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The Conference was organized jointly by the Agricultural Research Centre and the Ministry of Agriculture, 
Estonia, in co-operation with the following partners from Finland:

Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry,
Ministry of Environment, 
University of Helsinki.

The Agricultural Research Centre (ARC) is an institution under the Ministry of Agriculture for Estonia. It 

analytical and data collection tasks relating to the monitoring and control of seeds, soil fertility, fertilizers, 
crop and crop product quality, feedingstuffs, crop pests and diseases.

ARC is also responsible for co-ordinating all data collection work relating to the evaluation of sustainable 
land management rural development measures and will perform the function of “independent evaluator” 
for all Axis 2 measures, including agri-environment support payments, implemented in the Estonian Rural 
Development Programme for 2004–2006 and 2007–2013.

Contact:
Pille Koorberg
Agri-environment Monitoring Bureau
Agricultural Research Centre
Teaduse 4/6, Saku
Harjumaa 75501, ESTONIA
pille.koorberg@pmk.agri.ee
Tel/Fax: +372 748 0 944

All conference materials, including this report, may be downloaded in PDF format from the Agricultural 
Research Centre website: http://pmk.agri.ee/conference 

Additional information about agri-environment evaluation in Estonia can also be obtained from the 
website of the Agricultural Research Centre: http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt
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Structure of this Report

This report includes the results from an international conference held on 17–19 June  
2008 in Pärnu, Estonia, on the evaluation of agri-environment measures implemented by 
EU Member States in the 2000–2006 and 2007–2013 programming periods. 

1. The opening section of the report outlines the background and rationale of the 
conference, together with some key observations on the outcomes; 

2. The main section of the report provides a summary of the presentations and 
discussions, and is supported by copies of the conference presentations and 

that helped to set the context of the conference;

4. The fourth section is a background paper;

programme, poster presentations and a list of participants.

Disclaimer

 
the Estonian and Finnish governmental institutions involved in organizing the 
conference. 
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Foreword

Welcome to the proceedings of our International Conference “Using Evaluation to Enhance 
the Rural Development Value of Agri-environmental Measures” held in Pärnu, Estonia, from 
June 17–19, 2008. 

Rural areas in the EU-27 differ in so many ways – history, ecology, landscapes, people 
and their actions and attitudes. Although we have a common rural development policy,  
including the obligatory agri-environment measures, we need to work hard to adjust  
this policy to our local conditions. But what is the best way to do this? We’ve been thinking 

towards provoking discussions, networking people and encouraging further initiatives 

The conference was a great success and on behalf of the conference organisers it is worth 

feedback on the current “bottlenecks” in agri-environment evaluation in the Member States 

squeeze into a 3 day programme, so we selected the best! Secondly, the conference had  
a very wide range of participants. More than 130 participants from 19 EU Member States  
(plus Turkey) contributed their time and energy in Pärnu with a reasonably equal balance 
between those attending from governmental organisations, research institutions and 

the company of lots of highly motivated and passionate people at the conference who 

the comprehensive set of presentations, posters and accompanying papers that are now 

Decisions made relating to rural areas concern many different stakeholders and in order 
to speak the “same language” we need to communicate more. Networking seems to be 
the buzzword in rural development at the moment and we hope that people come to 
realise that the best knowledge lies WITHIN the Member States and not always at the 
high level of the European institutions. Many people at the conference noted the active 
participation of the delegates from the EU Commission and their eagerness to seek for 
good information. This was great, but learning and communicating as equal partners 
should not be something extraordinary – it should be normal practice!

Pille Koorberg
Head of Agri-environment Monitoring Bureau
Agricultural Research Centre
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Background to the Conference

The growth of interest in the effective evaluation of agricultural policies has been 
increasingly obvious amongst policy-makers and others for many years. This interest is 
likely to increase further as the CAP comes under considerable scrutiny during the EU budget 

 
agriculture and rural development.

In recent years there has been particular criticism of agri-environment schemes regarding 
their value for money and effectiveness in achieving environmental targets. Although such 
schemes have been applied in the EU-15 for long enough to draw lessons from their design 

measures” in many Rural Development Programmes (RDPs).

upon the relationship between agriculture and the environment.

The aim of the conference was to bring together a range of stakeholders with an active 

policy-making cycle, notably regarding the evaluation of agri-environment measures. This 
 

agri-environment and other rural development measures, plus the independent evaluators 
and experts used for RDP evaluation.

According to the initial feedback from people interested to participate in the conference, 

 Changing trends in agricultural policy, including improved understanding of the 
linkages between rural policies, farm practices and environmental outcomes 
in the context of the 2007–2013 programming period;

The tools and methods available for the evaluation of agri-environment  
measures implemented in the 2000–2006 and 2007–2013 programming period;

Identifying those evaluation tools most useful for improving the integration 
of biodiversity conservation into agri-environment measures, particularly for  
the support of High Nature Value (HNV) farming systems.

At the end of the meeting it is hoped that all participants will have a more complete 
understanding of the importance of evaluation and a commitment to make better use of 
the evaluation process. Evaluators working with the ex-post evaluation of RDPs under 
the 2000–2006 programme will be encouraged to be more open and critical about the 
shortcomings of rural policy, whilst policy-makers will take the necessary steps towards 
using evaluation results more effectively to continue improving the new 2007–2013 
RDPs.
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Observations from the Organisers

There was no initial intention to attempt to draw the conference towards concrete 
conclusions or recommendations. The conference was intended to provoke and stimulate a 
learning process amongst participants through the free and active exchange of information 
and experience. However, certain issues and themes did consistently emerge as “hot 
topics” of discussion.

It is becoming increasingly clear, for example, that the agri-environment concept which 
is based on costs incurred and income forgone is much more appropriate for reversing 

management that is no longer economically viable. This is why current agri-environment 

(characteristics of many farmers in EU-10+2) and why there is increasing reservation 
about their usefulness for supporting HNV farming systems. At the same time, however, 
agri-environment payments are also increasingly unattractive to the larger-scale, more 
intensive and economically-orientated farmers because of increasing commodity prices 
and changing economic circumstances. 

There are major concerns about cross-compliance and the additionality of “broad and 
shallow” agri-environment schemes. Both are targeted at the mainstream producer, but 

More science-based decisions are clearly needed in the design of agri-environment schemes 
and related policies. An “agri-environment design network” for mutual learning and spreading 
information would be very useful. 

Non-coherence between agricultural and environmental policies remains a constant 
source of frustration throughout the EU Member States and continues to be highlighted by 
discussions around the HNV concept. It is not appropriate for both Ministries of Agriculture 
and Environment to assume that valuable species and habitats associated with agricultural 

types. HNV farming is not only about Natura 2000 or semi-natural grasslands! The temptation 

HNV farmland. It is, of course, legitimate to target such areas when resources for supporting 
HNV farming are limited, but a diverse range of other tools for targeting the broad spectrum 
of HNV farmers throughout the wider countryside is also clearly needed.

But, who will lead the way on better integration of the HNV concept into the RDP axes? 
Many Member States are already confused regarding the description and application 
of the HNV indicators imposed by the Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework 
(CMEF), so what will be the driving force for more creative HNV policy-making within 
current and future RDPs?

farmers, policy-makers and the wider public. This is linked to the necessary discussions 

concept. It is also essential to acknowledge that public goods have a strong regional and 
local context. Different cultures and societies within the EU have different preferences for 
landscape types, including the Estonian preference for forests and wetlands!
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Much more investment is needed in data collection and further research to underpin the 
forthcoming debates about the place of the “public money for public goods” concept 
within the future of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Although, based upon the 

the coming years to effectively push the “public goods” issue up the CAP reform agenda! 
A good starting point would be to avoid the inconsistent and ambiguous use of the term 

term for describing the diverse range of non-commodity outputs produced by European 
agricultural systems.

