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1 Introduction  
 
The TALE project shall analyze the pressure on natural resources that increases due to 
multiple competing demands for land. The resulting demand driven land use changes come 
at a cost in the form of trade-offs between food or bioenergy production, biodiversity 
conservation and other ecosystem services (ESS) like clean water, erosion control or soil 
fertility. By assessing and governing synergies between food production, biodiversity and 
ecosystem services, TALE will develop related strategies. Across Europe countries differ 
regionally with respect to biodiversity, landscape structure, structure of the agricultural 
sector, conflicts regarding the provision of ESS (e.g. production vs. soil protection or water 
provision) with regard to preferences for particular agricultural ESS (e.g. provisioning vs. 
regulating or cultural services). Integrated approaches are required that cover a 
representative range of ESS over contrasting case study landscapes. Within TALE the ESSs 
are defined by a set of common indicators to be quantified in each case study region. By 
providing regional indicator assessments, TALE enhances the knowledge base on ESS 
provision across Europe. Common methods and tools are applied to allow for comparability 
and to enable the transferability of case study results and related implications to other 
regions in Europe.  
Many rural landscapes in Europe deal with competing demands for land, at a cost of trade-
offs between multiple objectives, such as food production, ecosystem services and 
biodiversity. Understanding and balancing these trade-offs to promote sustainable 
landscapes has a high priority on the policy agenda (e.g. Tscharntke et al., 2005). 
While these trade-offs are highly context-specific, place-based studies that focus on local 
specificities of trade-off mechanisms are currently missing, particularly with involvement of 
stakeholders or local experts (e.g. Turkelboom et al., 2016). However, the regional and local 
policy context as well as the relations between and attitudes of stakeholders are highly 
relevant for trade-off assessments, as these factors strongly influence the options for the 
management of these landscapes (Cord et al., 2017). 
The TALE synthesis workshop is held back to back to the Landscape 2018 conference in 
Berlin, on 12 March 2018.1 The workshop focussed on the following question: How can 
trade-offs between food production, biodiversity and ecosystem services be effectively 
managed at a landscape scale? 
We aimed to gain an improved understanding on two aspects:  
1) the role of trade-off assessments within a regional policy and planning setting; and  
2) the role of innovative policy instruments that could support the reduction of trade-offs 
within a European context. 
For the workshop a number of stakeholders, especially policy makers, were invited but 
unfortunately for different reasons finally mostly scientists and NGO representatives were 
present at the workshop. Nonetheless, it can be called a success as relevant aspects of 
policy implications were discussed. As a starting point of the discussion, we use the results 
and experiences from the European research project TALE. During the first part of the 

                                                             
1 (https://communications.ext.zalf.de/sites/land2018/SitePages/Satellite%20Workshops.aspx#W3). 
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workshop, we focussed on the question how land management strategies that reduce trade-
offs between food supply, biodiversity and ecosystem services can be achieved. Which types 
of methods are most suitable to assist policy and planning in addressing this issue? We used 
our experiences with optimization methods to discuss the potential and limitations of different 
decision-support methods for addressing trade-offs within regional planning. Furthermore, we 
reflected on an evaluation of the information and methods that are seen as valuable for 
different levels of the policy cycle, as delineated by stakeholders within the TALE case study 
areas. A final round-the-table discussion focussed on the role of stakeholders, which are 
often seen as vital in identifying trade-offs and used to steer towards a consensus solution 
regarding desired land management strategies. What are the opportunities and limitations of 
co-design and/or engagement of stakeholders within a process to achieve land management 
strategies that reduce trade-offs at a regional/landscape level? 
During the second part of the workshop, we focussed on innovative policy measures or 
planning solutions for reducing trade-offs between food supply, biodiversity and ecosystem 
services. This session also combined presentations and a round-the-table discussion, which 
included a presentation of evidence from different European regions on innovative policies 
and on policy silos. We discussed the challenges in addressing trade-offs from a regional 
governance perspective, such as institutional fragmentation and competing goals of land 
use-related policies at different levels. 
We invited interested participants (Annex 1), from both a science and policy/planning 
background, to discuss these issues during this synthesis workshop (See Annex 2 for the 
workshop programme). This report presents a synthesis of the work of TALE, as presented 
during the workshop, and summarises the discussions that followed the presentation. 
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2 Synthesis of project outcomes 
In this section the main outcomes of the TALE projected are included, as presented by 
Martin Volk at the workshop. These general findings are complemented by some more 
detailed insights from the Dutch and Austrian cases studies which were presented by Astrid 
van Teeffelen, and Katrin Karner, respectively. These presentations were followed by an 
interactive session where participants discussed opportunities and limitations of co-design 
and co-development of innovative land management strategies. The outcomes hereof are 
provided in section 2.2 

2.1 TALE project outcomes - overview 
The project coordinator of the TALE project, Prof. Martin Volk from the Helmholz Centre for 
Environmental Research, UFZ, opened the meeting and provided an overview of the project 
outcomes.  
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Objectives of the TALE project 

