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Abstract: The COVID-19 crisis has highlighted the interchangeable link between human and nature.
The health and socioeconomic impacts of COVID-19 are directly or indirectly linked to the natural
environment and to the way that agri-food systems interact with nature. Although the pandemic
continues to evolve and there are still many uncertainties, important issues about the future of
the agri-food sector and the need for a sustainable and environmentally friendly reformation are
beginning to arise in society. Nature-based Solutions (NbSs) encompass a broad range of practices
that can be introduced in the agri-food supply chain and address multiple environmental challenges
of the COVID-19 and post-COVID-19 era while providing economic and societal benefits. In this
perspective, the design and establishment of multifunctional constructed wetlands as NbSs opens a
portfolio of eco-innovative options throughout the agri-food supply chain, offering a realistic and
promising way towards the green regeneration of the post-COVID-19 economy and the welfare of
society. The aim of this work is to explore the potential role of constructed wetlands as Nature-based
Solutions in the agri-food supply chain of the forthcoming post-COVID-19 era. More specifically, this
work aims to reveal application opportunities of constructed wetlands in the different segments of
the agri-food supply chain, identify linkages with societal challenges and EU policies, and discuss
their potential limitations, future challenges, and perspectives.

Keywords: agri-food supply chain; environment; NbSs; eco-innovation; constructed wetlands;
post-COVID-19

1. Introduction

The agri-food sector entails a wide and complex network of feedbacks and tradeoffs
between environment, economic activities, transport, trade, livelihoods, and human health.
Since its first wave in 2019, the outbreak of COVID-19 is still having an unparalleled effect
on the agri-food sector. The health and socioeconomic impacts of the pandemic have been
linked to the natural environment and to the way that agri-food systems are organized and
operate [1]. The crisis that the agri-food sector is facing today requires adapting transforma-
tive changes in technological, economical, and socio-ecological activities to address human
needs while preserving Earth’s systems in the post-COVID-19 era [2,3]. Nature-based
Solutions (NbSs) are gaining importance as solutions that integrate societal challenges
and nature conservation across scales and landscapes. In this perspective, they have the
potential to offer long-term transformative pathways to agri-food supply chains towards
sustainability [4]. Constructed and natural wetlands are at the epicenter of NbSs [5,6]. Un-
fortunately, constructed wetlands attract attention mainly as natural wastewater treatment
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systems, while other important ecosystem services that they provide are usually overlooked
or are simply considered ancillary [7]. Thus, the multifunctional role of constructed wet-
lands in the different segments of the food supply chain is often underestimated and their
contribution as NbSs to the post-COVID-19 resilience and sustainability of the agri-food
sector is not fully assessed.

The aim of this work is to explore the potential role of constructed wetlands as Nature-
based Solutions in the agri-food supply chain of the forthcoming post-COVID-19 era. More
specifically, this work aims to reveal application opportunities of constructed wetlands in
the different segments of the agri-food supply chain, identify the linkages with societal
challenges and EU policies, and discuss their potential limitations and future challenges.

For this purpose, a literature review was conducted based on emergent qualitative
analysis (deductive and inductive) [8]. This dual approach combines critical elements
without relying completely either on existing literature or on the data themselves [9]. The
analysis follows a stepwise approach, in which first the environmental aspects of agri-food
sector in the post-COVID-19 era are discussed to set the framework for the analysis. Focus
is given on the environmental challenges of the agri-food supply chain, as these have been
affected by the pandemic and evolved according to the changes in public perceptions and
attitudes after the outbreak. In answer to the identified challenges, the authors present the
concept of NbSs in the agri-food sector followed by a chapter that presents the relevance
and classification of constructed wetlands as NbSs. The next chapter analyzes in detail
the present and perspectives of constructed wetlands in the agri-food supply chain by
demonstrating existing applications and potential opportunities, analyzing linkages with
policies, and discussing limitations and future challenges.

2. Environmental Aspects of the Agri-Food Supply Chain in the Post-COVID-19 Era: A
Consumers’ Driven Approach

The COVID-19 pandemic has led the agri-food systems into a novel reality with multi-
ple challenges that need to be addressed. In this perspective, issues related to sustainability
and environment are of primary importance for the agri-food supply chain [10,11]. Al-
though the pandemic continues to evolve and there are still many uncertainties, important
issues about the future of the agri-food sector and the need for a sustainable and envi-
ronmentally friendly reformation are beginning to arise in society. In this perspective,
Kotler (2020) [12] pointed out the emergence and growing importance of five consumer
types in the post-COVID-19 era, which are interestingly all related directly or indirectly to
environmental issues. These types include:

• Degrowth activists, who worry about the carrying capacity of the earth in relation to
the consumption of goods and natural resources and call for nature conservation and
the reduction of human material needs;

• Climate activists, who are concerned about climate change and the future of our
planet while aiming to reduce the human carbon footprint and the degradation of
natural resources;

• Sane food choosers, who are persons who have turned into vegans or vegetarians, are
abstaining from the use of meat or animal products, and are opposed to industrial
farming of animals for ethical and environmental reasons, including high methane
emissions and the increased water footprint of raising livestock;

• Conservation activists, mainly environmentalists with social concerns, who promote
the philosophy of repair–reuse–recycle;

• Life simplifiers, who are less interested in owning goods, and in order to cover
temporal needs they prefer renting instead of owning.

Considering that consumers may regulate market growth, competitiveness, and eco-
nomic integration, the assessment of consumers’ preferences and behavior is of primary
importance in planning post-COVID-19 strategies and measures towards green and sus-
tainable agri-food supply chains [13]. The shifting of consumer preferences can unlock a
multitude of both health and environmental benefits such as combating biodiversity and
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climate threats and crises, relieving environmental stresses, and contributing to sustainable
socioeconomic schemes and healthier lifestyles with tangible long-term impacts on the
livelihood of human society.

