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EXECUTIVE SUMMAR

Agrienvironment programmes are a lomggtablished part of the CAP and now a key policy
tool in the delivery of EU environmental priorities on farmland. pbegpose of this study is

to gain a better understanding of the nature and diversity of emmel agrienvironment
schemes throughout the ER7, in the context of the 200 0 w5 t af 45 SISOyl NBa |
term describing environmental management whiearies 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-agvironment payments. There have
been no systematic studies at EU lev@becifically of entrnjevel agrienvironment
management, nor any attempt to provide a comprehensive typology.

Management actions are the ddg-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 aganvironment schemes and of the reference level that umpies

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 theeagiionment
schemes in the 88 RDPs. The scope of this study does not includenagynment
management that was considered to be highevel, such as the creation or restoration of
landscape features and habitats or significant changes to the whole farming system, nor
does it cover agrenvironment support for organic farming, integrateproduction and
genetic resources.

In the first stage of the study a typology of enteyel agrienvironment management in EU
27 was developed, based on detailed information extracted from all the -AG0RDPs
(including those for the outermost regionand related sources.

A typology of entrylevel agrienvironment management in the 20623 RDPs

A detailed analysis of aggnvironment schemes in all 88 of the 2003 Rural Development
Programmes RDP}¥ across the EA27 revealed a total of 63 diffent types of entrylevel
agrienvironment management actions, which can be grouped into 15 broad categories. For
the purpose of developing the typology nine Hlidle environmental objectives were
selected: farmland biodiversity; agricultural landscapes; watelity; 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 eacii 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 asftry-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 adaptatioSome types of management action are much
Y2NBE R¥&SOLATSQ (Kl ymadténKnSeNdh germgh2ni pastured fallank S
traditional management, management of water features in the landscape and water levels,
and taking and maintaining land owf productionwhich, together with the two nodand



based categories ahanagement plans and record keepiagd training, have the potential
to contribute directly or indirectly to all nine objectives.

There are two important caveats to bear in mind using the typology. Firstly, the
contribution of different types of management action to the environmental objectives is

RSAONAOSR a4 WLRGSYGAFIfQ 0SOFdzaS GKS | OGdz ¢

dependent upon a range of factors, suchhremv 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 agrienvironment schemes magement actions are often presented quite
RAFTFSNByidtes F2NI SEFYLES Ay WLIO1F3SaQ 27
the scheme.

The different types of entrylevel management action present in the 88 RDPs

All 88 RDPs were scanned 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
Ay GSN¥xa 2F o0dzZR3ISG FEt20FGA2ya 2NJ dzZLJil { S
most widely epresented categories of management actions are rienagement of grass

and seminatural forage (95 per cent of RDPs)nput management(91 per cent),
management plans and record keepif@® per centmanagement of soil covér9 per cent)

and soil managerent (69 per cent)buffer strips(64 per cent)crop managemen{60 per

cent) andlandscape feature managemerf68 per cent). The least well represented is
training which occurs as a component of agrivironment schemes in only a few RDPs (15
per cent), #hough it is possible that relevant training may be provided separately under
Axis 1 measures. Aggnvironment schemes in the E12 Member States contain on
average fewer types of action than those from the-E&) with management plans and
record keepingand soil managementess well represented androp managemenslightly

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 bielimatic regions in continental Europe, but may this may simply
be because the resolution is too coarse to identify climatic differences influerfoinghivice

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-lently agri
environment actions to restrict inputs and manage landscape featuresaaruss the seven
almost all of the 15 categories are represented, with the exception ontgasfagement for
wildlife and taking or maintainingand out of production

The ten most significant categories of management actions, in terms of presencelkh E
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 inmds, management
techniques and crop rotations). This analysis is illustrated by examples from individual RDPs.

Structure and context of selected entrlevel agrienvironment schemes
In the second stage of the study selected edayel agrienvironmentschemes in ten RDPs

across seven Member States (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Italy, Poland and

C:



UK) were studied in more detail. These were chosen to represediversity of farm
structures, environmental problems and opportunities, biophgkand policy contexts, and
include both old (EX15) and new (EX12) Member States. For the latter agmvironment
implementation is relatively new and their farming sector is still in the process of phasing in
other CAP policies.

Despite this diversitthere 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. Tkese were underpinned to varying extents by national or EU derived targets,
and it is clear that some entigvel schemes are the main tool for delivering key
environmental policies at national level. In all but one of the case studies -Evey
schemes wre delivered within a programme that also included higlesel schemes. The
choice offered to farmers ranged from an-eimpulsory entrylevel scheme in Finland to a
free-choice menu in the UK.n@ entrylevel scheme offers farmers a choice not jusagf
environment management options, but also of forestry and Axis 1 and 3 options hheo. T
relative importance of agrenvironment schemes within the RDPs also varies considerably.

At farm and institutional level the agenvironment schemes operate algside other CAP
income streams, of which the most closely related are LFA (natural handicap) payments and
Article 68 environmental payments under PillarThe Natura 2000 measure is not widely
used in the countries studies, but a few agnvironment prgrammes have entrevel
management packages targeted at Natura 2000 habitats and species, for example farmland
birds in England ankligh nature valueHN\j grasslands in Bulgaria.

The reference level, payments rates and factors affecting uptake

The studyexamined the dynamics of the relationship between the reference level and
entry-level agrenvironment requirements in the case studies. The reference level includes
EU and national or regional legislation, and crosspliance standards defined at RDi?ele
within an EUwide 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 erdigvel agrienvironment schemes and payment raté3ther
reasons for altering aggnvironment schemes may be aimed at improving environmental
impact or uptake.

In the next programming period the reference level for agrironment schemes is likely

G2 AyOfdzRS ySg WINBSY Q seudrabtypésydiindanageyhent aktiorf I NJ
already widely used in entdgvel 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 justifie@seTdifferences
seem to be influenced partly by previous experience of-agvironment 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 countlidsnot use transaction
costs for the schemes studied.



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 dreases. There were several examples of efforts to improve
environmental coseffectiveness of entevel schemes through targeting and
differentiation of both management actions and payment rates, for example by type of
farming system, soils, environmeitfeatures 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
entryf SPSt &AO0OKSYSa | LILd&ptidlk of the extenbto WhictNiveSagEired LIS
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 he 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 welldesigned new entrevel scheme, andndermined the confidence of farmers who
had been anticipating much needed support for HNV grassland management.

The process of designing and revising enlteyel agrienvironment schemes

All the schemes studied built upon previous agmvironment expeence, although the

extent of this varied considerably. Where pilot schemes had been used these were seen as
Fy 2LILRNIdzyAGe G2 Sad GKS RSt AOSNE LINRBOSaa
actions. Scheme design was usually a negotiated pragedsr 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 &fine and adjust schemes and in some cases reference
levels too.

CFNNSNJ adzLILI2 NI ySGg2N]la& FYR FENYSNRQ | ddAdddzR
Effective farmer support networks can make a significant contribution to the effective
delivery of entrylevel agrienvironment schemes, butndy 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 seful 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 erigyel participation onF I NJY' S NA Q
environmental awareness or behaviour, and thss an area that would merit further
research. Anecdotal evidence suggests that there are benefits from engaging farmers in the
process of designing entfgvel schemes, improving their understandinfgtive purposes of

the schemes and providing them with feedback on environmental achievements of the
schemes.

Vi



Conclusions and recommendations

This study has shown that entlgvel management actions are included in the agri
environment programmes of allBBRDPs, 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 sclemes, 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 ncreases 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 policiesitey-level agrienvironment schemes:

1 provide an incentive for positive environmental management and a basis for higher
level agrienvironment schemes;

1 can both improve current levels of environmental managemeamnd maintain
environmentally appropriate @ management that is threatened by external
factors;

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

i can target regional environmental priorities by building upon the environmental
F2dzy RF A2y LINRPQGARSR 06& GKS LINBLRASR tAfCfl

In the design and revision of agmvironment programmes:

i targeted and differentiated entrevel requirements and payments could incentivise
uptake of environmentally beneficial management, taking advantage of available
and emerging technologies to do so cestectively;
guidance on transaction costs may ndede revised;
farm advisory and support services have a critical role; one possibility would be to
extend Farm Advisory Services to cover-aguironment advice;
including agrenvironment training within entrfevel 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.

1 smallscale pilot testing and evaluation of erdigvel schemes or management

actions coul improve efficiency, acceptance and delivery;

T WFFrad GNIXO1Q AYyuSNYyrt NBOGASg LINRPOS&aasSa Rd
an effective way of resolving problems.

= =

= =
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Framing thestudy

Agrienvironment policyis 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 addgetdse

/| 2YYdzyAtieQa SYBANRBYYSyYyGlrf LINA2NAGASAE I ONRAa
agricultural structures and types of farming in the-EI First introduced in 1985 as a
voluntary measure for Member States, it has gradually assumed greaiaripence within

the CAP and since 1992 has been the only compulsory measure within rural development

policy.

Agrienvironment programmes are designed and implemented at Member State or regional

level within the context of the 88 Rural Development PrograartRDPSs) in the E27, and

typically include a combination of enttgvel and higher level schemes, and both horizontal

and zonal coverage. Agenvironment schemes do not exist in isolation, operating above an
environmental baseline (reference level) aatbngside other Pillar 2 payments and state

aids; most farmers also receive decoupled Pillar 1 income support payments. During the
course of this studghe Commission published draft legislation for a significant reform of

the CAP, including proposals fo0PANB Sy Ay 3 Q tAffF NI m RANBOG LI
greening elements are implemented currently as edéyel agrienvironment management
requirements within Pillar 2 in some Member States.

The purpose of this study is to gain a better undergiag of the nature, diversity, design
and operation of the entrjevel elements of agenvironment schemes throughout the EU

27. To date there have been no systematic studies at EU level specifically clesetragri
environment schemes, nor any attempo provide a comprehensive typology of their
requirements or to examine the diversity of relationships between the reference level, basic
agrienvironment requirements and payments.

1.2 Defining entrylevel agrirenvironment management

Member States and regis have taken many different approaches to implementing the

agrienvironment measure, reflecting amongst other factors political priorities, climatic
variations, vulnerability to drought or soil erosion, characteristic farming systems and
practices, habites 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 ageinvironment schemes (of which the entigvel components
form onlya part) tend to differ irthe 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)



types;the relative level of resources allocated; and the eligibility critanbich include a
competitive element in some Member States.

In principle, the envonmental reference level in the Member State or region is the baseline

that determines what can and cannot be paid for by an-agkironment schemeAbove

this baseline many different types of fad@vel management requirements can be defined,

of which KS Y2NB o6FaA0 OFy -foS3SR $a ONAR SIRK S aY 2uNFHy
WK A A K @REnDap Statesstructure their agrenvironment programmes in many

different ways, often with entnfevel and highetevel requirements in separate schemes,

but sometmes including both within the same scheme.

There is no standard EU definition of enteyel agrienvironment schemes or management
NElj dzZA NBYSy (ad 25N S KA ah a3 (RISRFEA yUSRRY (i NEBY
1 management requirements that sit relatively close to the referetevel;
1 not requiring significanthange to the systerof farming and achievable by most of
the target farmers by:
o adjusting certain farming practices; or
0 continuing existing management that maintains environmental resources
which might otherwise beinder threat;
i targeted at the majority of land and farms within a defined area, or of a specified
type;
1 flat rate payments (which maybe degressive) and few associatedpramuctive
investments;
1 a relatively simple, nowompetitive application process amdkeskbased approval
process.

This study is concerned with the content, structure and design of eletvgl agri
environment support, and itloes not attemptto measure or evaluate the environmental
impact of that support. The scope of the studxcludeshigher-level agrienvironment
management such as the creation or restoration of landscape features and hab#ats
the conservation of genetic diversity; it alsxcludesorganic farmingand integrated
production because these involve chang@e wholefarming system

1.3 Approach to the study and structure of this report

As a first step, the study developed a typology of eiténel agrienvironment management

in the EU27, based on detailed information extracted from all the 2AGB7RDPs, including
thosefor the outermost regions. This EXY typology is presented and discussed in Chapter
2, followed by a comparative analysis of the different types of eld@wel management
actions across ER7 and an examination of the way in which these are grouped wébm
environment schemes (Chapter 3).

