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Will the future of Europe be
sustainable?

Editorial

by Céline Charveriat
Executive director

2

017 is an important year
for discussing the future
of Europe. A key basis for
this debate is the White Paper
of the European Commission,1
alongside subsequent reflection pieces regarding specific
dimensions of European policy,
including the social dimension
of Europe, globalization, the
Economic and Monetary Union,
European defense and European finances.2

Carrying on

pdf/2017/3/47244656633_en.pdf

whose impact on the environment is much debated.

the past two decades. This is predominantly due to improvements
Europe can certainly boast of its
in wastewater treatment and to
environmental successes. The Eurothe reduction in point discharges
pean model of policymaking and
of nutrients and organic pollution
legislation on the environment has
to freshwater bodies resulting
worked well. The process of discusfrom implementation of the Urban
sion, cooperation and agreement on
Waste Water Treatment Directive.
common standards that the EuroThe reduction in nutrient levels is
pean model entails has delivered on
also the result of progress in some
the public’s desire for higher stanregions in reducing nitrate polludards and better environmental protion from agriculture under the
tection more effectively than indiNitrates Directive.
vidual national governments would
have. Indeed, many early initiatives Notwithstanding, carrying on withAt this stage, the environment or
by Europe were precisely because out addressing current shortcomsustainability are largely absent from
problems could not be solved by ings would undermine intended
the debate. In fact, they are barely
actions at national level4 showing policy deliverables. Diffuse polmentioned in the White Paper or
the added value of EU environmen- lution from agriculture remains a
within the European Council’s dectal policy. Furthermore, Europe’s significant pressure in more than
laration for the 60th anniversary of
environmental policy does not place 40% of Europe’s water bodies in rivthe Treaty of Rome.3 Yet the environa heavy financial burden on citizens: ers and coastal waters, and in one
ment is one of the major success stoFor every 100 euros earned by Euro- third of the water bodies in lakes
ries of the EU and provides a compean citizens, 39 cents – at the most and transitional waters.
pelling argument for continued, and
– goes to sustainable growth.5 So
in some areas, deeper cooperation.
In this scenario, the devil might
carrying on seems like a good idea.
be in the details. Many think that
The White Paper sets out five sceLet’s take the example of water pol- Juncker’s Commission has actually
narios for Europe’s future. Here are a
lution. There has been a significant not “carried on”, but instead tried
few initial ideas about their implicareduction in nutrient pollution lev- to put the brakes on environmentions for the environment:
els in European freshwaters over tal policymaking, with the notable
4 https://ieep.eu/news/new-book-tracing-the-evolutionexception of climate change action.
1 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/sites/beta-political/
of-eu-environmental-policy
files/white_paper_on_the_future_of_europe_en.pdf
More debate would be needed to
5 This figure includes the Multiannual Financial Framework
2 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/white-paper-future(MFF) funding for agriculture, rural development, fisheries
clarify what carrying on means for
europe-reflections-and-scenarios-eu27_en
and the environment. This is therefore a gross estimation,
3 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/press-releasesas a vast majority of the funding allocated goes to the CAP,
the next 10 years and what areas
IEEP Summer Newletter 2017

environmental policy should focus
on, in a successor to the 7th Environmental Action Programme.
Nothing but the single market

standards which have a single
market legal base. However, this
option at least seems to suggest
that there would be no addition or
improvement of the acquis. While
protecting the integrity of the single market has in most cases been
a driver for introducing new and
– on average across the EU – more
ambitious policies, it also imposes
some constraints. States which are
eager to introduce new measures
– for example, Denmark on packaging in the 1990s – sometimes
have to scale back their ambitions
while they wait for public opinion
in other Member States to catch
up. State aid rules can be seen by
some governments as a constraint
to introducing more environmental policies.