Following the evolution of public perceptions, needs, attitudes, and intentions [14], the
environmental aspects of the agri-food supply chain are becoming of primary importance
in the agenda of the food industry, decision-makers, and scientists, as these are related
to human and environmental health and safety issues. As identified in several recent
studies [15–19], challenges related to the environment in the COVID-19 and post-COVID-19
era of the agri-food sector are mainly related to (1) emerging greener consumer behavior,
(2) climate change, (3) environmental pollution, (4) resource efficiency, (5) health and hy-
giene concerns, (6) green energy transition, (7) conservation of biodiversity, and (8) systems
resilience and sustainability (Figure 1).
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Although these challenges are not new in principle, the pandemic resulted in a reori-
entation of priorities and the urgent need for integrated solutions in respect to multiple
societal needs and the changes of citizens’ behavioral patterns. Key issues of environmental
interest as well as associated challenges affected by pandemic are the following:

• Climate-related issues have improved during COVID-19. Nitrogen and carbon emis-
sions decreased significantly because of the restrictions in transportation and mobility,
the decreased usage of electricity, and the ceased industrial production. However,
based on projected changes in climate and upcoming socioeconomic developments,
most climate change impacts are expected to rebound and maybe increase even more
in the coming decades across Europe [20]. Based on these projections and given the
sharp rising of fossil fuel prices, as was recently recorded, the gradual transition to
green energy is necessary in order to safeguard both the viability of the agri-food
sector and climate health in the post-COVID-19 era [21]. Investment in renewable
energy sources (e.g., wind, solar, and bioenergy) along with interventions for energy
efficiency (e.g., insulation retrofits, green buildings, and infrastructure) are indispens-
able parts of the armory against the global energy crisis in the years to come. This is
of primary importance for the agri-food sector in which the cost of energy and the
reliability of supply is critical (e.g., greenhouses, storage, and processing facilities).
Green energy solutions may contribute to autonomous and safe operations even in
case of emergencies and unexpected events (e.g., COVID-19 outbreak). In a win–win
scenario, countries and business in the agri-food sector may benefit from a robust
green energy economy and the cutting down of spending over more expensive and
less reliable fossil-based sources of energy [22].
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• In terms of pollution, water-quality issues related to emerging pollutants and mi-
croplastics are of growing importance. The extensive use of personal protective
equipment (e.g., masks and gloves) that become waste and the inappropriate use of
chemical substances to control pests and/or prevent the transmission of diseases may
raise important environmental problems [23]. Soil degradation issues became more
intense during COVID-19 lockdown because of the increased quantities of municipal
food wastes, the suspension of recycling programs, and restrictions on sustainable
waste management practices [17].

• The lockdown measures were found to drive an important shift towards the “circular
economy” approach, which aims to maintain the value of products and resources
through time while minimizing the generation of waste [23]. According to FAO
(2021) [18], the main opportunities and challenges are related to the treatment and
reuse of wastewater as well as the recycling of irrigation water, the precision agricul-
ture, and the optimization of agricultural inputs, biofertilizers, and bioenergy. In this
direction, the G20 encourages eco-design that permits products and resources to be
repaired–recycled–reused and the uptake of relevant business models for economic
recovery [24].

• According to the Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
(IPBES), the emergence of zoonotic diseases, as well as changes in land use, the ex-
pansion of agriculture, and urbanization, could be associated with more than 30%
of emerging diseases. Furthermore, it was emphasized that birds, mammals (pri-
mates, bats, and rodents), and livestock (e.g., poultry, pigs) could act as reservoirs of
pathogens that may have pandemic potential [25]. Thus, multiple biodiversity-related
issues arise in the COVID-19 and post-COVID-19 era, including the interconnections
between agriculture, biodiversity, and infectious diseases; the trade and consumption
of wildlife; the importance of climate change on biodiversity and eventually on the
emergence of diseases through the spatiotemporal distribution of potential reservoirs
and vectors; the degradation of ecosystem functions and the loss of habitats; and
the impact of land-use change on biodiversity from deforestation for agricultural
purposes to landscape fragmentation due to transport networks and other human
infrastructure development [26,27].

3. The Growing Importance of Nature-Based Solutions

Environmental sustainability may contribute to the prevention as well as coping of
potential future pandemics and their impacts [28]. The concept of Nature-based Solu-
tions (NbSs) introduces an alternative pathway towards sustainability through balanced
socioecological adaptation and resilience [29]. The European Commission defined NbSs
as solutions that are inspired and supported by nature, are designed to address societal
challenges, are cost-effective, provide environmental and socioeconomic benefits, and help
build resilience [30,31]. In this perspective, the concept of “innovating with nature” may
effectively contribute to more sustainable and resilient societies through green growth and
job creation [32]. NbSs as an umbrella concept may range from the wise management of
natural ecosystems to the establishment of new ecosystem functions and processes [33].
From the perspective of degrees of intervention, NbSs can be divided into three broad
categories, as presented in Table 1 [34,35].

NbSs are acknowledged among policy/decision-makers and major European Policy
frameworks and strategies, such as the European Green Deal, the EU Health Strategy,
and the EU Biodiversity Strategy, all considering their potential to increase health and
well-being. They are considered credible means able to address key societal issues (e.g.,
impact of climate change, natural disasters, and loss of biodiversity) [35], and this was
acknowledged at the high-level ministerial panel on NbSs in green recovery held by the
IUNC in March 2021. A prominent outcome of the panel was the commitment of involved
parties to increase efforts and investment to allocate NbSs a larger role in COVID-19
stimulus plans, acknowledging the great cost–benefit ratio of NbSs, their potential for
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speedy and streamlined implementation, and their contribution to sustainability and
citizens’ well-being [29].

Table 1. Types of Nature-based Solutions.

NbSs Typology

Type I
Minimal (or no) intervention in ecosystems. Aim to sustain protected/natural ecosystems, improve the
conservation status and increase environmental awareness, and enhance or restore their functional role and
ecosystem health (e.g., ecosystem conservation and restoration strategies).

Type II

Partial interventions in ecosystems. Aim to improve selected ecosystem functions and services by contributing to
sustainable, multi-functional ecosystems (e.g., sustainable forestry and agriculture, multifunctional rural
landscapes, application of agroecological practices, or strengthening of forest resilience to extreme events through
biodiversity enhancement).

