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Agenda I
10:15

Welcome (Introduction to agenda, Presentation of participants) (J. Peters, GMC)

10:30

Official opening (C. Gather, UBA; M. Vischer-Leopold, BfN)

10:45

Introduction: Role of peatlands in the EU with special emphasis on climate change (H.
Joosten, GMC)

11:15

Presentation of EU Peatland policy project, first draft of policy options (J. Peters,
GMC; M. v. Unger, Silvestrum)

11:45

Coffee break

12:00

Overview of Policy Perspectives to peatlands in the EU (P. Wehrheim, EU Commission)

12:15

Perspective from peatland-rich Member States (H. Fridolin, MoE Estonia, A.
Langowski, GDOS Poland)

12:45

Challenges for peatland utilisation under recent EU framework conditions (W.
Wichtmann, CINDERELLA)

13:00

Lunch with snacks
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Agenda II
13:30

Open workshop: Discuss, complement and adapt policy matrices and consolidate to
draw conclusions and recommendations for better peatland management in EU
3 working groups:

15:15

-

Nature conservation (Natura 2000 / Life)

-

Agricultural Policies

-

Climate and Energy

15:30

Coffee break
Presentation of results from open workshop, Plenum discussion

16:30

Sum up of developed recommendations, Conclusions

17:00

Closing

www.greifswaldmoor.de

Peatlands
in the EU Regulatory Environment
with Case Studies from the Member States
Poland & Estonia

Funded by:

Jan Peters

Moritz von Unger

Peatlands & Climate Change

Environmental law expert

Michael Succow Foundation

Silvestrum

Supervised by:

www.greifswaldmoor.de

Objectives of the project
• Track influence of EU regulatory in exemplary regions:
– Poland: Fens, protected, agriculture
– Estonia: Bogs, protected, forestry, peat extraction
– Compare to other regions in EU

• Analyse land use changes on peatlands after joining EU in 2004
• Involve relevant stakeholders in the case study to
– Analysis how EU policy framework influences and incentivizes decision
making on regional/local level with focus on peatlands
– Discuss findings with a wider range of stakeholders (workshop in
Brussels)
– Present policy recommendations
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Activities of the project
• General study of the EU-law situation (and implementation in
national legislation):
– Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), especially cross compliance and agroenvironmental - climate schemes
– European Agricultural Funds of Rural Development (EAFRD)
– EU-forestry policy and national forest legislation
– European Cohesion Policy and Regional Development Programs
(Cohesion Fund, ERDF)
– Environmental and Nature Conservation schemes (EU biodiversity
strategy, Natura 2000, FFH, Life+, Water Framework Directive)
– Climate change mitigation and adaptation policies (UNFCCC, Kyoto
accounting, EU climate policies)
– Support of fuels made of biomass, renewable energies, peat
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Activities of the project
• Case Studies to show effects of EU regulatory on the ground:
– Use historic (before 2004) and recent data to analyse land use changes
– Interview relevant stakeholders (different levels of government and
administration, land users, farmer, foresters, conservationists, scientists)
– Analysis how EU policy framework influences and incentivizes decision
making on regional/local level with focus on peatlands
– Involve experts from partner countries and Germany to draw conclusions
on lessons learnt in EU context

• Publication of both studies in journals in Estonian, Polish and
English
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Activities of the project
• Case Study Poland: Fen-rich region (Lublin / Western Polesie)
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Activities of the project
• Case Study Estonia: Bog-rich region (Pärnu)
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General Findings
• Peatlands in “new” Member States generally in better condition
than in “old” Member States;
• This, however, is a historic finding (in proportion, more
peatlands have so far remained undrained); the trajectory, by
contrast, is less positive: peatland conservation and restoration
efforts remain feeble despite good trends in Natura 2000;
• Main culprit is agriculture, despite increased efforts to green
both CAP Pillar I and CAP Pillar II;
• Other factors are related to under-use of water policy planning,
energy sourcing (direct and indirect) and production of
horticulture substrates;
• Opportunities in the area of climate change (emissions trading)
have not yet been tapped into;
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Initial Findings - Poland
• kkk
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Initial Findings - Estonia
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Preliminary Recommendations
• Nature Conservation
– Integrate climate aspects in Natura 2000 network
– Strengthen Life Climate instruments (lower co-funding from MS)
– More resilient EIA for large scale projects

• Water Framework Directive
– Improve knowledge levels about mires and peatlands for water
managers
– Support cross-border large-scale catchment based
implementation;
– Use WFD for peatland restoration with funding incentives as a part
in River Basin Management Plans through ERDF, EAFRD.
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Preliminary Recommendations
• Agriculture I
– Good agricultural practice should serve as key corrective to
mitigate peatland drainage
– Needs to integrate emission from soils (including an obligatory
GHG audit) and target mitigation activities tailored to organic soils
– Include WFD and climate compliance into the cross compliance
/greening
– Introduce at least an equal treatment of paludiculture compared
to drainage-based peatland agriculture regarding CAP payments
– Generally allow conversion from EU protected permanent
grassland on organic soils to paludicultures
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Preliminary Recommendations
• Agriculture II
– Apply peatland-friendly policies across EAFRD funding options;
funding for implementation / maintenance of drainage systems in
organic soils should not be permitted at all
– more refined incentive schemes are needed to allow for the
raising of water levels
– Easier control mechanisms and simplify procedures
– Support to Member States in implementing AES and other funding
measures effectively
– Long-term guarantees should be given in EU policies to encourage
farmers to join programmes
– Financial compensation from 2nd pillar should be granted for
supposed loss in value of land by rewetting
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Preliminary Recommendations
• Climate
– Member States have to make use of consistent, comparable
calculations for GHG emissions from peatlands (2013 IPCC
Wetland supplement, Tier-2 approaches);
– Provide technical support for accurate reporting of emissions to
MS
– Emissions by LULUCF and by agriculture should be included in EU
emissions trading by 2020
• Direct coverage of (large- and medium scale) agricultural
installations under the EU ETS;
• Coverage of LULUCF emissions in Effort Sharing
– Mainstreaming of peatland climate issues in all funding measures
– Support countries to use funds for peatland restoration
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Preliminary Recommendations
• Energy and horticulture (peat)
– Phase out peat-from-energy use and to restrict horticulture
sourcing to paludiculture (mandatory regimes);
– Evolve strategies for alternative growing media constituents to
replace peat in EU’s hobby gardening market immediately and to
fast phase out peat utilisation in professional horticulture;
– Renewable energy regulations should include prevention of
additional land-based emissions as priority;
– Support production and conditions for application of renewables
(incl. real biofuels) from paludiculture for replacement of fossils by
production of construction materials and fuels.
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Thanks for your attention!
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