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THE NEW DELIVERY MODEL OF THE EU COMMON 
AGRICULTURAL POLICY IS NOT DELIVERING ON 

SUSTAINABILITY

Mariagrazia Alabrese (Itália)100

Abstract: The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is pivotal for European agriculture, 
yet its sustainability impact is debated. This article examines CAP’s role in fostering 
sustainability, exploring strengths and weaknesses of selected features of the cur-
rent policy framework. The analysis reveals past flaws and evaluates CAP 2023-27, 
highlighting findings from CAP Strategic Plans. It discusses challenges of Member 
State implementation, including coherence, consistency, and accountability in EU-
wide agricultural goals.
Keywords: Common Agricultural Policy (CAP); Sustainability; New delivery model; 
Implementation challenges; climate measures.

Summary: 1. Introduction 2. The longstanding gap: Environmental and climate per-
formance of the CAP below expectations. 3. Strengths and weaknesses of key fea-
tures of CAP 2023-27. 4. Concluding remarks.

1. INTRODUCTION

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) stands as a bedrock of Euro-
pean agriculture, yet its effectiveness in fostering sustainability remains a 
subject of ongoing debate.

This article delves into the pivotal question of the CAP’s role in steer-
ing agriculture towards sustainability. It unravels the potential strengths 
of the CAP while critically scrutinizing how its existing framework may 
impede progress towards a sustainable food system. 

To begin, the article will shed light on notable deficiencies observed 
in past policy implementations concerning environmental and climate 
measures (Section 1). Section 2 will provide an overview of key aspects 
100 Associate Professor of Agri-food Law, Agri-food and Environmental Law Research Group 

(DIRPOLIS Institute), Sant’Anna School of Advanced Studies, Pisa – Italy. 
 This study has been carried out within the framework of the Jean Monnet Centre of Ex-

cellence SUSTAIN on EU actions for Sustainable Farming and Food Systems (101127247 
— SUSTAIN). Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are ho-
wever those of the author only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European 
Union. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible 
for them. Contato: email – m.alabrese@santannapisa.
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of the current policy, CAP 2023-27, examining both its merits and short-
comings. This section will elucidate the principal findings collected from 
a comparative analysis of the CAP Strategic Plans. Lastly, Section 3 will 
draw the discussion to a close by pondering the challenges arising from 
the reliance on Member States for the implementation of the CAP. It con-
templates how such reliance might compromise coherence, consistency, 
and accountability in achieving overarching agricultural and rural devel-
opment objectives across the European Union. Furthermore, it explores 
the potential for distortions between Member States, which could rever-
berate through the functioning of the European single market.

2.  THE LONGSTANDING GAP: ENVIRONMENTAL AND CLIMATE 
PERFORMANCE OF THE CAP BELOW EXPECTATIONS

The Common Agricultural Policy has undergone significant transfor-
mations over the past six decades (Bianchi & Fischer Boel, 2012; Card-
well, 2004). Initially, it prioritized productivity with minimal consideration 
for environmental concerns. Its objectives also included ensuring fair in-
comes for the agricultural community and affordable food for consumers. 
While these objectives remain central to the CAP, its scope has gradually 
broadened to encompass environmental concerns. Indeed, over time, the 
policy has evolved to incorporate various measures, both mandatory and 
voluntary, aimed at incentivizing environmentally friendly practices and 
enhancing food quality (Canfora, 2007; Cristiani, 2004; Di Lauro, 2019)101. 

The 1990s marked a pivotal period when the concept of agriculture’s 
multifunctionality gained traction (Bodiguel, 2008). This highlighted the 
recognition that agriculture not only supplies food and fibers but also 
contributes to ecosystem services, social cohesion, environmental pro-
tection, and cultural heritage102. In 2003, the “mid-term review”, known 
as the Fischler reform, was implemented. This reform initiated a transi-
tion from coupled direct payments to decoupled farmer support, aiming 
to reduce the intensity of agricultural activity. Furthermore, it introduced 
mandatory eco-conditionality for direct payments, requiring farmers to 

101 In fact, 1991 marked the introduction of the first EU regulation on organic agriculture 
(Reg. EEC 2092/91), followed by the EU regulations on denominations of origin in 1992 
(Reg. EEC 2081/92 and 2082/92).

102 On this path, Agenda 2000 reform officially launched the Rural Development Program 
(RDP), partially due to compliance to WTO regulation.



111Compreensão Jurídica à COP 30

adhere to agro-environmental, ecological, food safety, and animal welfare 
standards. Failure to comply with these standards could result in reduced 
or withheld payments, thereby increasing environmental constraints and 
bureaucratic obligations for farmers (Frascarelli, 2017). The 2014-20 CAP 
reform aimed for a gradual shift from indiscriminate income support 
to support for the production of public goods. Its concrete expression 
was the so-called «greening» scheme, which attempted to compensate 
for the environmental goods produced by agriculture. In this direction, 
agro-climatic-environmental payments and other environmental mea-
sures under the pillar of rural development were introduced. However, 
these measures were not appreciated by farmers, as they contributed to 
complicating the procedures for accessing European aid payments. Nor 
were they valued in relation to their environmental impact, being the 
greening measures too modest compared to the biodiversity and climate 
change objectives that needed to be achieved. (Bodiguel, 2014; Strambi, 
2016). 

