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Copa-Cogeca position paper on the role of agriculture and forestry in achieving the EU's climate change commitments
Copa-Cogeca, which represents European farmers, agri-cooperatives, foresters and forest owners, has welcomed the opportunity to contribute to the discussion on the role these stakeholders can play in mitigating climate change at a time when the climate, and greenhouse gas emissions in particular, are increasingly becoming the driving force behind various global and EU policies. 

We provided a series of arguments in reaction to the public consultation which closed at the end of 2010 (see attached CC(10)7570).
We continued our internal debate within Copa-Cogeca following the stakeholder meeting on 28.01.11, where there was a presentation of the outcome of the consultation and the preliminary results from a study on policy options for including LULUCF in the EU's greenhouse gas emissions reduction commitments. 

We agree with the recognition that there is no clearly emerging “simple” solution. Due to the complexity of the natural cycle of emissions and removals from land-based activities (including land conversion) within the LULUCF sector, we do not believe that it would be beneficial to include it in the EU’s commitments in the short term. The EU’s wish to go beyond the Copenhagen and Cancun agreements and the offer to adopt a 30% reduction target if certain conditions are met are not reason enough to push for a decision without taking into account the economic situation. Moreover, there is no guarantee that the implementation of this would be successful at EU level. Last but not least, other parties to the UNFCCC must take similar steps, otherwise we face the risk of carbon leakage. In addition to this, scientific knowledge of the carbon storage capacity and emissions from forest soils, and the effects of different management methods on them, is still far from complete. There remains no clear way to distinguish between the impact of uncontrollable natural processes and those derived from anthropogenic activities. The need for a fair treatment of wood as a material (harvested wood products (HWP)) and of renewable energy is also a major challenge.

Therefore, Copa-Cogeca  believes that maintaining the status-quo would be a more realistic approach for the time being. Copa-Cogeca recommends that there be further analysis of the consequences of including LULUCF in the EU commitments and also highlights the need for both the accounting methods and the MRV rules to be clarified before deciding whether to include LULUCF in the EU commitments. Possible further steps at EU level should only be taken after the international process and commitments relating to GHG emissions reductions have been clarified. However, European farmers, agri-cooperatives, foresters and forest owners wish to take a constructive approach to this issue and have assessed the possible implications of the different options for their sectors.

We would like to comment on the theoretical policy options which the European Commission is currently assessing for LULUCF.
Preliminary remarks

1. Copa-Cogeca wishes to highlight the fact that agriculture and forestry have the potential to mitigate climate change. However, their potential is limited by natural conditions and disturbances, saturation risk, complex fluxes, insufficient capacity for emissions monitoring and considerable uncertainties relating to accounting methods. 

2. Therefore, at this stage of the debate where many questions remain unanswered (and due to the fact that natural conditions, which cannot be controlled by land managers, have a major impact on soil sequestration as well as carbon content) there is not sufficient evidence to include LULUCF in the EU greenhouse gas emissions reduction commitment. 

3. Science-based knowledge and monitoring methods need to be improved in order to increase confidence in greenhouse gas emissions inventories linked to forestry and agricultural soils. Both their accuracy and consistency need to be improved and it is important to examine mitigation options from a holistic point of view using an integrated approach. LULUCF should not be seen in isolation. The combined effects of substituting fossil energy with biofuels and biomass must be included in any assessment. Moreover, climate change mitigation options which provide multiple environmental benefits should be prioritised and trade-offs should be assessed, e.g. pasture-based livestock systems which simultaneously contribute to carbon preservation and sequestration, biodiversity protection, reduction of nutrient leakage, water storage and prevention of fires, floods and erosion.

4. Increasing renewable energy use in the transport sector by 10% is an effective way of reducing the EU’s dependency on fossil fuels and combating climate change. European farmers, foresters and forest owners are willing to play a key role in reaching this target. The carbon substitution effect of renewable materials is very popular with the general public and must, therefore, be acknowledged. The need for petrochemistry-based products can be reduced by increasing the use of agricultural commodities to produce industrial materials, such as polymers, lubricants and fibres (e.g. flax and hemp) and through carbon substitution provided by harvested wood products replacing energy-intensive industrial materials in construction and furniture. 

A. Policy options 

5. As we have previously stated, we do not see a clearly emerging “simple” solution and it is difficult to decide which is the best option.

6. Copa-Cogeca believes that consultants’ arguments against  the inclusion of LULUCF in the Emission Trading System (ETS) are sound and realistic.

