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Organisers and Further Information

This report records and present the outcomes of a Baltic Sea Regional Conference entitled “Quo Vadis, 
Farmland Biodiversity?“ held in Tartu, Estonia on 14–15 November 2012. Further information and all 
supporting materials, including presentations, case studies and posters, can be downloaded from 
the conference website: http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference.

The Conference was organized jointly by the Agricultural Research Centre (ARC) and the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Estonia.

ARC is a state agency under the Estonian Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) that is responsible for providing 
services (including laboratory services regarding agro-chemistry, plant health and microbiology; seed 
testing; residues and contaminants; plant production) to agricultural producers, scientific institutions, 
governmental supervisory bodies and other clients. 

ARC is also an important research and advisory body of the MoA in the field of rural development in 
Estonia and plays a central role in the evaluation (internal and external) of the Rural Development 
Plan (RDP) for Estonia. For the 2007–2013 programme period ARC acts as an on-going evaluator of 
the Axis 2 measures in the Estonian RDP.

Additional information can be obtained from the ARC website: http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt.

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 0944

http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt


4
QUO VADIS, FARMLAND  
BIODIVERSITY?

Baltic Sea Regional Conference

Photo: P. Koorberg



5
QUO VADIS, FARMLAND  
BIODIVERSITY?

Baltic Sea Regional Conference

7 Acknowledgements

9 Foreword

10 Reflections on Farmland Biodiversity in the Baltic Sea Region

11 Does Natura 2000 network have the power to maintain farmland biodiversity?

13 “No More Bees, No More Pollination, No More Men” – the importance of common 
farmland species

16 Is habitat heterogeneity more important than the practices used to create it?

17 To bee or not to bee in the hands and minds of farmers?

19 References

20 Exploring our Common Interests, Issues and Actions

21 How did we work together?

22 SESSION A: Biodiversity and High Nature Value Farming – what’s the state of play?

26 SESSION B: How to monitor, calculate and interpret farmland biodiversity – is five 
better than six?

32 PRACTICAl PERSPECTIVES 1: Are birds the best indicators for farmland: from 
monitoring to ecological understanding

34 PRACTICAl PERSPECTIVES 2: Monitoring the biodiversity impacts of RDP / agri-
environment measures in Estonia

38 SESSION C: Common objectives and measures to solve common problems?

38 Case Study Posters

39 Additional Posters

39 Additional Materials

40 CASE STuDy ExAMPlE 1: Support for the Maintenance of Semi-Natural Habitats 
(SNH) in Estonia

42 CASE STuDy ExAMPlE 2: Environmental Fallow / Nature Management Field in 
Finland

44 CASE STuDy ExAMPlE 3: AES Package 5 – Protection of Endangered Bird Species 
and Natural Habitats in Natura 2000 Areas in Poland

46 Common Issues and Common Actions – Summary of Discussions

53 SESSION D: Moving towards the future – applicable solutions for common farmland 
biodiversity issues?

53 OPEN DISCuSSION: Communicating biodiversity to farmers

56 OPEN DISCuSSION: An open letter from the Baltic Farmland Biodiversity Conference

59 Final Thoughts

61 Annex 1: Final Conference Programme

65 Annex 2: Participants

COnTEnTS



6
QUO VADIS, FARMLAND  
BIODIVERSITY?

Baltic Sea Regional Conference

Photo: A. Ader



7
QUO VADIS, FARMLAND  
BIODIVERSITY?

Baltic Sea Regional Conference

ACknOwlEdgEmEnTS

The day-to-day work of organizing the conference was a team effort by a group composed of Kaidi 
Jakobson, Tambet Kikas, Pille Koorberg, Tiina Köster, Ere Ploomipuu, Iiri Raa, Katrin Rannik, Sirje Reintam, 
livi Rooma, Tarmo Sergo, Sille Teiter, Katrin Vask and Eneli Viik. 

Support for facilitation of the workshop was provided by Vincent Tiel Groenestege, Esther Koopmanschap 
and Mark Redman. Special thanks to Mark also for helping to compile this conference report. 

The conference was co-financed by the European union and Estonian government under the Technical 
Assistance measure of the 2007–2013 Rural Development Plan for Estonia.

Finally, the greatest thanks are due to all of the presenters and other participants who committed 
significant time, effort and expertise before and during the conference to produce the comprehensive 
set of presentations, case studies, posters and active discussions that are summarised and recorded 
in these proceedings, as well as included in full on the conference website: http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/
BDconference. 

Kalle Talviste
Director
Agricultural Research Centre

Photo: T. Sergo

http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference


8
QUO VADIS, FARMLAND  
BIODIVERSITY?

Baltic Sea Regional Conference

[Photo]

Photo: A. Ader



9
QUO VADIS, FARMLAND  
BIODIVERSITY?

Baltic Sea Regional Conference

FOREwORd

Welcome to the proceedings of our Baltic Sea Regional Conference, “Quo Vadis, Farmland Biodiversity?”, 
held in Tartu, Estonia, from 14–15 November 2012. 