An increasing emphasis upon using “public money” to deliver “public benefits” will  
inevitably also demand the development of a much stronger evaluation culture amongst 
Member States and also raises the fundamental question of – what do evaluators really 
need to make informed and effective judgements? Much greater use should be made of the 
accumulated knowledge within the research community, especially for helping to make the 
connection between results and impacts. Scientists should also be consulted more actively 
 as advisers to the policy-making process, including the initial design and subsequent  
re-formulation of agri-environment measures. 

Ministries should be discouraged from simply sub-contracting “independent evaluators” 
and pay more attention to increasing their own capacity to making evaluation truly on-
going – both in terms of reporting obligations to the European Commission, but more 
importantly by actively feeding-back to their own policy-makers and programming staff. 
Much more attention should therefore be given to the institutional aspects of managing 
and establishing effective monitoring and evaluation systems at Member State level,  
and the new Evaluation Network/Helpdesk should encourage as much exchange of 
information and experience on this issue as possible.
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Summary of Presentations and  
Discussions

Plenary Session

Peeter Seestrand, Deputy Secretary of the Directorate for Foreign Relations, opened the 
conference on behalf of the Estonian Ministry of Agriculture by stressing the growth of 
environmental concerns in European agriculture, the challenges of maintaining natural 
resources within the framework of the CAP and the importance of effective monitoring 
and evaluation of agri-environment measures. 

The conference organizer, Pille Koorberg, and Aleksei Lotman, Deputy Chair of the 
Rural Affairs Committee in the Estonian Parliament, started the plenary session with 
a joint presentation giving an Estonian perspective on agri-environment evaluation. 
Pille Koorberg began by asking the question – why are we here? She explained that the 
timing of the conference is directly related to three factors which are putting evaluators 
under particular pressure at the moment. Firstly, the evaluation timetable set by the 
European Commission, notably the submission of ex-post evaluation reports for the 
2000–2006 programming period by the end of 2008. Secondly, the current uncertainties 
amongst Member States regarding application of the CMEF for 2007–2013. And thirdly,  
the on-going criticism of agri-environment schemes and increasing emphasis upon 
demonstrating value for money through the effective evaluation of schemes. 

Pille continued with an overview of the evolution of agri-environment schemes in Estonia  
since 2001, together with an introduction to the establishment of the monitoring and 
evaluation system, before handing over to Aleksei Lotman who asked the second question  
of the presentation – what do we expect from agri-environment policy? He stressed 
particularly the importance of agriculture for supporting biodiversity, including both genetic 
diversity and semi-natural habitats, with illustrated examples from Estonia including the 
Matsalu Nature Reserve where he has worked since 1993. Pille concluded the presentation  
by stressing how “personality and passion” had been important for effective agri-environment 
policy-making and evaluation in Estonia, with key individuals “pushing back the boundaries” 

Clunie Keenleyside is an independent policy analyst from the UK with more than 20 
years practical experience in European agricultural, environmental and rural development 
policy. Clunie gave a comprehensive overview (see the Background Paper in this report) 
of the evolution of the principles and practice of agri-environment evaluation based upon 
her experiences during the s and s when she held senior advisory posts in the 
government countryside agencies in England and Wales and was closely involved in the 
design and evaluation of national agri-environment schemes.

Clunie explained that some Member States, such as the UK, began the evaluation of agri-
environment schemes well before the introduction of common evaluation guidelines and 
indicators by the European Commission. Finland is another good example of this. In the 
following presentation, Tarja Haaranen (Senior Adviser, Finnish Ministry of Environment) 
and Juha Helenius (Professor of Agri-ecology, University of Helsinki, Finland) explained 
that the Finnish Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry immediately put the evaluation of agri-

supporting a specialist research programme (MYTVAS) for agri-environment evaluation 

because of the good co-operation between researchers and policy-makers, but nonetheless 
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there are still a number of challenges to making full and effective use of the evaluation results 
to re-formulate Finnish agri-environment policy. For example, objectives and targets must 

must be seen as advisers and their knowledge should be given a forum that is separate 
from policy negotiations and from lobby interests. The policy-making process needs to be 
understood better and evaluation should encourage deeper thinking and analysis within 
this process, including the promotion of social learning amongst the negotiating parties.

After this interesting perspective from Finland, there 
were two key presentations fro m the Euro pean 
Commission representatives from DG Agriculture 
and Rural Development, Martin Scheele (Head of 

and Guido Castellano  (Technical Manager in the 
Evaluation Unit).

Martin Scheele discussed the concepts and challenges 
behind the identification and valuation of “public  
goods” from land management, an issue that is of direct 
relevance to agri-environment evaluation. Especially 
for providing citizens and politicians with reliable 
information on whether the resources employed for 
environmental protection and the conservation of 
natural resources actually achieve their objectives. 
Guido Castellano continued with a presentation entitled  

“Why do we need a New RDP Evaluation System for 
2007–2013?” in which he gave an overall description 
of the background and rationale of the CMEF and the 
functions of the newly introduced European Evaluation 
Network. He explained that by introducing a system  
of on-going evaluation for the rural development 
policy 2007–2013, the EU is going down an innovative 
road which builds on the experience from the previous 
programming period, but which takes into account the 
strategic approach to policy planning, implementation 
and monitoring of the current policy. 

The plenary session was completed with a presentation on the development of indicators  
for identifying and monitoring the extent and quality of HNV farmland by Tamsin Cooper 
(Senior Policy Analyst, Institute for European Environmental Policy, UK). She focused 
particularly on the rationale, function and development of the HNV impact indicator and 

farming in the wider context of the long-term policy debate about the future of the CAP. She 
concluded by asking – what is now constraining the further development and application 
of the HNV indicator? And what support is needed by Member States?

A question was asked in the following discussion session about the timing and consistency 
of the application of the HNV impact indicator and whether it would be necessary for 
Member States to update their existing work on HNV indicators. Martin Scheele replied 
with an important general point that indicators are only one tool for evaluation and that 
a range of alternative/complementary tools, such as case study-based analysis, should 
also be used for the evaluation of agri-environment measures since indicators can never 
give the full story about what is “happening on the ground”. Clunie Keenleyside also 
pointed out that the evaluation of the impacts of agri-environment measures should go 

Plenary Presentations and Accompanying 

Perspective on Agri-environment 
Evaluation in Estonia – Pille Koorberg 
and Aleksei Lotman

Evolution of the Principles and Practice 
of Agri-environment Evaluation – 
Clunie Keenleyside

The Challenges of Effectively Using 
Evaluation to Re-formulate Agri-
environmental Policy – Juha Helenius, 
Irina Herzon and Tarja Haaranen

Evaluating Public Goods: Concepts and 
Challenges – Martin Scheele

Why do we need a New RDP Evaluation 
System for 2007–2013? – Guido 
Castellano

Evaluating the Impacts of RD 
Programmes: The Application of the 
HNV Impact Indicator – Tamsin 
Cooper

Jointly chaired by Illar Lemetti and Merit 
Mikk



ïê
of agri-environment measures, especially those targeted at marginal HNV farming areas 

Comments were also made about the ‘learning process’ associated with evaluation and it 

a ‘culture of continuous evaluation’ rather than the previous system which focussed upon 

period. Guido Castellano pointed out that the European Evaluation Expert Network and 
the Evaluation Helpdesk will also be important tools for promoting learning and providing 

States will have with applying the CMEF indicators and the related obligations from the 

need to be certain obligations and milestones for Member States to comply with. Although 
such obligations alone will not create meaningful outcomes.

Tarja Haaranen also stressed that on-going evaluation will be key element for improving 
the learning process amongst policy-makers and that is important to get out of the 

an ex-post evaluation report. However, she reiterated the point already made in the 
Finnish presentation that the whole process of linking evaluation to the improvement 
and reformulation of measures needs to be studied and better understood.

