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Executive Summary
Project objectives, approach and outputs
The purpose of this study is to review the advantages and challenges of adopting resultsbased approaches for the protection and enhancement of biodiversity within the farmed
countryside. For this purpose it explores the concept of results-based payment schemes for
farmers and land managers and the issues that arise when they are put into practice,
ranging from policy design to monitoring. Schemes currently operating in the EU and EFTA1
countries are reviewed and the types of biodiversity objectives that it is appropriate to
address through a results-based approach are assessed.
The evidence base for the study included a review of the available published and grey
literature on the topic; completion of semi-structured questionnaires and discussions with
key experts. The study outputs have been reviewed by an advisory panel, including
academics, policy makers, and practitioners from different parts of the EU. A key aspect of
this study has been to engage those involved in the design and implementation of resultsbased schemes on the ground. Technical, policy and academic experts, managing
authorities, scheme practitioners and farmers were engaged in the course of our desk
review of currently operational schemes. This included a dedicated conference held in
Brussels in September 2014.
There is a range of outputs to complement the main study report (the present document).
This additional material is aimed at those who are interested in finding out more about
existing results-based schemes and/or those who are thinking about developing such
schemes in the future. All these materials are available on dedicated webpages, hosted on
the European Commission’s website. These include:






a practical Guidance Handbook for public authorities, non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) and private organisations that are interested in developing and
implementing results-based payment schemes for farmland biodiversity;
an inventory of existing schemes in EU and EFTA countries;
best practice and case study videos;
expert articles; and
an interactive blog.

Following a brief introduction, the present report is divided into two sections. Section one
sets out a conceptual framework for results-based schemes and reviews those schemes that
are operating (or have operated in the past) in EU and EFTA countries examining the
different approaches that have been taken. Section two then reviews the situations in which
it is appropriate to use results-based approaches to provide biodiversity benefits on
farmland. The types and range of issues that need to be considered when developing
results-based schemes are then assessed. The report concludes with an assessment of the
future potential for results-based schemes in the EU.
1
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Biodiversity and agricultural payment schemes in the EU
The importance of conserving biodiversity2 both for its intrinsic worth and for its value to
humankind is widely recognised. This is reflected in high-level political agreements and
targets, including those of the Convention on Biodiversity (CBD) (to which the EU and
Member States are signatories), and the EU’s own headline 2020 target of halting the loss of
biodiversity and the degradation of ecosystems, and restoring them in so far as feasible. The
management of agricultural land plays a critical role in the achievement of this target.
Although some progress has been made towards halting biodiversity loss in Europe the
status of most species and habitats still gives cause for concern3. The situation is particularly
severe on agricultural land, where, for example, only five per cent of grassland habitats of
Community Interest have a favourable conservation status. Furthermore, there are well
documented ongoing declines in species associated with agricultural ecosystems, such as
birds4 and butterflies5.
Reversing the decline of biodiversity on farmland is more complex than the pursuit of some
other environmental goals in agriculture. Since the mid-1980s, biodiversity conservation on
farmland has been approached largely through incentivising land managers to carry out
specific farming practices through payments under agri-environment schemes, mostly
within the framework of EU rural development policy. While some schemes of this type
have been successful in protecting/enhancing biodiversity, with reduced habitat
degradation and improvements in the population of target species for example, in others
the results have not necessarily met expectations, particularly in the shorter term.
In light of these experiences, calls for new approaches to delivering biodiversity objectives
on farmland have come from all quarters, including environmental NGOs, the scientific
community, administrative authorities, as well as some farmers. This has helped to
stimulate active interest in exploring what the alternatives might be, whether based on
payments for farmers or through other approaches, such as working with consumers and
retailers on promoting labelled foods linked to improved biodiversity outcomes.
In some situations, results-based payment schemes have been shown to have a significant
potential for delivering targeted and verifiable biodiversity outcomes in a cost-effective way.
The evidence suggests that results-based schemes are particularly advantageous where
management measures need to be tailored to local, or even farm-holding specific,
conditions to produce optimal results for biodiversity.

2

Which comprises genes, species and ecosystems
EEA (2009) Progress towards the European 2010 biodiversity target. European Environment Agency,
Copenhagen.
4
http://www.ebcc.info/index.php?ID=558
5
EEA (2013) The European Grassland Butterfly Indicator: 1990-2011. Technical report No 11/2013, European
Environment Agency, Copenhagen.
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Defining results-based schemes
There is no single agreed definition of what constitutes a ‘results-based agri-environment
payment scheme’6. In practice there exists a continuum of approaches to delivering
biodiversity objectives on agricultural land, ranging from the more conventional
management-based approaches, to those approaches that reward only the results that are
achieved, irrespective of the methods used.
Distinguishing results-based approaches from those that focus on rewarding defined forms
of management is in principle relatively straightforward at the conceptual level. Yet, in
practice this categorisation is made more complicated by the range of ways in which agrienvironment schemes can be designed and structured.
The definition of results-based schemes in this study is structured according to the
‘payment’ and ‘control’ mechanisms used. This allows a clear distinction to be made
between those schemes in which a farmer is rewarded solely on the basis of delivering a
result (‘pure’ schemes), those where farmers are rewarded in return for carrying out a
certain type of management and thirdly, those schemes in which both elements are
present. In this third group are schemes that include both a results-based element and some
form of prescribed management actions (‘hybrid’ schemes) – see Table 1.
Table 1: Three different types of results-based and management-based schemes
Scheme type
Basis on which payment is made
Pure results-based
Solely on the basis of biodiversity
No management actions are results, measured using one or more
either specified or required
environmental indicators
Hybrid results-based
Partly on the basis of results,
Management
actions
or
measured using one or more
restrictions form part of the
environmental indicators.
scheme.
Management-based
Wholly on the basis of having carried
Management actions form
out specific management actions
the basis of scheme design
Source: Own compilation based on the findings of this study

Mechanism for controlling payments
The observation of the extent to which
results have been achieved
Observation of results and/or whether
management actions have been carried
out.
Observation of whether management
actions have been carried out.

Overview of current schemes
Our review of current agri-environment schemes shows that there are relatively few
schemes in Europe that are purely results-based, i.e. prescribing no management
interventions and allowing farmers the complete flexibility to manage the land using the
farming practices they consider the most appropriate to meet the scheme objectives. Only
five examples were found in this review: a private initiative to protect species-rich grassland
in Germany; the conservation of large raptors and carnivores in Sweden and Finland
financed through national funds; and the maintenance and enhancement of HNV farmland
in Austria financed through the CAP. A Dutch scheme focussed on grassland breeding birds
ran as a trial in the early 1990s, but is no longer in operation.
6

Other terms also used to describe schemes of this nature include ‘outcome focussed’ schemes and ‘payment
by results’
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In addition to these schemes there are a variety of schemes in the EU that focus on the
maintenance of viable populations of endangered native breeds of farm livestock. Such
schemes are most often implemented through Rural Development Programmes, often with
co-funding from a national breed programme and form rather a distinctive category of their
own.
In most situations7 these ‘pure’ results-based schemes operate as a module within a
broader agri-environment programme, which also offers other modules (or schemes) that
are management-based. In some cases these modules can be entered into by farmers as
stand-alone schemes. In other situations, farmers are required to enter a basic
management-based scheme that underpins the results-based element.
The remaining results-based schemes that we have reviewed can be classified as ‘hybrid’
schemes according to the typology since they prescribe some sort of active management by
farmers and/or have a list of activities that are prohibited as part of the scheme
requirements. In some of these schemes the payments to farmers are wholly dependent on
results, but certain management conditions also are applied as part of the rules. In others,
payments can be partly dependent on results and partly linked to carrying out prescribed
management measures. The latter approaches are more common.
The development of results-based schemes in EU and EFTA countries
Results-based schemes have been increasing slowly in number and scope since the early
1990s and there are now more than 30 such schemes in operation, or planned in EU and
EFTA countries. Objectives range from those focussed on the maintenance of species-rich
grasslands and meadows, to the maintenance of populations of large raptors and
carnivores. Schemes are distributed throughout the EU, but with the majority of examples
found in Northern and Western Europe and two in Switzerland.
Perhaps the most widely known results-based schemes are the species-rich grassland
schemes operating in Germany, Switzerland and France. Of these, the Baden-Württemberg
Grassland Scheme is the longest running. This was the first results-based agri-environment
scheme under the CAP and became part of the regional agri-environment programme
(MEKA) in 2000. Initially designed as a top-up payment scheme in the 2000–2006
programming period, the scheme has received widespread uptake with around 10,000
farmers applying annually, covering 65,000 hectares of HNV grassland.
The development of results-based schemes in Germany, in particular the grassland schemes,
led to interest in developing similar approaches in France. Results-based schemes in France
have been introduced as a means of moving away from a generalised approach to delivering
agri-environment management to focus on more locally designed schemes, with clearer
objectives that farmers and local stakeholders can relate to more easily. This has led to the
introduction of the ‘prairies fleuries’ scheme. This has widespread support and is promoted
actively by local actors, including farmers and land owners, as well as national stakeholders,
7
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such as the National Federation of Regional Natural Parks (Fédération Nationale des Parcs
Naturels Régionaux) and research institutes. An additional innovative element, the
meadows championship (Concours des Prairies Fleuries) has proved to be an extremely
effective means of promoting the scheme and securing the support of the French Ministry
of Agriculture. This competition is run annually, and rewards the best agri-ecological balance
found in hay meadows and pastures that are considered to be the result of farmers’ skills in
producing biodiversity along with feed and food.
The specific biodiversity objectives of results-based schemes reviewed under this study
focus mainly on the maintenance of existing biodiversity, specifically the maintenance of
species-rich grassland, or the protection of breeding birds from farming operations
particularly on meadows or arable land. Other objectives include the protection of raptors
and carnivores and the conservation of other semi-natural grazed habitats, species-rich
orchards, vineyards and genetic diversity. Although the restoration or recreation of habitats
did not feature often in scheme objectives, some examples were found where a
management-based scheme was used to restore the species diversity on a site before using
a results-based scheme to maintain it, as in the Rheinland-Pfalz species-rich grassland
scheme.
The majority of the schemes reviewed in this study are largely funded through the CAP,
mainly using Pillar 2 rural development funds under the agri-environment measure. Only
one scheme in the EU has been funded through Pillar 1 of the CAP, the Burren Farming for
Conservation Project in Ireland, which used Article 68 funds until the end of 2014 8. Outside
the EU, two Swiss schemes are funded through the equivalent of direct support measures
and form part of the Öko-Qualitätsverordnung (ÖQV) or Ecological Compensation Areas
schemes. The remaining schemes are funded through a variety of national, regional (federal
state) and provincial government and national park funds. The only privately financed
scheme9 reviewed is the Blühendes Steinburg scheme in the Schleswig-Holstein region of
Germany, designed to reach farmers in specific target areas who, for a variety of reasons, do
not find rural development schemes attractive.
The scale of many of these schemes is relatively small in terms of the area of land under
agreement and the number of farmers involved, especially when compared with the more
common management-based schemes. This is due to the fact that many of the schemes
have been developed at a local scale to deliver very specific biodiversity objectives within a
defined area. However, the area under agreement for a number of the more established
schemes (such as in Germany and France) is far higher (thousands of hectares rather than
hundreds), suggesting that the schemes have significant potential to expand in the future.
The range and focus of schemes identified under this study can be seen in the following
map.

8

Article 68 of Regulation 73/2009
The Dutch breeding meadow bird scheme run through agri-environment cooperatives is another private
scheme, although this is funded largely through CAP agri-environment money
9
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Source: Own Compilation

These schemes and their development over time indicates a growing level of interest in
exploring the potential of results-based approaches. New schemes are also being
developed, utilising lessons learnt in previous approaches in other Member States. For
example, a new results-based scheme pilot to help maintain and enhance HNV farmland is
being rolled out in Austria. However, most of the results-based payment schemes covered
by this study have not yet matured to the point where definitive evidence of their long-term
impacts in relation to their biodiversity objectives has been collected. Indeed a consensus
emerged from the conference 10, held as part of this study, that collecting this evidence
should become a high priority for future research and monitoring.
Despite clear interest in parts of the EU, there remains some apprehension about initiating
results-based approaches in a number of Member States. Mediterranean, central and
eastern Member States are particularly under represented, with results-based schemes
found only for habitat management (for the purposes of fire prevention) in Spain, and some
schemes for genetic conservation in Italy. This study indicates a variety of reasons for the
lack of scheme development in these areas including, i) the broader history and level of
ambition with agri-environment implementation to date; ii) socio-cultural issues, such as
capacity and experience within the Managing Authorities; iii) varying levels of mutual trust
between farmers and Managing Authorities; iv) resistance from land managers, due to
10
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concerns about non-payment if results are not achieved for reasons beyond their control
and v) concerns about potentially higher operating costs (although this latter concern is also
true of moving to more tailored and targeted management-based schemes). Understanding
and overcoming these barriers will be critical in developing results-based approaches
further in the EU.
Developing new results-based schemes
The schemes reviewed as part of this study demonstrate the potential for future resultsbased approaches in the EU. Indeed the evidence and experience to date shows that there
are a number of advantages of introducing results-based schemes, both for the farmer and
for the managing authority, compared to management-based schemes with similar
objectives. These include the potential for:









making a much clearer link between payment and biodiversity achievement;
more effectively achieving a clear environmental objective that depends on a
complex set of farm practices;
making the ‘production’ of biodiversity more an integral part of the farming system
and farm business, not just another set of land management ‘rules’ to be followed;
giving farmers the opportunity to use their management skills, professional
judgement and knowledge of the farm and to reward them for achieving the results
of these entrepreneurial efforts, rather than just following instructions defined by
the authorities;
farmers being encouraged to take responsibility for and to ‘own’ the biodiversity
results; this can lead to greater public recognition of farmers’ role in supporting
biodiversity objectives;
more easily meeting the strengthened EU requirements for verification of agrienvironment-climate payments under the 2014-20 CAP; and
more easily targeting schemes, while budgets carry less ‘deadweight’ because there
is a built-in incentive for farmers to select only the land where the biodiversity
results are achievable.

However, there are also some circumstances where a well-designed and targeted
management-based approach or support for environmental investment may be more
appropriate than a results-based payment scheme. This may be the case:




if it is not possible to design reliable indicators of biodiversity results and methods of
measuring them on farms, at least within reasonable cost;
where the managing authority does not have access to the environmental
information and expertise needed to set up and run a results-based scheme; and
if the farming community is unwilling to accept a results-based approach.

The experience accumulated and lessons learned have been used to determine the
situations in which it is most appropriate to use results-based approaches to provide
biodiversity benefits on farmland and to identify and explore the issues that need to be
taken into consideration when designing, implementing and evaluating a successful, costvii

effective results-based payment scheme. The findings are set out in this report according to
the different stages of scheme development.
Many of the key issues that need to be taken into account when designing results-based
schemes are common to all types of environmental land management schemes, but the
analysis within this study focuses particularly on those issues that are specific, or relevant,
to results-based schemes and that most contribute to their success.
Determining the appropriateness of a results-based scheme: As with the design of all
environmental land management schemes, the first step in determining whether or not a
results-based scheme is likely to be appropriate is to define clear biodiversity objectives
based on the most accurate and up-to-date data available. A high priority should be given to
addressing the requirements of Natura 2000 habitats and species11 that depend on or are
associated with farmland, especially where habitats are extensive and still support their full
complement of species.
In setting objectives it is important to bear in mind that the reliability of biodiversity
outcomes tends to decline as the difference increases between the current and desired
condition of a habitat or species. This means that an objective of maintaining or improving
the condition of an existing habitat can be much more reliably achieved than restoring a
degraded habitat or recreating one that has been lost or severely degraded. This is because
restoration and recreation depend greatly on parameters that cannot be assured in
advance, such as the viability of the seed bank and potential colonisation by key species.
Therefore results-based schemes are unlikely to be suitable where the achievement of
biodiversity objectives is uncertain and/or where considerable ecological knowledge is
required to react appropriately to events that affect the outcome. This is especially the case
where it may take a number of years to achieve the desired result, as few farmers would be
willing to wait for a long and indefinite period before being paid.
Selecting indicators
A critical next step is then to explore whether the achievement of the biodiversity objectives
identified can be reliably and cost-effectively measured. The development of reliable
indicators is critical, because even the most specific biodiversity conservation objectives are
usually complex to describe and may take a long time to achieve in full, which means that
simplified or indirect results must be chosen as proxies for achievement of the objective.
The ecological success or failure of schemes ultimately rests on the quality of the result
indicators.
Results-based schemes require biodiversity indicators that are quantifiable, reliable, ensure
biodiversity outcomes, sufficiently balanced, context-specific and sensitive to the impacts of
agricultural practices. However, they must also be transparent, understandable and
11

These are habitats and species of Community interest listed in Annexes I and II of Council Directive
92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora; and birds listed
in Annex I of Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on
the conservation of wild birds, and other migratory birds.
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measurable at reasonable cost for farmers and others. To be effective, results indicators
should meet all of the following criteria:
 be representative of the target habitat or species;
 occur consistently in target farmland habitats in the area;
 be easily identified by farmers and paying agency representatives;
 be measurable using a simple methodology;
 be sensitive to changes in agricultural management but otherwise stable;
 be unlikely to be influenced by external factors beyond the control of the land
manager; and
 not easy to replicate by means other than agricultural management.
Result indicators can relate to species (plants or animals) or habitat attributes (biophysical,
structural, habitat composition). Most of the schemes reviewed in the study comprise the
former, which tend to be ‘simple’ indicators, measuring only one variable. In a few
circumstances other habitat attributes have been used as indicators, often in the form of a
composite indicator, where several variables are measured (as is the case in the Burren
Farming for Conservation Project). It is particularly important to ensure that the setting of
indicator thresholds (for example based on the average number of indicator plant species
per hectare) does not lead to a decline in ecological condition in the most biodiverse sites
This can be prevented by having multiple indicator thresholds, or by ensuring that payments
are dependent on the maintenance of baseline conditions.
Once the overall environmental aims of the scheme and the existence of potentially suitable
biodiversity result indicators have been identified, a decision is needed on whether or not a
results-based scheme is the best way to achieve the desired biodiversity objectives. This
requires a number of considerations to be taken into account, including:
 the nature of the biodiversity objectives;
 the extent and reliability of ecological understanding of the habitats and species
concerned;
 whether that understanding can be translated into guidance to farmers which, if
followed, will reliably achieve the desired result (particularly important where
farmers are asked to address novel challenges, such as habitat restoration);
 the capacity, skills and resources of those charged with administering the scheme;
 the robustness of the indicators, the ease and cost of measuring them and the
availability of the necessary supporting data;
 the attitudes of the major stakeholders; and
 the practicality of making results-based payments.
The existence and selection of suitable indicators is probably the most important practical
consideration in determining whether or not a results-based scheme is appropriate as it is
the measurement of these indicators that forms the basis of controls and verification to
release the payment.
Feasibility assessment: If a results-based scheme is deemed appropriate, then to ensure that
it is feasible in practice a range of other factors need to be taken into account. These
include:
ix









compatibility with EU Regulations particularly the EAFRD;
the skills and capacity of the Managing Authority and paying agency;
the costs (payments to farmers, running costs, evaluation) and potential sources of
funding;
stakeholder attitudes (including trust and accountability levels);
relative cost-effectiveness compared to alternative approaches;
the lead time to develop an IT system
the level of risk involved in an innovative approach and whether or not to run a pilot
scheme or implement a full-scale scheme.

The study suggests that all these factors can influence the success of a scheme. There is
likely to be a difference in emphasis from those management-based schemes which are
designed particularly to facilitate the reliable distribution of funds to farmers and to reduce
running costs. Although these are important considerations it is suggested that, rather than
concentrating on minimising costs, the focus should be on maximising cost-effectiveness.
The cost-effectiveness of methods to capture biodiversity benefits by any scheme, especially
one that is results-based, is likely to be compromised unless there is sufficient investment in
the underlying evidence base, adequate targeting, monitoring, selection of evidence–based
measures and sufficient training, support, and appropriate advice for both staff and farmers.
Scheme design: In many cases schemes will not need to be designed from scratch and can
build on or complement existing approaches to environmental land management, drawing
on the infrastructure that surrounds them. However, there are a number of issues that will
need to be explored including:
 how to calculate appropriate payments and how they in turn interact with results;
 the interaction with other schemes;
 setting objectives;
 targeting;
 indicators and how they should be measured;
 the development of organisational and stakeholder capacity to implement schemes;
 and monitoring, evaluating and refining new approaches.
The biodiversity objectives of the scheme may influence the number of issues to be
explored and the depth to which they should be considered12. Choosing to start with pilot
schemes may also help in both the design and implementation phases as well as building
support for an approach before it is rolled out across a wider area. Keeping things as simple
as possible whilst achieving the desired biodiversity outcome and recognising the needs of
all key stakeholders will be important whatever decisions are made.
Scheme implementation: Whether a scheme is results- or management-based, getting the
implementation details right is just as important and, if anything, more complex than
producing a good overall design. This stage in scheme deployment should be adequately

12

For example conserving wild species or semi-natural habitats may require a greater number of
considerations than schemes with simpler objectives, such as the conservation of local endangered breeds.
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resourced and include within the team responsible for individuals who provide continuity
between the design and implementation phases.
Monitoring, evaluation and review: Once a scheme has been set up and is running, this
should not be the end of the design process. There is always room for improvement as
schemes, people and the environment in which they are implemented, evolve. Reviewing
and evaluating schemes throughout their life, and acting on the findings is critical to success
and the development of results-based approaches in general.
Future potential for results-based schemes in the EU
There is considerable potential to expand the use of results-based agri-environment
payment schemes as a means of delivering biodiversity outcomes on agricultural land, in
grassland, arable and permanent crop systems, operating either alone or alongside
management-based agri-environment schemes.
At present the number of hectares under agreement is fairly limited compared to the more
common management-based schemes. However, the evidence shows that uptake has
increased over time as farmers become more familiar with this new approach. Given the
range of situations in which results-based schemes are appropriate13, there is clearly
significant potential to increase their reach to a much larger proportion of farmland than is
currently the case.
The clarification of the EU rules for how payments should be calculated and controlled for
results-based schemes funded under the EAFRD have been clarified for the 2015-2020
period by DG AGRI14. This, combined with the strengthened rules concerning controls and
verifiability could provide a greater impetus to Member States to consider the potential of
results-based schemes, where these can provide a more effective and more easily verifiable
way of delivering biodiversity outcomes on farmland.
However, it is clear that results-based schemes will not be appropriate for all biodiversity
objectives or in all situations, and there are some barriers to implementation that will need
to be overcome if they are to be used more widely. These include the need to gather
quantitative evidence on the cost-effectiveness of schemes in practice, to develop capacity
and to address the resistance from farmers and stakeholders due to particular concerns
(e.g. the risk of not achieving the required results due to factors outside their control). There
is a need, therefore, to explore further the practical ways in which these schemes can

13

The objectives for which they are likely to be most appropriate include: maintenance of species-rich
grassland and other grazed habitats, such as meadows, heathland, moorland, wood pasture, limestone
pavement, peatland etc.; maintenance of the floristic diversity of vineyards, orchards, olive groves or other
permanent crops; protection of ground nesting birds from agricultural operations in arable and grassland
systems; protecting populations of large carnivores; conservation of wild plants characteristic of arable
farmland; maintaining and improving farm animal genetic diversity; and maintaining landscape features in a
way that produces biodiversity benefits, such as delivering berry crops for birds from hedgerows.
14
Technical elements of agri-environment-climate measure in the programming period 2014-2020,
19/11/2014
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operate in a variety of different situations, building on the examples of schemes that are
already operating in a number of countries.
In reviewing existing results-based schemes and in talking to scheme designers,
practitioners, farmers and officials, 15 factors common to successful schemes were
identified. These provide a useful summary of the key issues to take into account when
considering whether or not to develop results-based schemes in the future:



















Building sufficient scientific knowledge of the influence of farming practices on species and ecosystems
within the area of the proposed scheme.
Ensuring the scheme focuses on biodiversity priorities where agricultural management is the key factor in
ensuring the conservation of that biodiversity.
Setting a clear environmental objective that farmers can understand and buy into, such as the Meadow
Birds scheme in the Netherlands, which aimed to conserve the birds breeding in lowland meadows.
Choosing indicators that are appropriate to the habitat and area, are well correlated with the ultimate
desired outcome, are relatively stable, respond to management but are not unduly influenced by factors
beyond the farmer’s control and are easy to measure. The plant species list used in the Rheinland Pfalz
grassland scheme is a good example.
‘Tuning’ the scheme, so that indicator thresholds are set at the right level to encourage participation and
to maintain or improve conservation condition. The stepped thresholds for number of indicator species
used in the German Federal Region of Sachsen provide a good example.
Securing the positive engagement of farmers and other key stakeholders in scheme development, without
diluting the environmental focus of the scheme
Using the ‘freedom to farm’ that results-based schemes allow, so as to build farmers’ acceptance of and
interest in environmental land management.
Designing an effective payment structure that is tailored to the biodiversity objectives and indicators, their
ecological importance and desired uptake, and in compliance with EU rules.
Developing a system of verifying results (not management) and controlling results-based payments that
meets EU requirements, and training paying agency staff in its use.
Developing an effective IT system that supports the design and operation of the scheme rather than
distorting or limiting it
Developing a simple, objective, repeatable and unambiguous method of monitoring whether the specified
environmental result(s) have been achieved. Ideally, this method should be one that the farmers can
understand and carry out themselves to assess their performance and to facilitate adaptive management
whether or not they are formally self-monitoring the scheme. The method used in the Rheinland Pfalz
grassland scheme is a good example.
Using an appropriate pilot to test out scheme design and operation, to give farmers experience of a
results-based approach and to develop people with expertise in and enthusiasm for results-based
schemes who can train others and act as advocates for this approach.
Providing high levels of facilitation, advice and support to applicants and contract holders, as is done by
the farmer cooperatives in the Netherlands
Encouraging innovation, self-help and mutual learning, and finding positive ways of harnessing the power
of peer group pressure. The French “Prairie Fleuries” competition is an imaginative example.

Although most Rural Development Programmes have already been finalised for the 20142020 programming period, this need not mean that opportunities for piloting results-based
payment schemes over the coming years have passed. Pilots could be part funded through
EU rural development budgets both under the cooperation measure and the agrienvironment climate measure and could be initiated via a proposal to the Commission for a
programme modification. Given the length of time needed to design and then pilot a new
scheme, there is scope to use the present EU funding period to pilot schemes that could be
rolled-out for full implementation in the next programming period from 2021.
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Accompanying materials
This study report forms only one part of a wider package of materials developed as part of
an initiative to help illustrate and promote the results-based schemes concept in the EU.
These materials are set out below with hyperlinks where appropriate.
Results-based payments for biodiversity: Guidance Handbook
This guidance has been produced for public authorities, nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) and private organisations
interested in developing and implementing results-based payment
schemes for farmland biodiversity. It will also be of use to
environmental and agricultural specialists who might wish to
contribute to such schemes.
The handbook includes all key design stages in developing a resultsbased scheme, from exploring whether a results-based scheme is the
appropriate tool to use; through to calculating payments and scheme
implementation decisions. Additional materials, such as decision keys
and examples of farmer guidance materials are available also and
accompany the handbook. All these materials can be downloaded
from
the
results-based
schemes
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/handbook/index_en.htm

web

pages

Website: Results-based agri-environment schemes: payments
for biodiversity achievements in agriculture
The results-based schemes webpages form part of DG Environment’s
Nature and Biodiversity pages and contain all the major outputs from
the study, including: expert articles about different schemes in the
EU; video case studies and information videos about different factors
of scheme design and implementation; conference materials and
presentations; the guidance handbook; an inventory of schemes in
operation in EU and EFTA countries and a dedicated blog where
stakeholders can exchange information and ideas.
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/index_en.htm

A fully searchable inventory of results-based schemes in EU
and EFTA countries
The inventory of results-based schemes in EU and EFTA countries
contains 22 fiches that summarise a variety of different aspects
about the schemes, from payment levels and results indicators to
how schemes are monitored and their success factors. Each fiche is
supplemented by links to further information, reference material
and individual contacts where possible.
The fiches are available here:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
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Résumé
Objectifs, approche et résultats du projet
L’objet de cette étude est l’analyse des avantages et des obstacles à l’adoption d’approches
basées sur les résultats pour protéger et améliorer la biodiversité dans l’espace rural
agricole. A cette fin, elle explore le concept de mesures de paiement à obligation de résultat
pour les agriculteurs et les gestionnaires des terres et les questions soulevées par leur mise
en pratique, allant de la conception de la politique au suivi. Les mesures actuellement en
cours dans les pays de l’UE et de l’AELE15 sont examinées et les types d’objectifs de
biodiversité qu’il est approprié d’aborder avec une approche à obligation de résultat sont
évalués.
Les données probantes utilisées pour cette étude incluent une analyse des littératures
publiée et grise disponibles sur ce sujet ; la réalisation de questionnaires semi-structurés et
des entretiens avec des experts-clés. Les résultats de l’étude ont été revus par un panel
consultatif, comprenant des universitaires, des décideurs politiques et des praticiens de
différentes zones de l’UE. Un aspect-clé de cette étude a été d’impliquer ceux qui
participent à la conception et à la mise en œuvre sur le terrain de mesures à obligation de
résultat. Des experts techniques, politiques et universitaires, des autorités de gestion, des
praticiens de ces mesures et des agriculteurs ont été impliqués au cours de notre étude
préliminaire des mesures actuellement en cours, notamment grâce à une conférence dédiée
qui s’est tenue à Bruxelles en septembre 2014.
Une gamme de produits complète le rapport d’étude principal (ce document-ci). Ce matériel
additionnel est destiné à ceux qui souhaitent en savoir plus sur les mesures à obligation de
résultat existantes et / ou ceux qui envisagent de développer de telles mesures à l’avenir.
Tout ce matériel est disponible sur des pages web dédiées, hébergées sur le Site de la
Commission Européenne. Il comprend :
 un Guide Pratique pour les autorités publiques, les organisations nongouvernementales (ONG) et les organisations privées qui sont intéressées par le
développement et la mise en œuvre de mesures de paiement à obligation de
résultat pour la biodiversité en milieu agricole ;
 un inventaire des mesures existantes dans les pays de l’UE et de l’AELE ;
 des vidéos sur les bonnes pratiques et sur des études de cas;
 des articles d’experts ; et
 un blog interactif.
Après une brève introduction, le présent rapport est divisé en deux parties. La première
partie établit un cadre conceptuel pour les mesures à obligation de résultat et examine
celles actuellement en cours (ou ayant été mises en œuvre par le passé) dans les pays de
l’UE et de l’AELE en étudiant les différentes approches adoptées. La deuxième partie analyse
ensuite les situations pour lesquelles il est approprié d’utiliser des approches à obligation de
résultat pour obtenir des bénéfices en matière de biodiversité en milieu agricole. Les types
15

Association Européenne de Libre-Echange (Islande, Liechtenstein, Norvège et Suisse)
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et la gamme de questions qui doivent être considérées lors du développement de mesures à
obligation de résultat sont ensuite évalués. Le rapport conclut avec une évaluation du
potentiel futur des mesures à obligation de résultat dans l’UE.
Biodiversité et mesures de paiements agricoles dans l’UE
L’importance de la conservation de la biodiversité16 à la fois pour sa valeur intrinsèque et
pour sa valeur pour l’humanité est largement reconnue. Ceci se reflète dans les accords et
objectifs politiques à haut niveau, tels ceux de la Convention sur la Diversité Biologique
(CDB) (dont l’UE et les Etats Membres sont signataires), et l’objectif prioritaire de l’UE à
l’horizon 2020 d’enrayer la perte de biodiversité et la dégradation des services
écosystémiques et d’assurer leur rétablissement dans la mesure du possible. La gestion des
terres agricoles joue un rôle crucial dans l’accomplissement de cet objectif.
Bien que des progrès aient été faits pour enrayer la perte de biodiversité en Europe, le
statut de la plupart des espèces et habitats reste préoccupant 17. Cette situation est
particulièrement grave sur les terres agricoles où, par exemple, seuls 5% des prairies,
habitat d’intérêt communautaire, ont un statut de conservation favorable. De plus, des
déclins bien documentés d’espèces associées aux écosystèmes agricoles, telles des espèces
d’oiseaux18 et de papillons19, se poursuivent.
Renverser la tendance de déclin de la biodiversité en milieu agricole est plus complexe que
la poursuite d’autres objectifs environnementaux en agriculture. Depuis le milieu des
années 1980, la conservation de la biodiversité en milieu agricole a été gérée
principalement à travers l’incitation des gestionnaires de terres à adopter des pratiques
agricoles spécifiques par l’intermédiaire de paiements à travers des programmes agroenvironnementaux, essentiellement dans le cadre de la politique de développement rural
de l’UE. Alors que certains programmes de ce type ont réussi à protéger / améliorer la
biodiversité avec, par exemple, une réduction de la dégradation des habitats et des
améliorations concernant des populations d’espèces-cibles, d’autres n’ont pas
nécessairement atteint les résultats escomptés, particulièrement à court terme.
A la lumière de ces expériences, des demandes ont été exprimées de tous côtés en faveur
de nouvelles approches pour atteindre des objectifs de biodiversité en milieu agricole,
notamment de la part d’ONG environnementales, de la communauté scientifique, des
autorités administratives, ainsi que de certains agriculteurs. Ceci a contribué à stimuler un
intérêt actif pour l’exploration d’alternatives potentielles, qu’elles soient fondées sur des
paiements aux agriculteurs ou sur d’autres approches, telles que travailler avec des
consommateurs et des distributeurs pour promouvoir des aliments portant un label garant
de meilleurs résultats en matière de biodiversité.
16

Qui comprend les gènes, les espèces et les écosystèmes.
AEE (2009) Progress towards the European 2010 biodiversity target. Agence Européenne pour
l’Environnement, Copenhague.
18
http://www.ebcc.info/index.php?ID=558
19
AEE (2013) The European Grassland Butterfly Indicator: 1990-2011. Rapport technique No 11/2013, Agence
Européenne pour l’Environnement, Copenhague.
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Dans certaines situations, les mesures de paiement à obligation de résultat se sont avérées
receler un potentiel significatif pour atteindre des résultats ciblés et vérifiables en matière
de biodiversité, de façon rentable. Les données probantes suggèrent que les mesures à
obligation de résultat sont particulièrement avantageuses dans les cas où les mesures de
gestion doivent être adaptées sur mesure aux conditions locales, voire aux conditions
spécifiques d’une exploitation agricole, pour produire des résultats optimaux pour la
biodiversité.
Définir les mesures à obligation de résultat
Il n’existe pas de définition unique communément admise de ce qui constitue une « mesure
agro-environnementale de paiement à obligation de résultat »20. En pratique, il existe toute
une gamme d’approches visant à atteindre des objectifs de biodiversité dans les terres
agricoles, allant des approches plus conventionnelles à obligation de moyens, aux approches
qui ne récompensent que les résultats obtenus, indépendamment des moyens utilisés.
Distinguer les approches à obligation de résultat de celles qui récompensent des formes de
gestion définies est en principe relativement simple au niveau conceptuel. Cependant, en
pratique, cette catégorisation est rendue plus compliquée par l’éventail des différentes
possibilités de concevoir et structurer les mesures agro-environnementales.
Dans cette étude, la définition des mesures à obligation de résultat est structurée en
fonction des mécanismes de « paiement » et de « contrôle » utilisés. Ceci permet une
distinction claire entre les mesures qui récompensent les exploitants uniquement sur la
base de la fourniture d’un résultat (les mesures « pures »), celles qui récompensent les
agriculteurs pour l’utilisation d’un certain type de gestion et troisièmement celles dans
lesquelles les deux éléments sont présents. Dans ce troisième groupe figurent les mesures
qui incluent à la fois un élément d’obligation de résultat et une prescription d’actions de
gestion sous une forme ou sous une autre (mesures « hybrides ») – voir Tableau 2.

20

D’autres termes sont également utilisés pour décrire des mesures de cette nature comme par exemple :
« mesures à engagement de résultat ».
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Tableau 2: Trois types différents de mesures à obligation de résultat et à obligation de
moyens
Type de mesure

Base sur laquelle le paiement est
effectué
Uniquement sur la base de résultats
en matière de biodiversité, mesurés
en utilisant un ou plusieurs
indicateurs environnementaux.

Mécanisme de contrôle des paiements

Exclusivement à obligation
de résultat
Observation de la mesure dans laquelle
Aucune action de gestion
les résultats ont été atteints.
n’est spécifiée ni requise
Hybride à obligation de
En partie sur la base des résultats,
résultat
mesurés en utilisant un ou plusieurs Observation des résultats et/ou de la
Des actions ou restrictions de
indicateurs
mise en œuvre des actions de gestion.
gestion font partie intégrante
environnementaux.
de la mesure.
A obligation de moyens
Intégralement sur la base de la mise
Des actions de gestion
Observation de la mise en œuvre des
en œuvre d’actions de gestion
constituent le fondement de
actions de gestion.
spécifiques.
la conception de la mesure.
Source: Compilation propre constituée sur la base des résultats de cette étude

Synthèse des mesures actuelles
Notre analyse des mesures agro-environnementales actuelles montre qu’il existe
relativement peu de mesures en Europe qui soient purement à obligation de résultat, c’està-dire qui ne prescrivent aucune intervention de gestion et accordent aux agriculteurs une
flexibilité totale dans la gestion des terres à travers le choix des pratiques agricoles qu’ils
considèrent les plus appropriées pour atteindre les objectifs de la mesure. Seuls cinq
exemples de telles mesures ont été relevés dans cette étude : une initiative privée de
protection des prairies riches en espèces en Allemagne ; la conservation de grands rapaces
et grands carnivores en Suède et Finlande financée à travers des fonds nationaux ; et le
maintien et l’amélioration de terres agricoles de HVN en Autriche financée à travers la PAC.
Une mesure néerlandaise centrée sur les oiseaux nicheurs des prairies a été menée en test
au début des années 1990, mais n’est plus en vigueur.
En plus de ces mesures, il existe, dans l’UE, différentes mesures centrées sur le maintien de
populations viables de races d’élevage autochtones menacées. De telles mesures sont
fréquemment mises en œuvre à travers les Programmes de Développement Rural, souvent
en co-financement avec un programme national de sauvegarde des races d’élevage et
constituent plutôt une catégorie distincte de mesures.
Dans la plupart des cas21, ces mesures « pures » à obligation de résultat opèrent sous forme
de module au sein d’un programme agro-environnemental plus large, qui offre également
d’autres modules (ou mesures) qui sont à obligation de moyens. Dans certains cas, ces
modules peuvent être intégrés par les agriculteurs en tant que mesures autonomes. Dans
d’autres, les agriculteurs doivent intégrer une mesure de base à obligation de moyens qui
sous-tend l’élément à obligation de résultat.

