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BUILDING BACK BIODIVERSITY: how EU Member States fail to spend the recovery fund for nature

CZECH REPUBLIC

1. Level of environmental ambition

The finalversion of the Czech nationalrecovery and resilience

plan was not submitted by the deadline of 30 April. The first
draft of the planwas available in summer 2020, and the details

were included in January and March 2021. The current version

of the Czech plan?’ (as of 10 May) shows serious shortcom-
ings, as it does not meet the legally binding requirement of
37 per cent of expenditures for environmental objectives.
In order to address this and other issues, important changes

to the final version are expected in order for it to be officially
submitted. According to an analysis conducted for the Green

Recovery Tracker and prepared by the Association for Inter-
national Affairs (AMO), only 22 per cent of the total budget

for the Czech recovery plan contributes to environmental
objectives. Many of the ‘green' measures in the most recent

draft are highly questionable in this regard, and so is the

methodology used to design them. Even more obvious are

investments in fossil gas and the heating industry, some

support for entrepreneurs affected by the pandemic, or the

increase inthe share capital of the Czech-Moravian Guarantee

and Development Bank. The transformative potential of the

plan thus remains largely untapped.

These shortcomings are concerning, as there is a unique
opportunity for the Czech Republic (which will receive approx-
imately EUR 7 billion from the RRF) to carry out major trans-
formations with the goal of shaping a fairer, greenerand more
resilient future. To comply with the EU's environmental targets
and make the most out of the Green Deal, all actors should
have cooperated to reach a shared ambition. The RRF is a
missed opportunity in that regard.

27 This assessment was based on the 9 April 2021 version of Czech Republic’s recovery plan.



2. Current state of biodiversity in the
country

The decrease of biodiversity among bird and insect
species mainly in open agricultural landscapes is
welldocumented and continues to plummet signifi-
cantly, mainly due to the renewed intensification
of production after the 2000s. Although the coun-
try’s strategic documents are of high quality (i.e. the
Strategy on adaptation to climate change in the
Czech Repubilic), their implementation has severe
deficits.

Increased investments in biodiversity are becoming

urgent given the fact that the conservation status of
species and habitats in Czech Republic has been dete-
riorating in recent years, with some areas being in a

critical state. The Nature Care Programme (Program

pece o prirodu), the Programme for the Restoration

of Natural Landscape Functions (Programu obnovy
prirodnich funkcikrajiny) and the National Programme

for the Support of Biodiversity (Narodni program na

podporu biodiversity) are three well-working national
programs which assure the protection of endangered

sites, species, and landscapes. Financial allocations for
these programs are not included in the recovery plan,
but theirabsorption capacity is significantly higher than

the current allocation provided under other existing

financial mechanisms. The chronic lack of funding for
such initiatives shows that the Czech Republic does

not provide the means to match its goals.

3. Potential impact on biodiversity

The Czech recovery plan comprises both some obvi-
ously harmfulmeasures and others that lack sufficient
detail which would allow for their assessment. The
following list includes some of these:

» Floodrisk reduction

Starting with water management, the justification
provided by the Ministry of Agriculture that presents
hard anti-flood measures as a key element of flood
protection is not convincing. The Czech government's
Strategic Plan recognises barriers as significantly less
environmentally suitable and also less effective for
flood mitigation than more natural measures, such as
the increase of wetlands. The whole area of adapta-
tion-focused measures described within the National
Action Planisignoredinthe recovery plan and replaced
by measures with a lower counter-flood impact and
higher environmental burden.

» Agriculturalirrigation

The positive effect of the development of the irrigation

systems on the quantity of crops does not imply posi-
tive effects for carbon storage, as the Czech Ministry
of Agriculture states. The whole lifecycle related to

crop production andits utilisation has to be taken into

account, as the ‘'do no significant harm' principle states.
The production of crops is also related to carbon-in-
tensive industries (fertilisers, pesticides, management,
operations, transport), and their processing leads to

significant sources of greenhouse gases (discharge

of the carbon absorbed during the growing period of
the crops, transport, etc.).

The reference to the ‘do no significant harm' principle

is only vague in the Czech plan and it is doubtful
that it is used properly. The ‘do no significant harm’
assessments consists entirely of a single Excel spread-
sheet, with checked boxes or fields indicating that the

assessment is ‘not relevant for most of the measures

proposed, or empty boxes, even though this is not

correct. Our third-party assessment shows that many
ofthese measures could not pass the ‘do no significant
harm’ assessment.

4, Positive measures and alternative
solutions

The Czechrecovery plan does not recognise Natura
2000 as an issue of intervention. To increase the
protection of fish and amphibian populations,
support for measures prepared and offered by the
Ministry of the Environment are urgently needed.
These proposals (of up to CZK 7.5 billion) are not
included in the current version of the Czech plan; the
proposed intervention instead focuses on reforesta-
tion efforts (CZK 8.5 billion) which may potentially
harm the interests of Natura 2000 protection.

The component related to forest ecosystems is ambig-
uous. Fast reforestation does not have a medium-term

or long-term effect on increased stored carbon

compared to reforestation with the significant use of
the natural processes (as stated by European Forestry
Institute, 2018). Compared to natural or semi-natural
forest regrowth, forest planting leads to unnecessary

emissions due to manufacturing (pots, chemicals, and

infrastructure), transport, operations and management.
The use of reforestation with the intention of growing

productive forests is nothing but harmful.



Despite serious shortcomings and concerns in terms
of biodiversity conservation and restoration, the Czech
plan still includes proposals that might have positive
impacts. These include measures proposed by the
Ministry of Environment that focus on lowering the
carbon footprint of households by reducing the impact
of their energy consumption (Green Light for Savings
Programme). Nevertheless, the lack of detail about
these measures raises questions but does not allow
for proper assessment of the measures.

5. Transparency and public consultation

The comments of the public and non-governmental

organisations were not taken into account during the

preparation of the document. The Ministry of Agricul-
ture and other responsible bodies did not prepare any
open arena where the proposals could be submitted

and discussed in detail. A series of round-tables with

the presence of the Ministry of Commerce did not

serve this goal, as it did not include the possibility for
adopting or changing the presented drafts of the text.
The government only informed participants about
the process of the creation®® of the recovery plan,
but did not create a real opportunity for participa-
tion. For example, proposals made by Hnuti DUHA®
addressing the adaptation component in chapter 2.6
of the recovery plan were discussed with the Ministry
of Agriculture in December 2020, but not kept in the
recovery plan.

28 Government of the Czech Republic, ‘Priprava Narodniho pldnu obnovy CR’, 18 February 2021.

29 Hnuti DUHA, Na co by vlada neméla zapomenout v investi¢nim balicku, 22 September 2020.
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