Whilst learning by doing (and making mistakes) is a useful process, it would be much better 

during measure development.
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Workshop A: Changing Trends in Agricultural Policy

Kaley Hart (Senior Policy Analyst, Institute for European Environmental Policy, UK) opened 

public goods” debate. More and more people are questioning the rationale of the CAP 
and are advocating a shift in the purpose of agricultural support towards the delivery of 

“public goods”. Kaley questioned what this is likely to mean in practice. She pointed out 
the inconsistency with which the term “public goods” is 

might be more useful for describing the broad range of non-
commodity outputs from agriculture, including ecosystem 

the management of key natural resources; elements of 
rural culture; the provision of public amenities; and the 
maintenance of valued agricultural landscapes. She 
highlighted some of the challenges for progressing the 

collection and further research is essential to underpin 
forthcoming debates about the future structure and budget 
of the CAP.

Karin Robinet is a Network Co-ordinator for the German 
Federal Agency for Nature Conservation. She introduced 

further CAP reform as a key element of biodiversity 
conservation in Europe. The Agency is committed to 
encouraging greater stakeholder participation in the 
CAP reform debate and has supported a large number 
of networking activities (conferences, workshops etc.) 

with a particular emphasis upon the challenges of 
biodiversity conservation in the new EU Member States. 
Karin summarised the common beliefs and shared 
opinions emerging from these network activities and 
stressed the importance of taking an integrated and more 
innovative approach to using Pillar 2 measures for nature 
conservation, as well as the need to critically evaluate and 
improve cross-compliance.

Guy Beaufoy (European Forum for Nature Conservation and Pastoralism, UK) then 
presented a range of practical examples from around Europe to illustrate both the 
poor economic viability of HNV farming systems and the current CAP rules which are 
unfavourable to the maintenance of HNV farming. He concluded that a new approach to 
the use of existing CAP measures for supporting HNV farming is needed (rather than new 

with relevant rules (e.g. adapted cross-compliance); investment aid and advice for longer-
term sustainability; better adapted agri-environment schemes, and; community-based 
projects for an integrated approach to local HNV issues.

Martin Farmer (Policy Analyst, Institute for European Environmental Policies, UK) started 
the second half of the workshop with an interesting presentation on the interaction between 
the distribution and intensity of CAP expenditure and the protection and conservation of 
farmland biodiversity. He began by illustrating the huge imbalance between Pillar 1 and  
Pillar 2 expenditure in the majority of Member States, estimating that for 2007–2013  

 
286 billion Euros will be spent on Pillar 1 and 87 billion on Pillar 2. He then presented  

Workshop Presentations and 

Future CAP: Public Goods for Public 
Money – Kaley Hart

Why Nature Conservation Needs 
a Reformed CAP 2013+: Role of 
Environmental Networks – Karin 
Robinet

Measures to Support HNV Farming? – 
Guy Beaufoy

The Scale and Spatial Intensity of Funding 
for Farmland Biodiversity – Martin 
Farmer

Payment Calculations and Biodiversity 
Targets in Agri-environment Measures: 
Experiences from Scotland – Gerald 
Schwarz

Evaluating the Environmental 
Performance of Farms in Regionally 
Adaptive and Participatory Ways – 
Karlheinz Knickel

Moderated by Martin Scheele with Tarja 
Haaranen as rapporteur
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a series of maps showing the distribution and intensity of CAP expenditure across the  
EU-27. This included an overlay of CAP expenditure and HNV farmland as a simple tool for 
highlighting the need to better redistribute funds in the interests of nature conservation. 
He concluded that a more transparent debate on CAP expenditure is needed, including 

Gerald Schwarz (Rural Policy Researcher, Macauley Institute, Scotland) explained that 
biodiversity conservation is one of the key objectives of the Scottish Rural Development 
Programme and is delivered primarily through eleven main agri-environment measures. 
However, the impact of these measures upon biodiversity is very contrasting and one of 
the problems is the poor linkage between the payment rates and the biodiversity targets 
set for the measures. In particular, the existing restriction of agri-environment payments 
to income forgone and additional costs makes it easy to compensate farmers for reverting 
from damaging practices, but not for maintaining positive management. This particularly 
limits the ability to promote and protect HNV farming systems which are most economically 
vulnerable and where much of the biodiversity is found. Gerald therefore suggested making 
agri-environment payments more conditional upon outcome-based indicators and to 
reward different ecological qualities with different payment levels.

Karlheinz Knickel (Director, Institute for Rural Development Research, Germany) 
concluded the session with an alternative perspective on evaluating the environmental 
performance of farms. He argued that whilst the CMEF aims to improve the quality and 

hinders evaluators from addressing the effectiveness of measures in a more thorough and 
locally-targeted way. He presented an alternative approach (developed by an EU-funded 
research programme) described as the Agri-environmental Footprint Index (AFI) which is 
based on i) a quantitative farm-level index that aggregates the measurement of a range 
of agri-environmental indicators, and ii) the organisation of a step-wise and transparent 
process for consulting with key stakeholder groups. A set of case studies indicates that the 
method has substantial potential as a tool for auditing the environmental performance 
of different agricultural systems.

The presentations provoked a lot of comments and questions on technical and policy 
issues. Whilst there was strong support amongst workshop participants for a more 
environmentally-orientated CAP, the bureaucratic complexity and slow pace of CAP 
reform is clearly recognised as an obstacle. Although in the short-term the correction and 
adaptation of a number of the current CAP rules would clearly be very useful, especially 
for the encouragement of HNV farming systems. Important also are the “green box” 

environment measures and associated payment calculations.
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Workshop B: Evaluation Case Studies

Louise Cavende

schemes for addressing the huge decline in farmland bird species observed in the UK since 
the s. She started with an overview of the different approaches to agri-environment 
schemes that have been taken in the UK and stressed the importance of monitoring as 
the key to determining the success (and failures) of different schemes. Monitoring has 
highlighted some considerable successes amongst traditional, very narrowly targeted 
agri-environment schemes, including recoveries in the numbers of several endangered 
species such as the Stone Curlew and Cirl Bunting. However, the more recently introduced 

that the credibility of agri-environment schemes may be damaged by poorly constructed 

of subsidy.

Karin Reiter (Researcher, Johann Heinrich von Thünen 
Institute, Germany) gave a detailed description of the 
evaluation of agri-environment measures in the six Länder 
of north-western Germany (2000–2006). This highlighted a 
number of very interesting points, including the use of IACS 

sources of data for calculating the result indicators combined 

impact. Karin also mentioned very importantly the “Article 89” 

measures if they are included as part of a rural development 
programme.

Iiri Selge (Specialist, Agricultural Research Centre, Estonia) 
continued with a presentation on the evolution of the agri-
environment evaluation system in Estonia. In common with 
the other new Member States, Estonia only implemented a 
short programming period from 2004–2006 and therefore 
focused primarily upon “piloting the procedures” for the 
current 2007–2013 period. This piloting included the prelim-
inary collection of baseline data, testing a comprehensive 
set of impact indicators (15 in total) and generating data/ 
information to support the improvement/elaboration of the 
measures. However, Iiri explained that there continue to be 
a number of obstacles to the establishment of an effective 

“evaluation culture” in Estonia, as well as the day-to-day 
challenges of dealing with land ownership issues, poor 
levels of farmer awareness etc. in a predominantly non- 
agricultural country.

Alessandro Monteleone is a researcher at the National Institute for Agricultural  
Economics (INEA) in Italy and gave an interesting account of the institutional aspects of  
RDP (including agri-environment) evaluation in his country. For example, he described 
how the regional Managing Authorities had gradually changed their understanding of 
monitoring and evaluation to be “…not only a compulsory commitment in the EU rules, but 
also basic activities to improve the implementation of programmes”. Again, one of the biggest 
problems in Italy was the lack of an “evaluation culture” in public administration which 
led to a lack of time and resources being committed to evaluation which resulted in a very 
poor quality evaluation process. He then detailed the improvements that have been made 
in the Italian system to promote the governance and technical quality of RDP evaluation 
activities.

