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1. SUMMARY 

The Commission opted in 2011 to mainstream climate into the EU budget (“climate 
mainstreaming”). This involved integrating mitigation and adaptation measures1 (“climate 
action”) into EU policies and tracking the funds used on these measures with an objective of 
spending at least 20 % of the 2014-2020 EU budget on climate action. 

In fact, the Commission attributed over EUR 100 billion of CAP funds during the 2014-2020 
period to tackling climate change (almost 26 % of the CAP budget). 

In this Special Report, ECA verifies whether the 2014-2020 CAP indeed supported climate 
mitigation practices with a potential to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and if such 
practices were better incentivised than in the 2007-2013 period2. 

To this aim, ECA’s work focused on the main sources of greenhouse gas emissions from 
agriculture: 

 livestock and manure storage; 

 application of chemical fertilisers and manure; 

 land use (cultivation of organic soils and conversion of grassland and cropland)3.

It resulted that livestock emissions (accounting for half of greenhouse gas emissions from 
agriculture) did not decrease between 2010 and 2018; that greenhouse gas emissions from the 
use of chemical fertilisers and manure increased between 2010 and 2018, and that the CAP 
provided little or no support to mitigation practices to be adopted in the use of land.

More in detail, in respect of each of the main sources above, ECA findings (see paragraph 2) 
are as follows:

 Livestock emissions have been stable since 2010; mainly driven by cattle, they represent 

1 The EU response to climate change is based on two strategies: mitigation and adaptation. Mitigation means reducing man-
made greenhouse gas emissions or removing greenhouse gases from the atmosphere. Adaptation means adjusting to current 
or expected climate change and its effects.  The present report focuses on mitigation. 

2 The CAP has three blocks of support: (i) direct payments to provide income support for farmers; (ii) market measures to 
deal with difficult market situations such as a sudden drop in prices; and (iii) rural development measures with national 
and regional programmes to address the specific needs and challenges facing rural areas. CAP also has nine specific 
objectives, against which the Commission evaluates the performance of the Common Agricultural Policy, and climate change 
is one of them. The specific objectives are:

 to ensure a fair income to farmers;
 to increase competitiveness;
 to rebalance the power 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.

3 “Livestock”, “nutrients in soils” and “land use change” originate respectively methane, nitrous oxide and carbon dioxide. 
however, the Commission also comments that “agriculture emissions” by definition consist of methane and nitrous oxide and 
are regulated under the Effort Sharing Decision up to 2020, and under the Effort Sharing Regulation as of 2021. Land Use, 
Land Use Change and Forestry related emissions and removals are regulated under the LULUCF Regulation as of 2021. On 
the latter, whose scope impacts on carbon dioxide emissions, there are remarks under the section “Rapporteur’s 
recommendations”.
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around half of emissions from agriculture. However, the CAP does not seek to limit 
livestock numbers, nor does it provide incentives to reduce them. The CAP market 
measures include promotion of animal products, the consumption of which has not 
decreased since 2014;

 Chemical fertilisers’ and manure’s emissions increased between 2010 and 2018. They 
account for almost a third of agricultural emissions and the CAP supports practices that 
may reduce the use of fertilisers, such as organic farming and grain legumes. However, 
ECA found that these practices have an unclear impact on greenhouse gas emissions. 
Instead, practices that are more effective received little funding;

 Land use is not effectively supported by CAP’s actions: CAP did not increase support for 
afforestation, agroforestry and conversion of arable land to permanent grassland in 2014-
2020 compared to 2007-2013; CAP supports cultivation of drained peatlands, which emit 
20 % of EU-27 agricultural greenhouse gases, and although available, rural development 
support was rarely used for their restoration; additionally, CAP rules also make some 
activities on the rewetted land ineligible for direct payments. 

The analysis results in the following main conclusions:

- Even against a recurring situation of lack of targeted data and detailed information, the audit 
findings suggest that the changes in the 2014-2020 CAP did not reflect the new climate 
ambitions. 

- Overall, the CAP funds attributed to climate action had little impact on the greenhouse 
emissions.

- The CAP mostly finances measures with a low potential to mitigate climate change. 