 

TALE is about maximizing the balance… 
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TALE work was conducted in five case 
studies, varying in land use intensity 
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Modelling workflow from scenario 
development and simulation versus 
explorative modelling and Pareto 
optimization leading to a comparison of 
these with scenarios and optimization 
outcomes. 
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2.2 Case study outcomes I: Balancing trade-offs among landscape 
functions in the Kromme Rijn area, the Netherlands 
Dr. Astrid van Teeffelen, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam presented the outcomes of 
optimization work that had been conducted in the Dutch case study area, ‘Kromme Rijn’, 
near the city of Utrecht, the Netherlands. Together with local stakeholders objectives for the 
area had been defined and indicators to represent these objectives had been identified. VU 
researchers, together with researchers from the UFZ have subsequently conducted an 
optimization analysis to find pareto-optimal allocations of on-farm (land sharing) and off-farm 
(land sparing) conservation management measures. This study was published in the spring 
of 2018 (Verhagen et al. 2018), and was also presented to and discussed with stakeholders 
from the area on 23 March 2018.  
The study found that “priority areas according to our optimization technique differed markedly 
from those in the existing nature conservation plan, which is primarily focused on species 
conservation. Our results highlight that the current nature conservation plan can be 
improved, thereby simultaneously contributing to multiple environmental objectives while 
incurring a smaller impact on dairy farming. Comparing on-farm and off-farm management 
practices provides insight in the functional trade-offs associated with each management 
option and their respective potential to increase multifunctionality. Moreover, the identification 
of priority locations across all solutions can further integrate landscape optimization 
approaches into spatial planning and inform policy design and implementation”. 
 

 

Presentation of the results of 
the optimization study in the 
Dutch case study area, by 
Astrid van Teeffelen 
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These are preliminary results, 
the final results are published 
in: 
Verhagen, W., van der Zanden, 
E.H., Strauch, M., van Teeffelen, 
A.J.A., Verburg, P.H., 2018. 
Optimizing the allocation of agri-
environment measures to navigate 
the trade-offs between ecosystem 
services, biodiversity and 
agricultural production. Environ. 
Sci. Policy 84, 186–196. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.201
8.03.013   
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2.3 Case study outcomes II: Mostviertel, Austria	
Katrin Karner presented the outcomes of the work that TALE Researchers from BOKU 
University Vienna conducted in the Austrian case study area, Mostviertel. In this region 
scenarios for land sharing (LSH) and land sparing (LSP) have been developed with a group 
of about 10 stakeholders from different backgrounds such as farming, agricultural extension 
and education, environmental NGOs, tourism, regional and rural development, and 
agricultural administration. The land use scenarios are applied in an integrated modelling 
framework (IMF) consisting of the bio-physical process model EPIC, the regional bottom-up 
economic land use optimization model PASMA[grid], and several ESS and biodiversity 
indica-tors. The quantitative IMF results indicate synergies and trade-offs between major 
ESS and biodiversity effects. Intensification in LSP cannot compensate for production losses 
of set-aside land and decreases provisioning services of agriculture in the Mostviertel. LSH 
results show the trade-off between improved regulating services, i.e. likely decreasing 
nutrient leakage and reduced GHG-emissions from agriculture, and decreasing provisioning 
services. A major achievement of this study is the consideration of multiple indicators of ESS 
to analyse LSH and LSP instead of narrow ecological reasoning. 
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NB: Hemeroby: is a term used in botanical and 
ecological sciences. It is often associated to 
naturalness as the complementary term,[1] with a 
high degree of hemeroby equating to a high 
human influence on a natural environment 
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Questions after the presentation: 
Q: Earlier projects on land sharing vs land sparing brought the insight that, if you have a 
corridor next to an intensively used field where lots of spraying takes place, the effectiveness 
of the corridor is very low. So then land sparing is much more effective, so why, in your 
results, is there so much in favour of land sharing?  

A: Like the Austrian results showed, that sparing was more beneficial than sharing, 
even though the stakeholders questioned the models of sparing due to the choice of 
biodiversity indicators. This choice and the considered time frame, i.e. dynamics of 
vegetation development, clearly determine the biodiversity outcomes. 

 
Q: With respect to the model for vascular plants, in the sparing scenario, there is absolutely 
no management in the model, right? Is that realistic? 

A: The current indicators for biodiversity cover 4 dimensions, i.e. indices for 
ecological functionality, hemeroby, and Shannon’s Diversity, as well as vascular plant 
species richness. The interpretation of land sparing in the region was like that – no 
management at all on nature protection sites.  

 
Q: Was the total agricultural yield kept constant among sharing and sparing?  

A: No. Total agricultural output varied between the scenarios with the highest – 
slightly below the reference – in the balanced situation and the lowest in land sharing due to 
a substantial fraction of the land diverting to unmanaged nature protection areas.   
 
Q: Will there be some multi-objective optimization as well?  

A: If time allows. 

