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1 Introduction  
The participatory workshop presented in this document was organized in the framework of 
the TALE project (Towards multifunctional agricultural landscapes in Europe: Assessing and 
governing synergies between food production, biodiversity, and ecosystem services), an 
interdisciplinary research project funded within the framework of BiodivERsA/FACCE-JPI. 
The workshop responded to the need to take into account local knowledge and perspectives 
about the Spanish case study area, the Cega-Eresma-Adaja (CEA) sub-basin, when collecting 
data and criteria for developing local land use scenarios,  that could be further used to assess 
the synergies and trade-offs linked to water-related ecosystem services and birds diversity.  

The workshop was held on November 28th 2016, in the town of Coca (Segovia), located in the 
study area and selected for its proximity to the location where most participants resided or 
worked. It was designed and developed by two external facilitators (the first two authors of 
this report) in close collaboration with the UPM team. Additionally, two external rapporteurs 
(Beatriz Mayor and Julia Urquijo Reguera) were hired to provide support in taking notes 
during the event.  

Participants were selected by the TALE technical team in close collaboration with the two 
external facilitators, using as main selection criteria their in-depth knowledge of the study 
area and the search for a well-balanced diversity of interests and expertise.  Invitations were 
sent by email and follow-up phone calls conducted as needed.  

The workshop was attended by 24 people (see Annex 1), including: 3 participants from the 
Duero River Basin Authority (RBA), 2 from the Castilla y León regional agricultural 
authority, 4 irrigators or members of irrigator farmer associations, 2 rainfed farmers members 
of farming associations, 2 from the Castilla y León regional environmental authority, 3 
environmental agents, 3 members of regional or national environmental groups, 2 
representatives of municipalities located in the CEA region, and 3 members of Academia.  

The event was hosted in a facility made available by the Municipality of Coca and received 
the explicit support of the Duero RBA (the study is located within the Duero River Basin). 
The organizing team included three facilitators and three rapporteurs. 

2 Workshop goals and structure 
The overall goal of the workshop was to take advantage of the local knowledge in order to 
adapt the TALE European Storylines to the local context and produce 1) three storylines 
tailored to the local context; and 2) three scenarios of land and water uses reflecting the 
storylines. Moreover, the TALE technical team was interested in recording the criteria and 
comments associated to each scenario with the final objective of supporting their decision-
making during the modeling activities to be carried out after the workshop.  

The event was structured into four sessions and lasted from 10am until 5.30pm, including two 
coffee breaks and a lunch break (see Agenda in Annex 2).  

An Introductory Session served to present the TALE project and provide participants with an 
overview of the workshop. This was achieved with an introductory presentation by the TALE 
technical team describing the key features of the project and key trends of land and water uses 
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and bird population in the study area. Following this introduction, one of the facilitators 
presented the objectives of the workshop and the structure of the participatory dynamics.  

Session 1 was designed to have participants collectively identifying the key factors and actors 
that determine or influence the current land and water uses in the study area. This task was not 
required by the project specifications but the organizing team considered it useful to ground 
the discussions about future trends and scenarios on a collective reflection about drivers that 
determine the present.  

While Session 1 focused on the present, Sessions 2 and 3 shifted the focus on the future, 
namely the 2030 horizon, and aimed at defining in a participatory way the evolution of land 
and water uses according to a global storyline (SSP2) and three European storylines, all of 
them provided by the TALE project team. The final objective of the resulting local storylines 
and scenarios was to feed a model that determines the impact of each scenario on the 
provision of water-related ecosystem services and for farmland birds.   

As can be seen in the agenda for the workshop (Annex 2), the work on the future storylines 
and scenarios was originally divided into 3 sessions (2, 3 and 4). In session 2 participants 
were divided into 3 working groups to define one local storyline and scenario. Session 3 was 
originally designed to allow each subgroup to learn about and comment on the storyline and 
scenario developed by each of the other subgroups using a "world cafe" dynamic, whereas 
session 4 would serve for the presentation of results in a plenary session. In the workshop, 
however, will be explained in more detail in Chapter 4, sessions 3 and 4 were combined in a 
single session where the presentation and validation of the results of each working group were 
conducted in a single plenary session. 
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3 Session 1: Identification of determining factors, sectors and actors 
that help describe the current situation  

3.1 Session goals and methodology 

The main goal of this session was to identify the main drivers that help explain the current 
situation with respect to current land-use patterns, water ecosystem services and the status of 
biodiversity in the case study area. Its main goal was to help participants collectively 
understand the current land use patterns in the case study area in order to more easily delve 
into an in-depth discussion of the different narratives and scenarios in the second part of the 
workshop (Sessions 2 and 3). 

The session started with a presentation of current 
land-use patterns, water uses and the status of 
farmland birds in the case study area.  A large 
printed copy of the current land use map was set 
up on the wall for consultation by stakeholders 
throughout the day.  

After this introduction, participants were invited 
to break up into groups of 4-5 people and asked 
to discuss and collectively identify the main 
drivers that were determinant to understand the current situation. Participants broke into 5 
groups. Facilitators had pre-identified 4 categories of factors based on their knowledge of the 
area and the in-depth interviews previously conducted with key stakeholders as part of the 
TALE project: institutional factors, socioeconomic factors, cultural-historical factors and 
physical-environmental factors. A fifth category was "other". Each group was given 15 cards. 
Facilitators walked through the room answering questions, clarifying doubts and picking 
cards that were then posted on the wall under their corresponding category. 

   
Facilitators organized the cards and summarized and validated with participants the outcome 
of the exercise, asking for clarification when the content of a card or its placement in a certain 
category was not clear.  
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Participants were then asked to individually vote for those factors they considered most 
relevant or influential. They had each been given 10 color and shape-coded stickers with the 
workshop materials. Each code was related to a certain stakeholder group. They were asked to 
place the stickers in the cards that contained the factors they considered most relevant, with a 
maximum of 3 stickers per card. The code was as follows: 

 Duero River Basin Authority 
 Castilla y León Regional agricultural authority 

 Irrigators 

 Rainfed farmers 

 Castilla y León regional environmental authority 

 Public environmental agents 

 Environmental groups 

 Representatives of municipalities 

 University  

    
The 10 factors that received the largest number of votes were then listed and printed out in 
order to be used in the second Session of the workshop to help jumpstart and to some extent 
guide the discussions about the narratives and scenarios (see Chapter 4 below). 
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3.2 Outcomes 

Table 1 summarizes the key factors/sectors/actors that according to workshop participants 
help explain the current land use, water use and environmental conditions in the case study 
region. We indicate the number of cards that mentioned the same factor (each card was 
presented by a different group), that is, the number of groups that identified that factor as 
significant (out of the 5 groups that were formed). We also indicate the number of total 
individual votes that each factor received. 

Table 1. Main factors explaining “the present” in the case study  according to 
stakeholders 

Institutional Socioeconomic Physical and 
environmental 

Cultural-historical-
tradition Other 

Common 
Agricultural Policy 
(CAP) 
5 cards 
22 votes   

Profitability, 
transformation and 
commercialization of 
agricultural products 
(value chain) 
5 cards 
24 votes   

Water availability 
2 cards 
25 votes   

Education and 
knowledge 
2 cards 
10 votes   

Unsustainable 
agricultural 
model 
1 cards 
14 votes   

Incoherent public 
policies 
1 card 
17 votes 

Population loss and 
ageing population  
4 cards 
15 votes   

Climate change 
1 cards 
8 votes   

Lack of 
environmental 
awareness 
2 cards 
8 votes   

Existing  
transportation 
infrastructures 
2 cards 
0 votes   

Inadequate land use 
planning 
(sustainability or 
rural development 
diversity 
considerations) 
1 card 
15 votes 

Intensification of 
farming and livestock 
production 
3 cards 
7 votes   

Orography 
2 cards 
4 votes   
 

Traditional land 
and water use 
practices 
6 cards 
7 votes   

Underdeveloped 
agricultural 
sector 
1 cards 
0 votes   

Environmental 
policies (water, 
pollution prevention, 
Natura 2000, etc.) 
2 cards 
8 votes 

Absence of 
employment 
alternatives 
1 cards 
5 votes   

Type of soil 
3 cards 
2 votes   

 

Land 
conservation  
1 cards 
3 votes   

Regulatory 
compliance (water, 
environmental, 
agricultural 
policies...) 
1 card 
3 votes 

Multinational/large 
business pressures 
(globalization) 
2 cards 
1 votes   

Climate 
3 cards 
2 votes   

  

Public subsidies 
(agricultural, rural 
development, others) 
1 card 
0 votes 

Land use tenure and 
property size 
2 cards 
0 votes   

   

 

Housing development 
pressures (some areas) 
1 cards 
2 votes   

   

Note: own elaboration with the results from the workshop. The table presents the results grouped in the same 
way they were grouped and voted on in the workshop.  The cells shaded in blue indicate the factors that received 
the highest number of votes by participants  
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The three factors that received the highest number of votes as the key explanatory drivers 
were: water availability (25 votes); the challenges faced by the farming sector to stay 
profitable (24 votes); and the CAP (22 votes) (cells shaded in blue in Table 1).  

Table 2 summarizes the number of groups that identified the factors in each of the pre-
established categories (number of cards) and the total number of votes received by individual 
stakeholders. According to this aggregation, institutional and socioeconomic drivers seem to 
have more influence on the present situation according to stakeholders, followed by physical 
and cultural factors.  

Table 2. Explanatory factors of the present identified by stakeholders 

 Institutional Socioeconomic Physical and 
environmental 

Cultural-historical-
tradition Other 

Cards 11 18 11 10 5 

Votes 65 54 41 25 17 
 
Among the socio-economic factors, issues related to the low profitability of local agricultural 
production, due to the inefficiencies of the actual agricultural value chain (i.e. high 
concentration of distributors and low cooperation among producers), emerge as key factors. 
Aging population and population loss in rural towns is also marked as an important factor and 
a primary source of concern which affects many other factors such as forest management 
practices, biodiversity conservation, and the viability of rural society. Among the institutional 
factors, the European Union's Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is considered to be a major 
driver of the current land use and management in the area given its influence on agricultural 
profitability and the choice of agricultural practices. The lack of policy coherence (i.e. 
alignment of policies goals, etc) and inadequate land use planning is also pointed as a key 
factor. Among the socio-cultural factors, two factors are highlighted: education and 
knowledge and the lack of environmental awareness. Limitations in water availability was 
pointed as a major physical factor and the key driving explanatory factor for current land use 
patterns.   

The perceptions, however, are quite distinct depending on the group of stakeholders. Table 3 
shows the aggregation of the votes for the 12 most voted factors depending on the sector or 
institution of individual participants. An analysis of the information presented illustrates that 
farmers (cells shaded green) primarily identify challenges related to the profitability and 
commercialization and transformation of agricultural products, water availability (primarily 
irrigators) and public policies as the determinant factors for current land use practices. It is 
also worth mentioning that rainfed farmers (green triangle) identify the CAP as determinant, 
whereas irrigators (green circle) do not. This is significant since it indicates that the highly 
profitable intensive irrigated agricultural model that has developed in the case study area is 
not significantly dependent on CAP subsidies, whereas rainfed farming (important for 
biodiversity conservation) is. For the former, population loss is also a significant issue of 
concern.  