- The CAP does not seek to limit or reduce livestock (50 % of agriculture emissions) and 
supports farmers who cultivate drained peatlands (more than 20 % of emissions).

On the ground of its assessment, ECA recommends (see paragraph 3) the Commission to take 
action to reduce emissions from agriculture and from cultivated drained organic soils and to set 
a reporting tool allowing regular monitoring of CAP’s contribution to climate mitigation. 
ECA also calls for the application of the “polluter pays” principle to agriculture. 

This latter topic is also tackled in a wider context by the ECA SR 12/2021.

The Commission (see paragraph 4) accepts, or partially accepts, all ECA recommendations 
except for the one asking an annual assessment of the CAP effects (Commission highlights that 
meaningful assessment requires data collected over multiple years that need to be processed via 
evaluation and not on a yearly basis).

The Rapporteur’s recommendations take also into consideration the updated context: the 
publication of the results on the study on carbon farming on 27 April 2021, the provisional 
political agreement on the CAP proposal reached on 25 June 2021 amongst the negotiators from 
Parliament, Council and Commission and the Fit for 55 proposals package by the Commission, 
dated 14 July 2021.
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2. THE COURT’S OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS4

Overall, ECA found the measures in CAP to be inadequate to contribute to climate mitigation, 
both for their number and intensity and for their design: greening will not significantly 
contribute to climate mitigation and while some measures were targeting primarily other 
objectives (for example biodiversity) and could also contribute to climate mitigation, such 
measures were not enhanced and their number did not increase in the CAP 2014-2020.

About livestock:
EU-27 greenhouse gas emissions from livestock have not decreased between 2010 and 2018. 
Feed digestion accounts for 78 % of livestock emissions while manure storage is responsible 
for the remaining 22 %;

Review of studies found no effective and approved practices that can significantly reduce 
livestock emissions from feed digestion without reducing production : reducing the livestock 
production would lower emissions from feed digestion and manure storage, but also from 
fertiliser used in feed production. However, CAP does not seek to limit livestock numbers, nor 
does it provide incentives to reduce them. The CAP’s market measures include promotion of 
animal products, the consumption of which has not decreased since 2014.

CAP had an even opposite effect than stimulating livestock reduction because all Member States 
except Germany provide a part of their direct payments in the form of voluntary coupled 
support (VCS), 74 % of which supports livestock farming.  VCS encourages the maintenance 
of livestock numbers because farmers would receive less money if they reduced livestock 
numbers. At EU level, VCS accounts for 10 % of direct payments (EUR 4.2 billion per year).

In this regard, a 2020 study found that emissions in the EU would fall by 21 % if roughly half 
of direct payments were paid to farmers in return for greenhouse gas emissions reduction:
- Two thirds of the reduction would come from changes in production, with beef, sheep and 
goat meat and fodder production declining the most,
- One third of the reduction would come from the uptake of mitigation practices, among which 
technologies in the dairy sector, biogas in the pig sector and the fallowing of peatlands. 
These benefits would be only partially offset by increased emissions elsewhere (by about 4 % 
of current EU agricultural emissions, providing a net reduction of 17 %). 

Livestock has also indirect effects, linked to feed production for animals. In fact, additional 
emissions stem from deforestation associated with feed production, especially soybeans. If 
imports are taken into account, the proportion of emissions attributable to the production of 
animal products consumed in the EU increases further (compared to looking at emissions 
caused directly by agriculture within the EU). When imports are included, animal products 
represent an estimated 82 % of the carbon footprint but only 25 % of calories of the average 
EU diet.
As a consequence of the not decreased livestock, not only the quantities of the manure have not 
decreased (see following point) but also fertiliser use remains high, as more nitrogen is required 
for animal products than for plant-based foods.

About chemical fertilisers and manure:

4 The present paragraph mirrors the ECA SR approach: the first three sections assess the 2014-2020 CAP impact on the key 
sources of greenhouse gas emissions from agriculture (livestock, application of chemical fertilisers and manure, and use of 
land); the last section deals with the design of the 2014-2020 CAP and horizontal aspects in respect of the greenhouse gas 
emissions reductions in agriculture.
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Between 2010 and 2018, emissions from nutrients in soils increased by 5 %. This increase is 
primarily due to an increase in fertiliser use.
Even if farmers are subject to cross-compliance rules including the Nitrate Directive (which 
establishes limits and prohibition periods), and even if that Directive impact positively on 
reduction of emissions, the derogations on the limit of applied manure partly offset the benefits5.