The remainder of the study focsss on the design and implementation of selected entry
level agrienvironment schemes in ten RDPs from seven Member Sshiesn in Figure 1.1
(Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Finlamedn€e, 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 ratesic uptake (Chapter 5). This is followed by a review of the



way in which the design, revision and improvement of eiémel elements of agri
environment schemes is approached (Chapter 6) and of the role of farmer support networks

and the effect that partipation in entryf S@St ZAO0KSYSa KIFa 2y Tl NY!
environment (Chapter 7). The conclusions of the study and recommendations for design and
implementation of entrylevel agrienvironment schemes are presented in Chapter 8.

Figure 1.1: The tecase study RDPs
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2 ATYPOLOGY OF ENTEYEL AGEINVIRONMENT MANAGENHN THEEU27

There is a very large range of different types of management that are included within the
entry level components of agenvironment schemes in the E27, each of which can help
deliver a number of environmental objectiveédome means of synthesising this information

is needed, therefore, to facilitate a better understanding of the nature of the elatvgl
management that is supported in different countrjeand the potential contribution of this

to different environmental objectives.

A number of typologies of EU agmvironment schemes have been published in the past,
but none looked specifically at the full range of enrlieyel management actions found all
agrirenvironment schemes in the EU and their associated environmental objectives. A new
typology has therefore been developed for theesific purposes of this study.

This chapter describes the process of developing this typology, and uses itninexée
potential environmental contribution made by different types of enleyel management.

2.1 Purpose and development of the typology

A review of the typologies that have previously been published on Elkkmagronment
schemes showed that none focussespecifically on entry-level agrenvironment
management actions or schemes, nor did they offer a typology based on the full range of
agfi-environment schemes being implemented in all regions of th&E\Rathelthey 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 specificeagnonment
management actions in detail (see, for example, Bonnitual, 2006) or they focus more
generally on agrenvironment schemes, allowing for a general overview of their application
across Member States, but lacking sufficient detail identify the different types of
management supported, and whether this is enkeyel or more demanding in nature (see

for example Oréade Bréche, 2005). A more detailed description of previous agri
environment typologies can be found in Annex 1.

To examine entryevel management across the EXJ agrienvironment programmes for
2007-13 and the degree to which thimanagementhas the potential to deliver diffent
environmental objectivesa new typology was therefore required. Two types of information
were needed toconstruct the typology a classification of the different typesf 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 atry level management actions from all 88 RDRs sourced from the

most up to dateversions of theRDPs available in early 26I1 & dzLJLJX SYSYGSR o6&
literature available on the website of European Network for Rural Develophoeritom the
nationaland regional websites of the aggnvironment 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/homepage _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-agvironment schemes, how these are
presented as distict 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 mainfarming system to which a scheme or type of management action is
applicable and the main biclimatic 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 sutketies 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. spome 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 classificationof several thousand recorded entigvel management actions into
different types was done through an iterative, botteup process of grouping like with like,
using the details of management actions recordedha tlatabase. 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 pdetermined a lisof types.

The output of this analysis was a classification of 63 differgpies of entry-level
management action, which in turn were grouped into 15 broadategorieswhere the
types of action are similar, or share a common focus or aim. For exalimpls to
applicationof fertilisers, plant protection products lime were grouped under the category

of input management Similarly,grass cover in permanent cropsd green or vegetative
coveron arable land were grouped under the categorysofl cove4. All the 63 types are
listed in Box 2.1, in descending order of frequency of occurrence of the categories within
agrienvironment schemes in all 88 RBR$ must be emphasised that this is a subjective,
analytical categorisation for the purposes ofdlstudy, and is not intended to represent the
way in which actions are packaged and delivered within@gvironment schemes.

Box 2.1: The 63 types and 15 categories of ed@yel manajement action in the Et27
RDPs

4 A number of actions were found thatould not be groupedr occurred in only one RDd#hd have not been
included in the typology or analysiShese arefencing; improve visual appearance of farm; install
bird/boxes; maintain bracken; no fences; no mineral extraction; remediation; removalastiplwaste;
restricted access; vehicle use; crop management (other); grassland management (other), soil management
(other); no mechanical weed control; no mulching; nouyglbingin of crops; no hunting.

5 Frequency of occurrence simply means presence/absavithin an RDP, and does not reflect how significant
the category is within the RDP.



Management of grass and semitural forage: maintain permanent pasture; traditional management (grag
grazing regime; restriction on peat cutting; no grazing; no machinery; control of scrub or invasive s
control of burning; restricted management dates (grass); shepherding; hay gyalorcutting; cutting regime
specified grass or seeding regime.

Input management:no fertiliser; limits to fertiliser or specified regimes; ptant protection products (PPP
limits to PPP or specified regimes; no lime; limits to lime or specifigiines; no growth regulator.
Management plans and record keepingnanagement plans (general, grazing, and input); record keef
analysis.

Soil covergrass cover in permanent crops; green or vegetative cawxar, winter stubblesmulching regime
Soilmanagement.erosion prevention strips; no tillage; tillage regime; wufifi furrows; ploughingn of crop.
Buffer strips:riparian buffer strip; norriparian buffer strip.

Crop managementfallow; traditional management (crop); rotation with legumes; ratat maintenance o
traditional orchards; spring sown cereals; restricted management dates (crop); no burning of straw, stu
cut residue; pruning regime; specified crop varieties and/or seeding regime; restricted management
harvesting regime.

Landscape feature managementnanagement of water featuresmanagement of noraquatic landscapq
features.

Management for wildlife:strips or patches for wildlifein field fallow patch for wildlife; sacrificial food cro
for wildlife.

Water level managemat: water level management.

Non-chemical crop protectionmechanical or manual weed control; mechanical pest control; biological
control.

Land out of productionmaintain area of land out of production; take land out of production.

Apiculture: apiculture.

Irrigation managementirrigation management; no irrigation.

Training:training.

Source: Own classification based on information extracted from national and regional Rural Development
Programmes 2002013 (versions available in early 2011).

2.1.2 Environmental objectives

Nine environmental objectives were selected against which to analyse the 63 types cf entry
level management actions for the purpose of developing the typology. These are: farmland
biodiversity; agricultural landscapes; water gugliwater 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 Axi$ and previous studies of environmental public goods and
agriculture.

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, wch 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 multobjectivity of the management actions themselves, but
also because the objectives are not always articulated explicitly within the description of the
agrienvironment schemes within the RDPs, or at the required level tHildd herefore 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 3520, 20.2.2006.

7 For example Haret al, 2011a and Coopat al, 2009



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 environmal objectives. This assessment
was based on expert judgement, supplemented by information drawn from previous studies
(for example Coopest al, 2009; Haret al, 2011b). For the purposes of this study a series of
criteria were used to make judgements arether the different types of agenvironment
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 enteyel actions against environmal objectives

A management action is considered as contributing towards this objecil

lREe if, compared to the counterfactual, it:

improvesto some degree the quantity, species diversity or conserval
Farmland biodiversity| status of the flora and fauna on the land concerned, or in adjacent W
bodies

maintains or protectsndividual landscape elements or the characterid

Agricultural landscapes " .
9 PES structure of a more traditional agricultural landscape as a whole

reducesthe pressure(s) that prevent the achievement of good ecolog
Water quality | status for surface waters or good chemical status for ground water
defined by the Water Framework Directive (WED)

reduces the demand for irrigation orimproves the awilability and

Water availability timeliness of water flows to replenish surface and groundwater systems

improvesthe proportion of organic matter, the level of susceptibility
SNRPaAz2y o0& GAYR 2NJ g iSNE (GKS a
the health of its biota, oreducesthe level or risk of contamination (afte
Joint Research Centre, 2009)

Soil functionality

makes a contribution towardseducing the net greenhouse gas (GH
emissions attributable to that land and/or improvintdpe capacity for,
Climate change mitigation carbon sequestration or reducing carbon emissions. The effects consi
are limited to activities and biological processes within the managen
area and do not take into account the full life cycles of products or inpu

maintains or improves the opportunitie®r seminatural habitats and
species to adapt their range to changing climatic conditions and/duces
the pressure of agricultural externalities on natural systems so that
are more resilient tohe effects of climate change

Climate changedaptation

Resilience to flooding| improvesor increaseghe capacity of land to capture and store water

reducesthe risk of fire starting in dry or combustible vegetation and

Resilience to fire maintains features that act as firebreaks, reducing the risk of fire sprea

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

Additionalcriteria were used to assess tlegreeof potential contribution of each type of
management action to each of the nine objectives:
1 Potential direct contribution where the implementation of the action has the
potential to contribute directly towards aabjective.
1 Potential indirect contribution: where the implementation of the action has the
potential to contribute indirectly towards an objectivein 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 Communityction in the field of water policy (OJ L 327/1, 222100)



objective is not necessarily the primary focus of the action but there is clear
potential for indirect contribution.

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

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

2.2 A typology of types of entrlevel management actions and environmental
objectives

The management actions and environmental objectives were then combined to produce the
typology which explores the relationship betamr types of entrjlevel 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.€ltypology is colour coded to show the potential level of
contribution of each type of management action towards each of the environmental
objectives.



Figure2.1: Typology oftypes of entrylevel agrienvironment management actionand environmental objectives
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The typology shows clearly that all types of edA&yel management actions have the
potential to contribute (directly or indirectly) towards multiple environmental objectives.
For example, addressing water quality through more effeciiyt managementand the

use of buffer stripsalso 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 oftdapends on the way in
which they are implemented, where they are located and the extent of uptake in any given
location.

Despite the inherent mukobjectivity of all types of entHevel actions, some have the
potential to contribute towards more objentes than othersSevenof the 15 categories
include at least one type of management actwith the potential to contribute directly or
indirectly to all nine objectives (these arthe maintenance of permanent pasture,
traditional managemen (crops and gass), management of water features, water level
management, fallowand taking and maintaining land out of productigrtogether with the
non-land-basedmanagement plans and record keepiagd training). By contrastsacrificial
crops for wildlifenas thepotential to contribute towards only two of the nine objectives.

Actions which involve managing or creating areas that are not used directly for production
generally have the potential to contribute towards more objectives than those where
environmental management is carried out in closenjoaction with crop production.
However, there are some notable exceptions to thkr example, the categories of
traditional managementgreen soil coveand grass cover in permanent cropee 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 managetnieas 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 fararid biodiversity, climate change
adaptation, and agricultural landscapés

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 type
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 sermases 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 objectaesficial
food crops for wildlife, hay makingo cutting, apiculture, cutting regime, specified seed regig@ss) in
field fallow patches for wildlife, specified crop varieties and/or seeding regime, restricted management
times (crops), no growth regulators, and harvesting regimes.

10



objectives are affected by a wide range of different environmentaspures 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 benefitare associated with a narroweange of categories, those
concerned specifically with the managementsoils, inputsbuffer stripswater, irrigation
andland out of production

Figure 2.2Number of types of entrylevel management actions with the potential to
contribute towards the nine environmental objectives

W Direct Indirect No Impact ™ Detrimental

Water availability
Resilience to fire
Resilience to flooding
Climate change mitigation
Water quality

Agricultural landscapes

Soil functionality

Environmental objectives

Climate change adaptation

Farmland biodiversity

10 20 30 40 50 60

Number of types of entry-level management actions

o

Fewer types of entnevel management actions (25 of the 63) have the potential to
contribute directly to the agricultural landape objective- not just those forlandscape
feature managemenfof ditches, hedgerows, infield trees and stone walls for example) but
also actions from other categories suchraanagement of grass and sematural forage,
crop management, soil cover atmliffer strip (for examplecutting, grazing,and pruning
regimes, fallowand traditional managementpractices). A similar number of actions but
from a slightly different range of categories potentially contribute towards water quality,
particularly those aned atinput managementsoil coveiand soil managementThe climate
change mitigation objective potentially benefits directly from just under 20 actions within
several different categories, including all typessoil coverand managementand buffer

strips.