Environmental actors (NGOs, public authorities, and regional environmental authority, cells 
highlighted in yellow) also identify climate change, lack of profitability of agricultural 
activities and the CAP as primary factors. In their view, climate change is also determining 
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both current land use practices as well as water management policies and threats to 
biodiversity conservation. Significantly, they do not assign a central role to existing 
environmental policies, but believe the lack of environmental awareness of the local 
population has a significant factor. 

Table 3. Sectoral preferences for the primary explanatory factors for resource use and 
biodiversity in the Cega-Eresma-Adaja basin 

           TOTAL 
VOTES 

PHYSICAL & 
EVIRONMENTAL 
FACTORS 

Water Availability 2 2 8 2 1 3 4 2 1 25 

Climate change - - - - 1 4 2 1 - 8 

INSTITUTIONAL 
FACTORS 

CAP 2 3 - 6 2 1 4 1 3 22 
Incoherent public 
policies 5 - 5 3 1 0 1 1 1 17 

Inadequate land use 
planning 

2 - 6 3 0 1 2 0 1 15 

Environmental 
policies 

1 - - - 1 1 - 2 1 6 

SOCIOECONOMIC 
FACTORS 

Profitability, 
transformation and 
commercialization 
of agricultural 
products  

1 - 10 4 1 1 4 1 2 24 

Population loss and 
ageing population 2 1 - 4 1 2 - 2 3 15 

CULTURAL-
HISTORIAL-
TRADITIONAL 
FACTORS 

Education and 
knowledge 

3 - - - 1 2 1 1 2 10 

Lack of 
environmental 
awareness 

- - - - 2 3 2 - 1 8 

Traditional land 
and water uses  3  3    1  7 

OTHER Unsustainable 
agricultural model 0 2 1 2 1 1 3 2 2 14 

Legend: 

 Duero River Basin Authority 
 Castilla y León Regional agricultural authority 
 Irrigators 
 Rainfed farmers 
 Castilla y León regional environmental authority 
 Public environmental agents 
 Environmental groups 
 Representatives of municipalities 
 University  
 

The other three groups of stakeholders (Duero RBA, representatives of local municipalities 
and academics) showed less clear preferences, although incoherent public policies was a 
significant driver for RBA staff (blue shaded cell) and academics felt CAP and population 
loss were more important. 
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4 Sessions 2 and 3: Storylines and resulting scenarios 

4.1 Session goals and methodology  

The goal of these two Sessions was to have local stakeholders collectively develop locally-
grounded versions and the corresponding scenarios of the three storylines that had been 
developed by the TALE project for the European scale. The TALE technical team was 
interested not only in obtaining these two products but also in understanding the reasons and 
criteria leading to each specific storyline and scenario, so that they could use them to guide 
their decisions when designing and running the models (after  the workshop). 

This goal was achieved through facilitated work in groups (Session 2), followed by a 
debriefing plenary session (Session 3). The original workshop design (see Agenda in Annex 
2) envisioned dividing the work into 3 sessions: small group discussion to develop the local 
storylines and scenarios; a "world cafe" dynamic where each working group would have 15 
minutes to review, validate and comment on each of the storylines and scenarios developed 
by the other working groups; and a final plenary session where the results would be presented 
to the entire group. However, after Session 2 was completed, the intensity and length of the 
discussions made it apparent that the debate would be more productive if the discussion and 
validation of the different storylines and scenarios took place in a common plenary session. 
The agenda was therefore modified.  

Session 2 started with a brief introduction by one of the facilitators in the plenary, explaining 
the goals and structure of the Session. The facilitator stressed that Sessions 2 and 3 focused on 
the future (2030) and provided an overview of the global context of socioeconomic 
development and of the three storylines developed at the European level (land sharing, land 
sparing and balanced land use strategy). 

Participants were then divided into three groups 
that had been pre-designed by facilitators to 
encourage heterogeneity of opinions, expertise 
and interests within each group. Thus, each 
working group included at least one 
representative of the stakeholder category 
mentioned in the previous pages (see composition 
of the working groups in Annex 3). The room had 
been previously set up with 3 tables and chairs 
around them. In each table there was a laminated 
map of the current land use situation set up on a standing panel, erasable markers, and print-
outs of the most voted factors identified in Session 1 (see Table 3). 

Each group had a facilitator and a rapporteur/observer of the team: the first was in charge of 
facilitating the discussion and ensuring that the group kept on track, both time- and content-
wise, while the rapporteur/observer had to take exhaustive notes of the discussion and the 
group dynamics. One of the members of the group was appointed to be the group 
spokesperson to the plenary.  

Participants working on assigned scenarios 
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The session started with a review of the goals and methodology by the facilitator. Then, 
participants were asked to read individually the Spanish translation of the European Storyline1 
(see Annex 4) that had been assigned to their group and that was included in their individual 
folders. Possible doubts were discussed with the group and with the facilitator.  

The group could develop the local storyline and then the map or vice versa, or work on both 
in parallel. Participants could stand up and draw directly on the map or the facilitator could 
draw once consensus was reached by the group on a given issue. In some groups, participants 
spontaneously divided the study area into subareas that had similar land and water uses. The 
evolution of each subarea was discussed in light of the assigned scenario and notes were 
written at the margins of each subarea polygon. Storylines emerged from the discussion and 
from the elaboration of the map and were noted down by the group's spokesperson.  

After the lunch break (Session 3), each group spokesperson presented each storyline and 
scenario in the plenary to all participants with the visual support of his/her group map. The 
team rapporteurs took note of the presented storylines.  

After each group debriefing, participants of the other two groups were asked to provide 
comments and feedback, which were noted down by the TALE team. Then, participants were 
asked to answer a brief questionnaire included in their folder, evaluating with scores from 1 to 
10 the viability and the desirability of the storyline and scenario that had just been presented 
and discussed. Results of these evaluations are presented in Chapter 5.  

 

 
 

                                                 
1 To facilitate the understanding of the names chosen for the different scenario, the Spanish TALE team agreed 
beforehand to provide less technical and more easy to understand titles for each European storyline. Adapted 
names are included between brackets in sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4. 

Plenary discussions of Scenarios Land Sparing (above left), Scenario Land Sharing 
(above right) and Scenario Balanced Land Use Strategy (bottom line) 
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4.2 Storyline and Scenario 1: “Land-sparing” (translated as “Towards the 
specialization of the territory”)  

Facilitator: Lucia De Stefano 
Rapporteur: Julia Urquijo Reguera 
Group members: irrigators (2), rainfed farmers (1), local environmental group (1); Duero 
RBA (1); Castilla-León regional government's environmental agency (1); Castilla-León 
regional agricultural government (1); environmental agent (1); a university representative (1).  

4.2.1 Session dynamics 

After reading the storyline assigned to their group, participants discussed several issues about 
its content. To break the ice, the facilitator opted to take one of the land uses – intensive 
irrigated agriculture – as a starting point for the discussion, asking how participants thought 
that it would evolve in the area in a land sparing scenario. This example triggered discussion 
on several water and land uses issues relevant to the area. Some participants had some 
difficulties to get into the mindset that they had to work with a storyline defined by the project 
rather than by what they perceived that the future will be.  

The debate was gradually led toward the storyline, both by the facilitator and by comments by 
some of the group members that reminded the others of the task that had been assigned to the 
group. Moreover, one of the participants proposed and drew on the map a zonification of the 
area into quite homogenous areas and presented how he thought they would evolve according 
to the trends defined in the European narrative. Participants agreed on the zonification and 
started discussing the possible evolution of each zone. Participants proved to have a high 
knowledge of the study area and became actively involved in the discussion in a respectful 
way.  

During the session, only some of the participants decided to stand up and write on the map. 
Thus, during the last part of the session the facilitator decided to do it herself guided by the 
group. During the last 30 minutes the facilitator pressed the group to find point of consensus 
about each zone. There were only few topics of disagreement, which were noted but not 
reflected in the map.  

Discussion of the scenario and storyline 
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4.2.2 Main issues of discussion 

The discussion of the narrative and its impacts on the local development of the area revolved 
around the following key points:  

Viability of increasing agricultural productivity. Several participants expressed doubts 
about the viability of a substantial increase in crop productivity through intensification, due to 
the poor quality of soils and limited water availability in the area. Intensification through 
precision irrigation could improve farmer’s quality of life and reduce agricultural negative 
environmental impacts (mainly diffuse pollution) but would have a limited effect on profits.  

Options for areas currently devoted to rainfed agriculture. The group expressed concerns 
about the future of areas that currently are devoted to rainfed agriculture. One participant 
considered that rainfed areas could follow three different patterns depending on their 
characteristics: (1) abandonment, in marginal and non-productive areas; (2) partial 
abandonment in areas with low productivity; (3) maintenance of rainfed agriculture in the 
most productive lands through shifting toward organic farming, whose produce has higher 
market prices. Some participants expressed doubts about the possibility that the local 
population could be sustained only by nature-driven tourism. Therefore subsidies in re-
naturalized areas should be high to make living in those areas worthwhile.  

Effects of irrigated agriculture on rural population. Participants in general agreed that 
irrigation contributes to maintain population in rural areas as it requires more labor than 
rainfed agriculture.  

Linkages between rainfed agriculture and livestock production. Some participants noted 
that it could not be feasible or desirable to abandon all the rainfed lands that have a low 
agricultural productivity as in the region there are numerous swine-breeding farms that 
produce large amounts of solid and liquid animal wastes. Their use as fertilizers on rainfed 
lands currently is still the cheapest solution to the disposal of these very polluting wastes. 
Some participants suggested that some farms may even want to buy rainfed land to dispose 
swine wastes. Other participants mentioned that rainfed agriculture also provide fodder for 
local livestock, which would need to be imported if rainfed production decreases. 

Decrease in groundwater quality due to pollutants and arsenic mobilization. Recent 
studies suggest that arsenic is affecting crop irrigation, domestic supply and livestock supply. 
The arsenic problem is likely to increase in the next 10-15 years. Some participants believed 
that aquifer recharge using surface water would help dilute arsenic concentration. There was 
no consensus regarding this option as other participants believed that the additional water 
would be used to increase currently irrigated land, which in turn would increase pressure on 
local resources instead of decreasing it. 

Decrease in available water resources and questionable viability of proposals to build 
new reservoirs. There was consensus about the fact that water resources availability is a clear 
constraint to intensification of agriculture and the increase in irrigated agriculture. Participants 
considered that average annual precipitation has experienced a 20% decreased since the 1970s 
and that snowpack has decreased by 25%. Thus it could be possible to have spatial shifts in 
irrigated areas but little increase in absolute terms. The viability of increasing the storage 
capacity in the three basins was questioned by most of the participants.  
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4.2.3 Local storyline  

Land use in the region gradually shifts toward the so-called “sustainable intensification”, 
where agricultural production is boosted in areas with higher productivity potential, with the 
support of technology, improved agricultural practices and a more efficient use of resources. 
These are areas that are currently being irrigated and the most productive rainfed lands. CAP 
relaxes environmental requirements and there is a gradual decrease of the famers’ economic 
dependence on EU subsidies. At the same time, conservation and management of lands with 
high socio-environmental value is strongly supported, especially in the headwater of the CEA 
basins and in the pine tree forests to the North. Lands with low productivity potential and high 
environmental value are re-naturalized with the support of CAP direct payments. In terms of 
land property and demography, in the whole study area there is a trend toward plot 
concentration and a progressive migration of rural population drift to the main towns in the 
region. 

