CAP SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
…explained
– Brief No 4

AGRICULTURE AND CLIMATE
MITIGATION
This is part of a series of Briefs summarising the facts and addressing the policy relevance around
the nine proposed specific objectives of the future CAP.

KEY MESSAGES
 EU agriculture, including land use and land use change (LULUC) of grassland
and cropland, represented 12 % of all EU greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
in 2016.
 EU agriculture is more vulnerable than most other sectors of the economy to
climate change. The severity of the impact depends not only on the climate
related effect itself but also on the exposure and vulnerability of human and
natural systems.
 Potential contributions from changes in farm practices to mitigate GHG
include the use of mitigation technologies, carbon sink through better soil
management, biomass production, reduction in fossil fuel intensity of farm
production, and reduction in agricultural production losses and waste.
 EU agriculture has a key role to play in helping to reach the commitments of
the Paris' agreement and EU strategies on sustainability and bioeconomy by
stepping up its ambition in terms of GHG emissions in view of the potential
risks and the stagnation of agricultural emissions since 2010, while ensuring
at the same time EU’s food security.
 Take advantage of the synergies with soil management practices for
sequestering and storing carbon and watch out for carbon leakage
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AGRI), Arwyn Jones, Adrian Leip, Emanuele Lugato and Franz Weiss (JRC).
Disclaimer: The contents of the publication do not necessarily reflect the official position or
opinion of the European Commission.

CAP OBJECTIVE 4 – Climate change action

1. GHG, agriculture and climate change
a. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions related to "agriculture"
According to the latest inventory data published by the European Environment
Agency (EEA), EU agriculture, including land use and land use change (LULUC)
of grassland and cropland, represented 12 % of all GHG emissions in 2016. This
share is similar to the past 10 years, but the contribution in terms of overall
emissions and source of emissions differs significantly among Member States,
depending on the structure of their agricultural sector. Between 1990 and 2016,
emissions from EU agriculture fell by 22 %. However, the rate of decline has
levelled out and emissions have stabilised since 2010 at around
490 million tonnes of CO2-equivalent. In 2016, 39 % of emissions were related
to enteric fermentation of ruminant livestock, 32 % to agricultural soils
(fertiliser), 14 % to LULUC of cropland and 13 % to the management of
manure.
Figure 1: Evolution of GHG emissions in EU agriculture (mio t CO2-equivalent)

Source: EEA, 2018

Grassland is an important net carbon sink in France, Italy and the UK, but a net
source of emissions in Germany, Ireland and the Netherlands (see figure 2),
contrary to the common assumption that grassland always sequesters carbon.
This is due to the management of (carbon-rich) grassland and the fact that the
potential of grassland to capture carbon is limited over time.
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Cropland on the contrary is a source of emissions in all Member States, mainly
due to the management of (carbon-rich) cropland and the conversion to
cropland from other land uses. In 2016, the EU emitted 70 million tonnes of
CO2-equivalent from LULUC of cropland and 6 million tonnes of grassland.
Figure 2: GHG emissions in agriculture by MS in 2016

Source: EEA, 2018

b. Impact of climate change on agriculture
Agriculture in the EU is more vulnerable than most other sectors of the
economy to climate change. The severity of the impact depends not only on the
climate related effect itself but also on the exposure (people and assets at risk)
and vulnerability of human and natural systems (IPCC 2012). Therefore, it is
important to improve the resilience of agricultural ecosystems in the EU in order
to reduce the potential risk and severity of climate change impacts. The concept
of sustainable agriculture should include the capacity to cope with changing
climatic conditions. There is growing evidence about the positive and negative
effects of climate change on food production (IPCC 2014), mainly driven by:
•
•
•
•
•

changes in precipitation
changes in temperature
periodicity and severity of extreme events
rise in sea level
increase in CO2 concentration

