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Abstract 

	 In June 2022 the European Commission proposed a Nature Restoration Law in an attempt to halt 
biodiversity loss within the Member States of the European Union. This revolutionary proposal is the first 
continent-wide, comprehensive law in its kind that holds legally binding targets and deadlines to restore 
ecosystems. The proposal initially received positive reactions, but once it reached the European Parliament, 
the process that followed resulted in a legislative rollercoaster. This research investigated the role that 
interest groups have played this process. The focus is on their preferences and what determines their 
(in-)ability to secure these preferences in the final policy outcomes, also referred to as ‘interest group 
influence’. It is expected that their influence is contingent on various contextual variables. These 
expectations challenges traditional elitist assumptions prevalent in interest group literature. The empirical 
analysis utilizes process tracing to investigate the legislative process of the Nature Restoration Law within 
the European Parliament, coupled with preference attainment to evaluate the influence of 21 interest groups. 
The analysis suggests that, in the case of the Nature Restoration Law, the sub-optimal outcomes for all 
interest groups are the result of a lack in unity among private interests, high levels of counterlobbying and a 
committee receptive to the views of the NGOs but held back by the views of the associated committees 
defending the interests of the primary sectors.  

Keywords: interest group influence, lobbying, European Parliament, European Union, European Green Deal, 
biodiversity, climate change, nature restoration law 
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1. Introduction 

	 Biodiversity loss is one of the biggest environmental challenges we face nowadays. The urgency of 
this issue is reflected in its prominent position on the international agenda (Horizon, n.d.). In an attempt to 
halt biodiversity loss in the European Union (EU), the European Commission (EC) proposed a new 
regulation: the Nature Restoration Law (NRL) in June 2022 (European Commission, 2022). This proposal 
finds its roots in the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 (Strategy) but aims to secure the commitments made 
under the Strategy by moving towards legally binding targets for the EU and its Member States (European 
Commission, 2020). Furthermore, with this proposal the EC recognizes that the biodiversity crisis and 
climate crisis are intrinsically linked by emphasizing that a strong restoration law is fundamental to make the 
EU climate-neutral by 2050 under the European Green Deal (EGD) (Cliquet et al., 2024).  
	 However, the draft of the NRL has faced significant political pressure from various sides (Hering et 
al., 2023). This growing resistance is largely due to the activities of certain interest groups (IG), particularly 
those from the primary sectors (agriculture, forestry, and fisheries), who led a strong campaign against the 
proposal. After several voting rounds, narrowly surviving a rejection, a political compromise was reached 
and accepted by the European Parliament (EP) in February 2024. Following a postponed Council vote, due 
to the absence of a qualified majority, a last-minute position change from Austria paved the way for final 
approval on 17 June 2024.  
	 Despite the relief over the EU's ability to pass a green bill (Guillot, 2024), the final text includes 
numerous requirements from IG, resulting in a diluted version of the EC’s initial proposal. This raises 
questions about the influence exercised by IG after the proposal was presented to the EP, previously seen as 
an environmental champion (Dionigi, 2017). Yet, this reputation dates back to when the EP was mainly a 
consultative chamber (Rasmussen, 2015). Today, all kind of IG know how to find their way to the EP due to 
their increased legislative powers. This is however not reflected in IG influence literature that has focused 
predominantly on the EC as the main lobbying venue (Marshall, 2010). It is therefore time to gain a better 
understanding of what exactly determines IG influence within the context of the EP, addressing a research 
gap caused by the focus on the EC, rooted in the pre-Lisbon Treaty era. 
	 Based on a single-case study, this research aims to examine under what conditions IG were able to 
shape the policy outcomes of the NRL throughout the EP’s internal policy process. This is done by 
highlighting the contingent nature of IG influence and analyzing various contextual factors that foster or 
limit this influence. The analysis conducted for this research covers the legislative process from the moment 
that the EC tabled the proposal to the EP, until the EP reached its final position on the first reading. 
Corresponding to the overall goal of this paper, the research question is constituted as follows:  

‘How successful were interest groups in influencing the European Parliament's first reading on the Nature 
Restoration Law, and what factors contributed to, or limited their success?’ 
	  
	 On an academic level, the answer to this question contributes to a better understanding of IG 
influence within the context of the EP, addressing the research gap in IG influence literature. This research 
illustrates that the institutional structure of the EP, and specifically the committee system, affects IG 
influence. Analyzing the complete internal policy process of the EP shows that the role of the rapporteur 
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holds significant power over the dossier, which can either favor or disadvantage the IG. Moreover, insights 
into IG influence in the EP extends the focus towards a more comprehensive understanding about the role 
and position of IG in decision making at EU level, which does not stop after the EC issues their proposal. 
Ultimately, this research proposes further investigation into the role of issue salience and public opinion and 
how that affects IG influence in this case. This can be achieved through a comparative case study analyzing 
EU climate policies, like the NRL.  
	 On a societal level, it is interesting to see how IG influence has impacted a policy that aims to be 
beneficial to all European citizens by ensuring healthy ecosystems, necessary to clean our water, air and 
pollinate crops (European Commission, n.d.). The results show that a relatively small amount of private IG 
contributed to a significantly diluted version of the proposal and almost succeeded to reject the proposal 
completely. The insights provided by this research hopefully help citizens to better understand the power of 
IG and how they are able to shape environmental policies. Additionally, assessing the preferences and 
arguments used by the IG can help to get a better understanding of where the growing resistance to green 
policies around Europe comes from (Reuters, 2023), and what is desired by IG to create support for climate 
policy solutions in the future (De Bruycker & Colli, 2023).  
	 After having introduced the research aim and underlying research question, this research is organized 
as follows. The next chapter introduces the concept of IG influence and its determinants, followed by an 
altered framework based on Dionigi’s (2017) research. This framework highlights the contingent nature of 
IG influence and introduces several contextual factors for IG influence in the EP. Thereafter, the research 
design and methodology are explained, providing a justification of the chosen approach and the 
operationalization process. Subsequently, the different positions of 21 IG are analyzed. This is done along the 
lines of the EP policy process while taking into account the contextual factors of IG characteristics and the 
institutional structures of the EP. Lastly, the research discusses the findings, limitations, and implications, 
followed by a conclusion and recommendations.  
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2. Theoretical Framework 

	 This chapter starts with a literature review on the topic of lobbying at the EU level, and specifically 
relevant for this research, lobbying in the EP. Furthermore the concept of IG influence is introduced. Finally, 
a conceptual model and three hypotheses are established to test whether the theory holds in the case of the 
NRL.  

2.1 Literature Review 

	 IG influence at the EU level is a largely researched topic. Yet, it is characterized by a multitude of 
hypotheses and contradictory findings (Klüver, 2011). Furthermore, the vast majority of literature on IG 
influence is focused on the EC (Dionigi, 2017). Hence, the following section aims to stipulate some 
differences between the institutions and how this relates to IG influence. Finally, various determinants of IG 
influence are introduced to develop a conceptual framework based on these factors 

2.1.1 Lobbying the European Institutions 

	 As a result of European Integration, interest representation at the EU level has evolved into an 
important mechanism within the EU's political system (Dialer & Richter, 2019; Greenwood, 2019). These 
representation efforts are facilitated by organized entities known in this research as 'interest groups' (IG), a 
term defined by the European Council (2013) as the full spectrum of actors who carry out activities to 
influence policy-making. Additionally, they do this as private actors and do not compete for electoral 
mandate. 
	 The activities of IG serve multiple goals that can be explained as twofold. First, it is a way for 
citizens to express their opinions to decision makers and, preferably, to influence their political decisions 
(Dür & De Bièvre, 2007; Klüver, 2011). Taken from this perspective, the activities of IG can improve EU 
decision-making processes by supporting policies that align with the citizen interests and avoid policies that 
solely represent the interests of elites (Dür & De Bièvre, 2007). Second, IG are also of important value for 
European institutions who seek for actors to support their policy goals or assist them in furthering the course 
of European integration (Klüver et al., 2015; Greenwood, 2019). Additionally, institutions depend on IG to 
provide technical and political information that they cannot gather through their own resources (Greenwood, 
2019). 
	 Existing literature on IG influence in the EU focuses on various dimensions of IG activities and their 
impact on the EU policymaking process. Some key areas of focus include, IG’ use of strategies and tactics to 
influence policy making (Beyers, 2004; Hanegraaff, 2015), questions about democracy and accountability 
assessing the influence of IG on democratic governance within the EU (Dür & De Bièvre, 2007; Eising, 
2008; Michalowitz, 2004), and IG’ access to EU institutions and policymakers (Hermansson, 2015; Ibenskas 
& Bunea, 2021; Marshall, 2010). The latter is seen as particularity important as researchers predominantly 
use the level of access to policymakers as a proxy for influence (Dionigi, 2017). This is done by assessing 
the factors that enable certain IG to gain privileged access and exert influence over policy decisions (Dionigi, 
2017).  
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	 Looking at the different EU institutions, the EC and the EP are the most important venues for IG in 
Brussels as lobbying the Council mainly takes place in the Member States (Dionigi, 2017). Given the role of 
the EC in initiating and formulating policies, the stakes are high for IG early in the policy phase to ensure 
that their preferences are included in the proposal (Hix & Høyland, 2022). These dynamics are different in 
the EP, where IG are busy shaping the proposal by suggesting amendments and voting behavior trying to 
sway the legislation in their preferred direction (Dionigi, 2019). Moreover, the EP is the institution that is 
most visibly shaped by party politics as Members of the EP (MEPs) are organized based on shared ideologies 
(Marshall, 2015). At the EC party politics also play a role, but less visible and more focused towards the 
national parties (Klüver et al., 2015). As a result of these party groups and their visible ideological 
differences, IG are able to carefully select MEPs who align with their views (Klüver et al., 2015; Marshall, 
2015). Conversely, MEPs are more likely to engage with IG that are instrumental for achieving their votes, 
policy and office-seeking goals (Ibenskas & Bunea, 2021). Furthermore, the EP is structured by its 
committee system. This is where the bulk of parliamentary work is done (Klüver et al., 2015). Because of the 
limited time and staff resources to deal with the policy issues, committee members often seek out to IG to 
supply them with information (Hix & Høyland, 2022). At the same time, IG have good knowledge which 
MEPs are most influential when scrutinizing legislation (Hix & Høyland, 2022). Especially the rapporteurs 
make a good target for IG as they are in the position to prepare a draft the legislative reports and thereby 
heavily rely on IG for their information (Dionigi, 2019; Marshall, 2012). With regards to IG influence and a 
potential research gap, an enhanced comprehension of the institutional structure of the EP serves to elucidate 
potential unexpected outcomes vis-à-vis theoretical expectations stemming from research conducted within 
the context of the EC. 

2.1.3 Interest Group Influence  

	 By examining a number of key factors it is possible to explain what makes certain IG more 
successful in shaping policy outcomes than others (Bunea, 2013; Klüver, 2011, 2012). The key factors that 
affect the ability of IG to shape policy outcomes are related to three determinants: (1) IG characteristics, (2) 
institutional structures, and (3) issue factors.  
	 The first determinant is concerned with IG characteristics and according to Dür and De Bièvre 
(2007), it is expected that IG with more resources should have more influence than IG with little resources. 
Following the definition of Dahl (1961 in Dür & De Bièvre, 2007), resources can be defined as ‘anything 
that can be used to sway the specific choices or the strategies of another individual’. Generally, there are 
different types of resources which one can distinguish in financial means, legitimacy and representativeness, 
knowledge, and expertise and information (Dür & Mateo, 2014). Next, IG influence may also vary according 
to the type of actor. In IG literature, private (concentrated) interests are generally assumed to have a higher 
potential to influence policy outcomes compared with public (diffuse) interests because of three key factors 
(Dionigi, 2017). First, according to the theory of ‘collection action’ (Olson, 1965), it is expected that 
concentrated groups tend to be better organized while diffuse interests often remain unorganized, as there are 
no rewards associated with active group participation (Dionigi, 2017). Second, it is argued that IG who 
represent private interests hold technical information that is often of great interest to policymakers 
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(Rasmussen, 2015). Third, private groups play a key role in the performance of the economy (Lindblom, 
1977 in Dionigi, 2017). 
	 The second determinant is the institutional structure of the political system. Regarding the EU, it is 
important to take into account the different structures of the venues where lobbying takes place (Klüver et 
al., 2015). Institutions may empower or disenfranchise specific interests due to their structure and role in the 
legislative process determining the balance of interests (Dür & De Bièvre, 2007). Despite the EC’s attempts 
to create a pluralist system with checks and balances, IG literature often finds that open access to 
government could lead to heavy lobbying of public officials by private interests (Greenwood, 2019; Hix & 
Høyland, 2022). Also, the EP, long known as being particularly open to public interests now appears to 
reinforce the advantage that private groups hold (Rasmussen, 2012a). This can be explained by the increase 
of legislative work that the EP is facing, allowing more input from IG (Dionigi, 2019) or re-election and 
policy-seeking/career-progression logics (Ibenskas & Bunea, 2021).  
	 	 The third determinant is the characteristics of the issue. The policy type seriously affects IG 
influence according to the likelihood of the existence of counterlobbies (Lowi, 1964 in Dür & De Bièvre, 
2007). Opposing groups are most likely with regulatory policies, while distributive policies promote 
coalition enhancing the influence that IG can exert on the policy outcomes. In the case of redistributive 
policies IG influence is expected to be the lowest (Dür & De Bièvre, 2007). Most legislative proposals in the 
EU concern market regulation, which is frequently opposed by private interests (Dür et al., 2015). This 
means that private interests often have to focus on limiting the size of its losses compared to the status quo, 
while public interests are often more supportive of the EC’s policy proposals (Dür et al., 2015). Next, IG 
influence also depends on the saliency of the issue. This can be explained as, the more attention that public 
and media attach to the issue, the harder it becomes for IG to influence the outcomes (Dionigi, 2017). 
Moreover, research from Dür et al. (2015) show that especially private interests loose their potential for 
influence in cases of high issues salience. Lastly, the technically, or complexity of a case may also explain 
variation in influence across issues (Dür & De Bièvre, 2007). As the level of technicality of the issue 
increases, decision-makers’ need for input increases as well, leading towards higher chances of IG influence 
if they possess over this information (Dür & De Bièvre, 2007).  