Urban consumers value and enjoy nature in protected areas, which boosts the declaration of 
some new protected areas and their valorization as a tourist destination. Meat consumption 
increases and organic food consumption is moderate but stable, which supports livestock 
production in areas that already have a tradition in sheep, cattle and swine breeding.  

Overall, irrigated lands experience intensification of production. Intensification occurs mainly 
in areas that have already irrigated crops. This is made possible by increased water use 
efficiency rather than new water resources development projects. Following currently 
registered trends, naturally available water resources decrease and it is unlikely that new 
reservoirs are built, even if they are included in the River Basin Management Plan. 

Water availability in quantity and quality is clearly the main limiting factor for the 
intensification of agriculture in the region, which implies that current pressure on water 
resources is maintained or increases in the future. 

Poor water quality for domestic supply is currently a reason for concern and will remain so in 
the future. This is due mainly to pollution for the mobilization of natural arsenic due to 
intense groundwater pumping, as well as to fertilizers and pesticides. Water quality affects 
also supply for livestock and irrigation, as some cases of high arsenic content in agricultural 
products have been documented. In some areas artificial recharge of aquifer with surface 
water could contribute to the recovery of aquifer levels and to dilute arsenic. However, there 
is no clear consensus about this measure.  

4.2.4 Local scenario 

The headwaters of the CEA, in the Sierra de Guadarrama and its foothill, stay devoted mainly 
to nature and biodiversity protection as well as the generation of ecosystem services with the 
support of CAP payments. The limits of the currently protected areas increase slightly as there 
is little margin for substantial enlargement due to urbanization and the presence of some 
agricultural areas that are highly productive. Extensive cattle breeding could be compatible 
with subsidies for re-naturalization of areas with high ecological value. In this area extensive 
high-quality livestock is maintained and increased due to its relatively limited environmental 
impacts and the need to satisfy increasing meat consumption.  

http://www.thefreedictionary.com/rural
http://www.thefreedictionary.com/population
http://www.thefreedictionary.com/drift
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Rain-fed areas in the whole study area experience an estimated 70% decrease of cultivated 
area, due to the decrease in CAP subsidies and for being marginal agricultural areas (due to 
less productive soils and conditions). In those areas neither an increase in agricultural inputs 
or changes in cropping practices would substantially increase productivity and profits. 
Abandoned agricultural areas experience a process of re-naturalization. 

The remaining 30% of rainfed lands are those where productivity is higher (at least 4,000 
kilos/ha) relative to the rest of the rainfed lands and where a reduction in CAP subsides could 
be compensated by less labor-intensive agricultural practices and the use of precision 
irrigation, which also helps reducing negative environmental impacts of agriculture. Those 
rainfed areas would have mainly grains, leguminous and oleaginous crops. This portion of 
rainfed land is maintained also because of its key role in supporting swine manure disposal. 
This type of livestock currently has a significant importance in the economy of the area and 
its relevance is likely to increase to meet increased meat demands from consumers.  

Within the areas where rainfed agriculture is the dominant land use, existing small foci of 
irrigated agriculture (close to Mozoncillo, Carbonero, La Nava, Arevalillo) are maintained, 
thanks to the availability of sufficient water resources and adequate know-how to ensure an 
economically viable irrigated production. Crops in those areas would be mainly extensive 
farming, vegetables and corn, using both surface and groundwater.   

Overall, irrigated lands experience intensification of production (increase in water use 
efficiency; high but efficient use of fertilizers and pesticides). Naturally available water 
resources decrease and it is unlikely that new reservoirs are built, even if they are proposed in 
the Duero River Basin Management Plan. 

In the Northwestern part of the case study region, the amount of land devoted to irrigated 
vegetables increases slightly especially in areas with sandy soils, which are appropriate for 
vegetable production. Irrigation expansion (estimated in about 20%) is made possible by an 
increase in water use efficiency rather than new water resources development. Irrigated crops 
are harvested in summer and fall to avoid competing in the market with the horticultural 
production of the region of Almeria, in southeastern Spain, which is specialized in winter 
production.  

In the areas with extensive irrigation located in the Western part of the study region, crop 
changes are constrained by water availability. Some farmers shift from extensive irrigation of 
grains to the production of vegetables (especially on sandy soils), while farms that produce 
strawberry with highly technified agricultural practices maintain their activity. Small wetlands 
in the area (Olmedo, Coca y Navas de Oro) that currently are protected as ZEPAS gradually 
disappear as a consequence of decreased water levels due to irrigation. 

In the lower basin, lands covered by pine trees and having a high ecological and social value 
are maintained and preserved with the support of CAP subsidies to boost biodiversity and the 
delivery of environmental services. The Cega river upstream of Cuéllar has a high 
environmental value and is an important tourist attraction and there are some areas that could 
become protected. Part of the pine trees are used for resin harvesting. This activity is 
maintained and there is little margin to increase it. 

Scenario 1. “Land-sparing” (translated as “Towards the specialization of the territory") 

http://www.thefreedictionary.com/oleaginous
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4.3 Storyline and Scenario 2: “Land sharing” (translated as “towards 
multifunctional landscapes”)  

Facilitator: Barbara Willaarts 
Rapporteur: Beatriz Mayor 

Participants: Irrigators (1), rainfed farmer (1), Duero RBA (1), regional agricultural authority 
(1), environmental group (2); representative of municipalities (1), and a representative of the 
university (1).   

4.3.1 Session dynamics 

The start of this group session was extremely difficult since most stakeholders felt that this 
narrative was too distant from reality given the actual context of the case study area. A few 
highlighted the fact that this scenario was simply unreal. This posed a big challenge since the 
facilitator had to intervene in several occasions to remind stakeholders that this exercise was 
not about the present but about envisioning a hypothetical local development given the trends 
described in the narrative. One stakeholder even asked to shift groups, although he finally 
stayed. Once the initial difficulties were overcome, and thanks mostly to the support of one 
group member, everyone engaged and contributed to the discussion. Farmers, followed by a 
representative of the environmental administration and one from the regional agricultural 
department were the most active actors in the discussion. The tone of the debate during the 
whole session was friendly and very respectful among all participants. At certain points 
parallel discussions were established among small sub-groups of participants and the 
facilitator had to intervene to make those open to the whole group. All members of the group 
participated at least one time in the discussions. 

Discussion of the scenario and storyline  

      

4.3.2 Main discussion points 

The discussion of the narrative and its impacts on the local development of the area revolved 
around the following key points:  

Real options to increase agro-environmental measures. One stakeholder highlighted the 
fact that agro-environmental measures are co-financed by EU member states and the fact that 
the budget at the European scale increases, does not necessarily mean that farmers will benefit 
in practice in the case study area, unless there is a real engagement and compromise of the 
regional government (Junta de Castilla y León). Given these circumstances, the real impact of 
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increasing the budget in Pillar II might not deliver significant changes at the landscape level 
in the CEA.  

Feasibility to increase the production and consumption of ecological products. Some 
participants questioned the possibility of converting most agricultural activity into organic or 
ecological production. Given the actual socio-economic context in Spain and the fact that 
global trends are likely to continue (as described in the global narrative), purchasing capacity 
of Spanish consumers for ecological products won't increase, despite the raising awareness, 
and this will limit the options to increase the demand. Another important point highlighted by 
a few stakeholders is the fact that all production can't turn into ecological, because there won't 
be sufficient land and resources to grow everything that is needed. "We would have to 
increase food imports substantially" and there won't be sufficient subsidies to cover the costs 
of this type of farming.   

Alongside, cultural factors were also mentioned by some participants. Segovia is for instance 
a very popular tourism destination and famous for its gastronomy. Many tourists visit the city 
every year to enjoy their typical roasted lamb. However, a large part of this lamb production 
served in Segovia is actually imported from France, when the region could perfectly produce 
this product locally. Existing policies and but lack of entrepreneurial culture were pointed out 
as key explanatory factors.  

There is a need to increase the efficiency of the agricultural value chain.  Several 
stakeholders, included farmers, pointed to the low profitability of agricultural production 
given the status of the actual value chain (i.e. low cooperation at the producers’ level and high 
concentration at the distribution level). This unbalanced value chain limits to a large extent 
the options to transform to ecological or added value production. As some farmers pointed "I 
am selling my production for much less than the price products are sold in the supermarket. I 
am often selling below the production costs. The retailers define the price". In the context of 
this narrative, it became clear that unless this gap is addressed, the options to increase 
ecological production, is limited in the domestic market. Current inequity is forcing farmers 
to maintain under production areas with little agronomic potential, just for the sake of 
ensuring an income.  

Problems and conflicts revolving around a highly subsidized agriculture. Several 
stakeholders, including one farmer, defended the idea that agriculture should be considered an 
economic activity and refused the idea that farming should be limited to "nature keeping". “I 
am a farmer, and I don’t like the idea of being paid for doing nothing”. This perception was 
based on the idea that stakeholders don’t see feasible that all the study area turns into 
“ecological production”, since there is no local or regional demand for that. A lot of 
stakeholders felt that most farmer income will on subsidies and they refused the idea. “There 
won’t be enough public funds to support this type of farming, it will be economically 
unsustainable”. The fact that by producing sustainably, farmers will also deliver public 
services (ecosystem services) and that could be counted as a social contribution to be 
rewarded, was also mentioned by some participants.  

Population will increase but migration will be inevitable.  Despite the fact that the EU 
narrative describes a situation where rural migration to cities reverts, in the case study area 
some migration will be inevitable, particularly from the smaller villages. Most stakeholders 
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agreed that under this scenario this migration will be local‒from smaller villages into the 
larger cities‒, within the study area (Avila, Segovia, Cuéllar).  Also, population is expected to 
increase in the Southern mountainous part of the area, in the so-called Sierra. This area is 
closer to Madrid, and under this scenario it is likely that urban citizens will move into this 
region. These “neo-rural” population will move into this region but will still work in Madrid 
or remotely. This phenomenon could increase the urbanization pressure and also increase a 
greater demand for public services, including transportation and water supply.  

The full implementation of the Natura 2000 network. Despite the efforts that have been 
invested in establishing planning and management plans for Natura 2000 sites, characterizing 
the values, threats, and necessary measures to ensure the conservation of target species and 
habitats, there is still a legal and financial gap to make the management of this network 
effective. "There is ample knowledge on what is that status of the designated areas and what 
needs to be done to ensure their conservation, but little implementation yet".  A greater 
commitment by the regional agricultural government is required to provide financial support 
(e.g. via European Agricultural Funds from the Rural Development Program-EAFRDP) to the 
make implementation real.  

