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Executive Summary 

Deliverable 4.1 – Policy Coherence Roadmaps presents three sectoral roadmaps - Offshore 
Wind Energy, Agriculture Pollution and Fisheries - for improved marine policy coherence in 
the European Union. Each roadmap highlights the challenges of aligning sector-specific 
policies with overarching EU environmental objectives, particularly those outlined in the 
European Green Deal and the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030. 

1. Offshore wind energy: As offshore wind plays a central role in the EU’s renewable 
energy transition, this roadmap explores its ecological impacts and the policy 
frameworks that are impacting the growth and design of the sector. Based on cases 
from the North Sea, it provides actionable recommendations to better align renewable 
energy expansion with marine biodiversity goals. 

2. Agriculture pollution: 
Focusing on nutrient pollution from agricultural runoff, this roadmap examines 
coherence across the Common Agricultural Policy, the Water Framework Directive, 
and the Marine Strategy Framework Directive. Examining cases in the Baltic and 
North Sea, the roadmap proposes steps to improve coherence of agricultural and 
environmental policy to mitigate marine nutrient pollution. 

3. Fisheries: 
The roadmap analyses policy coherence between the Common Fisheries Policy and 
marine biodiversity policies. It identifies key implementation challenges stemming 
from differing legal mandates and governance structures. Drawing on case studies from 
the Mediterranean Sea, it recommends actions to improve coordination and policy 
coherence, aiming to support both sustainable fisheries and healthy marine ecosystems. 

Overall, the CrossGov Policy Coherence roadmaps underscore the need for improved policy 
coherence across sectors to safeguard marine biodiversity while pursuing economic and social 
goals. Practical recommendations include improved spatial planning, stronger inter-
governmental collaboration, early and integrated environmental assessments and more 
inclusive stakeholder engagement. Together, these strategies aim to foster a more sustainable 
and resilient marine environment across the European Union. 
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Digital Presentation of the Roadmaps 

The CrossGov Policy Coherence Roadmaps have their own landing page on the CrossGov 
website (URL: https://crossgov.eu/roadmaps/). On this page users can find a short description 
of each roadmap and either read the documents online or download them as a PDF. The 
webpage was built to support the dissemination of the roadmaps to key stakeholders, namely 
policy makers at the EU, regional seas and national levels, as well as among representatives of 
NGOs and think tanks.  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Method for the Development of the Roadmaps 

The CrossGov Policy Coherence Roadmaps were developed based on the research and findings 
from work package one, two and three in the CrossGov project. Specifically, the roadmaps 
integrate the mappings and research findings from research on both European Union level 
policy and nation level implementation (through the case study work).  

Stakeholder Engagement  

Research within each CrossGov work package, relied on input from relevant stakeholders 
through events, workshops and interviews, among other methods. Further, the Offshore Wind 
and Biodiversity Roadmap was discussed with approximately 60 relevant stakeholders at the 
Blue Mission BANOS Mission Arena in Amsterdam in November 2024. A summary of that 
workshop can be found here. The Fisheries and Biodiversity Roadmap was similarly the subject 
of an online workshop in April 2025 with approximately 35 relevant stakeholders. A summary 
of that workshop can be found here. Findings from the Agriculture Pollution Roadmap were 
similarly discussed in Riga, Latvia at the BlueMission BANOS 2nd Mission Arena in April 
2024. A summary of that workshop can be found here.  

Figure 1: Screenshot from Roadmaps landing page on the CrossGov website.  

 

https://crossgov.eu/roadmaps/
https://crossgov.eu/roadmaps/
https://crossgov.eu/a-look-back-at-the-mission-arena-3/
https://crossgov.eu/fisheries-and-biodiversity-conservation-is-a-path-to-policy-coherence-in-the-mediterranean-possible/
https://bluemissionbanos.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Arena-2-Summary-Policy-Coherence-v2.pdf
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Offshore wind energy plays a crucial role in the European transition to renewable energy, with many 
countries setting ambitious targets under the European Green Deal. However, the expansion of 
this sector impacts marine ecosystems, which are already under pressure from climate change and 
other human activities. This roadmap outlines recommendations to enhance coherence between 
offshore wind energy development and marine biodiversity protection. It identifies barriers such 
as fragmented governance, inconsistent environmental assessments, and limited stakeholder 
engagement. Drawing on the experiences of Germany, the Netherlands, and Norway, it underscores 
the misalignment between renewable energy targets and biodiversity conservation policies, which 
often operate independently.

This roadmap examines key European policies, including the Renewable Energy Directive III, the 
European Union Biodiversity Strategy for 2030, and the Marine Strategy Framework Directive. 
These policies offer a framework for aligning offshore wind energy expansion with biodiversity goals, 
but better policy coherence in practice is needed. By emphasizing improvements to marine spatial 
planning, early-stage environmental assessments, and inter-agency coordination, the roadmap 
provides practical guidance to ensure that the development of offshore wind energy aligns more 
effectively with marine biodiversity objectives in the European Union

Roadmap Summary
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The European Green Deal marks a dramatic shift from market-driven energy policies to an 
environmentally integrated approach to energy generation, with the aim of achieving climate neutrality 
by 2050. This transformation is part of delivering the European Union’s (EU) vision of a European 
society and economy that thrives while reducing greenhouse gas emissions and protecting the 
environment. The Green Deal’s energy policy centers on two key pillars: (1) decarbonization and (2) 
advancing the transition to clean, secure, and affor able energy. A key part of this transition is the 
expansion of renewable energy sources, such as offshore wind

The European Green Deal also highlights biodiversity as essential to a healthy, prosperous, and 
sustainable Europe. Scaling up renewable energy is vital but must be carefully planned to 
avoid harming marine biodiversity. As the EU moves from fossil fuels to renewable energy, 
including offshore wind, embedding biodiversity protection in this transition is crucial for long-term 
sustainability. To deliver the ambitious climate and biodiversity goals of the Green Deal, the EU 
has put in place a range of policies and strategies aimed at biodiversity protection and 
ecosystem restoration as well as accelerating the deployment of renewable energy. The 
following sections outline key policy instruments that drive these two Green Deal priorities.

The European Green Deal’s dueling priorities:  
Renewable energy & marine ecosystem protectionA
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Ambitions to protect biodiversity 

The EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 aims to restore, protect, and enhance resilience of 
ecosystems by 2050, with key milestones for 2030. These include protecting 30% of the EU’s 
land and sea areas, with at least one-third of them under strict protection and restoring degraded 
ecosystems. The strategy also aims to minimize the impact of activities like fishing and resource 
extraction on sensitive habitats, particularly the seabed. The Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 is 
implemented through a series of directives and regulations. The Habitats and Birds Directives 

aim to secure favorable conservation status for selected species and habitats, 
supported by the Natura 2000 network. Additionally, the 

Nature 5HVWRUDWLRQ 5HJXODWLRQ (2024) requires 
restoration of at least 20% of marine ecosystems 
by 2030 and all degraded marine ecosystems by 
2050. While the Marine Strategy Framework 
Directive provides a broader framework for 
conserving marine environments, addressing 
issues such as sea-floor integrit , biodiversity, and 

underwater noise are critical concerns for 
offshore wind development.

Ambitions to expand renewable energy generation

The European Climate Law, which writes into law the Green Deal’s climate neutrality goals, 
mandates climate neutrality by 2050, with interim goals for 2030 and 2040. To achieve these targets, 
the Renewable Energy Directive III sets a legally binding obligation for 42.5% of energy 
consumption in the EU to be from renewable sources by 2030. The Directive introduces numerous 
measures aimed at streamlining and simplifying designation and licensing processes. 
These measures include establishing renewable 
energy acceleration areas with simplified environmental 
impact assessments, setting time limits for project 
permitting, classifying renewable energy projects 
as projects of overriding public interest, and 
granting exemptions under the Habitats and Birds 
Directives to fast-track projects. Offshore wind 
is intended to play a central role in the expansion 
of renewable energies in the EU, with the aim of 
generating 60 gigawatts of offshore wind energy by 2030.  
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%DODQFLQJ� RIIVKRUH� ZLQG� H[SDQVLRQ� ZLWK� ELRGLYHUVLW\� SURWHFWLRQ� LV� LQFUHDVLQJO\� FRPSOH[�� :KLOH�
HQHUJ\�WDUJHWV²VXFK�DV�WKH�DLP�RI�JHQHUDWLQJ����JLJDZDWWV�RI�RIIVKRUH�ZLQG�HQHUJ\�E\������²DUH�
RIWHQ�OHJDOO\�ELQGLQJ�DQG�PHDVXUDEOH��ELRGLYHUVLW\�JRDOV� WHQG� WR� ODFN� HQIRUFHDEOH� WDUJHWV�� PDNLQJ�
WKHP� KDUGHU� WR� LPSOHPHQW�� 7KLV� LPEDODQFH� FDQ�FUHDWH�FRQIOLFWV��SDUWLFXODUO\�ZKHUH�ZLQG�HQHUJ\�
SURMHFWV�RYHUODS�ZLWK�VHQVLWLYH�PDULQH�HFRV\VWHPV�

2IIVKRUH�ZLQG� IDUPV� LPSDFW�PDULQH�ELRGLYHUVLW\�E\�DOWHULQJ� WKH�VHD� IORRU��SRVLQJ�FROOLVLRQ� ULVNV� WR�
VHDELUGV�DQG�EDWV��GLVWXUELQJ�PDULQH�PDPPDOV�WKURXJK�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�QRLVH��DQG�DIIHFWLQJ�
PLJUDWRU\�VSHFLHV� GXH� WR� WUDQVPLVVLRQ� FDEOH� PDJQHWLVP�� 7KHVH� IDUPV� DUH� RIWHQ� ORFDWHG�
RQ� VKDOORZ�EDQNV��ZKLFK�DUH�ELRGLYHUVLW\�KRWVSRWV��7KH�ORQJ�WHUP��FXPXODWLYH�HFRORJLFDO� LPSDFW�
RI�H[SDQGLQJ�RIIVKRUH�ZLQG�DFURVV�(XURSHDQ�VHDV�UHPDLQV�XQFOHDU�

$V�RIIVKRUH�ZLQG�HQHUJ\�JURZV�DQG�FRPSHWLWLRQ� IRU�PDULQH�VSDFH� LQWHQVLILHV��FDUHIXO�SODQQLQJ� LV�
HVVHQWLDO� WR� EDODQFH� HQHUJ\� DQG� FRQVHUYDWLRQ� JRDOV�� :KLOH� RIIVKRUH� ZLQG� LV� YLWDO� IRU� UHGXFLQJ�
HPLVVLRQV� DQG� HQKDQFLQJ� HQHUJ\� VHFXULW\�� LW� PXVW� EH� VWUDWHJLFDOO\� UHJXODWHG� WR� PLQLPL]H�
HQYLURQPHQWDO� LPSDFWV�� )RU� H[DPSOH�� (8� 0HPEHU� 6WDWHV� KDYH� EHJXQ� XVLQJ� PDULQH� VSDWLDO�
SODQV� XQGHU� WKH� 0DULWLPH� 6SDWLDO� 3ODQQLQJ� 'LUHFWLYH� WR� LGHQWLI\� VXLWDEOH� VLWHV� IRU� RIIVKRUH�
ZLQG� SDUNV�� )XUWKHU�� 6WUDWHJLF� (QYLURQPHQWDO� $VVHVVPHQWV and (QYLURQPHQWDO� ,PSDFW�
$VVHVVPHQWV are used as instruments WR� LQWHJUDWH� HFRORJLFDO� DQG� VRFLDO� FRQVLGHUDWLRQV� LQWR�
GHYHORSPHQW� GHFLVLRQV�� 7KHVH� SROLFLHV� DQG� WRROV� DUH� HVVHQWLDO� IRU� DOLJQLQJ� UHQHZDEOH�
HQHUJ\�JURZWK�ZLWK�PDULQH�ELRGLYHUVLW\�SURWHFWLRQ��

2ႇVKRUH�ZLQG�H[SDQVLRQ�DQG�ELRGLYHUVLW\�
SURWHFWLRQ��Are these goals at odds?