Workshop Presentations and 

Experiences of Agri-environment in the 

UK – Louise Cavender

Structure and Environmental Impacts of 

AEM in Germany: A Case Study – Karin 

Reiter and Wolfgang Roggendorf

AE Evaluation: Challenges for New 

Member States (Estonian Case Study) – 

Iiri Selge

Evaluation of RDPs in Italy: Lessons 

Learned from 2000–2006 – Alessandro 

Monteleone

Review of Tools and Methods Available 

for the Evaluation of Agri-Environment 

Measures – Elisabeth Schwaiger 

Experience with a Baseline Indicator: 

Farmland Bird Index in Latvia

Moderated by Pille Koorberg with Guido 

Castellano as rapporteur
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Elisabeth Schwaiger (Agricultural Expert, Federal Environment Agency, Austria) 
explained that Austria has a very ambitious agri-environment programme with more than  

There is also a comprehensive project-based programme of evaluation. During 2000–2006 
a total of 21 evaluation projects were undertaken using various methods and approaches 
to assess the impact of the agri-environment measures upon biodiversity and landscape. 

resources and so extensive use is also made of different databases, including IACS, the 

The planned work programme for 2007–2013 will include work on the HNV indicator and 
Farmland Bird Index, the establishment of a grid network for the evaluation of biodiversity 
and assessment of the impact of agri-environment measures upon Natura 2000 sites.

Oskars Keišs (Researcher, Institute of Biology, University of Latvia) concluded the workshop 
with a very interesting presentation on the application of the Farmland Bird Index, one of  

 
Bird Index is a composite index (i.e. several species combined in one index) developed 
originally by European Bird Census Council (EBCC). However, such composite indices are 
very sensitive to the individual species that are included in the index. For example, when the 
species list in the Farmland Bird Index is adapted to local conditions in Latvia then a steady 

of agriculture and the loss of open landscapes due to abandonment. When the index is  
calculated using the EBCC uniform list for all of Europe then the opposite is found – a positive 
trend! This is due to the inclusion of shrub-land bird species in the EBCC list which are 
favoured by land abandonment in Latvia.

for carrying forward to Roundtable 2 – Tools and Methods for RDP/Agri-environment 
Evaluation:

1. How should the European Evaluation Expert Network be used? 
2. How to evaluate “broad and shallow” agri-environment schemes? 
3. What are the possibilities for more cost-effective data collection for impact 

indicators? 
4. How to make the connection between results and impacts, including the net 

effects of measures? 
5. What do evaluators really need to make informed and effective judgements? 
6. To what extent should the monitoring and evaluation of national/regional 

programmes go beyond Community reporting obligations?
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Workshop C: The Challenge of HNV Farming Systems

Jan-Erik Petersen (Agriculture and Environment Project Manager, European Environment 
Agency, Denmark) set the scene for the workshop with his reflections upon current  
thinking about the status of HNV farming indicators. He focused his presentation upon 

and the analytical logical (and data requirements) for addressing these questions. Secondly, 

practical examples of the use of HNV farming data. He concluded that there is unlikely 
to be one single HNV indicator (approach) that can serve all purposes and suggested 
that the key challenge is to develop as much synergy as possible between the different 
indicators that are currently in use.

Antonella Trisorio (Researcher, National Institute for 
Agricultural Economics, Italy) continued with the theme 
of HNV indicators and presented the results of work 
investigating the viability of HNV farming systems through 
a set of basic economic indicators. Whilst acknowledging 
the importance of the land cover approach for identifying 
the likely location and possible extent of HNV farmland, 
Antonella suggested that it is also necessary to develop an 

the behaviour of HNV farmers and the choices they make 
regarding the patterns of land use and management 
practices that are desirable for nature conservation. Such 
understanding could be very useful for providing a more 
complete picture in order to help design appropriate 
measures for HNV farmland conservation, especially since 
there are economic differences between HNV farms which 
may call for different or targeted policy measures, including 
those which are more market-orientated.

Rainer Oppermann (Director, Institute for Agro-ecology 
and Biodiversity, Germany) gave a comprehensive overview 
of the work undertaken so-far on applying the CMEF HNV 
indicators in Germany. He explained that all 3 types of 
HNV farmland occur in Germany, but the available data 
for quantifying the area of total HNV is either incomplete 
or not up-to-date (total HNV area is estimated to be 

used). Two options were identified for establishing the 
CMEF HNV monitoring system – either improve the 

existing datasets or create a random sample approach with a representative number 
of sample areas. The latter approach has been proposed using a stratified random 
sample based upon the existing bird monitoring network. This will involve a total of  
2 637 sample areas (approximately 200 sample areas per Federal State) with survey results 
expressed as the area and percentage of HNV types 1–3 for each sample area. Rainer 
suggested that a similar sampling system should be set-up for the whole of the EU.

Martin Sjödahl
He explained that it was previously rare to apply the HNV concept in Sweden, but with 
the obligations of the EAFRD and CMEF work is now on-going to apply the HNV concept 
more fully and effectively. Preliminary studies suggest that there are good national data 
sources available, especially the nation-wide inventory of valuable semi-natural pastures 
and meadows. An index for Type 2 HNV farmland has also been developed based upon 

Workshop Presentations and 

Using Data on HNV Farmland and HNV 

Farming Systems in Environmental and 

Policy Analysis – Jan-Erik Petersen

High Nature Value Farming Systems:  

An Economic Perspective – A. Trisorio, 

A. Povellato and D. Bortolozzo 

HNV Farmland in Germany: A Sample  

Approach for Monitoring and Evaluation 

On-going Work with the HNV Farming 

Concept in Sweden – Martin Sjödahl

Experiences of Developing HNV 

Indicators in England – Keith Porter

Farmland Using Statistical Information 

and Farm Practice Surveys: An Example 
in France – Maria Luisa Paracchini

Moderated by Clunie Keenleyside with 

Irina Herzon as rapporteur
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the perimeter/area relation of land parcels, the number and density of solitary trees and 

upon the number of observations of threatened species per 5x5 km area. However, some 
key issues remain, such as how to value the openness of agricultural land in the more 
forest-dominated landscapes characteristics of many regions of Sweden. 

Keith Porter (Principal Specialist, Natural England, UK) presented an account of the work 
done by Natural England on developing HNV farming indicators. Natural England is the 
delivery agency for agri-environment schemes in England and operates a programme 
of monitoring and evaluation designed to facilitate reporting on scheme outcomes. It 
also has responsibility for the development of HNV farming indicators and has been  
particularly concerned with improving estimation of the distribution of HNV Type 2  
farmland in England. High biodiversity on HNV Type 2 farmland is associated with 
heterogenous landscapes with small-scale features such as semi-natural habitat patches, 

number and complexity of these elements. 

Maria Luisa Paracchini (Researcher, Joint Research Centre, Italy) was the last speaker 

farmland using a farm system approach developed by the Joint Research Centre that is 

was used as an example to illustrate application of the approach. 
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Maria Luisa explained that FSS statistics provide large quantities of information  
concerning farming systems and practices (stocking densities, irrigation, drainage, use 
of common land) which can be used as indicators. Furthermore, additional data on other 

as traditional orchards, common land, forest edges and hedges, and the management of 
productive grasslands. According to the methodology presented, HNV farmland covered 
over 6 996 000 hectares in France in 2000. The strength of the farm system approach 
methodology is that it produces a map at municipality (NUTS ) level accurately describing 
the farm systems. Its main weakness is due to the way that agricultural practices are 
modelled and this is linked mostly to data availability. 