21

Pas dans celui des mesures “Rapaces” ou “Carnivores” en Suède et Finlande
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Le reste des mesures à obligation de résultat que nous avons étudiées peut être classé en
mesures « hybrides » d’après la typologie, puisqu’elles prescrivent une certaine forme de
gestion active de la part de l’agriculteur et/ou que leurs conditions requises incluent une
liste d’actions prohibées. Dans certaines de ces mesures, les paiements aux agriculteurs
dépendent entièrement des résultats, mais les règles comprennent également des
conditions en matière de gestion. Dans d’autres, les paiements peuvent dépendre en partie
des résultats et en partie de la mise en œuvre de règles de gestion prescrites. Ces dernières
approches sont plus répandues.
Le développement de mesures à obligation de résultat dans les pays de l’UE et de l’AELE
Les mesures à obligation de résultat se sont lentement développées en nombre et en portée
depuis le début des années 1990 et il y a désormais plus de 30 mesures de ce type en cours
ou planifiées dans les pays de l’UE et de l’AELE. Les objectifs varient, du maintien d’herbages
et de prairies riches en espèces, au maintien de populations de grands rapaces et de grands
carnivores. Les mesures sont présentes à travers l’ensemble de l’UE mais la plupart des
exemples se situent en Europe du Nord et de l’Ouest et deux en Suisse.
Les mesures à obligation de résultat les plus connues sont sans doute les mesures « prairies
riches en espèces » en place en Allemagne, Suisse et France. Parmi celles-ci, la mesure Prés
Fleuris du Bade-Wurtemberg est celle en place depuis le plus longtemps. Elle est la première
mesure agro-environnementale à obligation de résultat de la PAC et a intégré le programme
agro-environnemental régional (MEKA) en 2000. Conçue initialement comme une mesure
de paiement complémentaire dans le cadre de la période de programmation 2000-2006, la
mesure a été largement adoptée : 10000 agriculteurs environ y souscrivent annuellement,
et elle couvre 65 000 hectares de prairies de HVN.
Le développement de mesures à obligation de résultat en Allemagne, en particulier les
mesures « prairies », a suscité de l’intérêt en France pour des approches similaires. Les
mesures à obligation de résultat ont été introduites en France comme moyen de s’écarter
d’une approche globale visant à obtenir une gestion agro-environnementale, pour se
centrer sur des mesures plus adaptées localement, avec des objectifs plus clairs auxquels les
agriculteurs et les acteurs locaux puissent plus facilement s’identifier. Ceci a conduit à
l’introduction de la mesure « prairies fleuries ». Elle bénéficie d’un large soutien et est
activement promue par les acteurs locaux, dont les agriculteurs et propriétaires terriens, de
même que les parties prenantes au niveau national, telles la Fédération Nationale des Parcs
Naturels Régionaux et les instituts de recherche. Un élément innovant supplémentaire, le
Concours des Prairies Fleuries, s’est révélé être un moyen extrêmement efficace pour
promouvoir la mesure et s’assurer le soutien du ministère français de l’agriculture. Ce
concours a lieu tous les ans et récompense le meilleur équilibre agri-écologique trouvé dans
les prairies de fauche et les pâturages, qui est considéré être le résultat du savoir-faire de
l’agriculteur pour produire de la biodiversité en même temps que des aliments pour
animaux et des denrées alimentaires.
Les objectifs spécifiques de biodiversité des mesures à obligation de résultat examinées
dans cette étude sont essentiellement centrés sur le maintien de la biodiversité existante,
spécifiquement le maintien des prairies riches en espèces ou la protection des oiseaux
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nicheurs contre les opérations agricoles, particulièrement dans les prairies et les terres
arables. D’autres objectifs incluent la protection des rapaces et carnivores et la conservation
d’autres habitats semi-naturels pâturés, de vergers riches en espèces, de vignobles et de la
diversité génétique. Bien que la restauration ou la recréation d’habitats n’aient pas souvent
constitué un objectif des mesures, on en trouve quelques exemples dans des cas où des
mesures à obligation de moyens ont été utilisées pour restaurer la diversité des espèces
d’un site préalablement à la mise en œuvre d’une mesure à obligation de résultat pour en
assurer le maintien, comme dans la mesure des prairies riches en espèces de RhénaniePalatinat.
La majorité des approches examinées dans cette étude sont largement financées à travers la
PAC, utilisant principalement les fonds de développement rural du Deuxième Pilier à travers
les mesures agro-environnementales. Dans l’UE, une seule mesure a été financée à travers
le Premier Pilier de la PAC, le Projet « Une exploitation agricole pour la conservation » dans
le Burren en Irlande (Burren Farming for Conservation Project), qui a utilisé des fonds issus
de l’Article 68 jusqu’à fin 201422. En dehors de l’UE, deux mesures suisses sont financées à
travers l’équivalent des mesures de soutien direct et font partie de l’Ordonnance sur la
Qualité Ecologique (OQE) ou mesures des surfaces de compensation écologique. Les autres
mesures sont financées à travers toute une gamme de fonds de gouvernements nationaux,
régionaux (état fédéral) et provinciaux et des fonds de parcs nationaux. La seule mesure
examinée à être financée de façon privée23 est la mesure Blühendes Steinburg dans la
région du Schleswig-Holstein en Allemagne, conçue pour toucher les agriculteurs dans des
zones ciblées spécifiques, qui pour toutes sortes de raisons, ne trouvent pas attractives les
mesures de développement rural.
L’échelle de beaucoup de ces mesures est relativement petite en terme de surfaces de
terres sous contrat et de nombre d’agriculteurs impliqués, particulièrement si on les
compare aux mesures à obligation de moyens, plus courantes. Ceci est dû au fait que
beaucoup de ces mesures ont été développées à l’échelle locale, pour atteindre des
objectifs de biodiversité très spécifiques, au sein d’une zone définie. Cependant, la surface
sous contrat pour certaines des mesures les plus établies (telles qu’en Allemagne et en
France) est bien plus importante (des milliers plutôt que des centaines d’hectares), ce qui
laisse à penser que ces mesures détiennent un potentiel significatif d’expansion future.
La gamme des mesures identifiées dans cette étude et leur objet sont présentés sur la carte
ci-dessous.
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Article 68 du Règlement 73/2009
La mesure Oiseaux nicheurs des prairies, en Hollande, menée à travers des coopératives agroenvironnementales est une autre mesure privée, bien qu’elle soit largement financée par des fonds agroenvironnementaux de la PAC.
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Source: Compilation propre

Ces mesures et leur développement au fil du temps montrent un intérêt croissant pour
l’exploration du potentiel des approches fondées sur une obligation de résultat. De
nouvelles mesures sont également en cours de développement dans d’autres Etats
Membres, en tirant les leçons des approches précédentes. Par exemple, un pilote d’une
nouvelle mesure à obligation de résultat est en cours de mise en place en Autriche pour
aider à maintenir et améliorer les terres agricoles de HVN. Cependant, la plupart des
mesures à obligation de résultat couvertes par cette étude n’ont pas encore atteint un
degré de maturité tel que des preuves formelles aient pu être collectées sur leurs impacts à
long terme en rapport avec leurs objectifs de biodiversité. De fait, un consensus s’est
dégagé de la conférence24, tenue dans le cadre de cette étude : la collecte de tels éléments
probants devrait devenir une priorité élevée des recherches et suivis futurs.
Malgré un intérêt évident dans certaines parties de l’UE, des inquiétudes subsistent dans
plusieurs Etats Membres envers l’introduction d’approches à obligation de résultat. Les
Etats Membres méditerranéens, du centre et de l’est de l’Europe sont particulièrement
sous-représentés, les mesures à obligation de résultat existantes ne concernant que la
gestion de l’habitat (dans un but de prévention des feux de forêt) en Espagne, ou la
conservation génétique en Italie. Cette étude avance plusieurs raisons à ce manque de
24

Mesures agro-environnementales à obligation de résultat : paiements pour des réalisations en matière de
biodiversité dans l’agriculture (Results-based Agri-environment Schemes : Payments for biodiversity
achievements in agriculture). Conférence tenue à Bruxelles, 23 -24 Septembre 2014
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développement de mesures dans ces zones dont i) l’historique de la mise en œuvre agroenvironnementale en général et son niveau d’ambition à date ; ii) des questions socioculturelles, telles la capacité et l’expérience au sein des autorités de gestion ; iii) des niveaux
variables de confiance réciproque entre agriculteurs et autorités de gestion ; iv) la réticence
des gestionnaires de terres, qui s’inquiètent de ne pas être payés si les résultats ne sont pas
atteints en raison de facteurs qu’ils ne maîtrisent pas et v) des inquiétudes concernant des
coûts de fonctionnement potentiellement plus élevés (bien que celle-ci soit également vraie
pour un changement en faveur de mesures à obligation de moyens plus adaptés et ciblés).
Comprendre et surmonter ces obstacles sera une étape critique pour continuer à
développer les approches à obligation de résultat dans l’UE.
Développer de nouvelles mesures à obligation de résultat
Les mesures examinées dans cette étude démontrent le potentiel futur d’approches à
obligation de résultat dans l’UE. En effet, les éléments probants et l’expérience à date
montrent qu’il y a un certain nombre d’avantages à l’introduction de mesures à obligation
de résultat, à la fois pour l’agriculteur et pour l’autorité de gestion, par rapport à des
mesures à obligation de moyens présentant des objectifs similaires. Ceux-ci incluent la
possibilité de :
 relier bien plus clairement paiement et résultats en matière de biodiversité ;
 atteindre plus efficacement un objectif environnemental clair qui dépend d’un
ensemble complexe de pratiques agricoles ;
 faire de la « production » de biodiversité une partie plus intégrante du système et de
l’activité agricoles, plutôt qu’une simple série supplémentaire de « règles » de
gestion des terres à respecter ;
 donner aux agriculteurs l’opportunité d’utiliser leur savoir-faire en matière de
gestion, leur jugement professionnel et leur connaissance de leur exploitation et
d’être récompensés pour avoir atteint les résultats de ces efforts entrepreneuriaux,
plutôt que pour avoir simplement suivi les instructions définies par les autorités ;
 encourager les agriculteurs à assumer la responsabilité des résultats en matière de
biodiversité et à se les approprier ; ceci peut conduire à une plus grande
reconnaissance, par le public, du rôle des agriculteurs dans le soutien des objectifs
de biodiversité ;
 satisfaire plus facilement aux exigences renforcées de l’UE sur la vérification des
paiements agro-environnementaux et climatiques sous la PAC 2014-20 ; et
 cibler les mesures plus facilement, tandis que les budgets supportent moins de
« poids mort », puisqu’il existe un élément incitatif intrinsèque pour les agriculteurs
à sélectionner seulement les terres où les résultats en matière de biodiversité sont
atteignables.
Cependant, il existe aussi certaines circonstances où une approche à obligation de moyens
bien conçue et ciblée ou un soutien à l’investissement environnemental peuvent être plus
appropriés qu’une mesure à obligation de résultat. Ceci peut-être le cas :
 s’il n’est pas possible de concevoir des indicateurs de résultats en matière de
biodiversité qui soient fiables ni des méthodes pour les mesurer sur les exploitations,
tout au moins à un coût raisonnable ;
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lorsque l’autorité de gestion n’a pas accès à l’information et à l’expertise
environnementales nécessaires pour mettre en place et mener une mesure à
obligation de résultat ; et
si la communauté agricole n’est pas disposée à accepter une approche à obligation
de résultat.

L’expérience accumulée et les leçons qu’on en a tirées, ont été utilisées pour déterminer les
situations dans lesquelles il est le plus approprié d’utiliser des approches à obligation de
résultat pour fournir des bénéfices en matière de biodiversité en terre agricole, et pour
identifier et explorer les questions qui doivent être prises en considération au cours de la
conception, la mise en œuvre et l’évaluation d’une mesure à obligation de résultat
fructueuse et efficace. Les conclusions sont présentées dans ce rapport selon les différentes
étapes de développement d’une mesure.
Beaucoup de questions-clés qui doivent être prises en compte lors de la conception de
mesures à obligation de résultat sont communes à tous les types de mesures de gestion
environnementale des terres, mais l’analyse, dans cette étude, porte plus particulièrement
sur les questions qui sont spécifiques ou pertinentes pour des mesures à obligation de
résultat et qui contribuent le plus à leur réussite.
Déterminer si une mesure à obligation de résultat est appropriée : Comme dans la
conception de toute mesure de gestion environnementale des terres, la première étape
pour déterminer si une approche à obligation de résultat est susceptible d’être appropriée
est de définir des objectifs clairs de biodiversité sur la base des données disponibles les plus
précises et les plus récentes. Une priorité importante devrait être de répondre aux besoins
des habitats et espèces Natura 200025 qui sont dépendants des, ou associés aux, terres
agricoles, particulièrement lorsque ces habitats sont étendus et continuent d’abriter la
totalité de leurs espèces.
En fixant les objectifs, il est important de garder à l’esprit que la fiabilité des résultats en
matière de biodiversité tend à diminuer au fur et à mesure que la différence augmente
entre la situation actuelle d’un habitat ou d’une espèce et celle recherchée. Ceci signifie
qu’un objectif de maintien ou d’amélioration de l’état d’un habitat existant peut être atteint
de façon bien plus fiable que la restauration d’un habitat dégradé ou la recréation d’un
habitat disparu ou fortement dégradé. Ceci tient au fait que la restauration ou la recréation
dépendent grandement de paramètres qu’on ne peut connaître à l’avance avec certitude,
tels que la viabilité des graines des banques de semences ou la colonisation potentielle par
des espèces-clés. Par conséquent, il est peu probable que les mesures à obligation de
résultat soient adéquates lorsque la réalisation des objectifs de biodiversité est incertaine
et/ou lorsqu’une connaissance écologique considérable est requise pour réagir de façon
appropriée aux évènements qui influencent le résultat. C’est particulièrement le cas lorsque
plusieurs années peuvent être nécessaires pour atteindre le résultat désiré, car peu
25

Il s’agit des habitats et espèces d’intérêt communautaire listés en Annexes I et II de la Directive du Conseil
92/43/EEC du 21 mai 1992 concernant la conservation des habitats naturels ainsi que de la faune et de la flore
sauvages ; et des oiseaux listés en Annexe I de la Directive 2009/147/EC du Parlement Européen et du Conseil
du 30 novembre 2009 concernant la conservation des oiseaux sauvages, et autres oiseaux migrateurs.
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d’agriculteurs sont prêts à attendre d’être payés pendant une durée longue et
indéterminée.
Sélectionner des indicateurs
L’étape essentielle suivante est d’examiner si la réalisation des objectifs identifiés de
biodiversité peut être mesurée de façon fiable et rentable. Le développement d’indicateurs
fiables est essentiel car même les objectifs les plus spécifiques de conservation de la
biodiversité sont généralement complexes à décrire et peuvent prendre beaucoup de temps
pour être entièrement réalisés, ce qui signifie que des résultats simplifiés ou indirects
doivent être choisis comme indicateurs substitutifs de la réalisation de l’objectif. Le succès
ou l’échec écologique des mesures dépendent de façon ultime de la qualité des indicateurs
de résultat.
Des mesures à obligation de résultat requièrent des indicateurs de biodiversité qui soient
quantifiables, fiables, qui garantissent des résultats en matière de biodiversité, qui soient
suffisamment équilibrés, spécifiques au contexte et sensibles aux impacts des pratiques
agricoles. Cependant, ils doivent aussi être transparents, compréhensibles et mesurables, à
un coût raisonnable pour les agriculteurs et les autres acteurs. Pour être efficaces, les
indicateurs de résultat devraient répondre à chacun des critères suivants :
 être représentatifs de l’habitat ou de l’espèce-cible ;
 être systématiquement présents dans les habitats ciblés des terres agricoles dans la
zone concernée ;
 être facilement identifiables par les agriculteurs et les représentants des organismes
payeurs ;
 être mesurables en utilisant une méthodologie simple ;
 être sensibles aux changements de gestion agricole mais stables sinon ;
 être peu susceptibles d’être influencés par des facteurs externes qui échappent au
contrôle du gestionnaire des terres ; et
 ne pas être facilement reproduits par d’autres moyens que la gestion agricole.
Les indicateurs de résultats peuvent se rapporter aux espèces (végétales ou animales) ou
aux caractéristiques de l’habitat (biophysique, structure, composition de l’habitat). La
plupart des mesures examinées dans l’étude comprennent le premier type d’indicateurs, qui
tendent à être « simples », ne mesurant qu’une seule variable. Dans quelques circonstances,
d’autres attributs de l’habitat ont été utilisés comme indicateurs, souvent sous la forme
d’un indicateur composite, où plusieurs variables sont mesurées (comme c’est le cas dans le
projet « Farming for Conservation » dans le Burren). Il est particulièrement important de
s’assurer que le fait de fixer des seuils aux indicateurs (par exemple sur la base du nombre
moyen d’espèces de plantes indicatrices par hectare) ne mène pas à une dégradation de la
condition écologique des sites qui présentent la plus grande biodiversité. Ceci peut être
évité en utilisant des seuils multiples pour les indicateurs ou en s’assurant que les
paiements dépendent du maintien de conditions de référence.
Une fois que les objectifs environnementaux généraux de la mesure ont été identifiés et que
l’existence d’indicateurs de résultats adaptés en matière de biodiversité a été vérifiée, une
décision doit être prise pour déterminer si une mesure à obligation de résultat est le
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meilleur moyen d’atteindre les objectifs de biodiversité désirés. Ceci nécessite qu’un certain
nombre de considérations soient prises en compte, dont :









la nature des objectifs de biodiversité ;
l’étendue et la fiabilité de la compréhension écologique des habitats et des espèces
concernées ;
savoir si cette compréhension peut se traduire en conseils aux agriculteurs qui, s’ils
sont suivis, permettront d’atteindre de façon fiable les résultats désirés (c’est
particulièrement important lorsqu’il est demandé aux agriculteurs de relever de
nouveaux défis, tels que la restauration d’un habitat) ;
les capacités, les compétences et les ressources de ceux chargés d’administrer la
mesure ;
la robustesse des indicateurs, la facilité avec laquelle ils peuvent être mesurés et le
coût que cela engendre, et la disponibilité des données d’appui nécessaires ;
l’attitude des principales parties prenantes; et
la praticité de paiements basés sur une obligation de résultat.

L’existence et la sélection d’indicateurs adéquats sont probablement la considération
pratique la plus importante pour déterminer si une mesure à obligation de résultat est
appropriée puisque c’est la mesure de ces indicateurs qui constitue la base des contrôles et
vérifications qui déclenchent le paiement.
Etude de faisabilité : Lorsqu’une mesure à obligation de résultat est jugée opportune, il
convient ensuite de s’assurer qu’elle est réalisable en pratique, ce qui nécessite la prise en
compte d’une série d’autres facteurs. Parmi ceux-ci figurent :
 la compatibilité avec la réglementation de l’UE et en particulier le FEADER ;
 les compétences et les capacités de l’autorité de gestion et de l’organisme payeur ;
 les coûts (paiements aux agriculteurs, coûts de fonctionnement, évaluation) et
sources potentielles de financement ;
 l’attitude des parties prenantes (notamment les niveaux de confiance et de
responsabilité) ;
 la rentabilité comparée à celle des approches alternatives ;
 le délai de développement d’un système informatique ;
 le niveau de risque associé à une approche innovante et s’il faut entreprendre un
projet pilote ou effectuer la mise en œuvre complète de la mesure.
L’étude suggère que l’ensemble de ces facteurs peut influencer le succès d’une mesure. Il
est probable que l’accent y soit mis sur des aspects différents par rapport aux mesures à
obligation de moyens qui sont conçues particulièrement pour faciliter la distribution fiable
des fonds aux agriculteurs et pour réduire les coûts de fonctionnement. Bien que ces
considérations soient importantes, il est conseillé de se concentrer sur la maximisation du
rapport coût-efficacité plutôt que de se focaliser sur la minimisation des coûts. La rentabilité
des méthodes pour obtenir des bénéfices en matière de biodiversité est susceptible d’être
compromise, quelle que soit la mesure, et particulièrement dans le cas d’une mesure à
obligation de résultat, s’il n’y a pas d’investissement suffisant dans les données probantes
sous-jacentes, un ciblage adéquat, un suivi, la sélection des mesures basées sur des données
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probantes, et s’il n’y a pas suffisamment de formation, soutien et conseil adapté, à la fois
pour les équipes et pour les agriculteurs.
Conception de la mesure : Dans de nombreux cas, les mesures n’auront pas à être conçues
en partant de rien et pourront se baser sur ou compléter des approches existantes de
gestion environnementale des terres, en s’appuyant sur les infrastructures qui les
entourent. Cependant, un certain nombre de questions devront être explorées, y compris :
 comment calculer le montant approprié des paiements et comment ceux-ci
interagissent à leur tour avec les résultats ;
 les interactions avec d’autres mesures ;
 la fixation d’objectifs ;
 le ciblage ;
 les indicateurs et comment ils doivent être mesurés ;
 le développement des capacités des organisations et des parties prenantes à mettre
en œuvre les mesures ;
 et suivre, évaluer et affiner les nouvelles approches.
Les objectifs de biodiversité de la mesure peuvent influencer le nombre de questions qui
doivent être étudiées et à quel point elles doivent être explorées26. Choisir de commencer
par des projets pilotes peut également être utile aussi bien pendant les phases de
conception que de mise en œuvre, de même que pour obtenir du soutien pour une mesure
avant de l’étendre à une plus grande zone. Garder les choses aussi simples que possible tout
en produisant les résultats désirés en matière de biodiversité et en reconnaissant les
besoins de tous les principaux intervenants sera important, quelles que soient les décisions
prises.
Mise en œuvre de la mesure : Qu’une mesure soit à obligation de résultat ou de moyens,
effectuer correctement la mise en œuvre détaillée est tout aussi important et plus
complexe, que de concevoir une bonne mesure. Cette étape du déploiement de la mesure
doit être adéquatement financée et inclure dans l’équipe des individus qui apportent une
continuité entre les phases de conception et de mise en œuvre.
Suivi, évaluation et analyse : Le processus de conception ne prend pas fin une fois que la
mesure a été développée et mise en œuvre. Il y a toujours place à amélioration, du fait que
les gens, les mesures et les environnements dans lesquels elles sont mises en place,
évoluent. Analyser et évaluer les mesures tout au long de leur existence, et agir en fonction
des conclusions qui en découlent, est essentiel pour le succès et le développement
d’approches à obligation de résultat en général.
Potentiel futur des mesures à obligation de résultat dans l’UE.
Il existe un potentiel considérable d’expansion de l’utilisation de mesures de paiement agroenvironnementales à obligation de résultat comme moyen d’obtenir des résultats en
26

Par exemple, la conservation d’espèces sauvages ou d’habitats semi-naturels pourrait nécessiter un plus
grand nombre de considérations que des mesures avec des objectifs plus simples, tels que la conservation de
races locales menacées.
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matière de biodiversité sur les terres agricoles, dans les prairies, les systèmes de cultures
arables et permanentes, qu’elles fonctionnent seules ou couplées à des mesures agroenvironnementales à obligation de moyens.
A l’heure actuelle le nombre d’hectares sous contrat est relativement limité comparé à celui
d’hectares concernés par les mesures à obligation de moyens, plus courantes. Cependant,
les données montrent que le degré d’adoption a augmenté avec le temps, au fur et à
mesure que les agriculteurs se familiarisent avec cette nouvelle approche. Etant donné la
gamme de situations dans lesquelles une obligation de résultat est appropriée27, il existe
clairement un potentiel significatif pour étendre leur portée à une proportion bien plus
importante de terres agricoles que ce n’est le cas à actuellement.
Les règles de l’UE sur la façon dont les paiements devraient être calculés et contrôlés, pour
les mesures à obligation de résultat financées dans le cadre du FEADER, ont été clarifiées
pour la période 2015-2020 par la DG AGRI28. Ceci, combiné au renforcement des règles
concernant les contrôles et la vérification, pourrait insuffler davantage d’élan aux Etats
Membres pour considérer le potentiel des mesures à obligation de résultat, lorsqu’elles
constituent un moyen plus efficace et plus facilement vérifiable de produire des résultats en
matière de biodiversité dans le milieu agricole.
Cependant, il est clair que les mesures à obligation de résultat ne seront pas adaptées à tous
les objectifs de biodiversité ni à toutes les situations et qu’il existe des obstacles à leur mise
en œuvre qui devront être surmontés pour qu’elles soient utilisées plus largement. Ceci
inclut le besoin de collecter des données probantes quantitatives sur le rapport coûtefficacité des mesures dans la pratique, de développer les capacités, et de traiter la question
de la résistance des agriculteurs et autres parties-prenantes due à des inquiétudes
particulières (par ex. le risque de ne pas atteindre les résultats requis à cause de facteurs qui
échappent à leur contrôle). Il est par conséquent nécessaire d’explorer plus avant comment
ces mesures peuvent opérer en pratique dans toute une gamme de situations différentes,
en s’appuyant sur les exemples des mesures déjà en place dans un certain nombre de pays.
En examinant les mesures à obligation de résultat existantes et en parlant avec les
concepteurs de mesures, les praticiens, les agriculteurs et les officiels, 15 facteurs ont été
identifiés, qui sont communs aux mesures à succès. Ils constituent un récapitulatif utile des
questions-clés à prendre en compte lorsqu’on s’interroge sur l’opportunité de développer
des mesures à obligation de résultat pour le futur:
27

Les objectifs pour lesquels elles sont susceptibles d’être les plus appropriées incluent : le maintien des
herbages riches en espèces et d’autres habitats pâturés, tels les prairies, landes à bruyères, landes humides,
pâtures boisées, pavements calcaires, tourbières etc. ; le maintien de la diversité floristique des vignobles,
vergers, oliveraies et autres cultures permanentes ; la protection des oiseaux nicheurs au sol contre les
opérations agricoles dans les systèmes arables ou herbagers ; la protection des populations de grands
carnivores ; la conservation des plantes sauvages caractéristiques des terres arables ; le maintien et
l’amélioration de la diversité génétique des animaux d’élevage ; et le maintien des éléments caractéristiques
du paysage de façon à produire des bénéfices en matière de biodiversité, tels que fournir des baies aux
oiseaux grâce aux haies vives.
28
Eléments techniques des mesures agro-environnementales et climatiques pour la période de
programmation 2014-2020, 19/11/2014
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Développer une connaissance scientifique suffisante de l’influence des pratiques agricoles sur les espèces
et les écosystèmes dans la zone concernée par la mesure proposée.
S’assurer que la mesure cible des priorités de biodiversité pour lesquelles la gestion agricole constitue le
facteur déterminant pour garantir la conservation de cette biodiversité.
Fixer un objectif environnemental clair que les agriculteurs peuvent comprendre et adopter, comme dans
la mesure Oiseaux des Prairies en Hollande, qui vise à conserver les oiseaux qui nichent dans les prairies
de basse altitude.
Choisir des indicateurs qui sont : adaptés à l’habitat et à la zone, bien corrélés au résultat ultime
recherché, relativement stables, qui varient avec la gestion agricole mais ne sont pas influencés outre
mesure par des facteurs qui échappent au contrôle de l’agriculteur, et qui sont simples à mesurer. La liste
des espèces de plantes utilisée dans la mesure prairies fleuries en Rhénanie-Palatinat en est un bon
exemple.
“Ajuster” la mesure, de façon à ce que les seuils des indicateurs soient fixés au bon niveau pour
encourager la participation et pour maintenir ou améliorer l’état de conservation. Les seuils à échelons
pour un certain nombre d’espèces-indicatrices utilisés dans le land allemand de Saxe fournissent un bon
exemple.
S’assurer de l’engagement positif des agriculteurs et des autres acteurs-clés dans le développement de la
mesure, sans édulcorer l’objectif environnemental de celle-ci.
Utiliser la « liberté d’exploitation agricole » permise par les mesures à obligation de résultat pour
construire chez les agriculteurs une acceptation et un intérêt pour la gestion environnementale des terres.
Concevoir une structure de paiements efficace qui soit adaptée aux objectifs et indicateurs de
biodiversité, à leur importance écologique et au niveau désiré d’adoption et qui soit en conformité avec la
réglementation européenne.
Développer un système de vérification des résultats (pas de la gestion) et de contrôle des paiements basés
sur les résultats, qui satisfasse aux exigences de l’UE, et former le personnel de l’organisme payeur à son
utilisation.
Développer un système informatique efficace qui soutienne la conception et la conduite de la mesure
plutôt que de la distordre ou la limiter.
Développer une méthodologie de suivi simple, objective, reproductible et explicite pour vérifier si le ou les
résultats environnementaux spécifiés ont été obtenus. Idéalement, cette méthode devrait pouvoir être
comprise et conduite par les agriculteurs pour évaluer leur performance et faciliter une gestion adaptive,
qu’ils soient formellement en charge ou non de l’auto-surveillance de la mesure. La méthode utilisée dans
la mesure prairies fleuries au Rhénanie-Palatinat est un bon exemple.
Utiliser un projet-pilote approprié pour tester la conception et le fonctionnement de la mesure, pour que
les agriculteurs fassent l’expérience d’une approche à obligation de résultat, et pour disposer de gens
ayant une expertise dans les mesures à obligation de résultat et un enthousiasme pour elles qui puissent
former d’autres personnes et se poser en défenseurs de cette approche.
Fournir un niveau élevé de facilitation, conseil et appui aux postulants et détenteurs de contrats, comme
c’est la cas dans les coopératives agricoles en Hollande.
Encourager l’innovation, l’auto-assistance et l’apprentissage mutuel et trouver des façons positives
d’exploiter la dynamique de l’émulation entre pairs. Le concours « Prairies Fleuries » en France en est un
exemple imaginatif.

Bien que la plupart des Programmes de Développement Rural aient été déjà finalisés pour la
période de programmation 2014-2020, cela ne signifie pas que les opportunités de piloter
des mesures à obligation de résultat pour les années à venir ont été manquées. Des projets
pilotes pourraient être financés en partie par les budgets de développement rural de l’UE à
la fois dans le cadre de la mesure de coopération et dans celui des mesures agroenvironnementales et climatiques, et pourraient être initiés à travers une proposition de
modification de programme faite à la Commission. Etant donné le temps nécessaire pour
concevoir une mesure puis en mener un pilote, il est possible d’utiliser l’actuelle période de
financement de l’UE pour conduire un pilote des mesures qui pourraient ensuite être
présentées pour une mise en place complète, dans la prochaine période de programmation
à partir de 2021.
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Matériel d’accompagnement
Ce rapport d’étude ne constitue qu’une partie d’un ensemble de matériel développé dans le
cadre d’une initiative d’aide à l’illustration et à la promotion, dans l’UE, du concept de
mesures à obligation de résultat. Ce matériel est décrit ci-dessous en incluant des hyperliens
lorsqu’approprié.
Les mesures de paiement à obligation de résultat pour la
biodiversité : Guide Pratique
Ce guide pratique a été développé à destination des autorités
publiques, des organisations non-gouvernementales (ONG) et des
organisations privées intéressées par le développement et la mise en
œuvre de mesures de paiement à obligation de résultat pour la
biodiversité en milieu agricole. Il sera également utile aux spécialistes
de l’environnement et de l’agriculture qui pourraient souhaiter
contribuer à de telles mesures.
Le guide comprend toutes les étapes-clés de la conception d’une
mesure à obligation de résultat, depuis explorer si une mesure à
obligation de résultat est l’outil approprié, jusqu’au calcul des
paiements et aux décisions de mise en œuvre de la mesure. Du matériel additionnel, tel les arbres
de décision et des exemples de matériel d’orientation des agriculteurs, est également disponible et
accompagne ce guide. L’ensemble de ce matériel peut être téléchargé des pages web des mesures à
obligation de résultat : http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/handbook/index_en.htm

Site internet : Mesures agro-environnementales à obligation
de résultat : paiements pour des réalisations en matière de
biodiversité dans l’agriculture.
Les pages web des mesures à obligation de résultat font partie des pages
web Nature et Biodiversité de la DG Environnement et contiennent tous les
principaux éléments qui résultent de cette étude, y compris : des articles
d’experts sur différentes mesures dans l’UE ; des vidéos d’études de cas et
des vidéos d’information sur différents facteurs de la conception et mise en
œuvre des mesures ; du matériel et des présentations de la conférence ; le
guide pratique ; un inventaire des mesures en cours dans les pays de l’UE et
de AELE et un blog dédié où les parties prenantes peuvent échanger
informations
et
idées.
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/index_en.htm

Un inventaire consultable complet des mesures à obligation
de résultat dans les pays de l’UE et de l’AELE
L’inventaire des mesures à obligation de résultat dans les pays de l’UE et de
l’AELE contient 22 fiches qui récapitulent différents aspects des mesures,
depuis les niveaux de paiement et les indicateurs de résultats jusqu’au suivi
des mesures et leurs facteurs de succès. Chaque fiche contient des liens
permettant d’accéder à plus d’information, du matériel de référence et des
contacts individuels lorsque c’est possible.
Les fiches sont disponibles ici :
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
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Introduction
1.1

Aim of the study

The purpose of this study is to review the advantages and challenges of adopting resultsbased approaches to biodiversity delivery within the farmed countryside. To achieve this
aim, it explores the concept of results-based payment schemes and then considers how to
move from concept to practice, identifying the key issues needing attention from an
operational perspective to support the development of result-based agri-environment
payment schemes across the EU on a larger scale than is currently the case. In pursuing this
objective the study explores and evaluates the types of biodiversity objectives that it is most
appropriate to address through a results-based approach and the key factors that
contribute to the effective design, implementation and monitoring of such schemes. One of
the key features of this study has been to engage those involved in the design and
implementation of results-based schemes on the ground to ensure that the outputs are
practical and can aid the further development of these types of schemes on the ground.
1.2

Approach and Outputs

A variety of tasks have been undertaken and materials produced. This study report
comprises the main research components of the study and describes all the associated
materials. This is accompanied by a practical Guidance Handbook for public authorities, nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) and private organisations that are interested in
developing and implementing results-based payment schemes for farmland biodiversity. In
addition, to help build on existing knowledge and good practice, a range of communication
materials have been produced. These include a dedicated website, hosted on the DG
Environment webpages, which includes best practice and case study videos, an interactive
blog, expert articles and an inventory of existing schemes in EU and EFTA countries. As part
of the study a dedicated conference on results-based schemes in Brussels was convened in
September 2014 that brought together practitioners and policy makers from over 20
countries to discuss the future potential for results-based schemes. The resources for this
conference are also available on the website. A description of the associated materials from
this study can be found at the end of this report.
The analytical approach to this study has sought to combine detailed technical and policy
expertise with practical experience of scheme operation from both the administrative and
farmer perspective The evidence base is formed from a review of the available published
and grey literature about results-based schemes, including scheme documentation where
available and reviews of relevant legislation; completion of 20 semi-structured
questionnaires across 17 countries (Annex 1, p130) and discussions with over 50 key experts
in this field. The study outputs have been subject to a review by an advisory panel of 14
experts, including academics, policy makers, and practitioners from different parts of the EU
with expertise in agri-environment scheme design, implementation and evaluation, ecology,
and indicator development.
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1.3

Background and context

The importance of conserving biodiversity29 for its intrinsic worth and its value to
humankind, through associated ecosystem services, is widely recognised. This is reflected in
high-level political agreements and targets, including those of the Convention on
Biodiversity (CBD) (to which the EU and Member States are signatories), and the EU’s own
headline 2020 target of halting the loss of biodiversity and the degradation of ecosystems,
and restoring them in so far as feasible. The management of agricultural land plays a critical
role in the success or failure of such ambitions, especially because the conservation of large
areas of High Nature Value (HNV) farmland (such as semi-natural grasslands, heathlands,
and wood pasture) relies on continued sensitive agricultural management. Furthermore, the
conservation of widespread species of more typical agriculturally improved farmland is also
dependent on certain farming practices.
Although some progress has been made towards halting biodiversity loss in Europe the
status of most species and habitats still gives rise for concern (EEA, 2009). The most recent
published assessment of the conservation status of threatened habitats and species
protected by the Habitats Directive revealed that only 17 per cent were in a favourable
state, despite action taken to combat biodiversity loss (EEA, 2010). The situation is
particularly severe on agricultural land, where, for example, only five per cent of grassland
habitats of Community Interest have a favourable conservation status. Furthermore, there
are well documented ongoing declines in species of agricultural ecosystems, such as many
birds30 and butterflies (EEA, 2013).
Reversing the decline of biodiversity on farmland is more complex than the pursuit of some
other environmental goals in agriculture. Since the mid-1980s efforts to improve,
biodiversity conservation on farmland have largely been incentivising land managers to
carry out specified actions on the farm over a period of years through payments under agrienvironment schemes. Schemes usually involve a contract meeting, annual payments for
conforming with a set of management practices implemented for the most part through
rural development policy, with co-funding from the second pillar of the CAP, (Poláková et al,
2011; Tucker et al, 2010). The most common design of such schemes to date is to provide
farmers with a list of management actions that they must undertake in order to receive a
payment. These actions usually are not an end in themselves, but are designed to achieve
particular biodiversity, or other environmental, outcomes.
While some of these biodiversity orientated schemes have led to clear successes, with
reduced habitat degradation and improvements in the population of target species for
example, in others there have been disappointments. Even in areas where farmers have
been offered payments to follow selected practices over a number of years the results have
not necessarily met expectations, particularly in the shorter term. This is sometimes
because the links between the management actions required and the anticipated outcomes
are often not clearly articulated and farmers simply follow a set of instructions. Where this
is the case issues also arise in measuring the outcomes, with scheme evaluations often
29
30

Which comprises the diversity of genes, species and ecosystems.
http://www.ebcc.info/index.php?ID=558
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recording compliance with the management prescriptions over a particular area of land,
rather than whether or not there has been a net benefit for biodiversity and ecosystem
services. The European Court of Auditors (2011) has been critical of the performance of
many of these schemes, for this reason. Some commentators have also suggested that
paying land managers to carry out specific management actions such as delaying moving of
a meadow until a certain date or introducing buffer strips does little to promote long-term
behavioural changes (Burton and Paragahawewa, 2011) and may in practice even serve to
hinder those changes.
In light of these challenges, calls for new approaches to delivering biodiversity objectives on
farmland have come from almost all quarters, including environmental NGOs, the scientific
community, administrative authorities, as well as farmers in some circumstances. This has
helped to stimulate active interest in exploring what the alternatives might be, whether
based on payments for farmers or through other approaches, such as working with
consumers and retailers on promoting labelled foods linked to improved biodiversity
impacts.
Results-based payment schemes have been promoted as another alternative, having
significant potential to deliver targeted and verifiable biodiversity outcomes in certain
situations in a cost-effective way. The potential advantages are greatest where
management needs to be tailored to suit local or even farm specific circumstances and yearto-year conditions, as is often the case for the conservation of biodiversity.
1.4

Structure of the report

The report is structured in two sections. Section 1 (comprising chapters 2 and 3) introduces
the concept of results-based schemes, explains how they differ from management-based
agri-environment schemes (Chapter 2) and then outlines the range of schemes that have
operated, continue to run or are planned for implementation in EU and EFTA countries in
the future (Chapter 3).
Section 2 builds on these experiences, together with an analysis of the literature and
information from experts in this area, to provide an assessment of the situations in which
results-based schemes are most appropriate. It goes on to explore the range of issues that
need to be taken into account when developing these schemes. Chapters 5-9 set out these
issues according to the stages of scheme design, implementation and evaluation. Chapter 10
concludes the report by considering the future potential for these schemes in the EU and
summarises the key success factors and risks involved in developing results-based schemes.
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SECTION 1: RBPS: concepts and experience in Europe

This section introduces the concept of results-based schemes, explains how
they can be differentiated from other approaches and looks at the types of
schemes that have been initiated, continue to run, or are planned for
implementation in EU and EFTA countries in the coming years.
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2

Defining results-based schemes
‘Agri-environment-climate schemes’ providing incentives for farmers who wish to enrol
have been operating in the EU since the 1980s. They are currently the main means of
delivering practical habitat management and restoration in Natura 2000 sites and the wider
farmed environment. Traditionally, payments have been made to farmers and other land
managers for following certain practices rather than the achievement of specific biodiversity
outcomes. However, the results of these schemes have been mixed, particularly in the
shorter term.
Questions about the effectiveness and cost-efficiency of conventional management-based
payment schemes have stimulated interest in alternatives. A recurring theme is the need to
improve the targeting and tailoring of management at the farm or landscape scale to
address the specific conservation objectives that need to be met. In addition, it is argued
that giving farmers a greater say in identifying the best management approaches will
improve the quality of the results achieved. One way of doing this is by tightening the link
between the payment offered and the provision of measurable benefits for the species,
habitats or broader ecosystems that are being targeted.
There is no single agreed definition of what constitutes a ‘result-based agri-environment
payment scheme’. A range of terms such as ‘outcome focussed schemes’ and ‘payment by
results’ are used to describe schemes that are designed to provide payments to farmers in
return for a set of specified biodiversity ‘results’ or ‘outcomes’ rather than paying them for
carrying out particular management practices.
Differentiating/distinguishing results-based approaches from those that focus on
management can be relatively straightforward at the conceptual level. However, in practice
there exists a continuum of approaches for delivering biodiversity objectives on agricultural
land. These range from the more conventional prescriptive management-based approaches,
to those that provide farmers and land managers the flexibility to choose the optimal
farming practices to achieve the results required, with payments provided according to the
biodiversity results that are achieved. It is important for the design of future schemes to
understand the differences and boundaries between results-based and other approaches.
The design of results-based schemes has evolved over time and a number of different
structures have been established. For example, a results-based agri-environment scheme
can be created as a stand-alone scheme with its own entry requirements, payment rates,
controls and supporting infrastructure. But the same scheme (or set of requirements) could
also be a sub-scheme within a broader agri-environment scheme, where land managers can
choose to employ a results-based approach on some parts of their holding and
management-based approaches elsewhere. In other situations, schemes have included a
mix of management requirements and results focussed elements both applying on the same
parcel of land.
To help describe and categorise the different types of results-based schemes in Europe, we
reviewed the way in which current schemes are structured. The resulting typology (see
below) distinguishes the three different approaches we found but it does not take account
5

of the funding and legal frameworks within which schemes operate, which may affect what
design or structure is feasible in practice. Within EU and EFTA countries schemes are funded
through a range of public and private initiatives and operate in a variety of different
governance contexts. The typology represents existing practice, rather than what might
constitute optimal scheme design and structures in future, for example under the CAP.
2.1

A typology of results-based schemes

A number of key variables can be used to define results-based schemes. Those identified in
the literature include:
 the duration of the contract;
 the nature of indicator(s) used (intermediate result or final outcome);
 whether the payments are determined at the holding or the landscape scale;
 whether payments are made ex post or ex ante;
 whether payment rates are fixed or determined through a bidding process;
 how payments are controlled and verified;
 the strength of the evidence connecting the management actions to the intended
result;
 the intended objectives of the scheme; and
 whether monitoring is done by the agreement holder or an external expert.
However, many of these variables are equally relevant to results-based and management
based schemes. To clarify the difference therefore, we have structured the typology around
the ‘payment’ and ‘control’ mechanisms employed in the pursuit of biodiversity results. We
make a clear distinction between:
 those schemes where a farmer or land manager is rewarded on the basis of
delivering a result;
 schemes where they are rewarded on the basis of carrying out a certain type of
management; and
 schemes in which both elements are present.
With any categorisation there are grey areas. Schemes offering payments for “nonproductive investments”31 and schemes offering payments per head of livestock for rare
breeds are two such grey areas in relation to results-based schemes. Some schemes to aid
non-productive investments could be described as results-based approaches, where
payment is conditional on successful completion of the investment and where this is, in
itself, a biodiversity benefit, such as planting a hedgerow. Determining whether such an
approach is truly result-based can be challenging however, particularly where there is
ambiguity about whether the payment is made in return for the end result (i.e. a hedgerow)
or for the activity (i.e. the planting of the hedge). One could categorise schemes offering
payments for maintaining rare breeds of livestock, as paying directly for a biodiversity
benefit, i.e. the maintenance of the population of a specific rare breed. However, in some
cases schemes promote the use of rare breeds suited to particular habitats or conditions, as
a management tool to conserve a particular habitat. If the rare breed is essentially a tool to
31

Where a payment is made to deliver a specific one-off outcome, not intended to increase agricultural
productivity such as planting a hedgerow, also referred to as capital investments.
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achieve habitat condition rather than breed numbers then one could argue that the
payment is in fact management-based rather than results-based32.
Amongst the category of results-based payment schemes, a distinction can be made
between what we have termed ‘pure’ and ‘hybrid’ approaches. Pure schemes are those
where payments are wholly dependent on the results achieved and where no specific
management is stipulated. Hybrid schemes are those that have a results-based payment
element but also include some form of identified management actions (see Table 3)
Table 3: Three different types of results-based and management-based schemes
Scheme type
Basis on which payment is made
Pure results-based
Solely on the basis of biodiversity
No management actions are results, measured using one or more
either specified or required
environmental indicators
Hybrid results-based
Partly on the basis of results,
Management
actions
or
measured using one or more
restrictions form part of the
environmental indicators.
scheme.
Management-based
Wholly on the basis of having carried
Management actions form
out specific management actions
the basis of scheme design
Source: Own compilation based on the findings of this study

Mechanism for controlling payments
The observation of the extent to which
results have been achieved
Observation of results and/or whether
management actions have been carried
out.
Observation of whether management
actions have been carried out.