2.2 Conceptual Framework 

	 An adjusted conceptual framework (see Figure 1) is established to address the overarching research 
question. The model, based on key factors for IG influence, treats IG characteristics as the independent 
variable affecting the dependent variable: IG influence. Responding to recent literature that emphasizes the 
contingent nature of IG influence, the model adds several moderating variables coming from Dionigi (2017). 
These variables refer to IG and institutional contextual factors and how this affects the relation between the 
independent and dependent variable. The conceptual model does not consider the effect of issue-related 
factors. This is because this research is designed as a single-case study (see methodology) which does not 
allow to measure this determinant of IG influence (Klüver, 2011). In addition, based on the relations 
indicated in de conceptual model, three hypotheses are established that will be tested in the remainder of this 
research. 
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model of IG Influence in the EP 

Conceptual Model of IG Influence in the EP 
 

2.2.1 Defining Interest Group Influence 

	 To determine why some IG are able to successfully influence political decisions while others are not, 
it is important to define IG influence. According to Dür (2008), influence can be described as ‘an actor’s 
ability to shape a decision in line with his/her preferences’. Michalowitz (2007) provides a similar definition, 
but emphasizes that other factors beyond lobbying efforts might also contribute to the same outcome. It is 
thus important to realize that there is a difference between deliberately influencing policy outcomes and 
something as luck (De Bruycker & Beyers, 2019). Hence, IG influence is about a causal relation between the 
activities of IG and achieving their goals in policy outcomes. Therefore, this research defines ‘IG influence’ 
as the ability of IG to achieve their preferences in the final policy outcomes (Dür & De Bièvre, 2007; 
Stevens & De Bruycker, 2020). 
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2.2.2 Interest Group Factors 

	 The literature review explains that based on actor type is it expected that private interests have a 
higher chance to influence policy outcomes. However, the empirical evidence that supports these claims 
remains inconclusive (Klüver, 2011). This disagreement is partially because of the different 
conceptualizations of IG influence in combination with the methods that aim to capture the concept (Dür, 
2008; Stevens & De Bruycker, 2020). Another possible explanation, as emphasized by Dionigi (2017), 
highlights the importance of examining the context of key factors. Dionigi explains that there is a difference 
between the high potential for influence that private interests hold and their actual influence (Dionigi, 2017). 
The ability of private IG to translate this potential into influence depends on various contextual factors: 
business unity and the degree of counterlobbying (Dionigi, 2017). First, business unity refers to the private 
interests and relates to the expectation in IG literature that unity among these actors conveys influence (Dür 
et al., 2015). So, a conflict between different private interests might explain an observed lack of their 
success. Second, is the degree of counterlobbying. When there is a high level of counterlobbying, the MEPs 
exposure to diverse frames increases and their interpretation of the issue becomes more complex, making it 
hard for IG to gain enough support (Dionigi, 2017). 
	 Next are the resources of IG. As previously mentioned there are various types of resources (Dür & 
Mateo, 2014). This research looks at the financial resources IG hold as this type of resources are typically 
associated with a wealth of expert information and political capabilities (Flöthe, 2019). Moreover, it is 
interesting to test whether money translates directly into IG influence, or that a more nuanced explanation is 
needed. Based on the above information the following hypotheses can be formulated. 

H1: IG that represent private interest have a higher chance of securing their preferences in the 
agreed text by the EP if there is a unity among private interests and they are faced with limited, or 
no, lobbying opposition  

H2: IG that hold more financial resources have a higher chance of securing their preferences in the 
agreed text by the EP than IG who hold less financial resources.  

2.2.3 Institutional Factors 

	 As previously mentioned in the literature review, the real scrutiny of EU legislation takes place in the 
committees (Dionigi, 2019; Hix & Høyland, 2022). And while all MEPs can seek to influence a dossier 
under scrutiny, the greatest influence is wielded by a core group of particularly influential MEPs (key MEPs) 
that are part of the committee: (1) the rapporteur, (2) the shadow rapporteurs, and (3) the group whips 
(Dionigi, 2019). Next to the key MEPs, IG are also aware of the decision-making procedures that provides 
them with three entry points to influence the committee members: the draft report phase, the amendment 
phase, and the debating and voting phase (Marshall, 2010). Together, the key MEPs and three entry points 
make ideal pressure points for IG.  
	 A possible explanation for IG influence within the institutional structure of the EP can be derived by 
looking at the IG who make use of these pressure points. However, the explanatory power of these pressure 
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points largely depends on their contextual factors: the receptiveness of the responsible committee to the 
views of IG, and the degree to which their views are challenged internally (by the opinion-giving 
committees) and externally (by the Council) (Dionigi, 2017). First, committees are often biased towards their 
policy priorities (Gilligan & Krehbiel, 1997). Take for example ENVI, who often prioritizes environmental 
issues over industry concerns (Rasmussen, 2015). Therefore, receptiveness means whether there is a match 
between the views of the responsible committee and the interests represented by IG. Receptiveness to the 
views of IG is thus not the same as influence, but, as a contextual factor, it is able to strengthen or weaken 
the ability of IG to influence policy outcomes. However, whether this bias eventually results in a biased 
policy outcome depends on how close cooperation is with other opinion-giving committees and the Council 
(Dionigi, 2017). This cooperation challenges the responsible committee to moderate their demands, and 
consequently, the demands of the IG that align with their views. Based on the above information the last 
hypothesis is formulated as follows: 

H3: IG have a higher chance of securing their interests in the agreed text by the EP if the 
responsible committee is receptive to its views and there is minimal cooperation with other 
committees and/or institutions  

15



3. Methodological Framework 
	  
	 This chapter outlines the research approach for measuring IG influence, reflecting on its strengths 
and potential pitfalls. It justifies case and sample selection decisions, details the operationalization and data 
collection process, and concludes with a discussion on the validity and reliability of the methodological 
framework. 

3.1 Research Design 

	 This research represents a single case study on the legislative process of the NRL in the EP. Case 
studies are known for their intensive analysis of an individual unit with the aim to gain a comprehensive 
understanding of the phenomenon at stake (Voltolini, 2017). However, case study designs also entail certain 
weaknesses, notably their limited external validity and susceptibility to researcher bias during data collection 
or interpretation (Flyvbjerg, 2011). It is therefore crucial to provide motivation and transparency regarding 
the decisions made within the methodology. 

3.2 Research Method  

	 Generally there are three different methods to measure the influence of IG: process tracing, assessing 
attributed influence and gauging the degree of preference attainment (Dür, 2008). This research takes process 
tracing with elements of the preference attainment method to examine IG influence. Combining these two 
methods helps to build a coherent justification for findings by means of triangulation, which strengthens 
reliability as well as internal validity (Creswell & Creswell, 2022). Ultimately these methods contribute to a 
comprehensive analysis of the research problem and help to explain the outcomes based on the theory 
described in the previous chapter. 

3.2.1 Process Tracing and Preference Attainment 

	 Process tracing is the most frequently used method to measure IG influence in the EU (Dür, 2008). 
Despite a growing trend towards large-N studies and quantitative methods for law-like generalizations 
(Voltolini, 2017), it remains the preferred method for understanding the dynamics that affect IG influence. 
This is also the reason that this method is selected for this research, as we aim to show how contextual 
factors affect IG influence.  
	 The process under analysis consists of the three phases that serve as entry points for IG. During each 
phase both primary and secondary sources are analyzed to uncover the various factors leading to a specific 
policy outcome (Rasmussen, 2012b). The strength of process tracing is that it allows to uncover the steps by 
which causes affect outcomes (Dür, 2008; Orach et al., 2017). However, the method also has some 
weaknesses such as being highly susceptible for subjective interpretations of the researcher (Dür, 2008). 
Moreover, process tracing heavily relies on semi-structured interviews, something that is not feasible for this 
research due to time constraints and the lack of access to relevant stakeholders. 
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	 To overcome this gap in data collection, this research also uses preference attainment to measure IG 
influence. Whereas process tracing aims to uncover the factors that lead to a certain outcome, preference 
attainment is able to capture aspects of influence that are not easily observable (Rasmussen, 2012b). To 
execute preference attainment in this research, the initial stances of IG on the policy issues are defined based 
on their expressions in position papers. These positions are subsequently compared with the policy outcomes 
of the three phases of the EP’s first reading to assess whether the preference of the IG are attained or not. 
	 Overall, combining process tracing with preference attainment to measure IG influence has some 
serious advantages as it aims to validate the findings by means of triangulation (Dür, 2008). Nevertheless, 
the inability to conduct semi-structured interviews still leaves a considerable gap in data collection and can 
only partially be met by preference attainment approaches. This limitation is taken into account and any 
uncertainties about inferences will be mentioned in the discussion of this research. Additionally, the reason 
not to include the third approach, the ‘attributed influence’ method, is because this is usually measured by 
ways of surveys, something that is not feasible within the boundaries of this research. 

3.3 Case Selection 

	 Case selection is often seen as an issue of criticism as there exists no shared rules on how to select 
cases (Voltolini, 2017). Therefore, transparency and justification are crucial in selecting a case. The NRL is 
in the first place selected because it is a unique case in itself. The NRL is the first continent-wide, 
comprehensive law of its kind, reflecting a high ambition level of the EC (European Commission, n.d.). 
Moreover, the controversies in the proposal caused for serious commotion in the EP and among IG, making 
this one of the EGD’s most controversial files (Manzanaro, 2024). This uniqueness of the proposal in 
combination with the growing tension allows to explore the dynamics between the EP and IG when being 
under pressure and how this eventually affects IG influence. 
	 A methodological justification is that the NRL can be considered a deviant case. A deviant case is 
characterized by representing outcomes that diverge from the typical or expected pattern (Seawright & 
Gerring, 2008). The text, accepted by the EP, diluted the environmental ambition of the EC’s proposal which 
starkly contrast their reputation of being the defender of the diffuse ‘green interests’ (Rasmussen, 2015). 
Hence, this case full of unexpected turns makes the NRL particularly interesting for studying the conditions 
under which IG were able to achieve their preferred outcomes.  

3.4 IG Selection 

	 The sample for this research includes IG who are actively involved in the legislative process of the 
NRL after the EC tabled the proposal to the EP (June 2022) to the first reading's final agreement (February 
2024). Due to time constraints and limited access to resources, it is not possible to examine the role of all IG 
that have been active on this dossier. Therefore, the sample of IG is determined by a purposive sampling 
approach as this increases the changes that the sample is representative for the case (Seawright & Gerring, 
2008). However, as most sample selection approaches are geared towards the EC and refer to the 
contribution of IG during the consultation, we had to try various ways to make sure that the sample was 
representative. The initial attempt to select IG based on documented meetings with MEPs failed to provide 
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sufficient and representative data. Therefore, the selection criteria now rely on the availability of position 
papers and media coverage. 
	 Regarding the position papers, only the initiators of the position paper are taken into account to make 
sure that only those who really contributed to the creation of the document are selected. When this is not 
specified, all IG that have signed the paper are selected. This can be considered a limitation as this increases 
the risk of misallocating certain outcomes to IG that have not put as much effort in the activities as the 
initiators of the position papers. The sample that emerged based on this first criterion turned out to be 
missing two important groups. Based on media coverage, the agricultural and fishing industry have played a 
dominant role on the dossier (Guillot, 2023). Subsequently, Copa & Cogeca and Europêche were added to 
the sample. Additionally, only IG that are registered in the Transparency Register are selected. The reason for 
this is because both the EC as the EP have registration as a requirement for conjuring meetings (Hix & 
Høyland, 2022). Additionally, it requires organizations to disclose information that is considered valuable 
data for this research.	  
	 The complete sample of 21 selected IG can be found in Appendix A. To avoid ambiguities, note that 
both the EEA and ELO are classified as NGOs while representing private interests. However, looking at their 
position papers, the EEA supports a coalition of NGOs and thus defends public interests in this case, while 
the ELO defends agricultural interests and therefore private interests. 

3.5 Operationalization and Data Collection 

	 The independent variable consists of two elements, actor type and resources. To examine the actor 
type, private versus public interests are compared. This information can be found in the Transparency 
Register under the indicators ‘Promotes their own interests or the collective interests of their members’ 
(private) or ‘Does not represent commercial interests’ (public). Subsequently, the resources are 
operationalized based on financial resources as these are easier to quantify (Dür & Mateo, 2014). However, 
as the total budget spend on lobbying activities is not available for all IG, this research takes the FTEs to 
measure this variable, following the operationalization from Klüver (2012). However, this can be considered 
a limitation as FTEs do not one-on-one reflect the financial resources of an IG.  
	 The moderating variables, are operationalized as follows. First, unity among private interests is 
examined by comparing the preferences of the private IG to see if they share the same preferences on the 
policy issues. Second, the degree of counterlobbying, looks at the variety of preferences presented by all IG 
to analyze till what extent these preferences create conflicting frames and thereby counteract each other's 
potential influence. To assess the committee's receptiveness, we refer to the MEP database to identify which 
IG secured formal meetings with key MEPs, assuming that receptiveness influences the creation of these 
meetings. However, access is a very complex concept that is not only dependent on receptiveness of the 
MEPs towards the IG. But taken the available resources for this research, the MEP database comes closest to 
capturing this variable, while acknowledging its limitations. Furthermore, the extent to which these views are 
challenged is defined by the following: (1) there is a close cooperation between the responsible committee 
and the opinion-giving committees if there is an enhanced cooperation procedure enforced (Rules 57 -58 in 
the EP’s Rules of Procedure 2023), (2) close cooperation with the Council occurs within the framework of 
the ordinary legislative procedure (Dionigi, 2017). 
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	 The dependent variable, IG influence is measured based on tracing key changes MEPs introduce to 
the EC’s proposal throughout the EP’s internal policy process and compare this to the preferences of the IG 
(Dionigi, 2017). These preferences are defined by looking at their position papers. Operationalization is done 
according to the method of Mahoney (2007). A complete oversight of the operationalization and data 
collection is depicted in Table 1. 

