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EURAF is an NGO, established in Paris on 16/11/2012, with a French Registration number of W343014937. and a
Transparency Register ID of 913270437706-82). It aims “to promote the adoption of agroforestry practices across
Europe by supporting efforts to develop awareness, education, research, policy making and investments which

foster the use of trees on farms”. It has a network of 31 affiliated entities in 23 countries.

Of the failings of the post-2022 CAP, the proposed monitoring methodology is the biggest disappointment.
How can Member States have full subsidiarity and flexibility in policies if the tools used to monitor the
impacts of their interventions are not fit for purpose? This Briefing reviews the proposals.

Public attention has focused on the challenges posed by the targets contained in the Farm to Fork and Biodiversity
Strategies, but an equally serious issue is that Member States refuse to use the hugely-detailed power of modern
remote sensing technology, and the uniquely detailed information in IACS/LPIS databases to report on the
observable impact of each measure in different territories and regions? Instead of focusing on what new
technology can bring us, Agricultural Ministers have sought to reduce the number, frequency and potency of the —
already weak — indicators proposed by the Commission.

The draft Strategic Plan Regulation proposed three types of indicator. “Result Indicators” and “Output Indicators”
will be reported annually’ and “Impact Indicator” will only be used at the end of the CAP period, and possibly in a
mid term review. Output indicators are little more than a list of the number of farmers or the land area affected by
specific “interventions”, they are therefore “book-keeping” indicators. This briefing will look at the failings and
potential of Result Indicators and Impact Indicators.

Result Indicators

Result indicators are to be included in the Annual Performance Reports of Member States. This Annual report is
intended to show “the realised output and expenditure as well as distance to targets set for the whole period,
expressed as values of Result Indicators”. Nevertheless, these indicators mainly show progress in implementing
interventions which member states hope will contribute to the EU Specific Objectives. We need to look to the
“Impact Indicators” for measurements which actually demonstrate the specific impacts of different interventions.

Result indicators are clearly valuable however, and EURAF notes with concern some of the changes proposed by
Agricultural Ministers in the AgriFish Council (Table 1). This particularly so with the deletion of R29 - “Preserving
landscape features - share of agriculture land under commitments for management landscape features including
hedgerows”. Also, in Result Indicator 17, it must also be made clear that the creation of new areas of agroforestry
is not “afforestation”, since the land remains classified as “agriculture”. AgriFish have introduced ambiguity by
rewording this as “share of land cover? supported for afforestation, (including agroforestry) and reforestation”.
Finally, Report Indicators should include all relevant expenditure in a given area - include those which are outside
the CAP but are covered by Chapter 2 of the EU Guidelines for State aid in the agricultural and forestry sectors [1].

This leads to EURAF’s three recommendations on indicators

1. Result indicator 17 should read “Afforested and agroforested land. Share of the LPIS Reference
Area which is supported for afforestation, reforestation and agroforestation”.

' The draft SP Regulation indicates that Result Indicators should report only on interventions supported by the CAP. In the
forestry arena (Measure 8 of current RDPs. Three member states (Ireland, Finland, the Netherlands) and three German Lander
finance their forestry programmes from their “own resources” (even though there is co-funding by EU regional programs). And
will not report ANY forestry-related statistics - like R.17.
2 Land Cover is defined in Annex II.2 of the INSPIRE Directive 2007/2/EC as “Physical and biological cover of the earth's
surface including artificial surfaces, agricultural areas, forests, (semi-)natural areas, wetlands, water bodies”. This Indicator
should be focused on farmland - hence the suggested use of “reference area” - defined in Article 18 of Regulation 1782/2013
as “a geographically delimited area retaining a unique identification as registered in the GIS in the Member State’s [farmland]
identification system”
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2. Result Indicator 29 - Preserving Landscape Features - is a vital indicator and its removal by the
AgFish Council should be reversed.
3. Result indicators should be reported annually and should include interventions outside the CAP

which are covered by EU State Aid to Agriculture and Forestry Guidelines.

Table | Result Indicators relevant to the 3 Specific Objectives on Environment and Climate Change.

EU Specific
Objective

Result Indicator (Commission June 2018 proposal)

Result Indicator (AGRIFISH June 2020 proposal)

Contribute to
climate change
mitigation and
adaptation, as
well as

R.12 Adaptation to climate change: Share of
agricultural land under commitment to improve climate
adaptation

R.12: Mitigation and Adaptation to climate change: share of Utilised
Agricultural Area (UAA) land and/or livestock units (LU) supported to reduce
ammonia and GHG emissions, maintaining/ enhancing carbon storage, including
commitments to improve climate change adaptation (with breakdown by

mitigation and adaptation).