In recent years, the Eu has introduced several measures to help conserve farmland biodiversity in Europe 
and to reduce the potentially harmful impacts of agricultural activity. Eu policy makers acknowledge 
the need to design further strategic approaches capable of promoting farm profitability, whilst both 
avoiding actions that damage natural resources and encouraging those that have more positive impacts. 

unfortunately, relationships between farm practices and biodiversity are not always clear – more 
to the point, they are often highly complex, differ between regions and are long in the making! But 
understanding these complex relationships and translating this knowledge into clearly defined 
management practices that can be applied and supported at the scale of farms and landscapes is of 
increasing importance for developing more environmentally-friendly agriculture in Europe. However, 
rural areas in the Eu-27 differ in so many ways. 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 about this issue for some time in Estonia from our very specific location in the 
Baltic Sea Region (BSR) and through this conference we aimed to create a unique opportunity for 
participants to meet old and new colleagues, share experiences and engage in meaningful and practical 
discussions about i) the current situation with farmland biodiversity in our Baltic Sea Region, and; ii) 
what can be done together to improve it. In particular, we set out to begin the process of developing a 
common position and practical policy recommendations for all the BSR countries regarding appropriate 
biodiversity measures to be applied in the framework of CAP 2013+. 

A colourful group of 75 people rose to our ‘Baltic’ challenge and registered for the event, including 
representatives from scientific communities, agricultural and environmental ministries, environmental 
NGOs, different agencies and other organisations from all the Baltic Sea countries, as well as active 
participants from the uK, Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands.

Our conference programme was ambitious ranging from classical presentations to more contemporary 
participatory approaches for stimulating the creative energy and encouraging interaction and discussion 
dialogue between participants. We think it was a success! Opinions and experiences were shared. Diverse 
perspectives were resolved. Common positions were developed. Enjoy our report of the outcomes!

Pille Koorberg
Head of Agri-environment Monitoring Bureau
Agricultural Research Centre
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REFlECTIOnS On FARmlAnd BIOdIvERSITy In 
ThE BAlTIC SEA REgIOn

Pille Koorberg, Head of Agri-environmental Monitoring Bureau, Agricultural Research Centre, Estonia

Agriculture is essential to everybody, every 
day, everywhere. It provides us with food 
and various materials, rural employment and 
even renewable energy. There are many socio-
economic benefits of farmland biodiversity with 
pollination and the natural control of crop pests 
among the services provided by wild organisms. 
Furthermore, farmland biodiversity plays an 
important role in maintaining and shaping the 
rural landscapes and semi-natural habitats in 
Europe, including the Baltic Sea Region (BSR). 
Many of the habitats that are currently valued 
for biodiversity across Europe have been created 
and maintained by traditional agricultural 
methods practiced by many generations of 
farmers. unfortunately however, developments 
in agricultural technology have also led to the 
decline of valuable farmland biodiversity and 
numerous farmland habitats and species are 
now under threat. 

Most of the Baltic Sea countries are dominated 
by large forest areas and in addition many other 
landscape features such as lakes and rivers, 
wetlands, marshes are widespread. On average, 
farmland covers 38% of the BSR territory and 
is the main land use type in Denmark (66%), 
Poland (60.5%) and in lithuania (53%) but 
covers only around 8% of Finland and Sweden1. 
The region has more than 30 million hectares 
of utilisable agricultural area (uAA), while the 
actual farming surface can be even higher. As 
in most other Eu countries, recent trends in 
farm structure in the BSR reflect the impact of 
intensification. For example, total uAA in the BSR 
has remained stable during the last 5–8 years, but 
the number of farms has dropped significantly 
in many countries. Small-scale farming has 

disappeared in many areas and been replaced 
by larger-scale units practicing more intensive 
methods. Traditional land management practices 
have therefore been discarded and grassland 
management especially is increasingly sub-
optimal for biodiversity. 

No clear, single, comprehensive picture exists 
regarding what is actually happening with 
farmland biodiversity in the BSR. Certainly a lot 
of detailed information exists, especially about 
semi-natural grasslands and birds, but it remains 
limited by: i) inconsistent coverage of species, 
landscape characteristics and indicators (such as 
the farmland bird index), and; ii) very different 
interpretation depending upon the perspective 
it is viewed from. 

A lot of effort has already been made in the BSR 
regarding collaborative / common actions by 
Eu Member States for protecting the marine 
ecosystem of the Baltic Sea which is in a dire 
condition. For example, there are many studies 
and projects related to the improvement of 
nutrient management by the BSR farmers, but 
so far relatively little attention has been paid to 
the importance of collaboration and common 
actions for the protection of our farmland 
biodiversity. But common action is needed –  
and now – and not only in the biodiversity 
hotspots of protected areas or High Nature Value 
(HNV) farmland. We must remember that the 
abundance and diversity of our “common and 
ordinary” farmland species are also linked to the 
general sustainability of our agricultural systems 
which are in turn linked to the sustainability of 
the whole landscape, including forests (both 
inside and outside Natura 2000 areas) and the 
wider environment of the BSR. 
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does natura 2000 network have the power to maintain farmland 
biodiversity? 