Review of studies found no effective practices for reducing greenhouse gas emissions from 
manure application, other than reducing the amount applied. 

However, the CAP supports practices that apply manure near or into the soil, and while such 
practices can be effective for reducing ammonia emissions, they are not effective for reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions and may even increase them.

CAP supports a number of farming practices intended to reduce fertiliser use. However, out of 
the five farming practices that CAP supports during 2014-2020, two practices which have 
received considerable CAP support have unclear effectiveness to mitigate climate change 
(organic farming and grain legumes), and three practices are identified as being effective for 
climate change mitigation, but have received minimal CAP support (forage legumes, variable 
rate nitrogen technology and nitrification inhibitors).

About land use:
Since 2010, net emissions from cropland and grassland have ceased to decline. Emissions in 
seven Member States were stable or fluctuating without clear trends, while they increased in 
twelve countries and decreased in another eight countries. 

Soils can be mineral or organic, and cultivated organic soils are the main source of emission 
from land use, while mineral soils annually store additional carbon by removing it from the 
atmosphere, mainly due to grassland. The current CAP allows farmers that cultivate drained 
organic soils to receive direct payments for such areas, despite their negative impact on climate. 

The 2014-2020 CAP does not contain an EU-wide measure to prevent untouched organic 
peatlands from conversion to agricultural land. The Commission proposed a good agricultural 
and environmental condition (GAEC) on the protection of wetlands and peatlands under the 
2021-2027 CAP.

Extensively grazed grassland can sequestrate carbon. Thus, carbon sequestration in pasture land 
can mitigate to a variable extent the emissions of the livestock it feeds (the so called “carbon 
farming”). The 2007-2013 CAP included measures for maintaining permanent grassland under 
the cross-compliance rules, and in 2015 the greening scheme introduced two requirements to 
protect permanent grassland (MSs to keep a “permanent grassland ratio” on the total area 
declared for direct payments and the concept of “environmentally sensitive permanent 
grassland - ESPG” banning both conversion to other uses and ploughing); however, in 2019, 
for 21 countries and regions, the permanent grassland ratio had decreased and, before 2015, a 
larger area of permanent grassland was protected.

About designing, monitoring and reporting on the inherent CAP 2014-2020 measures:
No target set by the Commission on emission reduction to be achieved with the over EUR 100 
billion during the 2014-2020 period (in spite of the fact that climate became a specific CAP 

5 ECA brings the case of Ireland, where the area under derogation has increased by 34 % and the number of animals in farms 
with derogations grew by 38 %. In the same period, emissions from chemical fertilisers increased by 20 %, emissions from 
manure applied to soils by 6 % and indirect emissions from leaching and run-off by 12 %;



PE696.355v01-00 6/11 DT\1237431EN.docx

EN

objective from 2014);

No target set by Member States: Member States were not required to set their own climate 
mitigation targets to be achieved with 2014-2020 CAP funds, and did not do so;

In 2014-2020: inadequate monitoring framework which does not provide information on the 
types of funded climate mitigation practices, their uptake and estimated impact on greenhouse 
gas emissions, and overall lack of reliable data;

For the post-2020: inadequate set of indicators proposed (in this direction, also ECA Opinion 
7/2018 concerning Commission proposals for regulations relating to the Common Agricultural 
Policy for the post-2020 period, paragraph 87);

Data and reporting are insufficient: Commission has no uptake data for mitigation practices 
used by farmers because of the cross-compliance rules and without this data, it is not possible 
to estimate the impact of cross-compliance rules on greenhouse gas emissions; reporting should 
contain information on the impact of climate mitigation measures funded with rural 
development support, in the rural development annual implementation reports; impact of cross-
compliance rules on greenhouse gas emissions;

The “polluter pays” principle does not apply to agricultural emissions: according to the polluter-
pays principle, those who cause pollution should meet the costs to which it gives rise; however, 
EU law explicitly applies the “polluter pays” principle to its environmental policies, but not to 
agricultural greenhouse gas emissions.