Pure results-based payment schemes provide payments based solely on the delivery of
environmental results. There are no obligatory management actions to be respected by the
agreement holders, (predominantly farmers) although some management guidance,
sometimes very detailed, may be given. Agreement holders have the flexibility to choose
the optimal farming practices to manage the area under agreement to meet the results
identified. The control mechanisms used in such approaches are linked only to the results if the specified result is not achieved, then no payment is given (although there may be
stepped payment levels identified for different levels of results).
Currently there are relatively few schemes that are purely results-based, allowing farmers
the complete flexibility to manage the land using the farming practices that they deem
appropriate to meet the scheme objectives and deliver the results specified. Only five
examples were found in this review and are described later in this section.
Hybrid results-based schemes are those where the payment is based partly on results and
partly on the basis of carrying out specific mandatory management actions, as set out within
individual agreements. The majority of schemes reviewed in this study fall into this category
and vary in the way they are designed and implemented. For example, some schemes
include management requirements that farmers are paid to carry out, with additional
32

Schemes to promote rare breeds of livestock (or plants) and to pay for non-productive investments exist in
most Member States. This study did not involve a systematic review of these schemes but the report includes
examples of those that are result-based from a selection of countries. Further details of results-based genetic
conservation
schemes
can
be
found
in
the
online
inventory
(http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm) of schemes.
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payments granted when results are delivered, as in the case of the Dutch meadow bird
agreements operated through agri-environment cooperatives [link to fiche]. Other schemes,
such as the French “prairies fleuries” scheme (Box 3, p14) do not include set management
requirements within the results-based component of the scheme, but do require, as a
condition of scheme entry, that the results-based component is carried out in conjunction
with an entry-level management based scheme, in this case, ‘prime herbagère agrienvironnementale’. Other schemes, such as the ‘MEKA’ species-rich grassland scheme in
Germany (Box 2, p13) incorporate a results-based scheme as a top-up payment to existing
management-based schemes.
Within these hybrid approaches a further sub-division can be made. There is one group of
schemes where the payments to farmers are wholly dependent on results, but where
certain management conditions also are applied as part of the scheme’s operation. In
another group there are payments that are dependent partly on results and partly on the
observation of management prescriptions. These approaches are more common. In these
cases, often one part of the payment is attributed to the result and the other is attributed to
following a particular set of management actions.
For each type of results-based scheme we have examined the sensitivity of payment
structure to the results achieved (Burton and Schwarz, 2013) and have identified three ways
in which payments tend to be structured, generally using different thresholds for payments
(Box 1). It should be noted that where more than one threshold is used, the payment
calculations in principle must reflect the higher costs associated with achieving the higher
threshold. This issue is set out in more detail in the Guidance Handbook. This explains that
results-based payments for achieving habitat related goals are normally area-based, in the
form of € per hectare of, say, species–rich grassland, where the indicator species
requirement have been met. If stepped thresholds are used, the payment calculations will
take into account the higher costs associated with the increased species-richness of the
grassland. Higher species-richness tends to be reflected in lower agricultural productivity (in
terms of total forage and energy content) because the soil fertility management and
grazing/mowing regimes favour native flowering plants rather than agriculturally improved
grasses. Where the results-based payments are for the presence of wildlife species (for
example breeding migratory birds, carnivores or raptors) payment will be made for each
occurrence of the result indicator concerned (e.g. if there is just one nest or breeding pair of
the target species the payment will be € y but if there are five it will be € 5y). The
appropriate level of the payment is derived on the basis of the management and costs
associated with achieving the indicator (for example the loss of young livestock taken by
each pair of Golden Eagles or the area of farmland that has to be left undisturbed to protect
each nest site).
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Box 1: Sensitivity of payment structures to environmental results
The level of payment is higher (or lower) according to the level of result – which is generally measured by an
indicator, such as the number of species present.
A single payment threshold can be used where the results-based payment is made in full, provided that a
single indicator threshold value is met or exceeded. For example, this could be achieving a minimum score for
an index of habitat quality, such as the Swiss vineyards quality scheme*.
A stepped payment threshold can be used where the results-based payment is made when two or more
increasingly demanding indicators thresholds are met or exceeded. An example is the conservation of seminatural grassland in Lower Saxony in the NAU/BAU programme [link to fiche]). This involved a basic payment
for at least four indicator plant species being recorded on the farm and a top-up payment where additional
two species are present.
A continuously variable threshold can be used where the results-based payment level varies with the
indicator’s value, thus rewarding incremental increases in biodiversity delivery. For example in Northern
Sweden where conservation performance payments are made against the numbers of wolverine and lynx
offspring present in reindeer herding areas (Box 11)**.
Source: Own compilation Note: * http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/species-richvineyards-rebflachen-mit-naturlicher-_en.htm;
**
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/conservation-performance-payments-sweden_en.htm

In most of the schemes reviewed as part of this study, results-based approaches operate as
part of a broader agri-environment programme, which also offers modules (or schemes)
that are management-based. In some cases farmers can enter the results-based modules
quite separately so they act as stand-alone schemes. In other situations, farmers are
required to enter a basic management-based scheme that underpins the results-based
element. One further approach is that adopted in Rheinland-Pfalz in Germany, where two
parallel schemes are operated, one management-based and one results-based, with each
scheme promoted to farmers depending on the level of biodiversity on their land (Box 4,
p20).
Management-based schemes are those where the payment is wholly dependent on
carrying out defined land management actions on the farm that are known or believed to
deliver one or more positive results for biodiversity (or other environmental objectives). The
management actions can either be very site specific, e.g. creating buffer strips, planting
hedgerows, or more general, such as maintaining extensive farming systems. These schemes
fall outside the scope of this study.
It is important to note that the typology outlined here makes no assumption that pure
results-based schemes are a priori more effective in achieving biodiversity results than
management based schemes, where these are well designed and implemented. The
circumstances under which different approaches to payments can make schemes more
(cost) effective at delivering biodiversity results are considered further in section 2.
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3

Results-based schemes in EU and EFTA countries
This chapter describes the types of results-based payment schemes that currently operate,
are planned or have existed since the first recorded implementation of results-based
schemes in EU and EFTA countries in 1993. It explores the similarities and differences
between such schemes and the variety of approaches taken to determining objectives,
setting results and funding.
3.1

The development and distribution of results-based schemes

There is a wide range of (pure and hybrid) results-based schemes in EU and EFTA countries
that have operated, continue to run, or are planned in the coming years. This review has
focussed on those that aim to achieve biodiversity outcomes. The biodiversity objectives of
the schemes range from maintaining species-rich grasslands and meadows, to maintaining
populations of large carnivores. Schemes are distributed through the EU and EFTA countries,
but with the majority of examples found in Northern and Western European countries
(Figure 1 and Annex 2, p133).
Figure 1: Geographical distribution of results-based schemes in EU and EFTA countries

Source: Own compilation
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Of the schemes33 reviewed more than 30 are in operation currently, or are planned for
implementation, with the majority funded largely via the CAP. Two operate in Switzerland;
the rest in the EU (Figure 1). The review also covered a number of schemes that are no
longer in operation. These were either pilot projects or schemes that have been
subsequently discontinued or superseded by new approaches34.
Results-based approaches have been increasing slowly in number and scope since the early
1990s when Member States were exploring the integration of environmental objectives into
the CAP, following the introduction of the agri-environment measure as a compulsory
element of rural development programmes in 1992. Table 4 shows the development of the
results-based schemes reviewed for this study and their progress alongside the broader
development of the CAP.
Table 4: Development of results-based schemes in EU and EFTA countries
Year

Results-based scheme development*

Development of the CAP
MacSharry reforms - agri-environment
measure becomes compulsory for Member
States as part of the ‘accompanying
measures’ of the CAP

1992

1993

1997
1998
1999

2000

2001

2003
to
2004

Member States begin to experiment with results-based
approaches**, through regional and federal funds, such as:
 the per clutch trials in the Netherlands (until 1996)
 the Farm Conservation Scheme in England (until 1996)
 Harrier nest protection in Nordrhein-Westfalen
(Germany)
Schleswig-Holstein (Germany) implements a meadow bird
scheme
Finland implements the Golden eagle scheme
Bayern introduces a harrier nest protection scheme, similar
to the one in Nordrhein-Westfalen (Germany)
CAP funds used to implement results-based schemes
 Dutch breeding meadow bird and species-rich
grassland schemes (until 2004)
 MEKA scheme in Baden-Württemberg introduced
 Swedish government implements the large carnivore
scheme for Lynx and Wolverine
Switzerland implements the Öko-Qualitätsverordnung, ÖQV

Dutch meadow bird agreements scheme rules change in
2004 – management actions become compulsory. Agrienvironmental cooperatives cease to operate as paying
agencies and cooperative based schemes become private.


2005

Fire prevention scheme implemented in Andalucía,
Spain - RAPCA (Red de Áreas Pasto Cortafuegos de
Andalucía)

33

The ‘Agenda 2000’
establishment of the
the consolidation
environmental and
measures under the
Regulation’

reforms see the
‘Second Pillar’ with
of a range of
socio- economic
‘Rural Development

2003 CAP Reform - Decoupling of the main
support payments in Pillar 1; introduction
of
cross
compliance;
compulsory
modulation for EU-15 countries; potential
for support to be provided for ‘specific
types of farming and quality production’
(Article 69 of Council Regulation
1782/2003).
European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD) established. Member
States required to spend a minimum of 25%

28 individual schemes were identified in the review as well as 8 orchard schemes in Germany and a variety
of genetic resource management schemes operating across the EU.
34
The per clutch trials pilot scheme operated in the Netherlands from 1993 – 1996; the UK Hay Meadows
Scheme was discontinued in 1998; and the two Dutch results-based schemes focusing on species-rich
grassland and breeding meadow birds have been superseded by new approaches.
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2006
to
2008

The Bremen breeding bird scheme is implemented in
Germany.

Significant growth in results-based schemes in Germany and
France:

CAP funded schemes appear in Rheinland-Pfalz,
Niedersachsen & Bremen, Thüringen, with a private
scheme implemented in Steinburg, Schleswig-Holstein.

Herbe_07 and Herbe_09 implemented in France.

CAP funded Dutch species-rich grassland scheme
abolished.
CAP
‘Health
Check’
sees
further
environmental integration – Article 69
becomes Article 68 of Council Regulation
73/2009 and introduces more flexibility to
fund agri-environment type schemes in
Pillar 1.

2009

2010

Burren Farming for Conservation Programme (BFCP) in
Ireland becomes funded under Article 68 of Council
Regulation 73/2009 (previously a LIFE project)


2014

of the EU element of their rural
development budget on promoting
environmental land management.




Ergebnisorientierter Naturschutzplan (ENP) pilot
scheme forms part of the Austrian Rural Development
Programme
Further species-rich grassland schemes planned for
implementation in Bayern, Sachsen, and Hessen, the
latter requiring use of the cooperation measure***.
The European Parliament and European Commission
launch a call for proposals to pilot results-based
schemes

Major CAP reform with changes to all
elements of the existing policy:
Greening measures implemented
under Pillar 1.
Revision to the structure of the Pillar 2
rural development regulation.
Potential for running pilots under the
cooperation measure introduced
Guidance on payment calculations and
controls for results-based schemes
clarified in DG AGRI guidance to
35
Member States

Source: Own compilation Notes: . *Scheme end years are shown. If no end year is shown the scheme is still
ongoing at the time of reporting (December, 2014) [** Similar (but non results-based) approaches in France
OLAE (Opérations Locales Agri-Environnementales), with main role given to local NGOs.]*** The planned new
scheme in Hessen to be launched in 2016 will only be possible for farmers to enter together with the use of
advice and information from non-agricultural advisors funded by the cooperation measure available in the
2014 - 2020 CAP period; consequently the scheme can operate only with the participation of local groups who
can provide this service, such as the land care association groups (Landschaftspflegeverbände) and/or the
regional nature conservation authorities

Perhaps the most widely known schemes operating currently in the EU are the species-rich
grassland schemes operating in Germany. Of these the Baden-Württemberg Grassland
Scheme is the longest running (Box 2) (Oppermann and Briemle, 2002). This was the first
result-based agri-environment scheme under the CAP and became part of the regional agrienvironment programme (MEKA) in 2000. Initially designed as a top-up payment scheme in
the 2000 – 2006 programming period, there has been widespread uptake of the scheme.
Around 10,000 farmers apply annually, covering an area of 65,000 hectares of High Nature
Value (HNV) grassland, around half the HNV grassland in the region36 (Krismann and
Oppermann, 2003). Some of this success has been attributed to the flexibility provided to
farmers, their freedom to innovate, which leads to higher levels of motivation to engage

35

Technical elements of agri-environment-climate measure in the programming period 2014-2020,
19/11/2014
36
~12 per cent of all grassland in Baden-Württemberg
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with environmental priorities and to continue to adapt their land management to
biodiversity needs.
Box 2: The species-rich grassland scheme (MEKA B4) in Baden-Württemberg, Germany
This scheme was first developed for the 2000-2006 programming period by a grassland expert and nature
conservation consultant as a top-up payment of €50/ha to an action-oriented grassland payment of €90/ha. In
2004, 65,200 hectares (12 per cent of grassland in Baden-Württemberg) were under agreement. Since 2005,
this approach has been co-financed nationally and has been taken over by other German Länder with regional
adaptations. The payment rate for the MEKA scheme was increased from €50/ha to €60/ha in 2009 and will
increase again in the 2014 – 2020 evolution of the scheme.
The result indicator is the presence of at least four indicator species for extensive grassland (out of a total list
of 28 species). Farmers are free to determine how to manage the species-rich grassland with respect to cutting
time, stocking density and fertiliser use. However, due to the fact that payment calculations are derived on the
basis of income foregone and the additional costs of undertaking certain actions, certain restrictions were also
introduced. These included documentation of fertiliser application and time of cutting, a ban on area-wide use
of pesticides, a ban on silage production on the agreement area and a ban on grassland conversion at the farm
level.
Alongside the control bodies, farmers are responsible for assessing the presence of plant species on the
contract area, by walking transects on each plot to record indicator species during early summer. The results
are therefore fairly simple to control. This has increased significantly farmers’ understanding of which plant
species are on their land (Osterburg and Runge, 2006).
More information on the MEKA scheme can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
Source: Own compilation

A number of other results-based payment schemes are in place or planned in Germany. Of
these, eight are focussed on the maintenance of species-rich grassland, four on protecting
grassland birds and around eight on maintaining traditional orchards (Groth et al, 2009;
Wittig et al, 2006; Zabel and Roe, 2009; Matzdorf et al, 2010; Kaiser et al, 2010; Heinz et al,
2013) (see Annex 2).
The development of results-based schemes in Germany, in particular the grassland schemes,
has led to the development of similar approaches in France, which have been gaining
popularity over recent years37. The rationale in France has been largely related to the desire
to move away from a generalised approach to delivering agri-environment management
and focus on more locally designed schemes and accompanying actions, which have a
clearer meaning for farmers and local actors (Poux et al, 2006). Pressure for more regionally
specific schemes, that involved farmers in scheme design, came principally from Regional
Nature Parks in the first instance, notably those in the Northern Alps and Jura region, using
experience from Baden-Württemberg to back up their case (Fargier et al, 2009; Plantureux
and de Sainte-Marie, 2010; Nettier et al, 2012). The pursuit of these schemes in 2006 laid
the groundwork for the development of the national results-based schemes that are in

37

There may well be more schemes operating in the EU and EFTA countries that have not been picked up in
this review, for example local or regional schemes, such as the Cantonal schemes in operation in Switzerland.
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place today and revived interest in previous approaches to delivering agri-environment
schemes at the local level38.
In 2007 the first results-based scheme was implemented in France in the Massif des Bauges
Regional Nature Park, the ‘prairies fleuries’ scheme, promoted actively by local actors,
including farmers and land owners, as well as national level proponents, such as the
National Federation of Regional Nature Parks (Fédération Nationale des Parcs Naturels
Régionaux) and research institutes. In addition to the bottom-up support for the scheme,
the introduction of a meadows championship (concours des praries fleuries, Box 5, p21) has
proved to be an extremely effective means of promoting the scheme and securing the
support of the French Ministry of Agriculture.
Box 3: The implementation of the flowering meadows scheme (Prairies fleuries) in France
In 2006 a project to preserve the species richness of grasslands, meadows and pasture was run by the Massif
des Bauges Regional Nature Park (PNR). Participation in the scheme was voluntary and French farmers in the
region were given flexibility in the choice of management practices to be used in delivering the results
required. On the back of the success of this scheme and the endorsement of the French Ministry of
Agriculture, the results-based scheme, Prairies fleuries, or Herbe_07 in the French agri-environment
nomenclature, was implemented in 2007. Although the scheme requires no specific management by
participating farmers, it is a condition of the scheme that farmers must also be engaged in a separate, basic
entry-level management-based scheme (the general grassland premium ‘prime herbagère agrienvironnementale’).
The aim of the Prairies fleuries scheme is the conservation of species-rich meadows and it was, at the time,
available only to farmers operating in areas covered by institutions that supported the scheme, mainly regional
and national park authorities. In the early years, the French government restricted the EU co-funding
component for these agri-environment schemes to Natura 2000 areas, but some French local authorities
provided co-funding instead, which enabled the scheme to expand outside Natura 2000 from 2008. Within
eligible areas, all farmers can enter into the scheme in principle, as long as the minimum number of four
indicator species is present on each parcel. Entry is voluntary and agreements run for 5 years.
Critical success factors to this scheme include involving farmers in both the design of the scheme and the
monitoring of results. This has been supported by significant research investment in order to find "win-win"
species that benefit ecological diversity as well as agronomic (fodder) requirements. The species rich meadows
contest (Concours des prairies fleuries) is another important related activity, which has increased farmer
interest in the scheme as well as a sense of pride in maintaining the species-richness of the grassland. This in
turn has helped to promote the scheme and its objectives more widely.
More information on the Prairies fleuries scheme can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
Source: De Sainte Marie, 2013; Poux, X (pers. comm.) 2014

The scale of the schemes examined in this review remains small in terms of the area under
agreement, most of the eligible area and number of farmers engaged in the schemes. This
reflects the fact that many have been established as trial approaches in a specific locality,
focussing on a particular biodiversity objective within a defined area, intending to cover a
small cohort of farmers. Nonetheless where figures are available, they show that the smaller
38

Such approaches had been extended in the first phase of agri-environment programing in France (19931999) under the title of OLAE (Opérations Locales Agri-Environnementales) (AND International et al, 2008;
Dobremez and Perret, 1998).
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group of more established schemes that have been running for a longer period of time
operate at a much broader scale (over thousands of hectares rather than hundreds). This
indicates that results-based schemes do have the potential to expand over time and could
be deployed far more extensively than is currently the case. A range of schemes is shown in
Table 5).
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Table 5: Overview and uptake data for results-based schemes reviewed in this project
Country

Region

AT

-

CH

-

CH

-

DE

Steinburg,
SchleswigHolstein

DE

SchleswigHolstein

DE

Bayern

DE

BadenWürttemberg

DE

Rheinland-Pfalz

DE

Niedersachsen &

Eligible
area (ha)

Area (ha)

335

37,700

173

22,000

420

180,000
44,000

1,800

Farmers (#)

Year

250

2015+

232

2012

21,800

2012

15

2014

122

2013

180

2012

4,800

2013

2014
2013

Comments
Ergebnisorientierter Naturschutzplan (ENP): Around 250 farmers
are expected to enter into the pilot scheme agreements for a
period of five years.
Rebflächen mit natürlicher Artenvielfalt (ÖQV): In 2012 around
48% (335ha) of extensively managed vineyards were managed
under the scheme, by some 232 farmers.
Species-rich grassland - (Öko-Qualitätsverordnung, ÖQV):
Qualifying area is an approximation. The level of scheme uptake
across Switzerland shows that nearly 44% of farmers are enrolled
in maintaining high quality species rich grassland, equating to over
5% of the total grassland area in the country.
Blühendes Steinburg: In 2014, 15 farmers with 64 parcels on 173
ha participated - 94 of these ha had 4 indicator species, 49 ha had
6 indicator species, whilst 30 ha of land failed to qualified for 4
indicator threshold payment. In 2013, 14 farmers with 55 parcels
(in sum 155 ha) participated in the scheme. Of these, 2 ha failed to
qualify for payment, 111 ha achieved the 4 species payment level,
and 42 ha the 6 species level (Stiftung Naturschutz 2014b).
The number of farmers participating has remained more or less
constant over recent years.
Grassland bird protection scheme: The Schleswig-Holstein
programme currently covers around 220 km2 and is growing
rapidly - each year the number of participating farmers and the
area covered by the scheme increases. - Not all of this will be
under agreement.
Species-rich grassland scheme: The Bayern scheme covers a large
area of around 180,000ha - but the actual area under agreement
is not known.
Species-rich grassland - MEKA B4: Around 4,800 farmers engaged
in the scheme covering approximately 44,000 ha of grassland,
around 10 per cent of all grassland in Baden-Württemberg.
Species-rich grassland - Kennarten programme (PAULa): There is
increasing interest in both schemes from farmers and they
currently cover around 1,800 ha.
Species-rich grassland scheme: Around 26,400 ha of hay
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Source
Scheme Fiche based on various sources

BLW (2013)

BLW (2013)

Stiftung Naturschutz Schleswig-Holstein
(2014)

Jeromin and Evers (2013)

Landesbund Vogelschutz Bayern (2014)

Scheme Fiche based on various sources

Scheme Fiche based on various sources
Scheme Fiche based on various sources

Bremen

26,400

DE

NordrheinWestfalen

48,378

DE

Bremen

ES

Andalucía

FI

Sami Reindeer
area

FR
FR
IE

-

NL

-

NL

-

SE

Sami Reindeer
area

UK

England

16

2013

4,500

n/a

2013

6,112

206

2013

>50,000

5,980

2013

19,300
84,067

1,053
2,621
160

2011
2011
2013

13,256

24
150,000

2013

n/a

27

1997

meadows in Niedersachsen & Bremen qualified for the 4-indicator
threshold in 2004-5 (Most & Keienburg 2006, Wicke 2011)
Harrier nest protection in arable fields scheme: The Natura 2000
area in the district of Soest in the federal state of NordrheinWestfalen covers 48,378 ha - The scheme operates in this area
but the precise area under agreement is not known.
2
Grassland bird protection scheme: 45 km of privately owned
intensive grassland in the Bremer Blockland, Niedervieland and in
Oberneuland.- Not all of which is under agreement. Actually 300
nest sites (fields).
RAPCA: After a large expansion in 2011, numbers have remained
constant at around 6,112 ha and involving 206 farmers (2013
figures). However, in the same year around 14% of graziers lost
their payments as a result of not meeting the required results.
RAPCA personnel do not foresee further expansion in the short
term given the limited staff and funds available.
Golden Eagle Scheme: More than 50,000 ha are enrolled in the
scheme across the Sami territory. Approximately 5980 reindeer
owners in 56 Sami communities
Flowering Meadows Scheme (HERBE_07)
Pastoral management plan (HERBE_09)
Burren Farming for Conservation Programme: ~ 160 farms
24 grassland farms in the Western Peat area and Polder
landscapes
It is estimated that there are around 25 cooperatives participating
in this approach covering some 150,000 ha of grassland.
Conservation performance payments (Lynx & Wolverine): The
majority of the 51 Swedish Sami communities are engaged in the
scheme with approximately 2,500 people working full time in the
reindeer business. In terms of coverage, there is no official
geographic definition for the boundaries of Sápmi (the name of
the cultural region traditionally inhabited by the Sami people).
Farm Conservation Scheme: By the end of the ten year period of
the scheme there were 27 Farm Conservation Agreements. Of the
776 eligible meadows, 85 were under agreement (only meadows
with some conservation value were eligible).

Source: Own compilation based on data collected for project (scheme fiches)
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ABU Soest (2013)

BUND Bremen (2014)

Ruiz-Mirazo J, Robles A B, GonzálezRebollar J L (2011)

Scheme Fiche based on various sources
Scheme Fiche based on various sources
Dunford, B, Parr, S and Williams, B (2013)
Scheme Fiche based on various sources

Scheme Fiche based on various sources

Buckingham H, Chapman J and Newman R
(1998)

The development of schemes over time (Table 4) show a continued level of interest in
exploring the potential of results-based approaches. Well-established schemes are evolving
as a result of ongoing monitoring and the development of research in this area. For example
the Lynx and Wolverine conservation scheme and the Golden Eagle schemes in Northern
Sweden and Finland (Box 11, p29) have changed from compensating reindeer herders for
the number of deer carcasses found, to rewarding them for the number of carnivore
offspring observed. This has shifted the emphasis of these schemes away from
compensation towards a focus on positive results that better reflect the biodiversity
objectives sought. New schemes are also being developed on the basis of the lessons learnt
from experience in other Member States. For example, a new pilot results-based scheme is
being rolled out in Austria to maintain and enhance HNV farmland (Box 10, p27).
Nonetheless, results-based approaches have not yet been developed in all Member States.
Mediterranean as well as Central and Eastern European Member States are particularly
under-represented Only one results-based scheme in Spain and only schemes for genetic
conservation were identified in Italy in the course of this study.
3.2

Objectives of results-based schemes

The majority of schemes reviewed for this study aim to maintain and enhance existing
biodiversity as opposed to recreating habitats or reintroducing species into the wild. A
widespread goal is to address the declining conservation status of habitats and species
protected by the EU Habitats39 and Birds Directives40. Most schemes focus on the
maintenance and enhancement of species-rich grassland, building on the German examples,
or the protection of meadow or arable breeding birds. Other focus on the protection of
carnivores, raptors, semi-natural grazed habitats, species-rich orchards and genetic
diversity.
A significant proportion of semi-natural meadow grassland communities, as identified in
Annex 1 of the Habitats Directive, are in ‘unfavourable-poor’ or ‘unfavourable-bad’
conservation status all over northern and central Europe and both the area and condition of
these habitats is continuing to decline rapidly (BfN, 2014a; BfN, 2014b; Dieterich and
Kannenwischer, 2012; INPN, 2014). This is the context within which the results-based
schemes in Austria, France, Germany, Ireland and Switzerland seek to maintain the
traditional management and species diversity of those meadows that remain, with a specific
focus on Natura 2000 areas in France and Ireland41. More broadly, plant species diversity in
species rich grasslands is a good indicator for animal diversity and for the provision of
ecological services. Research demonstrates a strong positive correlation between plant
39

Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and
flora
40
Directive 2009/147/EC of the European parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the
conservation of wild birds
41
For example initial evaluations of the Swiss Ecological Compensation Area (ECA) scheme showed that
although at least seven per cent of holdings were being maintained for environmental reasons, the ecological
quality of these ECAs was often poor. This led to the introduction of a results-based approach to complement
the existing ECA approach to support species rich grassland, species rich vineyards and the creation of an econetwork at the farm- and landscape-level. The scheme is tailored regionally to account for the variability in
species composition, with the production of regionally defined result species lists.
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species diversity in grasslands and pollination (Albrecht et al, 2007) and pest control
functions (Balvanera et al, 2006). Flower-rich grasslands also contribute to the aesthetic and
recreational value of the landscape.
Maintaining traditional orchards and vineyards is the focus of a number of schemes in
Germany and Switzerland, which seek to address the following objectives:
 to maintain their value as habitat for plant and animal species (particularly birds
listed in the Birds Directive, and endangered plant and reptile species);
 to maintain their aesthetic and cultural contribution to the landscape; and
 in the case of orchards to maintain the diversity of local fruit varieties.
The species richness of both habitats is obtained through maintaining both species-rich
grassland and other structural features such as bushes, hedges, dry stonewalls, and water
features such as ponds. In orchards, old trees with abundant holes are important habitats
particularly for birds, as well as invertebrates and small mammals. In vineyards, the
microclimate in the dry grassland, stones and rocks is a valuable habitat for invertebrates
and small mammals.
As well as the maintenance of vegetation structure and diversity, a number of results-based
schemes focus on fauna of EU and national conservation interest. These include the
protection of breeding meadow birds (Netherlands and Germany), large carnivores and
raptors including the Golden Eagle (Finland), Lynx and Wolverine (Sweden) and Montague’s
Harrier (Germany). These results-based schemes focus primarily on species protection and
preventing the killing of species, either through accidental processes as part of farmland
operations, or active culling, which may be in response to livestock damage for example.
The predator payment schemes in Finland and Sweden are directly linked to government
targets for desired population sizes of those species required to achieve favourable
conservation status (Wolverine, Lynx and Golden Eagle).
No schemes were found that involved the creation of habitats or re-establishment of
species communities where they had been lost previously. One of the reasons for this is that
it is more difficult to use results-based schemes for the restoration or re-creation of seminatural habitats, not least because of the uncertainties involved. There were some cases
however, where a scheme was part of a wider approach, which used a management-based
scheme to establish and improve species composition before using a results-based scheme
to maintain this diversity (Box 4).
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Box 4: Results-based and management-based schemes working in tandem
The PAULa agri-environment scheme "Kennartenprogramme" in the German south-western region of
Rheinland-Pfalz includes two results-based schemes for species-rich grassland within the Rural Development
Programme. These two schemes were developed as an alternative to the management-based agrienvironment schemes and enrolled around 1,800 ha in 2013.
This results-based payment scheme has been developed for farmers who already manage species rich
grassland to give them more flexibility in their management to improve the alignment of biodiversity
conservation with conventional agricultural management. In the 2007-13 period, farmers received a payment
of €225/ha for species-rich grassland with at least four key species (‘Kennartenprogramm Mähwiesen und
Weiden’), and a payment of €275/ha for species rich grassland with at least eight key species
(‘Kennartenprogramm Artenreiches Grünland’).
There is a parallel management-based scheme operating in the same area and the payment rates differ only
slightly. The decision about which scheme farmers should follow is influenced by the agriculture and
environment Ministry. For example, if the key species are already present on the parcels it is generally
considered better to allow the farmer to decide which farming practices are optimal for their particular field
parcels to deliver the outcomes required, through the results-based approach. For other cases where the
species richness is near the threshold, including meadows where the indicator species are sparsely distributed
on the parcel, the Ministry generally advises farmers to enrol in the management-based scheme until the
species composition is restored sufficiently to allow farmers to maintain diversity through a results-based
approach (LUWG, 2010).
More information on the Kennartenprogramme can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
or on the scheme website: http://www.luwg.rlp.de/Aufgaben/Naturschutz/Arten-und-Biotopschutz/PAULaBeratung-Vertragsnaturschutz/Kennarten-Programme/
Source: Own compilation

Results-based schemes can also be used to maintain endangered traditional domestic and
farmland breeds of livestock or species to maintain genetic diversity. Most Member States
have adopted approaches to maintaining at least one component of agricultural genetic
resources and diversity. Many schemes offer financial support to breeders of endangered
native animal and plant breeds42. Such schemes are relatively widespread across the EU and
have a broader geographical reach than other types of results-based schemes discussed
here.
Where such schemes can be classed as results-based, their objective is to maintain viable
populations, and thus the genetic resource pool, of endangered native breeds. In many
countries, such breeds are at risk of being lost from the farmed landscape as they are
relatively low yielding compared to other more commercial breeds and as such are less
profitable for farmers. These schemes pay farmers directly for the number and type of
species that they are maintaining on their farms. Schemes are most often implemented
through RDPs, often with co-funding from national breed programmes. Typically they are
overseen by local breeding associations and by national or regional authorities (see Annex 3,
p134).

42

This can include payments for arable plant species; different crop varieties, such as orchard trees or vines;
and livestock. Here we focus only on orchards and vineyard schemes and livestock payments in order to
illustrate how results-based schemes are used to help maintain genetic diversity.
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Plant genetic resource management schemes are somewhat different in the way they are
implemented. Unlike livestock genetic conservation schemes that seek continued viable
populations of endangered or native breeds, endangered plant breed schemes require the
yearly planting of specific species without seed harvesting or ensuring a continued viable
population from the same genetic resources. It can be argued that such an approach is only
quasi-results-based in that the genetic resources, and thus results, are produced offsite and
planted, rather than being generated in situ.
Another objective of results-based schemes, although more indirect and not always
explicitly stated, is to increase the awareness and understanding of farmers about the
biodiversity on their land and the role in its protection (Box 5). Focussing farmer attention
towards results and improving understanding about the objective sought in a particular
scheme can leverage the skills and knowledge of farmers in achieving biodiversity results.
Farmer participation and engagement in schemes is a key element of success for both
management-based and results-based approaches alike (see Burton and Schwartz, 2013;
ENRD, 2012; Burton and Paragahawewa, 2011). However, results based schemes offer an
opportunity to shift farmers' and land managers' thinking so that in planning the farm
business they seek to maximise returns from the environment (in this case, biodiversity), in
a similar way as they would for any other enterprise on their farm.
Box 5: Improving farmer engagement – the French flowering meadows championship
Farmer attitudes and engagement is one of the key success factors for results-based schemes and is being
encouraged in a variety of different ways across the EU. One example is the flowering meadows championship
in France.
The Concours des prairies fleuries or flowering meadows championship has been held in
France since 2007 (in local areas) and since 2010 at the national level.
More than 1,500 farmers have participated in
this local championship that was held in 50
different locations in 2014. This professional
competition rewards the best agri-ecological balance found in
hay meadows and pastures that is considered as the result of
farmers' skills in producing biodiversity along with feed and
food. Though symbolic, this kind of reward helps to improve
farmer awareness of results based approaches and encourages
them to feel proud of their contribution to biodiversity. Farmers
receive a medal (see inset) for winning the competition as well
as € 500 prize money.
The attitudes of those farmers who have entered the competition have changed considerably. Where farmers
first saw flowers as things “cows do not eat” and did not consider themselves “nature gardeners” now they
have a much more positive view towards maintaining species richness in their meadows. “Our work is really
recognised for once. It’s very important to us to show that we aren’t ‘big polluters’”.
Source: Own compilation; De Saint Marie (pers. comm.)
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3.3

Result indicators and their measurement

Since results-based schemes offer much more flexibility to farmers in the way in which
biodiversity objectives are achieved, setting appropriate objectives and defining result
indicators to measure progress towards them are key elements to get right43 (see sections
5.2 (p46) and 5.3 (p48) below).
Not surprising a variety of result indicators have been used in results-based schemes to
date. Some are relatively straightforward in design, for example depending on the recording
of individual plant species or bird nests. Others are more elaborate, such as where
composite indicators have been developed. These can for example combine different
indicators of habitat quality and species richness to assess the status of a particular habitat
type.
The degree to which indicators are a direct and sufficiently robust measure of the ecological
value and / or status of the habitat or species they aim to protect varies. For example, some
indicators measure the change in target species numbers, whereas others measure factors,
such as habitat structure, that are proxies of overall habitat condition. The most common
type of indicators found in the review for this study is a set of selected plant species that
reflect desired specific habitats, habitat characteristics or other associated species (that are
not as easy to identify or survey as the selected species indicator).
As noted composite indicators have also been used in some schemes. Although these
capture more components of the biodiversity, they may be less easily monitored and may
be tricky for the farmer to interpret. This can be a communication barrier, which reduces
their acceptance and hinders adaptive management. They also tend to require more
expertise and resources to measure. Despite the added complexity, however composite
indicators have been used to good effect in several existing schemes, such as the Burren
Farming for Conservation Project (BFCP).
Examples of how these different types of indicators have been used in practice are set out in
the following sections.
Simple indicators
Perhaps the most simple of those indicators in use in results-based schemes relate to
specific target species, whether these are traditional orchard tree varieties or rare and
endangered livestock.
The results and indicators used in the conservation of rare and endangered livestock species
focus on the number of heads of breeding female or male animals and offspring. The
number of breeding animals is a direct measure of the viability of the breed population. The
farmer is subject to control checks of his or her declared head count of breeding animals
and the herd/breed book, for example by comparison of animal ear tags with herd book
entries.
43

Guidance on how to set biodiversity objectives and design results-indicators can be found in Chapter 4 of the
Results-based Payments for Biodiversity Guidance Handbook accompanying this report.
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Result-based schemes that aim to maintain and enhance traditional orchards include
payments to maintain key habitat features, such as mature orchard trees, which also act as
the indicators for the scheme44. The measuring of indicators is often done at the beginning
and end of a contract period.
Despite the ‘number of trees’ being a simple indicator to monitor and record, it does not
allow for any aspect of the “quality” of the result or the associated management to be taken
into account. Only some schemes specify that trees must be maintained through regular
maintenance and rejuvenation (restoration) pruning and include appropriate levels of
payments per tree to cover such management. The tree number indicator therefore does
not take into account all the biodiversity objectives and components of ecological value in
traditional orchards, and so does not adequately incentivise the maintenance of ecologically
valuable orchard habitat.
The addition of quality and value indicators can be of benefit in this regard, such as in the
Swiss approach described in the composite indicators section below. A related issue arises
with the measurement of the number of heads of traditional or endangered breeds.
Although maintaining population numbers is important, the per head payment does not
necessarily support the farming system of which the animals originally were a part. Support
for both orchard trees and rare breeds therefore can benefit from a combination of
mechanisms covering different aspects of the farming system, including support for the
primary objects of interest (traditional orchard trees or rare breeds), the farming system
(traditional orchards or semi-natural grazing systems) and the marketing of products from
such systems in order to make them economically viable.
The widely adopted schemes to maintain species-rich grassland45 use lists of plant species or
groups of plants that are characteristic of these species-rich grassland communities as
reliable indicators. The schemes reviewed in this study all target mesic46 to damp grasslands
that require annual mowing to maintain their plant species richness. The selected indicator
plants flower reliably in grassland that is maintained in the traditional way, but will quickly
stop flowering under management that is inappropriate in terms of biodiversity
conservation objectives for the plant’s habitat47. The plant species are selected because
they occur reliably and sufficiently abundantly in all the grasslands that meet the minimum
quality criteria for the scheme. Similar species that might be confused are grouped together
into a single indicator and some of the lists show whether the indicators are typical of wet,
dry and mesic grassland types to facilitate a quicker identification in the field (Box 21 (p53)).

44

Such schemes, like those operating in Germany, specify that dead trees must be replaced with new trees but
trees cannot be removed (with the exception of specified disease risks).
45
2
These schemes are currently used in Germany, France and Switzerland on over 28,000 ha /2,850 km and
were also used in England, UK, between 1987 and 1997.
46
Meaning with a moderate or well-balanced supply of moisture.
47
Those plant species that respond positively to inappropriate management operations, such as frequent
cutting (such as Lolium perenne), heavy grazing and associated soil compaction (such as Plantago media),
and/or fertilisation (such as Urtica dioica), are not used as indicators.
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Understanding the nature of a species’ response to different management practices is
important in determining the right indicators to use in a scheme. The schemes reviewed
here have all involved a preparatory research programme that developed and tested the
indicator list and threshold(s) prior to scheme implementation and all use a similar
monitoring method. This approach has proved very successful as it is easily adopted by
farmers, allows for reliable self-monitoring of results and can easily be spot-checked by
experts (Box 20 (p52)).
Box 6: Regional adaptation of indicators
Indicators must be suitable for the habitat and bio-geographical region they are used in, and each of the
regions implementing results-based schemes for species rich grassland has developed its own indicator list.
However, the option of having a series of different indicator lists for different grassland types has generally
been rejected as it is considered to be inefficient and also less acceptable to farmers due to differences in what
they may get rewarded for. This means that indicator lists must work for all the different grassland types
covered by the results-based scheme in a given region. The indicator lists for current schemes generally
contain between 24 and 36 indicator species, covering the main grassland types in that region, accompanied
by photos and identification guides.
Source: Own compilation

The way in which plant indicators are measured appears to be broadly similar. Observations
made in individual field parcels are designed to measure whether the plant indicators are
present, at least at the minimum threshold level across the whole field. Indicator species are
counted along each segment of a transect line that crosses the longest diagonal of the field.
Larger fields are divided into three segments, smaller fields into two. The German and
French schemes use a minimum threshold of at least four indicators in each field segment
and some schemes include higher payments for fields that meet the threshold of at least six
or eight indicators in each segment (for example Rheinland-Pfalz).
Some long running results-based approaches target certain bird or mammal populations,
with indicators used to measure successful reproduction. There are a number of schemes in
the Netherlands and Germany that aim to protect bird species nesting on grassland or in
arable fields that are vulnerable to agricultural activities, such as mowing or harvesting48.
Protected bird nests or clutches are used as indicators, and measurement relies on farmer
self-reporting and volunteers to survey fields for the presence of breeding pairs and nest
sites. In Sweden and Finland schemes focus on maintaining large raptors and carnivores, key
reindeer predators49. The Swedish schemes target Wolverine and Lynx, with the indicator
being the number of predator offspring, combined with an indicator of predator presence,
whilst the Finnish scheme targets Golden Eagle, using the number of nest sites as an
indicator, combined with the number of breeding territories.