The Natura 2000 network (covering 17.5% of 
Eu territory) is the Eu´s most consistent effort 
to halt biodiversity decline. With agricultural 
land covering almost half of the Eu territory 
and taking up almost 30% of the Natura 2000 
network, the Eu’s Common Agricultural Policy 
(CAP) also has a very important influence on 
biodiversity. Significant progress has been made 
in targeted species protection and in establishing 
Natura 2000, including the fact that legislation 
in Eu Member States is now mostly in line with 
the Eu Birds and Habitats Directives. However, 
biodiversity in the Eu is still declining. Only 17% 
of the species and habitats related to the Natura 
2000 network are in a favourable conservation 
status and the management, monitoring and 

protection of these sites suffers from a chronic 
lack of investment2. 

unfortunately, the BSR is no exception regarding 
the decline in biodiversity. Indeed, the situation 
is particularly critical with the semi-natural 
grasslands which are a clear remnant of 
traditional farming in the region. Grassland 
protection is vital for the conservation of 
many species and for European and regional 
biodiversity. Since grasslands are particularly 
abundant in our region, the importance and 
relevance of meadows and semi-natural grazing 
lands are recognised by all Baltic Sea Member 
States in various strategic policy documents, 
including their rural development plans and 
environmental strategies. 

Boreal Baltic coastal meadows (Annex 1 habitat type code 1630) need constant maintenance by mowing and grazing. Photo: K. Silm
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However, getting adequate information about 
the status of the grasslands in the BSR is not 
easy. Within the framework of the CAP all Eu 
Member States have an obligation to maintain 
the percentage of permanent pastures, but this 
figure doesn´t say anything about the ecological 
value or conservation status of those grasslands. 
In addition, exhaustive grassland inventories 
are missing – or where existing, out of date – 
for most of the BSR countries, whilst most 
available databases about designated Natura 
2000 habitats need further improvement and/
or update.

Furthermore, whilst many tools have been 
created to protect grassland communities, it’s 
disheartening to see that the conservation of 
several habitats (which in many cases have very 
limited distribution in the world) has not been 
assured – even in the protected areas! 

For example, Fennoscandian wooded meadows 
(Annex 1 habitat type code 6530, present in all 

Boreal countries) are globally-recognised as very 
species-rich, both in the form of a high overall 
richness (~600 species) and a high richness at 
small spatial scales (reaching up to 76 species / 
m2 in laelatu in Estonia). Although over 76% of 
the habitat in the BSR is covered by Natura 2000 
sites (this also varies in different member states 
e.g. in Finland management actions are widely 
needed outside the Natura 2000 sites because 
most of the valuable areas are situated outside 
of the network), the conservation status of this 
habitat is assessed as “unfavourable – bad“3. 
The same applies for several other valuable 
semi-natural grasslands such as Boreal Baltic 
coastal meadows (1630), Nordic alvars (6280) 
or Northern Boreal alluvial meadows (6450). 

The designation of Natura 2000 areas is based 
on certain clear and consistent rules where 
only the most valuable species/habitats and 
their distribution areas are selected. However 
this does not mean that there are no nature 
values outside of the borders of these areas! 

Fennoscandian wooded meadows (Annex 1 habitat type code 6530) are very species rich and in Laelatu wooded meadow in Estonia 
76 species / m2  have been recorded. Photo: A. Ader
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For example, large populations of protected bird 
species live outside of nature protection areas –  
including the 90% of corncrake couples, 91% 
of lesser eagle couples and 93% of white stork 
couples which nest outside of Natura 2000 areas 
in latvia4!

Many biodiversity studies in the BSR have 
been concerned with semi-natural grasslands. 
These habitats have only marginal farming 
values nowadays and the challenge for nature 
conservation management is to find a way of 
making maintenance of these habitats, once 
restored, economically viable for land owners 
and other users.

The general threat to semi-natural pastures and 
meadows is the decline in numbers of grazing 
animals and routine mowing / hay-making that 
is necessary to keep the land ‘open’. Supporting 
some form of “basic farming” on these grasslands 

is essential, but unfortunately many of the 
semi-natural pastures and meadows found in 
the BSR are excluded from being eligible for 
direct support of CAP as they have more trees 
than current guidelines on maximum amounts 
of trees (the so-called “50 trees rule”) allow for 
land to qualify as eligible for CAP area-based 
support payments. Regrettably these Eu rules 
do not correspond to the traditional agricultural 
practices that created – and which are now 
essential for maintaining – many semi-natural 
habitats in the BSR. Consequently the biodiversity 
and related landscape amenity of these unique 
habitats continues to decline, despite the fact 
that support payments are available! 