Table 1: Operationalization Variables 

Operationalization Variables 

3.6 Validity and Reliability  

	 Single case studies are known for their high internal validity (Creswell & Creswell, 2022), which 
this research aims to enhance through process tracing. This method uncovers factors contributing to 
outcomes, reducing susceptibility to the correlation-causation fallacy common in statistical analyses 
(Voltolini, 2017). Furthermore, the decision to combine two methods of data analysis in this research 
enhances both internal validity and reliability. By means of triangulation, two types of analyses are 
conducted contributing to a coherent justification of the findings (Tracy, 2010). Consistency is further 
ensured through transparency about research methods, data collection, and challenges. 

Variable Indicator Value Data

IG Influence Preference attained 
throughout the process

0-did not attain objective at 
all; 1-attained some portion 
of their objective; and 2-fully 
attained objective

Position papers, draft report, 
final report, and final position 
EP

IG Characteristics:  
Actor Type

IG representing public or 
private interests

Public/private Transparency Register

IG Characteristics: 
Resources

Financial Resources FTE used for lobbying 
activities

Transparency Register

IG Factors: 
Unity among private 
interests

Alignment between IG that 
represent private interests

Private IG share their 
opinions on the policy issues 
(yes/to some extent/no)

Position papers

IG Factors: 
The degree of counter 
lobbying

Amount of IG that are 
active on the dossier 

The variety of frames that are 
presented to MEPs (low/
medium/high)

Position papers

Institutional factors: 
Receptiveness of the 
responsible committee

Receptiveness Contact moments between 
key MEPs and IG

MEP meeting database, 
meeting documents

Institutional factors: 
Extent to which the 
responsible committee’s 
views are challenged by 
other committees and 
institutions 

Cooperation with 
committees and/or Council 

Close cooperation with 
opinion-giving committees 
(Rule 57-58, EP Rules of 
Procedure); with the Council 
(Ordinary Legislative 
Procedure)

EU official documents
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	 What is considered to be a more serious problem with case studies is its weak external validity (i.e. 
generalizability). However, the desirability to generalize the findings of a case study depends on the research 
aim and the case that is being studied (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Concerning this research, the NRL resembles a 
deviant case known for its surprising values. This selection rationale serves the goal to refine theoretical 
expectations and thereby eventually increase their predictive value of findings (Molnar, 1967). Moreover, a 
deviant case probes for new explanations which with our approach using contextual variables for enhanced 
explanatory power (Tracy, 2010). Hence, the aim of this research is therefore rather to obtain a better and 
deeper understanding of the studied case than the generalizability of its findings, corresponding to what 
Green and Caracelli (1997) call focussing on particularity rather than generalizability. 
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4. Results and Analysis 

	 This chapter analyzes the proposal's evolution and its alignment with IG positions. Prior to delving 
into the analysis, it introduces the proposal, the policy issues (i.e. controversial items of the proposal), and 
the different positions of the IG. Subsequently, the influence of the IG is examined by means of process 
tracing and preference attainment during the three phases of the legislative process in the EP. Finally, the 
results allow us to develop a position on the three hypotheses established for this research.  

4.1 The Proposal 

	 The aim of the NRL is threefold: (1) the continuous, long-term and sustained recovery of nature 
through the restoration of ecosystems, (2) achieving the EU’s objectives on climate mitigation and 
adaptation, and (3) meeting international commitments (Article 1(1)). To achieve this, the proposal puts 
forward an overall target for all Member States that says that nature restoration measures should cover at 
least 20 % of the EU’s land and sea areas by 2030, and all ecosystems in need of restoration by 2050 (Article 
1(2)). Chapter two outlines restoration obligations for habitat types listed in Annex I (Article 4) and Annex II 
(Article 5) of the Habitat Directive (HD) and Birds Directive (BD), as well as for specific ecosystems 
(Articles 6-10) (Cliquet et al., 2024). To implement the proposed regulation, Member States would be 
required to develop a National Restoration Plan (NRP), to be assessed by the EC. A more detailed overview 
on the key aspects of the proposal can be found in Appendix B.  
	 Regarding the IG, the proposal for the NRL created a division resulting in two groups: one looking 
for ways to weaken the proposal's tangible impact, while the other demanded to increase its ambition or at 
least maintain its original form of the proposal. These opposing positions are also reflected in the position 
papers of the IG. Given their opinions on certain elements of the proposal it is possible to divide them into 
two groups, which can be found in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Grouping IG by their preferences 

Grouping IG by their Preferences 

4.2 The Policy Issues 

	 After the EC formulates the proposal, the EP shapes the proposal by addressing its most 
controversial elements (Hix & Høyland, 2022). These controversial parts, defined as policy issues (Hart & 
Kleiboer, 1995), are typically the focus of debate and can MEPs suggest changes to resolve these 
controversies. By analyzing the position papers and assessing which parts of the proposal are most frequently 
mentioned, the following policy issues are identified: targets, definitions, and implementation. Divided along 
the lines of these (sub)-issues it is possible to illustrate the line of preferences that the IG have on the issues. 
Moreover, these preferences form the basis for analyzing IG’ ability to secure them in final policy outcomes. 
For a more detailed overview of the positions of all IG on the policy issues see Appendix D, E and F. 

4.2.1 Policy Issue I: Targets  

	 The first policy issue is about the targets and their specifications. The proposal includes quantitative, 
binding targets for 2030, 2040, and 2050. However, the IG hold different opinions on how to quantify these 
targets and their level of ambition. The sub-issues are called a) type of targets and b) target coverage.  
	 The primary concern regarding the type of targets is how the targets are determined. Particularly 
private IG propose to use case-by-case assessments to define the targets rather than using the predetermined 
targets. This is to make sure that local stakeholders are included with defining the restoration measures. 
Furthermore, some IG question the sources where these targets are based on and want to see that the EC 

Type IG Coalition/Individual IG

Private: Industry Agriculture and Fisheries Copa & Cogeca, Europêche Coalition (3 IG)

Agriculture ELO Individual

Non-Energy Extractive UEPG, Cerame-Unie, Euro 
Gypsum, Euromines, EXCA 

Coalition (5 IG)

Construction FIEC Coalition (6 IG)

Paper CEPI Individual

Forestry Eustafor Individual

Electricity Eurelectric Individual

Public: NGO Environmental BirdLife Europe, ClientEarth, 
EEB, WWF EPO

Coalition (4 IG)

Marine Seas at Risk Coalition (26 IG)

Living Rivers Europe 
Coalition

EEA, EEB, TNCE, WI-EA, 
WWF EPO

Coalition (6 IG)
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provides robust data and the indicators used to establish these targets (Eustafor, 2023; ELO, 2022; CEPI, 
2022). The proposal justifies these targets scientifically, primarily relying on scientific models of nature's 
state. Some IG want to see targets based on recent measurements, suggesting the use of indicative or 
qualitative targets instead. Lastly, there are the legal duties associated with meeting the targets. The proposal 
is a regulation, making the targets legally binding soon after it is agreed upon by the EU legislative bodies 
(European Union, n.d.b). According to the NGOs, opting for a regulation is deemed a smart decision given 
the time urgency associated with nature restoration (EEA, 2022; WWF, 2022; Seas at risk, 2022). However, 
not all IG agree with this legal act and demand for options that grant more national flexibilities and 
exemptions (FIEC, 2023; Euromines, 2023). 
	 The second sub-issue concerns target coverage in terms of the level of percentage and the specific 
ecosystem types and areas being targeted. First, for the annex-related habitat types the aim is to restore 90% 
by 2050. The NGOs demand that this needs to be increased to a 100% restoration (WWF, 2022). They also 
advocate for increasing all target levels across milestones for timely, effective results. On the contrary, 
private IG argue that these targets are not realistic and do not want an increase towards a 100% target in 
2050. 

4.2.2 Policy Issue II: Definitions 

	 The second policy issue concerns the 15 definitions outlined in Article 3. The line of preferences 
clearly show the differences between the NGOs and private IG. The NGOs predominantly demand 
specifications of certain clauses to make sure that there is less room for legal loopholes, while the private IG 
wants to see the definitions supplemented with exemptions to meet the targets. Overall, the suggestions for 
this policy issues are vey specific and vary per IG. Hence, an overview of all suggestions made by the IG to 
further specify or remove parts of the definitions can be found in Appendix E. 

4.2.3 Policy Issue III: Implementation  

	 The third policy issue addressed in this research concerns the implementation of the NRL. The sub-
issues identified pertain to the mechanisms employed for implementation: a) policy coherence, b) the NRPs, 
and c) financing. 
	 First, regarding policy coherence, the EC refers to existing EU environmental legislation and 
strategies to show how this proposal complements current policies. However, the position papers reveal how 
IG use inconsistencies between existing legislation and the proposal to create competing frames. On one 
hand, NGOs advocate for improved policy coherence to enhance the effectiveness of EU environmental 
policies by expanding the scope and including more international agreements as well. Moreover, they want to 
see exemptions in the NRL that come from other existing regulations to be removed so that the NRL 
becomes a stricter leading regulation (WWF, 2022). Lastly, they point out the difference between the targets 
proposed in the NRL (20% nature restoration for 2030) and the Strategy (30% nature protection for 2030) 
and want to see the targets increased so that it matches the Strategy (Wetlands, 2022). Conversely, the private 
IG wants to see the target of the NRL remain at 20%, while at the same time they are looking for possible 
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exemptions in existing regulations to make sure that those remain the leading regulations instead of a new 
stricter NRL. This strategy indicates a cherry-picking approach for private IG. 
	 Second, the NRPs, proposed to conduct preparatory research for identifying necessary restoration 
measures, are subject to critique from IG as well. First, almost all IG wants to see how public participation is 
ensured in the preparation of the NRP. Furthermore, the proposal does not elaborate how wider societal 
targets and possible social and economic targets are safeguarded in the NRP (CEPI, 2022; ELO, 2023; 
Eustafor, 2023). For this reason, CEPI (2022) emphasizes the importance of a holistic approach to make sure 
that not only the status of ecosystems are taken into account. Lastly, it is expected that the NRPs are adopted 
in 2027, leaving three years to deliver on the 2030 targets. The NGOs call for a shorter timeframe to adopt 
the NRPs to ensure timely action (Wetlands, 2022; WWF, 2022; Seas at Risk, 2022). 
	 The last sub-issue is the financial feasibility. Despite the legislative financial statement included in 
the proposal, both NGOs and the private IG, have expressed their concerns about potential financial barriers 
during the implementation phase. Effective and successful implementation is expected to cost a lot of money 
needed to compensate for land, cover the expenses that are needed for drafting the NRP and monitoring and 
reporting activities (Hering et al., 2023). However, the availability of EU funding is limited and the proposal 
assumes that a large part of the potential loss in revenues generated in areas in need of restoration can be met 
by funds that stem from the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 
(Cliquet et al., 2024). However, the NRL lacks support from these industries and therefore risks serious 
shortcomings when it comes to resources needed to implement the proposal successfully.  

4.3 The Policy Process 

	 This section analyses what happened throughout the EP’s internal policy process. An overview of the 
complete timeline and three phases can be found in Figure 2. For each phase, the adopted amendments are 
examined and compared to the initial preferences of the IG on the policy issues. The results for the total 
preference attainment for all IG during the three phases are presented in Table 3 (see Appendix G for the 
scores behind the percentages). The coalition of Copa & Cogeca and Europêche is excluded from scoring 
because their only position was to reject the entire proposal, which makes it unable to score them on the 
specific sub-issues. 
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Figure 2: The Legislative Process of the Nature Restoration Law within the EP 

The Legislative Process of the Nature Restoration Law within the EP 
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Note. Adapted from Legislative Train Schedule, 2024; Legislative Observatory, n.d.



4.3.1 Phase I: The Rapporteur’s Draft Report  

	 The EC put forward the proposal to ENVI in July 2022, who appointed César Luena (S&D, Spain), 
as their rapporteur (Legislative Train Schedule, 2024). Initially the Committee on Fisheries (PECH) and the 
Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development (AGRI) were appointed as opinion-giving committees.  
However, after requesting an associated committee status, they received this status under Rule 57.(European 
Parliament, 2022a; European Parliament, 2022b). Under Rule 57, committees are granted more competences, 
including the requirement for the responsible committee to accept all amendments from an associated 
committee without a vote if they concern matters within the exclusive competence of the associated 
committee (EPRS, 2020). 
	 Initially the proposal received particularly positive reactions (Cliquet et al., 2024). However, from 
the beginning of 2023 sounds of criticism arose, predominantly from the private industries (Decleer & 
Cliquet, 2023; Cliquet et al., 2024). Looking at the timeline, this sudden upheaval starts around the moment 
the rapporteur presented his draft report on the proposal 12 January 2023 (European Parliament, 2023a). The 
rapporteur is in the position to be the first to propose amendments during the draft report phase (Dionigi, 
2019). Due to limited preparation time and lack of detailed expertise, rapporteurs rely heavily on input from 
various IG while drafting these amendments (Rasmussen, 2012a). 
	 The draft report counts 118 pages in which the rapporteur proposed 183 amendments to the EC’s 
proposal (European Parliament, 2022c). An overview of what these amendments entail for the policy issues 
can be found in Appendix C. In the explanatory statement at the end of the document, Luena makes clear that 
he supports the legally binding targets (European Parliament, 2022c, p.114). Moreover, he proposes to 
increase the percentages in the timeframes for all ecosystems and aims for 100% restoration for terrestrial 
and marine ecosystems, similar to the preferences indicated in the position papers of the NGOs (European 
Parliament, 2022c). Luena also proposed several amendments that improves the policy coherence by filling 
the gaps that have caused weak implementation of the HD and BD in this proposal. Furthermore, he proposes 
an article addressing the future need for a dedicated permanent financial instrument for restoration. Lastly, he 
acknowledges that the support of public and relevant stakeholders for the foreseen restoration measures is 
crucial to ensure the successful implementation, and proposes to create a specific article on public 
participation, access to public information and public awareness. Appendix H illustrates the alignment 
between proposed amendments and the preferences of all IG, revealing significant correspondence between 
the amendments and the preferences of the NGOs. This resulted is also reflected in the high scores for the 
NGOs in the total preference attainment at this stage (Table 3). Additionally, the draft report concludes with a 
list of entities or persons from whom the rapporteur has received input (see Appendix I). This list includes 
six of the selected IG of which five are NGOs. 
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Table 3: Preference Attainment Comparison Across Three Phases 

Preference Attainment Comparison Across Three Phases 

4.3.2 Phase II: The Amendment Phase  

	 The draft report now forms the agenda for the open amendment phase. During this phase all MEPs 
are free to submit their amendments to the proposal (Marshall, 2010). There was only one week scheduled to 
table the amendments for the NRL (European Parliament, 2023a), which requires bold action from IG. This 
is generally the moment for those IG who have been unsuccessful in getting their views reflected in the draft 
report to convince other, more receptive MEPs to launch amendments that align with their preferences 
(Dionigi, 2019). Furthermore, the increase in opportunities for IG to send in amendments often results in 
high levels of informal lobbying activities. This means that tracing amendments in this phase is challenging, 
resulting in limited available data for analysis.  

