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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Agri-environment programmes are a long-established part of the CAP and now a key policy 
tool in the delivery of EU environmental priorities on farmland. The purpose of this study is 
to gain a better understanding of the nature and diversity of entry-level agri-environment 
schemes throughout the EU-27, in the context of the 2007-мо w5tǎΦ Ψ9ƴǘǊȅ-ƭŜǾŜƭΩ ƛǎ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ 
term describing environmental management which varies from one RDP to another but is 
designed to deliver incremental improvements just above the environmental reference level 
which all farmers must observe as the baseline for agri-environment payments. There have 
been no systematic studies at EU level specifically of entry-level agri-environment 
management, nor any attempt to provide a comprehensive typology.  
 
Management actions are the day-to-day practices used across the farmland to grow crops, 
produce livestock and safeguard environmental resources, and can be regarded as the 
building blocks of all agri-environment schemes and of the reference level that underpins 
them. Management actions can be defined precisely, and for this reason were chosen as the 
common unit of analysis for developing the typology and analysing the agri-environment 
schemes in the 88 RDPs. The scope of this study does not include agri-environment 
management that was considered to be higher-level, such as the creation or restoration of 
landscape features and habitats or significant changes to the whole farming system, nor 
does it cover agri-environment support for organic farming, integrated production and 
genetic resources.  
 
In the first stage of the study a typology of entry-level agri-environment management in EU-
27 was developed, based on detailed information extracted from all the 2007-13 RDPs 
(including those for the outermost regions) and related sources.  
 
A typology of entry-level agri-environment management in the 2007-13 RDPs  
A detailed analysis of agri-environment schemes in all 88 of the 2007-13 Rural Development 
Programmes (RDPs) across the EU-27 revealed a total of 63 different types of entry-level 
agri-environment management actions, which can be grouped into 15 broad categories. For 
the purpose of developing the typology nine EU-wide environmental objectives were 
selected: farmland biodiversity; agricultural landscapes; water quality; water availability; soil 
functionality; climate change mitigation; climate change adaptation; resilience to flooding; 
and resilience to fire. The potential contribution of each of the 63 different types of entry-
level management actions to each of the nine environmental objectives was assessed, and 
formed the basis for the typology, which also reflects the frequency of occurrence of the 
broad categories of management actions in RDPs across the EU.  
 
The typology shows that all of the 63 types of entry-level management action have the 
potential to contribute (directly or indirectly) to at least two of the nine environmental 
objectives, and that almost all of them have the potential to contribute to farmland 
biodiversity and climate change adaptation. Some types of management action are much 
ƳƻǊŜ ΨƳǳƭǘƛ-ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ƴƻǘŀōƭȅ ǘƘŜ maintenance of permanent pasture, fallow, 
traditional management, management of water features in the landscape and water levels, 
and taking and maintaining land out of production which, together with the two non-land-
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based categories of management plans and record keeping and training, have the potential 
to contribute directly or indirectly to all nine objectives.  
 
There are two important caveats to bear in mind in using the typology. Firstly, the 
contribution of different types of management action to the environmental objectives is 
ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭΩ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀƴŘ 
dependent upon a range of factors, such as how and where the management actions are 
implemented and the level of uptake across a region or target area. Secondly, the typology 
uses a subjective categorisation of management actions for the purpose of analysis, but 
within agri-environment schemes management actions are often presented quite 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƛƴ ΨǇŀŎƪŀƎŜǎΩ ƻŦ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ 
the scheme.  
 
The different types of entry-level management action present in the 88 RDPs  
All 88 RDPs were scanned for the presence of each of the 63 types of management action 
although it was not possible to assess the relative importance of each within an RDP, either 
ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻǊ ǳǇǘŀƪŜΦ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ум w5tǎ ƛƴ ΨŎƻƴǘƛƴŜƴǘŀƭΩ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƴƛƴŜ 
most widely represented categories of management actions are the management of grass 
and semi-natural forage (95 per cent of RDPs), input management (91 per cent), 
management plans and record keeping (79 per cent) management of soil cover (79 per cent) 
and soil management (69 per cent), buffer strips (64 per cent), crop management (60 per 
cent) and landscape feature management (58 per cent). The least well represented is 
training which occurs as a component of agri-environment schemes in only a few RDPs (15 
per cent), although it is possible that relevant training may be provided separately under 
Axis 1 measures. Agri-environment schemes in the EU-12 Member States contain on 
average fewer types of action than those from the EU-15, with management plans and 
record keeping and soil management less well represented and crop management slightly 
more prominent. However the range in number of types of action per RDP, from five to 
more than 25, is striking in both groups and varies even between regions of federal Member 
States. The balance types of management actions present within RDPs appear to be largely 
independent of broad bio-climatic regions in continental Europe, but may this may simply 
be because the resolution is too coarse to identify climatic differences influencing the choice 
of management actions at the RDP level. Of the nine outermost regions of the EU, seven 
have RDPs. Despite their very different farming systems, all include entry-level agri-
environment actions to restrict inputs and manage landscape features, and across the seven 
almost all of the 15 categories are represented, with the exception only of management for 
wildlife and taking or maintaining land out of production.  
 
The ten most significant categories of management actions, in terms of presence with EU-27 
RDPs, are examined in detail, considering their distribution across the EU, the way they are 
grouped within RDPs and the range of management prescriptions specified (for example, 
grazing and mowing regimes, restrictions on fertiliser and other inputs, soil management 
techniques and crop rotations). This analysis is illustrated by examples from individual RDPs. 
 
Structure and context of selected entry-level agri-environment schemes  
In the second stage of the study selected entry-level agri-environment schemes in ten RDPs 
across seven Member States (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Italy, Poland and 
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UK) were studied in more detail. These were chosen to represent a diversity of farm 
structures, environmental problems and opportunities, biophysical and policy contexts, and 
include both old (EU-15) and new (EU-12) Member States. For the latter agri-environment 
implementation is relatively new and their farming sector is still in the process of phasing in 
other CAP policies. 
 
Despite this diversity there were some common environmental themes apparent in the case 
studies, including the protection and management of soils, reducing diffuse pollution, and 
extensive management of grasslands, and in some Member States a focus on biodiversity 
protection. These were underpinned to varying extents by national or EU derived targets, 
and it is clear that some entry-level schemes are the main tool for delivering key 
environmental policies at national level. In all but one of the case studies entry-level 
schemes were delivered within a programme that also included higher-level schemes. The 
choice offered to farmers ranged from an all-compulsory entry-level scheme in Finland to a 
free-choice menu in the UK. One entry-level scheme offers farmers a choice not just of agri-
environment management options, but also of forestry and Axis 1 and 3 options too. The 
relative importance of agri-environment schemes within the RDPs also varies considerably.  
 
At farm and institutional level the agri-environment schemes operate alongside other CAP 
income streams, of which the most closely related are LFA (natural handicap) payments and 
Article 68 environmental payments under Pillar 1. The Natura 2000 measure is not widely 
used in the countries studies, but a few agri-environment programmes have entry-level 
management packages targeted at Natura 2000 habitats and species, for example farmland 
birds in England and high nature value (HNV) grasslands in Bulgaria. 
 
The reference level, payments rates and factors affecting uptake 
The study examined the dynamics of the relationship between the reference level and 
entry-level agri-environment requirements in the case studies. The reference level includes 
EU and national or regional legislation, and cross-compliance standards defined at RDP level 
within an EU-wide framework. It is evident that in some places the reference level is 
changing quite frequently, even within the current programming period, necessitating 
changes in the associated entry-level agri-environment schemes and payment rates. Other 
reasons for altering agri-environment schemes may be aimed at improving environmental 
impact or uptake. 
 
In the next programming period the reference level for agri-environment schemes is likely 
ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƴŜǿ ΨƎǊŜŜƴΩ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ tƛƭƭŀǊ мΣ ŎƻǾŜǊƛƴƎ several types of management action 
already widely used in entry-level schemes. This may require changes to some current 
schemes, especially those targeted at intensive arable cropping systems. 
 
Member States have developed several variations and refinements of the payment rates for 
entry-level schemes within the rather simple calculation formula set by the EU Regulation 
(income foregone plus costs incurred and transaction costs, if justified). These differences 
seem to be influenced partly by previous experience of agri-environment programmes. In 
some cases payment rates are set at considerably less than the full net cost of the entry-
level management required, and most of the case study countries did not use transaction 
costs for the schemes studied.  
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At farm level the different payment structures include payments per hectare of land 
managed, or for the whole farmed area; some payments are flat rate, others are degressive 
or capped as the area increases. There were several examples of efforts to improve 
environmental cost-effectiveness of entry-level schemes through targeting and 
differentiation of both management actions and payment rates, for example by type of 
farming system, soils, environmental features or geographical zones.  
 
The relationship between payments rates and uptake seems to be quite complex and the 
effects are not always easily predicted. The most important factor influencing uptake of 
entry-ƭŜǾŜƭ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǇŜrceptions of the extent to which the required 
management action is already in place, or can be adopted without significant disruption to 
the farm business. In some extensive livestock systems the additional, relatively secure agri-
environment income can help to protect environmental benefits from changes driven by 
external economic factors such as fluctuating markets. 
 
In one of the case studies major administrative problems have seriously affected the uptake 
of a well-designed new entry-level scheme, and undermined the confidence of farmers who 
had been anticipating much needed support for HNV grassland management.  
 
The process of designing and revising entry-level agri-environment schemes  
All the schemes studied built upon previous agri-environment experience, although the 
extent of this varied considerably. Where pilot schemes had been used these were seen as 
ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘŜǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
actions. Scheme design was usually a negotiated process under the control of the managing 
authorities, involving a wide range of actors and sources of evidence, and seen as a valuable 
learning opportunity for those involved. National systems of feedback and review in the 
early stages of delivery were used to refine and adjust schemes and in some cases reference 
levels too. 
 
CŀǊƳŜǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ  
Effective farmer support networks can make a significant contribution to the effective 
delivery of entry-level agri-environment schemes, but only if the source of advice is seen by 
farmers as trustworthy and relevant to their broader farming operations. Relatively little use 
is made of advice which the farmer has to pay for, and free technical support from a range 
of different providers can be useful but is not consistently available in all schemes. The 
characteristics of effective support networks are identified and illustrated with examples 
from the case studies. 
 
There is little empirical evidence on the effect of entry-level participation on ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ 
environmental awareness or behaviour, and this is an area that would merit further 
research. Anecdotal evidence suggests that there are benefits from engaging farmers in the 
process of designing entry-level schemes, improving their understanding of the purposes of 
the schemes and providing them with feedback on environmental achievements of the 
schemes. 
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Conclusions and recommendations 
This study has shown that entry-level management actions are included in the agri-
environment programmes of all 88 RDPs, are applicable to all farming systems, and have the 
capacity to deliver multiple environmental objectives of importance at EU level. The extent 
to which this potential is met depends not just on the type of management actions within 
entry-level schemes, but how they are differentiated and targeted to meet local 
circumstances and, crucially, on the effective implementation by a significant proportion of 
farmers in the most appropriate locations. If this can be achieved, even quite small 
incremental increases in environmental management may have a cumulative effect at a 
landscape scale. These schemes also provide an opportunity to introduce farmers to the 
principles and practice of environmental land management. 

 
In the context of other CAP policies, entry-level agri-environment schemes: 

¶ provide an incentive for positive environmental management and a basis for higher-
level agri-environment schemes;  

¶ can both improve current levels of environmental management, and maintain 
environmentally appropriate land management that is threatened by external 
factors; 

¶ should not be seen in isolation, but as part of a integrated package of support, 
including LFA and other RDP measures; 

¶ can target regional environmental priorities by building upon the environmental 
ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ tƛƭƭŀǊ м ΨƎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎΩ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΦ 

 
In the design and revision of agri-environment programmes: 

¶ targeted and differentiated entry-level requirements and payments could incentivise 
uptake of environmentally beneficial management, taking advantage of available 
and emerging technologies to do so cost-effectively;  

¶ guidance on transaction costs may need to be revised; 

¶ farm advisory and support services have a critical role; one possibility would be to 
extend Farm Advisory Services to cover agri-environment advice; 

¶ including agri-environment training within entry-level schemes could be of benefit;  

¶ Involving farmers in scheme design and review processes, and providing them with 
feedback on environmental impacts can improve capacity building, understanding 
and uptake.  

¶ small-scale pilot testing and evaluation of entry-level schemes or management 
actions could improve efficiency, acceptance and delivery; 

¶ ΨŦŀǎǘ ǘǊŀŎƪΩ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ 
an effective way of resolving problems. 
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1 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Framing the study 

Agri-environment policy is one of the most established policy mechanisms within the 
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Originally targeted mainly at mitigating the 
environmental impacts of agricultural intensification, it now has a key role in addressing the 
/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ 
agricultural structures and types of farming in the EU-27. First introduced in 1985 as a 
voluntary measure for Member States, it has gradually assumed greater prominence within 
the CAP and since 1992 has been the only compulsory measure within rural development 
policy. 
 
Agri-environment programmes are designed and implemented at Member State or regional 
level within the context of the 88 Rural Development Programmes (RDPs) in the EU-27, and 
typically include a combination of entry-level and higher level schemes, and both horizontal 
and zonal coverage. Agri-environment schemes do not exist in isolation, operating above an 
environmental baseline (reference level) and alongside other Pillar 2 payments and state 
aids; most farmers also receive decoupled Pillar 1 income support payments. During the 
course of this study the Commission published draft legislation for a significant reform of 
the CAP1, including proposals for ΨƎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎ Ω tƛƭƭŀǊ м ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎΦ {ƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 
greening elements are implemented currently as entry-level agri-environment management 
requirements within Pillar 2 in some Member States. 
 
The purpose of this study is to gain a better understanding of the nature, diversity, design 
and operation of the entry-level elements of agri-environment schemes throughout the EU-
27. To date there have been no systematic studies at EU level specifically of entry-level agri-
environment schemes, nor any attempt to provide a comprehensive typology of their 
requirements or to examine the diversity of relationships between the reference level, basic 
agri-environment requirements and payments. 

1.2 Defining entry-level agri-environment management 

Member States and regions have taken many different approaches to implementing the 
agri-environment measure, reflecting amongst other factors political priorities, climatic 
variations, vulnerability to drought or soil erosion, characteristic farming systems and 
practices, habitats and features of farmland, environmental risks and priorities, and socio-
cultural differences in attitudes to the environment and to the role of farmers. 
 
The resulting diversity of agri-environment schemes (of which the entry-level components 
form only a part) tend to differ in the scope and ambition of the environmental objectives; 
the farm management required (for example, maintenance of habitats and features, or 
enhancement, restoration and creation); the territorial coverage of the scheme, which may 
be open to all farmers across the territory or targeted at particular zones, habitats or farm 

                                                      
1 The CAP towards 2020: meeting the food, natural resources and territorial challenges of the future 

(COM(2010) 672 final) 
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types; the relative level of resources allocated; and the eligibility criteria, which include a 
competitive element in some Member States. 
 
In principle, the environmental reference level in the Member State or region is the baseline 
that determines what can and cannot be paid for by an agri-environment scheme. Above 
this baseline many different types of farm-level management requirements can be defined, 
of which tƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ōŀǎƛŎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŜƴǘǊȅ-ƭŜǾŜƭΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǎ 
ΨƘƛƎƘŜǊ-ƭŜǾŜƭΩΦ Member States structure their agri-environment programmes in many 
different ways, often with entry-level and higher-level requirements in separate schemes, 
but sometimes including both within the same scheme.  
 
There is no standard EU definition of entry-level agri-environment schemes or management 
ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ CƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ΨŜƴǘǊȅ-ƭŜǾŜƭΩ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎΥ 

¶ management requirements that sit relatively close to the reference level; 

¶ not requiring significant change to the system of farming and achievable by most of 
the target farmers by: 

o adjusting certain farming practices; or 
o continuing existing management that maintains environmental resources 

which might otherwise be under threat; 

¶ targeted at the majority of land and farms within a defined area, or of a specified 
type; 

¶ flat rate payments (which maybe degressive) and few associated non-productive 
investments; 

¶ a relatively simple, non-competitive application process and desk-based approval 
process. 

  
This study is concerned with the content, structure and design of entry-level agri-
environment support, and it does not attempt to measure or evaluate the environmental 
impact of that support. The scope of the study excludes higher-level agri-environment 
management, such as the creation or restoration of landscape features and habitats, and 
the conservation of genetic diversity; it also excludes organic farming and integrated 
production because these involve changes the whole farming system. 

1.3 Approach to the study and structure of this report 

As a first step, the study developed a typology of entry-level agri-environment management 
in the EU-27, based on detailed information extracted from all the 2007-13 RDPs, including 
those for the outermost regions. This EU-27 typology is presented and discussed in Chapter 
2, followed by a comparative analysis of the different types of entry-level management 
actions across EU-27 and an examination of the way in which these are grouped within agri-
environment schemes (Chapter 3). 
 
The remainder of the study focusses on the design and implementation of selected entry-
level agri-environment schemes in ten RDPs from seven Member States shown in Figure 1.1 
(Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Finland, France, Italy, Poland and the UK), considering first the 
regional environmental context within which these schemes operate (Chapter 4) then 
examining the dynamic relationship between the reference level, the structure of entry-
level schemes, payment rates and uptake (Chapter 5). This is followed by a review of the 
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way in which the design, revision and improvement of entry-level elements of agri-
environment schemes is approached (Chapter 6) and of the role of farmer support networks 
and the effect that participation in entry-ƭŜǾŜƭ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ƻƴ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
environment (Chapter 7). The conclusions of the study and recommendations for design and 
implementation of entry-level agri-environment schemes are presented in Chapter 8. 
 