2.4 Managing landscape trade-offs through co-design and co-
development 
This session aimed to answer the question “What are the opportunities and limitations of co-
design and/or engagement of stakeholders within a process to achieve land management 
strategies for reducing trade-offs at a regional/landscape level?”  
The session was divided in three rounds. In Round 1, participants were asked to note 
opportunities of co-design and co-development, from their experience in projects, and write 
these down on post-it notes. Participants were asked to read their answers out to the group, 
after which they were collected on the white board. In Round 2, participants were asked to 
note limitations of, or barriers to, co-design and co-development, from their experience in 
projects, and write these down on post-it notes. Participants were asked to read their 
answers out to the group, after which they were collected on the white board. 
Then, participants were divided into two groups, one for opportunities and one for 
limitations/barriers. Each group was asked to organize the answers into clusters.  The 
clusters and their individual answers are presented below. 
In a third round, people were asked to come up with possible ways to overcome the 
limitations/barriers to co-design and co-development. Also these answers were recorded, 
and presented below.  
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2.4.1 Opportunities of co-design and co-development 
Three main clusters were identified of benefits/opportunities of co-design and co-
development:  

1) support science 
2) knowledge creation: interaction/exchange of different perspectives 
3) make science matter /empower stakeholders. 
 

1) Support science (composed of the individual answers listed below) 
- Get insight knowledge from the study area 
- Using local knowledge 
- Stakeholders are the experts (know e.g. the history of the region) à more information 

for scientists 
- Brings in additional information 
- Use expert knowledge 
- Local data/knowledge can improve the analysis 
- Indicators + prioritization 
- Insights in the region specific challenges related to land management à broaden our 

scope & allows to consider otherwise neglected aspects. 
- Sharing and learning new knowledge from/with other stakeholders 
- Suggestions to generate feasible land management scenarios 

 
2) Knowledge creation: interaction/exchange of different perspectives (composed of the 

individual answers listed below) 
- Different perspectives / perceptions 
- Exchange experience 
- Stakeholders from different fields inform each other (e.g. farmers inform farmers or 

planners) not only scientists from their ivory tower 
- Receive input on what is already done (e.g. within administrations) 
- Feedbacks on methods especially regarding relevance, applicability. 
- Double check results 
- Collaboration and getting to know each other (trust building) in the region among 

stakeholders 
- Stakeholders usually have extensive practical experience in their area of expertise 

and therefore see practical limitations well. 
- Get insight into ‘real world problem’; get feedback on simulation and assessments; to 

have the choice to get hear or influence land management decisions; widen 
perspectives on both sides. 
 

3) Make science matter & empower stakeholders (composed of the individual answers listed 
below) 
 
- Involvement of people who really implement policy measures & carry out land 

management provides relevant and up-to-date information on what enhances and 
hinders certain actions & implementation of measures 

- Identify suitable policy instruments to sustainable land use management 
- Make science matter 
- Results from research can become meaningful and heard 
- Local interests of stakeholders make them motivated to think out of their box 
- Engagement facilitates acceptance 
- Taking up relevant questions (e.g. in the case study area) 
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- Find realistic solutions 
- Plausibility checks of results and recommendations for indicator improvement 
- Feedback on practical limitations of theoretical concepts 
- Might facilitate dissemination 

2.4.2 Limitations of co-design and co-development 
Nine main clusters were identified of limitations/barriers to co-design and co-development:  

1) oversimplification 
2) language barriers 
3) Unbalanced input from stakeholders 
4) Time (time consumption and timeliness) 
5) Tension among stakeholders 
6) Stakeholder fatigue 
7) Lack of benefits to Stakeholders  
8) Role of science managing different interests 
9) Unexpected stakeholder processes 

 

1) Oversimplification 
- Some suggestions were not applicable in model even if it has high environmental 

value; 
- Research is too far away from stakeholders and seems not relevant for them; 
- Possible tension between scientifically new and locally relevant 
- Mismatch between stakeholder-reality and model reality (& lack of skills to bridge the 

divide) 
 

2) Language barriers  
(both in terminology /jargon and translations between local language and English) 
- Language can be a problem (background information etc. has to be translated 
- Finding a common language 
- Misunderstanding (not talking the same language) is leading to wrong conclusions 
 

3) Unbalanced input from stakeholders 
- Bias of specific sectors (unbalanced composition) 
- Get a certain bias in stakeholder selection/participation 
- Might have biases if they are involved in indicator selection/scenario development 
- Avoid bias (finding the ‘right’ stakeholders) 
- Hearing “the voice of the loudest stakeholder” 
- Stakeholders sometimes tend to discuss too much on basis of their own experiences 

rather than on project results.  
 

