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Background

The Future Fit Dairy Initiative (FFDI) is a collaboration
between Arla Foods, Danone, FrieslandCampina, DSM-
firmenich, and Rabobank. Together, they aim to show
that the dairy sector can contribute to nourishing
communities within planetary boundaries, by applying
regenerative agricultural practices in Northwest Europe.

Objectives

1. Show that dairy production can contribute to
environmental, economic, and social sustainability.

2. Create clear and practical farm-level monitoring
guidelines based on the SAI Platform Regenerating
Together Programme (RTP).

3. Support farmers in transitioning to regenerative
agriculture.

Methodology

1. Context Analysis: Identify key environmental and
production risks in the dairy sector in Northwest
Europe.

2. Outcome Selection: Prioritize regenerative agri-
culture outcomes based on the context analysis.

3. Selection of Indicators and Metrics: Determine
performance levels and aspirational targets for
various indicators such as soil health, biodiversity,
water use, and greenhouse gas emissions.

Key Indicators

- Soil Organic Carbon: % of farmland under a high-
SOC regime.
High-Biodiversity Landscape Elements: % of agri-
cultural area with non-productive elements like
hedgerows and buffer strips.
Sustainable Feed: % of protein from low-opportunity
cost feed and land-conversion-free feed.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions: CO2-equivalent per
kg of milk and absolute reduction of total CO2-
equivalent.
Ammonia Emissions: Emissions per animal or per
hectare, aligned with national and regional policy
goals.
Soil Nitrogen Balance: Difference between nitrogen
applied and removed, expressed in kg N/ha or kg
N/animal.

Future Developments
Keep improving guidelines and indicators.
Work with more farmers and expand to new regions.
Partner with universities and financial institutions
to provide support for the transition to regenerative
agriculture.

Conclusion

The FFDI guidelines offer a holistic approach to
monitoring the environmental impact of dairy farms in
Northwest Europe. By working together and learning
as we go, the FFDI is helping the dairy sector move
toward a more sustainable, and regenerative future.






In addition to this outcome-based translation of the = While the FFDI is a long-term initiative, we aim to
SAl Platform RTP framework (known as Pillar 1), FFDlis ~ achieve the following ambitions by 2027:

also working on a systemic approach to bring change

through three other pillars: - Deliver impact with a minimum of 1,000 farmers

« Pillar 2, with the objective to create transition
support for farmers working toward a Future Fit Dairy
farm model. To do so, FFDI is conducting a study
to identify transition hurdles, costs, and benefits.
The learnings will be used to identify priorities and
to develop farm transition support solutions and
public/private partnerships.

- Pillar 3, with the objective to enhance stakeholders
engagement. Once the key concepts of pillar 1 and
2 are clear, we aim to align with other value chain
stakeholders to enhance an industry-wide adoption
of the FFDI approach and engage with policymakers
and public institutions for knowledge sharing and
advocating policy mechanisms.

« Pillar 4, with the objective to build farmer
engagement. The current program engages a
wide community of farmers across 9 countries in
Northwest Europe, fostering knowledge sharing
and support. We also use this program to collect
farmers’ insights and iterate our approach.
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in 9 European countries meeting science-based
thresholds on soil health, biodiversity, water, and
climate - building the knowledge needed to scale
further.

- Develop and translate the SAl Platform RTP
framework into applied outcomes and practices
relevant to all dairy farming systems, starting in
Northwest Europe to inspire scale-up of regenerative
dairy globally.

« Support the farmers’ journey with learning &
knowledge for multiple transition perspectives.

- Show the business case for farmers and de-risk
investment in regenerative agriculture (via transition
support solutions).

- Meet the global demand for a transition and thereby
seize commercial opportunities in the existing dairy
value chain.

FFDI is testing the current approach with selected dairy
farms in the Netherlands, Germany, Denmark, UK, and
Poland. An outlook on the next steps is described in
Chapter 6.
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Introduction
to the FFDI
farm-level
monitoring

guidance

N

This paper introduces the first version of the FFDI
farm-level monitoring guidance (V1), a science- and
outcome-based approach to defining and monitoring
environmental impacts of dairy farms in Northwest
Europe (Table 1). We, as the companies currently
active in the Future Fit Dairy Initiative, developed the
FFDI farm-level monitoring guidance using technical
advice and project management from Metabolic, and
feedback from several academic experts.