%

%LRGLYHUVLW\
3ROLF\

5HQHZDEOH�
(QHUJ\�
3ROLF\
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Ensuring policy coherence is crucial for aligning renewable energy expansion with marine biodiversity 
protection. The question is, how coherent are the relevant policies?

Ensuring good environmental status of marine 
ecosystems in planning
The Marine Strategy Framework Directive sets out a framework to ensure that good 
environmental status of marine ecosystems is achieved. Meanwhile, the Maritime Spatial 
Planning Directive aims to coordinate offshore wind expansion with other uses of ocean space. 
However, the Maritime Spatial Planning Directive does not explicitly reference the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive. As a result, when Member States use maritime spatial plans to allocate 
space for offshore wind, there is a risk that ecological limits defined by the good environmental 
status are overlooked. In practice, maritime spatial plans have often been used to promote 
economic growth and prioritize sectoral development—particularly renewable energy—rather 
than to balance energy expansion with biodiversity conservation. 

Offshore wind acceleration & the role of exemptions
The Renewable Energy Directive III introduces exemptions from environmental impact assessments 
to accelerate permitting for renewable energy projects, reducing environmental safeguards.  
The Directive establishes “renewables acceleration areas” in which strategic impact assessments 
at the planning level can be used to permit renewable energy developments without 
individual environmental impact assessments at the project level. However, this exemption 
from project level environmental impact assessments is at odds with the prevention principle under 
article 191(2) of the 7UHDW\�RQ�WKH�)XQFWLRQLQJ�RI�WKH�(XURSHDQ�8QLRQ and the commitments to 
achieve good environmental status under the Marine Strategy Framework Directive. 

The Renewable Energy Directive III further introduces a single permitting procedure, classifying 
offshore renewables as being of overriding public interest. This allows projects, both inside and 
outside of acceleration areas, to proceed despite their potential environmental impacts on Natura 
2000 sites or protected species, provided that appropriate compensation or mitigation measures 
are put in place. 

Streamlining permitting processes for offshore renewables is necessary for achieving the Green 
Deal climate targets. At the same time, acceleration at the cost of environmental safeguards risks 
undermining biodiversity objectives by allowing projects to proceed despite significant uncertainty 
both about their environmental impacts but also about the effectiveness of mitigation measures.

Policy coherence at the EU levelC
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Germany
Germany aims to reach 30 gigawatts of offshore wind capacity
by 2030, 40 gigawatts by 2035, and 70 gigawatts by 
2045. These targets were set in 2022–2023 to speed 
up the energy transition. As of late 2024, capacity stands 
at 9.2 gigawatts with 1,639 turbines in the North and 
Baltic Seas. Achieving the 2030 targets will require rapid 
expansion over the coming years. Germany has a structured 
policy and planning framework in place to guide this expansion 
while addressing biodiversity goals.

Key policies, planning instruments & tools

The Offshore Wind Energy Act: The core legal framework for Germany, setting binding 
targets and regulating site planning, auctions, and permitting of offshore wind. The framework 
mandates the Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency to regularly issue a Site Development Plan 
that designates specific offshore areas and grid connection schedules to meet the expansion targets. 
While full transposition of the Renewable Energy Directive III is pending, the 2023 amendment of 
the Offshore Wind Energy Act anticipated the policy and includes acceleration areas for 
streamlined permitting.

The Environmental Impact Assessment Act: Transposes the Strategic Environmental 
Assessment Directive and the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive, ensuring strategic and 
project-level environmental assessments. While Environmental Impact Assessments are simplified 
in acceleration zones, Strategic Environmental Assessments remain mandatory.

Federal Nature Conservation Act & Federal Water Act: Transposes key EU environmental 
directives, including the Habitats, Birds, and Marine Strategy Framework Directives, into national 
law. These laws support the EU Biodiversity Strategy’s objectives, including the 30% protection 
goal.

Spatial Planning Act: Transposes the Maritime Spatial Planning Directive. Germany’s 2021 
maritime spatial plan designates space for energy, shipping, fishing, and conservation. While the 
plan designates new areas to support offshore wind expansion, it has been criticised for 
insufficiently integrating biodiversity needs.

Germany’s mature offshore wind sector and integrated legal framework offer important insights for 
other countries. However, the rapid pace of expansion poses ongoing challenges, particularly 
around assessing and mitigating the cumulative environmental impact.

Policy coherence at the national level D
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Siloed organisational structures: Offshore wind, permitting, and environmental policy are handled 
by separate ministries and agencies, which reinforces siloed approaches that prioritise sectoral 
mandates over integrated planning. The Federal Agency for Nature Conservation can object to plans 
that affect protected areas, but coordination remains weak

Ineffective science-policy interface: Germany has a significant amount of scientific monitoring 
and research on offshore wind – for example, every project must conduct environmental monitoring 
(birds, marine mammals, benthos). The challenge is ensuring that this knowledge feeds back into 
policy and planning. One issue has been the slow incorporation of cumulative impact assessments 
into planning decisions.

Ineffective stakeholder involvement: While formal mechanisms like consultations, advisory 
forums, and NGO-industry dialogues exist, they are often seen as ineffective. Stakeholders are 
involved in offshore wind development through formal consultations, advisory forums and industry-
NGO dialogues. Stakeholder input, particularly from environmental groups, is not always reflected
in final decisions.

What can other countries learn from Germany? 

Clear legal frameworks and ambitious renewable energy targets: Germany’s approach shows 
how binding offshore wind targets combined with planning tools such as the Site Development 
Plan can accelerate offshore wind deployment while embedding essential environmental 
safeguards.

Integrating biodiversity into mariWLPe spatial plans: Germany’s PDULWLPH spatial 
planning process is criticised for failing to integrate biodiversity objectives effectively, treating 
them as secondary to economic and energy priorities. Other countries could learn from this 
experience by effectively integrating biodiversity objectives into their marine spatial plans.

Enabling an effective science-policy interface: Data collection alone is not enough. 
Germany’s case shows the need for mechanisms that ensure environmental monitoring 
directly informs planning. This includes better data sharing, feedback loops into decision-
making, and tools to evaluate cumulative and long-term impacts.

Improved stakeholder participation and transparency: Germany’s experience 
underscores the importance of meaningful stakeholder participation. Key improvements include 
clear feedback mechanisms, early and continuous engagement, and balanced representation of 
environmental and energy interests throughout the process.

Barriers to reconciling biodiversity and 
offshore energy targets 
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Key policies, planning instruments & tools

North Sea Programme 2022-2027: The Dutch marine spatial plan designates specific wind farm 
zones to minimize overlap with ecologically sensitive areas and integrates nature restoration 
measures alongside wind development to enhance marine ecosystems. This includes habitat 
restoration for species affected by fishing and other activities to strengthen biodiversity within and 
outside wind farms.

Strategic Environmental Assessments, Appropriate Assessments, and the Framework for 
Assessing Ecological and Cumulative Effects (KEC): These frameworks are used to evaluate 
wind farm environmental impacts. Research under programs like Wind op Zee Ecologisch 
Programma complements these assessments and drives innovation in biodiversity impact mitigation 
and restoration.

Nature-inclusive design and multi-use strategies: The Netherlands promotes nature-inclusive 
designs that attract marine species and multi-use strategies that incorporate wind farms with 
aquaculture. Ecological criteria are now part of tender procedures, incentivizing developers to adopt 
biodiversity-friendly approaches.

Stakeholder engagement: A hallmark of the Dutch approach is its emphasis on stakeholder 
engagement bringing together government agencies, environmental organizations, and industry 
players (e.g., North Sea Consultations and Community of Practice North Sea) to foster synergies 
between offshore wind development and marine ecosystem enhancement

The Dutch approach is notable for its emphasis on bringing various stakeholders together and 
creating synergies between offshore wind and marine ecosystem enhancement. This integrated 
strategy could serve as a model for other countries seeking to balance energy production with 
biodiversity protection.

7KH�Netherlands
The Netherlands aims to expand its offshore ind capacity 
to 21 gigawatts by 2032, 50 gigawatts by 2040, and 70 
gigawatts by 2050. The Dutch strategy is to integrate 
marine spatial planning, environmental assessments, and 
nature-inclusive design to balance energy production with 
biodiversity conservation. A key aspect of this strategy is 
the adoption of multi-use approaches, combining offshore
wind with aquaculture and marine restoration, while ensuring 
strong stakeholder collaboration between governmental agencies, 
industry, and environmental groups.
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%DUULHUV�WR�UHFRQFLOLQJ�ELRGLYHUVLW\�DQG�
RႇVKRUH�HQHUJ\�WDUJHWV�

/LPLWHG� LQÀXHQFH� RI� 6WUDWHJLF� (QYLURQPHQWDO� $VVHVVPHQWV� LQ� HDUO\�VWDJH� VLWH� VHOHFWLRQ: 
Decisions are often made before understanding comprehensive ecological impacts, particularly 
regarding cumulative and cross-boundary effects

3ULRULWL]DWLRQ� RI� UHQHZDEOH� HQHUJ\� WDUJHWV� RYHU� ELRGLYHUVLW\: Mitigation or compensation 
measures are often used to replace preventive strategies for biodiversity protection.

