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7th EAP Evaluation First Workshop  
Thursday June 21st 2018 

Summary Report 
 

Workshop venue: Committee of the Regions (CoR), Bâtiment Jacques Delors, Rue Belliard 99-101, B - 1040 Brussels 
 

Agenda 

Time Presentation topic 

13.30 - 14.00 Registration 

14.00 – 14.30 

Introduction and scene setting  

 Welcome - Mr. Cor Lamers (CoR) 

 Purpose of the evaluation (backward looking) (DG ENV) 

 Current status (public consultation open, targeted stakeholder consultation 

starting) (DG ENV) 

 Purpose of today – summary of agenda and approach (seeking views – 

complementary to public and targeted consultations) (Trinomics) 

 

14.30 – 15.00 

Work to date  

 European Parliament review – stakeholder views (Trinomics) 

 DG Environment - Environmental Implementation Review (DG ENV) 

 European Environment Agency (EEA) 7th EAP indicators (EEA) 

 

15:00 – 17:00 

Breakout sessions on the 7th EAP Enabling Framework 

Three groups, moving through three groups of questions, with vision of what the other 

groups have said as a starting point. Questions grouped as follows:  

A. How has the 7th EAP influenced environment and climate policy (e.g. local, 

regional, national and EU level; interaction between governments and 

stakeholders; cross-sector coherence? What could we have done better? 

B. Is it useful to have a long-term strategy for environment and climate policy (e.g. 

increased visibility; better implementation; coherence with other policy 

strategies)? What could we have done better? 

C. Did the 7th EAP address the right challenges and set the right priorities? Was it 

the right structure? What could we have done better?  

More detail on these questions is provided below this agenda 

 

 

15:00 - 16:15 

Group A Group B Group C 

Question order: A, B, C Question order: B, C, A Question order: C, A, B 

16:15 – 16:30 Tea/ coffee break 

16:30 – 17:00 Presentation of the results of the breakout sessions  

17:00 – 17:30 Conclusion  

 

Workshop results 

This paper presents an overview of the workshop, focussing on the inputs from the three breakout session 

groups. A list of stakeholders is included as an annex, although their inputs have been anonymised. 
 

Introduction 

Cor Lamers, from the Committee of the Regions (CoR) welcomed everyone and provided an introductory 

statement. He stated the importance of the Environmental Action Programme (EAP) to his committee and that 

they are preparing an opinion on the 8th EAP. 
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Stephen White from the European Commission (DG ENV) provided an introduction to the 7th EAP. It entered into 

force in January 2014 through the co-decision procedure. It runs until 2020, although it includes a 2050 vision. It 

had nine priority objectives (three thematic, four enablers, and two horizontal). The main change from the 6th to 

the 7th EAP was the increased focus on the narrative of supporting a competitive resource efficiency economy in 

Europe. The co-decision procedure implies that Member States and the EU are equally responsible for the 

actions.  

 

The current evaluation of the 7th EAP is focussing on the structure and the strategic role of the action 

programme. It will lead to a Staff Working Document (SWD) in May 2019 and a Commission communication or 

report. Following this, Giulia Rosato from DG ENV outlined the current status of the evaluation process. There 

was a public consultation that closed on the 26th of July 2018. This will be supplemented by targeted stakeholder 

consultations, which will be achieved through this workshop, and Member State interviews and focus groups. The 

contractor will also produce issue papers on topics requested by the Commission.  

 

Rob Williams from Trinomics introduced the focus of the workshop, clarifying the emphasis on the four enabling 

objectives. He also gave a presentation on the European Parliament’s review of 7th EAP progress1. Lastly, 

Aphrodite Mourelatou from the European Environment Agency (EEA) introduced the EEAs 7th EAP monitoring 

report2. 

 

 
Breakout session A: How has the 7th EAP influenced environment and climate policy (e.g. local, regional, 

national and EU level); interaction between governments and stakeholders; cross-sector coherence? 

