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Abstract

The European Commission is committed to tracking the expenditure of public money
on climate, biodiversity and clean air. Some limitations have been highlighted in the
current methodologies used to track CAP expenditure, and this study aims to provide
recommendations on alternative methodologies.

The approach considered in this study is based on the identification of the farming
practices linked to the different CAP interventions and on the assessment of the
impacts of these practices on the environment and climate. It allows for higher
granularity compared to the current methodology, greater use of scientific evidence,
and harmonisation of the different methodologies. However, some limits remain due
to the challenges in assessing the impacts of all CAP interventions at the EU level
with a methodology reproducible each year.

Based on the methodology developed in this study, 33% of the CAP interventions
are positive for climate (versus 41% with the current methodology), 39% are positive
for biodiversity (versus 17%), and 21% are positive for clean air (versus 1%). Budget
tracking methodologies only assess positive impacts (negative impacts are not
considered); thus, these data must be considered with caution and do not reflect the
complete picture of CAP impacts on the environment and climate.
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Résumé

La Commission européenne s'est engagée a suivre les dépenses publiques
consacrées au climat, a la biodiversité et a la qualité de l'air. Certaines limites ont été
mises en évidence dans les méthodologies actuelles utilisées pour suivre les
dépenses de la PAC et cette étude vise a fournir des recommandations sur des
meéthodologies alternatives.

L'approche envisagée dans cette étude est basée sur l'identification des pratiques
agricoles liées aux différentes interventions de la PAC et sur I'évaluation des impacts
de ces pratiques sur I'environnement et le climat. Elle permet une plus grande
granularité par rapport a la méthodologie actuelle, une meilleure utilisation des
données scientifiques et une harmonisation des différentes méthodologies.
Cependant, certaines limites subsistent en raison des difficultés a évaluer les
impacts de toutes les interventions de la PAC au niveau de I'UE avec une
meéthodologie reproductible chaque année.

Sur la base de la méthodologie développée dans cette étude, 33% du budget de la
PAC sont positifs pour le climat (contre 41% avec la méthodologie actuelle), 39%
sont positifs pour la biodiversité (contre 17%) et 21% sont positifs pour la qualité de
I'air (contre 1%). Les méthodologies de suivi budgétaire n'évaluent que les impacts
positifs (les impacts négatifs ne sont pas pris en compte) ; ces données doivent donc
étre considérées avec prudence et ne refletent pas I'ensemble des impacts de la
PAC sur lI'environnement et le climat.

viii



Study on budget tracking of CAP contribution to climate change, biodiversity and clean air action

List of figures

Figure 1 - General approach for the study............ccccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee 7
Figure 2 - Example of the JRC FPEL's assessment of the impact of "No-tillage” on
alr POIULANTS EMISSIONS .......uiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 9
Figure 3 - Proposed approach to allocate the budget between CCM and CCA based
on current tracking MethodOolOgIES ............uuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaees 81
Figure 4 - Double counting for the positive farming systems.............cccceevvvvnnnnn. 99
Figure 5 - GAEC contribution to each horizontal objective.............ccccccvvveveeen. 114

Figure 6 - Approach to estimate green interventions’ contribution to the three
horizontal ODJECHIVES.........cooviiiiiiii 129

Figure 7: Methodological steps to assess contribution of eco-schemes, AECC and
investments based ON FPS ... 130



Study on budget tracking of CAP contribution to climate change, biodiversity and clean air action

List of tables

Table 1 - Description of the scores for the FP database ..........cccccccceeiviveeieeeennns 9
Table 2 - Intervention scores and corresponding EU coefficients ..................... 10

Table 3 - Comparison between current and alternative approach — for the period
2023-2027 (in BIllIoN EUR) ..o 19

Table 4 - Results of the alternative approach — Climate — for the period 2023-2027

2027 .. 21

Table 7 - Comparison of EU budget tracking for climate in 2014-2020 and 2021-2027
for funds other than the CAP ... 29

Table 8 - Comparison of the climate tracking methodologies for the 2021-2027
period for funds other than CAP ........ccoo o 30

Table 9 - Comparison of EU budget tracking for biodiversity in 2014-2020 and 2021-
2027 for funds other than the CAP ...........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 34

Table 10 - Comparison of the biodiversity tracking methodologies for the 2021-2027
period for funds other than CAP ........cooo i 35

Table 11 - Comparison of the clean air tracking methodologies for the 2021-2027
period for funds other than CAP ........cooo i 40

Table 12 - Climate coefficients in EAGF and EAFRD for 2021-2027 ................ 47

Table 13 - Comparison of tracking objectives and implementation for the CAP for
2014-2020 ANd 2021-2027 .....uuuuueeeenrnnnnnennnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnrnneennrr———————————————————————. 49

Table 14 - Biodiversity: purpose, methodology, main elements and differences
between the MFF PeriOdS. ........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 56

Table 15 - Summary table: Climate tracking comparison (CAP vs. other EU funds)

FUNAS) e 69

Table 18 - Overview of expected CAP contribution to climate objectives per
intervention, 2023-2027 PEIOU..........iiiieeeieeeieiiiiie e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e eees 80

Table 19 - Estimated contribution to CCM and CCA based on current methodology
Q2402 T A A oY= 4 o T | 85

Table 20 - Baseline used for the scoring of positive farming systems (organic,
extensive grazing, low-input farming) ..., 90

Table 21 — Scoring for the contribution of positive farming systems to climate,
biodiversity and ClEAN @ir............uuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 91



Study on budget tracking of CAP contribution to climate change, biodiversity and clean air action

Table 22 - Contribution of organic farming system to climate, biodiversity and clean
=V PR 92

Table 23 - Contribution of extensive grazing to climate, biodiversity and clean air 94
Table 24 - Contribution of low-input farming system to climate, biodiversity and clean

= | PPN 95
Table 25 - Estimated budget of DPs and ANCs that support positive farming systems
without double counting (2022) ........ooovuiiiiiiiie e e 102
Table 26 - Estimated budget of DPs contributing to CCA and CCM, 2022 (SQ 6.1)
........................................................................................................................ 103
Table 27 - Estimated budget of ANCs contributing to CCA and CCM, 2022 (SQ 6.1)
........................................................................................................................ 104

Table 28 - Estimated budget of DPs contributing to biodiversity, 2022 (SQ 6.2)104
Table 29 - Estimated budget of ANCs contributing to biodiversity, 2022 (SQ 6.2)105
Table 30 - Estimated budget of DPs contributing to clean air, 2022 (SQ 6.3) .105
Table 31 - Estimated budget of ANCs contributing to clean air, 2022 (SQ 6.3)106
Table 32 - Synthesis table of DPs and ANCs contributing to climate, biodiversity and

clean air for the current programming Period ............coouvvriiiiieeeeeereeiiiieee e, 107
Table 33 - Overview of weighting coefficients and DPs for GAECs (2023-2027

[0 Z=T oo | TP 113
Table 34 - Climate coefficients for DPs and ANCs for 2021-2027................... 117
Table 35 - Synthesis of the comparison of current methodology with alternative one
fOr DPS @Nd ANC ... ..o e et e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e eeeeene 120
Table 36 - Comparison of the estimated budgets of DPs (excl. eco-schemes) and
ANCs contributing to the three horizontal objectives - Climate..............cc........ 121
Table 37 - Comparison of the estimated budgets of DPs (excl. eco-schemes) and
ANCs contributing to the three horizontal objectives - Biodiversity ................. 122
Table 38 - Comparison of the estimated budgets of DPs and ANCs contributing to
the three horizontal objectives — Clean air ..., 123
Table 39: Budget of green interventions compared to the total budget of each
intervention (2023-2027, MillioN EUR)...........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiees 128
Table 40 - Example of score attribution based on FP (Long-term ground cover in
WaAlIONIQ) .o 132
Table 41 - Limitations and mitigation measures for SQ9...........cccceeevveieeinennnn. 135