4) Time (time consumption and timeliness) 
- Timeliness of research processes 
- Stakeholder engagement processes appear relatively time consuming – although that 

is probably just the scientists’ perception. 
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5) Tension among stakeholders 
- Conflicts between stakeholders 
- Difficult to handle conflicting views, e.g. between farmers and nature conservation 
- Keeping discussions of stakeholders with extreme positions on a non-emotional level 
- No compromise reached 

 

6) Stakeholder fatigue 
- Stakeholders don’t have time 
- Time consuming (even if there are one or only few workshops, stakeholders may be  

too busy to participate) 
- Stakeholder fatigue – many stakeholders were not able to join our project at all 

because already involved in so many. 
- General stakeholder fatigue (especially during the last years) 
- Stakeholders have little time and the benefits to them are limited 
- Designing to increase productivity and maximize services 

 
7) Lack of benefits to Stakeholders  

- Breaking down the topic to abstract stakeholders 
- Providing results that are helpful for stakeholders (win-win) 
- Models demand very specific information which stakeholders might not be able or feel 

comfortable to give (i.e. crop rotations). 
- Scientists exploit stakeholders as source of information without giving back 
- Stakeholders don’t see a benefit from participation/involvement; compensation? 

 
8) Role of science managing different interests 

- Risk: we have also a task as researchers, we do not serve ‘practice’. 
- Research gets dependent on stakeholder opinion in designing their research question 

 
9) Unexpected stakeholder processes 

- 2 meetings organized because the first was not successful 
- Unexpected problems (e.g. (last-minute) cancellations, no-show of stakeholders à 

Find a good (flexible?) format of stakeholder involvement 

2.4.3 Overcoming limitations of co-design and co-development3.1
 Sub-chapter title 

- Guidelines for researchers to set up stakeholder processes (Teach researchers to 
manage the expectations of the stakeholders) 

- At proposal stage: Concretize the stakeholder process and engage stakeholders 
- Continuity of research à establish long-term relations 

o Requires cooperation within/among research institutes, using the same 
CSR(?) to jointly engage with stakeholders and not everyone individually. 

- Develop (jointly!) a glossary (to reduce the language barrier) 
- Try to explain models in other, easier words, & provide material for non-scientific 

audience. 
- Train ourselves to explain our work in simpler terms. 
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3 Synthesis on policy instruments that could support 
the reduction of trade-offs within a European context   

 
The second part of the workshop concentrated on policy instruments to address trade-offs 
between production, biodiversity and ecosystem services, and specifically discussed the 
greening measures of the EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). In this session, Bernhard 
Osterburg from the Thünen Institute gave a keynote titled “Evaluation study of the 
payment for agricultural practices beneficial for the climate and the environment (“greening” 
of direct payments)”. Hereafter, Heike Nitsch synthesized the TALE work on this topic, 
followed by a round-the-table discussion with all participants to solicit discussion and 
exchange of experiences from other countries. 

3.1 An evaluation of the effectiveness of the CAP 'greening 
measures' 
Bernhard Osterburg’s presentation summarized the findings presented in a report that is 
available here: https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/evaluation/market-and-income-
reports/greening-of-direct-payments_en  
This study for the European Commission evaluated the payment for agricultural practices 
beneficial for the climate and the environment ('greening measures') under the Direct 
Payments Regulation, part of Pillar 1 of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)1. It covered 
17 evaluation study questions (ESQs) relating to: the drivers of Member States’ and farmers’ 
implementation choices as well as the effects of the measures on farming practices and 
production; effectiveness (in relation to environmental and climate objectives); efficiency; 
coherence; relevance; and EU added value. (Alliance Environnement and the Thünen 
Institute, 2017). The Greening Measures comprise 30% of the CAP budget, and are intended 
to enable the CAP to be more effective in delivering its environmental and climate objectives. 
Moreover, they need to ensure the long-term sustainability of EU agriculture by safeguarding 
natural resources and achieving more balanced economic and environmental performance. 
To fulfil this requirement, three practices must be used: 
- Crop diversification – the cultivation of a minimum of two or three crops on arable land 
above certain size limits (to improve soil quality primarily); 
- Maintenance of permanent grassland – to limit declines in the ratio of permanent 
grassland to total agricultural area to less than 5%, as well as to designate the most 
environmentally sensitive permanent grasslands (ESPG) and protect them from ploughing (to 
support carbon sequestration, protect species and habitats of biodiversity value, protect 
against soil erosion and improve soil quality); and 
- Ecological Focus Areas (EFA) – to manage at least 5% of the arable land of farms with 
more than 15 hectares of arable land as an EFA, comprising a combination of management 
practices or landscape features as set out in the regulation and applied by Member States (to 
safeguard and improve biodiversity on farms primarily). 
The report concludes that this evaluation came relatively early (two years after 
implementation of the greening measures), as Member States needed time to adjust to the 
changes in the CAP. At the time of the evaluation, data were not generally available to the 
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researchers with respect to how farmers implemented the measures on the ground. Such 
data should encompass for example, what crops farmers have cultivated, where Ecological 
Focus Areas are placed and how they are being managed and whether grassland has been 
ploughed or not at the parcel level. Without such data the assessment of the effectiveness of 
the measures in relation to environmental and climate objectives, is hampered. The report 
concludes with the following main recommendations (Alliance Environnement and the 
Thünen Institute, 2017): 

- amend the management rules attached to EFA types to ensure they deliver for the 
environment and find ways to encourage greater uptake of the most beneficial EFA 
types (e.g. land lying fallow, landscape features, field margins, buffer strips).  

