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(a) AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES THAT INCREASE 0
NET CARBON REMOVALS IN SOILS OR REDUCE
NET CO, EMISSIONS FROM SOILS, SUCH AS:

(ii) Conservation tillage
practices that reduce
soil disturbances

(i) Improved crop management that
increas soil cover and/or that increases
the amount of carbon input from crop

residues to the soil such as cover crops,
crop rotations, crop residue retention

(iv) Improved grassland management such as conversion
of arable land for fodder crops to permanent
grassland, rotational grazing, mixed swards

(i) Precision fertilisation (ii)

(v) Use of organic soil improvers or

organic fertilisers
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(c) AGRICULTURAL AND AGROFORESTRY PRACTICES

THAT REDUCE DIRECT AND INDIRECT N20 EMISSIONS
FROM MANAGED AGRICULTURAL SOILS, SUCH AS:
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/" (b) AGROFORESTRY PRACTICES THAT INCREASE
NET CARBON REMOVALS IN LIVING BIOMASS,

(i) Tree planting inside parcels such (ii) Planting of woody elements

as silvopastoral or silvoarable between parcels such as
agroforestry hedges or other landscape
features

e"g, @ (iii) New permanent crops where two or more agricultural
N practices are carried out such as grazed or intercropped
V| & orchards

7
L\ J-

Replacement of mineral nitrogen fertilisers  (iii) Change in type of (iv) Use of nitrification,
by growing leguminous crops, using soil fertilising products denitrification or urease
improvers or plant biostimulants inhibitors

Fig.1 Carbon farming practice in CRCF

Introduction

Carbon farming is increasingly recognised as an
important pathway for supporting climate neutrality in
agriculture. Under the EU Carbon Removal and Carbon
Farming Certification Framework (CRCF), practices
should be assessed not only for their climate mitigation
potential, but also for cost-effectiveness, permanence,
feasibility and wider environmental benefits.

Carbon farming practices differ substantially across
these dimensions, therefore a multi-criteria decision-
making method TOPSIS was applied to compare them
in a structured and transparent way.

Methodology
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Fig.2 TOPSIS methodology
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11 CRCF-relevant practices were included in the assessment.
The analysis was carried out for a 10-year period and
evaluation was based on five criteria:

climate benefits

cost-effectiveness

reversal risk

feasibility of implementation on the farm

ecosystem co-benefits

The TOPSIS method was used to compare and rank the
practices.

The weights were assigned by prioritizing climate performance
first, followed by economic viability and carbon permanence,
while practical feasibility of implementation and broader
ecosystem co-benefits were given secondary, vyet still
important, significance.
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These results indicate that woody landscape elements
consistently achieve the strongest overall performance when
climate benefits, cost-effectiveness, reversal risk, feasibility of
implementation, and ecosystem co-benefits are assessed
simultaneously. The stability of hedgerows and shelterbelts
across both weighting scenarios suggests that these practices
are robustly preferred within the applied TOPSIS framework.
By contrast, changes in the third-ranked alternative indicate
that the relative performance of other practices is more
sensitive to the weighting scheme.
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Fig.3 TOPSIS results



	1. slaids