48

These schemes are running in several regions of Schleswig-Holstein, Nordrhein-Westfalen and Bayern in
Germany (coordinated by NGOs and/or research stations), and in various parts of the Netherlands
(coordinated by agricultural cooperatives.).
49
2
The Swedish scheme operates on 262,231 km in the Sami region of Sweden; the Finnish scheme operates
2
on 123,000 km in the Sami region of Finland. Both Sami reindeer grazing territories are a mixture of forest and
tundra.
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The measurement of indicators in the raptor and carnivore schemes tends to form part of
relatively intensive ongoing species monitoring programmes whose scope is wider than
these schemes. Wolverine and Lynx winter surveys measure breeding territories (location of
dens and tracks) and the regular or occasional occurrence of adults (through the tracks of
adult animals, camera traps etc.). The Golden Eagle surveys measure the occupation rate of
the known territories and number of chicks per nest. In the German and Dutch grassland
bird schemes, bird nests or clutches are recorded. The measurement of progress against
indicator targets for all schemes is carried out either by the farmer or, in the case of the
Nordic schemes, the Reindeer herders themselves, with verification checks carried out by
scheme officials, or by trained professionals, many of whom may be volunteers (Box 7).
Box 7: Monitoring of bird numbers by conservation organisations in Schleswig-Holstein
The ‘cooperation for grassland bird protection’ (‘Gemeinschaftlicher Wiesenvogelschutz’) scheme pays
grassland farmers in various regions of Schleswig-Holstein for the protection of grassland bird nest sites in
fields when mowing, grazing or managing the grassland.
2

The Schleswig-Holstein programme currently covers around 220 km and is growing rapidly - each year the
number of participating farmers and the area covered by the scheme increases. It is funded through SchleswigHolstein federal state funds, and organised by local organisations, for example the Kuno cooperative in the
Eider-Treene-Sorge region. The Michael-Otto-Institut of NABU coordinates all projects of this nature in
Schleswig-Holstein.
Monitoring and control of bird numbers is carried out by conservation volunteers, recruited with the help of
NABU, who must regularly visit the parcels. Each volunteer is designated as a contact person for a local area, in
which they generally already have good contacts (local farmers, hunters, or others), and which they monitor
on at least a weekly basis and some daily. When they record the presence of breeding birds they approach the
farmer, and if the farmer is willing to participate at that time, they mark the bird nest area and negotiate the
payment and management requirements. Alternatively, the farmer may contact the volunteer to say they have
found breeding birds on their land. As soon as the contact person notices that the birds have left the site, he or
she removes the markers and the farmer is free to manage the parcel without restrictions. The farmer must
notify the bird volunteer before they carry out any management actions on the site. Bird clutches killed
through farmer management actions are relatively easy to identify where evidence of management on the
parcel can be seen, as well as direct damage to the marker posts and nest spot. If eggs or chicks vanish without
any traces of damage through management actions, the losses are attributed to predators or other natural
factors.
More information on the Schleswig-Holstein scheme can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm

Assessing the effectiveness of indicators in representing the desired biodiversity outcomes
and hence the long-term success of specific schemes can be challenging. Some schemes,
such as the Wolverine, Lynx, Golden Eagle (Box 11, p29) and Montagu’s Harrier schemes
(Box 18), allow for a more direct measure of scheme success in terms of species numbers as
they are based on the close correlation between protected offspring or nest sites and the
overall population reproduction rate (Jeromin and Evers, 2013). However, with some
schemes this link is less clear. For example, the grassland bird schemes generally are
resulting in effective nest protection but not necessarily in increasing population growth
rates. This is because the indicator does not take into account chick mortality due to
unsuitable habitat and food quality on the grassland, and thus does not incentivise farmer
actions to increase grassland habitat quality for these bird species (Musters et al, 2001).
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Composite and site specific indicators
The schemes reviewed that target other semi-natural grazed habitats, beyond species-rich
grassland or meadows, have developed composite index indicators. These comprise a
number of different indicators that include vegetation value indicators, structural value
indicators, and negative indicators50. Vegetation value is generally measured by the
presence of certain plant species indicators typical of species rich vegetation, structural
value by the presence and condition of habitat features (such as hedges, bushes, trees, dry
stone walls, stone heaps, rocks, open ground, water sources), and negative impacts on
ecological integrity tend to be measured by indicators such as the dominance of invasive
species (such as Purple moor grass (Molinia caerulea) or the Black Locust Tree (Robinia
pseudoacacia)) or soil trampling and erosion.
Box 8: Use of composite index indicators for grazed mosaic habitats
In the Burren in Ireland, two different composite indices are used to score the quality of lowland (summer)
and upland (winter) grazing, as the vegetation value indicator is more useful for the lowland grassland, whilst
the negative ecological integrity indicators are more relevant to the upland grazing habitats (Dunford et al,
2012).
The Swiss pasture quality index consists of two criteria: vegetation value, measured using regionally adapted
plant indicator lists, and structural value, based on a minimum coverage of a range of different valuable
habitat features. Overall, the habitat must meet a minimum threshold for coverage of species- and thorn-rich
scrub / hedge (BLW 2014a). Thorny scrub is a useful indicator as the scrub species that have thorns are also
native species with high wildlife value.
Whilst the Burren index was developed for a relatively small set of habitat types in one region of around 7,520
2
ha / 75 km , the Swiss index has been designed for use across Switzerland. It includes, therefore the option of
regional adaptation with alternative structural criteria for grassland above the wood/hedge altitudinal zone,
such as the presence of ecologically valuable deciduous tree or shrub species or animal species indicators
typical of structural elements.
More information on these schemes can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
Source: Own compilation

The composite index approach is also used in Switzerland in the maintenance and
enhancement of high nature value vineyards and orchards (Rebflächen mit natürlicher
Arten- und Strukturvielfalt) through a vineyard and orchard quality index. The vineyard
quality index includes both vegetation value indicators (for the semi-natural dry grassland)
and structural value indicators. The vegetation value indicator consists of a basic list to
which additional species can be added, as additional species can be scored in addition to the
defined list (BLW 2014b) and also includes a list of species that cannot be scored51. The
orchard quality index consists of a minimum threshold for the presence of natural nest holes
or installed nest boxes for typical bird species and a score for either a minimum area of
grassland or similar habitat meeting the quality criteria for this habitat, or the presence of
structural elements from a defined list (BLW 2014c).
50

These schemes are running in the Burren region in Ireland and in Switzerland. The French HERBE09 scheme
addresses similar habitats but uses site-specific indicators.
51
i.e. species that do not contribute towards the value or quality of the habitats concerned
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Two schemes operating in France (Herbe_09 - Gestion pastorale) and Austria
(Ergebnisorientierter Naturschutzplan, ENP) have taken an alternative approach to assessing
structurally diverse habitats at the farm level, by using indicators and targets adapted to
each site Agreil et al, 2009; Lécrivain et al, 2011)52. In the French scheme, vegetation-state
indicators are set individually in site management plans, usually in the context of the Natura
2000 area management plan (Box 9).
Box 9: Vegetation state indicators in the French Gestion pastorale (Herbe 09) scheme
In the French ‘pasture management scheme’ the desired results differ according to each site and are defined
at the scheme inception stage by the expert adviser together with the manager(s) of the site, usually the
shepherd. Criteria could include for example:

desired scrub coverage between 30 and 80 per cent;
 Molinia caerulea grazed back on at least 20 per cent of degraded heath area;
 intact Sphagnum spp cover on all bog areas with no desiccation; and
 minimal area of bare peat soil in bog areas.
Experts assess the degree of desirable change in the vegetation state (e.g. shape of trees or the amount of
scrub) at the end of the scheme period during a field inspection against photographic reference information.
The scheme has enabled the effective and adaptive management of habitat mosaics reliant on extensive
shepherded grazing in Natura 2000 areas.
More information on this scheme can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
Source: Own compilation

The Austrian scheme (Ergebnisorientierter Naturschutzplan, ENP), uses a similar approach
to that adopted in France, but sets a further set of control indicators that are designed to
identify whether or not progress towards the scheme objectives is being achieved (Box 10).
Box 10: Using farm-specific indicators and targets in Austria
A results-based scheme using farm-specific indicators and targets is due to be rolled out in Austria in 2015. It
targets high nature value livestock and mixed farms and aims to restore habitats and species specific to each
farm. General and specific targets and indicators, as well as a set of control criteria, are determined for each
farm by advisers in conjunction with the farmers during a field visit. The expected biodiversity results are set in
accordance with the local conservation objectives, habitats and species present in the area, such as ‘an
increase of breeding Whinchat (Saxicola rubetra) pairs from 2 to 5’. The specific targets focus on aspects that
can be monitored throughout the contract period, such as ‘vegetation shall not be higher than 25 cm from
beginning of May to end of September’ or ‘Himalayan Balsam (Impatiens glandulifera) should not cover more
than five per cent of the parcel’. The control criteria serve to indicate potential unfavourable developments on
parcels and thresholds that would prevent the required results from being achieved. For example ‘Himalayan
Balsam (Impatiens glandulifera) may not produce seeds’. The control criteria are used as indicators to
determine whether farmers are obliged to refund parts of the payments because they have not met the
thresholds.
More information on the Austrian pilot scheme can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
Source: Own compilation

52

2

This scheme is available in France on over 84,067 ha / 840 km of upland grazed habitats primarily in the
southern Alpine and Mediterranean region.
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The composite index and site specific indicator approach seeks to measure a broad range of
the botanical and structural components of biodiversity in the whole habitat, in order to
take into account habitat diversity and mosaics, and encompass a range of ecological
variation that may be seen between and within different sites. However, measuring
composite indicators is often more challenging than other indicators discussed here and can
be relatively time consuming, particularly where they need to be assessed by botanically
trained experts and not simply by the farmer. The complexity involved in monitoring such
schemes may be one reason that the schemes addressing grazed semi-natural habitats and
habitat mosaics have been relatively under-represented in results-based approaches to
date.
3.4

Design and structure of ‘pure’ and ‘hybrid’ results-based schemes

Despite being designed as results-based schemes, relatively few of the schemes reviewed as
part of this study are ‘pure’ in the sense that they allow farmers the complete flexibility to
manage the land in a way that achieves the biodiversity objectives. In reality most are
‘hybrid’ schemes, requiring some form of active management or including a list of activities
that are prohibited as part of the scheme requirements.
The reasons why management requirements are not dispensed with entirely vary from
scheme to scheme, although with some commonalities. Result-based approaches are not
new in conceptual terms, but they are far from the mainstream approach taken to agrienvironment schemes in the EU. Farmers and managing authorities alike are more familiar
with contracts under which payments are made on the basis of compliance with specified
management prescriptions. This approach gives farmers a clear indication of the work
needed and reduces their exposure to the risk of not achieving a result due to external
factors. There is an explicit or implicit assumption that by following certain actions a result
will be achieved53. In addition, because management requirements form the basis of setting
payment rates in results-based schemes, there has been some uncertainty as to whether
these same management actions need to be subsequently controlled on the ground for
results-based schemes. However, the DG AGRI guidance to Member States on the agrienvironment-climate measure54 for the 2014-2020 period makes it clear that this is not the
case – for results-based schemes, the control is of the results, irrespective of the
management being undertaken on which the payment rate has been calculated (see section
7.6 (p81) of the Operational Framework). This should mean that in the future fewer resultsbased schemes would include management requirements for this purpose. This in turn
should make verification and control of results-based schemes more straightforward, as
monitoring whether or not a particular management practice has taken place often can be
more difficult than observing whether or not a result, (such as the presence of certain
species or structural diversity), has been achieved.

53

Or at the very least, no additional damage will be done.
Technical elements of agri-environment-climate measure in the programming period 2014-2020,
19/11/2014
54
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Pure results-based schemes
Of the schemes reviewed for this study, five can be considered to be pure results-based
payment schemes in the sense that no specific form of management is required in order for
farmers to receive full payment. Four of these are in operation currently in Germany,
Sweden, Finland and Austria55 with one scheme in the Netherlands operating as a trial in the
early 1990s but stopped in 1996. Only one of the currently operational schemes is part
funded through the CAP (the Austrian scheme), with the Swedish and Finnish scheme
financed through national funds and the German example (a species-rich grassland scheme
operating in the Schleswig-Holstein region) operating with private funding. None of these
schemes specify any obligatory management prescriptions as part of their operation and
farmers (or Reindeer herders) are given the flexibility to manage the land in a way that they
expect to deliver results. The Schleswig-Holstein scheme operates in a similar way to the
other German meadow schemes, whereas the Swedish and Finnish schemes reward Sami
Reindeer herders according to the populations of specific raptors or carnivores (Box 11).
Box 11: Results-based schemes operating in Sweden and Finland
The Golden Eagle scheme in Finland rewards the Sami reindeer herding community in Finnish Lapland for the
successful establishment of Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) nests and territories. The scheme was introduced
in 1998 and replaced a former scheme that based payments to reindeer herders on the number of reindeers
killed by the Golden Eagle. It is financed by the Finnish Government and a regional centre administers
payments to the participating communes (sub-divisions of the wider Sami community).
The scheme was set up and is overseen in close collaboration between public authorities and Sami communes
through the Eagle reimbursement group. This consists of the Natural Heritage Services, environmental
authorities, reindeer owners and regional council of Sami, as well as researchers. Payments are based on
indicators of species reproduction success: number of territories and nests. In 2013, the payment was €708
per territory in a forest zone and €1,416 in a tundra zone. For a nest, it was €2,124 in a forest and € 3,540 in a
tundra zones. The payment is higher in tundra because research indicates higher damage and predation rates
of Reindeer occur in tundra areas. The payments for territories and nests are added together to form the
overall payment to the commune. For example, a Sami commune in a forest zone may get €2,124 for one nest
containing a chick and an additional €1,416 (2x €708) for two confirmed territories. The payments are made to
the Sami communes as a common pool resource. The payments are financed by the Finnish government, data
are managed by the State Forest Agency and payments are paid by the regional centre of Lapland (the same
organisation that manages agri-environment payments).
The payment for the number of territories and nests is a proxy for species reproduction success and relates to
the amount of damage that a single individual could cause to a Reindeer population. Previously the scheme
provided payments based on the number of dead livestock animals. However, there was a risk of participants
abusing the scheme under this approach, as the control mechanism (the number of dead livestock) was not
contingent on conservation outcomes. In addition, this approach had higher transaction costs for the herders
The Swedish conservation performance payment scheme for Lynx (Lynx lynx) and Wolverine (Gulo gulo)
offspring was first introduced in 1996 with modifications made to the existing scheme in 2000. It is targeted to
areas of Sami reindeer herding in the north of Sweden - typically wildland, forest and tundra and has been
taken up widely across the 51 Sami communities.
The objective of this scheme is the protection and preservation of two large carnivores, native to Swedish
55

The Baden-Württemberg species rich grassland scheme and the Blühendes Steinburg scheme in SchleswigHolstein; the two large carnivore schemes in Sweden and Finland, and the Ergebnisorientierter
Naturschutzplan (ENP) in Austria.
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Lapland, the Lynx (Lynx lynx) and Wolverine (Gulo gulo). The Lynx and Wolverine are endangered carnivores on
the World Conservation Union Red List, both at risk of habitat loss and illegal hunting. The payments are made
according to the number of carnivore offspring occurring within reindeer grazing areas. The level of payment is
determined according to the financial damage that each animal is expected to cause throughout its lifetime.
Payment levels in 2007 for certified Lynx and Wolverine offspring was SEK200,000 (~€22,045) per animal. In
addition, payments can be made for the regular and occasional occurrence of lone Wolverines (SEK 70,000
[~€7,716]) and Lynx (SEK 35,000[~€3,858]).
The payments are financed publicly by the Swedish government and managed by the Swedish Environmental
Agency - not by the Swedish Board of Agriculture (which manages agri-environment payments). The payments
are made to the Sami villages as a common pool resource to be distributed as they see fit. In many cases the
herders have a say in how the money is distributed but not always.
More information on these schemes can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
Source: own compilation; Zabel and Holm-Müller (2008); Herzon, I (Pers. Comm).

There are some ‘pure’ results-based schemes that operate in conjunction with a
management-based scheme, which participants may or may not be required to enrol in. This
can be illustrated through the following examples.
Within the Baden-Württemberg agri-environment programme for 2007-13, the MEKA B4
scheme focused on maintaining and enhancing species-rich meadows and pastures. It did
not require specific management actions to be carried out to achieve the results and could
be chosen as a single stand-alone scheme without the need to enter any other schemes in
the programme. The design of the agri-environment programme allowed and encouraged
farmers to choose different schemes to be combined for the optimal management of the
farmland for the environment. However, the payments for single schemes were rarely
sufficient to entice farmers to undertake these schemes alone, although this would be
technically feasible. In almost all cases therefore, the results-based schemes of this nature
are combined with other management-based schemes to provide a package of approaches
that can be used by the farmer.
In 2007 - 2013, the results-based component of the MEKA-B4 scheme had a low payment
rate (€50 per hectare increasing to €60/ha in 2009) and was intended originally as a top up
to the conventional management-based schemes. However, this was not deemed high
enough to compensate farmers for the additional requirements to document and monitor
species composition. Partly as a result of the payment rate and monitoring requirements56,
scheme uptake declined from around 65,000 ha in 2003 to 44,000 ha in 2013. In the
proposed new results-based scheme (MEPL-III 2014 - 2020) efforts are being made to rectify
these problems and the payment rate is expected to increase to around €200 per hectare57.
In other cases, such as in the PAULa agri-environment programme in Rheinland-Pfalz, there
are two parallel schemes, one management-based and one results-based. Depending on the
56

That were added to in 2007
At the time of drafting the Baden Württemberg Rural Development Programme has not been approved
officially and could thus be subject to change. However, it is understood that the new results-based scheme
will include the higher payment rate and is no longer seen as a top-up scheme, but rather one that could stand
alone or be combined with other schemes depending on the choice of the farmer.
57
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level of species present in the meadows and pasture, the official body responsible for
advising on the scheme recommends whether farmers should enter the management-based
or results-based parts of the scheme (Box 4, p20). The payments for both schemes are very
similar.
Like the Baden-Württemberg scheme, the Austrian pilot scheme (Ergebnisorientierter
Naturschutzplan (ENP)), which is designed as a stand-alone scheme, does not require any
specific forms of management by participants. The aim is to restore habitats and species on
high nature value farmland located on both livestock and mixed farms. For further
information on the Austrian scheme see Box 10 (p27).
Hybrid schemes
The remaining schemes all some form of formal management requirements and hence have
been defined here as ‘hybrid’ schemes. These requirements can be divided into two
categories. These are those that must be carried out to help deliver the conservation aims
(Box 12, p31) and those designed to avoid certain damaging practices (Box 13, p32). The
exception to this is the species-rich grassland scheme operating in France (Herbe_07), which
does not include integral management prescriptions but does require the scheme to be
applied in conjunction with an entry-level58 agri-environment scheme, the general grassland
premium ‘prime herbagère agri-environnementale’.
Box 12: Examples of management requirements in results-based schemes
The following are examples of positive management actions that are required in the operation of some resultsbased schemes in the EU. Many of these schemes include also some management restrictions (Box 13), such as
the prohibition of fertiliser use, ploughing or other damaging activities.










In the Dutch scheme for meadow birds, the agreement is with agri-environment cooperatives rather than
individual farmers. Participants are obliged to follow a number of practices targeted on nest protection,
for example to exclude mowing from 50 square meters around individual nests. Different management
prescriptions may be required in different areas. For example the Water, Land & Dijken cooperative
developed their own 'code of conduct' for members participating in the results-based scheme. Despite the
management requirements, payments are always made on the basis of the results achieved.
Harrier nest protection in arable fields in Germany/Nordrhein-Westfalen; the farmer is paid for leaving an
unharvested protective cereal crop zone of 50m x 50m (0.25 ha) around the nest until the young birds
have fledged.
Pastoral management plan in France (HERBE_09 - Gestion pastorale); the scheme aims to maintain
pastoral habitats comprising both of open and mosaic-landscapes of ecological interest as well as fire
prevention, mainly located in Natura 2000 areas. Obligations on participating farmers are derived from
management plans for each site, and include for example the cutting of bushes/trees, maintaining
landscape features and setting in an appropriate grazing regime.
Species rich grassland (Artenreiches Grünland - Kennarten) (part of PAULa), Rheinland-Pfalz; the scheme
require grazing and/or mowing at least once a year although the timing for these activities is not
prescribed.
Farm Conservation Scheme, Peak District (UK); a standard hay meadow management specification was
drawn up but then modified to suit the ecological character of individual meadows and the particular
management requirements.

Source: own compilation
58

See Keenleyside et al, 2012
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Whether they are management or results-based, the rules of schemes generally include a
list of certain management practices that are prohibited. They may be specific to the
scheme, as in the case of the Burren (Box 13), derived from national law or cross compliance
rules under the CAP. These are generally prohibitions on practices known to be detrimental
to the biodiversity targeted by the scheme. For example, farmers may be prohibited from
ploughing or cultivating the land; or from feeding livestock with large hay bales or silage.
Examples of restrictions in current results-based schemes can be seen in Box 13.
Box 13: Examples of management restrictions in current results-based schemes


Schleswig-Holstein breeding bird scheme, Germany: the farmer must avoid carrying out actions that
would affect breeding birds during the breeding season.
 Artenreiches Grünland, Kennarten - Rheinland-Pfalz, Germany: the scheme requires grazing and/or
mowing at least once a year – although the timing is not prescribed. A list of actions considered to conflict
with the aims of nature protection are prohibited (including drainage and the ploughing up of grassland).
 Most of the German meadows schemes have a general prohibition on actions that have negative effects
on the biodiversity conservation goal, including: ploughing, landscaping, drainage, irrigation, damage of
the vegetation through vehicle tracks or compaction, and non-agricultural uses of the land such as
camping.
 The Burren Farming for Conservation Programme (BFCP), Ireland: areas where feeding of large bales of
either hay or silage takes place, or fields to which stock being fed with silage or round bales of hay have
direct access, will automatically receive a score of ‘0’ and thus be disqualified for results-based payments
as this practice is not compatible with habitat conservation or groundwater quality objectives
Source: Own compilation

3.5

Funding sources

Most of the schemes reviewed in this study are co-funded through the CAP, with the
majority relying on Pillar 2 rural development funds, through the agri-environment
measure. These schemes are found in France, Germany, Austria, Spain and the Netherlands.
In most cases they are dedicated results-based agri-environment schemes, contracting with
individual farmers. The Netherlands takes a slightly different approach however, by using
agri-environment cooperatives as the contractual partner. These cooperatives are then
permitted to re-distribute agri-environment payments that have been voluntarily submitted
amongst cooperative members on the basis of results (Box 14).
Box 14: Re-distribution of CAP payments through Dutch agri-environment cooperatives
A number of agri-environment cooperatives in the Netherlands (Agrarische Natuurvereniging (ANV) - including
farmers, citizens, and conservation volunteers) have continued to operate a form of result-based meadow bird
agreement since the previous scheme under EAFRD was discontinued in 2004.
These private ‘schemes’ are situated mainly in the western part of the Netherlands. The schemes focus on nest
protection for breeding grassland birds (which primarily involves marking and avoiding nests when carrying out
farm operations) by paying annually per clutch. The results-based element of the scheme requires participants
to map and monitor meadow bird nests on their land as a proxy for the number of breeding meadow birds on
site.
The scheme is financed largely by ANV members who voluntarily surrender a proportion of their CAP agrienvironment payments which are then redistributed through the ANVs on the basis of results. Part of farmers’
willingness to pool a proportion of their agri-environment payments through the cooperatives comes from the
strong and historic role that the cooperative approach has in Dutch farming. The cooperatives also provide
advice and support to the farmers engaged in agri-environment schemes.
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Every ANV decides on its own ‘pricing’ policy, since the redistributed funds are not subject to CAP rules. They
also decide the means of distributing payments. For the most part the payment rate depends on the scarcity of
the bird species, in light of the overall available budget and the estimated number of birds anticipated.
Payments vary generally between €25 and €150 per nest. The more nests found per farm, the greater the
payment to the farmer. In years where bird numbers are high, the payment per clutch is a little lower, in order
not to exceed the total available budget. There is also evidence of sponsorship funds provided to the
cooperatives from local councils and water board bodies, among others. However, it is unclear how much of
these funds correlate specifically with the meadow bird agreement.
More information on Dutch cooperative scheme can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
Source: Own compilation

Only one scheme in the EU is funded currently through Pillar 1, of the CAP namely the
Burren Farming for Conservation Programme (BFCP) scheme in Ireland which uses “Article
68” funds (authorised under Regulation 73/2009) to finance biodiversity conservation
through a results based approach. Its current popularity and reputation is due largely to the
successful and innovative “BurrenLIFE” project that preceded the current scheme (Box 15).
The BFCP is expected to be included within the new Irish Rural Development Programme for
the 2014 - 2020 period. National funding will be used to bridge the gap in 2015 between the
current Article 68 funding and the start date for agri-environment schemes in the next RDP,
which is likely to be January 2016.
Box 15: Results-based payments through Pillar 1 of the CAP - The Burren scheme, Ireland
The Burren Farming for Conservation Programme (BFCP) is an agri-environment type programme to conserve
and support the heritage, environment and local communities of the Burren in the west of Ireland. It began in
2010, building directly on the experience of the highly successful and innovative BurrenLIFE Project (20052010). The Irish Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (DAFM) has responsibility for payments
issued to farmers under the Programme. The payments are funded from CAP Pillar 1 under the provisions of
Article 68 of Regulation 73/2009.
BFCP is implemented on the ground by a Project Team funded by the National Parks and Wildlife Service and
operating in consultation with DAFM. The programme consists of three “Measures”. Under Measure 1
(Production of species-rich limestone grassland) the payments are based on the results achieved in terms of
grassland condition. Advisors may give some guidance on how to achieve the desired results. Measure 2
includes management-based elements, such as payments for scrub removal, which are designed to support
Measure 1 objectives; Measure 3 provides area payments for designated habitats. Payment rates for the
measures are set out in Box 27, p86.
The results-based payment provides an essential incentive to ongoing grassland management under a format
that allows farmers to make their own decisions on how to achieve conservation results and through a
transparent and ‘meritocratic’ payment system. However, to continue with their farming system, many
farmers also need the support for capital improvements provided by the management-based payments for
clearing scrub, repairing walls, providing water and improving on-site access.
More information on the Burren scheme can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm

In the EFTA countries, two of the Swiss schemes are funded through the equivalent of direct
support measures to farmers and form part of the well-documented ÖkoQualitätsverordnung (ÖQV) or Ecological Compensation Areas schemes. These schemes

33

were introduced in 2002 (Oppermann and Gujer, 2003) and are designed to support the
obligation under Swiss agricultural policy for farmers to have at least seven per cent of their
land managed as Ecological Compensation Areas (ECAs) (Box 16).
Box 16: Species-rich grassland programme (Öko-Qualitätsverordnung, ÖQV) - Switzerland
The payment for species-rich grassland forms part of the Ecological Compensation Areas scheme (ECAs) (or
Öko-Qualitätsverordnung (ÖQV) in German). The ECA scheme has been in place in Switzerland since 1995. It
requires farmers to maintain 7% of their holding as an ECA for the benefit of biodiversity and the environment.
Early implementation of the ECA scheme focused on delivering the 7% target area and did not involve any
quality criteria, which led to a high proportion of poorly managed ECAs. In response, the ECA scheme was
modified, aiming to ensure the ECAs were managed appropriately to deliver the environmental benefits
required.
Introduced in 2002, the scheme has been revised to include a habitat-type oriented payment (for extensive
grassland, hedges, sown fallow land etc.) and a “quality payment” for species rich meadows and pastures.
There is also a quality payment for projects connecting habitats but this is only available in particular regions
(with individual requirements specific to each region). The additional payment for ‘quality of meadows and
pastures’,is open to all farmers.
The scheme was developed by a working group (Nationales Forum für den Ökologischen Ausgleich) including
farmers and ecologists as well as other stakeholders. Depending on the region and type of grassland, farmers
can receive from CHF700 up to CHF 1,500 per ha, primarily from the federal government (but including a
proportion of co-financing from cantonal, municipal or private funds), if their meadows or pastures meet a
certain minimum quality standard (i.e. number of species).
The quality of meadows and pastures is measured by the presence of key species: at least 6 key species must
be present in each sampled area from a list of 34 or 47 species (depending on whether they are in the North or
South of the country).
More information on the species-rich grassland scheme in Switzerland can be found on the European
Commission’s website: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
Source: Own compilation based on Oppermann & Gujer, 2003.

Leaving aside the CAP, other schemes are funded through a variety of national, federal state
and provincial government funds, national park funds or private initiatives. The only
privately run scheme operating in the EU at present can be found in the Schleswig-Holstein
region of Germany (Box 17). The Blühendes Steinburg scheme is funded by a nature
conservation trust, the Stiftung Naturschutz Schleswig-Holstein, which allocates around
€10,000 annually to the scheme. There is an annual conservation procurement auction
approach to determine payment levels and farmers are paid according to whether they
achieve one of the two threshold result levels for the scheme (Stiftung Naturschutz 2014).
Box 17: Blühendes Steinburg - Prospering Steinburg in Schleswig-Holstein, Germany
This scheme pays farmers to maintain species-rich meadows and pastures in the region of Steinburg based on
the presence of a minimum number of indicator spices. The indicators and monitoring method is broadly
similar in design to other results-based agri-environment schemes for meadows in Germany. However, it is
different in that it is financed through a private fund from the nature conservation trust (Stiftung Naturschutz
Schleswig-Holstein), and it combines a results-based approach with a conservation procurement auction to
determine payment rates and allocation of payments.
There are two payment levels based on the presence of at least 4 or 6 indicators in each segment of a
monitoring transect across each parcel. The list of indicator species includes both species and species groups

34

(e.g. sedges) typical of three different grassland types in the Steinburg region: damp grassland, mesic
grassland, and moderately nutrient-rich grassland (Voß & Jödicke 2006). The payment rate for each level of
ambition is determined through an annual conservation procurement auction process. Farmers apply for the
scheme in April each year using a simple one-page application form. They have to make offers for the
payment/hectare they deem necessary to deliver both the 4 and 6 species threshold on their land. After the
parcels are checked, the valid offers are accepted and farmers receive their payment in July, according to the
threshold number of species occurring in their meadows (Stiftung Naturschutz 2014). The nature conservation
trust allocates €10,000 annually and this money is distributed to the compliant parcels according to the
farmers’ offers and the two payment levels. Since 2008 the available budget (which remains constant) and the
total value of the farmers’ offers have been more or less balanced, thereby allowing all farmers to receive the
level of payment they offered.
The scheme does not impose any management requirements and has been set up to minimise the
administration load for farmers, including the simple application process and the fact that farmers are not
required to monitor their own fields. The scheme is run by the nature conservation trust in collaboration with
the Steinburg farmers union. It was first launched as a pilot project in 2007. Schleswig-Holstein has not
implemented a results-based agri-environment scheme for meadows and pastures in its rural development
programme, so this scheme is currently the only results-based scheme available in that federal state.
More information on the Blühendes Steinburg scheme can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
Source: Meier, T pers. comm. (2014)

Federal state funded schemes include the German breeding bird schemes operating in
Nordrhein-Westfalen and Bayern (both Harrier nest protection schemes), and meadow bird
schemes in Bremen and Schleswig-Holstein. The carnivore protection schemes operating in
Finland and Sweden (Box 11, p29) are funded through national funds, and the now
discontinued UK Farm Conservation Scheme and the Dutch per clutch trial scheme were
funded through national park and provincial funds respectively.
The reasons why some schemes are not co-funded through the CAP vary, and can include
factors such as that
 the land is ineligible for CAP support, as in the case of the Swedish and Finnish schemes;
 innovative trial or pilot approaches are being developed, for example in the Dutch per
clutch trials;
 or conventional rural development funding is in some way not attractive to farmers in
the target areas, for example in the Blühendes Steinburg scheme in Germany.
One particularly interesting example of using funds, other than the CAP relates to the
federally funded schemes in Germany for breeding bird nest protection59 which were
developed and run by nature conservation organisations in relatively intensively managed
grassland and arable areas. These regions did not have a history of results-based
approaches, as is the case in many other Länder, and farmers were unwilling or unable to
enter into conventional agri-environment schemes. Nature conservation organisations, such
as the Arbeitsgemeinschaft Biologischer Umweltschutz im Kreis Soest e.V in the
Hellwegbörde scheme in Nordrhein-Westfalen, helped to pilot and design the scheme from
the bottom up, in many cases in conjunction with interested farmers. The scheme was
59

Harrier nest protection in arable fields in Nordrhein-Westfalen and Bayern; and breeding birds on grassland
in Bremen and Schleswig-Holstein

35

designed to be particularly administratively simple, unbureaucratic, and for the most part
monitored and checked by the nature conservation organisations, not the farmers60. The
scheme is generally well accepted by the farmers, for example in 2013 all the farmers with
identified nests took part. If a farmer is unwilling to take part in the scheme the staff
member from the nature conservation association engages with them to this to convince
them of the merits of adopting the scheme, with the support of the local farmers union if
necessary. This and the jointly signed Natura 2000 agreement between all stakeholders in
the area covered by the scheme has led to a good level of cooperation in working towards
nature conservation goals.
Box 18: Harrier nest protection in arable fields in Nordrhein-Westfalen, Germany
These schemes pay for the protection of Montagu’s Harrier (Circus pygargus) nest sites in arable fields, and
also, to a lesser extent, for the protection of Marsh Harrier (Circus aeruginosus) and Hen Harrier (Circus
cyaneus). The Hellwegbörde scheme operates in a Natura 2000 area in the district of Soest in the federal state
of Nordrhein-Westfalen. It is run by a nature conservation association, Arbeitsgemeinschaft Biologischer
Umweltschutz im Kreis Soest e.V. The association takes on all the administration of the scheme: it agrees
annual payment rates with the local authority, monitors nest sites, sets up payment contracts with farmers,
and completes the paperwork on behalf of the farmers as well as providing monitoring and advice. The
scheme is funded by federal state funds and has been in operation since 1993.
The arable farmers taking part in the scheme are generally not involved in any other agri-environment or
nature conservation activities, but a number of them were previously involved in a pilot scheme to implement
agri-environment type actions in the arable fields, and these farmers are generally positive about nature
conservation. If farmers are unwilling to take part in the scheme the staff member from the association
engages farmers to help convince them of the merits of adopting the scheme, with the support of the local
farmers union if necessary.
More information on Harrier nest protection scheme can be found on the European Commission’s website:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
Source: Own compilation Note: A similar scheme is in operation in Bayern and has been running since 1999,
also funded by federal state funds.

Turning to the relatively widespread genetic resources schemes there is some variation in
the basis of payment (see Annex 3). Payments per head of breeding animal kept, for new
offspring, and for the rearing of new breeding animals are the most common. Other
payments are also available for animal purchase, and for supporting breeding associations.
In this chapter and the whole first section of the report, an overview has been offered of the
design and implementation of results-based schemes in Europe. Section 2 of this report
builds on the lessons learned from this experience to assess the key issues that need to be
taken into consideration when designing, implementing, monitoring and evaluating resultsbased schemes for the future. In addition, this analysis has been used to inform the drafting
of a practical ‘Handbook for results-based schemes’, which is published separately [to add
link]. Details of the handbook and other accompanying materials can be found at the end of
this report.
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Thereby reducing the burden on farmers for checking and monitoring of results during the schemes
operation
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SECTION 2: Future development of results-based schemes

This section assesses the types and range of issues that need to be considered
when developing results-based schemes in the EU. The structure of this section
is linked closely with that of the results-based schemes practical guidance
handbook that accompanies this report
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4

Developing results-based schemes – key factors to consider to
ensure effective schemes
4.1

Purpose

The purpose of Section 2 (Chapters 4-10) is to use evidence gained from the literature and
from the review of results-based schemes operating in Europe to:



elucidate the situations in which it is appropriate to use results-based approaches to
provide biodiversity benefits on farmland; and
identify and explore the issues that need to be taken into consideration when
designing, implementing and evaluating a successful, cost-effective results-based
scheme.

Chapters 5-10 are structured according the different stages of scheme development,
implementation and evaluation as set out below. Although these stages are presented in a
linear sequence, they will in practice overlap to a greater or lesser extent. They should also
be seen as the stages in a cycle of continued adjustment and improvement rather than as a
one off process with a single end point. The relationships between these phases are
described in simplified form in Figure 2.








Chapter 5 considers the issues involved during the exploratory phase of development
when determining the appropriateness of a results-based scheme. This covers:
o Gathering information on farmland biodiversity in an area, the ways in which this
is changing and the factors driving those changes. This can be used with
information on national and international biodiversity targets and commitments
to set biodiversity objectives for incentive schemes.
o Deciding whether, in principle, a results-based approach could help to achieve
the best results.
Chapter 6 looks at the factors influencing the feasibility of introducing and running
results-based schemes, particularly:
o Exploring the key issues that determine whether or not a results-based approach
is a practical proposition.
o If so it is likely to be a more effective and efficient means of achieving any or all
of the desired biodiversity objectives than a management-based agrienvironment scheme.
o Deciding whether a scheme should be piloted, or whether the evidence base is
strong enough to allow a scheme to be initiated without a pilot.
Chapter 7 considers effective scheme design with a focus on exploring and resolving key
issues that are involved in designing a scheme to the level that might be required for
inclusion in a rural development programme (RDP) or other policy framework.
Chapter 8 then considers issues of implementation, especially the systems and
supporting materials necessary to launch and run a scheme.
Chapter 9 focuses on issues of monitoring, evaluation and review, namely:
o Design of the methodology by which the outcomes of the scheme are evaluated
over its life-time.
o Creation of a system that identifies and fixes immediate problems.
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o Reviewing the success or otherwise of the design and learning lessons for the
future.
Section 2 concludes with Chapter 10, which is an assessment of the future potential for
results-based schemes in the EU and a summary of the key factors of success and the risk
factors associated with results-based schemes as identified in the study.
The analysis within these chapters focuses particularly on those issues that are specific or
relevant to results-based schemes and that most contribute to their success. For each of
these issues, the concepts involved are elaborated and discussed, citing and critically
examining the evidence base. The evidence base is drawn from a review of the relevant
literature, information provided on the operation of existing schemes and interviews with
Member State experts using semi-structured questionnaires. Examples of current practice
are identified where available, as are risks to be managed, pitfalls to be avoided and barriers
that may be encountered. The information provided in this section has informed the
drafting of a practical Guidance Handbook available on DG Environment’s website61.
Although the focus of this study is on results-based schemes, it should be recognised that
this is not the only way of making environmental land management schemes more effective.
For example: Moxey and White (2014) point out that some of the improvements discussed,
such as better spatial targeting, payment differentiation, monitoring and advisory support,
are equally applicable to management-based schemes.
Figure 2: Stages in the choice, design, evaluation and review cycle of results-based
payment schemes to improve their likelihood of success

Source: Own compilation Notes: The use of pecked and dotted lines indicates that it is not always necessary to
start from scratch when designing or re-designing results based schemes.
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http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/handbook/index_en.htm
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5

Exploratory phase – determining the appropriateness of a
results-based scheme
The starting point for the design of environmental land management schemes, whether
results-based or not, should be to gather information on the biodiversity of the area, the
way it is changing and the factors driving those changes. This provides the basis for
establishing potential scheme biodiversity objectives. A critical next step is then to explore
whether there are any result indicators of the biodiversity objectives that can be relatively
easily and reliably monitored. If there are, then these in turn will help to determine the
suitability of a results-based approach. The key issues that need to be addressed at each of
these stages are outlined below.
The research carried out for this study suggests that in practice, scheme design does not
always take this route. Decision takers are sometimes more concerned about ensuring a
wide distribution of funds and keeping running costs to a minimum. These may be
important considerations, but the benefits for biodiversity of any scheme, especially one
that is results-based, are likely to be compromised unless there is sufficient investment in
the underlying evidence base, adequate targeting, implementation of measures that are
evidence–based and sufficient training, support and advice. Adequate investment in
monitoring is also important so that outcomes can be measured. Rather than focusing on
minimising costs, the focus should be on maximising cost-effectiveness.
5.1

Gathering information on the biodiversity of an area and how it is influenced by
agriculture

At the outset, an assessment of the current status of the main habitats and species in an
area, the ways that they are changing, whether positive or negative, and the factors that are
driving these changes is required. It should be the starting point for the design of all
environmental land management schemes, whether results or management-based.
European Commission guidance to the Member States (European Commission, 2014) makes
it clear that the starting point in designing agri-environment climate schemes should be the
‘analysis of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT),’ which should contain
inter alia an analysis of the need for ‘restoring, preserving and enhancing biodiversity,
including in Natura 2000 areas and in areas facing natural or other specific constraints, and
high nature value farming, as well as the state of European landscapes.’
The guidance also makes it clear that there must be clear links between the environmental
threats or opportunities identified in the SWOT analysis and the environmental outcomes
that agri-environment climate schemes are expected to produce.
It follows from this that a high priority should be given to assessing the habitats and species
of Community interest62, especially those that are dependent on, or associated with
62

i.e. those listed in Annex I and II of the Habitats Directive, and birds listed in Annex I of the Birds Directive
and other migratory birds.
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agricultural practices63. These are referred to hereafter as key agricultural habitats and
species and are listed and described in the Farming for Natura 2000 guidance (Olmeda et al,
2014).
For each key farmland habitat and species the information gathering exercise should take
into account the following attributes of particular conservation importance:
 The proportion of the habitat area / or species population that has an unfavourable
conservation status at an EU, biogeographic and national level64. (see Box 19, p46).
 The proportion of the total EU and/or biogeographic habitat area or species’
population that occurs within the Member State – see Annex C of Olmeda et al,
(2014) for indicative current estimates of key agricultural habitats in each Member
State.
 The proportion of the habitat area or species’ population within a Member State that
occurs within Natura 2000 sites.
The EU’s Biodiversity Strategy (European Commission, 2011) goes much wider than the
Habitats Directive and includes a range of broader, non-legally binding targets, including the
maintenance and restoration of ecosystems and the protection and enhancement of green
infrastructure (i.e. in relation to Target 265). Target 3A of the Biodiversity Strategy is to
maximise the contribution that agri-environment schemes make in supporting the EU’s
Biodiversity Strategy. It is therefore important that the information gathering goes beyond
species and habitats of European importance and includes those that are the subject of
national, regional and local biodiversity conservation obligations and targets.
This preparatory exercise needs to include gaining an understanding of farming practices
and their causal links to habitat deterioration or improvement and to the decline or increase
in species numbers. It is important to understand how habitats have been shaped by
traditional agricultural practices, what impact contemporary agriculture is having on them
and the likely impact of future changes in agricultural practice. The most biodiverse
agricultural ecosystems are mostly semi-natural habitats that remain under some form of
low intensity management (Poláková et al, 2011). The conservation of biodiversity in these
systems will normally require continuation of low intensity management. In contrast,
modern higher intensity and more specialised agricultural practices will, if unmodified, often
lead to the degradation of agricultural ecosystems with the loss of many of the species that
they support.