We based our FFDI farm-level monitoring guidance on
the SAIl Platform Regenerating Together Programme,
a global framework for regenerative agriculture.
Additionally, we aligned the terminology and
categorization of ‘pressures on nature’ with the Science
Based Targets for Nature (SBTN) methodology as
much as possible (see Table 1, column 1 ‘SBTN pressure
category’ and column 2 ‘SBTN pressure indicator’).

While the methods of the SAI Platform RTP framework
can be applied to any sector in the world, the FFDI
farm-level monitoring guidance is one of the first
adaptations to a specific sector (dairy farming) and
region (Northwest Europe). We took on the challenge
of adapting the SAIl Platform RTP framework to a
specific practical context while aligning with each
company’s internal sustainability program. To address
the complexities of alignment across companies,
each FFDI company informed the FFDI translation

with its own experiences. This included insights into
the operational challenges related to sustainability
monitoring within the farm portfolio, while maintaining
balanced internal processes and farmer relationships.
At the same time, this sector- and location-specific
adaptation of the SAl Platform RTP framework provided
valuable learnings and feedback to the SAIl Platform
(see Chapter 4).

We would like to emphasize that the FFDI farm-level
monitoring guidance (V1), as presented in Table 1, is
not fixed. The FFDI companies all commit to work on
the first five columns (SBTN pressure categories, SBTN
pressure indicators, SAl impact areas, outcomes and
indicators), but have flexibility in setting company-
and/or country-specific metrics and performance
range -thresholds and aspirational targets - (last
three columns). Ideally, we would also have a single
set of metrics and performance ranges, but this is not
feasible yet considering real-world differences in e.g.
company structures, data availability, and farming
systems populations. The metrics and performance
ranges published in Table 1 are based on a desktop
exercise and should be interpreted as an example for
how to set metrics and performance ranges, and as
a science-based basis for the company- or country
specific translations.

We recognize that this FFDI farm-level monitoring



guidance(V1) requires further research and
development to become more holistic and robust over
time. Additional research is needed to:

- Provide in-depth guidance (e.g. metrics, thresholds,
aspirational targets) for some indicators (see ‘thd’ in
Table 1), which were added to align with the October
2024 version of the SAI Platform RTP framework.
This version was released after our research phase.

- Integrate and track continuous alignment with future
updates to the SAI Platform RTP framework in 2025
(e.g. outcomes guidance document published on
Jan 30, 2025)

+ Explore additional themes we mention in Chapter 5
as ‘future developments’ for a version 2 (e.g. social &
economic indicators, phosphorus pollution, peatland
management, etc.)

- Further adapt to local specificities (soil types, farm
archetypes).

We aim to complete the research in later stages, while
publishing this work in progress and beginning to work
with farms to transition toward Future Fit Dairy farm
models.

The methodology for developing the FFDI farm-
level monitoring guidance is described in Chapter 3,
including guiding principles for implementation by
FFDI companies. Chapter 5 provides more details
about each indicator, including the selection of metrics,
thresholds and aspirational targets, recommendations
for data collection, verification and analysis, as well
as recommendations for refining the FFDI farm-level
monitoring guidance into a version 2.

FFD¥
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Table 1. Future Fit Dairy Initiative (FFDI) farm-level monitoring guidance, version 1, February 2025.

SBTN Pressure

Category Indicator

SBTN Pressure

SAl Impact
Area

Outcome

Metric (Example)

@ Soil @ Water

Climate

. . . e
@ Biodiversity iy

PERFORMANCE RANGE (Example)

5

Land use
Ecosystem use
and land use
and use change
change
@ Water use
Resource
exploitation

K

Climate change

GHG emissions

Non-GHG air
pollution

Water pollution

Pollution

Soil pollution
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Improve soil
health and
fertility

Improve
on-farm
biodiversity
habitat

Reduce land
use footprint

Reduce water
use

Reduce GHG
emissions

Improve manure

management

Reduce water
and soil
pollution

Soil organic
carbon
content

On-farm high-
biodiversity
landscape
elements

Cultivated crop
and pasture
diversity

Sustainable
feed

Water use
efficiency

Greenhouse
gas emissions

Ammonia
emissions

Nitrogen Use
Efficiency
(NUE)

Soil nitrogen
balance (SNB)

Crop
protection
impact

% of total productive farmland under
high-SOC regime (reduced tillage, zero
tillage, or permanent grassland)