,QVWLWXWLRQDO� IUDJPHQWDWLRQ: Multiple ministries 
with divergent priorities create inconsistencies 
in planning and permitting processes, hindering 
integrated, ecosystem-based management.

:KDW�FDQ�RWKHU�FRXQWULHV�OHDUQ�IURP�
WKH�1HWKHUODQGV"�

,QWHJUDWHG�PDULQH�VSDWLDO�SODQQLQJ�DQG�D�RQH�VWRS�VKRS�SHUPLWWLQJ�V\VWHPV: Both processes 
emphasise the importance of early and coordinated stakeholder engagement to reconcile competing 
interests.

7UDQVSDUHQW�DQG�FROODERUDWLYH�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ: Regular consultations, such as the North 
Sea Agreement, foster collaboration in decision-making among diverse sectors.

,QFOXVLYH� VWDNHKROGHU� DSSURDFK: Combining sector-speci¿c expertise with transboundary 
coordination offers a blueprint for enhancing coherence between environmental safeguards and 
energy objectives.
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Norway
Norway, a newcomer to offshore wind, awarded its first 
1.5 gigawatt capacity area in March 2024, with a target 
of 30 gigawatts by 2040. The country uses Strategic 
Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact 
Assessments to evaluate environmental impacts before 
project approval. While well-positioned due to its vast 
marine areas and offshore ndustry expertise, balancing 
wind expansion with marine conservation is challenging, 
particularly for areas beyond territorial waters, where no 
biodiversity protection legislation currently exists.

Key policies, planning instruments & tools

Offshore Energy Act: This act is the cornerstone of Norway’s regulatory framework for offshore
renewable energy production and stipulates that before the government can open an area, 
a Strategic Environmental Assessment must be conducted. Based on this assessment, a 
smaller sub-section can be opened and issued for a tender process. Once an area is awarded, the 
developer must conduct a project-specific Environmental Impact Assessment, which must be 
approved before a concession is granted.

Cross-sectoral process for site identification: The identi¿cation of suitable areas is done through 
a cross-sectoral process that considers wind conditions, technical suitability, environmental FRQÀicts, 
and impact on fisheries

Integrated ecosystem-based ocean management plans: These plans provide a framework for 
knowledge development and decision-making and include “particularly valuable and vulnerable 
areas”.

The Nature Diversity Act: It mandates that any activity must consider their impact on biodiversity and 
ecological processes; it emphasizes the precautionary principle, ecosystem-based management, 
and the need for scientific knowledge in decision-making. It allows to implement marine protected 
areas, though only in territorial waters. New legislation is currently under development to allow the 
implementation of marine protected areas beyond territorial waters.

Norway is taking a cautious, site-focused approach to offshore ind, prioritizing areas with minimal 
conflicts and elying o n S trategic Environmental A ssessments. However, t he l ack o f established 
biodiversity protection laws creates regulatory challenges. As legislation evolves, ongoing research, 
monitoring, and adaptive management will be key to shaping a sustainable offshore wind secto .
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/LPLWHG� DOLJQPHQW�RI� RႇVKRUH�ZLQG�DQG�RFHDQ�PDQDJHPHQW�SODQV: There is a lack of clear 
guidelines on how offshore wind energy planning should relate to ecologically sensitive areas

/LPLWHG�IRFXV�RQ�FXPXODWLYH�DQG�WUDQVERXQGDU\�LPSDFWV: The area-based approach of Strategic 
Environmental Assessments limits the ability to assess broader ecological effects

/LPLWHG� IRFXV� RI� 6WUDWHJLF� (QYLURQPHQWDO�
$VVHVVPHQWV� DQG� (QYLURQPHQWDO� ,PSDFW�
$VVHVVPHQWV: These assessments primarily focus 
on immediate impacts and mitigation measures, 
often overlooking broader environmental goals like 
restoration and nature-inclusive designs.

%DUULHUV�WR�UHFRQFLOLQJ�ELRGLYHUVLW\�DQG�
RႇVKRUH�HQHUJ\�WDUJHWV�

:KDW�FDQ�RWKHU�FRXQWULHV�OHDUQ�IURP�1RUZD\"�

Strategic Environmental Assessments play a central role in the early stages of offshore wind energy 
governance and serve as potentially powerful tools in the planning process, delivering detailed 
information and identifying knowledge gaps and needs.
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7KH�FDVHV�RI�*HUPDQ\��WKH�1HWKHUODQGV�DQG�1RUZD\�H[HPSOLI\�WKDW�WKHUH�DUH�NH\�IDFWRUV� OLPLWLQJ�
SROLF\�FRKHUHQFH�DFURVV�(XURSH�WKDW�PXVW�EH�DGGUHVVHG�WR�HQVXUH�WKH�DOLJQPHQW�RI�RIIVKRUH�ZLQG�
DQG�ELRGLYHUVLW\�SROLF\��7KH�IROORZLQJ�NH\�IDFWRUV�KDYH�EHHQ�LGHQWLILHG�

6FLHQWLILF� NQRZOHGJH� JDS: One of the key challenges is a lack of comprehensive data on the 
impact of offshore wind farms on marine biodiversity, making it difficult to ensure that renewable 
energy expansion aligns with conservation objectives. 

/HJDO�H[HPSWLRQV: The Renewable Energy Directive III allows exemptions from the duty to carry 
out Environmental Impact Assessments for offshore wind projects located in designated 
acceleration areas, which may result in biodiversity impacts being overlooked.

/LPLWHG� LPSDFW� DVVHVVPHQWV: Assessments of ecological impact are often limited to 
protected, red listed, and commercial species, which means that the larger ecological effects of 
offshore wind have not been considered. Moreover, there are currently no proper 
cumulative impact assessments in place.

3RZHU� LPEDODQFHV: The Marine Strategy Framework Directive lacks the regulatory authority 
DW�WKH�QDWLRQDO�OHYHO�to influence energy planning decisions and does not have adequate 
descriptors on the ecological impacts of offshore wind. Meanwhile, the Renewable Energy 
Directive III has the power to prioritize renewable energy expansion over biodiversity 
considerations through exemptions and streamlined permitting. 

2YHUULGLQJ�SXEOLF�LQWHUHVW: Under the Renewable Energy Directive III, offshore wind projects are 
granted the status of ‘overriding public interest’ by default, making it more difficult to challenge 
developments on environmental grounds. While this policy is intended to streamline the 
energy transition, it potentially sidelines biodiversity concerns, reducing the scope for 
stricter environmental assessments.

(� .H\�IDFWRUV�OLPLWLQJ�SROLF\�FRKHUHQFH
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Strengthen mariWLPH spatial planning, establishing ‘go-to’ and ‘no-go’ areas for offshore 
wind development based on ecological impact assessments. For PDULWLPH spatial plans to be 
effective in steering development away from sensitive and important ecosystems, they must 
be legally binding, enforceable, and capable of integrating sectoral interests (including energy and 
biodiversity conservation). 

Make the good environmental status objective under the Marine Strategy Framework Directive 
legally binding. This would represent a major step in helping to align renewable energy expansion 
with marine conservation goals.

Strengthen early-stage Strategic Environmental Assessments to provide detailed assessments 
of ecological impacts, and to ensure that cumulative and transboundary ecological impacts are 
fully considered before sites are designated, rather than relying on mitigation measures later in the 
process.

Develop a robust cumulative impact assessment framework, including comprehensive baseline 
data and standardized ecological thresholds, to quantify long-term and cross-sectoral effects. This 
framework should integrate the Marine Strategy Framework descriptors to ensure that biodiversity is 
prioritized alongside energy goals.

Enhance coordination and integration among governmental agencies by establishing or 
strengthening interdepartmental consultation mechanisms. These processes should ensure that 
environmental objectives are given equal weight alongside renewable energy goals.

Systematically integrate mitigation measures into planning and assessment processes for 
offshore wind developments by including best practices on avoidance, restoration, and offsetting.
This will promote long-term ecological benefits and encourage restoration and nature-inclusive 
designs in offshore wind projects

Implement adaptive management, so that the operation of existing wind parks can respond to 
new scienti¿c knowledge (for example through the inclusion of start-stop procedures when more 
information is available).

Make stakeholder engagement processes more effective, timely, and legitimate, through both 
formal processes like the North Sea Consultation and informal platforms such as the Community of 
Practice North Sea. This can foster innovative, nature-inclusive design and multi-use strategies that 
reconcile renewable energy expansion with marine ecosystem conservation.

F� Recommendations 
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Conclusion 
Improving policy coherence between offshore win  energy development and biodiversity 
protection is essential for achieving the goals set out in the European Green Deal. The 
Renewable Energy Directive III, the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030, and the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive all provide critical frameworks, but their integration and alignment face 
challenges. Strengthening coordination, ensuring early-stage comprehensive 
assessments, and UHHYDOXDWLQJ legal exemptions for offshore wind projects will be important 
steps in creating a truly integrated policy framework. Ensuring the coherence of these 
policies is pivotal in supporting both the EU’s renewable energy ambitions and its 
commitment to safeguarding marine biodiversity for the health of European ecosystems.
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Policy coherence is essential for ensuring that policies across different sectors, such as agriculture, 
environmental protection, and marine management, align to achieve shared environmental goals 
without conflicting with one another. In the context of nutrient pollution from agricultural runoff,
the Water Framework Directive, the Marine Strategy Framework Directive, and the Common 
Agricultural Policy serve as key policy frameworks. However, there remain significant challenges 
in aligning these policies to achieve water quality goals and agricultural objectives. 

In this roadmap, we explore the current state of policy coherence in managing water and marine 
nutrient pollution from agriculture in the European Union. The roadmap identifies challenges, 
outlines key gaps, and provides recommendations to improve the integration of agricultural, water, 
and marine policies, ultimately contributing to a reduction in nutrient pollution from agriculture into 
coastal and marine ecosystems.

Introduction
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The�RYHUDOO�REMHFWLYH�RI�WKH European Green Deal’s zero pollution plan for 2050 is to reduce air, 
water, and soil pollution to levels that are no longer harmful to human health and natural 
ecosystems. In the European Union, pollution from agricultural practices, such as intensive 
cropping, livestock operations, and the use of fertilizers and pesticides, is the main diffuse 
source of surface water pollution. These practices release substantial amounts of nitrogen, 
phosphorus and pesticides into ecosystems, via runoff into surface and groundwater. Ultimately, 
these pollutants find their way into the marine environment, fuelling eutrophication in marine 
waters. 