Type III

Interventive management of ecosystems (extensive/intrusive) or establishment of new ecosystems. Aim to draw
benefits from newly established assemblages of organisms and natural processes while also linked to the concepts
of green and blue infrastructure (e.g., green roofs or walls to mitigate city warming or air pollution; natural
systems such as constructed wetlands for water pollution control and non-conventional water supply, bio/phyto
remediation of heavily polluted or degraded areas).

In agri-food supply chains, NbSs encompass a wide range of promising practices and
potential solutions that can be introduced, addressing multiple environmental challenges
of the COVID-19 and post-COVID-19 era.

In agricultural production, NbSs can be deployed directly in the context of food and
fiber production on agricultural lands, in rural landscapes, or regarding water resources
that are used for production [36]. At the farm level, examples of NbSs include agroforestry;
intercropping; cultivar mixtures; biological pest control; rehabilitation of soil functions
and improvement of soil quality; erosion control measures; biological nitrogen fixation;
multifunctional field margins; precision agriculture and smart irrigation techniques for
the reduction of inputs; natural systems of water management and recycling of nutrients,
waste, and energy; and avoiding contaminants to ensure food safety [37].

In terms of urban sustainability transformation, the concept of edible cities (urban
food production and local distribution) can be seen as a multifunctional NbSs [38]. Si-
multaneously, circular economy-related initiatives can stretch to connect urban with rural
areas, as in the case of Kitakyushu city in Japan, where the adoption of a food-recycling
loop allows compost from urban areas to be used as fertilizer or an energy source in rural
areas [24].

From the consumers’ point of view, the COVID-19 outbreak introduced multiple
changes in the daily life of people by affecting the foundations of our societies and
economies. This is characteristically reflected in the behavior and attitude of consumers [39].
According to Durante and Laran (2016) [40], in stressful situations such as the pandemic,
consumers tend to save money and spend strategically on necessary products in order to
restore their sense of control. In this perspective, NbSs that reduce the stress of citizens may
contribute to more rational consumer behavior and the gradual rebound of the economy
in the post-COVID-19 era and potentially lead to greener consumption patterns with con-
siderable environmental benefits. A gradual shift to plant-based diets, for example, may
contribute to sequestration from 332 Gt to 574 Gt CO2 [41].

Furthermore, the use of NbSs for improving townscapes and favoring social cohesion [42]
may contribute to the mitigation of climate change impacts (e.g., urban heat shocks) and
associated heart and respiratory diseases [43], which is of critical importance under the
threat of COVID-19.

In addition to the above, NbSs may also provide employment opportunities, which
is critical in the post-COVID-19 era, especially in disadvantaged and climate-vulnerable
areas [44]. It is highlighted that approximately 1.2 billion jobs globally are dependent on
ecosystem health (e.g., agriculture, forestry, fisheries, tourism), with considerable societal
and economic importance [45,46]. NbSs can be used to sustain or enhance the jobs and
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productivity of those working in the agri-food sector and thus contribute to social jus-
tice goals of reduced inequalities, decent employment, equal opportunities, social safety,
and cohesion.

A common element in the NbSs approach is that based on nature’s paradigm, the estab-
lishment of healthy and resilient ecosystems may deliver valuable services that contribute
to human well-being while simultaneously addressing environmental and socioeconomic
goals [35].

4. Constructed Wetlands as Nature-Based Solutions

Constructed or artificial wetlands are engineered ecosystems that combine the core struc-
tural components of natural wetland ecosystems (e.g., water, vegetation, and soil/substrate) in
such a way as to mimic and perform selected functions of natural wetlands and thus deliver
a range of monetary and non-monetary services. In this perspective, wetland systems are
an important tool in the armory of NbSs. The services of constructed wetlands, as in case
of natural wetland ecosystems, may include [47]:

• Supporting services (e.g., nutrient cycling, food-web support);
• Regulating services (e.g., water-quality improvement, water-flow regulation, ground-

water recharge, and climate regulation);
• Provisioning services (e.g., food, fiber, and water supply, including non-conventional water);
• Cultural services (e.g., education, recreation, aesthetic, spiritual).

The design of constructed wetlands is adjusted according to the targeted services
and the purpose of their establishment [48]. Depending on their main functions and the
targeted wetland ecosystem services, constructed wetlands may be established as:

a. Natural wastewater (black or grey) treatment systems focused on water-quality
improvement;

b. Blue–green areas focused on cultural services;
c. Food and fiber production systems focusing on provisioning services;
d. Building interventions such as wet roofs and green walls with a focus on climate

regulation services;
e. Landscape interventions for water-flow regulation and flood control in urban, rural,

and mountainous areas;
f. Biodiversity enhancement areas focused on food-web support.

Based on their structural and functional characteristics, constructed wetlands are
referred to as green infrastructure, classified under Type III of NbSs. Green infrastructure, as
part of NbSs’ armory, is defined by the European Commission [49] as a network of areas that
are strategically planned, designed, and managed in order to deliver a range of ecosystem
services, such as, for example, the improvement of water and/or air quality, mitigation
of/adaptation to climate change, recreational areas, and natural risk or disaster attenuation.

Although historically, constructed wetland technology was mainly focused on pollu-
tion control and wastewater treatment, a broader approach has recently evolved. According
to this, constructed wetlands are part of a wider picture that involves multiple integrative
technologies to address sustainability issues in water, energy, and food [50]. Nowadays,
and within the concept of circular economy and the water–food–energy nexus, the design-
ers of constructed wetlands are aiming to build multifunctional systems that are able to
deliver multiple services with associated benefits for society. A characteristic example in
urban areas is the establishment of wet roofs for grey-water treatment, climate regulation,
the improvement of energy efficiency, and the reuse of wastewater for primary production
and/or landscape amelioration. In parallel, the introduction of constructed wetlands in ru-
ral areas as multifunctional wet field margins may contribute to non-point source pollution
control and floodwater management, while at the same time creating wildlife habitats and
enhancing the biodiversity of the rural landscape [6]. In this perspective, it is underlined
that the typologies of NbSs, as presented in Table 1, are dynamic benchmarks and not static
classifications of possible NbSs interventions, since many hybrid NbSs may exist along the
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gradients. For example, constructed wetlands established initially as green infrastructure
of Type III will be subsequently managed as Type I systems [34,36].

