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CAP Post-2020 Consultative Committee Meeting Minutes 
10 December 2020 by Webex 

 
 
In attendance DAFM: Paul Savage, Chair; Sharon Murphy, Ted Massey and Maria Rigney, all EU Division; 
Corina Roe, Mary Carey, Ultan Waldron and Jacquie Casey, all CAP Rural Development Division; Bernard 
Harris and Dymphna Kehoe, both Nitrates, Biodiversity & Engineering Division; Eoin O’Brien and Jerome 
Walsh, both Ag. Environment & Structures Division; Meg Laffan, Communications Division; Joanne O’Neill, 
On-Farm Invest/Subsidies & Storage Division; David Ryan, Integrated Controls Division. 
 
See Annex 1 for list of other organisations and names of their representatives in attendance. 
 
Apologies:  Paula Fitzsimons, ACORNS; Jenny Deakin, EPA; David Flynn and Colin Byrne, both  Department 
of Housing, Local Government and Heritage; Mary Caffrey, Department of Environment, Climate and 
Communications.  
 
The Chair opened the meeting by welcoming the Committee members and thanking everyone for their 
participation at last month’s eco-scheme workshop.  
 
Item (1) Minutes from the meeting on 19 November and any matters arising.  
The minutes were agreed. The Chair said any further comments were welcome through the email address 
CAPConsultativeCommittee@agriculture.gov.ie 
 
The Chair discussed the eco-scheme workshop and the summary document of the workshop that was 
circulated.  He asked Committee Members for their comments and feedback. There was a comment in 
relation to Theme 3; a Committee Member raised the point that given there is no experience of an eco-
scheme to date, consideration should be given to the Tillage sector’s Greening framework which is already 
in place.  This will be added to the summary document. 
 
Item (2) Update on developments at EU level  
Sharon Murphy, EU Division, gave a brief update on the Transitional Regulations and other developments 
at EU level. 
 
The vote on the Transitional Regulations is planned for 15 December. There have been difficulties with the 
negotiations, the EU Council discussion is taking place today (10 December); it will hopefully resolve the 
issues. 
 
A number of trilogues have taken place on the draft CAP Strategic Plan (CSP), Common Organisation of the 
Market (CMO) and Horizontal Regulations.  Regarding the CSP, the main focus has been on the Green 
Architecture, specifically on conditionality and eco-schemes.  On the Horizontal Regulation, the focus was 
on the New Delivery Model and control systems. An initial discussion took place on the CMO.  Trilogues will 
continue in 2021 under the Portuguese Presidency.  
 
The Horizontal Working Party held a discussion on eco-schemes and WTO requirements in late November.   
Eco-schemes must be WTO “green box” compliant.  The Commission has outlined constraints applicable to 
the incentive top-up payment calculation method to ensure it will meet WTO requirements.  A meeting is 
planned for next week to discuss further. 
 
Item (3) Green Architecture Workshop  
Ted Massey outlined the procedures and schedule for the workshop, which comprised of a series of 
breakout sessions.  Two themes around the Green Architecture were discussed by each breakout group 
(Themes 1 and 2 in the discussion document circulated in advance).      
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After each breakout session, a rapporteur from each group summarised their group’s discussion and 
comments to the Plenary.  After each group reported there was an opportunity for further discussion. At 
the end of the workshop the Chair thanked everyone for their contributions. A summary of all the breakout 
session discussions is included in Annex 2.   
 
 

Item (4 & 5) Future work for the Committee and Date of Next Meeting  
The next meeting is scheduled to take place at the end of January.  An updated paper based on today’s 
discussion will be circulated in advance of the next meeting.  Committee Members will be invited to reflect 
on the paper and submit their comments and views.  

Ag Climatise has just been published and the Commission’s recommendations regarding the CSP are expected 
shortly.  The SWOT Analysis will have to be reviewed as a result; it also needs to be updated for the Programme 
for Government which was published since the last version of the SWOT Analysis. 

The SWOT Analysis will be updated appropriately and circulated in advance of the next meeting.  It is intended to 
then return to the Needs Assessment in February, followed by the Prioritisation of Needs. 
 