The presentations gave a range of perspectives on the practical problems associated 

questions. It was concluded that there is not just one challenge relating to applying the 
HNV farming concept, but many challenges! These relate to a) the concept/function of  
HNV farming at EU and Member State level; b) the methodology for identifying HNV 
farmland/farming systems (including the availability of environmental, economic and  
social data), and; c) the capacity at Member State level amongst both researchers and 
policy-makers for fully and effectively applying the HNV concept.
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Roundtable 1: Changing Trends in Agricultural Policy

John Finn (Agriculture and Food Authority, Ireland) moderated the roundtable and Merit 
Mikk (Centre for Ecological Engineering, Estonia) was the rapporteur. This was a very wide 
topic to discuss and many different opinions emerged amongst the participants. Clearly  
the issues are complex and discussion must continue – there are no straightforward answers. 
Four questions were discussed:

1. To what extent will environmental performance and agri-environment scheme 
participation be affected by imminent changing trends? It was agreed that 
commodity prices are currently having the greatest impact upon participation 
in agri-environment schemes, particularly amongst the more intensive and 
economically-orientated farmers. More strategic choices must therefore be 
made about the balance between intensive and extensive farms since they 
react very differently to changing economic circumstances and should possibly 
have different measures designed for them. But is it right to commit funding to 
making agri-environment schemes more attractive to intensive farmers when 

scheme requirements? The level of additionality provided by agri-environment 

the scheme design which is informed by environmental priorities. Finding an 
appropriate balance is complicated by numerous factors, including whether 
the scheme is targeted at intensive or extensive farmers; the differing levels 
of cross-compliance between Member States (is this needed?), and; whether 
the scheme is broad and shallow or deep and narrow. There were considerable 
doubts about the additionality provided by broad and shallow schemes and 
also concerns that cross compliance is sometimes more demanding/costly for 
extensive farmers (active maintenance) than for intensive farmers (avoiding 
pollution) receiving Pillar 1 payments. 

known about how to improve schemes, although this does not always appear in 

and there is need to more actively direct Technical Assistance funding towards 
agri-environment monitoring. It was also widely agreed that the CMEF is not 

funding. Evaluation could be facilitated by much clearer, more measurable 
goals. It was stressed many times that there is a continued need for baseline 
data and this is also linked to the need for better funding for environmental 
monitoring.

4. Is there a need for improved communication and dissemination? It was clearly 
agreed that this is a very important topic and that much more attention should 
be given to farmer training and awareness-raising; providing greater feedback to 
farmers and wider society, and; the establishment of networks for policy-makers 

developed and implemented in most Member States at the moment. 
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Roundtable 2: Tools and Methods for RDP/Agri-environment  
Evaluation

Mark Redman (Independent Consultant, UK/Romania) moderated the roundtable and 
Juha Helenius (University of Helsinki, Finand) was the rapporteur. 

After some preliminary discussion the roundtable group decided to focus upon one “hot 
topic” that had arisen from the evaluation case studies in Workshop B – namely, “How 
should the European Evaluation Expert Network be used?”. Five priority needs were then 

1. Exchange of experience – the highest priority;

2. More investment by the European Commission in the existing baseline 
indicators;

3. Faster access to relevant EU-level data;

4. Better data sources including more comprehensive and integrated datasets, 
and;

5. Linkage to some form of “Programming/Design Network”.

The remaining discussion then focused upon the exchange of experience. Firstly, it was 
discussed what should be exchanged through the network. It was concluded that it should 
include:

 Good and bad practices from each Member State; 

 Sharing of methodologies, including data collection, sampling, evaluation 
techniques etc.;

 Results of relevant Member State and EC level studies;

 Experiences of the interpretation of indicators by Member States (especially 
the relationship between result and impact indicators);

 How evaluation is actually used by Member States – what worked? What did 
not?; 

 Linking evaluation to programming – experiences of co-operation between 
Managing Authorities and Evaluators, the necessary technical capacity to follow-
up evaluation, and strategies for increasing this technical capacity;

 Information on different institutional arrangements – what institutions are 
involved? How is responsibility divided between them? What human resources 
are needed? What management? What are the costs?;

 Criteria/processes for the selection of independent evaluators, including the 
composition of evaluation teams.

Secondly, the methods of exchanging experience were discussed and it was immediately 
agreed that exchange needs to go beyond simply the preparation and distribution of 
guidelines. A more comprehensive “Practical Guidance Handbook” should be developed and 
there should be more opportunities for technical meetings such as conferences, workshops, 

issues, programme questions and cross-cutting issues. Further meetings outside of the 
Commission were considered particularly important, as well as an informal/independent 

alongside the evaluation network. 
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Roundtable 3: The Challenge of High Nature Value (HNV)  
Farming Systems

Maria Luisa Paracchini ( Joint Research Centre, Italy) moderated the roundtable and 
Sally Huband (Macaulay Institute, Scotland) was the rapporteur. Discussions during the 

methods for monitoring and evaluating HNV farming, and; the capacity required for applying 
these tools/methods. Key points that emerged during the roundtable discussion were:

It is important to remember that the original purpose of the HNV concept was 
to highlight the importance of low-intensity farming systems for biodiversity. 
These systems are often located in marginal areas and therefore need some 
form of economic support to sustain them, however agri-environment measures 

systems with 
a range of targeted rural development measures, not only agri-environment 
measures;

 
both farmers and the wider public. This is closely linked to discussions about 
the value of the public goods from agriculture;

 HNV farming systems need to be more economically competitive and the 
marketing of HNV products has a role to play in this. Is there potential for 

marketing of local HNV products?;

 Maps of HNV farmland should identify and emphasise where HNV farmland is 

be avoided since there is a broad spectrum of HNV farmland with no clear 
delimitation between what is and what is not HNV;

 It is important to distinguish between a) identifying the extent of all HNV 
farmland (the baseline area) and b) the decision to target certain areas within 

area of HNV farmland to Natura 2000 sites is clearly not appropriate. However, 
targeting Natura 2000 sites with HNV measures might be a priority where 
available funding is too limited to address the full area, or because it is thought 
more effective to target those areas with the highest levels of biodiversity or 
with certain species of conservation interest; 

 Much more clarity is needed regarding the description and application of HNV 
indicators;

 
undertaken taking account of the national context, although at the same time 
there is need for a EU wide biodiversity monitoring scheme. IACS data is an 
under-utilised resource and could possibly be used to address HNV farmland 

 It is critical that this discussion continues through further real/virtual meetings 
for the exchange of experiences. There should be better circulation of/access to 
information amongst researchers, national administrations, representatives of 
European Evaluation Network etc. It would be very useful if the EC would make 
resources available to establish an HNV advisory team that keeps in touch with 
the discussions;

 A common set of principles should be developed to drive the HNV research 
agenda.
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Final Plenary Session

The focus of this conference was the evaluation of agri-environment measures operating 

range of stakeholders from a total of 20 countries gathered to discuss the associated 
issues. But there is a “bigger picture” and Wilfrid Legg (Head of Agricultural Policies and 

a wider perspective on the conference theme. Wilfred has 

the development of agri-environmental indicators (and 

and cost effective across many different countries. He 
addressed 3 main questions in his presentation:

What are the lessons learned from the conference?

What are the insights on policy evaluation from work 

What are the main policy evaluation challenges and 
opportunities?

The full text of Wilfred’s presentation and the accompanying paper is included on the 

were as follows:

Lessons Learned: Facts

impacts can take a long time to appear;

Agriculture generates positive and negative impacts on the environment  
resulting from polices and other driving forces;

Many environmental impacts are externalities or public goods where markets 
are absent or poorly functioning;

Understanding the effects of policies on land use, farm practice and multiple 
environmental outcomes is complex;

Agri-environmental policy measures are important in EU agricultural policy, 
but account for a small share of the budget.