The meaning of multifunctionality in practice. A long part of the session was dedicated to 
discuss different views about what multifunctionality could imply in practice. The aspects 
discussed revolve around the following issues:  

1. Reforestation and its contribution to ensure biodiversity and landscape values. Some 
stakeholders complained that farmers are not allowed to remove trees from their plots 
and this leads to a fragmented farm which has important production consequences. 
They claim that in France it is normal to have rotations between crops and forests 
species every 25 years, and the implementation of these measures could benefit the 
farming activity and reconcile "environmental conservation" with agriculture. Other 
participants replied that inserting pines (predominant tree species in the area) within 
potato fields doesn't contribute to conserve biodiversity per se. Promoting a 
multifunctional landscape requires good planning, including the promotion of diverse 
and species-rich landscape elements (e.g. vegetated patches but also green corridors 
and hedges), which can contribute to foster complexity and connectivity across the 
landscape.   

2. Certain types of crops are beneficial for the environment and biodiversity. One 
stakeholder mentioned an interesting initiative lead by Global Nature Foundation in 
Castilla León region, trying to promote the cultivation of local varieties of legumes 
(mostly lentils and chickpeas), which deliver important soils benefits (i.e. nitrogen 
fixation) and are also an important source of food for steppe birds. This production 
can be certified and sold directly to consumers, first in local markets but later in 
European markets like Germany, where consumers are willing to pay and appreciate 
these products. "Much of the biodiversity values of this area are located in the 
extensive (dryland) farming systems, thus efforts should be place in aligning 
agriculture and conservation goals" 

3. Options to simultaneously develop extensive livestock farming and beekeeping in the 
more marginal lands, to diversify sources of income 
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4. Sustainable forestry was also mentioned as an important source of income, yet 
underexploited. As well the creation of a sort of payment for ecosystem services to 
land owners as carbon sequestration providers.   

5. Better crop planning was also raised as an important point to make agriculture more 
sustainable. "often farmers are planting crops in soils and areas with little agronomic 
potential, but incentivized by the CAP subsidies" 

6. In order to release some pressure from the groundwater bodies located in the central 
and west part of the basin, some participants suggest a shift to cereals crops coupled 
with and economic compensation for the productivity losses. However, some 
participants highlight the soils in this part are very sandy, and thus totally unsuitable to 
grow cereals. The economic compensation to farmers to stop irrigating and cultivation 
in this part will be huge and this is economically unsustainable. "Farmers want to be 
paid for producing not for seating at home" 

7. More ambitious land use and resource planning and greater alignment of policy 
objectives and instruments. Despite the importance of this issue, also highlighted 
during session 1, no specific measures or explanations were provided.  

8. Adapt crop cycles to species reproductive cycles, and if required compensate farmers 
for the potential losses.   

4.3.3 Local storyline 

 Compliance with environmental objectives is prioritized, and policy instruments are revised 
and better aligned to avoid past failures. In practice, this entails that cross-compliance and 
greening requirements of the CAP become more ambitious and on-the-ground-controls 
increase. Some examples are: require ecological focus areas to be include vegetated patches 
or hedge rows; conduct periodic controls of water abstractions: restrict water pumping from 
groundwater bodies in poor status; prioritize plots located near water courses as ecological 
focus areas; adapt production cycles to the breeding seasons in extensive farming systems; 
etc. Basic management plans of Natura 2000 sites are implemented as well as some of the 
program of measures included in the recently approved Duero River Basin Management Plan 
in an attempt to restore the good status of surface and groundwater bodies. Financial aid is 
obtained from regional funds and European funds (eg. EAFRDP). The EU is also keen in 
moving part of the funds from Pilar I to Pillar II to sustain this rural development shift.  

Under this atmosphere of greater regulatory enforcement, local stakeholders, particularly 
young farmers and entrepreneurs, realize the untapped potential that still exist in the region to 
promote the production of regional food products, as a way to compensate the economic 
losses associated to increased environmental restrictions. The diversity and good quality of 
these local products, together with good marketing strategies and the development of an 
efficient value chain stimulate the competitiveness and profitability of agriculture in the 
region. The purchasing capacity of Spanish consumers does not increase, which limits the 
capacity to develop strong proximity markets. However, the affordability of these regional 
products for other EU consumers, stimulates its export to other markets within and outside the 
EU. To catalyze this shift, the regional government is willing to increase the budget on the 
rural development program and widen the access to agro-environmental program (AEP) 
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funds. Funding is provided to promote the cultivation of local crop varieties, livestock races 
and forestry products and practices that are beneficial for climate, soils and biodiversity. 
Public funds are also invested in strengthening the local value chain and increase 
competitiveness and profitability for local producers. Extensive systems (mostly rainfed 
cereals) and less favored areas farmers are the first to join this shift towards the production of 
high quality regional products. Farmers of intensive and highly productive agricultural 
systems (horticulture) are skeptical of these changes and keep doing their business while 
trying to comply with the environmental legislation.  

Despite the changes in the local agricultural sector and the development of associated 
services, population continues migrating, mostly within the study area, from the smallest 
towns to the biggest cities (Avila, Segovía, Cuéllar). Nevertheless, there is in-migration from 
urban citizens from Madrid into the CEA. Given the proximity to Madrid and the possibilities 
offered by technology to work remotely, many urban citizens choose to move and live around 
the southern part of the CEA, in the so-called Sierra. This resettlement increases urbanization 
pressures and a greater demand for public services including water. Existing restrictions on 
new water permits moderates housing development in the area and, as a result, the inflow of 
new inhabitants.  

4.3.4 Local scenario 

The above storyline is reflected in the following changes at the landscape scale: 

In the Southern part of the basin, the so-called Sierra, a slight increase in population is 
expected ("urban citizens from Madrid moving into the countryside"). This will increase the 
demand for housing development, particularly around the existing villages. Much of the area 
around this part of the basin is part of the Natura 2000 network. Since Natura 2000 basic 
management plans will be implemented and financial aid will exist, the recovery of extensive 
agriculture and livestock in some parts is expected. This activity will contribute to maintain 
areas of open pastures and better forest management.  

The middle part of the basin is where most changes in land use can be expected. The great 
majority of this area is devoted to the cultivation of rainfed cereals, and the promotion of 
multifunctionality will entail the creation of new vegetated linear elements (e.g. green hedges) 
and patches, which today are mostly inexistent. Also, standard crop rotations (wheat, barley, 
fallow) are expected to change and the introduction of local varieties of legumes promoted. 
The substitution for less water demanding crops is also considered in this scenario to release 
the pressure on the water bodies. Most of this area will stay under rainfed conditions, and 
farmers will receive financial aid to compensate the productivity losses.  

In the lower part of the basin (northern part), irrigated agriculture of horticultural products 
remains. However, to comply with the WFD regulations, irrigation will restricted in some 
parts, especially in those farms with lower productivity. Compensation payments will be 
provided to these farmers to partly offset the costs of lower yields.  

Scenario 2: “Land sharing” (translated as “towards multifunctional landscapes”) 



22 

 

 

  



23 

4.4 Storyline and scenario 3: “Balanced land use strategy” (translated as 
“Continuation of the of current land use patterns)" 

Facilitator: Nuria Hernández-Mora 
Rapporteur: David A. Rivas Tavares 

Group members: irrigators (2); rainfed farmers (1); environmental group (1); Duero RBA (1); 
regional environmental authority (1); environmental agent (1); university representative (1).   

4.4.1 Session dynamics 

After the introductory activity (reminder of the methodology and individual reading of the 
assigned European storyline), the facilitator proposed two possible alternatives to work on 
developing the scenario for the 2030 horizon, inviting participants to suggest other 
alternatives: 

1. Work on the three sub-basins simultaneously starting on the upper-mountainous parts 
of the basins in the south, continuing in the middle basins and finishing with the lower 
parts of the basins. The rationale behind this approach is the land use, biodiversity and 
socioeconomic similarities of those three regions in each sub-basin (Cega, Eresma and 
Adaja). 

2. Focusing on large agricultural or forested areas. 

There was a general consensus to work using the first approach and using the key factors 
identified in Session 1 as guide for discussion. All participants agreed that the three sub-
basins can be clearly subdivided into the three areas. A spokesperson was identified who 
would be responsible for presenting the resulting Storyline and scenario to the plenary group 
in Session III. 

 
 

 

There was some discussion about the content of the Storyline, questioning the assumption that 
PAC "greening" measures are the best approach to achieve sustainable land use outcomes. 
Furthermore participants did not agree on the implications of a "business as usual" scenario, 
believing that modification to existing policies can substantially alter the final outcome. 
Eventually they reached an agreement that the 2030 horizon is too short for any significant 

Facilitator explaining the goals of the session and participants reading the Storylines 
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changes to occur, but agreed to discuss the implications of the Storyline in that time-frame, 
using the map as the basis for discussion. 

Throughout the session participants got up from the table to draw on the map and used the 
map as the physical basis to illustrate their arguments and geographically locate the 
challenges and expected changes they identified. For the most part the discussion flowed 
easily and the map acted as a catalyst for the different visions of the challenges and 
opportunities the region faces. The facilitator intervened to reorient the discussion when it 
remained on one topic for too long; when discussions became too heated around certain 
controversial issues; or to encourage participants to geographically locate and, to the extent 
possible, quantify the changes they envisioned; as well as to limit the interventions of more 
dominant participants and encourage all to participate.  

 

  

  

At first there was a clear confrontation of two opposing visions: that of the farmers and that of 
those that prioritize sustainable development and nature conservation. Throughout the 90 
minutes of discussion, however, an understanding of the situation in the different parts of the 
region and a common vision and narrative for the case study area developed. The fact that the 
storyline under discussion was a "business as usual" narrative made it fairly easy for all 
participants to envision the present and near-future evolution of land uses in the region. 
Additionally the map was a very useful tool to keep the discussion focused on the goals of the 
workshop. Finally, the discussion that took place in Session 1 and the list of most voted 
factors helped keep the discussion focused on key issues. 

Discussion of the scenario and storyline 
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4.4.2 Main topics of discussion 

Sierra and pre-sierra region (upper basin) 

The upper and lower sierra region is mostly forested and acts as the source of water for the 
CEA case study region, since it is where the three rivers (Cega-Eresma-Adaja) originate. 
There is a recognition of the need to protect these upper basins as a means of ensuring water 
supply for domestic and agricultural uses in the middle and lower basins. The primary 
determining factors for the evolution of land use in the region are: 

• Population loss and abandonment of traditional land use practices (extensive cattle 
farming, communal forest management‒resin tapping, logging, etc.) in mountain regions 
have resulted in an increase in forest fires.  

• Extensive cattle farming in the Sierra is no longer profitable and is giving way to new 
management practices where cattle are housed indoors, with the resulting changes in 
forest management and land use practices. 

• Deforestation continues in some parts of the Sierra that have no official nature protection 
designation (National or Regional park, Natura 2000 site, etc.). 

• A large mining project in the Sierra de Ávila (West of Guadarrama Sierra) threatens the 
conservation of a highly valuable natural area. 

• Parts of the Sierra are under strong urbanization pressures for second-home development 
for residents of Madrid (only 70-100 km away). The pressure has decreased during the 
financial crisis but is starting again, threatening the conservation of these areas. 

• Climate change has resulted in a significant decrease in snow pack and rainfall thus 
decreasing streamflows and water availability for human uses. 