Table 42 - Summary table of green interventions’ contribution to climate, biodiversity
= o o (== o - 1 136

Table 43 - Contribution of eco-schemes to climate, biodiversity and clean air based
on farming practices MethodolOgy ..............uuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 137

Table 44 - Contribution of eco-schemes to climate mitigation and climate adaptation
based on farming practices methodology ..............uuuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieienns 138

Table 45 - Contribution of AECC to climate, biodiversity and clear air based on
farming practices methodology ..o 139

xi



Study on budget tracking of CAP contribution to climate change, biodiversity and clean air action

Table 46 - Contribution of AECC to climate mitigation and climate adaptation based

on farming practice Methodology .........coooiiiiiiiiiiii e 140
Table 47 - Contribution of investments to climate, biodiversity and clean air based on
farming practice methodology ........coooeeiiiiiie e 141
Table 48 - Contribution of investments to climate mitigation and climate adaptation
based on farming practice methodology.................uuveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 142
Table 49 - Contribution of other interventions to climate, biodiversity and clean air
........................................................................................................................ 143
Table 50 - Current tracking methodology for climate and proposed approach (SQ9)
fOr green INTEIVENTIONS. ......ceeiiiii e e e et e e e e e e eeeeees 147

Table 51 - Comparison of green interventions’ contribution to climate based on
current methodology and proposed approach (SQ9). ......ccevvveeiiiiiiiiiiiiinieeeen. 148

Table 52 - Current tracking methodology for biodiversity and proposed approach
(SQ9) for green INtEIVENTIONS .......vueiiiie e 149

Table 53 - Comparison of green interventions’ contribution to biodiversity based on
the current methodology and proposed approach under SQ9......................... 150

Table 54 - Current tracking methodology for clean air and proposed approach (SQ9)
fOr green INTEIVENTIONS. ... 150

Table 55. Comparison of EU coefficients allocated under SQ9 and under the current
methodology to the Flemish eco-scheme “cultivation of environmentally, biodiversity-

friendly and/or climate resilient crops (€CO-Cropping)” .......cccevvvvvrrviiiieeeeneeennnns 152
Table 56: Comparison of green interventions’ contribution to clean air based on
current methodology and proposed approach under SQ9...........ccccvvveeeeennn. 153
Table 57 - Strengths and weaknesses of the current climate tracking methodology
........................................................................................................................ 156
Table 58 - Strengths and weaknesses of the current biodiversity tracking

(L= 1 aToTo (o] 0T | V28 PP 157
Table 59 - Strengths and weaknesses of the current clean air tracking methodology
........................................................................................................................ 158
Table 60- Weaknesses of the current methodology addressed by the alternative
approach for climate ChanQe .........coiiii e e 160

Table 61 - Weaknesses of the current methodology addressed by the alternative
approach for DIOAIVEISILY .........ouuueeiiiiee e e 161

Table 62 - Weaknesses of the current methodology addressed by the alternative
aPProach fOr CleaN @ir.........cooviiiiiiiiie e 161

Xii



Study on budget tracking of CAP contribution to climate change, biodiversity and clean air action

List of abbreviations

AECC

AECMs

ANC

APR

ASD

BISS

CAP

CBD

CC

CCA

CCM

CEF

CF

CIS

CIS-YF

CPR

CRISS

CSIC

CSPs

DAC

DG

DG AGRI

DG BUDG

DG CLIMA

DG ENV

DG REGIO

DIB

DP

DME

DNSH

EAFRD

Abbreviations

Agri-Environmental-Climate Commitments
Agri-Environment-Climate Measures

Area facing natural or other area-specific constraints
Annual performance report

Area with specific disadvantages

Basic income support for sustainability

Common Agricultural Policy

Convention on Biological Diversity

Climate change

Climate change adaptation

Climate change mitigation

Connecting Europe Facility

Cohesion Fund

Coupled income support

Complementary income support for young farmers
Common Provisions Regulation

Complementary redistributive income support for sustainability
Spanish National Research Council

CAP strategic plans

Development Assistance Committee
Directorate-General

Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development
Directorate-General for Budget

Directorate-General for Climate Action
Directorate-General for Environment
Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Policy
Disaggregated data on interventions and beneficiaries
Direct payment

Data for Monitoring and Evaluation

Do No Significant Harm

European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development

Xiii



Study on budget tracking of CAP contribution to climate change, biodiversity and clean air action

EAGF

ECA

EEA

EEH

EFA

EMFAF

EMFF

ENVCLIM

OECD

ERDF

ESF+

EU

EUR

FADN

FGD

FP

FPEL

GAEC

GMO

IEEP

IPA

JRC

JTF

LEADER

LIFE

LUCAS

MS

MFF

NEC Directive

NDICI

PMEF

PM

RD

Abbreviations

European Agricultural Guarantee Fund
European Court of Auditors

European Environmental Agency

European Evaluation Helpdesk

Ecological Focus Area

European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund
Environment-climate commitments
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
European Regional Development Fund
European Social Fund Plus

European Union

Euro

Farm accountancy data network

Focus group discussion

Farming practice

Farming practices evidence library

Good agricultural and environmental condition
Genetically modified organism

Institute for European Environmental Policy
Instrument for pre-accession assistance

Joint Research Centre

Just Transition Fund

Liaison Entre Actions de Développement de I'Economie Rurale (Links between the rural
economy and development actions)

Programme for environment and climate action

Land use / cover area frame survey

Member state

Multiannual financial framework

National Emission Reduction Commitments Directive

Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instrument
Performance monitoring and evaluation framework

Particulate matter

Rural development

Xiv



Study on budget tracking of CAP contribution to climate change, biodiversity and clean air action

RRF
RRP
SMR

SO

SQ

UAA
UAC

UN
UNFCCC
WFD

WP

Abbreviations

Recovery and resilience facility

Recovery and Resilience Plan

Statutory management requirements

Specific objective

Study question

Utilised agricultural area

Unit amount code

United Nations

United Nations Conference Framework Convention on Climate Change
Water Framework Directive

Work package

XV



Study on budget tracking of CAP contribution to climate change, biodiversity and clean air action

Country and Region Abbreviations

AT Austria

BE Belgium
BE-FL Flanders (Belgium)
BE-WL Wallonia (Belgium)
BG Bulgaria

CY Cyprus

Cz Czechia

DK Denmark
DE Germany
EE Estonia

EL Greece

ES Spain

Fl Finland

FR France

HR Croatia

HU Hungary

IE Ireland

IT Italy

LT Lithuania
LU Luxemburg
LV Latvia

MT Malta

NL Netherlands
PL Poland

PT Portugal

RO Romania
SE Sweden

Sl Slovenia
SK Slovakia

Abbreviations XVi



Study on budget tracking of CAP contribution to climate change, biodiversity and clean air action

Glossary of terms

Agri-Environment-
Climate Commitments
(AECC)

Area of Natural
Constraints (ANC)

Budget Tracking

Climate Change

Climate Change
Adaptation (CCA)

Climate Change
Mitigation (CCM)

Cohesion Fund (CF)

Common Agriculture
Policy (CAP)

Conditionality

Connecting Europe

Facility (CEF)

Direct Payment (DP)

Eco-schemes

EU Markers

European Agricultural
Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD)

European Regional
Development Fund
(ERDF)

Introduction

Any one of a set of optional practices going beyond the usual environmental
requirements and entitling farmers to payment from the EU budget.

Areas where farming is more difficult due to unfavourable conditions such as
altitude, slope, dryness, low temperature, unfavourable texture, and stoniness.

Tracking the expenditure of public money to ensure coherence with policy
objectives.

Changes in the Earth’s climate that result in new long-term weather patterns.

Reducing the vulnerability of countries and communities to climate change by
increasing their ability to absorb its impacts.

Reducing or limiting the emission of greenhouse gases due to their effect on the
climate.