63

Based on Halada et al, (2011) for habitats, Tucker and Evans (1997) for birds, and EEA (2010) for other
species.
64
This should be based on the most up to date assessments by Member States (in accordance with Article 17
of the Habitats Directive), and give special attention to the proportion that is assessed as being in
‘unfavourable – bad condition’
65
Target 2 of the strategy is to maintain and restore ecosystems and their services: By 2020, ecosystems and
their services are maintained and enhanced by establishing green infrastructure and restoring at least 15% of
degraded ecosystems.
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It is also necessary to identify which ecosystems of high biodiversity value are most at risk
from deterioration or degradation as a result of changes to agricultural management and
practices, so that scheme design can focus on conserving them.
Across Europe, species-rich grasslands have been identified as being particularly vulnerable
to agricultural change. Such habitats typically have low productivity and therefore are
vulnerable to abandonment, particularly in remote areas (Keenleyside and Tucker, 2010;
Keenleyside et al, 2014). In other areas, where investment is more likely, they are
threatened by intensification, as the use of artificial fertilisers and herbicides rapidly convert
biodiverse swards into virtual monocultures, even without cultivation and re-seeding. As a
result, very high and continuing losses of species-rich grasslands have been recorded in
some European countries. England and Wales, for example, lost 97 per cent of their lowland
unimproved grasslands between 1930 and 1984 (Fuller, 1987) and a series of recent local
surveys (The Wildlife Trusts, 2014) has shown that loss and degradation of the remaining
fragments is continuing. Parts of Europe such as the Picos de Europa in Spain do still have
large areas of species-rich grassland but these are at very high risk of destruction or
deterioration (Prince et al, 2012; LIFE, 2008).
Box 19: What is favourable conservation status?
The term conservation status is defined in the Habitats Directive (Article 1).
 For a natural habitat, conservation status means “the sum of the influences acting on a natural habitat and
its typical species that may affect its long-term natural distribution, structure and functions as well as the
long-term survival of its typical species within the territory referred to in Article 2” (Article 1e).
 For a species, the conservation status means “the sum of the influences acting on the species concerned
that may affect the long-term distribution and abundance of its populations within the territory referred to
in Article 2” (article 1i).
The conservation status of a natural habitat will be taken as ‘favourable’ when:
 its natural range and areas it covers within that range are stable or increasing; and
 the specific structure and functions which are necessary for its long-term maintenance exist and are likely
to continue to exist for the foreseeable future; and
 the conservation status of its typical species is favourable as defined below.
The conservation status of a species will be taken as ‘favourable’ when:
 population dynamics data on the species concerned indicate that it is maintaining itself on a long-term
basis as a viable component of its natural habitats; and
 the natural range of the species is neither being reduced nor is likely to be reduced for the foreseeable
future; and
 there is, and will probably continue to be, a sufficiently large habitat to maintain its populations on a longterm basis.
Source: Own compilation

5.2

Setting biodiversity objectives for schemes

The level of funding from different sources currently devoted to biodiversity management
and restoration measures is generally insufficient to address all the pressures affecting the
sizeable range of habitats and species. Consequently it is a priority to ensure that public
funding in particular is focussed where it is most needed and will be most effective. For agrienvironment climate schemes this will usually mean focussing on habitats and/or species
which are of conservation value, are either at risk of deterioration or in need of restoration
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and where agricultural management is a main determinant of their future status. It will also
mean defining specific biodiversity objectives for these habitats and/or species that
potential schemes should address66.
The setting of clear objectives in terms of biodiversity outcomes is a necessary step for all
types of agri-environment scheme, but it is particularly important for results-based schemes
because these objectives form the basis for payment.
Biodiversity objectives for agri-environment climate schemes may focus on any or all of the
following:
 The maintenance or restoration of key agricultural habitats of Community interest to
favourable conservation status (see Box 19, p46);
 The maintenance or restoration of other High Nature Value (HNV) farmland habitats
(Keenleyside et al, 2014);
 The enhancement of certain existing agricultural habitats (e.g. agriculturally
improved grassland and arable habitats);
 The recreation of degraded and destroyed habitats; and
 The conservation of particular species with specific ecological requirements that are
unlikely to be addressed through habitat-focused schemes.
Schemes co-funded from EU sources have a particular obligation to contribute to the
maintenance or restoration of Favourable Conservation Status for Habitats and Species of
European Importance.
The importance for biodiversity of existing high quality habitats means that their
maintenance will normally be the top priority, especially where such habitats are still
extensive and still support their full complement of species. However, across quite large
parts of Europe, existing agricultural habitats have been drastically modified and have lost
many of their characteristic species. In these areas habitat restoration and habitat recreation may also be important, especially where restoration helps to maintain nearby areas
of high quality habitat (e.g. by buffering it from external impacts or by reducing its
fragmentation).
Biodiversity objectives focused on individual species rather than on habitats may be
appropriate in some circumstances. One example might be where a species is declining due
to a cause other than loss of habitat (e.g. predation or human persecution arising from a
conflict with agricultural production), another might be where the specific ecological
requirements of a species are well known and can best be met by highly specific measures,
such as the establishment of winter feeding areas for some farmland birds (Baker et al,
2012) or building artificial holts for Otters (Lutra lutra)67.
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There may also be other, secondary, objectives to be considered in this process, such as increasing farmers’
awareness of biodiversity concerns and the implications for their farming practices.
67
These have been funded, for example, under the English Higher Level Stewardship Scheme in the 2007-13
period.
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The setting of biodiversity objectives must also consider the potential need for geographical
targeting to ensure that schemes are addressing priorities and to increase their costeffectiveness. In many situations a high priority should therefore be given to locating
biodiversity focussed agri-environment climate schemes within and around Natura 2000
sites that have high concentrations of key agricultural habitats and species. However, it
should also be borne in mind that the Habitat Directive’s aim of achieving favourable
conservation status applies to the entire bio-geographical range of each habitat and species.
A significant proportion of many key agricultural habitats and species of Community interest
occur outside the Natura 2000 network and there will often be a need to target other areas
with significant amounts of such habitats and species elsewhere, such as areas of HNV
farmland.
The targeting of schemes to certain habitats, species and locations can greatly increase their
cost-effectiveness, whether in Natura sites or on improved and intensively managed
farmland in the wider environment. The benefits of targeting were demonstrated by a study
of the estimated cost of reversing declines in farmland birds in the UK (Hart et al, 2011). The
study found that focussing a package of agri-environment measures on locations where
concentrations of the target declining birds are known to occurs using bird atlas data would
ensure that the funding is not provided for actions in locations where they would not result
in any additionality. By avoiding the need for blanket coverage the overall cost-effectiveness
of a scheme could be greatly increased.
Similar benefits have been shown to arise from the targeting of conservation actions for
butterfly meta-populations (Ellis et al, 2012). Although such targeting requires good up-todate data on the distribution of the targeted species and habitats, the cost of obtaining such
data is often small compared to the costs of applying the measure, so a carefully targeted
approach can result in considerable savings.
As well as the conservation of wild species and semi-natural habitats, Rural Development
Programmes frequently support measures to conserve agricultural genetic resources.
Although there are some measures that support crop plant genetic diversity, most attention
has been focused on the conservation of rare and local breeds of livestock.
Countries differ in their approach to identifying breeds that are in need of genetic
conservation measures. Germany regularly publishes a Red List of endangered native
breeds. Italy also has a national list of endangered breeds68, though most of the Italian
regions maintain their own lists of endangered breeds in need of protection. In Italy, the onfarm conservation of endangered local breeds is one of the actions included in the National
Plan for Agricultural Biodiversity (MiPAAF, 2008).
5.3

Result indicators of biodiversity objectives

If a results-based approach is to be used to achieve a biodiversity objective, a prerequisite
must be that the results in question are straightforward to verify and control and that it is
possible to measure success at the same scale as that which management decisions are
68
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taken i.e. at farm or landscape scale. However, this is not straightforward because
biodiversity is highly complex: it is multi-dimensional (consisting of genes, species and
ecosystems), scale-dependent (e.g. ecosystems can vary from soil particles to many 1,000s
of hectares) and often its value is highly context specific. It follows that biodiversity
conservation outcomes are usually complex to describe and in many cases they take a long
time to achieve. This means that only rarely can they be used directly to measure success at
farm or landscape level. In most cases simplified and/or intermediate result targets need to
be defined that are suitable for this purpose. These require “result indicators”.
Result indicators of biodiversity outcomes can relate to:
 Ecosystem/habitat attributes, i.e.:
o biophysical attributes: e.g. bare soil, soil condition, soil moisture;
o structure: e.g. sward height;
o impacts of management; or
o composition: e.g. species richness or diversity.
 Species indicators, particularly:
o flagship species, which are themselves a key focus of conservation concern
and which can appeal directly to farmers and to the wider public.
o ‘umbrella’ species whose presence indicates the likely presence of one or
more other species that may be difficult to assess directly (e.g. because they
are difficult to identify or are rare,) and whose absence indicates the
probable lack of that entire set of species;
o keystone species, which play a fundamental role in the ecosystem, changes in
which would lead to major changes in abundance or occurrence of at least
one other species;
o dominant species that provides much of the biomass or number of
individuals; and
o management indicator species, which indicate desirable or undesirable
conditions (e.g. relating to water-levels, nectar sources for pollinators,
nutrient status, grazing impacts).
The indicators that have been used to date in results-based payment schemes operating
across Europe were presented briefly in Chapter 2 and are summarised in
Table 6, p58.
Indicators can be simple or composite. A simple indicator is where only one variable is
measured and a complex indicator is where several variables are measured and combined
into an index score.
For example, to improve the habitat quality of a vineyard it should have certain number of
characteristic plant species, should have habitat features such as water sources, dry stone
walls or hedges and few “negative” indicator species of plant should be present. The review
showed that most schemes have used indicator species as evidence of either the presence
of that particular bird or animal species, itself of conservation interest or the presence of
specific plant species as an indicator of or proxy for habitat quality. A few have used other
ecosystem or habitat attributes.
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Developing simple indicators
One category of biodiversity objective for which indicator selection is relatively
straightforward is the conservation of rare and endangered breeds of livestock. In Italy most
schemes use the number of Livestock Units (LU) as an indicator (Francesco Vanni, pers.
comm.). In Germany, many schemes use the number of breeding females or males as
indicators69. Defining the breeds of interest is critical to the success of such schemes and,
for the 2014-2020 period, the Rural Development Delegated Act requires that the number
and the endangered status of the listed breeds is certified by a duly recognised relevant
scientific body70.
Selection of appropriate indicators for the conservation of wild species and semi-natural
habitats is more complex and needs to be carried out carefully. As noted by Burton and
Schwarz (2013) ‘Ultimately the ecological/economic success or failure of schemes will rest
on the quality of the indicators employed’. This is because results based schemes require
biodiversity indicators that are quantifiable, reliable and record biodiversity outcomes, are
sufficiently balanced, context-specific and sensitive to the impacts of agricultural practices,
yet are transparent and understandable so that farmers are reasonably likely to engage with
the scheme and know what they are aiming to achieve and thereby manage their land
accordingly (Zabel and Roe, 2009; Schwarz et al, 2008).
Recent reviews (e.g. by Bertke et al, 2008; Jack et al, 2007; Matzdorf et al, 2008; Hoft et al,
2010; Kaiser et al, 2010; Rollett et al, 2008) have identified a series of criteria that should be
used to identify indicators suitable for use in result-based schemes. In summary, their
findings suggest that a suitable indicator should be:
 Representative of the target habitat or species - either a desired habitat attribute or
species in itself; or, if it is a proxy indicator, have a reliably known relationship with
the desired habitat type. Indicator species should, singly or as a set, be
representative of the species present within the target ecosystem, habitat or
vegetation community;
 Likely to occur consistently in target farmland habitats in the area;
 Easy to identify and count/measure by the farmers and paying agency
representatives;
 Measurable using a simple methodology;
 Sensitive to changes in relevant agricultural management practices, but otherwise
reasonably stable;
 Unlikely to be influenced by external factors beyond the control of the land manager;
and
 Not easy to replicate by means other than agricultural management.
It may not always be possible to find indicators that meet all these criteria. Whilst self-audit
by the farmers and/or the local community is highly desirable, there are certain target
Annex I habitats or Annex II species where there is no alternative but to use experienced
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For more information, please see the results-based scheme fiches at:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/index_en.htm
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Article 7(3) of Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 807/2014
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professional surveyors because of the difficulty in their identification. For example,
distinguishing different types of Lowland Fen in the UK requires identification of sedges of
the genus Carex to the species level. The abundance of the different Carex species is a key
indicator of habitat condition (JNCC 2004). If the target biodiversity objective is one of these
“difficult” habitats, the suitability of a results-based approach must be questioned, most as
farmers would effectively have to manage blind, unless they had frequent access to expert
help.
The results-based payment schemes that are currently operating in the EU and EFTA
countries provide examples of how these criteria have been applied in practice to date.
Many results-based payment schemes are aimed at conserving species rich grasslands and
most of these operate in Germany and France, using the presence of groups of
characteristic grassland plant species as indicators. These schemes have gone to
considerable lengths to choose plant species that are representative of the species present
within the target grassland plant communities.
The process of selecting indicator species for the German grassland schemes provides an
example of good practice and is described in more detail in Box 20, using the Brandenburg
scheme as an example. Indicator species have been selected from vegetation survey data to
find those species that occur consistently in species-rich meadows, excluding rare or
ubiquitous species. They are screened using expert knowledge to exclude species that
indicate high nitrogen levels or are highly tolerant of cutting, grazing and trampling (Ruff et
al, 2013; Kaiser et al, 2010; Matzdorf et al, 2008). The indicator lists have been tested and
shown to be highly correlated with total species diversity in the grasslands.
The German grassland schemes provide an interesting insight into the geographical scale
and range of plant communities over which it is practical to use a single set of indicators.
Each of the German federal states has developed one indicator list for the whole of their
area. The option of having a series of different indicator lists for different grassland types
within a federal state was considered to be inefficient and also less acceptable to farmers as
it is less transparent. This means that the indicator lists must work for all the different
grassland types covered by the results-based scheme in that region. For example, each of
the seven meadow types in Baden-Württemberg is represented with at least seven indicator
species (Oppermann and Gujer 2003) and the other German Federal States have used
similarly specific sets of indicators. Some of the indicator lists divide the indicators into
those of wet, dry and mesic grassland type to show clearly what kinds of grassland are
targeted, and to help a quicker identification in the field.
The German experience does however suggest that there is an upper limit to the scale at
which it is practical to use a single set of indicators. It has been found that phytogeographical differences across Germany mean that the different federal regions of
Germany need different lists of indicator species (see Box 21).
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Box 20: Example of good practice for selecting results indicators – Brandenburg meadows
scheme
Brandenburg, a federal state in north-eastern Germany, commissioned the Leibniz Centre for Agricultural
Landscape Research to develop an indicator list for species rich meadows. The list was developed in two
stages:
Stage 1:
1. A database of existing grassland surveys in Brandenburg was compiled - mainly Habitats Directive
Annex I survey data plus some other existing grassland vegetation data (it was not possible to carry
out any new surveys). This resulted in a large but heterogeneous data set of 1551 samples with 730
species.
2. The species were grouped according to mean moisture value (dry, mesic, or damp grassland) as the
defining environmental characteristic of Brandenburg grasslands (according to the Brandenburg
grassland habitat typology). Species records from grassland types with more extreme environmental
conditions (very dry or wet) were excluded. It is assumed that these grasslands are maintained only
under nature conservation arrangements and not as agriculturally productive grassland.
3. The species list was screened to exclude rare, ubiquitous, highly toxic and ruderal species, including
species that indicate nutrient-rich conditions or that are highly tolerant of cutting, grazing and
trampling. Species that occur frequently on abandoned grassland and in tall forb vegetation were
removed. Species with higher threat categories on the Brandenburg Red List were not included
because they are likely to be too rare to be useful indicators. This resulted in a draft list of 48 species.
Stage 2:
4. The validity of the proposed indicators was tested using targeted vegetation surveys on
approximately 120 selected grassland fields outside Natura 2000 areas. This found highly significant
correlations between the occurrence of indicator species from the indicator list and overall species
richness.
5. Each proposed indicator species was subjected to an aptitude test of how well it was associated with
1) overall species richness, 2) number of plant species indicating extensive use.
6. The final list of 27 indicator species was selected to 1) provide a balanced range of indicators for all
moisture levels, and 2) include those with a high suitability weighting as indicators of extensive
agricultural management systems. Some species were combined into species groups to facilitate
botanical identification. Certain grass species were included, but the difficult of identifying sedge
(Carex) species were included in a simplified way, only as two groups (large or small sedges).
Source: Own compilation based on {Kaiser, 2010 and Matzdorf, 2008}

The French HERBE 07 agri-environment scheme also recognises the geographical limits of
specific indicators and allows each region to develop its own list of indicators. The list for
the Bauges Parc Naturel Régional comprises 24 species or genera of flowering plants that
describe the six existing types of grassland, which range from poor to rich soils and dry to
wet environments (De Sainte Marie, 2014).
An important aspect of a successful scheme is that the indicator species are easy to find and
identify. The indicator lists in France are also screened to exclude species that are highly
toxic to livestock, such as Autumn Crocus (Colchicum autumnale) and they include some
species that have a good forage value, such as Red Clover (Trifolium pratense). In the Bauges
Regional Park region this is considered to send a valuable message that the conservation of
species rich grassland can provide a win-win for farmers (De Sainte Marie, 2010).
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Box 21: Indicators must be defined according to the regional context
A standardised botanical survey in all the biogeographic regions of Germany showed that grassland species
2
2
richness is lowest in the north-west (12 species per 25m ) and highest in south-west (21 species per 25m ),
2
whilst in central-east and central-west Germany it is at the average level (17 species per 25m ) (Günthler and
Oppermann, 2005; Opperman et al, 2009). Some species used as indicators in the north would not be suitable
as indicators in the south-west, because they are too common. Notably, the yellow flowering Ranunculus
species were not considered a suitable indicator in Baden-Württemberg in the south-west, as they occur on
around 75per cent of permanent grasslands. They were excluded in Bayern (south-east) because of the danger
of confusion with the ruderal Ranunculus repens (Heinz et al, 2013), and in Rheinland-Pfalz (centre-west),
whereas the group is used on the indicator lists of Sachsen (centre-east) and Brandenburg (north-east), and
Niedersachsen in the north-west uses two Ranunculus species as separate indicators. Only a few of the
characteristic hay meadow species are common to most (but not all) of the current German indicator lists,
such as Trifolium pratense, Chrysanthemum vulgare agg./leucanthemum, Sanguisorba officinalis and S.minor,
and Lotus corniculatus. There are some more idiosyncratic differences in the indicator lists, for example
Lathyrus pratensis is excluded as an indicator in Sachsen whereas it is used in Bayern, Thüringen,
Niedersachsen and Brandenburg; Plantago lanceolata is an indicator in Sachsen and Niedersachsen whereas in
Brandenburg it was excluded as being associated with grassland that has been tilled (Matzdorf et al, 2008).
Source: Own compilation

At least two of the results-based schemes operating in Europe, the Golden Eagle (Aquila
chrysaetos) scheme in Finland and the carnivore scheme in Sweden, have used large, mobile
species as indicators with a degree of success. These have the advantage that the indicators
relate directly to the biodiversity objectives for the two schemes, which are the
conservation of these flagship species. It is significant that both schemes operate at a
landscape-scale, with contracts involving whole communities.
The experience gained from operating results-based schemes for meadow birds in the
Netherlands shows that using the target species itself as an indicator is not always
straightforward. The original indicator used in the scheme was the number of nests of
certain species within the area of a contract, chosen as a good indicator of the number of
breeding pairs. However, a wider programme of monitoring and surveillance (Wiertz,
Sanders and Kranendonk, 2007) has shown that the numbers of birds present or even
breeding within an area is not a good measure of the population impact of the scheme, and
the decline of meadow bird populations has continued.
The most appropriate measurement of the performance of the meadow bird scheme has
been a hotly contested issue in the Netherlands (Kleijn et al, 2004; Kleijn and Sutherland,
2003; Kleijn et al, 2001), and the current consensus is that it needs to look at reproductive
success and to be assessed at a landscape rather than an individual farm scale (Paul Terwan,
pers. comm.). This may be one reason why it is planned to restrict access to the new
scheme, due to be introduced in 2016, to farmer cooperatives that are able to coordinate
management at a landscape scale.
Another concern has been that focusing solely on the presence of birds means that there is
no measurement of broader habitat quality, and that this may deteriorate as farmers singlemindedly focus on managing the grassland for meadow birds (Paul Terwan, pers. comm.)
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This debate and controversy has led to a number of changes in the indicators used in
meadow bird schemes in the Netherlands, and in switching between result-based and
management-based approaches. It represents a very interesting case study and is described
in more detail in Box 22. Indicators for the new scheme are still under development, but are
likely to consist of a mixture of habitat and species indicators, with the species indicators
being assessed at a landscape-scale.
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Box 22: The evolution of results-based payments for grassland bird protection in the
Netherlands
The Netherlands has been implementing results-based payment schemes since 1998. The first pilot schemes
were led by researchers, nature conservation NGOs and provincial governments. Payments were entirely
results-based, paying per number of birds breeding on the grassland. There is some evidence from these pilots
that payments increased hatching success (Schekkermans and Müskens 2000, Musters et al, 2001), but this did
not seem to improve the overall population reproductive rate, perhaps because of high chick mortality (Kleijn
et al, 2001, Verhulst et al, 2007). Agri-environment agreements with a results-based element were introduced
into the Dutch RDP in the 2000 – 2006 programming period. The agreements, focussed on the protection of
meadow birds and species-rich grasslands, formed part of a management-based scheme with one share of the
payment to farmers dependent on meeting a results-based target.
The results-based meadow bird scheme applied to four packages of measures out of a broader range of
management-based approaches for grassland birds. These four packages were namely those open to
applications covering more than 100 ha and applicants that were a legal entity pursuing farmland biodiversity
conservation. In practice these legal entities were formed by environmental cooperatives (Agrarische
Natuurvereiniging (ANV)) that were able to act as intermediary contract partners between the paying agencies
and individual farmers. From 2000-2003 participants were set targets based on bird densities with suggested
management options that remained optional to farmers. If the target was reached after six years, the full
payment was made regardless of whether the management prescriptions were followed. If the target was not
reached but the prescribed forms of management were used, 85% of the payment was received.
The scheme was co-financed through Rural Development funding under the Common Agricultural Policy and
payment calculations were based on the management prescriptions. The results-based scheme was effectively
changed in 2004. Importantly, two elements of the scheme were discontinued. First, the possibility for ANVs to
function as a paying agency, thus preventing their possibilities to run a ‘private’ results-based scheme funded
directly through the CAP; and second it became mandatory to comply with the management prescriptions,
with successful results then adding 15% to the payment received by farmers. Since 2004 a number of ANV’s
have continued to operate a private results-based scheme whereby farmers voluntarily surrender part of their
agri-environment payment to the cooperative to be redistributed on the basis of results. Each cooperative has
its own policy on the percentage of the payments redistributed in this way and the payment levels per clutch.
The schemes outline a number of practices targeted towards nest protection, that participants are obliged to
follow which may vary between cooperatives,. Most cooperatives aim for a kind of mosaic management that
divides up fields into either delayed mowing or nest protection regimes. Although the schemes also include
more ‘deep green’ options for habitat improvement, such as creating shallow pools, raising groundwater level,
or reducing grazing or mowing intensity, most farmers are applying only delayed mowing or nest protection
which interfere less in current farming practice. The cooperatives produce detailed annual reports of measures
taken (de Lijster and Prager 2012), but bird population monitoring has shown that increased numbers of
breeding pairs does not translate into a higher overall population reproductive rate (Wiertz, Sanders and
Kranendonk, 2007, Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency, 2007).
Unlike the meadow bird scheme, the species-rich grassland and arable botanical management scheme was not
limited to operation by agri-environmental cooperatives and continued to apply up until 2006. The scheme
included mandatory management prescriptions from the beginning. These were subject to regular control
through the normal agri-environment process with the results-based payments acting as a top up if results
were achieved
From 2016, the Netherlands will introduce a new agri-environment scheme that is only open to groups of
farmers under the cooperation measure. This will enable farmers’ cooperatives to use results-based
approaches with agri-environment funding according to CAP rules, although the extent to which cooperatives
can use purely results-based contracts with farmers is still being negotiated. The new scheme is focused more
on habitat quality than on numbers of nesting birds.
A more detailed description of the evolution of the Dutch results-based schemes can be found on the
European Commission’s website: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/articles/3_en.htm
Sources: Terwan, P (pers. Comm.), Schekkermans and Müskens 2000, Musters et al, 2001, Kleijn et al, 2001,
Verhulst et al, 2007
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Developing composite indicators
A few of the results-based payment schemes operating in Europe use composite indicators71
that incorporate ecosystem, habitat and biophysical characteristics. In the Burren scheme
(Ireland) scores for a variety of indicators are combined to grade land parcels on an overall
condition score that ranges from 0 to 10. These include some ‘negative’ indicators related to
management practices that are known to be correlated with negative impacts on
biodiversity. A proposal exists to extend this approach to areas of semi-natural farmed
vegetation, specifically heathland, incorporating dry heath, wet heath and blanket bog,
semi-natural grasslands (both wet and dry types) and breeding wader sites across the whole
of Ireland (McGurn and Moran, 2013). This suggests that this type of indicator set may be
applicable over a wide geographical area.
Care needs to be taken when using composite indicators to ensure appropriate weighting of
each indicator and to prevent the masking of unacceptable results for one indicator when
others occur at high levels. The latter problem can be avoided by multiplying indicator
results (rather than adding them) or the incorporation of minimum thresholds for particular
indicators of importance. A novel approach to composite indicators is the use of fuzzy logic
algorithms where each variable (indicator) has a probability of being in a series of classes
(Carey et al, unpublished). This method should both avoid step changes and the masking of
one or more unacceptable results.
Advantages and limitations of different types of indicators
A potential risk associated with the use of any indicator or group of indicators is that
changes to the indicators will not accurately reflect the biodiversity outcome that the
scheme is designed to achieve. The German grassland schemes again provide examples of
good practice in addressing this risk. Studies in Niedersachsen, Brandenburg (Matzdorf et al,
2008) and Baden-Württemberg (Oppermann and Gujer, 2003) have shown that the
presence of the indicator species at the level required is indeed correlated with the overall
condition of the habitat (see Box 23 for more detail on the Niedersachsen example).
Box 23: Testing the validity of meadow indicators
The validity of the indicator list for Niedersachsen, a federal state in north-western Germany, was tested by
carrying out a vegetation survey on 258 grassland parcels in eight of the typical biogeographical regions of
north-western Germany, using the same transect method as is used to monitor scheme results. The survey
resulted in a relatively small but homogenous data set. Each indicator species or group was demonstrated to
have a high correlation with overall species diversity and with the number of Red List species. The survey also
showed that of the 31 indicator species and groups, around half occurred in 10 per cent or fewer of the
sampled sections, being typical of only a few of the biogeographical regions, whilst four of the indicators
(Rumex acetosa/R.thysiflorus, Cardamine pratensis, Ranunculus acris, Anthoxanthum odoratum) occurred
reliably in over 40 per cent of sections in all regions.
Source: Bertke et al, 2008; Most and Keienburg, 2008

Even when this risk is recognised and allowed for there is another risk that, once the scheme
goes live, farmland management techniques may be developed that boost the indicator
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Indicators made up of disparate components, which may include the presence or absence of species, habitat
structure and management impacts.
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values without providing the broader ecosystem benefits that the indicator was supposed to
reflect. It is not clear that this will be a widespread problem, but there is experience of it
happening in the Netherlands, where some farmers taking part in the Ditch Plant Scheme
have bought seed mixes from garden centres to achieve the number of species required to
meet the indicator threshold (Guldemond and Dijkman, pers. comm.). This has been
criticised for not being natural regeneration, but a distortion of the aims of the scheme. It
shows that indicators need to be carefully chosen to encourage legitimate innovation
without encouraging perverse effects.
Conclusions
The existence and selection of suitable indicators is probably the most important practical
consideration in determining whether or not a results-based scheme is appropriate. Very
careful consideration of the suitability of indicators is therefore needed.
From this review it is apparent that the definition of biodiversity objectives and the
selection of results indicators in a way that is suitable for a results-based scheme require a
strong ecological research base and good quality and reasonably up-to-date survey results.
Studies are also required to identify the strength of the relationship between the ‘result’ to
be rewarded and the achievement of the specific environmental objectives. Adequate
baseline data will also be critical for monitoring and evaluating the performance of the
scheme.
Information on the ecological management requirements of many habitats and species is
growing, as a result of scientific studies and monitoring of agri-environment schemes and
other conservation actions, some of which are now captured and available in evidence
databases and reviews72.
Table 6 provides a brief overview of the advantages and limitations of the different types of
indicators that have been used so far. Further guidance on this, a series of suggested tests
and a process to follow to select appropriate indicators are provided in the Guidance
Handbook, available on DG Environment’s website73.
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Table 6: Summary of indicator types used in EU Results-Based Payment Schemes
Indicator type
Raised offspring of
predator species (e.g..
Lynx,
Wolverine,
Golden Eagle) (Zabel
et al, 2010), (Zabel and
Holm-Müller, 2008)
Nests of grassland /
arable
birds
(Netherlands
Environmental
Assessment
Agency
2007; Musters et al,
2001; Ministerie van
Landbouw, Natuur en
Voedselkwaliteit,
2006).

Example(s) of use

Advantages

Limitations

Swedish carnivore
scheme, Golden
Eagle scheme in
Finland

Directly measures the species
whose conservation is the
objective of the scheme

Measurement must be done by
experts. Does not measure
other parameters affecting
population size such as adult
mortality

Grassland birds
schemes in the
Netherlands and
Germany; arable
bird scheme in
Germany
(Harriers)

Relates directly to species that
are the objective of the scheme
Rewards farmer initiative to
increase nest protection and to
detect and report nest sites

Does not relate directly to
breeding success, due to other
factors such as chick mortality.
Does
not
guarantee
maintenance of habitat quality.
Relies on volunteer effort to
patrol fields and alert farmers
to presence of nesting birds

Plant
species
or
species groups that
are positive indicators
of
species-rich
grasslands
(Oppermann
and
Gujer, 2003)
(Kaiser et al, 2009)
(Kaiser et al, 2010)
(Matzdorf et al, 2008)
(Most and Keienburg,
2006; Bertke et al,
2008; Ruff et al, 2013;
LfL 2014; De Sainte
Marie et al, 2010;
Kaiser,
Lorenz,
Matzdorf, 2007).

German
and
French Grassland
schemes

Strong correlations with overall
plant diversity and habitat
condition, and plant diversity is
closely related to animal
diversity in such grasslands
Farmers survey their own fields
and indicators are easily
identified by farmers after a
short training
Sensitive to negative changes in
management e.g. too much
fertilisation or cutting
Can be assessed by the farmer
consistently over a considerable
period
Simple scientifically robust
survey technique that can be
learned in a half to one day of
training and takes a reasonably
short time to complete (around
half an hour per parcel)
Increases farmer awareness
and appreciation of plant
diversity
Standard measurement period
(mid-July) and survey can easily
be
repeated/checked
by
controlling authorities

May not pick up deterioration
in the grasslands with highest
species richness if the lowest
indicator threshold is used (4
indicators); however, the 6- or
8-indicator
schemes
are
designed for the more species
rich grasslands
Requires
some
botanical
knowledge to carry out
assessments (however this is
not considered to be a
disadvantage by most farmers
as the indicators are easily
learned and identified)
Does not work for high
conservation value grasslands
that are not hay meadows and
that are not necessarily very
species rich (e.g. Nardus
grasslands)
Not necessarily useful in
detecting habitat value for
invertebrates
that
are
dependent on habitat structure

Plant species that are
negative indicators of
grassland
condition
(BFCP, 2012)

Burren Farming
For Conservation
Programme (as
part
of
a
composite scoring
system)

Simple to assess throughout
extended
season.
Good
indicator of habitat in poor
condition.

Absence of negative indicators
will not guarantee presence of
species-rich grassland, except in
special circumstances.

Arable weeds (Ulber et
al, 2011, Ulber et al,
2009)

Pilot schemes in
Germany

Directly measures the species
whose conservation is the
objective of the scheme

Species vary according to field
type and region so it is difficult
to create standard easy-to-use
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Sensitive to management i.e.
changes in herbicide use and
tillage and increases can be
obtained quickly
Farmers survey their own fields
using a simple method within a
relatively reasonable time

Composite index of
indicator
species
(vegetation value) and
additional structural
criteria
(structure
value) (BLW, 2014).

Vineyards
Switzerland

in

Comprehensive measure of
botanical
and
structural
components of biodiversity in
whole habitat
Species with high conservation
value are allocated a point
score that corresponds with
their conservation value
Additional species can be
scored with one point
List of negative species that
cannot be scored (invasive alien
species, species typical of
intensive management)

German
and
Fairly direct measure of the
Italian schemes
agricultural
biodiversity
for the on-farm
objective, especially when
conservation of
linked to a pedigree recorded in
endangered local
a herd or breed book.
breeds
Burren Farming
Simple to assess throughout
Structural parameters For Conservation
extended season. May be
of habitat (such as Programme (as
extremely
important
for
amount of plant litter) part
of
a
invertebrates as well as for
(BFCP, 2012)
composite scoring
plant community.
system)
Indicators
of
the Burren Farming
impact
of For Conservation Very simple to assess. Likely to
management (such as Programme (as be highly correlated with
evidence
of part
of
a damaged
or
destroyed
supplementary
composite scoring grassland plant communities.
feeding) (BFCP, 2012)
system)
Source: Own compilation from the literature cited
Number of breeding
individuals
of
an
endangered
agricultural breed
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indicator lists
Species can be difficult to
identify
even
with
an
introductory training
Only applicable where there is
still a good weed seed bank
present in the field
Difficult / not appropriate to
standardise
measurement
period as it must correspond to
weed flowering, which varies
with crop rotation, crop
development and weed flora
Difficult to control due to
variations in crop rotations and
weed flowering period
Measurement method still
needs improvement e.g. to
better accommodate patchy
weed occurrence in fields

Measurement is carried out by
an expert and does not
necessarily
involve
or
incentivise the farmer to
improve knowledge of their
land’s nature conservation
value

May not pick up genetic drift,
especially when breeds are not
kept under the conditions to
which they were originally
adapted.
A value that is consistent with a
species-rich grassland will not
guarantee that it is present,
except in special circumstances.

Of little value as a positive
indicator.

5.4

Assessing the suitability of a results-based approach

Once the overall environmental aims of the scheme and the existence of potentially suitable
biodiversity result indicators have been identified, the next consideration is whether or not
a results-based approach is likely to be the best way to achieve the desired biodiversity
objectives.
In the case of schemes whose objective is to conserve rare or local breeds of livestock, the
choice of a results-based scheme is straightforward, as this is the only practical approach.
However, for schemes that have the objective of conserving wild species or semi-natural
habitats, the decision is a bit more complex. A final decision on whether and to what extent
a results-based approach should be adopted requires a large number of practical
considerations to be taken into account. These include:









the nature of the biodiversity objectives;
the extent and reliability of ecological understanding of the habitats and species
concerned;
whether that understanding can be translated into guidance to farmers which, if
followed, will reliably achieve the desired result (particularly important where
farmers are asked to address novel challenges, such as habitat restoration);
the capacity, skills and resources of those charged with administering the scheme;
the robustness of the indicators, the ease and cost of measuring them and the
availability of the necessary supporting data;
the level of payments that might be required given farming circumstances
the attitudes of the major stakeholders; and
the practicality of making results-based payments.

Consideration of all these factors requires considerable effort, so before examining each of
them in detail, it is important to consider the fundamental question of whether a resultsbased approach is likely to be appropriate in principle several questions arise.
The applicability of knowledge and experience
Results-based payment schemes aim to utilise the knowledge and innovative capacity of the
farmer in achieving the desired environmental goal. Farmers have knowledge that is context
specific and considers local subtleties, and this has been cited by several authors as an
important success factor for results-based payment schemes (see Swagermakers et al, 2009;
Klimek et al, 2008; Zabel and Roe, 2009; Osbeck et al, 2013). In principle therefore, a resultsbased approach may be appropriate wherever success cannot be guaranteed by following a
defined set of management prescriptions and wherever farmers can achieve a similar or
better result by utilising their knowledge and experience to choose the farming practices
most likely to succeed and to adapt them as required.
Management options and research
Farmers will normally need to do more than continue ‘traditional’ forms of management.
Although habitats of conservation value and the species they support are more likely to
have survived on farms that have so far escaped the full impact of agricultural
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modernisation, it is not safe to assume that asking farmers to continue or return to
‘traditional’ management will ensure the survival of these habitats into the future.
Management regarded by farmers as ‘traditional’ may have already changed in ways that
adversely affect the habitat or species concerned (Natural England, 2014, Prince et al, 2012).
Some species may be very sensitive to even small changes in environmental conditions and
management practices (such as stock type, grazing rates, dates when grazing stops in spring,
cutting dates for meadows or the nature and quantity of organic manure being applied to
grassland). Research is needed so that such relationships can be understood as much as
possible in order to underpin advice to farmers and to explain why they may need to vary
their existing practices.
Probability of success
Several of the questionnaire responses report that one of the main concerns that farmers
have about the results-based approach is the risk that the result will not be achieved and
therefore that the payment will not be received. It follows that a results-based approach is
unlikely to be appropriate where the prospects of success are subject to a high degree of
uncertainty, especially where the sources of that uncertainty are outside the farmer’s
control. This is often the case where the goal is the restoration of severely degraded
habitats, the re-creation of habitats previously destroyed or to encourage species to recolonise areas they have vacated. Successfully achieving these objectives may require high
levels of ecological expertise and such ambitious or novel management may carry too high a
level of risk to be suitable for a results-based approach. This is especially the case where it
may take a number of years to achieve the desired result, as few farmers would be willing to
wait for a long and indefinite period before being paid. In cases such as this a flexible,
management-based approach with a clear link to the specific biodiversity outcome is likely
to be more appropriate.
Mobile and migratory species
An objective that has sometimes been seen as unsuitable for a results-based approach is
that of conserving populations of highly mobile or migratory species. In these cases, success
is likely to depend on the cooperative efforts of many farmers over a wide area and/or on
external factors beyond their control. Sometimes, as in the case of the Golden Eagle scheme
in Finland or the Swedish Lynx and Wolverine scheme, it is possible, by working with whole
communities, to apply the scheme at a scale that is large enough to match the range of
these large predators. In other circumstances, where it is not appropriate to use a resultsbased approach based on the species itself, it may still be possible to use the successful
creation of what are known to be key habitats for the species as the basis for a results-based
approach.
Farmer Attitudes
The attitudes of farmers in the relevant area to environmental management needs to be
considered. A number of the pioneering results-based schemes that have been reviewed for
this study have reported that the adoption of a results-based approach has transformed
farmer attitudes to environmental management (e.g. Matzdorf and Lorenz, 2010; Box 5,
p21). Where management for biodiversity was previously seen as an externally imposed
constraint on their farming it is now seen as an opportunity, or as an additional crop. Many
farmers in Ireland for example say that a results-based approach respects and uses their

61

expertise and gives them greater freedom to farm (Dunford, B pers. comm.). A results-based
approach may therefore be desirable where negative attitudes to rules-based
environmental management have been found to be an obstacle to effective action, though
in these cases it will be especially important to take concerted action to explain the
approach and overcome initial scepticism and uncertainty.
Even the element of risk associated with results-based schemes may have a positive side to
it. Studies have identified that farmers can get a great sense of pride from overcoming
adversity (Burgess et al, 2000; Sligo and Massey, 2007). One of the problems with
management-based schemes may be that they are not seen as presenting a sufficient
challenge. Farmers may feel they are simply required to follow a rulebook in order to
receive payment.
This suggests that rather than minimise all risk, what needs to be done is to keep the risks
associated with a results-based payment scheme to an acceptable level and make sure the
payment reflects those risks.
Where there is evidence that a management-based scheme has not delivered the intended
results, that may be a reason for at least exploring whether a results-based approach might
do better. There is, for example, evidence that the condition of some high quality northern
English upland hay meadows has declined under the current management based payment
scheme operating in the area (Natural England, 2014). Possible reasons for this include
increased nutrient status due to the combined effect of applied and atmospheric nitrogen,
later shut-up dates in spring and an earlier and more uniform cutting date, a result of the
combination of a specified first cutting date and the use of haylage, which makes cutting
less weather dependent. All these possible causes of decline could be addressed by changes
to the current management-based scheme. However, this scheme already faces resistance
from farmers, which would probably increase if the management requirements were
tightened further. The apparent success of result-based management of comparable
grasslands in Germany, both in conserving grassland biodiversity and changing farmer
attitudes to species-rich grassland management (Matzdorf and Lorenz, 2010), suggests that
there is a case for exploring whether a results-based approach might be a better alternative.
Single or multiple objectives
Reviewing the existing results-based payment schemes across the EU it is apparent that
most of them are focused on achieving a single result. This suggests that the results-based
approach may be less well suited to situations where a scheme needs to try to achieve
multiple environmental objectives, unless one indicator can act as proxy for them all. This
could be a significant limitation, as the interconnectedness of different components of
landscapes and ecosystems is increasingly recognised. Focusing on a single biodiversity
objective has risks, as changes to one aspect of a system have the potential to give rise to
cascading and not always beneficial effects throughout other components of the
landscape/ecosystem (Groot et al, 2010; Willemen et al, 2010).
It is worth bearing in mind, however that most of the clear cut successes from managementbased schemes have also come when they have been clearly focused on a single objective.
This suggests that management based-approaches may also be less effective when trying to
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tackle multiple objectives. This may reflect the fact that detailed ecological research is
required to investigate the links between management actions and desired outcomes (Evans
et al, 2002), and this is more difficult for multiple objectives. Better techniques are required
for managing multi-functional landscapes (see for example Lovell and Johnson, 2009) and
these may improve the effectiveness of both management and results-based schemes in
achieving multiple objectives.
Where multiple objectives have to be addressed, it is important to consider the suitability of
a result-based approach for each individual biodiversity objective (including the possibility
that one indicator could act as a proxy for several objectives). In cases where some
objectives are suitable for a results-based approach and some are not, a combination of
approaches may be appropriate, using a management based approach for those actions
where it is known that the management does lead to success and a results-based approach
where the results can be readily measured.
Combining approaches, particularly within the same scheme however, does introduce
added complexity, especially in relation to control and verification. There is also a risk that
attention will be focused on those objectives that are easy to measure, even if they are not
the most important in conservation terms. For this reason it is likely to be simpler to
separate the approaches into different schemes with separate control and verification
requirements, even if they are implemented in conjunction with each other on the same
area of land.
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6

Factors influencing the feasibility of results-based schemes
Once a decision has been taken that a results-based approach is in principle worth
exploring, a range of factors need to be considered to determine whether or not the
approach is feasible (see Chapter 5). It is also helpful to consider at this stage whether the
approach needs to be piloted before being adopted on a large scale.
Schemes with the objective of conserving the agricultural biodiversity of endangered or
localised breeds of livestock are relatively simple to design and probably do not need a
detailed feasibility assessment. For schemes intended to conserve wild species and/or seminatural habitats, more factors need to be taken into consideration.
The existence of suitable indicator(s) is likely to be the most important single factor in this
feasibility assessment but the other key factors that need to be assessed are as follows:







Compatibility of the scheme with the rules in the relevant EU Regulations rules,
including the methodology for calculating payment rates;
The skills and capacity of the Managing Authority and paying agency;
The lead time to develop an IT system;
The costs (payments to farmers, running costs, evaluation) and potential sources of
funding;
Relative cost-effectiveness compared to a management based approach;
Stakeholder attitudes (including trust and accountability levels); The decision on
whether or not to pilot, a scheme or move straight to full implementation.

This section describes each of these factors.
6.1

Compatibility with EU rules

The European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), established under Pillar 2
of the CAP, remains by far the largest source of funding for environmental land
management schemes in Europe. If a scheme is to be funded via this source it is important
to consider at an early stage whether a proposed results-based scheme or module can be
made to comply with the rules governing the use of this money. Even if funding is being
provided wholly by national and regional governments, it will be important to ensure
compliance with EAFRD or State Aid rules74 where these apply.
The most important of these are the rules governing how payments to beneficiaries must
be calculated, which are set out in Article 28(6) of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013. Although
there is an option for authorities of using an auctioning process to establish payments in
relation to bids from farmers, the usual process is to base payments on the income forgone
by the farmer and the additional costs incurred as a result of undertaking defined
management practices. There is an additional allowance for transaction costs. Payments for
74

European Union Guidelines for State aid in the agricultural and forestry sectors and in rural areas, 2014 to
2020 (2014/C 204/01)
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52014XC0701(01)&from=en
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results-based schemes must also follow this method of calculation. A number of ways in
which this can be done are described in Chapter 7.
Article 28(6) of the current Regulation also requires an amount to be deducted from the
payments to exclude the “double funding” of practices required of farmers and land
managers under the ‘greening’ conditions applied to direct payments75.
Another critical issue is the verifiability and controllability of measures. Article 62 of
Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013 requires Member States to ‘ensure that all the rural
development measures that they intend to implement are verifiable and controllable.’ The
Managing Authority and the paying agency of each rural development programme are
required to provide an ex ante assessment of the verifiability and controllability of the
measures to be included in the rural development programme. Results-based payment
schemes have a potential advantage here as biodiversity results may be easier to verify and
control than some management actions. However, this is a key consideration when
choosing indicators.
EU regulations impose a number of other conditions, including on the timespan of schemes
Multi-annual schemes run under the agri-environment-climate measure of the EAFRD can
normally only offer contracts up to a maximum of seven years (Article 28(5)). Nonetheless,
there is the possibility of longer periods for particular types of commitments for which a
longer time is necessary for environmental reasons. Consequently a results-based scheme
which runs for up to seven years under this measure will normally need to be based on
environmental results that can be achieved and measured within this timescale or less. This
may set limits on the use of RDP funds for longer-term projects, such as habitat restoration
unless suitable interim results can be identified which could be verified on an annual basis
and which together define a ‘trajectory’ to the desired outcome.
If a proposed results-based scheme cannot be made to comply with these EU requirements
it might still be feasible to run it using non-governmental funding sources, outside the state
and rules. However, this is likely to restrict the scale at which it could operate.
6.2

Assessment of skills and capacity

The design and implementation of any successful environmental land management scheme,
whether results or management-based, is a relatively complex task requiring a wide range of
technical, ecological, agronomic, economic and human behavioural expertise. The Managing
Authority and the paying agency need to have, or have access to, the necessary skills and
capacity to design and implement it. If there are gaps, thought needs to be given to how
best these could be filled, for example through training or recruitment.
Results-based schemes require relatively high levels of ecological expertise for the selection
of objectives, the targeting of the scheme, the design of indicators, the establishment of
monitoring protocols and the training of advisors and farmers. The design of indicators
requires substantive scientific expertise.
75

Article 43 of Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013
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Ecologists may also need to work with agronomists to develop guidance for farmers on how
best to achieve the required results. The ability to communicate easily with farmers is
essential in order to understand the dynamics of farming communities and advise on how a
scheme can best be designed to be acceptable to that community. Expertise is also required
in the application of EU regulations, control procedures, reporting systems, communications
and financial management systems, as it is for other types of scheme.
Before embarking on the design of a results-based scheme, it is important to ensure that the
organisations involved have access to all the necessary areas of expertise, and that effective
mechanisms are in place to coordinate their efforts and encourage discussion between the
different disciplines and types of expert.
The responses to the questionnaires for this study suggest that a number of Member States
feel that they lack the capacity currently to operate a results-based scheme. This can be a
realistic reason for not adopting this approach (Blainey, 2013).
To redress the problem a plan can be put in place to develop the skills and resources
required. This may require increased investment in the short term, which may be justified if
it is considered that the introduction of results-based schemes will be more cost-effective in
the longer term (see section 6.5). Introducing results-based components into existing
schemes or developing pilot schemes can also be useful ways of developing greater staff
expertise over time, using the available experts to train others in the required skills.
6.3

IT systems

Computerised systems are essential to the running of most environmental land
management schemes and are required for all schemes run as part of an RDP. Article 66 of
Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013 requires Managing Authorities to ensure ‘that there is an
appropriate secure electronic system to record, maintain, manage and report statistical
information on the programme and its implementation required for the purposes of
monitoring and evaluation and, in particular, information required to monitor progress
towards the defined objectives and priorities’. Article 70 of this Regulation also requires ‘key
information on the implementation of the programme, on each operation selected for
funding, as well as on completed operations, needed for monitoring and evaluation,
including key information on each beneficiary and project’ to be recorded and maintained
electronically.
The design and development of IT systems to support any environmental land management
schemes is a demanding and sometimes complex process. The cost, especially when
development is contracted out, can be the single biggest item in a scheme development
budget. Development time can be a major constraint on the speed with which a new
scheme can be developed and launched. The design of the IT system is also critical as, if it is
not sufficiently thought through, it can constrain rather than facilitate the flexibility of the
scheme76.
76

Experience from the development of the English Environmental Stewardship Scheme.
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Timing also needs to be carefully considered. Although the development of an IT system
needs to be considered from the start of the scheme design process, the IT system cannot
be finalised until all the details of scheme design and operation are available. Finalisation,
user acceptance testing, fixing problems, training staff in its use and system roll-out all take
considerable time and may be a major factor in determining how quickly a new scheme can
be launched.
IT systems will already exist for agri-environment climate measures in most Member States.
However, these are likely to need modification to accommodate results-based payment
schemes. It is important to scope and plan for this work at an early stage.
6.4

Preliminary assessment of costs and availability of funding

As with any scheme, it is important to establish at the feasibility stage roughly how much it
is likely to cost to design and implement the results-based scheme at the scale needed to
achieve the biodiversity objective(s) and to identify potential funding sources. The scale of
the costs needs to be compared with the likely scale of funding from these potential
sources. If the scheme design or other factors require it to be funded without EAFRD or
state-aided funding, then the availability of funding from industry or other nongovernmental sources will need to be carefully explored.
Most of the results-based payment schemes currently running in the EU seem to be either
part financed from EAFRD or by Member State governments. However, it is worth noting
that one significant source of non-governmental funding for environmental land
management has been the water companies operating in England and France. Several of
these companies have funded environmental land management schemes in order to
improve water quality in key catchments and so reduce water treatment costs which they
are responsible for. The SCaMP programme run by United Utilities in northern England is a
good example (Anderson and Ross, 2011). Although the schemes the water companies have
helped to fund have to date been management based, well designed results-based payment
schemes could be particularly attractive to them, since they would then be paying directly
for the outcome that they want. Indeed, several of the German federal regions have already
implemented result-based approaches for the reduction of nitrogen-based fertilisers (Burton
pers. comm.).These sorts of initiatives are often referred to as Payment for Ecosystem
Services (PES). Privately funded PES schemes can be effective in pursuing water quality
because there is a clearly defined ‘customer’ for the ecosystem service in question i.e. clean
water.
6.5

Cost effectiveness

A key question that needs to be considered before choosing a results-based scheme (or
component of a scheme) is the relative cost-effectiveness of taking such an approach in
comparison with other options.
Prior to any decision it is valuable to have evidence and reasonable estimates of whether a
results-based approach will be more (or less) cost effective, especially if the costs are higher.
Unfortunately calculating the cost-effectiveness of these schemes is far from
straightforward. The types/categories of costs that need to be considered include:
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Opportunity costs to the farmer (income forgone and additional costs with possible
transaction costs incurred as a result of changing farming practice, or maintaining
existing beneficial practices)
Scheme related transaction costs to the authorities (also called administrative
costs) including the costs associated with: establishing a suitably detailed evidence
base; negotiating with all involved parties; the design of the contract; advice and
skills development; monitoring, control and enforcement.
Scheme related transaction costs to the farmer (also called private transaction
costs) such as: the time needed to engage with the scheme and understand what is
required; the application process; the contract negotiation process; any selfmeasurement of results indicators that is required.

