Laffan, Communications Division, Ted Massey, EU 
Division, Maria Rigney, EU Division, Ultan Waldron, CAP Rural Development Division, Joanne O’Neill, On 
Farm Invest\Subsidies & Storage Division, Josephine Brennan, Agri Environ & Structures Division. 
 
See Annex 1 for list of other organisations and names of their representatives in attendance. 
Apologies:  Paula Fitzsimons, ACORNS. 
 
The Chair opened the meeting by welcoming everyone. 
 
Item (1) Minutes from the meeting on 29 October and any matters arising.  
The minutes were agreed. The Chair said any further comments were welcome through the email address 
CAPConsultativeCommittee@agriculture.gov.ie 
 
 
Item (2) Update on developments at EU level  
Sharon Murphy, EU Division, gave a brief update. The Trilogues have commenced with a number of further 
meetings planned during the German Presidency of the Council. The first focus will be on the Green 
Architecture. A Meeting of Agricultural Ministers took place by VC on 16 November. The main item on the 
agenda was the market situation (including Covid-19 and Brexit impacts as well as a Mercosur AOB point).  
The next Council meeting will take place in December. 
 
Corina Roe, CAP Rural Development Division, gave an update on the Transitional Regulations.  Discussions 
are ongoing in Brussels. The text is likely to incorporate the EU Recovery Instrument funding for the 
transitional period.  The European Parliament is looking to ring fence some of the funding for investment 
and environmental measures.  Technical discussions are still ongoing.  The text for the transitional 
regulations may not be finalised until towards the end of the year or even January. Following consultation 
with the Monitoring Committee, CAP Rural Development Division submitted the 9th amendment to the RDP 
on 04 November.  This provides for continuity for multi-annual schemes in 2021.  A further amendment of 
the RDP will be required at a later stage.   
 
 
Item (3) Eco-Schemes Workshop  
Ted Massey outlined the procedures and schedule for the workshop, which comprised of a series of 
breakout sessions.  Three themes around Eco-Schemes were discussed by each breakout group (Themes 3, 
4 and 5 in the discussion document circulated in advance).      
 
After each breakout session, a rapporteur from each breakout group summarised their group’s discussion 
and comments to the Plenary. After each group reported, there was an opportunity for further discussion 
before the next breakout session.  A summary of all the breakout session discussions is included in Annex 2. 
 
At the end of the workshop, the Chair thanked everyone for their contributions, which he said provided a 
good basis for expanding the discussion on the Green Architecture at the next meeting.  The first 2 themes 
in the discussion document will form the basis for the discussion at the Green Architecture workshop.  
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Item (4 & 5) Future work for the Committee and next meeting date 
The next meeting will include the overall Green Architecture Workshop.  It will take place on Thursday 10 
December.  A summary of the Eco-Scheme workshop comments will be circulated to the Committee 
Members in advance of that meeting.  
 
 
Item (6) AOB:  The Prioritisation of Needs was raised. The Chair confirmed the Committee will return to this 
topic after 10 December. 
 
 
Annex 1. - List of non-DAFM organisations and names of their representatives in attendance 

Representative Organisation 

Bleasdale, Andy Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht 

Caffrey, Mary Department of Environment, Climate and Communications (DECC) 

Carter, Clive Irish Grain Growers Association 

Claffey, James  Irish Rural Link 

Crockett, Joe Dairy Industry Ireland 

Deakin, Jenny  Environmental Protection Agency  (EPA)  

Duffy, Thomas Macra na Feirme 

Duggan, Oonagh Environmental Pillar/Bird Watch Ireland 

Farrell, Eamonn ICOS - Irish Cooperative Organisation Society 

Hanrahan, Kevin Teagasc 

Harney, Dympna (Agenda Items 1 & 2 only) Department of Rural and Community Development 

Lynch, Donal Department of Public Expenditure and Reform 

Lysaght, Liam National Bio-diversity Data Centre 

McDonald, Damien IFA - Irish Farmers Association  

O'Donnell, Colm Irish Natura & Hill Farmers Association  

O'Driscoll, Owen  Agricultural Consultants Association 

Punch, Eddie ICSA - Irish Cattle and Sheep Farmers Association 

Smyth, Paul  Irish Creamery Milk Suppliers Association  

Stanley Smith, Charles  Environmental Pillar 

Wallace, Michael  UCD 

Westbrook, Gillian Irish Organic Association 

 
  



 
Annex 2. 
CAP Post-2020 Consultative Committee Eco-Scheme Workshop 
19 November 2020 – Discussion document Themes 3, 4 and 5 

 
Introduction: 
On 19th November the CAP Consultative Committee participated in an Eco-Scheme workshop.  Discussion 
was based around three themes and a number of associated questions that were circulated to the 
Committee in advance.  The background material and questions which were provided to the Committee are 
shown in Italics below. 
 
