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Summary

Biodiversity, the variety of life on Earth, is essential to sustaining the living
networks and systems that provide us all with health, wealth, food, fuel and the
vital services our lives depend on. 2010 is the International Year of Biodiversity,
and people all over the world are working to safeguard this irreplaceable natural
wealth and reduce biodiversity loss. This is vital for current and future human
wellbeing. But we need to do more.

In this paper the EEB proposes a set of actions and decisions it believes that the
EU should take during this year if we are to be successful.

Most importantly, the EU should adopt a new target for 2020 of not only
immediately halting the further loss of biodiversity but to have achieved a
reversal in trends. This should lead to the restoration of ecosystems and support
the EU’s ability to adapt to the inevitable impacts of climate change. This new
target, which corresponds to option 4 in the Commissions Communication on
‘Options for an EU vision and target for biodiversity beyond 2010, should also
become a central element of the new overarching “EU 2020” Strategy.

Secondly, the EU should identify the levels of investment that will be required to
protect and restore its biodiversity to its 2020 targets as well as a number of
tinancing mechanisms to deliver this funding: reform of existing agriculture,
fisheries and other harmful subsidies to transform them into a payment for
ecosystem services scheme; and ensuring a fair contribution of different sectors
to the recovery of the costs of delivering ecosystem services - starting with water
services.

Thirdly, the EU should start constructing green infrastructure which will both
reconnect wildlife and its habitats and deliver important ecosystem services. This
can be done initially through the improved implementation of its nature and
water protection policies: the Birds and Habitats and Water Framework
Directives. However, to deliver this implementation a new dedicated and
adequately resourced EU body must be set up.

Finally the EU should develop a set of new policy tools and instruments. These
must fill legal gaps, such as in the area of soil protection, tackle invasive species
and improve the knowledge base. The EU also needs to integrate biodiversity
protection into its policies on products, consumption and natural resources.



Introduction

2010 is a critical year for the EU with a new European Parliament and a new
European Commission starting their mandate and tackling a truly global crisis:
energy and climate emergency; a structural growth in food, commodity and resource
prices; growing competition for land, water and space; and the biggest mass
extinction of species in 60 million years. 2010 is also the International Year for
Biodiversity when the EU committed itself to halt the unprecedented loss of plant
and animal life.

Many have already argued that this crisis, caused by a part of the world’s population
living far beyond its financial and ecological means, must be used to manage a
transition process towards a green economy. However, greening the economy
entails much more than creating jobs in the renewables sector. It should also include
significant decreases in the absolute consumption of natural resources. The heart of a
truly green economy is the effective protection of ecosystems and biodiversity - the
world’s natural capital providing raw materials and vital services.

With an ecological footprint of 2.5 planets and as the world’s biggest consumer
market the EU has a special responsibility. The EU must live up to this responsibility
by leading by example and taking the necessary measures at home. It must also
commit to paying off its ecological debt to the rest of the world by investing in
biodiversity protection in those countries.

The failure of the EU to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2010 is another indicator of
how far the EU still needs to move in this transition process and in taking its
responsibility. The new European Parliament and the new European Commission
should therefore give the highest political priority to the development of a new
comprehensive set of tools and policy measures that will ensure the effective
protection of biodiversity - our natural capital.

A number of important and positive steps have been taken in developing this new
policy. Instrumental so far have been the Biodiversity Conference in Athens
organised by the European Commission and resulting in the “‘Message from Athens’;
and the Biodiversity Conference in Stromstad organised by the Swedish Presidency.
This helped prepare the EU’s input into the global negotiations under the CBD and
the G8 ministers conference in Syracusa resulting in the ‘Carta de Syracusa’. The
Biodiversity Conference organised on January 26-27 by the Spanish Presidency will
be another important landmark.