The farmer’s transaction costs can be taken into account in the payment calculation as
occurs in a variety of schemes, including the French Herbe 07 scheme (Xavier Poux, pers.
comm.). Up-front costs for example may be reimbursed separately. This was the case with
the management-based Higher Level Stewardship scheme in England, where farmers were
paid a fee to help them employ someone to carry out a baseline environmental survey of
the farm.
In undertaking a cost benefit assessment however, estimating the benefits can be more
difficult than forecasting costs. Leaving aside any cost savings, which may be achievable the
principal benefits are likely to be improved outcomes for biodiversity and increased social
capital. Neither of these is easy to monetise, so any cost benefit analysis is likely to involve
making value judgements. This is most likely to be the reason why this study has not found
any fully quantified comparisons of the costs and benefits of results-based and
management-based payment schemes. Further research clearly is needed.
However, feedback from those administering existing schemes with results-based
components suggests that, on balance, they believe that schemes with a focus on results are
more cost-effective than management-based schemes (study questionnaires; Butler et al,
2010; Matzdorf and Lorenz, 2010; Groth, 2009). The main reasons for these judgements
relate to the greater benefits believed to accrue from results-based payment schemes. The
payment is more closely tied to the results achieved and hence should avoid payment for
non-delivery. The design of schemes is such that they should lead to increased awareness
among farmers about biodiversity, which can in turn lead to longer term sustained benefits
and improved environmental outcomes over time.
The costs associated with the delivery of results-based payment schemes are often higher
but these are judged to be outweighed by the greater benefit. However, these are informed
judgements rather than detailed calculations. Research to enable more quantitative
assessments of cost-effectiveness in achieving biodiversity objectives is much needed.
It is worth emphasising that the cost-effectiveness of management–based schemes can also
be improved by the application of many of the same design features recommended for
results-based schemes, such as careful targeting, provision of advice etc. A study in the
English Peak District suggested that administrative simplification of the management-based
scheme operating in that area had reduced its cost-effectiveness. It found that
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simplifications resulted in a 49–100 per cent loss in biodiversity benefits depending on the
conservation target chosen. The authors concluded that the additional implementation
costs that accompany more complicated schemes are worth bearing even when these
constitute a substantial proportion of the payments that would otherwise have been made
to farmers (Armsworth et al, 2012).
Despite their potential of cost effectiveness, in some cases (for example Ireland and Austria)
the high administrative costs, of results based schemes particularly in relation to
monitoring, have been cited as being a barrier to pilot schemes becoming rolled out
nationally (Degenefelder et al, 2005; Schwarz and Morkvenas, 2012). The questionnaire
responses also suggest that high operating costs have been one factor preventing the use of
results-based payment schemes in Lithuania and in England.
In contrast, in a few cases, the questionnaire responses suggest that results-based payment
schemes are seen as a way to save money as well as being more cost-effective. This was the
case for the Golden Eagle scheme in Finland, where counting Golden Eagles was found to be
much easier, cheaper and less open to abuse than compensating for their kills. It was also
one of the factors behind the decision to pursue a results-based approach in the
Netherlands. The experience there was that the results-based scheme was comparatively
cheap to run. This may be because much of the administration, including nearly all the
advice and support and much of the monitoring, was delegated to the farmer cooperatives.
The relative costs and benefits of the different approaches need to be assessed over a
period of time, such as the five to seven year term of an EAFRD-funded agreement. This is
because certain costs, such as those relating to scheme establishment and monitoring, may
be high in the early years and then decline (Schwarz et al, 2008; questionnaire responses).
The environmental benefits are also only likely to be fully realised over this sort of time
period. More empirical studies are needed to assess the cost-effectiveness of results-based
payment schemes (Schwarz and Morkvenas, 2012; Osbeck et al, 2013).
6.6

Stakeholder attitudes

Another key factor that needs to be explored at this stage is the attitude of key stakeholders
to results-based payment schemes. It is important to know how willing farmers would be to
participate in a such a scheme and whether or not other stakeholder groups would support
or oppose it. Evidence from results-based schemes that are currently operating suggests
that success tends to be linked to strong support and buy-in to the approach from the key
stakeholders, but most critically from farmers and farmers’ organisations (questionnaire
responses relating to schemes in the Netherlands, Finland, Ireland, France and Germany).
As mentioned in Section 1, results-based schemes have the potential to transform farmer
attitudes to environmental land management. Both anecdotal evidence from those involved
with the running of results-based schemes and the published evidence (Oppermann and
Gujer, 2003; de Sainte Marie 2010; Matzdorf and Lorenz 2010; Schwarz and Morkvenas,
2012; Osbeck et al, 2013; Schroeder et al, 2013) suggest that, where results-based schemes
have been introduced, for example in Germany and France, they have generally been
welcomed by farmers due to the added flexibility that this approach offers them. This
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support is often expressed as a counterpoint to problems or frustrations encountered with
previous schemes that have been purely management focused (Oppermann and Gujer,
2003; de Sainte Marie, 2010; Matzdorf and Lorenz, 2010).
A survey carried out by Matzdorf and Lorenz involving interviews with farmers on their
views on results-based elements within management focussed agri-environment schemes
found that a third of those farmers interviewed would prefer to be in a scheme that was
solely results-based. In contrast, only seven per cent said that they would prefer to adhere
to management requirements to secure payment. Even the risk of non-payment was not
seen as a deterrent (Matzdorf and Lorenz, 2010).
Nonetheless, farmers and farming organisations with no previous experience of resultsbased schemes understandably may be ambivalent about them. This was the finding of an
ex-ante study of the attitudes of farmers and other stakeholders to the possible
introduction of a results-based payment scheme in England. This study, entitled ‘Making
Environmental Stewardship More Effective’ (Blainey, 2013), involved consulting current
contract holders, staff of the delivery body, farmers’ organisations and environmental NGOs
for their views on a hypothetical proposal to change three of the existing options offered
under the then management-based scheme (Higher Level Stewardship). Consultees were
asked for their views on a proposal to develop these into combined options, involving less
management requirements and a new results-based payment. Almost all the contract
holders, who had first-hand experience of management-based schemes, were supportive of
reduced management requirements. However, many were concerned about the additional
risk resulting from payments being dependent on results. Both contract holders and staff of
the delivery body expressed concerns about how baselines and targets would be set and
monitored, with the contract holders keen to be involved in the process. Paying agency staff
were also concerned about the verification and controllability of a more results-based
approach, as this would require inspectors to learn new skills. Environmental NGOs were
concerned that the proposed lack of management requirements could lead to an
unacceptable level of risk of environmental damage to protected areas.
Despite these somewhat divergent views there was a high degree of consensus from this
consultation on what would be needed to make a results-based payment scheme work. This
included:
 Efforts to improve the skills, knowledge and confidence of both contract-holders and
the delivery body;
 Better and more regular advice, training and support to contract holders, more
information about measuring outcomes and about progress towards the
achievement of outcomes;
 Close and regular monitoring to provide the feedback needed to adjust
management;
 Better and more frequent communication between delivery body and contract
holders;
 The ability to change both outcomes and management requirements during the
contract term, to allow for adaptive management.
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In a separate trial, there was also a generally positive reaction to self-monitoring, with most
participants welcoming the chance to learn more about the features they are managing,
regardless of the payment structure (S Chaplin, pers. comm.).
In all cases the operation of successful results-based payment schemes requires a
considerable level of mutual trust between the parties involved, particularly the Managing
Authority and the potential contract holders and their representatives. Mutual trust is a
requirement for the success of any long term contract, However, the non-prescriptive
nature of the requirements on farmers and the need for confidence that the results will be
judged in ways that are fair and objective means that trust is particularly important for
results-based payment schemes. Levels of trust between farmers and managing authorities
are variable across Europe. There is, for example, evidence that a significant proportion of
farmers in the Czech Republic do not trust even the objective of their agri-environment
scheme (Prazan and Theesfelt, 2014). Where this trust does not exist, confidence building
measures, such as pilots, may be a necessary preliminary step.
The evidence suggests that farmers’ attitudes to results-based payment schemes can
become much more positive once they have had experience of them. This means that initial
scepticism about, or even hostility to, results-based schemes might not by itself be a reason
to abandon the idea. It may however be a reason to run a pilot first. Piloting results-based
approaches can be a good way of engaging stakeholders and farmers to demonstrate what
is feasible and to allay concerns. A good example of this was the pilot BurrenLIFE scheme in
Ireland, described in Box 24 (p72),
Piloting is not the only way to get farmers and others to regard results-based schemes more
positively. In France, stakeholder awareness and acceptance of results-based schemes has
been improved by the introduction of the Flowering Meadows championships (‘concours
prairies fleuries’), which have been held locally since 2007 and nationally since 2010. This
competition rewards farmers for managing their hay meadows and pastures to achieve high
levels of species diversity. The contest has been well received by farmers (See Box 5, p**)
Similar events are also held in Germany.
It is fair to state however that, even once farmers have had experience of results-based
schemes, this does not always turn them into unconditional supporters of this approach. In
the Netherlands, farmers have in general reacted well to the introduction of results-based
payments, but they have not been in favour of moving to a scheme where payments are
totally results-based. This seems to be because the risk of not receiving payments for nonachievement of results due to factors outside their control is seen as being too great.
The experience and evidence of farmer attitudes to results-based payment schemes has so
far been obtained mainly from northern and western European countries. This cannot
necessarily be extrapolated to the whole of Europe. Cultural history can influence
behaviour, as shown by a questionnaire response from a new Member State, which
commented that ‘In a post-soviet country, most farmers are quite happy to follow
prescribed rules rather than experiment independently. This is more familiar and safe’. This
indicates that in some countries, a far greater degree of support may be needed to enable

71

farmers (and authorities) to feel comfortable with having the responsibility for management
decisions to achieve particular environmental outcomes delegated to them.
Environmental NGOs have in some places been more sceptical than farmers about the
introduction of results-based approaches. In the Netherlands, this is particularly the case
when results are defined in terms of species numbers. A number of NGOs fear that this will
lead to less attention paid to the management of habitats and/or that payments could be
made for the presence of species in areas that are no longer suitable for them (study
questionnaire). In France, ecologists have been nervous about the use of results-based
approaches for managing species and habitats in Natura 2000 sites, as these are particularly
sensitive to changes in management and the level of ecological requirement set by the
scheme is not necessarily appropriate. They fear that the absence of management
requirements could lead to detrimental impacts rather than the intended outcome (De
Sainte Marie, 2014). They are also concerned that if the indicator threshold for a resultsbased scheme is set too low, it could result in a downward standardisation of environmental
quality. Their fears are however not confined to results-based payment schemes.
6.7

Decision on feasibility and need to pilot

If a results-based approach is judged to be feasible and would have advantages, then an
immediate question is whether to run a pilot scheme first or to go straight into the design
and implementation of a full-scale scheme.
The many uncertainties around scheme development and operation provide a strong
argument for piloting first, as does the potential for increasing support from farmers and
farming organisations on the basis of some experience. However, allowance needs to be
made for the longer lead time that designing, running and evaluating a pilot imposes on the
development and implementation of a full scheme, although this will often prove to be
worthwhile. Pilots could be particularly valuable in countries where there have been low
levels of trust between parties to agri- environment. In these cases, well-run pilots could
help build or restore the necessary levels of trust.
Examples of where pilots have been useful in the development of results-based schemes
include the LIFE-funded pilot in the Burren (see Box 24) and the pilot grassland conservation
scheme in Baden-Württemberg (Oppermann and Gujer, 2003).
Box 24: The use of LIFE funding to prepare the way for a results-based scheme in the
Burren, Ireland
The need for a large-scale conservation initiative in the Burren was identified by a PhD research project
(Dunford, 2001) on the ‘Impact of Agricultural Practices on the Natural Heritage of the Burren’. This stimulated
local and research staff from the Irish National Parks and Wildlife Service to seek funding. A successful
77
application was made for EU funding under the LIFE programme for a project, which ran from 2004 to 2010 .
This successful pilot not only enabled practical research to take place on 20 farms and the development of a
blueprint for farming for conservation in the Burren, but it also transformed farmer attitudes to environmental
land management and enabled the team running the scheme to earn local respect.(BurrenLIFE, 2010). A key
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contributor to the success of the pilot was the strong partnership amongst the stakeholders, including the
National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS), Teagasc (government research and advisory service) and the
Burren Irish Farmers Association. All parties continue to play a key role in the implementation of the BFCP,
supporting the locally based project team.
The pilot itself used a management based approach, but it laid the foundation for the results-based Burren
Farming for Conservation Programme (BFCP), the design for which was approved by the partnership of
farmers, NPWS and Department of Agriculture (DAFM). The success of the pilot was crucial in getting approval
and CAP funding for the BFCP and in building levels of trust and understanding between the parties. The BFCP
now has 160 participating farms and is hugely oversubscribed. An anonymous survey of participating farmers
showed that 97per cent rate it as a good or excellent agri-environment scheme (McGurn and Moran, pers.
comm.).
Source: Own compilation

73

7

Ensuring effective design of results-based schemes
Once it has been determined that a results-based payment scheme is feasible, ensuring its
effective design to achieve the desired biodiversity outcomes is the next priority. Whether
the scheme is to be piloted or not, decisions have to be made about how a scheme can
deliver the greatest additionality in the most cost-effective manner (which may often
involve maintaining the status quo in the face of the pressures for abandonment or
intensification).
This chapter reviews the substantial number of issues that need to be explored and resolved
in order to design a results-based scheme to the level that might be required for inclusion in
an RDP or other mechanism for giving authority to proceed. These issues are:















The degree to which payments depend on results;
How the scheme interacts with other schemes;
Requirements for landscape scale action;
Setting the indicator threshold(s) where appropriate;
Determining how to measure and assess results using indicators;
Payment calculations and development of controls;
Scheme targeting and applicant selection criteria;
IT specification and development;
Identification of supporting measures, including advice and training;
Continued stakeholder engagement;
Planning institutional capacity;
Developing the monitoring and evaluation strategy;
Refining the assessment of costs and benefits; and
Piloting.

Although most of these issues are common to all types of environmental land management
schemes, it is their relevance to results-based schemes that is discussed in this Chapter. It is
also helpful to keep things simple wherever possible.
7.1

How strongly results-based should the scheme be?

The typology developed as part of this project (see Section 1) has highlighted the fact that
different schemes use results-based payments in different ways and to different extents.
Most of the results-based payment schemes operating within the EU and EFTA countries
have been classified as ‘hybrid’ schemes rather than ‘pure’. There are a number of different
types of hybrid scheme operating, as follows:


The payment is wholly dependent on results, but also there are some required or
prohibited management actions, as in the Rhineland-Pfalz scheme for grasslands78.
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The payment for results is a top-up to a management based payment, as in the
former 2007-13 Baden-Württemberg MEKA-B4 scheme for grasslands79.
Modular schemes, with payments for one or more of the modules being wholly or
partly results-based, but the rest of the modules having management based
payments. The Swiss national scheme for the preservation and enhancement of
species rich grassland within Ecological Compensation Areas is an example80.

Early in the design process a decision needs to be taken on whether to go for a ‘pure’
results-based payment scheme a type of hybrid scheme. This decision needs to be informed
by the answers to the following five questions:
 What level of risk and issues of uncertainty exist in relation to achieving results?
Environmental outcomes are the result of complex biophysical interactions that
require specific combinations of management practices in a given locale. The
outcome of a particular form of management can be affected by a range of external
factors. It can be influenced by the weather, the actions of neighbours, an infestation
of pests and many other factors and so is often not entirely within the control of a
land manager. The final desired outcome - such as regeneration of semi-natural
vegetation - may also take many years or even decades to appear. In such
circumstances, a pure results-based payment is unlikely to be attractive to farmers
unless the payment incorporates a substantial risk premium and/or there is a split
between a guaranteed payment for participation and a bonus on delivering the
desired outcome (Schwarz et al, 2008). Ways also need to be found to help farmers
adapt their management to address unforeseen circumstances and mitigate any
negative impacts that might ensue. Depending on the circumstances, this might
include making guidance or specialist advisory support available to discuss the
optimum solutions in a particular situation.
 Do suitable indicators exist for all of the biodiversity conservation objectives in an
area, or only for some of them? In situations where there are several different
biodiversity objectives that need to be pursued in parallel, the availability of suitable
indicators for some objectives but not others may mean that it is appropriate for
some modules of a scheme to have result-based payments, whilst others retain
management based payments. Combining result and management based
approaches in one scheme will however bring its own issues. Rates of payment will
need to be carefully coordinated and it is likely to complicate the control and
verification process. It should be borne in mind that those objectives for which the
novel results-based approach is used are likely to receive more attention from
farmers and from those operating the scheme.
 Should management prescriptions be included or not? ‘Pure’ results-based
payment schemes dispense with management prescriptions altogether. This should
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make them easier to control, and the ‘freedom to farm’ that results from this is one
of the attractions of results-based payment schemes. However, where it is known
that certain management practices will always be damaging to or required for the
desired biodiversity conservation goal, farmers should at least be advised of this and
the details provided in guidance documents. It may be judged necessary or desirable
to retain some management prescriptions, even if control and verification becomes
more complex.
 How far towards a pure results-based scheme are stakeholders willing to go? As
already mentioned the attitudes of farmers and other stakeholders to results-based
payment schemes vary widely across Europe. Farmers who have not had previous
experience of results-based payment schemes tend to be wary of them (e.g. Blainey
2013) and may be more comfortable with a results-based payment that is additional
to a management based core payment. Environmental stakeholders may be
concerned if all restrictions on management are withdrawn. Experience from the
Netherlands (Adriaan Guldemond and Paul Terwan pers. comm.) suggests that even
farmers with experience of and some enthusiasm for results-based payments may be
unhappy about moving to a situation where 100 per cent of their payment is
dependent on achieving an ecological result.
 Would the hybrid design make the scheme too complex? An advantage of a pure
results-based scheme is that there is no need to specify or control the management
actions, which can simplify scheme operation. That advantage can be wholly or
partly lost if a hybrid scheme design is chosen, as it will be necessary to specify and
control both results and management actions.
7.2

Interaction with other schemes

By their nature, results-based payment schemes are often very tightly focused on particular
objectives in well defined geographical areas. This means that often they may operate in
parallel with management-based payment schemes that have a broader environmental
remit. They can operate alongside other policy interventions, such as incentives for
afforestation, forestry management, farm modernisation and diversification. Their design
may also benefit from the use of other parallel measures to help achieve the results
identified, particularly where these require payments for non-productive investments (for
example for hedgerow planting, clearing of scrub etc.). When developing a new resultsbased payment scheme its interaction with any other schemes and measures operating in
the area needs to be considered. At a policy level it is important to ensure that the
objectives are consistent and do not give conflicting messages to land managers about what
the priorities for a particular locality might be. The relative levels of payment need to be
considered. If a less demanding management based scheme is offering higher rates of
payment, there will be few takers for the results-based scheme.
An aspect of interaction that will require particular attention is the need to avoid double
funding of farmers for undertaking the same or similar measures. The simplest course of
action may be to make results-based schemes and other agri-environment schemes
mutually exclusive on the same parcel of land. However, it may be desirable to allow both
types of scheme on the same parcel of land. In this situation the distinction between what is
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required under each scheme must be made very clear as this will influence the payment
required under each scheme must be defined clearly, not least as this will influence the
payment calculations for each scheme. For example, a basic management based scheme
include might include basic prescriptions relating to fertiliser use and the results-based
scheme could focus on maintaining (or enhancing) species-rich meadows. In this situation
the payment for the results-based scheme would not include any allowance for reduced
fertiliser inputs. Most of the German schemes allow for combination with other agrienvironment schemes providing that they do not prescribe management restrictions that
would contradict the flexibility offered by the results-based scheme i.e. flexible mowing
dates, some flexibility with manure application, flexibility with early spring and post-cut
grazing. This will usually prevent combination with the more complex management-based
schemes, but may allow a combination with schemes that have simpler commitments, such
as those for practicing organic farming or for areas facing natural constraints.
7.3

Requirements for landscape-scale action

Some objectives may not be achievable without landscape scale action i.e. an agreement
that goes beyond a single farm or small group of farms. The conservation of large carnivores
and Golden Eagles are two obvious examples, as both require large tracts of sympathetic
habitat to survive in viable populations. However, large areas of habitat in the EU are now
so fragmented that many other species of mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians,
invertebrates and plants now occur in small, isolated populations (EEA, 2012). Many of
these are at risk due to chance events (e.g. disease, fire, predation) and a landscape-scale
approach is needed to reduce the isolation of these fragments, allow recolonisation and reestablish a viable meta population (See Ellis et al, 2012 for an example of this approach
being successfully applied to butterflies and moths).
Careful consideration therefore should be given to whether the environmental objectives of
a scheme require landscape-scale action. If they do, whether they require individual farmers
to work together in a coordinated way to achieve success or simply high uptake within a
given area? The need for a landscape-scale approach need not be a reason to reject use of a
results-based payment scheme. The Swedish carnivore scheme, the Finnish Golden Eagle
scheme and the Meadow Birds scheme in the Netherlands are all designed to secure
landscape-scale action. Both the Finnish Golden Eagle Scheme81 and the Swedish carnivore
scheme82 work through the local Sami communities. In the case of the Meadow Birds
scheme entry is only open to farmer cooperatives and the minimum area that can be
entered is 100 ha (Guldemond, Dijkman and Terwan, pers. comm.).
If farmers are reluctant to enter a scheme as part of a cooperative, as is often the case in
England (Stephen Chaplin, pers. comm.), other ways might need to be found to avoid
putting farmers in the position where they are committed to achieving a result that depends
in large part on the actions of others.
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7.4

Setting the results indicator threshold(s)

The literature review and the questionnaire results suggest that, where animal species are
used as the indicator, payments are simply linked to the number of animals present.
However, for many schemes, such as those designed to conserve species rich grasslands,
payments are only made when indicator values exceed a certain threshold level. A key
question to consider in designing schemes of this type is where the threshold for payment
should be set (sometimes known as ‘tuning’). For example decisions need to be made about




whether the full payment should be made once the result indicator score reaches a
single threshold;
whether there should be a series of thresholds, each of which triggers an additional
payment;
or whether payments should increase in proportion to the indicator score.

This is a potentially complex issue that requires a good understanding of how the indicator
score relates to overall biodiversity value, for example whether or not there is an optimum
score reflecting favourable condition, or whether more is always better.
Schemes that use the presence of groups of plant species as indicators tend to set
thresholds based on a minimum number of species that need to occur consistently in a
given area. In such cases it is critical that the chosen number of different species present is
sufficient to ensure that the desired biodiversity outcomes are achieved, as the following
examples demonstrate. In Germany, many of the grassland schemes set a threshold of four
indicator plant species from a longer list of indicator species for that habitat. This approach
was informed by a number of studies, such as that in Baden-Württemberg, which showed
that the threshold of four indicator species is sufficient to ensure a good conservation status
on grassland habitats while permitting a more than acceptable agricultural output
(Oppermann and Gujer, 2003). A similar approach has been used in the French grassland
scheme, but here concern has been expressed that the threshold has been set too low and
that the scheme allows high quality grasslands to deteriorate within the scheme without
loss of payment (Fleury et al, 2011).
It is inherently difficult to ‘tune’ a single threshold to avoid this danger whilst also ensuring
that it is achievable for the majority of farmers, even if the scheme is tightly focused on
particular grassland types. The grassland schemes operating in Niedersachsen and Bremen
and Rheinland-Pfalz have overcome this problem by using more than one threshold. The
Niedersachsen and Bremen scheme has two payment thresholds, set at four and six
indicator species. The Rheinland-Pfalz scheme also has two thresholds, set at four and eight
indicator species.
The new scheme being planned for Sachsen in Germany will have three thresholds – the
presence of four, six or eight indicator species. It is estimated that around 75 to 85 per cent
of permanent grassland currently in agri-environment schemes will qualify for the proposed
results-based scheme by the presence of at least 4 indicator species, and only very few
areas will qualify at the 8 indicator species level (SMUL, 2013). The scheme is designed to
prevent species rich meadows deteriorating under management and to incentivise
improvements in habitat condition. It will not be possible to move down the eligibility
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criteria levels during the contract period (i.e. drop from 8 indicator species to 6 or from 6 to
4), but farmers are encouraged to plan for an increase during their contract period.
Figure 3 shows a hypothetical situation for a semi-natural grassland plant community
growing in reasonably uniform soil and climatic conditions in order to illustrates why
multiple thresholds of this kind may be necessary to achieve biodiversity objectives. The
figure shows the percentage of surveyed fields that have differing levels of species richness
(i.e. average species counts per square metre). A small percentage of fields have fewer than
nine species per square metre as a result of habitat degradation. Most fields show species
richness levels of between 10 and 24 species per square metre, but these levels are below
what they could be, due to suboptimal management. About five per cent of fields have
species richness levels above 25 species per square metre and these are probably the
maximum levels that can be expected in this habitat when optimally managed for nature
conservation interests. On the basis of these data and this analysis it seems appropriate to
set the first payment threshold at 10 species per square metre, and then to have two higher
thresholds, for example at 19 and 24 species per square metre, linked to successively higher
levels of payment to encourage optimal management.
Figure 3: Hypothetical species richness levels in a hypothetical semi-natural grassland

Source: Own compilation

Thresholds are not normally contentious issue where payments are linked to numbers of
animals however, although no evidence has been found of ceilings being placed on the
number of animals that will attract payment. This may well become necessary if schemes
are successful in their objective of increasing populations. The Swedish Government, for
example, has target population figures for the species that the Swedish carnivore scheme is
intended to conserve - the Eurasian Lynx (Lynx lynx) and Wolverine (Gulo gulo) (Zabel,
Bostedt and Engel, 2010).
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7.5

Determining how to measure and assess results using indicators

Simple, open, transparent, reliable and unambiguous methods of indicator assessment are
very important in building confidence in a results-based scheme, especially amongst
farmers. They are also vital for ensuring that payments are made in compliance with the
rules whilst keeping the operating costs of these schemes to a reasonable level. For both
these reasons the methods to be used for the assessment of results need to be carefully
considered in scheme design.
The factors involved in choosing good indicators for results-based payment schemes are
described in section 5.3. Of these, ease of measurement is a crucial factor and limits the use
of many ecological parameters as result indicators. Where the frequency of occurrence,
population size, breeding productivity, habitat area and habitat condition attributes are
relevant but measurement requires specialised techniques and knowledge they may well be
unsuitable as indicators. Consequently, most results-based payment schemes have used
either biophysical characteristics or measures of species occurrence, as discussed in Section
1.
For schemes aimed at the conservation of wild animal or bird species, which tend to use
sightings of the animals themselves or evidence of their breeding activity, such as nest sites,
as indicators, the result assessment methods used will depend largely on the nature of the
animal or bird. In the case of the Swedish carnivore scheme the numbers of carnivore
offspring is jointly certified by rangers and Sami villagers using a very detailed protocol
(Zabel et al, 2010)
Where the presence of plant species is used as an indicator, as in most schemes intended to
conserve species rich grassland, the key challenge is to define simple but consistent
methods for assessing their presence. Most schemes use some form of field transect, such
as a diagonal walk across a field with the presence or absence of a pre-determined set of
plant species being noted within sections of a standard size. Such assessments of species
richness must be based on reasonably consistent areas because species richness tends to
increase with area. The assessment methods for recording results need a mechanism to
ensure that the areas sampled are more or less constant.
The German grassland and arable weed schemes provide examples of good practice in their
indicator assessment methodology. The Rheinland-Pfalz scheme, for example, describes the
monitoring technique in detail, specifying that the meadow monitoring transect should
follow the longest line diagonally or horizontally, or even in a lightly curved line, depending
on field shape. Species occurring two metres either side of the transect line are recorded.
For fields under one hectare in size, the transect is split into two equal segments and for
fields over one hectare it is split into three equal segments (see Box 29, p101). To avoid
edge effects, transects exclude areas close to the field boundary (LUWG 2010, LUWG 2013).
A similar monitoring method is used in the French grassland scheme.
Whatever assessment methodology is chosen, it is important that it is tested and verified.
An example of a very thorough test of the validity of an indicator assessment methodology
is provided by Box 25 (p81), which describes a test that was run in the German federal
region of Bayern.
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Box 25: Testing the indicator measurement method for grassland
The validity of the transect method for species-rich grassland was tested in Bayern, where the average
grassland field size is 0.58 ha, and in Brandenburg where the average field size is several ha. All biodiversity
measurement methods are strongly influenced by the size and shape of the area being measured – the larger
the area and the longer the transect, the more species are likely to be found on the transect. Therefore, the
average transect segment length needs to be roughly the same in all fields if the results are to be fair and
comparable between fields.
The Bayern study compared three different methods on a sample of 52 different parcels in two different
biogeographic regions (Ruff et al, 2013). The diagonal transect method using 100m lengths on each transect
segment was found to capture around 80per cent of the species richness on parcels larger than 1 ha in size.
The presence of indicators along the transect was found to be highly correlated with overall species richness
compared to the other monitoring methods tested (circular patches and transect across the shorter diagonal).
To increase accuracy on fields smaller than 1 ha, the study recommends that the transect segments should be
at least 50m in length.
The Brandenburg study (Kaiser et al, 2009) tested the transect method on 122 parcels by counting indicators
on different lengths of transect segment. As a result it recommends that a 100m length on each transect
segment is surveyed, and that on most fields, the transect is divided into three equal segments. In fields where
the longest diagonal is less than 300m in length (i.e. in fields less than 4 ha in size), the transect should be
divided into two, and a 100m stretch on each of the two segments counted. In fields where the diagonal is less
than 200m in length (i.e. in fields less than 2 ha in size), two transects could be used, either in parallel or across
both the diagonals. In fields less than 1 ha in size, the transect is divided into two segments of 50m.
In the light of this experience, It is interesting to note that a field study In Baden-Württemberg showed that
transect length did not appear to be influencing the number of species recorded (Krismann et al, 2006,
unpublished report to the Ministry). In this case it appears that the expected increase in species number with
transect length was offset by the tendency of smaller parcels to be managed more extensively.
Source: Own compilation

For schemes aimed at conserving the agricultural biodiversity of rare and localised breeds of
livestock, measurement of success more straight forward and generally is based on the
farmers’ herd/breed books and the breed log books of the breeding associations.
Whether or not farmers are to be given a formal role in the result assessment process, it is
important that they are able to understand it and have confidence in it. It is good practice to
field test the process with farmers after providing them with the same training and guidance
that is due to be provided under the scheme. It is also very important to involve the paying
agency as they need to be convinced that the result assessment process will provide a
sound basis for the financial control of the scheme and will not lead to an increased risk of
disallowance.
7.6

Payment calculations and development of controls

The calculation of payment rates and the development of controls are fundamental to
scheme design and are closely linked, so it is useful to consider them together.
7.6.1 Payment Calculations
One challenge for results-based schemes is to find an appropriate payment level that
rewards the delivery of different environmental results, reflecting the full costs of their
provision and yet still remains a cost effective means of delivery (Cooper et al, 2009).
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There are several different ways of calculating payments for results-based schemes. The
payment generally is determined by the buyer e.g. the relevant authority, generally on their
own terms but in some cases usually through a negotiation process among the stakeholders
involved, or through a reverse auction83. In principle payments could be based on a
monetary valuation of the result or outcome required. However, this was not found to occur
in practice; the high costs and scientific uncertainties relating to the monetary valuation of
biodiversity may be a contributing factor. In any case for schemes funded by public funds,
certain rules apply which will affect the way in which payments are calculated.
As with management-based schemes, the payment for a results-based scheme can either be
the same for all farmers, or targeted according to specific characteristics of the field or of
the desired environmental outcome. Undifferentiated payments tend to be less costefficient than differentiated/targeted ones, because the payment rate is determined as an
average rate for a particular territory, such as a region, which will inevitably overcompensate those farmers with lower opportunity costs and under-compensate those with
higher opportunity costs (Muñoz-Piña et al, 2008). On the other hand, differentiated
payments involve the greater complexity associated with needing to calculate site specific
rates and consequently result in higher transaction costs. They may also lead to conflicts
between the farmers and the buyers on the way the different levels of payment are
established.
The major source of (part) funding for agri- environment schemes in Europe is the EAFRD.
The rules governing how EAFRD payments to beneficiaries must be calculated are set out in
Article 28.6 of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013. The usual means by which payments are
calculated is to base them on the income forgone and the additional costs incurred as a
result of undertaking defined management practices, with an additional allowance for
transaction costs.
These rules are an interpretation of broader rules set out in the current international trade
Agreement on Agriculture, which have been established to avoid trade distortions. These
state that:
(a) Eligibility for such payments shall be determined as part of a clearly defined
government environmental or conservation programme and be dependent on the
fulfilment of specific conditions under the government programme, including
conditions related to production methods or inputs”, and
(b) “The amount of payment shall be limited to the extra costs or loss of income
involved in complying with the government programme” (GATT, 1994, p. 63).
An added dimension for the forthcoming period for Rural Development Programmes in the
EU is that Article 28.6 of the current EAFRD also requires an amount to be deducted to
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A reverse auction is an auction where many sellers compete to offer a good/service to a buyer, as opposed
to a classical auction, where many buyers compete for a good/service sold by one seller (see Ferraro, 2008).
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exclude double funding of practices required under the ‘greening’ conditions applied to
direct payments (Article 43 of Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013).
A number of schemes offering results-based payments are operating or have operated
under the EAFRD rules. Payment calculations for these have been made in a variety of ways,
including:



Factoring in the increased transaction costs of the results-based approach
Using the actions typically required to achieve the result to calculate representative
figures for income forgone and additional costs.

the alternative of running an auction whereby invested farmers offer the scheme a price the
desired output is not common in the EU even though it is permitted under the EAFRD
(Article 49.3 of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013). The only current scheme which operates an
auction process for establishment payments is the ‘Blühendes Steinberg’ scheme (see Box
17, p34). This scheme is not funded via the EAFRD, but uses private funds to pay farmers to
maintain species-rich meadows and pastures in the region of Steinburg based on the
presence of a minimum number of indicator species.
In Steinberg there are two payment levels based on the presence of at least 4 or 6 indicators
in each segment of a monitoring transect across each parcel. The payment rate for each
level of ambition is determined through an annual conservation procurement auction
process. Farmers apply for the scheme in April each year and make an offer of the
payment/hectare they deem necessary to deliver both the 4 and 6 species threshold on
their land. After the parcels are checked, the valid offers are accepted and farmers receive
their payment in July, according to the threshold number of species occurring in their
meadows (Stiftung Naturschutz, 2014). The nature conservation trust allocates €10,000
annually and this money is distributed to the valid parcels according to the farmers’ offers.
Since 2008 the available budget (which remains constant) and the total value of the farmers’
offers have been more or less balanced, thereby allowing all farmers to receive the level of
payment they offered. This approach built on a pilot project in the region of Northeim in
Niedersachsen, Germany in 2005/06 (Groth, 2008; Latacz-Lohmann and Schilizzi, 2007).
Current draft guidance from the European Commission to Member States84 is that
‘premiums for result-oriented commitments should be based on the additional costs
incurred and income foregone as a result of the farming practices which are in general
necessary to achieve the results expected from these commitments.’ This is the approach
that has been taken by most of the schemes covered by this study.
In the case of PHAE II, the results-based French scheme for extensive grasslands due to run
from 2014 to 2020, the calculations of income forgone plus costs have been based on
counterfactuals representing the three principal environmental risks considered to arise in
different types of extensive grasslands (Poux, X pers. comm).
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Type 1: low agronomic potential: risk of land abandonment and lack of management
of semi-natural vegetation (SNV)
Type 2: medium agronomic potential: risk of intensification of SNV
Type 3: high agronomic potential: risk of ploughing up, conversion from extensive
grassland to crop

The European Commission draft guidance to Member States also requires results-based
schemes proposed for EAFRD funding to be supported by ‘evidence that the practices
defined for the purpose of calculating the premiums can indeed lead to the expected
outcomes.’ It is understood that this requirement could be met by independent expert
certification or by reference to publications.
The farmer’s transaction costs may be factored into the payment calculations for any
scheme operating under EAFRD, providing that that these are justified and the additional
amount does not exceed 20 per cent of the calculated income forgone plus additional costs
(30 per cent for group applications). The payment offered under the French Scheme Herbe
07 was based partly on the increased transaction costs for farmers of a result-based
approach (Poux, X pers. comm.).
The Commission draft guidance to Member States explains that the Commission will require
details of the types of cost to be covered, the amount and whether the payment will be
made annually or as a one-off payment. They do not require individual transaction costs to
be supported by their own calculations of income forgone plus additional costs.
An example of a hypothetical payment calculation under the EAFRD rules, using data from
Germany, is set out in Box 26.
Reverse auctions may help avoid some of the issues related to payment calculations based
on management actions because they are a price discovery mechanism (i.e. the farmer
makes an offer of the price/hectare he or she deems necessary to achieve the outcome
required on their farm) rather than a fixed price mechanism (where a fixed price/hectare is
offered to the farmer). They can also increase cost-efficiency, because farmers are
encouraged to offer a price close to their opportunity costs while competing with other
farmers to receive a contract to deliver the results required (Claassen et al, 2008; Stoneham
et al, 2003; White and Burton, 2005; Latacz-Lohmann and Schilizzi, 2007; Osbeck et al,
2013). Where auctions operate under the EAFRD the process must take account of
‘economic and environmental efficiency criteria’ (Article 48.3 of Regulation 1305/13) and
not exceed a payment rate that is calculated on the basis on the rules set out in Article 28.6,
i.e. the income foregone, additional costs and an element of transaction costs related to the
commitments made.
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Box 26: Hypothetical calculation of payment rates for species-rich meadows
This theoretical calculation illustrates a payment calculation for species-rich grassland managed as hay
meadows under EAFRD rules, where the objective is to maintain the conservation status of the habitat at a
level that meets one of three increasingly demanding thresholds for the indicator of species-richness (4, 6 or 8
species respectively).
The opportunity cost or income foregone is calculated by comparing hay meadow management with “normal”
extensive grassland management on farms with 0.3 – 1.4 LU/ ha and no mineral fertiliser, producing more
biomass of higher energy value than hay. If the comparison was with intensive grassland the income foregone
in the table below would be an extra €100/ha. The farmer’s transaction costs are the extra management effort
needed for making hay (which is more weather dependent and requires one or two more field operations than
silage) and the need for separate storage of hay of different qualities, which will be fed to different types of
livestock (e.g. milking cows, calves). Participation in a results-based scheme requires time spent on
documentation, training in the objectives of the scheme, identification of indicator species measurement
protocols, setting out transects and counting the indicators every year. These have been estimated as 20 per
cent of the income foregone.