This minimalist option seems to
leave some ambiguity whether
the environmental acquis would
remain for pieces of legislation
which are not single market related;
but the question of what is necessary for the single market is far from
straightforward. While some would
argue that product standards are all
that is required to ensure a functioning internal market, EU policy
(including in the EEA trade agreement), has consistently taken the
approach that common standards
on a broad range of issues are
necessary to avoid less ambitious
member states from undercutting
Another interesting example based
the regulatory standards of the
on our findings for the Inquiry Commore ambitious states.
mittee of the European Parliament
The Industrial Emissions Directive, on automotive emissions,6 shows
along with water, waste manage- that the impetus of the regulations,
ment and air quality standards, are inspired by the single market, was
all considered relevant to fair com- to harmonize type-approval procepetition within the internal market dures among member states, rather
and each is included as part of the than enforce carbon emission stanEEA agreement. Thus, it is unlikely dards. Thus, harmonisation can
that legislation would be rolled back sometimes lead to a lowest comhttp://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.
to cover just the product and other 6do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A8-20170049+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN

mon denominator solution, which
lacks environmental integrity.7
Those who want more do more
This scenario is undoubtedly quite
attractive for those who have been
frustrated by the blockage of certain files due to the opposition of
a few member states, especially on
issues where unanimity is needed.
There are already many precedents
of “variable geometry” in Europe
with the Euro and Schengen being
the most famous. In terms of
key files of interest, which could
become unblocked, the example of
a carbon tax comes to mind. One
could also talk about the problem
of soil protection. Approximately
22% of all European land is affected
by water and wind erosion. Around
half of the mineral soils in Europe
have low or very low organic carbon
content, and over a third of European subsoils have high or very high
susceptibility to compaction8. In the
absence of a common European
policy, member states are so far
unable to tackle the multiple chal7 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/
cmsdata/112300/2016.12.05-Comparative%20study%20
of%20US%20and%20EU%20Vehicle%20emissions%20
legislation_Martin_Nesbit_IEEP.pdf
8 Berge, H.F.M. ten, Schroder, J.J., Olesen, J.E. and Giraldez
Cervera, J.V. 2017, Research for AGRI Committee – Preserving agricultural soils in the EU, European Parliament, Policy
Department for Structural and Cohesion Policies, Brussels.
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lenges linked with soil degradation.
One could imagine that front-runners among member states could
pioneer a joint approach or policy,
which others could join later, once
it has demonstrated its efficiency.

its objectives. How can one allow
those Member States which want
to do more without simply creating
more flexibility for less ambitious
Member States to do less? Allowing
a core of states to do more needs to
avoid a continuing divergence with
However, there are clear limitaother members and hold out the
tions to this approach. A Europe
prospect for improving the collecwhere those who want to do more
tive standards over time.
can do more might lead to a situation where those who want less do Doing less more efficiently
less, leading to division and potenAt a theoretical level, a more
tial polarization. It risks creating an
focused agenda always makes good
alibi for reluctant Member States to
sense. And no one can seriously
refuse to engage in discussion on
oppose efficiency. However, such a
more ambitious collective standards
principle should apply to all scenar– they would routinely encourage
ios, not just this one. We could do
the proponents to take the idea formore, more efficiently, do the same
ward under enhanced cooperation
more efficiently or do less more
– leading to a risk of precisely the
efficiently. It is important that the
regulatory competition the Europositive arguments for improved
pean model has tried to avoid.
efficiency are not seen as necessiA looser club might also allow coun- tating a do less approach.
tries to opt in and opt out accordThere are some areas where doing
ing to their electoral cycles, in cases
less would be welcome – for examwhen a new majority has different
ple, cutting environmentally harmful
views from the preceding one. Such
subsidies within the European Budinstability and uncertainty would
get – but in practice, it is far from
seriously weaken the entire Eurocertain that these would be the
pean construction. We have already
first areas of activity to be dropped.
seen problems emerge in relation to
Reform of the EU budget has proved
renewable energy targets: the Commore achievable when the total is
mission has responded to the Euroincreasing; reforms in the context
pean Council’s desire for a weaker
of overall cuts tends to create too
and more flexible regime in the
many losers for the comfort of politi2020-2030 period, but is now strugcal decision-makers.
gling to find a governance arrangement which ensures EU delivery of More importantly, there is clear sciIEEP Summer Newletter 2017