Why the EU is missing its biodiversity target

Developing a new policy package should start with asking the question why the
EU failed to achieve its target. The publication of the 2008 Mid Term Review of
the Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP); of the second implementation report of the
Habitats Directive in 2009; and the first process report from the European
Environment Agency on progress towards the European 2010 biodiversity target
in 2009 all come to the same sobering conclusion: despite progress made in some
key areas, most notably in the establishment of the Natura 2000 network, the EU
did not even come close to meeting its biodiversity target.

The EU’s target to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2010 has played an important
role in focusing political attention and action. However, the BAP, adopted in
2006 (only five years after the adoption of the target) and containing the tools
and measures needed to meet the target, was as effective as the specific measures
under the different sectoral policies that already existed. The BAP did not
propose any changes to these existing measures. Integration with agriculture, for
example, was to come from national spending decisions on rural development
programmes and cross compliance where there was ultimately little monitoring
of their effectiveness. In some cases such measures were still proposed but were
found to be less effective than foreseen (e.g REACH in reducing and preventing
pressure created by chemical pollution). In other cases new policies even turned
out to be damaging to biodiversity (e.g the new mandatory 10% biofuel target
under the Renewables Directive acting as another driver for global land use
change and deforestation). The implementation of the EU’s core biodiversity
legislation - the Birds and Habitats Directive - has been slow and hampered by a
lack of political will causing in turn significant communication problems and
misunderstandings among stakeholders.

The BAP has been useful to focus attention on biodiversity in general as well as
to bring into sharper focus the kind of measures and programmes that would
have been needed to protect biodiversity. However, because of its non-binding
character it ultimately failed to ensure that this long list of actions was
implemented. Also the development of indicators to measure its potential
success was slow and suffered from a lack of funding and EU Member State
ownership of the problem.

Finally, and perhaps most critically, the BAP lacked an understanding of the
socio-economic drivers behind biodiversity loss and thus the most fundamental



impediments of reaching the 2010 target. For example, it did not lead to an
effective new resource and product policy that triggered a strategic shift from a
continuous mining of new raw materials towards the re-use and recycling of
materials; and the importance of the design of products, buildings and
infrastructure. The current economic framework still fails to reflect the true value
of natural resources. Relatively cheap natural resources lead to production and
consumption patterns based on energy and material intensive products and
services. This economic framework is reflected in the institutional structures
underpinning it: the governance setup; state budgets and subsidies; programmes
and policies; and in the education system. As long as these drivers are not
understood and tackled, they will continue regenerating biodiversity loss no
matter how well designed our biodiversity policies are.



Preparing the ‘ultimate rescue plan’

The purpose of a new biodiversity policy package should be to help ensure the
functionality, health and resilience of ecosystems. Resilience is the ability of a
human or natural system to deal with change without losing its ability to
function. An impoverished ecosystem that has lost much of its original
biodiversity may still be able to provide a number of functions or ecosystem
services. However, the lack of diversity in different groups and types of species
means that the number of services it can provide will be more limited. It also
means that the system will be more vulnerable to shocks and therefore more
likely to cross certain typing points leading to dangerous and irreversible levels
of environmental change.

Creating physical space for natural processes to take place and maintaining
diversity are critical to the resilience of an ecosystem. Losing space and diversity
means locking ourselves into a particular state and losing future options. Yet this
is exactly what is happening right now and it is happening at the worst possible
moment: right when mankind is likely to face unprecedented changes in its
environment it is making itself extremely vulnerable to the negative
consequences of this change.

Thanks to studies such as The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB)
the economic value of biodiversity and ecosystems, and therefore the financial
cost of inaction, are becoming progressively more understood by an increasing
number of decision makers. Under a business-as usual scenario 11% of the
natural areas that remained in 2000 will be lost by 2050 and 40% of current
agricultural land will be under intensified production. In addition, 60% of coral
reefs could already be lost by 2030. The loss of welfare in 2050 from the
cumulative loss of ecosystem services between now and then equates to 7% of
projected global GDP for 2050. However, the costs of these impacts will not be
shared equitably around the world: it will be the world’s poorest who depend
most directly on the delivery of ecosystem services who will be hit the hardest.
The 2008 crisis in the world’s financial system has made people acutely aware of
the risks of living collectively beyond ones financial means. However, the risks
associated with living collectively beyond ones ecological means, caused by the
over consumption of our natural resources and the underinvestment into the
restoration of natural capital, are many, many times greater. And nature does not
do bail-outs.