Not many of the 63 types of entilevel 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 managemertudiier
strips and erosion prevention stripsthe maintenance of permanent pasturand the
management of water featurebecause these can improve infiltration rates or slow the
spread of floodwater, and also act as firebreaks. The presence of vegetation &foplkex

11



green coverand landscape featurgsmay contribute towards improving resilience to
flooding, whereas limiting the growth of vegetation can reduce combustible material (for
example byscrub controlor grazing regimes and may contribute towards increeng
resilience to fire. Very few types of entlgvel actions have the potential to contribute to
water availability.Those that do includ@rigation managementwater level management
greencover, fallow and takingor maintainingland 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 environna¢wbjectives. Only a

few instances were found, with the resilience to fire being the objective most affected. The
lack of grazing or cutting grass and seratural forage, as well as certain mulching regimes
could allow the build up of combustible matdriavhich 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 involvingurning have the potential for detrimental impact on the
greatest number of objectives including water quality, soil functionality, and climate change
mitigation. Controlledburning of vegetation can leave soils exposed, for example vulnerable
soils on hather 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
carbon sequestration.

This typology uses a subjective categorisation of management actions for the purpose of
analysis, but within agenvironment schemes management actions are often grouped
G§23SGKSNJ YR LINBASYUSR | dzdliCS | REBBR RS NeBFY (Y dzf> (i AT
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 impleneehaind targeted can also influence the level

of contribution towards different objectives.

Chapter 3 discusses in more detail the different types of eletvgl management actions

and the categories to which they were assigned for analysis, where thdguard in

different RDPs, which farming systems they apply to, and how they are packaged together
within agrienvironment schemes.

12



3 COMPARATIVE ANALYSI®F ER7 ENTRYEVEL AGHENVIRONMENT
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

This section provides an overview of the disiition of the different categories of
management actions identified in the typology across the2Elalongside an outline of the

range and types of management actions found within the most commonly occurring
categories. It then examines in more detaiéthse of specific types of management actions
within agrienvironment schemes in different regions and how they are combined into
packages. The seven RDPs for the outermost regions are analysed and discussed separately
FNRY G(GK2aS T2N GfkEEWO2y GAYSY Gl Q LI NI

3.1 Qualitative overview of entrylevel management actions in the ERV RDPs

The typology in Chapter 2 covers 63 different types of el@wel management actign
grouped into 15 different categories, as shown in Box 2.1 and Figure 2.1. dategeries

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 thmanaganent of grass and senmatural forage(95 per cent of
RDPs)jnput management(91 per cent),management plans and record keepi(itp per

cent) management of soil covdi79 per cent) and soil management (69 per ceht)ffer
strips(64 per cent)crop managment(60 per cent) andandscape feature manageme(ts

per cent). Figure 3.1 shows the distribution of the different categories of management
action within agrenvironment schemes ioontinental Europend how this differs between

the EU12 and ELL5 gioups of RDPs.

The categories that are least well represented within -&gwironment schemes across the
EU27 includewater levelmanagement(38 per cent) through tdraining which is only
present as an agenvironment action in a few RDPs (15 per cent), althoelgewhereit
may be provided under Axis 1 measures rather than integrated into-agvironment
schemes.

Figure 3.1 shows that no one category of management act@gsirs in every continental
RDP. In the case ofanagement ofjrass and senmatural forage for example, reasons for

the absence of this category in an agnvironment scheme may be that the focus is
primarily on the environmental management of arabknd (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 exsuded from this

study. The distributions of individual categories management action are examined in
more detail below.

13



Figure 3.1: Proportion of the ER7 (continental), ELL5 and EUL2 RDPs containing each
of the 15 different categories of management actions

WEU-27C WEU-15 WEU-12

Proportion of EU27, EU15 and EU12 RDPs
containing entry-level management actions

Categories of entry-level management actions

Source: Own calculations based on the typology

All categoies of action are present in both the B2 and EL5 groups of RDRswith the
exception ofirrigation management present only in E{15 agrienvironment schemes.
However there are differences between new and old Member States in terms of the
proportion d RDPs in which individual categories are found. Whereas tRESERDPs follow

the EU27 distribution described above, the HI2 RDPs do not, as Figure 3.1 shows. In the
new Member States the two most widely represented categories of management actions
arethe same as those for the E15 - the management of grass and sematural forageand

input management found in 83 per cent of EL2 RDPsManagement plans and record
keepingand soil managementre not as widely represented as in the-E&] occurring in

not more than half of the E\12 RDPs, whilerop managements more prevalent in B2

than EU15. Six other categoriesvéter level management, nechemical crop protection,
land out of productin, apiculture, trainingand management for wildlifie occur inno more
than a third of the ELL2 RDPs.

Some RDPs contain types of actions from a smaller number of categories than others. For
example in Hungary and the Abruzzo, Baddieand Valled'Aostaregions of Italy only six of

the 15 categories of management actions are represented. Thesmanagement of grass

and seminatural forage input management, management plans and record keeping, buffer
strips, crop managementaind 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 egbries of management actions present within the RDPs
appear to be largely independent of balimatic regions (see Table A3.1 and Figure A3.1,
Annex 3). Given that the bidimatic information is inferred, the lack of associated patterns
may simply be beause 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 paticularly 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 regionynainl

the north and westof Spain.

3.2 Types of management action within the broad categories

In agrienvironment programmes the types of management actions identified in this study

FNB y20 dzatzey/ 68 QEIGAREKAE F2N Tl Ny®NbEgrodped OK2 2 &
together within agrenvironment schemes in the analytical categories used for the typology

(the buffer stripsand landscape feature managemertategories are exceptions). This

section looks in more detail at some of the different categeréd 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 regioes
considered separately, given their geographic distance foomtinental Europe and their

different bio-climatic and farming conditions). Detailed examples of all 63 typks
management actions are provided in Annex 2.

3.2.1 Management actions found within individual RDPs

Moving from the overarching categories mfanagement 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
agrienvironment schemes in diffene RDPsFewer than five of the possible 63 different
types of management action are included within agmvironment schemes in some
regiong! compared to more than 25 in othé® with an average of 15 per RDP. Figure 3.2
shows the number of differentypes of management actions found within each of the 81
continental RDPs. Compared to the-E&J RDPs, the agenvironment programmes of the
EU12 Member States contain on average fewer types of action (only three of them have 15
actions or more), althouglthe range is striking in both groups and varies even between
regions of federal Member State§his 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 theagrienvironment programme, but is not covered by this study.

11 Hungary, Mak, Latvia, Cyprus and the ltalian regio@s o! NB NXzl T 2 ¥ Adsta, &rfd Aigutiali I = =+ € £ S
12 Slovenia, the Netherlands, the Corsican region of France, the Catalunya, and Basque country regions of
Spain; and the Scottish, English and Northern Iretagibns 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 senmatural forage

The management of grass and sematural forage is the most commonly occurring
category, found in 77 of the 81 RBP4t 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 wildlifefriendly cutting regimes and hay making. The widespread inclusidhi®
category can be partly explained by the fact that it covers not just management applicable
to permanent pasture and sermiatural forage areas, but also managementgoéss leys
within arable rotations, as well as wooded pastures. This range ofractioesnot include

the management of grass on specific features such as buffer strips or strips or patches for
wildlife, whichare coveredn other categories of the typology.

Grazing regimes for livestock are the most common type of management actitims the
category, closely followed by cutting regimes (73 and 58 RDPs respectively). Within agri
environment schemes of the E1I2 RDPs both are commonly found together, but their
relative importance varies. For example, in the Czech Republic with vge flrms 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, ageénvironment schmes in the Et15

RDPs, in contrast to those in the -EP), tend to favour grazing over cutting regimes (63
compared to 46 RPDs) for the agrivironment 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 alldowvegaze and, in some
cases, define the type of livestock to be useddtocking 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 Andalucia, SpaidltU/ha in Piedmont, Italy with
maximum allowed densities ranging from 1LU/ha in Andalucia, 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 perctaee 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 environmenta&larrying capacities. For the same reasons cutting
regimescan 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 muabf 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 fourRDPswithout any grassland management actions amestly in the MediterraneanQyprus, Malta,
and Navarra (Spain)) but the fourth is much further north, in eastern Gerrf&aghseh

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 agrienvironment schemes, grazing regisare invariably delivered as part of
packages that include other actions from this catgg(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 soll
structure). Cutting and grazinggines may be packaged together or delivered separately,
and a single RDP may have more than one package for the management of grassland and
semknatural forage.

3.2.3 Input management

The second most common category found across all RDPs and farming systeassteela
input managementand consists of seven actions concerned with the appropriate
application, reduction, or prohibition of agrochemical and other inputs to agriculturattand
Alternative means of addressing issues associated with high inputs, subk asntrol of
weeds through mechanical means are not covered here, but withimtivechemical crop
protection category. The restriction or management of inputs on agricultural land is a
commonly used group of management actions within -®grwironment shemes and is
applied widely across all farming systems and in bothlEland EtL5 RDPsThe only
exception is limits to lime application, stipulated in only a few RDPS in thE5Htbr
example Sweden)There are a small humber of RDPs that do not appearontain any
specific actions aimed at reducing inputs, including Hungary, Cyprus, Spain (Galicia and
Navarra), and ltaly (Basilicata and Marche) (Annex 2). It could be that these regions utilise
other types of actions to control inputs, such as integthtor organic management (not
considered as an ent#gvel 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 morspecificelements such as copper (Slovenia). Inmanagement
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 friemdgnagement 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 recordsefample Austria).

The different levels dffertiliser inputs allowed vary significantly between RDPs, even within
Member States, as do theetailed requirements surrounding their use (including the scale,
type of land and dates at which they can be #@pg) makngthe 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. Requuents for the method of application used also vafpr
example, to help improve soil and water quality in mainland Finland an additionalgop

15 Limits to/appropriate regimes, or the ban adrfilisers, PPPs, or lime (six actions), and the ban on growth
regulators (one action).
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agrienvironment payment is available which requires the more accurate spreading of
fertilisers on arable landwhereas 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 agmvironment schemesnd 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 cropfzedl (for example
Poland), mulching regime (for example, Campania, Italy, and the retention of over winter
stubbles (for example, Lithuania) (Annex 3hil coverthas been distinguished frorarop
managementactions for the purposes of this study becauskhaugh 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 actiagether. 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 ispecified period of the year during
which soil covershould bein place For arable cropthisis 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 requiredrund
permanent crops the implementation dates can be much longer for example in Aragon,
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 RBR& typef 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 regmidiage, erosion
prevention strips, run off furrow, and the requirement to plougim crops. In contrast to

the inclusion of such actions in a large number of-agsironment schemes within the EU

15, they are not widely represented in the BB being absent from seven of these RDPs.

The most widely neresented 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 slofang in Murcia,

Spain, or limits to cultivation depth in England (Annex 2). The prohibition of tillage under the

Wy 2 GATE1FI3ISQ FOGA2Yy Aa 2FGSy F2dzyR Ay- O2yed
natural forage where certain temporary grasslands may lme 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 distributedveeen the EUL2 and ELL5. Buffer

strips is can limit the damaging effects of nutrient +oifi and soil erosion on neighbouring
habitats or features, and also help to protect biodiversity resources. A clear distinction is
made between riparian buffer stripfor aquatic features such as natural watercourses or
ditches, and nosriparian buffer strips for features such as hedgerows. This category does
not include the creation o$trips or patches for wildlifayhose main purpose is to provide
biodiversity benéits and which are oftersown with specific types of plants to attract
particular speciesand where the restrictions on management go beyond that neefied
protection from fertilisers and pesticides.

The absence of buffer strips in certain RBRsuld 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 otherasons 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 Greecd)ifferent types of bukr strip may be grouped together in
packages entirely focussed on buffer strips (such as in Wallonia, Belgiumdyéorm part

of a wider package of actions (such as in Estonia) (Annex 2). The required width of buffer
strips varies considerably betweeegions, with minimum widths ranging from 0.5m in
Greece to 10m in Denmark, and maximwadths 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 idaetif that relate specifically tarop
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 cropskoil managementand input managementare 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 agrvironment schemes (50 RDPSs)
both across the E\12 (8 RDPs) and the B8 (42 RDPs). Despite this wide coverage their
occurrencecan vary within Member States, for example only six of the 21 Italiars RDP
include crop management actions, although this may be explained by the inclusion in these
RDPs ofintegrated production (not covered by this study) ather categories of
management such assoil cover (for example winter stubbles, green cover}oil
management(for example mulching or run off furrows) antgput managemenactions. The

most common action ithe crop managementategory relates to crop rotationgound in

16 Bulgaria, Cyprus, Hungary, Slovenia, Austria, Germany (Brandenburg and Berlin, Baden Wirttemberg,
Hamburg,Rhineland Pfa]SachserAnhalt Saarland, Schleswig Hels), Spain (Andalucia, Astoria, Balearic
Islands, Cantabria&Zastilla y LegrExtremadura, Galicia), France, Italy (Abruzza@h@ia)] Canpania, Liguria,
Marche, Puglia, Valle d'Aogtand the Netherlands.

