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The Cross Compliance Report: Why?

For a first assessment of the cross compliance policy since its
introduction up to now, aimed at a multidimensional analysis of
impacts on the public system, at farm level (economic aspects and
information) and on agri environmental aspectsinformation), and on agri‐environmental aspects

To contribute to the Strategic Monitoring Report of the Rural
Development Programmes (October 2010)

To encourage reflection on CAP reform post 2013 and on the links with
the public goods



Report set-up phases (1)

The report on CC implementation was not compulsory

It has been sent to the institutional and socio economic partnership

It has been discussed with the Autonomous Regions and ProvincesIt has been discussed with the Autonomous Regions and Provinces 
and the Professional Organizations

I h b h Mi i f E i d H l h dIt has been sent to the Ministry of Environment and Health and to 
environmental associations



Report set-up phases (2)

The first findings of the experimental research on GAECs environmentalThe first findings of the experimental research on GAECs environmental 
effectiveness have been showed at the XXXIX Italian Society for 
Agronomy National Meeting (20/22 September 2010).

The economic survey findings have been discussed and evaluated by 
expert agronomists selected by the National Council of Doctors of 
Agronomy and Doctors of Forestry (CONAF) and by the National Union 
of Agricultural Machine Manufacturers (UNIMA).
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The strategic ‐ programming context
O i C t t (% )Actual soil erosion risk Organic C content (% )

(Jones et al. 2003) (Jones et al. 2004)( )



Organic C content (%) in soils in EU17
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The strategic ‐ programming context
Soil compaction and risk indicatorSoil compaction and risk indicator

Susceptibility to soil compaction. Source: 
European Commission, Institute of Environment 

Soil compaction risk indicator in function of the 
number and the power of harvesters (in q/ha inand Sustainability, Land Management and Natural 

Hazards Unit, ISPRA, Italy

number and the power of harvesters (in q/ha in 
1967, 1992, 1995 and 2000. Bazzoffi, 2003)



Impact index ‐ Grazing Pressure (Desertification risk National Atlas)



Cross Compliance report 
t bl f t ttable of contents

1. The regulatory framework and the strategic ‐ programming context

2. Cross compliance implementation in Italy

3. The analysis of cross compliance policy impacts at farms level

4. Analysis of GAECs impact on the agricultural and environmental system
and GAECs integration with RDPs

5 CAP t 2013 tl k f th f t5. CAP post 2013: outlooks for the future

6. Conclusions



Cross compliance 
implementation in Ital ( )implementation in Italy (1)

Impact on the organisational system (Regulatory/Management/
Control)

“Vertical” (State – Regions) and “horizontal” (Agriculture – Environment
H lth) di ti ti– Health) coordination action

Partnership actions with Agricultural union organisations and
environmental associations (establishing a Joint Committee)environmental associations (establishing a Joint Committee)



Cross compliance 
implementation in Ital (2)implementation in Italy (2)

A clear example of a new cooperation fostered by the cross compliance
policy (e.g. between central agricultural and environmental
administration) is showed by the following decrees endorsement within
a short space of time one from to the other:p

• Decree of the Minister of the Environment 17 October 2007 on
Natura 2000 sites minimum management requirements (with
specific GAEC for such sites)

• Decree of the Minister of Agriculture 18 October 2007 updating
cross compliance policycross compliance policy



Cross compliance 
implementation in Italy (3)implementation in Italy (3)

A new way to communicate with farmers

Posters Brochures CD

Agricultural Assistance Center 9.954 digital 6.636

Producers Organizations 1.626 digital 506

Autonomous Provinces and Regions 2.627 5.910 3.092

Agea and Regional Paying Agencies 359 900 516

National level journals 80.000

TOTAL 14.566 86.810 10.750
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The analysis of cross compliance policy 
i t t f l limpacts at farm level

Cross compliance requirements applicability to Italian farms

Degree of perceived difficulty concerning cross compliance requirements

Role played by information and advisory services

Economic impact on farms

Survey carried out on farms samples that in 2008 could benefit from CAP payments 
equal to almost 2.000 €.