entific consensus regarding the fact
that Europe as a whole needs to do
much more on the environment,
for instance on climate change.
From an environmental point of
view, the right question should
thus be: what governance arrangements between local, national and
supranational authorities are most
likely to allow Europe to live within
planetary boundaries while guaranteeing essential economic and
social rights of its citizens? What
approach best fits with the sort of
long-term transformation of our
economies that is necessary?
More subsidiarity could in principle
be compatible with stronger environmental protection. The negative
implications of a Brussels-heavy
approach, which does not always
provide enough flexibility to reflect
local realities, are plenty. However,
there are also numerous examples
when flexibility left to member
states simply means delayed action
or worse, inadequate implementation due to short-term political
pressures or the domestic political economy: when having greater
flexibility, politicians cannot use
the card of the “Brussels diktat”
as an argument against pressures
from domestic interests. Providing
greater space for member states in
the implementation of the automotive emissions legislation did
not result in greater environmental integrity, but rather the reverse.

Doing much more together
According to 2016’s Eurobarometer, environmental protection is an issue 67% of European
citizens would like to see the EU
take greater action on.9 There are
many environmental issues where
doing more together could lead to
positive environmental outcomes.
Research and innovation, SDGs
implementation and the neighbourhood policy are among the
many topics which warrant more
collaborative and coherent action
across Europe. In environmental
policy areas, delivering on the circular economy, improving air quality in practice, and making progress on climate mitigation in the
land use sector are all areas where
enhanced action at the European
level could help.

On the other hand, the time
required between the emergence
of an issue and the effective implementation of new legislation is far
too long; so is the time needed to
adapt legislation and regulations
on the basis of new evidence, or
through the process of fitness
checks and evaluations. The Birds
Directive, which stands as the oldest piece of environmental legislation, received a fitness check in
2016, 37 years after the initial adoption in 1979. Yet, common farmland bird populations experienced
a 46% decline from 1990 to 2014.
Common forest bird populations
declined by 14% during the same
time period. Policy reviews which
come nearly forty years after initial
adoption should be issued earlier
to ensure the efficacy of environmental legislation and leave room
to develop more targeted policy
measures. Under present conditions and processes, Europe would
have little chance of remaining
within its planetary boundaries.
The increased speed and opportunities for policy experimentation
of the “those who want more, do
more” scenario offers a compelling
alternative in comparison.

Notwithstanding, doing much
more together, without treaty
change and further reflection
on the EU’s capacity to deploy
solutions at the scale and speed
required, might not lead to desired
outcomes. On the one hand, the
process of detailed discussion and
engagement, and then a legislative
process allowing to voice political
opinion across the EU, has been
Discussing the future of Europe at
hugely effective in developing the
a theoretical level feels a little bit
environmental acquis.
like worrying about who will be in
the driver’s seat, before knowing
9 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/pdf/eurobaromehow the carriage looks like, who the
tre/2016/attentes/eb85_1_synthesis_perceptions_wishes_
terrorism_en.pdf
passengers are and where it needs

to go. Faced with a highly irrational
and emotional anti-Brussels political context, putting down the five
options was certainly a necessary
step for the Juncker Commission.
What is needed now is for Member
States and European Institutions to
define their objectives by 2030 and
chart a credible course for action,
compatible with Europe’s international obligations and with science.
They also need to design new governance arrangements which are
most suitable to reach Europe’s
goals, based on facts and evidence
of what works and what doesn’t,
rather than ideology. Indeed, the
‘alternative’ futures for Europe set
out the White Paper are, in practice, not alternatives. It is possible
for Europe to do more together on
some issues, but the same or less
on other issues. In this regard, it
is critical that the importance of
environmental protection and the
success of European cooperation
is emphasised. The more we can
focus discussion on specific environmental issues – soil protection,
waste avoidance, the health benefits of better air, protecting nature
for future generations and tackling
climate change – the more we can
create the conditions for a debate
on the future of Europe which will
lead to the outcomes European
citizens want.
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The next three issues of our newsletters
will seek to inform debates about the
future of European environmental policy,
in light of the debates on the future of
Europe, the preparation of the next Environment Action Programme, the formation of a new commission and election
of a new parliament in 2019. This edition
begins the ambitious endeavour, and further insights on the topic will follow in
our research, including our forthcoming
report titled “Paris compatible future of
the EU”.
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Climate change communications: what
next for Europe?