Figure 1.1: The ten case study RDPs 
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2 A TYPOLOGY OF ENTRY-LEVEL AGRI-ENVIRONMENT MANAGEMENT IN THE EU-27 

There is a very large range of different types of management that are included within the 
entry level components of agri-environment schemes in the EU-27, each of which can help 
deliver a number of environmental objectives. Some means of synthesising this information 
is needed, therefore, to facilitate a better understanding of the nature of the entry-level 
management that is supported in different countries, and the potential contribution of this 
to different environmental objectives. 
 
A number of typologies of EU agri-environment schemes have been published in the past, 
but none looked specifically at the full range of entry-level management actions found in all 
agri-environment schemes in the EU and their associated environmental objectives. A new 
typology has therefore been developed for the specific purposes of this study. 
 
This chapter describes the process of developing this typology, and uses it to examine the 
potential environmental contribution made by different types of entry-level management. 

2.1 Purpose and development of the typology 

A review of the typologies that have previously been published on EU agri-environment 
schemes showed that none focussed specifically on entry-level agri-environment 
management actions or schemes, nor did they offer a typology based on the full range of 
agri-environment schemes being implemented in all regions of the EU-27. Rather they tend 
to fall into one of two main categories. Either they focus on very small sample sizes in order 
to examine the design, implementation and effectiveness of specific agri-environment 
management actions in detail (see, for example, Bonnieux et al, 2006) or they focus more 
generally on agri-environment schemes, allowing for a general overview of their application 
across Member States, but lacking sufficient detail to identify the different types of 
management supported, and whether this is entry-level or more demanding in nature (see 
for example Oréade Brèche, 2005). A more detailed description of previous agri-
environment typologies can be found in Annex 1. 
 
To examine entry-level management across the EU-27 agri-environment programmes for 
2007-13 and the degree to which this management has the potential to deliver different 
environmental objectives, a new typology was therefore required. Two types of information 
were needed to construct the typology - a classification of the different types of entry-level 
management in 88 RDPs, and the range of environmental objectives which potentially 
benefit from this management. 

2.1.1 Identifying entry-level management actions 

Information on the entry level management actions from all 88 RDPs was sourced from the 
most up to date versions of the RDPs available in early 20112Σ ǎǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ΨǎŎƘŜƳŜΩ 
literature available on the website of European Network for Rural Development3 or from the 
national and regional websites of the agri-environment delivery agencies. 
                                                      
2 These included revisions during 2009/2010 in response to the changes resulting from the CAP Health 

Check. 

3 http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/en/home-page_en.cfm  

http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/en/home-page_en.cfm
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An Excel based database was created to collate the information gathered from the RDPs. 
This included, for each of the 88 RDPs, the agri-environment schemes, how these are 
presented as distinct packages or in menus, their constituent management actions and, 
most importantly, the detailed requirements of each management action. The database was 
also populated with summary information inferred from the RDPs and other sources, 
including the main farming system to which a scheme or type of management action is 
applicable and the main bio-climatic region of the Member State or region. 
 
One of the largest challenges in extracting information was the translation of the RDP texts 
to ensure that the subtleties of certain types of management action were reflected 
accurately. In addition, although most RDPs follow a common structure, there is a high 
degree of variation in the way Member States or regions have approached the layout of 
each measure fiche. In some cases the layout was well structured with management actions 
in tables and clearly grouped into different schemes or sub schemes. However, in a number 
of cases the layout of the information followed a narrative structure, making the extraction 
of information more difficult. 
 
The classification of several thousand recorded entry-level management actions into 
different types was done through an iterative, bottom-up process of grouping like with like, 
using the details of management actions recorded in the database. This was felt to be the 
most meaningful and objective way of categorising the range of management actions 
extracted from the RDPs, and preferable to the more subjective approach of simply 
allocating management actions to a pre-determined a list of types.  
 
The output of this analysis was a classification of 63 different types of entry-level 
management action, which in turn were grouped into 15 broader categories where the 
types of action are similar, or share a common focus or aim. For example limits to 
application of fertilisers, plant protection products or lime were grouped under the category 
of input management. Similarly, grass cover in permanent crops and green or vegetative 
cover on arable land were grouped under the category of soil cover4. All the 63 types are 
listed in Box 2.1, in descending order of frequency of occurrence of the categories within 
agri-environment schemes in all 88 RDPs5. It must be emphasised that this is a subjective, 
analytical categorisation for the purposes of this study, and is not intended to represent the 
way in which actions are packaged and delivered within agri-environment schemes. 
 
Box 2.1: The 63 types and 15 categories of entry-level management action in the EU-27 
RDPs 

                                                      
4 A number of actions were found that could not be grouped or occurred in only one RDP and have not been 

included in the typology or analysis. These are: fencing; improve visual appearance of farm; install 
bird/boxes; maintain bracken; no fences; no mineral extraction; remediation; removal of plastic waste; 
restricted access; vehicle use; crop management (other); grassland management (other), soil management 
(other); no mechanical weed control; no mulching; no ploughing-in of crops; no hunting. 

5 Frequency of occurrence simply means presence/absence within an RDP, and does not reflect how significant 
the category is within the RDP. 
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Management of grass and semi-natural forage: maintain permanent pasture; traditional management (grass); 
grazing regime; restriction on peat cutting; no grazing; no machinery; control of scrub or invasive species; 
control of burning; restricted management dates (grass); shepherding; hay making; no cutting; cutting regime; 
specified grass or seeding regime. 
Input management: no fertiliser; limits to fertiliser or specified regimes; no plant protection products (PPP); 
limits to PPP or specified regimes; no lime; limits to lime or specified regimes; no growth regulator. 
Management plans and record keeping: management plans (general, grazing, and input); record keeping; 
analysis. 
Soil cover: grass cover in permanent crops; green or vegetative cover; over winter stubbles; mulching regime. 
Soil management: erosion prevention strips; no tillage; tillage regime; run-off furrows; ploughing-in of crop.  
Buffer strips: riparian buffer strip; non-riparian buffer strip. 
Crop management: fallow; traditional management (crop); rotation with legumes; rotation; maintenance of 
traditional orchards; spring sown cereals; restricted management dates (crop); no burning of straw, stubble or 
cut residue; pruning regime; specified crop varieties and/or seeding regime; restricted management times; 
harvesting regime. 
Landscape feature management: management of water features; management of non-aquatic landscape 
features. 
Management for wildlife: strips or patches for wildlife; in field fallow patch for wildlife; sacrificial food crops 
for wildlife. 
Water level management: water level management. 
Non-chemical crop protection: mechanical or manual weed control; mechanical pest control; biological pest 
control. 
Land out of production: maintain area of land out of production; take land out of production. 
Apiculture: apiculture. 
Irrigation management: irrigation management; no irrigation. 
Training: training. 
Source: Own classification based on information extracted from national and regional Rural Development 
Programmes 2007-2013 (versions available in early 2011). 

2.1.2 Environmental objectives 

Nine environmental objectives were selected against which to analyse the 63 types of entry-
level management actions for the purpose of developing the typology. These are: farmland 
biodiversity; agricultural landscapes; water quality; water availability; soil functionality; 
climate change mitigation; climate change adaptation; resilience to flooding; and resilience 
to fire. These were derived from a combination of two different sources, the Community 
Strategic Guidelines for Axis 26 and previous studies of environmental public goods and 
agriculture7.  
 
The potential contribution that different types of management action make to the 
achievement of environmental objectives is often context specific and depends upon a 
range of factors, such as how and where the management is implemented and the level of 
uptake across a region or target area. Understanding the principal objective of management 
actions, either individually or packaged together within schemes, is not straightforward. This 
is partly due to the inherent multi-objectivity of the management actions themselves, but 
also because the objectives are not always articulated explicitly within the description of the 
agri-environment schemes within the RDPs, or at the required level of detail. Therefore it 

                                                      
6 Council Decision of 20 February 2006 on Community strategic guidelines for rural development 

(programming period 2007 to 2013). Official Journal of the European Union 55/20, 20.2.2006. 

7 For example Hart et al, 2011a and Cooper et al, 2009 
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has not been possible within the scope of this study to infer the primary objective of each 
type of management action within its RDP context, but simply to assess which types of 
actions have the potential to contribute to which environmental objectives. This assessment 
was based on expert judgement, supplemented by information drawn from previous studies 
(for example Cooper et al, 2009; Hart et al, 2011b). For the purposes of this study a series of 
criteria were used to make judgements on whether the different types of agri-environment 
management actions had the potential to contribute to the nine environmental objectives. 
These criteria are set out in Table 2.1. 
 
Table 2.1: Criteria to assess types of entry-level actions against environmental objectives 

Objective 
A management action is considered as contributing towards this objective 
if, compared to the counterfactual, it: 

Farmland biodiversity 
improves to some degree the quantity, species diversity or conservation 
status of the flora and fauna on the land concerned, or in adjacent water 
bodies 

Agricultural landscapes 
maintains or protects individual landscape elements or the characteristic 
structure of a more traditional agricultural landscape as a whole 

Water quality 

reduces the pressure(s) that prevent the achievement of good ecological 
status for surface waters or good chemical status for ground waters as 

defined by the Water Framework Directive (WFD)8 

Water availability 
reduces the demand for irrigation or improves the availability and 
timeliness of water flows to replenish surface and groundwater systems 

Soil functionality 

improves the proportion of organic matter, the level of susceptibility to 
ŜǊƻǎƛƻƴ ōȅ ǿƛƴŘ ƻǊ ǿŀǘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƛƭΩǎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŦƛƭǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ, 
the health of its biota, or reduces the level or risk of contamination (after 
Joint Research Centre, 2009) 

Climate change mitigation 

makes a contribution towards reducing the net greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions attributable to that land and/or improving the capacity for 
carbon sequestration or reducing carbon emissions. The effects considered 
are limited to activities and biological processes within the management 
area and do not take into account the full life cycles of products or inputs 

Climate change adaptation 

maintains or improves the opportunities for semi-natural habitats and 
species to adapt their range to changing climatic conditions and/or reduces 
the pressure of agricultural externalities on natural systems so that they 
are more resilient to the effects of climate change 

Resilience to flooding improves or increases the capacity of land to capture and store water 

Resilience to fire 
reduces the risk of fire starting in dry or combustible vegetation and/or 
maintains features that act as firebreaks, reducing the risk of fire spreading 

Source: own interpretation of Community Strategic Guidelines for Axis 2 and Cooper et al (2009). 
 

Additional criteria were used to assess the degree of potential contribution of each type of 
management action to each of the nine objectives:  

¶ Potential direct contribution: where the implementation of the action has the 
potential to contribute directly towards an objective. 

¶ Potential indirect contribution: where the implementation of the action has the 
potential to contribute indirectly towards an objective ς in other words, where the 

                                                      
8 Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2000 establishing a 

Framework for Community Action in the field of water policy (OJ L 327/1, 22.12.2000) 
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objective is not necessarily the primary focus of the action but there is clear 
potential for indirect contribution. 

¶ No potential contribution: where the implementation of the action will make no 
contribution towards an objective, directly or indirectly. 

¶ Potentially detrimental: where the implementation of the action has the potential 
to be detrimental towards an objective. 

2.2 A typology of types of entry-level management actions and environmental 
objectives  

The management actions and environmental objectives were then combined to produce the 
typology which explores the relationship between types of entry-level management and 
environmental objectives. It is structured around two axes, with the 15 categories and 63 
different types of management action on one axis and the nine environmental objectives on 
the other, as shown in Figure 2.1. The typology is colour coded to show the potential level of 
contribution of each type of management action towards each of the environmental 
objectives.  
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 KEY           Potential direct contribution                No potential contribution 

                   Potential indirect contribution            Potentially detrimental 

          

 

Figure 2.1: Typology of types of entry-level agri-environment management actions and environmental objectives 
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 Category of management action Management actions 

Management of grass and 
semi natural forage 

Maintain permanent pasture                

Traditional management (grass)                 

Grazing regime                 

Restriction on peat cutting                

No grazing               

No machinery           

Scrub or invasive species control          

Control of burning            

Restricted management dates (grass)            

Shepherding          

Hay making              

No cutting                                 

Cutting regime                 

Specified grass or seeding regime                 

Input management 

No fertiliser application                  

Limits to fertiliser application or specified regimes                 

No PPP                

Limits to PPP or specified regimes                

No lime application                

Limits to lime application or specified regimes                

No growth regulators                 

Management plans and record 
keeping 

Management plan general                  

Management plan grazing                  

Management plan input                  

Record keeping                  

Analysis                  

Soil cover 

Grass cover in permanent crops          

Green or vegetative cover                  

Over winter stubbles                

Mulching regime             

Soil management 

Erosion prevention strips                   

No tillage              

Tillage regime               

Runoff furrows              

Ploughing-in of crop                 

Buffer strips 
Riparian buffer strip                 

Non-riparian buffer strip                  

Crop management 

Fallow            

Traditional management (crop)                   

Rotation with legumes             

Rotation             

Maintenance of traditional orchards             

Spring sown cereals              

Restricted management dates (crop)             

No burning of straw, stubble or cut residue             

Pruning regime             

Specified crop varieties and/or seeding regime               

Restricted management times              

Harvesting regime                

Landscape feature 
management 

Management of water features                   

Management of non-aquatic landscape features                

Management for wildlife 

Strips or patches for wildlife               

In field fallow patch for wildlife                

Sacrificial food crops for wildlife                

Water level management Water level management                   

Non-chemical crop protection 

Mechanical or manual weed control                

Mechanical pest control               

Biological pest control               

Land out of production 
Maintain area of land out of production          

Take land out of production          

Apiculture Apiculture                  

Irrigation management 
Irrigation management                 

No irrigation                 

Training Training                  
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The typology shows clearly that all types of entry-level management actions have the 
potential to contribute (directly or indirectly) towards multiple environmental objectives. 
For example, addressing water quality through more effective input management and the 
use of buffer strips also has the potential to contribute towards soil functionality and 
provide space for biodiversity. It is important again to stress that the extent to which actions 
have the potential to contribute towards these objectives often depends on the way in 
which they are implemented, where they are located and the extent of uptake in any given 
location. 
 
Despite the inherent multi-objectivity of all types of entry-level actions, some have the 
potential to contribute towards more objectives than others. Seven of the 15 categories 
include at least one type of management action with the potential to contribute directly or 
indirectly to all nine objectives (these are the maintenance of permanent pasture, 
traditional management (crops and grass)t, management of water features, water level 
management, fallow, and taking and maintaining land out of production, together with the 
non-land-based management plans and record keeping and training). By contrast, sacrificial 
crops for wildlife has the potential to contribute towards only two of the nine objectives.  
 
Actions which involve managing or creating areas that are not used directly for production9 
generally have the potential to contribute towards more objectives than those where 
environmental management is carried out in close conjunction with crop production. 
However, there are some notable exceptions to this. For example, the categories of 
traditional management, green soil cover and grass cover in permanent crops are all closely 
linked to production but also have the potential to contribute to almost all of the objectives.  
The training of farmers and farm workers in environmental land management has the 
potential to support all the objectives, although this of course depends on the scope of the 
training. 
 
Those actions with the potential to contribute towards the fewest environmental objectives 
(only two or three) contribute mainly towards farmland biodiversity, climate change 
adaptation, and agricultural landscapes10.  
 
Certain environmental objectives potentially benefit from a wider range of types of entry-
level management actions than others, as Figure 2.2 shows. A large proportion of all types 
of entry-level actions from all categories have the potential to contribute towards farmland 
biodiversity and climate change adaptation. This is due in part to the fact that both these 

                                                      
9 Including areas that are never used for production (for example hedgerows, water features); areas that are 

temporarily not used for production (for example strips or patches for wildlife, fallow, land out of 
production); and areas which can in some cases be used for production but where conventional activities are 
limited (for example buffer strips).  

10 The following types of actions have the potential to contribute towards three or fewer objectives: sacrificial 
food crops for wildlife, hay making, no cutting, apiculture, cutting regime, specified seed regime (grass), in 
field fallow patches for wildlife, specified crop varieties and/or seeding regime, restricted management 
times (crops), no growth regulators, and harvesting regimes. 
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objectives are affected by a wide range of different environmental pressures and thus 
benefit from an equally wide range of types of management, directly or indirectly. In 
contrast, although soil functionality benefits from more than half of the 63 types of action, 
most of the direct benefits are associated with a narrower range of categories, those 
concerned specifically with the management of soils, inputs, buffer strips, water, irrigation 
and land out of production. 
 
Figure 2.2: Number of types of entry-level management actions with the potential to 
contribute towards the nine environmental objectives 

 

Fewer types of entry-level management actions (25 of the 63) have the potential to 
contribute directly to the agricultural landscape objective - not just those for landscape 
feature management (of ditches, hedgerows, infield trees and stone walls for example) but 
also actions from other categories such as management of grass and semi-natural forage, 
crop management, soil cover and buffer strip (for example cutting, grazing, and pruning 
regimes, fallow and traditional management practices). A similar number of actions but 
from a slightly different range of categories potentially contribute towards water quality, 
particularly those aimed at input management, soil cover and soil management. The climate 
change mitigation objective potentially benefits directly from just under 20 actions within 
several different categories, including all types of soil cover and management and buffer 
strips. 
 
Not many of the 63 types of entry-level management actions have the potential to 
contribute towards resilience to flooding, and even fewer to resilience to fire. Types of 
actions common to both objectives include the introduction and management of buffer 
strips and erosion prevention strips, the maintenance of permanent pasture and the 
management of water features because these can improve infiltration rates or slow the 
spread of floodwater, and also act as firebreaks. The presence of vegetation (for example 
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green cover and landscape features) may contribute towards improving resilience to 
flooding, whereas limiting the growth of vegetation can reduce combustible material (for 
example by scrub control or grazing regimes) and may contribute towards increasing 
resilience to fire. Very few types of entry-level actions have the potential to contribute to 
water availability. Those that do include irrigation management, water level management, 
green cover, fallow and taking or maintaining land out of production. 
 