• Some conservation successes are also visible, such as the sustainable communal 
management of the pine forests of Valsain (Upper Eresma), or the declaration of officially 
protected areas, such as the declaration of the Guadarrama Sierra National Park.   

Middle part of the basins 

• Areas characterized by extensive rainfed agriculture for the production of cereals. This 
agriculture has low profitability and few alternatives. 

• Some individual farmers are requesting water use permits to transform their land to 
irrigation and emulate the profitable horticultural model that is expanding in the lower 
part of the basins, such as the Carracillo intensive irrigated horticultural model.  

• Towns are progressively losing population with average age increasing and few young 
people remaining. As population decreases the public administration will invest less in 
basic services that become progressively more expensive to maintain, thus leading to 
further population loss in a negative feedback loop. 

• As farmers retire they do not sell the land because there is a strong culture of land 
ownership. Rather, they rent it to other local farmers that are still active. Rental prices per 
hectare are calculated on the basis of CAP payments. Currently rental prices are: 
CAP+100 €/ha.  As farm size grows (primarily through the rental of the farms of those 
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that retire), farmers rely mostly on CAP subsidies to survive financially. However, in 10-
15 years these farmers will be gone and their children, who have moved away and have no 
attachment to the land, will sell the land to large multinational companies that can exploit 
the more productive lands more profitably through technological intensification. 

• Some areas in the middle part of the basins are also converting to intensive agriculture, 
although mostly driven by the initiative of individual farmers that ask for water use 
permits. Agricultural practices in these regions result in groundwater contamination 
(either through nonpoint source pollution from agricultural sources or through the natural 
production of arsenic as groundwater levels drop as a result of intensive abstraction) and 
thus result in the loss of sources of water supply for rural populations.  

• Wastewater treatment is insufficient or inexistent in many towns and villages. Given 
population, loss the development of wastewater treatment plants and alternative sources of 
water supply become too expensive to develop and maintain, thus intensifying the 
problem. 

• The area (as well as the lower basins) has some intensive pig farms that require extensive 
agricultural lands to spread liquid manure and slurry. If agricultural lands are abandoned 
this will present a manure management challenge. 

Lower basins 

• This is the region where the most productive agricultural lands are located.  

• Over the past 15-20 years a highly profitable irrigated agricultural model has developed, 
with the cultivation of fruits and vegetables for national and international markets. This 
model is pressuring available water resources in the Pirón-Cega subbasin (Carracillo 
irrigated area). Given its profitability, there is a tendency/vision to convert rainfed 
agricultural areas to irrigated farming to replicate the Carracillo model in other areas of 
the CEA. However, the development of the model is constrained by lack of available 
water resources. 

• There is a demand for the conversion of 27,000 hectares to irrigation in the middle and 
lower basins. These demands come mostly from individual farmers and not from 
water users associations or irrigator communities, making it more challenging for the 
Duero RBA to process and control. 

• As the intensive horticulture agricultural model expands, water demand increases 
resulting in the call for new hydraulic infrastructures, increasing pressure in the upper 
reaches of the sub-basins. 

• In spite of the profitability of the agricultural model, agriculture is not an attractive 
activity for younger generations. The children of current farmers are moving to larger 
towns or to cities where there are more cultural, leisure and employment opportunities 
as well as better basic services. Agriculture is considered a low-paying and physically 
challenging activity that has little social recognition. The model is moving away from 
the family farm toward a professionally-run agricultural business, with concentration 
of production in a few agro-industrial and/or multinational companies that operate 
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larger land tracts. In spite of its profitability, the model does not serve long-term to fix 
population in the rural areas. 

• Immigrant labor is currently working the irrigated horticultural fields. The immigrant 
community seeks short-term gains and sends earnings back to their families and 
communities. They have no attachment to the land and do not continue traditional land 
use practices (especially in communal forest areas), which are critical to their 
conservation and are being lost. 

• Agricultural-related pollution endangers water supply sources as in the middle basin. 

4.4.3 Local storyline  

There are no major shifts in the public policies with highest influence in the area´s land use 
patterns: the Common Agricultural Policy and the river basin management plans developed in 
compliance with the Water Framework Directive. However, land uses in the Cega-Eresma-
Adaja sub-basins continue an ongoing path of specialization. There are three clearly 
distinguishable regions: (1) the higher mountain areas (Sierra), with high natural values, 
strong second-home development pressures, and loss of traditional land use practices; (2) the 
middle basin or páramos where unprofitable traditional rainfed agriculture continues and 
population loss is a major source of concern; and (3) the lower basins where a highly 
profitable and intensive irrigated agriculture (specializing in horticultural production) has 
developed over the past 15-20 years.   

In the upper reaches of the basin, an effort is made to preserve and promote traditional land 
use practices (extensive animal husbandry, management of communal and private forest 
lands, etc.) in order to guarantee forest conservation (diminish forest fires and deforestation) 
and favor biodiversity and the conservation of natural values. The development of a 
sustainable tourism industry is seen as an opportunity to provide diverse employment 
opportunities to the local population and prevent population loss. Furthermore, the protection 
of the natural values of this region is seen as key to guarantee not only biodiversity 
conservation but also the primary sources of water for domestic supply and irrigation in the 
middle and lower basins. Therefore, unsustainable pressures and projects (mines, new energy 
developments and second home developments), are legally limited through reinforced and 
better coordinated legal measures. 

In the middle part of the basins, population continues to age and younger generations move to 
larger towns and to the villages. Those who continue in the agricultural sector live in larger 
towns and drive to the land to work, so that the smaller towns are progressively abandoned. 
This tendency is reinforced by the limitation of basic public services that become more 
expensive to provide and therefore difficult for the administration to justify. In the short term, 
retiring farmers rent their properties to other land owners, that manage larger tracts of land 
(around 1000 has) without significantly changing agricultural patterns. However, as the older 
generations pass away, the emotional and cultural attachment to the land gradually disappears 
and family farms are sold off to agribusinesses that invest in technology and manage larger 
tracts of the more productive land. Population loss also results in the loss of traditional uses of 
the pine forest tracts that are interspersed with the rainfed farms, that therefore progressively 
deteriorate. Biodiversity, particularly the bird populations that depend on the traditional 
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rainfed agricultural practices and the mosaic of forest and rangelands, is negatively affected 
by the loss of land use diversity in these middle parts of the basins.  

In the lower parts of the basin intensive horticulture continues to develop and expand. While 
new hydraulic infrastructures are demanded to provide more water to new irrigated areas and 
to facilitate the intensification of existing irrigated regions, the administration does not invest 
in new large dams, both because of the environmental impacts in the upper basins as well as 
because of the expected decrease in available water resources due to climate change. Instead, 
alternative regulation alternatives are sought: smaller diversion dams and channels, increased 
aquifer recharge programs, etc. These developments are targeted to consolidate existing 
irrigation and only residually, to meet new demands.  However, these developments do not 
serve to provide new sources of employment, as the younger generations do not find 
agriculture as an attractive activity (regardless of its profitability) and continue to move away 
from rural areas and from agriculture as a primary activity. Agribusinesses that rely on 
immigrant labor eventually dominate the agricultural sector. 

An effort is made to protect particularly sensitive natural areas in the middle and lower basins, 
such as groundwater dependant wetlands s and riparian habitats along rivers and streams. 
Traditional pine tracts are also protected. The protection of ecological corridors is promoted 
particularly in intensive horticultural regions where they are most heavily threatened. 

4.4.4 Local scenario  

The previous local narrative is reflected in the following scenario: 

The upper sierra region is currently subject to various pressures: urbanization pressures for 
second home developments for Madrid residents that seek out nature recreational areas; new 
mining proposals in the Sierra de Gredos; new dam construction proposals to increase water 
supply to the middle and lower parts of the basin; and loss of traditional land uses. However, 
under this scenario an effort is made to guarantee the protection of the area´s natural values 
and primarily as a source of water supply for the population and other economic uses of water 
in the middle and lower parts of the basins. No new large hydraulic infrastructures are built, 
urban development is limited and other major pressures such as the mines, are not permitted. 

In the middle part of the basins ongoing trends continue. Population loss intensifies, with 
younger population moving away from the case study area to larger cities (Valladolid, 
Madrid) or to larger towns and cities within the area (Avila, Segovia, Cuéllar, etc.), where 
employment opportunities are more varied and, most importantly, where a wider range of 
public services and recreational and educational opportunities are available. Nonpoint source 
pollution and lack of wastewater treatment continues to be a significant source of concern, 
causing the loss of water supply sources for rural population that have to build large drinking 
water treatment plants. Dryland agricultural production continues but is scarcely profitable. 
Retiring farmers rent their land to those that remain, thus resulting in larger farms (around 
1000 has). However this trend will only continue in the short term, as the last remaining 
farmers continue to work. Once they retire, the children will probably sell the land and large 
corporations will farm large tracts of the most productive land with more intensive methods. 
As population leaves traditional pine forest uses (forest tapping, logging, etc.) will continue to 
disappear, thus making conservation of pine forest tracts increasingly difficult. 
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In the lower parts of the basin agricultural practices will continue to intensify, with more 
water being used in existing irrigated areas and increasing demand for the model to expand. 
However, expansion does not take place in existing irrigated areas, since irrigator associations 
are seeking to improve water use through efficiency measures and groundwater recharge 
programs, but not expand existing irrigated area. The protection of Natura 2000 sites 
improves, and new ecological corridors are protected particularly in riparian areas in order to 
guarantee the protection of these ecologically valuable areas in a context of intensification. 

Scenario 3: “Balanced land use strategy” (translated as “Continuation of current land 
use patterns") 
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5 Evaluation of storylines and scenarios 
Following the lunch break, a spokesperson for each working group presented the local 
narratives and scenarios for each of the 3 global narratives. After each presentation, members 
of the presenter's group were given the opportunity to comment or enrich the narrative. Then 
the floor was open for questions or suggestions from the plenary. After this, participants were 
asked to evaluate both the probability of that specific narrative and scenario becoming a 
reality within the 2030 time frame, and the desirability of that scenario, using a questionnaire 
that was distributed with the workshop materials (see Annex 5).  Table 4 presents the results 
of these evaluations. Participants were asked to vote based on a 1-10 point system, with 1 
being least likely or desirable, and 10 most likely or desirable. They were also invited to 
provide comments to explain their evaluations. The table shows the average vote as well as 
the number of votes received for each possible score. The shaded cells help visualize where 
the scores where the votes concentrated in each alternative. 

Table 4. Evaluation of likelihood and desirability of local narratives and scenarios 

 Probable Desirable 
Scenario 1. Land sparing: Towards a specialization of the territory 

Score 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
# votes 0 1 3 2 2 3 4 6 0 0 8 2 4 0 0 0 2 3 2 0 
Average 5.9 3.8 

Scenario 2. Land sharing: Toward multifunctional landscapes 
Score 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
# votes 4 5 3 2 4 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 2 3 4 2 5 
Average 3.5 7.2 

Scenario 3. Balanced land use strategy: Continuation of current land use patterns 
Score 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
# votes 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 8 7 2 3 3 4 3 3 2 0 1 0 0 
Average 8.1 3.6 

Own elaboration with results from the scenario evaluation questionnaires (Annex 5). 