20



agrienvironment schemes in 27 RDE&ammonlythe requirement is forbetween three and

five crop types in the rotation but this can range from two (for example Portugal) to six (for
example Thiringen, Germany) (Annex 2). Rotations are most commonly required for cereal
crops, for example irBavaria, Germany, but can also apply to vegetalbtg<s such as
potatoes in CyprusA 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
guoted do not always use comparable types of land for exarfiydeper cent of the rotated

area (Bavaria, Germany) to 10 per cent of the cultivated area (Andalucia, Spain). Both types
of crop rotation are found in packages with other types of management particularly soll
management, input management, and soil conathough some packages focus exclusively
on establishing or maintaining diverse crop rotations for example in Bavaria and Thuringen,
Germany (Annex 2).

3.2.8 Landscape Feature Management

Actions aimed specifically at the protection and maintenance of lands&gtares, occur in

more thanhalf (47) of all continental EU RDPs and are relet@atl 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 distifa#tween actions that focus on
aquatic features, for example ditches and small ponds, and those which focus en non
aquatic features such as stonewalls, hedgerows, or isolated trees. Of the two types, the
latter are found in more RDPs, 45 in compariso2® 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 inekidther types of management action
such as grazing densities on grassland, limits to fertiliser applicatorestrictions on

tillage (for example Austria and Slovenia) (Annex 2).

In managing landscape features the farmer may be required to carrynmartagement

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

WYL AYOaFAyQ GKS FSIF GdzNBa LINS aeéngnis vatigh baiwedh K2 f R.
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 breedingperiod oflate 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. Pregnt in agrienvironment schemes in just under half of all RDPs, they occur
predominantly in ELL5 with only three occurrences in EI27. This may reflect the longer
history of agrenvironment development in the old Member Statd%$e category excludes
other actions that also may benefit wildlife but which fall within other categories, such as
restricted management dates cutting regimes

17 Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Lithuania
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Managementactionsfor wildlife commonly occur only on small areas of the overall holding,
but the size of area ovewrhich 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 maes (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 cambe@s 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 objeetivga

some cases directed at specific species, for example SkyfdegksH{ arvensis)n 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 sigmifarea of

land either to betaken or maintainedout 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 agrnivironment shemes, appearing without

any significant pattern in only 19 RDPs, all of which are in theFwith the exception of
Bulgaria.This category does not include actions for taking smaller areas of land out of
production, for examplestrips or patches for Wdlife, or rotational fallow, as these are
covered in thamanagement for wildlifend crop managementategoriegespectively

Farmers are usually restricted from carrying out certain operations on land taken or
maintained out of production. These varpr 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 textilisers or PPPs, or graze or work the
land. In Bulgaria the areaut of production must be continuous (ndnagmented) and must
have a one metre wide strip arourmmerimeter 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 voluntdoy, example in Castilla y Ledn (Spain), farmers
can use 50 per cerdf 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 predommly 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 (Bavaridliedersachsen and BremgRhineland PfalzSaarland), Greece, Spain (Basque
Country, Castilla la ManchaCastilla y LednNavarra), France, Ireland, Italgnilia RomagnaToscana,
Umbria, Venetto) and UK (Wales).

22



required to remove vines from the @a 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 functionalit, water quality (for example Greece) or to benefit biodiversity (for
example BulgariaAnnex 2). The packages in which these types of actions are found can
also include (but not necessarily on the same area of laeduced or no fertiliser
application, creation of buffer strips, cutting regis@nd crop rotations.

The area of land to béaken 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 ad 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
farm1? 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 n&?ates

3.2.11 Training

Beyond the land management activities found in agwironment schemes, some schemes
also require the farmer to attend training and education courses to heifth
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 agrenvironment action, found in only 12 RBRP©Only one of thesesiin the EU

12 (Slovenia), which has 14 packages containing this action.

Training within agrenvironment schemes can be related to any or all of the environmental
objectives of the schemdt always forms part of a wider package of acti@amsl is found,

for example withinpackages addresyy water pollution, management for wildlifand crop
rotations, or it may provide a more general introduction to environmental management.
Irelandtraining is a compulsory requirement that must be carried out alonthwviil 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 agmnvironment schemes in the
RDPs, althoughts 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
Slovena (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.

191n the case btillage (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 duratfrthe agreement.

21 Finland, France (Corsica), Germany (Niedersachsen and Bremen and Nevdds#ialen), Ireland, Italy

(Bolzano), Luxembourg, Slovenia, Spain (Extremadura, @ydaland Navarrg)and the UK (Northern
Ireland)
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3.3 How management actions & packaged within agrenvironment programmes

Having considered the different categories of eA@gyel management actions included
within agrienvironment schemes across the 81 continental RDPs this section examines how
entry-level management actions are combined within different agnvironment sckmes,
andhow these combinations are used.

3.3.1 Grouping of actions

Although entrylevel management actions have been identified and discussed individually
for the purposes ofanalysis irthis study, in reality they are commonly presented within
agrirenvironment 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
managemeh actions and the terminology us&¥3. More detail on how schemes are
structured and implemented can be found in Chapter 5.

Two broad types of package can be identified:

1 Thematic packagedesigned to address specific issues such as the prevention of soll
erosion orthe managenent of particular environmental features such as traditional
field boundaries. For example, illand (Finlang, 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.

1 General packagedesigned to address a number of different issues such as
WSYQBANRYYSyilltte FNASYRf& YI yieatSawtitng i Q
may be implemented in different locations across the farm in order to achieve these
aims. For example, in Austria, g@eneral package of actions aimed at the
WnvironmentallyF NA Sy Rt & Y I y I 3 S Yr&gyiies tieFarmerNd lnit S € | v
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.

[N
A

The way in which actions are packaged together not affigcts 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 lesBogt than a package that contains six actions which
must be carried out in different locations across the holding.

In some cases entdgvel management actions are grouped together in packages with
higherlevel actions. For example in Andalucia, undee thasic commitments for the
sustainable management afehesas tree planting(consideed in this study to be higher
level managementis included alongside actions relating to grazing regimes, restrictions on
PPP use, scrub control, the establishment ofmanagement plan and keeping records.
Entrylevel management actions are also sometimes conditional elements of Hig¥ar
management suchas in England (UK) where participation in the enteyel agr

22 |n RDPsrmgupings maybe called schemes, stdthemes or packag, sometimes with a descriptive title that
signals the aims/WVe have chosen to use packaging as a consistent term.

23There are also differences in payment structure that are examined for the case studynRDster 5.

24



environment scheme is almost invariably a conditioh applying for the highelevel
scheme.

In a few cases, entdgvel management actions are not packaged together in separate
schemes but instead are presentedasienufrom which the farmer can choose (Box 3.1).

The choice of actions for an individu@rm may be influenced by advice and scheme
guidance.

Box 3.1: Example of the menu based approach used in England, UK

| YSydz 2F AYRAQGARdZ f I -Envidoraméri sulh schemzERtR/ Le
Stewardship (ELS). Under ELS, a wide randgéfefent management actions are availak
for a farmer to choose, from the creation of infield patches for wildlife to the mainten:
of hedgerows or the provision of owavinter stubbles. Although such actions are r
packaged together they are present thematically whereby similar actions are list
together. This designin combination with a significant amount of scheme literatuie
intended to help farmers choose actions that are most environmentally suitable for
specific situation buit doesnot restrict their final choice, which simply has to meet a po
threshold Al management actions are allocated a certain level of points per hectare
the farmer must choose a combination of actions to meet theial points threshold, whict
islinked 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 termswhich 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 buthwrestrictions 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 ire tbase 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,
others must be done in combination with other packages. Under the schenpeeserve
and enhance organic matter there are three packages of actions: (1) organic fertilis
catch crops and green manure; and (3) crop rotation. Packages 1 and 3 can be cari
individually whereas package 2 must be combined with eithekage 1 or 3. Under
different subscheme within the agenvironment programmelnproving the environmen
and conservation of the countryside) there are six different packages of actions that ¢
implemented individually or together. However there isnaximum remuneration (varyin
by crop type) that will be paid irrespective of the number of packages adopted. A s
approach is also seen in other regions of Italy for example in Emilia Romagna, and B¢

Once the farmer has chosen a packagenahagement actions, in most cases all actions in a
package are obligatory, as a condition of payment, but there are some RDPs fatmeees
are offered a choice of actions within the packagkismay simply be matching the specific
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type of crop, soil ordature on the farm to the appropriate actions, or it may be an
opportunity for the farmer to exercise personal preference (Box 3.2).

Ly &2YS OFasSa O02YLldz &2 NE-upldlOTARY I NKOtidzRS: &2
level or may be at a highdevel. Examples of tomlzLJa Oy ©6S &aSSy Ay
environmentally friendly practices scheme (Annex 2) where a numbeoref actions must

be implemented for a flat rate payment but other optional actions can be implemented for

an increased payment. A similarample is also seen in Finland (Chapter 4).

3.4 Management actiorsin 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-agsironment scheras have includedthem but it

is interesting to examine the similarities and differendedween these sevenRDPs and
those of continental Europe.

Understandably, fewer of the 63 types of management action are represented in this small
group of RDPs, a msequence of the very different farming systems that occur in these
areas compared with those of continental Europe. Unlike the continental RDPs, these
outermost RDPsspan a more diverse range of kibmatic regions including the Caribbean
(Guadeloupe andMartinique), African (Reunion), Micronesian (Azores, Madeira and
Canaries), and South American (Guiana).

Figure 3.3: Categories of entiigvel management actions irthe seven RDPsfor the
outermost regions of the EU
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Despite the relatively few types afictions present, 13 of the 1road categories of actions
are represented in some way (Figure 3.3wo categories input managementand
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landscape featurenanagementare common to all of the agrenvironment schemes within
these RD®. These are also two of the more common categories of actions in the continental
RDPs. The categories that are not represented within-agrironment schemes in the
outermostregions aremanagement for wildlifewhich given the very different nature of the
faunal and floral composition of these regions may not be appropriate or necessaty,
maintaining or taking land out of production

The management actiongend to have rather differentrequirements from those in
continental agHenvironment schemes. Fexample grazing regimes have marginally higher
maximum livestock densities than mainland Europe, between two and three LU/ha in
Guadeloupe, 8union andFrenchGuiana, but in the Azores and the Canaries the maximum
livestock density is generally much low@.4 LU/ha)lthough itmay be up to 2LU/ha in
areas receiving particularly high rainfall (80 cm per year). This highlights the dependency of
carrying capacities on local bgeographical characteristics.

Interestingly training features more frequengl within these agrenvironment schemes,
present in all three French outer region&rénch Guiana, Guadeloupe, éRnion and
Martinique), despite not being included ithe agrtenvironment scheme fomainland
France.

Although the RDPs for these regions &@sed on a common European framework, it is
interesting to see the differences in crop types reflected in the -egvironment
requirements. For example, specified rotations in Reunion include pineapples, and soil cover
in Guadeloupe is part of a packagkactions to help improve the environmentally friendly
farming associated with banana production
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4 INTRODUCTION TO CASJDIES OF ENTIERVEL AGIRINVIRONMENT SCHEMENS
SEVEN MEMBER STATES

The typology and analysis iGhapters 2 and 3 illustrate the range of entigvel
management actions included within agmvironment schemes in the E2¥ RDPs and their
potential contribution to key environmental objectives of EU concern. The chapters that
follow examine in more detail seled entrylevel components of aggnvironment
schemes from ten RDPs across seven Member States (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland,
France, Italy, Poland and the UK). These were chosen to represédiveisity of farm
structures, environmental problems amgportunities, biephysical and policy contexts, and
include both old (E15) and new (EX12) Member States. For the latter agmvironment
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 frorRBén
sources, interviews with key experts, and relevant national literature.

4.1 Theenvironmental focus of the case study entigvel schemes and their coherence
with regional environmental priorities

The environmental priorities addressed by agmvironment schemes will of course differ
from one RDP to another, but it should be possitd identify a clear link between EU and
territorial environmental priorities and the design and focus of edéwyel schemes. The
extent to which these links were clear varied considerably in the seven case study countries.