7. It is impossible to include agriculture and forestry in the ETS due to their specific characteristics: a high number of minor emitters; the difficulty of verifying emissions; lack of optimised, standardised EU-wide monitoring methods for soil carbon and related baseline inventories; lack of reliable monitoring, reporting and verification rules and lack of reliable calibration exercises.
8. Including LULUCF in the Effort Sharing Decision (ESD) presents a significant challenge due to the structure of the requirements included in the ESD. It is clear that including LULUCF in the ESD would require significant amendments (e.g. introducing flexibility in order to address inter-annual variations in LULUCF and necessary recalculations of national inventories, taking uncontrollable disturbances into consideration).

· Separate, specific targets for LULUCF are not acceptable as there is no flexible way to link them to the ESD targets and to avoid distortion due to credits obtained by other sectors (e.g. industry and energy) when using biomass for energy or renewable materials. In this way, the creation of renewable energy would obtain a credit under the ESD, but the same activity would be considered to be a debit under LULUCF. 
· This could create disincentives for using biomass and cut off valuable mitigation options which would in turn have a negative impact on forestry and forest-based industries and could also affect employment in rural areas. As regards agricultural soils, there is certainly scope for improving soil conservation and contributing to climate change mitigation. On the other hand, the pressure for mitigation should not go so far as threatening the competitiveness of EU farming. Unless compensation is provided, higher production costs could lead to production moving outside the EU (carbon leakage). This is also true for wood production as strict targets for maintaining the carbon content of forests could shift production outside the EU. It also runs the risk of obtaining short term benefits from filling up carbon stores in forests at the expense of long-term sustained mitigation activities, based on active forest management, enhancing growth by rejuvenating forests and maximising production and carbon sequestration by forest growth. It is also important to bear in mind that strict forestry targets could lead to an increased risk of forest damage. Sustainably managed forests have a high tolerance to both abiotic and biotic stress but wood imports from third countries always run the risk of introducing harmful pests to EU forests.     
9. Finally, “Forest management”, ”Cropland management” and “Grassland management” should all remain voluntary due to the significant uncertainties linked to monitoring forest and agricultural soils and the fact that the impact on forestry and agricultural production is not yet clearly established. Basic research should be enhanced, monitoring systems for soil should be improved and reporting efforts for farmers, foresters and forest owners should be kept to a minimum. A good balance must be maintained.

B. Accounting and Monitoring, Reporting and Verification (MRV) rules

10. We believe that it is necessary to address a series of principles that should be taken into consideration when deciding upon accounting rules:

· Ensure that annual fluctuations and extraordinary events are taken into account and do not have negative implications for the sectors and Member States concerned: this does imply the need for “force majeure” rules.

· Take natural forest development and existing age class structures into account. Forestry should not be penalised for historical developments that determine the present day age class structure and which can no longer be changed. Therefore, the reference level approach based on projections seems to be the most appropriate. However, this should be based on solid modelling approaches and trustworthy data needs to be obtained. Otherwise, we run the risk of this having a negative impact on forestry and forest-based industry.

· A second option is to consider gross-net accounting with a discount factor for forestry. This may be a useful alternative to the reference level as it is has many benefits (simple, predictable, and providing less disincentives for wood mobilisation). However, forest emissions would be discounted and this could have a negative effect on REDD. 

· Greater recognition of the contribution harvested wood products can make to climate change mitigation. Carbon can be stored in products over long periods of time and this storage should be recognised. This would also create incentives for a greater use of harvested wood products (win-win: mitigation + economic incentives, employment + growing independence from fossil fuel imports).

· Accounting for forest and agricultural soils should remain voluntary as this could help some Member States to move forward and obtain valuable experience. It is also important to invest in scientific research on storage capacity and emissions from both agricultural and forest soils and the effects of different production methods on them.  Moreover, improved inventory methods and harmonised monitoring systems are needed before considering a legislative proposal.

Finally, Copa-Cogeca supports the statements made by the European Commission in its 2009 Staff Working Document, “The role of European agriculture in climate change mitigation”
, which argues that the way to achieve a better LULUCF accounting system is to encourage national policies to deliver the mitigation potential of agriculture and forestry. In addition to this, it should promote the environmental integrity of climate policy and the contribution made by agriculture and forestry to climate change policy in terms of reducing emissions, protecting and enhancing carbon sinks and stocks, sustainable forest and land management and providing a sustainable supply of bioenergy and wood material.
------------------------
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