In the longer-term, however, the real challenge 
will be to reconnect these semi-natural habitats 
to viable farming systems and make them once 
again an integral part of the rural economy and 
rural life of the BSR. 

“no more Bees, no more Pollination, no more men” – the importance 
of common farmland species 

A lot of effort and attention in the Eu has been 
paid to Natura 2000 issues – but are threatened 
species and grassland habitats the only 
biodiversity values associated with farmland? 

We commonly take the common farmland 
species for granted and tend to forget both 
that these common species also contribute a 
lot in providing us with ecosystem services 
(e.g. pollination service, biological pest control, 
aesthetic value) and that the species richness and 
abundance of such species is also under threat 
of decline. For example, birds are considered as 
an indicator of the health of the ecosystem as a 
whole. At the same time, the absolute numbers 
of bird individuals that we have lost in the last 
three decades is alarming, especially for farmland 
birds with their populations in Europe declining 
by more than 50% in the last 30 years5. 

Pollinators are also easy to overlook, but they 
provide essential services to both nature and 
society. For example, around 88% of flowering 
plants are pollinated by animals6, especially by 
insects. Bees (honey bees, bumble bees and 
solitary bees) are the most important pollinators 
of almost all terrestrial ecosystems and provide 
pollination service for a wide range of agricultural, 
horticultural and wild plants. At the same time 
there is clear evidence of recent declines in both 
wild and domesticated bee-pollinators which has 
been observed in different regions of the world, 
including Europe. The main reason is thought to 
be the intensification of agriculture, including 
the increased application of pesticides as well as 
changes in land-use causing a decrease in food 
resources and habitats. 

Many of our European crops and wild flowers 
rely upon insect pollination to produce seeds 
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and fruits. For example, it is estimated that more 
than 150 (84%) of European crops are directly 
dependent upon insects for their pollination7. In 
2005, the economic value of insect pollination 
in Europe was estimated at 22 billion and in 
the world at 153 billion EuR per annum8. The 
nutritional value of crop plants that depend 
fully or partially on animal pollinators is also 
enormous and they therefore make a huge 
indirect contribution to providing a nutritionally 
adequate diet for the global human population9. 
As Albert Einstein once said: “If the bee disappears 
from the surface of the earth, man would have no 
more than four years to live”.

And the story of valuing ‘common’ farmland 
biodiversity continues beyond pollinators. 
When setting foot on soil, most people are 
not aware that they are standing on an 

outstandingly diverse community of plants, 
animals, and microbes. There are billions and 
trillions of individual organisms which are linked 
together in complex ecological interactions. Soil 
biodiversity has been a greatly underestimated 
topic, irrespective of the fact that those small 
organisms play such a key role in keeping soils 
healthy and productive, including decomposing 
organic matter, converting nutrients into a form 
that is available for plants, as well as the very 
process of soil formation itself. 

These are only a few examples of the value of 
common species diversity for providing us with 
vital ecological services that are in turn linked 
to social and economic services. Without doubt 
these species deserve our attention – especially 
as many of them are showing negative trends in 
both abundance and diversity.

The brown-banded carder bee (Bombus pascuorum) is one of the most abundant bumble bee species in Estonian agricultural 
landscapes. It can be classified as medium- or long-tongued species and is thus a valuable pollinator of deep-flowered crops. 
Photo: A. Ader
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An understanding of the value of common 
species, as well as the knowledge to maintain 
and improve their status, can assist us to 
discover ways in which nature can work to 
improve the efficiency of our farming systems 
without additional expenses. This is the concept 
of “FAB - functional agro-biodiversity” which is 
increasingly spoken of and applied in many 
western European countries. Since the farming 
methods in the BSR are still quite extensive with 
diverse and mosaic agricultural landscapes, it 
seems likely that the BSR farmers already also 
both support and benefit from this “functional 
agro-biodiversity” – but without recognizing or 
acknowledging it! With more help and input  
from researchers we could more consciously 

enhance these benefits and make our common 
farmland biodiversity work even more for our 
farmers and wider society. 

Policy-makers could also help by dismantling and 
removing those CAP rules which work against 
FAB. For example, the abundance and diversity 
of common farmland species is greatly enhanced 
by mosaic landscapes with a mix of different 
landscape elements which offer feeding and 
nesting areas for many species. unfortunately 
currently landscape features larger than  
100 m2 do not qualify as eligible for CAP area-
based support payments and consequently many 
valuable landscape elements, contributing a lot 
to farmland biodiversity, have been removed 
by farmers. 

A field margin with selected plants provides resources for the beneficial organisms in the Netherlands. Photo: I. Raa
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Is habitat heterogeneity more important than the practices used 
to create it? 