In assessing the potential contribution of actions to objectives it is apparent that some types 
of entry-level management actions, if carried out in the wrong locations or implemented 
poorly, have the potential to be detrimental towards some environmental objectives. Only a 
few instances were found, with the resilience to fire being the objective most affected. The 
lack of grazing or cutting grass and semi-natural forage, as well as certain mulching regimes 
could allow the build up of combustible material, which in some circumstances might allow 
wildfire to spread. This is likely to be a concern only in systems and regions that are 
naturally subject to wildfire or in particularly arid conditions, and the risks are likely to be 
localised. Actions involving burning have the potential for detrimental impact on the 
greatest number of objectives including water quality, soil functionality, and climate change 
mitigation. Controlled burning of vegetation can leave soils exposed, for example vulnerable 
soils on heather moorland, and increase the likelihood of surface run off, but again the risks 
are likely to be localised. Scrub control also has the potential for detrimental impact on 
climate change mitigation, because removing woody vegetation may reduce capacity for 
carbon sequestration. 
 
This typology uses a subjective categorisation of management actions for the purpose of 
analysis, but within agri-environment schemes management actions are often grouped 
ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƛƴ ΨǇŀŎƪŀƎŜǎΩ ƻŦ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ 
linked to a specific payment under the scheme. Such grouping of actions may enhance their 
potential contribution to the range of environmental objectives. Equally, the way in which 
actions and packages of actions are implemented and targeted can also influence the level 
of contribution towards different objectives. 
 
Chapter 3 discusses in more detail the different types of entry-level management actions 
and the categories to which they were assigned for analysis, where they are found in 
different RDPs, which farming systems they apply to, and how they are packaged together 
within agri-environment schemes. 
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3 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF EU-27 ENTRY-LEVEL AGRI-ENVIRONMENT 
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

This section provides an overview of the distribution of the different categories of 
management actions identified in the typology across the EU-27 alongside an outline of the 
range and types of management actions found within the most commonly occurring 
categories. It then examines in more detail the use of specific types of management actions 
within agri-environment schemes in different regions and how they are combined into 
packages. The seven RDPs for the outermost regions are analysed and discussed separately 
ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻƴǘƛƴŜƴǘŀƭΩ ǇŀǊǘ of the EU. 

3.1 Qualitative overview of entry-level management actions in the EU-27 RDPs  

The typology in Chapter 2 covers 63 different types of entry-level management action, 
grouped into 15 different categories, as shown in Box 2.1 and Figure 2.1. These categories 
vary in character, the breadth of farming systems to which they apply, and in the number of 
management actions they contain. 
 
For the 81 RDPs in continental Europe, the nine most widely represented categories of 
management actions are the management of grass and semi-natural forage (95 per cent of 
RDPs), input management (91 per cent), management plans and record keeping (79 per 
cent) management of soil cover (79 per cent) and soil management (69 per cent), buffer 
strips (64 per cent), crop management (60 per cent) and landscape feature management (58 
per cent). Figure 3.1 shows the distribution of the different categories of management 
action within agri-environment schemes in continental Europe and how this differs between 
the EU-12 and EU-15 groups of RDPs. 
 
The categories that are least well represented within agri-environment schemes across the 
EU-27 include water level management (38 per cent) through to training which is only 
present as an agri-environment action in a few RDPs (15 per cent), although elsewhere it 
may be provided under Axis 1 measures rather than integrated into agri-environment 
schemes. 
 
Figure 3.1 shows that no one category of management actions occurs in every continental 
RDP. In the case of management of grass and semi-natural forage, for example, reasons for 
the absence of this category in an agri-environment scheme may be that the focus is 
primarily on the environmental management of arable land (for example in Sachsen, 
Germany) or because the management of grass is covered under organic or integrated 
production systems (for example in Navarra, Spain), which have been excluded from this 
study. The distributions of individual categories of management action are examined in 
more detail below. 
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Figure 3.1: Proportion of the EU-27 (continental), EU-15 and EU-12 RDPs containing each 
of the 15 different categories of management actions 

 
Source: Own calculations based on the typology 

 
All categories of action are present in both the EU-12 and EU-15 groups of RDPs, with the 
exception of irrigation management, present only in EU-15 agri-environment schemes. 
However there are differences between new and old Member States in terms of the 
proportion of RDPs in which individual categories are found. Whereas the EU-15 RDPs follow 
the EU-27 distribution described above, the EU-12 RDPs do not, as Figure 3.1 shows. In the 
new Member States the two most widely represented categories of management actions 
are the same as those for the EU-15 - the management of grass and semi-natural forage and 
input management, found in 83 per cent of EU-12 RDPs. Management plans and record 
keeping and soil management are not as widely represented as in the EU-15, occurring in 
not more than half of the EU-12 RDPs, while crop management is more prevalent in EU-12 
than EU-15. Six other categories (water level management, non-chemical crop protection, 
land out of production, apiculture, training and management for wildlife) occur in no more 
than a third of the EU-12 RDPs. 
 
Some RDPs contain types of actions from a smaller number of categories than others. For 
example in Hungary and the Abruzzo, Basilicata and Valle d'Aosta regions of Italy only six of 
the 15 categories of management actions are represented. These are management of grass 
and semi-natural forage, input management, management plans and record keeping, buffer 
strips, crop management, and management for wildlife. Whereas in the RDPs for England 
(UK), Flanders (Belgium), Corsica (France) and Basque Country (Spain) a much wider range 
of categories are found, for example 13 different categories in the case of the Basque 
Country. 
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Overall the balance of types and categories of management actions present within the RDPs 
appear to be largely independent of bio-climatic regions (see Table A3.1 and Figure A3.1, 
Annex 3). Given that the bio-climatic information is inferred, the lack of associated patterns 
may simply be because the resolution is too coarse to identify climatic differences that 
affect the choice of management actions at a local level. The only notable relationship 
between management actions and bioclimatic region relates to apiculture. This category has 
a particularly high presence in Mediterranean RDPs and is completely absent from the 
Boreal region. Within Mediterranean RDPs the majority of occurrences are in Spain (plus 
one in Corsica and one in Malta). Apiculture is also found in the Atlantic region, mainly in 
the north and west of Spain. 

3.2 Types of management action within the broad categories 

In agri-environment programmes the types of management actions identified in this study 
ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ΨǎǘŀƴŘ-ŀƭƻƴŜΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŎƘƻƻǎŜΣ ƴƻǊ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƭƛƪŜƭy to be grouped 
together within agri-environment schemes in the analytical categories used for the typology 
(the buffer strips and landscape feature management categories are exceptions). This 
section looks in more detail at some of the different categories of management actions 
found in RDPs, examining in more detail where specific types of action are used and how 
they are grouped together within the 81 continental RDPs (the outermost regions are 
considered separately, given their geographic distance from continental Europe and their 
different bio-climatic and farming conditions). Detailed examples of all 63 types of 
management actions are provided in Annex 2. 

3.2.1 Management actions found within individual RDPs 

Moving from the overarching categories of management actions to a consideration of the 
distribution of the 63 individual types of management action, it is evident that there is 
considerable variation in both the number and type of management actions found within 
agri-environment schemes in different RDPs. Fewer than five of the possible 63 different 
types of management action are included within agri-environment schemes in some 
regions11 compared to more than 25 in others12, with an average of 15 per RDP. Figure 3.2 
shows the number of different types of management actions found within each of the 81 
continental RDPs. Compared to the EU-15 RDPs, the agri-environment programmes of the 
EU-12 Member States contain on average fewer types of action (only three of them have 15 
actions or more), although the range is striking in both groups and varies even between 
regions of federal Member States. This may partly reflect the extent of support for organic 
or integrated farming, which in some Member States (for example Italy) is a significant 
element of the agri-environment programme, but is not covered by this study. 

                                                      
11 Hungary, Malta, Latvia, Cyprus and the Italian regions oŦ !ǊōǊǳȊȊƻΣ .ŀǎƛƭƛŎŀǘŀΣ ±ŀƭƭŜ ŘΩAosta, and Liguria. 
12 Slovenia, the Netherlands, the Corsican region of France, the Catalunya, and Basque country regions of 

Spain; and the Scottish, English and Northern Ireland regions of the UK 
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Figure 3.2: Number of different types of management action within each RDP 
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3.2.2 Management of grass and semi-natural forage 

The management of grass and semi-natural forage is the most commonly occurring 
category, found in 77 of the 81 RDPs13. It is also the category that covers most individual 
types of actions, 16 in total, including requirements to maintain areas of permanent 
pasture, upper and lower limits to grazing intensity, restrictions on burning of vegetation, as 
well as wildlife-friendly cutting regimes and hay making. The widespread inclusion of this 
category can be partly explained by the fact that it covers not just management applicable 
to permanent pasture and semi-natural forage areas, but also management of grass leys 
within arable rotations, as well as wooded pastures. This range of actions does not include 
the management of grass on specific features such as buffer strips or strips or patches for 
wildlife, which are covered in other categories of the typology. 
 
Grazing regimes for livestock are the most common type of management actions within the 
category, closely followed by cutting regimes (73 and 58 RDPs respectively). Within agri-
environment schemes of the EU-12 RDPs both are commonly found together, but their 
relative importance varies. For example, in the Czech Republic with very large farms and 
fields more emphasis is placed on mowing as a means of maintaining grass systems, but in 
Slovenia, with its high proportion of mountain pastures, grazing regimes feature more 
prominently (Annex 2). With a few exceptions, agri-environment schemes in the EU-15 
RDPs, in contrast to those in the EU-12, tend to favour grazing over cutting regimes (63 
compared to 46 RPDs) for the agri-environment management of grassland. Grazing regimes 
are not found in two RDPs (Sachsen, Germany and Navarra, Spain). 
 
The environmental objectives of grazing regimes are not always clear from the RDPs, but the 
preservation of local biodiversity is the most apparent. Grazing regimes typically specify 
limits for stocking densities, seasons at which livestock are allowed to graze and, in some 
cases, define the type of livestock to be used14. Stocking densities may be set as an upper 
limit, or as a range with a lower limit also defined. Minimum densities vary from 0.1 
livestock units per hectare (LU/ha) in Andalucía, Spain to 1LU/ha in Piedmont, Italy with 
maximum allowed densities ranging from 1LU/ha in Andalucía, Spain up to 2.5LU/ha in 
Hamburg, Germany (this figure is particularly high, and is just for seasonal grazing between 
July and November). Two livestock units per hectare is the more commonly specified 
maximum, present in 12 RDPs. This range is perhaps unsurprising given the different 
climates, soil types and seasonal variations across the EU, which means that different types 
of land will have different environmental carrying capacities. For the same reasons cutting 
regimes can have a range of requirements, including the number and orientation of cuts 
(such as from the centre to edge of the field), the earliest date at which mowing starts 
(often in mid June), how much of the parcel can be cut at any one time, the minimum height 
of sward to be left and the removal of the cut material. 

                                                      
13 The four RDPs without any grassland management actions are mostly in the Mediterranean (Cyprus, Malta, 

and Navarra (Spain)) but the fourth is much further north, in eastern Germany (Sachsen) 

14 Packages and actions exclusively aimed at genetic conservation and the use of rare breeds were not 
included in this analysis. However, some grazing regimes do specify the type of grazing animal to be used.  
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Within agri-environment schemes, grazing regimes are invariably delivered as part of 
packages that include other actions from this category (such as maintenance of permanent 
pasture, scrub control, no burning) and also from other categories (for example limits to 
fertilisers and other inputs, to tillage and other mechanical processes that might affect soil 
structure). Cutting and grazing regimes may be packaged together or delivered separately, 
and a single RDP may have more than one package for the management of grassland and 
semi-natural forage. 

3.2.3 Input management 

The second most common category found across all RDPs and farming systems relates to 
input management and consists of seven actions concerned with the appropriate 
application, reduction, or prohibition of agrochemical and other inputs to agricultural land15. 
Alternative means of addressing issues associated with high inputs, such as the control of 
weeds through mechanical means are not covered here, but within the non-chemical crop 
protection category. The restriction or management of inputs on agricultural land is a 
commonly used group of management actions within agri-environment schemes and is 
applied widely across all farming systems and in both EU-12 and EU-15 RDPs. The only 
exception is limits to lime application, stipulated in only a few RDPS in the EU-15 (for 
example Sweden). There are a small number of RDPs that do not appear to contain any 
specific actions aimed at reducing inputs, including Hungary, Cyprus, Spain (Galicia and 
Navarra), and Italy (Basilicata and Marche) (Annex 2). It could be that these regions utilise 
other types of actions to control inputs, such as integrated or organic management (not 
considered as an entry-level management action for the purposes of this study) or, as is the 
case in Cyprus, through mechanical operations. 
 
The two most common actions in the category are the reduction (or appropriate use) of 
fertilisers and plant protection products (PPPs) both of which are often found together in 
packages of actions (30 RDPs). Less frequently covered inputs include lime and growth 
regulators along with more specific elements such as copper (Slovenia). Input management 
actions are found together with other actions in packages designed to address a range of 
issues from the specific, such as wildlife management focussing on biodiversity objectives in 
Poland, to the more general, such as environmentally friendly management covering a 
range of different environmental objectives, in Luxembourg (Annex 2). In some cases the 
reduction of inputs is itself the aim of the package with input management combined with 
requirements to analyse soil samples and keep records (for example Austria).  
 
The different levels of fertiliser inputs allowed vary significantly between RDPs, even within 
Member States, as do the detailed requirements surrounding their use (including the scale, 
type of land and dates at which they can be applied) making the comparison of maxima and 
minima problematic. In contrast, the level of PPP application is rarely specified, instead 
actions refer to the need to reduce or exclude such inputs reflecting the more varied and 
site-specific use of PPPs. Requirements for the method of application used also vary. For 
example, to help improve soil and water quality in mainland Finland an additional top-up 

                                                      
15 Limits to/appropriate regimes, or the ban of fertilisers, PPPs, or lime (six actions), and the ban on growth 

regulators (one action).   
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agri-environment payment is available which requires the more accurate spreading of 
fertilisers on arable land, whereas in olive groves in Greece the manual application of 
herbicides is required. 

3.2.4 Soil cover 

Management actions to increase soil cover, particularly over winter months, form the third 
most common category of actions used within agri-environment schemes and apply to 
arable and permanent crop systems. Four distinct actions were identified which require 
varying levels of cover to soil to be provided and include green cover in permanent crops 
(for example Umbria, Italy), green or vegetative cover on cropped land (for example 
Poland), mulching regime (for example, Campania, Italy, and the retention of over winter 
stubbles (for example, Lithuania) (Annex 2). Soil cover has been distinguished from crop 
management actions for the purposes of this study because, although it takes place on 
cropped land, the focus is more on covering and protecting soil rather than on the 
management of the crop itself. However, because of this close association crop and soil 
management actions are often found in packages of actions together. In many cases the 
various forms of soil cover are packages or actions in their own right with more specific 
details of the management required.  
 
The most common requirement of all these actions is a specified period of the year during 
which soil cover should be in place. For arable crops this is usually over the winter months 
starting in late September and continuing until late March early April of the following year, 
at which point the cover can be ploughed or removed. Where cover is required under 
permanent crops the implementation dates can be much longer for example in Aragón, 
Spain, natural vegetation under permanent crops should be maintained from 1 June to 28 
February.  

3.2.5 Soil management 

Soil management actions are found in 56 RDPs. Five types of action are included within this 
category, which is aimed specifically at the management and protection of soil under arable, 
grassland and permanent crop systems. These are specific tillage regimes, no tillage, erosion 
prevention strips, run off furrows, and the requirement to plough-in crops. In contrast to 
the inclusion of such actions in a large number of agri-environment schemes within the EU-
15, they are not widely represented in the EU-12 being absent from seven of these RDPs.  
 
The most widely represented actions in this category relate to no tillage (25 RDPs) or 
specific tillage regimes (40 RDPs). Tillage regime is used here to describe a range of actions 
where the management interacts with soil structure, for example ploughing, direct drilling 
of crops and rolling.  Given the variety of different tillage regimes that can be used, the way 
in which these actions are implemented differs considerably in different regions. Common 
examples include the requirement to plough along the contour of sloping land in Murcia, 
Spain, or limits to cultivation depth in England (Annex 2). The prohibition of tillage under the 
Ψƴƻ ǘƛƭƭŀƎŜΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴƧǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƎǊŀǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƳƛ-
natural forage where certain temporary grasslands may not be ploughed between certain 
dates, for example for the protection of birds in Poland (Annex 2).  
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3.2.6 Buffer strips 

Buffer strips is a category of two types of management action and is found in 52 RDPs, 
predominantly on arable land, and evenly distributed between the EU-12 and EU-15. Buffer 
strips is can limit the damaging effects of nutrient run-off and soil erosion on neighbouring 
habitats or features, and also help to protect biodiversity resources. A clear distinction is 
made between riparian buffer strips for aquatic features such as natural watercourses or 
ditches, and non-riparian buffer strips for features such as hedgerows. This category does 
not include the creation of strips or patches for wildlife, whose main purpose is to provide 
biodiversity benefits and which are often sown with specific types of plants to attract 
particular species, and where the restrictions on management go beyond that needed for 
protection from fertilisers and pesticides.  
 
The absence of buffer strips in certain RDPs16 could be due to several reasons, for example 
the use of alternative actions to reduce nutrient and PPP leaching and spreading (for 
example limiting or prohibiting inputs), and will depend on the Member State or region 
concerned. In addition, there may be other reasons for their absence, for example where 
requirements for buffer strips are part of the reference level.  
 
Buffer strips are commonly found grouped in packages with actions related to soil and water 
protection (such as in Greece). Different types of buffer strip may be grouped together in 
packages entirely focussed on buffer strips (such as in Wallonia, Belgium), or may form part 
of a wider package of actions (such as in Estonia) (Annex 2). The required width of buffer 
strips varies considerably between regions, with minimum widths ranging from 0.5m in 
Greece to 10m in Denmark, and maximum widths from 20m in Denmark up to 60m in 
Sweden. The most common range is between two and 10 metres.  