The Green Deal’s Farm to Fork Strategy 
aims to make food systems sustainable, 
healthy and environmentally friendly. The 
strategy addresses agriculture pollution 
and by 2030 aims to: (1) reduce the use 
of chemical pesticides by 50%; (2) reduce 
nutrient losses by at least 50%, while 
ensuring that there is no deterioration in soil 
fertility; and (3) reduce fertilizer use by 20%. 
These objectives seek to align agricultural 
practices with the Green Deal’s overarching 
targets to reduce pollution, safeguard 
ecosystems, and ensure a clean water 
supply.

Striving for zero pollution & a sustainable 
food system in the European UnionA

Agricultural policy in the EU

The Common Agricultural Policy, established in 1962, is a cornerstone of the European Union, 
accounting for approximately 30% of the EU budget. The Common Agriculture Policy aims to achieve 
an array of economic, but also social and environmental goals. These include supporting viable 
agricultural incomes, enhancing the sector’s competitiveness, and fostering strong rural communities. 
Its three environmental objectives echo those of the Green Deal, aiming to tackle climate change, 
safeguard ecosystems and enhance biodiversity. While the Common Agricultural Policy has 
historically supported the sector through less than environmentally friendly farming practices, the 
policy’s most recent iterations reflect the need for a balanced approach that incorporates sustainable 
farming practices.  
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Water pollution policies in the EU

The European Union’s Zero Pollution $FWLRQ�Plan identifies agricultural runoff, particularly from 
fertilizers and chemical pesticides, as a major threat to water quality and marine ecosystems. 
Agricultural runoff enters groundwater, rivers and eventually marine habitats, where it 
contributes to a range of environmental harms including eutrophication, biodiversity loss, and 
degradation of aquatic ecosystems. 

Three key directives underpin the EU’s efforts to reduce pollution

The Nitrates Directive targets nitrate pollution from agricultural sources, particularly manure 
and chemical fertilizers.

The Water Framework Directive covers inland surface waters, groundwater, and coastal 
waters up to 1 nautical mile from the baseline. Under this directive, Member States must 
develop River Basin Management Plans to assess the status of all water bodies within a 
basin, identify pressures such as nutrient pollution, and set environmental objectives. Where 
water bodies fail to achieve “good ecological status,” the directive requires action plans with 
targeted measures to address the underlying pressures.

The Marine Strategy Framework Directive applies to marine waters� DQG is the EU’s 
primary legislative tool for protecting the marine environment. It requires Member States 
to achieve good environmental status in their marine waters. Descriptor 5 of the directive 
specifically addresses eutrophication, mandating reductions in human-induced nutrient 
inputs and their effects, such as harmful algal blooms and oxygen-depleted bottom waters. 
To comply, Member States must define environmental targets, apply assessment metrics, 
and implement concrete measures for nutrient reduction.

Together, these directives form a comprehensive framework to address pollution challenges linked 
to agriculture. Their effectiveness, however, depends on coordinated implementation across sectors, 
particularly with agriculture, and active enforcement at the national level.

1

2

3
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The Common Agricultural Policy has long prioritised competitiveness of the agriculture sector, 
food security and rural livelihoods. Although it now acknowledges that sustainable farming is vital for 
the sector’s long-term viability in Europe, its legacy of promoting environmentally harmful practices 
continues to shape current policy frameworks.

Environmental goals have been layered onto the policy as environmental understanding has evolved, 
but without sufficien support for relevant measures, such as adequate funding. The economic 
incentives within the Common Agricultural Policy may still undermine water quality objectives. 
Few mechanisms formally link the priorities of the Common Agricultural Policy with the ecological 
requirements of the Water Framework Directive. As a result, the Common Agricultural Policy and 
the Water Framework Directive risk working at cross purposes, with the Common Agricultural Policy 
potentially subsidising agricultural practices that hinder progress toward good ecological status.

At a broader level, while the Common Agricultural Policy does address water management, it 
rarely references the marine environment. This omission does not exclude marine waters from its 
scope but may reduce the attention that Member States give to marine-specific impacts

Agricultural & environmental policy: 
Barriers to coherence

B

The Common Agricultural Policy: Economic vs.
environmental goals

The Common Agriculture Policy utilises three main instruments to advance its environmental 
objectives: 

Conditionality: Farmers must meet a set of environmental and management standards 
to receive Common Agricultural Policy payments. These include requirements related to 
animal welfare, nitrate use, and restrictions on hormones, many of which apply regardless 
of payment eligibility. Since 2021, conditionality also includes standards for good agricultural 
and environmental conditions, requiring farmers to protect soil health, manage water 
resources responsibly, and maintain biodiversity. Adherence to these standards is a condition 
for receiving agricultural subsidies.

The Common Agriculture Policy’s Environmental 
Tools: Gaps in implementation  

1
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Eco-schemes: Introduced in 2023, eco-schemes are voluntary programmes that provide 
financial incentives to farmers who go beyond the minimum environmental requirements. 
They support the adoption of more sustainable, climate-friendly farming practices.

Rural development interventions: These are targeted measures aimed at promoting 
economic, environmental, and social sustainability in rural areas. They play a key role in 
supporting long-term resilience and the green transition in the agricultural sector.

In principle, these instruments should support the Water Framework Directive, which recognises 
agriculture as a major source of diffuse pollution and permits the use of Common Agricultural Policy 
funds to support farmers in adopting nutrient-reduction measures. In practice, however, coherence 
depends heavily on National Common Agricultural Policy Strategic Plans, the core planning 
documents that each EU Member State must develop under the Common Agricultural Policy. Member 
States have wide discretion in defining environmental goals, selecting interventions, monitoring, and 
ultimately allocating funding through these plans. The result is that national strategic plans diverge 
significantly with regard to environmental standards, funding, enforcement and monitoring.

Moreover, while eco-schemes are mandatory for 
Member States to offe , farmer participation remains 
voluntary. Therefore, the impact of the programmes 
ultimately depends on whether farmers opt-in to 
the schemes. 

2

3

Across Europe, countries face a dual challenge: maintaining a competitive agriculture sector while 
meeting water quality obligations. Given agriculture’s political influence, governments are often 
hesitant to impose stricter controls, and monitoring and enforcement are not always prioritised. 
The following section explores two cases: Finland’s Archipelago Sea, governed by the 
Common Agricultural Policy, the Marine Strategy Framework Directive and the Water 
Framework Directive, and Norway’s Oslofjord, regulated by national agricultural laws and the 
EU’s Water Framework Directive.

Policy coherence at the national levelC
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The Finnish Archipelago Sea

Policy framework & implementation

The Finnish Archipelago Sea in the Baltic Sea, a region of 40,000 islands in southwest Finland, 
is the country’s last HELCOM-designated pollution hot spot. Fed by nine rivers flowing through 
intensive agricultural areas, the sea is ecologically rich but under severe pressure. Decades of 
nutrient overload, driven largely by nitrogen and phosphorus runoff from agriculture, have triggered 
algal blooms, oxygen depletion, and ecosystem disruption, making eutrophication the region’s most 
pressing environmental challenge.

The Archipelago Sea Programme for 
agriculture aims to reduce phosphorus 
and nitrogen loads in the Sea so that the 
water body can be removed from the list 
of HELCOM hot spots by 2027. 

The Water and Marine Protection Programme, also known as AHTI in Finland, aims to achieve good 
ecological status of inland waters and the Baltic Sea. The programme integrates catchment-based 
planning, nutrient-recycling pilots, soil-improvement trials and hazardous-substance management, 
providing a strategic platform for nutrient reduction. 

River Basin Management Plans put the Water Framework Directive into practice and, in coastal 
areas like the Archipelago Sea, help achieve the goals of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive.

The Archipelago Sea Programme for Agriculture works to align Common Agricultural Policy 
payments with regional and international eutrophication-reduction targets, to create multi-level policy 
coherence. Key measures include improving soil and water management, increasing winter plant 
cover and enhancing manure use and nutrient recycling, all of which are then supported Finland’s 
Common Agricultural Policy Strategic Plan.

The Common Agricultural Policy Strategic Plan (2023-2027) for Finland has broadened 
conditionality requirements and added voluntary environmental incentives, including payments 
for catch crops, runoff water management, and circular economy pilots. Initiatives that have been 
widely adopted by farmers across Finland. The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry coordinates this 
Strategic Plan, while regional Centres for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment 
are responsible for day-to-day implementation and enforcement.

Finland
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Barriers to policy coherence

In Finland, most agricultural water protection measures are voluntary, and responsibility for 
enforcement is divided among authorities. This limits the State’s ability to require actions to reduce 
nutrient pollution and to enforce those that do exist. 

While Finland directs a substantial amount of funds to agricultural environmental schemes under 
the Common Agricultural Policy, most payments under conditionality are area-based (linked to the 
size of a farm) and not to social or environmental factors. Therefore, areas that generate the highest 
levels of nitrogen and phosphorus pollution are not incentivised to reduce nutrient pollution.

In parts of the Archipelago Sea drainage basin, intensive pig and poultry farming produce more 
manure than the land can absorb. With little available land to spread it, phosphorus builds up in the 
soil and increases the risk of water pollution.

Fertiliser use is gradually becoming more controlled in Finland, yet phosphorus�EXLOG�XS in soil 
and internal loading in sediments mean that eutrophication pressures will persist for many years.

A 2024 review by the National Audit Office found that Finland’s annual €26 million water 
protection budget lacks coordinated planning and monitoring. Cost-effectiveness is poorly 
assessed, data to measure impact are limited, and current nutrient reduction targets fall short 
of what’s needed to achieve good coastal water quality. 

Solutions to enhance policy coherence

Umbrella programme for nutrient reduction: In recent years, promising programmes have been 
announced to reduce nutrient pollution in the Baltic Sea and the Archipelago Sea. These programmes 
are now brought together under an umbrella programme, the Water and Marine Protection Programme 
(known as AHTI in Finland), that focuses on:

���� Ueducing nutrient loads by, alongside other actions, providing a roadmap for catchment-
based planning�� ����Efficient management and use of resources�� ���� Improving soil structure and 
overall condition�DQG�����Panaging hazardous substances.
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Oslofjord, Norway
The Oslofjord is a coastal inlet in Norway, with a catchment area that covers 20% of the 
country’s land area and is home to half of its population. Ecological decline in the fjord is the 
combined result of multiple human pressures, including agricultural runoff, wastewater pollution, 
overfishing, and coastal development. Agriculture alone accounts for an estimated 43% of 
excess nitrogen discharges, making it a major driver of eutrophication in the Fjord.

Although reducing agricultural runoff has 
become a high political priority, Norway’s 
goal of increasing self-sufficienc through 
agricultural production makes the need to 
address coherence challenges between 
agricultural policies and water quality 
even more important in the future. 