 

Item (6) AOB:   
No issues were raised under AOB. 
 
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 

Carter, Clive Irish Grain Growers Association 

Claffey, James  Irish Rural Link 

Crockett, Joe Dairy Industry Ireland 

Duffy, Thomas Macra na Feirme 

Duggan, Oonagh Environmental Pillar/Bird Watch Ireland 

Farrell, Eamonn ICOS - Irish Cooperative Organisation Society 

Griffin, Denis IFA - Irish Farmers Association  

Hanrahan, Kevin Teagasc 

Lynch, Donal Department of Public Expenditure and Reform 

Lumley, Ian An Taisce 

Mulvihill, Conor  Dairy Industry Ireland 

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 
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Annex 2. 
CAP Post-2020 Consultative Committee Green Architecture Workshop 
10 December 2020 – Discussion document Themes 1 and 2 

 
Introduction: 
Following on from the Eco-Scheme Workshop on 19 November, the CAP Consultative Committee 
participated in a second workshop on 10 December which discussed the overall Green Architecture.  
Discussion was based around two 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 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 the Green Architecture 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 it is finalised. 
 
 
Theme 1: Striking the optimum balance 
In planning the next CAP, the three elements of the proposed Green Architecture must combine to work in a 
coherent manner to achieve the best overall environmental outcome.   
 
Conditionality offers the advantage that it applies to all farmers in receipt of CAP payments, however as 
Conditionality requirements increase it could reduce the scope to support change through the Eco-Scheme 
or Pillar 2 interventions.  Similarly decisions on what to include in the Eco-Scheme(s) or a Pillar 2 
intervention may have a direct impact on what can be included in an alternative intervention. 
 
The Eco-Scheme offers farmers the flexibility of a short-term scheme.  Given it will be funded through Pillar 1 
it should appeal to most farmers if it’s correctly structured, however the Eco-Scheme will have to be applied 
for, implemented, paid and controlled within the same year.  In addition, based on the current draft 
legislative proposals there are issues around the risk of the loss of unspent Eco-Scheme funds. Another 
factor to consider is that at the end of the year participating farmers can’t be obliged to continue 
implementing Eco-Scheme commitments. 
 
Pillar 2 agri-environmental and climate measures offer greater certainty and the advantages associated 
with long–term participation, however they require long-term commitment and there is less potential to 
incentivise change than exists using Eco-Schemes.  Traditionally only certain types of Irish farmers have 
tended to engage in Pillar 2 agri-environmental and climate measures. 
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Question:  
(a) Apart from the factors outlined above, are there any other factors that should be considered 

regarding specific components of the Green Architecture? 
 
Committee Members response to this question: 
Some stakeholders noted that this was a difficult question to discuss in the absence of finalised legislation 
regarding the Green Architecture.  
 
Some felt stronger Conditionality was required, others felt Conditionality was already strong enough; if it 
was too strong it could damage other elements of the Green Architecture. All groups felt an integrated 
coherent approach across the Green Architecture was required. Communication to inform decisions and 
allay fears among farmers was also seen as important. 
 
It was felt a greater coherence is required between Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 of CAP (e.g. land eligibility) and that 
Conditionality and overall requirements need to explained and appropriately communicated. Committee 
members felt if clear communication is provided farmers will respond by making changes. In addition to 
what could be achieved under CAP, it was noted that legislation may also be required and that industry, the 
advisory service and consumers also have a role to play. 
 
The issue of economic as well as environmental sustainability was also highlighted.  It was felt the Eco-
Scheme should cover all farmers with as high a proportion of farmers as possible then also participating in 
Pillar 2 measure(s).  There had to be recognition that different farm types have different features.  
Committee members also discussed the value of an on-farm survey involving ecologists.  The need for a 
simple approach was also raised.  It was felt that Pillar 2 AECM could be more in-depth and have a higher 
level of ambition than the Eco-Scheme.  The possibility of Eco-Scheme participation being a prerequisite for 
Pillar 2 participation was raised.  
 
Question: 
(b) What do you believe is the optimum impact level for each of the three components of the Green 

Architecture i.e. minimum, medium or maximum impact? How should the three components 
combine overall to deliver Ireland’s environmental ambition? 