These outlines illustrate the CAP’s endeavor to address environ-
mental and climate concerns. There has been a perhaps slow but pro-
gressively consistent move towards environmental sustainability. Was it 
enough? Were all these reforms beneficial to the climate and the envi-
ronment? Despite the introduction of new and targeted measures, the 
environmental performance of the CAP has fallen short of expectations. 
This discrepancy is highlighted in various reports from the European 
Court of Auditors (ECA). For instance, in the Special Report 31/2016, the 
ECA found that there had been no significant shift towards climate ac-
tion in the areas of agriculture and rural development, despite the target 
to allocate at least 20% of the EU budget for 2014-20 to this purpose. 
Similarly, the Special Report 21/2017 titled “Greening: a more complex 
income support scheme, not yet environmentally effective” concluded 
that the greening measures introduced by the CAP had limited impact, 
with changes in farming practices observed on only about 5% of all EU 
farmland. Furthermore, Special Report 16/2021 highlighted that, despite 
allocating over a quarter of the CAP’s budget to mitigate and adapt to cli-
mate change during the 2014-2020 period, the impact on emissions was 
minimal. Farm emissions, particularly from livestock and drained peat-
lands, have not significantly decreased, indicating that the CAP primarily 
finances measures with low potential to mitigate climate change. 
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Until the CAP 2014-20, the effectiveness of the policy in achieving 
tangible environmental benefits remained limited. The next section rais-
es the question of whether the subsequent policy has been able to im-
prove sustainability performance.

3.  STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF KEY FEATURES OF CAP 
2023-27

The adoption of the European Green Deal103 alongside the Farm-to-
Fork104 and Biodiversity105 Strategies marked a significant shift in the ob-
jectives and expectations of the Common Agricultural Policy106. The ambi-
tious vision outlined in these strategies placed agriculture at the forefront 
of efforts to address climate change, biodiversity loss, and sustainable 
development within the European Union. Under this new context, the 
CAP was increasingly expected to contribute to a range of multifaceted 
objectives beyond traditional production concerns. While ensuring food 
security remains paramount, the EU agri-food sector is also tasked with 
playing a pivotal role in achieving broader environmental and sustainabil-
ity goals. This includes making significant strides towards climate neutral-
ity, protecting and restoring natural habitats and biodiversity, and align-
ing with the principles of a circular and sustainable economy (Vito Rubino 
& Stefano Masini, 2021).

The reformed CAP for the 2023-2027 term has been strategically re-
designed to meet the heightened expectations set forth by the European 
Green Deal and its associated strategies (Mariagrazia Alabrese & Eloisa 
Cristiani, 2022). Its main features revolve around ten specific objectives, 
with nine organized to reflect the three pillars of sustainable development: 

103 EU Commission, ‘The European Green Deal’ COM(2019)640 final.
104 EU Commission, ‘A Farm to Fork Strategy for a fair, healthy and environmentally-friendly 

food system’ COM(2020) 381 final.
105 EU Commission, ‘EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 Bringing nature back into our lives’ 

COM(2020)380 final.
106 The 2023-27 CAP reform covers three main regulations: one setting out rules for su-

pport in CAP Strategic Plans (EU Regulation 2021/2115); one horizontal regulation esta-
blishing rules for the financing, management and monitoring of the CAP (EU Regulation 
2021/2116); and the third amending the Common Market Organisation Regulation, the 
rules on quality schemes and aid measures for agriculture in the outermost regions (EU 
Regulation 2021/2117).
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economic, social, and environmental107. A further cross-cutting tenth 
objective is dedicated to fostering knowledge and innovation, acknowl-
edging the crucial role of research and technology in driving sustainable 
agricultural practices forward. In pursuing these objectives, the CAP em-
braces the traditional concept of sustainable development, as articulated 
in the Brundtland report.

One key innovation in the 2023-27 Common Agricultural Policy is 
the introduction of a new delivery model. Central to this model is its 
commitment to performance-based implementation, signaling a notable 
departure from previous approaches that primarily centered on rule ad-
herence. This paradigm shift underscores a focus on achieving tangible 
results and impactful outcomes. To gauge the effectiveness of this ap-
proach, a comprehensive set of indicators has been crafted, each linked 
to the nine key objectives delineated within the policy framework. These 
indicators serve to facilitata the assessment of progress and ensure ac-
countability at every stage of implementation108.

What are the strengths and weaknesses of this innovation? On a 
positive side, it is essential to acknowledge the potential greater efficacy 
of a result-based approach compared to a compliance-based one. Such 
an approach has the potential to address concerns raised by the Euro-
pean Court of Auditors regarding effectiveness. Conversely, the efficacy 
of monitoring and evaluation heavily relies on the quality of selected in-
dicators. Particularly concerning environmental and climate objectives, 
these indicators may not consistently capture the true impact of an in-
tervention. Furthermore, a performance-based approach does not al-
ways ensure alignment with the intended outcomes, such as the tangible 
impact of actions on reducing greenhouse gas emissions or conserving 
biodiversity. The climate indicators include targeting and monitoring the 

107 The objectives are: to ensure a fair income for farmers; to increase competitiveness; to 
improve the position of farmers in the food chain; climate change action; environmental 
care; to preserve landscapes and biodiversity; to support generational renewal; vibrant 
rural areas; to protect food and health quality; fostering knowledge and innovation. 