Income foregone
and
additional
costs calculation
normal extensive
grassland
(reference level)
species-rich
hay
meadow 4 indicator
species
species-rich
hay
meadow 6 indicator
species
species-rich
hay
meadow 8 indicator
species

Income
foregone
compared to
reference
income
of
€400/ha

Transaction
costs
of
20%

Payment
€/ha

Fodder
value
(€/ha)

Machinery
costs (€/ha)

Income
=
fodder value
minus
machinery
costs (€/ha)

700

300

400

0

0

-

450

230

220

180

36

216

300

150

150

250

50

300

220

120

100

300

60

360

It must be emphasised that costs vary considerably by type of farm, region and management skill. This
calculation has been simplified from data for Germany as a whole, which shows a much wider range of costs.
Source: Own calculation based on data provided by R. Oppermann

However, reverse auctions are subject to higher administrative costs and there can be
reductions in long term effectiveness, as farmers are incentivised adapt their bidding
behaviour over time (Latacz-Lohmann and Schilizzi, 2007). There may also be higher
uncertainties regarding the likely overall costs identified by farmers to provide the results
required. The price that is bid will depend on factors that may be difficult to foresee, such as
the degree of risk aversion of farmers, their possible strategic behaviour or the information
they may have (Ferraro, 2008, Klimex et al, 2008). There is also a danger that use of this
mechanism will encourage competition on price rather than on quality of result, leading to
the risk of a ‘race to the bottom’, although in principle this can be avoided by structuring the
auction so that farmers bid mainly on the basis of environmental benefit rather than price
(Iho et al, 2014).
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A new result-based scheme being developed for the Netherlands (Remco Schreuder, pers.
comm.) is intending to use a system where the farmers’ associations applying to enter the
scheme can effectively calculate their own payments, based on the management actions
that they judge are necessary to achieve the result. This may offer an alternative method of
price setting and may meet the requirements of Article 49.3 of Regulation (EU) No
1305/2013, which states that ‘Where appropriate, the beneficiaries may be selected on the
basis of calls for proposals, applying economic and environmental efficiency criteria’.
Where schemes are (part) funded from another EU funding source – the Structural Funds or
Pillar 1 of the CAP - payments can be calculated differently. Some examples of the ways in
which payments have been calculated for some of the schemes run outside EAFRD are
included in Box 27.
Box 27: Example payment calculations for results-based schemes funded outside EAFRD
Ireland: The Burren Farming for Conservation Programme (BFNCP) is funded under Pillar 1 of the CAP (Article
68 support for specific needs). It consists of a number of measures, of which one is results focussed (Measure
1 - Production of species-rich limestone grassland). For this measure the payments are based entirely on the
results achieved in terms of grassland condition. To calculate the payment for each field, the field’s score out
of ten is multiplied by the field area (ha) and by the maximum payment per hectare (€120 for the first 40ha,
€60/ha for 40-80 ha, and €30/ha for 80-120ha). An ‘inverted’ system of payments is applied in order to target
farmer activity where it is most needed. This works very simply: fields are ordered for payment according to
score (lowest to highest) and payment rates are then applied in 40 ha bands, with highest rate for the first
40ha. This means that the farmer loses most on the lowest scoring field and is thus incentivised to improve the
condition of this field. Bonus rates are payable for scores between 3 and 9 by applying a 10 per cent increase
for each point improvement in a field’s classification.
Spain: The RAPCA (Red de Áreas Pasto Cortafuegos de Andalucía) is a scheme that rewards graziers for
managing fire breaks (technically known as ‘fuelbreaks’) through intensive seasonal grazing to reduce
vegetation biomass. Payments are from the EU Structural Funds and are calculated on the basis of difficulties
for grazing (steepness, distance to farm, type of vegetation, etc.) but can be reduced or cancelled if results are
not considered adequate (sufficient reduction of biomass). Payments are set at between 42 and 90 euros per
hectare.
Source: Own compilation

Schemes run within the EU that are wholly government funded are subject to similar
constraints on payment calculations to those financed from EAFRD, because of state and
rules. However, these do not apply to schemes financed from non-governmental sources.
One interesting theoretical possibility, raised in one questionnaire response, might be to
design a hybrid scheme where the management based element of the payment came from
EAFRD and was calculated on the basis of required management actions whilst the resultsbased element was privately financed (Andrew Moxey, pers. comm.). Care would however
still be needed to ensure that EU payment ceilings were not exceeded and there was no
double-funding.
7.6.2 Control and verification systems
Setting up effective payment control and verification systems is an essential part of the
design of any scheme and needs to be considered at this stage. To be effective, controls
need to be designed in conjunction with the setting of objectives and with the identification
of the key biodiversity results to be achieved by the land managers in return for funding.
There are also relevant to the selection of the results indicators, the indicator thresholds
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and the calculation of payment rates. The key question is to be clear about precisely what is
being controlled and so forming the basis of any release (or refusal) of payment.
For management based schemes run under EAFRD rules the general principle is that the
controls need to verify that the management actions which are specified in the contract
have been carried out. However, the European Commission’s guidance to Member States85
makes it clear that the monitoring and control of result-based payment schemes should
‘concern delivery of the expected results and not the practices undertaken by the
beneficiary to achieve these results.’ This strong steer towards controls based only on
results reflects the difficulties of verifying some of the commitments most widely specified
in management-based schemes86 and the expectation that biodiversity results will, given the
right indicators and measurement protocols, be easier to verify.
This guidance reflects criticism of current management-based schemes by the European
Court of Auditors (European Court of Auditors, 2011). It suggests that it may be more
difficult to control (and hence to get approval for) hybrid schemes, since these will require
controls based on both the results and the management commitments, losing the potential
advantage of ‘pure’ results-based schemes and making control more complex than for
existing management-based schemes. If there are other strong reasons for pursuing a
hybrid scheme design, then it will be necessary to clearly separate the results-based from
the management-based elements of the scheme.
The European Commission’s guidance on the monitoring and control of results-based
payment schemes does not yet appear to have been fully taken into account by several
Member States. There seems to be a perception in some quarters of an incompatibility of
results-based payments with the EU rules on calculating payments, and their subsequent
control and verification. These concerns and the difficulty of devising appropriate control
systems have been cited in the questionnaire responses as an obstacle to the adoption, or
extension, of results-based payment schemes in a number of countries including Greece,
Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Slovakia and the UK.
A number of schemes have delegated some of the process of assessing the result indicator
to contract holders themselves or to outside experts paid for by the farmer (questionnaire
responses). However, where the results form part of the official system of scheme controls,
then the EU requirement for a five per cent independent check by the paying agency itself
cannot be ignored or circumvented. In the Netherlands this has sometimes caused
difficulties when differences have arisen between the results of the formal assessment for
control purposes and the assessment results obtained by farmers or volunteers
(Guldemond, Dijkman and Terwan, pers. comm.).
It should be borne in mind that current paying agency staff may not have the skills or
training to assess biological results. They may either need considerable support before they
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For example restrictions on stocking densities, reductions in fertiliser application and time limited actions,
such as mowing dates.
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can take on this role, or they may need to delegate it to experts with sufficient ecological
knowledge. It is permissible for paying agencies to contract out elements of the verification
process to other bodies with the appropriate expertise.
In the case of schemes designed to conserve the agricultural biodiversity of rare and
localised breeds of livestock, breed associations play an important part in the control and
verification process. They verify farmers’ herd/breed books and monitor breed population
numbers.
7.7

Scheme targeting and applicant selection criteria

A review of the use of criteria for the selection of applicants to results-based payment
schemes has been carried out as part of this study. This indicates that most results-based
schemes have a clear focus on achieving a particular biodiversity objective in a particular
geographic area and this simplifies the process of selection compared to management
based schemes. Applicants are self-selecting depending on whether they think they have
the potential to achieve the required result on their land. For example, all German meadow
schemes require more than four species to be present from a list of indicator plant species
that are tailored to the region and to particular grassland plant communities. This is efficient
as it results in the funds for these schemes only ever being spent in locations that contain
the targeted habitats or species. Furthermore the identification of such sites is often carried
out by the farmer, so there is less need for publicly funded surveys to identify suitable
meadows.
Assistance may, however, still be required to help farmers establish whether they are likely
to meet the indicator thresholds. Some habitats and species are not easily identifiable
without a farm visit from an expert and/or training, so location maps of target species and
habitats (from surveys) may be necessary. Keienburg et al, (2006) have, for example,
pointed out that the species richness indicator method used for the German meadows
schemes is not suitable for grassland communities that are naturally species poor (for
example, fen meadows and Nardus grasslands) but nonetheless very important for the
presence of a small number of rare species.
Additional targeting may also still be necessary to avoid the risk that areas of farmland are
entered into the scheme that contain the required indicators but for which the indicator
threshold is inappropriately low. The scheme that was planned for the Brandenburg region
of Germany, for example, was designed to maintain grassland that has had a previous
period of intensive use but has recovered and/or has retained a moderate to rich species
diversity. It was not designed for the most ecologically important grasslands which are
mostly already under protection and/or management contracts (Matzdorf et al, 2008). The
German regions of Baden-Württemberg and Niedersachsen and Bremen have also restricted
their results-based meadow scheme to grassland outside Natura 2000 areas.
7.8

IT system specification and development

As explained in chapter 6, IT systems are a statutory requirement for any type of scheme
run as part of CAP rural development programmes and are a practical necessity for all
schemes of any size. IT systems need to support all aspects of scheme administration,
monitoring and reporting and IT system developers need to be involved in nearly all aspects
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of scheme development from an early stage. IT system developers can bring a necessary
rigour to the detailed design of scheme processes and scheme designers can ensure that IT
systems help to deliver effective schemes rather than distorting them or imposing
unnecessary rigidities for the convenience of the IT. If this process of co-development does
not happen, it can be very difficult to retro-fit an IT system to processes that have not been
designed with an eye to IT functionality. Equally, it can be very difficult to fit scheme
processes into an IT system that has been primarily designed for another purpose, such as
the administration of direct payments.
If the development of the IT system is to be contracted out to a specialist organisation, then
careful thought needs to be given to the specification. IT contractors often require very
detailed descriptions of the scheme that the system will support, but often this only can be
produced at a late stage in scheme design, restricting the time for system development and
making co-development impossible.
It is also important to strike the right balance between the functions performed by
computers and by human beings. Computers are excellent at handling data, including spatial
data and applying rules. They can also greatly simplify complex schemes by presenting
applicants or contract holders with only the information that is relevant to them. Human
beings tend to be better at communicating with other human beings, at exercising
judgement and at dealing with new and unforeseen problems. Systems therefore should
allow a degree of flexibility and, where the IT system is used as a channel for
communication between an advisor and a contract holder, it should be designed to allow
the advisor to use their own words.
Although a well-designed IT system is essential to the success of any scheme, there should
be no reason why a results-based payment scheme should be any more difficult to support
than a comparably complex management-based scheme.
7.9

Identification of supporting measures, including advice and training

All environmental land management schemes require adequate supporting measures such
as information, communication and outreach initiatives to be effective, but they are
particularly important for results-based payment schemes. This is because:



Where the focus on results is a new approach it needs to be explained to farmers
and they need to be convinced that it is practical and has advantages for them, as
well as for biodiversity; and
Operating these schemes requires even experienced contract holders, advisers and
scheme administrators to learn a number of new skills and to become familiar with
new processes.

Support measures need to be planned into the overall design of the scheme so that they can
be adequately resourced.
Results-based payment schemes are likely to require high levels of up front facilitation as
well as continuing advice, communication and training. This continuing support will need to
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be provided both directly to farmers and others seeking funding as well as to intermediaries,
such as extension services and private advisers. This is critical for building trust, knowledge
and understanding between those organisations implementing the schemes and for
communicating with farmers about environmental priorities and their delivery on the
ground.
A variety of different forms of advice may be appropriate, including written guidance
materials as well as face to face training seminars and workshops. There are many good
examples of advice and training that have been put in place, for example in Germany, the
Netherlands and Switzerland. Some of these are elaborated in Chapter 8 below. A form of
support which is sometimes overlooked, but which is thought vital to the operation of the
French Herbe 07 scheme, is the very strong research base that it was able to access. This
helped not only to identify the most appropriate indicators but proved extremely valuable in
convincing others of the value of the scheme (Xavier Poux, pers. comm.).
A highly successful supporting measure has been the French national grassland competition,
the Concours Prairies Fleuries profiled in Box 5 (p.22). This has greatly increased public
awareness, as well as creating a forum jointly supported by farmers, environmental
interests as well as beekeepers (Oppermann et al, 2012). An important feature of the
competition, as in other similar competitions operating in Germany, Austria and elsewhere
is that meadows are scored for both ecological and agronomic value and the scoring is
carried out by a jury consisting of ecologically and agricultural trained people (e.g. a
botanist, farming specialists and representatives of different organisations). In France
additionally, beekeepers have been invited to join the jury. Most of the meadows entered
are scored as having both high ecological and high agricultural value. In 2011, more than
220 farmers in 25 parks participated (Oppermann et al, 2012). The fact that so many
farmers chose to participate in an activity organised by the ‘park ecologists’, and the fact
that the meadows scored highly for both ecological and agricultural value, was a surprising
and pleasing result for the scheme designers (De Sainte Marie, 2014; Box 3 p14).
In a number of schemes, farmers are offered training and in some it is a condition of the
contract. This type of requirement is not confined to results-based schemes, but it is likely
to be particularly important for them because of the new skills that farmers need to
participate successfully in results-based contracts. Farmers taking part in the Burren
Farming for Conservation Programme project, for example, are required to attend annual
training workshops on farming for conservation (DAFF, 2010). Failure to attend at least one
workshop per year results in a reduction of 10 per cent in the amount paid for that year. To
facilitate full participation, courses are held on evenings and weekends. These workshops
are mainly field-based and focus on practical farming for conservation issues (McGurn and
Moran, pers. comm.).
The cost of the levels of support necessary for a successful results-based payment scheme
has sometimes been seen as an obstacle to the widespread adoption of this approach.
However this is against the background of insufficient investment in more targeted and
ambitious schemes, whether results or management-based and of a widespread lack of
investment in support, advice and training (questionnaire responses).
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Despite the many benefits of adequate support, continued pressure on support costs is
inevitable and in this respect the support system operating in the Netherlands may be of
interest. Direct government support for the current Meadow Birds and Ditch Plant schemes
is limited to an information brochure, but the regional cooperatives provide and pay for
considerable further support including information meetings, one-to-one advice, training
courses, instruction and feedback evenings, monitoring and administration. They pay for
this from the subsidies they receive, with one cooperative spending about 16 per cent of its
budget on advice and support (Guldemond, Dijkman and Terwan, pers. comm.).
As for management-based schemes, results-based payments often are more effective when
accompanied by other types of payments, such as those for “non-productive”
environmental investments (e.g. scrub removal or landscape feature creation) as well as
payments for ongoing land management, such as area payments to maintain habitats. There
may also be the need to ensure that funding is available for other complimentary
investments, such as livestock housing for overwintering livestock if farmers are to have a
realistic probability of meeting the objectives of the scheme.
7.10 Continued stakeholder engagement
Providing stakeholders with a meaningful level of engagement in scheme design and
development good scheme design as it allows a range of different perspectives and
experiences to be taken into account. It is also helpful in retaining/building ownership of the
scheme particularly amongst farmers and in encouraging the social learning process.
Experience with the design of agri-environment schemes more generally has shown that
higher levels of engagement can lead to much greater buy-in to schemes and improved
outcomes during the lifetime of the scheme (Morris, 2000; Kleijn et al, 2001; Herzon and
Mikk, 2007; Lobley et al, 2011).
The responses to the questionnaires included a salutary example of a case where lack of
stakeholder engagement caused the failure of a scheme (Enrico Furlan, pers. comm.). This
relates to an Italian scheme for the protection of the nests of ground nesting birds. State
foresters were supposed to identify nest sites and inform the farmers, but were not given
the necessary training or told about the procedures for doing this. As a result, the scheme
failed.
Feedback from those involved in the design and implementation of results focussed
elements of agri-environment schemes stress that a bottom-up approach is valuable for
scheme design and effective implementation (Schwarz and Morkvenas, 2012; Osbeck et al,
2013). It can also encourage cooperation between farmers and conservationists. A range of
priority organisations and stakeholders to engage with has been identified. These are:
 Regional government / delivery agencies / farm advisory services, which provide the
administration as well as relevant advice and communication activities;
 Farmer organisations and unions, to spread the word about the benefits of the
schemes;
 Individual farmers, if possible including some who have an interest in natural history
and are also respected by their peers. Their involvement in the selection of indicator
species, in trying out aspects of scheme design and subsequently in demonstrating the
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benefits of engaging with such schemes to other land managers can be particularly
valuable;;
Local/regional communities and authorities (e.g. Regional Parks);
Environmental authorities and other stakeholders to ensure that they are in agreement
with the focus of the schemes, the targets set and willing to promote their uptake;
Research institutions to provide the evidence for the focus of the scheme, to help
identify the indicators and to develop the monitoring methods.

The questionnaire responses have reinforced the importance of forming strong partnerships
with stakeholders. In a number of cases, formal groupings of stakeholders have been
established to advise on and participate in scheme design and operation. Examples include
the Golden Eagle nest protection scheme in Finland, which has an ‘eagle reimbursement
group’ (Tuomo Ollila, pers. comm.) and a national network in the Netherlands which exists
to share knowledge of environmental management between groups of farmers, NGOs,
academic organisations, food organisations and other interested parties (Remco Schreuder,
pers. comm.).
Some examples of stakeholder involvement in the design of results-based schemes and the
impacts that this has had are set out in Box 28.
Box 28: Examples of stakeholder involvement in the design of results-based schemes
Germany - For the results oriented species-rich grassland schemes, farmers were involved in the selection of
indicator species. This ensured that they could select easily recognisable species which they could then
monitor with relative ease (Matzdorf and Lorenz 2010).
Germany the Niedersachsen arable weed diversity pilot scheme – Before the scheme was implemented,
regional stakeholders were explicitly involved in a participatory process, including representatives of
government agencies, nature conservation and farmers groups, in cooperation with natural and social
scientists (Klimek et al, 2008). The stakeholders defined and expressed the demand for environmental services
that should be addressed by the conservation auction, i.e. arable plant diversity on conventionally managed
fields in the study region (Ulber et al, 2011).
Ireland: Feedback from the local team suggests that the BFCP has worked better than anticipated, in the
Burren, especially considering the novelty of the approach. The degree to which farmers responded so
positively to their new role as ‘leaders’ in designing their farm plan was less expected: rather than telling them
what to do they are asked what needs to be done and this has resulted in much better work and impact on
project farms. Farmers and advisors have adopted the results focussed scoring system without difficulty.
Source: Own compilation

In the Netherlands, lack of adequate stakeholder engagement was seen as a factor
contributing to the limited success of Programma Beheer87, a hybrid results-based payment
scheme that ran from 2000 to 2006 (Marlies Sanders, pers. comm.). Indeed, the following
factors, all of them are concerned with stakeholder engagement, were highlighted as key to
the success of other Dutch schemes (Schreuder, R pers. comm.):
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Which included the species-rich grassland and meadow bird agreement results-based schemes – details of
which are available here: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/rbaps/fiche/search/index_en.htm
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Developing the scheme together, step by step, with key stakeholders involved at all
stages;
Allowing room for different views to be put openly and where appropriate given
equal weight;
Farmers being persuaded to take ownership of and responsibility for the scheme;
A facilitating style of governance, with no attitude of authority and no detailed
demands

Involving stakeholders to this extent will be challenging, given the range of different views
and perspectives. However, takes times and usually the apparent short-term ‘chaos’ that
may result often is a necessary step to achieving the end result of a successful scheme that
all support (Schreuder, R pers. comm.). This sort of engagement process also has the
advantage of integrating social learning processes between stakeholders into the process
(Gerald Schwarz pers. comm.)
Systems of stakeholder engagement will need to be adapted somewhat to the varying
cultural contexts in different parts of Europe. It should also be borne in mind that, whilst
real stakeholder engagement is critical, schemes must be based on good and objective
evidence. Pressures to adopt scheme designs that may be popular with farmers but which
are unlikely to be environmentally effective have to be resisted. It is also important to keep
sight of the issues of cost and simplicity of operation when considering whether to adopt
suggestions from stakeholders, particularly those from environmental NGOs. Involving a
suitably broad range of stakeholders is in itself a partial safeguard against these two
dangers.
7.11 Planning institutional capacity
Operating, monitoring and evaluating results-based schemes will place new demands on
Managing Authorities and paying agencies. The high levels of facilitation, advice and support
required to make a results-based scheme effective may require increased advisory capacity,
whilst both advisors and staff involved in inspection and control will require the skills
needed to identify indicator species and assess whether thresholds have been achieved.
However, responsibilities can be divided in ways that make use of available resources and
expertise. For example advisory capacity can be provided through partner organisations,
such as government nature conservation and agricultural extension services, research
institutes and environmental NGOs.
A number of schemes, including those run in the Netherlands (Verhulst et al, 2007), BadenWürttemberg (Klimek et al, 2008; Wittig et al, 2006) and Thüringen (Hochberg, 2013) have
delegated some of the measurement of results indicators and thresholds to contract holders
primarily farmers. This is seen as having a number of benefits, including building greater
involvement in, and understanding of the management and its environmental objectives
amongst the farming community, as well as cost savings for the Managing Authority.
Farmers may need training before they can take on this task. In the Niedersachsen pilot
meadow scheme farmers were trained by experienced botanists and then their results
measurements were checked by members of the project group (Bertke et al, 2008). These
practical tests demonstrated that farmers were able to recognise the defined indicators and
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misidentifications were rare (Bertke et al, 2008). Self-measurement can also increase farmer
interest in and engagement with the results, as noted in the Meadow Birds scheme in the
Netherlands (Terwan, P pers. comm.).
In some schemes the result indicators are measured by independent assessors paid for
directly by the farmers, or by their cooperatives. This is the case for the Burren Farming for
Conservation Programme and the Meadow Birds scheme in the Netherlands (Questionnaire
responses). This model may be particularly suited to cases where the measurement of
results may be technically challenging for farmers but involving them in the process is seen
as a priority.
In other cases, such as the French ‘Prairies Fleuries’ scheme, the formal monitoring of
biological results is carried out independently and the farmers involved are reported as
being happy with this approach (De Sainte Marie, 2010). The judging panels of the Concours
Prairie Fleuries competition are seen as providing a useful supplement to the formal system
for assessing results. Although these panels do not have any power to apply sanctions or
withhold payment, they bring peer group pressure to bear on farmers (Poux, X pers.
comm.).
7.12 Developing the monitoring and evaluation strategy
Monitoring needs to be done accurately, openly and in ways that are as efficient as possible
covering not only biodiversity outcomes but also other aspects of scheme operation, such as
uptake, commitment and spend. Wider programmes of outcome monitoring and evaluation
also are helpful so that lessons can be learned and used to fix problems and improve future
scheme design. It is important at the design stage to specify how the scheme is to be
monitored and evaluated and what data need to be collected and when. Schemes may also
have secondary objectives, such as changing farmer attitudes to biodiversity, and these will
also need to be monitored so that the overall success of the scheme can be properly
evaluated.
The data collected on scheme results clearly will contribute to the evaluation process.
However, because these schemes usually have to use simplified results indicators as a
measure of whether the ultimate biodiversity outcomes are being achieved, monitoring of
the result indicators alone is unlikely to be sufficient to evaluate the achievement of the
overall biodiversity objectives in a robust way. A wider ranging evaluation is needed. A good
example is the evaluation of the Programma Beheer in the Netherlands (Netherlands
Environmental Assessment Agency, 2007). This assessed the impact of the programme on its
original and primary ecological objectives as well as looking at whether the immediate
results, captured by the agreed indicators had been achieved. It also used the results of this
assessment to make clear recommendations for improvement.
The Netherlands example offers salutary lessons in the need for this more broadly based
evaluation of a scheme’s success in meeting its biodiversity objectives. The evaluation
showed that the density and populations of meadow birds were still declining despite in the
introduction results-based schemes aimed at protecting them. This seems to be at least
partly because the scheme used the number of nests as a result indicator, whereas other
factors such as chick survival seem to be critical to maintaining populations (Guldemond,
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Dijkman and Terwan, pers. comm.). This observation has also been made for breeding
waders in the UK (Merricks, 2010).
Expenditure is another priority for monitoring when a results-based payment scheme is
being introduced for the first time, it will be difficult to obtain the data necessary to model
the expenditure profile and hence set a budget. If the scheme is based on research or
controlled trials these may be a useful source of data, but the results achieved under these
conditions do not always reflect those achieved on commercial farms. Similar schemes
operated in other countries or regions may be another useful source of data. However,
there are likely to be location-specific variables that mean data obtained in this way would
need to be used with caution. The ideal way of gathering the data needed to construct a
financial profile would be to run a pilot scheme of sufficient size and for a sufficient period
of time to gather the necessary data under operational conditions.
For schemes intended to conserve the agricultural biodiversity of rare and localised breeds
of livestock, breed associations monitor breed population numbers. In Germany the
national farm genetic biodiversity coordination point, Zentrale Dokumentation
Tiergenetischer Ressourcen in Deutschland88 (TGRDEU), monitors and collates information
from the herd and/or breed books and from other research, for example on genetic
diversity.
Monitoring the impacts that schemes have had on farmer attitudes requiring a different
approach. It may involve focus group discussions, stakeholder meetings, and interviews with
a range of stakeholders. Fleury et al (2011) describe an evaluation of the French Prairies
Fleuries scheme and the linked national meadow competition, which used all these
methods. Given the importance of farmer attitudes to scheme outcomes, this type of
monitoring is important, although it is seldom undertaken. Occasionally, it may be possible
to find an independent means of verifying the impact of schemes on farmer behaviour. In
the case of the Swedish carnivore schemes, one of the aims of which was to persuade
reindeer herders to tolerate these carnivores, long-term research studies on Wolverine and
Eurasian Lynx predation were set up from the start of the scheme in 1996 in order to
monitor rates of illegal poaching (Zabel and Holm-Müller, 2008).
An important part of any monitoring programme should be the collection of baseline data
against which any subsequent changes can be measured. It is also highly desirable to
establish control plots to compare sites where the scheme has been operating with those
where it has not, although this is not always possible. If a pilot is being run, this gives an
opportunity for the collection of baseline data and for the establishment of controls. These
are easier to establish for a pilot than for a scheme that is being made widely available.
Environmental management schemes run as part of CAP rural development programmes
are subject to mandatory ex-ante and ex-post evaluations required by the European
Commission. Monitoring and evaluation programmes for these schemes therefore need to
be designed to supply the information required to conduct these reviews. It is essential that
88

http://tgrdeu.genres.de/
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evidence on scheme results and outcomes is assembled and used to highlight areas for
improvement, as necessary.
7.13 Refining budgets and targets
At a fairly late stage in the design process, it will be necessary to produce realistic estimates
of costs for budgeting purposes and of expected benefits to inform target setting for the
scheme.
For schemes financed under EAFRD, the rural development Regulation requires expenditure
to be profiled in advance over the whole period of a rural development programme (Article
8(5)(h) of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013). Profiling is further complicated by the different
financial years used by EAFRD, which has a year-end of 15 October (Article 39) and by some
Member States. Uncertainty over what proportion of farmers will achieve result thresholds
and when they will do this may make this task more complex for results-based schemes.
Budget management for such schemes potentially is more complex than for management
based payments schemes, as there could be greater uncertainty about how many contract
holders will be eligible for payment at any one time. The more responsive payments are to
the achievement of results and the indicator values, the greater these uncertainties will be.
The data needed to model the spend profile of a scheme will depend on the structure and
nature of the result indicators used. For schemes where payment is linked to the
achievement of one or more result thresholds, such as having a minimum number of
indicator species per unit area of grassland, it will be important to have data on the
percentage of contract holders likely to achieve each of the thresholds, on the average time
likely to be needed to achieve the results identified and the degree of variability in this
timing. At least some of these data could be derived from baseline monitoring of grassland
biodiversity, where this is available.
For schemes where payment is linked to a continuously variable parameter, such as number
of nests per unit area, data will be needed on the likely spread of performance between
farmers and how this is likely to change over time. Basing payments on more complex and
demanding environmental results may well lead to greater environmental gains and less risk
of perverse outcomes. However, it is likely to be much more difficult to predict how much
budget will be needed in each financial accounting period for schemes designed in this way.
This may become a significant constraint on scheme design. Conversely, the setting of result
and impact targets may be considerably simpler, since this will have already been a central
part of scheme design.
7.14 Piloting
The reasons for choosing to pilot a results-based scheme have already been explored in
section 6.7. The design of a pilot scheme will probably require consideration of all the same
factors as a fully operational scheme. In addition, careful consideration will need to be given
to the timetable for the pilot, how large a sample of farms to aim for and where to locate
the sample.
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The size of the sample will depend on the funding and timescale available and on whether
the results will be subject to statistical analysis. It is important that the pilot is run on farms
that are representative of the areas that the main scheme is intended to cover. Choosing
suitable pilot areas is likely to be less of an issue for tightly focused results-based schemes
than for more generalised management-based schemes.
The timetable is probably the most critical issue. Experience from the evaluation of
management-based schemes suggests that it can take up to five years to gain an accurate
picture of the success or otherwise of a scheme in achieving its biodiversity objectives
(Bradbury and Stephens, 2004). Together with the time needed to plan and evaluate the
pilot and then to design the main scheme, this suggests a lead time of up to eight years,
which may well be considered too long.
This is not however a reason to reject the use of a pilot. A pilot with a considerably shorter
lead time can still be valuable, particularly where it focuses on testing how the scheme will
operate and how farmers will react to it, rather than on its ultimate effectiveness. This was
the approach taken to piloting the English, management-based, Entry Level Stewardship
scheme. Although the pilot itself ran for five years the initial evaluation was completed in
little over a year. By evaluating each stage in the pilot as it happened the additional lead
time for the main scheme was reduced to a few months (Radley, 2005). This pilot helped to
ensure a smooth launch and operation of the main scheme, though not its ultimate
effectiveness.
Even if time and or resources do not allow for an operational pilot, a ‘dry’ pilot, where
aspects of a proposed scheme are tested on a group of farmers and/or delivery staff, can
still produce valuable feedback. This was the approach taken to testing the feasibility of a
results-based approach in England (Blainey, 2013).
An alternative approach might be to start with a scheme that is comparatively simple and
limited in scope, perhaps a results-based module within a broader scheme, and then
gradually expand it, incorporating the lessons learned. An advantage of this approach is that
farmers who sign up for the pilot do not have to transfer to the full operational scheme at
the end of the pilot; which can sometimes this can be a rather awkward transition.
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8

Effective implementation – additional factors to take into
account
If the design process has been well planned and executed, there should be few completely
new issues to consider during the implementation phase. However experience with all types
of scheme suggest that getting the detail of implementation right is just as important and, if
anything, more complex than producing a good overall design. It is likely to require more
resources and a larger team of people to address all the detailed issues that will arise at this
stage. It is therefore vital that this part of the process is adequately resourced. There should
ideally be some individuals who remain involved throughout the process to ensure
continuity during the transition from design to implementation.
In practice, of course the boundary between design and implementation is often not
completely clear. The two stages may also overlap, with some aspects of implementation
starting while other aspects of scheme design are still in progress.
This section highlights the following aspects of implementation:








8.1

development of the design from any pilot;
Finalisation of operating procedures;
Finalising and commissioning IT systems;
Production and testing of scheme administration documents/web-based materials
and guidance to farmers;
Ensuring the availability of suitable training, skills development and advice for
farmers, advisers and scheme administrators;
Finalising the monitoring and evaluation plan and establishing a baseline;
Publicity; and
Establishing and using a feedback group.
Revision of scheme design following piloting

If the scheme has been piloted, then at this stage it will be necessary to review the design to
incorporate any lessons learned. If the design centred on a relatively small pilot then some
aspects of the design, such as the IT system and the supporting measures, may require
scaling up. If the pilot is to remain a good guide to scheme performance it is particularly
important that the level of support provided in the pilot is replicated in the main scheme.
There may be more pressure to economise on support costs for a large-scale scheme than
for a pilot but this may prejudice its effectiveness89, so this is an important factor to guard
against.
8.2

Finalising operating procedures

Although consideration should have been given to detailing the procedures for operation at
the design stage, experience suggests that more work will be required to finalise them at
the implementation stage. Processes likely to need further attention include the application
89

Experience from the development of the English Entry Level Stewardship scheme.
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and contract development procedures, control and verification procedures, dispute
resolution procedures and land transfer arrangements. Many of the issues that will need to
be dealt with are common to all types of environmental land management schemes but
there are at least two procedures where results-based payment schemes will raise
additional issues.
The first of these is the extent to which farmers are involved in developing their own
contracts. It is vital that farmers fully understand the rules of the scheme, the results on
which payments are to be based and the broader environmental objectives of the scheme. It
is also important that they feel ownership of and commitment to their contracts. The nature
of results-based schemes means that farmers have a stronger incentive to develop this
understanding and ownership involving them in contract development can be an effective
way of establishing this from the beginning.
However, careful consideration does need to be given to the degree to which farmers can
and should be involved in setting the baselines and indicator thresholds for their contracts.
A report into making Environmental Stewardship more effective in England (Blainey, 2013)
showed that there can be strong demand for such involvement from potential contract
holders. However, caution is also needed, as too much involvement can lead to
manipulation of baselines and thresholds on the land that may be enrolled in the scheme in
ways that undermine environmental additionality (Burton and Schwarz, 2013).
The second issue is that of the procedure for resolving disputes. Where payments are
dependent on the achievement of results there are bound to be disputes over whether or
not those results have actually been achieved. A robust system of dispute resolution that is
fair to both sides and is seen as such is one of the critical measures needed to build farmers’
confidence in results-based schemes. It is interesting that in the Burren Farming for
Conservation Programme, farmers are not only given training in the assessment procedures
used to determine payment levels but also are encouraged to challenge the scores given by
the independent assessors (McGurn and Moran, pers. comm.).
As well as dispute resolution, particular thought needs to be given to the circumstances
under which farmers may be prevented from achieving the required results due to factors
genuinely outside their control (such as extreme weather). In these circumstances it would
be extremely difficult to justify withholding payment entirely. Schemes of all types have
rules for dealing with what is called ‘force majeure’. However, these are likely to be
particularly important for results-based schemes.
In addition to engaging farmers it is vital that the IT system developers are fully involved in
planning and implementing the finalisation of the operating procedures, so that these can
be properly supported and do not disrupt IT system development.
8.3

Finalising and commissioning IT systems

Further detailed development work will be needed at this stage on IT systems as part of the
finalisation of the operational process required for the scheme to work smoothly. Even once
this is finished, a considerable period of time will need to be allowed to test the system. It is
important that this includes a programme of testing it on those who will have to use it
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(sometimes called user acceptance testing) and testing under the volume of traffic likely to
be experienced in operational conditions.
Staff will need careful training in the use of the scheme and it is important that this training
needs to be given at the right time, preferably just before IT system and other apsects of the
staff will need to use it operationally. It may also be worth giving more intensive training to
a network of ‘expert users’ who can provide continuing, locally based, support to their
colleagues.
It is likely that that the testing, roll out and operational use of an IT system will identify
problems that need to be fixed and improvements that are desirable. It is therefore
important to plan for and budget foran ongoing process of scheme improvements. These
will need to be timetabled to allow for an orderly series of scheme upgrades, each one of
which will need its own roll out, with associated testing and training.
8.4

Production and testing of scheme administration documents/web-based materials
and guidance to farmers

Application forms, assessment forms, claim forms, scheme manuals and supplementary
guidance all need to be finalised at this stage. Forms need to be fully integrated with IT
system development and are increasingly becoming part of it, with all the key processes
carried out primarily or even exclusively on-line.
Clear guidance, for farmers, scheme operators and administrators, is an essential
component of a successful scheme and they can fail if this is lacking (Mauro Bassignana,
pers. comm.). Design of guidance materials poses a number of challenges, of which the most
acute is finding ways of presenting the large amount of material necessary to explain the
workings of a complex scheme in an accessible way. In recent years guidance has been
moving from hard copy manuals to on-line Guidance Handbooks. Although some farmers
have difficulty working on-line and many still feel an attachment to paper manuals, on-line
provision does provide greater opportunities to provide people with just the information
they need at the time when they need it.
Some examples of user friendly materials that have been designed for use by land managers
and which have been well received within existing results-based schemes are included in
Box 29.
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Box 29: Examples of different types of materials that have been developed for existing
schemes
France: Information on the types of plant species that
indicate species rich meadows in France, derived from the
information provided for the recently developed RPBS in
French national parks.

Ireland: Extract from a Best Practice Guidance document
provide for the Burren entitled ‘A Guide to Farming for
Conservation in the Burren’ focussing on the role of the
farmer in achieving biodiversity results.

Sachsen, Germany: guidance for farmers in the flower-rich meadow scheme on recognising indicator species and using
transects to measure results at intervals across a field.

Source:
Own
compilation;
http://prairiesfleuries.espaces-naturels.fr/index.php/medias/affiches;
http://www.burrenlife.com/Userfiles/farming-for-conservation-5.1.pdf; Freistaat Sachsen LULG 2014
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The preparation of guidance needs to be done in close coordination with the rest of scheme
development. Not only will this help to ensure that the guidance is accurate, but drafting
guidance is an excellent method of proofing aspects of scheme design and exposing gaps
and ambiguities in time for them to be rectified.
Experience across all types of environmental management schemes has been that, whilst
written guidance is essential, it is not enough on its own. Both contract holders and those
operating the scheme will benefit from training events to raise their awareness of what is in
the guidance and from opportunities to raise questions and test their understanding of the
guidance (see section 8.5).
In a pure results-based scheme it is important that any guidance is clearly separated from
the legal contract, so it is clear that there are no legal constraints on management and
hence no need for management actions to be subject to controls.
8.5

Planning suitable training, skills development and advice for farmers, advisers and
scheme administrators

The provision of suitable advice and training to help develop skills has been identified as an
essential part of achieving successful outcomes from results-based schemes. Advice and
training are an important component of all agri-environment schemes, but in relation to
results-based schemes, areas requiring particular focus include:







explaining the rationale of the scheme;
identifying the indicator species used for on-farm assessment of results (where
applicable);
advice on priority actions that will help to achieve the intended outcomes, such as
what constitutes a sustainable grazing regime;
best timing of particular actions for optimum impacts for biodiversity;
best practices for different types of activities; and
explaining the indicator thresholds for payment and the procedures used to
measure them.

Such training and advice can be provided by suitably qualified external advisers.
Nonetheless farmer led peer to peer advice also can be valuable and is worth serious
consideration. It is important that the advisers themselves are convinced about the merits
of results-based approaches and can explain the advantages to farmers without
disregarding the risks and potential problems. During the implementation of the first
results-based schemes in Germany (species rich meadows in Baden-Württemberg), the
personal conviction of individual advisers was variable and this was reflected in the degree
of acceptance and subsequent uptake of the scheme by farmers (Oppermann, R. pers.
comm.).
Advice to farmers must cover the biodiversity objective as well as the technicalities of the
result indicator. Out of a total of 90 farmers participating in the Baden-Württemberg
scheme who were interviewed in 2006, 74 per cent could explain why the occurrence of
indicator species was rewarded but only eight could explain that the presence of the species
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in question was an indicator of extensive management and of species-rich grassland, rather
than itself being the primary objective (Matzdorf and Lorenz, 2010).
A good example of the kind of training that can help to build farmer comes from the Burren
Farming for Conservation Programme in Ireland where farmers are given training in the
scoring system used to assess their fields for payment and encouraged to challenge the
official assessments if they think these are incorrect (McGurn and Moran, pers. comm.).
The design and presentation of training requires sensitivity to farmer attitudes. At worst,
there is a danger that training may appear patronising or irrelevant and may therefore be
ineffective. It has been pointed out that whilst training is useful to support the scheme at
the outset, it should build on farmer knowledge (Osbeck et al, 2013). Workshops where
farmers offer each other advice in the presence of ecologists and/or facilitators do have
merits, as farmers can be more willing to take advice from their peers. This was witnessed
during the evaluation of Higher Level Stewardship in England (Mountford et al, 2013).
In a number of schemes the need for ongoing training of farmers has been identified. An
initial training exercise may be sufficient. Compulsory annual face-to-face training courses
can be helpful to ensure that all scheme participants have a basic level of understanding
about the scheme, its objectives and how to achieve these. In the new results-based
measure for the German Federal Region of Hessen, for example, farmers will have to enrol
in the advice and training that is offered and funded under the cooperation measure
(Hessen, 2014). Such training may be included as an annual requirement and become more
demanding over time, taking the form of continuous professional development.
It is also vital that investment is made in providing skills development and training for
advisers. Advisers need to be trusted by farmers, given that their advice influences
management choices taken on the farm which in turn influence the nature of the results
achieved and the associated payment. Farm advisers need to have both ecological and
agronomic expertise. If at all possible, continuity of advice provision is highly desirable, as
farmers need time to get to know and trust their adviser (Carey et al, 2003; Mills et al,
2013).
In France, managers of the flowering meadows scheme are provided with advice and
opportunities to discuss issues and share experience through seminars involving both
scheme operators and researchers involved in scheme design (Plantureux et al, 2011)
natural regional parks, botanical conservatories. In the BFCP scheme in Ireland, a team of
farm advisers/consultants undergoes an intensive training course on farming for
conservation. Farmers participating in the BFCP can select from this panel of
advisors/consultants. Farmers pay for the services of the advisors/ consultants and this cost
is allowed for in the overall BFCP farmer payment. Advisers/consultants work closely with
the farmer and advise on priority tasks, where, how and when they should be carried out.
The farm adviser also inspects grasslands on the farm and awards them a score under the
result-based part of the scheme. The farm adviser works closely with the BFCP team and the
farmer; a proportion of farm plans, actions and scores is cross-checked by the BFCP team
(Dunford et al, 2013).
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8.6

Finalise monitoring and evaluation plan and establish baseline

The design of the monitoring and evaluation plan was covered in detail in section 4.12. The
key task at this stage is to ensure that any baseline data are collected prior to scheme or
individual agreement commencement, or at least before management under the scheme
has had time to influence habitat condition or the status of species present.
8.7

Publicity

Publicity is an important part of scheme implementation and consideration needs to be
given to planning launch events, awareness raising workshops, social media, press releases
and other forms of publicity. Farmers will be influenced by what their neighbours say and do
about a scheme, but since this second-hand information may not always be accurate (Riley,
2006, Mills et al, 2013), it is also important to get key messages across to them first hand.
If at all possible, it is important that farmers and farmer organisations are seen to fully
support the scheme and take part in the scheme publicity, since what they say is likely to
carry weight with other farmers.
Set-piece launch events are useful for raising awareness, but will need to be followed up
with opportunities for farmers to explore issues and ask questions in a more in-depth and
interactive fashion90.
8.8

Feedback group

The need for stakeholder involvement does not end with the design process. It is a good
idea to set up and consult regularly a group of staff, farmers and environmental experts, to
identify and address problems as fast as possible, to minimise adverse reaction and ensure
delivery of results.
One response to this in the Netherlands is the development of a national network that
provides an opportunity for sharing knowledge between groups of farmers, NGOs and
academic organisations. It also disseminates scientific research and encourages discussion
(Schreuder, R pers. comm.).

90

Experience from the launch of the English Environmental Stewardship Scheme
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9

Monitoring, evaluation and review
The related processes of monitoring, evaluation and review provide the foundations for
successful management over time, including the tasks of:
 fixing immediate problems; and
 assessing scheme performance, reviewing the success or otherwise of the design
and learning lessons for the future.
Both require robust and properly implemented the monitoring and evaluation programmes
of the kind discussed earlier. Two aspects are highlighted here.
9.1

Collect and act on feedback

It is generally advisable to use the monitoring and evaluation programme and the feedback
group to operate a fast track, continuous system of feedback to fix any problems that
become apparent with scheme design and implementation before they damage delivery or
farmer confidence. This is particularly important when piloting or launching a new scheme.
9.2

Evaluation and review

Experience with environmental land management schemes since their introduction in the
1980s has been that, however careful the process of scheme design and implementation,
there is always room for improvement. It is therefore important that schemes are subject to
review and evaluation, as discussed earlier, and that subsequent action is taken if the
evidence points to the need for this. Clearly reviews need to consider whether the
biodiversity and other objectives have been achieved as well as the specific biodiversity
results for which a payment is made. It is also desirable that such reviews should isolate the
key reasons for the success or failure of a scheme.
Most of the results-based payment schemes covered by this study have not yet been in
place long enough that it has been possible to collect definitive evidence of their long term
impacts on their underlying biodiversity objectives against a clear counterfactual. Either for
this or other reasons the body of robust evaluation data is rather limited. A consensus
emerged from the conference on result-based payment schemes,91 held as part of this
study, that collecting this evidence should become a high priority for future research and
monitoring. In taking this forward it is vital that the key stakeholders are properly involved
in the process of scheme review, that they are asked for their views and their evidence on
what has worked well and what has not and that they have confidence that their views are
being taken into account.
One results-based scheme that has been subject to a fairly comprehensive review is
Programma Beheer, which ran in the Netherlands from 2000 to 2006. This found a range of
problems with the scheme and concluded that it performed no better than the previous
management based scheme (Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency, 2007).