 
Committee Members response to this question: 
Different views were expressed, however two of the three breakout groups felt Conditionality 
requirements should be “minimum.” Notwithstanding this, it was acknowledged that a flaw of “Greening” 
was the fact grassland farmers were automatically considered “green by definition.” It was felt there needs 
to be a greater focus and that inclusion of Eco-Schemes under Pillar 1 allowed greater potential impact if 
the scheme was based around a suite of measures that would encourage engagement; Eco-Scheme 
participation levels could drive impact. Committee members felt Pillar 2 should have the highest 
environmental ambition and possibly even within Pillar 2 measures there should be tiered levels of 
ambition.   
 
The idea of looking at the Green Architecture as a triangle was suggested - wide baseline with all farmers 
engaged by Conditionality, narrowing to a peak with Pillar 2 measures or even higher ambition Pillar 2 
measures.  Attracting higher numbers of participants (50% of farmers was suggested) into Pillar 2 was seen 
as important to deliver ambition i.e. a flatter triangle. Some expressed the view that maximising co-funding 
for user friendly schemes would drive Pillar 2 engagement. Committee members expressed differing views 
regarding the success of GLAS; however there was support for an overarching farm sustainability plan. 
 
Committee members noted different farmers will have different abilities to engage in certain actions and it 
was important to recognise the risk of excluding any sector could undermine the success of the Eco-
Schemes. Committee members also felt additional work is required in the communications space regarding 
biodiversity, water quality and other aspects relating to the Green Architecture. Communication regarding 
changes in Conditionality was also seen as important. 
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Question:  
(c) What elements of current Conditionality and Pillar 2 interventions are performing well?  What 

elements do you believe need to change to meet Ireland’s future environmental ambition? 
 
Committee Members response to this question: 
Current land eligibility requirements for receipt of direct payments were criticised by two of the three 
groups.  They felt farmers should not be encouraged to remove biodiversity features to qualify for direct 
payments, however on the other hand risks around land abandonment were also cited.  It was suggested 
that we need to see the right type of farming working for biodiversity. 
 
Some felt current GAEC and SMR requirements under Conditionality were very stringent, however it was 
acknowledged that if farmers were better informed about requirements and their objectives it could 
improve understanding and compliance. Concerns around the potential impact of proposed GAEC 2 were 
also raised.  
 
Regarding Pillar 2 interventions, it was felt there was potential to lean from the experience among some 
EIP’s.  It was felt farmers should be given choice and flexibility.  One group suggested that advisors should 
have some subsidiarity similar to that which exists in the EIP’s. A separate group noted there would be 
challenges to roll out certain EIP’s as a national scheme. Another group queried whether multi-annual 
contracts could be flexible enough over the course of a five year scheme to allow a change of direction that 
could reward higher levels of ambition.  The idea of starting small and improving year–on-year was cited as 
an example.  
 
There were a number of calls for a “whole farm” approach.  It was felt TAMS possibly needs to be more 
targeted and that knowledge transfer interventions could play a strong role. The need to avoid double 
funding issues was also raised with issues around organic farming and certain GLAS actions being cited. 
Stakeholders suggested that different farms will have different requirements and that farms should have an 
integrated sustainability plan which could inform their decisions around schemes in Pillar 1 and/or Pillar 2. 
There was a suggestion that this sustainability plan could in itself be an Eco-Scheme. 
 
Question:  
(d) If the final legal text presents risks around the loss of unspent Eco-Scheme funds how should this 

influence Eco-Scheme design principles and the overall Green Architecture? 
 
Committee Members response to this question: 
Committee members suggested all farmers should have equal access to the Eco-Scheme; no farmer should 
be left behind. To get buy-in from all farmers it was felt the entry level was important; it should be a simple 
scheme with measures that are accessible.  In addition, farmers need to be enticed to join the scheme.  It 
was felt DAFM needs to communicate early with farmers to allay fears and eliminate potential barriers to 
Eco-Scheme participation. 
 