3.2.7 Crop management 

Twelve different types of actions have been identified that relate specifically to crop 
management. They are applicable to cropped land, including permanent crops, and include 
specified rotations (including the use of legumes and fallow), harvesting restrictions and 
pruning regimes (permanent crops). Soil management and input management are not 
included within this category as they can also refer to grassland and have been identified as 
separate categories. 
 
Crop management actions are found widely within agri-environment schemes (50 RDPs) 
both across the EU-12 (8 RDPs) and the EU-15 (42 RDPs). Despite this wide coverage their 
occurrence can vary within Member States, for example only six of the 21 Italian RDPs 
include crop management actions, although this may be explained by the inclusion in these 
RDPs of integrated production (not covered by this study) or other categories of 
management such as soil cover (for example winter stubbles, green cover), soil 
management (for example mulching or run off furrows) and input management actions. The 
most common action in the crop management category relates to crop rotations, found in 

                                                      
16 Bulgaria, Cyprus, Hungary, Slovenia, Austria, Germany (Brandenburg and Berlin, Baden Württemberg, 

Hamburg, Rhineland Pfalz, Sachsen-Anhalt, Saarland, Schleswig Holstein), Spain (Andalucía, Astoria, Balearic 
Islands, Cantabria, Castilla y Leon, Extremadura, Galicia), France, Italy (Abruzzo, Calabria, Campania, Liguria, 
Marche, Puglia, Valle d'Aosta), and the Netherlands. 
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agri-environment schemes in 27 RDPs. Commonly the requirement is for between three and 
five crop types in the rotation but this can range from two (for example Portugal) to six (for 
example Thüringen, Germany) (Annex 2). Rotations are most commonly required for cereal 
crops, for example in Bavaria, Germany, but can also apply to vegetable crops such as 
potatoes in Cyprus. A separate action identified in 17 RDPs requires the inclusion of legumes 
within crop rotations, often requiring a minimum area to be covered. However the areas 
quoted do not always use comparable types of land for example five per cent of the rotated 
area (Bavaria, Germany) to 10 per cent of the cultivated area (Andalucía, Spain). Both types 
of crop rotation are found in packages with other types of management particularly soil 
management, input management, and soil cover, although some packages focus exclusively 
on establishing or maintaining diverse crop rotations for example in Bavaria and Thüringen, 
Germany (Annex 2). 

3.2.8 Landscape Feature Management 

Actions aimed specifically at the protection and maintenance of landscape features, occur in 
more than half (47) of all continental EU RDPs and are relevant to all farming systems. Their 
distribution is equally widespread across new and old Member States (six and 41 RDPs 
respectively). In most cases the RDPs make a clear distinction between actions that focus on 
aquatic features, for example ditches and small ponds, and those which focus on non-
aquatic features such as stonewalls, hedgerows, or isolated trees. Of the two types, the 
latter are found in more RDPs, 45 in comparison to 26 for aquatic features.  
 
These actions are delivered, either in packages focussed entirely on the management of 
landscape features (for example Wallonia (Belgium) and Latvia) or as part of a package of 
which has a broader range of objectives and includes other types of management action 
such as grazing densities on grassland, limits to fertiliser application and restrictions on 
tillage (for example Austria and Slovenia) (Annex 2).  
 
In managing landscape features the farmer may be required to carry out management 
between certain dates, in keeping with the style traditional to the local landscape, perform 
pruning and thinning, limit or refrain from the use of PPPs and fertilisers, or simply 
ΨƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴΩ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǉǳirements varies between 
RDPs and by the type of feature being managed, however there are some commonalities. 
For example it is common to find restrictions on pruning or cutting hedgerows during the 
bird breeding period of late spring and early summer (Annex 2).  

3.2.9 Management for wildlife 

This category includes three types of management actions found predominantly in arable 
farming systems and aimed specifically at providing food, nesting, and breeding areas for 
wildlife. Present in agri-environment schemes in just under half of all RDPs, they occur 
predominantly in EU-15 with only three occurrences in EU-1217. This may reflect the longer 
history of agri-environment development in the old Member States. The category excludes 
other actions that also may benefit wildlife but which fall within other categories, such as 
restricted management dates or cutting regimes.  

                                                      
17 Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Lithuania 
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Management actions for wildlife commonly occur only on small areas of the overall holding, 
but the size of area over which the specified management is required varies between RDPs. 
For example where strips of land are managed for wildlife, usually at the edge of a field, 
they range between a minimum of six metres wide (for example in England, UK) and a 
maximum of 30 metres (such as in Flanders, Belgium). Some strips are required within the 
field rather than at the field edge, such as beetle banks in England, and can be as narrow as 
two metres in width. In some cases, for example in Austria, a minimum proportion of the 
holding must be managed for wildlife as opposed to a minimum width of strip. 
 
Although these management actions also appear in packages of measures in different 
regions, there do not appear to be any particular trends in the types of actions that they are 
associated with. As with buffer strips, these actions can be the focus of a package in their 
own right. In such cases, they are clearly targeted at delivering biodiversity objectives and in 
some cases directed at specific species, for example Skylarks (Alauda arvensis) in England or 
more generically at taxa as a whole, such as flowering plants and invertebrates in 
Mecklenburg Vorpommern, Germany (Annex 2). 

3.2.10 Land out of production 

The category of land out of production covers two actions that require a significant area of 
land either to be taken or maintained out of production for a significant period of time, 
usually longer than one year, but typically between two and five years. This is one of the 
categories that is least represented within agri-environment schemes, appearing without 
any significant pattern in only 19 RDPs, all of which are in the EU-1518, with the exception of 
Bulgaria. This category does not include actions for taking smaller areas of land out of 
production, for example strips or patches for wildlife, or rotational fallow, as these are 
covered in the management for wildlife and crop management categories respectively.  
 
Farmers are usually restricted from carrying out certain operations on land taken or 
maintained out of production. These vary, for example in Greece farmers are required to 
carry out no agricultural practices, whereas in Toscana (Italy) the farmer can mow once in 
spring and again during the summer but cannot use fertilisers or PPPs, or graze or work the 
land. In Bulgaria the area out of production must be continuous (non-fragmented) and must 
have a one metre wide strip around perimeter that should be ploughed two or three times a 
year (but not between March and July) to prevent spread of weeds into adjacent crops. In 
some cases certain practices are voluntary, for example in Castilla y León (Spain), farmers 
can use 50 per cent of the land out of production to plant a legume seed mixture for the 
purposes of providing food for birds. These legumes cannot be harvested but can be 
ploughed back in to help improve soil functionality.   
 
Actions within this category are found predominantly in arable and grassland systems 
although there are instances where they are used in permanent crop systems. For example, 
in order to improve soil health (functionality) in wine growing areas in Austria, farmers are 

                                                      
18 Austria, Germany (Bavaria, Niedersachsen and Bremen, Rhineland Pfalz, Saarland), Greece, Spain (Basque 

Country, Castilla la Mancha, Castilla y León, Navarra), France, Ireland, Italy (Emilia Romagna, Toscana, 
Umbria, Venetto) and UK (Wales). 
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required to remove vines from the area but must maintain green cover on the remaining 
land all year round. Taking or maintaining land out of production is commonly carried out to 
improve soil functionality, water quality (for example Greece) or to benefit biodiversity (for 
example Bulgaria) (Annex 2). The packages in which these types of actions are found can 
also include (but not necessarily on the same area of land) reduced or no fertiliser 
application, creation of buffer strips, cutting regimes and crop rotations.  
 
The area of land to be taken or maintained out of production is difficult to compare 
between RDPs as this is sometimes quoted as a percentage of the holding or cropped area 
and sometimes in hectares. Where comparable values exist it is common for RDPs to require 
between three and ten per cent of the holding to be taken or maintained out of production. 
However these proportions do vary considerably, from a minimum of two per cent of the 
farm19 in Ireland, to a minimum of 25 per cent in Greece. The figure quoted for Greece is 
particularly high and refers specifically to irrigable land in sensitive areas for nitrates20.  

3.2.11 Training 

Beyond the land management activities found in agri-environment schemes, some schemes 
also require the farmer to attend training and education courses to help with 
implementation and understanding of the environmental management required. Provision 
for training is more usually supported under Axis 1, and this is not a commonly used 
category of agri-environment action, found in only 12 RDPs21. Only one of these is in the EU-
12 (Slovenia), which has 14 packages containing this action. 
 
Training within agri-environment schemes can be related to any or all of the environmental 
objectives of the scheme. It always forms part of a wider package of actions and is found, 
for example within packages addressing water pollution, management for wildlife and crop 
rotations, or it may provide a more general introduction to environmental management. In 
Ireland training is a compulsory requirement that must be carried out along with 11 other 
compulsory packages of actions (Annex 2).  
 
Beyond the number of hours that must be spent in training, details of what the training will 
entail are not made explicit within the description of the agri-environment schemes in the 
RDPs, although this can be inferred from the focus of the other actions included within the 
package. The commitment to training ranges from an average of two hours a year in 
Luxembourg (during the first three years of a five year agreement) to four hours a year in 
Slovenia (20 hours over the five year agreement) (Annex 2). In some cases, for example 
Ireland, the link between the requirement for training and the provision for its financing 
under Axis 1 is highlighted, although this is not the norm. 

                                                      
19 In the case of tillage (arable) farmers or three per cent of the farm in the case of grassland farmers. 

20 The requirement on farmers is to take out of production a minimum of 25 per cent of potentially irrigable 
land and carry out no farming operations for the duration of the agreement. 

21 Finland, France (Corsica), Germany (Niedersachsen and Bremen and Nordrhein-Westfalen), Ireland, Italy 
(Bolzano), Luxembourg, Slovenia, Spain (Extremadura, Catalunya, and Navarra), and the UK (Northern 
Ireland) 
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3.3 How management actions are packaged within agri-environment programmes  

Having considered the different categories of entry-level management actions included 
within agri-environment schemes across the 81 continental RDPs this section examines how 
entry-level management actions are combined within different agri-environment schemes, 
and how these combinations are used.  

3.3.1 Grouping of actions 

Although entry-level management actions have been identified and discussed individually 
for the purposes of analysis in this study, in reality they are commonly presented within 
agri-environment schemes in groups or packages of actions. The way in which actions are 
grouped together differs considerably between Member States and regions in terms of the 
number and purpose of different packages, the range and number of different types of 
management actions and the terminology used22,23. More detail on how schemes are 
structured and implemented can be found in Chapter 5.  
 
Two broad types of package can be identified: 

¶ Thematic packages designed to address specific issues such as the prevention of soil 
erosion or the management of particular environmental features such as traditional 
field boundaries. For example, in Åland (Finland), a thematic package of actions 
aimed at reducing fertilisation rates requires the farmer to limit the level of nitrogen 
fertiliser and manure applied to the land, keep records of different practices and 
establish an input management plan. 

¶ General packages designed to address a number of different issues such as 
ΨŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΩ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜment actions 
may be implemented in different locations across the farm in order to achieve these 
aims. For example, in Austria, a general package of actions aimed at the 
Ψenvironmentally-ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀǊŀōƭŜ ƭŀƴŘΩ requires the farmer to limit 
fertiliser application, use crop rotations, implement strips or patches for wildlife on 
at least two per cent of the area, maintain landscape features, and keep records. 

 
The way in which actions are packaged together not only affects their potential to deliver 
against certain objectives but also the relative level of investment (time and/or effort) 
required by the farmer. For example a package that contains only three actions carried out 
in the same location may require less effort than a package that contains six actions which 
must be carried out in different locations across the holding.  
 
In some cases entry-level management actions are grouped together in packages with 
higher-level actions. For example in Andalucía, under the basic commitments for the 
sustainable management of dehesas, tree planting (considered in this study to be higher-
level management) is included alongside actions relating to grazing regimes, restrictions on 
PPP use, scrub control, the establishment of a management plan and keeping records. 
Entry-level management actions are also sometimes conditional elements of higher-level 
management such as in England (UK) where participation in the entry--level agri-

                                                      
22 In RDPs groupings may be called schemes, sub-schemes or packages, sometimes with a descriptive title that 

signals the aims. We have chosen to use packaging as a consistent term.   

23 There are also differences in payment structure that are examined for the case study RDPs in Chapter 5. 
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environment scheme is almost invariably a condition of applying for the higher-level 
scheme.  
 
In a few cases, entry-level management actions are not packaged together in separate 
schemes but instead are presented as a menu from which the farmer can choose (Box 3.1). 
The choice of actions for an individual farm may be influenced by advice and scheme 
guidance. 
 
Box 3.1: Example of the menu based approach used in England, UK  

! ƳŜƴǳ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŀƎǊƛ-environment sub scheme Entry Level 
Stewardship (ELS). Under ELS, a wide range of different management actions are available 
for a farmer to choose, from the creation of infield patches for wildlife to the maintenance 
of hedgerows or the provision of over-winter stubbles. Although such actions are not 
packaged together they are presented thematically whereby similar actions are listed 
together. This design, in combination with a significant amount of scheme literature, is 
intended to help farmers choose actions that are most environmentally suitable for their 
specific situation but it does not restrict their final choice, which simply has to meet a points 
threshold. All management actions are allocated a certain level of points per hectare and 
the farmer must choose a combination of actions to meet their total points threshold, which 
is linked to the area of the holding). 

3.3.2 Degree of choice available to farmers 

In addition to the difference in structure and targeting of packages, the degree of choice 
available to the farmer also differs in terms of which packages or groups of packages they 
are permitted to select from a scheme or programme, as well as the choice of actions within 
a package. At the scheme or programme level farmers may have a completely free choice of 
packages, may have a free choice but with restrictions where certain combinations of 
packages are required or not allowed, or there may be a requirement to implement a 
certain type or number of packages, but beyond that the farmer can choose. These 
variations are discussed in more detail in the case studies.  
 
Box 3.2: Example of compulsory and optional packages used in Italy  

In the Lazio region of Italy, certain package of actions can be carried out individually, whilst 
others must be done in combination with other packages. Under the scheme to preserve 
and enhance organic matter there are three packages of actions: (1) organic fertiliser; (2) 
catch crops and green manure; and (3) crop rotation. Packages 1 and 3 can be carried out 
individually whereas package 2 must be combined with either package 1 or 3. Under a 
different sub-scheme within the agri-environment programme (Improving the environment 
and conservation of the countryside) there are six different packages of actions that can be 
implemented individually or together. However there is a maximum remuneration (varying 
by crop type) that will be paid irrespective of the number of packages adopted. A similar 
approach is also seen in other regions of Italy for example in Emilia Romagna, and Bolzano.  

 
Once the farmer has chosen a package of management actions, in most cases all actions in a 
package are obligatory, as a condition of payment, but there are some RDPs where farmers 
are offered a choice of actions within the package. This may simply be matching the specific 
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type of crop, soil or feature on the farm to the appropriate actions, or it may be an 
opportunity for the farmer to exercise personal preference (Box 3.2).  
 
Lƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ŎƻƳǇǳƭǎƻǊȅ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ ΨǘƻǇ-up-ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŜƴǘǊȅ-
level or may be at a higher-level. Examples of top-ǳǇǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΩǎ 
environmentally friendly practices scheme (Annex 2) where a number of core actions must 
be implemented for a flat rate payment but other optional actions can be implemented for 
an increased payment. A similar example is also seen in Finland (Chapter 4). 

3.4 Management actions in the RDPs for the outermost regions of the EU 

There are nine outermost regions of the EU (see Box A3.1, Annex 3) only seven of which 
have RDPs. No previous typologies of agri-environment schemes have included them but it 
is interesting to examine the similarities and differences between these seven RDPs and 
those of continental Europe.  
 
Understandably, fewer of the 63 types of management action are represented in this small 
group of RDPs, a consequence of the very different farming systems that occur in these 
areas compared with those of continental Europe. Unlike the continental RDPs, these 
outermost RDPs span a more diverse range of bio-climatic regions including the Caribbean 
(Guadeloupe and Martinique), African (Reunion), Micronesian (Azores, Madeira and 
Canaries), and South American (Guiana).  
 
Figure 3.3: Categories of entry-level management actions in the seven RDPs for the 
outermost regions of the EU 

 
Despite the relatively few types of actions present, 13 of the 15 broad categories of actions 
are represented in some way (Figure 3.3). Two categories, input management and 
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landscape feature management, are common to all of the agri-environment schemes within 
these RDPs. These are also two of the more common categories of actions in the continental 
RDPs. The categories that are not represented within agri-environment schemes in the 
outermost regions are management for wildlife, which given the very different nature of the 
faunal and floral composition of these regions may not be appropriate or necessary, and 
maintaining or taking land out of production. 
 
The management actions tend to have rather different requirements from those in 
continental agri-environment schemes. For example, grazing regimes have marginally higher 
maximum livestock densities than mainland Europe, between two and three LU/ha in 
Guadeloupe, Réunion and French Guiana, but in the Azores and the Canaries the maximum 
livestock density is generally much lower (1.4 LU/ha) although it may be up to 2LU/ha in 
areas receiving particularly high rainfall (80 cm per year). This highlights the dependency of 
carrying capacities on local bio-geographical characteristics.  
 
Interestingly, training features more frequently within these agri-environment schemes, 
present in all three French outer regions (French Guiana, Guadeloupe, Réunion and 
Martinique), despite not being included in the agri-environment scheme for mainland 
France.  
 
Although the RDPs for these regions are based on a common European framework, it is 
interesting to see the differences in crop types reflected in the agri-environment 
requirements. For example, specified rotations in Reunion include pineapples, and soil cover 
in Guadeloupe is part of a package of actions to help improve the environmentally friendly 
farming associated with banana production. 
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4 INTRODUCTION TO CASE STUDIES OF ENTRY-LEVEL AGRI-ENVIRONMENT SCHEMES IN 
SEVEN MEMBER STATES  

The typology and analysis in Chapters 2 and 3 illustrate the range of entry-level 
management actions included within agri-environment schemes in the EU-27 RDPs and their 
potential contribution to key environmental objectives of EU concern. The chapters that 
follow examine in more detail selected entry-level components of agri-environment 
schemes from ten RDPs across seven Member States (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, 
France, Italy, Poland and the UK). These were chosen to represent a diversity of farm 
structures, environmental problems and opportunities, bio-physical and policy contexts, and 
include both old (EU-15) and new (EU-12) Member States. For the latter agri-environment 
implementation is relatively new and their farming sector is still in the process of phasing in 
other CAP policies. 
 