These drivers have direct and indirect effects on the level and the variability of
crop yields but also on the way and the location where these crops are
cultivated in the EU.
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Temperature increase and the related extension of the growing season make
the northward expansion of the cultivation of certain annual and permanent
crops possible, thus increasing crop yield (ceteris paribus). On the other hand,
it can make the cultivation of certain crops in other regions more difficult or
result in a significant yield reduction due to heat stress. Also livestock
production systems can suffer from heat stress and the provision of appropriate
ventilation, shade and drinking water might be necessary.
Due to the increase of the CO2 concentration in the atmosphere, so-called C-3
plants (such as wheat), will increase their potential yield as they can still
improve the efficient use of CO2. The impact on the potential yield of C-4 plants
(such as maize) is less significant as their use is already maximised at current
CO2 levels.
At the same time, changes in precipitation will make irrigation or a shift in the
cultivation of crops in southern Europe necessary. Changes in flowering period
and harvesting dates of crops on the other hand will have a direct impact on the
crop yield (Olesen et al. 2012). Cultivation practices such as timing of sowing
and harvesting may change and therefore affect the use of labour force on the
farm (EEA 2017). Moreover, recent research has shown that the occurrence of
climate related extreme events (e.g. heat stress, drought, intense rainfall …) in
the EU will likely increase progressively with a noticeable spatial gradient
towards south-western regions of the EU (Forzieri et al. 2016), having a
negative effect on the variability of the crop yield. The increase of extreme
events is confirmed by the data from a German re-insurance company (see
figure 3) and in the latest special report of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change on Global Warming of 1.5°C (IPCC, 2018).
Figure 3: Number of catastrophes worldwide between 1980 and 2017

Source: Münchener Rückversicherungs-Gesellschaft Aktiengesellschaft in München
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Peatland
Peatlands are a type of wetland, characterized by the accumulation of partly
decayed vegetation that forms a distinctive organic-rich soil known as peat.
Peatlands form a unique natural habitat and support a large range of
biodiversity, playing a role in the hydrological cycle to maintain the balance of
water quantity and water quality. Peatlands also act as a large carbon reservoir.
They hold about 20–25 percent of global soil carbon stock but occupy only 3
percent of world’s ice-free land surface (IPCC, 2014). The GHG balance of
peatland depends on the net CO2 uptake and efflux, and the efflux of CH4 and
N2O. In general, the sequestration of carbon in peat outweighs the other fluxes.
The distribution of peatlands in the EU is quite concentrated in a few MS with
relatively high surfaces, as shown in figure 4. When drained, peatlands become
net sources of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and the accumulation of carbon
is reversed and released very rapidly into the atmosphere. It is possible to
combine agriculture and peatland but peatland management or restoration
means often rewetting of the land, which can result in the need to change the
existing agricultural management practices (FAO 2014).

Figure 4: Relative cover (%) of peat and peat-topped (0 – 30cm) soils in the SMUs of
the European Soil Database

Source: European Commission, JRC, from Montanarella et al., 2006 (SMUs: Soil Mapping Units comprising
one or more Soil Typological Units (STUs) e.g. histosol)
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Livestock production systems in the EU are affected through the incidence of
diseases and changing environmental conditions (heat, humidity), but also by
the type, quality and quantity of (also imported) feed and grass. This will have
an impact on the herd management as well as the feeding regime (longer or
shorter grazing period, need for complementary feed and drinking water)
depending on the local circumstances.
The rise of sea level will increase the risk of flooding of agricultural areas in
coastal regions, and low-lying areas or areas close to water bodies. The
pressure of salinisation of the soil and of irrigation water through sea water
incursion into the aquifers can further decrease the agricultural potential of
these areas (IPCC 2007).

2. The challenges around mitigation
Following the recent agreement of the 2030 Climate and Energy framework,
Member States accepted to reduce GHG emissions in the non-Emissions Trading
System (ETS) sector (including agriculture) by 30%.
Although there is no specific target for the agricultural sector, each Member
State will need to define within its own National Energy and Climate Plan
(NECP) how the agricultural and LULUCF sectors are going to contribute to the
national targets and to align their Strategic Plans expected in the future CAP to
the content of the NECP. At the same time, the need for EU food security should
be ensured and made coherent with the climate objectives.
Figure 5: Main flows of the carbon cycle in agriculture and forestry