by Harvey Jones

Communications Manager

E

uropean climate
change engagement
must incorporate
values-based approaches.

amount we understand how climate change communications has
evolved, learn from its mistakes and
look to its future.

a relatively small sector of industry,
while decarbonising the energy system involves almost every aspect of
human activity.3

Ozone depletion provided an
Climate change is a scientific reality,
incorrect engagement model for
but faces challenges in becoming a
climate change
social and political one
Ozone depletion was an important
Despite twenty years of awareglobal environmental issue in the
ness raising and a body of scien1980s. The 1987 Montreal Prototific evidence spanning over fifty,
col rapidly regulated chlorofluoropublic and political engagement
carbons (CFCs) to be phased out of
on climate change is relatively
industry and succeeded in reduclow. A 2017 poll across France,
ing the hole in the ozone layer.
Germany, UK and Norway found a
Once established, it led to bindmoderate level of climate change
ing international law, enforcing a
concern with many not recognismarket-based emission permit sysing the scientific consensus regardtem, and became a policy solution
ing the reality of climate change.1
that did not require ongoing public
The recent US withdrawal from the
involvement.2
Paris Agreement further suggests
human-caused climate change is an When climate change came to pubaccepted scientific reality, but con- lic attention around the same time,
tinues to face challenges in becom- it was incorrectly treated as a similar global emissions issue, requiring
ing a social and political one.
a similar strategy of market-based
Higher public engagement on clisolutions such as emission caps, regmate change is critical to mobilulation and minimum public engageise the policy and consumption
ment. Yet, climate change is radically
changes necessary to limit a global
different from ozone depletion.
temperature rise of 2 degrees CelControlling CFCs involves regulating
cius by 2050. Given this, it is par-

Because the causes of climate
change are more complex than
past global environmental issues,
it requires more robust public
engagement. Climate change
communications has evolved to
address this gap.

1 http://orca.cf.ac.uk/98660/7/EPCC.pdf

2 http://www.bloomsbury.com/us/dont-even-think-aboutit-9781620401330/

Emergence of social marketing and
nudge theory
During the 1990s and 2000s, many
climate change public engagement
efforts attempted to change individual behaviour.4
Social marketing – the application
of marketing techniques to achieve
behavioural changes that contribute to “societal good” – was applied
to promote low-carbon behaviour.
These campaigns focused on simple, convenient behaviours,5 such
as switching off lights and taking
showers over baths. Unfortunately,
the results have been limited. These
3 Talking climate. From research to practice in public
engagement. Adam Corner and Jamie Clarke. pg 18
4 https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2007/
sep/13/ethicalliving.climatechange
5 http://assets.wwf.org.uk/downloads/common_cause_
report.pdf
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behavioural changes tend to make
small reductions to carbon emissions, and the longevity of the
changes is unclear.6 There are doubts
over the claims that social marketing creates a domino effect or “spill
over” leading to other sustainable
behaviours.7 Furthermore, there is
a risk of “rebound” where carbon
savings created by an energy-saving
behaviour are off-set by increased
energy use elsewhere.8 An example is treating yourself to a holiday
abroad with the money saved from
efficient electricity usage at home.

iour change. A classic example is
making driving license applicants
organ donors by default. By making applicants tick a box to opt out
of the programme, organ donation
rates tend to be higher than in situations where the opposite is true.
Although the nudge approach can
unconsciously “trick” people into
making more sustainable behaviour
changes, its “unthinking” approach
may lead only to short-term changes
with little chance of spill over. Critics
suggest this is because nudge fails to
instil why one should adopt more
sustainable behaviours.10

values12 – a map of 56 universal values documented across the world
– as well as Maslow’s hierarchy of
needs. They are based on the idea
that different cultural, political and
economic groups demonstrate different combinations of values, and
motivation to act on climate change
is more likely to be created if climate
change engagement is aligned with
these values.