The information for the case studies has been derived from the most recent versions of the 
RDPs (available in early 2011), environmental and agricultural information from non-RDP 
sources, interviews with key experts, and relevant national literature. 

4.1 The environmental focus of the case study entry-level schemes and their coherence 
with regional environmental priorities 

The environmental priorities addressed by agri-environment schemes will of course differ 
from one RDP to another, but it should be possible to identify a clear link between EU and 
territorial environmental priorities and the design and focus of entry-level schemes. The 
extent to which these links were clear varied considerably in the seven case study countries. 
 
One common theme was the use of agri-environment schemes to improve the protection 
and management of soils and the reduction of diffuse pollution, with a particular focus on 
Nitrate Vulnerable Zones (NVZs). In Bulgaria the Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) highlights the 
problem of environmental pollution related to intensive agricultural activities, which have 
led to high levels of nitrates in ground and surface waters. The crop rotation scheme 
contributes to water quality improvement by reducing the risk of soil erosion and nitrate 
leaching from arable land, with priority given to applicants within the NVZs (68 per cent of 
the agricultural land). The scheme to control soil erosion in Bulgaria operates within the 
context of a risk of water or wind erosion on 24 per cent of agricultural land. In the Czech 
Republic arable farming in fertile areas (usually lowlands) is rather intensive both in terms of 
machinery and input use and there are few landscape features for wildlife. Soil erosion is a 
significant problem, mostly by water but also by wind in some regions, with a significant 
area of arable land on slopes at severe risk of water erosion. Most Czech farms are mixed, 
and the conversion to grassland of areas of arable land particularly susceptible to erosion 
has been supported by public funding since the mid 1990s. By 2006 there had been an 
increase of 150,000 ha in the area of grassland over the whole territory, and this erosion 
control scheme continues to be a priority within the current agri-environment 
programme24. In Poland soil erosion is a significant risk in some areas and more than half 

                                                      
24 The current scheme in the Czech Republic is targeted at those parts of land parcels at greatest risk of 

erosion and includes grassland creation in riparian zones, and it is considered within this study as an entry-
level management action. 
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the arable land has reduced levels of soil organic matter. The quality of surface and ground 
water is rather poor, and reducing pollution from agricultural sources and improving rural 
sanitation is a priority. In the UK resource protection issues have recently become more 
prominent within the policy agenda, and several new options for soil and water 
conservation have been introduced in England since 2005. 
 
In Finland the agri-environment programme plays a central role in national environmental 
and conservation policy and provides the major source of funding for the protection of 
surface and marine waters from agricultural run-off. This is a key environmental priority 
because the Baltic Sea is an enclosed sea basin with poor water exchange, and inland waters 
in Finland are mostly oligotrophic (nutrient poor) and very susceptible to damage from 
pollution. There is a demanding government target to reduce pollution loads from 
agricultural run-off over a ten year period25 and the national agri-environment programme 
is the main tool identified to achieve this, with the entry-level element of the basic agri-
environment scheme focused on water protection, targeting broad non-point sources of 
agricultural run-off. The related higher-level options are used to address localised sources of 
pollution and specific locations (such as land near water bodies). 
 
Entry-level agri-environment schemes in Bulgaria have a strong biodiversity focus, and this 
objective is addressed through both entry-level and higher-level schemes in the Czech 
Republic, Poland and the UK. In Finland, biodiversity conservation objectives are covered 
mainly by the higher-level schemes (with the exception of a recently introduced compulsory 
Ψenvironmental fallowΩ requirement within the entry level scheme). In Bulgaria the three 
entry-level elements focussed specifically on HNV farmland and traditional farming systems 
reflect both the current extent of these land uses and their importance in delivering 
government objectives for nature conservation and protection of existing environmental 
assets. The BAP 2005-2010 identifies a range of issues and priorities linked to agriculture, 
which include the problem of abandonment of traditional agricultural activities (livestock 
breeding) in mountain and semi-mountain areas, leading to loss of habitats and biodiversity.  
 
Poland is rich in biodiversity, with a large range of habitats and a mosaic agricultural 
landscape structure, and the protection of habitats and traditional rural landscapes relies 
upon extensive farming. About 45 different types of semi-natural grasslands are managed as 
meadows and pastures, mostly in the lowlands in depressions and river valleys, and 10.5 per 
cent of agricultural land retains semi-natural characteristics. Linked to this, the agri-
environment priority for protecting biodiversity in rural areas in Poland is focussed on 
maintaining existing natural resources in good condition and avoiding the environmental 
effects of intensification or abandonment of agricultural land, rather than being focussed on 
extensification of agricultural production. 

                                                      
25 In 2006 the Finnish Government made a decision-in-principle setting out Water Protection Policy Outlines to 

2015. The most important objective is to reduce nutrient pollution. A target has been set to reduce 
agricultural nutrient loads by at least a third of their average level over the years 2001 - 2005 by 2015. 
Furthermore, the EU Water Framework Directive and the national Act for Arrangement of Water 
Management require that the condition of surface water and groundwater shall not be allowed to decline 
and the status of these waters should at least be good. 
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In England (UK) the entry-level component of the agri-environment scheme is seen as the 
primary vehicle for addressing specific objectives for biodiversity conservation in the wider 
countryside, while the higher-level scheme is focussed on more localised biodiversity 
priorities. At entry-level there is a particular emphasis on farmland birds which have for 
some years been the subject of a UK Government biodiversity indicator and annual 
monitoring26. This indicator tracks the population levels of widely distributed birds that are 
ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻƴ ŦŀǊƳƭŀƴŘ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜǎ ƛƴ ΨǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘΩ 
farmland species. Another long-standing focus of agri-environment policy in the UK has 
been the conservation of traditional field boundaries, mainly hedges and stone walls, for 
their contribution to landscape and cultural objectives, with entry level management 
focussing on the maintenance of such features in good condition. The agri-environment 
options in Scotland appear to address mainly biodiversity and landscape objectives, with no 
obvious targeting of historic features, resource protection, access, climate change, or flood 
risk objectives as in the England scheme. 
 
The agri-environment programme in France is relevant to the implementation of several of 
the BAPs adopted in 2004. For example, those for agriculture and natural heritage aim inter 
alia to protect and improve biodiversity in rural areas through a territorial approach to the 
improvement of agricultural practices, the use of local and traditional crops and breeds and 
the creation of a green/blue ecological infrastructure in agricultural areas. In the case of 
Italy, the coherence between environmental priorities and entry-level type management in 
the three regional RDPs studied here appears to be less clear than in other Member States, 
perhaps because there is a strong emphasis on support for organic farming and integrated 
production. 

4.2 Structure of the agri-environment programmes in the case study Member States  

In most cases the entry-level actions examined in this study lie within an overall agri-
environment framework that includes both other entry-level actions and higherςlevel 
actions, but the architecture and complexity of the schemes vary considerably, as does the 
way in which entry-level actions are focussed on single or multiple objectives and are 
subsequently packaged, targeted and delivered. 
 
The type of entry-level schemes or management actions in the seven Member States 
selected for more detailed study are summarised in Table 4.1 and the structure and content 
of the agri-environment programmes from which these examples are drawn is described in 
the Member State summaries below. Information is provided on target uptake where this is 
available at the level of detail required. However, in many RDPs the target uptake is 
expressed for the whole agri-environment programme, not individual packages of actions, 
or is quantified in terms of land contributing to specific objectives where the support is 
delivered by a combination of agri-environment management actions with multiple 
objectives.  

                                                      
26 http://archive.defra.gov.uk/evidence/statistics/environment/wildlife/kf/wdkf03.htm (accessed 17 June 

2011) 

http://archive.defra.gov.uk/evidence/statistics/environment/wildlife/kf/wdkf03.htm
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Table 4.1: Agri-environment schemes and management actions selected for further study  
case study Bulgaria Czech Republic  Finland France Italy Poland United Kingdom 

entry-level agri-environment scheme structure 

 separate 
schemes 

separate 
schemes 

standard package of 
6 compulsory actions 

separate schemes separate schemes  separate schemes self-selected package 
(England); separate 
schemes (Scotland) 

national or regional 
RDPs selected for 
study 

national national national national 3 regions out of 21: 
Lazio, Lombardia 
and Campania) 

national 2 regions out of 4: 
England (En) and 
Scotland (Sc) 

ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ϵκƘŀ 
for entry-level 
schemes selected for 
study 

27 to 155 
per ha 

75 to 374 per ha 
managed 

93 or 107 whole 
farm, plus 170 or 300 
for area managed as 
Ψset-ŀǎƛŘŜΩ 

32 to 76 per ha 
managed, total 
payment per farm 
capped  

48 to 450 per ha 
managed, some 
payments reduced 
for larger areas 

84 to 573 per ha 
managed, 
payments 
degressive with 
farm size 

38 whole farm (En); 2 
to 592 for area 
managed, total per 
farm capped by farm 

size (Sc) 27 

types of agri-environment management actions in schemes selected for study 

grassland 
management 

*  *   *  *  *  *  

semi-natural forage 
management  

*      *  *  

crop rotation *    *  *  *   

buffer strips  *  *  *    *  *  

management plans    *   *   *  

fertilisers and 
PPP(crops) 

  *  *  *  *   

landscape features    *  *    *  

taking land out of 
production 

  *     *  

soil management      *    

soil cover  *  *    *  *   

                                                      
27 Payment data for the UK throughout the report have been converted from GBP, using a notional exchange rate of £1=1.25 euros (as used in Annexes to 2007-13 RDP for 

England) 
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4.2.1 Czech Republic 

Entry-level actions reviewed: management of meadows and pastures: and two sub-schemes 
targeted at soil protection, conversion of arable to grassland and cover crops. 
 
The Czech agri-environment programme is structured around three themes. The 
environmentally friendly farming theme is entirely entry-level but the other two, for 
grassland management and arable management, include both entry-level and higher-level 
elements, as shown in Table 4.2, with the entry-level components selected for further study 
indicated by shading. 

Table 4.2: Agri-environment schemes in the Czech Republic 

Level Scheme Target 

 A 
 
A1 
A2 

Environmentally friendly farming 
methods 
Organic farming 
Integrated farming 

310,000 ha of 3,515,000 ha 
 
283,100 ha of 3,209,898 ha  
26,900 ha of 305,102 ha 

Entry level B Grassland maintenance  

B1 Meadows   

B7 Pastures  

Higher level B2 Mesophilic and hygrophilic meadows 
(12 options of management) 

 

B3 Mountain and xerophilous meadows 
(12 options of management) 

 

B4 Permanently waterlogged and 
peatland meadows (four options, 
nationwide but geographically 
targeted) 

680,000 ha of 900,000 ha 

B5 Bird habitats on grassland ς wader 
nesting site (designated) 

 

B6 Bird habitats on grassland ς corncrake 
nesting site (designated) 

 

B8 Species rich pastures  

B9 Dry steppe grasslands and heathlands 
(four options) 

 

Entry-level C Arable management for resource 
protection and biodiversity 

 
 
300,000 ha of 2,600,000 ha C1 Conversion of arable to grassland (4 

options) 

C2 Cover crops 

Higher-level C3 Wildlife strips 

Source: own table based Czech Republic case study 

 
Most Czech grassland is managed extensively (in the sense of inputs used) but using 
advanced machinery appropriate to the large parcel and farm sizes in the Republic. The two 
grassland entry-level schemes studied, for meadows (B1) and pastures (B7), support 
extensive grassland management that aims to limit the risks of both intensification and 
underuse, and are targeted at grassland where no priority habitats have been identified. 
The seven higher-level grassland schemes are targeted at specific priority grassland habitat 
types or groups of habitats (often at risk of abandonment), with management actions 
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defined as appropriate. For the higher- level schemes B4, B5, B6 and B9 farmers can see the 
eligible habitat areas identified on their LPIS maps. There is no differentiation between 
entry-level and higher-level targets for the grassland schemes, which collectively have a 
target uptake of 680,000 ha (75 per cent of the eligible area for all the grassland schemes).  
 
The entry-level scheme for the conversion of arable land to grassland (C1) comprises four 
packages of management actions for different types of conversion: to grassland; to 
grassland along water bodies; to grassland using a regional seed mixture; and to grassland 
using regional seed mixture along water bodies. The scheme for cover crops (C2) is designed 
to address both soil degradation and nutrient loss on land designated as NVZs (two million 
ha, almost 48 per cent of agricultural land), mostly in arable farming areas. The target 
uptake for all three arable schemes (both entry-level and higher-level) is 300,000 ha. 

4.2.2 Bulgaria 

Entry-level actions reviewed: HNV grasslands; crop rotations; soil erosion control. 
 
Bulgaria has had very limited experience of implementing agri-environment schemes. 
Although the pilot regional schemes were designed as long ago as 1998, the first pilot 
SAPARD agri-environment schemes only opened to farmers in late 2006. The current 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ ΨǎǘŀƴŘŀƭƻƴŜΩ ŜƴǘǊȅ-level schemes without associated higher-level 
schemes or management actions28. It consists of five entry-level schemes each comprising 
one or two packages, which can in some cases be combined. These are set out in Table 4.3, 
with the entry-level components selected for further study indicated by shading. 

Table 4.3: Agri-environment schemes in Bulgaria  

Level Scheme  Target 

Entry-level 
 

Horizontal and zonal 
 

Organic farming: 

¶ organic farming (OF) 

¶ organic apiculture  

 

Traditional livestock breeding: 

¶ local breeds (LB1) 

¶ mountain pastoralism (LB2) 

 

Restoration and management of HNV farmlands:  

¶ on undergrazed HNV grasslands (HNV1) 200,000 ha 

¶ on overgrazed HNV grasslands (HNV2) 
(these two grassland schemes have since been merged) 

¶ on arable lands in IBAs (HNV4) 

Soil and water protection: 

¶ crop rotation (SW1) 

 
10,000 ha 
90,000 ha ¶ soil erosion control (SW2) 

Landscape features: 

¶ maintenance of traditional orchards (LF3) 

 
 
11,000 ha 

Source: own table based on Bulgaria case study  

 

                                                      
28 In the context of Bulgarian agriculture organic farming and traditional livestock breeding can be considered 

as entry-level because they are aimed at supporting existing farming systems under threat.  
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The undergrazed grassland scheme (HNV1) as well as the scheme for mountain pastoralism 
(LB2) are intended to address the risk to biodiversity and habitats from abandonment of 
traditional livestock farming. During the preparation of the RDP in 2007, the total area of 
the parcels of permanent pasture identified as high nature value (HNV) farmland covered as 
much as 1,138,981 ha29. The impact target area under this scheme is 200,000 ha, equivalent 
to approximately 17 per cent of the area initially identified as HNV permanent pastures. The 
schemes for and water and soil protection are targeted by prioritising applications from 
NVZs and municipalities with moderate to severe erosion problems, respectively. 

4.2.3 Finland  

Entry-level actions reviewed: basic management scheme of six compulsory packages 
 
The agri-environment programme in Finland is based around an entry-level basic 
management scheme of six compulsory packages of management actions which all 
beneficiaries implement, plus an additional option which applicants choose from a 
supplementary menu (some of these build directly on the compulsory elements, for 
example more restrictive fertiliser requirements). The entry-level scheme is a mix of 
different types of management actions collectively focussed on reducing diffuse pollution; it 
is targeted at 93 per cent of farmers and 98 per cent of arable land and accounts for 88 per 

cent of total agri-environment expenditure in Finland (2009 figures30). The remainder of the 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ-level 
management actions, some of them horizontal (for example organic farming), others zonal 
or targeted (for example long-term grass crops on arable land with peaty soils). These are 
set out in Table 4.4, with the entry-level components selected for further study indicated by 
shading. 

Table 4.4: Agri-environment schemes in Finland 

Level Scheme  Packages of management actions Target 

Entry-level 

horizontal 

 

Basic scheme - 
compulsory section 

Environmental planning and monitoring of 
farm practices  
9ǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ΨŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŦŀƭƭƻǿΩ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻƴ р-
15% of the land  
Fertilisation of arable crops 
Fertilisation of horticultural crops 
Headlands and buffer strips 
Maintenance of biodiversity and landscape 
 

98 % of arable 
land 
 
93% of 
farmers 

 
Basic scheme - additional 
options  

Reduced fertilisation 
Plant cover  
Crop diversification  
Extensive grassland 
Catch crops  
Horticultural options 

 

                                                      
29 Bulgarian RDP version 4, July 2010 

30 Based on 2009 data (Aakkula et al, 2010)  
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Medium-level  

and higher-level  

zonal and/or 

targeted 

 

Special options  Organic farming  
Local breeds and crops 
Riparian zones  
Wetlands 
Groundwater 
Water management, habitat management  
Grass on peatland arable soils 

 

Source: own table based Finland case study 

 

4.2.4 France 

Entry-level actions studied: extensive grazing systems; diversification of arable crop 
rotations 
 
The national programme of the 2007-13 RDP, the Plan de développement rural hexagonal 
(PDRH) consists of the nine agri-environment schemes shown in Table 4.5, of which two are 
national schemes, six are regional but not zoned (the scheme specifications are national but 
it is delivered locally) and one scheme is completely regional, with a different menu of 
actions for each region and farm and applied in specific zones. Three of these schemes are 
entry-level. Of these, the two national schemes for extensive grazing systems and 
diversification of arable crop rotations have been selected for further study and are 
indicated by shading in Table 4.5. 
 