5. Constructed Wetlands in Agri-Food Supply Chains: Challenges and Opportunities
5.1. Applications and Opportunities

Constructed wetlands, given their nature and multidimensional role, are at the center
of NbSs since they constitute cost-effective solutions based on and supported by nature,
able to provide multiple environmental and socioeconomic benefits [5]. Considering the
increased priority given by the international community to NbSs, constructed wetlands are
gaining attention as potential promising solutions to important challenges of the agri-food
supply chain that are related to the environment.

The considerable progress of constructed wetland eco-technology in deploying se-
lected ecosystem functions and services opens a portfolio of options throughout the agri-
food supply chain. These offer a realistic and promising way forward for addressing
conservation, climate, and economic as well as social challenges, while maintaining healthy
and resilient agri-food systems in the post-COVID-19 era. Constructed wetlands and
NbSs in general can often operate as standalone solutions. However, there is also a recent
tendency to integrate them with gray infrastructure, creating hybrid solutions that are
able to address complex challenges and meet increasing demands from different sectors
of the broader water–food–energy nexus [50]. The applications of constructed wetlands
cover the entire range from farm to fork by addressing multiple challenges, from pollution
control, green energy transition, biodiversity conservation, and resource efficiency, to social
welfare and post-COVID-19 economic regeneration. The potential role and applications of
constructed wetlands in the agri-food supply chain in relevance with key societal challenges
are presented in Table 2. These societal challenges were selected based on a review of the
SDGs of NbSs frameworks [51], the EEA report on NbSs [20], and the outline of the societal
challenges of the Horizon 2020 research programme [52].

Table 2. The potential role and applications of constructed wetlands in the agri-food supply chain in
relevance with key societal challenges.

Agri-Food
Supply
Chain

Potential Role and Applications of Constructed Wetlands
Linked
Societal

Challenges

Production

• Non-point source pollution control in agricultural areas [53]
• Non-conventional water supply for irrigation through the reuse of reclaimed wastewater [54]
• Green energy production (e.g., from wetland vegetation biomass or through microbial fuel

cells) [55,56]
• Raw materials for the production of agri-food products (e.g., biomass as substrate for

mushroom production) [57]
• Food production, including fish farming [58]
• Promoting circular economy within the water–soil–waste nexus [59]
• Creation of habitats and increase in rural biodiversity [60,61]
• Mitigating climate change impacts, including erosion, desertification, depletion of

groundwater aquifers, wildfires, floods, etc. [62]
• Multifunctional landscapes, including wet field margins for pollution control, water flow

regulation, and biodiversity enhancement [63,64]
• Remediation of polluted soils and sensitivity to degradation areas [65]

SC 1.
SC 2.
SC 3.
SC 5.
SC 6.
SC 7.
SC 8.

SC 10.

Storage and
Processing

• Wastewater treatment in food-processing industries [66]
• Wetland roofs and green walls to improve buildings’ energy efficiency [67]
• Non-conventional water supply for industrial use (cooling, landscape amelioration,

firefighting, etc.) [68]
• Green energy production (e.g., from wetland vegetation biomass or through microbial fuel

cells) [69,70]

SC 1.
SC 2.
SC 3.
SC 5.
SC 7.

SC 10.
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Table 2. Cont.

Agri-Food
Supply
Chain

Potential Role and Applications of Constructed Wetlands
Linked
Societal

Challenges

Transport
and

Distribution

• Treatment of runoff waters from road and transport networks [71]
• Carbon sequestration and CO2 sinks [72–74]
• Providing ecological niches and mitigating ecological impacts of habitat loss or

fragmentation [75,76]
• Seawater pollution control, including petroleum hydrocarbons in the marine environment,

using floating wetlands [77]

SC 4.
SC 5.
SC 8.

SC 10.

Retail and
Markets

• Wetland roofs and green walls to improve the energy efficiency of commercial and market
buildings [64]

• Decentralized water treatment in public and central markets [78]
• Food-waste pollution control through landfill leachate treatment [79]
• Social cohesion and environmental responsibility strengthening, as in the case of Dumaguete

city’s public market, where the funds collected from the public restrooms cover the
operational and maintenance expenses of a wetland system for wastewater treatment [80]

SC 1.
SC 3.
SC 5.
SC 6.
SC 9.

SC 10.

Customers
and Con-
sumption

• Greywater treatment and reuse for urban landscape amelioration [81]
• Enhancement of urban biodiversity and mitigating climate change impacts in urban areas,

including heat stress, stormwater management, etc. [82,83]
• Urban agriculture and support of short local food supply chains (e.g., floating wetlands for

vegetable cultivation in urban areas) [84]
• Establishment of educational and environmental awareness areas [85]
• Blue–green spaces for people to feel connected with nature and enhance psychological

well-being in line with emerging consumer behaviors in the post-COVID-19 era [86]

SC 1.
SC 2.
SC 3.
SC 5.
SC 6.
SC 7.
SC 8.
SC 9.

SC 10.

(SC 1: Public health and well-being; SC 2: Food security, sustainable agriculture, and forestry; SC 3: Secure,
clean, and efficient energy; SC 4: Smart, green, and integrated transport; SC 5: Climate action and resilience to
extreme weather- and climate-related events; SC 6: Inclusive, innovative, reflective, and resilient societies; SC
7: Sustainable economic development and decent employment (including green jobs); SC 8: Preserving habitat,
reducing biodiversity loss, and increasing green and blue spaces; SC 9: Making cities and human settlements
inclusive, safe, resilient, and sustainable; SC 10: Environmental quality (including air quality, water, and waste
management), resource efficiency, and raw materials).

The complexity of tackling the environmental challenges in the agri-food sector in
the post-COVID-19 era requires an effective transformative change across a wide range of
political, technological, and socioeconomic factors [87]. Working with nature is considered
today a promising path to this transformative change [88]. In this context, innovative tools
for the design, implementation, and assessment of multifunctional constructed wetlands
and NbSs in general are required, along with effective processes that are able to effectively
support stakeholders’ participation [69].

