European Forum on
Nature Conservation
and Pastoralism

European | | o
Results-based = '

Payments

Network

Ariennir gan
Lywodraeth Cymru

Funded by
"= ; - ; Welsh Government

Image Landsat / Copernicus e
Imagel© 2024 Airbus =

| ©12024 CNES / Airb k
mage irbus Google Earth







A\

N
| 4

How limiting is WTO in practice?

T

> Less talk about going beyond Green Box from WG?
> Name a payment with full reimbursement of additional costs (or income forgone)

> Tradition in UK of imagining an income forgone even on uneconomic systems (incl.
systems paying less that minimum wage for farmer’s time)

> Work for Land Use Policy Group showed how broad a WTO-compatible approach could
be

Additional costs including full cost of labour (not just minimum wage if opportunies in wider
economy locally)

= Opportunity costs of other incentives (e.g. afforestation)

> Clear link, in principle at least, to specified costs limits wastage and at least highlights
freeloading
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Payment rate
" Is this how we

should
interpret the
WTO rules?!
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Item per LU per ha Source; comment
Per LU costs
Hill sheep farms management and investment loss 237.52 118.76 | IBERS
Extra labour of hill cattle (half of stocking rate) 75.00 37.50 | QMS - half of difference in labour cost between hill and upland
Wintering (half of stocking rate) 104.00 52.05 | Exeter — half of calculated cost
Extra 2 TB tests, taking ave, cost for 20 tested animals 13.74 6.87 | Steffan Vets, pers. comm.
A. Sub-total per LU costs 215.18
Per ha costs
Additional costs of management 22.50 | Glastir
Additional management costs of heavy stock 15.00 | Glastir
B. Sub-total per ha costs 37.50
C. Sub-total field-based costs 25268 | A+B
D. Transaction costs 20% 50.54 | 20% of C
E. Total estimated cost 30321 | C+D

Table 7. Calculation of estimated costs for a stocking density of 0.5 LU/ha
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Benefits:

- fair, while providing good budgetary control
- every hectare can be ‘reached’

- allows for targeting messages

Marginal cost per
additional unit
(area, animal...)

Total units (area, animal...)




- Provides ‘perfect’ budgetary control

- BUT allows areas to be ‘unpaid’

- provides no incentive to improve on large farms
(lower score — paid on more ha; higher score —

- loss of targeting mechanism
Marginal costper EEEEEYEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEENEEEEEEEEEENEEEEEEEEEERNEEEE)

additional unit
(area, animal...)
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At HOLDING
level

First 2 ha

Next 3 ha
Next 5 ha

Next 10 ha

Subseq. ha




3. Complementar

2. Variable results-based element

1. ‘System maintenance element’