Table 4.5: Agri-environment schemes in France 

Level Territorial coverage Schemes 

 

National 

Scheme A - extensive grazing systems 

E
n

tr
y-

le
ve

l 

Scheme B - diversification of arable crop rotations 

Regional but not zoned 

Scheme C ς low input mixed crops and livestock fodder system  

H
ig

h
e

r-l
e

ve
l 

Scheme D - conversion to organic farming 

Scheme E - maintenance of organic farming 

Scheme F ς protection of endangered breeds 

Scheme G ς Conservation of endangered plant resources 

Scheme H ς Enhancing the potential of honeybee pollination for 

biodiversity conservation31  

Regional and zoned 

Scheme I - Territorial agri-environment schemes: 
I.1 - Natura 2000 issue; 
I.2 - Water Framework Directive issues; 
I.3 - other environmental issues. 

Source: own table based on France case study 

 

                                                      
31 This scheme is close to the reference level and therefore considered to be entry-level (apiculture is one of 

the entry-level categories in the typology), and in France it is available only in specific areas within each 
region 
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The aim of the extensive grazing scheme is to stabilise grassland management in areas 
threatened by abandonment and to maintain environmentally friendly production methods, 
encouraging reduced levels of nitrogen fertiliser use, longer grassland rotations and 
protection of biodiversity features. The scheme to diversify crop rotations is aimed at 
reducing the need to use plant protection products by creating a longer interval before a 
crop returns to the same plot (and thus disrupting the cycle of crop-specific pests); an 
additional objective is limiting run-off by planting a more varied range of crops. 

4.2.5 Italy 

Entry-level actions reviewed in four groups from three different RDPs: crop rotation, cover 
crops, minimum tillage, reduction of fertiliser; increase organic component of arable soil; 
maintain permanent meadows; maintain permanent pasture. 
 
In Italy the RDPs are programmed and implemented by 21 regional governments within the 
framework of the National Strategy for Rural Development. Three have been examined in 
depth: Lombardia, Lazio and Campania in North, Central and Southern Italy respectively. 
These regions represent the varied bio-geographic, agricultural and environmental context 
of agri-environment schemes in the Italian regions; the agricultural characteristics of the 
three regions are shown in Table 4.6. Agri-environment schemes account for around a 
quarter of the total programmed RDP expenditure in Lombardia (27 per cent) and Lazio (25 
per cent), while in Campania the proportion is just 12 per cent. 

Table 4.6: Agricultural characteristics of the three Italian regions 

Region Farming types Intensity of management Farm 
structure 

 Arable 
land % 
UAA 

Permanent 
pasture 
and 
meadows 
%UAA 

Permanent 
crops % 
UAA 

Grazing 
livestock 
(% of all 
LSU) 
2007 

Livestock 
density 
index 
(LSU/100 
ha of 
UAA) 
2007 

Irrigated 
area % 
UAA 
2007 

Spending 
on crop 
inputs 
όϵκƘŀ 
UAA) 
2007 

Average 
farm size 
(ha/ 
holding) 

Lombardia 70 27 4 43 279 62  17 

Lazio 48 32 20 89 53 16  7 

Campania 53 20 27 83 81 21  4 

Italy (all) 55 27 18 56 78 21 151 8 

Source: own table based Italy case study 
 
The agri-environment programmes in Italy are not clearly structured into entry-level and 
higher-level schemes, and more than half the agri-environment expenditure is on schemes 
supporting organic farming and integrated farming, which have been excluded from the 
analysis for this study (as explained in Chapter 1). Excluding these, four different types of 
entry-level or equivalent schemes can be identified across Italy, and have been selected for 
further study in the three regions as shown by shading in in Table 4.7. Type 1 is targeted at 
protecting soil and water resources in arable and permanent cropping systems and Type 2 
at using organic fertilisers to increase the levels organic matter in arable soils (and help to 
reduce a surplus of manure and slurry from livestock farms). Types 3 and 4 are applicable 
only to grazing livestock systems, mainly in mountain areas, and are zonally targeted at 
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extensive grassland management for biodiversity and water resource protection - for 
example where there is a risk of land abandonment, in Natura 2000, NVZs and other 
designated or priority areas. 

Table 4.7: Agri-environment schemes in Italy 

Types of entry-level scheme  Application in 21 RDPs in 
Italy 

Uptake in 2009 in RDPs selected for study  
(not targets) 

Lombardia 
(North) 

Lazio 
(Centre) 

Campania 
(South) 

Type 1  
Crop rotation, cover crops, 
minimum tillage, reduction of 
fertiliser 

13 RDPs 30,952 ha 
1,087 

contracts 

2,324 ha 
(contracts 

n.a.) 

3,000 ha 
80 contracts 

Type 2  
Increase organic component of 
arable soil  

8 RDPs  200 ha 
(contracts 

n.a.) 

673 ha 
77 contracts 

Type 3  
Maintain permanent meadows 
(mainly mown) 

All RDPs in Northern Italy, 
some in Central and Southern 

Italy 

22,702 ha 
1.794 

contracts 

  

Type 4  
Maintain permanent pasture 
(grazed) 

  27,000 ha 
720 

contracts 

Note: this table shows selected entry-level schemes/RDPs, not the whole programme, and uptake data for 
2009, not targets (n.a. not available). Source: Mid-Term Evaluation Reports, 2010  

4.2.6 Poland 

Entry-level actions reviewed: sustainable agriculture; extensive management of meadows 
and pastures; undersown catch crop; winter catch crop; summer catch crop; 2m and 5m 
buffer strips (riparian and field margin) 
 
The current RDP is only the second to have been implemented in Poland, and the agri-
environment programme consists of nine agri-environment schemes, all of them available 
across the whole territory. Four of the schemes are entry-level, and five can be considered 
as higher-level, including two targeted at habitats and species (one specifically for Natura 
2000). Many of the schemes have several variants, as shown in Table 4.8 where those 
selected for further study are indicated by shading. 

Table 4.8: Agri-environment schemes in Poland 

LEVEL SCHEME VARIANTS TARGET 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Entry-level  

Sustainable agriculture Sustainable agriculture 6,000 farms  
150,000 ha 

Extensive permanent grassland Extensive management 
of meadows and 
pastures 

190,000 ha 

Soil and water protection Undersown catch crop 100,000 farms  
1 million ha Winter catch crop 

Summer catch crop 

Buffer strips 2 m riparian  200 farms  
650 linear metres 5 m riparian 

2 m field margin 

5 m field margin 
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Higher-level  Protection of species and habitats 
outside Natura 2000 areas 

Ten variants  

Protection of species and habitats 
within Natura 2000 areas 

Ten variants  

Conservation of local crop varieties Four variants  

Conservation of local breeds Four variants  

 Organic farming Twelve variants  

Target for whole AE programme  353,000 farms  
1.5 million ha 

Source: own table based on Poland case study 
 
The entry-level schemes mainly address problems of water pollution and soil degradation, 
as well as biodiversity. The schemes for sustainable agriculture and extensive meadows and 
pasture aim to support extensive management of both arable and grassland, for example by 
nutrient planning, crop rotations, fertiliser and stocking limits. The scheme for soil and 
water protection focusses on maintaining soil cover on arable land throughout the year; the 
buffer strips are unfertilised permanent grassland managed without fertilisers. 

4.2.7 United Kingdom  

Entry-level actions reviewed: hedgerow management; buffer strips; permanent grassland; 
stubbles/post harvest management; soil erosion; tree management; wildlife strips; grazing 
management. 
 
The current programme in England is one of the most complex in the EU, with 67 options in 
the main entry-level scheme, and almost as many again in the higher-level scheme. The 
standard Entry Level Stewardship (ELS) scheme described in Table 4.9 is available to all 
farmers (there is also an organic version with slightly higher payment rates). In the most 
disadvantaged area of the Less Favoured Area (LFA), farmers can choose instead to apply for 
an uplands version of ELS which was launched in 2010. The Higher Level Stewardship (HLS) 
scheme is targeted at specific objectives which vary according to locality, and only those 
applications considered to offer good value for money are accepted. Almost all HLS 
contracts are on land that is already under an ELS agreement (indeed this is a prerequisite in 
the majority of cases), and the relevant management actions in the two schemes are 
designed to complement each other. The overall uptake target for all agri-environment 
schemes in England is 70 per cent of the UAA. The elements of the ELS selected for further 
study are indicated by shading in Table 4.9. 
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Table 4.9:  Agri-environment schemes in England 

Level Scheme Packages of management actions Target 

E
n

tr
y-

le
v
e
l 

 Farm environment record  

 Boundary features (13 options)  

 Trees and woodland (9 options)  

 Historic and landscape features (5 options)  

 Buffer strips (10 options)  

 Arable land (12 options)  

 Range of crop types (2 options)  

Entry Level 

Scheme 

Protect soil and water (4 options)  

(ELS)  
Grassland outside Severely Disadvantaged Areas (13 
options) 

 

 Mixed stocking on grassland   

 Grassland and moorland inside SDAs (6 options)  

H
ig

h
e

r-l
e
v
e
l 

 Boundary features (3 options)  

Higher Level 

Scheme 

(HLS) 

Trees, woodland and scrub (13 options)  

Orchards (4 options)  

Historic and landscape features (6 options)  

Arable land (7 options)  

Protect soil and water (5 options)  

Grassland (16 options)  

Moorland and upland rough grazing (8 options)  

Access (9 options)  

Lowland heathland (5 options)  

Inter-tidal and coastal (11 options)  

Wetlands (12 options)  

Additional supplements (8 options)  

Target for whole AE programme 2.5 million ha (70% of 
UAA) 
50,000 holdings 

Source: own table based UK case study 

 
In Scotland the structure of the RDP is quite different, in that measures from all three EAFRD 
axes are combined within a single Rural Development Contracts (RDC) scheme, integrating 
Axis 2 agri-environment and forestry payments with the delivery of Axis 1 and Axis 3 
measures. Table 4.10 shows only the agri-environment options, with those selected for 
further study indicated by shading. The RDC scheme offers a menu of entry-level packages 
ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŀȄŜǎΣ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ [ŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎŜǊǎΩ hǇǘƛƻƴǎ ό[ahǎύΣ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ 
higher-level strand of targeted Rural Priorities (RPs) to which entry is competitive, as in 
England. Although this is an integrated scheme, there is no requirement for an RDC contract 
to include any of the agri-environment options. 
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Table 4.10: Agri-environment options within the integrated RDP scheme in Scotland32 

LEVEL SCHEME PACKAGES OF MANAGEMENT ACTIONS TARGET 
E

n
tr

y-
le

v
e
l 

[ŀƴŘ aŀƴƎŜǊǎΩ hǇǘƛƻƴǎ 
(LMO) 

Rush (Juncus) pasture for wildlife  

Summer cattle grazing 

Moorland grazing 

Linear features 

Grass margins and beetle banks in arable fields 

Biodiversity cropping  

Wild bird seed mix/unharvested crop 

Conservation headlands 

Winter stubbles 

Natural regeneration after cereals 

Farm woodlands (2 options) 

Animal welfare  

Organic farming 

H
ig

h
e

r 
le

ve
l 

Rural Priorities (RP) 

Organic farming 

Grassland (9 options) 

Arable (5 options) 

Heathland and peat soils (9 options) 

Wetland (6 options) 

Hedges (2 options) 

Farm woodland and scrub (2 options) 

Habitat and species management (7options) 

Other (3 options) 

Target for whole AE programme 
2 million ha  
4,545 holdings 

Source: own table based on UK case study 

 
The Scottish entry-level scheme also focuses less on strategic environmental policy targets 
than ELS does in England, and appears to consist more of a collection of packages designed 
to address specific issues, although it is worth noting that BAP species are mentioned under 
a number of options in the guidance notes for farmers. Bearing in mind that much of 
{ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŦŀǊƳƭŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŀ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎƛƴƎƭȅ ƘƛƎƘ ǇǊƻportion of 
options that mainly address lowland farming systems (five out of 11, three of which are 
specifically for arable), with only four appropriate for upland livestock farms. 

                                                      
32 Both ǘƘŜ [ah ŀƴŘ wt ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ wǳǊŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ /ƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ 

all three axes of EAFRD within a single scheme. The list shown here includes only the Axis 2 options targeted 
at agricultural management available in 2011 It excludes Axis 1 and Axis 3 options, and forestry options 
other than those for small farm woodlands and wood pastures. Source: 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/farmingrural/SRDP/Land-Managers-Options/Availableoptions and 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/farmingrural/SRDP/RuralPriorities/Options accessed on 13 July 2011] 

 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/farmingrural/SRDP/Land-Managers-Options/Availableoptions
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/farmingrural/SRDP/RuralPriorities/Options
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4.3 Relationship of entry-level management actions with other agricultural and 
environmental payments 

In a number of these Member States, some of the entry-level schemes operate alongside 
other Axis 2 measures which may influence the management of the same area of farmland. 
These include LFA support, and to a much lesser extent Natura 2000 and Water Framework 
Directive compensation payments, and possibly the non-productive investment measure 
although this is unlikely to be used in conjunction with entry-level schemes. 
 
The effects of LFA payments on agri-environment uptake are likely to be mainly in stabilising 
incomes on marginal farms where the land may be at risk of abandonment. For example in 
the Czech Republic, LFA payments apply only to grassland and this has motivated some 
farmers to convert arable land to grassland with support from the entry-level agri-
environment scheme targeted at erosion prone arable soils. In England LFA support is being 
phased out altogether and replaced in the most disadvantaged LFA areas by the recently 
introduced upland entry-level agri-environment scheme (which is not covered in this study). 
In contrast Scotland, with a much higher proportion of LFA land, allocates a major share of 
the RDP budget to LFA support and has relatively few entry-level management packages 
designed for upland farming systems. 
 
The Natura 2000 measure is not widely used in the countries examined, but a few agri-
environment programmes have packages of entry-level management actions targeted 
specifically at Natura 2000 species or habitats, for example in Poland, Bulgaria (HNV 
farmland), the Czech Republic (grassland habitats) and the UK (farmland birds in the entry-
level scheme, and several Natura 2000 habitats and species in the higher-level scheme). 
 
The only other targeted CAP support which might directly complement entry-level schemes 
is that provided through Pillar 1 Article 68 payments33, where these have been used. In the 
Czech Republic, Article 68 has been used to target additional support at dairy cows, with 
little effect on grassland management (because most of the dairy fodder is produced on 
arable land) but in Scotland, where an Article 68 scheme has been introduced to support 
suckler calves there is a degree of synergy with the entry-level agri-environment package for 
mixed stocking (sheep and cattle). Similarly in Finland the payment under Article 68 for bulls 
and heifers is seen as supporting environmental objectives by helping to maintain livestock 
production in Southern Finland and to limit the replacement of rotational grassland by 
specialised arable cropping, with its associated problems of soil structure, erosion, and 
phosphorus run-off (Lehtonen, 2004). In Italy an Article 68 scheme for crop rotation 
implemented in 2009-10 has characteristics of an agri-environment requirement, but with 
annual payments, not multi-year contracts. 
  

                                                      
33 Article 68 of Council Regulation 73/2009 
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5 REVIEW OF REFERENCE LEVEL, PAYMENT RATES AND FACTORS AFFECTING UPTAKE OF 
SELECTED ENTRY-LEVEL SCHEMES 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter considers the dynamic relationship between the reference level and entry-level 
agri-environment requirements and payment rates, and considers the factors affecting 
ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǳǇǘŀƪŜ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛ-environment schemes, using the selected examples of entry-level 
components of agri-environment schemes from the seven Member States described in 
Chapter 4. 
 
The characteristics of the reference level are outlined first, followed by a discussion of 
changes in the reference level over time and the influence of these on the content of 
associated agri-environment schemes. The way in which payment rates are calculated and 
the different payment structures used in agri-environment schemes are analysed, before 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǳǇǘŀƪŜ ƻŦ ŜƴǘǊȅ-level agri-
environment schemes. 

5.2 The reference level for agri-environment schemes  

¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƭŜǾŜƭΩ ŀǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƎǊƛ-environment and other farm 
payments under both Pillars of the CAP is a cost allocation mechanism developed by the 
OECD in the 1990s. It serves to distinguish between those costs associated with the 
achievement of environmental outcomes that must be borne by the operator, and those for 
which private actors should be remunerated (OECD, 1998; Scheele, 1999). The reference 
level, therefore, defines the dividing line between the level of environmental provision that 
farmers are expected to deliver at their own expense, and an enhanced level of 
environmental management for which farmers may be paid to deliver, for example through 
agri-environment schemes (Kristensen and Primdahl 2006). 
 
The environmental reference level for all area-based payments on farmland under the CAP 
consists of cross-compliance and other standards that include: 

¶ relevant Statutory Management Requirements (SMR), for example elements of the 
Habitats or Birds Directives relating to Natura 2000 habitats and species, which apply 
in all Member States except Bulgaria and Romania, where they will be phased in 
from 2012; 

¶ standards of Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition (GAEC) (some of which 
are optional for Member States to apply) defined by Member States within the 
common EU framework34 shown in Table 5.1; 

¶ other national or regional regulations that apply at farm level. 
 
In addition, recipients of agri-environment payments must also comply with: 

¶ requirements on the use of fertilisers and plant protection products which Member 
States must define in the RDP35. Some examples of these types of requirements 

                                                      
34 Regulation EC 73/2009, Annex III 
 

35 As required by Article 39(3) of Regulation 1698/2005 
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placed on farmers are shown in Annex 5. 
 