 

Conclusions 

- The 7th EAP is a positive document of reference and inspiration, which is useful for strategic guidance and 

for changing policies. It was also highlighted as enabling sharing of best practices. 

- However, there was perceived to be a problem of lack of ownership in the EC with a consequent lack of 

accountability on implementing actions. 

- The stakeholders also expressed an issue of lack of (thematic) coherence, for example between the 

Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and energy policy. A potential issue regarding EU-level ownership of the 

action programme was emphasised.  

- The 7th EAP is most influential at the EU and Member State level. It is much less used or discussed on a 

local level (i.e. with cities). 

 
 

How is the 7th EAP used? 

There was discussion on whether the 7th EAP is a document of reference or a document of inspiration. The 

stakeholders were of the opinion that it is both. It was regarded as an important document as it inspired the 

political level of the EU and it had some impact at the national level. The second group of stakeholders 

perceived the 7th EAP as a reference document, which could be used to keep the EU institutions accountable. 

Another stakeholder described it as a strategy guidance document or framework.  

 

Some stakeholders felt that the EC has taken several initiatives, such as directives and strategies, that were 

inspired by the 7th EAP. However, they felt that it is a broad framework, so it is possible that what has occurred 

is not fully in line with the intentions. The lack of specific targets makes any such deviation hard to judge. 

                                                      
1 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_STU(2017)610998 
2 https://www.eea.europa.eu//publications/environmental-indicator-report-2017 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/action-programme/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/consultations/public-consultation-evaluation-7th-environment-action-programme_en
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The stakeholders pointed out that the 7th EAP only appears to be used in the environmental field, for example, 

DG GROW or DG ENER don’t use it. It was also pointed out that many MEPs appear to be unaware of it. Some 

NGOs have used it to lobby the Commission, however this is often met with the response that the 7th EAP is not a 

political priority. Some felt it was unclear how the document should be used and that this could be addressed by 

defining the intended audience – EU actors, environmental stakeholders, the general public – and then 

communicating its existence and purpose more effectively.  

 

This lack of clarity on purpose of the 7th EAP was felt by some to be a consequence of its lack of detail (i.e. it’s 

not a strategy on a specific topic, like the circular economy). Some felt this was exacerbated by the split of 

ownership between two DGs (CLIMA and ENV). Others felt it would be higher profile with industry endorsement 

and/ or relabelling as an economic programme. 

 

How has the 7th EAP impacted the different levels of governance? 

Most felt that overall the 7th EAP has had a positive impact, with the majority of this occurring at the EU and 

national levels. It was felt that impacts had been lacking at the regional and city level of governance, despite 

the presence of a specific objective on the sustainability of cities. This was seen to result from the fact that 

cities were not being engaged enough. Waste management policy was thought to be an area where local and 

regional levels are influenced by the 7th EAP.  

 

Some stakeholders felt it is difficult to track the influence of the 7th EAP. They assume that specific directives 

provide a means of tracking influence – though this may not be recorded. Certain overarching activities such as 

the Environmental Implementation Review (EIR), the Technical Assistance and Information Exchange instrument 

(TAIEX), and the Circular Economy Package were thought to be a more effective way of reviewing overall 

environmental (and hence 7th EAP) progress.  

The EIR and TAIEX were seen as effective tools for sharing information between local authorities, on a peer-to-

peer basis. They also helped cooperation between regional and local authorities on waste policy. Knowledge had 

also been shared between MSs, for example between Slovenia and Portugal. The EIR and TAIEX were also thought 

to give the Commission a role as a mediator between actors, organising workshops etc. By extension, these can 

be viewed as the 7th EAP influencing the EU, regional, and local levels.   

 

The impact was mostly viewed as occurring at EU level. At MS level the 7th EAP was regarded as a contextual 

document that also gave an inspiring vision. A way in which the 7th EAP could be made more practical and useful 

would be by assigning responsibilities to various groups / actors (including EU institutions). Although the 7th EAP 

addresses global issues the stakeholders felt that the Commission had not taken sufficient action in this domain.  