- implement the ESPG measure more widely both within and outside the Natura 2000 
network to cover a far greater proportion of Annex 1 habitats.  

- improvements should be made by Member States to design and justify their greening 
measures according to specific regional, local concerns and progress against these 
goals should be assessed at the middle and end of the financial period.  

- ensure greater synergies between the implementation of the greening measures with 
cross compliance and the agri-environment-climate measures, to enable more 
tailored outcomes for the environment to be achieved. 

- ensure that suitable advice is available to farmers, not limited to the administrative 
and compliance aspects of greening but, more importantly, on their purpose and ways 
of optimizing their environmental and climate effects. 
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3.2 Synthesis of the implementation of agri-environmental 
instruments in five European countries, as studied in the TALE 
project 
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3.3 Reflection on agri-environment measures and their (in)ability to 
address trade-offs between production, biodiversity and ecosystem 
services 
Agricultural land use is not only dependent on geographical and societal conditions and 
market prices for agricultural commodities, but also shaped by boundaries and incentives set 
by agri-environmental policies. Overall, EU and Switzerland have developed elaborate 
systems of policy instruments for steering agricultural land use, most prominent being the 
different instruments and measures of the agricultural policies with conditions linked to direct 
payments and a wide variety of voluntary measures (for a summary and descriptive 
comparison of policy settings in the TALE case study regions see Nitsch et al, 2017). 
According to the polluter-pays-principle, a mandatory baseline is essential to limit negative 
impacts from agriculture on the environment, especially regarding abiotic aspects and 
protected areas for nature conservation or further vulnerable areas. Applying mandatory 
regulation has the advantage of addressing all farmers (in the area where the legislation is 



Project acronym: TALE 
Short title: Synthesis  
Version 1 | Date: 24/07/2018 

 
 

 

Page 42 

valid) and securing standards in the long-term. The effectiveness of direct regulation 
depends on clear definitions of requirements, and of sanctions in case of non-compliance 
and on effective control procedures. However, if active management is required, e. g. 
encouraging nature-friendly management above the legal baseline or help to maintain 
existing management of more traditional cultural landscapes, forcing farmers to carry out 
such measures through mandatory rules may be counterproductive as it might discourage 
them to raise the conservation value of their property in order to avoid restrictions on the way 
they are allowed to use their land. Therefore, voluntary measures compensating 
environmentally friendly management actions and thus strengthening farmers’ property rights 
and responsibility, are often applied in those cases and can, if designed well, be very 
effective. Such measures have a great potential to be implemented in a targeted way and to 
be adapted to regional conditions. On the other hand the voluntary character of such 
measures entails their effectiveness being dependent on sufficient attractiveness for farmers. 
Especially the preferred scenarios in the TALE case study regions, which tend towards LBA 
and LSH, have to be flanked by policy measures. Land sharing requires to regulate the 
intensity of agricultural land management. Some minimum standards, e.g. regarding fertilizer 
and pesticides use, can be addressed area-wide by specific legislation, and also some broad 
agri-environment-climate measures (AECM) may be offered across a large administrative 
region. However, especially nature conservation activities require targeting or adaptation of 
measures to local conditions (e.g. Batáry et al. 2015). This requires an involvement of 
regional and local actors and cooperation among land managers (Westerink et al. 2017). 
Such approaches have the potential to encourage communication and an active engagement 
of land managers with the environment and are thus bound to be effective and have lasting 
effects on environmental awareness. Thus, this aspect has been given particular attention 
within TALE. 
While the need for information and advice has been stressed in both, the Austrian and the 
German case study policy workshops, the cooperative aspect is particularly visible in the 
Dutch case study. Discussions in the final stakeholder workshop were centered around the 
aspects of how to enhance farmers willingness to participate and how their commitment and 
collaboration could be strengthened. In this connection, information and advice have been 
highlighted as important and current enforcement procedures have been commented 
critically. In the following, policy recommendations developed in the final stakeholder 
workshop and within WP1 will be summarized. 
Advice and information 
Information and advice are generally non-binding and have the potential to change the 
perception and preferences of actors and include appeals, knowledge transfer and (social) 
sanctions. Advice and extension services can help to reach environmental objectives in 
agriculture for example by increasing the acceptance of voluntary support measures such as 
AECM and/or implementing them more efficiently and more effectively. Information is 
especially important for more complex and knowledge intensive measures, such as result-
oriented AECM. Still, in order to be credible, such measures have to be attractive for farmers 
concerning the balance between effort and benefits. Advisory services can also play an 
important role in complementing environmental legislation. Providing information and advice 
is especially suited to situations where synergies can be achieved between farm economic 
and environmental considerations. E. g. cropping with reduced tillage may be a case, where 
the practice is beneficial to a farmer as well as to the environment. 
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There is a wide variety of information and extension systems in the TALE case study regions 
(see also Nitsch et al. 2017). While in some countries agricultural extension is still mainly 
considered to be a task of the state, like in Austria or Switzerland, others have mainly 
(Saxony) or almost completely (The Netherlands) privatised agricultural extension. In most 
countries some advice on environmental issues, especially in connection with Pillar One and 
Two of the CAP, is offered by state organisations or supported with public funds. A special 
and very interesting case is the information and advisory system in The Netherlands that is 
characterised by strong networks, peer-to-peer-learning and highly engaged civil-society 
groups. It seems that the way agricultural extension is organised and taken up by farmers is 
very much dependent on the specific traditions of learning and knowledge transfer in the 
respective country. Advice on environmental issues is very often linked to CAP requirements. 
However, the intensity of advice seems to range from checklists, like in Spain, to intensive 
multi-channel communication like in The Netherlands, where innovative approaches (such as 
the collective management of AECM) require a different concept. 
In the stakeholder workshops some points were specifically stressed: 