Souce: IPCC, 2014
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a. Reducing GHG emissions: potential and boundaries
Five potential contributions from the agricultural sector to mitigation of GHG
emissions can be defined:
1. Reduce direct emissions through the use of mitigation technologies or
appropriate farming practices (primarily reducing CH4 and N2O emissions
from rice production, ruminants and nitrogen fertiliser application);
2. Provide a carbon sink through soil organic carbon (SOC) accumulation
using appropriate agricultural soil management;
3. Sustainable production of biomass, including afforestation, for the
bioeconomy, without hampering food security
4. Reduce the fossil fuel intensity of agricultural production (energy and
agrochemicals)
5. Reduce agricultural production losses and waste.
The use of mitigation technologies and farming practices can help to reduce
GHG emissions. In a recent study, JRC came to the conclusion that within a
specific framework of assumptions and available mitigation measures, EU
agriculture could reduce its non-CO2 emissions by up to 50-55 million tonnes
CO2-equivalent per year (Ecampa, 2016), which represents 11% of its current
emission levels, albeit at a relatively high average cost. According to the
scenarios done with the GAINS model (EC, 2018), the mitigation potential in
the agricultural sector would be around 90 million tonnes of CO2-equivalent at a
carbon price of 100 €/tonne by 2050.
Figure 6: Contribution of each technology or farming practice to total
mitigation for a selection of scenarios (EU-28, 2030)

Source: Pérez Domínguez et al. (2016)
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The investment or operational costs are very different between mitigation
measures and depend among many factors on the characteristics of the farm
production system. Many scientific studies use marginal abatement cost curves
(MACCs) to represent the reduction potential of a selection of mitigation
measures.
Although there are some criticisms on this representation because off
limitations on 1) formulation and presentation of assumptions, 2) sectoral or
spatial boundaries of the analysis, 3) representation of costs and non-ﬁnancial
barriers, 4) heterogeneity and uncertainty and 5) inclusion or exclusion of coeffects (Kesicki et al., 2011; Eory, 2018), a MACC remains a powerful visual
tool to exchange information between scientists and policy makers. Many EU
Member States have drawn up their specific MACCs for the agricultural sector or
even for the whole economy, as shown in the example below.
Figure 7: Hypothetical marginal abatement cost curve (MACC) and the example
of Ireland

Source: Lanigan et al., 2018

MACCs can feed the debate on which practices should be mandatory or receive
an incentive, be it financial, through advice or other means. Anyway, there is
scope to harvest low-hanging fruits for mitigation options having marginal
abatement costs with negative or close to zero values. As can be seen on the
ground, the uptake of certain options, like anaerobic digesters and precision
farming, is ongoing and increasing over time. Certain mitigation options have
clear co-benefits which are not always reflected in the MACC.
As an example, the reduction of fertiliser use, directly or indirectly by the
implementation of variable rate technologies or nitrification inhibitors,
decreases GHG emissions as well as the risk of nitrogen leaching into surface
and ground water.
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Although there is still a great deal of uncertainty about the mitigation potential,
development of novel technologies and their actual costs and implementation in
the field, a comprehensive meta-review of potential mitigation technologies was
provided by RICARDO-AEA (2016).
An important conclusion was that there are a diverse range of actions that may
be taken and that their impact is dependent upon regional and local conditions.
For certain mitigation options better information is needed to determine the
precise level of mitigation potential and the interaction with local conditions.

Agriculture and GHG reporting
In order to have a common set of principles for the reporting of GHG emissions
at international level, the IPCC compiled guidelines on the national greenhouse
gas inventories. The latest update was done in 2006 and
a revision is expected in 2019.
Agriculture is defined as one of the sectors in this common reporting format.
Within this framework, parties have the choice between three different
approaches (referred to as Tiers), from simple emission factors per activity to
process-based or advanced modelling. The basic formula is represented by:
Emission