 

It was difficult for the participants to state exactly how the programme influenced policy on the ground. At the 

EU-level is was noted as being a foundation for some of their work. The stakeholders described the programme 

as an invisible hand: it is there and useful, but its impact is not obvious.  

 

Policy coherence 

The stakeholders felt that the EIR should be able to help monitor policy coherence. Emerging issues of coherence 

were noted between the 7th EAP and energy, biodiversity and environmentally harmful subsidies, particularly 

with the clean energy package and the CAP. Stakeholders also recognised the challenges to coherence caused by 

Member States presenting different positions on similar topics. The stakeholders emphasised that the 8th EAP 

should aim to be in harmony with the clean energy package, CAP, and the Multiannual Financial Framework 

(MFF). The MFF should ideally not financially support policy and programmes that are not aligned with the EAP.   
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The long-term vision of the 7th EAP was felt to be positive in helping to improve coherence through raising 

awareness of key issues, however this was not always translating into policy action. In discussions of where the 

7th EAP was placed in relation to other EU documents and strategies, the MFF and the Juncker Priorities were 

also mentioned as having poor coherence with the 7th EAP. One stakeholder felt that the 7th EAP actually helps 

identify coherence issues, and as such helps align all environmental policy. 

 
 

Breakout session B: Is it useful to have a long-term strategy for environment and climate policy (e.g. 

increased visibility; better implementation; coherence with other policy strategies)? What could we have 

done better? 

 

Conclusions 

- A long term environmental strategy remains fundamental. 

- The 2050 vision was very useful and inspired future strategies, such as the 2014 focus on resource 

efficiency and the circular economy. It was also a tool that could be used for EU accountability and a 

guidebook for EU policy.  

- The vision (ideally) needs to be better linked to actions. 

- For the future a back-casting approach would give a roadmap with milestones to meet the 2050 vision.  

- Such a roadmap would also enable short-term monitoring of progress. 

- A stronger communication strategy for the 7th EAP would improve its visibility (and use) beyond a limited 

set of key stakeholders. 

 

 

Benefits of a long-term strategy 

Several of the stakeholders acknowledged the useful nature of a long-term strategy in guiding environmental 

issues. Stakeholders recognised the importance of the far-sighted (2050) vision. It was stated that there are 

issues that cannot be fixed by individual nations and this vision should help provide more coherence between 

actors. The 2050 vision also provides the end goal which can be used to back-cast scenarios so that roadmaps and 

action plans can be put into place. It was also regarded as a means of accountability for the EU institutions and 

their actions. This vision was also noted by some as the inspiration for some environmental ambitions and it was 

also credited with raising awareness on important topics and mainstreaming environmental issues into other 

sectors, such as with resource efficiency and the circular economy. This inspiration and awareness raising were 

felt to be significant added-value from a long-term strategy such as the 7th EAP.   

 

It was acknowledged as a guidebook to much environmental work, with one stakeholder noting that it provided 

coherence for internal (EC) policy between the different energy and environmental strategies. Other 

stakeholders also felt that it was beneficial in providing predictability in policy making and allowed the 

stakeholders to monitor and schedule what issues will emerge. This predictability was also mentioned as a way of 

making the EC accountable, which provided added value for lobbying stakeholders.  

 

Some thought that the 7th EAP is an accessible document that allows citizens to understand the broad plans for 

environmental issues. In addition, and linked with accountability and predictability, one stakeholder highlighted 

how such a long-term strategy positively influences policy stability. Even with changing administrations in the 

EU, the institutions can still be held accountable for what was promised in the programme and environmental 

ambition can be kept high. 