Lessons Learned: Concepts

For private goods, markets and prices are the main mechanism to allocate 
resources (i.e. balance supply and demand);

For public goods, public policy is the main mechanism to allocate resources, 
but market creation is possible in some cases;

Reference levels are the level of environmental quality below which farmers are 
responsible for delivering at their own cost, while above that level it is society’s 
responsibility to pay;

The generation of environmental impacts is a function of agricultural activity, 
but the amount generated by agricultural production may not coincide with 
what society wants.

Plenary Presentation and Accompanying 

Evaluating Agri-Environmental Policies: 

Lessons Learned and Challenges Ahead – 

Wilfrid Legg 

Chaired by Jüri Rute 
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Lessons Learned: Monitoring Tools

Physical indicators are the main tool to monitor environmental performance,  
but spatial levels, time spans and availability of environmental data differ  
across countries;

Interpreting trends in multiple indicators is complex, especially as few are 
expressed in comparative monetary terms;

In principle, measuring the cost of pollution or delivery of environmental services 
from changes in agricultural activity is simpler than measuring the corresponding 
demand;

There is a rich database on the characteristics and budget transfers from agri-
environmental policies, but less is known on the distribution across farms  
and farmers.

Lessons Learned: Evaluation Guidelines

Effective evaluation needs clear objectives: what do we want agriculture to deliver 
and what to evaluate – environmental performance or rural development?;

Good policy evaluation (value for money) requires:

a) well-designed policies – measurable targets for land use, farm practices or 
performance;

b) appropriate indicators – fewer and simpler are often preferred;

c) multi-disciplinary approaches/skills – agronomists, economists and  
ecologists etc.;

e) easy to interpret results – ambiguity should always be avoided;

f) feedback to farmers and other stakeholders – communication is essential;

Lessons Learned: Policy Evaluation

Great care is needed in linking environmental indicators to policies – correlation 
does not imply causality!;

It is not yet possible to draw firm conclusions about the impact of agri-
environmental policies on environmental outcomes due to multiple driving forces, 

policy, and to identify what policy measures have added to environmental 
outcomes;

criteria analysis is the new wave – and comparative case studies are rich in real 
experiences.
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Field Visits in Pärnu County 

Semi-natural Habitats in Estonia

Semi-natural habitats are created and maintained by human activity, especially the 
traditional activities of grazing with animals and/or mowing for hay. Until the middle of 
the 20th century, semi-natural vegetation was the main source of summer grazing and 
winter forage in Estonia. In addition to their functional value, the semi-natural habitats 

to other regions north of the 57th parallel) and are home to several endangered species. 
However, as in many other countries, they are under threat from the dual pressures 

traditional management practices and eventual abandonment of land in others.

For example, there are only 1 500 ha of mowed wooded meadows remaining in 
Estonia today – a hundredfold decrease compared to 70 years ago! The area of other 

 
maintained waterside meadows, about 3 000 ha of wooded pastures and not more 
than 9 000 ha of alvars which are still in relatively good condition. The total area 

of semi-natural habitats in Estonia is approximately 
100 000 ha, of which around 50 000 ha is included in 
Natura 2000 sites. The continued management of 
these semi-natural habitats is now critically important 
to maintain their favourable status. However, this can 
be costly. Wooded meadows, for example need hand-
mowing, due to the high number of trees and complexity 
of habitats (abundance of different species, presence of 
bird nests etc.). 

The Ministry of the Environment introduced national 
support for the management of semi-natural habitats in 
2001 and by 2005 there were 17 500 ha with maintenance 
agreements, 1 900 ha were restored and 165 000 metres 
of fences were built with support paid from the state 
budget. The average payment for maintenance was  
83 EUR per hectare and for restoration was 255 EUR per 
hectare. Since 2007, semi-natural habitats within Natura 
2000 areas have been eligible for payments under Axis 2 
of the 2007–2013 Rural Development Programme. These 
were initially Natura 2000 compensatory payments with 
a one-year commitment period, but have now been 
transferred to agri-environment payments with a 5 year 
commitment (to the dissatisfaction of some farmers). 
Semi-natural habitats (within nature protection areas) 
outside of Natura 2000 areas are still eligible for state 
support. 

The second day of the conference was 

Introduce participants to western 

Estonia – a unique region of 

the European Union with very 

agricultural and environmental 

characteristics; 

characteristics of the region to 

stimulate discussions on issues of 

relevance to both Estonia and the 

wider EU, and; 

Introduce some of the current 

monitoring of Estonian agri-

environment measures currently 

undertaken by the Agricultural 

Research Centre, notably the bird and 

bumblebee biodiversity indicators. 

The following pages include edited 

extracts of some of the materials used to 
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Coastal meadows (1630)

Alvars (6280)

Wooded meadows (6530)

Wooded pastures (9070)

Photographs of the most  
important semi-natural  
habitat types in Estonia  
(Annex 1 habitat type codes 
are shown in brackets)

Boreal heaths (4030)

Alluvial meadows (6450)

Fens (7230)
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(June 2008)

The Natura 2000 network in Estonia includes a total of 66 SPAs and 509 pSCIs (most of  
which overlap either partly or fully) with a total area of 1 482 275 ha. The main type of farmland 
in these areas is semi-natural grasslands, including wooded meadows and pastures, coastal 

habitats is considerably higher than the biodiversity of any other agricultural land in Estonia 
and has developed with many years of traditional mowing and grazing.  

According to the advice and guidance of the Ministry of Environment, only Natura 2000 
sites are currently considered as supported areas of HNV farming and forestry in the 
Estonian National Rural Development Plan 2007-20131.  

The currently available map of HNV farmland areas for Estonia (see map below) was 
developed by the Estonian Environment Information Centre2 in 2005–2006 using the 
European Environment Agency’s methodology. This was made using a combination of 

Areas. After the preliminary map was worked out by the Joint Research Centre, it was 
enhanced using the semi-natural habitat database of the Estonian Semi-natural Community 
Conservation Association (ESCCA)3.

of HNV farmland within mixed classes, or when the dominant class is mapped.  Also the 

intensity nor the quality changes of the habitats over the years.  

But above all, further discussion is needed about the concept of limiting the RDP support of 
HNV farmland to Natura 2000 sites. There are additional important HNV areas outside of 
the Natura 2000 network, including further semi-natural habitats and mosaic landscapes 

a high proportion of forest).

1  Estonian Rural Development Plan, Ministry of Agriculture, Tallinn (November 2007)
2  A sub-institution of the Ministry of Environment
3  Estonian Semi-natural Community Conservation Association (ESCCA) is a non-governmental organisation that was founded 

in 1997 in order to guarantee the maintenance of Estonian semi-natural communities.  
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Biodiversity Monitoring of Agri-environment Measures

Collection of the necessary data for the evaluation of agri-environment measures in  
Estonia began in the autumn of 2004 under the supervision of the Agricultural Research 
Centre (ARC) of the Ministry of Agriculture. Since then data has been routinely collected 
by ARC staff and other experts for 5 evaluation topics – soil, water, biodiversity, landscape 

measures. There are a total of 15 impact indicators according to the different measures. 
This is different from the approach taken by many other Member States (who often tend 
to base their evaluation on available literature and expert knowledge), but was considered 
from the outset to be most appropriate for the Estonian context and is now understood 
to also be good preparation for the new CMEF. 

There are four impact impact indicators for biodiversity – earthworms and soil microbes; 
farmland birds; vascular plants, and; bumblebees.  Farms for data collection are selected 
carefully according to various criteria from 3 monitoring regions in Estonia with contrasting 
landscape types and farming systems in western Estonia (Saare county); central Estonia 
(Jõgeva and Tartu county), and; southern Estonia (Võru county).