What is needed therefore is nothing less then the ‘“ultimate rescue plan’. A plan
that will ensure the effective protection of healthy and resilient ecosystems is
now critical if we are to achieve lasting prosperity, security and well being for all.
The EEB believes that a rescue plan should consist of a comprehensive set of
regulatory and financial instruments which can be divided in the following 5 key
elements:

1. Set new and better targets; define what we want to achieve

A new biodiversity target for 2020 will need to be agreed, both at the EU and the
global level, together with an overarching long term vision for 2050. It should
provide the same political function as the current one, but at the same time
should be improved in order to be more measurable. A baseline will need to be
agreed against which progress can be measured. At the same time a generic
target for biodiversity will need to be complemented with more specific sub
targets that are linked to more specific issues; key stone species or species groups
and biomes; and that together define the 2020 generic target. Baselines and
indicators will need to be agreed for these sub-targets also. An important number
of parameters such as the conservation status of species and habitats protected
under the Birds and Habitats Directive and the status of aquatic ecosystems
under the Water Framework directive can be defined now. For other parameters,
which could build on the headline indicators of the Streamlining European
Biodiversity Indicators (SEBI) 2010 process and should also cover common
species, a programme of work would need to be developed before targets
associated with them could be adopted. However, in all cases significantly more
resources will need to be offered by Member States in the collection and analysis
of relevant data to support the use of these targets and indicators. If necessary,
new legislation on environmental data provision must be proposed which could
harmonise data requirements regarding biodiversity and set new standards and
obligations regarding biodiversity data.

The EEB therefore proposes that the EU:

e Adoptsin 2010 an EU vision for biodiversity for 2050 of rich biodiversity
and healthy and resilient ecosystems. These must be protected in their
own right as our common heritage and capable of delivering services. The
distribution and sharing of the ensuing benefits must be fair and the EU
should have repaid its ecological debts.

e Adoptsin 2010 an EU target for 2020 to not only immediately halt the
further loss of biodiversity but to have achieved a reversal in trends,
leading to the restoration of ecosystems and supporting the EU’s ability to



adapt to the inevitable impacts of climate change. This corresponds to
option 4 in the Commissions Communication on ‘Options for an EU vision
and target for biodiversity beyond 2010.

e Also a 2020 target should be supported by targets connected to indicators
for natural capital consumption. The Commission has already proposed 4
such indicators: addressing our ecological footprint; material
consumption; use of primary production and land; and ecosystem
accounts which should be used for this purpose.

e Support the 2020 target by adopting in 2010 specific conservation and
recovery targets for key species, habitats or species groups. These should
be derived from information streams and monitoring under existing
legislation such as the favourable conservation status of species and
habitats; good status of water bodies; and good status of marine waters as
well as other relevant information streams such as the IUCN'’s red lists. A
tull list of such sub targets can be found in Annex 2 of this paper.

e Invest in regular monitoring with data results being uploaded in ‘real
time’ into the Shared Environmental Information System.

e For those parameters for which it won’t be possible to adopt subtargets in
2010, adopt in 2010 a programme of work that will lead to the timely
adoption and use of subtargets.