3. THE COURT’S RECOMMENDATIONS

ECA’s recommendations to the Commissions are:

Recommendation 1 – Take action so that the CAP reduces emissions from agriculture
The Commission should: 

(a) invite the Member States to establish a target for reducing greenhouse gas emissions from 
their agricultural sector; 
(b) assess Member States’ CAP strategic plans in view of limiting the risk that CAP schemes 
increase or maintain greenhouse gas emissions from agriculture; and 
(c) ensure the CAP provides effective incentives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from 
livestock and fertilisers that contribute to achieving EU climate goals. 

Timeframe December 2023

Recommendation 2 – Take steps to reduce emissions from cultivated drained organic soils 
The Commission should: 

(a) introduce a monitoring system to support the assessment of the impact of the post-2020 CAP 
on peatland and wetland; and 
(b) incentivise the rewetting/restoration of drained organic soils, for example through direct 
payments, conditionality, rural development interventions or other carbon farming approaches.

Timeframe: September 2024
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Recommendation 3 – Report regularly on the CAP’s contribution to climate mitigation 
the Commission should: 

(a) set monitoring indicators that allow an annual assessment of the effect of the 2021-2027 
CAP funded climate mitigation measures on net greenhouse gas emissions and report them 
regularly; and 
(b) assess the potential to apply the polluter-pays principle to emissions from agricultural 
activities, and reward farmers for long-term carbon removals.

Timeframe: December 2023

4. COMMISSION’S POSITION
As above anticipated, the Commission accepts, or partially accepts, all ECA recommendations 
except for the one asking an annual assessment of the CAP effects on climate change. 

However, the Commission in general terms:
- Believes that the CAP instruments had a significant impact rather than a limited impact; 

- Replies that the EU has a climate target for the whole economy and is not singling out specific 
sectors;

- Invites to contextualise the analysis by integrating it into the wide scope of the CAP: it entails 
the need to consider all aspects, factors and possible consequences (as an example, many of 
the direct payments paid to animal holders might have some beneficial impacts on the 
environment, e.g. basic payment after pasture/grassland, greening payment, coupled support 
for the production of protein crops. etc.). In this perspective, the Commission underlines that 
the CAP, together with the Farm to Fork Strategy, has not only the objective to reduce 
emissions, but also seeks to preserve biodiversity and rural livelihoods, reduce pesticides use 
and pressure on water quality and provide high quality food. 

The Commission also provides comments on specific ECA’s remarks:
- Concerning afforestation, the Commission underlines that the changing of afforestation 

support will make it more interesting for farmers (by increasing the maintenance support from 
5 to 12 years and the payments for income loss compensation).

- Concerning agroforestry, the Omnibus regulation made the measure more flexible, including 
the possibility of renewal and regenerating of existing and deteriorated agroforestry areas, 
contributing to healthy development and also functioning as a carbon sink and mitigating the 
local microclimate. In this regard, Commission refers to higher allocation of funds and to the 
more than 2100 hectares of new agroforestry areas established by the end of 2019.

- Concerning cross-compliance and greening scheme, the Commission deems having 
incentivised farmers to adopt effective climate mitigation measures. 

Under cross-compliance, a number of standards for good agricultural and environmental 
condition (GAEC) are beneficial for climate mitigation and adaptation (minimum soil cover, 
land management to limit erosion, maintenance of soil organic matter, retention of designated 
landscape features) and, as compulsory practices, form a strong baseline for support schemes. 

Under the greening scheme, the maintenance of permanent grassland as well as the Ecological 
Focus Area (EFA) requires farmers to maintain areas and features such as grassland, fallow 
land, trees or hedges which are beneficial for climate mitigation.
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- With regards to overestimation and greening of the climate contribution of the CAP, the 
Commission, inter alia: 

 Does not share the view that the greening of direct payments is largely based on the previous 
GAECs. The requirements for ecological focus area and crop diversification are new and the 
protection of permanent pasture has been strongly reinforced (for instance with the full 
protection of environmentally sensitive permanent grassland and a reduced margin of 
possibility to plough up permanent grassland);

 Believes also that the greening of direct payments has a significant impact rather than a 
limited impact. The impact fairly reflects the climate-relatedness of the three farming 
practices. While indeed the greening requirements do not affect all farmers, the available 
information also shows that 72 % of the total agricultural area is concerned, which is even 
more relevant with regard to climate action.