Committee members actively engaged in a constructive manner across each of three breakout groups.  
Each breakout group discussed each question simultaneously and in general there was a strong coherence 
in conclusions across the different breakout groups.   
 
The Committee’s views on each question are summarised below under the respective theme headings and 
questions.  
 
It must be borne in mind that the legislation regarding Eco-Schemes is still under negotiation at EU level. 
The discussion document circulated in advance of the workshop, and the Committee member’s views 
expressed during the workshop are based on the latest draft text but this text will likely be subject to 
change before finalisation. 
 
 
Theme 3: Engaging farmers in the Eco-Scheme 
Given there is no previous experience dealing with Eco-Schemes, combined with the fact that farmers will be 
able to opt-in /opt-out of the scheme each year, there is significant uncertainty regarding scheme 
participation levels and there is a potential risk of the loss of unspent funds. 
 
Question:  
(a) What factors will influence farmers’ decisions to participate in Eco-Schemes? What do you believe is 

the most important one of these? 

 
Committee member’s responses to this question: 
The cost/benefit calculation associated with participation was seen as very important by all breakout 
groups. It was felt participation must reward; it should not be just costs incurred/income foregone.  The 
farmer who opts into the Scheme must be better off than the farmer who chooses not to; it must be 
profitable to be in the Eco-Scheme; if not, stakeholders felt the scheme will fail. Committee members 
expressed the need to engage active/genuine farmers. Key issues cited also included the importance of 
how Eco-Scheme funding will be established and concerns that a flat rate return could be an issue. Given 
there is no experience of an Eco-Scheme to date, it was suggested that consideration should be given to the 
tillage sector’s Greening framework which is already in place operating in a simplistic manner; it was felt 
this could provide a model for certain Eco-Scheme elements. 
 
All groups cited the need for the Eco-Scheme to be simplistic, with most groups also citing the need for the 
Scheme to contribute positively to the environment. It was felt public recognition for farmers getting 
involved and taking action could also serve to encourage uptake. The need for the scheme to be clearly 
defendable was also raised. Two groups stated Eco-Schemes must be simple and easy to do, while Pillar 2 
schemes must be more ambitious. 
 
The Eco-Scheme needs to be seen by farmers as logical, and practical.  With this in mind it was felt a suite 
of measures that suit farmers across the range of sectors will be required. Stakeholders also cited the need 
for the scheme to be easy to join and that agricultural advisory input should not necessarily be required. 



 
Stakeholders placed an emphasis on the need to maximise famer knowledge and understanding so they will 
know why they are being asked to engage in Eco-Scheme actions (a media campaign and availability of 
information were also mentioned).  The scheme needs to be sold in a positive way. Stakeholders felt 
increasing knowledge and understanding could have a significant impact on scheme uptake.  
 
Question 
(b) How can we best encourage farmers to participate in the Eco-Scheme(s)? 
 
Committee member’s responses to this question: 
Stakeholders felt it’s important that all farmers are encouraged and able to join the Eco-Scheme(s), 
similarly the range of options to attract such different farmers was raised here. Points around farmer 
information/education were also raised along with the need to provide schemes that are not too complex. 
The cost/benefit of participation was also raised here as well as a suggestion that an entry level approach 
for Eco-Schemes with deeper engagement through Pillar 2 agri-environmental and climate measures would 
encourage participation. 

 
Theme 4:  Mechanism for Calculating Eco-Scheme Payments 
The Basic Income Support for Sustainability (BISS) is the main direct payment scheme proposed for the new 
CAP. 

Member States can choose to pay farmers participating in the Eco-Scheme based on either: 

(i)  Payment additional to the BISS based on environmental/climate benefit; or 

(ii)  Payment based on cost incurred and income foregone with some potential to cover transactions 
costs. 

Payments are to issue based on a rate per Ha for each Eco-Scheme.  It may also be possible for payment to 
issue on a per Livestock Unit basis, however in this scenario payments must be based on Option (ii) above. 
 
Question:  
(a) Should Eco-Scheme(s) payment be based on costs incurred/income foregone or paid as a top-up to 

the BISS based on environmental/climate benefit?  Alternatively, should a mixture of both payment 
options be used? 

 
(b) If a mixture of both options above is favoured, what types of actions are most appropriate for each 

payment calculation mechanism? 
 