Table 5.1: Framework of issues and standards for GAEC cross-compliance 

Issue Compulsory standards Optional standards 

Soil erosion: 
 
Protect soil through appropriate 
measures 

- Minimum soil cover - Retain terraces 

- Minimum land management 
reflecting site-specific conditions 

 

Soil organic matter: 
 
Maintain soil organic matter levels 
through appropriate practices 

- Arable stubble management - Standards for crop rotations 

Soil structure: 
 
Maintain soil structure through 
appropriate measures 

 - Appropriate machinery use 

Minimum level of maintenance: 
 
Ensure a minimum level of 
maintenance and avoid the 
deterioration of habitats 

- Retention of landscape features, 
including, where appropriate, 
hedges, ponds, ditches trees in 
line, in group or isolated and field 
margins 

- Minimum livestock stocking rates 
or/and appropriate regimes 

- Establishment and/or retention of 
habitats 

 - Avoiding the encroachment of 
unwanted vegetation on 
agricultural land 

- Prohibition of the grubbing up of 
olive trees 

- Protection of permanent 
pastures 

- Maintenance of olive groves and 
vines in good vegetative condition 

Protection and management of 
water: 
 
Protect water against pollution 
and run-off, and manage the use 
of water 

- Establishment of buffer strips 
along water courses 

 

- Where use of water for irrigation 
is subject to authorisation, 
compliance with authorisation 
procedures 

Note: standards shown in italics were added in 2009 (source: Annex III of Council Regulation EC 73/2009) 
 

Member States have defined GAEC and other standards in ways that reflect their different 
national and regional circumstances and priorities, which means that the reference level 
management actions underpinning agri-environment schemes differ not just across the EU, 
but between regions, although the need to reflect the EU legal framework of cross-
compliance and GAEC standards does limit these differences to a certain extent. Even within 
a region the impact of the reference level on farm management may differ between farm 
types (arable, livestock or permanent crops) or between similar farms in different locations 
(NVZs or Natura 2000 areas for example). 

5.2.1  Changes in the reference level over time 

The reference level is not static and changes are initiated by the national or regional 
authorities, in response to changes in EU legislation or their own domestic priorities. The 
timing of these changes are not always synchronised with RDP programming periods. Some 
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of the Member States studied appear to have revised GAEC and national standards more 
frequently than others, and therefore to have updated the associated agri-environment 
schemes more frequently too, although this is not the only reason for revising agri-
environment schemes, as discussed in Chapter 6. 
  
In Member States with a long history of agri-environment schemes, such as the UK and 
France, there have been significant milestones of CAP reform over the past 20 years which 
have provided the opportunity or obligation to change the agri-environment reference level. 
For the EU-15 Member States, cross-compliance was introduced as a voluntary option in the 
1992 McSharry reform36, followed by the requirement for standards of Good Farming 
Practice to underpin agri-environment schemes in 199937, the cross-compliance GAEC/SMR 
framework of standards in 2003/200538 and revisions to GAEC and SMR in the 2009 Health 
Check of the CAP39. The latter distinguished between compulsory and optional standards 
and introduced new compulsory standards for water abstraction and unfertilised buffer 
strips along watercourses (to be implemented by 2012). Other changes, implemented in 
2010, were a more detailed specification of landscape features, and an optional standard for 
the establishment and/or retention of habitats (offering an opportunity to recapture some 
of the environmental benefits of set-aside). 
 
The timeline for the EU-10 Member States has of course been shorter, although they have 
had the experience of defining standards of Good Farming Practice for the 2004-06 RDPs. 
For the EU-2 it is shorter still, and they are still in the process of developing and adjusting 
cross-compliance standards, as experience in Bulgaria shows. GAEC cross-compliance now 
applies to all EU-12 and, although SMR requirements will be fully phased in only in 2016, 
where pre-existing national legislation is comparable to environmental SMRs (for example in 
habitats and species protection in Bulgaria) this is regarded as part of the reference level. 
 
The case studies illustrate the extent to which year on year change takes place in GAEC 
standards in some Member States between these milestone events. Some changes are 
simply the result of a time lag caused by phasing in (for example of new standards in 2010 
and 2012), and some are the result of a national or regional decision to adjust or refine 
existing standards. Experience in France illustrates how frequently GAEC standards can be 
changed within the timescale of one RDP programme. Six GAEC standards were introduced 
in 2005 and there were modifications in 2006, 2007 and 2009, with all standards modified at 
least once and some twice. In 2010 the six standards were replaced by a new set of seven 
GAEC standards that combined some elements of the earlier set with new requirements. 
The detail of these changes, which had the effect of progressively strengthening and refining 
the standards, is shown in Annex 4. In Poland significant changes and additions were made 

                                                      
36 Only a limited number of Member States implemented voluntary cross compliance ς Denmark, France, 

Greece, the Netherlands and the UK. 

37 Regulation EC 1257/1999 Article 23 

38 Regulation EC 1782/2003  and Regulation EC 1698/2005 

39 Regulation EC 73/2009 
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in moving from the Good Farming Practice standards of the 2004-06 RDP to the GAEC 
standards for 2007, but few if any changes have been made during the current programme. 
In Finland the reference level has been subject to even less frequent change, partly because 
it was already quite well developed in national environmental legislation before GAEC cross-
compliance was introduced. The first agri-environment programme in 1995-2000 was based 
on a reference level which included, for example, restrictions on fertiliser applications and 
requirements for riparian buffer strips, and by 2000 the whole country had been designated 
as a Nitrate Vulnerable Zone and all farmers had to comply with the requirements. The 
process of implementing EU cross-compliance standards was therefore relatively simple, 
and adjustments were made to agri-environment schemes to ensure these remained above 
the new reference level.  
 
Reference level requirements for permanent pasture offer another example of changes over 
time. There are two requirements stipulated at the EU level. Firstly Member States must 
define a compulsory GAEC standard for the protection of permanent pastures. Secondly, a 
quantitative requirement obliges Member States to prevent any significant decrease in the 
total permanent pasture area recorded in 2003-200540, but until the decrease reaches 10 
per cent nationally there is no requirement to apply corrective measures at farm level for 
the re-conversion of arable land into permanent pasture. In the UK existing Environmental 
Impact Assessment legislation protecting semi-natural habitats from agricultural 
intensification was incorporated as a GAEC standard, and there is no farm level requirement 
to maintain the proportion of other permanent pastures. In France the reference level for 
grassland agri-environment schemes has developed over a period of seventeen years from 
no defined requirements in 1993 to the most recent version of GAEC standards in 2010 
which requires the maintenance of the proportion of permanent pasture and temporary 
grassland at farm level, and specifies minimum stocking rates or fodder yield. 
 
Bulgaria provides an example, during the current RDP, of refining part of the GAEC standard 
for the protection of permanent pasture by defining a separate standard specifically for 
environmentally valuable pastures. Bulgaria has large areas of HNV grassland where 
abandonment is a major environmental problem, and the 2007 GAEC standard (for 
clearance of unwanted bushes), as originally defined and implemented by the Bulgarian 
authorities, led to the destruction of valuable semi-natural habitats (see Box 5.4 for details). 
In 2010 the GAEC standard was split into two with a new, separate standard introduced 
specifically for HNV farmland, Natura 2000 and other protected areas. This allows farmers 
entering an agri-environment contract to retain scattered single trees or coppices, shrubs 
and/or hedgerows, covering up to 25 per cent of the overall grassy area, depending on the 
previous condition of the meadow or pasture41, but leaves them excluded from SAPS and 
other area based support payments, where the original GAEC standard for clearance of 
vegetation still applies.  
 
Within a region or Member State reference level requirements can have a different impact 
on farms of similar type in different places, not just as a result of inter-regional variations in 
GAEC standards. For example, in NVZs the restrictions on agricultural land management and 
                                                      
40 Article 6(2) of Council Regulation 73/2009. 
41 Order of the Minister of Agriculture and Food RD- 09-616/ 21.07.2010. 



46 
 

the requirements for record keeping arising from the Nitrates Directive cause quite 
significant differences in the extent and costs of cross-compliance between different types 
of farm, as the example from the UK shows (Box 5.1).  
 
Box 5.1: Differing costs of compliance with SMR4 (Nitrate Vulnerable Zones) in England 

In England the area of land designated as Nitrate Vulnerable Zone (NVZ) increased from 
around 55 per cent of the territory to 70 per cent on 1 January 2009. The government 
regulatory impact assessment of the change indicated that this was expected to lead to a 
ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ŀƳƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ϵумф ŀƴŘ 
ϵмнсм Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ42 per annum, or between 1 and 30 per cent of farm business profit43, borne 
mainly by livestock farms. In a survey carried out by ADAS et al (2009), 47 per cent of 
respondents said they had made changes to comply with SMR4 requirements for NVZs, and 
consultation evidence indicated that inclusion of NVZ regulations in SMR cross-compliance 
ƘŀŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘeir obligations, but many 
struggled with the record keeping requirements. Farmers viewed these as an unnecessary 
burden and were therefore reluctant to comply. Breaches were found at 6.2 per cent of 
inspections in 2006, and 3.9 per cent in 2007. Of these failures, 32 per cent were on cereals 
or general cropping farms, but nearly half the failures related to incomplete records rather 
than evidence of poor practice in the field. 
Source: UK case study 

5.2.2 Management actions in the reference level and in agri-environment schemes  

Descriptions of management actions at farm level are used as the means of defining both 
the verifiable standards of the reference level and the requirements of entry-level agri-
environment schemes. Of the eight most common categories in the typology described in 
Chapter 2, seven include types of management actions that are also used as reference level 
standards, particularly in GAEC and in requirements for the use of fertilisers and plant 
protection products. These categories are: management of grass and semi-natural forage, 
input management, management plans and record keeping, management of soil cover, soil 
management, buffer strips and landscape feature management. Of course not all the types 
of management action in each of these categories will be used in the reference level of a 
particular RDP, nor will there always be associated agri-environment schemes, but where 
there are it is necessary to make a clear distinction, in payment calculations and on the 
ground, between what a farmer is required to do to meet reference standards and what is 
paid for under the agri-environment scheme. 

5.2.3 Effect of changes in the reference level on the design of agri-environment schemes 

²ƘŜƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ΨƳƻǾƛƴƎΩ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
actions from agri-environment schemes (paid for) into obligatory reference level standards 
(unpaid) it will be necessary to update both the management requirements and the 
payment rates in the agri-environment schemes. Changes in the reference level have in 

                                                      
42 ϻсррΦм ŀƴŘ ϻмллф ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ƻŦ ϻм Ґ ϵмΦнр 

43 RIA attached to explanatory memorandum to the Nitrate Pollution Prevention Regulations 2008: No. 2349 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2008/2349/pdfs/uksiem_20082349_en.pdf  

 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2008/2349/pdfs/uksiem_20082349_en.pdf
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some cases been accompanied by only minor changes to entry-level agri-environment 
schemes and in others by the complete replacement of an existing scheme with a new one, 
possibly with slightly different objectives. 
 
In the Czech Republic, when a more demanding GAEC standard for crop rotation was 
introduced in 2010, the range of possible crops was reduced in the cover crops agri-
environment scheme and this had the effect of substantially reducing both payment rates 
and uptake. On a much longer time scale, the first agri-environment crop rotation scheme in 
France was introduced in 2000 at a time when Pillar 1 oilseed and protein crop payments 
were aligned with those for cereals, and there had been a significant reduction in the 
diversity of rotations, simplified around the two most profitable crops. In this case the 
rotational scheme probably played a role until the reference level became more demanding 
with the arrival of GAEC cross compliance standards. 
 
In France there has been a long series of changes to the reference level and entry-level agri-
environment management requirements relating to extensive grassland management. The 
timescale of the different schemes, some of which have overlapped is illustrated in Figure 
5.1, and the changes to reference level, agri-environment management requirements, 
payment rates and uptake is summarised in Table 5.2. In other cases schemes have 
eventually been removed. The original crop rotatƛƻƴ ΨǎǳƴŦƭƻǿŜǊΩ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƛƴ CǊŀƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ 
modified (by adding a requirement for mechanical weed control) during the 2001 RDP 
revision and integrated into the agri-environment programme, but later suspended because 
most of its requirements were put into the new GAEC cross compliance standard for crop 
rotation. An agri-ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ΨǊƻǘŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƎŀƛƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ нллт-13 RDP, 
but in 2008 and 2009, this measure was not considered a priority and the agri-environment 
budget was allocated to other schemes such as the grassland scheme PHAE2. 
 
CƛƎǳǊŜ рΦмΥ LƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘ ǇǊŜƳƛǳƳΩ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ƛƴ CǊŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ мффн 

 
In some regions of Italy there is a considerable weight of expenditure on contracts from 
previous programming periods because several regions set up new contracts during 2005-
644. In many cases these farmers have been able to alter their contracts to implement new 
                                                      
44 Lƴ [ƻƳōŀǊŘƛŀ ǘƘƛǎ ΨŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΩ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ around 90% of the total agri-environment 

expenditure in 2007-2009 (32% for the whole 2007-2013 programming period), in Lazio it is around 65% in 
the first two years and 22% for the whole 2007-2013 programming period, while In Campania expenditure in 
2009 on contracts from the previous programming period was ten times that on contracts initiated since 
2007. 
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measures offered in the current RDP, although the level of payments is generally lower and 
the technical commitments are substantially higher as a result of changes in SMR and GAEC 
standards. 
 
Changes to the reference level may not affect all entry-level elements of an agri-
environment scheme. During the first two years of the 2007-13 programme in Bulgaria 
there were three changes of the GAEC standards and four notifications of the RDP, but 
these changes did not alter the boundary between reference level and agri-environment 
management actions and therefore did not necessitate changes to the payment rates. The 
rates were in fact changed, but the main motivation for recalculating the payment levels 
was the changed economic situation in the country. The effect of changes in the reference 
level on uptake may not necessarily be in those entry-ƭŜǾŜƭ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƭƻǎŜΩ Ƴŀƴŀgement 
actions to the reference level. It could be argued that in the Czech Republic the more 
demanding reference level standards for erosion-prone soils have provided an additional 
incentive for farmers to convert arable land at high risk of erosion to grassland with agri-
environment support (although in practice uptake of that scheme seems to be constrained 
by other factors). 
 
In England some the biggest changes in reference level and associated entry-level options 
have been in the context of soil and water management and protection, largely driven by 
the change from GFP to GAEC in 2005, as described in Box 5.2, which introduced a new 
GAEC standard that is more stringent than the original agri-environment measure. In the 
Czech Republic the main change in the reference level was in 2010 to improve the 
effectiveness of protection against soil erosion. The revised standards are quite demanding 
and require changes which some farmers find difficult to comply with, for example not 
growing row crops on certain parts of fields, and implementing specific farming practices on 
vulnerable soils. Changes to grassland GAECs concerned details of reseeding and autumn 
mowing, and seem to have caused fewer problems (Becvar, 2010).  
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Table 5.2: Changes in the reference level and agri-environment requirements for grassland in France 1993-2010 
Years 1993-

1997 
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

RDP 
 

- PDRN PDRH 

Schemes  PMSEE1 PMSEE2 PMSEE2 +CTE PHAE1 PHAE1 +CAD PHAE1 PHAE2 

Reference level - Good agricultural practice Implementation of cross-compliance: 

9 SMRs 16 
SMRs 

19 SMRs 

6 GAEC 7 GAEC 

- Art.39(3) requirements for beneficiaries of agri-
environment measures 

Management 
required by the 
reference level 

Art 39(3) 
conditions of 
AE contract  

- Requirements for fertilisation practices and use of crop 
protection products (see Annex 5) 

GAEC 5: 
minimum level 
of maintenance 

of land 

- ¶ Good farm management; 

¶ Nitrogen fertilisers: not more than 170 
kg/ha of organic nitrogen in vulnerable 
area; 

¶ Stocking rates to maintain vegetation 
without damaging the conservation of 
natural resources; 

¶ Possible restrictions on use of mountain 
pastures, for soil protection. 

¶ Cropped land (cereals, oilseed 
crops and nut orchards) must all 
be sown and maintained in 
accordance with local practice 
until the crop flowers;  

¶ Pasture management criteria to be 
defined at the local level, and must 
include minimum stocking rates 
and grazing/mowing 
requirements; 

¶ Set-aside land (compulsory or 
voluntary): requirements for 
minimum maintenance of land, 
type of cover (spontaneous or 
sown), specific requirements for 
meadows, fertilisation, succession 
of crops and set aside, and specific 
rules for environmental set aside.  

Two categories of land defined: 

¶ Cropped land (cereals, oilseed crops 
and nut orchards) must all be sown 
and maintained in accordance with 
local practice until the crop flowers; 

¶ Land taken out of production (set-
aside): no bare soil, establish cover 
(spontaneous or sown) without 
fertilisation; apply no more than 50 
kilos of total nitrogen per hectare, 
observe rules for crushing and 
mowing. 

 

GAEC 6: 
Preservation of 

permanent 
pasture 

- Maintenance of a proportion of 
permanent pasture in UAA at the 
national level concerns all farmers 
benefiting from direct aids and 
having permanent pasture. 

Three requirements are defined: 

¶ overall maintenance of grasslands at 
the farm level: 50% of reference area 
(2010) for temporary grass, 100% for 
permanent grass; 

¶ minimum density of livestock of 0.4 
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LU/ha or minimum yield; 

¶ maintenance of permanent pasture 
ratio, with 2005 as reference year. 

Management 
required by the 

agri-
environment 

scheme 

Fertilizing 
practices 

Not 
defined 

¶ 130 units N/ha/year (of which no more 
than 70 as mineral) 

¶ 120 units N/ha/year (maximum 60 
units as mineral) 

¶ maximum 60 units P/ha/ year as 
mineral 

¶ maximum 60 units K /ha/year as 
mineral) 

¶ 125 units N/ha/year (maximum 60 as mineral) 

¶ 90 units P/ha/year (maximum 60 as mineral) 

¶ 160 units K/ha/year (maximum 60 as mineral) 

Chemical 
weeding 

Not 
defined 

 Chemical weeding only with licence Prohibition of chemical weeding, excepted for control of 
thistle, Rumex, weeds and invasive species, and 

maintenance of fencing 

Pasture 
specialisation 

level 

Not 
defined 

- CTE/CAD and PHAE: between 0 and 
75%  

Between 50% and 75% 

Density of 
livestock 

Not 
defined 

< 1 LU/ha PHAE: < 1.4 LU /ha and CTE/CAD: < 1.8 
LU /ha 

< 1.4 LU /ha 

Maintenance of 
permanent 
grassland 

Not 
defined 

Retain during the 5 year contract 

Maintenance of 
temporary 
grassland 

Not 
defined 

Preservation of meadow areas Ploughing or moving allowed once 
during the 5 year contract 

Ploughing or moving allowed once during the 5 year 
contract, but only of 20 % of the area under contract 

Permanent 
elements of 
landscape 

Not 
defined 

Maintenance of permanent landscape 
elements (hedges, ponds, etc.) 