4.3.3 Phase III: The Final Outcomes 

	 The proposal received 2345 amendments in total. In an attempt to reduce the amendments and 
reconcile the positions of Parliament’s political groups, the rapporteur works on establishing compromise 

IG Phase I Phase II Phase III

Industry (private 
interests) 

Copa & Cogeca, 
Europêche

- - -

ELO 8,33% 75% 33,3%

UEPG, Cerame-Unie, 
Euro Gypsum, 
Euromines, EXCA 

50% 50% 25%

FIEC 0% 60% 40%

CEPI 14,3% 100% 71,4%

Eustafor 36,4% 100% 54,5%

Eurelectric 0% 77,8% 55%

Total private: 17,5% 77,1% 45,6%

ENGO (public 
interests) 

BirdLife Europe, 
ClientEarth, EEB, 
WWF EPO

66,7% 16,7% 41,7%

Seas at Risk 63,6% 18,2% 45,5%

EEA, EEB, TNCE, 
WI-EA, WWF EPO

66,7% 25% 50%

Total Public: 65,7% 20% 45,7%

Note. Percentages established by dividing the total scores of IG by the maximum score that could be achieved on each 
policy issue. See Appendix G for the scores for total preference attainment.
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amendments (CA) (Dionigi, 2019). Also, now that the opportunity to submit amendments is closed, the focus 
of IG activities shifts from persuading MEPs to propose amendments to persuading them on how to vote, 
sometimes involving the distribution of voting lists to MEPs (Rasmussen, 2012a). These lists are way to get 
MEPs, who are pressed for time and sometimes lack sufficient knowledge, to vote in line with the 
preferences of IG (Kohler-Koch, 1998). In other words, the EP’s extensive workload provides room for IG to 
influence MEPs in their voting behavior (Rasmussen, 2012b).  
	 Spread over two meetings, ENVI voted on 30 CA (European Parliament, 2023b) on June 15 and 27 
(European Parliament, 2023c). Luena's CA are less ambitious than his draft report because he has to consider 
all the submitted amendments. Nevertheless, they still maintain the initially proposed targets (European 
Parliament, 2023b). Eventually 21 CA were adopted, but the final vote on the draft report ended in a tie, 44 
votes in favor to 44 votes against (with no abstentions), meaning that there is no majority to support the 
report as such (European Parliament, 2023c). Due to time constraints from the upcoming European elections 
and the already scheduled plenary vote on July 12, it was decided that the plenary had to vote on the proposal 
without a committee report majority (WWF, 2023). 
	 The proposal is thus tabled for plenary and the dossier now includes the associated committees' 
opinions, the committee report with pending CA, and 146 new amendments submitted for plenary (European 
Parliament, n.d.a). A day prior to the plenary vote, a lengthy debate of almost three hours was held on 11 July 
2023 where in total 80 MEPs took the floor to participate in the debate and express their opinion on the 
proposal (European Parliament, 2023d). According to Dionigi (2017), this high number of MEPs indicates 
that a lot of attention is located toward this proposal. The next day, the EP first voted on the request for 
rejection of the proposal which was rejected with 312 votes in favor and 324 votes against (and 12 
abstentions) (European Parliament, 2023e). Followed by the vote on the amendments and the final report 
with 336 votes in favor, 300 against (and 13 abstentions). In total 136 amendments were adopted, severely 
weakening the proposal (see Appendix C for an overview of what this entails for the policy issues) (Cliquet 
et al., 2024; European Parliament, 2023f). This is also reflected in the preference attainment of the IG at this 
stage (Table 3). In comparison to the draft report the situation is now completely reversed and the private IG 
have been able to effectively influence the EP. Almost all quantitative, time-bound binding targets are 
removed (European Parliament, 2023f). Another notable change is that the restoration obligations for 
agricultural ecosystems were completely deleted and financing of restoration measures from agricultural 
funds is excluded. That these amendments align with the preferences of private IG is also reflected in 
Appendix H.  
	 Now that the EP adopted its position, it was time to start the inter-institutional negotiations on the 
final shape of the legislation together with the Council and EC. The negotiations were led by ENVI, on 
behalf of the EP. The Council already presented its position on the proposal in June 2023 (Council of the 
European Union, 2023a). This position also includes a significant decrease in ambitions, while still being 
much higher than the position of the EP after the voting in July (Cliquet et al., 2024). On 9 November 2023, 
an agreement was reached (Paulus, 2023) and approved by ENVI on 29 November, resulting in a so-called 
Compromise (Legislative Train Schedule, 2024). This Compromise rolled back some of the most radical 
amendments from the EP (see Appendix C). Overall, the headline targets for 2030 and 2050 still stand. 
However, any modifications to the specific targets involve reductions and no increased targets are included in 
this compromise (Council of the European Union, 2023b). Furthermore, a new article that has been 
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introduced in the Compromise is the ‘emergency brake’ (Cliquet et al., 2024). This clause allows that under 
circumstances that threaten the food security in the EU, all relevant articles of Article 9 (on agricultural 
ecosystems) may be temporarily suspended (Canas, 2024).  
	 The last step is the final vote. The full Parliament voted on the Compromise on 27 February 2024 
which resulted in 329 votes in favor, 275 against (and 24 abstentions) (European Parliament, 2024a). This 
Compromise tied in closer to the proposal than the amendments adopted in the final report. However, its 
ambition level is still severely weakened. Table 3 shows that this phase has no ‘real’ winners: except for 
CEPI, the scores do not go much higher than 50%. Yet, the results at this phase show less outliers that are 
skewed towards either the NGOs or the private IG. Hence, the final outcome can indeed be considered a 
compromise, balancing the preferences of the IG.  

4.4 Explaining IG Influence 

	 The analysis of the proposal's evolution across the three phases illustrates varying success rates for 
the IG in influencing policy outcomes. The aim of the remainder of this chapter is to explore how the 
contextual factors contributed to these disparities in IG’ ability to achieve their preferences. This is done 
along the lines of the conceptual framework and testing the hypotheses.  

4.4.1 IG Factors 

	 Derived from the logic of collective action (Olson, 1965) it is expected that IG representing private 
interests have a higher potential to secure their preferences in the policy outcomes. However, the results from 
the NRL show that, during the draft report phase, the NGOs scored better in attaining their preferences than 
the private IG. Conversely, during the final report phase, the situation changed and the outcomes were in 
favor of the private IG. Eventually, the results of the final outcome show that the preferences attained by the 
private IG is almost the same as the NGOs (see Table 3). Hence, the basic premise that expects private 
interests to be more influential does not prevail in this case. According to Dionigi (2017), this is because the 
premise lacks explanatory power and must consider contextual factors such as unity among private interests 
and limited counterlobbying. 
	 First, the NGOs have clearly been better at forming a unity than the private IG. This unity is 
reflected in their position papers, where they consistently use the same arguments and present a clear 
message for the MEPs. Conversely, the private IG did not manage to unite over the overarching objectives of 
the proposal, as shown by the absence of a cross-coalition connecting the different industries. Moreover, the 
position papers of the private IG primarily focus on the articles that potentially threaten their sector. Another 
indication of a lack of unity among private interests is the joint statement signed by over 60 multinationals. 
In this statement, large firms argue that restoring nature is beneficial for businesses in the long run (Our 
nature our business, 2024), creating even more division among the private interests. Hence, the results align 
with the findings from Wonka et al. (2018) where it is argued that private groups often actually lobby against 
each other. Consequently, it explains why private IG did not meet their expectations regarding the NRL. If 
the private IG were able to form a unity, they could have used their organizational and financial resources in 
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unison to work towards common ends, making it harder for the opposing IG to influence the same dossier 
(Dionigi, 2017).  
	 The second contextual factor considers the degree of counterlobbying. The NRL is a dossier that is 
heavily lobbied by all kind of IG (Guillot, 2023). Looking at the literature, this can be explained by the fact 
that this is a regulatory policy where opposing groups are most likely (Dür & De Bièvre, 2008). Moreover, 
the legislative process of the NRL is largely dominated by media campaigns started by certain private IG 
(agriculture, forestry, and fisheries), spreading several misunderstandings (Cliquet et al., 2024). In a reaction 
to these claims, the #Restorenature (2024) campaign was created by civil organizations and received over a 
million signatures. These campaigns, coming from both sides, resulted in the creation of multiple conflicting 
frames about the issue and hinders IG’ ability to persuade MEPs of their perspective. Hence, looking at these 
two contextual factors and their ability to explain why private interests did not score better on the preference 
attainment in the final outcome, H1 can be accepted. 
	 A second explanation for IG influence in relation to IG characteristics is about their resources. Table 
4 shows that the average FTEs coming from the NGOs are almost four times higher than the FTEs from the 
private IG. This suggests that NGOs achieve the highest scores in preference attainment across the policy 
process. However, the results show that this is not the case. Furthermore, EEB and WWF EPO hold the 
highest amount of FTE of all IG, but still score lower than CEPI and Eustafor in the final outcomes. Taking 
into consideration that the amount of FTEs does not correspond with significantly higher outcomes, H2 can 
be rejected.  
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Table 4: Economic Power IG 

Economic Power IG 

4.4.3 Institutional Factors 

	 Now that the IG characteristics and their contextual factors are analyzed, only the institutional 
factors remain to be examined. Here, it is expected that IG who share the views of MEPs based on their 
policy bias (Dionigi, 2017) or ideological affinities (Ibenskas & Bunea, 2021) have a higher chance of being 
able to access and convince the MEPs. However, the extent to which these views lead to policy outcomes is 
challenged by other committees or institutions. Hence, the contextual factors are determined as receptiveness 
of the responsible committee towards the IG’ views, and how these are subsequently challenged. 

IG FTE in lobby activities

Industry (private 
interests) 

Copa 4,8

Cogeca 4,8

Europêche 3,0

ELO 9,8

UEPG 5,0

Cerame-Unie 4,5

Eurogypsum 2,3

Euromines 6,0

EXCA 1,0

FIEC 6,5

CEPI 6,3

Eustafor 3,5

Eurelectric 2,0

Average Private: 4,6

NGO (public interests) BirdLife Europe 11,0

ClientEarth 13,2

EEB 62,3

WWF EPO 24,3

Seas at Risk 7,0

EEA 3,5

TNCE 8,5

WI-EA 7,8

Average Public: 17,2

Note. FTE is copied from the Transparency Register from European Union. (n.d.a). 
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	 To begin with, the results show that the receptiveness of the rapporteur towards the views of IG 
played a dominant role during the legislative process of the NRL. ENVI is known to be a supporter of 
environmental concerns and Luena has always made clear to be a big proponent of the proposal (European 
Parliament, 2024b). This is reflected in the draft report phase wherein Luena holds a welcoming attitude 
toward NGOs. In addition, predominantly NGOs met with Luena during the first phase (Appendix I). 
However, the final outcome shows that this policy bias did not necessary led to biased policy outcomes 
favoring the position of the NGOs. This can be explained as twofold. First, the associated committees, AGRI 
and PECH gained more competences under Rule 57, resulting to stricter cooperation and therefore limits 
ENVI's influence. The clear differences in the opinions made sure that ENVI had to moderate their views to 
find common ground with AGRI and PECH. This indirectly limited the influence of the NGOs who had 
found their opening with the rapporteur (Dionigi, 2017). Second, after the plenary vote, the proposal was 
referred back to ENVI, making them responsible to lead the negotiations during trilogue under the Ordinary 
Legislative Procedure. The results of the preference attainment show that ENVI has been able to moderate 
their preferences with the Council. Moreover, the negotiations with the Council tied in closer to the policy 
bias of ENVI, indicating that in this case a closer cooperation with the Council led to better results for the 
NGOs as opposed to the results after the plenary vote on the committee document. So, despite key MEPs' 
receptiveness to NGO views, their ability to secure these views was hindered by close cooperation with 
associated committees. Similarly, private IG failed to secure high preference attainment scores after the final 
report due to close cooperation with the council. Therefore, H3 can be accepted.  
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5. Discussion 

	 This section aims to add an extra layer to the results by elaborating on some interesting findings and 
reflecting on their significance in the broader research context. Moreover, the study’s limitations are 
addressed acknowledging constraints and potential biases. Finally, we will explore the implications of our 
findings for both theory and practice.  