Critical steps in this process are both the deployment of relevant research initiatives as
well as the realization of large-scale demonstrative actions and the active mobilization of
stakeholders and local champions as lighthouses for the transfer of knowledge and innova-
tion at an operational level across borders. In this direction, the EU already supports several
flagship projects, such as WaterLANDS and HYDROUSA through H2020, AQUACYCLE
through ENI CBC Med, and MARA-MEDITERRA through the PRIMA Foundation, which
not only promote the research and innovation in natural and constructed wetlands as NbSs,
but also demonstrate their operational applications and capitalization potential to address
environmental, economic, and societal challenges towards a sustainable future.

The new EU Framework Programme pays special attention to transferring the devel-
oped knowledge and innovations at an operational level, where they can generate tangible
results and serve citizens. Thus, according to EU political priorities and the COVID-19
recovery plan, four key strategic orientations for EU research have been established [89]:
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A. To promote open strategic autonomy through the development of key digital, enabling,
and emerging technologies, sectors, and value chains;

B. To restore biodiversity and ecosystems as well as to sustainably manage natural
resources in order to ensure food security and environmental health;

C. To set Europe as a protagonist in a digitally enabled sustainable, climate-neutral, and
circular economy;

D. To establish a resilient, inclusive, and democratic society with high-quality health care,
EU citizens empowered to act in green and digital transitions, and an increased level
of readiness against disasters and threats.

In this perspective, the introduction of constructed wetland ecotechnology in multiple
segments of the agri-food supply chain may have a significant contribution to the achieve-
ment of the expected impacts outlined in the Horizon Europe Strategic Plan 2021–2024 [89].
Based on a literature review of constructed wetlands’ applications and services, a pre-
liminary assessment of their potential contribution to the abovementioned impacts was
performed (Table 3). These ecosystems may provide solutions in the agricultural production
phase in respect to climate change adaptation/mitigation, pollution control, biodiversity
enhancement, sustainable management of natural resources, and alternative primary and
green energy production. Constructed wetlands may also play an important role at the
consumer level, especially in urban areas, by addressing environmental challenges for a
healthier environment and by promoting social transition towards responsible resource
management, consumption of safer products, and eventually the flourishment of green
economy and the well-being of society.

Table 3. Potential contribution of constructed wetlands to the expected impacts of Horizon Europe
2021–2024 key strategic orientations, per stage of the agri-food supply chain.

Agri-Food Supply
Chain

Expected Impacts of the Key Strategic Orientations

A1 A2 A3 A4 B1 B2 B3 C1 C2 C3 C4 D1 D2 D3 D4
Production
Storage and
Processing

Transport and
Distribution

Retail and Markets
Customers and
Consumption

(A1: Competitive and secure data economy; A2: Industrial leadership in key and emerging technologies that work
for people; A3: Secure and cybersecure digital technology; A4: High-quality digital services for all; B1: Enhancing
ecosystems and biodiversity on land and in water; B2: Clean and healthy air, water, and soil; B3: Sustainable food
systems from farm to fork on land and sea; C1: Climate change mitigation and adaptation; C2: Affordable and
clean energy; C3: Smart and sustainable transport; C4: Circular and clean economy; D1: A resilient EU prepared
for emerging threats; D2: A secure, open, and democratic EU society; D3: Good health and high-quality accessible
healthcare; D4: Inclusive growth and new job opportunities. Colors: Green-High, Yellow-Moderate; Pink-Low;
Grey-N/A).

Overall, constructed wetlands appear to be a promising ecotechnology with a potential
significant contribution to EU policy objectives and strategies and especially the EU Green
Deal (2019), the EU’s Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 (2020), the new EU Strategy on Adap-
tation to Climate Change (2021), and the Bioeconomy Strategy and its recent update [29].
Especially concerning the agri-food sector, constructed wetlands are expected to play a
key role in the Farm to Fork Strategy (2020) and the new Common Agricultural Policy
2023–2027 as potential measures supported by Eco-Schemes (e.g., measures to reduce and
prevent water and soil pollution from excess nutrients, creation of nutrient traps and buffer
strips, semi-natural habitat creation, rewetting wetlands/peatlands), aiming to provide
stronger incentives for climate- and environmentally friendly farming practices [90].
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5.2. Shortcomings and Challenges

Although constructed wetlands and NbSs in general appear to have a promising
future, there are still several limitations and challenges to be addressed in order to fulfil
their potential. In terms of technological maturity, some of the potential applications
presented in Table 2 are already applied at an operational level (e.g., wastewater treatment),
whereas for others (e.g., microbial fuel cells), further research and testing is needed to reach
the necessary Technology Readiness Level (TRL) for commercial exploitation. Furthermore,
performance models need to be developed in the case of conventional solutions. These
should consider the potential long-term climate implications and scenarios, as well as the
eco-evolutionary mechanisms that underpin the capacity of the ecosystems under study
to perform and recover or adapt to major perturbations [88]. Another important issue
is the documentation of their socio-economic and environmental contribution/benefits.
This is directly related not only to decision-making in terms of planning, but also to their
effectiveness and impact as part of policy measures and strategies. The social and cultural
implications should be studied and analyzed before designing such systems. However, the
problem with current evidence for the cost-effectiveness of constructed wetlands as NbSs
is that appraisals underestimate the economic benefits of working with nature, especially
over the long term. In this perspective, non-monetary benefits (e.g., carbon sequestration,
education) are difficult to monetize, or there is high uncertainty about their non-market
value. Furthermore, appraisals rarely factor in trade-offs among different interventions
and ecosystem services or between stakeholder groups, which may experience the costs
and benefits of NbSs differently. For example, the importance of wet field margins is
different for farmers, local civil society, visitors, etc., reflecting differences in the extent
of dependency on natural resources [77]. Additional challenges appear also in terms of
governance. NbSs often involve multiple actions taking place over broad landscapes
and seascapes, crossing jurisdictional boundaries. For example, constructed wetlands as
buffer zones for non-point source pollution control in rural landscapes require collective
action across different levels of decision-making (e.g., local and regional) and among
multiple ministries (e.g., agriculture, environment, finance). Therefore, such efforts require
cooperation and coordination between stakeholders whose priorities, interests, or values
may not align [91].