i,j

= Aj x EFi,j

where:
Emission i,j = emissions of greenhouse gas i over source category j;
Aj = underlying activity data (hectares or number of animals)
The boundaries of the sector 'Agriculture' (=source category 3) according to
IPCC do not always coincide with the definition used in other policy frameworks.
In the Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (CMEF) of the current
CAP, GHG emissions from 'Agriculture' include as well land use changes
attributed to cropland and grassland. On the other hand, efficiency gains in
energy use by farms are, for example, accounted for in the 'Energy' sector even
though they originate in the agricultural sector.
Other mitigation measures, such as low emission housing systems or feeding
line seed, do not or only partly appear in any of the GHG inventories. Therefore,
'Agriculture' should be clearly defined and the monitoring or reporting of GHG
emissions checked for gaps.
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b. Soil organic carbon
Agricultural land in the EU contains around 51 billion tonnes of CO2-equivalent
in the topsoil as soil organic matter. This is a huge amount compared to the
4.4 billion tonnes of CO2-equivalent emitted annually in EU Member States
(2016), all sectors together. This means that releasing just a fraction of the
carbon in agricultural soils to the atmosphere could easily wipe out any savings
of greenhouse gas emissions made by other sectors.
The 2015 LUCAS survey shows that cropland exhibits much lower soil organic
carbon concentrations compared to grasslands and natural vegetation (eg.
17.8, 40.3 and 77.5 g per kg, respectively). Around 75% of all EU croplands are
below 2% of organic content. A large toolkit of best farming practices and
applications is available to support the sequestration potential from the ground
up (EIP, Landmark, Smartsoil, among others). For example, the adoption of
cover crops can show benefits not only in terms of carbon accumulation but also
by contributing to reduced soil erosion and hence related CO2 emissions
(Poeplau & Don, 2014). As shown in figure 9, tillage practices can have different
impacts on the soil organic carbon content depending on the type of tillage and
the soil depth.
Figure 9: Comparison of meta analyses of global data on soil tillage and SOC at
different soil depths

NT: no tillage, IT: Intermediate tillage, HT: Intensive or conventional tillage
Source: Haddaway et al. (2017)
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Yet, carbon sequestration shows two important limitations: carbon
sequestration practices enhance carbon storage until they reach a new
equilibrium in the soils after 20-100 years (saturation), while some practices
are easily reversed and then lead to a loss of the sequestration benefits
(non-permanence) (Smith, 2016; Frank, 2017).
Overall, it is important to maintain the carbon content in agricultural soils, as
recognised already in the current Good Agricultural and Environmental
Conditions (GAEC) standards of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).
Moreover, increasing the soil organic carbon content has important positive cobenefits on the soil health (see Brief n°5) and on improving the farm's resilience
to climate change (such as drought).
c. Use of biomass for replacing fossil-based products and energy
In 2013, 805 Mt in dry matter biomass was harvested and used in the EU for
food and non-food, of which 578 Mt came from agriculture and 227 Mt from
forestry (Camia et al., 2018). In addition, 119 Mt were grazed in pastures. At
the same time, the bioeconomy can enhance Europe's self-reliance and the
provision of jobs and business opportunities, especially in rural areas. In 2015,
the bioeconomy sectors employed nearly one in ten EU workers or 18 million
people, and generated EUR 2.3 trillion turnover. Biomass is increasingly viewed
as the raw material for replacing fossil carbon in many applications (chemical,
energy, pharmaceutical...). Therefore, agriculture and forestry have a key role
to play in the new Bioeconomy Strategy for a sustainable Europe, launched in
October 2018, in line with the 2030 Climate & Energy Framework. Agriculture
can provide part of the renewable resources while at the same time ensuring
food and nutrition security. Biomass production can be the main purpose (like
for Myscanthus or forestry) or just a by-product (like crop residues or manure).
Other production systems, like agro-forestry, consider biomass production as
part of a broader multidimensional framework.

3. The challenges of implementation
a. Potential barriers to adoption of mitigation options
Adoption of GHG mitigation options is not guaranteed, even if it is profitable
from an economic point of view. A wide range of literature exists on the
potential "barriers" to adoption of new technologies and to changes in
production systems (Wreford, 2017, Weiner 2003), ranging from bio-physical
constraints to cognitive and behavioural barriers, through social and
institutional factors. As EU agriculture is very divers, a first important step is to
know the actual conditions on the ground and to adjust the climate measures to
the local needs. Simple awareness raising might already help farmers to
11
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understand or to get a better knowledge of the issues at stake. Behavioural
experiments might also help to get an inside in the farmer's logic and adjust the
implementation rules if necessary.
Knowledge transfer and investments in proper advice are considered of utmost
importance. The European Innovation Partnership for Agriculture (EIP-AGRI) is
an example of a network that brings together actors with different types of
knowledge (practical, scientific, technical, organisational, etc.), fostering
sustainable agriculture and forestry.
Figure 10: Graphical representation of "barriers" to adoption or change

