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The longer term policy debate

� The CAP is a contested policy.  Its long term durability 
will depend on redefining its objectives and rationale for 
intervention, in line with society’s changing expectations.

� The environmental challenge in Europe is not abating.  
Increased intervention is likely to be required to address 
the loss of biodiversity, the climate challenge, 
sustainable resource use, and landscape protection. 

� There is a growing consensus that future CAP spending 
should be based on the principle of “public money for 
public goods”.  
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The challenges of a public goods agenda

� If the public goods agenda does set out the longer term 
direction of travel, it raises a number of empirical and 
policy challenges.

� It implies the need to identify and to determine the 
location, quantity and condition of public goods such as 
biodiversity and valued agricultural landscapes.  

� There is also a pressing need to be able to demonstrate 
the cost effectiveness, efficiency and added value of 
policy interventions, in relation to the delivery of public 
goods.  

� Delivering this agenda will require investment in data 
collection, along with a robust monitoring and evaluation 
approach.  
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Evaluating the impact of policy 

� Since the introduction of the RDR (1257/99), there has 
been a monitoring requirement on MS, in line with the 
programming approach of Pillar Two.

� This comprises ex ante, mid term and ex post 
evaluations which attempt to capture the outputs and 
anticipated outputs of a policy intervention, although we 
continue to have a limited understanding of the 
effectiveness of P2 measures.  

� Evaluations of the AE measure - arguably the flagship 
measure in terms of delivery of environmental benefits -
have demonstrated variable results.

� The CMEF is a recent addition to the evaluation tool-kit, 
providing a common suite of indicators to assess the 
impact of RD programmes and measures.  
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The CMEF HNV impact indicator 

� “The maintenance of HNV farming” is 1 of 7 Impact 
Indicators, developed to assess the impact of the Axis 2 
measures in the 2007 – 13 RDPs.

� A provisional HNV Impact Indicator, with accompanying 
guidelines for the Member States, has been developed 
as part of a study for DG Agri by a consortium led by 
IEEP.  The Indicator and CMEF Fiche are due to be 
finalised at the end of 2008.  

� In order to apply the indicator, a number of a priori steps 
are required before an assessment of the impact of Axis 
2 measures on HNV farmland can be made.  
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Evaluating impact: information required

� An understanding of the intensity of land use 
and the management practices that underpin the 
biodiversity value. 

� An estimate of the area of farmland that is being 
managed within certain threshold values that 
define high nature value to provide an accurate 
baseline.

� Establishing an accurate baseline requires a 
fairly significant investment of resources.
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Evaluating impact on HNV farming

� For the purpose of evaluating impact, an 
indicator with a number of specific attributes is 
required:

– Dynamic rather than static which means that data 
collection needs to be sufficiently frequent to capture 
changes within the relatively short period of the RDP.

– The indicator needs to be sensitive to changes in 
management which may enhance or undermine the 
HNV status.  

– It needs to be able to capture causality between the 
intervention and any changes in the HNV resource. 
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HNV impact indicator

� A number of complementary approaches exist to 
identifying HNV and to measuring trends in the HNV 
resource.   

� However, the IEEP study approached the design of the 
HNV Impact Indicator specifically with these attributes in 
mind:
– A dynamic indicator which is fed by data which could be 

collected annually to detect changes over the 7 year period of 
the RDPs.  

– Its focus on farming systems means that changes in 
management can be detected, with a read across to the 
objectives of and prescriptions in policy measures.

– Biodiversity data allows an assessment to be made of changes 
in condition.  

� Because of this range of attributes, the indicator is 
complex and demanding.
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Why is the HNV indicator important?

� The maintenance of HNV farming is a Community 
priority and biodiversity is afforded additional weight in 
the CAP Health Check under the ‘new challenges’.

� Applying the indicator properly, and investing in 
establishing an accurate baseline, is extremely 
important, in part because the indicator is being used to 
assess the impact of the AE measure.
– Accounts for the single largest proportion of P2 spend (€34.4 

billion, including co-financing, over 7 years, for 76 programmes, 
out of total P2 budget of €144 billion).    

� Improving the outcomes of P2 measures is critical if 
Pillar Two is to be defended as the most effective 
approach and suite of measures for delivering public 
goods.  
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Estimated area of HNV farmland in 2007 – 13 RDPs
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Use of HNV indicator in RDPs

� Data derived from an analysis by IEEP of current RDPs, with IRENA data 
(2004).

� Not all Member States have provided values for baseline and impact 
indicators in their RDPs.

� A majority of MS have not followed the systems approach or the indicators 
designed with the evaluation of RDPs in mind.  

� A diversity of approaches have been used to calculate the baseline.

� The estimated area of HNV farmland varies substantially across Member 
States.  The area of HNV farmland as a proportion of UAA ranges from 1.4 
– 66 per cent.

� Some of these differences in the size of the resource are real, whereas 
others are an artefact of different approaches to identification, whether HNV 
is a policy priority, and the perceived comparative advantage of having a 
large or small area of HNV.
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What will the existing indicators tell us?

� Many of the approaches used will not detect changes in 
area. 

� Many approaches will not be able to detect if there has 
been a change in sympathetic management – i.e. if 
stocking rates go above or below certain ecological 
thresholds. 

� Although the use of biodiversity data will detect a loss of 
associated biodiversity.

� If, at the end of the programme, changes in area and in 
quality are not detected, it will not necessarily be
possible to draw conclusions about the effectiveness of 
Axis 2 measures “in maintaining HNV farming”.   



Agriculture and Rural Development @ IEEP

Next steps in developing the indicator

� The process of developing an HNV Baseline and Impact Indicator has 
begun.  This is a positive first step.

� The application of the indicator should be conceived as a two-staged 
process, driven by an immediate need to operationalise the indicator, 
coupled with a need for longer term investment in establishing an accurate 
baseline, and in the capacity to capture changes in management and 
therefore in the condition of the HNV farmland.

� It is worth the effort and investment of resources to make this indicator a 
success because the indicator is likely to be a key tool in assessing the 
impact of agriculture on biodiversity, which will come into sharp focus in the 
context of debates around the 2010 biodiversity target, and a “public goods”
oriented CAP.

� Timely that a thematic working group has been set up in the context of the 
Rural Development Evaluation Network to finalise the indicator and to assist 
the MS in its application.  
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Key Questions

� What lessons have been learnt from applying 
the HNV indicators to date?  Are there examples 
of good practice, and can lessons be learnt from 
applying the indicator on farmland birds?

� What additional resources and technical support 
are required both to operationalise the indicator 
in the short term, and in the longer term, in the 
sense of establishing an accurate baseline, and 
investment in the capacity to detect changes in 
management?

� Why is a common approach important?