- Concerning livestock production, the Commission recalls that the CAP had not the explicit 
goal to reduce it. Moreover, the Commission notes that while livestock emissions stabilized 
in the last years, at the same time production increased. The Commission acknowledges the 
fact that livestock enteric fermentation emissions are not decreasing, but the uncertainties in 
the assessment of methane emissions and in its reporting by Member States should be taken 
into account.

- Concerning the promotion programmes, the Commission stresses that their objective is to 
support the competitiveness of EU agricultural sector, including the livestock sector, by 
raising awareness of the merits of EU agrifood products and their high production standards.  
In this regard, the Commission underlines that the CAP has no remit to change or limit 
consumer’s choices. 

- On the “food waste” implications, the Commission mentions that in its proposal for the future 
CAP the challenge of food waste is reflected in one of its specific objectives (proposed Article 
6.1(i) “improve the response of EU agriculture to societal demands on food and health, 
including safe, nutritious and sustainable food, food waste, as well as animal welfare”). 

In addition, animal production and consumption of animal products should be considered 
separately, as the EU is one of the biggest exporters and importers of food and feed. The feed 
conversion ratio improved steadily in the past decades, i.e. one unit of animal product needs 
less feed input. Also within the diets of the EU livestock, inedible co/by-products from the 
food and biofuel industry have been increasingly incorporated.

On the “leakage effect” : the Commission also takes the view that, when examining the effects 
of the payments on overall GHG emissions referred to by ECA, it is important to factor in the 
impact on global emissions (leakage) in order to show a complete picture. 

According to scientific studies, removing coupled support for ruminants would reduce total 
agricultural GHG emissions in the EU by 0.5%. However, it is estimated that about three 
quarters of this reduction could be cancelled out by emissions leakage (i.e. increased 
emissions outside the EU) due to an increase in imports from countries with relatively higher 
emissions per unit of product (emission intensities), like Brazil.

Similar counter-intuitive considerations can be made on the “rebounding effect”: 
technological change in the livestock sector has resulted in improved efficiency, lowering the 
production cost per litre of milk; however, this efficiency gain has led to production expansion 
and did not translate directly into lower emission. The additional emissions caused by 
production expansion can be even larger than the savings achieved from greater efficiency, 
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which means that the innovation causes, overall, emissions increase.

- On the “polluter pays” principle (PPP), the Commission will carry out a study to assess it in 
relation to agriculture greenhouse gas emissions. However, (technical) doubts about its 
effective feasibility in agri-matters had been raised in a separate ECA Special Report No. 
12/2021 (where it is also pointed out that while Parliament and Council have significant 
competence in applying the PPP and implementing Environmental Tax Reform, one of the 
main instruments to achieve wider impact, namely taxes, is usually subject to unanimity in 
co-decision, therefore a wider application would require the engagement of Member States).

5. THE RAPPORTEUR’S RECOMMENDATIONS

The European Parliament, 

Welcomes the Court’s special report, its findings and the Commission’s readiness to implement 
most of the recommendations; 

Acknowledges that ECA’s analyses have EU budget implications, considering the risk of a not 
sound financial management of the budgetary resources committed to the CAP as a component 
of the overall climate change strategy; notes that ECA points out that about 26% of the CAP 
budget had been oriented towards climate changing actions, but that the results are not in line 
with the expectations; observes that according to ECA’s findings  the situation in the area of 
livestock emissions is not improving, the use of chemical fertilisers and manure has increased 
and little or no positive impact on emission reduction was observed in the area of use of land 
stemming from the financed and co-financed measures; 

