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%E%RK Content of the presentation

> General definitions and context

> Main results of the study Mapping and Analysis of the CAP strategic plans

> Considerations for the evaluation


https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/80d12120-89bc-11ee-99ba-01aa75ed71a1
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Definitions and context
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It can occur through It is certainly about a
different paths: person who takes
newcomer VS over or set up a
experienced, within or farm for the first
outside a family farm, time and, often,
existing or a new farm. about an incumbent
Still, within-family farm farmer who retires.

succession is the
dominant path.

It is a long-term

It goes hand-in-hand with é IOFOCGSZ, Wh(ijCh ;
farm development: the more cannot be reduced to
the formal transfer of

the farm develops, the more t/ h
farm succession progresses, managementvowners
and vice versa. IP.
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Generational renewal is a EE ﬁ
complex issue: Institutions

It develops across multiple Fiscal and inheritance rules,
levels: several factors affect finance, etc.
GR at different levels, and at -

Sector/rural area

different stages of the Quiality of life, sectoral gap, access to

succession process. - Lw mnd. et
It is heterogeneous: these 7] |

factors, though, have varying __ (Family) Farm

Importance across countries Q| L . .
: ’ Farm profitability, family support or conflicts, etc.
regions, sectors and farm ‘:ﬁ% P y, family stpp

types. Individual
Vocation, knowledge gap, involvement in farming, etc.
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> 45% Of Stakeholders percelve the M Successor identified ® No successor .
lack of GR as a threat: , Arable » It can be a bigger
- around 50% in livestock sector E problem for
- around 40% in crop sectors £ Livestock livestock compared
» 43% of stakeholders perceive Mixed to other sectors.
this threat having an impact RSOl n
W|th|n next 5 yearS B No successor M Successor identified

> GR ranked 4t among 28 risk
categories in terms of potential
risk severity.

% share of farms

177 %% 13 s3I . >Eigggrbe a
. problem for
s3Il 57% 9 ller f
47% 7o B - o, smaller rarms.

<25ha  25-50ha 50-75ha 75-100 ha 100-150 ha 150-250 ha >250 ha
Farm size categories
Source: https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC135290 Source: Bertolozzi-Caredio, 2024 (https;//doi_Wmandusepouozg_107014)



https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC135290
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2023.107014
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During the past
decades, the no. of
farms in the EU has
drastically
decreased, whereas
the average farmers’
age has increased.

The severity of the
problem differs
across Member
States.
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Ratio young (<40years) fold ( >64years) farmers 2020
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Results of the Mapping
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%E%RK To what extent are the identified
needs addressed within the CAP?

Share of needs addressed No. of Member
within/outside the CSP States ) HetengeneOUS
needs across MSs,

no predominant need

Education, knowledge transfer and

. 81% iy 12%
entrepreneurship

Farms' competitiveness and profitability % Identlfled
everywhere.
Attractiveness, quality of life and working
Coniions i To some extent, al
Access to financial resources 11% needs are aISO

addressed outside
the CAP, and some of
them are mainly
addressed by

H Fully M Partially © Notat all national policies_

Rz

Regulatory framework and
administrative burden

AV 4

50% 25% 25%

Access to land a42% 33% 25%



No. of MSs
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outside the CAP?

15
13 13
I I | |

Tax system  Additional

Access to Measures for Advisory

land and
land policy

access to
finance

system and and financial installation

education

incentives

aid or
payments

Pension/

schemes

2 2

1
B -
Inheritance Additional
retirement law services to
young

farmers (e.g.

e-services)
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Which other tools and initiatives exist

> Plenty of tools are

available at the
national level.

Most often, they
address access to
land, to finance and
enhance the
advisory system.

More tools might
exist that are not
captured in the GR
strategy in the
CSPs.

Rz
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CIS-YF and INSTALL are the
most used interventions, followed

The CSPs offer very diverse CIS-YF
(often peculiar) combinations of INVEST

interventions for GR. coop
KNOW

Novelties: Sectoral
BISS

RISK
ENVCLIM
Eco-scheme
CRISS

COOP specific for farm
succession has been setup in 5
Member States (Spain, France,
Ireland, Hungary, Netherlands).

Financial instrument (via INVEST
and/or INSTALL) is proposed in
12 CSPs.

12 MS provide the definition of
“new farmer”
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High diversity in design features: T e planned ranges of unit amounts for 0.4 (B128)
22 MS provide increased INVEST support
rates for young farmers.

167.8%
[ ]
141.4%
[ ]

109.5%
e o 98.9%
L]

Three MS allow young farmers to exceed the
INVEST limit to finance the land purchases.

88 40, g7 30 8530,

0, - ®
113.1/0107_5% ® e o o e7/1.7%

97.0%

0,
88.1% 86.9% ® Q62.3/o

® 49.9% 47.4%
67.7% @ @ o o 39.3%
e o

12 MS provide financial instruments.

30.3%
52.5% 48.3% b
40.7% 36.4%

Unit amounts CIS-YF / unitamounts BISS

Very different unit amounts planned.
SO L OLEFOLFELCF TR 6 @

Five Member States set an upper farm size PG
limit (HA) for CIS-YF, and five set an upper

limit (EUR) for INSTALL. |
Important questions

do designed interventions address the most vulnerable segment of the sector? Do they
address the main barriers to GR in the MS?