Policy framework and Lmplementation

Norway is not an EU member and thus does not implement the Common Agricultural Policy. 
Instead, it has developed its own national agricultural policy framework. The reduction of 
agricultural runoff is organized through a combination of regulatory measures and financial 
incentives. National regulations include for instance the use of fertilizers and size of buffer strips. 
The size and direction of financial contributions from the government are negotiated annually 
between the farmers’ associations and the government. 

These national agricultural policies guide the development of Regional Environmental Programs. 
The programs include regional agricultural policy objectives and a list of voluntary agri-environmental 
measures (such as cover crops and buffer strips) that are eligible for financial compensation.

Norway has transposed the Water Framework Directive into national law and created River Basin 
Management Plans. Norway has not implemented the Marine Strategy Framework Directive, but its 
national Ocean Management Plans can be considered a parallel to the EU directive. The Oslofjord 
and its catchment area are mainly covered through two River Basin Management Plans, while its 
outer parts are subject to the Ocean Management Plan.

The River Basin Management Plans and the agricultural Regional Environmental Programs are 
interconnected in their efforts to protect the water quality from agricultural run-off. The River Basin 
Management Plans set the objectives and identify measures, while the Regional Environmental 
Programs provide the financial incentives and support for farmers to implement the measures. 
Additionally, regionally binding regulations can be adopted to help reach the River Basin Management 
Plans’ objectives. 

Oslofjord 
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Barriers to policy coherence

River Basin Management coordinates efforts but lacks legal authority and enforcement capabilities, 
relying on sectoral authorities who follow their own legal and financial frameworks. Irregular and non-
detailed reporting hinders progress tracking and accountability.

The ecological status assessment under the Water Framework Directive only partially covers 
coastal ecosystems. Consequently, many areas are classified with good HFRORJLFDO status, despite 
clear signs of ecological stress not captured by the indicators. This weakens the DUJXPHQW for 
stricter nutrient-reduction measures. While the Ocean Management Plans offer a more 
comprehensive assessment, they do not apply in coastal areas, like the Oslofjord.

Upstream-downstream dynamics in large catchment areas are often overlooked. Norwegian 
river basins are divided into many small waterbodies, more than in other European countries. The 
environmental status of each waterbody drives policy measures, but this approach misses cumulative 
nutrient inputs from upstream waterbodies into coastal areas like the Oslofjord. Additionally, upstream 
freshwater bodies are less impacted by nitrogen-driven eutrophication compared to coastal waters, 
making nitrogen reduction a lower priority upstream. 

Ocean Management Plans do not include measures to address agricultural runoff. This contributes 
to a policy gap where nutrient discharges are only managed from a river basin perspective with a 
focus on individual waterbodies, and not from the perspective of coastal and marine areas. 

Solutions to enhance policy coherence

Integrated planning and measures: Due to ongoing ecological decline, the government adopted an 
Oslofjord Action Plan in 2021 and established the Oslofjord Council to ensure political representation 
and coordination. In the integrated plan, agricultural run-off is addressed as one of several pressures 
within a single strategic plan. The plan has increased the adoption of agri-environmental measures 
and put an increased focus on environmental practices within the agricultural sector by taking the 
following actions: 

Shifting the management focus from individual water bodies to the entire Oslofjord. This catchment 
perspective emphasizes the need for upstream run-off reduction measures

Creating earmarked financial subsidies for run-off reduction measures as part of the annual 
agricultural negotiations.

Advancing the adoption of new agricultural regulations that reduce run-off and fertilizer application

Mandating annual status reporting by municipalities and sectoral authorities.
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Driving political mobilization and societal awareness about the challenges in the Oslofjord, mobilizing 
sectors and actors across the catchment.

Engaging sectors and stakeholders across the entire catchment area and raising public awareness 
about the challenges facing the Oslofjord. 

Improved coordination: While agricultural policy and river basin management are decentralized in 
Norway, coordination between agricultural and environmental authorities at the national level, such 
as through the River Basin Management national directorate group, has been crucial in clarifying 
conflicting objectives and creating guidelines that inform decision-making and implementation of 
agri-environmental practices in the agricultural sector across the different governance levels.
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Improving policy coherence between agriculture and water protection is essential to tackling nutrient 
pollution in Europe’s coastal and marine environments. The following recommendations propose 
practical changes that national and regional authorities can make to align agricultural policy with 
environmental goals and support healthier marine environments free from eutrophication across 
Europe: 

Prioritise nutrient hot spots: Direct funding and measures toward high-impact catchments, to 
maximise ecological bene¿t from limited resources.

Enhance the capacity and responsibilities of river basin management authorities: Increased 
human and financial resources can improve coordination with sectoral authorities, supported by 
more transparent and regular reporting of implementation progress.

Establish political steering and coordination through an overarching Action Plan: Enhancing 
political mobilisation and the implementation of environmental agricultural measures can be achieved 
through the creation of a comprehensive action plan.  

Strengthen the source-to-sea perspective in river basin management: An increased focus on 
coastal areas, which are the final recipients of cumulative discharge from large catchment areas, 
necessitates policy planning that extends beyond the ecological status of individual water bodies.

Integrate marine policies into river basin management through a science-based approach: 
Assess maximum nutrient input targets to coastal waters and apply these for catchment-based 
planning of nutrient reduction.  

Integrate the environmental assessment for river basin and marine management: Align 
indicators and monitoring data between the Water Framework Directive and Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive to provide for integrated assessments of coastal areas. 

3URYLGH� IXQGLQJ� WR� IDUPHUV� IRU�HQYLURQPHQWDO�DFWLRQV: Reserve subsidies for actions that go 
beyond legal compliance, and channel Common Agricultural Policy resources toward innovation, 
technology adoption, and practices that farmers are unlikely to implement without support.

,QYHVW� LQ�PRQLWRULQJ� DQG� FRVW�HႇHFWLYHQHVV�DQDO\VHV: Enhance nutrient monitoring systems 
and require routine cost-bene¿t assessments to demonstrate ecological impact, support adaptive 
management, and build public trust in subsidy programmes.

Recommendations to improve policy coherence D
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Conclusion 
Diffuse nutrient pollution from agriculture is a major barrier to achieving healthy marine 
ecosystems across Europe. Fragmented governance and untargeted subsidies continue to 
undermine efforts to reduce nutrient loads. Strengthening coherence between agricultural and 
environmental frameworks, through integrated planning, better enforcement, and performance-
based funding, will be essential to achieving the EU’s zero pollution goals, protecting marine 
biodiversity, and securing the long-term sustainability of Europe’s food systems.

This Roadmap is a result of the CrossGov project which aims to enhance knowledge on how 
coherence and cross-compliance of marine related policies and legislation affect the ability to 
realise the EU Green Deal’s goals. The roadmap is based on the findings from the following 
CrossGov publications and reports:

• +DQGERRN� RQ� 3ROLF\� &RKHUHQFH�� $Q� HDV\� JXLGH� WR� DVVHVV� DQG� XQGHUVWDQG� SROLF\
FRKHUHQFH

• Horizontal coherence in EU law and policy: Analysing, explaining and improving the
horizontal coherence of EU policy design,

• Coherence in Policy Landscape and Design
• Publications within work package 3 of CrossGov, to be published in fall 2025. Please stay

tuned to the CrossGov website for more information.
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Sarah Tamulski, Saskia Trubbach, Antti Belinskij, Öykü Özmakinacı, Jonas 
Kyrönviita 
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)URXNMH�3ODWMRXZ#QLYD�QR

FOLLOW USFIND OUT MORE
www.crossgov.eu

chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://crossgov.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/D2.2-Policy-landscape-and-design.pdf
chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://crossgov.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/D2.2-Policy-landscape-and-design.pdf
chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://crossgov.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/D2.4-Policy-Brief-on-Horizontal-coherence-in-EU-law-and-policy.pdf
https://crossgov.eu/deliverables/
http://www.crossgov.eu
https://www.linkedin.com/company/crossgovproject/?viewAsMember=true
https://x.com/CrossGovProject
https://crossgov.eu/


16



Fisheries & 
Biodiversity 
Conservation
Roadmap to (QKDQFHG 
Policy Coherence



2

Table of Contents

A. Striving for sustainable fisheries & a healthy marine environmen  ........... 4

B. Fisheries & biodiversity policy: Barriers to coherence .............................. 6

C. An attempt to increase coherence: The EU Action Plan ........................... 7

D. Policy coherence at the regional seas level .............................................. 7

E. Policy coherence at the national level ..................................................... 10

F. Recommendations for improved policy coherence ................................. 14

Table of Contents



3

7KH� (XURSHDQ� 8QLRQ� KDV� VHW� DPELWLRXV� WDUJHWV� WKURXJK� WKH� (XURSHDQ� *UHHQ� 'HDO� DQG� WKH� (8�
%LRGLYHUVLW\�6WUDWHJ\�IRU�������DLPLQJ�WR�UHYHUVH�ELRGLYHUVLW\�ORVV�DQG�HQVXUH�WKH�VXVWDLQDEOH�XVH�
RI�QDWXUDO�UHVRXUFHV��+HDOWK\�PDULQH�HFRV\VWHPV�DUH�FHQWUDO�WR�WKHVH�JRDOV��SOD\LQJ�D�FULWLFDO�UROH�
LQ�FOLPDWH�UHJXODWLRQ��IRRG�VHFXULW\��DQG�WKH�OLYHOLKRRGV�RI�FRDVWDO�FRPPXQLWLHV��+RZHYHU��WKH�(8¶V�
PDULQH�HQYLURQPHQW� FRQWLQXHV� WR� IDFH�VLJQL¿FDQW� SUHVVXUHV�� LQFOXGLQJ� IURP�XQVXVWDLQDEOH� ¿VKLQJ�
practices.