An EU fund for reducing economic and social disparities in the EU by funding
investments in Member States (MS) where the gross national income per
inhabitant is less than 90 % of the EU average.

An EU policy comprising subsidies and a range of other measures designed to
guarantee food security, ensure a fair standard of living for the EU’s farmers,
promote rural development and protect the environment.

A set of environmental and climate-related requirements that farmers must meet
to receive full payments under the CAP. It includes statutory management
requirements (SMRs), which apply to all farmers whether or not they receive
support under the CAP and standards for good agricultural and environmental
conditions of land (GAEC), which apply only to farmers receiving support under
the CAP.

An EU Fund established in 2014 for infrastructure investments in transport,
energy, digital and telecommunication projects, which aims to promote greater
connectivity between EU MS.

An agricultural support payment, such as area-related aid, made directly to
farmers.

Practices that minimise the negative impact of agriculture on the environment and
climate, improve animal welfare, and combat antimicrobial resistance.

The EU markers, adapted from the OECD's Rio markers, aim to assess the extent
to which EU budget expenditures contribute to cross-cutting policy objectives,
such as climate action, biodiversity, or clean air. Based on its expected
contribution to a specific objective (SO), a marker (typically 0%, 40% or 100%) is
assigned to an expenditure, enabling performance-based budget planning and
transparent reporting.

The EAFRD finances the EU’s contribution to rural development programmes
(RDPs), which consist of measures and projects that contribute to the EU-wide
objectives of improving the competitiveness of agriculture, encouraging
sustainable management of natural resources and climate action and achieving a
balanced territorial development of rural economies and communities.

An EU fund that strengthens economic and social cohesion in the EU by financing
investments that reduce imbalances between its regions.
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European Maritime
Fisheries and
Aquaculture Fund
(EMFAF)

GAEC

Green interventions

Horizon Europe

InvestEU

Multiannual Financial
Framework

Natura2000

NextGenerationEU

Recovery and Resilience

Facility (RRF)

Rio Conventions

Rio marker

Rural Development
Programme (RDP)

Statutory Management

Requirement (SMR)

Introduction

An EU programme that runs from 2021 to 2027 and supports the EU common
fisheries policy (CFP), the EU maritime policy and the EU agenda for international
ocean governance.

The standards of good agricultural and environmental conditions (GAECs) have
been developed to complement the SMRs in the environmental and climate area,
addressing a need in the context of agriculture.

Interventions in support of the environment, climate and animal welfare, including
eco-schemes, AECC, etc.

The EU’s research and innovation programme for 2021-2027.
An EU programme that boosts investment, innovation and job creation in Europe.

The EU’s spending plan sets priorities (based on policy objectives) and ceilings,
under six main headings, generally for seven years. It provides the structure
within which annual EU budgets are set, limiting spending for each category of
expenditure. The current MFF covers 2021-2027.

Network of conservation areas for rare and threatened species, and some rare
natural habitat types protected under EU law.

A funding package to help EU MS recover from the economic and social impact of
the COVID-19 pandemic.

Temporary instrument under NextGenerationEU to implement ambitious reforms
and investments by MS.

Three agreements resulting from the United Nations’ 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de
Janeiro: the Convention on Biological Diversity, the Framework Convention on
Climate Change and the Convention to Combat Desertification.

An indicator, defined by the OECD, of the extent to which an activity contributes to
the objectives of the Rio Conventions.

A set of national or regional multiannual objectives and actions, approved by the
Commission, for the implementation of EU rural development policy.

A set of legal requirements based on EU legislation covering public health, animal
health, plant health, environment, and animal welfare, which farmers must comply
with to receive full CAP payments. SMR and GAEC are complementary
components of the conditionality framework
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List of CAP Specific objectives (SOs)

SO1 Support viable farm income and resilience across the Union to enhance food security
S0O2 Enhance market orientation and increase competitiveness

SO3 Improve the farmers' position in the value chain

S04 Contribute to climate change mitigation and adaptation, as well as sustainable energy

Foster sustainable development and efficient management of natural resources such as

SO5 - :
water, soil and air

SO6 Contribution to the protection of biodiversity, enhance ecosystem services and preserve
habitats and landscapes

SO7 Attract young farmers and facilitate business development in rural areas

SO8 Promote employment, growth, social inclusion and local development in rural areas,
including bio-economy and sustainable forestry

S09 Improve the response of EU agriculture to societal demands on food and health, including
safe, nutritious and sustainable food, as well as animal welfare

cco In addition, a cross-cutting objective aims at fostering knowledge, innovation and

digitalisation in agriculture.

Introduction XiX
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List of relevant indicators

R12

R13

R14

R15

R16

R17

R18

R19

R20

R21

R22

R23

R24

R25

R26

R27

R28

R29

R30

R31

R32

R33

R34

R35

Introduction

Adaptation to climate change

Reducing emissions in the livestock sector

Carbon storage in soils and biomass

Renewable energy from agriculture, forestry and other renewable sources
Investments related to climate

Afforested land

Investment support to the forest sector

Improving and protecting soils

Improving air quality

Protecting water quality

Sustainable nutrient management

Sustainable water use

Sustainable and reduced use of pesticides

Environmental performance in the livestock sector

Investments related to natural resources

Environment/climate-related performance through investment in rural areas
Environmental or climate-related performance through knowledge and innovation
Development of organic agriculture

Supporting sustainable forest management

Preserving habitats and species

Investments related to biodiversity

Improving Natura 2000 management

Preserving landscape features

Preserving beehives
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1. Introduction

This document is the final report in the context of the request for service “Study on
budget tracking of the common agricultural policy contribution to climate change,
biodiversity, and clean air action” in the “framework contract for analytical services on
environmental and climate aspects of agriculture, animal welfare, animal and plant
health, and forestry”. It is submitted by a consortium led by AND International in
partnership with ADE, AFC, and ICF.

The study has been implemented between November 2024 and August 2025.

The present report firstly introduces the context and objectives of the study. Then, the
methodological chapter presents the approach to the study, particularly the
alternative approaches proposed for budget tracking. Data sources are presented
along with the limitations of the analysis. An answer to each of the 11 study questions
(SQ) is provided, followed by conclusions.

The 11 SQs can be divided into five groups:

e SQ 1to 3 aim at analysing the present and past tracking methodologies, for
the common agricultural policy (CAP) and other EU funds.

e SQ 4 aims to estimate budgets from the current methodology contributing to
climate change adaptation (CCA) and climate change mitigation (CCM).

e SQs 5 to 8 aim to analyse the contribution of Direct Payments (DPs) and
Areas of Natural Constraints (ANCs) on climate change (CC), biodiversity
and clean air.

e SQs 9 and 10 aim to analyse the contribution of green interventions on CC,
biodiversity and clean air.

e SQ 11 aims to provide recommendations to improve the tracking of the CAP
expenses.
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2. Context and objectives

The European Commission is committed to track the expenditure of public money to
ensure coherence with agreed policy objectives on three horizontal objectives:
climate, biodiversity and clean air.

Budget tracking refers to a methodological approach aimed at identifying and
guantifying CAP expenditures that may contribute to specific environmental
objectives, namely climate, biodiversity and clean air. The tracking methodologies
implemented at the European Union (EU) level, using EU markers, are inspired by
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Rio markers,
with the use of 0% / 40% / 100% coefficients to reflect no contribution / moderate
contribution / significant contribution, respectively. For the CAP tracking, the current
methodologies differ for each horizontal objective. The methodology for climate is
defined in Article 100 of Regulation (EU) 2021/2115, while ad-hoc methodologies
have been developed for biodiversity and clean air by the Directorate-General for
Agriculture and Rural Development (DG AGRI). Some critics raised concerns about
the methodology implemented for climate tracking of the CAP, in particular on the
lack of an evidence-based approach, the low granularity and possible over-estimation
of the CAP contributions. In this context, this study aims to:

e assess the present and past (in the context of the current and previous
Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF)) methodologies for tracking CAP
expenditure contributions to actions concerning climate change, biodiversity,
and clean air;

e provide recommendations to DG AGRI to improve the current methodologies
for tracking CAP contribution to CC, biodiversity and clean air, in terms of use
of scientific evidence and increased granularity of the assessment.