2. Reinvest in natural capital; funding and financing mechanisms

As a second step, after defining new biodiversity targets, the financial investment
needed for meeting these targets needs to be assessed. Also the negative
contribution of environmentally harmful subsidies should be part of this
assessment, thereby demonstrating the ‘double dividend” of their abolishment.
For example, in relation to the ongoing work on the Natura 2000 network, it is
important that the cost estimates are based on what it will cost to meet stated
conservation objectives rather than on maintaining the current conservation
status which is often unfavourable or unknown. Investments in the maintenance
and restoration of ecosystems will however need to cover more than the
establishment of the Natura 2000 network. In 2010 the Commission is already
planning to prepare a legal proposal on Environmental Accounting. It is
important that this proposal will include the state of biodiversity and
ecosystems, thereby providing a basis for computing the investments needed to
restore them.

This principle of reinvesting revenues into nature instead of final consumption
should be seen as the very foundation of a successful transition towards a green



economy. It should ultimately have the same importance for economic decision
makers as, for example, maintaining fiscal and budgetary discipline in public
expenditure.

After identifying the levels of funding necessary to maintain our natural capital
an assessment will need to be made about the effectiveness of existing
mechanisms such as Payments for Environmental Services (in the form of agri-
environmental payments under the CAP) and how they should be improved and
refined. Most importantly, environmentally damaging subsidies, whether under
the CAP, the CFP or under the EU’s Regional Policy, that, for example, continue
to support damaging river diversion schemes instead of a more sustainable use
of existing water resources, will need to be closely scrutinized and phased out.
New financing mechanisms will need to be developed at the global level between
countries that consume high levels of natural capital (“ecological debtors’) and
through imports and countries that deliver natural capital (‘ecological creditors’).
Tthe EU should play a leading role here in setting these up under the CBD or
UNEP. New financing mechanisms that exist under existing legislation but have
not been fully used (such as the obligation to recover the costs of water services
under the EU’s Water Framework Directive) will need to start being enforced.
Most importantly, Member States should abandon their narrow interpretation of
the concept of water services (which only includes drinking and waste water
sector) for a wider interpretation that includes all sectors that benefits from water
infrastructure and requires a fairer contribution of all these sectors to the
recovery of the environmental and resource costs of delivering these services.
The role of other alternative financing mechanisms, for example habitat banking
and biodiversity offsetting, will need to be looked at with great care. Although
these mechanisms have both advantages and disadvantages, it is clear that the
conditions that are necessary for these advantages to materialise (such as a strict
enforcement of the mitigation hierarchy, proper monitoring and identification of
biodiversity baselines and transparency) are a very far cry from reality in most
parts of the EU today. An additional reason for a more cautious approach is the
uncertainty about the effectiveness of restoration measures and their often
prohibitively high costs compared to maintaining biodiversity where it exists.
The only responsible course of action regarding habitat banking is therefore to
improve these conditions first before discussing how habitat banking can play a
role in meeting new biodiversity targets.

The findings of the TEEB study and efforts to develop ecosystem accounts are
likely to help develop a whole set of new policy tools and instruments. The EEB
believes a priority should be given to the following actions by the EU:



e When preparing for the new EU budget for 2013-2020, the EU should
identify the levels of investments needed for the achievement of the new
biodiversity targets or the recapitalisation of the EU’s natural capital, both
inside the EU and outside, including achieving Natura 2000 objectives.

e EU and Member States should review national accounts to factor in
national consumption of natural capital, both domestic and through
imports of products and goods. Based on this, improve impact
assessments of trade policies and adapt taxes on products whether they
are produced inside or outside the EU.

e To abolish the environmentally damaging subsidies that still exist today
under the CFP and CAP and, as part of the CAP reform, set up a payment
for an environmental services fund.

e Take the lead in developing an international financing mechanism under
the CBD or UNEP that will ensure a long term, stable flow of investments
into biodiversity protection in biodiversity rich countries.

e Member States should develop mechanisms under their RBMP’s to
recover the costs of providing water services including the environmental
and resource costs and include all sectors that benefits from these water
services.

e Schemes for habitat banking, as one of several biodiversity offset
possibilities, should only be developed after the EU has made sufficient
and demonstrable progress in the enforcement of the mitigation hierarchy
established in Article 6 of the Habitats Directive: in monitoring,
transparency and the development of sufficient administrative capacities
to manage such schemes.