The Value Mode model13 by Pat
Dade and Les Higgins suggests categorising audiences into three groups
based on their values: settlers, prosA more recent approach from
pectors and pioneers.14 Settlers are
motivated by resources and by fear
behavioural economics is Nudge Incorporating values-based
of perceived threats. They tend to
Theory or nudge, which intention- approaches
be older, socially conservative and
ally avoids engaging with the fundaGiven that tackling climate change
security conscious. Prospectors are
mental reasons behind the desired
requires rapid decarbonisation on
9
driven by the esteem of others. They
behaviour change. The nudge
almost all levels of society, commuare motivated by success and recogapproach seeks to make small
nicators are adopting approaches
nition and are usually younger and
changes to the environment – or
which seek to form deep psychomore optimistic. Pioneers are motinudges – which facilitate behavlogical engagement11 by appealing
vated by self-realisation and value
to a person’s values, worldviews and
6 http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/1758300
collectivism and fairness. The Value
4.2015.1020011
moral convictions. These values7 http://ac.els-cdn.com/S0272494416300536/1-s2.0Mode model was first developed in
based approaches draw from the
S0272494416300536-main.pdf?_tid=afdd256c-5c0a11e7-b612-00000aab0f6c&acdnat=1498658842_
Swartz circumplex model of human
b4b44b6b00b0981b80703109d8697cf6
8 https://dspace.lboro.ac.uk/dspace-jspui/bitstream/2134/11802/3/Chitnis%20et%20al%202013%20
Turning%20lights%20into%20flights%20-%20Accepted%20
Manuscript.pdf
9 Thaler, Richard H.,Sunstein, Cass R.Nudge: Improving
Decisions About Health, Wealth, And Happiness. New
Haven : Yale University Press, 2008.
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12 http://valuesandframes.org/handbook/2-how-valueswork/

10 Talking climate. From research to practice in public
engagement. Adam Corner and Jamie Clarke. Pg 82
11 Talking climate. From research to practice in public
engagement. Adam Corner and Jamie Clarke. Pg 82

13 Marshall, G., Yashwant, S., Shaw, C. and Clarke, J.
(2017). Communicating climate change in India: a Global
Narratives project. Oxford: Climate Outreach. http://climateoutreach.org/resources/centre-right-post-brexit
14 Rose, Chris (2011). What Makes People Tick?. Matador.

1973 and was applied to marketing, advertising and political campaigning, but similar approaches
are being taken in climate change
engagement studies.
A Cardiff University study with UK
citizens with centre-right political
views found that climate change
narratives on energy independence aligned well with conservative values of security and independence. The same study found that
there was also a positive response
to narratives about controlling
decisions about ones future and
self-direction.15 A Climate Outreach study with Indian citizens
found narratives around togetherness, diversity and self-reliance
improved climate change engagement.16 A values-based approach
also emphasises the importance of
“trusted messengers” – individuals
who are highly reputable within a
community or group to deliver climate change messages.

other social issues such as gender and generational justice. By
emphasising links between issues,
it seeks to reach audiences by talking around topics they already care
about. One example is highlighting
the fact that in general women face
more economic, social and political barriers than men17, and that
this disproportionately limits their
ability to cope with the potential
negative consequences of climate
change. By framing climate change
around other issues, it may be possible to develop deeper engagement with climate change.