• Effective and successful application of AECM requires personal and tailored 
information. For instance, on farm consultations could be a suitable tool. 

• Farmers need to trust the advisor regarding their competencies, thus it is important 
not only to highlight benefits but also potential risks of measures and how to avoid 
them (e.g. increased weed pressure due to flowering strips) and advice should be 
independent from administrative controls. 

• A too complex set of instruments and measures, also in connection with complicated 
and partly incomprehensible enforcement mechanisms, impedes communication 
about environmentally sound management. 

Provision and exchange of information is a critical factor if farmers are to be won to engage 
in (environmental) management, especially if specifically targeted or depending on 
cooperation. This refers to information and discussions about (regional) goals and the ways 
to achieve them, not least to find compromises between agricultural production and 
environmental objectives and – in a regional or collective implementation – which locations to 
target and how to share the effort. 
Due to the increasing pressure on public budgets the general trend to privatise agricultural 
extension services aiming at increased farm profitability is likely to continue. However, it is 
widely recognised that, despite the costs and administrative effort, there is a need to 
publically support advice in society’s interest and that advice is a suitable instrument to 
increase the effectiveness of agri-environmental policies. This becomes evident by the 
importance the EU places on innovation, advice and knowledge transfer in the current 
funding period of the CAP. 
Control procedures 
Despite the often proclaimed ambition to reduce the bureaucratic burden connected to the 
implementation and enforcement of the CAP it seems like little, as if at all any, progress has 
been made in this respect. Control effort linked to the measures of the CAP has been 
increasing and getting more complex (see also Nitsch et al. 2017). More and more different 
control samples have to be considered regarding the various elements of the direct 
payments in addition to specific control requirements regarding cross compliance and 
greening. Also the implementation of voluntary measures must be monitored as tax payers’ 
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money is spent on them. In a much-noticed paper (EAFRD-RESET) the Saxon State Ministry 
of the Environment and Agriculture concludes that “the second pillar of the Common 
Agricultural Policy has run into a bureaucratic dead-end”, because “the problems of the past 
funding periods have regularly been answered with more rules, more controls, more 
administrative bodies” (SMUL 2016a: 3 of the summary). The inflexible control requirements 
and the high control intensity have, according to the SMUL, led to a situation, in which “the 
relation between administrative and control costs on the one hand and the benefit achieved 
on the other hand is increasingly shifting towards bureaucratic” (p. 2). While the SMUL 
acknowledges that the proper and efficient use of EU funds must be ensured, it criticizes that 
most irregularities detected by the exhaustive control system are related to errors in 
connection with the complex procedure requirements and not connected to the improper use 
of funds or even fraud. Disproportionate sanctions for unintentional errors discourage 
potential applicants, which is counterproductive as the applicants action is desired in order to 
reach EU policy objectives. Also the need to comply with formal requirements and the focus 
on outflow of funds has led to a situation in which Member States or regions responsible for 
RDP programming are stimulated to programme measures that are easily implemented 
rather than the most effective or most needed measures, this has also been stressed in the 
Austrian case study. This analysis demands a paradigm shift “away from mistrust as the 
current underlying principle (more and deeper controls) towards trust”. Also the European 
Court of Auditors (2017) urges to restrict bureaucratic efforts and to concentrate more on 
result-orientation, especially regarding rural development programing. 
Discussion in policy workshops held in the case study areas in Austria, Germany, and in this 
final workshop in Berlin, highlighted two main points: 

• Too many requirements and complicated and restrictive enforcement procedures 
hamper the engagement of farmers in voluntary measures. 

• Land managers often wish to have more responsibility and flexibility instead of 
detailed descriptions how to carry out certain management measures. 