3. Constructing Green Infrastructure;

Space and diversity are two key ingredients to resilient and healthy ecosystems.
Developing Green Infrastructure, a network that will both reconnect wildlife and
its habitats and delivers important ecosystem services, is vital to securing both.

For example, EU Member States will have to start allocating space in its spatial
planning policies to the creation of ‘climate buffers’ to help adapt to climate
change impacts. In coastal regions this means the protection or restoration of
tidal marshes, estuaries and sand dunes to protect low lying regions against a
rising sea level. For inland areas, there would be the protection or restoration of
marshes, peatlands, swamp forests and flood plains along rivers to serve as
natural ‘sponges’ or overflow areas in times of excessive rainfall. Water will be
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retained longer and released more slowly into the river system, decreasing the
likelihood of water scarcity. However, the first assessment by the European
Commission of the species and habitats protected under the Habitats Directive
found that it is exactly wetlands and coastal habitats that are faring worst in
Europe.

If carried out correctly, the implementation of existing EU nature and water
policy (the Birds, Habitats and Water Framework Directive) through the
implementation of River Basin Management Plans and Programmes of Measures,
the development of management plans for Natura 2000 sites and special Species
Action Plans could be important drivers for the construction of Green
Infrastructure. For this to happen however, the implementation of these existing
policies will need to be substantially improved with significantly more resources
from both Commission and Member States going into their enforcement.

The EEB therefore proposes the EU:

e Coordinate and ensure the spatial coherence between existing national
and regional ecological networks when evaluating the RBMP’s, N2000
sites management plans and species actions plans.

e Avoid developing new infrastructure projects such as roads and railroads,
and, when the development is inevitable, it must be ensured that
connectivity between major biodiversity areas is maintained through the
careful planning of the route and the use of necessary mitigation and
compensation measures in line with the requirements of the EIA, SEA
Habitats, Birds and Water Framework Directives.

e Use economic recovery/stimulus packages and other funds to invest
massively into the development of adequate mitigation measures to
address the impacts of existing infrastructure most of which has been
developed without considering their impacts on the connections between
important biodiversity areas.

e Development of climate buffers by national member states as part of the
River Basin Management Plans developed under the Water Framework
Directive - including restoration projects in coasts, wetlands and high-
mountains.

e Set up a new special inspectorate or task force in DG Environment
dedicated to ensuring that EU environmental policies are enforced equally
throughout the EU. This should also enforce the procedures and improve
the resources to address all the complaints received in order to turn
complaints into an effective mechanism to check the law.

e Organise regular trainings for judges on new laws and case law.
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4. Completing the legal framework

A lot of the necessary tools and instruments are in place to drive the necessary
actions, and the single most important thing to do here is to start making sure
they are enforced. However the regulatory framework will still need to be
completed in a number of important areas through the development of a
comprehensive package of new policy measures. Because the completion of the
legal framework will take time before it will have any effect, its development
should go hand in hand with significantly strengthened efforts in the
implementation of existing policies - most importantly in the areas of nature
conservation and water.

Natural resources and products - In order to start addressing some of the
underlying drivers of the loss of biodiversity policy, the EU should develop
effective and comprehensive Resources and Product Policies that will set

absolute limits on resource consumptions and build on the more progressive
elements of the Commission’s Raw Materials Initiative regarding the recycling
and re-use of materials. The Commission’s approach to ecodesign of products
needs to be extended beyond its focus on energy in the use phase and address
natural resources including water and end-of-life management. Buildings and
infrastructure also need stronger linking to their use of natural resources. It
should also include the adoption of a Directive on Biowaste.

Soil - Healthy soils are vital ecosystems in their own right and critical to the
delivery of a wide range of ecosystem services such as carbon sequestration,
retaining and filtering water and production of food, feed and fibres. Yet the EU
and most EU member states have so far failed to develop adequate policies to
protect this critical and effectively non-renewable resource. The development of
a comprehensive and effective EU soil policy starting with the adoption of a Soil
Directive should therefore be a critical element of a Biodiversity Rescue Plan.

