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The EEA and its work on agri-environmental topics

The European Environment Agency (EEA)

 Knowledge hub for informed policy-making and the
public

 Analyses and assessments, e.g. the State and Outlook of
the Environment Report: SOER2020

 EEA data used for some indicators for monitoring and
evaluating the current CAP

e Agriculture and EEA core working areas, e.g. climate
mitigation and adaptation, water policy, air quality,
biodiversity, circular economy, environment & health, ...

. ‘}Nx
European Environment Agency ':} _)



Agri-environmental context: selected parameters (1)

Nitrates (mainly from agriculture) in European river water
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Source: EEA data reported by countries to WISEOQ4 Water quality, 2018



Agri-environmental context: selected parameters (2)

Biodiversity: Birds and butterflies in the EU
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Agri-environmental context: selected parameters (3)

Development of the Gross Nitrogen Balance, Nitrogen
use efficiency and GVA in the EU 28
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Environmental pressures from the sector

©

Nitrogen surplus

12/

Phosphorous surplus

49 kg N surplus/ha, i.e. 37 %
of the N input
per ha agricultural land,
i.e. (aver.2013-15)

rplus/ha, i.e. 8%
e P input per

...............................
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Ammonia emissions
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Phosphorous surplus

1.9 kg P surplus/ha , i.e. 8 %
of the P input per
ha agricultural
land (aver. 2010-14)
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. Pressures Extent of current

agricultural pressure (')

PAST TREND

ssion

430,002 KtCO,e
i.e. 10.0 % in total
GHG emissions
(2016)

Ammonia emissions

NH, emissions
from agriculture
3611 kt, i.e. 92.4 %
of total NH, emissions (2016)

--------------- 4 7 >
.- OUTLOOK . Increase _Slight Stable
increase

Pesticide sales (?) Antibiotics use (}) Soil compaction Water use
335 870 t actives 72.6 t active X % of UAA 29,291 hm? of water used
substance (2016) ingredient (2016) affected by high soil by agriculture, i.e. 40%
compaction of total water use (2015)
(2011/16)
N5 ? \ ?

GHG emission
O

ibiotics Irrigation

breeding

430,002 KtCOzeq, Heavy machines
i.e. 10.0 % in total
GHG emissions

(2016)
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Slight Decrease
decrease

Source: https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/dashboards/air-pollutant-emissions-data-viewer-1



Agriculture and climate mitigation: comparing sector performance

Million tonnes of CO, equivalent
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Source: EEA, from the EU's final 2019 submission to UNFCCC, and based on Member
States' inventory submissions to the EU under the EU Monitoring Mechanism Regulation.
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The agricultural sector’s dependency on the environment

* Natural resources: soil quality, biodiversity, water
* Ecosystem services: water quality and quality, pollination
e Climate conditions: temperature, precipitation, ...

 |PCC, IPBES, IRP and IACG on anti-microbial resistance
(health link): Urgent; nexus

e Evolution: Lower link to natural conditions (e.g. landless
farms; vertical urban farming)

e Geospatial shift of impacts (e.g. soil, water, air)

. | QW
* Overall call for resilient agro-ecosystems  Fucpen Enironment Ageney 20



CAP expenditure (1)

70 0.70%
EU-12 EU-15 EU-25 EU-27 EU-28
actual expenditure outlook 2015-2020 * Pl”ar 2 Sp eC|f|C Obj eCtlveS/
60 0.60% . ..
Priorities
g 50 0.50% 1. Knowledge Transferand Innovation
&
= . e .y
3 0 040% X 2. Farm Viability and Competitiveness
2 g
5 0 s 3. Food Chain Organisation and Risk
o Management
5
z%° 0.20% 4. Restoring, Preserving and
c .
= Enhancing Ecosystems
10 0.10%
5. Resource-efficient, Climate-
0 | 0.00% resilientEconomy
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5 8888888885533 8883SS88888888¢8¢8¢%
B Export refunds Other market support o Market-related expenditure 6: SOClal InClLISIOn and ECOn0m|C
I Coupled direct aids I Decoupled direct aids, of which: ¥ Greening Development
Total Rural Development (RD), of which: f##RD environment/climate —CAP as % EU GDP

*) 2015: budget amounts; 2016-2020: Annex |ll Regulation 1307/2013 broken down based on notifications by March 2015, coupled direct payments including POSEI
and SAl direct payment component and Annex | Regulation 1305,/2013

Source: https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/cap-funding/pdf/cap-
spending-09-2015_en.pdf. OV

European Environment Agency $ _)



CAP expenditure (2)

Priority 4
Restoring, Preserving and Enhancing Ecosystems
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Top 3 Measures (public
expenditure)

_ 45.8%of the total RD | M13 Organic farming (14%)
public expenditure | ~ q W, f:~ P
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out of which EAFRD: EUR 43.6 billion