Economic impact on farms

q



Cross compliance requirements applicability to 
Italian farms (1)s Italian farms (1)
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Cross compliance requirements applicability 
to Italian farms (2)
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to Italian farms (2)
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Cross compliance requirements 
applicability to Italian farms (3)
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Perceived degree of difficulty concerning cross compliance requirements (1)

Farmer drows  up the  Agronomic Uti l i zation Plan 

Statutory 
management 
requirements

Farmers  appl ies  l i vestock identi fication codes  within
the  set time  l imit

Farmers  has  a  guide  to milk traceabi l i ty 

Farmer has  a  record book on veterinary treatments

p g

requirements

Farmer noti fies to the National Database any change

Farmer has  a  guide  to good hygiene  practice

Farmer i s  aware  and meets  the  standards  for the
protection of animals  on farms  

Farmer updates  the  animals  passports

Farmer compl ies  with the  provincia l  Action Plan for

Farmer has  an adequate  l i vestock manure  s torage
system 

Farmer has  a  record book on loading and unloading
animals

Farmer noti fies  to the  National  Database  any change
related to the  number of animals  in the  farm 

Farmer has  a  record book on plant protection
treatments

Farmer has  the  environmenta l  impact assessment 

Farmer has  a  room/tank for fuel/oi l s  and other
dangerous  products  storage    

Natura  2000 area

Dangerous  substances  discharge  authorizations

Farmer has  the  documents  on s ludge  use  and origin 

Farmer has  a  record book in which al l  activi ties  are
entered

treatments  
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Perceived degree of difficulty concerning cross compliance requirements (2)

G d A i lt lGood Agricultural 
and Environmental 

Conditions
Farmer prunes  ol ive  groves  at least once  every five

Farmer mows  or chops  set‐as ide  land at least once  a
year

Farmer establ ishes  no more  than 80mt distant
temporary drainage  ditches  and/or grass  buffer zones

Farmer cuts  off the  multi ‐year suckers  and the
brambles  growing close  to the  plants

Farmer appropriately manages  ground drainage
system (di tches , drains , etc.)

years  

Farmers  mainta ins  vines  in good vegetative
condi tions

Farmer compl ies  with arable  s tubble  management
regional  standards

Farmer compl ies  with continuous  cropping
suspens ion obl igation

Farmer compl ies  with the  obl igation of non
converting land under permanent pasture  

Farmer establ i shes  buffer s trips

Farmer reta ins  terraces

Farmer reta ins  seminatura l
and natura l  land cover al l  year long

suspens ion obl igation 
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The role played by information and advisory services aiming at 
supporting farmers to comply with 

cross compliance obligationsp g
The way farmers become aware of cross compliance obligations;   

% on the total number of people interviewed giving almost one answer
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The economic impact on farms
Costs incurred to meet GAECs standards

The analysis has been supplemented with the findings from a focus group of experts 

Hypothesis: baseline of non‐respect of the obligations, cereal production farm

Average costs incurred per year : 20‐50€/Ha which could double for farms 
located on sloping lands at risk of erosion.

Cross compliance costs impact (%): 10‐15% of the payment entitlements value 
per Ha.
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Post 2013 CAP: outlooks for the future (1)

SIMPLIFICATION: reducing the number of standards and obligations 
coherently with the standards simplification process (distinction 
between compulsory and optional standards) ;between compulsory and optional standards) ; 

STRATEGIC APPROACH: fostering a systemic approach that, from one 
h d ll f “ bj i d d”hand, allows to move from “one objective ‐ one standard” structure 
towards a multi‐objective approach and, from the other hand, 
contributes to set up a single regulatory framework coherent with the 
provisions related to spatial planning on land. Improving the first and 
second pillar integration and complementarity, emphasizing the link 
with the public goods.p g
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Post 2013 CAP: outlooks for the future (2)

CC EFFECTIVENESS AND VERIFIABILITY: setting up concrete  and 
quantified objectives; strengthening the integration with the 
monitoring and evaluating system already provided for by the ruralmonitoring and evaluating system already provided for by the rural 
development;

FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM h i h l l d b fFARM ADVISORY SYSTEM: strengthening the role played by farm 
advisory services supporting farmers to meet cross compliance 
requirements through compulsory check‐up in environmental sensitive 
areas or as to environmental issues and requirements (also through 
basic advisory services financed within the first pillar?) 
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Conclusions

Thank you for your 
tt ti !attention!

c.zaccarini@ismea.it

www.reterurale.it