2

1

Source: Weiner J.,2003

b. Carbon leakage
Carbon leakage refers to the change of GHG emissions at global level that may
occur if production activities shift to other countries with higher emissions per
unit of production. The result is that the level of GHG emissions in the domestic
country is reducing but the change at global level can be positive or negative
depending on the efficiency of the production activity in terms of GHG. The
IPCC uses a ratio to define carbon leakage as: “The increase in CO2 emissions
outside the countries taking domestic mitigation action divided by the reduction
in the emissions of these countries.”
The results of the ECAMPA study confirmed that there is a risk of carbon
leakage when the GHG emission reduction in the EU comes from a reduction in
EU agricultural production.
If the production efficiency of a particular commodity in the EU is higher in
terms of GHG and there is no change in domestic consumption, GHG emissions
at global level can increase because EU production is simply replaced by
imports of less efficient production outside the EU.
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This effect is not only applicable to the agricultural sector but to all sectors of
the economy. Therefore, careful design of the exact implementation of the
policy is needed.
c. Carbon efficiency and environment
Global demand for agricultural commodities (food, feed, biomass) will continue
to increase over the next decades (OECD, 2018). Therefore, global agricultural
production will need to increase, while at the same time keeping emissions
under control. As agricultural production is a biological process, a full
elimination of CO2-emissions is not possible with the current and neither with
foreseen technology and management practices. One of the EU strategies is the
improvement of the carbon efficiency of its production systems. For example,
the use of fossil energy and fossil carbon based products could be reduced
significantly and the carbon footprint diminished as a result. Also from the
output side, productivity increases per animal or per unit of land in a
sustainable way could be envisaged. Since productivity increases might lead to
an intensification of agriculture, the potential negative environmental impact
and trade-offs should be carefully considered.

Fertiliser use
Greenhouse gas emissions from fertiliser use are one of the main sources of
non-CO2 emissions in agriculture and should therefore be one of the priorities in
GHG reduction. Some examples of management practices (non-exhaustive) to
reduce the emissions from nitrogen fertiliser use are listed below.
Thanks to precision farming, the application of fertiliser can be adjusted in
such a way as to match the need of the crops almost perfectly in space and in
time. Quantity and quality of the fertiliser can be aligned to the phenology of
the plant, input and output flows of minerals, and administered at the right
moment, spot and depth. In that way, the amount of fertiliser can be reduced
while at the same time, avoiding leaching and runoff of non-absorbed minerals.
Nitrogen fixing plants included in the crop rotation or production system
(grass mixes) are a biological replacement of nitrogen fertiliser by using
atmospheric nitrogen (N2) as a source and making it available to the plant.
Environmental co-benefits include reduced nitrate leaching, increased food
sources for pollinators, greater structural diversity of farmland and improved
soil fertility (RICARDO-AEA, 2016)
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For more information
https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries/key-policies/common-agriculturalpolicy/future-cap_en#objectives
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/food-farmingfisheries/key_policies/documents/env_background_final_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/statistics/factsheets_en
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/index_en