Soil Cover

% high-biodiversity landscape elements
(productive or non-productive) of the
total farmland area

thd

% protein from ‘natural land conversion-
free’ areas

% protein from own farm or local region
% protein with low-opportunity cost

thd

CO,-eq total and
CO,-eq per kg FPCM

kg NH, per ha
kg NH, per animal

thd

Kg N per ha
KG N per animal

thd

Threshold

Above company-average % of farmland
under high-SOC regime, and max 5%
loss of permanent grassland

thd

>10% non-productive high-biodiversity
landscape elements

thd

All feed either conversion-free or low
opportunity cost. Pastures must be
conversion-free

thd

No absolute increase in CO,-eq & below
company average CO,-eq/kg FPCM

National NEC targets converted to NH,/
animal or NH,/ha

thd

Conversion of 50 mg/L NO, or 11.3 mg/L
NO,-N to regional targets per ha or
animal

tbd

Aspirational Target

Either 100% high-SOC regime or 60%
permanent grassland, and 0% loss of
permanent grassland

thbd

>20% high-biodiversity landscape
elements, of which at least 10% non-
productive

thd

All feed low opportunity cost.
Pastures must be conversion-free

thbd

No absolute increase in CO,-eq &
convert the company-wide absolute
SBTi target to a CO,-eq/kg FPCM and
apply to all farms

Within 500m of protected area:
conversion of Nitrogen Critical load to
NH, per animal/ha. Not within 500m of
protected area: country-specific

tbd

Conversion of 11.06 mg/NO, or 2.5
mg/L NO,-N to regional targets per ha
or animal

tbd






The FFDI farm-level monitoring guidance is
designed around four impact areas: soil, water,
biodiversity, and climate. Each impact area has
specific desired outcomes. We measure these
outcomes using (key performance) indicators,
preferably outcome-based but practice-based if
necessary. Each indicator has a suggested metric
to track progress toward the outcome. For example,
the outcome ‘improve manure management’ is
measured with the indicator ‘ammonia emissions’,
using the metric ‘kg NH3 emissions per hectare’.

Alongside, we set thresholds and aspirational
targets to define the desired performance level and
ambition. Thresholds and aspirational targets are
in principle determined using scientific evidence
related to the safe operating space for dairy
production within planetary boundaries. However,
as scientific certainty about those ‘safe operating
spaces’ is often lacking, we also use best available
knowledge of environmental regulation and experts
to set thresholds and aspirational targets.

When implementing the FFDI guidance, dairy farms
adopt practices to achieve progress on indicators
and reach desired outcomes.These practices are
out of the scope of this paper.

In the following sections, we first describe
the methodology for selecting outcomes and
indicators, and then how the metrics, thresholds
and aspirational targets were developed. More
details per indicator are available in Chapter 5.

FFDY

3.1 DEFINITIONS

:@ Impact area

Scope of the environmental high-level topics
which are impacted by farm-level actions on
the desired outcomes. Impact areas include sail,
water, biodiversity, and climate.

I% Outcome

Statement that reflects the desired farm-level
changes over time (e.g. reduce greenhouse gas
emissions).

“2\ Indicator

Parameter to track farm-level performance
regarding the desired outcome (e.g. CO2-eq per
unit of production)

3 Metric

Quantitative measure or formula to monitor the
indicator performance. Metrics are preferably
outcome-based (e.g. CO2-eq/kg FPCM), but can
also be proxy- or practice-based (e.g. % of total
productive farmland under high SOC-regime).

" Threshold

Minimum performance level to prevent the worst
environmental degradation and ensure overall
progress while being achievable in the short term.
From an antitrust standpoint, thresholds should
at least align with the most ambitious regulatory
requirements from European and/or national
governments.

@ Aspirational target

Performance level with optimal ecological
outcomes for the respective indicators that farms
can strive for. These outcomes usually correlate
with regenerative outcomes and can be achieved
in the long run.

ﬂ]'ﬂ Performance range

designation of the performance between the
thresholds and the aspirational targets. This range
from the FFDI farm-level monitoring guidance
doesn’t correlate with the four “performance
levels” from SAl Platform RTP (onboarding,
engaging, advancing, leading).