Invasive Alien Species - Over the last five hundred years, invasive species have
been partly or wholly responsible for the extinction of at least 65 bird species,
making this the most common contributory factor in recent losses to the world’s
bird life. Researchers have estimated that the impacts of invasive species
worldwide are up to US$1.4 trillion each year — almost 5% of global GDP. The
ecological and economic impacts of invasive species are likely to increase in the
future as a result of growing levels of global trade, adding to existing pressures

on native wildlife such as climate change. A new comprehensive EU legal
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framework is therefore necessary to tackle the problem of Invasive Alien Species
with a focus on preventing the introduction of new species through trade flows.
Such a framework should include the requirement to subject the deliberate
introduction of new invasive species for commercial purposes to a full
environmental impact assessment, including a risk analysis, and the acceptance
of insurance liability by those wishing to introduce the species as a resource. Also
required is research to improve the procedures of identification, monitoring and
eradication of these species should be part of this new framework.

Wilderness - Wilderness in the purest sense of the word, (i.e. zero impacts from
humans) probably does not exist anywhere in the world nor is it a particularly
useful concept. A more useful definition of wilderness is that of a significantly
large area which is dominated by natural processes and where its original
wildlife can thrive. This does not necessarily exclude humans but it does require
human impacts to be marginal. Although within Europe few areas remain which
tit this description they are, exactly for that reason, extremely valuable and they
should enjoy the strictest protection. The Commission should therefore map and
provide stringent protection to Europe’s remaining wild areas through the strict
application of the Habitats Directive’s protection regime.

5. Transitions within key sectors: agriculture, energy and fisheries

A rescue plan for biodiversity, no matter how well designed, can never work in
isolation. It needs to be part of a wider policy framework that will effectively
tackle the underlying drivers behind biodiversity loss; define new parameters for
growth; change unsustainable patterns of consumption and production; and in
the end support a transition process to a more sustainable economy which
recognises and stays within the physical limits to growth that are now becoming
better understood. In this chapter we list the most important immediate steps the
EEB believes need to be taken in the policy areas of agriculture, energy and
tisheries.

Agriculture - Despite successive reforms starting in the early 1990s, the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) is still far from being an instrument that inspires more
sustainable farming practices and land management. Discussions on the future of
the CAP, after 2013, are taking place at a time when agricultural markets have
changed fundamentally - going from decades of surpluses and overproduction to
a situation characterised by more volatility, more scarcity and structurally higher
prices caused by increased demand from the energy sector and changing
consumption patterns in emerging economies. At the same time prevailing
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agricultural practices remain one of the main drivers for environmental
degradation and ecosystem breakdown. The legitimacy of the current agriculture
subsidy system within this context has ceased to exist and a fundamental rethink
of the CAP is now more necessary then ever. The development of a biodiversity
rescue plan provides the context in which this rethink should take place.

One issue that merits special attention is the diversity of breeds in livestock and
crops. Thousands of years of breeding resulted in animals and plants optimally
adapted to local conditions across Europe. These often rare and endangered
species can now play a crucial role in helping agriculture adapt to climate
change.

The EEB recommends:

e A new CAP to finally move away from a general entitlement for receiving
subsidies to one which is contract based and linked to the delivery of well
defined public goods. All future CAP subsidies should be based on a
contract between a farmer or landowner or manager and government
explaining the terms and conditions for the delivery of the public goods
for which the subsidies is paid thereby creating an incentive for the
recipient to develop more biodiversity friendly farming practices.

e Given increased price volatility, more farmers may opt for benefiting from
tavourable market conditions during price hikes rather than contracts and
the legal baseline will therefore need to be strengthened in order to ensure
that all farmers deliver a minimum level of environmental services.

e Give adequate support for traditional agro-eco-systems which are rich in
agro-biodiversity through more transparent subsidy praxis, as well as a
policy-based endeavour to implement the FAO’s conservation goals
within the EU.