14

CAP OBJECTIVE 4 – Climate change action

References
Blanco, M., Ramos, F. and Van Doorslaer, B. (2014). Economic impacts of climate change on agrifood
markets: A bio-economic approach with a focus on the EU. XIVth EAAE Congress "Agri-Food and Rural
Innovations for Healthier Societies". Ljubljana, Slovenia. August, 26-29, 2014.
Camia, A., Robert, N., Jonsson, R., Pilli, R., Garcia-Condado, S., López-Lozano, R., van der Velde,
M., Ronzon, T., Gurría, P., M'Barek, R., Tamosiunas, S., Fiore, G. Araujo, R., Hoepffner N., Marelli, L.,
Giuntoli, J. (2018). Biomass production, supply, uses and flows in the European Union. First results from an
integrated assessment. JRC Science for Policy Report. EUR 28993 EN.
European Commission (2013), An EU strategy on adaptation to climate change, COM (2013) 216.
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/1/2013/EN/1-2013-216-EN-F1-1.Pdf
European Commission (2018), A Clean Planet for all. A European strategic long-term vision for a prosperous,
modern, competitive and climate neutral economy. COM (2018) 773
EEA (2012), Climate change, impacts and vulnerability in Europe 2012 – an indicator-based report (EEA
Report No 12/2012). European Environment Agency, Copenhagen. http://www.eea.europ
EEA (2017), Climate change, impacts and vulnerability in Europe 2016 – an indicator-based report (EEA
Report No 1/2017). European Environment Agency, Copenhagen
EEA (2018), Annual European Union greenhouse gas inventory 1990–2016 and inventory report 2018,
Submission to the UNFCCC Secretariat. Technical report No 5/2018, European Environment Agency.
Eory, V., S. Pellerin, G.Carmona Garcia, H. Lehtonen, I Licite, H. Mattila, T. Lund-Sorensen, J. Muldowney, D.
Popluga, L. Strandmark, R. Schulte (2018). Marginal abatement cost curves for agricultural climate policy:
state-of-the-art, lessons learnt and future potential, Journal of Cleaner Production, 182, 705-716.
IPCC (2007) Climate Change 2007: Impact, Adaptation and Vulnerability, Contribution of Working Group II to
the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Chapter 6: Coastal
systems and low-lying areas.
IPCC (2012): Managing the Risks of Extreme Events and Disasters to Advance Climate Change Adaptation. A
Special Report of Working Groups I and II of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Field, C.B., V.
Barros, T.F. Stocker, D. Qin, D.J. Dokken, K.L. Ebi, M.D. Mastrandrea, K.J. Mach, G.-K. Plattner, S.K. Allen, M.
Tignor, and P.M. Midgley (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK,and New York, NY, USA, 582
pp.
IPCC (2014). Summary for Policymakers in Climate Change 2014: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability.
Part A: Global and Sectoral Aspects. Contribution of Working Group II to the Fifth Assessment Report of the
IPCC [Field CB, V R Barros, D J Dokken, K J Mach, M D Mastrandrea, T E Bilir, M Chatterjee, K L Ebi, Y O
Estrada, R C Genova, B Girma, E S Kissel, A N Levy, S MacCracken, P R Mastrandrea and L L White (eds.)]
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York USA, pp. 1-32
IPCC (2018): Global warming of 1.5°C. An IPCC Special Report on the impacts of global warming of 1.5°C
above pre-industrial levels and related global greenhouse gas emission pathways, in the context of
strengthening the global response to the threat of climate change, sustainable development, and efforts to
eradicate poverty [V. Masson-Delmotte, P. Zhai, H. O. Pörtner, D. Roberts, J. Skea, P.R. Shukla, A. Pirani, W.
Moufouma-Okia, C. Péan, R. Pidcock, S. Connors, J. B. R. Matthews, Y. Chen, X. Zhou, M. I. Gomis, E.
Lonnoy, T. Maycock, M. Tignor, T. Waterfield (eds.)]. World Meteorological Organization, Geneva, Switzerland,
Kesicki F., N. Strachan (2011), Marginal abatement cost (MAC) curves: confronting theory and practice.
Environmental Science and Policy, vol 11 (8), 1195-1204.
Lanigan G, T. Donnellan, K. Hanrahan, C. Paul, L. Shalloo, D. Krol, P. Forrestal, N. Farrelly, D. O’Brien,
M. Ryan, P. Murphy, B. Caslin, J Spink, J. Finnan, A. Boland, J. Upton, K. Richardset (2018). An analysis of
Abatement Potential of GHG Emissions in Irish Agriculture 2021-2030. Teagasc.
Leip, A., Weiss, F., Wassenaar,T., Perez, I., Fellmann, T., Loudjani, P., Tubiello, F., Grandgirard, D., Monni,
S., & Biala K. (2010). Evaluation of the livestock sector's contribution to the EU greenhouse gas emissions
(GGELS). European Commission, Joint Research Centre, Brussels
15