Stakeholders expressed concerns about the risk of unspent Eco-Scheme funds. Two groups suggested the 
idea of establishing a points-based/bonus system that could reward those who have done most in the 
event of an underspend arising at the end of the year.  This gave rise to some concerns about value for 
money/the use of funds but the principle that those who do more should receive a higher reward was 
recognised. It was felt any points-based system had to be simple so farmers could apply themselves.  
Another suggestion to avoid unspent funds was to consider the potential to re-open the scheme or offer 
farmers “knowledge vouchers” on ecology or similar, once uptake in the first round of Eco-Scheme 
applications was established. 
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Theme 2: Measures outside CAP 
CAP will only achieve a certain proportion of Ireland’s environmental ambition, especially given budgetary 
limitations.  Industry support should possibly be leveraged to also affect appropriate change at farm level.  
In some cases, increased regulation may also be required to address specific issues. 
 
Question: 
(a) Do you see a role for legislative changes and/or industry incentives to build Ireland’s environmental 

ambition? 
 
Committee Members response to this question: 
There was recognition that CAP can’t achieve everything although it would remain the primary policy 
instrument.  The three breakout groups favoured also driving change through industry incentives rather 
than additional legislative obligations. Some expressed the view that industry has a huge role to play 
leveraging up from what CAP can achieve.  
 
Committee members also noted legislative requirements are changing anyway; requirements associated 
with obtaining a “Nitrates Derogation” were cited as an example. In addition, committee members noted 
that increasing legislative requirements will reduce the ability to incentivise change.    
 
It was felt industry are playing a role and that there was potential to build on the progress achieved under 
initiatives such as Quality Assurance programmes, the Agricultural Sustainability, Support and Advisory 
Programme (ASSAP) and the Teagasc “signpost” farms. Other measures such as a sustainability bonus on 
milk, carbon payments on tillage crops, or a biodiversity bonus payment were mentioned.  It was suggested 
that industry could highlight the sustainability message for consumers and incentivise this at farm level. The 
view that farmers are willing to do more for the environment and that consumers are willing to pay more 
for food produced in certain ways was raised.  Some felt if these two points could be combined it would 
create a powerful opportunity, however other stakeholders were not certain the consumer would be 
willing to pay extra. 
The need for co-ordination across CAP, the work of other Government Departments and industry supports 
was highlighted.  Consistency of message was seen to be very important across Government, industry, 
advisors and the market. Cross-Government collaboration on the bio-economy was also suggested as a way 
to leverage additional funding from the EU outside the CAP. 
 
Question 
(b) If you foresee a role for legislative change, in what specific areas do you believe there is an 

opportunity for amended/increased regulatory requirements to develop the baseline for the Green 
Architecture? 

 
Committee Members response to this question: 
Two of the three groups expressed the opinion that rather than introducing more legislation the focus 
should be on improved enforcement of existing legislation.  Improved communication of legislative 
requirements to farmers was also seen as having potential to improve outcomes. 
 
A stakeholder referred an EIA regulation regarding landscape features and suggested current thresholds 
regarding hedgerows are too high.  Issues relating to afforestation applications were also raised, along with 
plant protection product authorisations where there were perceived contradictions with national policy. In 
addition food labelling legislation and below cost selling were mentioned; it was felt consumers need to be 
able to make informed decisions and be able to recognise low or high environmental ambition production. 
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Question 
(c) If you foresee a role for industry, in what specific areas do you believe there is an opportunity for 

amended/increased industry requirements/incentives to complement the Green Architecture? 
 
Committee Members response to this question: 
A number of the committee member’s comments in response to this question were already covered in the 
responses to Question A for this theme as outlined above. 
 
Stakeholders expressed the view that industry needs to align itself with the overarching CAP objectives. It 
was felt the industry could look further at incentives or bonuses for sustainability credentials which, for 
example, would be aligned with Eco-Scheme requirements.  ASSAP was cited as a good example of a cross 
Government and Industry programme.  It was felt that this approach could be adopted more widely and 
aligned with/integrated into the CAP. 
 
One group discussed the potential role that could be played by Protected Geographical 
Indication/Protected Designation of Origin (PGI’s/PDO’s) in the dairy and tillage sectors.  This group felt 
there are not strong environmental criteria supporting these designations; however they said they would 
welcome such designations nonetheless.    
 
Ends. 
 
 