Fisheries - Reforming the CFP and recover fish stocks. The seas around European
coasts are among our finest natural assets and home to some of the world’s
greatest populations of seabirds and marine wildlife. Despite recent
improvements on paper marine wildlife faces many threats. 88% of European
commercial fish stocks are overfished and thousands of seabirds continue to be
caught and killed by European fishing boats. This gives a clear indication of the
tailure of current fisheries policy. Yet healthy seas, exploited sustainably and in a
manner that is in tune with nature, would be rewarded with productive fish
stocks and a greater resilience to climate change. The establishment of marine
reserves can provide important benefits to fisheries and their establishment in
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the EU through the Natura 2000 network and the Marine Framework Directive
should be made a priority.

EEB recommends:

e An urgent completion of the Natura 2000 network of protected areas in
the marine environment, coupled to immediate and effective conservation
measures in order to protect key areas for marine wildlife.

e Help drastically cut the size of the EU fishing fleet as there are too many
boats for too few fish and support a transition process in coastal
communities towards alternative activities. When reducing the capacity of
the European fleet, make sure that low impact fishing techniques and
gears are favoured thus using the opportunity of reducing the fleet to also
restructuring its composition towards more environmentally friendly
vessels and methods.

e When allocating fishing rights and permits, ensure full transparency in
this process as well as access to justice and apply sustainability criteria
(low CO2 emissions, low impacts on habitats, low level of by-catch) to
establish who gets access to the resources.

e Positive incentives for public and stakeholder involvement in coastal
monitoring and protection.

e A ban on bottom trawling in all fishing grounds with vulnerable marine
ecosystems where the exploitation of fishing resources can be carried out
by environmentally more benign techniques and a phasing out of all
mechanized dredging for fish and shellfish in near shore waters down to
20m by 2012.

e Ensure the reform of the Common Fisheries Policy is guided by the
environmental objectives of the EU’s Marine Strategy Framework
Directive.

Energy - smart low impact energy policies. With the adoption of the Climate and
Energy Package in 2008, the EU has set another timid step in its transition to a
low carbon economy. The EEB believes that the EU should move to a supply of
100% renewable energy as soon as possible. However, although most renewable
energy do not emit carbon, different technologies can have different and
sometimes very significant negative impacts on for example wildlife and water
and have serious impacts on land use patterns. Also, some renewables, such as
most biofuels on the market today, can even lead to increased carbon emissions
compared to fossil fuels. However, other technologies which have undeniable
benefits can have significant impacts, such as windfarms built on bird migratory
routes and dams for hydropower which impact water and sediment flow (vital to
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maintain ecosystem processes). In order to secure a sustainable development of
the renewables sector a correct, effective and coherent implementation of EU
environmental legislation is fundamental. At the same time, and even more
important, much more attention must go towards measures to significantly
reduce the overall consumption of energy and to improve the efficiency of its
use.

The EEB recommends that:

e The EU sets a mandatory and absolute primary energy use reduction
target of at least 20% in the next decade, as advocated by environmental
and consumer organisations and trade unions; that the revised Energy
Performance of Buildings Directive (EPBD) will ensure that all new
houses are net zero energy well before the deadline of 2021; and finally set
global benchmarks for best performing technologies for energy using
products and rid the market of the most wasteful products.

e The Commission ensures that the National Action Plans drawn up under
the Renewables Directive have undergone a Strategic Environmental
Assessment and are in full compliance with environmental legislation.

e The Commission, in implementing and reviewing the Renewable Energy
Directive, assesses the indirect land use change impacts of its specific 10%
biofuel target and, as a result of that review, lower the target and increase
the GHG threshold. It should also adopt a correction factor into the GHG
calculator in order to minimise the risk that current biofuel policies are
accelerating climate change.