3.2 SELECTING THE OUTCOMES
AND INDICATORS

3.2.1 Applying SAI Platform RTP framework
to dairy farms in Northwest Europe

We applied the methods of SAl Platform’s RTP
framework to select outcomes and indicators for dairy
farming in Northwest Europe (A global framework for
regenerative agriculture, narrative 1.1, October 2024).
This framework uses a four-step process, designed to
be globally applicable and adaptable to local conditions
(see Figure 1):

1. Context analysis: Identify key material criteria
regarding the predominant environment, inherent
soils, and production systems.

2.0utcome selection: Prioritize  regenerative
agriculture outcomes based on the context analysis.
3. Practice adoption: Select appropriate practices to
achieve improved performance against the prioritized
outcomes.

4.Monitor and assess progress: Develop and action
locally applicable continuous improvement plans.

We completed Steps 1 and 2 and describe them here
to inform the FFDI farm-level monitoring guidance
V1. Steps 3 and 4 are out of scope to this report
(Companies, together with farmers, will use Step 3
when applying the guidance in practice, to design farm
transition plans; and Step 4 will be done over time to
monitor and evaluate progress, as well as to inform
the development process for refining the FFDI farm-
level monitoring guidance V2).

FFDY

Continuous i
Improverment |
Plan L}

REGENERATING
TOGETHER
FRAMEWORK

Context Analysis

Outcome Selection

Practice Adoption

Monitor and Assess Progress

Figure 1. The four step process to implement SAl Platform’s Regenerating Together global framework
for regenerative agriculture
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c Context analysis

We performed a context analysis to identify the
most material environmental and production risks
in the dairy farming sector in Northwest Europe. We
conducted a high-level risk assessment, scoring 12
material criteria across four impact areas, using pre-

defined evaluation criteria from SAIl Platform RTP’s
methodology for Context Analysis (Table 2).

We conducted this context analysis for dairy
farming in Northwest Europe on average, while
recognizing significant differences across countries,
regions and farm types. The SAIl Platform RTP
framework recommends analysing the context on a

smaller supply shed level, where farms have similar
agroecological conditions and production systems,
and thus similar risks and desired outcome priorities.
Hence, the context analysis should be refined by
each company per country/region and farm type,
when implementing this FFDI farm-level monitoring
within their supply chain.

Table 2. Context analysis of dairy farming systems in Northwest Europe, according to the SAI Platform RTP framework (SAI Platform, 2024). The fisk score’ was assessed for dairy farming in Northwest
Europe on average, and the ‘outcome scores’ are pre-defined by the RTP framework. Per outcome, a total outcome/risk score is calculated by multiplying each material risk score with the strength of
causal connection to the outcome and then adding up all twelve outcome/risk scores per outcome

Impact area

Bio- RiSk
Water diversity Climate Material criteria
Soil erosion
Soil fertility
Soil salinity

‘ . Soil compaction
‘ Organic matter
management
. Groundwater depletion
. Surface water depletion

Crop and animal
biodiversity loss

Land use change

Pesticide leaching

Nutrient leaching

Ranking:

score

Outcomes

Optimize
available
[soil] water
holding
capacity

Protect
Max soil on-farm
organic Max soil

carbon cover

Optimize
water use

1 2 2 0]
1 1 1 0
1 0 0] 1
1 2 0] 0
2 1 0] 0
1 1 2 2
1 1 2 2
0] o) 0] 0
0 0] 0] 0
0] 0 0] 0
1 0] 1 0

Non-renewable energy
use n ° ° ° °

Total outcome/risk score:

habitats and
ecosystem

Enhance Max Minimize
crop and Max pesticide greenhouse
livestock | fertilizer use use Minimize air gas
diversity efficiency efficiency pollution emissio
0] 0 0 0 0
1 2 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 o
0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 0
0 0 o 0 o
0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 (0] 0
1 0 2 0 o
1 2 0 0 2
0 0 0 1 2

........................................................................................
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SAl Platform RTP framework lists 10 regenerative
agriculture outcomes to report performance against
the 12 material criteria and suggests prioritizing action
on at least two outcomes across two impact areas with
the highest total outcome/risk score.

For the FFDI farm-level monitoring guidance, we
decided to cover all four impact areas (soil, water,
biodiversity, and climate) as a minimum, and to include
all outcomes.