15 http://climateoutreach.org/resources/centre-rightpost-brexit

Research on values-based approaches to climate change communications is growing, and progress
may lead to insights on furthering
similarly complex sustainability
issues such as implementing the
Sustainable Development Goals.
But the urgency of climate change
calls for research and implementation to be accelerated. To achieve
a more robust climate change
engagement strategy, policy makers and researchers must not
abandon the learnings from social
marketing and nudge, but incorpo-

16 Marshall, G., Yashwant, S., Shaw, C. and Clarke, J.
(2017). Communicating climate change in India: a Global
Narratives project. Oxford: Climate Outreach

17 https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/climate-change-feminist-issue-generational-too-celine-charveriat

The values alignment approach
seeks to align climate change to

rate them within the framework of
values-based approaches.
For more information, please contact Harvey Jones.
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Agriculture has a unique role to play in
the EU’s future efforts on climate

by Kaley Hart

Senior Fellow and Head of Agriculture and Land
Management Programme

T

o comply with the long
term goal of the Paris
agreement of net-zero
emissions by 2050, it is
becoming increasingly urgent
for Europe to tackle the issue
of agriculture and climate
change through a greater
shift towards climate-smart
agricultural land management. To do so requires more
emphasis on climate within
the Common Agricultural
Policy and action to reduce
the climate footprint of consumer consumption patterns.

no- and low-cost mitigation actions by the CAP. The budget allocated to
that are being under used.
climate objectives and their associated targets is generally very low,
Some actions have little or no
a conclusion echoed in a recent
impact on production and can
European Court of Auditors report.
lead to efficiency gains and deliver
wider environmental benefits, Moving towards climate-smart prosuch as improving water qual- duction is only one part of the soluity and soil functionality. These tion. Enabling a real transformation
actions include the use of catch/ towards achieving net zero emiscover crops, planting and prevent- sions by 2050 requires consumping removal of farmland trees, tion to become more sustainable,
optimising feeding strategies for through tackling issues like food
livestock or using soil and nutrient waste and reducing the amount of
management plans.
animal protein consumed.

Many actions are straightforward
to implement and could be supported via the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), particularly
Agriculture, alongside the forthrough rural development policy,
est sector, has a unique role to
should Member States choose
play in the EU’s efforts on climate
to do so. In addition, the lack of
change. In addition to its potential
explicit GHG emission reduction
to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG)
or carbon sequestration targets
emissions through changes in land
for the agriculture sector creates
management, it could increase
little incentive to focus attention
atmospheric CO 2 removal by
in this area.
increasing carbon sequestration in
soils, trees and other vegetation. Our report on the consequences
of climate change for EU agriculThe sector is far from reaching this
ture for the European Parliament
potential, with concerns that actions
has shown that to date, Member
required are too expensive or would
States have not made the most of
reduce the capacity to produce
the climate opportunities provided
food. However, there is evidence of
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Click here for more information on
IEEPs work on climate and agriculture and to access our recent reports
or contact Ben Allen, Martin Nesbit
or Anne Maréchal.

Climate action en marche?

by Kamila Paquel
Senior Policy Analyst

W

hat does the Macron
presidency mean
for the future of
European environmental
policy? Caught between rigorous economic liberalism and
heartfelt environmentalism,
Macron’s France is currently
inscrutable.
Our society is a sort of an airliner in
which all control lights would flash
red in the flight deck and at the back
everyone would still be either drinking champagne or bickering.
– Nicolas Hulot
The former environmental activist,
writer, and David Attenborough à la
française, Nicolas Hulot, just got a
prominent seat in the flight deck. He
was appointed Minister of Ecologic
and Inclusive Transition in the government of the new French president Emmanuel Macron.

Hulot see an opportunity for “more
room in the flight deck” to drive
ambitious climate and environmental policies this time?

Macron’s election has been good
news for the EU’s future, but his
presidency is less unambiguous.
For the integrity of the post-Brexit
EU, a progressive leadership to
work alongside Germany may be
welcome, but only if it does not
lead to a fully-fledged multi-speed
EU with no bridge between the
frontrunners and a disheartened
periphery. In climate action, for
instance, France’s choices could
provide the impulse for the EU-27
to get on the right tracks.