108 Regulation (EU) 2021/2115 establishes the performance monitoring and evaluation fra-
mework (PMEF). The PMEF supports the shift in policy focus from compliance with rules 
to performance and results. This new performance-based delivery model uses a set of 
common performance indicators which includes: output indicators, which will be used 
for monitoring the implementation of the CAP; result indicators, which will be used to 
monitor EU countries’ progress towards pre-set targets; context and impact indicators, 
which will be used to assess the overall policy performance against CAP objectives. The 
PMEF is one of the key elements of new delivery model.
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share of land covered by measures to reduce emissions, store carbon or 
adapt to climate change. A result indicator measures, for example, the 
share of agricultural area under management contracts aimed at seques-
tering soil carbon, yet it may not necessarily estimate the actual amount 
of carbon sequestered. A study commissioned by the European Parlia-
ment’s Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development and published 
in June 2023 has drawn attention to specific deficiencies within the envis-
aged framework of evaluative indicators targeting distinct objectives. The 
study noted that the current climate and environmental result indicators, 
expressed in terms of areas committed to an environmental topic, fall 
short in assessing the environmental effectiveness of CAP-related inter-
ventions (Münch et al., 2023)

These weaknesses may arise from technical challenges in measuring 
impact. However, there may be a lack of political will to implement mea-
sures that could potentially affect farmers. This issue leads to the next key 
point: the role of the Member States in the new delivery model.   

A significant responsibility for the implementation of this policy 
has been transferred to Member States, which were required to present 
their proposed interventions in the form of CAP strategic plans (CSPs). 
EU Member States were tasked with designing their CSPs based on the 
CAP objectives. They used the aforementioned indicators to set their own 
targets and milestones. Implementation of the CSPs is subject to an an-
nual review meeting and biennial performance review by the European 
Commission.

When discussing the strengths of the new model, the EU Commis-
sion emphasizes that in the Union’s diverse agricultural and climatic land-
scape, a one-size-fits-all approach is inadequate for achieving the desired 
outcomes and European Union added value109. With the new model, 
Member States have the flexibility to tailor their approach according to 
national needs and preferences, utilizing the available options and em-
bracing flexibility. 

However, there are several weaknesses and challenges associated 
with this transition. Implementing this new model necessitates a signif-
icant shift in mindset, the acquisition of new skills, institutional capacity 
building, and political will at the Member State level. This transformation 
may entail making decisions that are not always well-received by local 
109 EU Commission, ‘The future of food and farming’ COM(2017)713 final, 9.
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farmers. The cited analysis of the 28 CAP Strategic Plans (CSPs) reveals 
mixed outcomes concerning environmental and climate considerations. 
Despite efforts to diversify, “Direct payments remain dominant,” main-
taining a distribution similar to that of EU funding proportions from the 
previous CAP period. Notably, the share of coupled payments110 has 
slightly increased (from 10,8 in 2019 to 12,3 in 2023), signaling potential 
challenges in transitioning away from these forms of support (Münch et 
al., 2023, p. 24). This is particularly concerning given that direct payments 
and coupled payments are recognized as the most distorting and poten-
tially most environmentally harmful forms of support (OECD, 2023).

 Furthermore, the same comparative analysis indicates that cou-
pled income support for animal production constitutes a significant por-
tion, accounting for 70% of the total coupled income support, with some 
Member States using coupled direct payments for animal production 
only111. In comparison to the previous period, some countries, such as 
Germany, have reintroduced coupled income support, while countries 
like Luxembourg and Estonia have also augmented their share of coupled 
payments to total direct payments. The rationale behind this resurgence 
in coupled support has been attributed to factors such as the Russian 
invasion of Ukraine. However, the heightened reliance on coupled sup-
port for livestock in the 2023-2027 period raises concerns regarding its 
potential adverse effects on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and nutri-
ent loss reduction efforts. This trend risks diverting resources away from 
addressing global public goods, including GHG emissions, biodiversity, 
and other environmental considerations, thus undermining the overall 
environmental objectives of the CAP. 

The shortcomings of the new delivery model become even more 
evident when examining some key innovations in supported measures. 

One significant addition is the introduction of social conditionality 
(Irene Canfora & Vito Leccese, 2022). For the first time, CAP payments 
are partially contingent upon compliance with specific living conditions 
of individuals working in rural areas. This development underscores the 

110 Voluntary coupled income support provides Member States the possibility to link direct 
payment support to agricultural production in specific sectors, such as: cereals, oilseeds, 
protein crops, grain legumes, flax, hemp, rice, nuts, starch potato, milk and milk pro-
ducts, seeds, sheep meat and goat meat, beef and veal, olive oil, silkworms, dried fod-
der, hops, sugar beet, cane and chicory, fruit and vegetables and short rotation coppice.

111 Belgium/Flanders, Germany, Sweden, and Austria.
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imperative of considering labor conditions within agriculture. While it 
represents a crucial initial step, it should be noted that it applies solely 
to area-based direct payments, which constitute a significant portion of 
CAP funds but do not encompass all agricultural sectors112. Nonetheless, 
it represents progress towards fostering sustainable farming practices, 
particularly those emphasizing labor-intensive approaches like agroecol-
ogy, given the need for a larger workforce in diversified farming systems. 
At the national level, Member States are tasked with establishing mech-
anisms compliant with their respective domestic legal systems. The pri-
mary challenge lies in effective implementation with robust sanctions to 
ensure tangible improvements in the working conditions of agricultural 
workers. Member states are responsible for determining the extent to 
which a farm’s CAP funds should be reduced in the event of a breach of 
social conditionality rules. However, it is worth noting that the effective-
ness of social conditionality hinges on the adequacy of existing control 
systems within member states for labor and social regulations. Thus, a 
potential weakness arises from the reliance on these existing checks and 
controls, considering the known challenges associated with them.