One common theme was the usd# agrienvironment 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 envionmental pollution related to intensive agricultural activities, which have
led to high levels of nitrates in ground and surface waters. The crop rotation scheme
contributes towater quality improvement byeducing the risk of soil erosion and nitrate
leadhing from arable land, with priority given to applicants within the N{6Bsper centof

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 agriculturad.ldn 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 twnd in some regions, witla 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 beensupported by public fuding 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 agmvironment
programme4. In Poland soil erosiors 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 pority. In the UKresource 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 Finlandthe agrienvironment programme playa central role in national environmental
and conservation policy and provides the major source of funding forptiséection of
surface and marine waters from agricultural raoff. 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 loldm
agricultural runoff over a ten year pericd and the nationalgrienvironment programme

is the main tool identified to achieve this, with the ertgvel element of the basic agri
environment scheme focused on water protection, targeting broad-poimt sources of
agricultural runoff. The related highelevel options are used to address localised sources of
pollution and specific locations (such as land near water bodies).

Entrylevel agrienvironment schemes in Bulgaria have a strong biodiversityd, and this
objective is addressed through both endgvel and highetevel schemes in the Czech
Republic, Poland and the UK. In Finlabdiversity conservation objectives are covered
mainly by the highetevel schemes (with the exception of a redgnntroduced compulsory
Wnvironmental fallov@requirement within the entry level scheme)n Bulgaria the three
entry-level elements focussed specifically on HNV farmland and traditional farming systems
reflect both the current extent of these land usesd their importance in delivering
government objectives for nature conservation and protection of existing environmental
assets. The BAP 20@810 identifies a range of issues and priorities linked to agriculture,
which include the problem of abandonmenf traditional agricultural activities (livestock
breeding) in mountain and sermmountain areasleading to loss of habitats and biodiversity.

Poland is rich in biodiversity, with a large range of habitats and a mosaic agricultural
landscape structureand the protection of habitats and traditional rural landscapes relies
upon extensive farming. About 45 different types of semaiural 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 semitural 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 emeéotal
effects of intensification or abandonment of agricultural land, rather than being focussed on
extensification of agricultural production.

25|n 206 the Finnish Government made a decisioprinciple 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 ofetih average level over the years 2002005 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 thestatus of these waters should at least be good.
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In England (UK) the entigvel component of the agenvironment scheme is seen as the
primary vehicle for ddressing specific objectives for biodiversity conservation in the wider
countryside, whilethe higherlevel scheme is fossed on more localised biodiversity
priorities. At entrylevel there is a particular emphasis on farmland birds which have for
some Yars been the subject of a UK Government biodiversity indicator and annual
monitoring?8. Thisindicator tracks the population levels of widely distributed birds that are
fF NHSfte& RSLSYRSyld 2y FINXYEFYR KFEOAGI @AD | yR
farmland species. Another lorglanding focus of agenvironment 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 levednagement
focussing on the maintenance of such features in good condifidr® agrenvironment
options in Scotland appear to address mainly biodiversity and landscape objectives, with no
obvious targeting of historic features, resource protection, accelgsate change, or flood

risk objectives as in the England scheme.

The agrenvironment programme in France is relevant to the implementation of séwr

the BAPs adopted in 200Bor example, those for agriculture and natural heritage eatar

aliato 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 srda the case of

Italy, the coherence between environmental priorities and edéyel 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 suppomrfganic farming and integrated
production.

4.2 Structure of the agrenvironment programmes in the case study Member States

In most cases the entdgvel actions examined in this study lie within an overall -agri
environment framework that includes both othesntry-level actions and highelevel
actions, but the architecture and complexity of the schemes vary considerably, as does the
way in which entrjlevel actions are fo@sed on single or multiple objectives and are
subsequently packaged, targeted and deted.

The type of entnjevel 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 agrienvironment programmes from which these examples are drawn isrdes] 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 agenvironment programme, not individual paades of actions,

or is quantified in terms of land contributing to specific objectives where the support is
delivered by a combination of agenvironment management actions with multiple
objectives.

26 nhttp://archive.defra.gov.uk/evidence/statistics/environment/wildlife/kf/wdkf03.htm(accessed 17 June
201)
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Table 4.1: Agrenvironment schemes and management actiosslected forfurther study

case study | Bulgaria_| Czech Republic | Finland | France | ltaly | Poland | United Kingdom
entry-level agrienvironment scheme structure

separate | separate standard package of | separate schemeg separate schemes | separate schemes | selfselected package

schemes | schemes 6 compulsory actions (England); separate

schemes (Scotland)
national or regional national | national national national 3 regions out of 21:| national 2 regions out of 4:
RDPs selected for Lazio, Lombardia England (En) and
study and Campania) Scotland (Sc)
LI @ YSy G NJ|27to155| 75 to 374 per hal 93 or 107 whole 32to 76 perha | 48 to450per ha 84 to 573 per ha 38 whole farm (En); 2
for entry-level per ha managed farm, plus 170 or 300 managed, total managed, some managed, to 592 for area
schemes selected for for area managed as| payment per farm| payments reduced | payments managed, total per
study Wetl A RSQ capped for larger areas degressive with farm apped by farm
farm size size (Sc§’

types of agrenvironmentmanagemengctions in schemes selected for study
grassland * * * * * *
management
seminatural 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 @sedsr( Annexes to 2003 RDP for
England)
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4.2.1 Czech Republic

Entrylevel actions reviewednanagement of meadows and pasturesid two subschemes

targeted at soil protectiongonversion of arable to grasslaadd cover crops.

The Czech agenvironment programme
environmentally friendly farming theme isnerely entry-level but the other two, for
grassland management and arable management, include both ée¢gl and highetevel
elements, as shown in Table24with the entrylevel components selected for further study

indicated by shading.

is structured around three themes. The

Table 42: Agi-environment schemes in the Czech Republic

Level

Scheme

Target

A

Al
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
Bl

B7

Grasslandnaintenance
Meadows

Pastures

Higher level

B2

B3

B4

BS

B6

B8
B9

Mesophilic and hygrophilic meadow
(12 options of management)
Mountain and xerophilous meadow
(12 options of management)
Permanently waterlogged an
peatland meadows (four optiong
nationwide but geographically
targeted)

Bird habitats on grassland wader
nesting site (designated)

Bird habitats on grasslangicorncrake
nesting site (designated)

Species rich pastures

Dry steppegrasslands and heathlang
(four options)

680,000 ha of 900,000 ha

Entry-level

C

C1

Cc2

Arable management for resourc
protection and biodiversity
Conversion of arable to grassland
options)

Cover crops

Higherlevel

C3

Wildlife strips

300,000 ha of 2,600,000 ha

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 entnfevel schemesstudied, for meadows (B1l) 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 highdevel grasland schemeare 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 highdevel schemes B4, B5, B6 and B9 farmers can see the
eligible habiat areas identified on their LPIS magere is no differentiation between
entry-level and highetevel 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 esghem

The entrylevel schemdor 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 mixtdrép gmassland

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 iabde farming areasThe target

uptake for all three arable schemes (both enkeyel and highetevel) is 300,000 ha.

4.2.2 Bulgaria
Entry-level actions revieweddNV grasslands; crop rotations; soil erosion control.

Bulgaria has had very limited experience iofplementing agrenvironment schemes.
Although the pilot regional schemes were designed as long ago as 1998, the first pilot
SAPARD agenvironment schemes only opened to farmers in late 2006. The current
LINEINI YYS A& | 3INEP dekdl seh@meshitiiobit\asRdciitedyhigiavelS vy G N2
schemes or management actidfslt consists of five entrlevel schemes each comprising

one or two packages, which can in some cases be combirtezse are set out in Table 4.3

with the entry-level components seleetl for further study indicated by shading.

Table 4.3 Agrienvironment schemes in Bulgaria

Level Scheme Target

Organic farming:

1 organic farming (OF)

1 organic apiculture

Traditional livestock breeding:

1 local breedgLB1)

1 mountain pastoralism (LB2)

Restoration and management of HNV farmland
1 on undergrazed HNV grasslands (HNV1 200,000 ha

Horizontal and zonal | T ©on overgrazed HNV grasslands (HNV2)
(these two grassland schemes have since been merg

1 on arable lands in IBAs (HNV4)
Soil and water protection:

91 crop rotation (SW1) 10,000 ha
f soil erosion control (SW2) 90,000 ha
Landscape features:

1 maintenance of traditional orchards (LF3)

Entry-level

11,000 ha

Source: own table based on Bulgaria case study

28n the context of Bulgarian agriculture organic farming and traditional lbesbreeding can be considered
as entrylevel because they are aimed at supporting existing farming systems under threat.
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The undergrazed grasslasdheme (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 opermanent pasture identified dsigh nature valugHN\) farmland covered as
much as 1,138,981 Ra 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 pasiiires.
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
Entrylevel actions reviewedasic management scheme of six compulsorkages

The agrenvironment programme in Finland is based around an elavgl basic
management scheme of six compulsory packages of management actions which all
beneficiaries implement, plus an additional option which applicants choose from a
supplementay menu (some of these build directly on the compulsory elements, for
example more restrictive fertiliser requirements). The ed@ryel 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 agrenvironment expenditure in Finland (2009 figut@s The remainder of the
LINEINF YYS O2YLINR&Sa GKS WAaLISOAL 2 A 2y & Q
management actions, some of them horizontal (for example organic farming), others zonal
or targeted (for example lonrterm grass crops on arable land with peaty soils). These are
set out in Table 4.4, with the entfgvel components selected for furthetudy indicated by
shading.

Table 4.4: Agrenvironment schemes in Finland

Level Scheme Packages of management actions| Target
Basic scheme Environmental planning and monitoring ol 98 % of arable
compulsory section farm practices land
9ailofAaK WSYyJANERYy-\
15% of the land 93% of
Fertilisation of arable crops farmers
Fertilisation of horticultural crops
Entry-level Headlands and buffer strips
horizontal Maintenance of biodiversity and landscap

Reduced fertilisation
Basic scheme additional | Plant cover

options Crop diversification
Extensive grassland
Catch crops
Horticultural options

29 Bulgarian RDP version 4, July 2010

30Based on 2009 data (Aakkwtal, 2010)
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Medium-level
and higherlevel
zonal and/or
targeted

Special options

Organic farming

Local breeds androps

Riparian zones

Wetlands

Groundwater

Water management, habitat management
Grass on peatland arable soils

Source: own table basdeinlandcase study

4.2.4 France
Entrylevel actions studied:extensive grazing systems; diversification

rotations

The national programme of the 208 RDP, thé’lan de développement rural hexagonal
(PDRH) consists of the nine agnvironment 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, withfferetit 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 schemder extensive grazing systems and
diversification of arable crop rotations have been selected fortifigr study and are

indicated by shading in Tables4

Table 4.5: Agrenvironment schemes in France

Level | Territorial coverage

Schemes

National

Scheme A extensive grazing systems

Scheme Bdiversification of arable crop rotations

Entry-level

Higherlevel

Regional but not zoned

Scheme € low input mixed crops and livestock fodder system

Scheme D conversion to organic farming

Scheme Emaintenance of organic farming

Scheme E protection of endangered breeds

Scheme @ Conservation of endangered plant resources

Scheme H¢ Enhancing the potential of honeybee pollination 1
biodiversity conservatio#t

Regional and zoned

Scheme | Territorial agrienvironment schemes:
I.1- Natura 2000 issue;

1.2 - Water FrameworlDirective issues;

1.3 - other environmental issues.

Source: own table based on France case study

31 This scheme is close to the reference level aretdfore considered to be entsgvel (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 frienmigduction 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 creatinfpnger interval before a

crop returns to the same plot (and thus disrupting the cycle of pgcific pests); an
additional objective is limiting ruoff by planting a more varied range of crops.

4.2.5 ltaly

Entrylevel actions reviewed in four groups from three different RRsp rotation, cover
crops, minimum tillage, reduction of fertiliser; increase organic component of arable soil;
maintain permanent meadows; maintain permanent pasture.

