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Identifying environmentally harmful subsidies

• Are certain forms of support more likely to have negative 
environmental impacts?

• Context specific considerations and trade-offs

• The way forward
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Context specific considerations and trade-offs

The environmental impact is likely to differ based on:
• Subsidisation intensity

• Agro-ecological conditions
• E.g. rain fed vs. irrigated, degraded land, biodiversity

• Agricultural practices
• E.g. sustainable intensification vs. expansion of the agricultural frontier

The need to consider trade-offs
• Food and livelihood security vs. Environmental considerations

• Increasing distortions vs. providing public goods
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Context specific considerations and trade-offs

The environmental impact is likely to differ based on:
• Subsidisation intensity

• Agro-ecological conditions
• E.g. rain fed vs. irrigated, degraded land, biodiversity

• Agricultural practices
• E.g. sustainable intensification vs. expansion of the agricultural frontier

The need to consider trade-offs
• Food and livelihood security vs. Environmental considerations

• Increasing distortions vs. providing public goods



Possible ways forward

• The need for enhanced transparency?

• Towards a context specific approach?
• Building on the fisheries subsidy model (IUU, overfished stocks, unregulated 

high sea)

• How would it apply to agriculture (de minimis, focus on certain agricultural 
practices or agro-ecological conditions)

• Fostering good practices instead of prohibiting bad ones?
• Voluntary pledges

• Guidelines and good practices for repurposing
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