FFDI aims for a dairy farming system that has a
positive impact on nature - which requires a holistic
approach to monitoring impacts and capturing
trade-offs. The interaction between impacts across
different areas especially determines the safe
operating space for dairy farms to produce dairy while
staying within environmental boundaries. A holistic
approach is necessary to avoid negative externalities.
In addition, focusing on just two impact areas (SAl
Platform RTP - onboarding and engaging level) aligns
with good farming practices and would rather be
considered ‘sustainable agriculture’ with incremental
improvements rather than ‘regenerative agriculture’.

Taking inspiration from the FAIRR report (The four
labours of regenerative agriculture, September 202
that strongly advocates for at least six impact areas to
deliver a credible regenerative approach, we decided
to go for an intermediate solution. This is why FFDI
includes four impact areas (soil, water, biodiversity, and
climate) as the minimum, acknowledging that a future
version (V2) of this farm-level monitoring guidance
should also include two socio-economic impact areas.
More arguments on this approach are detailed in
Chapter 4.4 about Feedback to SAl Platform RTP.

SAI Platform RTP frameworRk -
Performance levels

The SAl Platform RTP framework establishes
four performance levels (on-boarding, engaging,
advancing, and leading) to support and reward
farms transitioning to regenerative agriculture (See
Figure 2). These levels reflect varying degrees of
engagement and progress toward regenerative
outcomes while accommodating diverse farming
systems globally.

The on-boarding level signals a commitment to
transition, requiring a context analysis and the
selection of two outcomes across two impact
areas, but is not recognised as being engaged yet
in the regeneration journey. The engaging level
adds quantified baselines, a SMART continuous
improvement plan (CIP), and the implementation of
at least two practices tailored to the farm’s context.
Progress over time leads to the advancing level,

which requires outcome quantification and more
extensive implementation.

The leading level includes all four environmental
impact areas, the adoption of at least four practices,
and ongoing improvement relative to farm-specific
outcomes. Whiledirect measurementof regenerative
outcomes is challenging due to resource demands

Figure 2.
Regenerating Together
performance levels.

©
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and external factors like weather, the framework
emphasizes monitoring, learning, and adapting CIPs
over time rather than expecting immediate results.

FFDI takes a Leading level regarding Context analysis
(done) and Outcome selection (>4 outcomes across
4 impact areas). The other steps (2.2, 3, and 4) are
out of scope to this paper.
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3.2.2 Aligning with SBTN and refining to
dairy farms in Northwest Europe

After the application of the SAI Platform RTP
methodology, we took extra steps to refine the FFDI
farm-level monitoring guidance to the context of dairy
farming in Northwest Europe.

Firstly, we aligned the terminology and environmental
risk categorization with the Science Based Targets for
Nature (SBTN) methodologies (see SBTN Technical
guidance Step 1 (Assess) and Step 2 (Prioritize)). This

was a relevant step because SBTN is recognized as
the science-based global standard for environmental
risk assessment. Moreover, most of the companies
participating in FFDI are exploring how to use SBTN and
as such benefit from aligned language to incorporate
FFDI in their nature strategies.

Secondly, we reorganized some outcomes and
indicators of SAI Platform RTP to better match the
FFDI definitions (see chapter 3.1). For example, SAI
includes the two outcomes ‘Enhance on-farm habitat
provision’ and ‘Increase cultivated crop and pasture
diversity’, while in FFDI the second is considered an
indicator for the first (next to the Indicator ‘On-farm
high-biodiversity landscape elements’). Also ‘Increase
nutrient use efficiency’ and ‘Optimise crop protection’
are listed as SAl outcomes, but FFDI considers them
as indicators for the outcome ‘Reduce soil and water
pollution’ (which was included to better align with
SBTN). Lastly, the SAI outcome ‘Increase water use
efficiency’ is in FFDI considered an indicator for the
outcome ‘Reduce water use’.

FFD¥

Third, we excluded several indicators suggested by SAI
Platform RTP and added some new indicators to the
FFDI farm-level monitoring guidance. We decided to
exclude some indicators to remain only with indicators
highly relevant for the dairy sector in Northwest
Europe, and also to comply with farm data availability
& accessibility. For example, data about Water holding
capacity of soils is not (yet) routinely measured on
farms, while proxies for soil organic carbon content
are measured already (e.g. tillage, permanent
grassland) and were therefore selected instead. The
new indicators were Sustainable feed and Soil nitrogen
balance (SNB). Sustainable feed was added because
it's a highly relevant topic in the dairy sector due to
its relation with land use footprint and nutrient flows,
thus can't be ignored in a holistic environmental impact
assessment. Soil nitrogen balance (SNB) was added
to complement the indicator Nitrogen use efficiency
(NUE), because NUE is considered to only partially
reduce risks for water and soil pollution (see Chapter
5.7 for more details).