Highlights that a reduction in livestock numbers is the single most efficient measure to reduce 
emissions from agriculture, however the CAP does not seek to work around quality vs quantity 
and does not limit livestock numbers nor does it provide incentives to reduce them; nevertheless, 
notes the Commission position, namely that the CAP had not the explicit goal to reduce it. Further 
highlights the minimal CAP impact on uptake on the most effective climate change practices 
related to chemical fertiliser use; reminds that sound financial management is inspired to 
standards of effectiveness, economy and efficiency, and ECA’s findings suggest that when it 
comes to climate and emissions, CAP 2014-2020 design and implementation appear not fit to 
the task, in spite of relevant amount of resources invested; regrets that the CAP 2014-2020 
favours practices and market measures less effective in reducing agriculture greenhouse gas 
emissions, promotes animal production and supports cultivation of drained peatlands.

Is aware that assessment of CAP’s impact in this regard requires some degree of 
contextualisation, and that consideration is to be given to other intertwined actions and 
regulations; notes, however, that the series of legislative proposals adopted by the EC on 14 
July 2021 (6 setting out how it intends to achieve climate neutrality in the EU by 2050, 
including the intermediate target of an at least 55% net reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions by 2030) have only very limited budgetary implications in comparison with the CAP 
and are of a very different nature; unlike the CAP, these proposals are unable to incentivise the 
mitigation action and penalise polluting practices; stresses that from this perspective the CAP 

6 The package proposes to revise several pieces of EU climate legislation, including the EU ETS, Effort Sharing Regulation, 
transport and land use legislation, setting out in real terms the ways in which the Commission intends to reach EU climate 
targets under the European Green Deal. The presentation of this package has been already criticised by several NGO and 
environmental organisations (https://euobserver.com/climate/152419 ).

https://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/eu-climate-action/delivering_en
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/strategies/2050_en
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/eu-climate-action/2030_ctp_en
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/eu-climate-action/2030_ctp_en
https://euobserver.com/climate/152419
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has an absolutely unique position to contribute to climate change mitigation and adaptation

Takes the view that the scope of the environmental and climate-change-related actions in the 
framework of the new CAP to enter into force in 2023 do not seem to be satisfactory in 
contributing to climate action, moreover, not all of them are binding for the Member States and 
their financing stays limited; Regrets that despite the fact that the ECA has in the past, as well 
as in the current report, questioned the estimated contribution of different CAP elements to 
climate action, the specific weightings applied for 2023-2027 to different types of CAP 
interventions based on the contribution to climate change objectives might be yet again 
overestimating the CAP contribution, with e.g. 40% of Basic Income Support for Sustainability 
basically comprising climate financing;

Regrets that the provisional political agreement reached on 25 June 2021 amongst negotiators 
of Commission, Council of the EU and European Parliament, insufficiently takes into account 
increased climate ambitions as set in European Green Deal and Farm to Fork and Biodiversity 
strategies. Welcomes the measures such as enhanced conditionality linked to a stronger set of 
mandatory requirements on biodiversity and non-productive elements, to eco-schemes 
providing incentives for climate-and environment-friendly farming practices and approaches, 
points out that insufficient financing of the above mentioned measures, some of them non-
binding, as well as great flexibility given to the Member States in the setup of their national 
plan might jeopardise reaching the climate targets;

Refers to the ECA’s Opinion No 7/2018 (pursuant to Article 322(1)(a) TFEU) concerning 
Commission proposals for regulations relating to the common agricultural policy for the post-
2020 period (COM(2018) 392, 393 and 394 final), where is noted that while the proposal 
includes tools addressing environmental and climate-related objectives, the Member States 
would however be responsible for prioritising the types of interventions to finance in their CAP 
strategic plans; points out that it is unclear how the Commission would check these strategic 
plans to endorse the environmental and climate ambition; calls on the Commission to 
thoroughly assess the national strategic plans, consistently with the tailor-made 
recommendations issued for each Member state, and with a specific focus on the contributions 
that each Member state is expected to give to the Green Deal targets; 