5.1 Interpretation of the Results 

	 The results of this research challenge the elitist assumptions in IG literature that favor private over 
public interests' influence on policy outcomes (Dür & De Bièvre, 2008). More recent literature emphasizes 
the contingent nature of the concept IG influence (Dionigi, 2017; Stevens & De Bruycker, 2020). It is rather 
about the context and analyzing the circumstances that contribute to a certain outcome. This research adheres 
to this approach and explains the outcomes by showing that private IG do not necessarily form a cohesive 
whole and therefore fail to translate their potential for influence in successful results. Moreover, this research 
confirms Stevens and De Bruycker's (2020) findings on the 'limits of influence,' showing that economic 
resources cannot be generalized across policy contexts. 
	 Another interesting finding relates to the institutional structures of the EP and how this shapes the 
strategies used by IG. Generally, IG face the choice to contact MEPs directly or to generate pressure 
indirectly by appealing to the public at large (De Bruycker & Beyers, 2019). During the first phase 
predominantly NGOs contacted the key MEPs directly (see Appendix I). The analysis explains this by the 
receptiveness of these MEPs. However, there is also the decision not to reach out directly to the MEPs 
because of a lack of access to relevant MEPs (Ibenskas & Bunea, 2021), or with the aim to involve a larger 
audience of stakeholders (De Bruycker & Beyers, 2019). Regardless of their exact motive, the lobbying 
activities of the private IG involved severe outside lobbying activities, culminating in the farmers protests in 
Brussels (Menga, 2024). This is not a very common situation, as private IG tend to be more successful in the 
case of quiet politics while privatizing the conflict behind closed doors (Culpepper, 2008; De Bruycker & 
Beyers, 2019; Dionigi, 2017). This is because when the issue is not taken up by the public, private IG are in a 
favorable position to shape policymakers' minds due to their possession of technical knowledge, something 
that public IG often find difficult to match (Dionigi, 2017). With the NRL, eventually both groups used 
different outside lobbying tactics, making this a highly politicized dossier (Schauenberg, 2023). The findings 
of this research therefore show that EU policymaking cannot be reduced to a purely technical endeavor, even 
for the private IG (De Bruycker & Beyers, 2019). 
	 The final noteworthy observation is about the role of Copa & Cogeca in this process. Their only 
demand was to reject the proposal as a whole. To achieve this goal they released several press releases 
containing misinformation (Aragoa et al., 2023) initiated a public campaign (Cliquet et al., 2024), were 
active on social media (Copa-Cogeca, 2023), and organized multiple large protests across Europe and in 
Brussels (Menga, 2024). However, the proposal is still accepted meaning that Copa & Cogeca's all-or-
nothing strategy resulted in nothing. This is what Dür et al. (2015) explain as private actors often being 
unsuccessful in achieving their desired policy outcomes due to their attempts to defend the status quo. 
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Especially in the EU where most proposals eventually lead to legislation, it could be argued that Copa & 
Cogeca might have gained more by focussing on limiting their losses rather than defending the status quo. 

5.2 Limitations 

	 Despite the interesting results, this research is also subject to limitations. First, as discussed in the 
methodological chapter, process-tracing is an approach that largely depends on interviews with relevant 
stakeholders. For this research, there are no interviews conducted because of the limited time and lack of 
access to the relevant stakeholders. This means that one of the strengths of process tracing, uncovering the 
‘black boxes’ through which influence is exercised, is not fully being realized. Despite valuable information 
being obtained through the EP databases, it does not encompass exchanges between MEPs and IG through 
private channels or informal meetings, limiting comprehensive insights. Additionally, interviewing the IG 
could have prevented the missing data on the policy issues where IG did not indicate their position on in their 
position papers, enhancing the quality of the preference attainment.  
	 Another limitation regarding the preference attainment is the use of the ordinal scale that reduces 
valuable information to numbers. By comparing the position papers it became evident that there are large 
differences between how clearly the preferences were defined. Consider ELO's (2023) comprehensive 
position paper with amendments for all articles, contrasting with FIEC's (2023) preferences summarized in 
three bullet points. These differences are not reflected in the scores. Moreover, codification of the 
information from the position papers is highly susceptible to the researchers interpretation, which comes with 
a risk of reducing the reliability of the research (Glazier et al., 2024).  
	 Next are some limitations regarding the selection of IG. Their selection was based on the availability 
of a position paper published by them. However, this means that IG who submitted or discussed their 
preferences directly with the MEPs are not included in the sample. Their activities and possible influence is 
not taken into account which may resulted in assigning their lobbying efforts to other IG from the sample 
that share the same preferences. Moreover, some position papers were signed by multiple IG, making it 
difficult to differentiate between them and assess their individual lobbying efforts for the NRL. 
	 In addition, some statements can be made after a critical reflection on the chosen framework and its 
variables. It is highly probable that the conceptual model does not incorporate all variables that are able to 
explain all outcomes. For instance, the potential effects of issue salience are not included in the analysis. 
However, it is likely that this determinant played a role in the level of IG influence on the final policy 
outcomes. Another challenge is establishing the proper relationship between these variables, termed internal 
validity. Contextual variables are now considered moderating factors, elucidating the relation between the 
potential that IG hold for influence and their ability to translate this into actual influence. However, certainty 
about this relationship is challenging due to potential confounding variables. Lastly, the specific nature of 
this legislative process limits the generalizability of findings, reducing external validity. 

5.3 Implications 

	 Despite its limitations, this results of this research may be important for theory and practice. First, 
this study advances our understanding of the preferences articulated by IG who are active on climate 
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policies. Moreover, it explores the conditions that enable them to achieve their preferences in this domain. 
Overall, the findings contribute to theory that a policy like the NRL, that is suitable for mobilization along 
societal lines, can counterbalance the impact of IG characteristics on their influence, showing their ‘limits of 
influence’. 
	 Second, this research emphasizes the decisive role that the institutional structure of the EP had in 
determining IG influence at specific moments throughout the process. In doing so, it responds to the request 
of various authors who want to highlight the nuanced differences between lobbying the EC and the EP. There 
are generally two elements that can contribute to new theoretical insights. To begin with, the EP is an 
institution where political ideologies play a dominant role in both the recognition of IG and in the strategies 
of the IG in targeting the MEPs (De Bruycker, 2016; Ibenskas & Bunea, 2021). In the case of the NRL, the 
campaign led by the EPP, whose constituents consists largely of farmers, mainly attracted private IG, while 
the socialistic nature of the S&D predominantly attracted the NGOs, creating the two camps in the EP (De 
Bruycker, 2016). This makes you wonder what had happened if the rapporteur shared more of the ideologies 
of the EPP. This links to the second point, namely the power that the key MEPs hold. The institutional 
structure of the EP reserves a significant amount of power for key MEPs, raising questions about what their 
exposure to IG means for their role as representatives of European citizens. This highlights the need to 
consider the concentrated power of key MEPs and prevent them from being unduly influenced by IG' 
agendas.  
	 This research does not only contribute to science, but also comes with some practical implications. 
Addressing both sides and starting with the EU officials, the results suggest that the trilogue has served its 
goal: a document has been created that balances the interests and does not listen to the demand to reject the 
complete proposal. It is important that by means of negotiations the EP does not become an obstacle for law-
making, instead of rejecting the discussion and debate. Lastly, and pointed towards the IG, this research 
shows that it is possible to defend your interests at the EU level while recognizing that is an extremely 
complex game that is contingent upon multiple factors.  
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6. Conclusion 

	 This research set out to explain what determines IG influence by analyzing the legislative process of 
the NRL in the EP. The main argument of this research is that IG influence is a contingent concept that needs 
to be studied in its context. The results showed that the elitist assumptions about actor type and resources do 
not hold in the case of the NRL. This can be explained by the lack of unity among private interests and the 
high level of counterlobbying. Moreover, the institutional structures of the EP provided NGOs with a 
favorable starting position. Eventually, the rapporteur guided the proposal through an unpredictable 
parliament, where some MEPs seemed to have a double agenda in view of the upcoming elections. 
Regarding the overall research question, it remains debatable if this proposal has any real winners, or 
represents a compromise that is sub-optimal for both sides, resulting in losers from both sides. Nevertheless, 
the final outcome at least includes some preferences from all IG indicating their influence on the legislative 
process. The potential influence for NGOs, facilitated by ENVI, was hindered by misinformation spread by 
the private IG which was taken up by AGRI, PECH and the EPP. Conversely, private IG turned out to be 
their own biggest opponent due to their contribution to creating multiple conflicting frames. 
	 With this research, we encourage other researchers to test whether the findings hold true in diverse 
contexts. This study utilized a single-case study; therefore, to increase its external validity, future research 
should examine the influence of IG through a comparative case study. Particularly in the context of EU 
climate policies, where resistance to green policies is growing across Europe, such research is highly 
relevant. A comparative case study can further analyze which IG lobby on EU climate policies and under 
what conditions these groups achieve their policy goals. This is crucial for ensuring efficient climate policy 
solutions in the future.  
	 Moreover, researching and analyzing multiple policies allows for the study of IG influence within its 
issue context which is not considered in this single-case study. Other issue characteristics may determine the 
influence of IG, such as the technicalities of a policy dossier (Rasmussen, 2012b), public opinion (De 
Bruycker & Colli, 2023), issue salience (Klüver, 2011), or media salience (Stevens & De Bruycker, 2020).  
	 In addition, the results of this research could be enhanced by still conducting interviews to get a 
more detailed picture of all the preferences of the IG. This would reduce the possible researcher bias in the 
codification of the preference attainment scores. Moreover, it could further unravel the mechanisms through 
which IG try to exert their influence on the proposal. Notwithstanding these promising pathways for future 
research, the results of this research highlight that IG find themselves in the position to be able to influence 
EU policies. However, the extent of their influence depends on many factors. This suggests that under 
different circumstances, the influence of IG, could have varied significantly. 
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Appendix A: The Selected Interest Groups 

Table 5: Selected Interest Groups 

Selected Interest Groups 

IG
Actor Type

Category Interest

Aggregates Europe (UEPG) Trade and business associations Private

Association of National Organisations of Fishing 
Enterprises in the European Union (Europêche)

Trade and business associations Private

BirdLife Europe NGO Public

ClientEarth NGO Public

Confederation of European Paper Industries (CEPI) Trade and business associations Private

Eurelectric Trade and business associations Private

Eurogypsum Trade and business associations Private

European agri-cooperatives (COGECA) Trade and business associations Private

European Anglers Alliance (EAA) NGO Private 

European Association of Mining Industries, Metal Ores 
& Industrial Minerals (Euromines)

Trade and business associations Private

European Ceramic Industry Association (Cerame-Unie) Trade and business associations Private

European Construction Industry Federation (FIEC) Trade and business associations Private

European Environmental Bureau (EEB) NGO Public

European Expanded Clay Association (EXCA) Trade and business associations Private

European Farmers (COPA) Trade and business associations Private

European Landowners' Organization (ELO) NGO Private

European State Forest Association (EUSTAFOR) Trade and business associations Private

Seas At Risk NGO Public

The Nature Conservancy Europe (TNCE) NGO Public

Wetlands International - European Association (WI-EA) NGO Public

WWF European Policy Office (WWF EPO) NGO Public

Note. Actor type is copied from the Transparency Register from European Union. (n.d.a).
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Appendix B: Key Features of the Proposal for an EU Nature Restoration Law 

Chapter I: General Provisions 

• Describes the overarching objective (Article 1): to contribute to the continuous, long-term and sustained 
recovery of biodiverse and resilient nature across the EU’s land and sea areas through the restoration of 
ecosystems. This establishes a framework in which Member States will put in place restoration 
measures which together shall cover at least 20% of the EU’s land and sea areas by 2030 and all 
ecosystems in need of restoration by 2050.  

• Describes the definitions (Article 3) of the following: ecosystem, habitat of a species, restoration, good 
condition, favourable reference area, sufficient quality of habitat, sufficient quantity of habitat, 
pollinator, decline of pollinator populations, local administrative unit, cities, towns and suburbs, urban 
green space, urban tree canopy cover and renewables go-to area 

Chapter II: Restoration Targets and Obligations 

• Outlines various types of ecosystems and how restoration applies to that type of ecosystem, including 
specific targets: Restoration of terrestrial, coastal and freshwater ecosystems (Article 4), Restoration of 
marine ecosystems (Article 5), Restoration of urban ecosystems (Article 6), Restoration of the natural 
connectivity of rivers and natural functions of the related floodplains (Article 7), Restoration of 
pollinator populations (Article 8), Restoration of agricultural ecosystems (Article 9) and Restoration of 
forest ecosystems (Article 10) 

• It specifies restoration obligations for Annex I (terrestrial, coastal, and freshwater - Article 4) and Annex 
II (marine- Article 5) habitat types and a non-deterioration clause within and outside Natura 2000 sites  

Chapter III: National Restoration Plans 

• The implementation of the restoration obligations and targets in the EU Member States must be done 
through national restoration plans. The Proposal contains details for both the preparation and content of 
these plans (articles 11-12) 

• The plans will be assessed by the Commission and reviewed at least every 10 years (articles 13-15) 

Chapter IV: Monitoring 

• The Proposal includes detailed obligations on access to justice, monitoring, and reporting (articles 16-18) 

Source: European Commission (2022) 
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Appendix C: Key Changes to the Commission’s Proposal 

Table 6: Key Changes to the Proposal 

Key Changes to the Proposal 

Document Targets Definitions Implementation

The 
Commission’s 
proposal, June 
2022

Type of targets: 

Quantitative, legally binding 
targets 

Target Coverage: 
• Article 4: 30% by 2030, 60% 

by 2040, 90% by 2050 
• Article 5: 30% by 2030, 60& 

by 2040, 100% by 2050 
• Article 6: total national area 

of urban green space targets 
3% by 2050 and 5% by 
2050, 10% minimum urban 
tree canopy cover by 2050 

• Rewet a quarter of the 
restored area in 2030, Rewet 
half of the restored area in 
2040, Rewet a quarter of the 
restored area in 2050 

Article 3, including 15 
definitions

Policy Coherence: 

Proposal refers to: 
• Habitats Directive (HD) 
• Birds Directive (BD) 
• Water-Framework Directive 

(WFD) 
• Marine Strategy Framework 

Directive (MSFD) 
• Biodiversity Strategy for 

2030 (BS) 
• Forest Strategy (FS) 
• Common Agricultural Policy 

(CAP) 
• Common Fisheries Policy 

(CFP)  

National Restoration Plans: 
• The timeline for finalization 

of the NRP takes 36 months 

Financing:  
• Finance implementation 

through existing funds  
• Large share coming from 

funds that fall under the CFP 
and CAP 

Document
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The 
rapporteur’s 
first draft 
report, ENVI, 
December 2022

Type of targets: 