Finally, the FFDI farm-level monitoring guidance
extends beyond outcomes and indicators by including
metrics, thresholds and aspirational targets, as
explained in the next section.
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3.3 SELECTING THE METRICS
AND PERFORMANCE RANGE
(THRESHOLDS & ASPIRATIONAL
TARGETS)

After selecting the outcomes and indicators, we
matched them with metrics to measure progress and
set thresholds & aspirational targets to indicate the
performance range. The Future Fit Dairy Initiative
considers thresholds and aspirational targets as
essential to monitor farm performance progress
over time, to clarify the direction of what’s ‘good
enough’, and to reward and support dairy farms in
their transition towards those outcomes.

We want to emphasize that it’s very difficult to select
a uniform set of metrics which is relevant for all dairy
farm types across Northwest Europe, let alone to set
science-based thresholds and aspirational targets with
limited scientific evidence available about planetary
boundaries of these dairy farming systems. We tried
to do this exercise as best we could, but acknowledge
that there are knowledge gaps and that the results
are not applicable to all farms. Hence, the metrics and
performance range - as published in Table 1 - should
be interpreted as the results of a desktop exercise,
testing this methodology. The results can be used as
an example for how to set metrics and performance
ranges, and as a well-considered basis for company-
or country-specific translations. For more detailed
information about decisions made per indicator, see
Chapter 5.

When selecting the metrics for each indicator, we
prioritised outcome-based metrics (e.g. kg NH3
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emissions per ha). Where this was not possible or when
monitoring technology was still under development,
practice- or proxy-based metrics were used (e.g. % of
total productive farmland under zero/reduced tillage
or permanent grassland - also called ‘high-Soil organic
carbon regime’). Metric selections also prioritized
measurability at the farm level to allow for data
collection with enough granularity. The final selection
often involved a trade-off between evidence-based
causal relationships with desired outcomes and the
feasibility of implementation on farm.

It is important to emphasize that we
don’t consider thresholds or aspirational
targets as ‘regenerative agriculture’. The
performance levels do not determine whether
a farm is ‘regenerative’ but instead provide
the direction of that regeneration journey
in a holistic manner. Thresholds are the
minimum performance level to prevent the
worst environmental degradation and ensure
overall progress while being achievable in
the short term. Aspirational targets are the
desired performance level with optimal
ecological outcomes, which usually correlate
with regeneration, and can be achieved in the
long run.

We determined thresholds and aspirational targets
using scientific evidence related to the safe operating
space for dairy production within planetary boundaries.

However, in many cases science-based guidance or
indicative literature was lacking. As an alternative, we
consulted EU or national policy regulations which are
based on science and expert knowledge, and often
indirectly already take feasibility and local context
into account. To comply with antitrust regulation,
thresholds align at least with the most ambitious
binding regulatory requirements from European and/
or national governments (when this is available).

When neither science-based guidance nor policy
regulations were available, we used expert judgments
(a.0. from listed reviewers) to determine thresholds
and aspirational targets. As a last resort, when none
of the above mentioned methods were sufficient,
its recommended that companies perform a
baseline assessment using data from their suppliers/
farms. Analysis of the current performance levels of
dairy farms - showing e.g. the performance range,
averages, and ‘best-in-class’ for different farm types
- can provide a baseline on which thresholds and
aspirational targets can be set for farm improvements.
This method has the potential benefit of creating
company-, country-, region-, or even farm-type-
specific goals, but it should be acknowledged that
the resulting thresholds/aspirational targets do not
necessarily reflect environmental boundaries (‘safe
operating space within planetary boundaries’) or
regenerative agriculture outcomes.

Where relevant, thresholds and aspirational targets
should be tailored to soil type, farm type, and/or
regional circumstances. This has not yet been done in
the current version of the FFDI farm-level monitoring
guidance - hence this remains a recommendation for
future guidance development.