Disadvantages of a long-term strategy 

Some participants felt that the long-term nature of the document makes concrete targets difficult which in turn 

makes for an abstract document where it is difficult to see clear and tangible effects. The lack of concrete 
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targets (especially beyond 2020) and detail was also felt to be a contributory factor to the perception of a lack 

of coherence with other policies and strategies. Coherence was felt to be lacking between the 7th EAP and the 

2050 decarbonisation strategy and also between the CAP and biodiversity strategies. The lack of a clear transport 

policy in the 7th EAP was also mentioned. The creation of newer strategies, such as the United Nations’ Agenda 

2030 for Sustainable Development, with its 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the Paris Climate 

Agreement, and Juncker Priorities was felt to somewhat overshadow the 7th EAP (as attention has shifted 

towards these). Some felt that this could have been improved via a better communication strategy by the 

Commission. Some felt that the long-term nature of the strategy also contributed to slow action from Member 

States, who often wait until the last moment to act when presented with a long-term strategy.  

 

Two stakeholders disagreed on the requirement for continuity. One argued that long-term strategies create 

continuity at the cost of flexibility when faced with political changes. However, the second stated that most 

stakeholders agree on the broad vision proposed by the Commission in the 7th EAP, so this does not diminish 

flexibility when faced with political shifts. Another stakeholder pointed out that a long-term perspective is 

important in encouraging suitable political actions (to achieve the long-term goals) now.  

 

What could have been done better?  

The two main improvements suggested by the stakeholders with regard to the effectiveness of a long-term 

strategy such as the 7th EAP, were a better communication strategy and the addition of mid-term targets to aid 

the achievement of the long-term goals.  

 

The improvements to the communication strategy were felt to be a good way of addressing the lack of visibility 

of the 7th EAP for most stakeholders. It was suggested that the communication strategy should focus on the 2050 

vision and implementation. This should help avoid the 7th EAP being overshadowed by more recent strategies, 

policies, and action plans. Annual monitoring of the 7th EAP would put it onto the agenda each year, which would 

help maintain its profile and track the accomplishment of targets. An improved communication system was also 

recommended in order to improve knowledge and visibility beyond the EU and Member State Level and to 

promote the involvement of regions, cities, and citizens. It was suggested that more citizen involvement would 

help motivate Member States to implement the steps to achieve the 2050 vision. However, it was also pointed 

out that if citizens are to be targeted by the communication strategy it must be able to show how the 7th EAP 

could directly affect their lives in the next few decades. It was also pointed out that a strategy needs to take the 

political and economic situations in the Member States into account. One participant highlighted that in his 

member state during the economic downturn the interest in environmental issues dropped. Now that the country 

has recovered the country is very positive in driving forward a positive environmental programme. Therefore, 

reframing the environment as an economic issue within the communication strategy may have an added benefit. 

 

Mid-term targets were suggested as important and useful in encouraging progress towards a roadmap towards 

long-term targets and the vision. One participant thought that harder targets may need to be set with the 

attitude of “how do we do it”, rather than “should we do it”. This could be achieved within the 7th EAP or as a 

supplementary action.  
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Breakout session C: Did the 7th EAP address the right challenges and set the right priorities? Was it the right 

structure? What could we have done better?  

 

Conclusions 

- The structure and accountability system of the 7th EAP caused concern. There was discussion of a more 

concrete roadmap with milestones and actions assigned to EU actors (to help with issues of 

accountability) and possibly the inclusion of a toolkit to highlight what actions they could and should 

take.  

- Participants would have preferred a more regular and an earlier review of the 7th EAP (e.g. mid-term 

review) that could have led to an alignment of objectives and measures to new developments. It was also 

noted that the action programme not being aligned with the policy cycle did not help accountability. 

- The 2050 vision was regarded by some as unrealistic, and that it should become something that people 

can relate to more easily. 

- The themes were noted as still being relevant and being innovative at the time they were drafted. 

However, there were weak aspects regarding the systemic transitions and there are potential coherence 

issues with other sectors, such as the clean energy package and the CAP.  