The conclusions elaborated in the framework of this study must be in line with the
following principles:

e the methodology must be coherent with the EU tracking methodology:

o based on EU markers (0%/40%/100%), even if additional weightings
may be used,;

o only positive impacts are considered.

e the methodology must be reproducible by DG AGRI each year without
requesting additional information from MS;

¢ the methodology must be achievable at the planning stage, with data
available ex-ante.

These principles highlight that budget tracking of CAP spending differs from an
evaluation of the impacts of the CAP (only positive impacts are tracked, with
reproducible methodology, with data available at the planning stage). Thus, the
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results of the tracking must not be understood as the result of an evaluation of CAP
interventions.

Design of CAP strategic plans (CSPs)

CSPs have been built around the CAP specific objectives (SO) in response to MS’s
needs. CAP interventions are designed to contribute to one or more SOs (e.g. eco-
schemes support environmentally and climate-friendly practices and income). In
addition, MS had to link CAP interventions to PMEF result indicators.

PMEF result indicators provide a first comprehensive overview of the potential
support to the three horizontal objectives (mainly in terms of Utilised Agricultural Area
(UAA)). These include 24 result indicators (see list of relevant result indicators in the
introduction). However, most interventions are designed to address multiple needs
and specific objectives (SO), and MS had diverging approaches in assigning links.
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3. Methodology implemented

This chapter starts with describing the approach to the implementation of the study
(3.1), followed by the specific methodology applied for budget tracking (3.2).

3.1. Implementation of the study

The study has been implemented over 9 months, from November 2024 to August
2025. It has been followed by an inter-service steering group (ISSG) with
representatives from DG AGRI, Directorate-General for Climate Action (DG CLIMA),
Directorate-General for Environment (DG ENV), Directorate-General for Budget (DG
BUDG) and the Joint Research Centre (JRC). The ISSG has met four times: for the
kick-off of the study, to discuss the inception report, the interim report and, the draft
final report.

As requested in the terms of reference of this study, a set of work packages (WPS)
has been developed, namely:

e WPs related to the implementation of the study and analytical work.
o inception and structuring;
o analytical activities, findings, and conclusions;
o establishing data collection strategy and guidelines;
o methods for synthesis of existing evidence;
e WHPs for focus group discussions (FGDs): online and hybrid;

e WPs for deliverables: executive summary, publishable final report and
methodology report.

Three FGDs took place in the context of this study:

e on the 25th March 2025, to identify the contribution of interventions to CCA
and CCM (hybrid: Brussels and online);

e onthe 12th June 2025, for the validation of the budget tracking methodology
(online);

e on the 27th June 2025, for the validation of the findings (online).
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The FGDs involved academics and experts on the CAP, budget tracking,
environment and climate. These FGDs provided feedback on the methodology and
results, allowing:

e to improve the methodology: identification of sources of information and fine-
tuning of some assessments;

e to identify limits and weaknesses in the methodology: this led to changes in
the methodology and to disclaimers on the results when significant limits on
the methodology were identified without a methodological alternative.

More details are provided in Annex 1.

3.2. Methodology applied to develop an alternative method
for budget tracking

This section presents the proposed alternative methodology to improve budget
tracking related to the three horizontal objectives.

CAP interventions in CSPs are designed to contribute to the CAP’s specific
objectives and are explicitly linked to them. Considering the environmental and
climate interventions relevant for this budget tracking, the content and types of
interventions vary significantly from one CSP to another, reflecting specific contexts
and issues. MS do, however, provide descriptions of the farming practices (FP) in
chapter 5 of the CSPs. The Joint Research Centre (JRC) made a classification of the
practices supported by Member States in their CSPs?. All CAP interventions
supporting environmentally and climate-friendly practices were labelled as FPs.

Specific approaches have been developed in this study for each type of intervention,
mainly based on FPs (for those labelled into FP in CSPs) and on FADN data (for
main interventions not labelled as FP), to account for these specificities as described
hereafter.

1 The description of interventions in CSPs differs a lot between MS regarding activities supported in
relation to environmental, climate and animal welfare. For this reason, a common classification
based on farming practices described in chapter 5 of CSPs was provided by the JRC.
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3.2.1. Methodology by types of interventions

Direct payments (excl. eco-schemes)

For DPs (excl. eco-schemes), only GAECs are labelled as FPs. Thus, two
approaches have been combined, while considering double-counting:

e identification of “positive farming systems”, regarding CC, biodiversity and
clean air, namely organic farming, low-input systems and extensive grazing,
and contribution of this support, mainly based on FADN data;

e contribution through GAECs (based on FPs).

The analyses for DPs (excl. eco-schemes) are developed in SQs 5, 6, 7 and 8.

Areas of Natural Constraint (ANC)

ANC are not labelled into FP. For ANC, the approach is based (as for DPs) on the
contribution provided by the support of “positive farming systems” regarding CC,
biodiversity and clean air, namely organic farming. The analyses for ANC are
developed in SQs 5, 6 and 8.

Eco-schemes, AECC, green investments

The approach is based on a) the classification and identification of the FP covered by
each of the interventions, and b) an assessment of the contribution of these different
FP to CC, biodiversity and clean air. The classification allows to determine the
potential contributions to environmental and climate objectives in a more precise way,
based on scientific references and meta-analysis. The latter is supported by the JRC
farming practice evidence library (FPEL)?. The Agri-food data portal allows to
establish links between interventions and the FP (or group of FPs) of the sub-
intervention at the unit amount code level.

Green sectoral interventions

The contribution of green sectoral interventions relies on ring-fencing requirements.

2 https://datam.jrc.ec.europa.eu/datam/mashup/JRC_FP_EVIDENCE_LIBRARY/index.html|



Study on budget tracking of CAP contribution to climate change, biodiversity and clean air action

EAFRD interventions other than AECC, investments and ANC

The contribution relies on links with the 24 PMEF result indicators according to the
horizontal objective (climate, biodiversity, clean air).

The general approach for the study is summarised in the following figure.

Figure 1 - General approach for the study

Key points of the alternative methodology:

1. Assessment based on farming practices:
- link between each CAP intervention and farming practices
- assessment of the impacts of these farming practices on climate, biodiversity and clean air

2. Positive farming systems: identification of the support provided by DPs (excl. eco-schemes) and ANC to « positive farming
systems » to climate, biodiversity and clean air (based on FADN)

Specific analyses by CAP
intervention

DPs (excl. eco-schemes): link with
FPs for GAECs and identification of

« positive farming systems » Assessment of the budget allocated to
each CAP intervention

Assessment of the

ANC: identification of « positive farming

systems » ‘ Assessment of the contribution of contribution of the CAP

each FP and « positive farming interventions to climate,

Green interventions: system » to climate, biodiversity and biodiversity and clean air
clean air

- Eco-schemes, AECC and green
investments: link with FPs

- Sectoral interventions : ring fencing

- Other EAFRD interventions : link
with PMEF result indicators

1 1

Agri-food data portal
Classification of FPs (JRC)
Farm practice evidence library (JRC)
Evaluation Helpdesk report on CC mitigation potential (2025)

FADN
PMEF

Focus groups

Other sources

Source: Study team
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As detailed in section 2, the methodology developed in the context of this study must
comply with the principles of budget tracking:

e the methodology must be coherent with the EU tracking methodology:

o based on EU markers (0%/40%/100%), even if additional weightings
may be used,;

o only positive impacts are considered.

e the methodology must be reproducible by DG AGRI each year without
requesting additional information from MS;

e the methodology must be achievable at the planning stage, with data
available ex-ante.