CAP OBJECTIVE 4 – Climate change action

Lugato E., F. Bampa, P. Panagos, L. Montanarella, A. Jones (2014). Potential carbon sequestration of
European arable soils estimated by modelling a comprehensive set of management practices. Global Change
Biology, 20 (11), 3557-3567
Matthews A. (2016). Mitigation potential in EU agriculture. http://capreform.eu/mitigation-potential-in-euagriculture/Nelson G C, Rosegrant M W, Palazzo A, Gray I, Ingersoll C, Robertson R., Tokgoz S, Zhu T, Sulser
T B, Ringler C, Msangi S, You L (2010). Food Security, Farming, and Climate Change to 2050: Scenarios,
Results, Policy Options. Washington: International Food Policy Research Institute
Montanarella L., R.J.A. Jones, R. Hiederer (2006). The distribution of peatland in Europe. Mires and Peat,
Volume 1, Article 01
O'Brien, D., Shalloo, L., Crosson, P., Donnellan, T., Farrelly, N., Finnan, J., Hanrahan, K., Lalor, S., Lanigan,
Gary, Thorne, F. and Schulte, R. (2013). An evaluation of the effect of GHG accounting methods on a
marginal abatement cost curve for Irish agricultural GHG emissions. Environmental Science & Policy
OECD/FAO (2018), OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2018-2027, OECD Publishing, Paris/FAO, Rome,
https://doi.org/10.1787/agr_outlook-2018-en.
RICARDO-AEA (2016), Effective performance of tools for climate action policy – meta-review of Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) mainstreaming (Ricardo-AEA/R/ED60006/Mitigation potential, 08/01/2016). Report
for European Commission – DG Climate Action
Pelikan, J.,Britz, W.,& Hertel, T.W. (2015). Green light for green agricultural policies? An analysis at regional
and global scales. Journal of Agricultural Economics.
Pérez Domínguez, I., T. Fellmann, F. Weiss, P. Witzke, J. Barreiro-Hurlé, M. Himics, T. Jansson, G. Salputra,
A. Leip (2016): An economic assessment of GHG mitigation policy options for EU agriculture (EcAMPA 2). JRC
Science for Policy Report, EUR 27973 EN, 10.2791/843461
Poeplau C., A. Don (2014). Carbon sequestration in agricultural soils via cultivation of cover crops – A metaanalysis. Agriculture Ecosystems & Environment, 200:33-41
Ronzon, T., R. M'Barek, Socioeconomic Indicators to Monitor the EU’s Bioeconomy in Transition;
Sustainability, 10, 6, 1745, (2018), doi: 10.3390/su10061745
Smith P., M. Bustamante, H. Ahammad, H. Clark, H. Dong, E. A. Elsiddig, H. Haberl, R. Harper, J. House, M.
Jafari, O. Masera, C. Mbow, N. H. Ravindranath, C. W. Rice, C. Robledo Abad, A. Romanovskaya, F. Sperling,
and F. Tubiello (2014): Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU). In: Climate Change 2014:
Mitigation of Climate Change. Contribution of Working Group III to the Fifth Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Edenhofer, O., R. Pichs-Madruga, Y. Sokona, E. Farahani, S.
Kadner, K. Seyboth, A. Adler, I. Baum, S. Brunner, P. Eickemeier, B. Kriemann, J. Savolainen, S. Schlömer,
C. von Stechow, T. Zwickel and J.C. Minx (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom
and New York, NY, USA.
Stolte, J., M. Tesfai, L. Øygarden, S. Kværnø, J. Keizer, F. Verheijen, P. Panagos, C. Ballabio, R. Hessel
(2015); Soil threats in Europe, EUR 27607 EN; doi:10.2788/488054; doi:10.2788/828742 (online)
Tubiello F., R. Biancalani, M. Salvatore, S. Rossi, G. Conchedda (2016). A Worldwide Assessment of
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Drained Organic Soils.
Van Doorslaer B., P. Witzke, I. Huck, F. Weiss, T. Fellmann, G. Salputra, T. Jansson, D. Drabik, A. Leip
(2015): An economic assessment of GHG mitigation policy options for EU agriculture (EcAMPA). JRC Technical
Reports, EUR 27097 EN, doi:10.2791/180800
von Lampe M, Willenbockel D, Ahammad H, Blanc E, Cai Y, Calvin K, Fujimori S, Hasegawa T, Havlik P,
Heyhoe E, Kyle P, Lotze-Campen H, d’Croz D M, Nelson G, Sands R D, Schmitz C,
Weiner, J. (2003) Ecology – the science of agriculture in the 21st century. Journal of Agricultural Science
(2003), 141, 371–377. DOI: 10.1017/S0021859603003605
Wreford, A., A. Ignaciuk and G. Gruère (2017), “Overcoming barriers to the adoption of climate-friendly
practices in agriculture”, OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 101, OECD Publishing, Paris.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/97767de8-en
16