- Policy evolution subsequent to the 7th EAP, e.g. the Paris Agreement, Juncker Priorities, and SDGs, has 

led to the 7th EAP becoming slightly outdated, with the more recent policies often seeming to take 

precedence.  

- Communication could be improved. Stakeholders were not sure who the action programme was targeted 

at. Stakeholders felt that improving the communication of the programme would increase the motivation 

and commitment of actors.  

- Alignment of the EAP (in terms of timing) with the lifespan of the European Parliament was highlighted as 

being important. 

 

 

Focus on right issues? 

It was generally agreed that the overall focus was still relevant and covered the correct issues. Some dated 

terminology (i.e. ‘2013 buzzwords’) and narratives were used, however it was felt that this did not make those 

objectives any less relevant. It was noted that climate aspects, which are now very high profile in the light of 

the Paris Agreement, were relatively weak and that Renewable Energy Sources (RES) and low-carbon topics were 

only mentioned briefly. It was suggested that close cooperation with DG ENER could help address this. Another 

stakeholder noted that their focus is natural capital, which the 7th EAP adequately covers, however from the 

indicator report from the EEA it is clear that more action is needed to meet the objectives. Some stakeholders 

felt that the issues addressed in the programme were too focussed on the environmental perspective and failed 

to fully consider the role of other sectors, e.g. agriculture. This approach could inhibit the ‘integration’ 

objective. However, some stakeholders had examples of this objective being fulfilled, such as with the 

integration of environmental concerns into consumer protection through ecodesign and sustainable consumption. 

One stakeholder felt that the 7th EAP needed a more dynamic approach in order to respond to issues that emerge 

during its lifetime. One stakeholder noted that there is a lack of discussion about the obstacles to achieving the 

objectives; identifying these (and how they can be overcome) was suggested as a way of improving the 7th EAP.  

 

One group felt that the question of if the issues were appropriate depended on the purpose of the 7th EAP. If it is 

a reference document, it requires more detail. If it is a vision, then it has been superseded by the SDGs. The 

Commission is expected to release their views on the SDGs by the end of the year and stakeholders assume this 

could be used as an update for the 7th EAP or to assist the vision for the 8th EAP. Some felt that the inclusion of 

city and urban sustainability is vital and some felt that a more detailed view of the international angle, 

particularly regarding trade, could add value to the 7th EAP.  
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Was it the right structure? 

The optimal structure was felt to be driven by the purpose of the 7th EAP. The current structure was felt to be 

appropriate for a high-level plan that isn’t directly enforcing policy or targets. The long-term vision was felt to 

be an important and positive feature, as it should help facilitate the implementation of short-term targets. 

However, another stakeholder noted that the positive vision can often seem unrealistic and wishful thinking, i.e. 

having no traffic seems far removed from our current situation. This can make the vision seem far away, 

abstract, and impossible to accomplish. Another stakeholder raised a question regarding the word “we” in the 

vision as it felt abstract and did not incentivise any specific bodies to take action.  

 

Another group felt that the 7th EAP should be more about targets, with a focus on implementation of existing 

regulations. The structure was felt to be unsuitable for this purpose as it is static in regard to framing the issues 

and lacks defined targets. One stakeholder felt that the 2050 vision was no longer necessary as the SDGs now 

provide this, however most others disagreed and felt that the vision was a beneficial supplement to the shorter 

targets and action plans. The idea of adding milestones towards the vision was supported, partly as a way of 

increasing the buy-in and ambition of Member States. One stakeholder identified the EU Semester as a possible 

mechanism that could be used to provide monitoring and updates on milestones and improve the communication 

and enforcement system of the 7th EAP. Another stakeholder suggested a monitoring process in line with the EIR. 

Another participant noted that political buy in from the EP to the 7th EAP would be increased by aligning the 

political cycles of the EU elections and parliament and the EAP. 
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