:KLOH� ERWK� ¿VKHULHV� SROLF\�� SULPDULO\� JRYHUQHG� WKURXJK� WKH� Common Fisheries Policy�� DQG�
ELRGLYHUVLW\�SROLF\��DQFKRUHG�LQ�LQVWUXPHQWV�OLNH�WKH�EU Biodiversity Strategy��WKH�Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive and the Habitats and Birds Directives��VHHN�WR�SURPRWH�VXVWDLQDEOH�PDULQH�
UHVRXUFH�XVH��WKH�VHFWRUDO�SROLFLHV�RSHUDWH�XQGHU�GLVWLQFW�OHJDO�PDQGDWHV�DQG�JRYHUQDQFH�VWUXFWXUHV��
FUHDWLQJ�FKDOOHQJHV�IRU�FRKHUHQW�DFWLRQ�DW�WKH�(8��UHJLRQDO�VHD��DQG�QDWLRQDO�OHYHOV�

7KLV� URDGPDS� H[DPLQHV� SROLF\� FRKHUHQFH� EHWZHHQ� ¿VKHULHV� DQG� ELRGLYHUVLW\� SROLFLHV� LQ�
the EU��LGHQWLI\LQJ�NH\�JRYHUQDQFH�DQG�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�FKDOOHQJHV��'UDZLQJ�RQ�FDVH�VWXGLHV�DQG�
VWDNHKROGHU� LQVLJKWV� IURP� WKH� 0HGLWHUUDQHDQ� 6HD�� LW� RXWOLQHV� practical recommendations for 
improving policy coherence�DQG�XOWLPDWHO\�DGYDQFLQJ�ERWK�D�VXVWDLQDEOH�¿VKLQJ� LQGXVWU\�DQG�D�
healthy marine environment.  

Roadmap Summary
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Launched in 2019, the European Green Deal aims to achieve climate neutrality by 2050 while 
fostering a sustainable economy that prioritises environmental health and human well-being. As a 
part of the Green Deal, the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 DLPV�WR�SXW�ELRGLYHUVLW\�RQ�D�SDWK�
WR� UHFRYHU\� E\� ����. Central to both policies is the ocean, which is critical to achieving the 
European Union’s environmental goals. 

The Common Fisheries Policy, the European 
Union’s primary regulatory framework for fishing 
and aquaculture, traces its origins back to the 
Treaty of Rome (1958). Since its inception, the 
policy has undergone significant change. 
In 1983, environmental measures, in 
the form of conserving and managing 
fish stocks, were integrated into the 
policy for the first time. The current 
framework, resulting from the latest 
2013 reform, aims to ensure that EU 
fisheries are economically, socially, 
and environmentally sustainable. The policy serves as the key instrument for 
aligning fisheries management with the objectives of the Biodiversity Strateg .

6WULYLQJ�IRU�VXVWDLQDEOH�¿VKHULHV�DQG�D�KHDOWK\�
marine environment in the European UnionA

Ambitions to protect biodiversity in the EU

The European Union’s biodiversity vision is ambitious: a 
world where ecosystems, from coastal wetlands to the 
deep ocean, are restored to health, resilient to future 
shocks, and safeguarded for future generations. One 
of the potentially most transformative commitments 
is to designate at least 30% of marine areas in the 
EU as legally protected zones by 2030. This includes 
strict protection for at least 10% of all waters. 
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The Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 recognises that fisheries management is integral to the 
conservation of marine biodiversity, stating that “fish stocks are key to the long-term prosperity of 
¿shermen and the health of our oceans and biodiversity”. The Strategy outlines measures critical 
to the protection of ¿sh stocks, such as reducing or eliminating by-catch to support the recovery of 
threatened species, establishing conservation-based fishery management plans in marine protected 
areas, and maintaining or, where necessary, reducing maximum sustainable yield levels. 

The Marine Strategy Framework Directive serves as the primary legislative tool to protect the 
marine environment. Under the Directive, EU Member States are required to achieve good 
environmental status in their marine waters. Descriptor 1 of the Directive directly 
addresses biodiversity, mandating that the long-term viability of species should be ensured, by 
observing the mortality rates and abundance of species, as well as their distribution and several 
other characteristics, such as body size and age.

Fisheries management in the EU

The core policy for regulating ¿sheries management in the EU is the Common Fisheries Policy. 
The policy’s regulatory scope is multifaceted: it regulates the sustainable management of fisheries
and the Àeets that exploit those resources, while also extending into markets and financial measures, 
including aquaculture and the processing and marketing of fish products

The Common Fisheries Policy mandates the precautionary approach to fisheries management,
meaning that conservation measures to preserve fish stocks, such as setting limits on how many 
¿sh can be caught or protecting VSHFL¿c species, should be taken before serious damage to the 
marine environment is caused. Further, the newest iteration of the policy from 2013, outlines that an 
ecosystem-based approach to ¿sheries management should be implemented to ensure that the 
negative impacts of fishing activities on the marine ecosystem are minimised. Further, it is outlined 
in the policy that steps should be taken to make fisheries policy coherent with the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive. 

Descriptor 3 of the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive directly 
addresses ¿sheries, m andating that 
all commercially exploited ¿sh stocks 
must be healthy and not declining. 

The Directive requires fisheries to be 
managed following an ecosystem-
based approach and aims to support 
the integration of environmental 
concerns into other polices, such as 
the Common Fisheries Policy.  



The current state of policy coherence between fisheries management and biodiversity 
conservation in the EU reveals both signs of progress and persisting challenges. While 
measures to increase coherence exist, challenges in implementation continue:

Article 11�RI�WKH�&RPPRQ�)LVKHULHV�3ROLF\: Complicating the ability of Member States to 
enact conservation measures

Although environmental objectives have been incorporated into the Common Fisheries Policy, 
fisheries management is yet to align in practice with the Marine Strategy Framework Directive.  
While Member States are legally required to achieve good environmental status under the 
directive, their ability to implement fisheries regulations within their Exclusive Economic Zones is 
constrained in areas EH\RQG 12 nautical miles from the coast. 

Article 11 of the Common Fisheries Policy states that a Member State may adopt 
conservation measures in its own waters to comply with EU environmental directives, provided that 
the measures do not affect fishing vessels from other EU Member States. +RZHYHU��EH\RQG����
QDXWLFDO� PLOHV�� ILVKLQJ� YHVVHOV� IURP� RWKHU� (8� 0HPEHU� 6WDWHV� KDYH� HTXDO� DFFHVV� WR� ILVKHULHV�
UHVRXUFHV�� )RU� WKDW� UHDVRQ�� WKH� SRVVLELOLW\� WR� HQDFW� ILVKHULHV� PHDVXUHV� WR� HQVXUH� D� JRRG�
HQYLURQPHQWDO�VWDWXV�RI�WKH�PDULQH�ZDWHUV�EH\RQG����QDXWLFDO�PLOHV�LV�OLPLWHG�  

7he country implementing the measure is required to submit a joint recommendation with the other 
affected Member States or request the Commission to act. This requirement has led to Article 11 
being highly ineffective and falling short of its goals. Attempts to enact Article 11 have led to drawn-
out procedures, high levels of bureaucracy and watered-down action. Currently, only a few 
Member States have utilised the tool because it is complicated and time-consuming, which 
ultimately has led to limited environmental protection in waters EH\RQG 12 nautical miles from the 
coast.

6XVWDLQDELOLW\�SURYLVLRQV�LQ�WKH�&RPPRQ�)LVKHULHV�3ROLF\��*DSV�LQ�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ��

7he Common Fisheries Policy contains direct provisions to manage the impact RI�ILVKHULHV�RQ�
WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�DQG�SURWHFW�ELRGLYHUVLW\. These include 
fishing quotas, temporary fishing bans by season or area, and 
regulations on fishing gear. These measures have proven to 
be effective if limits and restrictions that support sustainable 
fish stocks are set and implemented. However, to date, these 
measures have not been able to eliminate overfishing in 
European waters. While good examples do exist, catch 
limits have not always been effective due the lack of reliable data on 
the level at which they should be set. Further, public authorities have 
been reluctant to take up gear restrictions and temporary fishing bans, 
by season or zone of interest, due to lengthy administrative procedures and 
pressure from the fishing industry.�

6XVWDLQDEOH�¿VKHULHV�DQG�ELRGLYHUVLW\�SROLF\��
Barriers to coherence 

B

�
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In response to the shortcomings laid out above and the desire and need to accelerate the shift to more 
sustainable fishing practices, the European Commission published the EU 0DULQH�Action Plan: 
Protecting DQG� UHVWRULQJ�PDULQH� HFRV\VWHPV� IRU� VXVWDLQDEOH� DQG� UHVLOLHQW� ILVKHULHV�(2023). 
The action plan is part of the Commission’s efforts to implement the EU’s environmental and 
fisheries policy coherently. The plan includes provisions on reducing the catch of juvenile fish, 
using technology to prevent the catch of sensitive species, and phasing out bottom fishing in 
marine protected areas. Interviews conducted by CrossGov reveal that Directorate-Generals within 
the Commission view the Marine Action Plan as a critical tool for achieving results. To date, 
however, the plan has not gathered the necessary political support outside of the Commission to 
be consistently effective, leading to mixed results in its implementation. 

Fisheries Policy is implemented at the regional and national levels through a shared governance 
system involving international frameworks, the EU, Member States and regional bodies. At the 
sea basin level, the Common Fisheries Policy encourages regional cooperation to allow for a 
more tailored and effective management of fisheries. Regional bodies address sea basin specific
environmental and fisheri s challenges and allow for a broad range of authorities and stakeholders 
to participate in the fisheri s management process. The following section explores policy coherence 
between fisheries management and biodiversity protection in the Mediterranean Sea

The Mediterranean Sea is a global biodiversity hotspot facing mounting pressures. Climate 
change is causing acidifi ation and warming, which is displacing fish species and leading to fish
die-offs. Further, overfishi g has led to the over exploitation of more than 60% of Mediterranean fish
stocks. While nearly 10% of the Mediterranean is designated as marine protected areas, only 1% 
is appropriately managed, leaving much of the region’s rich biodiversity vulnerable to exploitation 
(WWF Mediterranean: Fisheries & MPAs).

Stretching across 22 countries, eight of which are EU Member States, the Mediterranean’s policy 
landscape is complex. Around the Mediterranean, countries can be placed into three groups:

An attempt to increase coherence: The EU�
0DULQH Action Plan

Policy coherence at the regional seas level

C

D

The Mediterranean Sea 

https://www.wwfmmi.org/what_we_do/fisheries/
https://www.wwfmmi.org/what_we_do/mpa/#:~:text=Under%2520the%2520Convention%2520on%2520Biological,stronger%2520protection%2520for%2520marine%2520ecosystems.https://www.wwfmmi.org/what_we_do/mpa/%23:~:text=Under%2520the%2520Convention%2520on%2520Biological,stronger%2520protection%2520for%2520marine%2520ecosystems.
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Policy Framework in the Mediterranean

The key biodiversity and fisheries frameworks for the Mediterranean are the following:

The Barcelona Convention is the overarching environmental policy umbrella addressing biodiversity. 
It is administered through the United Nations Environmental Programme Mediterranean Action Plan. 

The General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean and Black Seas, operating under the 
Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations, manages fisheries across the Mediterranean 
and counts 22 countries and the EU as its contracting parties.