Committee member’s responses to questions (a) and (b) above 
The payment calculation based on the top-up to BISS is preferred by Committee members over the costs 
incurred/income foregone calculation method.  Stakeholders felt the top-up option would achieve more 
results and deliver a higher return for farmers; however they noted that the Eco-Scheme payment must be 
based on something that is tangible and that contributes to the environment.  

It was felt the Eco-Scheme had to be attractive to farmers and that it was critical that the more intensive 
farmers should be brought into the Eco-Schemes, although it was accepted that for certain sectors the Eco-
Scheme payment may not be sufficient to attract farmer interest. 

It was felt the cost incurred/income foregone model could limit environmental ambition as it would be 
difficult to account for variations across farms.  In addition there will be some positive environmental 
actions with no costs incurred/income foregone.  

Notwithstanding the aforementioned points, it was felt the cost incurred/income foregone payment 
calculation method could be appropriate for certain Eco-Schemes, for example rare breeds or designated 
land. Overall it was felt both options should be used as appropriate.   



The idea of a points based system was suggested; the more points you get the higher your payment.  This 
was essentially points for actions.  There were concerns about the potential complexity of this system but it 
was suggested it could be a simple logical system.  

To ensure the scheme addresses the different challenges experienced by farms it was felt there was a need 
to avoid oversimplifying the scheme.  It was felt there was a need to differentiate between different 
farming practices. Committee members also expressed the need for differentiation in ambition. They felt 
there needs to be an entry level and as ambition increases, payment rates should reflect this. 

  

Question 
(c) Should the Eco-Scheme(s) administration (application, inspection, payment) sit alongside the BISS or 

be offered as a standalone scheme with possibly a different closing date for applications, a 
standalone application system and/or a different payment date? 

 
Committee member’s responses to this question: 
Aligning Eco-Scheme application and payment dates with BISS was the preferred option across all three 
breakout groups.  Reasons cited for this included simplification, reduced confusion and ease of application, 
especially where the farmer feels the need to engage an adviser.  The benefit of maintaining consistency 
with the current situation was raised.  Although, it was also pointed out that a different system with 
payment at a different time to BISS might make people more aware of what they are actually being paid 
for. 
 
Given Spring is such a busy time on farms there was a suggestion that requests for information and Scheme 
inspections should be kept as far away from Spring as possible. 

 
Theme 5: Eco-Scheme Structure 
There are likely to be a number of different ways the Eco-Scheme(s) can be structured.  It will be important 
to select a structure that will best meet Ireland’s environmental needs whilst also considering scheme 
administration and control aspects as well as the objective of avoiding a loss of unspent funds. The Eco-
Scheme will have to be applied for, implemented, paid and controlled within the same year.  This will create 
certain limitations which must be considered when designing the scheme. 
  
Question:  
(a) What should be the role/objective of the Eco Scheme(s)? Should the Eco-Scheme(s) aim to encourage 

more environmentally friendly farming practices overall or should it aim to address specific 
environmental problems?  If the Eco-Scheme(s) should aim to address specific problems what are 
these? 

 
Committee member’s responses to this question: 
Stakeholders made a distinction between annual Eco-Schemes and multi-annual Pillar 2 agri-environmental 
and climate measures.   
They felt biodiversity and water quality/natural resources should be priority objectives for Eco-Schemes.  
Climate action was also suggested as a priority by some groups, however a separate group felt the annual 
nature of Eco-Schemes could restrict the scheme’s ability to make progress in this area. Reducing ammonia 
emissions and improved animal welfare were also cited as areas where it was felt Eco-Schemes had a role. 
Committee members felt the Eco-Scheme(s) needs to attract the intensive farmers as well as those that are 
already in an agri-environmental scheme. Different farming systems will present different environmental 
objectives/needs; stakeholders felt there is a need for a wide suite of measures/Eco-Schemes to address 
these challenges. 
 
There is also a need to ensure key objectives are not solely considered in terms of individual actions; it was 
felt we should pursue actions with multiple benefits rather than limiting the choice to actions that will only 
impact on a specific issue. The idea of prioritized actions was suggested, for example having one important 



action, for each scheme participant, complimented by one or two others.  The farmer could then build on 
these in Pillar 2 if they wished. Some committee members expressed the need for a strategic evidence-
based approach along with the need for significant behavioural change to achieve environmental 
objectives.  
 
Some felt regional Eco-Schemes should be considered, although others said it was important to avoid a 
geographical division/spread. 
 
Question 
(b) Should the Eco-Scheme(s) recognise beneficial environmental features/practices already being 

delivered on farm, or, should the Eco-Scheme(s) only reward farmers for providing environmental 
additionality/completing new agri-environmental practices? Alternatively would a mixture of both 
of these two options be the most appropriate? 