Quantitative, legally binding 
targets 

Target Coverage: 
• Article 4 & 5: increase 

targets to 65% by 2030, and 
100% by 2050 

• Article 6: increase targets for 
total national area of urban 
green space with 1% and to 
15% of minimum urban tree 
canopy cover by 2050 

• Article 9: half of the areas 
should be rewetted in 2030, 
two thirds should be 
rewetted in 2040 and 2050 

• Planting of three billion 
additional trees  

• strengthens the principle of 
non-deterioration  

• Non-fulfilment of the 
obligations allowed in cases 
of natural disasters

Added definition: 
• Restoration of the natural 

connectivity of rivers and 
natural functions of the 
related floodplains 

• Rewetting 
• Passive restoration 

Altered definition: 
• Urban green space also 

includes ‘green roofs and 
green walls’ 

Policy Coherence: 
• Include Annex III species 

(HB) 
• Mention BD together with 

HD 
• Include Directive 2014/89/

EU; Directive 2007/60/EC 
• Improved connectivity 

between existing protected 
areas and new areas 

National Restoration Plans: 
• Speeding up the deadlines 

for submission of NRP 
• Add a specific article on 

public participation, access 
to public information and 
public awareness 

• The timeline for finalization 
of the NRP takes 26 months 

Financing:  
• Complete chapter on funding 

is added to explore new 
budgetary options such as 
the reallocation of funds and 
the establishment of a 
permanent dedicated nature 
restoration fund

Targets Definitions ImplementationDocument
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Final report 
(plenary), July 
2023

Type of targets: 
• Member States shall aim to 

reach overall target 
• Time-bound, Quantified 

targets are removed or based 
on existing regulation 

Target Coverage: 
• Targets cover Natura 2000 

areas  
• Member states get the ability 

to assess the condition of all 
habitat types until 2040 

• Instead of non-deterioration 
obligation for areas for 
which restoration measures 
have been taken and a good 
condition has been reached: 
making sure that the quality 
of habitats does not 
significantly decrease over 
time  

• Non-deterioration obligation 
for protected areas deleted 

• Non-fulfillment of the 
obligations allowed in cases 
of natural disasters 

• Plans and projected related 
to renewable energy can be 
considered an overriding 
public interest 

• Clause added for military 
ground that can be 
considered as exception 

• Restoration of agricultural 
ecosystems removed  

• Restoration on forest 
ecosystems is based on 
qualitative indexes  

• Planting of three billion 
additional trees  

• Targets are subjective to 
economic, social and cultural 
requirements and regional 
and local particularities 

Added definition: 
• Deterioration  
• Native tree species 
• Urban centers and urban 

clusters 
• Peri-urban areas 
• Flee flowing river 
• Rewetting peatland 

Altered definition: 
• Linking definition of 	

‘habitat of a species’ to the 
definition adhered to in HD 

• ‘Restoration’ is linked to 
Articles further in the 
proposal 

• All definitions specifically 
linked to definitions adhered 
to in other existing 
environmental legislation 

• Urban green space also 
includes the total area of 
trees, bushes, shrubs, 
permanent herbaceous 
vegetation, lichens and 
mosses, ponds and 
watercourses 

• ‘renewables acceleration 
area’ instead of 	‘renewables 
go-to area’

Policy Coherence: 
• Adds a Article that outlines 

the need to create synergies 
and be coherent with 
existing and ongoing 
legislation 

• Refer specifically to articles 
of other regulations where 
possible 

National Restoration Plans: 
• The timeline for finalization 

of the NRP takes 36 months 
• NRP should also consider 

the socio- economic impact 
especially on rural areas and 
the impact of the national 
restoration plan in particular 
on agricultural and forestry 
production in order to ensure 
that it does not result in 
production moving outside 
the Union  

• Include landowners, land 
managers, maritime 
stakeholders, local and 
regional authorities in the 
preparation of the plan 

Financing:  
• The financing of funding 

gaps in relation to the 
implementation of this 
Regulation shall be ensured 
without using any funding 
from the CAP, the CFP or 
other agricultural and 
fisheries funding streams  

• The Commission should, by 
12 months from its entry into 
force and in consultation 
with Member States, present 
a report with an analysis 
identifying any gaps in 
implementing this 
Regulation. That report 
should be accompanied, 
where appropriate, by 
proposals for adequate 
measures, including financial 
measures to address the gaps 
identified 

Targets Definitions ImplementationDocument
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Compromise & 
Final Position 
EP

Type of targets: 
• Time-bound quantitative 

targets 
• For agricultural ecosystems: 

does not include obligations 

Target Coverage: 
• Focus solely on degraded 

ecosystems  
• Article 4-5: 30% by 2030, 

60% by 2040, 90% by 2050 
(encourages to reach 100% 
restoration in Article 5) 

• Targets for urban areas 
indicative 

• Non-deterioration obligation 
for areas for which 
restoration measures have 
been taken and a good 
condition has been reached 
& protected areas limited to 
‘significant’ deterioration 

• Member states get the ability 
to assess the condition of all 
habitat types until 2040 

• Non-fulfillment of the 
obligations allowed in cases 
of natural disasters 

• Plans and projected related 
to renewable energy can be 
considered an overriding 
public interest 

• Clause added for military 
ground that can be 
considered as exception 

• Restoration of agricultural 
ecosystems needs to take 
into account climate change, 
the social and economic 
needs of rural areas, and the 
need to ensure sustainable 
agricultural production in the 
Union. 
• Decreasing targets and 

share that needs to be 
rewetted 

• Restoration on forest 
ecosystems is based on 
qualitative indexes 

• Planting of three billion 
additional trees 

Added definition: 
• “very common and 

widespread habitat type”  
• Native tree species 
• Urban centers and urban 

clusters 
• Peri-urban areas 
• Flee flowing river 
• Rewetting peatland 

Altered definition: 
• Linking definition of 	

‘habitat of a species’ to the 
definition adhered to in HD 

• ‘Restoration’ is linked to 
Articles further in the 
proposal 

• All definitions specifically 
linked to definitions adhered 
to in other existing 
environmental legislation 

• Urban green space also 
includes the total area of 
trees, bushes, shrubs, 
permanent herbaceous 
vegetation, lichens and 
mosses, ponds and 
watercourses 

• ‘renewables acceleration 
area’ instead of 	‘renewables 
go-to area’

Policy Coherence: 
• Better coherence with: 

Directive (EU) 2018/2001 on 
the promotion of the use of 
energy from renewable 
sources, Directive 2010/31/
EU on the energy 
performance of buildings 
and Directive 2012/27/EU 
on energy efficiency  

• Refer specifically to articles 
of other regulations where 
possible 

National Restoration Plans: 
• The timeline for finalization 

of the NRP takes 36 months 
• Refers to ‘including all 

relevant stakeholders 

Financing:  
• The implementation of this 

Regulation shall not imply 
an obligation for Member 
States to re-programme any 
funding under the Common 
Agricultural Policy (CAP), 
the Common Fisheries 
Policy (CFP) or other 
agricultural and fisheries 
funding programmes and 
instruments under the multi-
annual financial framework 
2021-2027 

• The Commission should, by 
12 months from its entry into 
force and in consultation 
with Member States, present 
a report with an analysis 
identifying any gaps in 
implementing this 
Regulation. That report 
should be accompanied, 
where appropriate, by 
proposals for adequate 
measures, including financial 
measures to address the gaps 
identified 

Targets Definitions ImplementationDocument

Note. Derived from the official EU documents: Council of the European Union, 2023b; European Commission, 2022; 
European Parliament, 2022c; European Parliament 2023f
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Appendix D: Policy Issue I - Targets  

Table 7: Preferences Targets 

Preferences Targets 

Interest Group Preferences Targets:

Joint statement of the non-energy 
extractive industry (source):  

Aggregates Europe (UEPG), 
Eurogypsum, European 
Association of Mining Industries, 
Metal Ores & Industrial Minerals 
(Euromines), European Ceramic 
Industry Association (Cerame-
Unie) & European Expanded Clay 
Association (EXCA)

Type of Targets: 

- Assess targets case-by-case instead of predetermined targets 
- Change the legal act into a Directive 

Target coverage: 

- No position

Joint Press Release of the 
agriculture and fisheries sector 
(source): 

Association of National 
Organisations of Fishing 
Enterprises in the European Union 
(Europêche), European Farmers 
(COPA) & European agri-
cooperatives (COGECA)

Type of Targets: 

- Aim for rejection of the proposal and want the Commission to restart the 
process from the scratch 

Target Coverage: 

- Aim for rejection of the proposal and want the Commission to restart the 
process from the scratch

Joint NGO position paper: 

Clientearth, European 
Environmental Bureau (EEB), 
Stichting BirdLife Europe 
(BirdLife Europe) & WWF 
European Policy Office (WWF 
EPO) 

Type of Targets: 

- Urgently request to keep quantitative, ecosystem-specific, time-bound 
targets 

Target Coverage: 

- Want to increase the target coverage 
- Propose increasing the ambition level of the targets for the different 

milestones in Article 4 and 5 and make sure that the timeline reaches 
100% by 2050 (and not only 90%)  

- The restoration targets for peatlands should be increased overall in 
relation to both timeframes and area  

- Add quantified, time- bound objectives defined for indicator-based 
targets (Art. 9(2) and Art. 10)  

- The proposal for the restoration of drained peatlands should be 
expanded to include other land uses beyond only agricultural use, such 
as forestry.  

- Restored areas must be added to the protected area network via legislation, 
an administrative act or contractual means to ensure long-term non-
deterioration (entangle the non-deterioration obligations)
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Confederation of European Paper 
Industries (CEPI)

Type of Targets: 

- Wants to implement indicative, flexible targets  

Target Coverage/Breadth: 

- Habitat restoration and accompanying targets should focus on Natura 2000 
network and protected areas 

- The nature restoration targets should be balanced towards wider societal 
targets

Eurelectric Type of Targets: 

- No position 

Target Coverage/Breadth: 

- No position

Living Rivers Europe coalition 
(source):  

European Anglers Alliance (EAA), 
European Environmental Bureau 
(EEB), The Nature Conservancy 
Europe (TNCE), Wetlands 
International - European 
Association (WI-EA) WWF 
European Policy Office (WWF 
EPO)

Type of Targets: 

- Urgently request to keep quantitative, ecosystem-specific, time-bound 
targets 

Target Coverage/Breadth: 

- Want to increase the target coverage 
- Raise the barrier removal target to 15% of EU river length (178,000 km) 

restored to a free-flowing state by 2030  
- Increase the intermediary percentage targets laid out in Article 4 for the 

restoration and re-establishment of areas and the restoration of habitats 
of species, and shorten the timeline for reaching 100% 

- Extent the non-deterioration obligations should be extended to urban green 
space (Article 6), free- flowing rivers (Article 7) and the restoration of 
drained peatlands (Article 9(4))  

- Non-deterioration obligation should be legally secured

European Construction Industry 
Federation (FIEC)

Type of Targets: 

- Wants options that grant more flexibilities and exemptions for Member 
States and regions 

Target Coverage/Breadth: 

- Habitat restoration and accompanying targets should focus on Natura 2000 
network and protected areas (non-deterioration should only apply to Natura 
2000 network)

European Landowners' 
Organization (ELO)

Type of Targets: 

- Shift to qualitative targets instead of focussing on quantitative targets 
- Targets need to be revised and clearly justified, while taking a more 

bottom-up approach 

Target Coverage/Breadth: 

- Habitat restoration and accompanying targets should focus on Natura 2000 
network and protected areas 

- Want to add to the non-deterioration obligations that current and future 
climate change will inevitably cause change to certain habitats and that it is 
not possible to maintain all those habitats 
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European State Forest Association 
(EUSTAFOR)

Type of Targets: 

- Targets need to be revised and clearly justified, while taking a more 
bottom-up approach 

Target Coverage/Breadth: 

- Do not adopt an amendment that aims for 100% restoration  
- Want to add a clause that current and future climate change will inevitably 

cause change to certain habitats and that it is not possible to maintain all 
those habitats 

Joint Marine NGO statement: 

Seas at Risk 

Type of Targets: 

- Urgently request to keep quantitative, ecosystem-specific, time-bound 
targets 

Target Coverage/Breadth: 

- Want to increase the target coverage 
- Improve the specific targets, the overarching restoration target must be 

understood to cover EU land and sea areas respectively, rather than in 
combination (i.e. at least 20% of EU land and 20% of EU sea areas by 
2030). 