In Italy the RPs 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 lItaly respectively.
These regins represent the varied bigeographic, agricultural and environmental context

of agrtenvironment schemes in the Italian regions; the agricultural characteristics of the
three regions are shown in Table 4A&grienvironment schemes account for around a
guarter 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 thre@lian regions

Region Farming type Intensity of management Farm
structure
Arable | Permanent| Permanent| Grazing | Livestock| Irrigated | Spending| Average
land %] pasture crops % livestock | density area %| on crop| farm size
UAA and UAA (% of all| index UAA inputs (ha/
meadows LSU) (LsSu/100| 2007 0 € K K| holding)
%UAA 2007 ha of UAA)
UAA) 2007
2007
Lombardia | 70 27 4 43 279 62 17
Lazio 48 32 20 89 53 16 7
Campania | 53 20 27 83 81 21 4
ltaly (all) | 55 27 18 56 78 21 151 8

Source: own table based Italy case study

The agrenvironment programmes in Italy are notearly structured into entryevel and
higherlevel schemes, and more than half the agmvironment expenditure is on schemes
supporting organic farming and integrated farming, which have been excluded from the
analysis for this study (as explained ina@er 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 ad water resources in arable and permanent cropping systems and Type 2
at using organic fertilisers to increase the levels organidenah 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 biodivigrsand 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: Agrenvironment schemes in Italy

Types of entrylevel scheme Application in 21 RDPs in Uptake in 2009 in RDPs selected for stuc
Italy (not targets)
Lombardia Lazio Campania
(North) (Centre) (South)

Type 1 13 RDPs 30,952 ha 2,324 ha 3,000ha
Crop rotation, cover crops 1,087 (contracts | 80 contracts
minimum tillage, reduction of contracts n.a.)
fertiliser
Type 2 8 RDPs 200 ha 673 ha
Increase organic component ( (contracts | 77 contracts
arable soil n.a.)
Type 3 All RDPs in Northern Italy,| 22,702 ha
Maintain permanent meadowy some in Central and Souther 1.794
(mainly mown) Italy contracts
Type 4 27,000 ha
Maintain permanent pasture 720
(grazed) contracts

Note: this table shows selected entigvel schemes/RDPs, not the whole programme, and uptake data for
2009, nottargets(n.a not available)Source: MidTerm Evaluation Reports, 2010

4.2.6 Poland

Entrylevel actions reviewedsustainable agriculture; extensive management of meadows
and pastures; undersown catch crop; winter catch crop; summer catch crop; 2m and 5m
buffer strips (riparian and fielshargin)

The current RDP is only the second to have been implemented in Poland, and the agri
environment programme consists of nine agnvironment schemes, all of them available
across the whole territory. Four of the schemes are eigmel, and five ca be considered

as highetlevel, 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 Agrienvironment schemes in Poland

LEVEL SCHEME VARIANTS TARGET
Sustainable agriculture Sustainable agriculture 6,000 farms
150,000 ha
Extensive permanent grassland Extensive management 190,000 ha
of meadows and
pastures
Soiland water protection Undersown catch crop 100,000 farms
Winter catch crop 1 million ha
Summer catch crop
Buffer strips 2 m riparian 200 farms
5 m riparian 650 linear metres
Entrylevel 2 m field margin
5 m field margin

37



Higherlevel | Protection of species and habitats Ten variants
outside Natura 2000 areas
Protection of species anthbitats Ten variants
within Natura 2000 areas
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 entrylevel schemes mainly address problems of water pollution and soil degradation,
as well as biodiversityrthe 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 praection focusses on maintaining soil cover on arable land throughout the year; the
buffer strips are unfertilised permanent grasstamanaged without fertilisers.

4.2.7 United Kingdom

Entrylevel actions reviewedhedgerow management; buffer strips; permaneamassland;
stubbles/post harvest management; soil erosion; tree management;ifeilstirips; grazing
management.

The current programme in England is one of the most complex in the EU§Witbtions in

the main entrylevel scheme, and almost as many agai the highedevel scheme. The
standard Entry Level Stewardship (ELS) scheme described in Taldeagailable to all
farmers there isalso an organic version witHightly higher payment rates)n the most
disadvantaged area of the Less FavoureebALFA), 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 tmffer 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 complemeneach other. The overall uptake target for all agmnvironment
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: Agrenvironment schemes in England

Level| Scheme Packages of management actions Target

Farm environment record

Boundary features (13 options)

Trees and woodland (9 options)

Historic and landscape features (5 options)

Buffer strips (10 options)
Arable land (1®ptions)

Range of crop types (2 options)

Entry-level

Entry Level Protect soil and water (4 options)
Scheme

(ELS) Grassland outside Severely Disadvantaged Areas
options)
Mixed stocking on grassland

Grassland and moorland inside SDAs (6 options)

Boundary feature¢3 options)

Trees, woodland and scryt3 options)
Orchardgq4 options)

Historic and landscape featuré® options)

Arable land7 options)

Higher Level Protect soil and watef5 options)
Grassland16 options)

Moorland and upland rough grazifig options)
Accesg9 options)

Lowland heathland5 options)

Inter-tidal and coastafl11 options)
Wetlands(12 options)

Additional supplement$8 options)

Scheme
(HLS)

Higherlevel

Target for wholeAE programme 2.5 million ha (70% o
UAA)
50,000 holdings

Source: own table based UK case study

In Scotland the structure of the RDP is quite differamthat measures from all three EAFRD

axes are combined within a singRural Development Contracts (RBCheme, integrating

Axis 2 agrenvironment and forestry payments with the delivery of Axis 1 and Axis 3
measures. Table 4.10 shows only the @gwironment options, with those selected for

further study indicated by shadg. The RDC scheme offers a menu of el@vel packages

FNRY (GKS GKNBS IES&as SyidAadtSR [FYyR alyl3SNAC
higherlevel strand of targeted Rural Priorities (RPs) to which entry is competitive, as in
England. Althagh this is an integrated scheme, there is no requirement for an RDC contract

to include any of the agenvironment options.
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Table 4.10: Agrenvironment options within the integrated RDP scheme in Scotl&hd

LEVEL | SCHEME PACKAGES OF MANAGENTACTIONS TARGET

Rush Juncug pasture for wildlife
Summer cattle grazing

Moorland grazing

Linear features

Grass margins and beetle banks in arable fields
Biodiversity cropping

Wild bird seedmix/unharvested crop
Conservation headlands

Winter stubbles

Natural regeneration after cereals
Farm woodlands (2 options)
Animal welfare

Organic farming

[FYR aly3s$
(LMO)

Entrylevel

Organic farming

Grassland (9 options)

Arable (5 options)

Heathland and peat soils (9 options)

Rural Priorities (RP) | Wetland (6 options)

Hedges (2 options)

Farm woodland and scrub (2 options)
Habitat and species management (7options)

Other (3 options)

Higher level

2 million ha

Target for whole AE programme 4,545 holdings

Source: own table based on UK case study

The Scottish entHevel scheme also focuses less on strategic environmental policy targets

than B.Sdoes 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
{O2Gft 1 yYRQ& TFIFNXfLFYR Aa dzLJ | YR 3 NJIportiof 8 G KSN
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.

32Bothi KS [ah FTYR wt StSYSyda 2F {O020Gfl yRQa wdzN»¥ f 5S@St
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 Itledes Axis 1 and Axis 3 options, and forestry options
other than those for small farm  woodlands and  wood pastures. Source:
http://www.scotland.gov.k/Topics/farmingrural/SRDP/LardanagersOptions/Availableoptions and
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/farmingrural/SRDP/RuralPriorities/Optiansessedn 13 Juf 2011]
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4.3 Relationship of entrylevel management actions with other agricultural and
environmental payments

In a number of these Member States, some of the eidryel 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 Na@@@ and Water Framework
Directive compensation payments, and possibly the -parductive investment measure
although this is unlikely to be used in conjunction with edayel schemes.

The effects of LFA payments on agmvironment uptake are likelyotbe mainly in stabilising
incomes on marginal farms where the land may be at risk of abandonment. For example in
the Czech Republic, Lipayments apply only to grassland and this has motivated some
farmers to convert arable land to grassland with suppédm the entrylevel agri
environment scheme targeted at erosion prone arable sails€ngland LFA support is being
phased out altogether and replaced in the most disadvantaged LFA areas by the recently
introduced upland entnfevel agrenvironment schera (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 detgl 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 edttyel 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 fegeéscheme).

The only other targeted CAP support which might directly complement dewsl stiemes

is that provided through Pillar 1 Article 68 paymeégtsvhere 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 dairyédods 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 eletrgl agrienvironment package for
mixed stocking (sheep and cattle). SimilarlyFinlandthe 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 igssociated problems of soil structure, erosion, and
phosphorus ruroff (Lehtonen, 2004). In Italy an Article 68 scheme for crop rotation
implemented in 2009L0 has characteristics of an agnvironment requirement, but with
annual payments, not mukyearcontracts.

33 Article 68 of Council Regulation 73/2009
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5 REVIEW OF REFERENSEEL, PAYMENT RAAED FACTORS AFFEGTUINTAKE OF
SELECTED ENTEXEL SCHEMES

5.1 Introduction

This chapter considers the dynamic relationship betwtenreference level and entrgvel
agrienvironment requirements and gyment rates, and considers the factors affecting
FI NYSNRERQ dzdiirbninént seiemeb, BNl the selected examples of detrgl
components of agrenvironment schemes from the seven Memb8tates described in
Chapter 4.

The characteristics of eéhreference 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 agenvironment schemes. The way in which payment rates are calculated and

the different paynent structures used in agenvironment schemes are analysed, before
O2yaARSNAYy3 K2y GKSAS |yR 20KSNJI-evdl Qgii2 N&E | -
environment schemes.

5.2 The eference level for agrenvironment schemes

¢tKS 02y OSLIi 27 Q0SKS [WANS F Sanirgh@ddt atidSothdr FaNd
payments under both Pillars of the CAP is a cost allocation mechanism developed by the
OECD in the 19903t serves to distinguish between those costs associated with the
achievement of environmental outooes 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 ot deliver at their own expense, and an enhanced level of
environmental management for which farmers may be paid to deliver, for example through
agrienvironment schemeistensen and Primdahl 2006)

The environmental reference level for all afeasedpayments on farmland under the CAP
consists of crossompliance and other standards that include:

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

1 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 framewo/ shown in Table 5.1;

1 other national or regional regulations that apply at farm level.

In addition, recipients of agenvironment payments must also comply with:
1 requirements on the use of fertilisers and plant protection products wiidmber
States must define in the REB¥PSome examples of these types of requirements

34 Regulation EC 73/2009, Annex IlI

35 As required byArticle 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 -caspliance

Issue

Compulsory standards

Optional standards

Soilerosion:

- Minimum soil cover

- Retain terraces

Protect soil through appropriaté
measures

- Minimum land management
reflecting sitespecific conditions

Soil organic matter:

Maintain soil organic matter level
through appropriate practices

- Arablestubble management

- Standards for crop rotations

Soil structure:

Maintain soil structure through
appropriate measures

- Appropriate machinery use

Minimum level of maintenance:

level @
avoid th

Ensure a minimum
maintenance and
deterioration of habiats

- Retention of landscape features,
including, where appropriate,
hedges, ponds, ditches trees in

- Minimum livestock stocking rate
or/and appropriate regimes

line, in group or isolated and field
margins

- Establishment and/or retention g
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 ang
vines in good vegetative conditior

Protection and managementof
water:

- Establishment of buffer strips
along water courses

Protect water against pollutior
and runoff, and manage the us

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

of water compliance with authorisation

procedures

Note: standards shown italicswere added in 2009source: Annex Ill 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 msethat the reference level
management actions underpinning agmvironment 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 differdncesertain 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 (hanges 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 alysasynchronised 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-eagrironment
schemes more frequently too, altbigh this is not the only reason for revising agri
environment schemes, as discussed in Chapter 6.

In Member States with a long history of agrivironment schemes, such as the UK and
France, there have been significant milestones of CAP reform overate20 years which
have provided the opportunity or obligation to change the agrvironment reference level.
For the ELL5 Member States, crosompliance was introduced as a voluntary option in the
1992 McSharry reford§, followed by the requirement foistandards of Good Farming
Practice to underpin aggnvironment schemes in 1999 the crosscompliance GAEC/SMR
framework of standards in 2003/2085and revisions to GAEC and SMR in the 2009 Health
Check of the CAP The latter distinguished between conlpary and optional standards
and introduced new compulsory standards for water abstraction and unfertilised buffer
strips along watercourses (to be implemented by 20X2¥her changes, implemented in
2010, were a more detailed specification of landsca@uees, and an optional standard for
the establishment and/or retention of habitats (offering an opportunity to recapture some
of the environmental benefits of setside).