 
Committee member’s responses to this question: 
There was unanimous support across all breakout groups for the need to recognise and reward existing 
good environmental practices. 
 
Committee members felt if existing practices/features are not recognised it will actively favour intensive 
farmers over those who have been less intensive/that have engaged in more environmentally friendly 
actions in the past. They felt those who are already undertaking actions should not be disadvantaged; they 
should get credit for what they have done environmentally. It was felt there is a need to retain the positive 
things that already exist but there is a requirement for additional measures that create additional benefit.  
 
It was suggested that the structure of the Eco-Schemes should be the baseline, which should be retention 
of what we have and recognition of work done to date but also include a second tier encouraging 
completion of additional actions.  
  
Question 
(c) How should the Eco-Scheme(s) be structured to be most effective while recognising the scheme’s 

limitations?  Should there be one Eco-Scheme with a list of actions for all farmers to choose from, or 
one smaller general Eco-Scheme potentially complemented by multiple Eco-Schemes targeting 
specific issues and/or groups of farmers? If so, what should these additional Eco-Schemes 
target/cover? 

 
Committee member’s responses to this question: 
Committee members felt the response to this question very much depends on the list of actions that would 
be in the general Eco-Scheme.  
 
There was strong support for broad Eco-Schemes; however committee members felt there was also a need 
to consider more targeted interventions. They felt the suite of measures should include actions suitable for 
the different farming systems and possibly prioritised/targeted actions for certain farmers. They suggested 
any Eco-Scheme should address key biodiversity challenges and there are probably general practices that 
can apply to most farms, but there should also be more challenging and specific Eco-Scheme actions that 
have a higher payment associated with them.  
 
Committee members felt the Eco-Scheme should aim to get every farmer to do a little bit more; it should 
be as inclusive, practical and achievable as possible for every farmer to participate.  The view was “let’s get 
everyone to contribute and do something.” Committee members suggested viewing the Eco-Scheme as a 
nudging system to get farmers to do more and that Pillar 2 can be far more ambitious.   
 
There was the suggestion of the Eco-Scheme being 2-3 measures within an overall list. 
 
 



Question 
(d) What criteria should be considered when reflecting on what might be suitable as a potential Eco-

Scheme action? 
 
 
 
Committee member’s responses to this question: 
Committee members felt there is a need for evidence-based actions and a clear connection between the 
action and the environmental goals. They also expressed the need to be mindful that Eco-Schemes are not 
multi-annual agri-environmental measures. The Eco-Scheme needs to set a foundation for higher 
environmental ambition in Pillar 2; one must consider Pillar 2 interventions when deciding Eco-Scheme 
interventions. One must compliment the other; there was a concern that too many Eco-Scheme options 
could curtail potential Pillar 2 interventions. 
 
It was felt Eco-Scheme options should be available to everyone but targeted in certain areas. There should 
be sufficient actions available to everyone but the actions selected should be suitable for the associated 
farm. 
 
In selecting potential Eco-Scheme actions, the Committee felt there was a need to look to common 
features across all farms: hedgerows, water courses or ponds and agriculturally non-productive features 
such as field margins. It was suggested to look at management and protection of these features along with 
actions in Teagasc’s climate change Marginal Abatement Cost Curve (MACC). It was felt the Eco-Scheme 
should be about simple things with multiple benefits, for example hedgerow maintenance, cover crops, 
tree planting.  
 
The view was expressed that if a farmer stays at an extensive farming level they should be rewarded for 
that in an Eco-Scheme. However another stakeholder felt this would limit the scheme’s environmental 
ambition.  
 
Question 
(e) Are results-based payments suitable for Eco-Schemes? How could monitoring of results be 

incorporated into the design of Eco-Scheme(s)? 
 
Committee member’s responses to this question: 
Committee members had differing views around the suitability of a results based approach to Eco-
Schemes.  
 
Some felt results-based schemes should play a major roll. While others said these had a higher 
administration cost and are not suitable to be rolled out for a broad based annual scheme.  They felt results 
based schemes would be better suited to Pillar 2 interventions.  
 
There were also concerns about who would monitor results based schemes and that if the Eco-Scheme is to 
appeal to most farmers and be robust, the monitoring required for results-based measures could lead to 
significant leakage of funds. However, it was suggested that measures suitable for remote monitoring could 
address this challenge.  Committee members cited progress in developing “geotagging” technology. 
There was also a suggestion that consideration should first be given to Pillar 2 intervention design before 
identifying the Eco-Scheme(s) to be developed. It was recognised there still is a need for some level of 
metric to demonstrate that something has been achieved and it was felt that an overall balance needs to 
be struck.   
 
Ends. 
 
 