As far as the environmental and climate requirements are con-
cerned, the CAP2023-27 aims for heightened ambition in these areas. 
It introduces a revamped ‘green architecture’ featuring eco-schemes, 
comprising mandatory environmental criteria and voluntary incentives. 
Conditionality requirements are obligatory for all CAP beneficiaries, while 
eco-schemes and agri-environment-climate measures offer addition-
al support for farmers implementing sustainability practices. Unlike the 
previous compulsory greening, eco-schemes are voluntary for farmers 
but mandatory for Member States. These schemes incentivize farmers to 
adopt practices beneficial for climate, environment, and animal welfare 
(Article 31, Regulation (EU) 2021/2115)113. 

112 For example, farms in sectors such as fruits and vegetables, where most abuses occur 
due to the employment of many seasonal and informal workers, do not receive as many 
direct payments.

113 Eco-schemes may be supported under two different approaches (Article 31 §7 a and b), 
namely: payments additional to the basic income support (a); payments compensating 
active farmers or groups of active farmers for all or part of the additional costs incurred 
and income foregone as a result of the commitments made and taking into account 
the targets for eco-schemes; those payments may also cover transaction costs (b). Only 
Hungary and France exclusively apply the basic payment method (7a). All other Member 
States have chosen the compensatory method (7b), alone, or in combination with basic 
payments according to the individual eco-scheme measures.
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Eco-schemes must represent at least 25 % of pillar I budget allo-
cations (direct income support) over 2023–2027, and agri-environment 
climate measures must represent at least 35 % of pillar II (rural develop-
ment funding). Eco-schemes in the National Strategic Plans must cover 
at least two areas among climate (mitigation or adaptation), water man-
agement, soil management, biodiversity, sustainable and reduced use of 
pesticides, animal welfare, and anti-microbial resistance. 

Member States are required to avoid any backsliding compared to 
the environmental and climate achievements under the previous CAP 
programming period (Article 105, Regulation (EU) 2021/2115). Deroga-
tions to the basic rule of a minimum of 25% of direct payments for eco-
schemes are possible (Article 97.2, Regulation (EU) 2021/2115) if envi-
ronment, climate, or animal welfare funding exceeds 30% of total EAFRD 
contributions (fund for rural development) (Articles 70,72,73,74). 

According to the comparative analysis carried out by Müch et 
al. 2023, 18 Member States allocated levels lower than 25% to eco-
schemes114. Four of these Member States allocated around 15% of their 
direct payments to eco-schemes (but have respectively allocated more 
than 40% of their EAFRD to the environment and climate)115. On the other 
hand, six Member States allocated more than 25% to eco-schemes116.

It is easily understandable that there are significant concerns about 
the green architecture’s ability to effectively address climate action. In ad-
dition to potential derogations, we must consider that the eco-schemes 
outlined in EU regulations are vaguely defined, allowing Member States 
ample room for intervention and elaboration. This may result in the con-
tinuation of funding measures with limited environmental impact, essen-
tially functioning as additional support mechanisms. Furthermore, na-
tional CAP budgets are predetermined under the European Multiannual 
Financial Framework, irrespective of the ambition of CSPs. Consequently, 
the European Commission lacks effective incentives or penalties to bol-
ster the environmental ambition levels of CSPs.

114 These EU Member States are: Belgium-Flanders, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Germany, Denmark, 
Greece (Ellas), Spain, France, Croatia, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Po-
land, Portugal, Romania, Sweden.

115 These EU Member States are: Austria, Finland, Hungary, Slovenia.
116 The Analysis reports 26% for Belgium-Wallonia and Latvia, 28% for Slovakia and Estonia, 

30% for Czech Republic and 32% for Netherlands.
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The newly established European Scientific Advisory Board on Cli-
mate Change117 confirmed these concerns in its 2024 assessment report 
titled “Towards EU climate neutrality. Progress, policy gaps and opportu-
nities”. The report highlighted that agricultural emissions have remained 
stagnant since 2005, emphasizing the need for reductions to align with 
the EU’s climate objectives. The board also noted a policy inconsistency 
at the EU level, as the Common Agricultural Policy continues to provide 
direct support to emission-intensive agricultural practices, such as live-
stock production, while a significant portion of the CAP budget is allo-
cated to activities that do not inherently contribute to climate mitiga-
tion. Consequently, the European Scientific Advisory Body suggested that 
«the CAP should be reformed to include standalone emission reduction 
objectives in addition to obligations to pursue other environmental and 
sustainability objectives».

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The extremely succinct overview of certain elements of the CAP 
2023-27 presents a concerning array of objectives that appear unattain-
able, rules that lack clarity for effective implementation, and indicators 
that fail to measure tangible environmental and climate impacts. Anal-
yses of the CAP’s implementation and anticipated outcomes in terms of 
environmental and climate performance paint a pessimistic picture. It ap-
pears that the CAP is falling short of meeting the ambitious goals set forth 
by the Green Deal agenda. 