The BSR is characterised by strong seasonal 
climatic conditions which, together with 
traditional farming practices, have created the 
region’s farmland structure and nature that 
are unique in the world. Those heterogeneous 
landscapes consisting of forests together with 
arable land, watercourses, islands and peat 
lands are offer a variety of feeding and nesting 
areas and play a key role in preservation of 
many farmland species and habitats. Can this 
landscape heterogeneity be the key for our 
relatively well preserved biodiversity now and 
be for the future? Or maybe at the same time 
this “variety” of nature around us has “blinded” 
us from seeing the fragility and importance of 
farmland communities itself and the increasing 
threat towards simplification and polarization?

Habitat heterogeneity is associated with higher 
biodiversity in the farmed landscape, whether this 
is measured at a small- or large-scale (i.e. landscape 

– between field scale – within field scale). Swedish 
studies indicate that the requirements of plants 
and birds differ, but if the environment is 
sufficiently heterogeneous at all spatial scales, 
different taxa will find their own habitats10. 
Reversing declines in farmland biodiversity will 
require enhancing the heterogeneity of farmland 
from within individual fields to whole landscapes. 
This includes the structure of vegetation within 
the field which is increasingly being noted as 
an important factor in farmland ecology. For 
example, increasing the density and uniformity 
of crop planting is an efficient and chemical-free 
way of suppressing weed growth. Variability in 
seed set or grazing can contribute differentially 
to plant growth, leading to some patches with 
larger plants, more open structure, or weed 
presence. This, in turn, contributes to patchiness 
in insect presences within fields, which then leads 
to advantages for other animals11.

leading organisations standing for low-
intensity farming for nature conservation 
in Europe (e.g. RSPB, Birdlife Europe and the 

European Forum for Nature Conservation and 
Pastoralism) have highlighted several times 
that “strategic biodiversity goals cannot be met 
solely by protecting particular habitats, species 
or areas, such as under Natura 2000 – in addition 
the low-intensity land-uses should be maintained 
that favour the dynamics of natural processes and 
create opportunities for many of our most valued 
habitats and species to flourish across large, 
contiguous areas of land” 12,13. 

The High Nature Value (HNV) farming concept 
was established in the early 1990s and describes 
those types of farming activity and farmland that, 
because of their characteristics, can be expected 
to support high levels of biodiversity or species and 
habitats of conservation concern 14. Three types 
of HNV farmland can be identified: 

	 Type 1 – dominated by semi-natural 
vegetation; 

	 Type 2 – a complex mosaic of small 
fields, patches of semi natural grassland 
and woodland, improved grassland, less 
intensively managed crops, hedges and ponds 
etc.

	 Type 3 – more intensive farmland that 
nevertheless supports certain species of 
conservation concern.

Most countries find that Type 1 HNV farmland 
can be relatively straightforward to identify, 
as is Type 3. In the BSR most of the countries 
have used pre-defined Natura 2000 areas (more 
connected to Type 1 and 3) for HNV farmland 
identification. The biggest challenge at present 
seems to be the identification of the HNV Type 
2 farmland and related management practices. 

Member States are committed to identify and 
maintain HNV farming, but there are no specific 
rules or quantified criteria for that established 
at Eu level which will suit everyone. A lot of 
openness and willingness exists in the region, 
but it seems that countries are hesitating to 
develop and implement the concept fully by 
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To bee or not to bee in the hands and minds of farmers?

Intensive agriculture is one of the main drivers 
of the decline in worldwide biodiversity. The rate 
of species extinction in intensively farmed land 
is 100–1000 times greater than the natural rate 
and is predicted to increase tenfold in the future. 

The loss of biodiversity in agricultural landscapes 
has been particularly marked in the Eu 
reflecting the strong environmental impact 
of Eu agricultural policy. Eu agricultural and 
environmental policies have already a number 
of instruments to promote the maintenance of 
farmland biodiversity (including HNV farming), 
but more needs to be done. landscape 
heterogeneity and habitat mosaics are important 

for preserving biodiversity and there should be 
a better system to value these characteristics. 
Existing instruments such as agri-environment 
(AE) and Natura 2000 payments have relatively 
good results in preserving our nature values, 
however further efforts are needed in order to 
make these instruments even more effective, 
whether in intensive farming areas or in 
extensive and remote farming areas, further 
efforts are needed. 

Eu agri- environment schemes do not 
currently focus explicitly on the creation and 
management of heterogeneity on farmland –  
some management prescriptions have the 

being afraid of “stepping on a rake” – taking 
too many commitments without realising 
exactly what are the future policy framework 
implementations and its consequences. The most 
important is for countries to recognise the need 
to identify their nature values, not because “the 

Eu requires”, but because we ourselves need it. 
Different solutions and on-going work on HNV 
farming concepts and identification in different 
countries is really interesting and cooperation 
should be further promoted. 

Identifying HNV Type 2 farmland is a major challenge in the Baltic Sea Region. Photo: A. Ader
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effect of enhancing habitat heterogeneity, but 
in most cases this is not stated explicitly as an 
objective. landscape simplification is a key driver 
of biodiversity declines, but it is also clear that 
this cannot be addressed at the scale required 
solely by using AE schemes. However, landscape 
simplification could be addressed, and the 
available limited CAP Pillar 2 funds used more 
effectively, if all farmers were required to do 
more in order to qualify for Pillar 1 support. 