3.4 GUIDING PRINCIPLE:
A SHARED VISION WITH
FLEXIBLE IMPLEMENTATION

While companies participating in the Future Fit
Dairy Initiative (FFDI) are at different stages in
their journey, they are united in their pursuit
of the same goal: Develop and translate the SAI
Platform RTP framework into applied outcomes
and practices relevant to all dairy farming systems,
starting in Northwest Europe to inspire scale-up of
regenerative dairy globally.

The FFDI farm-level monitoring guidance (V1)
serves as a common basis for dairy farming in
Northwest Europe, with flexibility inimplementation
to accommodate varied transition speeds and
capacities. We have agreed to the following 5
guiding principles for flexible implementation
under a shared vision:
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We monitor all four impact areas, seven
outcomes and ten indicators while allowing
flexibility in the selection of metrics, thresholds,
and aspirational targets. This holistic approach
surpasses SAI's minimum requirement of selecting
just two outcomes and ensures a more nuanced
understanding of trade-offs.

Holistic monitoring of all impact areas and a diverse
set of outcomes and indicators provides better
insights per farm into strengths and progresses
to be made, while capturing trade-offs, which is
an important basis for farmers when developing
their improvement plan. Interventions on the farm
always involve trade-offs between indicators, as
well as costs, time availability, animal health, etc.
For example, adopting more extensive grazing
management can enhance on-farm biodiversity
but may increase greenhouse gas emissions per
liter of milk produced. By tracking all impact areas,
outcomes and indicators, the effect of interventions
on all levels can be monitored and steered.

If resource constraints exist, the companies should
monitor at least one outcome per impact area,
aligning with the “leading level” of the SAI Platform
RTP framework.

We implement the FFDI farm-level monitoring
guidance in ways that reflect company- or country-
specific farming contexts. This means that each
company will set specific, context-appropriate
metrics, thresholds and aspirational targets. The
metrics and performance ranges shown in Table 1
can be used as an example and well-considered
basis for the company- or country- specific
translations.

Optimal sustainability strategies vary across
regions and farm types. The objective of the
FFDI farm-level monitoring guidance is not for all
farms to meet targets for every indicator. Instead,
farms should strive to meet all thresholds and aim
for specific aspirational targets suitable for their
farming context, while minimizing trade-offs with
other indicators to attain an optimal ‘impact profile’
for their farm and unique circumstances. This will
also allow multiple farm types to make progress on
a path to future fit dairy.

Hence, we recommend to aim for tracking
performance of all farms on all indicators, and not
only for the topics that are ‘material risks’. Tracking
all indicators will provide useful insights in both
things that are already going well on the farm and
environmental impacts that require improvement.
Each farm will develop its own farm improvement
plan, to make trade-offs and select the right
interventions to become future fit.



Recognizing the substantial transition required,
both at the farm and company levels, we do not
expect FFDI companies to monitor all indicators
and metrics from the start. Data availability
remains a key barrier for monitoring, making a
phased implementation essential. Companies will
initially select indicators to start tracking based on
the following principles:

- Availability and accessibility of farm-level data

- Existing monitoring systems and programs

+ Critical sustainability issues within the dairy
sector in the given geographical context (e.g.,
regulatory and societal expectations)

We use a pragmatic approach, leveraging available
data to initiate reporting while simultaneously
identifying data gaps and planning for expanded
data collection. As implementation progresses,
learningswillinform futureiterations of the guidance
- refining indicators, metrics, and performance
ranges - through an iterative ‘learning by doing’
approach.

The table 3 below presents an example of the
current variability in monitoring for each of the
FFDI dairy companies.

Table 3. Example of current variability in metric indicator selection among FFDI companies.

SAl Impact Area

At the start of implementation, companies will:

« Choose relevant metrics aligned with existing
monitoring systems.

- Acknowledge that not all indicators will be
implemented immediately if corresponding
metrics are not yet available.

- Set thresholds and aspirational targets following
the approach described in chapter 3.3.2. When
science- or policy-based guidance is insufficient
or unavailable, company data can be used to set
initial baselines.

@Soil @Water @Biodiversity f‘;; Climate

Improve soil health and
fertility

Reduce GHG emissions

FFDY

Soil organic carbon content

Soil cover

Greenhouse gas emissions

% of total productive farmland % grassland
under high-SOC regime

(reduced tillage, zero tillage,

or permanent grassland)

CO,-eq total and CO,-eq per
kg FPCM

CO, -eq per kg FPCM

soil cover (tbd) % permanent grassland

tbd CO, -eq per kg FPCM



If a company lacks the required data, it will:

« Use an interim metric with robust thresholds
and aspirational targets while developing the
necessary data collection capabilities.