3.2.2. Concrete application of the farming practices’ approach

The study team elaborated a “database” (excel) on FPs based on the following
information sources:

e JRC classification of FPs already mentioned above;

e the synthesis of numerous meta-analyses conducted in the framework of the
JRC FPEL project;

e additional information collected through desk research.

Within the JRC classification, a total of 367 practices are labelled on a three-tiered
architecture: from tier 1 practices, being the most general, to tier 3 practices, the
most detailed. Tier 2 and 3 are sub-components of Tier 1 and 2, respectively. Among
the different FPs:

e 45 FPs belong to tier 1,
e 166 FPs belong to tier 2,
e 157 FPs belong to tier 3.

For each environmental horizontal objective studied (CCM, CCA, biodiversity and
clean air), the impacts studied were as follows, where applicable:

e biodiversity: ecotoxicity, pollination (unless ‘biodiversity’ is available), soil
biological quality;

e CCM: Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions, global warming potential,
energy use, carbon sequestration;

e CCA: soil erosion, water footprint, water use, soil physio-chemical quality
(where applicable, e.g. soil drainage capacity, soil water retention);

e clean air: air pollutant emissions.
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To evaluate the impact of each FP on CCA, CCM, biodiversity and clean air, the JRC
FPEL 3 was used. The FPEL is an online library developed by the JRC,
systematically reviewing available synthesis papers (including both meta-analyses
and systematic reviews) and qualitatively assessing the impacts of 34 broad FPs on
the environment and climate. These broad FPs cover 244 of the FPs identified in the
JRC classification, and mostly gather at least tier 1 practices?, as well as various tier
2 and tier 3 FPs.

For each FP impact, the JRC FPEL provides a qualitative synthesis of the impact of
each FP considered, along with the number of synthesis papers supporting a
positive, negative, or non-significant impact. Below is an example of the assessment
of “No-tillage and reduced tillage” on “air pollutants emissions” (clean air).

Figure 2 - Example of the JRC FPEL's assessment of the impact of "No-tillage” on air
pollutants emissions

.. : X i . . Characteristics of the original
Specific farming practice Comparator practice Impact: specific metric . " Effect
data: specific conditions

Significant

No tillage Conventional tillage NO emission Cropping systems. .
9 9 PpIng sy Positive

Source: JRC FPEL

Based on the information provided by the JRC FPEL, the study team defined a score
for each FP between 0, 1a, 1b, 1c, 2, on a case-by-case basis. When no information
was found, the “na” score was attributed. The scoring is detailed in the following
table.

Table 1 - Description of the scores for the FP database

0 No or low contribution

la Intermediate or indirect contribution

1b Significant contribution but context dependent

1c Ambiguous contribution (possible positive and negative contribution)
2 Significant and direct contribution

na No available information

When all synthesis papers did not report the same results, the score was lowered,
depending on the topic and was in most cases attributed a 0 or 1c score.

3 (European Commission. Joint Research Centre., 2025)

4 CSP’s FP identified by the JRC included in its inventory and not covered by the JRC FPEL at tier 1
level concern certification schemes (CX), assessment and management plans (DX) and training
(TX).
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When no information was available for a specific FP at tier 1 or 2 levels, the score of
the FPs at a lower tier was used (which means that the scores of FPs at the tier 2
level could be used to estimate a score at the tier 1 level).

For some FPs, when the JRC FPEL was missing detailed information, additional
investigation was conducted by reviewing the synthesis papers referenced by the
FPEL.

For FPs highly relevant in the context of this study (frequently linked to some CAP
interventions) but not covered by the FPEL tool, additional desk research was
conducted and is referenced in the bibliography.

80% of the tier 1 FPs were attributed a score for at least one of the horizontal
objectives studied; for the rest of the tier 1 FPs, there was no information available or
the FP was not relevant for this study (for instance, FPs on certification schemes). A
score was attributed to 65% of the tier 2 FPs and 64% of the tier 3 FPs, within the
limits of current research results.

This scoring was used to define a weighting for each FP for budget tracking (based
on EU coefficients 0% / 40% / 100%). This weighting is then applied to the budget
allocated to each CAP intervention (see the methodology for each intervention in the

SQs).

Table 2 - Intervention scores and corresponding EU coefficients

Intervention Score based on FP EU coefficient

2 100%
1(a, b, c) 40%
0 0%
na 0%

Source: Study team

All'in all, he following FPs (based on the JRC classification) were identified as having
an impact (score of 2 or 1) on each horizontal objective.

10
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For climate mitigation:

Several livestock management practices, such as the use of feed (A14, A15X),
improved housing conditions (A5X) and other animal welfare practices (A6),
are expected to have a positive impact on CH4 emissions. Grazing
management practices (G1X) and grassland management (G2X) have a
positive impact on organic carbon in soils.

FP related to the management of fertilisation and soil amendments (F111-
F113, F211, F213, F214, F216-F218, F232, F31X, F411, F412, F42X, F44-
F46) are expected to have a positive impact on carbon sequestration and the
reduction of GHG emissions with positive effects on soil organic carbon and/or
decrease of CH4, CO2, and N20 emissions.

Hedgerows (L11-L112), field margins (L121-L122), agroforestry (L3X), wetland
and peatland maintenance, conservation and restoration (L51X, L52X),
afforestation (Y1X), and forest management (Y2X) have a positive impact on
carbon sequestration.

FPs related to manure (M11, M114, M115, M118), composting (M12X),
anaerobic digestion (M13X) and solid-liquid separation (M141) are expected to
have a positive impact on GHG emissions in CO2 equivalent, CH4 and N20.
Organic farming (OX) has a positive impact on the reduction of GHG
emissions due to the absence of the use of mineral fertiliser and pesticides,
and higher soil organic matter compared to conventional farming.

Crop rotation and crop diversification (R1X), tillage management (S1X), and
soil cover (S2X) increase carbon storage in soils in comparison to
conventional cultivation.

For climate change adaptation, FPs address diverse climate impacts:

Assessment and management plans linked to CCA (D12, D21, D23) and
precision agriculture (E1X) contribute to addressing extreme climate events
and improving the resilience of agriculture.

Fertilisation practices to reduce nutrient losses (F2X), amendment with biochar
(F31X), use of green manure (F44) and use of compost (F46) increase soll
health and increase resistance to erosion, heavy rain, wind and extreme
climate events.

Grazing and grassland management practices (G12, G132, G21, G2X) help
maintain ground cover, increase carbon sequestration, reduce soil erosion and
improve water retention, thereby increasing ecosystem resilience to CC.
Hedgerows (L11X), field margins (L12X), wetlands and peatland (L141, L142,
L5X), terraces (L19X), the presence of unproductive areas/strips (L2X),
agroforestry (L3X) and paludiculture (L53) increase resilience to drought,
improve water retention, reduce fire risks (e.g. L221) and increase resilience to
invasive species.

Organic farming improves soil health, water retention capacity and can
contribute to greater crop diversification, thereby increasing resilience to CC.

11
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Crop rotation and crop diversification (R1X), tillage management (S1X), cover
crops (S2X) and other practices to combat erosion (S4) improve soil health
and water retention capacity, thereby increasing resilience to droughts and
floods.

Water management (W1X) can increase resilience to droughts and improve
water retention.

Measures against the spread of invasive species (Z13) can increase resilience
to pests and diseases.

For biodiversity, the following FPs are relevant:

Practices contributing to pollination (A7X Beekeeping).

Practices related to planning and input management (D11, D2X, E111, E1X,
F11X, F12X, F14) contribute to reducing environmental pressures by
managing pesticides, nutrients, using variable rate technologies and limiting
fertiliser inputs to protect soil, water and surrounding biodiversity.

Grassland and livestock management (G1X, G2X) contribute to preserving
grasslands and promote extensive grazing, mowing restrictions, and habitat
conservation, which support diverse flora and fauna.