In addition to the structural weaknesses of the policy, the opposi-
tion from stakeholders that have sparked protests among farmers across 
Europe, and, more importantly, concerns about European food security 
induced by the outbreak of the war in Ukraine, have led to a reconsider-
ation of the initial perspectives. Under the Common Agricultural Policy in 
force until 2022, Member States have been authorized to derogate from 
conditions related to the greening payment, including the use of plant 
117 The European Scientific Advisory Board on Climate Change is an independent scientific 

advisory body providing the EU with scientific knowledge, expertise and advice relating 
to climate change. The Advisory Board identifies actions and opportunities to achieve 
the EU’s climate neutrality target by 2050. The Advisory Board was established by the 
European Climate Law of 2021(Regulation (EU) 2021/1119) with a mandate to serve as a 
point of reference for the EU on scientific knowledge relating to climate change by virtue 
of its independence and scientific and technical expertise.
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protection products, for the claim year 2022 concerning fallow land de-
clared to meet the crop diversification or ecological focus area require-
ments. These derogations aim to address the impact on the supply and 
demand for agricultural products by allowing an increase in the total ar-
able land area available for the production of food and feed. The effec-
tiveness of green and climate measures has been further undermined by 
subsequent derogations in 2023 and 2024 .

Besides the derogations that are further weakening an already 
struggling agricultural governance system, and alongside the deficien-
cies in indicator development, a notable challenge emerges from the 
accountability delegated to EU Member States. Agriculture is a delicate 
sector, and implementing measures aimed at fostering more sustainable 
food systems can pose challenges, potentially affecting farmers and lead-
ing to higher food prices. 

The implementation of the new CAP is facilitated through the 28 
CAP Strategic Plans. This innovation has the potential to tailor the Com-
mon Agricultural Policy to accommodate the diverse farming models 
across Europe. However, entrusting the implementation of the Common 
Agricultural Policy to Member States presents several challenges and 
drawbacks. 

Granting Member States full control over CAP implementation may 
lead to variations in ambition and commitment to CAP objectives. Some 
Member States may prioritize certain aspects of the CAP, such as eco-
nomic interests, over others, such as environmental sustainability or so-
cial welfare. This could result in a dilution of the CAP’s intended impact 
and hinder progress towards overarching EU goals, such as climate action 
and biodiversity conservation. Many EU countries have demonstrated re-
luctance to introduce environmentally-oriented measures, opting instead 
to allocate significant funds to agricultural practices that barely exceed 
the status quo or minimum requirements for receiving EU agricultural 
funds.

Moreover, the new implementation system may foster inconsisten-
cy and fragmentation in the application of CAP measures across differ-
ent Member States. This could lead to unequal treatment of farmers and 
regions within the European Union. Such lack of uniformity has the po-
tential to undermine the overall effectiveness of the CAP in achieving its 
objectives.
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Over time, environmental sustainability objectives have been com-
plemented by considerations for social sustainability. The introduction 
of social conditionality marked a significant stride toward improved pro-
tection of agricultural workers. However, within this positive framework, 
the absence of a harmonized sanctioning system may result in varying 
treatment of farmers across the EU. Granting Member States discretion 
over the extent of sanctions could create an unequal playing field for pro-
ducers in different EU countries, which could be exacerbated by varying 
levels of diligence in monitoring.

While allowing Member States flexibility in CAP implementation 
can address local needs, the reliance solely on Member States for im-
plementation poses risks. It may undermine coherence, consistency, and 
accountability in achieving EU-wide agricultural and rural development 
objectives. Moreover, it opens the door to potential distortions between 
Member States, which could impact the functioning of the European sin-
gle market.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Bianchi, D., & Fischer Boel, M. (2012). La Politique Agricole Commune (PAC): Toute La PAC, 
Rien D’autre Que La PAC! (Bruylant, A c. Di).
Bodiguel, L. (2008). La multifonctionnalité de l’agriculture: Un concept d’avenir? Revue de 
droit rural, 365, 35–40.
Bodiguel, L. (2014). Lutter contre le changement climatique: Le nouveau leitmotiv de la 
politique agricole commune. Revue de l’Union Européenne, Dalloz, 414–426.
Canfora, I. (2007). Il nuovo assetto dell’agricoltura biologica nel sistema del diritto alimen-
tare europeo. Rivista di diritto agrario, 3, 361–378.
Cardwell, M. N. (2004). The European Model of Agriculture. Oxford University Press.
Cristiani, E. (2004). La disciplina dell’agricoltura biologica fra tutela dell’ambiente e sicu-
rezza alimentare. Giappichelli.
Di Lauro, A. (2019). Le denominazioni d’origine protette e le indicazioni geografiche pro-
tette: Strumenti per lo sviluppo sostenibile dell impresa agricola? Relazione al Convegno 
Ripensare la specialità dell impresa agricola, Palermo, 10 maggio 2019. Rivista di diritto 
agrario, 2(1), 239–257.
Frascarelli, A. (2017). L’evoluzione della Pac e le imprese agricole: Sessant’anni di adatta-
mento. Agriregionieuropa, 50(13), 1–7.
Irene Canfora & Vito Leccese. (2022). La sostenibilità sociale nella nuova PAC. Rivista di 
Diritto Agrario, 2, 110.
Marco Goldoni. (2021). Sostenibilità, agricoltura, riforma della PAC post 2020. In Vito 
Rubino & Stefano Masini (A c. Di), La sostenibilità in agricoltura e la riforma della PAC. 
Cacucci Editore.
Mariagrazia Alabrese & Eloisa Cristiani. (2022). Clima e impegni internazionali nell’attua-
zione della PAC. Rivista di Diritto Agrario, 2, 216.
Münch, A., Badouix, M., Gorny, H., Messinger, I., & Schuh, B. (2023). Research for AGRI 