There are 22 monitoring farms/enterprises in every region, which equals a total of 66 farms/
enterprises overall – 30 of which receive organic farming support and 18 environmentally-
friendly production support (basic whole farm measure). In addition, 18 non-agreement 
farms/enterprises are included as a reference group. 

Additional information about the AE monitoring in Estonia can be found:
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt

Further details of data collection for the bumblebee and bird indicators are given below.

Diversity and Abundance of Bumblebees

Bumblebee monitoring started in 2006. The bumblebee abundance and diversity study 
indicates whether the management of land under the agri-environment measures has 
protected or enhanced the habitat function of the land over the time. Bumblebee  
monitoring is carried out by the Institute of Agricultural and Environmental Science from 
the Estonian University of Life Science, Tartu.
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Monitoring methodology: 

counted by walking slowly along a line transect (both sides of the line). Transects are placed 

location of the remaining 100 metres of the transect changes from year-to-year depending 

into shorter blocks which can be used to differentiate between varying habitat conditions 
(e.g. the edge of a hedgerow). In the case of more uniform landscapes, the blocks run 
from one turning point on the transect line to the next. Results are counted per block. The 

 
1 metre wide area along both sides of the centre line are evaluated. All biotopes passed 
through on various segments of the line transect are also registered. 

Monitoring time and frequency:

Monitoring is carried out every year at a frequency of one counting per month (period 
from June to August). 

Abundance and Density of Breeding Birds

Farmland bird monitoring began in 2005 with 30 monitoring transects and since 2006 all 
66 of the biodiversity monitoring farms have been routinely surveyed.

Studying the farmland birds indicates the impact of agri-environment measures upon 
habitat function and explores whether the measures have enhanced the biological diversity 
taking into account the number and density of breeding birds. Farmland bird monitoring 

Monitoring methodology:

Birds are counted using a line transect method (transect width of 100 metres). Transects 

length of a transect is 0.5 km and the maximum advisable length is 2.5 km. All birds (breeding 
or non breeding – feeding or resting) that are heard/seen on the transect are counted and 
marked on a map (scale 1:5000). 

Monitoring time and frequency:

Monitoring is carried out every year, with three counts in the case of nesting birds (in the 
nesting period April–June). 
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Background Paper

The Evolution of the Principles and Practice of  
Agri-environment Evaluation
Clunie Keenleyside CREX (independent expert, UK)

This paper considers the development of agri-environment evaluation over the past 20 years 
with reference to experience in the UK, using examples from the agri-environment schemes 
in England. 

The Role and Importance of Agri-environment Evaluation in the EU

Agri-environment support is unusual among CAP policy instruments in that it is obligatory 
for Member States but has a very high level of subsidiarity in the objectives, design, targeting 
delivery and pricing of schemes. The importance and scope of evaluation has grown as 
agri-environment policy strengthened over the past 23 years from a national aid to a CAP 

‘accompanying measure’, and now to a compulsory Axis 2 measure which accounts for a 

designed to protect the farmland habitats and landscapes of Environmentally Sensitive 

of Member States. Seven years later it was recognised that agri-environment measures 
could contribute more widely to Community policy objectives, including the restructuring 
of agriculture, and Regulation 2078/92 made them compulsory for all Member States. 
In 2000 agri-environment measures became a key element of the new seven-year 
Rural Development Programmes, and Regulation 1257/1999 introduced for the first 
time obligatory mid-term and ex-post evaluation, with the twin aims of increasing  
accountability and transparency, and improving implementation. The European Commission 

measures. For agri-environment these focused on the protection of soil and water resources 
and the maintenance and enhancement of biodiversity, HNV habitats and landscape, but 
using output rather than impact indicators. 
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In practice some Member States had developed complex systems to evaluate environmental 

focused only on administrative monitoring. A study of agri-environment evaluation during 
the period 1992–2002, funded by the European Commission, found that at a European 

change in emphasis, for the first time formally harnessing Member States’ agri- 
environment schemes to EU environmental policies for farmland biodiversity and landscapes, 

managing the farmland Natura 2000 network and delivering the 2010 Goteborg target 

to ‘preserve and develop’ high nature value farming systems and traditional agricultural 
landscapes). This linkage with environmental policies and targets coincided with the 
start of Pillar 1 decoupling, which is likely to have wide-ranging impacts throughout the  
2007–2013 period. Member States will increasingly need agri-environment evaluation results 
to demonstrate both the environmental effectiveness (contribution to EU environmental 
targets) and the  of their agri-environment schemes (in delivering these 
environmental impacts in the context of a decoupled Pillar 1). The Common Monitoring 

clearer objectives of agri-environment policy, and now distinguishes common baseline, 

Member States, because EU-level evaluation to date has focused on outputs rather than 
impacts. The high degree of subsidiarity which is an essential feature of agri-environment 

all agri-environment schemes. 

number of organisations involved. In the UK these fall into two distinct groups, which could 

the evaluation work and includes government departments and agencies responsible for 
agri-environment policy and delivery, using their own staff or, more commonly, specialist 

academics, stakeholders and also independent government scrutineers. Government 
auditors and parliamentary committees may lack of prior knowledge of the policy area but 
can play a valuable role in assessing the effectiveness of monitoring and evaluation. 
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The Challenges Facing Agri-environment Evaluators
Agri-environment schemes are particularly challenging to evaluate for several reasons. 
Biological systems are dynamic, habitat characteristics and quality vary from farm to farm, 
the impacts of intervention may not be observable for several years and are susceptible to 

land management. At farm level the voluntary uptake of agri-environment schemes is 

are tied to the process (land management) not the product (quantity, quality and location 
of habitats, species and resource protection). The payment structure imposed by the 

within a contract, while perversely encouraging farmers to select contract options which 
maximise income and minimise management effort. This means that it is necessary to 

land uses. 

Characteristics of UK Agri-environment Schemes 
 

their origin in the early s

areas such as lowland wetland and upland heathland. They almost always have multiple 
objectives, with a strong emphasis on conserving wildlife (habitats and species), landscape 
character, and historic features (including buried archaeological sites, traditional farm 
buildings, hedges and stone walls). Until very recently there was no ‘broad and shallow’ 
scheme, apart from a small organic farming scheme. All other UK schemes until 2005 
were ‘narrow and deep’, available only in certain zones or, in the case of national schemes, 
only to farmers willing to undertake management, restoration or creation of habitats 
and features. Typically schemes have been menu-based with several tiers of increasingly 
demanding management, and have offered non-productive investment support as well 
as annual management payments. Contracts have been for 10 years, with an option to 

have often been piloted, sometimes for several years, by government conservation 
agencies. From the outset, national legislation made clear the importance and scope 
of agri-environment evaluation4, which is seen as a valuable tool to improve quality 

4 The 1986 Agriculture Act, in conferring the powers to set up ESAs, required the Minister of Agriculture to arrange for “the effect 
on the area as a whole of the performance of the agreements to be kept under review” and to publish the results
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and environmental effectiveness of schemes. The introduction of EU-level indicators for 
the 2000–2006 RDPs had little effect on UK evaluation programmes, but it did cause 
some problems for database managers. The multi-objective nature of UK schemes and 
our emphasis on qualitative evaluation means that the datasets needed for UK scheme 

UK (England) Agri-environment Schemes and Evaluation 1987–2004
The zonal scheme for Environmentally Sensitive Areas was launched in 1987, initially in 

Ireland). The ESA schemes in England were reviewed and relaunched approximately 
every 5 years, and by the time the schemes closed to new entrants in 2004 more than 

was in lower tiers). Each ESA had locally appropriate objectives for wildlife, landscape 
and the historic environment, a menu of management options to achieve these, and 
its own monitoring and evaluation programme. Evaluation studies were linked to 

isolation, to enable an overall assessment of effectiveness. Evaluation methods included 

and archaeological features; and land cover monitoring using aerial photography. 

targets and their use was hampered because in many ESAs monitoring activities were 
 

had elapsed for biological impacts to be detected.