Landscape and habitat features (L1X, L2X, L3X, L4X, L5X, L6X, L7X) involve
the creation/maintenance of hedges, trees, ponds, wetlands and other
features, enhancing habitat connectivity and ecological niches for wildlife.
Agroecological practices (M131, OX, P1X, P2X, P3X, R11, R121, R122,
R13X, R14, S1X, S2X) increase soil cover, reduce chemical use and diversify
crops, thereby improving the habitats and diversity of species.

Forestry and conservation measures (W11, Y1X, Y2X, Z1X, Z2X) support
biodiversity through sustainable forest management, afforestation,
conservation of crop and local livestock species and wildlife.

For clean air, the following FPs are relevant:

The ban or restriction on pesticide and fertiliser use (E111, E112, F12X, F211-
F219, F221, F323, F411, F232, F411, F413, F46, OX, P22-P24), which are
expected to have a positive impact on the reduction of NH3 and NO
emissions.

Manure management FPs (M111- M114, M121, M113, M114, M121, M122,
M131-M133), which are expected to have a positive impact on NH3 emissions.
Grassland and grazing management practices (i.e., G25 ban on ploughing
grassland and G28 bans or restriction(s) on grazing, mowing, and ploughing of
grassland in limited areas of the field other than along watercourses), which
are expected to have an impact on NO emissions.

Soil management practices such as low or no tillage (S1X), no burning of crop
residues (S24), which are expected to have an impact on NO emissions and
other pollutants (NH3, NMVOC, SO2, etc.).

Improved livestock feeding strategies (A1X) such as restrictions on silage
(A11) and feed additives (A14), which are expected to improve diets and tend
to decrease N excretions and emissions.

12
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Improved litter and indoor flooring for animals (A53), which are expected to
decrease NH3 emissions, e.g. compared to the use of slatted floors.

3.2.3. Main data sources and literature used for desk research

A variety of sources and tools were utilised to conductthis study. Details on their
application are provided for each step of the approach for all SQs. The main sources
used in the context of this study are:

The Agri-food data portal® and two of its components. The Catalogue of CAP
interventions, set up by DG AGRI, was used to track CAP planned
expenditures in detail (per MS, macro-type, specific objective (SO), type of
intervention, etc.). Spending data (APR) was used to estimate data not
available at the unit amount code (UAC) level. The performance monitoring
and evaluation framework (PMEF) Data Explorer was used to explore the
CAP monitoring and evaluation system.

Database of FPs (Angileri, 2024)¢ developed by JRC, which mapped the
different FPs used in the CAP Strategic Plans (CSPs).

JRC FPEL, which synthesises scientific meta-analyses’ results, to assess
the impact of FPs on climate, biodiversity and clean air.

CSPs to collect specific information on interventions when needed.

Individual data from FADN (provided by DG AGRI under confidentiality
rules) to estimate the CAP payment for different farming systems.

Reports and studies from different EU sources: The Commission (tracking
methodologies e.g. in Annex 4 of the 2020 NEC Directive Implementation
Report and on the dedicated webpages of DG BUDG, implementation
reports), the EU CAP Network, the European Environmental Agency (EEA),
etc.

Other research or reports on the impact of FPs and tracking methodologies
from universities, research institutes, etc.

5 https://agridata.ec.europa.eu/extensions/DataPortal/pmef indicators.html

6 (Angileri, Guerrero, and Weiss, 2024)

13
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3.2.4. Limitations

Limitations of the budget tracking exercise

Budget tracking follows a set of principles which have an impact on the final results.
Tracking CAP spending is therefore very different from an evaluation of the CAP
interventions, and the results must be understood with these methodological
precautions in mind.

Budget tracking methodology must follow specific principles: coherence with other
funds, use of EU markers (0%/40%/100%), use of data available at the planning
stage, track positive impacts only, and reproduce the methodology each year.

Data gaps

Data on interventions - Agri-food data portal

Data on interventions is available on the Agri-food data portal. Three main sources of
data were used: the “Catalogue of CAP interventions”, the “Planning by intervention
unit amount” database and the “FP database”. These datasets present the following
limitations:

e The “Catalogue of CAP interventions” shows the budget planned per MS
intervention as well as its links to SO and PMEF indicators. When assigning
result indicators to interventions, MS had relative flexibility: some used a
conservative approach (linking interventions to a few but most relevant
indicators) while others linked interventions to a broader range of indicators.
This means that their heterogeneous approach is translated into the data
and may lead to biases.

e Data provided in the “Planning by intervention unit amount database”
presents data at the planning stage. Data on targeted output indicators, such
as areas (in ha) is sometimes not available depending on intervention
design in the CSPs. In this case, the budget for an intervention unit amount
was roughly estimated based on alternative methods (see Annex 8).

e The “FP database” links each intervention at the intervention UAC level to all
the FPs that can be implemented by farmers to get payments. This mapping
was done for eco-schemes, Agri-Environmental-Climate Commitments
(AECC) and investments which represent about 95% of the green
interventions budget. However, it does not include other interventions (e.g.
cooperation, sectoral interventions), thereby limiting the approach based on
FPs to three interventions. In addition, the database does not specify
whether all practices or only a set of these practices need to be

14
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implemented by the farmer to get the payment. To verify whether the
estimated contribution of interventions to the three horizontal objectives
based on FPs is reliable, the team used a targeted approach to check the
reliability of results as outlined in Annex 8.

Data on the support per intervention - ANC

Specific analyses have been conducted on ANC. The data analysis was based on
spending data from the year 2022 (received from DG AGRI) and FADN individual
farm data from the year 2022. Estimates for the current programming period (2023-
2027) were then made using the data on planned expenditure and the estimated
shares of contribution from the year 2022.

Gaps to estimate the impact of GAECs

The impact of GAECs has been estimated thanks to a recent study from the EU CAP
Network. These estimates are based on a set of assumptions and hypotheses; their
robustness could be improved if more detailed information were available. In addition,
the impact of some GAECSs could not be estimated due to significant data gaps, such
as the agricultural surface under wetland and peatlands at the EU level. However,
such information should be provided by MS to DG AGRI in the coming years.

Baseline for assessing the contribution of CAP interventions

While tracking methodologies are shifting from an intent-based to an effect-based
approach, a baseline is needed to assess the contribution of the different
interventions. The question of baseline is highly complex when it refers to the impact
of CAP interventions. In the context of this study, the baseline refers to the situation
that would have occurred if the analysed intervention had not been implemented
during this programming period.

This type of assessment is related to counterfactual approaches. However, such
methodologies are complex to implement, and corresponding results are not
available for the various CAP interventions in the current programming period.
Therefore, alternative sources were used to assess the impact of FPs (namely, the
JRC FPEL portal and the method applied by the EU CAP Network to estimate the CC
potential of the CSPs in the report titled “Rough estimate of the CC potential of the
CSPs over the 2023-2027 period” 7).

7 (EU CAP Network, 2024). https://eu-cap-network.ec.europa.eu/publications/rough-estimates-climate-
change-mitigation-potential-cap-strategic-plans-eu-27-over_en
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In the context of this study, the assessment of the contribution of each intervention is
based on the impact of the FP or farming systems it supports.

FGD members pointed out that some interventions, such as ANC, in certain mountain
areas, may contribute to maintaining the farming activity. In such cases, the
counterfactual situation could be land abandonment, which would generally be better
for climate, biodiversity and clean air, but less beneficial for semi-natural habitats,
farmland biodiversity, valued cultural landscapes, as well as food production and
socioeconomic objectives. Within the context of this study, it was not possible to
robustly estimate this phenomenon, particularly its magnitude in the agricultural
sector and its impacts on climate, biodiversity, and air quality. As a result, this
alternative scenario of land abandonment was not included in the analysis.