Declines in species and habitat diversity will 
continue unless there are major changes in 
policy based on improved technology and 
scientific knowledge. Studies to understand the 
reasons for this decline are necessary and should 
form the basis for guiding policy development. 
For practical reasons, most current monitoring 
systems are based on small-scale surveys, but the 
results of such studies do not necessarily provide 
useful information about trends at regional 
or even at national scale. We must also be 
cautious of not giving mixed signals ourselves –  
there is a danger that lessons learnt from small-
scale studies, or from one or few taxonomic 
groups, may lead to suboptimal management 

practices if applied more generally. For this 
reason, a combination of small- and large-scale 
studies is needed as a basis for improving the 
management of agricultural landscapes. To 
improve environmental management and policy, 
however, reliable yet easy-to-use indicators are 
needed for assessing biodiversity at a large scale.

Recent research15 also points out that nature 
conservation in agricultural areas is a social 
challenge. To change farmers’ behaviours 
towards the more sustainable conservation of 
farmland biodiversity, instruments should aim 
to influence individual farmer’s motivation and 
behaviour. We should aim to place farmland 
biodiversity ‘in the hands and minds of farmers’. 
Increasing size of farms and having fewer 
managers gives those managers a bigger 
opportunity to have an impact on large areas 
of the landscape – thus each individual farmer’s 
decisions regarding production and nature 
conservation become more and more important. 
In addition to farmers we also need a “well 
educated” public as consumers for the products 
produced in the heterogeneous landscapes.

Estonian HNV farmer Andrus Sepp. Photo: Arvi Kiis
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ExPlORIng OuR COmmOn InTERESTS, ISSuES 
And ACTIOnS

We once again find ourselves in a time of change 
with the current rural development funding 
period of 2007–2013 drawing to a close. There 
remain many challenges regarding the future 
relationship between agriculture and biodiversity 
in the Eu – and more specifically in the Baltic Sea 
Region (BSR) – but also potentially some new 
thinking and tools emerging for dealing with 
these challenges. 

It is in this evolving context that the Agricultural 
Research Centre (ARC) brought together around 
75 experts from 10 Eu Member States to share 
their experiences, explore further co-operation 
and take a look at the future of farmland 
biodiversity in the BSR. And for two days in 

November 2012, our farmland biodiversity 
conference in Tartu was the place to be! A lot of 
effort was put into organising the event, but this 
was justified in view of the pressing need for:

	 improving our collective understanding of 
the relationship between farming and nature 
values in the BSR;

	 discussing a range of issues relating to the 
monitoring and interpretation of farmland 
biodiversity in the BSR; 

	 exploring the potential for a common policy 
framework for the BSR member states to 
better address the biodiversity protection 
within the CAP and to optimise the use of 
RDP measures. 

We need to pay attention to ordinary biodiversity – since once it has gone, it also will not come back. Photo: U. Tartes
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how did we work together?

During the two days of the conference a pathway 
was created for the participants to journey along. 
This pathway consisted of 4 sessions (see the full 
conference programme in Annex 1):

A: Biodiversity and High Nature Value Farming – 
what’s the state of play?

B: How to monitor, calculate and interpret 
farmland biodiversity – is five better than six?

C: Common objectives and measures to solve 
common problems?

D:  Moving towards the future – applicable 
solutions for common farmland biodiversity 
issues?

Each session was planned and created to 
inform and facilitate meaningful and practical 
discussions about key farmland biodiversity 
issues in the BSR. Session A was based upon 
a series of presentations from leading experts, 

interspersed with some periods of reflection, 
comment and questions. Session B included 
more expert presentations, but also introduced 
some structured group discussions that were 
facilitated using a very participatory discussion 
technique. Session C opened with a poster 
session and continued with a structured group 
discussion about a number of pre-defined 
questions, whilst session D was a completely 
open discussion session with participants free 
to develop their own agenda around key issues 
of importance to them.

The philosophy behind using simple, yet powerful, 
participatory discussion methods for much of 
the meeting was simply the understanding that 
the best results are generated where a ‘space’  
is created in which people can discuss the topics 
that are meaningful to them in an open, yet 
structured, way.

Photo: T. Sergo
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SESSIOn A: Biodiversity and high nature value Farming – what’s 
the state of play?

The opening session of the conference set-out 
to explore some of the different approaches 
for defining and understanding farmland 
biodiversity in the Baltic Sea Region (BSR). 