Acknowledges that a number of standards for good agricultural and environmental condition 
(GAEC) are beneficial for climate mitigation and adaptation. In particular, GAEC 4 requires 
minimum soil cover, GAEC 5 requires minimum land management to limit erosion, GAEC 6 
requires the maintenance of soil organic matter and GAEC 7 requires the retention of designated 
landscape features; is aware that in its proposal for the CAP Strategic Plan Regulation, the 
Commission foresees to protect peatland and wetland in the framework of the future 
conditionality (GAEC 2) ) and that the political agreement further ensures that cultivation by 
way of paludiculture is newly considered agricultural activity; notes that this basis will allow 
Member States to devote a significant part of the future CAP budget to rewetting/restoration of 
drained organic soils through the eco-schemes and a range of rural development interventions 
and potentially significantly limit devastating practices of peatland and wetland drainage which 
in any case should be penalised in line with the polluter pays principle; calls on the Commission 
and Member States to carefully consider and fully embrace this aspect  in the CAP Plans; invites 
the Commission to enhance the GAEC oriented towards improved climate mitigation and 
adaptation;

Reminds that, whereas environmental and climate commitments would generally cover 5-7 
years to attain increased environmental and climate benefits, the proposed eco-schemes do not 
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impose any requirements for actions to last more than one year; considers that while some 
benefits may be achieved with annual schemes, commitments for several years are necessary to 
deliver some environmental and climate benefits (for example, increasing soil organic matter 
and increasing carbon sequestration);

Welcomes the announced Commission’s study to assess the polluter pays principle in relation 
to agriculture greenhouse gas emissions;

Notes that on 27 April 2021 the European Commission published the final report of a two-year 
study on how to set up and implement carbon farming in the EU; remarks that the study 
concludes that result-based carbon farming can contribute significantly in the EU’s efforts to 
tackle climate change, bringing benefits in terms of carbon sequestration and storage and other 
co-benefits, such as increased bio-diversity and preservation of eco-systems; agrees on nature-
based solutions as viable to remove carbon from the atmosphere and helpful to achieve climate 
neutrality; welcomes the Commission plans to launch the carbon farming initiative, by the end 
of 2021, to promote carbon farming as a business model that creates a new source of income 
for the actors of the bio-economy, based on the climate benefits they provide; invites the 
Commission to present the announced (in the Circular Economy Action Plan) regulatory 
framework for certifying carbon removals (based on robust and transparent carbon accounting) 
to monitor and verify the authenticity of carbon removals and to ensure accountability and 
verifiability of the budget committed;

Considers food waste a topic deserving attention and - as far as this topic is included in the 
scope of the present discussion, following ECA’s observations and Commission’s remarks on 
consumers’ habits 7 - takes the view that  the  Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) should be 
used to promote food waste reduction by enhancing knowledge transfer, stimulating innovative 
marketing and valorisation activities, and even providing funds to support the collection of data 
at farm level, and thus filling the possible measurement gaps; is of the opinion that there are 
multiple policy areas where ad hoc interventions could lead to reductions in food waste, hence 
synergies should be considered and fostered, besides in agricultural policy, also in fisheries 
policy, food quality, food safety and consumer health policies, marketing standards and waste 
and taxation policies.

7 According to United Nations, approximately a third of food produced is wasted either at the harvest level or the consumer 
and retail level. This is responsible for about 8% of global GHG emissions and nearly 30% of the world’s agricultural land 
is occupied to produce food that is ultimately never consumed. So, the challenge of finding solutions that reduce food loss 
and waste while not increasing emissions associated with production is in question.
https://www.un.org/en/observances/end-food-waste-day/background?_ga=2.191642090.1995165724.1627554641-
1874164255.1627554641 and https://www.eitfood.eu/blog/post/what-is-the-role-of-the-farm-to-fork-strategy-in-achieving-
zero-emissions

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm
https://www.un.org/en/observances/end-food-waste-day/background?_ga=2.191642090.1995165724.1627554641-1874164255.1627554641
https://www.un.org/en/observances/end-food-waste-day/background?_ga=2.191642090.1995165724.1627554641-1874164255.1627554641
https://www.eitfood.eu/blog/post/what-is-the-role-of-the-farm-to-fork-strategy-in-achieving-zero-emissions
https://www.eitfood.eu/blog/post/what-is-the-role-of-the-farm-to-fork-strategy-in-achieving-zero-emissions