Some approaches found in the TALE case study region could already be an impulse towards 
encouraging commitment of farmers: An interesting feature of the Swiss control system is 
that control bodies employ farmers as inspectors. Although there is a danger of inspecting 
farmers being too sympathetic with a non-compliant colleague, this system also offers the 
chance of increasing the acceptance for controls amongst farmers. Inspectors with a farming 
background understand how farming works in practice and therefore might be more suited to 
come to a good judgement. 
The Dutch system of collective implementation of AECM is not only interesting because of its 
potential to increase the environmental benefit, but also from a governance perspective. It 
clearly strengthens the self-responsibility of the involved farmers and their local cooperation 
partners as they have to organise the contractual arrangements, the internal control process 
and even the way sanctions are “distributed” between the members. Self-responsibility can 
be more motivating and rewarding than just being the object of an external control process. It 
remains to be seen, how self-regulation of cooperations and fulfilling requirements and 
regulations of public administrations is balanced. Also experience with practical enforcement 
e.g. how individual non-compliance with contracts will be dealt with in relation to 
consequences for the whole collective, will be interesting. 
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Internal control procedures in combination with additional external checks on a random basis 
are successfully established both in fair trade certification as well as, in some countries 
outside the EU, in organic certification. Such a system could also be advantageous in an EU 
setting. For example, a system of internal control can be helpful in a situation in which control 
capacities are limited, e. g. if many farms should be checked in a certain time period like 
harvesting time (Munteanu 2014). Of course standards for the control procedures must be 
designed and implemented carefully in order to ensure a high quality of control, but the 
probability of detection and the height of the potential fine are not the only factors influencing 
compliance levels. Peer pressure and social control can play an important role, too.  
Result-oriented measures 
A further approach in order to strengthen flexibility and responsibility of farmers in 
environmental-friendly management are result-oriented measures. These are characterised 
by the direct linkage of the support payment to the desired environmental outcome e.g. the 
existence of certain indicator species (see as well e.g. Burton & Schwarz, 2013; Derissen 
and Quaas, 2013). Among the benefits is the more intensive engagement of farmers with the 
environmental goals. Choice and flexibility for management decisions are also among 
arguments of farmers for result-oriented measures (e.g. Lastro-Bravo et al. 2015). A further 
benefit is, that farmers are getting more actively involved with the actual objective that is to 
be supported (e.g. Sabathier et al., 2012; De Sainte Marie, 2013; Matzdorf et al, 2014). Also, 
the direct link to tangible results can be well communicated to the public (Burton & Schwarz, 
2013; Stolze et al, 2015).However such measures are only existing in niches yet, and they 
also have their limitations e.g. suitable indicators have to be identified (Burton & Schwarz, 
2013) and farmers might be exposed to a greater level of risk than in case of action-based 
approaches, as results are often not entirely within the control of a land manager (e.g. De 
Sainte Marie, 2013). Also a sufficient degree of ecological knowledge and commitment of the 
farmer is a precondition for the participation in such measures 
While such measures haven’t been discussed specifically in the stakeholder workshops in 
TALE, some examples could be found in the case study regions (for a description see Nitsch 
et al. 2017). The most flexible measure, where objectives and indicators are defined at the 
plot-level for each farm, but also one requiring the most intensive expert advice, is a pilot 
scheme in Austria, the result-based nature conservation plan (also see Nitsch et al. 2017). 
In the light of rising pressure of the public to prove effectiveness and results of publicly 
financed support payments to farmers and due to growing experience with such schemes, 
the acceptance of farmers and administrations towards result-oriented schemes might 
increase in the future. Further variations such as habitat-oriented schemes or cooperative 
approaches might be able to overcome some of the weaknesses of the current measures, 
e.g. where monitoring of single species is unreliable or to address animal species with a 
larger home range. The next CAP funding period will presumably insist on result-orientation 
to a higher degree than is currently the case, thus there is a need to further investigate the 
potential and the limitations of result-oriented schemes, learn from existing experiences and 
develop such measures further. 
Collaborative action 
Offering measures to single farmers might not be sufficient to reach stated objectives in all 
cases. Many biodiversity or other environmental problems require action at a larger spatial 
scale (e.g. Franks, 2011; Kleijn et al., 2011; Merckx et al., 2009; Prager et al., 2012; 
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Westerink et al. 2017). In this respect cooperation of a group of land managers is a 
promising approach but is yet an exception in AECM. Such collaborative implementation also 
represents a proactive approach which increases responsibility of the involved farmers and 
their “ownership” of the measures’ objectives. Collectives can also make use of skills and 
knowledge of all its members and tend to improve communication and relation among 
farmers (Emery and Franks, 2012).  
With Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013, article 28, sub-clause 2 the EU has opened the option 
for member states to implement collaborative AECM, where payments are issued to groups 
of farmers or other land managers. Traditional ways of collective action are e.g. cooperations 
to manage common land e.g. measures for communal grazing or grazing in alpine areas. 
However, examples for cooperatives in connection with AECM in the wider agricultural 
landscape are rare. In the case study regions some approaches enabling or promoting 
collective action stood out in particular: 
The Swiss Interconnectedness payments as well as the Landscape quality payments are 
related to regional projects with the aim of involving several farmers in the targeted area. 
Still, farmers are only invited to participate and apply individually, but they are integrated into 
a broader concept. Also participatory approaches are encouraged (e.g. involving farmers or 
farmers organisations into the project development) and may increase farmers’ willingness to 
participate. 
The Netherlands seem to have undertaken the biggest step towards collective action. 
Regarding AECM, the individual grant scheme for farmers who adopted nature-friendly 
management practices has been changed to be only eligible for collectives from 2016 on. 
The collective, which has to be recognised as a formal association by the Provinces, 
assumes an intermediary role between the government and the farmers, acting as the 
applicant and final beneficiary and arranging the individual contracts and payments with the 
farmers. These contracts are not part of EU regulation and can thus be more easily and 
flexibly tailored to local ecological and economic conditions (Terwan, 2015). Farmers receive 
professional advice on the available measures and how to apply them best for nature 
conservation and water protection. The administrative effort for the government is reduced 
strongly as much less applications have to be handled. The idea behind this new approach is 
to have an improved consistency in management as well a better opportunity for specific 
areas. This development is based on a long history of experiences with environmental 
cooperations and agricultural producer groups in the Netherlands (Terwan, 2015, Westerik et 
al, 2017).  
Regarding formal collective measures the following points were raised in the final 
stakeholder workshop: 