Helir-Valdor Seeder, the Minister of Agriculture 
of the Republic of Estonia, opened the conference 
by welcoming the diverse range of participants 

to Tartu – the “City of good thoughts” (Heade 
mõtete linn). After introducing the specific 
characteristics of Estonian agriculture he stressed 
the growth of environmental concerns in the 
Baltic Sea Region and the specific challenges 
of maintaining biodiversity in the region’s rural 
areas. Although confident that Estonia was 
already implementing many policy actions 
to protect biodiversity, he expressed concern 
that farmland biodiversity especially was still 
in decline and there was much work to do to 
develop nature-friendly agriculture. However, 
the time was right to be discussing new policies 
within the framework of the CAP 2014–2020 and 
he wished the conference much energy and their 
own “good thoughts”.

Progressing from policy to practice, the next 
speaker was Aarne Ots from the Sürgavere 
Agricultural Co-operative – a large-scale mixed 
farm of 1 266 hectares (ha) in central Estonia that 
was first established in 1949 as a collective farm 
under the Soviet regime. Today the farm has 500 
dairy cows, 622 ha permanent grasslands, 420 ha 
of short-term grasslands and leguminous crops, 
174 ha of cereals and 53 ha of potatoes. Aarne 
Ots is a rare species of farmer, a professional 
agronomist with a long-standing interest in 
ornithology, and he spoke passionately about 
the importance of understanding the benefits of 
abundant biodiversity for farmers. He suggested 
that one of the reasons biodiversity is not 
considered by most of Estonian farmers is that 
majority of their land is rented and so there is no 
relationship between the owner and the land. 
However, he continued to explain that there are 
many simple actions that can be taken by farmers 
that are low cost, but very beneficial for wildlife 
species. Some examples from the Sürgavere 
Agricultural Co-operative include unsown patches 
in the grassland and cereal fields; later and slower 
mowing of the grasslands, reduced tillage of 
arable land, and; keeping unmown patches 
around electric posts etc.

PlEnARy PRESEnTATIOnS

 Welcome – Helir-Valdor Seeder, the Minister, 
Estonian Ministry of Agriculture

 What is a farmland biodiversity?  A farmer´s point  
of view – Aarne Ots, Sürgavere Agricultural  
Co-operative, Estonia

 What is a farmland biodiversity? An academic point  
of view – Irina Herzon, University of Helsinki, 
Finland

 Farmland biodiversity in BSR and intervening  
factors – Pille Koorberg, Agricultural Research  
Centre, Estonia

 On-going and future Rural Development Programmes 
under the CAP: a challenge or an opportunity for high 
nature value farming and biodiversity protection – 
Trees Robijns, BirdLife Europe

 View on the relationship between farming and 
biodiversity. A case study of Sweden – David Ståhlberg, 
Swedish Board of Agriculture, Sweden

 Farming and biodiversity – where are borders  
for the high nature values? A case study of Estonia –  
Iiri Raa / Pille Koorberg, Agricultural Research 
Centre, Estonia

All presentations may be downloaded from the conference 
website: http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference

http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference
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Following Aarne Ots and the practical 
perspective of a “nature-friendly farmer”, Irina 
Herzon from the university of Helsinki in Finland 
explored the theme of farmland biodiversity 
from an academic point of view. In a thought 
provoking presentation, she set the scene for the 
rest of the meeting by stressing that biodiversity 
means many different things to different people 
and that we must therefore be prepared to also 
consider and discuss farmland biodiversity from 
multiple perspectives. After exploring the history 
of the concept of biodiversity, Irina outlined 
the scientific uncertainties associated with the 

“wonderfully complex reality of biodiversity” – a 
complexity that creates many challenges when 
communicating the science of biodiversity to 
policy-makers and others, including farmers 
whose notion of ‘‘biodiversity’’ differs from 
academic definitions and can be very narrow. 
Of course, this does not mean that farmers 
are wrong, only that care must be taken to 
communicate biodiversity in terms that are 
meaningful to them. Irina Herzon suggested that 

this extends also to agri-environment payment 
schemes which, instead of simply paying farmers 
to do or not do something, should focus more 
upon enhancing their status and prestige within 
wider society. “Farmers should be really proud 
of what they do”, she stressed, “We should aim 
to place farmland biodiversity in the hands and 
minds of farmers”.

Pille Koorberg from the Agricultural Research 
Centre, Estonia then picked-up the challenge of 
presenting an overview of the general situation 
with farmland biodiversity in the Baltic Sea 
Region. Setting out to highlight the nature 
values of the region and the main driving forces 
and trends influencing their current status, Pille 
quickly came to the conclusion that there is 
no single and simple perspective on farmland 
biodiversity in the BSR. Expressing doubts and 
concerns about a number of issues she raised 
more questions than answers about whether 
the Baltic Sea Region should somehow be 
considered “special and unique”, or not. Read 

Photo: T. Sergo
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more in her background paper, ‘Reflections on 
Farmland Biodiversity in the Baltic Sea Region’, 
on pages 10–19 of this report.