The International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas oversees the management 
of tuna and tuna-like species in the Atlantic Ocean, the Mediterranean and Black Seas. 

In sea basins like the Mediterranean, which include both EU and non-EU countries, the application of 
EU policies on fisheries and biodiversity is limited to EU Member States, making policy alignment more 
challenging. To govern fisheries and biodiversity across the entire Mediterranean Sea, mechanisms 
at the international level (i.e. under the United Nations), have been developed. Aimed at supporting 
fisheries management and biodiversity protection, these frameworks are necessary to align both EU 
and non-EU countries in the region.

EU Member States, which are bound by the core EU policies on biodiversity and fisheries

Countries at various stages of EU accession, which are gradually aligning parts of their 
legal frameworks with EU legislation but not bound by EU law.

Countries not subject to EU law, the nine remaining Mediterranean countries which are not 
bound by EU policy on biodiversity and fisheries

1

2

3

EU Member States Accession Candidate Countries Non-EU Coastal States
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Coherence with European Union Policy

Efforts have been made to ensure policy coherence between the Mediterranean level policies and 
EU level policies on biodiversity and fisheries

The Barcelona Convention’s Post-2020 Strategic Action Plan for Biodiversity is central to aligning 
the region’s biodiversity objectives with the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030. The plan echoes 
that 30% of marine areas should be protected by 2030, though it does not stipulate that 10% should 
be under strict protection. 

The Integrated Monitoring and Assessment Programme, one of the implementing arms of the 
Barcelona Convention, closely mirrors the Marine Strategy Framework Directive, including the 
definition of Good Environmental Status and related ecological objectives.

The General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean 2030 Strategy, the principal fisheries
strategy in the Mediterranean, aligns with the Common Fisheries Policy to ensure the sustainable 
management of fisheries and reduce the environmental impacts of fishing. As the EU is itself a 
contracting partner in the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean, the EU helps shape 
the policy, seeking to align it with the rules and standards set out in the Common Fisheries Policy. 

While the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean’s recommendations are not 
automatically binding under EU law, the EU transposes them through annual Commission 
Implementing Acts, which set fishing opportunities (i.e., annual catch limits). The result of this is 
that recommendations from the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean are legally 
binding for EU Member States in the region.

Successes in the Mediterranean: What can
other regions learn? 
)LVKHU\�5HVWULFWLRQ�0HDVXUHV��%ULGJLQJ�VXVWDLQDEOH�¿VKHULHV�DQG�PDULQH�FRQVHUYDWLRQ

The establishment of new Fishery Restricted Areas, in combination with the ORZHULQJ�RI�ILVKLQJ�
quotas, the implementation of seasonal closures, reducing by-catch and managing gear, by 
the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean has contributed to a 31% reduction 
in overexploited stocks over the past decade (FAO: The State of Mediterranean Fisheries).  
A minority of the designated Fishery Restricted Areas are now being considered for designation as 
2WKHU�(ႇHFWLYH�$UHD�%DVHG�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�0HDVXUHV. This recognition would allow them to count 
toward the goal of protecting 30% of marine waters by 2030. This action would then also support not 
only sustainable fisheries, but conservation targets, contributing directly to the objectives of the EU 
Biodiversity Strategy and the Barcelona Convention.

https://openknowledge.fao.org/server/api/core/bitstreams/498fd9bf-7ab3-4c4b-8ddc-9405c2c3ed02/content
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The General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean issues recommendations for 
geographic areas, which result in management plans for specific fisheries. At the EU level, these 
recommendations then feed into Commission Implementing Acts set by the European Commission, 
which define yearly fishing opportunities (i.e., annual catch limits). Through this process, the General 
Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean’s recommendations are directly integrated into the 
Common Fisheries Policy, which makes them obligatory immediately for all EU Member States.

Therefore, at the national level in the Mediterranean, EU Member States are responsible for 
implementing both the recommendations of the General Fisheries Commission for the 
Mediterranean and the Common Fisheries Policy. The following section explores two EU 
cases of policy coherence in the Mediterranean: The Northern Adriatic Sea in Italy and the French 
Mediterranean.

6SHFLHV�$FWLRQ�3ODQV��3URWHFWLQJ�YXOQHUDEOH�VSHFLHV�DQG�HQVXULQJ�VXVWDLQDEOH�ILVKHULHV

5HFHQW� UHVHDUFK� Srojects such as MedByCatch and Depredation highlight the concrete 
benefits of enhanced cooperation between bodies under the Barcelona Convention and 
the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean. These joint efforts have led to the 
development and update of species action plans. In turn, the fishing commission has taken 
these plans into account in its decision making, ensuring that vulnerable species are consistently 
protected. These actions have helped to ensure that conservation and fisheries policies are 
aligned when it comes to the protection of vulnerable fish species. 

6XFFHVVIXO�PDQDJHPHQW�PHDVXUHV�IRU�WKH�$WODQWLF�%OXH¿Q�7XQD

The International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tuna provides a strong example 
of how governance, science-based management, and strict compliance mechanisms can lead to the 
recovery of overexploited ¿sh stocks. The commission’s approach includes robust quota systems, 
monitoring and control measures, and the integration of scientific advice into decision-making. 
These sustainability measures directly contribute to reducing pressures on the Atlantic Bluefin
Tuna populations in the Mediterranean Sea. The organisational models and technical strategies 
implemented by the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas provide lessons 
to be learned for other fisheries in the Mediterranean and the EU

Policy coherence at the national levelE
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7KH�1RUWKHUQ�$GULDWLF�6HD�LV�D�NH\�DUHD�IRU�¿VKHULHV�LQ�
(XURSH�� VKDSHG� E\� WKH� PL[LQJ� RI� IUHVKZDWHU� LQÀRZV�
IURP�¿YH�,WDOLDQ�ULYHUV�DQG�VDOWZDWHU��:KLOH�WKH�¿VKHULHV�
VHFWRU�KDV�D�GHHS�VRFLR�HFRQRPLF� LPSRUWDQFH� LQ� WKH�
UHJLRQ��LW�DOVR�H[HUWV�VLJQL¿FDQW�SUHVVXUH�RQ�WKH�PDULQH�
HFRV\VWHP�� SDUWLFXODUO\� WKURXJK� ERWWRP� WUDZOLQJ�
DQG� K\GUDXOLF� GUHGJLQJ�� $GGLWLRQDOO\�� VPDOO�VFDOH�
¿VKHULHV�WDUJHW�D�GLYHUVH�UDQJH�RI�VSHFLHV��SUHVHQWLQJ�
challenges for their management. 

The Italian Northern Adriatic Sea 

Key policies, planning instruments & tools 

7KH� National Triennial Programme for Fisheries and Aquaculture provides strategic 
policy GLUHFWLRQ�LQ�,WDO\�DQG�LV�JXLGHG�E\�RYHUDUFKLQJ�JRDOV�OLQNHG�WR�WKH�&RPPRQ�)LVKHULHV�3ROLF\��
WKH� DGYDQFHPHQW� RI� VXVWDLQDEOH� ILVKHULHV� �E\� UHGXFLQJ� IOHHWV¶� FDSDFLW\� DQG� LQWHQVLI\LQJ� FRQWURO�
RYHU� ,OOHJDO��XQUHSRUWHG�DQG�XQUHJXODWHG� ILVKLQJ�� DQG� WKH� DFKLHYHPHQW� RI�0D[LPXP�6XVWDLQDEOH�
<LHOG�LQ�DOO�FRPPHUFLDOO\�H[SORLWHG�ILVK�VWRFNV��

7KH�National Management Plans�DGRSWHG�E\� WKH�0LQLVWU\�RI�$JULFXOWXUH��)RRG�6RYHUHLJQW\��DQG�
)RUHVWU\� FRQVWLWXWH� DOVR� NH\� LQVWUXPHQWV� WKURXJK� ZKLFK� WKH� 0LQLVWU\� PDQDJHV� VSHFLILF� ILVKLQJ�
WHFKQLTXHV� �H�J��K\GUDXOLF�GUHGJLQJ�DQG� WUDZOLQJ���ZKLOH�DOVR� UHJXODWLQJ� �H�J�� WURXJK� ILVKLQJ�EDQV��
ILVKLQJ�SHUPLWV��UHJXODWLRQ�RI�PLQLPXP�ODQGLQJ�VL]H�RI�FDWFKHV��JHDUV�VHOHFWLYLW\�� WKHLU� LPSDFWV�on 
marine ecosystems and biodiversity.

7KH� National Operational Programme under the European Maritime, Fisheries and 
Aquaculture Fund LV�WKH�NH\�ILQDQFLDO�WRRO�IRU�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�ILVKHULHV�SROLF\��,W�SURYLGHV�IXQGLQJ�WR�
D�ZLGH�UDQJH�RI�DFWRUV�� LQFOXGLQJ�SXEOLF�DXWKRULWLHV��ILVKHUV�DQG�SURGXFHU�RUJDQLVDWLRQV�WR�VXSSRUW�
WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�WR�VXVWDLQDEOH�ILVKLQJ�SUDFWLFHV��)XUWKHU��LQ�LWV�DLP�WR�HQVXUH�VXVWDLQDEOH�ILVKLQJ��LW�
GLUHFWO\�FRQWULEXWHV� to Descriptor 3� RI� WKH� 0DULQH� 6WUDWHJ\� )UDPHZRUN� 'LUHFWLYH�� ZKLFK� VWDWHV�
WKDW� DOO� FRPPHUFLDOO\�H[SORLWHG�ILVKLQJ�VWRFNV�VKRXOG�EH�KHDOWK\�DQG�QRW�GHFOLQLQJ��

7KH� Maritime Spatial Plan for the Adriatic� LQFRUSRUDWHV� REMHFWLYHV� DQG� PHDVXUHV� WKDW�
VXSSRUW� VXVWDLQDEOH� ILVKHULHV� LQWR� LWV� IUDPHZRUN�� 7KHVH� LQFOXGH� spatial protections and 
area-based planning�� ZKLFK� KHOS� HQVXUH� WKDW� ILVKHULHV� DQG� HQYLURQPHQWDO� JRDOV� DUH� ERWK�
FRQVLGHUHG�
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Involving Fisheries Local Action Groups & local stakeholders

The Northern Adriatic Fishing District and Fisheries Local Action Groups, funded by the 
European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund, play a crucial role in facilitating shared 
management of fisheries in the Northern Adriatic. While the Fishing District promotes partnerships 
with producers and businesses in the fisheries sector to propose actions for sustainable fisheries
management, Fisheries Local Action Groups have the potential to play a pivotal role in the 
integration of biodiversity objectives and sustainable fishing.