6. Conclusions

The COVID-19 pandemic reminded people that the pressures of humankind on the
planet has disrupted the balance and resilience of natural systems [92]. The interconnections
of the pandemic to human and environmental health, including food systems, indicate the
need to increase the levels of resilience and the preparedness against disturbances [93]. The
pandemic revealed several structural shortcomings regarding the production and access to
healthy products, the resilience of agri-food systems, and their relation to environmental
health and sustainability [11]. On the other hand, the COVID-19 pandemic opened an
opportunity window for the reformation of economies and the transition towards a greener
model of development. As massive programs and mitigation measures are launched for
the recovery of economies after the pandemic [94], it is important to ensure that sustain-
ability plays a central role in the post-COVID-19 era [95,96]. This represents a critical
intervention point in which NbSs could be effectively embedded within strategies and
policies regarding sustainable land-use planning and development, resource efficiency, and
environmental management, as well as social interventions in support of a green economy.
In light of the transformation process towards a green and sustainable post-COVID-19
economy, there are several potential applications for constructed wetlands in the agri-food
supply chains as Nature-based Solutions, with multiple environmental and socioeconomic
benefits. In this perspective, relevant research activities should be further strengthened to
address post-COVID-19 environmental challenges within a broader water–food–energy
nexus framework, and social and economic aspects of their operational application as
multifunctional systems should be further explored.
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46. Charveriat, C.; Brzeziński, B.; Filipova, T.; Ramírez, O. Mental Health and the Environment: Bringing Nature Back into People’s
Lives. 2021. Available online: https://ieep.eu/uploads/articles/attachments/c2cc2d58-d8a0-4dee-b45e-57a7dfa2620d/Mental%
20health%20and%20environment%20pol-icy%20brief%20(IEEP%20&%20ISGLOBAL%202021).pdf?v=63778955421 (accessed on
12 October 2021).

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.151657
https://www.oecd.org/environment/waste/OECD-G20-Towards-a-more-Resource-Efficient-and-Circular-Economy.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/environment/waste/OECD-G20-Towards-a-more-Resource-Efficient-and-Circular-Economy.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2021.06.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34337388
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2021.126072
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13168679
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2017.07.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2019.04.014
http://doi.org/10.14512/gaia.24.4.9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126604
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0256095
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34398916
http://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.15.0319
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-00603-4
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-9806-1_5
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(13)70487-X
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25035875
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/documents/publication/wcms_757823.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_emp/documents/publication/wcms_757823.pdf
https://ieep.eu/uploads/articles/attachments/c2cc2d58-d8a0-4dee-b45e-57a7dfa2620d/Mental%20health%20and%20environment%20pol-icy%20brief%20(IEEP%20&%20ISGLOBAL%202021).pdf?v=63778955421
https://ieep.eu/uploads/articles/attachments/c2cc2d58-d8a0-4dee-b45e-57a7dfa2620d/Mental%20health%20and%20environment%20pol-icy%20brief%20(IEEP%20&%20ISGLOBAL%202021).pdf?v=63778955421


Sustainability 2022, 14, 3145 13 of 14

47. Xu, X.; Chen, M.; Yang, G.; Jiang, B.; Zhang, J. Wetland ecosystem services research: A critical review. Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 2020,
22, e01027. [CrossRef]

48. Metcalfe, C.D.; Nagabhatla, N.; Fitzgerald, S.K. Multifunctional Wetlands: Pollution Abatement by Natural and Constructed
Wetlands. In Multifunctional Wetlands, Environmental Contamination Remediation and Management; Nagabhatla, N., Metcalfe, C.D.,
Eds.; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; pp. 1–14. [CrossRef]

49. European Commission (EC). Ecosystem Services and Green Infrastructure; European Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2020; Available
online: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/ecosystems/index_en.htm (accessed on 20 December 2021).

50. Muñoz Castillo, R.; Crisman, T. The Role of Green Infrastructure in Water, Energy and Food Security in Latin America and the
Caribbean: Experiences, Opportunities and Challenges; IDB Discussion Paper 693; IDB Water and Sanitation Division, Inter-American
Development Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2019.

51. Kabisch, N.; KornJutta, H.; Stadler, J.; Bonn, A. (Eds.) Nature-Based Solutions to Climate Change Adaptation in Urban Areas: Linkages
between Science, Policy and Practice; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2017.

52. European Commission (EC). Nature-Based Solutions; European Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2020; Available online: https:
//ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/research-area/environment/naturebased-solutions_en (accessed on 10 October
2021).

53. Woodward, B.; Tanner, C.C.; McKergow, L.; Sukias, J.P.S.; Matheson, F.E. Diffuse Source Agricultural Sediment and Nutrient
Attenuation by Constructed Wetlands: A Systematic Literature Review to Support Development of Guidelines; NIWA report to DairyNZ;
NIWA: Hamilton, New Zealand, 2020.

54. Plakas, K.; Karabelas, A.; Takavakoglou, V.; Chatzis, V.; Oller, I.; Polo-López, M.I.; Al-Naboulsi, T.; El Moll, A.; Kallali, H.;
Mensi, K.; et al. Development and demonstration of an eco-innovative system for sustainable treatment and reuse of municipal
wastewater in small and medium size communities in the Mediterranean region. In Proceedings of the 17th International
Conference on Environmental Science and Technology (CEST 2021), Athens, Greece, 1–4 September 2021.