121Compreensão Jurídica à COP 30

Committee: Comparative analysis of the CAP Strategic Plans and their effective contribu-
tion to the achievement of the EU objectives. European Parliament, Policy Department for 
Structural and Cohesion Policies.
OECD. (2023). Agricultural Policy Monitoring and Evaluation 2023: Adapting Agriculture 
to Climate Change. OECD. https://doi.org/10.1787/b14de474-en
Strambi, G. (2016). Condizionalità e «greening» nella Pac: È abbastanza per il clima? 
(Cross-compliance and greening in the Cap: Is it enough to cope with climate change?) 
Relazione al Convegno «Il diritto agrario-alimentare-ambientale di fronte ai cambiamenti 
climatici», Pi. Agricoltura Istituzioni Mercati, 2, 64–88.
Vito Rubino & Stefano Masini (A c. Di). (2021). La sostenibilità in agricoltura e la riforma 
della PAC. Cacucci Editore.


	capa Direito AGRARIO.pdf
	or1.pdf
	Direito_Agrario_v2.pdf
	_Hlk168381278
	mip35813768
	mip35813769
	mip68784481
	mip68784482
	_Hlk40424530
	_Hlk51164946
	_Hlk40424516
	_Hlk51164917
	_Hlk165126980
	_Hlk165211074
	_Hlk154683615
	_Hlk151646773
	_Hlk143088001
	_Hlk165275472
	_Hlk168829170
	_Hlk168829919
	_Hlk168832866
	_Hlk168830696
	_Hlk168828210
	_Hlk168830231
	_Hlk168830607
	_Hlk168774952
	_Hlk168828352
	_Hlk168831132
	_Hlk168831277
	_Hlk165502477
	_Hlk165501133
	_Hlk165504330
	_4rjs594ol0ii
	art200
	art30ii
	_Hlk164777409
	_Hlk166095208
	_Hlk164102662
	_Hlk168050137
	APRESENTAÇÃO
	NOTA DOS ORGANIZADORES
	Temática: DESAFIOS DO DIREITO AGRÁRIO NO CONTEXTO ATUAL
	EL DESAFÍO DE AMPLIAR EL CONTENIDO DEL DERECHO AGRARIO EM EL CONTEXTO ACTUAL, SIN PERDER DE VISTA SU SISTEMÁTICA
	Leonardo Pastorino (Argentina)

	INNOVAZIONE NEL MERCATO AGROALIMENTARE FRA “ROTTURE SIMBOLICHE” E “NORME TECNICHE”
	Alessandra Di Lauro (Itália)


	Temática: DIREITO AGRÁRIO: MUDANÇAS CLIMÁTICAS, PRODUTIVIDADE AGRÍCOLA E SUSTENTABILIDADE
	FACING CLIMATE EMERGENCY BY REINVENTING THE AGRICULTURAL AND FOOD LEGAL SYSTEM
	Luc Bodiguel (França)

	QUADRO LEGAL SOBRE AS MUDANÇAS CLIMÁTICAS E SEU IMPACTO NA AGRICULTURA EM MOÇAMBIQUE
	Eduardo Chiziane (Moçambique)

	AGRICOLO O INDUSTRIALE? LA RIFORMA DELLA DIRETTIVA SULLE EMISSIONI INDUSTRIALI (IED) E IL SUO IMPATTO SUL SETTORE AGRICOLO E AGRO-ALIMENTARE
	Giulia Torre (Itália)

	THE NEW DELIVERY MODEL OF THE EU COMMON AGRICULTURAL POLICY IS NOT DELIVERING ON SUSTAINABILITY
	Mariagrazia Alabrese (Itália)

	IL NUOVO REGOLAMENTO UE SULL’AGRICOLTURA BIOLOGICA: UN MODELLO DI PRODUZIONE SOSTENIBILE CHE “CONTRIBUISCE A TUTELARE L’AMBIENTE E IL CLIMA”
	Eloisa Cristiani (Itália)

	DESAFÍOS EN EL DESARROLLO AGRÍCOLA DE INSUMOS ALTERNATIVOS: EL CASO DE LOS BIOPREPARADOS Y BIOINSUMOS EN ARGENTINA
	Maria Victoria Diloreto (Argentina)

	BENESSERE ANIMALE NEGLI ALLEVAMENTI E PROTEZIONE DURANTE L’ABBATTIMENTO. MACELLAZIONE RITUALE?
	Roberto Saija (Itália)


	Temática: O DIREITO AGRÁRIO: MUDANÇA CLIMÁTICA E RESILIÊNCIA - DESENVOLVIMENTO RURAL
	LA RESILIENZA DELL’AGRICOLTURA ALLE CALAMITÀ LEGATE AI CAMBIAMENTI CLIMATICI: GLI STRUMENTI CHE ABBIAMO A DISPOSIZIONE SONO SUFFICIENTI?
	Rossana Pennazio (Itália)