While it’s still early days, and the
memory of the very liberal candidate Macron ignoring environmental questions and praising free trade
during his campaign is still fresh,
there is hope the ecological transition might have just got on track.
Hulot’s ministry is large (in charge
of, among others, environment,
energy, climate, transport, fisheries,
land use, housing, and risk preven- For more information, please contion), and his challenge is recognised tact Kamila Paquel.
as “vital and determining everything
else” by President Macron.
Yet, President Macron and Minister Hulot are not alone in the flight
deck.

The prime minister, Edouard
Philippe, previously lobbying for
Areva and, as a mayor of Le Havre,
fighting to keep a coal power plant
Both Sarkozy and Hollande offered
up to save 180 jobs, is also part of
him the job before, but this time
the crew. While the outcome of the
he accepted saying, “It’s a good
new political set up is difficult to premoment to act.” Those who underdict, it is exciting to see those who
stand the urgency of climate action
understand the value of environand nature conservation would
mental protection and EU integraagree with him, but will wonder why
tion behind the control wheel.
he didn’t take the seat sooner. Did
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Better Regulation and the Future of EU
Environmental Policy

by Andrew Farmer

Director of Research and Head of Industry, Waste
and Water Programme

A

ndrew Farmer examines
the role of the better
regulation agenda in
shaping the processes and
wider atmosphere surrounding the future of EU environmental policy.
“Better regulation” is often viewed
with suspicion or hostility by those
pressing for improved environmental protection. This is not without good cause as the better regulation agenda is easily hijacked by
those seeking less regulation for
their own narrow interests. Yet,
targeted regulation can be better
for Europe’s citizens by delivering
environmental objectives more
effectively with less input.
The better regulation agenda in
the Commission comes in waves
and was widely discussed in the
1990s: the Barroso I Commission re-energised it and Barroso
II reformulated it as ‘smart regulation’. The Juncker Commission
went back to the terminology of
‘better regulation’, with the launch
of a major toolkit to support policy
evaluation in May 2015. No one
knows what the next Commission
will place on the agenda in 2019.
IEEP Summer Newletter 2017

The terminology used in the better agenda is usually hard to argue
with. Surely everyone wants regulation to be ‘better’ by being more
‘effective’, ‘efficient’, and ‘relevant’.
Yet, it is how these objectives are
interpreted in practice that matters.
For the EU, the purpose of adopting
regulation is to deliver the objectives of the Treaty. This includes
the objectives on protecting our
common environment. Therefore,
the objectives of better regulation
should be to help deliver those
objectives. At the same time, better regulation should minimise any
unintended consequences, such as
costs to business.
So, how do we know what “better”
means in each case?

problem be tackled to the degree
intended through full implementation?
Third, is the regulation able to be
implemented? Is it clear what is
needed, who is responsible and
how to check implementation, etc.?
Fourth, are the different laws coherent? This is not just about EU environmental law, but is also a challenge to sectoral laws such as the
CAP. Better regulation should ensure
that EU laws do not pull in different,
or even opposite, directions.
Fifth, is implementation of the law
efficient? Do the processes at EU
and Member State level reduce
costs to the minimum necessary
to deliver the objectives?

It is important for those wishing to
see an improved European environment to take the messages of
better regulation forward as they
should be. For the EU, it is the
Treaty objectives that matter, and
regulation should be designed to
deliver them. Gaps in implementation and delivery of environmental
legislation are well-documented.
Second, is the law well designed? But what lies behind those gaps,
Does it cover the right issues and and how can they be addressed?
specify who does what? Would the
First, regulation should cover all of
the necessary areas. Does regulation address all of the environmental issues that should be addressed
by EU law? In practice, it does not.
Some issues are best dealt with by
other instruments and by Member States themselves (principle
of subsidiarity).