The timeline for the EX10 Member States has of course been shorter, although they have
had the experience of defining standards of Good Farming Practice for theQBOBDPs.
For the ELR it is shorter still, and they are still in the process of develgp@nd adjusting
crosscompliance standards, as experience in Bulgaria shows. GAE@amgigance now
applies to all EX12 and, although SMR requirements will be fully phased in only in 2016,
where preexisting national legislation is comparable to enmireental SMRs (for example in
habitats and species protection in Bulgaria) this is regaetepart 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 theamilestone 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 Frarillustrates 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 twicén 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 othese changes, which had the effect of progressively strengthening and refining
the standardsjs shown in Annex 4. IrPoland significant changes and additions were made

36 Only a limited number of Member States implemented voluntary cross compligridenmark, France,
Greece, the Netherlands and the UK.

37 Regulation EC 1257/199gticle 23
38 Regulation EC782/2003 and Regulation EC 1698/2005

39 Regulation EC 73/2009
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in moving from the Good Farming Practice standards of the 2@4&RDP to the GAEC
standards for 2007, but few if any changes have been made during the current programme.
In Finlandthe reference level has been subject to even less frequent change, partly because
it was already quite well developed in national environmental legislation before GAEE cross
compliance was introduced. The first agrivironment programme in 1998000 washased

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 wéhrequirements. The
process of implementing EU cressmpliance standards was therefore relatively simple,
and adjustments were made to aggnvironment schemes to ensure these remained above
the new reference level.

Reference level requirements for pranent 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. Se@ndly,
guantitative requirement obges Member States to prevent any significant decrease in the
total permanent pasture area recorded in 262805, but until the decrease reaches 10

per cent nationally there is no requirement to apply corrective measures at farm level for
the re-converson of arable land into permanent pasturex the UK existing Environmental
Impact Assessment legislation protecting searatural 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 agenvironment 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 minimstocking rates or fodder yield.

Bulgaria provides an example, during the current RDP, of refpartgofthe GAEC standard

for the protection of permanent pasturdy defining a separate standard specifically for
environmentally valuable pasturedBulgaria has large areas of HNV grassland where
abandonment is a major environmental problem, and the 2007 GAEC standard (for
clearane of unwanted bushes), as originally defined and implemented by the Bulgarian
authorities, led to the destruction of valuable sendtural habitats $ee Box 5.4 for dails).

In 2010 the GAEC standard was split into two with a new, separate standarduo¢ed
specifically foHNVfarmland, Natura 2000 and other protected areas. This allows farmers
entering an agrenvironment contract to retain scattered single trees or coppices, shrubs
and/or hedgerows, covering up to 25 per cent of the overall grassy, aepending on the
previous condition of the meadow or pastdtebut 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 refamee level requirements can have a different impact
on farms of similar type in different places, not just as a result of ireégronal 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 RB-616/ 21.07.2010.
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the requirementsfor record keeping arising from the Nitrates Directive cause quite
significant differences in the extent and costs of crosmpliance between different types
of farm, as the example from the UK shows (Box 5.1).

Box 5.1: Differing costs of compliancetWwiSMR4 (Nitrate Vulnerable Zones) in England

In England the area of land designated as Nitrate Vulnerable Zone (NVZ) increase
around 55 per cent of the territory to 70 per cent on 1 January 2009. The goverr
regulatory impact assessment of theastge indicated that this was expected to lead t
adzoadlydArt AyONBFrasS Ay 0O02ada F2N) GKS
€ MHC M “)perfafindn2 ¢gr between 1 and 30 per cent of farm business p#pfibrne
mainly by livestock farmdn a survey carried out by ADAS al (2009), 47 per cent Q
respondents said they had made changes to comply with SMR4 requirements for NV
consultation evidence indicated that inclusion of NVZ regulations in SMRaogdiance
KFR AYONBIFIASR TIFINNYSNEQ || ¢ leiNBbfigatios, bltyhan
struggled with the record keeping requirements. Farmers viewed these as an unnec
burden and were therefore reluctant to comply. Breaches were found at 6.2 per ce
inspections in 2006, and 3.9 per cent in 2007. Of thadares, 32 per cent were on cerea
or general cropping farms, but nearly half the failures related to incomplete records 1
than evidenceof poor practice in the field.

Source: UK case study

5.2.2 Management actions in the reference level and in agnvironment 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 detrgl agri
environment schemes. Of the eight most common categories éntyfpology 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 amanagemen of grass and sermatural forage

input managementmanagement plans and record keepjmganagement of soil covesoil
managementpuffer stripsand landscape feature managemer®f course not all the types

of management action in each of these categerivill be used in the reference level of a
particular RDP, nor will there always be associated-egrironment schemes, but where
there are it is necessary to make a clear distinction, in payment calculations and on the
ground, between what a farmer igquired to do to meet reference standards and what is
paid for uncer the agrienvironment scheme.

5.2.3 Effect of changes in the reference level on the design of-@g&ironment schemes

2 KSy OKFIy3aSa (2 GKS NBFSNByOS t¢S@gSt KIF@gS
actions from agrenvironment 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 agenvironment schemes. Changes in the reference level have in

pmcppdm YR mMmMandg YAfEA2yS dzaAy3d O2ydSNRBRA2Y Tl OG2N 27

43 RIA attached to explanatory memorandum to tNérate Pollution Prevention Regulations 2008: No. 2349
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 -lviey agrienvironment
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 effectsafbstantially reducing both payment rates

and uptake. On a much longer time scale first agrienvironment crop rotation scheme in
France was introduceth 2000 at a timewhen Pillar 1 oilseed and protein crop payments
were aligned with those for ceréss 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 plag a role until the reference level became more demanding
with the arrival ofGAEC cross compliaecstandards.

In France there has been a long series of changes to the reference level anteeatrggri

environment management requirements relating to extensive grassland management. The
timescale of the different schemes, some of efhihave overlapped is illustrated in Figure

5.1, and the changes to reference level, agrvironment management requirements,

payment rates and uptake is summarised in Table 5.2. In other cases schemes have
eventually been removedhe original crop rotédt 2y Wa dzy Ff 26 SN aO0OKSYS |
modified (by adding a requirement for mechanical weed control) during the 2001 RDP
revision and integrated into the agenvironment programme, but later suspended because

most of its requirements were put into ta new GAEC cross compliance standard for crop
rotation. An agiSY GANR Y YSYy i WNROGFGA2Yy I fQ &aOKSRDB, o4l a
but in 2008 and 2009, this measure was not considered a priority and themgronment

budget was allocated to otheckemes such as the grassland scheme PHAE2.

CAIdzNBE pédmY LYLX SYSyillFdGAz2y 2F GKS WIN}aafl yR

PDRN PDRH
[éqeasures 19 Measures 19
and 20 in CTE and 20 in CAD
PMSEE 1 - DHAE 2

. PMSEE 2 PHAE 1
ol o =t L o M~ o (=] = — [ ] o =t L w M~ o0 [2a) L] — o~ o
[=a] [=a] [=a] [=a] [=2] [=a] (=] (=] = (=) (=] (=] (=) (=] (=) [=] = [=] — — — —l
[=3] [=3] [=)] [=)] [=)] [=)] (=] (=] = [=] [=] [=] (=] (=] (=] (=] [=] (=] (=] [ =] [ =] [ =]
— —l —l —l —l —l —l —l o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ ~ ~ ~ o~ o~ o~

In some regions of Italy there is a considerable weight of expenditure on contracts from
previous programming periods bause severategionsset up new contracts during 2005
6%4. In many cases these farmers have been able to alter their contracts to implement new

4Ly [2Y0FNRAI GKA& WOl NNA S BRroufd208% bf NdR @vtal SagebiBofiment’i dzNB  NB
expenditure in 20072009 (32% for the whole 202013 programming period), in Lazio it is around 65% in
the first two years and 22% for the whole 20R0@13 programming period, while In Campania expenditure in
2009 m 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 commitmets are substantially higher as a result of changes in SMR and GAEC
standards.

Changes to the reference level may not affect all efgmel elements of an agri
environment scheme. During the first two years of the 2A@7programme in Bulgaria
there werethree changes of the GAEC standards and four notifications of the RDP, but
these changes did not alter the boundary between reference level andeagiionment
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 counffe effect of changes in the reference
level on uptakemay not necessarily be in those enfryS @St a4 OK S Y S agenieftl (G Wt 2
actions to the reference levelt could be argued that in the Czech Republic the more
demandingreference levelstandards for erosiogprone soils have provided an additional
incentive for farmers to convert arable land at high risk of erosion &sgland with agti
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 associatedesetrgptions

have been in the context of soil and wat management and protection, largely driven by

the change from GFP to GAEC in 2005, as described in Box 5.2, which introchesed a
GAEC standard that is more stringent than the original-@gvironment measureln the

Czech Republic the main change e treference 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 parof 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 referes level and agrenvironment requirements for grassland in France 192310

Years 1993 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 2010
1997

RDP - PDRN PDRH

Schemes PMSEE] PMSEE2 | PMSEE2 +CTH PHAE1] PHAE1 +CAD| PHAE1 PHAE2
Referencdevel - Good agricultural practice Implementation of crossompliance:
9 SMRs 16 19 SMRs
SMRs
6 GAEC | 7 GAEC
- Art.39(3) requirements for beneficiaries of agri
environment measures
Management Art 39(3) - Requirements for fertilisation practices and use aobp

required by the
reference level

conditions of
AE contract

protection productgsee Annex 5)

GAEC 5:
minimum level
of maintenance

of land

GAEC 6:
Preservation of
permanent
pasture

1 Good farm management;

1 Nitrogen fertilsers: not more than 170
kg/ha of organic nitrogen in vulnerabl
area,;

1 Socking ratesto maintain vegetation
without damagng the conservation of
natural resources;

1 Possible restrictions onse of mountain
pastures for soil protection.

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

1 Pasturemanagementriteria to be
defined at the local levelnd must
include minimum stocking rates
and grazingmowing
requirements

i Setaside land (compulsory or
voluntary):  requirements  for
minimum maintenance of land
type of cover (spontaneous ¢
sown), specific equirements for
meadows, fertilisation, successid
of crops and set aside, and speci
rules for environmental set ad.

Twocategoriesof land defined

1 Cropped land(cereals,oilseed crops
and nut orchards must all be sown
and maintainedin accordancewith
localpractice until thecrop flowers;

fLand taken out of production (sej
aside) no bare soil, establish covs
(spontaneous or sown) without
fertilisation; apply no more tharbO
kilos of total nitrogen per hectarg
observe rules for crushing andg
mowing.

Maintenance of a proportion of
permanent pasture in UAA at the
national level concerns all farme
benefiting from direct aids ang
having permanenpasture.

Three requirements are defined:

foverall maintenance of grasslands
the farm level: 50% of referencrea
(2010) br temporary grass, 100% fq
permanent grass;

f'minimum density of livestock of.®
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LUha or minimum yield,;
ffmaintenance of permanent pastur
ratio, with 2005 as reference year.