- Increase targets to 100% by 2050 
- Restored areas must be added to the protected area network via legislation, 

an administrative act or contractual means to ensure long-term non-
deterioration (entangle the non-deterioration obligations)

Note. Adapted from the position papers of the IG
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Table 8: Preference Attainment Targets - Draft Report 

Preference Attainment Targets - Draft Report 

Coalition Interest Group from sample Type of 
Targets 

Target 
Coverage 

Total Score

Joint statement of 
the non-energy 
extractive industry 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 0/2 - 0/2

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Joint Press Release 
of the agriculture 
and fisheries sector 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche - - -

COPA

COGECA

Joint NGO position 
paper 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 2/2 1/2 3/4

EEB

BirdLife Europe

WWF EPO

Paper industry  

Size: 1 IG

CEPI 0/2 0/2 0/4

Electricity industry 

Size: 1 IG

Eurelectric - - -

Living Rivers 
Europe coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 2/2 1/2 3/4

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Construction 
industry 

Size: 6 IG

FIEC 0/2 0/2 0/4

Agriculture 
industry 

Size: 1 IG

ELO 0/2 0/2 0/4

Forestry industry  

Size: 1 IG

EUSTAFOR 0/2 0/2 0/4

Joint Marine NGO 
statement: 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 2/2 1/2 3/4
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Table 9: Preference Attainment Targets - Final Report 

Preference Attainment Targets - Final Report

Coalition Interest Group from sample Type of 
Targets 

Target 
Coverage 

Total Score

Joint statement of 
the non-energy 
extractive industry 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 1/2 - 1/2

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Joint Press Release 
of the agriculture 
and fisheries sector 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche - - -

COPA

COGECA

Joint NGO position 
paper 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 0/2 0/2 0/4

EEB

BirdLife Europe

WWF EPO

Paper industry  

Size: 1 IG

CEPI 1/2 2/2 3/4

Electricity industry 

Size: 1 IG

Eurelectric - - -

Living Rivers 
Europe coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 0/2 0/2 0/4

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Construction 
industry 

Size: 6 IG

FIEC 2/2 2/2 4/4

Agriculture 
industry 

Size: 1 IG

ELO 1/2 2/2 3/4

Forestry industry  

Size: 1 IG

EUSTAFOR 1/2 3/4 4/4

Joint Marine NGO 
statement: 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 0/2 0/2 0/4
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Table 10: Preference Attainment Targets - Final Outcome 

Preference Attainment Targets - Final Outcome 

Coalition Interest Group from sample Type of 
Targets 

Target 
Coverage 

Total Score

Joint statement of 
the non-energy 
extractive industry 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 0/2 - 0/2

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Joint Press Release 
of the agriculture 
and fisheries sector 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche - - -

COPA

COGECA

Joint NGO position 
paper 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 2/2 0/2 2/4

EEB

BirdLife Europe

WWF EPO

Paper industry  

Size: 1 IG

CEPI 1/2 2/2 3/4

Electricity industry 

Size: 1 IG

Eurelectric - - -

Living Rivers 
Europe coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 2/2 0/2 2/4

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Construction 
industry 

Size: 6 IG

FIEC 2/2 0/2 2/4

Agriculture 
industry 

Size: 1 IG

ELO 0/2 2/2 2/4

Forestry industry  

Size: 1 IG

EUSTAFOR 0/2 1/2 1/4

Joint Marine NGO 
statement: 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 2/2 0/2 2/4
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Appendix E: Policy Issue II - Definitions 

Table 11: Preferences Definitions 

Preferences Definitions 

Interest Group Preferences Definitions and Alignment:

Joint statement of the non-energy 
extractive industry (source):  

Aggregates Europe (UEPG), 
Eurogypsum, European 
Association of Mining Industries, 
Metal Ores & Industrial Minerals 
(Euromines), European Ceramic 
Industry Association (Cerame-
Unie) & European Expanded Clay 
Association (EXCA)

Definitions:  

- Define ‘Habitat Area’ (Article 4(10)) 
- Include parameters for the definition of lands restored in ‘good condition’ 

(Article 3(4))

Joint Press Release of the 
agriculture and fisheries sector 
(source): 

Association of National 
Organisations of Fishing 
Enterprises in the European Union 
(Europêche), European Farmers 
(COPA) & European agri-
cooperatives (COGECA)

Definitions:  

- Aim for rejection of the proposal and want the Commission to restart the 
process from the scratch

Joint NGO position paper: 

Clientearth, European 
Environmental Bureau (EEB), 
Stichting BirdLife Europe 
(BirdLife Europe) & WWF 
European Policy Office (WWF 
EPO) 

Definitions:  

- Add a definition on which measures are ‘area-based’, or make sure that 
there is an explicit reference to Article 4,5,6 and 9(4) in Article 1(2) to 
ensure that only area-based targets contribute to the overarching area-based 
objective 

- Redefine what falls under ‘obsolete barriers’ and make sure that indeed 
only essential barriers are allowed to stay under strict conditions, do not 
leave room for interpretation

Confederation of European Paper 
Industries (CEPI)

Definitions:  

- Specify a difference between ‘unknown condition’ and ‘not in a good 
condition’ (Article 4(4))

Eurelectric Definitions:  

- Add a definitions for “good condition of ecosystem services” (regarding 
habitat conditions) and “baseline” (regarding assessments of these 
conditions)  

- Assess the definition of ‘obsolete’ case by case  
- Redefine ‘free flowing rivers’ and take into consideration that continuity of 

rivers might in many cases also be impaired by natural barriers, such as 
those built by beavers.
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Living Rivers Europe coalition 
(source):  

European Anglers Alliance (EAA), 
European Environmental Bureau 
(EEB), The Nature Conservancy 
Europe (TNCE), Wetlands 
International - European 
Association (WI-EA) WWF 
European Policy Office (WWF 
EPO)

Definitions:  

- Redefine what falls under ‘obsolete barriers’ and make sure that indeed 
only essential barriers are allowed to stay under strict conditions, do not 
leave room for interpretation 

- Change the name to “urban green and blue space” and also include 
wetlands in the definition in Article 3(13). 

European Construction Industry 
Federation (FIEC)

Definitions:  

- No position

European Landowners' 
Organization (ELO)

Definitions:  

- Add a definition on ‘passive restoration’ 
- Redefine ‘favorable reference area’ so that it takes into account that some 

ecosystems are not longer fit to ensure long-term resilience due to 
changing climatic conditions

European State Forest Association 
(EUSTAFOR)

Definitions:  

- Define clearly what needs to be restored using clear definitions of 
‘restoration’ 

Joint Marine NGO statement: 

Seas at Risk 

Definitions:  

- Include a definition that shows the interlinkage between freshwater, coastal 
and marine ecosystems (Articles 4 and 5)

Note. Adapted from the position papers of the IG
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Table 12: Preference Attainment Definitions - Draft Report 

Preference Attainment Definitions - Draft Report 

Coalition Interest Group Amount of definitions 
adopted as part of 
suggested definitions

Joint statement of the non-energy 
extractive industry 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 0/1

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Joint Press Release of the agriculture 
and fisheries sector 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche -

COPA

COGECA

Joint NGO position paper 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 0/2

EEB

BirdLife Europe

WWF EPO

Paper industry  

Size: 1 IG

CEPI 0/1

Electricity industry 

Size: 1 IG

Eurelectric 0/3

Living Rivers Europe coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 0/2

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Construction industry 

Size: 6 IG

FIEC -

Agriculture industry 

Size: 1 IG

ELO 1/2

Forestry industry  

Size: 1 IG

EUSTAFOR 0/1

Joint Marine NGO statement: 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 1/1
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Table 13: Preference Attainment Definitions - Final Report 

 Preference Attainment Definitions - Final Report 

Coalition Interest Group Amount of definitions 
adopted as part of 
suggested definitions

Joint statement of the non-energy 
extractive industry 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 1/2

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Joint Press Release of the agriculture 
and fisheries sector 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche -

COPA

COGECA

Joint NGO position paper 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 0/2

EEB

BirdLife Europe

WWF EPO

Paper industry  

Size: 1 IG

CEPI 1/1

Electricity industry 

Size: 1 IG

Eurelectric 3/3

Living Rivers Europe coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 1/2

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Construction industry 

Size: 6 IG

FIEC -

Agriculture industry 

Size: 1 IG

ELO 0/2

Forestry industry  

Size: 1 IG

EUSTAFOR 1/1

Joint Marine NGO statement: 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 0/1
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Table 14: Preference Attainment Definitions - Final Outcome 

Preference Attainment Definitions - Final Outcome 

Coalition Interest Group Amount of definitions 
adopted as part of 
suggested definitions

Joint statement of the non-energy 
extractive industry 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 1/2

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Joint Press Release of the agriculture 
and fisheries sector 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche -

COPA

COGECA

Joint NGO position paper 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 0/2

EEB

BirdLife Europe

WWF EPO

Paper industry  

Size: 1 IG

CEPI 1/1

Electricity industry 

Size: 1 IG

Eurelectric 3/3

Living Rivers Europe coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 1/2

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Construction industry 

Size: 6 IG

FIEC -

Agriculture industry 

Size: 1 IG

ELO 0/2

Forestry industry  

Size: 1 IG

EUSTAFOR 1/1

Joint Marine NGO statement: 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 0/1
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Appendix F: Policy Issue III: Implementation  

Table 15: Preferences Implementation 

Preferences Implementation 

Interest Group Preferences Implementation

Joint statement of the non-energy 
extractive industry (source):  

Aggregates Europe (UEPG), 
Eurogypsum, European 
Association of Mining Industries, 
Metal Ores & Industrial Minerals 
(Euromines), European Ceramic 
Industry Association (Cerame-
Unie) & European Expanded Clay 
Association (EXCA)

Policy Coherence: 

- Remove inconsistencies between restoration goals in the current proposal 
(>20% nature restoration goal for 2030) and the EU Biodiversity Strategy 
for 2030 (30% nature protection target).  

- Clarify the link between the proposal, the Habitats Directive, the Marine 
Strategy Framework Directive, and the Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 as 
these different instruments have different legal weights and use different 
legal terms. 

National Restoration Plans: 

- Ensure concrete bottom-up implications of local stakeholders when it 
comes to Member States elaborating their NRP 

Financing: 

- No position 

Joint Press Release of the 
agriculture and fisheries sector 
(source): 

Association of National 
Organisations of Fishing 
Enterprises in the European Union 
(Europêche), European Farmers 
(COPA) & European agri-
cooperatives (COGECA)

Policy Coherence: 

- Aim for rejection of the proposal and want the Commission to restart the 
process from the scratch 

National Restoration Plans: 

- Aim for rejection of the proposal and want the Commission to restart the 
process from the scratch 

Financing: 

- Aim for rejection of the proposal and want the Commission to restart the 
process from the scratch
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Joint NGO position paper: 

Clientearth, European 
Environmental Bureau (EEB), 
Stichting BirdLife Europe 
(BirdLife Europe) & WWF 
European Policy Office (WWF 
EPO) 

Policy Coherence: 

- Remove the highlight given to exemptions to the Water Framework 
Directive and TEN-T regulation to ensure proper implementation 

National Restoration Plans: 

- Art. 11(11) also needs to be expanded, including by setting adequate 
consultation timelines and effectively informing the most relevant public 
stakeholders, to ensure compliance with Art. 7 of the Aarhus Convention.  

- Shorten the timeline for the finalization of NRP to two years overall 
- National Restoration Plans should (under Art. 12(2)(b)) include an 

explanation on how the restoration measures adopted are additional to 
those that Member States are already legally required to adopt under the 
existing environmental acquis (particularly the Birds, Habitats and Water 
Framework Directives). To ensure the additionality of restoration measures 

Financing: 

- The EC should assess existing EU funding support available for nature 
restoration and explore options to expand these, for example through the 
establishment of dedicated funding for nature restoration, pursuant to the 
mid-term review of the Multiannual Financial Framework. 

Confederation of European Paper 
Industries (CEPI)

Policy Coherence: 

- No position 

National Restoration Plans: 

- Ensure public participation during the development of the NRP 
- Include social and economic impact in the NRP 

Financing: 

- No position

Eurelectric Policy Coherence: 

- Include the revised Renewable Energy Directive into the NRL 

National Restoration Plans: 

- Indicators attached to these plans should be designed at an EU-level to 
avoid disparities 

Financing: 

- Member States should provide adequate financing for their removal of 
‘obsolete barriers’
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Living Rivers Europe coalition 
(source):  

European Anglers Alliance (EAA), 
European Environmental Bureau 
(EEB), The Nature Conservancy 
Europe (TNCE), Wetlands 
International - European 
Association (WI-EA) WWF 
European Policy Office (WWF 
EPO)

Policy Coherence: 

- Remove the highlight given to exemptions to the Water Framework 
Directive and TEN-T regulation to ensure proper implementation. 

- The restoration targets for agricultural ecosystems of 30%, 50% and 70% 
by 2030, 2040, 2050, respectively, should be significantly increased to 
align these targets with the requirements of the Paris Agreement and the 
intentions expressed in the EU Biodiversity Strategy which prioritises 
those habitats with the greatest potential to capture and store carbon 

National Restoration Plans: 

- Art. 11(11) also needs to be expanded, including by setting adequate 
consultation timelines and effectively informing the most relevant public 
stakeholders, to ensure compliance with Art. 7 of the Aarhus Convention. 

- Shorten the timeline for the finalization of NRP to two years 
- National Restoration Plans should (under Art. 12(2)(b)) include an 

explanation on how the restoration measures adopted are additional to 
those that Member States are already legally required to adopt under the 
existing environmental acquis (particularly the Birds, Habitats and Water 
Framework Directives). To ensure the additionality of restoration measures 

Financing: 

- The EC should assess existing EU funding support available for nature 
restoration and explore options to expand these, for example through the 
establishment of dedicated funding for nature restoration, pursuant to the 
mid-term review of the Multiannual Financial Framework. 

European Construction Industry 
Federation (FIEC)

Policy Coherence: 

- Ensure compatibility with the objectives of the the Soil Strategy for 2030  

National Restoration Plans: 

- No position 

Financing: 

- No position

European Landowners' 
Organization (ELO)

Policy Coherence: 

- Ensure that there is alignment between the Kunming Montreal Global 
Biodiversity Framework (GBF) and Article 4 of the proposal 

National Restoration Plans: 

- In the preparation of a NRP, Member States shall do a through and broad 
socio economic impact assessment by focussing on: the impact on the 
overall economy, development of workforce, the rural economy, especially 
on sectors such as agricultural, forestry, fisheries, construction and energy 
production 

Financing: 

- Include compensation schemes for possible property-related disadvantages 
and yield losses
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European State Forest Association 
(EUSTAFOR)

Policy Coherence: 

- Ensure that there is alignment between the Kunming Montreal Global 
Biodiversity Framework (GBF) and Article 4 of the proposal 

National Restoration Plans: 

- Ensure that the expertise of state forest managers as custodians of Europe’s 
public forests will be adequately recognized in the upcoming national 
restoration plans  

Financing: 

- Ensure that there is appropriate funding for Member States to achieve the 
targets

Joint Marine NGO statement: 

Seas at Risk 

Policy Coherence: 

- Extend the scope of the marine species and habitats covered in the NRL 
Annexes to improve the diversity and richness of marine ecosystems, 
notably by including vulnerable and endangered marine species currently 
protected under EU laws, Regional Sea conventions (e.g. Barcelona 
Convention, HELCOM, OSPAR) and international conventions (e.g., 
Convention on Migratory Species, Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES)) 

National Restoration Plans: 

- Art. 11(11) also needs to be expanded, including by setting adequate 
consultation timelines and effectively informing the most relevant public 
stakeholders, to ensure compliance with Art. 7 of the Aarhus Convention. 