Participants believed scenario 3 (resulting from the storyline “balanced land use”) was most 
likely to occur by the 2030 horizon. This does not come as a surprise as that storyline 
somehow reflects a “business as usual” trend, which means that there is no substantial 
deviation from the evolution of land uses under current conditions. The reasons behind that 
view are mainly that there are no signs of a real willingness to transform currently dominating 
policies in the region‒ the PAC, water management and biodiversity conservation policies‒, 
nor any signs of willingness to change coming from politicians and society as a whole. 
Moreover, the 15-year time span is considered too short for any substantial changes to occur 
and for overcoming current inertia. Most of the participants, however, considered this 
scenario undesirable (receiving an average score of 3.6), as it worsens existing problems, 
including natural resources degradation, migration to urban areas and decrease of economic 
activity in the area. 

On the other end of the spectrum, participants viewed scenario 2 (“land-sharing”) as the least 
probable, since they believed it to be very far from the current situation and sociopolitical 
circumstances. Interestingly, there is a great variation in the desirability of this scenario: 
although most of participants considered it as quite or very desirable, some participants had 
the opposite views. The first ones explained that the storyline would lead to better 
environmental conditions, a society more aware of the importance of caring for the 
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environment, and the stabilization or even the growth of rural population. The latter pointed 
out that it is not desirable to create a model that is so dependent on public subsidies and 
considered that an important social and economic capital would be lost. 

Most participants thought that a land-sparing scenario (scenario 1) is likely to occur because 
globalization and market-oriented mindsets fully support this model that seeks high 
productivity and economic profit at all costs. Some participants viewed it as desirable as it 
would exploit the potential of each area and would ensure the long-term economic viability of 
at least part of the agricultural activity, thus maintaining some population in the rural areas. 
Others held the opposite view, considering that such a model would create large unpopulated 
areas (“ghettoes”), higher risks of collapse of the economy (for lack of diversification) and 
severe environmental degradation. 

6 Follow up activities  
In order to validate the interpretation of the information gathered during the workshop, the 
TALE team agreed to prepare a synthesis report in Spanish and circulate it among workshop 
participants, giving them an opportunity to provide feedback. The short report will include a 
brief description of the factors that shape the current land use and management of the CEA 
and differences in visions encountered among groups of stakeholders (Session 1) and the local 
storylines and scenarios emerging from the discussion held in Session 2 and 3. To ensure the 
largest number of responses possible, it is likely that this consultation and validation process 
with be developed with the aid of a survey monkey.  

Once validated, the final scenarios will serve as inputs for the modelling exercise of the 
TALE project. Stakeholders were also informed that the presentation of the modelling results 
is planned for autumn 2017. The place and exact dates are not yet set, but workshop 
participants will be invited and informed with sufficient time to this second event.  
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7 Workshop evaluation by participants 
Together with the evaluation of the scenarios and storylines, participants were given a short 
questionnaire to evaluate the interest and usefulness of the workshop in terms of the 
participants' expectations; the usefulness of the activity for their own work; and the 
organization and structure of the activity itself. Annex 6 includes the questionnaire in 
Spanish. Below we summarize the main results of the participants’ replies. 

Out of 21 respondents, 16 arrived at the workshop with no prior knowledge of the project. 
The other 5 had been interviewed by the TALE technical team.  Ten respondents believed the 
workshop had met their expectations without any doubt, 6 to a large extent, and only 4 felt 
that only in part. 

Nineteen respondents (90%) felt the contents of the workshop would be useful for their 
professional activity. Many reasons were given for this. A majority of respondents (11) 
valued the possibility of improving their understanding of the case study area and the driving 
factors that explained the current challenges and trends. Six respondents particularly valued 
the interaction with other stakeholders and the possibility of hearing and learning from their 
perspectives. Five respondents were particularly interested in the methodology used, which 
they believed they could apply in their own work. 

On the other hand, 2 participants did not feel the workshop would be useful in their work. 
One of them (a farmer) felt it would have no impact on his land use practices or in the 
development of the agricultural sector in general. The other believed the global scenarios and 
narratives presented for discussion were too theoretical and disconnected from a logical 
understanding of the future. 

With respect to the structure and development of the workshop, 11 respondents (52%) felt it 
was very well organized and structured, 9 (42%) felt it was well organized and structured to a 
large extent, and 1 felt that only partially. Participants particularly valued the following 
aspects of the workshop:  

• Small group discussion focused on different possible scenarios followed by a plenary 
session  

• The use of maps to geographically focus the debates 

• The participatory nature of the workshop 

• The diversity of stakeholders represented 

• The timeliness, facilitation and clarity of the activities 

In terms of issues to improve, respondents identified two areas of improvement. On one hand 
some found working with scenarios and narratives particularly challenging, and required more 
specific goals and objectives for the debates, which they found too vague. Other group of 
respondents felt a more diverse group of stakeholders would have been beneficial, either 
including more farmers or including other sectors beyond agriculture and environmental 
conservation. 
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Annex 1. Workshop Agenda 

 

Agenda del Taller sobre Escenarios Participativos de Desarrollo 
Rural en las Cuencas del Cega-Eresma y Adaja 

 

Lugar: Hogar del Jubilado Coca, Avenida Adolfo Suárez 26, 40480 Coca, Segovia  

Fecha: Martes, 29 de noviembre de 2016 

9:45 Recepción de invitados: Café y recogida de documentación 

10:00 Bienvenida e introducción 

 
- Presentación del proyecto TALE 
- Objetivos y formato del Taller 
- Presentación de participantes 

10:30 Primera sesión: Identificación factores, sectores y actores determinantes de la situación 
actual. Descripción del presente 

- Situación actual de los usos del suelo, usos del el agua y biodiversidad en la zona de 
estudio (Cuencas del Cega-Eresma-Adaja) 

- Identificación de factores y actores que influyen o determinan la situación actual en 
relación a los usos del suelo, los usos del agua y la biodiversidad? 

11:30 CAFÉ 

12:00 Segunda sesión: Narrativas y escenarios resultantes (I)  

- Presentación de la metodología de narrativas y escenarios 

- Elaboración colaborativa de los escenarios/mapas de uso del suelo en 2030 para cada una 
de las narrativas propuestas 

- Descripción de evolución de los principales factores/actores/sectores identificados en cada 
uno de los escenarios 

14:00 COMIDA (a cargo de TALE) 

15:00 Tercera sesión: Narrativas y escenarios resultantes (II) 

- Explicación del ejercicio de revisión y enriquecimiento de escenarios 
- Rotación 1: enriquecer la narrativa y el mapa (30´) 
- Rotación 2: enriquecer la narrativa y el mapa (30´) 

16:00 Cuarta sesión: Puesta en común y evaluación de resultados 

16:30 Despedida y cierre 
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Annex 2. Workshop participants 
 

Name Institution 
D. José Luis Aceves Galindo Cortes de Castilla y León 
D. Oscar  Alvárez  Del Palacio Consejería de Agricultura y Ganaderia CyL 
D. Patricio Bariego Hernandez Consejería de Fomento y Medio Ambiente CyL 
D. Carlos Bravo Villa Asociación Ecologista Centaurea 
D. Víctor Manuel Coello Sanchidrián Experto local de medio ambiente 
D. César Francisco de Frutos Comunidad Regantes Carracillo 
D. Miguel Ángel García Turienzo ITACYL 
D. Elisio García Comunidad Regantes Carracillo 
Da  Mad Giordano  Universidad Autónoma de Madrid 
Da Almudena Gomez Ramos Universidad de Valladolid 
D. Angel Gonzalez Santos Confederación Hidrográfica del Duero 
D. Roberto González  SEO/Birdlife 
D. Francisco Heras  Experto local de medio ambiente 
D. Enrique Herranz  Comunidad Regantes Carracillo 
D. Jesús Manuel LLorente Ayuntamiento de Chañe 
D. Carlos Marcos Primo Confederación Hidrográfica del Duero 
D. José Nieto Comunidad Regantes Carracillo 
D. Juan Manuel Palomares Herranz Union de Campesinos de Castilla y Leon (UCCL) 
D. Luis Miguel Peñas Carvajal SEPRONA 
D. Arturo Prieto  Confederación Hidrográfica del Duero 
Da Luz Maria Requejo  Consejería de Fomento y Medio Ambiente CyL 
D. Carlos Tomás Rodríguez Martín Secretaria de Medio Ambiente de CCOO de Ávila 
Da Leonor Rodríguez  Universidad Politécnica de Madrid 
Da Paula Tordesillas  Ecologistas en Acción 
Da Nuria Hernández-Mora TALE 
Da Lucia De Stefano TALE 
Da Bárbara Willaarts TALE 
Da Beatriz Mayor TALE 
Da David Rivas TALE 
Da Julia Urquijo TALE 
Da Ana Maria Tarquis TALE 
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Annex 3. Composition of working groups for Session II  
 
Narrative/scenario I 

1. Ángel González Santos, Head of Planning Office, Duero River Basin Authority 
2. Enrique Herranz, Carracillo Irrigator Association 
3. Juan Carlos López de Pablo, Unión de Campesinos Castilla y León 
4. Onésimo del Río, ITACYL, Castilla y León Regional Government 
5. Luis Miguel Peñas, SEPRONA (environmental authority) 
6. Luz María Requejo, Directorate of Urbanism and Environmental, Castilla y León 

Regional Government 
7. Leonor Rodríguez, Technical University of Madrid 

Narrative/scenario II 

1. Arturo Prieto, Duero River Basin Authority 
2. José Nieto, Carracillo Irrigator Association 
3. Juan Manuel Palomares, Unión de Campesinos Castilla y León 
4. Óscar Álvarez de Palacio, Directorate of Agriculture and Livestock, Castilla y León 

Regional Government 
5. Paula Tordesillas, Ecologistas en Acción-Segovia (environmental advocacy group) 
6. Victor Manuel Coello, Environment expert 
7. José Luis Aceves, Town of Coca and Parliament of Castilla y León 
8. Almudena Gómez Ramos, Valladolid University 

Narrative/scenario III 

1. Carlos Marcos Primo, Duero River Basin Authority 
2. Elisio García, Carracillo Irrigator Association 
3. César Francisco de Frutos, Carracillo Irrigator Association 
4. Javier Rincón, UCCL 
5. Roberto González, SEO Birdlife (environmental group) 
6. Carlos Tomás Rodríguez, Forest ranger 
7. Patricio Bariego, Directorate of Urbanism and Environmental, Castilla y León Regional 

Government 
8. Jesús Manuel Llorente, Town of Chañe 
9. Mad Giordano, Autonomous University of Madrid 
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Annex 4. Storylines in Spanish 

Contexto global según el escenario SSP 2 del IPCC: "Nada cambia, todo 
sigue igual" 

A nivel global las tendencias sociales, económicas y tecnológicas no muestran una desviación 
marcada respecto a la evolución histórica. El desarrollo y el crecimiento económico de los 
países sigue siendo desigual, con algunos paises logrando avances mientras que otros parecen 
quedarse atrás. La mayoría de las economías tienen cierta estabilidad política y los mercados 
globalizados funcionan, aunque de manera imperfecta. Las instituciones globales y nacionales 
logran tímidos avances para alcanzar los objetivos de desarrollo sostenible y mejorar las 
condiciones de vida de los más pobres, especialmente en aspectos relacionados con el acceso 
a la educación, el agua potable y los cuidados médicos.  