Management Fertilizing Not 11130 units N/halyear (of which no mor{ 1120 units N/ha/year (maximum 60 {125units N/ha/year (maximum 6@smineral)
required by the practices defined than 70 as mineral) unitsasmineral) 190 units P/ha/year (maximum 6@smineral)
agri fmaximum 60 units P/ha/ year as | 1160unitsK/ha/year (maximum 6@smineral)
environment mineral
scheme ffmaximum 60 units K /halyear as
mineral)
Chemical Not Chemical weeding only witicence Prohibition of chemical weeding, excepted for control
weeding defined thistle, Rumexweeds and invasive species, and
maintenance of fencing
Pasture Not - CTE/CAD and PHAE: between O Between 50% and 75%
specialisation | defined 75%
level
Density of Not <1LU/ha PHAEx 1.4 LU /ha an@TE/CAD: ¥.8 <14 LU /ha
livestock defined LU /ha
Maintenance of| Not Retainduring the 5 year contract
permanent defined
grassand
Maintenance of| Not Preservation of meadowareas Ploughing or movingllowed orce Ploughing or movingllowed orce during the 5 year
temporary defined during the 5 year contract contract, but onlyof 20 % of the area under contract
gras$and
Permanent Not Maintenanceof permanent landscape | Maintenanceof permanentiandscape Maintenance permanenfandscape elements of
elements of | defined elements (hedges, pondstc.) elements(hedges, pondstc.) biodiversity interesbn minimum 20% of the pasture
landscape area under contract
Payment rates | € 0 enp KKFZ gAGK I O e€ecy kKF @SN 3IS3 eTc KKIFK®&SINXE aNyek |
€ B00 /year
Implementatio Beneficiaries | 100000 76 400 57 000for PHAE1 andi3 000 for 52 800
n CTE/CAD
Grasslands 5M ha 5M ha 3.2 M ha for PHAE1 and 1.5 M ha fo 3.5Mha
under contract CTE/CAD
Amount eydo a yHo a € FT2NJtfol 9 €494 M
CTE/CAD
annual average EMT ¢ a EMOT a €124 M

amount

Source: France case study
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Box 5.2: Relationship of reference level and agrivironment options for soil erosion (UK

In England soil management is one of the issues that have come to the fi@eeint years
It was not a priority irearlierschemes, which were more concerned with wildlife, landsc
and historic features. Resource protection was included as an objective in Environi|
Stewardship when it was first introduced in the 262006 pogramming period, with
separate options for a Soil Management Plan (SMP), the management of high erosi
cultivated land, and the management of maize crops to reduce erosion.

The GAEC standafaor soils in England is the Soil Protection Review (&RiRh requires the
farmer to 1) identify any soil issues, 2)mplement measures to manage this lar
appropriately, and 3jeviewthis action on at least an annual bagisk S NB |j dzA NX
L2t A0SQ GKNRdAdzZAK NBOGASgAY It andib diffeds frofh SWRY
originally offered as an entrdgvel agrenvironment payment simply for preparing a pla
The SPR reference level is thus a more powerful tool than theeagiionment SMP, whic
was withdrawnfrom the start of the Rural Devgbmnent Plan for England (RDPE) 2037
following a review of the agenvironment schemes and concerns expressed by
European Commissidhat the distinction between the requirements of the SMP and th
of the cross compliance SPR, which forms theslative baseline, was insufficient to justify
paid optiorf>. The agrenvironment optionfor the management of high erosion ri
cultivated landwas also withdrawn, but in 2009 new options were introduced for bu
strips for watercourses on cultivatedrid; enhanced management of maize crops to red
soil erosion and runoff; and maintenance of watercourse fencing. These were follo
2010 by two further new options: ifield grass areas to prevent erosion and +offi and
winter cover crops.

In a sirvey carried out by Momenta in 2007, 28 per cent of respondents said they need
change their practices to comply with the SIPRwever, in awgrvey carried out by ADAS
al (2009), 50 per cent said that they would need to make changes. The SPRewas sely
to buffer strips (GAEC 14) in the amount of concern created among farmers follow
introduction. ADA®t al (2009) quoted press coverage indicating that farmers believed
it created extra costs by going beyond legislative requirements dovironmentall
enhancement. Findings from practitioner workshops and expert interviews indicated
while GAEC 1 had raised awareness of soil issues, the SPR was viewed as having |
Gl tdzS o6& Ylye FINYSNED® LG #aRD]| R2R¥yISYy SH
unnecessary burden, making farmers reluctant to complete it. Some breaches
recorded, reaching 3.6 per cent in 2007.

Scotland, in contrast, has five separate more prescriptive GAEC standards for soil ¢
but the standardfor buffer strips has not yet been implemented. Within enleyel
schemes the only option to manage soil erosion is- B buffer strips.

Source: UK case study

45 hitp://www.defra.gov.uk/rural/rdpe/sectf.htm#g17 accessed 18 March 2011
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5.2.4 Distinguishing reference level and agenvironment requirements at farm level

The administratively cleacut distinction between what is required by the reference level
and what is paid for under an agenvironment contract may be less obvious on the ground.
This is illustrated by riparian buffer strips, which will become a compulsé#C standard
from 2012 and are already a component of both GAEC aneeagnonment schemes in
many RDPs. Typically, where farmers implement theemgrironment option, there will be

a single buffer strip of which the section nearest the water is regliby 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, 3he i€zech Republic and 5m in
Bulgaria and France. Adjoining this, on the field side will be theeagitonment strip,
typically of unfertilised grassland, sometimes using special seed mixes and mowing regimes
to benefit biodiversity; these may be up ta42n wide in Finlandand 12m in the Czech
Republicand the UK (EnglandThe 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 fiire 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 farrer has an the entsevel agrienvironment contract). Yet in some cases

a single ditch between two farms, both in agrivironment contracts, will have no buffer
strip on one side and a 1m strip on the other because the farmers differ in their
interpretatiz Y 2 ¥ WY Ink sourde inlFidl&i@reéported that farmers feel confused
and frustrated with the distinction between the reference level and -agwironment
requirements, seen as one more level of complexity for which the rationale is not
understood’. This is a potentially serious problem, if not all farmers understand that the
two requirements are linked and sanctions for rommpliance affect the whole support
package.

5.2.5 Possible changes to the reference level for the 2@DARDPs

The risk of farmergailing to understand the distinction between reference level and-agri
environment requirements, and possibly incurring penalties for several CAP payments, is
NGBt SOyl Ay GKS O2yGSEG 2F F yS6 WINBSyQ
payment isconditional upon farmers implementing agricultural practices beneficial to
climate change and the environméftand the required management actions would then
become part of the baseline for aggnvironment payments, alongside the existing
reference level. The proposed greening requirements include management actions
commonly used in entrevel elements of agenvironment schemes in many Member

46 Source: interview with ProAgtigor Finland case study
47 Sourceinterview with ProAgria, for FInland case study

48 Three requirements have been define@rop diversification:three different crops to be grown on arable
land over 3 hectares, with no cropwering less than 5 per cent of the area and the main crop covering no
more than 70 per centPermanent grasslandmaintain 95 per cent of the area of permanent grassland on
the holding as declared in 201Ecological Focus Areag: per cent of the holdindexcluding permanent
grassland) must be managed as ecological focus areas, examples of which include landscape features, fallow
land and buffer strips(European CommissicdbOM(2010) 672 final).
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States,and will require changes to some current schemes and payment rates, especially
those applicable to intesive arable cropping systems. Box 5.3 illustrates the extent to which
similar actions to the proposed Pillar 1 green measures are found ireagronment
schemes in the 20013 RDPs.

2E pdoY tNRLIR&ASR /1!t WIANBSYAY FHevel M) dzA NB Y
environment schemes

Crop diversificationoccurs in 27 RDPs, in the form of requirements doop rotations
generally specifying between three and five crop types and aimed at cereal croppin
also applied to vegetable crops such as potatdesequirement to the include legumes in
crop rotation was identified in 17 RDPs, often with a minimum area specified.

Maintenance of permanent grasslahis a farmlevel agrenvironment requirement in 2(
RDPs, and forms part of the reference levelamesal others, in national regulations or GA
standards. Typically the aggnvironment requirements prohibit conversion to arable 13
and may also restrict ploughing/reseeding of the grassland.
Ecological focus aresare defined in the proposed legistat text® as farmland (other thai
permanent grassland) managed for environmental purposes rather than agricu
production and may include, for example, landscape features, fallow land and buffer
The land out of productioncategory used in thistudy has a much narrower definitig
(similar to that used in the past for saside) and was founth 19 RDPs, all but one of the
in the EU15°. The area of land out of production is sometimes quoted as a percenta|
the holding or cropped area and setimes in hectares, making comparisons between R
difficult, but commonly the requirement is between three and ten per cent of the holg
Other types of entrjlevel management action may also take land out of production
examplestrips or patchesdr wildlife, areas ofotational fallowand buffer strips.Entrylevel
agrienvironment schemes in more than half the RDPs include the categdand$cape
feature management

5.3 Calculating payment rates

The way in which agenvironment payments are calculated is defined in the rural
developmentRegulations!, which also set out maximum payment rates per hectare for
RAFFSNEBYUG ONRLEAD® t | & Yadditiondl cdstslBnd ingbyieldoregbne O2 @S |
resuling from the commitmentmade ¢ A 0K (GKS LlR2aaAoAfAide 2F IR
02 Hn WeNndSsag e v

There are several difficulties in using this apparently straightforward calculation to arrive at
a payment rate which farmers perceives 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 tarritorial 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, l&an@Emilia
Romagna, Toscana, Umbria, Venetto) and UK (Wales).

51 Article 39(4) oRegulation 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 thate diversity of this group and the way in which the

F dz K2NAGASE RSFAYS GKS FINyQa O2ada gAatt 7T
actual circumstances of individual farms. Also there may be some costs borne by the farmer
which are not covered bthe payment calculation, especially if Member States consider that
transaction costs are unnecessamhe 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 Anne6.

Table 5.3: Agrenvironment payment calculatios for extensive grassland managemeint
the Czech Republic and the UK

Czech Republic Grassland managementmeadows (B1)
Summary of the required management 1 Limits to fertiliser application (no morehat 60 kg
N/halyear);

1 Prohibition of slurry (except for cattle slurry);
1 Cutting regime (minimum 2 cuts/lyear and removal
mown biomass).

Elements of payment calculation EUR/ha

Income foregone

Gross margin on meadows with typig 219
level offertilising (80 kg N/ha)

Gross margin on meadows with reducq( 144
level of fertilising (40 kg N/ha)

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 Severg
Disadvantaged Area of the LFA (EK?2)

Summary of the required management 1 Management by cutting or grazing;

9 Cutting, harrowingand rolling are prohibited between
April and 31 May;

1 A range of sward heights should be maintained thro
the season, with at least 2@er centless than seve:l
centimetres and 2@er centmore than seven centimetre
(except when shut up for hay or gike);

1 Topping and herbicide use (by spot application of we
wiper) are only allowed for control of injurious weeds aJ
invasive nomative species, or to control scrub invasion

1 Feeders must be moved as often as required to prey
poaching;

9 Nitrogen useis restricted to 50 kilograms per hectare
inorganic fertiliser, or 100 kilograms total, includi
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organic manures;
1 Liming is allowed.

Elements of payment calculation EUR/h&2

Income foregone

Income lost 460

Savings

Extra income 285

Costssaved 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 paymecdlculations

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
GKS FINY¥SNAEQ LISNOSLIIA2y&ad C2NJ SEFYLES Ay
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 aafegetigraphic
factors and farming type are not taken into account.

In the Bulgarian entdevel scheme for HNV grassland tbeportunity cost ofprohibiting

new drainage and ploughingnd 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 alsers 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 requirememtpdomanent pasture are
defined (described in section 5.2.1 above).

In two other examples from Bgaria 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 fiwgeear antierosion plan and one of the actions
under the soil and war protection scheme requires farmers to take soil samples for
analysis of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium and prepare and implement a five year
nutrient managementlan with the support of an advisor or qualified agronomist. The costs
of these speciadt 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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serviceés, but agrienvironment 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-pmoductive
investments in Bulg&a has meant that farmers who want to join an agnvironment

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 theirfst year and a disincen&vto participate in the scheme.

LG A& G2 0SS SELISOGSR GKFG GKSNB graftt 0SS RAF
element of the calculation, as a result of different management actions, input, labour and
machineryco8 &> o0dzi GKSNB IINB Iftada2 a2YS RMAAGRSNBY OS
seem to be less easily explained. For examgiie calculation for winter cover crops in

Poland includes a saving in nitrogen fertiliser applied to the following crop, butstmet

included in thecalculation for thecover cropschemes 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 calcutatddhe degree to
which the full netcosts 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 differendasthe proportion used, even within the
sanme RDP. The following analysis applies specifically to the &g} 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 tgubnese 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 coats] this is reflected in comments from

farmers and advisers about the adequacy of paym®n#s manyas75 per cent of all agri
SYGANRYYSyYylltf NBalLRyRSy( oSy ShdiedsobtNRaS did a 0 G S
y 2 G S(Bugdéria ROP 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 farmerssgbsistence and agenvironment,
but from 2010 to 2013 it only provides free adwifor the semsubsistence 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 theeagiionment shemes. 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 cigarfor 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.
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