	INSEGURIDAD ALIMENTARIA Y DESASTRES NATURALES EN HONDURAS: ¿UNA OPORTUNIDAD JURÍDICA PARA IMPULSAR UN ENFOQUE AGROECOLÓGICO?
	Andrea Carolina Zúniga Sierra (Honduras)

	LEGAL INSTRUMENTS FOR BUILDING CLIMATE RESILIENCE OF FOOD SYSTEMS IN SOIL MANAGEMENT - SELECTED ASPECTS
	Katarzyna Leśkiewicz (Polônia)

	ESTRATEGIAS DE PROTECCIÓN DEL SUELO DE USO AGRARIO FRENTE AL AVANCE DE OTROS USOS
	Juan Carlos Fernández (Argentina)

	PRINCIPALES RETOS DE LA ENSEÑANZA DEL DERECHO AGRARIO EN EL DESARROLLO RURAL SUSTENTABLE EN MÉXICO. UN ENFOQUE INTERDISCIPLINARIO COMO EJE INTEGRADOR EN LOS PROGRAMAS DE ESTUDIO UNIVERSITÁRIOS
	Ma. del Rosario Valencia Salcedo (México)


	Temática: O DIREITO AGRÁRIO: MUDANÇA CLIMÁTICA, PRODUÇÃO AGRÁRIA E PROTEÇÃO DA NATUREZA
	IL REGOLAMENTO EUROPEO SUL RIPRISTINO DELLA NATURA E L’IMPATTO PER L’AGRICOLTURA
	Giuseppe Spoto (Itália)

	DESAFÍOS DE LA LEGISLACIÓN AGRÍCOLA EUROPEA ANTE LAS NUEVAS TECNOLOGÍAS GENÉTICAS (NGT)
	Paweł Blajer (Polônia)
	Paweł Gała (Polônia)

	EXPLORING EUROPEAN URBAN FOOD POLICY DEVELOPMENT: INSIGHTS FROM A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF EUROPEAN CITIES – GAPS AND CHALLENGES IN THE EU LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK
	Giulia Corsini (Itália)

	ECOSYSTEMS SERVICES AND AGRO-CLIMATE-ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITTMENT IN THE EU: A LEGAL ANALYSIS
	Andrea Saba (Itália)


	Temática: O DIREITO AGRÁRIO: MUDANÇA CLIMÁTICA, TRANSIÇÃO ENERGÉTICA E DIGITAL
	DESAFÍOS DEL DERECHO AGRARIO EN EL CONTEXTO ACTUAL DEL CAMBIO CLIMÁTICO, TRANSICIÓN ENERGÉTICA Y DIGITAL. INCIDENCIA DE LA NEXTGENERATION SOBRE LA FINANCIACIÓN DE LA PAC EN ESPAÑA
	Ángel Sánchez Hernández (Espanha)
	ACCESO Y USO DE TECNOLOGÍAS AGRÍCOLAS A TRAVÉS DE INTERNET COMO DERECHO HUMANO
	María Adriana Victoria (Argentina)

	RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCES IN RURAL AREAS - LEGAL ISSUES
	Paweł Wojciechowski (Polônia)
	Adam Niewiadomski (Polônia)
	Konrad Marciniuk (Polônia)
	TENDÊNCIAS E DESAFIOS DA INTELIGÊNCIA ARTIFICIAL NA AGRICULTURA E SEUS IMPACTOS JURÍDICOS NO AGRONEGÓCIO
	Elisabete Aloia Amaro (Brasil)
	Washington Carlos de Almeida (Brasil)


	Temática: O DIREITO AGRÁRIO: MUDANÇAS CLIMÁTICAS
	DIREITO DE USO E APROVEITAMENTO DE TERRA (DUAT) NA PERSPECTIVA HISTÓRICA
	Xavier António Lucas (Moçambique)

	ESTRATEGIAS SUPERADORAS DEL IMPACTO DEL CAMBIO CLIMÁTICO EN LA ACTIVIDAD AGRARIA
	Claudia Zeman (Argentina)
	Giannina Nediani (Argentina)

	CHANGES IN AGRICULTURAL LAND USE IN THE LULUCF SECTOR AS AN INSTRUMENT FOR ADAPTING TO CLIMATE CHANGE
	Monika A. Król (Polônia)

	THE UNDIGESTED RESTORATION OF AGRIFOOD ECOSYSTEM UNDER THE EU NATURE RESTORATION LAW
	Enrico Mezzacapo (Itália)


	Temática: O DIREITO AGRÁRIO: MUDANÇAS CLIMÁTICAS E DESMATAMENTO
	REGLAMENTO U.E. 2023/1115.
	 ¿PROTECCIÓN AMBIENTAL, MEDIDA PARA-ARANCELARIA U OPORTUNIDAD?
	Luis A.F. Facciano (Argentina)

	O DESAFIO AMBIENTAL DO COMÉRCIO INTERNACIONAL: O “MADE IN UE” PARA OS PRODUTOS AGRÍCOLAS ENTRE A DIRETIVA RED (2001/2018) E O REGULAMENTO EURD (1115/2023)
	Flavia Trentini (Brasil)

	IMPACTO DEL CAMBIO CLIMÁTICO Y LA DEFORESTACIÓN EN EL COMERCIO INTERNACIONAL Y SUS REPERCUSIONES EN LOS DERECHOS AGRARIOS LOCALES
	Alfredo Gustavo Diloreto (Argentina)