55. Liu, D.; Wu, X.; Chang, J.; Gu, B.; Min, Y.; Ge, Y.; Shi, Y.; Xue, H.; Peng, C.; Wu, J. Constructed wetlands as biofuel production
systems. Nat. Clim. Chang. 2012, 2, 190–194. [CrossRef]

56. Wang, Y.; Zhao, Y.; Xu, L.; Wang, W.; Doherty, L.; Tang, C.; Ren, B.; Zhao, J. Constructed wetland integrated microbial fuel cell
system: Looking back, moving forward. Water Sci. Technol. 2017, 76, 471–477. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

57. Hultberg, M.; Prade, T.; Bodin, H.; Vidakovic, A.; Asp, H. Adding benefit to wetlands—Valorization of harvested common reed
through mushroom production. Sci. Total Environ. 2018, 637–638, 1395–1399. [CrossRef]

58. Chen, R.Z.; Wong, M.H. Integrated wetlands for food production. Environ. Res. 2016, 148, 429–442. [CrossRef]
59. Avellan, C.T.; Ardakanian, R.; Gremillion, P. The role of constructed wetlands for biomass production within the water-soil-waste

nexus. Water Sci. Technol. 2017, 75, 2237–2245. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
60. Zhang, C.; Wen, L.; Wang, Y.; Liu, C.; Zhou, Y.; Lei, G. Can Constructed Wetlands be Wildlife Refuges? A Review of Their

Potential Biodiversity Conservation Value. Sustainability 2020, 12, 1442. [CrossRef]
61. Ionescu, D.T.; Hodor, C.V.; Petritan, I.C. Artificial Wetlands as Breeding Habitats for Colonial Waterbirds within Central Romania.

Diversity 2020, 12, 371. [CrossRef]
62. Belle, J.A.; Collins, N.; Jordaan, A. Managing wetlands for disaster risk reduction: A case study of the eastern Free State, South

Africa. Jamba 2018, 10, 400. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
63. Tanner, C.; Sukias, J.; Woodward, B. Technical Guidelines for Constructed Wetland Treatment of Pastoral Farm Run-Off ; NIWA

Report No: 20200208.120200208.1HN for DairyNZ; National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research Ltd.: Hamilton,
New Zealand, 2021.

64. Stefanakis, A. The Role of Constructed Wetlands as Green Infrastructure for Sustainable Urban Water Management. Sustainability
2019, 11, 6981. [CrossRef]

65. Petitjean, A.; Forquet, N.; Choubert, J.M.; Coquery, M.; Bouyer, M.; Boutin, C. Land characterisation for soil-based constructed
wetlands: Adapting investigation methods to design objectives. Water Pract. Technol. 2015, 10, 660–668. [CrossRef]

66. Sehar, S.; Nasser, H.A.A. Wastewater treatment of food industries through constructed wetland: A review. Int. J. Environ. Sci.
Technol. 2019, 16, 6453–6472. [CrossRef]

67. Addo-Bankas, O.; Zhao, Y.; Vymazal, J.; Yuan, Y.; Fu, J.; Wei, T. Green walls: A form of constructed wetland in green buildings.
Ecol. Eng. 2021, 169, 106321. [CrossRef]

68. Riggio, V.A.; Ruffino, B.; Campo, G.; Comino, E.; Comoglio, C.; Zanetti, M. Constructed wetlands for the reuse of industrial
wastewater: A case-study. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 171, 723–732. [CrossRef]

69. Coletta, V.R.; Pagano, A.; Pluchinotta, I.; Fratino, U.; Scrieciu, A.; Nanu, F.; Giordano, R. Causal Loop Diagrams for supporting
Nature Based Solutions participatory design and performance assessment. J. Environ. Manag. 2021, 280, 111668. [CrossRef]

70. Yadav, A.K.; Srivastava, P.; Kumar, N.; Abbassi, R.; Mishra, B.K. Constructed Wetland-Microbial Fuel Cell: An Emerging
Integrated Technology for Potential Industrial Wastewater Treatment and Bio-Electricity Generation. In Constructed Wetlands for
Industrial Wastewater Treatment; Stefanakis, A., Ed.; John Wiley & Sons: Chichester, UK, 2018. [CrossRef]

71. Shutes, R.B.E.; Ellis, J.B.; Revitt, D.M.; Forshaw, M.; Winter, B. Chapter 20—Urban and Highway Runoff Treatment by Constructed
Wetlands. In Developments in Ecosystems, Wetlands Ecosystems in Asia; Wong, M.H., Ed.; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands,
2004; Volume 1, pp. 361–382. ISBN 9780444516916. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2020.e01027
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-67416-2_1
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/ecosystems/index_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/research-area/environment/naturebased-solutions_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/research-area/environment/naturebased-solutions_en
http://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1370
http://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2017.190
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28726712
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.05.106
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2016.01.007
http://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2017.106
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28541931
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12041442
http://doi.org/10.3390/d12100371
http://doi.org/10.4102/jamba.v10i1.400
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29955252
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11246981
http://doi.org/10.2166/wpt.2015.078
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13762-019-02472-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2021.106321
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.10.081
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.111668
http://doi.org/10.1002/9781119268376.ch22
http://doi.org/10.1016/B978-044451691-6/50023-5


Sustainability 2022, 14, 3145 14 of 14

72. Rosli, F.A.; Lee, K.E.; Choo, T.G.; Mokhtar, M.; Latif, M.T.; Goh, T.; Simon, N. The use of constructed wetlands in sequestrating
carbon: An overview. Nat. Environ. Pollut. Technol. 2017, 16, 813–819.

73. Jeroen, J.M.; de Klein, A.; van der Werf, K. Balancing carbon sequestration and GHG emissions in a constructed wetland. Ecol.
Eng. 2014, 66, 36–42. [CrossRef]

74. Were, D.; Kansiime, F.; Fetahi, T.; Cooper, A.; Jjuuko, C. Carbon Sequestration by Wetlands: A Critical Review of Enhancement
Measures for Climate Change Mitigation. Earth Syst. Environ. 2019, 3, 327–340. [CrossRef]

75. Webb, B.; Dix, B.; Douglass, S.; Asam, S.; Cherry, C.; Buhring, B. Nature-Based Solutions for Coastal Highway Resilience: An
Implementation Guide; Report No. FHWA-HEP-19-042; US Department of Transportation-Federal Highway Administration:
Washington, DC, USA, 2019.

76. Sandström, U.G.; Elander, I. Biodiversity, road transport and urban planning: A Swedish local authority facing the challenge of
establishing a logistics hub adjacent to a Natura 2000 site. Prog. Plann. 2021, 148, 100463. [CrossRef]

77. Takavakoglou, V.; Georgiadis, A.; Pana, E.; Georgiou, P.E.; Karpouzos, D.K.; Plakas, K.V. Screening Life Cycle Environmental
Impacts and Assessing Economic Performance of Floating Wetlands for Marine Water Pollution Control. J. Mar. Sci. Eng. 2021,
9, 1345. [CrossRef]

78. Asian Development Bank. From Toilets to Rivers: Experiences New Opportunities, and Innovative Solutions; Asian Development Bank:
Mandaluyong City, Philippines, 2014; p. 100. ISBN 978-92-9254-460-7.