El desarrollo tecnológico continua progresando pero sin avances significativos. El medio 
ambiente sigue degradándose, aunque la intensidad de uso de los recursos naturales se reduce, 
en parte debido al aumento de la eficiencia. La dependencia de los combustibles fósiles 
disminuye lentamente, aunque no se renuncia a la posibilidad de emplear combustibles fósiles 
no convencionales (p.ej. fracking). La población continua aumentando aunque comienza a 
estabilizarse durante la segunda mitad del siglo XXI.  

La inversión en educación no es suficiente para reducir las tasas de fertilidad en países en vías 
de desarrollo. El crecimiento de la población unido a una desigualdad persistente, dificulta la 
cohesión social y aumenta la vulnerabilidad de ciertos sectores de la sociedad a los cambios 
sociales y ambientales. Estas circunstancias hacen que los avances hacia el desarrollo 
sostenible sean moderados. 
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Narrativa 1  “Hacia la especialización del territorio" 

Mientras que la creciente globalización sigue estimulando el comercio internacional de 
productos, no se producen cambios importantes en los flujos de comercio. Los precios de los 
productos y los insumos agrarios aumentan ligeramente. La reforma de la PAC en 2020 
introduce cambios sustanciales en el sistema de financiación y objetivos. La PAC se reorienta 
hacía sus inicios, cuando el fomento de la producción para lograr la autosuficiencia 
alimentaria era un objetivo fundamental. Algunos síntomas de este cambio de rumbo de la 
PAC se evidencian con la eliminación de las cuotas a la leche y el azúcar. La EU se pone 
como objetivo reducir la carga de los programas agrícolas en los presupuestos públicos, y 
lograr que Europa aumente su contribución a la seguridad alimentaria mundial.  

La seguridad alimentaria continúa siendo un gran reto ante el aumento de la demanda global 
de alimentos, y especialmente de productos cárnicos. La UE es consciente de que al mantener 
elevados estándares ambientales en Europa se trasladan muchos impactos a terceros países. 
Pero de igual forma, la UE quiere evitar los errores cometidos en el pasado en la gestión de 
tierras agrícolas. Así, en las zonas donde el elevado uso de agroquímicos o agua genera 
problemas de contaminación y/o sobreexplotación, se favorece la llamada "intensificación 
sostenible". Esta estrategia está basada en priorizar la producción agrícola en las tierras más 
productivas, introduciendo tecnología y sistemas de manejo que contribuyan a aumentar la 
productividad y la eficiencia en el uso de recursos.   

La nueva PAC suaviza los requerimientos ambientales, lo que contribuye a aumentar la 
competitividad de la agricultura en las zonas más productivas. La legislación medioambiental 
(Directiva Marco del Agua, Directiva Nitratos) concentra sus esfuerzos en la protección y 
gestión de áreas de alto interés socio-ambiental Como resultado de estos cambios, las áreas 
agrícolas rebajan su dependencia de las ayudas directas del Pilar I de la PAC. Los procesos de 
concentración parcelaria se suceden y contribuyen a aumentar la productividad, generando 
oportunidades para la diversificación de cultivos y la introducción de nuevas variedades, 
incluidos los cultivos genéticamente modificados. También se fomenta la penetración de 
tecnologías avanzadas, como la agricultura de precisión, que ayuda a amortiguar los impactos 
ambientales. Las grandes inversiones asociadas a este modelo agrícola se financian con 
ayudas del Pilar I, que reorienta su sistema de pagos.  

Los cambios tecnológicos, estructurales y de ayudas en la PAC, estimulan un cambio del 
propio sector agrícola. Por lo tanto la UE y los estados miembros apuestan por invertir en el 
desarrollo tecnológico del sector agrícola y su difusión. La presión sobre los recursos es 
moderada, pero los conflictos en algunos casos son inevitables. Por ejemplo, la demanda de 
agua para riego en las zonas más productivas, a pesar del aumento de la eficiencia, incrementa 
la presión sobre el recurso y los conflictos entre usuarios. En relación a la biodiversidad, 
continúa la tendencia de pérdida de hábitats y especies, especialmente si las obligaciones 
ambientales relacionadas con el Pilar I se  rebajan.  

Los países miembros son conscientes de que la pérdida de la biodiversidad y la degradación 
de los recursos naturales pueden tener importantes impactos para el bienestar humano. Por 
este motivo, la intensificación de las zonas más productivas se compensa con la re-
naturalización de las zonas más marginales y menos productivas, con el objeto de fomentar la 
conservación de la biodiversidad. Esto implica que se restringen totalmente las actividades 
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productivas sobre estas tierras con la finalidad de recuperar la naturaleza. Para ello, se 
interrumpen los pagos a las áreas más desfavorecidos contemplados en la PAC y se 
incrementan los pagos directos para la conservación. Los pagos agro-ambientales se dirigen 
sobre todo a conservar las zonas de alto interés ecológico y que tienen un mayor ratio 
coste/beneficio. Estas medidas están enfocadas a apoyar la conservación de la naturaleza y no 
a la gestión de sistemas agrarios extensivos o a la agricultura ecológica.  

Los consumidores urbanos son cada día más conscientes de los impactos ambientales que 
genera la importación de productos agrícolas de terceros países (procesos de deforestación, 
contaminación aguas, etc.) y por ello favorecen el consumo de productos producidos en la 
UE, aunque sean genéticamente modificados. El consumo de los productos ecológicos y 
locales no aumenta porque los consumidores perciben que hay que priorizar productos que se 
producen en sistemas altamente eficientes.  Los patrones de consumo de alimentos no varían 
y continúa la tendencia en el consumo de productos cárnicos. La demanda de los habitantes de 
los núcleos urbanos para realizar actividades al aire libre se concentra en zonas emblemáticas 
como bosques y espacios protegidos. Otras actividades de recreo se concentran en las zonas 
verdes y parques urbanos, dado que la intensificación de la agricultura ha dado paso a paisajes 
rurales de bajo valor recreativo. En algunos casos, también persisten sistemas o explotaciones 
agrícolas tradicionales, que son explotadas como reclamo turístico y donde los agricultores 
reciben ayudas para mantener vivo un sistema de producción agrícola tradicional.  
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Narrativa 2  "Buscando la multifuncionalidad de los espacios rurales" 
La creciente globalización sigue estimulando el comercio internacional y no se producen 
cambios importantes en los flujos de comercio. Los precios de los productos y los insumos 
agrarios aumentan ligeramente. La reforma de la PAC en 2020 introduce cambios sustanciales 
en el sistema de financiación y en las políticas agrarias. Se reconoce la necesidad de hacer 
efectivos los compromisos adquiridos en materia de conservación de la biodiversidad, cambio 
climático y buen estado de las aguas y por ello la PAC refuerza sus objetivos de fomentar los 
principios de sostenibilidad ambiental de los sistemas agrarios.  

Hay un claro objetivo de mejorar el estado de los ecosistemas en todos los territorios, pero 
especialmente en las zonas donde la agricultura está ocasionando mayores problemas 
ambientales. En toda la UE se impone el criterio de fomentar la multifuncionalidad de los 
sistemas agrícolas, de tal forma que la producción agrícola y la conservación ambiental sean 
compatibles. Para lograr este objetivo se aplica una combinación de políticas, incluidas la 
imposición de límites en la aplicación fertilizantes (nitrógeno, fosforo y amonio), y emisiones 
de carbono, y el endurecimiento de los criterios para la delimitación de las superficies de 
interés ecológico en las zonas agrarias. La sociedad muestra una preferencia por fomentar este 
tipo de sistemas agrícolas multifuncionales como herramienta para la conservación de  
naturaleza, por encima de la creación de nuevos espacios protegidos. Los pagos directos del 
Pilar I se mantienen en términos nominales en los niveles existentes en 2016, pero las medidas 
del verdeo y la condicionalidad (y la vigilancia en su cumplimento) se endurecen 
considerablemente. Así por ejemplo, las zonas con altas cargas ganaderas ven reducidas sus 
densidades y tamaños para cumplir con los requisitos de la PAC. Las concesiones de agua para 
riego se condicionan al mantenimiento del buen estado de las masas de agua, lo que puede 
afectar al tipo de cultivos, superficies regadas y las rotaciones establecidas. Aunque en algunas 
zonas los sistemas agrícolas se pueden intensificar de manera sostenible (ej. agricultura de 
precisión), la sociedad percibe en general que es absolutamente necesario reducir los insumos 
en la agricultura.   

Para paliar las pérdidas económicas que esto supone para los agricultores, los presupuestos para 
los programas agroambientales se incrementan, ayudando a que la producción agrícola se 
mantenga. Los pagos para las zonas más desfavorecidas continúan siendo un objetivo 
importante de la PAC para sostener el desarrollo de muchas zonas rurales. Las zonas más 
marginales se mantienen para favorecer la producción extensiva. El objetivo de estas ayudas es 
ayudar a fomentar la multifuncionalidad, aprovechando el potencial de producción de biomasa 
de estos espacios y ayudando a conservar lugares de interés para la biodiversidad. El desarrollo 
tecnológico para agricultura en este escenario es relativamente bajo, por las limitadas 
inversiones públicas y la falta de demanda por parte del sector agrícola.  

Las ayudas agro-ambientales de la PAC en este periodo son superiores a los destinados en el 
año 2016. Este hecho, unido al aumento moderado de la productividad agraria, ayudan a 
modular los cambios estructurales del sector. Como resultado del proceso de extensificación de 
la agricultura en muchas zonas, las importaciones de alimentos y piensos aumentan, 
reduciéndose la capacidad de auto-abastecimiento. Para equilibrar la capacidad de producción y 
el consumo en el ámbito europeo y reducir la dependencia de los mercados internacionales, se 
ponen en marcha también políticas para fomentar patrones de consumo y alimentación más 
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saludables y combatir el desperdicio de alimentos. Se fomentan especialmente políticas 
encaminadas a fomentar la reducción del consumo de productos de origen animal (carnes, 
lácteos, etc). Los consumidores reconocen el valor de esta producción agrícola más sostenible y 
aumenta la demanda y la disposición a pagar por productos regionales y los denominados de 
"producción ecológica".  

Se reducen los movimientos migratorios hacia las ciudades, y crece la tendencia de re-
colonización de las áreas rurales. La sociedad percibe cada vez más el valor cultural de los 
espacios rurales, y la importancia de reconectar con el medio natural y fomentar estilos de vida 
más sostenibles. Esta tendencia también contribuye a aumentar la demanda de las actividades 
de ocio y recreo en los espacios rurales.   
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Narrativa 3  "Continuidad de los modelos territoriales vigentes" 
La reforma de la PAC en 2020 no presenta grandes cambios en cuanto a presupuesto y 
objetivos con respecto a la situación de 2016. Desde los años 90, la PAC ha introducido 
gradualmente medidas para fomentar la conservación del medio ambiente y el mantenimiento 
de la agricultura extensiva vía medidas horizontales (ej. políticas agro-ambientales establecidas 
en todos los países miembros, los pagos a las áreas más desfavorecidas encaminadas a 
mantener la actividad agraria en las zonas más remotas y desfavorecidas; el desacoplamiento de 
los pagos de la producción; la condicionalidad y finalmente el pago verde). Los países de la UE 
siguen manteniendo políticas encaminadas a la extensificación y la gestión de medio ambiente, 
por ejemplo a través de los programas de acción para zonas vulnerables. Sin embargo, siguen 
existiendo muchas diferencias entre las distintas regiones europeas. Amplias zonas agrícolas en 
ubicadas en zonas desfavorecidas que tienen un alto valor ambiental coexisten con regiones 
agrícolas muy productivas. En estas últimas zonas, las ayudas vinculadas a los programas agro-
ambientales no pueden competir con los ingresos del mercado de productos agrícolas.  