	REGULACION DE MATERIAS PRIMAS Y PRODUCTOS AGRARIOS LIBRES DE DEFORESTACION Y DE DEGRADACION FORESTAL EN LA UNIÓN EUROPEA
	Gustavo González Acosta (Argentina)


	Temática: O DIREITO AGRÁRIO: MUDANÇA CLIMÁTICA, SOBERANIA E SEGURANÇA ALIMENTAR
	REPENSANDO EL DERECHO AGRARIO EN CLAVE CLIMÁTICA Y DE SEGURIDAD ALIMENTARIA ALGUNAS REFLEXIONES
	Roxana Beatriz Romero (Argentina)

	LA RECIENTE ATENCION A LA SEGURIDAD ALIMENTARIA POR PARTE DE LA ORGANIZACIÓN MUNDIAL DEL COMERCIO: REALIDADES Y PERSPECTIVAS
	Miguel Angel Martin Lopez (Espanha)

	THE FOOD COMMONS APPROACH IN THE EU AGRI-FOOD LAW – A NOVEL PERSPECTIVE TOWARDS MORE ECOLOGICAL FOOD SYSTEMS IN EUROPE
	Antonio Manzoni (Itália)

	THE ONE HEALTH APPROACH AND THE ‘JUST’ TRANSITION TO SUSTAINABLE AGRI-FOOD SYSTEMS 
	Francesca Coli (Itália)


	Temática: O DIREITO AGRÁRIO: SEGURANÇA ALIMENTAR
	L’ECONOMIA CIRCOLARE E IL PROBLEMA DELLA QUALIFICAZIONE GIURIDICA DEGLI SCARTI DI PRODUZIONE NEL CONTESTO DELLA FOOD WASTE
	Mario Mauro (Itália)

	ESTADO DA ARTE DAS DISCUSSÕES JURÍDICAS SOBRE POLÍTICAS PÚBLICAS DE COMBATE AO DESPERDÍCIO DE ALIMENTOS NO BRASIL
	Teresa Gomes Cafolla (Brasil)
	Flavia Trentini (Brasil)

	A COMPETÊNCIA MUNICIPAL PARA POLÍTICAS PÚBLICAS DE PROMOÇÃO DO DIREITO À ALIMENTAÇÃO ADEQUADA E AO COMBATE À PERDA E DESPERDÍCIO DE ALIMENTOS: ANÁLISE NORMATIVA DO MUNICÍPIO DE SÃO PAULO
	Taisa Cintra Dosso (Brasil)
	Flávia Trentini (Brasil)

	DESENVOLVIMENTO RURAL E SEGURANÇA ALIMENTAR E NUTRICIONAL ATRAVÉS DE MERCADOS INSTITUCIONAIS: DESAFIOS E OPORTUNIDADES DE ATUAÇÃO DO DIREITO AGRÁRIO BRASILEIRO
	Felipe Jabali Marques (Brasil)

	LOS DESAFÍOS DE LA IDENTIDAD ALIMENTARIA EN MÉXICO FRENTE A LA NUEVA LEY GENERAL DE ALIMENTACIÓN ADECUADA Y SOSTENIBLE
	María Luisa Fernanda Avila Valencia (México)


	Temática: O DIREITO AGRÁRIO: MUDANÇA CLIMÁTICA, ODS E ESTRUTURA EMPRESARIAIS
	LA AGRICULTURA FAMILIAR COMO ELEMENTO CLAVE EN EL CUMPLIMIENTO DE LOS ODS Y EN LOS AVANCES DE LA COP HACIA LA JUSTICIA CLIMÁTICA 
	María José Cazorla González (Espanha)

	FAMILY FARMS IN POLAND - A RESPONSE TO THE CHALLENGES OF CLIMATE CHANGE
	Dorota Łobos-Kotowska (Polônia)
	Jerzy Bieluk (Polônia)

	UN DÉFI DU DROIT RURAL EN FRANCE: LE RENOUVELLEMENT DES GÉNÉRATIONS EN AGRICULTURE
	Cristine Lebel (França)

	CAUSES AND PREVENTION OF AGEING FARMERS IN SLOVAKIA
	Jarmila Lazíková (Eslováquia)
	Ľubica Rumanovská (Eslováquia)
	Ivan Takáč (Eslováquia)

	LEGAL AND ECONOMIC INSTRUMENTS TO SUPPORT AGRICULTURAL PRODUCERS IN THE FACE OF CRISES AND STRENGTHEN THEIR POSITION IN THE SUPPLY CHAIN
	Izabela Lipińska (Polônia)


	Temática: O DIREITO AGRÁRIO: MUDANÇAS CLIMÁTICAS, MERCADO DE CARBONO
	URUGUAY, FUENTE NATURAL DE BONOS DE CARBONO PARA LA CONSERVACIÓN DE LA BIODIVERSIDAD
	Beatriz Puppo Hatchondo (Uruguai)
	Luis Alberto Tealde Zapata (Uruguai)

	LOS HUMEDALES COMO HERRAMIENTA NATURAL HACIA LA NEUTRALIDAD DE CARBONO
	Mónica D. Zappettini Torija (Uruguai)

	HUELLA DEL CARBONO Y EMISIÓN DE METANO EN LA PRODUCCIÓN LÁCTEA ARGENTINA
	Hugo C Wilde (Argentina)



	or 2.pdf
	ultima capa.pdf