79. Bakhshoodeh, R.; Alavi, N.; Oldham, C.; Santos, R.M.; Babaei, A.A.; Vymazal, J.; Paydary, P. Constructed wetlands for landfill
leachate treatment: A review. Ecol. Eng. 2020, 146, 105725. [CrossRef]

80. World Bank. East Asia and the Pacific Region Urban Sanitation Review. No. 84290. Available online: https://documents1.worldbank.
org/curated/en/771821468036884616/pdf/842900WP0P12990Box0382136B00PUBLIC0.pdf (accessed on 29 December 2021).

81. Masi, F.; Rizzo, A.; Regelsberger, M. The role of constructed wetlands in a new circular economy, resource oriented, and ecosystem
services paradigm. J. Environ. Manag. 2018, 216, 275–284. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

82. Volkan Oral, H.; Carvalho, P.; Gajewska, M.; Ursino, N.; Masi, F.; van Hullebusch, E.D.; Kazak, J.K.; Expositoh, A.; Cipolletta, G.;
Andersen, T.R.; et al. A review of nature-based solutions for urban water management in European circular cities: A critical
assessment based on case studies and literature. Blue-Green Syst. 2020, 2, 112–136. [CrossRef]

83. Alikhani, S.; Nummi, P.; Ojala, A. Urban Wetlands: A Review on Ecological and Cultural Values. Water 2021, 13, 3301. [CrossRef]
84. Rahmani, D.R.; Wahyunah, W. Urban Floating Farming: The Alternative of Valuable Private Green Space for Urban Communities

in the Wetland Area. ESE Int. J. Environ. Sci. Eng. 2019, 2, 1–3.
85. Hettiarachchi, M.; Morrison, T.H.; McAlpine, C. Forty-three years of Ramsar and urban wetlands. Glob. Environ. Change 2015, 32,

57–66. [CrossRef]
86. White, M.P.; Elliott, L.R.; Gascon, M.; Roberts, B.; Fleming, L.E. Blue space, health and well-being: A narrative overview and

synthesis of potential benefits. Environ. Res. 2020, 191, 110169. [CrossRef]
87. IPBES. Summary for Policymakers of the Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, Intergovernmental

Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. 2019. Available online: https://zenodo.org/record/3553579
(accessed on 6 October 2020).

88. Seddon, N.; Chausson, A.; Berry, P.; Girardin, C.A.J.; Smith, A.; Turner, B. Understanding the value and limits of nature-based
solutions to climate change and other global challenges. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. 2020, 375, 20190120. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

89. European Commission (EC). Horizon Europe Strategic Plan 2021–2024; Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg,
2021; p. 101.

90. European Commission (EC). List of Potential Agricultural Practices that Eco-Schemes Could Support. 2021. Available on-
line: https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/food-farming-fisheries/key_policies/documents/factsheet-agri-practices-
under-ecoscheme_en.pdf (accessed on 30 November 2021).

91. Dale, P.; Sporne, I.; Knight, J.; Sheaves, M.; Eslami-Andergoli, L.; Dwyer, P. A conceptual model to improve links between science,
policy and practice in coastal management. Mar. Policy 2019, 103, 42–49. [CrossRef]

92. Zabaniotou, A. A systemic approach to resilience and ecological sustainability during the COVID-19 pandemic: Human, societal,
and ecological health as a system-wide emergent property in the Anthropocene. Glob. Transit. 2020, 2, 116–126. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

93. Gordon, L. The COVID-19 pandemic stress the need to build resilient production ecosystems. Agric. Hum. Values 2020, 37,
645–646. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

94. Vivid Economics. Green Stimulus Index. An Assessment of the Orientation of COVID-19 Stimulus in Relation to Climate
Change, Biodiversity and Other Environmental Impacts. 2021. Available online: https://www.vivideconomics.com/wp-content/
uploads/2021/07/Green-Stimulus-Index-6th-Edition_final-report.pdf (accessed on 2 September 2021).

95. Guerriero, C.; Haines, A.; Pagano, M. Health and sustainability in post-pandemic economic policies. Nat. Sustain. 2020, 3, 494–496.
[CrossRef]

96. Rosenbloom, D.; Markard, J. A COVID-19 recovery for climate. Science 2020, 368, 447. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2013.04.060
http://doi.org/10.1007/s41748-019-00094-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.progress.2019.100463
http://doi.org/10.3390/jmse9121345
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2020.105725
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/771821468036884616/pdf/842900WP0P12990Box0382136B00PUBLIC0.pdf
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/771821468036884616/pdf/842900WP0P12990Box0382136B00PUBLIC0.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.11.086
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29224716
http://doi.org/10.2166/bgs.2020.932
http://doi.org/10.3390/w13223301
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2015.02.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2020.110169
https://zenodo.org/record/3553579
http://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2019.0120
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31983344
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/food-farming-fisheries/key_policies/documents/factsheet-agri-practices-under-ecoscheme_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/food-farming-fisheries/key_policies/documents/factsheet-agri-practices-under-ecoscheme_en.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.02.029
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.glt.2020.06.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32835203
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10105-w
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32836746
https://www.vivideconomics.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Green-Stimulus-Index-6th-Edition_final-report.pdf
https://www.vivideconomics.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Green-Stimulus-Index-6th-Edition_final-report.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-0563-0
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.abc4887

	Introduction 
	Environmental Aspects of the Agri-Food Supply Chain in the Post-COVID-19 Era: A Consumers’ Driven Approach 
	The Growing Importance of Nature-Based Solutions 
	Constructed Wetlands as Nature-Based Solutions 
	Constructed Wetlands in Agri-Food Supply Chains: Challenges and Opportunities 
	Applications and Opportunities 
	Shortcomings and Challenges 

	Conclusions 
	References