Evaluation needs to be tailored to the specific designs, and some additional indicators
may be required to assess GR.
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% 6.4% of the CAP budget is allocated to SO7: Tho shareof
all MSs reached the minimum amount required St
of 3% share of Direct Payment allocations for

young farmers.
Financial allocations to CIS-YF and INSTALL

. Increased both CIS-YF and INSTALL

& Financial allocations vary compared to the
past programming period: Eight MS increased
the financial allocations to both CIS-YF and

. Increased INSTALL but decreased CIS-YF

Increased CIS-YF but decreased INSTALL

INSTALL, but five MS decreased the financial e T L
allocation dedicated to both interventions. "'
e
On which intervention is the MS counting “"—t ‘-

L

on? Increasing effort to both measures? If
yes, does it lead to an improvement? I



CAP NETWORK PRESENTATION

’%{%ﬁ%ﬁ@éw Targets” ambition: how do targets fit
INn the context?

& MS plan to support about 368,000 YF

to establish agricultural production (R36),

and about 139,000 rural businesses

(R39).

> Generally, MS propose targets for
2029 that are higher (sometimes much
higher) than those achieved in 2021.

@ Consider the context: varying

feasibility to achieve the targets:

> No. of YF receiving INSTALL (0O.25)
covers less than 30% of the current
number of old farmers.

> No. of hectares receiving CIS-YF (O.6)
lower by 50% or more compared to
current UAA managed by YF.

10% -

8% -

6% -

4% -

2% -

0% -

B CMEF (2021): R.03 Percentage of agricultural holdings with RDP supported
business development plan/investments for young farmers (focus area 2B)

B PMEF (2029) R.36 Number of young farmers benefitting from setting up with
support from the CAP, including a gender breakdown and Number of
holdings (C.12)

EU value CMEF: 1.6%

POFRRF LI FIENTESF Y CLPFEILI OO

((9 ’b(\ &"C}

< ;
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8 Member States identify needs related to gender equality,
which is mostly addressed through Cooperation and
Investment interventions

Women are targeted specifically through LAG structures in
cooperation interventions.

A few MS make gender equality a preferential criterion in the
composition of LAGs and the selection of LDSs.

Off-farm productive investments, in particular, prioritise women
through eligibility criteria in 4 MS.

Spain includes a top-up to the income support for young
female farmers to incentivise the participation of women in
farming.
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The patrilinear path based on
gender and birth order is
getting weaker, growing
opportunities for female
successors (Cassidy, 2018;
Chiswell and Lobley, 2018).

Both the share of female
farmers and UAA managed
by women slightly increased
between 2010-2020
(Eurostat).
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Within the specific scope of GR, only Spain and Portugal
propose the use of CIS-YF and INSTALL to specifically
support women, whereas five MSs set gender as a preferential
condition to access INSTALL.

Evaluations may highlight gender-specific measures and
good practices where implemented, and identify reasons
behind relevant gender gaps when relevant,

EU CAP NETWORK PRESENTATION
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Considerations for the
evaluation
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Complementarity between the CAP and national policies: many barriers to GR are addressed
through national policies, and their role (and coherence with the CAP) should be accounted for.
Previous CAP EC evaluation suggests that CAP measures are most effective when relevant
national initiatives are in place.

Shed light on new tools (e.g. cooperation measures, support to new farmers): new tools might
leverage the GR strategy by addressing other barriers, or might represent successful pilots to
replicate in other MSs.

Consider combinations of interventions: Most likely, a successful GR strategy does not rely on
a single instrument, but consists of multiple tools addressing different barriers.

Look at the design features of the interventions: policy impact is not only linked to the chosen
interventions but also to how they are designed (e.g. targeting of certain farm sizes or sectors,
attractiveness of the unit amounts, budget allocations, increased INVEST support rate, etc.).

Consider the demographic context: structural changes are ongoing, which are out of the
control of the CAP. The achievability of proposed targets, i.e. how well an MS is progressing
towards its targets, depends much on the ongoing demographic structural changes taking place
in the MS. Most often, it is about mitigating the farms’ reduction rate rather than looking for
increasing farms’ rates.
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Farm continuity is as important as the farm transfer: assess whether/how policy
contributes to improving farms’ performance and development (e.g. Dudek and
Pawlowska, 2022).

The CAP is mostly focused on the young/new farmer during and after succession
but seems to have limited impact in shaping potential and willing successors before they
move actively towards succession (CAP2014-20 EC Evaluation; Coopmans et al., 2021,

Bertolozzi-Caredio, 2024, etc.).

Overall, CSPs’ focus is mainly on young farmers rather than new farmers, and more
on farms rather than rural businesses.

The previous CAP was less effective in attracting newcomers from outside the family
farm (CAP2014-20 EC Evaluation): will the new CAP instruments change this?

Consider different approaches used in scientific lit. to assess policy impact on GR (e.g.
Dudek and Pawlowska, 2022; Nordin and Loven, 2020; Leonard et al., 2017)
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Thank you for your attention
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