If the future of EU environmental
policy is not included in the better
regulation agenda, it will fall into
deregulatory hands, which will
not be in the interests of the environment. IEEP is helping a number of national governments in
the Make it Work initiative, which
aims to tackle some of the issues
identified above. The initiative provides a clear aim of improving the
effectiveness of the EU’s delivery
of environmental objectives by
improving the nature of EU environmental law.
For more information on the Make
it Work project, please contact
Andrew Farmer.
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We are hiring!
Head of Programme – Agriculture & Land Management team
More information and how to apply: here
Senior CAP Specialist – Agriculture & Land Management team
More information and how to apply: here
Senior Policy Analyst – Green Economy team
More information and how to apply: here
Research Assistant Intern to join the Executive team
More information and how to apply: here
Intern to join the Agricultural team in Brussels
More information and how to apply: here
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IEEP Conferences and Events

Capacity building in environmental taxation
Brussels (Belgium), 5 October 2017
This one-day conference will present the findings of
a major IEEP-led study for the European Commission
on the use of economic instruments to address pollution and resource use. Hosted by the Committee of the
Regions, the event will bring together civil society organisations and policy-makers to discuss how civil society
can support and encourage the use of such instruments.
Environmental themes addressed will include air pollution, circular economy, water quality, water stress, and
biodiversity and land use. If you would like to attend,
please contact Sandra Mootoosamy.
For further information about the conference, please
contact Emma Watkins
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IEEP Books and Publications

IEEP contributes to free online course on
marine litter for United Nations Environment
8 June 2017
ACCESS MOOC

The United Nations Environment’s second Massive
Open Online Course (MOOC) on marine litter was
created to educate participants at all levels and
backgrounds to take action on marine litter. IEEP
contributed content to the course, and it is available
for free.

IEEP contributes to a book on nature and
biodiversity protection in cities
24 October 2016
ACCESS BOOK

IEEP’s Konar Mutafoglu, Patrick ten Brink, and JeanPierre Schweitzer authored a chapter on the role of
nature and biodiversity protection in cities.
The book is available online for free on Elgaronline.

Cohesion Policy and Paris Agreement targets
June 2017
ACCESS PUBLICATION

The EU’s Cohesion Policy has an increasing role to
support climate change objectives. In this report for
the European Parliament’s REGI Committee, IEEP
examines the experience of climate mainstreaming
in Cohesion Policy in the current (2014-2020) and
previous (2007-2013) programming periods; and we
assesses the implications of the Paris Agreement on
climate change.
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IEEP contributes to UN handbook on
economics and management of sustainable
oceans
9 December 2016
ACCESS BOOK

IEEP contributed to the Handbook on the economics
and management of Sustainable Oceans for United
Nations Environment.
Researchers from IEEP contributed to a chapter on
the socio-economic impact of marine litter, the cost
of policy inaction and action for the United Nations
Environment Programme.

Support to the Fitness Check of monitoring
and reporting obligations arising from EU
environmental legislation
March 2017
ACCESS PUBLICATION

In 2015, the European Commission launched a Fitness Check of monitoring and reporting obligations
arising from EU environmental legislation. IEEP,
together with ICF, delivered a study which provided
evidence to underpin this Fitness Check.

Innovative mechanisms for financing
biodiversity conservation: A comparative
summary of experiences from Mexico and
Europe
June 2017

A wheelbarrow of soil
July 2017
ACCESS PUBLICATION

Céline Charveriat and Catherine Bowyer reflect on
the future of soils from Global Soil Week 2017.

ACCESS PUBLICATION

In order to meet the EU’s and international
biodiversity objectives, innovative approaches to
financing are needed. In this study, which resulted
in two regional reports and a synthesis summary,
researchers from IEEP, CIRAD Agricultural Research
for Development and Ibero-American University
compared the use of novel funding mechanisms for
biodiversity conservation in the EU and Mexico.

IEEP contributes to ELNI research brief on
Brexit and environmental policy
July 2017
ACCESS PUBLICATION

IEEP’s Céline Charveriat and Andrew Farmer discussed the possible consequences of Brexit for EU
environmental legislation and policy.

The Green Market Transition
August 2017
ACCESS BOOK

IEEP researchers co-authored a chapter in “The
Green Market Transition” book on the opportunities
for biodiversity financing provided by environmental
fiscal instruments in the EU.
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