By the end of the s it was clear there was also a need for an agri-environment scheme 
in the wider countryside, outside the ESAs. The Countryside Stewardship Scheme (CSS) 
was launched in England during 1991 and ran alongside ESAs for the next thirteen years, 

at farmland anywhere in England with one of eleven landscape types or features5. No PIs 

county level, and objectives were set at the level of individual contracts. A new approach 
was taken for the evaluation of CSS in 1997–2000, using a holistic, multi-disciplinary 

 

5

access, old meadows and pastures, old orchards, uplands, waterside land (arable farmland was added in 2002, following a 
pilot scheme).
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their 10-year contract (in contrast to the mono-disciplinary approach which had been  
used for ESAs, aggregating data from many farms). The CSS evaluation was in two modules 
(fully described in Little et al 1998):

 Module 1 was a detailed predictive evaluation of a sample of 484 newly signed 

value for money and additionality. Each contract was assessed as a whole, to 
evaluate its anticipated contribution to wildlife, landscape, access and historic 
objectives over the next 10 years. Evaluation was a three-stage process. First, 
data was collected about each farm contract (from contract records, interviews 

plus contextual information about the surrounding area from national 
databases). At the second stage, experts in ecology, landscape or archaeology 
responded separately to a standard list of evaluative questions about individual 
contracts. Finally, the multi-disciplinary team of experts was brought together 

criteria: agreement negotiation, appropriateness, environmental effectiveness, 
compliance and side effects. The results showed that for most landscape types 
the majority of contracts were predicted to maintain and enhance both wildlife 

value), but predicted performance on historical value was poorer. 

 Module 2 used more conventional botanical evaluation techniques to look at 
the effectiveness of CSS in achieving regional and national targets for habitat 
protection, including those in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan. Habitats were 

2 quadrats to assess ecological quality and presence of 
important species. The methodology allowed comparison with national land 
cover data for non-CSS land, and provided baseline data for future evaluation, 
with quadrats marked and mapped. The study revealed that for most habitats 

farmland was in CSS.

Additional evaluation studies were made of the environmental scoring system used to 
assess applications for CSS contracts (Morris et al, 2000), and also of CSS Special Projects, 
which have contributed to the recovery of Cirl Bunting (Emberiza cirlus) and Stone Curlew 
(Burhinus oedicnemus) populations (Finch 2000). 
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Environmental Stewardship – UK (England) Agri-environment Evaluation 2005–2015 
In contrast to the other UK countries, England did not immediately revise its agri- 
environment schemes in response to the 1999 regulation but, in 2005, after a two-year pilot 
and extensive consultations with stakeholders (Radley, 2000), the existing schemes were 
replaced by a new, two tier scheme – Environmental Stewardship (ES). The higher level  
(HLS) retains the ‘narrow and deep’ approach of CSS and ESAs, with a competitive entry 
process, requiring the preparation of a Farm Environment Plan by a specialist adviser. 
The entry level (ELS) is a ‘broad and shallow’ whole farm scheme for basic environmental 
management (the first in the UK), and also absorbed the organic farming scheme; 

ES combines the long-standing objectives of wildlife, landscape, historic and public access 

conservation of genetic resources.

An ES evaluation programme has been drafted for the period to 2015, covering both 
evaluation and associated research, with an annual budget of around €4.8 million  
(GBP 3.8 million)6. Key features of ES design and evaluation include:

 
wider economic effects and attitudes (of both farmers and general public);

 the option of setting objectives and internal targets within individual HLS 
contracts when preparing a Farm Environment Plan, thus giving the farmer 
an indication of what the outcome should look like on the ground;

 evaluation studies at the scale of individual contracts where appropriate (this 
may include revisiting the 1997–1998 sample to calibrate the CSS predictive 
methodology);

 

from earlier schemes;
 specially commissioned surveys and research studies, e.g. of ecosystem services; 

and of access for educational groups (Bowden and Drew, 2007);
 making use of other national data sets (breeding bird surveys, BAP habitat 

condition surveys, land cover surveys, public attitude surveys) in some cases 
paying for additional data collection;

 methodologies will be developed to evaluate resource protection, building on 
the experience of a catchment-sensitive farming pilot study, which is using 
modelling techniques to predict impacts on water quality.

6 €1.8 million (GBP1.4 million) for monitoring and evaluation, and €3 million (GBP 2.4 million) for research; excludes compliance 
(control) monitoring and delivery costs 
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and recommended a number of adjustments, including detailed changes to management 
options, improved ‘geographic literacy’ (the local relationship between farmers’ choice of 
options and the environmental priorities), enhanced advisory services for farmers and the 
addition of climate change as an objective (mitigation of agricultural effects and adaptation 
of the natural environment).

Discussion

been an almost continuous process of review and revision, in response both to changes in 

In the early years evaluation effort was mainly focused on management prescriptions. 
The ESA evaluation programme was effectively a series of large scale, long running case 

example to take account of the type and condition of the habitat at scheme entry and the 

later years the focus moved to the cumulative environmental impact at farm level, and to 
the effectiveness of delivery and targeting. To provide more timely results a greater variety 
of evaluation techniques were introduced, including short-term, predictive studies at the 
start of schemes. Problems in assessing and using the very large number of evaluation and 
research reports led to the Department for Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) commissioning 
two external reviews to consolidate the agri-environment evidence base for England, one 
of environmental evidence (Ecoscope, 2003) and the other of economic aspects (CRE, 2002). 

staff time and expertise required to make best use of PIs for impact evaluation. The UK 
has tried hard to improve habitat PIs for the higher tiers of agri-environment schemes, not 
least because these are very important in achieving biodiversity targets and Natura 2000 
management. This has led to the design of a sophisticated set of indicators to be applied at 
parcel level when the contract is set up, and recorded within the contract (for the farmer) 

to correctly identify the (sub) habitat type and assess its condition, then to set targets. It 
is clear this could be a very valuable tool but delivering it has so far proved too much of a 
strain on staff resources in Wales, and anecdotal reports from England suggest there are 
some problems there too. 

Looking to the Future

There are several issues that are likely to become increasingly important for agri-environment 

management. European agriculture is changing fast, and agri-environment schemes may 

the effects of decoupling and changing markets. We shall need much more information on 
how these and other factors affect farmer behaviour towards agri-environment incentives 

– this is a complex area because decisions are not always economically rational, especially 
on marginal farms where much of the EU’s High Nature Value farmland is found.

Finding better ways to evaluate the additionality of rewarding existing good practice. Current 
techniques are often more appropriate for evaluating changes in management, and there 
are also problems establishing a robust counterfactual, in terms of land management 
activity. Too much emphasis on valuing the environmental impacts of agri-environment 
schemes could mean under-valuing the important additional contribution that they can 
make to socio-economic objectives, especially in marginal farming areas. 
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Targeting and evaluating agri-environment schemes where the intervention is at farm-scale 
but the objectives and desired impacts are at a landscape scale. For example, catchment 
management to improve water quality, or habitat networks for biodiversity adaptation to 
climate change. 

public awareness and 
understanding. Agri-environment policy is based on the premise that society pays farmers 

elsewhere most taxpayers have little or no understanding of this agri-environment 
mechanism, although they may have strong views on the conservation of wildlife and 
landscapes. The CAP as a whole has been remarkably free of informed public scrutiny, 
but this is already changing, with the increasing availability of data about recipients of 
CAP support, and will intensify with the EU budget debate. Stakeholders publicise data 
to support their sectoral interests, but evaluators will have an important role to play in 
providing accurate, impartial evidence of the environmental and social impacts of agri-
environment funding as a contribution to the public debate. It is not yet clear if the resources 
are available for this task.
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