91

Results-based Agri-environment Schemes: Payments for biodiversity achievements in agriculture.
Conference held in Brussels, 23 -24 September 2014
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Some of the schemes designed to conserve the agricultural genetic resources of rare and
localised breeds of livestock have been subject to review. For example in Germany, of the
74 monitored breeds, 52 breeds are currently endangered as a result of their small
population size. The populations of several sheep breeds and one horse breed have been
stabilised as a result of the funding support offered through agri-environment measures and
are, as of the time of reporting in 2013, now in a lower Red List threat category than in the
first Red List published in 2008 (BLE, 2013). Cattle breed populations have been maintained,
because of the incentive schemes but have not expanded and remain in the same threat
category as in 2008. These results contrast with those for two previously common native pig
breeds and a goat breed that did not receive support. These suffered large population losses
over the same period and are now endangered in Germany.
An example of a review of scheme design that combined the assembly of an evidence base
with extensive consultation and stakeholder engagement and which directly influenced the
design of a new generation of schemes was the 2002 to 2004 review of the managementbased agri-environment schemes in England (Radley, 2005). However, it is important to note
that such reviews take a considerable time to complete. They therefore need to be carefully
timed so that there is not only a sufficient period available to gather evidence on the
performance of the existing scheme, but also enough time to inform the development of its
successor.
Finally, it is worth emphasising that careful judgements need to be made when deciding
how much to change schemes in the light of evidence. The right balance needs to be struck
between making the necessary improvements and maintaining sufficient continuity to avoid
confusing or putting off existing and potential agreement holders. The design of transitional
arrangements requires very careful attention if these risks are to be minimised.
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10

Future potential for results-based schemes and key success
factors and risks
10.1 Conclusions on future potential
The previous sections have demonstrated that there is considerable potential to expand the
use of results-based agri-environment payment schemes as a means of delivering
biodiversity outcomes on agricultural land, operating either alone or alongside
management-based schemes as well as in conjunction with other measures. They will not be
appropriate for all biodiversity objectives or in all situations however undoubtedly there will
be a need for sustained efforts to be made both to gather evidence and develop capacity if,
there is to be a substantial increase in the use of results based schemes above present
levels.
The current scale of application of schemes, measured in hectares is still limited compared
to the more widespread management-based schemes. However, uptake has increased over
time as farmers have become more familiar with the approach. Given the range of
situations in which results-based are appropriate, there is clearly significant potential to
increase their reach to a much larger proportion of farmland than is currently the case.
It is also clear that in situations where results-based schemes are considered appropriate
and suitable indicators can be identified, then it is perfectly possible and straightforward to
fund these under the agri-environment climate measure of the EAFRD. The EU rules for how
payments should be calculated and controlled have been clarified. This should help to
resolve some of the confusion that has arisen about the design of results-based schemes,
particularly in relation to payments and control, in a number of countries over the past
decade. Indeed, the CAP stricter rules concerning controls and verifiability for the 20142020 programming period could provide a greater impetus to Member States to consider
the potential of results-based schemes, where these can provide a more effective and more
easily verifiable way of delivering biodiversity outcomes on farmland.
However, it is clear that results-based schemes will not be appropriate for all biodiversity
objectives or in all situations, and there are some barriers to implementation that will need
to be overcome if results-based approaches are to be adopted more widely. To overcome
these barriers, steps are required to gather more evidence on the cost-effectiveness of
schemes in practice, to develop capacity and to address resistance from farmers and
stakeholders arising from particular concerns, for example the risk of not achieving the
results due to factors outside their control. There is a continuing need to explore further the
practical ways in which these schemes can operate in a variety of different situations,
building on experience in a number of countries.
Although this study has focused on the potential for results-based schemes to address
biodiversity objectives on farmland, results-based schemes could also be designed to deliver
other environmental objectives being pursued or farmland or, potentially woodland as well.
For example there may be opportunities to design schemes to:
 Maintain biodiverse woodland;
 Reduce diffuse pollution from agriculture;
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Ameliorate flooding through appropriate land management;
Sequester carbon through woodland establishment; and
Achieve a net reduction in greenhouse gas emissions through peatland rewetting or
restoration

Different issues arise within this wider spectrum of objectives, but one area where it is
clearly more difficult to use results-based schemes is for pursued objectives where the
prospects of success are subject to a high degree of uncertainty, such as the restoration or
re-creation of semi-natural habitats.
10.2 Value of testing the potential of results-based payment schemes
Most of the objectives for which results-based schemes are designed, already are, or in
principle could be, taken forward by management-based agri-environment schemes.
A range of environmental objectives that are often addressed by management-based
payment schemes, but for which a results-based approach may be suitable is set out in
Table 6 . This identifies the principal biodiversity objectives most suited to the results based
approach and a wider set of environmental objectives, for which experience is more limited.
The strengths and weaknesses of using a results-based approach to deliver each objective
are identified in the table as well as the types of indicators that could be used to measure
success. Examples of results-based schemes that focus on these objectives, are identified
where these are known.
The experience to date with results-based schemes suggests that there are several reasons
for investing in exploring the merits of these approaches since:
 they can transform farmer attitudes to environmental management from a focus on
constraints to one on opportunity, which in turn can lead to longer term sustained
benefits and improved environmental outcomes over time;
 it can be easier to verify that the results have been achieved (if the appropriate
indicators are available and have been chosen), the payment therefore can be
associated with clear delivery in the form of results; hence payment for non-delivery
should be avoided; and
 in principle they can be more cost-effective in the longer term (although in practice
more evidence is needed to verify this increasingly widespread view).
Finally, given the strengthening of the legal requirements for verification of scheme
operation by paying agencies for the 2014-20 RDPs, it is worth highlighting the potential of
results-based schemes to offer an alternative to certain management prescriptions, which
are associated with difficulties control and verification. Whereas for management-based
schemes run under EAFRD rules for 2014-20, payment controls need to verify that the
management actions which are specified in the contract have been carried out, for resultsbased schemes the payment controls simply need to verify that the result indicators have
been achieved, using the methodology specified in the contract. In some circumstances this
could be less demanding in administrative terms.
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The European Commission’s guidance on the agri-environment-climate measure makes it
clear that the payment calculations should be based on ‘the income foregone and additional
costs incurred in implementing the typical management required to achieve the results
indicators’, but that ‘the monitoring and control of results-based payment schemes should
‘concern delivery of the expected results and not the practices undertaken by the
beneficiary to achieve these results’. This means that for some of those types of
management actions which are problematic in terms of verification (e.g. those prescribing
fertiliser application rates or particular grazing regimes), a results-based approach, setting
out the targets that need to be achieved for particular indicators (e.g. the species of plant
that need to be present, sward height etc.) could be a better way to verify that the objective
has been achieved.
Although most Rural Development Programmes have already been finalised for the 20142020 programming period, this does not mean that opportunities for piloting results-based
payment schemes over the coming years have passed. Pilots (or the introduction of a fullyfledged scheme) could be funded both under the cooperation measure 92 and the agrienvironment climate measure93 and could be advanced via a proposal to the Commission
for a programme modification94. Given the length of time needed to design and then pilot a
new scheme (typically three to five years), there is scope to use the forthcoming period to
pilot schemes for full implementation in the next programming period from 2021.
The analysis in Chapters 5-9 has assessed the key issues to be considered in developing
effective results-based payment schemes in the future. The most important success factors
and risks, distilled from this analysis, are set out in the sections below.

92

Article 35(2)(a) of Regulation 1305/2013
Article 28 of Regulation 1305/2013
94
Article 11(b) of Regulation 1305/2011
93
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Table 7: Environmental objectives for which results-based payment schemes may be suitable in the future
No

1.

Objective of the
Possible Indicator(s)
scheme
Biodiversity objectives

Conservation
of
species-rich
grasslands and other
semi-natural grazed
habitats

Presence of particular
indicator species and/or
number of characteristic
flowering plant species,
sometimes
with
additional criteria for
vegetation
structure
(e.g. sward height),
physical conditions (e.g.
% of bare soil) and
absence of undesirable
species.

Examples of existing or
projected schemes

Existing hay meadow
schemes in the German
Federal
Regions
(pioneered in Baden
Württemberg), in France
and in Switzerland.
Burren Farming and
Conservation
Programme, Ireland and
Swiss
scheme
for
extensive pastures and
wood pastures

Strengths

Weaknesses

Appropriate
for
the
maintenance of habitats
where the continuation of
traditional management is
required that can draw on the
farmers experience
Indicators are closely linked to
management and relatively
easy to recognise over a long
period.
Proven controllability, though
does require some botanical
knowledge or training.

Indicators are directly linked
to the biodiversity objective.

2

Protection of birds
nesting
on
the
ground in pasture
and arable

Number of nests or
number
of
nests
protected from farming
operations

Meadow birds scheme in
the
Netherlands.
Protection of Montagu’s
Harriers
(Circus
pygargus) in arable fields
in Germany.
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Addresses
agricultural
management, one of the main
causes of breeding failure.
Proven
record
controllability, but
specialist expertise.

of
needs

Maintenance management may result in the
ecological deterioration of high quality semi-natural
habitats down to the payment threshold (e.g.
through increased fertiliser use), so it is important to
ensure the scheme design avoids this (e.g. by
ensuring no decline compared to baseline, or the use
of multiple thresholds).
Difficult to use for restoration of semi-natural
habitats as the perceived level of risk is high, given
levels of uncertainty regarding success and the
length of time it takes for results to be evident.
Required actions can deviate considerably from
normal farming practises and therefore farmers’
cannot draw on their experience to overcome
problems etc. Guidance and close support is
therefore required, which needs to be
habitat/species specific and tailored to the degree of
restoration required and the local conditions.
Number of nests is not a reliable indicator of
breeding success, as eggs or young may be lost later
as a result of predators. Fledged success is more
relevant to conservation objectives, but this risks
penalising the farmer for losses due to factors
beyond their control (e.g. predation and severe
weather).

3

Maintaining
and
improving
the
floristic diversity of
vineyards

Similar to semi-natural
habitats above

Swiss scheme for the
management
of
vineyards
of
high
ecological quality

Appropriate for maintenance
of vineyards with high floristic
diversity. Relatively easy to
measure and to verify.
Indicator relates directly to
the objective.

4

5

6

7

8

Protecting
populations of large
predators

Conservation of wild
plants characteristic
of arable farmland

Conservation
of
traditional orchards,
olive groves etc.

Improving
animal
diversity

farm
genetic

Farmland
species
genetic diversity –

Number of successfully
reared offspring, or
nests.

Presence of particular
indicator species and/or
number of characteristic
flowering plant species.

Finnish
scheme
for
Golden Eagle, Swedish
scheme for Wolverine
and Lynx.

Arable
plant
conservation scheme in
the German Federal
Region of Nordrhein
Westfalen

Number of orchard trees
meeting
specified
structural
criteria,
sometimes
supplemented with an
index of habitat quality.

Schemes to conserve
traditional orchards in
Switzerland and the
German Federal Regions.

Number
of
specific
breeding animals with
breed characteristics

Numerous schemes in
Germany, Italy and many
parts of the EU.

Traditional orchard tree
varieties

None found to date
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A positive indicator that
incentivises conservation of
predatory species and is less
open to abuse than previous
schemes
that
offered
compensation for livestock
killed by predators
Indicators relate directly to
the objective and responds
quickly to management.
Allows self-monitoring
farmers.

by

Indicator directly incentivises
conservation of a key habitat
feature (old orchard trees)
which is easy to assess.
Simple indicator - directly
related to the objective.
Control can be integrated
with IACS system.
Simple indicator - directly
related to the objective.

As for semi-natural habitats, risks of decline in
condition for high quality vineyards, if simple single
threshold indicator used.
Number of nests may not always be a good indicator
of breeding success.
Measurement of reared offspring is complex and
time consuming.
Farmers may be penalised for losses due to factors
beyond their control (e.g. severe weather).
Schemes need to be applied at a landscape scale, so
only work where farming or herding communities
can work together.
Seed banks and their viability varies amongst farms
and fields and it can be difficult to identify the most
suitable locations, especially for rare plants of
highest conservation importance, so success may be
hard to predict.
Measurement period differs according to crop.
Unless complemented by other indicators of habitat
quality, it may be difficult to discriminate between
“traditional” and more intensively managed
orchards.

Does not conserve the farming system of which the
animals were a part and so may not maintain the
specific characteristics of the breed in the long term.
The number of varieties is a rather crude indicator of
genetic diversity.

payments
for
establishment of new
orchards.

9

10

11

Introduction of sown
wildlife crops on
arable farmland and
intensive grassland
to benefit farmland
birds
and/or
pollinating insects

Berry crops from
hedgerows
to
benefit
farmland
birds

Maintenance
of
biodiverse woodland

Yield of desired seed
and/or flowers per unit
area

Yield of berries per
length of hedgerow

Density and diversity of
native trees;
Age structure diversity;
Vertical
structural
diversity;
Sapling density;
Under-storey
species
indicators and/or species
richness;
Proportion of open
space;
Density of standing and
deadwood.

Not yet tried, though
there are analogous
management-based
schemes such as the
English Environmental
Stewardship
Scheme
which promote the
sowing of nectar rich
strips or letting rye grass
go to seed and leaving
over winter
Not yet tried, but this is
an
area
where
management-based
schemes
have
had
limited success.

Discourages ‘sow and forget’
attitude that limits benefit
from these options in
management-based schemes.
Seed and flower yields may be
easier
to
verify
than
management actions.
Directly incentivises intended
environmental benefit.
Allows management flexibility
and innovation.
Control and verification is
straightforward in principle.

Seed and flower density is difficult to measure.
Control and verification may require inspections at
different times of year, depending on crop.
Inspection ‘window’ may be quite narrow.

Measurement of berry density is not easy.
Berry yield varies year on year because of factors
outside the farmer’s control.
Verification would require inspection during specific
time window, after berries form but before they are
depleted.

Performance measures can be
closely related to desired
conservation objectives
None reviewed

Many indicators are obvious
and can be relatively easily
estimated,
incentivising
adaptive management
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Some indicators are difficult to quantify accurately,
precisely and reliably.

Environmental Objectives other than biodiversity

12

13

14

15

Reduced
pollution
agriculture

diffuse
from

Direct measurement of
relevant pollutant at
catchment
or
subcatchment level over
time
Or
Use of predictive models
to estimate the benefits
of bio-physical works
(e.g. creation of a bufferstrip)

Maintenance
or
restoration of manmade
landscape
features
(Stone
walls,
traditional
farm buildings etc.)

Presence of features
that meet a defined
minimum standard or
specification

Flood amelioration
through
land
management

Contribution
to
a
reduced/delayed flood
peak predicted for a
catchment
by
a
mathematical model

Carbon
sequestration

Predicted
carbon
sequestration, measured

Scheme to reduce N
emissions in German
Federal
Region
of
Saxony-Anhalt
(uses
predictive model)
Water companies in the
UK and France already
offer PES payments to
farmers
for
capital
projects
related
to
reduced
nutrient
pollution in a number of
catchments

Such payments were
available under the
English Environmental
Stewardship
Scheme
(2005 – 2013)

Not tried, but Defrafunded pilot on the
National
Trust’s
Holnicote
Estate
in
Somerset, England may
provide a model.
A number of voluntary
offsetting
schemes
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Farmers are unlikely to know what measures will
work best on their farm, so farm-specific guidance is
necessary to reduce risks of failure
Directly
incentivises
reductions in pollution.
Raises awareness of diffuse
pollution amongst farmers.
Direct measurement of end
result
would
encourage
innovation.

Directly
incentivises
maintenance and restoration.
Should help to prevent
features falling into disrepair
and then needing expensive
restoration work.
One off capital costs may be
required for restoration to
ensure that features in poor
condition are improved.
Would directly incentivise
farmers to manage land to
reduce downstream flooding
Would encourage evidencebased flood management
If done using the ‘right tree in
the right place’ can have co-

May require farmers to cooperate to achieve a
useful result, for example in a catchment so needs to
be applied at a landscape scale.
Monitoring by direct measurement of pollutants is
often complex and expensive. A good baseline over a
period of time would also be essential.
Some pollutant levels can be highly variable
according to weather conditions and other factors,
not necessarily controlled by farmers so benefits
may vary from year to year.

Flat-rate payments for all features of a given type
provide a strong disincentive to entering into the
scheme those landscape features in anything other
than good existing condition.
Restoration targets may be difficult to specify.

Necessary mathematical modelling is expensive.
Benefits of individual actions may be small, so
landscape-scale approach is likely to be needed. May
be difficult to identify whether or how much a flood
has been ameliorated and a payment triggered?
Required measurements can be fairly complex

through
establishment
appropriate
woodland

using modelling data

Predicted net benefits
(reduced emissions from
peat
oxidation
and
sequestration from new
peat formation)
16

already exist

benefits for biodiversity,
landscape, water quality and
flood management.

of

Net reduction in
GHG
emissions
through peatland rewetting / restoration

Presence of actively
growing
sphagnum
species (acid peat – bogs
and mires)

UK
schemes
have
management-based
options for re-wetting of
upland peat. Not yet
tried as a results-based
scheme

Would ensure a more
rigorous,
evidence-based
approach to this objective.

RAPCA (Red de Áreas
Pasto-Cortafuegos
de
Andalucía) in Spain rewards graziers for
managing
firebreaks
through seasonal grazing
to reduce vegetation
biomass

Where the alternative is
mechanical clearance, the
introduction of grazing can be
far more cost-effective

Results-based approach would depend entirely on
accurate models of GHG emissions from peatlands
(with variable characteristics) under different
management, regimes, which are still being refined.

Level of water table
(lowland
agricultural
peatlands)

17

Fire Prevention



Presence of high
fire-risk vegetation
Presence of fire
breaks

Source: Own compilation
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Fire risks and the assessment of fire severity is very
complex and difficult to measure by simple
indicators

10.3 Success factors
The following factors have been identified as critical for the effective design of results-based
payment schemes:
The Foundations


Building sufficient scientific and related agronomic knowledge of the influence of
farming practices on species and ecosystems within the area of the proposed
scheme.

Setting Objectives


Ensuring the scheme focuses on biodiversity priorities where agricultural
management is the key factor in ensuring the conservation or restoration of that
biodiversity.



Setting an environmental objective that farmers can understand and buy into, such as
the Meadow Birds scheme in the Netherlands, which aimed to conserve the birds
breeding in lowland meadows.

Choosing indicators of results


Choosing result indicators that are appropriate to the habitat and area, are well
correlated with the ultimate desired outcome, are relatively stable, respond to
management but are not unduly influenced by factors beyond the farmer’s control
and are easy to measure. A good example is provided by the process that led to the
plant species list used in the Rheinland Pfalz grassland scheme.



‘Tuning’ the scheme, so that indicator thresholds are set at the right level to
encourage participation and to maintain or improve conservation condition. The
stepped thresholds for number of indicator species used in the German Federal
Region of Sachsen provide a good example.

Payments and verification


Designing an effective payment structure that is tailored to the biodiversity objectives
and indicators, their ecological importance and desired uptake, and in compliance
with EU rules.



Developing a system of verifying results (not management) and controlling resultsbased payments that meets EU requirements, and training paying agency staff in its
use.

Engagement with farmers


Securing the positive engagement of farmers and other key stakeholders in scheme
development, without diluting the environmental focus of the scheme.



Using the ‘freedom to farm’ that results-based schemes allow to build farmers’
acceptance of and interest in environmental land management.



Encouraging innovation, self-help and mutual learning, and finding positive ways of
harnessing the power of peer group pressure. The French Prairie Fleuries competition
is an imaginative example.
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Resourcing schemes


Developing an effective IT system that supports the design and operation of the
scheme rather than distorting or limiting it.



Running appropriate pilot to test out scheme design and operation, to give farmers
experience of a results-based approach and to develop people with expertise in and
enthusiasm for results-based schemes, who can train others and act as advocates for
this approach.



Providing high levels of facilitation, advice and support to applicants and contract
holders, as the farmer cooperatives in the Netherlands have done.

Monitoring and evaluation


Developing a simple, objective, repeatable and unambiguous method of monitoring
whether the specified environmental result(s) have been achieved. This method
should be one that the farmer can understand and be able to carry out themselves to
assess their performance and to facilitate adaptive management, whether or not they
are formally self-monitoring the scheme. The method used in the Rheinland Pfalz
grassland scheme is a good example.



Implementing a robust system of monitoring by environmental authorities / agencies
of whether the scheme is actually helping to achieve its environmental and other
objectives and linking this to a timely process of scheme review to ensure lessons are
learnt and acted upon.

10.4 Risks and how to manage them
A number of risks often associated with results-based schemes and as identified in this
study, are set out below alongside suggestions on how these can be addressed:


The scheme design is rejected by national authorities on grounds of its noncompliance with EU regulations/guidance, or because the risk of disallowance is too
great. This risk can be minimised through early involvement of the paying agency
and perhaps direct contact with the European Commission.



The scheme design is rejected due to high operating costs. Results-based payment
schemes do tend to have higher than average operating costs, but this risk can be
mitigated by work to demonstrate the greater benefits likely to accrue. The use of
minimum indicator thresholds should result in a form of targeted scheme that avoids
spending on areas that are unlikely to achieve desired outcomes. Therefore,
although results based schemes may have higher costs per unit area of coverage,
their overall costs may be lower than conventional less targeted schemes. Operating
costs can also be contained by adopting cost reduction measures, such as giving
farmers or their cooperatives a share in the responsibility for support and
monitoring.



The IT system does not work or distorts or limits the operation of the scheme. Careful
and timely specification of the IT system and co-development of the scheme itself
and full the IT system can minimise this risk.



Failure of uptake or outcome due to lack of engagement of farmers or other key
stakeholder groups. This risk can be controlled by ensuring that farmers or their
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representatives are engaged throughout the design process, in ways that build their
understanding of and confidence in the scheme. It is however important that all the
other stakeholders who need to be engaged in the operation of the scheme are also
involved and consulted.


Failure of the scheme due to inadequate support for contract holders. This study
suggests that adequate levels of support are crucial to the success of an RBPS. The
risk can be controlled by ensuring that sufficient resources, including the necessary
skills, are made available to provide the required level of support.



Environmental result indicator thresholds are achieved, but the desired overall
environmental outcome is not. This risk can be reduced, although certainly not
eliminated by ensuring there is a good understanding of the linkage between the
indicator and the desired outcome. Studies to investigate this relationship can be
complex and time consuming, so should be completed in advance of the scheme
design stage.



The scheme has perverse effects, for example it results in a deterioration of habitat
condition due to farmers managing to a standard that is a lowest common
denominator. This risk can be controlled by ensuring that indicators are appropriate
to the specific habitats being managed and by the use of multiple indicator
thresholds. Adjustments can be made if necessary



A lack of outcome monitoring prevents any evidence-based assessment of scheme
performance and prevents lessons being learned. Monitoring is even more essential
for results based than for conventional schemes.



Introduction of a new scheme disrupts established continuity of biodiversity
management of farmland. This is only a major risk where existing schemes are
proving to be effective and, for schemes run under EAFRD, have control and
verification regimes that are still acceptable to the European Commission and avoid
the risk of disallowance. Such schemes should probably not be a priority
transforming to a results-based approach.
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Accompanying documents and materials
The information set out in this report is intended as a summary of the research tasks
undertaken as part of this project. It is written to help inform policy makers in developing
policies around the better integration of biodiversity delivery into agriculture through
results-based approaches. It is recognises that the audience for information on resultsbased schemes is diverse and involves those managing and delivering schemes currently,
those designing future schemes and those interested more generally on results-based
approaches in and across Europe. During the course of this project a range of accompanying
documents and materials have been developed, written in varying forms and styles to help
engage with this diverse audience. This section sets out these materials and how they can
be accessed.
A handbook of results-based schemes
Who is this for?
The practical Guidance Handbook is for public
authorities, non-governmental organisations
(NGOs) and private organisations that are
interested in developing and implementing
results-based payment schemes for farmland
biodiversity. It will also be of use to
environmental and agricultural specialists who
might wish to contribute to such schemes. The
guidance is written for an audience that is
already familiar with the operation of 2007-13
agri-environment programmes under the
European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development.
What can I find there?
The Guidance Handbook starts by explaining
what results-based payments for farmland biodiversity are and how they differ from the
more familiar management-based agri-environment schemes now used across the EU. It
then follows the logical sequence of steps required to put in place a results-based payment
scheme, from defining biodiversity objectives to delivering and evaluating the scheme.
Throughout the Guidance Handbook there are examples of good practice from resultsbased payment schemes in the 2007-13 period and earlier; detailed references to Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) legislation and guidance documents; links to more detailed
information, videos and articles about results-based payment scheme on the European
Commission’s dedicated website; and key advice for practitioners.
There are two Supplements to the Guidance Handbook, which provide further information
about the practicalities of results-based schemes that have been implemented in Europe.
One illustrates the field guidance provided for farmers, the other has detailed technical
information for scheme designers on selecting, testing and using indicators of biodiversity
results.
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A dedicated website
Who is this for?
The dedicated web-based platform within DG
Environment’s website is aimed at public authorities
designing or managing agri-environment schemes,
farm advisers, faming organisations, farmers, private
business, NGOs and academics interested in
improving farmland biodiversity. It can be accessed
by anyone interested in farmland biodiversity and
has been promoted via DG Environment’s twitter
and Facebook accounts, as well as through a range
of farming, environmental and rural development
websites and newsletters.
What can I find there?
The platform includes a home page introducing
visitors to results-based payments schemes and
offers them the opportunity to watch an overview
video. It also includes:
-

-

Videos from Field: a dedicated page presenting the nine videos produced for the
project
Policy & Practice: a page offering expert articles to deepen understanding about
results-based schemes
Inventory: access to an inventory of the numerous schemes surveyed by the project,
and a search page to gain quick and easy access to schemes of interest.
once posted it will include easy access to the above-mentioned scheme Handbook
as well as its summary in all EU languages.
Conference: the website also offers visitors the opportunity to read and download all
the materials shared at the conference, including the conference background paper,
presentations, photos and the summary report.
Blog: to ensure a seamless transition the Blog can also be accessed from the
platform.
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An inventory of results-based schemes in EU and EFTA
countries
Who is this for?
The inventory of results-based schemes in the EU is aimed
at those wanting to learn more about the different
approaches taken to results-based schemes in EU and EFTA
countries. It contains both a detailed description as well as
summary information to help readers understand quickly
how different schemes operate.
What can I find there?
The inventory contains a series of scheme fiches that
include practical information about the types of results that
are included for each scheme and how they are measured,
the nature and level of payments, key success factors and
barriers as well as contact information and much more.
The inventory is searchable, allowing the user to search on the basis of country, farm type,
biodiversity or funding source. Readers can also browse all of the fiches through the
abstracts page and click through to further detail as necessary
A blog
Who is this for?
The RBAPS Blog is hosted on Europa and has been
designed to appear as an integral element of DG ENV’s
website. It is aimed at public authorities, farm advisers,
faming organisations, farmers, private business such as
consultants involved in designing results-based schemes
or companies interested in using such approaches as
part of their management portfolio, NGOs and
academics.
What can I find there?
The Blog includes a basic introduction to results-based
schemes and the research project. It then offers a series
of blog posts on specific topics such as payment
calculations or indicators for results-based schemes, as
well as more details about specific schemes. The aim of
the Blog is to share and deepen stakeholders’ knowledge
about these schemes through asking questions, dialogue
and the exchange of information in the comments section of the Blog.
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Annex 1

Questionnaire used in the study

The following questionnaire was used in order to collect information from a range of experts
to help underpin the research and analysis being carried out in the study, inform the
development of scheme fiches and the construction of the operational framework.

Part A: Scheme design and implementation
Based on examples of schemes with which you are familiar, please consider the following
questions in as much detail as feasible and with references where possible. Please also
include any non-specific-scheme comments if you feel they are relevant to the questions.
The information collected here will be used to improve our understanding of why results
based payment schemes have been implemented and the current state of schemes
operating in EU and EFTA countries.
Rationale
1. With reference to specific scheme examples, in your opinion, what are the defining
characteristics of a scheme that make it results-based rather than action-oriented?
2. With reference to specific scheme examples, what was the rationale for choosing a result
based payment approach in your country/region? Please refer to any evidence that
demonstrates why there has been a preference for this approach over an alternative one.
Compatibility with other rules and schemes
3. With reference to specific scheme examples, are you aware of any specific positive or
negative issues in relation to compatibility with the current Rural Development (EAFRD)
rules? If so, please cite here what these are, and how they could be addressed (if at all).
4. With reference to specific scheme examples, are you aware of any specific positive or
negative issues in relation to compatibility with other CAP, state aid or other relevant EU
rules? If so, please cite here what these are, and how they could be addressed (if at all).
Stakeholder engagement and views
5. What has been the role of different actors and stakeholders (both public and private sector)
in the development, design and subsequent implementation of results based schemes? In
your answer, please consider who was involved and in what capacity and which stage of the
scheme design/implementation process they were involved in.
6. Are you aware of any actors and stakeholders who were excluded from the development,
design and subsequent implementation of results based schemes?
7. Are you aware of how those involved in the delivery of results based payment schemes have
responded to the schemes? For example, farmers, farmers’ organisations and other actors,
etc. Please refer here to any supporting evidence for your answer, such as uptake, feedback,
or evidence of similar schemes developing in other areas?
8. Are you aware of any evidence to suggest that a results based approach has affected farmer
behaviour and attitudes towards biodiversity in a different way to traditional management
focussed schemes?
Objectives, indicators and monitoring
9. For the result based schemes that you are familiar with, what habitats and species are the
focus of the scheme’s objectives? Particularly, is the objective to restore or maintain?
10. Is the scheme targeted? I.e. does the scheme target a specific species or habitat / is it
focussed towards specific areas?
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11. Does the scheme aim to deliver these results at a specific scale (for example, the farm / river
catchment / landscape scale)?
12. What indicators are in place to measure the results? Please provide details and set out what
information sources they rely on (for example National or regional monitoring data). In your
answer please describe how the indicators relate to the desired environmental outcome.
13. How is the scheme monitored and assessed? Please include details here about the type of
monitoring, the frequency of monitoring and who is responsible for carrying out the
monitoring – is it the Paying Agency, the farmer, both or another body? Please also include
any commentary you might have on the systems in place and support with any references
you might have on results data.
14. How is the monitoring system viewed by participants and other relevant stakeholders?
15. In your opinion, how do the indicators used work in practice? For example, how easy or
difficult would you say they are to measure? Are there any issues with the changing seasons
or other external factors / have farmers reported any issues? Please include references to
any results data available.
Payment calculations
16. For the results based element of the scheme / scheme, how are the payment rates
calculated? How does this differ from the way in which payments rates are calculated for
management-based schemes? Depending on the information available, please include
details explaining what the basis for the payment is and what the payment structure is.
17. Are you aware of any issues arising in connection with the principles and practice for
making payments? For example, in relation to: the evidence required, the pros and cons of
different approaches such as reverse auctions (if used), dealing with factors beyond the
control of farmers, the WTO rules, and limitations associated where annual payments are
due before the result can be assessed. What solutions are proposed to get round this?
Is there any other information that we have missed and that seems particularly relevant to a certain
scheme or part of the RBPS approach?
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Part B: Understanding operational barriers and success factors
The evidence collected here will be used to develop an operational framework to help guide
the design of RBPS in the EU, building on the experience to date. We are looking for
information to help us understand any operational barriers, success factors, and where
results based payment schemes can make a difference and where not, and any other
lessons learnt.
Operation and implementation
1. To what extent were participants offered facilitation and advice during the application
process and continuing support during their agreements? Please provide details about the
type of support provided (for example, was it literature based, or face-to-face advice, or
through a training course etc.).
2. What eligibility criteria are there for different schemes? Please provide as much detail as you
are able.
a. Are the schemes open to all farmers?
b. Are schemes targeted in some way or are they restricted to certain areas?
c. Do farmers take part in an auction to bid for a scheme?
d. Are schemes only operational for certain groups of farms?
e. How long are the schemes operational for?
3. Are you aware of any external factors that facilitated the early development of the scheme?
Such as the use of scientific evidence, local agricultural conditions, or any socio-economic or
political factors which might have facilitated the scheme development. Please include any
specific examples you might have showing why these factors might favour RBPS rather than
management based schemes.
4. Are you aware of any barriers that stalled or prevented the effective implementation of a
scheme? For example, difficulties regarding the scheme administration, monitoring,
compliance, reporting or transaction costs; or, difficulties for participating farmers such as
administrative burden. Please include any specific examples you might have showing how
these barriers might differ for management-based schemes.
Scheme performance
5. How would you describe farm-level and overall scheme performance in terms of
achievement of biodiversity results and objectives? Please include references to any relevant
assessments here.
6. How would you view the cost-effectiveness of RBPS versus management-based schemes?
7. Did the scheme achieve the desired level of take up (numbers of farms, area of land)?
8. Did any unexpected positive or negative effects or obstacles occur after the introduction of
the RBPS?
9. What do you think are the key factors that have led to the success and / or unsuccessful
performance of this scheme? For example, were the right stakeholders involved at all stages
of the scheme design and implementation / does the scheme have an adequate evidence
base on which to develop targets and monitor results / are there sufficient funds / etc.
Is there any other information that we have missed and that seems particularly relevant to a certain
scheme or part of the RBPS approach?

132

Annex 2

Results-based schemes in EU and EFTA countries (1993 – present)

Scheme
Country Region
Objectives
Dates
Funding
Management
Ergebnisorientierter Naturschutzplan (ENP)
AT
Semi-natural grazed habitats Proposed^
CAP Pillar 2
No
Golden Eagle scheme
FI
Sami Reindeer area
Carnivores
'98 – ‘14
National funds
No
Flowering Meadows Scheme (HERBE_07)
FR
Species-rich grasslands
'07 - ‘14
CAP Pillar 2
Yes*
Pastoral management plan (HERBE_09)
FR
Semi-natural grazed habitats '07 - ‘14
CAP Pillar 2
Yes
Species-rich grassland - Blühendes Steinburg
DE
Steinburg, Schleswig-Holstein
Species-rich grasslands
'07 - ‘14
Private
No
Species-rich grassland - MEKA B4
DE
Baden-Württemberg
Species-rich grasslands
'00 - ‘14
CAP Pillar 2
Restrictions
Species-rich grassland - Kennarten programme (PAULa)
DE
Rheinland-Pfalz
Species-rich grasslands
'07 - ‘14
CAP Pillar 2
Yes
Harrier nest protection in arable fields scheme
DE
Nordrhein-Westfalen
Breeding farmland birds
'93 - ‘14
Federal state funds
Restrictions
Harrier nest protection in arable fields scheme
DE
Bayern
Breeding farmland birds
’99 - ‘14
Federal state funds
Restrictions
German orchard schemes (~ 8 schemes)
DE
Orchards and vineyards
Various
CAP Pillar 2
Restrictions
Species-rich grassland scheme
DE
Niedersachsen & Bremen
Species-rich grasslands
'07 - ‘14
CAP Pillar 2
Restrictions
Species-rich grassland scheme
DE
Thüringen
Species-rich grasslands
'07 - ‘14
CAP Pillar 2
Restrictions
Species-rich grassland scheme
DE
Bayern
Species-rich grasslands
Proposed^
CAP Pillar 2
Restrictions
Species-rich grassland scheme
DE
Hessen
Species-rich grasslands
Proposed^
CAP Pillar 2
Restrictions
Species-rich grassland scheme
DE
Sachsen
Species-rich grasslands
Proposed^^
CAP Pillar 2
Restrictions
Species-rich grassland scheme
DE
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern
Species-rich grasslands
Unclear
CAP Pillar 2
Restrictions
Grassland bird protection scheme
DE
Bremen
Breeding farmland birds
'05 - ‘14
Federal state funds
Restrictions
Grassland bird protection scheme
DE
Schleswig-Holstein
Breeding farmland birds
'97 - ‘14
Federal state funds
Restrictions
Burren Farming for Conservation Programme
IE
Semi-natural grazed habitats '10 - ‘14
CAP Pillar 1
Restrictions
Meadow bird agreements (cooperatives)
NL
Breeding farmland birds
'04 - ‘14
CAP Pillar 2**
Yes
Breeding meadow birds - per clutch trial scheme
NL
Breeding farmland birds
'93 - 96
National/provincial
No
Meadow Bird Agreements scheme
NL
Breeding farmland birds
'00 - 04
CAP Pillar 2
Yes
Species-rich grassland scheme
NL
Species-rich grasslands
'00 - 06
CAP Pillar 2
Yes
RAPCA (Red de Áreas Pasto Cortafuegos de Andalucía)
ES
Andalucía
Fire prevention (Habitats)
'05 - ‘14
Regional funds***
Yes
Conservation performance payments (Lynx & Wolverine)
SE
Sami Reindeer area
Carnivores
'00 - ‘14
National funds
No
Pastures in Canton Solothurn
CH
Solothurn
Species-rich grasslands
'95 - ‘14
Regional funds
Yes
Species-rich grassland - (Öko-Qualitätsverordnung, ÖQV)
CH
Species-rich grasslands
'01 - ‘14
Direct support
Yes
Rebflächen mit natürlicher Artenvielfalt (ÖQV)
CH
Orchards and vineyards
'01 - ‘14
Direct support
Restrictions
Farm Conservation Scheme
UK
England
Species-rich grasslands
'93 - 96
National park funds
Yes
Animal genetic resources schemes
EU
Farm animal genetic diversity Various
Various
No
Notes: * Scheme must be combined with an entry-level management-based scheme ‘prime herbagère agri-environnementale’ ** This scheme is operated privately through agrienvironmental cooperatives. Farmers agree voluntarily to surrender some of their agri-environment payment to the cooperative that is then re-distributed on the basis of results that are
achieved (Box 14). ***The RAPCA scheme is funded currently through Regional Department of the Environment funds. The scheme has previously been funded through the European
Regional Development Funds under fire prevention measures, and there is potential for RAPCA to be included in the new RDP from 2015. ^ These schemes are planned for implementation in
the 2014-2020 programming period, following approval of RDPs.
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Annex 3

Details of genetic conservation schemes in the EU

This annex contains information relating to the implementation of results-based schemes
aimed at genetic conservation in the EU in the 2007-13 programming period, as referred to
in the review of schemes in section 3 above. It also includes the new rules for the 2014-2020
period, which apply to all schemes funded under EAFRD operating from 2015 onwards.
Thresholds for minimum population sizes of threatened agricultural species
The implementing rules (Council Regulation 1974/2006/EC Annex IV) for the 2007-2013
rural development regulation (Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005) set thresholds for
minimum population sizes (in number of breeding females) for each type of eligible farm
animal species. Below this threshold a local breed is considered as being in danger of being
lost to farming. These figures are:
 7,500 breeding females of cattle breeds
 10,000 breeding females of sheep breeds
 10,000 breeding females of goat breeds
 5,000 breeding females of equine breeds
 15,000 breeding females of pig breeds
 and 25,000 breeding females of bird breeds.
The regulation also specified that Member States must define appropriate bodies which
have the competence to define breeds that are endangered. For example, Germany
regularly updates a national Red List of endangered native breeds (BLE 2013, TGRDEU 2014),
and the German federal states decide which breeds to support in their region based on the
national Red List. The regularly updated UK Native Breeds at Risk (UK NBAR) list is the
reference list for determining which breeds qualify for rural development support in
England (Defra 2014). Italy has a published national red list (MiPAAF 2007) and has also
developed criteria for conservation schemes based not only on the threat of extinction for
breeds, but also on the overall assessment of their current and future importance in
economic, cultural, social and historical terms (MiPAAF 2013). In addition, the Italian regions
that have implemented a specific law for agricultural biodiversity conservation usually also
have a regional list of endangered breeds that should be protected.
Examples of payment rates for different rare breeds across the EU
In Austria, payments are made at two rates for highly endangered and for endangered
breeds, and are highest for breeding males, as these are particularly scarce and are the main
limiting factor to maintaining the genetic diversity of rare breeds in the country. The higher
payment rate is justified by the added costs and barriers to keeping breeding males
(Austrian RDP 2007-2013). In 2007-2013 payments for endangered breeds ranged from €30
per breeding ewe or nanny up to €430 per breeding bull. Payments for highly endangered
breeds ranged from €55 per breeding ewe or nanny up to €530 per breeding bull.
In German rural development programmes in 2007-2013 payments vary between different
regions and by animal type. For example in Baden-Württemberg payments under the MEKAprogramme (measure N-C3) range from €70 per head for each breeding cow of the
Vorderwälder Rind breed up to €120 per head for each breeding cow of the Hinterwälder,
Limpurger and Brown Swiss breeds. However some schemes do not vary payment by
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species, for example in Thüringen: Payments are offered for eight breeds of pig, horse,
cattle, goat and sheep of €200 per livestock unit (all the specified breeds) in 2007-2013.
In Italy, payments are based on average livestock units (LU), and range between a minimum
of €80/LU to a maximum of €400/LU in different regions and for different breeds (Pirani et
al, 2011).
In Hungary, payments are paid per registered breeding female. During 2007-2013, two
different payment rates were available for gene preserving nucleus flocks, which are
participating in priority breeding programmes, and for line preserving flocks. For example,
for the Hungarian grey cattle the amount of support was €284 per breeding female in gene
preserving flocks and €160 per breeding female in line preserving flocks (Hungary RDP 200713).
EAFRD rules for 2014-2020 under Regulation 1305/2013
For the 2014-2020 period the rules for the conservation and for the sustainable use and
development of genetic resources in agriculture have changed slightly. Thresholds are no
longer set out in the implementing regulations, rather Member States are required to
provide evidence of which breeds are in danger of being lost to farming and which plant
genetic resources are under threat of genetic erosion. The requirements are set out in
Article 7(2-4) of the delegated act on support for rural development95 as follows:
Article 7: Agri-Environment-Climate
2. Commitments under the agri-environment-climate measure referred to in Article 28 of Regulation (EU) No
1305/2013 to rear local breeds in danger of being lost to farming or to preserve plant genetic resources under
threat of genetic erosion shall require:
(a) to rear farm animals of local breeds, genetically adapted to one or more traditional production systems or
environments in the country, in danger of being lost to farming; or (b) to preserve plant genetic resources
naturally adapted to the local and regional conditions and under threat of genetic erosion.
The following species of farm animals shall be eligible for support: (a) cattle; (b) sheep; (c) goats; (d) equidae;
(e) pigs; (f) birds.
3. Local breeds shall be considered as being in danger of being lost to farming if the following conditions are
fulfilled: (a) the number, at national level, of breeding females concerned is stated; (b) that number and the
endangered status of the listed breeds is certified by a duly recognised relevant scientific body; (c) a duly
recognised relevant technical body registers and keeps up-to-date the herd or flock book for the breed; (d) the
bodies concerned possess the necessary skills and knowledge to identify animals of the breeds in danger.
The information on the fulfilment of those conditions shall be included in the rural development programme.
4. Plant genetic resources shall be considered as being under threat of genetic erosion on condition that
sufficient evidence of genetic erosion, based upon scientific results or indicators for the reduction of
landraces/primitive local varieties, their population diversity and, where relevant, for modifications in the
prevailing agricultural practices at local level, is included in the rural development programme.

95

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 807/2014 of 11 March 2014 supplementing Regulation (EU) No
1305/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council on support for rural development by the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and introducing transitional provisions
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