Source: https://enrd.ec.europa.e u/sites/enrd/files/priority-4-summary.pdf
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MO4 Investments in physical assets (48%)
MO8 Investments in forest areas (26%)
7% M10 Agri-environment-climate (11%)

public expenditure “ N t ; »? -
- -~
EUR 11.9 billion Ty e

out of which EAFRD: EUR 7.6 bilion
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Source: https://enrd.ec.europa.e u/sites/enrd/files/priority-5-summary.pdf



CAP Assessment

Link between budget allocated, measures selected and
impacts not always self-evident, or evidenced

Multi-level governance system (EU, national, regional levels +
beneficiary) very decisive for policy (in-)effectiveness

Mainstreaming biodiversity objectives to CAP Greening*

— Commission proposal weakened at EU level in favour of easy
implementable measures

— ,MS tend to select measures relevant for farmers”

— Farmers tend to select measures that maximise production, require
fewer changes in management practices and result in fewer long-

term commitments
. K\)
European Environment Agency ";};')}

* Source: Based on EKLIPSE forthcoming report; www.eklipse-meachanism.eu



L essons learned

* Significant effort on a functioning compliance control
system (budget and institutional effectiveness), where
failure is sanctioned by EU

* Not all MS have set up performance monitoring and
evaluation systems as requested; failure hardly sanctioned

* Good practice: Technical Assistance funds for farmland in-
situ data collection (DE)

* Ex-ante conditionalities (2014-2020): including stronger
performance Monitoring Reporting and Verification (MRV)
system.

\

\
European Environment Agency ‘; _)



Socio-economic context

Governance along the food chain needed
New modes of production

Role of consumers Changing diets; demand for organic food
e “Sustainability movements” (e.g. climate, regional food)

* Decreasing food waste

Societal costs
e Health costs

e Environmental and climate externalities

Global trade allows promotion of production standards

)

European Environment Agency ‘:} _}



Thoughts on policy development and policy instruments

* Mainstreaming into the CAP with a credible integrated
approach: ambitious, manageable

l + CAP backed by significant budget as opposed to many
regulations listed in Annex Xl of the CAP legal proposal

* Policy effectiveness requires objectives and targets which are
clearly formulated, relevant and measurable

# * Portfolio of CAP instruments theoretically allows for
performance towards objectives

¥ * Filling crucial gaps: e.g. soil biodiversity

\
European Environment Agency ;_)

¢ » Stronger knowledge base needed



COPERNICUS IN SUPPORT OF THE CAP

d
Mo;?:oring Indicators potentially relevant for targeting and High nature value farmland

monitoring CAP

High Nature Value (HNV) |
farmland

Ukelihood of MNV farmiand
presence

. Land take
e HNV farmland

[ wverytow (0-5 %)
7] Low (6-25 %)

B Mediom (26-50 %)
B ion (51-75 %)

B very high (76-100 %) |

- s Fragmentation of natural/ semi-natural =
e landscapes B s
N e Linear woody features (current concept)

Land use conflicts

o _ QW .
- Demand for land use efficiency (total output of land systems) 15 Earopes Enviroriment Aghncy ’/,-‘)} n European | Gp@cngcggh

—> Demand for priority setting W




Supporting policy: sustainable use of agricultural land
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/5 = ,;l, Agricultural landscape of the Netherlands A e ‘ =

B oat Tulip
B Sugar beet B Winter carrot
B Clover root B Winter wheat
B Winter barley | Maize
P summer barley I Permanent crops
B Litium B Grass

Medicago [ Summer wheat
B onion Fallow
I Fotato B other crops

Credits: Contains modified Copernicus Sentinel data [2017) and Land Parcel Information System
(LPIS) of Netherlands, processed by ESA-Sead[AP (led by UCLouvain with (S-Romania, e-6EDS,
GISAT and Sinergise)
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Supporting policy: the big picture

Biodiversity strategy Water policy
Halt loss of biodiversity WED, good ecological
and degradation of status

ecosystem services and

15% restoration. ] ]
Climate policy

Climate
adaptation

Forest strategy
Focus on
ecosystem
services
delivered by
forests

Agricultural policy
Greening the CAP
measures

Regional policy
Green
Infrastructure

" Marine policy
MSFD, good
environmental status
N

17 European Environment Agency "‘5’_)



Concluding remarks

>

6l g R '-‘i’ -
Vb A

Sector’s environmental performance has to increase, in line
with Paris-LCE, CE, BE, BDS, non-toxic, Chem Strat objectives

CAP has potential to mainstream several sustainability-
related policies based on a stronger integration approach

Clear, relevant, measurable and enforceable objectives and
targets.

Stronger knowledge base for monitoring environmental

conditions and policy performance needed

Requires a systemic vision beyond the farmer, beyond the
CAP, and beyond Europe

. ‘.WX
European Environment Agency ':} _)
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