Maintenance of permanent landscape 
elements (hedges, ponds, etc.) 

Maintenance permanent landscape elements of 
biodiversity interest on minimum 20% of the pasture 

area under contract 

Payment rates ϵол κƘŀ ϵпр κƘŀΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŎŜƛƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ϵп рлл κȅŜŀǊ ϵсу κƘŀ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŎŜƛƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
ϵт 500 /year 

ϵтс κƘŀκȅŜŀǊΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŎŜƛƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ϵт 600/year 

Implementatio
n 

Beneficiaries 100 000 76 400 57 000 for PHAE1 and 13 000 for 
CTE/CAD 

52 800 

Grasslands 
under contract 

5 M ha 5 M ha 3.2 M ha for PHAE1 and 1.5 M ha for 
CTE/CAD 

3.5 M ha  

Amount  ϵуфо a  уно a ϵ ŦƻǊ tI!9м ŀƴŘ ϵмос a for 
CTE/CAD 

ϵ494 M  

annual average 
amount 

 ϵмтф a ϵмот a  ϵ124 M  

Source: France case study
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Box 5.2: Relationship of reference level and agri-environment options for soil erosion (UK) 

In England soil management is one of the issues that have come to the fore in recent years. 
It was not a priority in earlier schemes, which were more concerned with wildlife, landscape 
and historic features. Resource protection was included as an objective in Environmental 
Stewardship when it was first introduced in the 2000-2006 programming period, with 
separate options for a Soil Management Plan (SMP), the management of high erosion risk 
cultivated land, and the management of maize crops to reduce erosion.  
 
The GAEC standard for soils in England is the Soil Protection Review (SPR) which requires the 
farmer to 1) identify any soil issues, 2) implement measures to manage this land 
appropriately, and 3) review this action on at least an annual basis. ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ΨǎŜƭŦ-
ǇƻƭƛŎŜΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴt and it differs from SMPs 
originally offered as an entry-level agri-environment payment simply for preparing a plan. 
The SPR reference level is thus a more powerful tool than the agri-environment SMP, which 
was withdrawn from the start of the Rural Development Plan for England (RDPE) 2007-13, 
following a review of the agri-environment schemes and concerns expressed by the 
European Commission that the distinction between the requirements of the SMP and those 
of the cross compliance SPR, which forms the legislative baseline, was insufficient to justify a 
paid option45. The agri-environment option for the management of high erosion risk 
cultivated land was also withdrawn, but in 2009 new options were introduced for buffer 
strips for watercourses on cultivated land; enhanced management of maize crops to reduce 
soil erosion and runoff; and maintenance of watercourse fencing. These were followed in 
2010 by two further new options: in-field grass areas to prevent erosion and run-off; and 
winter cover crops.  
 
In a survey carried out by Momenta in 2007, 28 per cent of respondents said they needed to 
change their practices to comply with the SPR. However, in a survey carried out by ADAS et 
al (2009), 50 per cent said that they would need to make changes. The SPR was second only 
to buffer strips (GAEC 14) in the amount of concern created among farmers following its 
introduction. ADAS et al (2009) quoted press coverage indicating that farmers believed that 
it created extra costs by going beyond legislative requirements for environmental 
enhancement. Findings from practitioner workshops and expert interviews indicated that, 
while GAEC 1 had raised awareness of soil issues, the SPR was viewed as having little or no 
ǾŀƭǳŜ ōȅ Ƴŀƴȅ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ΨōƻȄ-ǘƛŎƪƛƴƎΩ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ 
unnecessary burden, making farmers reluctant to complete it. Some breaches were 
recorded, reaching 3.6 per cent in 2007. 
 
Scotland, in contrast, has five separate more prescriptive GAEC standards for soil erosion, 
but the standard for buffer strips has not yet been implemented. Within entry-level 
schemes the only option to manage soil erosion is 1.5 - 6m buffer strips. 
 
Source: UK case study 

                                                      
45 http://www.defra.gov.uk/rural/rdpe/sectf.htm#q17, accessed 18 March 2011 

http://www.defra.gov.uk/rural/rdpe/sectf.htm#q17
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5.2.4 Distinguishing reference level and agri-environment requirements at farm level 

The administratively clear-cut distinction between what is required by the reference level 
and what is paid for under an agri-environment contract may be less obvious on the ground. 
This is illustrated by riparian buffer strips, which will become a compulsory GAEC standard 
from 2012 and are already a component of both GAEC and agri-environment schemes in 
many RDPs. Typically, where farmers implement the agri-environment option, there will be 
a single buffer strip of which the section nearest the water is required by GAEC and is 
unfertilised but may be cropped or grazed, although some Member States may choose to 
restrict this; for example in Finland and England (UK) cultivation is prohibited. The width of 
the GAEC section is 0.6m in Finland, 2m in England, 3m in the Czech Republic and 5m in 
Bulgaria and France. Adjoining this, on the field side will be the agri-environment strip, 
typically of unfertilised grassland, sometimes using special seed mixes and mowing regimes 
to benefit biodiversity; these may be up to 2.4m wide in Finland and 12m in the Czech 
Republic and the UK (England). The payment calculations are straightforward because it is 
clear how much of the whole width is an unpaid GAEC requirement, but on the ground the 
distinction may not always be easy for the farmer to understand. In Finland the width of 
buffer strip required varies with the importance of the watercourse (minor ditches have no 
requirement, main ditches must have a 0.6 m reference level strip plus an additional 0.4m - 
2.4m strip if the farmer has an the entry-level agri-environment contract). Yet in some cases 
a single ditch between two farms, both in agri-environment contracts, will have no buffer 
strip on one side and a 1m strip on the other because the farmers differ in their 
interpretatiƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƳŀƛƴ ŘƛǘŎƘΩΦ hne source in Finland46 reported that farmers feel confused 
and frustrated with the distinction between the reference level and agri-environment 
requirements, seen as one more level of complexity for which the rationale is not 
understood47. This is a potentially serious problem, if not all farmers understand that the 
two requirements are linked and sanctions for non-compliance affect the whole support 
package. 

5.2.5 Possible changes to the reference level for the 2014-20 RDPs 

The risk of farmers failing to understand the distinction between reference level and agri-
environment requirements, and possibly incurring penalties for several CAP payments, is 
ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ŀ ƴŜǿ ΨƎǊŜŜƴΩ /!t ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ нлмпΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ tƛƭƭŀǊ м 
payment is conditional upon farmers implementing agricultural practices beneficial to 
climate change and the environment48 and the required management actions would then 
become part of the baseline for agri-environment payments, alongside the existing 
reference level. The proposed greening requirements include management actions 
commonly used in entry-level elements of agri-environment schemes in many Member 

                                                      
46 Source: interview with ProAgria, for FInland case study 

47 Source: interview with ProAgria, for FInland case study 

48 Three requirements have been defined. Crop diversification: three different crops to be grown on arable 
land over 3 hectares, with no crop covering less than 5 per cent of the area and the main crop covering no 
more than 70 per cent. Permanent grassland: maintain 95 per cent of the area of permanent grassland on 
the holding as declared in 2014. Ecological Focus Areas: 7 per cent of the holding (excluding permanent 
grassland) must be managed as ecological focus areas, examples of which include landscape features, fallow 
land and buffer strips (European Commission COM(2010) 672 final). 
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States, and will require changes to some current schemes and payment rates, especially 
those applicable to intensive arable cropping systems. Box 5.3 illustrates the extent to which 
similar actions to the proposed Pillar 1 green measures are found in agri-environment 
schemes in the 2007-13 RDPs. 
 
.ƻȄ рΦоΥ tǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ /!t ΨƎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎΩ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŜƴǘǊȅ-level agri-
environment schemes  

Crop diversification occurs in 27 RDPs, in the form of requirements for crop rotations, 
generally specifying between three and five crop types and aimed at cereal cropping, but 
also applied to vegetable crops such as potatoes. A requirement to the include legumes in a 
crop rotation was identified in 17 RDPs, often with a minimum area specified.  
Maintenance of permanent grassland is a farm-level agri-environment requirement in 20 
RDPs, and forms part of the reference level in several others, in national regulations or GAEC 
standards. Typically the agri-environment requirements prohibit conversion to arable land 
and may also restrict ploughing/reseeding of the grassland. 
Ecological focus areas are defined in the proposed legislative text49 as farmland (other than 
permanent grassland) managed for environmental purposes rather than agricultural 
production and may include, for example, landscape features, fallow land and buffer strips. 
The land out of production category used in this study has a much narrower definition 
(similar to that used in the past for set-aside) and was found in 19 RDPs, all but one of them 
in the EU-1550. The area of land out of production is sometimes quoted as a percentage of 
the holding or cropped area and sometimes in hectares, making comparisons between RDPs 
difficult, but commonly the requirement is between three and ten per cent of the holding. 
Other types of entry-level management action may also take land out of production, for 
example strips or patches for wildlife, areas of rotational fallow and buffer strips. Entry-level 
agri-environment schemes in more than half the RDPs include the category of landscape 
feature management. 

5.3 Calculating payment rates  

The way in which agri-environment payments are calculated is defined in the rural 
development Regulations51, which also set out maximum payment rates per hectare for 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŎǊƻǇǎΦ tŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƴƴǳŀƭΣ ŎƻǾŜǊƛƴƎ Ψadditional costs and income foregone 
resulting from the commitment madeΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ǘǊŀƴǎŀŎǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƻŦ ǳǇ 
ǘƻ нл ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ Ψwhere necessaryΩΦ 
 
There are several difficulties in using this apparently straightforward calculation to arrive at 
a payment rate which farmers perceive as appropriate. Although Member States are 
expected to differentiate payments to take appropriate account of regional or local site 

                                                      
49 The CAP towards 2020: meeting the food, natural resources and territorial challenges of the future 

(COM(2010) 672 final) 

50 Austria, Finland, Germany (Bavaria, Niedersachsen and Bremen, Rhineland Pfalz, Saarland), Greece, Spain 
(Basque Country, Castilla la Mancha, Castilla y Leon, Navarra), France, Finland, Ireland, Italy (Emilia 
Romagna, Toscana, Umbria, Venetto) and UK (Wales). 

51 Article 39(4) of Regulation 1698/2005 
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conditions and actual land use, the calculation is necessarily based on a typical farm in the 
target group, which means that the diversity of this group and the way in which the 
ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳΩǎ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ƳŀǘŎƘŜǎ ǘƘŜ 
actual circumstances of individual farms. Also there may be some costs borne by the farmer 
which are not covered by the payment calculation, especially if Member States consider that 
transaction costs are unnecessary. The payment calculation for two similar schemes in the 
Czech Republic and UK is shown in Table 5.3 and more examples of payment calculations 
are in Annex 6. 
 
Table 5.3: Agri-environment payment calculations for extensive grassland management in 
the Czech Republic and the UK 

Czech Republic  Grassland management - meadows (B1) 

Summary of the required management  ¶ Limits to fertiliser application (no more that 60 kg 
N/ha/year); 

¶ Prohibition of slurry (except for cattle slurry); 

¶ Cutting regime (minimum 2 cuts/year and removal of 
mown biomass). 

 

Elements of payment calculation EUR/ha 

Income foregone   

Gross margin on meadows with typical 
level of fertilising (80 kg N/ha) 

219  

Gross margin on meadows with reduced 
level of fertilising (40 kg N/ha) 

144  

Savings    

N/A Nil  

Total savings  Nil 

Total income foregone  75 

Additional costs   

N/A Nil  

Total additional costs  Nil 

Net cost  75 

Transaction costs   Nil 

Payment rate (100% of net costs)  75 

 
England (UK)  Permanent grassland with low inputs outside Severely 

Disadvantaged Area of the LFA (EK2) 
Summary of the required management ¶ Management by cutting or grazing; 

¶ Cutting, harrowing and rolling are prohibited between 1 
April and 31 May; 

¶ A range of sward heights should be maintained through 
the season, with at least 20 per cent less than seven 
centimetres and 20 per cent more than seven centimetres 
(except when shut up for hay or silage); 

¶ Topping and herbicide use (by spot application of weed-
wiper) are only allowed for control of injurious weeds and 
invasive non-native species, or to control scrub invasion;  

¶ Feeders must be moved as often as required to prevent 
poaching;  

¶ Nitrogen use is restricted to 50 kilograms per hectare as 
inorganic fertiliser, or 100 kilograms total, including 
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organic manures; 

¶ Liming is allowed. 
 

Elements of payment calculation EUR/ha52 

Income foregone   

Income lost 460  

Savings    

Extra income 285  

Costs saved 165  

Total savings  450 

Total income foregone  10 

Additional costs   

Extra costs 100  

Total additional costs  100 

Net cost  110 

Transaction costs   Nil 

Payment rate (97% of net costs)  106 

 

5.3.1 Management requirements covered by the payment calculations 

The management requirements covered by the payment calculation is a matter of 
judgement on the part of the managing authority, which may not necessarily coincide with 
ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƛƴ CǊŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŎǊƻǇ 
diversification scheme does not take account of all the consequential costs of introducing 
another crop into the rotation, such as finding new markets, additional storage and 
specialist contractors. In Lazio (Italy) significant differences in costs as a result of geographic 
factors and farming type are not taken into account.  
 
In the Bulgarian entry-level scheme for HNV grassland the opportunity cost of prohibiting 
new drainage and ploughing and the use of fertilisers and pesticides is not included in the 
payment calculation, but payment rates for a similar NGO regional pilot scheme are almost 
twice as much, calculated under RDP rules two years later. This is partly because more of 
the management requirements were accounted for in the calculation, but it also covers the 
loss of Pillar 1 income support payments under SAPS, which some HNV farmers are unable 
to claim because of the way in which the GAEC requirements for permanent pasture are 
defined (described in section 5.2.1 above). 
 
In two other examples from Bulgaria there are significant costs borne by the farmer that are 
not covered by the payment calculation. The soil erosion control scheme has a pre-
application requirement to prepare a five-year anti-erosion plan and one of the actions 
under the soil and water protection scheme requires farmers to take soil samples for 
analysis of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium and prepare and implement a five year 
nutrient management plan with the support of an advisor or qualified agronomist. The costs 
of these specialist services have not been covered since the end of 2009, when these 
services were no longer provided free of charge by the government advisory and laboratory 

                                                      
52 Payments have been converted from GBP using an exchange rate of £1 = EUR 1.25 
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service53, but agri-environment payments were not changed to reflect this additional cost, 
nor was provision transferred to the free Farm Advisory Service (FAS). In the second 
example, the combination of the original GAEC requirement to clear all unwanted 
vegetation and a decision not to implement the RDP measure for non-productive 
investments in Bulgaria has meant that farmers who want to join an agri-environment 
scheme specifically targeted at undergrazed/underutilized HNV areas first have to clear 
excessive overgrowth of unwanted vegetation at their own expense. This can be a 
significant cost in the first year and a disincentive to participate in the scheme. 
 
Lǘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘǎ ƛƴŎǳǊǊŜŘΩ 
element of the calculation, as a result of different management actions, input, labour and 
machinery cosǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎƻƳŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǎǘǎ ǎŀǾŜŘΩ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻƻ, which 
seem to be less easily explained. For example, the calculation for winter cover crops in 
Poland includes a saving in nitrogen fertiliser applied to the following crop, but this is not 
included in the calculation for the cover crop schemes in the Czech Republic. 

5.3.2 Proportion of the net cost calculation used as the payment rate 

Payment rates in the case studies vary in the way they are calculated and the degree to 
which the full net costs are used as the payment. There is no obligation on Member States 
to use the full net cost derived from the payment calculation as the payment rate offered to 
farmers, and there are some notable differences in the proportion used, even within the 
same RDP. The following analysis applies specifically to the entry-level schemes selected for 
study within the case study RDPs, using data gathered for this study from national sources. 
 
Finland and the Czech Republic are the only case study countries routinely to use 100 per 
cent of the cost calculation. In Bulgaria all payments theoretically cover 100 per cent of the 
costs but in practice the Institute of Agricultural Economics does not have adequate data 
available to ensure an accurate estimation of costs, and this is reflected in comments from 
farmers and advisers about the adequacy of payments54. As many as 75 per cent of all agri-
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƘŀŘ Ψhidden costs that I did 
ƴƻǘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘΩ (Bulgaria RDP MTE, 2010). 
 
In Poland the proportion of net costs used for the payment rate varies, for example from 56 
per cent for winter catch crops on arable land to more than 80 per cent for the extensive 
                                                      
53 The free advice was funded under measure 143 provision of advisory services to farmers; in Bulgaria and 

Romania until 2009 this covered RDP measures for young farmers, semi-subsistence and agri-environment, 
but from 2010 to 2013 it only provides free advice for the semi-subsistence measure. Until the end of 2009 
under this scheme the National Agriculture Advisory Service (NAAS) advisors were paid to develop the whole 
package of the necessary documents of the farmers to participate in the agri-environment schemes. This 
also included the preparation of the nutrient management plans.  The requirement for soil N,P,K analysis 
was not included in the payment calculation because when the measure was designed (NAAS) had a 
laboratory doing this analysis free of charge for farmers. Due to structural reforms the situation within NAAS 
was changed and the laboratory is not part of the advisory services anymore. The payment rates were not 
changed correspondingly. 

 

54 Source: Bulgaria case study. 














































































































































































































































