- Identify data gaps and determine the steps
needed for increased farm-level data capture.

Our guiding principles are summarized in the Table
4 below:

Table 4. A shared vision with flexible implementation.

SBTN Pressure | SBTN Pressure SAIl Impact Indicator Metric
Category Indicator Area (Example)

HOLISTIC MONITORING OF 4 IMPACT AREAS,
7 OUTCOMES AND 10 INDICATORS

FFDY

3.4.4 - Moving forward: A commitment to
progress

Understanding how FFDI companies are
implementing farm-level monitoring guidance
reinforces the importance of pragmatism - ensuring
that progress is made without waiting for perfect
conditions. We take an iterative approach - learning
and adapting as we implement the FFDI farm-level
monitoring guidance. By embracing flexibility in

indicators, metrics, thresholds, and aspirational
targets, the FFDI will drive meaningful progress
towards a regenerative dairy sector while allowing
for continuous refinement and improvement.

PERFORMANCE RANGE (Example)

Threshold Aspirational target

FLEXIBLE SELECTION OF METRICS, THRESHOLDS
AND ASPIRATIONAL TARGETS

- Choose relevant metrics aligned with existing monitoring systems.

- Acknowledge that not all indicators will be implemented immediately if
corresponding metrics are not yet available.

- Set thresholds and aspirational targets following the approach described
in chapter 3.3.2. When science or policy-based guidance is insufficient or
unavailable, company data can be used to set initial baselines.
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4.3 TERMINOLOGY

Within the SAl Platform RTP framework, our feedback
is that the terminology is not consistent. Especially
the use of ‘outcomes’ and ‘indicators’ is confusing.

In our opinion, some outcomes are rather indicators,
such as ‘nutrient use efficiency’ (indicator for the
outcome ‘reduce water and soil pollution).

4.4 HOLISTIC IMPACT ACROSS

Table 5. SAI Platform RTP - Impact area, outcomes, and indicators list

IMPACT AREA OUTCOMES

. . . Increase soil health and h:r’:-hl'_-,"
. . . Increase nutrent use eliciend W
. . . J-":'ll'hll'i s crop protection

.' Increase water use afficiency

. Enhance on-farm habitat provision
. . InCréase culthvaléd crop and
pasture diversity
. . Mprove manune managemeant

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions

FFDY

INDICATORS

) - . I I S - - - e .
Water infiltratior S0il organic carbon comient

Area of sofl cover Water Holding Capacity

Appregate stability

M use efficiency P use efficiency k use efficlency

Integrated Pest Management Ervironmental Impact Quodient
Volume of i pated water

Area of on-farm habitat

MNumber of species cultivated

o LA
FUTITTVICH I ETTR S SN S MELRANE Smessins

L0, eq footprint Deforestation Free Feed

MINIMUM FOUR IMPACT AREAS

Within the SAIl Platform RTP performance levels,
the selection of two impact areas is the minimum
required for the ‘ engaging level’ (already considered
in the regenerative path), and the highest leading
level includes all four impact areas.

Toensureaholisticimpact, FFDIfarm-levelmonitoring
guidance strongly advocates for selecting outcomes
across all four impact areas (soil, water, biodiversity,
climate) This safeguards a holistic approach for
monitoring impacts while capturing trade-offs. This
decision, bringing a fundamentally different view
from SAIl Platform RTP, is based on a number of
reasons :

- Holistic approach on regenerative agriculture
is necessary to avoid negative externalities
(including soil, water, biodiversity, climate)
Focusing on farm-level soil carbon, for instance,
may lead farmers to increase the use of chemical
fertilizers to accelerate plant and root growth.
Studies indicate that one tonne of nitrogen
needs to be added for every 12 tonnes of carbon
sequestered. This is usually done through synthetic
fertilizers which significantly impact climate and
biodiversity. An increase in nitrogen application
could lead to higher emissions of nitrous oxide, a
potent greenhouse gas, and become detrimental to
surface and groundwater quality and biodiversity
through the loss of nutrients to the environment.
Another example is the adoption of low- or no-
till practices, which are a popular regenerative
agriculture strategy for soil health and soil carbon.
However, practising no till could lead to increased
growth of weeds, which in turn could increase












