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Objective: The main goal is more market orientation for instance through the abolition of intervention, quota’s, producer support and storage aid. A second goal is to simplify and streamline regulation, particularly in cross compliance and in the existing partial coupled support. The European Commission emphasises that better regulation and simplification are part of its priorities for 2004-2009. 
Background: The proposed policy is in line with the 2003 CAP reform, e.g. the decoupling of subsidies and production by shifting from production support to producer support. The proposal is a consequence of the 2007 Commission communication ‘Health Check of the CAP reform’ of which the goals were to simplify the policy, to allow it to grasp new market opportunities and to prepare it for facing new challenges such as climate change, water management and bio-energy. This communication furthermore emphasises that the CAP must be able evaluate its instruments, test whether they function as they should, identify any adjustments needed to meet its stated objectives, and to be able to adapt to new challenges. In order to respond to these needs the Commission has formulated among others this legislative proposal.
An important background is practical implementation problems raised by the Member States after the 2003 CAP reform concerning the  coupling of single farm payments to environmental, food safety and animal welfare standards. 

The increase in world prices of agricultural products is repeatedly mentioned to advocate more market oriented reform.

The proposal is presented in a document (COM (2008) 306 final) which also include ‘Proposal for a COUNCIL REGULATION establishing common rules for direct support schemes for farmers under the common agricultural policy and establishing certain support schemes for farmers’ (2008/0103 (CNS)), ‘Proposal for a COUNCIL REGULATION amending Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)’ (2008/0105 (CNS)), ‘Proposal for a COUNCIL DECISION amending Decision 2006/144/EC on the Community strategic guidelines for rural development (programming period 2007 to 2013)’(2008/0106 (CNS)). These proposals also deal with simplification, streamlining and more market orientation for the CAP. In addition, particularly 2008/0103 reinforces Pillar II (rural development) at the cost of Pillar I (direct farm payments) in order to emphasise more the goals of rural development which include fighting climate change, water management, strengthening biodiversity.
Consultation: The opinion of the Committee of the regions (Opinion COR/2008/162) as well as the opinion of the EESC (EESC/2008/1670).
Issues: As is typical for CAP reform countries try to ensure that the industries in their country are allowed to produce more and receive more subsidies or are exempt from certain rules. In general, whereas the EC and UK seek to reduce the CAP, France and Germany (the two main beneficiaries of the CAP) seek to strengthen it.
1) Large farms vs Small farms
Particularly the large farms vs small farms countries debate played a role. Whereas the Commission sought to limit subisidies to large farms, countries such as Germany and Czech Republic opposed this. Also the new Commissioner (Dacian Ciolos) continues to argue in favour a ceiling for the aid to large farms. 
2) Pillar I (direct payments to producers) vs Pillar II (rural development)
Another issue is the Central and Eastern European countries which are obliged to transfer less funds (3%) from direct farmer payments to rural development than the other European countries (13%). On the same issue France and Germany emphasise the importance of the direct payments and opposes the transfer from direct payments to rural development.
3) Milk quota
As mentioned, the EC seeks to abolish the milk quota and limit involvement in the dairy market. France opposes the abolishment of the milk quota, because it fears that the lower prices will reduce employment. 
4) Decoupling subsidies from production 

The EC, supported by the UK,  seeks to decouple subsidies from production. This is opposed by France, which argues that this will lead to a monoculture where everybody produces the same, because of the lack of different tariffs of subsidy between different products. 

5) Market intervention
In the news article 252_R_EV_20091005 a coalition of Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Germany, Estonia, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Hungary, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia and Spain argue in favour of more market intervention by the Commission in the dairy market, for instance through minimum prices set by the government and export refunds for butter, milk and cheese or buying up unsold butter and milk powder. This is resisted by the European Commission and the UK. 
Frames: The Commission frames the issue as adapting an archaic system to the market. When the market is providing high prices for agricultural products it is not necessary to keep subsidising them. France frames it as an issue of food security, emphasising that market volatility in combination with the absence of intervention by the EC produces food insecurity. It uses the same frame arguing against the decoupling of subsidies and production. 

France frames the abolishing the milk quota as reducing employment and damaging the environment.  
France and Germany frame the issue of strong regulation (a.o. direct payments to producers) as protecting farmers against the volatility of the market. 
Notes : 
Note 2008/0105 (CNS) carries the same title as 2010/0266 (COD), given the ID 364 in our database.