The baseline situation considered for organic farming is conventional farming. Some
FGD participants also noted that the impact of organic farming (and other FPs based
on extensifying land use), especially on CCM, varies depending on whether it is
assessed in terms of area or product volume (with potential leakage effects). Given
the complexity of assessing these leakage effects and the fact that support is
areabased, the approach adopted in this study is to evaluate the impact of organic
farming based on areas.

Assumptions on the impact of FPs

The analyses are based on the estimate of the impact of the different FPs, with an
extensive use of the FPEL tool (JRC). The detailed methodology is provided in the
specific section on the “database of FPs”. This approach allows to cover a wide
range of FPs; however, a scoring with a scale of three levels (0, 1, 2) does not allow
to capture highly balanced information. Indeed, in several cases, the impact of FPs is
assessed to be context dependent or ambiguous (both positive and negative), and
these two situations lead to the same scoring (1).

Assumptions based on ex-post data

The data available in the context of this study may cover the planned outputs for the
current programming period (through the Agri-food data portal &) and past data. Past
data, for instance, includes ANC spending and FADN data, for which the last year
available was 2022 (2022 being in the previous programming period).

8 https://agridata.ec.europa.eu/extensions/DataPortal/home.html
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Different results when compared to current methodologies

The alternative methodology developed in the present study aims to be
homogeneous for the three horizontal objectives (climate, biodiversity and clean air).
The alternative approach developed in the context of this study is based on FPs, with
a conservative assessment of their contribution to the three horizontal objectives.

This alternative methodology leads to a decrease in the CAP contribution to climate
(compared to the current methodology) but, in a counter-intuitive way, to an
increased contribution to biodiversity and clean air. These differences are related to
highly different baselines, as the current methodologies are very different across the
three horizontal objectives(see results from SQ 2).
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4. General results on the CAP contribution to climate,
biodiversity and clean air

This section provides general results on the contribution of CAP interventions on
climate, biodiversity and clean air, based on the alternative methodology developed
in the framework of this study. More details are provided in the following section,
including in-depth answers by SQ, and in Annex 2.

Compared to the current methodology, the results of the alternative methodology
developed in this study indicate:

e relatively homogeneous contributions among the three horizontal objectives
(approximately 20% to 40% of positive contribution);

e strong differences in the contribution for each horizontal objective compared
to the current methodology:

o a lower contribution to climate;

o a higher contribution to biodiversity and clean air.

These results are due to the fact that the current methodologies for each horizontal

objective are highly different, with estimated contributions to climate above 40% and
to clean air below 1%. The current methodology for climate is based on a weighting

for each CAP intervention, while the current methodology for clean air is based on a
selection of interventions, with a specific link to result indicators (see more details in
the answer to SQ2).

The alternative approach developed in the context of this study is based on FPs, with
a conservative assessment of their contribution to the three horizontal objectives.
This methodology is based on FPs and is result-based, which means that the
contribution of CAP interventions is assessed in relation to the FPs linked to each
intervention, rather than the objectives set for each intervention. This is a significant
shift compared to some current methodologies, where only the interventions related
to a specific SO were covered.
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The following table provides a comparison, for each horizontal objective, of the
positive contribution of CAP payments estimated using the current methodology and
the alternative methodology. With the alternative methodology, we observe a
decrease in the positive contribution for climate (-22%) and a strong increase in
biodiversity (+122%) and clean air (+3 192%).

Table 3 - Comparison between current and alternative approach — for the
period 2023-2027 (in billion EUR)

Current Alternative % Change
methodology* methodology 9

Positive contr|but|on )
of total EU planned exp

Positive contribution +122%
Billion EUR
Biodiversity
Positive contribution % 17% 39% =
of total EU planned exp
Positive contribution 5 53 +3 192%
Billion EUR
Clean air

Positive contribution
Billion EUR
Climate

0
Positive contr|but|on Yo 1% 21% -

of total EU planned exp

* The percentages indicated here for the current methodology are taken from the Programme Performance
Statements with a total CAP budget amounting to EUR 268 bn for the period 2023-2027. In the context of the
present study, the total CAP budget taken into account comes from the Agri-food Data Portal (EUR 256 bn for the
period 2023-2027). This source was used because it provides the allocation of budget by intervention at national
level. The difference between the two numbers is explained by the state of allocation of the budget to each
intervention at MS level.

In order to provide comparable information between the current methodology and the alternative methodology,
the calculation of the positive contribution percentage of the current methodology based on the CAP budget from
the Agri-food Data Portal (EUR 256 bn) would be 43% for climate, 18% for biodiversity and 1% for clean air.

Source: Study team
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Climate

Based on the alternative approach developed in this study, the positive contribution
of CAP interventions on climate is 33% (compared to 41% with the current
methodology). Main contributions are from eco-schemes (39% of the total positive
contribution) and positive farming systems supported by DPs (excl. eco-schemes)
(32%). The contribution is estimated at 31% for CCM and 30% for CCA. Detailed
information by CAP interventions is provided in the table below.

Table 4 - Results of the alternative approach — Climate — for the period 2023-
2027

Total EU Positive % (positive Breakdown of

CAP interventions planned exp. | contribution | contribution / positive
(in billion (in billion total EU contribution by
planned exp. intervention

DPs (excl. eco-schemes)

through positive farming 143 27 19% 32%
systems

DPs (excl. eco-schemes) o o

through GAECs — N £80 N

Total DPs (excl. eco- o o
scheme) 143 31 21% 36%

ANCs 10 3 29% 4%
Eco-schemes 44 33 75% 39%

AECC 21 15 69% 17%

Green investments 18 6 36% 7%

Other interventions 19 1 6% 1%

Total green 8 o
interventions 08 = 2 £
VO (a1 256 87 33% 100%

interventions
Source: Study team
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Biodiversity

The positive contribution of CAP interventions on biodiversity is assessed at 39%
with the alternative methodology (compared to 17% with the current methodology).
Main contributions are from eco-schemes (38% of the total positive contribution) and
positive farming systems supported by DPs (excl. eco-schemes) (36%). Detailed
information by CAP interventions is provided in the table below.

Table 5 - Results of the alternative approach — Biodiversity — for the period 2023-2027

Total EU Positive % (positive Breakdown of

CAP interventions planned exp. | contribution | contribution / positive
(in billion (in billion total EU contribution by
planned exp intervention

DPs (excl. eco-schemes)
through positive farming 143 36 25% 36%

systems

DPs (excl. eco-scheme)

0, 0,
through GAECs &l . EH N
Total DPs (excl. eco- 143 39 27% 39%
schemes)
ANCs 10 4 39% 4%
Eco-schemes 44 38 86% 38%
AECC 21 17 79% 17%
Green investments 18 5 28% 5%
Other interventions 19 0,3 2% 0%
Total green 103 60 58% 60%
interventions
JOAL CalP 256 100 39% 100%

interventions
Source: Study team
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Clean air

The positive contribution of CAP interventions on clean air is assessed at 21%
(compared to 1% with the current methodology). Main contributions are from positive
farming systems supported by DPs (excl. eco-schemes) (52% of the total positive
contribution) and eco-schemes (29%). Detailed information by CAP interventions is
provided in the table below.

Table 6 - Results of the alternative approach — Clean air — for the period 2023-2027

Clean air

Total EU Positive % (positive Breakdown of

CAP interventions planned exp. | contribution | contribution / positive
(in billion (in billion total EU contribution by
planned exp intervention

DPs (excl. eco-scheme)
through positive farming 143 27 19% 52%

systems
DPs (excl. eco-scheme)

0, 0,
through GAECs o 2 L s
Total DPs (excl. eco- 143 29 20% 56%
schemes)
ANCs 10 3 29% 6%
Eco-scheme 44 15 34% 29%
AECC 21 6 30% 12%
Green investments 18 0,4 2% 1%
Other interventions 19 0,2 1% 0%
Total green 103 22 2204 42%
interventions
JOAL CalP 256 52 21% 100%

interventions
Source: Study team
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5. Answers to study questions (SQs)

5.1. SQI1: What are the purpose, the main elements,

differences of the current and past methods used to
track the contribution of EU funds?