Se produce una leve liberación del mercado agrícola dentro de la Unión como consecuencia de 
la abolición de las cuotas de leche y azúcar. Sin embargo, las intervenciones del mercado -las 
llamadas redes de seguridad para los agricultores- persisten durante los periodos en los que los 
precios de mercado se reducen, como ocurrió en 2016 con la leche.  

La globalización continúa estimulando gradualmente el mercado internacional de productos 
agrícolas, pero no se observan cambios sustanciales en los flujos de comercio. Los precios de 
los productos y los insumos agrarios aumentan ligeramente. El presupuesto de la PAC se 
incrementa ligeramente en términos nominales pero decrece en términos reales. Este cambio se 
justifica por los cambios estructurales que empieza a experimentar el sector agrícola, los 
precios moderados de los productos, y el desarrollo tecnológico. Este desarrollo tecnológico 
contribuye a aumentar la productividad y eficiencia en el uso de insumos, y se tiende hacia una 
tecnificación de la agricultura, también denominada "intensificación sostenible". Las medidas 
del verdeo y el cumplimiento del código de buenas prácticas agrarias continúan siendo un 
requisito para recibir los pagos directos y son la mejor herramienta para fomentar la 
conservación y gestión del medio ambiente.  

Además de la PAC, continúan dedicándose esfuerzos para mejorar la implementación y 
vigilancia de otras políticas ambientales y de conservación de la naturaleza tal y como se viene 
haciendo desde 2016. La Red Natura 2000 termina de implementarse, gracias a la presión 
creciente de las organizaciones ambientalistas. Esta situación contribuye a mejorar el estado y 
gestión de numerosos ecosistemas. En relación a la Directiva Marco del Agua, se logran ciertos 
avances para mejorar el estado de las masas de agua, gracias a la aplicación de los programas 
de medidas previstos, pero las mejoras son limitadas. La demanda de agua por parte del sector 
agrícola no experimenta cambios sustanciales con respecto a la tendencia anterior, y esta 
situación mantiene vivos muchos de los conflictos que existen en zonas que sufren escasez. Las 
mejoras en la vigilancia del cumplimiento de la legislación, contribuyen a reducir la pérdida de 
biodiversidad y mejorar el cumplimiento de las obligaciones ambientales, pero no son 
suficientes para revertir las tendencias. Continúan centrándose los esfuerzos en la aplicación de 
políticas de conservación en las zonas especialmente importantes para la biodiversidad.   
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El presupuesto de las medidas agro-ambientales aumentan tímidamente en algunos países 
miembros a costa del Pilar I, pero estos cambios no son significativos con respecto a la 
situación de 2016. La población continúa asentándose preferentemente en los entornos urbanos. 
El poder adquisitivo de la población europea aumenta la preocupación y concienciación 
ambiental de los consumidores y esto hace que aumente la demanda de actividades turísticas en 
entornos rurales. También aumenta la demanda de productos ecológicos, a pesar de la demanda 
de alimentos en general, incluida la de productos animales, continúa la misma tendencia que en 
los últimos años.  
 

Annex 5: Evaluation of resulting Storylines and scenarios 

Narrativa 1  “Hacia la especialización del territorio" 

1. ¿Considera probable que esta narrativa se convierta en realidad de aquí hasta 2030?  

No, en absoluto (1) Sí, es muy probable (10) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

¿Por qué? 

 
2. ¿Considera deseable que esta narrativa se convierta en realidad de aquí hasta 2030?  

No, en absoluto (1) Sí, es muy deseable (10) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

¿Por qué? 

 

Narrativa 2  "Buscando la multifuncionalidad de los espacios rurales" 

1. ¿Considera probable que esta narrativa se convierta en realidad de aquí hasta 2030?  

No, en absoluto (1) Sí, es muy probable (10) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

¿Por qué? 

 
2. ¿Considera deseable que esta narrativa se convierta en realidad de aquí hasta 2030?  

No, en absoluto (1) Sí, es muy deseable (10) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

¿Por qué? 

 

Narrativa 3  "Co-existencia de distintos modelos agrícolas" 

 
3. ¿Considera probable que esta narrativa se convierta en realidad de aquí hasta 2030?  

No, en absoluto (1) Sí, es muy probable (10) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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¿Por qué? 

 
4. ¿Considera deseable que esta narrativa se convierta en realidad de aquí hasta 2030?  

No, en absoluto (1) Sí, es muy deseable (10) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

¿Por qué?  
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Annex 6. Workshop evaluation questionnaire 

1. ¿Cuál es su ámbito de trabajo/actividad? 

□  Política  □ Agricultor/productor     □ Administración del agua      □ ONG 

□  Administración agricultura □  Administración medio ambiente        □  Ayuntamiento 

□  Asociación agricultores □  Empresa privada  □  Turismo 

 

2. ¿Es la primera vez que ha participado en alguna actividad relacionada con este proyecto?  

Si  No  

Si ha estado involucrado con anterioridad, especifique como:_____________________  

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

3. ¿El evento cumplió sus expectativas?  

1 2 3 4 

En absoluto En parte En buena medida sí Sí, sin duda 

 

4. ¿Considera que el contenido del taller le será útil para su trabajo/actividad? 

Sí  No  

En caso afirmativo, ¿cómo? 

 

 

En caso negativo, ¿Por qué no? 

 

5. Considera que el taller ha estado bien planteado y desarrollado? 

1 2 3 4 

En absoluto En parte En buena medida sí Sí, sin duda 

¿Qué aspecto del taller le ha gustado más? ___________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

¿Qué aspecto del taller cambiaría/mejoraría? _________________________________ 
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Annex 7: Minimum data requirements for scenario definition 
The workshop had three main goals: 1) understand what are the key physical, socio-
economic, institutional and cultural factors that trigger the current land use in CEA, as a 
means to understand the story of the present; 2) downscale the global and European narratives 
to the local context to infer the possible development pathways and how will these translate in 
the territory (local scenarios); and 3) obtain quantitative information on expected changes in 
land use and management of the CEA to feed the models and allow for cross-comparison with 
other cases studies.  

While the goals 1 and 2 have been successfully accomplished, goal 3 has been only partly 
accomplished. The reasons are diverse: 1) the size and heterogeneity of the study area makes 
extremely challenging to provide realistic figures; 2) not all the participants had the high 
technical expertise that is required to provide these figures; and 3) the time constraints given 
the wide range of issues that had to be discussed (agriculture, water, biodiversity, social 
aspects, policies, etc). The Table below summarizes the criteria as described in the Scenario 
Guidelines and the results obtained from the workshop. Since the majority of the information 
gathered is qualitative and for some parameters no information was collected at all, it has 
been agreed to develop a contingency plan (CP).  

The CP consists of two main actions. In the first place, the TALE team members shall try to 
interpret and translate the qualitative information obtained at the workshop, into 
(approximate) quantitative figures. Where information was not provided, expert judgment 
criteria will be applied. Upon completion, a consultation round will start with some of the 
more technical experts invited to the workshop, to complete and crosscheck the 
interpretations made by the TALE team members.  
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Parameter Unit Description Scenario 1 
(LSP) 

Scenario 2 
(LSH) 

Scenario 3 
(LBS) 

Land cover   

Built-up Area 

% of total or 
ha 

Includes land for infrastructure and 
residence    

Cropland (annual crops)     
Other cropland (incl. 
permanent crops)     
Forests      
Shrubs     
Meadows (incl. mixtures of 
meadows and pastures)     
Pastures     
Other natural land (e.g. 
agro-forestry)     
Designated area for nature 
protection (not used for 
agriculture or forestry)  

      

Designated area for nature 
protection (used for 
agriculture) 

  
e.g. land under nature conservation 

contracts; part of any other 
agricultural land category    

Other land       Share of high nature-value 
(HNV) farmland   See national standards for 

definition    

Land use & management  
Fertilization intensity, 
cropland kg/ha or % of 

current 

Either as average or for intensity 
classes (e.g. low/medium/high)    

Fertilization intensity, 
grassland 

Either as average or for intensity 
classes (e.g. low/medium/high)    

Irrigated area % of total 
cropland or ha     

Irrigation intensity, 
cropland 

m³/ha or % of 
current 

Either as average or for intensity 
classes (e.g. low/medium/high)    

Fertilization options 
% of land 

No, organic, mineral N-fertilizers 
or mix of latter two    

Organic farming     
Soil management – plough 

% of cropland 

    Soil management – 
minimum tillage     
Cover crops     Ecological focus areas, 
harvested 

Either total or for classes of 
ecological focus areas    

Ecological focus areas, not 
harvested (e.g. set-aside 
land, flower strips) 

  Either total or for classes of 
landscape elements    

Landscape elements (e.g. 
hedges)       
Crop rotations   Either typical crop rotations or 

shares of crops    

Pesticide management   
As average, for intensity classes 

(e.g. low/medium/high) or    
qualitatively described 

   
Livestock  
Livestock Density units/ha Either as average or for livestock 

classes    

 


	1 Introduction
	2 Workshop goals and structure
	3 Session 1: Identification of determining factors, sectors and actors that help describe the current situation
	3.1 Session goals and methodology
	3.2 Outcomes

	4 Sessions 2 and 3: Storylines and resulting scenarios
	4.1 Session goals and methodology
	4.2 Storyline and Scenario 1: “Land-sparing” (translated as “Towards the specialization of the territory”)
	4.2.1 Session dynamics
	4.2.2 Main issues of discussion
	4.2.3 Local storyline
	4.2.4 Local scenario

	4.3 Storyline and Scenario 2: “Land sharing” (translated as “towards multifunctional landscapes”)
	4.3.1 Session dynamics
	4.3.2 Main discussion points
	4.3.3 Local storyline
	4.3.4 Local scenario

	4.4 Storyline and scenario 3: “Balanced land use strategy” (translated as “Continuation of the of current land use patterns)"
	4.4.1 Session dynamics
	4.4.2 Main topics of discussion
	4.4.3 Local storyline
	4.4.4 Local scenario


	5 Evaluation of storylines and scenarios
	6 Follow up activities
	7 Workshop evaluation by participants
	Annex 1. Workshop Agenda
	Annex 2. Workshop participants
	Annex 3. Composition of working groups for Session II
	Annex 4. Storylines in Spanish
	Annex 5: Evaluation of resulting Storylines and scenarios
	Annex 6. Workshop evaluation questionnaire
	Annex 7: Minimum data requirements for scenario definition