R.13 Reducing emissions in the livestock sector.
Share of livestock units under support to reduce GHG
emissions and/or ammonia, including manure
management

merge into R12

R.14 Carbon storage in soils and biomass. Share
of agricultural land under commitments to reducing
emissions, maintaining and/or enhancing carbon
storage (permanent grassland, agricultural land in
peatland, forest, etc.)

merge into R12

sustainable
energy R.15 Green energy from agriculture and forestry. |R.15 Green energy from agriculture and forestry, and from other renewable
Investments in renewable energy production capacity, |sources. Supported investments in renewable energy production capacity,
including bio-based (MW). including biobased (Megawatt.
6 B s i Cor, By et n s R.16a Investments related to climate. Share of farms benefitting from CAP
- Yy Y- oy 9 investment support contributing to climate change, mitigation and adaptation,
agriculture . ) )
and to renewable energy or biomaterials production.
R.17 Afforested land. Area supported for R.17 Afforested land. Share of land cover supported for afforestation, (including
. ; ) . agroforestry) and reforestation.
afforestation and creation of woodland, including . .
R.17a Investment support to the forest sector Total investment to improve the
agroforestry
performance of the forestry sector.
R.18 Improving soils. Share of agricultural land R.18 Efficient resource management. Share of Utilised Agricultural Area
under management commitments beneficial for soil (UAA) under management commitments contributing to efficient management of
management natural resources such as water, soil and air.
R 19 Improylng air quality. Share of lagrlcu_ltu‘ral land Delete- include in R18
under commitments to reduce ammonia emission
R.20 Protecting water quality. Share of agricultural
land under management commitments for water Delete - include in R18
Foster ol
sustainable

development
and efficient
management of
natural
resources such
as water, soil
and air

R.21 Sustainable nutrient management Share of
agricultural land under commitments related to
improved nutrient management

Delete - include in R18

R.22 Sustainable water use. Share of irrigated land
under commitments to improve water balance.

Delete - include in R18
R.22a Environmental performance in the livestock sector: Share of livestock
units (LU) under supported commitments to improve environmental sustainability

R.23 Environment/climate - related performance
through investment. Share of farmers with support in
investments related to care for the environment or
climate

R.23 Investments related to environment: Share of farmers benefiting from
CAP investment support related to care for natural resources

R.24 Environment/climate performance through
knowledge Share of farmers receiving support for
advice/training related to environmental- climate
performance

R.24 Environmental/climate performance through knowledge: number of
persons benefiting from advice, training, knowledge exchange supported by the
CAP related to environmental performance

Contribute to
the protection
of biodiversity,
enhance
ecosystem
services and
preserve hab
itats and
landscapes

R.25 Supporting sustainable forest management.
Share of agricultural land under commitments to
support forest protection and management

Delete

R.26 Protecting forest ecosystems. Share of forest
land under management commitments for supporting
landscape, biodiversity and ecosystem services

R.26 Protecting forest ecosystems: Share of forest land under sustainable
forest management and commitments
for supporting landscape, biodiversity and ecosystem services

R.27 Preserving habitats and species. Share of
agricultural land under management commitments
supporting biodiversity conservation or restoration

R.27 Preserving habitats and species: Share of Utilised aAgricultural Area
(UAA) land under management commitments supporting biodiversity
conservation or restoration

R.27a Investments related to biodiversity: Share of farms benefitting from
CAP investment support contributing to biodiversity.

R.28 Supporting Natura 2000. Area in Natura 2000
sites under commitments for protection, maintenance
and restoration

R.28 Supporting Natura 2000: Share of Area in total Natura 2000 sites area
under Natura 2000 commitments for protection, maintenance and restoration set
up and financed under EAFRD.

R.29 Preserving landscape features Share of
agriculture land under commitments for management
landscape features including hedgerows

Delete
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Impact Indicators

There are twelve Impact Indicators addressing the three environmental and climate objectives of the CAP (Table 2).
Many of them are Eurostat “Agri-environmental Indicators” and/or CAP Context Indicators® As amended by the
AGRIFISH Council in June 2020 the indicators selected are:

1.9 Improving the resilience of agriculture to climate change. Agricultural sector “resilience progress
indicator’. Comment - this is Context Indicator C.44: based on C.39 (soil organic carbon in agricultural land)
and C.40 (soil erosion by water) and is under discussion by an Expert Group. A number of H2020 projects*
are working on more comprehensive adaptation indicators than C.44 - and the precise indicators will be
defined in an “CAP Delegated Act”.