SQL1: What are the purpose, the main elements (including application of Rio and
EU Markers) and differences of the current and past methods used to track the
contribution of EU funds (other than the CAP) to climate (sub-question 1.1)?
Biodiversity (sub-question 1.2)? clean air (sub-question 1.3)?

Key findings:

Budget tracking methods for climate, biodiversity, and clean air have
evolved significantly, with the 2021-2027 MFF introducing more
formalised and differentiated approaches than in the 2014—2020 period.

Climate tracking is the most established and institutionalised, featuring
mandatory targets (30% of overall EU spending), consistent use of EU
coefficients, and application across all major budget programmes.

Biodiversity tracking has expanded in scope and visibility but lacks
uniform implementation and legal obligations across all funds. The
methodology borrows from climate tracking but remains less
standardi d.

Clean air tracking builds on lessons from climate and biodiversity
methods and, while not linked to binding spending targets, is required by
law.

All three tracking systems use coefficient-based methodologies (0%,

40%, 100%) to estimate the share of budgetary contributions toward

environmental objectives. However, in terms of
granularity, governance, and consistency.

Despite improvements in transparency and methodological structure,
cross-fund comparability remains limited, particularly for biodiversity and
clean air, where tracking is either non-binding or inconsistently reported.
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5.1.1. Methodological approach

To answer SQ 1 and its three sub-questions, a structured comparative analysis of the
EU's budget tracking systems was conducted, focusing on climate, biodiversity, and
clean air spending across funds other than the CAP. The approach centred on
examining how each environmental objective is addressed within the EU’s MFFs for
2014-2020 and 2021-2027, including changes in methodology, application, and
reporting. An overview of the funds considered in the analysis and their main
characteristics (2021-2027 period) is detailed in Annex 3.

For each environmental objective, the following elements were examined:

e the purpose and strategic context of tracking;

e the methodology used to attribute expenditure to environmental objectives
(e.g. marker-based or coefficient-based tracking);

e the coding and reporting framework applied (e.g. intervention fields, result
indicators, thematic codes);

e fund-level implementation details;
e changes between the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 MFFs.

The analysis relied on official documents from the Commission, including
methodology papers, performance statements, legal texts, and evaluation reports, as
well as scientific literature that addresses budget tracking for climate, biodiversity
and/or clean air.

The analysis also acknowledges limitations: for instance, data for ex-post application
of the clean air methodology to the 2014—-2020 period is not comprehensive, and
biodiversity tracking lacks complete harmonisation across programmes. These
methodological and implementation differences were taken into account when
comparing the three approaches.
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5.1.2. Answer to the study question

5.1.2.1. SQ1.1 Climate: purpose and main elements of the
budget tracking method of EU funds other than the CAP

Purpose of budget tracking for climate spending of EU funds other than the
CAP

The purpose of budget tracking for climate spending is to quantify expenditures that
contribute to climate objectives, ensuring that funds are allocated effectively to
support CCA and CCM?,

Main elements of climate budget tracking of EU funds (other than the CAP)

The Interinstitutional Agreement for the 2021-2027 MFF includes provisions to
strengthen climate-related budgetary transparency. Article 16(d) introduces
requirements for an annual report on climate expenditure and establishes a
mechanism to adjust spending if progress towards the climate target is insufficient?©,
The Commission is required to prepare an annual report accompanying the Union's
general budget, consolidating non-confidential information on climate expenditure.
The report will differentiate between CCA and CCM where feasible. If progress
towards the climate spending target is insufficient in any relevant programme, the
institutions will consult each other to take appropriate measures to ensure that Union
spending on climate objectives over the entire MFF 2021-2027 meets the 30% target.

In the 2021 Performance Communication, the Commission introduced a new
methodology for the 2021-2027 MFF, using “EU climate coefficients”'!. This
methodology considers various financial management modes and fund allocation
methods under the EU budget to ensure consistent climate tagging across all
programmes, and the assignment of coefficients is based on the expected effects of
the actions. Examples of these management modes include centrally managed
funds, shared management, and financial instruments implemented by third parties.
A new feature of this tracking system is the inclusion of financial instruments and
budgetary guarantees, which track only the level of commitments from the EU
budget, excluding additional funding from other sources.

9 (European Commission, 2022)

10 Interinstitutional Agreement between the European Parliament, the Council of the European Union
and the European Commission of 16 December 2020 on budgetary discipline, on cooperation in
budgetary matters and on sound financial management (OJ L 433l, 22.12.2020, p. 28), Article 16(d).

11 (European Commission, 2021)
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EU climate coefficients are categorised as follows:

e 100%: Activities expected to make a significant contribution to climate
change mitigation or adaptation in line with EU climate goals. This can
include direct contributions (e.g., renewable energy, zero-emission transport,
or nature-based solutions) or indirect contributions (e.g., research and
innovation, education related to clean technologies, or other enabling
activities).

e 40%: Activities expected to make a non-marginal, positive contribution to
climate change mitigation or adaptation. Contributions can be direct or
indirect.

e 0%: Activities expected to have a neutral impact on climate objectives.

Tracking relies on an activity-based method where each type of intervention uses the
same EU climate coefficient!?. All EU budget programmes will use the same
coefficient for the same type of intervention. The DGs responsible for specific funding
programmes directly assign coefficients in the financial system. These coefficients
are allocated at the most detailed level possible, based on the unique characteristics
of each funding programme, to ensure comprehensive tracking®2. The climate
coefficients outlined in the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR) form the foundation
of the tracking methodology and are applied to several shared management funds,
including the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social
Fund Plus (ESF+), the Cohesion Fund (CF), the Just Transition Fund (JTF), and the
European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (EMFAF). The Recovery and
Resilience Facility (RRF) and the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) also align with
the CPR weightings and use the same methodology for consistency.

The InvestEU climate tracking system is also using climate coefficients outlined in the
CPR and includes additional intervention fields that match InvestEU’s broader goals.
Under the InvestEU Programme, implementing partners have the option to track
climate contributions using either the InvestEU climate tracking methodology, which
employs predefined coefficients aligned with the CPR, or by applying the EU
Taxonomy criteria for substantial contribution. The choice between these
methodologies affects the assigned climate contribution:

e InvestEU Climate tracking methodology: this approach uses fixed
coefficients (e.g., 0%, 40%, 100%) assigned to specific intervention fields to
estimate their contribution to climate objectives.

e EU Taxonomy Criteria: investments that meet the substantial contribution
criteria under the EU Taxonomy are assigned a 100% climate contribution. If
the criteria are not met, the contribution is set at 0%. Unlike the marker-

12 (European Commission, 2022)

13 (European Commission, 2022)
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based approach, the Taxonomy does not utilise a 40% coefficient; an activity
either qualifies as making a substantial contribution or it does not4.

This dual approach allows implementing partners to select the methodology that best
aligns with their investment strategies and reporting capabilities.

The appendix of the report Climate Mainstreaming Architecture in the 2021-2027
Multiannual Financial Framework includes a detailed table presenting interventions
under the EU budget and the climate coefficients assigned to them. While there is a
high degree of alignment in the methodologies used across major programmes, such
as the CPR, the RRF, the CEF and InvestEU, there are some differences in scope
and implementation. In general, similar types of interventions receive comparable
coefficients across programmes, but the classification into intervention fields does not
apply universally. Notably, this system is not used for some major contributors to
climate spending, such as the CAP funds, Horizon Europe, and Neighbourhood,
Development and International Cooperation Instrument (NDICI) - Global Europe. For
activities not covered by the existing guidance, climate coefficients may be
determined on a case-by-case basis using harmonised effect-based criteria. This
approach aims to ensure consistency across programmes while allowing flexibility
where direct mappings are not available. An "effect-based criteria" outlines specific
be