• National or regional traditions are important for the development of collective action. 
• The opportunity for local action and the chance to develop own strategies are an 

important incentive for farmers to participate in collective action. 
• While discussion and mutual exchange of information between farmers is an 

important feature for successful cooperation, such actions require time and effort, 
which can be a constraint for farmers.  

• Still, competition between farmers and inhibition to rely on other farmers might be 
problematic for collective action. 
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Overall conclusion 
The success of regulatory measures as well as measures connected to transfer payments is 
dependent on effective monitoring and enforcement. However complaints about the extent of 
administrative and control expenses and bureaucracy, especially in connection with CAP 
measures, are rising. These developments are not supporting an active engagement of 
farmers with the environment.  
Overall, awareness raising is an important basis for environmentally sound management. 
Self-responsibility can be more motivating and rewarding than just being the object of an 
external control process. Measures that require more engagement of the participant than 
compliance with predefined management rules, are beneficial in this respect.  
Behind this background some key questions for AECM design and implementation are: How 
can farmers be encouraged to participate in AECM in areas or with plots where benefits of 
such measures are expected to be high? How can regional coordination be enhanced? How 
can the desirable management be adapted to local conditions? How can farmers be 
encouraged to take “ownership” of the outcomes? 
Regarding the CAP, in the light of the European Commission’s intention to promote result 
orientation and landscape-level and community based implementation even further in the 
future (EC 2017), specifically result-oriented and collaborative measures – which are both so 
far not yet common in AECM – should be pursued with a higher emphasis. Advice and 
exchange of information between administrations and further stakeholder and farmers but 
also between different land managers is important to flank such approaches. 
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14. Zhanli Sun - Leibniz Institute of Agricultural Development in Transition Economies 

(IAMO) 
15. Kati Häfner - Leibniz institute for Agricultural landscape research (ZALF), TU Berlin 
16. Batunacun - Leibniz institute for Agricultural landscape research (ZALF) 
17. Hien Huynh - Leibniz institute for Agricultural landscape research (ZALF) 
18. Bahareh Kamali – Leibniz institute for Agricultural landscape research (ZALF) 
19. Simone Beichler - Leibniz-Institute of Freshwater Ecology and Inland Fisheries 
20. Altaaf Mechiche-Alami – Lund University 
21. Bernhart Osterburg – Thünen institute 
22. Christian Siewert – Univ of Appl Sciences Dresden 
23. Maria Hänsel - University of Bayreuth 
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Annex II: Workshop programme  
 

  Time Topic 

  09:00-09:10 Welcome and introduction to workshop (Martin Volk) 

  09:10-10:00 Key outcomes of TALE project – presented by: 
- Martin Volk, project overview 
- Astrid van Teeffelen, Dutch case study 
- Katrin Karner, Austrian case study 

 
  10:00-10:30 Discussion of TALE results  

  10:30-10:45  Coffee break 

  10:45-11:45 Round table discussion on “Opportunities and limitations of co-design and 
co-development of innovative land management strategies”  

  11:45-12:00 Wrap-up of round table 

  12:00-13:00 Lunch break 

 13:00-13:30  Keynote by Bernhard Osterburg (Thünen Institute): „Integration of 
environmental objectives into the Common Agricultural Policy - experiences 
and expectations” 

 13:30-14:00 Presentation by Heike Nitsch (Ifls) on WP1 results: “Challenges and 
opportunities linked to the implementation of agri-environ-mental 
instruments after the CAP-reform: A comparative analysis from five 
European countries” 

 14:00-15:00 Round table discussion on future agri-environmental policies 

 15:00-15:10 Coffee Break 

 15:10-15:30 Summary of round table discussion 

 15:30-16:00 Wrap-up, closing remarks  

 
 
 
 
 
 