1.10 Contributing to climate change mitigation. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from agriculture.
Comment - this is Context Indicator C.45. As with many of the other indicators it should be published at a
NUTSS level.

.11 Enhancing carbon sequestration. Soil organic carbon in agricultural land. Comment: the Context
Indicator C.41 is “soil organic carbon on arable land” - this is a better indicator than 111.

.12 Increasing sustainable energy in agriculture. Production of renewable energy from agriculture and
forestry. Comment: this is Context Indicator C.43.

.13 Reducing soil erosion. Percentage of agricultural land in moderate and severe soil erosion. Comment -
there is a JRC indicator titled “soil erosion by water” and from JRC/ESDC of “land susceptibility to wind
erosion”. 1.13 is presumably an amalgamation of these - but combining them seems scientifically pointless,
since they measure different things.

.14 Improving air quality. Ammonia emissions from agriculture. Comment - this is an EEA dataset produced
periodically and available only at national level (at least from Eurostat).

.15 Improving water quality. Gross nutrient balance on agricultural land. Comment - a European Statistical
System dataset produced bi-annually, but data is available on Eurostat only at a national scale

1.16 Reducing nutrient leakage. Nitrate in groundwater. Comment - data is taken from well samples and
aggregated to average annual values. In Eurostat it is provided only at a national level and is available
annually

1.17 Reducing pressure on water resource. \Water Exploitation INdex Plus (WEI+). Comment: another EEA
index - a measure of total fresh water use as a percentage of the renewable frew water resources
(groundwater and surface water) at a given time and place. It quantifies how much water is abstracted and
how much water is returned after use to the environment. From Eurostat it is available only nationally.

1.18 Increasing farmland bird populations. Common Farmland Bird Index. Comment this is an index
produced annually by OECS and Birdlife. From Eurostat it is available only annually, and not for all MS.

1.19 Enhanced biodiversity protection. Percentage of species and habitats of Community interest related to
agriculture with stable or increasing trends. Comment: this is Context Indicator C36. Community interest is
defined by Annex Il and IV of the EU Habitats directive. Data seems to be reported only every five years and
is reported within a country only by very broad biogeographical regions.

.20 Enhancing provision of ecosystem services. Share of UAA covered with landscape features.
Comment. Landscape features can be increasingly identified semi-automatically using satellite information. It
is alarming that AGRIFISH propose deleting this as an annually reported “result indicator"

As can be seen, many of the above indicators are not available annually. Some are available only at a national
level or at the level of regions. Few of them are suited to fine-scale monitoring the impact of specific interventions

3 C.31 Land cover C.32 Less Favoured Areas - Areas of Natural Constraint C.33 Farming intensity C.34 Natura 2000 area C.35
Farmland birds index (FBI) C.36 Conservation status of agricultural habitats C.37 HNV farming C.38 Protected forest C.39
Water abstraction in agriculture C.40 Water quality C.41 Soil organic matter in arable land C.42 Soil erosion by water C.43
Production of renewable energy from agriculture and forestry C.44 Energy use in agriculture, forestry and food industry C.45
Emissions from agriculture 2017 06/2020

4 At least the following: SUREFARM, RECAP, FACCE-MACSUR, SustainFarm, HNVLink, CLIMACROP, COACCH, ERA4CS, ESMERALDA,
INSPIRATION, LANDMARK, LARMAR, MAES, OK Net Arable, PLACARD, PRIMAVERA, SAGRIS, SMARTQUA, SOILCARE.
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on: climate change adaptation/mitigation, efficient management of natural resources, or biodiversity and
ecosystems services.

There are many projects and publications which suggest new environmental indicators which can be used to
assess the impact of the CAP [2—20]. More than 200 are listed in Eurostat's Environmental Indicator Catalogue
(ref). There are 28 agri-environment indicators (ref and ref) Many indicators now use remote sensing data, which is
regularly updated, particularly using the multi-spectral remote sensing opportunities presented by the European
SENTINEL Satellites (ref). Much greater use can also be made of data on landscape features collected through
annual farm returns in the IACS/LPIS systems [21-26] . Which leads to EURAF’s final recommendation on
monitoring.

4. The proposed CAP Impact Indicators are largely unsuitable in timescale or spatial scale to measure
the impact of specific interventions on the environment or on climate change. These do not need
to be defined in the Strategic Plan Regulation, since they can be laid out in a Delegated Regulation.
It is recommended, as a matter of urgency, that a broadly-based working group should be formed to
agree to a new set of CAP high-spatial-resolution Impact Indicators, which can be collected
annually and made available publicly.
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