- Shorten the timeline for the finalization of NRP to two years 
- National Restoration Plans should (under Art. 12(2)(b)) include an 

explanation on how the restoration measures adopted are additional to 
those that Member States are already legally required to adopt under the 
existing environmental acquis (particularly the Birds, Habitats and Water 
Framework Directives). To ensure the additionality of restoration measures 

Financing: 

- The EC should assess existing EU funding support available for nature 
restoration and explore options to expand these, for example through the 
establishment of dedicated funding for nature restoration, pursuant to the 
mid-term review of the Multiannual Financial Framework. 

Note. Adapted from the position papers of the IG
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Table 16: Preference Attainment Implementation - Draft Report 

Preference Attainment Implementation - Draft Report 

Coalition Interest Group Policy 
Coherence

National 
Restoration 
Plans

Financing Total 
Score

Joint statement of the non-
energy extractive industry 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 2/2 2/2 - 4/4

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Joint Press Release of the 
agriculture and fisheries sector 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche - - - -

COPA

COGECA

Joint NGO position paper 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 2/2 1/2 2/2 5/6

EEB

BirdLife Europe

WWF EPO

Paper industry  

Size: 1 IG

CEPI - 1/2 - 1/2

Electricity industry 

Size: 1 IG

Eurelectric 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/6

Living Rivers Europe coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 2/2 1/2 2/2 5/6

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Construction industry 

Size: 6 IG

FIEC 0/2 - - 0/2

Agriculture industry 

Size: 1 IG

ELO 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/6

Forestry industry  

Size: 1 IG

EUSTAFOR 0/2 2/2 2/2 4/6

Joint Marine NGO statement: 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 0/2 1/2 2/2 3/6
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Table 17: Preference Attainment Implementation - Final Report 

Preference Attainment Implementation - Final Report 

Coalition Interest Group Policy 
Coherence

National 
Restoration 
Plans

Financing Total 
Score

Joint statement of the non-
energy extractive industry 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 0/2 2/2 - 2/4

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Joint Press Release of the 
agriculture and fisheries sector 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche - - - -

COPA

COGECA

Joint NGO position paper 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 0/2 0/2 2/2 2/6

EEB

BirdLife Europe

WWF EPO

Paper industry  

Size: 1 IG

CEPI - 2/2 - 2/2

Electricity industry 

Size: 1 IG

Eurelectric 2/2 2/2 0/2 4/6

Living Rivers Europe coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 0/2 0/2 2/2 2/6

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Construction industry 

Size: 6 IG

FIEC 2/2 - - 2/2

Agriculture industry 

Size: 1 IG

ELO 2/2 2/2 2/2 6/6

Forestry industry  

Size: 1 IG

EUSTAFOR 2/2 2/2 2/2 6/6

Joint Marine NGO statement: 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 0/2 0/2 2/2 2/6
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Table 18: Preference Attainment Implementation - Final Outcome 

Preference Attainment Implementation - Final Outcome 

Coalition Interest Group Policy 
Coherence

National 
Restoration 
Plans

Financing Total 
Score

Joint statement of the non-
energy extractive industry 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 0/2 0/2 - 0/4

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Joint Press Release of the 
agriculture and fisheries sector 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche - - - -

COPA

COGECA

Joint NGO position paper 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 0/2 1/2 2/2 3/6

EEB

BirdLife Europe

WWF EPO

Paper industry  

Size: 1 IG

CEPI - 1/2 - 1/2

Electricity industry 

Size: 1 IG

Eurelectric 0/2 2/2 0/2 2/6

Living Rivers Europe coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 0/2 1/2 2/2 3/6

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Construction industry 

Size: 6 IG

FIEC 2/2 - - 2/2

Agriculture industry 

Size: 1 IG

ELO 2/2 2/2 2/2 2/6

Forestry industry  

Size: 1 IG

EUSTAFOR 2/2 0/2 2/2 4/6

Joint Marine NGO statement: 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 0/2 1/2 2/2 3/6
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Appendix G: Scores Total Preference Attainment per Phase  

Table 19: Total Preference Attainment - Draft Report 

Total Preference Attainment - Draft Report 

Coalition/Individual IG IG from 
sample 

Targets Definitions Implement-
ation

Total Score

Coalition 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 0/2 0/2 4/4 4/8  

= 50%

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Coalition 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche - - - -

COPA

COGECA

Coalition 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 3/4 0/2 5/6 8/12 

= 66,7%

EEB

BirdLife 
Europe

WWF EPO

Individual IG CEPI 0/4 0/1 1/2 1/7 

= 14,3%

Individual IG Eurelectric - 0/3 0/6 0/9 

= 0%

Coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 3/4 0/2 5/6 8/12 

= 66,7%

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Coalition  

Size: 6 IG

FIEC 0/4 - 0/6 0/10 

= 0%

Individual IG ELO 0/4 1/2 0/6 1/12 

= 8,33%

Individual IG EUSTAFOR 0/4 0/1 4/6 4/11 

= 36,4%

Coalition 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 3/4 1/1 3/6 7/11 

= 63,6%
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Table 20: Total Preference Attainment - Final Report 

Total Preference Attainment - Final Report 

Coalition/Individual IG IG from 
sample 

Targets Definitions Implement-
ation

Total Score

Coalition 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 1/2 1/2 2/4 4/8  

= 50%

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Coalition 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche - - - -

COPA

COGECA

Coalition 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 0/4 0/2 2/6 2/12 

= 16,7%

EEB

BirdLife 
Europe

WWF EPO

Individual IG CEPI 3/4 1/1 2/2 7/7 

= 100%

Individual IG Eurelectric - 3/3 4/6 7/9 

= 77,8%

Coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 0/4 1/2 2/6 3/12 

= 25%

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Coalition  

Size: 6 IG

FIEC 4/4 - 2/6 6/10 

= 60%

Individual IG ELO 3/4 0/2 6/6 9/12 

= 75%

Individual IG EUSTAFOR 4/4 1/1 6/6 11/11 

= 100%

Coalition 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 0/4 0/1 2/6 2/11 

= 18,2%
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Table 21: Total Preference Attainment - Final Outcome 

Total Preference Attainment - Final Outcome 

Coalition/Individual IG IG from 
sample 

Targets Definitions Implement-
ation

Total Score

Coalition 

Size: 5 IG

UEPG 0/2 1/2 1/4 2/8  

= 25%

Eurogypsum

Euromines

Cerame-Unie

EXCA

Coalition 

Size: 3 IG

Europêche - - - -

COPA

COGECA

Coalition 

Size: 4 IG

Clientearth 2/4 0/2 3/6 5/12 

= 41,7%

EEB

BirdLife 
Europe

WWF EPO

Individual IG CEPI 3/4 1/1 1/2 5/7 

= 71,4%

Individual IG Eurelectric - 3/3 2/6 5/9 

= 55%

Coalition 

Size: 6 IG

EAA 2/4 1/2 3/6 6/12 

= 50%

EEB

TNCE

WI-EA

WWF EPO

Coalition  

Size: 6 IG

FIEC 2/4 - 2/6 4/10 

= 40%

Individual IG ELO 2/4 0/2 2/6 4/12 

= 33,3%

Individual IG EUSTAFOR 1/4 1/1 4/6 6/11 

= 54,5%

Coalition 

Size: 26

Seas at Risk 2/4 0/1 3/6 5/11 

= 45,5%

70



Appendix H: IG preferences Reflected in the Amendments 

Table 22: Preferences Reflected in Amendments - Draft Report 

Preferences Reflected in Amendments - Draft Report 

IG Preferences reflected in amendment No. X

Copa & Cogega, Europêche - 

ELO 46, 49, 143, 163

UEPG, Cerame-Unie, Euro Gypsum, 
Euromines, EXCA 

46, 143, 163

FIEC -

CEPI 143, 163

Eustafor 143, 163

Eurelectric - 

BirdLife Europe, ClientEarth, EEB, 
WWF EPO

46, 51, 53, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 61, 63, 64, 67, 69, 70, 72, 73, 74, 76, 77, 
82, 87, 131, 132, 135, 137, 163

Seas at Risk 49, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 61, 63, 67, 69, 70, 72, 73, 74, 76, 77, 98, 110, 131, 
132, 135, 137, 163

EEA, EEB, TNCE, WI-EA, WWF EPO 51, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 61, 63, 69, 70, 72, 73, 74, 76, 82, 90, 91, 92, 108, 
118, 131, 132, 135, 137, 163

Note. Adapted from European Parliament 2022c
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Table 23: Preferences Reflected in Amendments - Final Report 

Preferences Reflected in Amendments - Final Report 

IG Preferences reflected in new article X or amendment X

Copa & Cogega, Europêche - 

ELO 1(1a), 4(1), 4(6), 4(8a), 5(8a), Am. 125/rev1, Ams. 25,101 and 121, 11(1), 
11(2a), 11(11), 18(6a)

UEPG, Cerame-Unie, Euro Gypsum, 
Euromines, EXCA 

1(2a), 3(6), 4(1), 11(1), 11(11)

FIEC 1(2a), 4(1), 4(6), 5(8a), Am. 125/rev1, Ams. 25,101 and 121, 

CEPI 4(1), 4(4a), 4(10a), Am. 129/rev1, Am. 130/rev1, 10(2a), 11(1), 11(2ba), 
11(11)

Eustafor 1(2a), 3(3), 4(8a), Am. 125/rev1, Ams. 25,101 and 121, Am. 129/rev1, 
Am. 130/rev1, 10(2a), 10(3a), 11(11), 18(6a)

Eurelectric 1(1a), 3(14a), 5a, 7(1), 11(11)

BirdLife Europe, ClientEarth, EEB, 
WWF EPO

7(4), 11(11), 18(6a) 

Seas at Risk 11(11), 18(6a)

EEA, EEB, TNCE, WI-EA, WWF EPO 7(2), 7(4), 11(11), 18(6a)

Note. Adapted from European Parliament 2023f
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Table 24: Preferences Reflected in Amendments - Final Outcome 

Preferences Reflected in Amendments - Final Outcome 

IG Preferences reflected in new article X

Copa & Cogega, Europêche -

ELO 4(1), 9(1), 11(9a), 18(6a)

UEPG, Cerame-Unie, Euro Gypsum, 
Euromines, EXCA 

3(4)

FIEC 4(1), 4(2), 6(2)

CEPI 4(1), 4(2), 4(4a), 11(9a)

Eustafor 3(3), 10(2), 18(6a)

Eurelectric 5a, 7(1), 11(6), 

BirdLife Europe, ClientEarth, EEB, 
WWF EPO

4(1), 5(1), 11(11), 18(6a)

Seas at Risk 4(1), 5(1), 11(11), 18(6a)

EEA, EEB, TNCE, WI-EA, WWF EPO 4(1), 5(1), 7(2), 7(3a), 11(11), 18(6a)

Note. Adapted from European Parliament 2024a
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Appendix I: Documented Meetings Between IG and Key MEPs 

Table 25: IG Providing Input to the Rapporteur for the Draft Report 

IG Providing Input to the Rapporteur for the Draft Report 

Table 26: Meetings with Key MEPs ENVI and IG - Phase I 

Meetings with Key MEPs ENVI and IG - Phase I 

IG Meeting with Key MEP

BirdLife Europe Cesar Luena

The Nature Conservancy Cesar Luena

Oceana Cesar Luena

Wetlands International - European Association Cesar Luena

Confederation of European Paper Industries 
(CEPI) Cesar Luena

European Anglers Alliance (EAA) Cesar Luena

Note. Derived from the MEPs meetings database. European Parliament (n.d.b.)

IG Meeting with Key MEP Date of the meeting

SEO/BirdLife Cesar Luena 08-09-2022

Copa Cogeca Christine Schneider 28-09-2022

European Landowners (ELO) Christine Schneider 12-10-2022

The Nature Conservancy Cesar Luena 13-10-2022

OCEANA Cesar Luena 25-10-2022

Wetlands International - European 
Association Cesar Luena 26-10-2022

The nature Conservancy Jutta Paulus 09-11-2022

Wetlands International - European 
Association Cesar Luena 17-11-2022

OCEANA Mick Wallace 01-12-2022

Note. Derived from the MEPs meetings database. European Parliament (n.d.b.)
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Table 27: Meetings with Key MEPs ENVI and IG - Phase II 

Meetings with Key MEPs ENVI and IG - Phase II 

Table 28: Meetings with Key MEPs ENVI and IG - Phase III 

Meetings with Key MEPs ENVI and IG - Phase III 

IG Meeting with Key MEP Date of the meeting

WWF European Policy 
Programme Jutta Paulus 06-12-2022

EEB Jutta Paulus 06-12-2022

Copa Cogeca Christine Schneider 08-12-2022

Europeche Cesar Luena 18-01-2023

Note. Derived from the MEPs meetings database. European Parliament (n.d.b.)

IG Meeting with Key MEP Date of the meeting

European Construction Industry 
Federation (CEPI) Christine Schneider 28-03-2023

Euromines Christine Schneider 25-04-2023

UEPG Christine Schneider 25-04-2023

European Landowners (ELO) Christine Schneider 23-05-2023

Euromines Cesar Luena 15-06-2023

ClientEarth Cesar Luena 19-09-2023

Seas At Risk Cesar Luena 20-09-2023

WWF European Policy 
Programme (WWF EPO) Cesar Luena 26-10-2023

ClientEarth Cesar Luena 15-02-2024

Note. Derived from the MEPs meetings database. European Parliament (n.d.b.)
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Table 29: Meetings with Key MEPs AGRI and IG - Phase I, II & III 

Meetings with Key MEPs AGRI and IG - Phase I, II & III 

IG Meeting with Key MEP Date of the meeting

Confederation of European Paper 
Industries (CEPI)

Anne Sander 07-12-2022

Confederation of European Forest 
Owners (Eustafor)

Anne Sander 07-12-2022

WWF European Policy Programme 
(WWF EPO)

Anne Sander 05-01-2023

European Landowners (ELO) Anne Sander 25-01-2023

Note. Derived from the MEPs meetings database. European Parliament (n.d.b.)
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