In collaboration with research institutes and NGOs, Fisheries Local Action Groups in the Northern 
Adriatic have, for example, contributed to biodiversity projects such as those on the protection of 
Loggerhead Turtles (Caretta caretta). Further, the local fisheries groups have been involved in the 
development of management plans for two marine Natura 2000 sites located in front of the Po Delta. 
These examples showcase how joint action for sustainable fisheries and the marine environment 
can have a potential positive impact when local stakeholders are involved and empowered in the 
decision-making process. 

Using EU directives as integrative tools

The Marine Strategy Framework Directive and Maritime Spatial Planning Directive provide a 
framework for better integrating fisheries and biodiversity policies. Cross-referencing these policy 
goals has the potential to foster more coherence and integration. The Maritime Spatial Plan for the 
Adriatic contains objectives and measures on fisheries, which are closely aligned with those of the 
Marine Strategy Framework Directive, furthering coherence. This includes, for example, the goal to 
promote cooperation between small-scale fisheries operators and marine protected area managers 
to improve the co-management of Marine Protected Areas.

Successes in the Northern Adriatic: What can 
other countries learn?

The French Mediterranean

As in the Northern Adriatic Sea, fishing is deeply 
embedded into the cultural identity of France’s 
Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur region. In this 
region, 20% of fish stocks are overfished,
and 2% have collapsed. This has resulted in 
increased pressure on marine ecosystems and 
local fisheries. With the added strain of climate 
change and increased economic activity at sea, 
there is a recognised need for coherent policies that 
align environmental protection with sustainable fisheries
management.
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Key policies, planning instruments & tools 

The French National Action Plan for Sustainable Fisheries (2022) aligns with France’s broader 
maritime policies and the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund. The action plan 
provides a strategic framework to improve knowledge of fish stocks and modernise the secto .

France’s National Operational Programme under the European Maritime, Fisheries and 
Aquaculture Fund distributes funds to fisheries stakeholders, prioritising the realisation of 
sustainable fisheries. The plan outlines eleven objectives, one of which specifically addresses 
biodiversity protection. This is a shift from previous versions of the programme which were entirely 
centred on economic development and competitiveness of the sector.

0DQDJHPHQW�SODQV�IRU�YDULRXV�¿VKLQJ�WHFKQLTXHV, such as dredging, implement recommendations 
from the General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean and thus the Common Fisheries 
Policy. These plans aim to ensure the sustainable exploitation of stocks and marine ecosystems.  

Successes in the French Mediterranean: What 
can other countries learn?

Developing a science-SROLF\ interface
To support the coherence between biodiversity policies and ¿sheries, the French t ransposition of 
the Marine Strategy Framework Directive includes spatial maps and tools that track both activities 
at sea and indicate how biodiversity conservation and economic use of the sea can be coordinated. 
These maps and tools support improved decision-making based on both conservation and economic 
objectives, strengthening coherence between biodiversity and fisheries policies

7HPSRUDO�¿VKLQJ�EDQV�WR�VXSSRUW�ELRGLYHUVLW\�JRDOV
The General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean has defined two Fisheries Restricted 
Areas in the French Mediterranean Sea. One small zone is completely restricted to ¿sheries, and 
the other to demersal ¿shing for certain months each year. These restricted areas have had a very 
positive impact on hake stocks, which had previously collapsed, reducing catches by 57%. 

Conditional funding from the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund
The European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund operational programme is aligned with the 
priorities of the French transposition of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive. A clear mention 
is made to the science-policy interface: “Priority will be given to projects that include a dimension 
of improving knowledge of the impact of climate change on stocks of interest to ¿sheries”. As a 
driving force behind current ¿shing practices, funding can support biodiversity protection objectives 
by adding environmental conditionalities as prerequisites for eligibility.
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The following recommendations co-developed within the CrossGov project highlight actions to 
improve coherence of ¿sheries and biodiversity policy at the European Union and national levels:

Strengthen Alignment Between Fisheries Policy and Biodiversity Objectives
To maximise conservation outcomes, ¿sheries regulations, such as gear restrictions, catch limits, 
temporal closures, and no-take zones, should be more directly aligned with biodiversity targets. 
Clearer integration of these objectives can ensure that ¿sheries management actively contributes to 
biodiversity goals.

Enhance Stakeholder Participation Across Sectors
At the national level, actively involving ¿sheries s takeholders, p articularly s mall-scale operators, 
in biodiversity policy implementation can foster shared ownership and lead to more integrated, 
practical solutions. At the EU level, initiatives like the EU 0DULQH�Action Plan and the forthcoming 
European Ocean Pact can play a pivotal role in facilitating cross-sector engagement. For instance, 
the newly established working group under the EU Action Plan brings together fisheries and 
environmental authorities to support more coordinated governance.

Promote Cross-Sector Collaboration to Map Vulnerable Ecosystems and Key Habitats�
Enhanced collaboration between environmental authorities and the ¿sheries sector is essential to 
identify and map vulnerable marine ecosystems and essential ¿sh habitats. This shared effort can
support the designation of Fishery Restricted Areas and the implementation of Other Effective Area
Based Conservation Measures.

Leverage Existing Coordination Platforms, such as Fisheries Local Action Groups�
Established mechanisms such as Fisheries Local Action Groups offer aluable opportunities 
to integrate biodiversity considerations into ¿sheries p olicy d iscussions. I n r egions l ike the 
Mediterranean, cooperation projects involving a wide range of stakeholders have proven effective
despite geopolitical challenges and should be further encouraged and expanded.

Align Funding Instruments with Biodiversity Goals
Currently, the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund does not fully incentivise 
sustainable ¿shing p ractices. W hile e nforcement o f t he C ommon F isheries P olicy a nd Marine 
Strategy Framework Directive remains largely regulatory, funding is ultimately a key driver of ¿shing 
behaviour. Introducing environmental conditionalities for accessing funds could ensure stronger 
alignment between financial incentives and biodiversity conservation objectives

Recommendations for improved policy coherence F
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Conclusion 
$FKLHYLQJ�VXVWDLQDEOH�¿VKHULHV�DQG�UREXVW�PDULQH�ELRGLYHUVLW\�LQ�WKH�(XURSHDQ�8QLRQ�UHTXLUHV�
VWURQJHU�SROLF\�FRKHUHQFH�EHWZHHQ�HQYLURQPHQWDO�DQG�¿VKHULHV�IUDPHZRUNV��:KLOH�LQVWUXPHQWV�
OLNH� WKH� &RPPRQ� )LVKHULHV� 3ROLF\� DQG� 0DULQH� 6WUDWHJ\� )UDPHZRUN� 'LUHFWLYH� KDYH� PDGH�
VWULGHV��LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�JDSV�DQG�VWUXFWXUDO�FKDOOHQJHV�OLPLW�WKHLU�HႇHFWLYHQHVV��(QFRXUDJLQJ�
UHJLRQDO�FROODERUDWLRQ��VFLHQFH�EDVHG�PDQDJHPHQW��DQG�VWDNHKROGHU�HQJDJHPHQW��DV�VHHQ�
LQ�WKH�0HGLWHUUDQHDQ��RႇHUV�YDOXDEOH�OHVVRQV��,QWHJUDWLQJ�ELRGLYHUVLW\�REMHFWLYHV�GLUHFWO\�LQWR�
¿VKHULHV�JRYHUQDQFH�DQG�DOLJQLQJ�IXQGLQJ�ZLWK�HQYLURQPHQWDO�JRDOV�ZLOO�EH�FULWLFDO��8OWLPDWHO\��
D�FRRUGLQDWHG��FURVV�VHFWRUDO�DSSURDFK� LV�HVVHQWLDO� WR�HQVXUH�KHDOWK\�RFHDQV�DQG� UHVLOLHQW�
¿VKHULHV�IRU�IXWXUH�JHQHUDWLRQV�

7KLV�5RDGPDS�LV�D�UHVXOW�RI�WKH�&URVV*RY�SURMHFW�ZKLFK�DLPV�WR�HQKDQFH�NQRZOHGJH�RQ�KRZ�
FRKHUHQFH�DQG�FURVV�FRPSOLDQFH�RI�PDULQH�UHODWHG�SROLFLHV�DQG�OHJLVODWLRQ�DႇHFW�WKH�DELOLW\�WR�
UHDOLVH�WKH�(8�*UHHQ�'HDO¶V�JRDOV��7KH�URDGPDS�LV�EDVHG�RQ�WKH�¿QGLQJV�IURP�WKH�IROORZLQJ�
&URVV*RY�SXEOLFDWLRQV�DQG�UHSRUWV�

• +DQGERRN�RQ�3ROLF\�&RKHUHQFH��$Q�HDV\�JXLGH�WR�DVVHVV�DQG�XQGHUVWDQG�SROLF\�
FRKHUHQFH

• 0DSSLQJ�(8�SROLFLHV�DQG�*UHHQ�'HDO�REMHFWLYHV��REVHUYDWLRQV�IRU�SROLF\�FRKHUHQFH�LQ�WKH�
marine domain

• +RUL]RQWDO� FRKHUHQFH� LQ� (8� ODZ� DQG� SROLF\�� $QDO\VLQJ�� H[SODLQLQJ� DQG� LPSURYLQJ� WKH�
KRUL]RQWDO�FRKHUHQFH�RI�(8�SROLF\�GHVLJQ�

• 3XEOLFDWLRQV�ZLWKLQ�ZRUN�SDFNDJH�WKUHH�RI�&URVV*RY��WR�EH�SXEOLVKHG�LQ�IDOO�������3OHDVH�
stay tuned to the &URVV*RY�ZHEVLWH for more information.

Authors:
6DUDK� 7DPXOVNL�� 6DãR� *RUMDQF�� *LQHYUD� &DSXUVR�� /DXUD� %DVWLGH�� -RQDV� .\U|QYLLWD�� g\N��
g]PDNLQDFÕ

Contact info: 
)URXNMH�0DULD�3ODWMRXZ�
)URXNMH�3ODWMRXZ#QLYD�QR

FOLLOW USFIND OUT MORE
ZZZ�FURVVJRY�HX
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chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://crossgov.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/CrossGov_-D2.1_EU-and-international-policy-landscape.pdf
chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://crossgov.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/D2.2-Policy-landscape-and-design.pdf
chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://crossgov.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/D2.2-Policy-landscape-and-design.pdf
https://crossgov.eu/deliverables/
http://www.crossgov.eu
https://www.linkedin.com/company/crossgovproject/?viewAsMember=true
https://x.com/CrossGovProject
https://crossgov.eu/
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