16



Biodiversity and EU 2020

In parallel to the preparation of the new EU Biodiversity Policy, the Commission
is also preparing the follow up to a number of strategies and programmes which
are highly relevant to biodiversity: the Lisbon and Gothenburg strategies and the
Sixth Environmental Action Programme.

The follow up to the Lisbon Strategy will be the overarching “EU 2020” Strategy
which will focus on defining a successful and sustainable exit strategy from the
current economic crisis and on putting the EU on a path of ‘green growth” and is
scheduled to be adopted in the June Council of 2010.

It is vital that Biodiversity and Ecosystems are given a central place in this
strategy - both through the adoption of a new biodiversity policy packages and
through the preparation of a Seventh Environment Action Programme.

This should be done not only by making the new 2020 biodiversity target a
central element of this strategy and its objectives, but also by ensuring that “EU
2020” supports a transition to a truly green economy which recognises and stays
within the physical limits to growth.
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Annex Il — Non exhaustive list of proposed 2020 subtargets
(Prepared by the European Habitats Forum)

CBD target (for reference)

Proposed sub-target

Proposed indicator

Proposed 2020 subtarget

STATE

2.2 Status of threatened
species improved

Extinction risk of species
restored to 2000 levels or
significantly reduced

EU Red List Index of
Vertebrates/ Plants

RLI value for 2020 restored
to 2000 levels or some other
reference value

2.2 Status of threatened
species improved

Human-induced species
extinction halted

Rate of species newly listed
on IUCN Red List as recently
Extinct or Possibly Extinct in
the EU

Rate of species newly listed
on IUCN Red List as recently
Extinct or Possibly Extinct
reduced to zero by 2020

2.2 Status of threatened
species improved

Status of species of European
Community Interest
improved

Art 17 HD status
assessments; BirdLife status
assessments for birds

At least 50% of the species of
the HD and 67% of birds are
in favourable status.

Status of habitats of European
Community Interest
improved

Art 17 HD status assessments

At least 50% of the habitats
of the HD are in favourable
status.

Status of high natural value
habitats maintained

Area of HNV habitats within
the EU

Maintain the area of HNV
habitats (forest, farmland) at
2010 levels

2.1 Restore, maintain, or
reduce the decline of
populations of species of
selected taxonomic groups
AND 5.1 Rate of loss and
degradation of natural
habitats decreased

Population declines of species
representative of key habitats
reversed

Wild Bird Index, Butterfly
Index

Reverse the decline of wild
bird and butterfly populations
in all relevant habitats by
2020.

5.1 Rate of loss and
degradation of natural
habitats decreased

Good status of freshwater
ecosystems achieved

90% of water bodies are in
Good Status

5.1 Rate of loss and
degradation of natural
habitats decreased

Good environment status of
marine ecosystems achieved

There are 11 quality
descriptors of GES, MS are
required to monitor these.

All seas are in Good
Environment Status.

5.1 Rate of loss and
degradation of natural
habitats decreased

Global rates of deforestation
of natural forests significantly
decreased

Rate of deforestation zero




5.1 Rate of loss and
degradation of natural
habitats decreased

Area of semi-natural
permanent grassland
maintained at 2010 levels

Maintain

PRESSURE 4.2 Unsustainable Negative impacts of use on Proportion of populations 100% of EU fish harvests
consumption of biological biodiversity reversed harvested within safe within sustainable limits
resources or that impacts on biological limits
biodiversity reduced

RESPONSE 1.2: Areas of particular Representative systems of Protection index of IBAs, 100% of area of key

importance to biodiversity
protected

protected areas established on
land and sea

IPAs, etc. SCI/SAC
completeness index (Natura
barometer)

biodiversity sites identified
are protected as part of the
N2K network.

Adequate financing for
protected areas

Proportion of the financing
needs of N2K covered by EU
and national funds

100% of the N2K financing
needs are met.
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