Shifting to the broader perspective of European 
policy the next speaker, Trees Robijns from 
Birdlife Europe based in Brussels, brought 
the audience back-to-earth with an overview 
of the current state of the reform of the 
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) for the 
forthcoming period of 2014 to 2020. There 
are huge environmental problems associated 
with European agriculture, but with 75% of Eu 
agricultural support payments being distributed 
without linkage to any policy objective the 
CAP has become seriously out of touch with 
reality. Nonetheless, Trees and her colleagues 
still believe there is a strong justification for 
continued support to farmers provided it is 

within a new social contract of “public money for 
public goods”. However, the CAP reform process 
has not made significant progress towards this. 
Basic principles such as cross-compliance and 
the “greening of the CAP” have been diluted 
and weakened as the legislative proposals for  
2014–2020 have progressed through the 
European Parliament and Council of Ministers.  

The message of hope that Trees Robijns brought 
to the conference is that rural development, the 
so-called Second Pillar of the CAP, still offers the 
biggest opportunity for the environment – if 
there is sufficient funding! She explained that 
there are several important processes still to be 
completed at national and regional level which 
require stakeholder consultation / involvement. 
After outlining a long list of rural development 
measures offering opportunities for nature 

Photo: T. Sergo
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and biodiversity, she concluded by urging all 
conference participants to take action and get 
involved with putting CAP reform back-on-track1.

David Ståhlberg is a senior administrative 
officer at the Swedish Board of Agriculture. 
The Board of Agriculture is the Swedish 
Government’s expert authority in matters of 
agri-food policy and David’s presentation was 
about the biodiversity functions of agriculture 
and what has been done in Sweden to support 
these functions. He stressed the importance of 
the inter-relationship between agriculture and 
genetic resources, including both agricultural 
biodiversity (cultivated crops and domesticated 
animals) and wild biodiversity that has adapted 
to both intensive and extensive forms of farming. 
Sweden faces two key challenges in this respect: 
the loss of agricultural land to abandonment and 
afforestation in the north of the country, and the 
continued intensification of agriculture in the 
south. Both trends are contributing to the loss 
of farmland biodiversity.

Of particular concern in Sweden is the fate of semi-
natural grasslands, including grazed forest, which 
have suffered an extreme decline over the last 100+ 
years. These grasslands (including Fennoscandian 
wooded pastures and alvar grasslands) have been 
formed by centuries of extensive farming and 
are particularly valuable since they occupy the 
boreo-nemoral zone – an ecological transition 
zone which is unique to the BSR and an important 

“biodiversity melting pot” in northern Europe. 
Although these grasslands are recognised as 
Natura 2000 habitats they have suffered from 
Eu guidelines for agricultural support payments 
which are inappropriate to the Baltic Sea Region –  
including the so-called “50 tree rule” defining 
grasslands eligible for support. Despite these 
negative trends, David Ståhlberg remained 

optimistic that more Natura 2000 habitats could 
be brought into the agricultural support system 
provided that more Member States co-operate 
to change the Eu grassland definition.

The final presentation of this session was 
prepared by Iiri Raa and presented by Pille 
Koorberg – both from the Agricultural Research 
Centre, Estonia. The presentation raised some 
interesting questions about the applicability of 
the High Nature Value (HNV) farming concept 
in the Baltic Sea Region. The Agricultural 
Research Centre began trying to define HNV 
farmland in Estonia some 2 years ago, but have 
been continually challenged by questions such 
as “What exactly are the nature values to be 
preserved?” “How do we identify and measure 
these nature values?” and “Where are the borders 
for the high nature values”?  

This immediately provoked a discussion with 
the audience and Pille Koorberg proceeded to 
question how appropriate the basic definition 
(and types) of HNV farming is to the Baltic Sea 
Region, including the underlying assertion 
of the HNV definition that “agriculture is the 
major land-use” – which clearly it is not in many 
Baltic Member States!  Pille continued to give a 
detailed overview on the work to define HNV 
farmland in Estonia, but suggested that the 
future of farmland biodiversity in the country 
actually lies in the principle of ensuring large 
scale landscape / habitat heterogeneity which 
will always be associated with higher biodiversity 
in the farmed landscape, whether measured at 
a small or large scale. “landscape diversification 
should be combined with the extensification of 
farming practices”, concluded Pille, “and we also 
need to pay attention to ordinary biodiversity – 
since once it has gone, it also will not come back”.

1 Comprehensive information supporting the presentation by Trees Robijns can be downloaded from the 
programme section of the conference website:  http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference

http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference
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SESSIOn B: how to monitor, calculate and interpret farmland 
biodiversity – is five better than six?

PlEnARy PRESEnTATIOnS

 Are birds the best indicators for farmland? – Juha 
Tiainen, Finnish Game and Fisheries Research 
Institute, Finland

 Bumble bees as farmland biodiversity indicators in 
Estonia –  Eneli Viik, Agricultural Research Centre, 
Estonia

 Plant communities of high nature value grasslands – 
Anders Jacobson, Swedish Species Information Centre, 
Sweden

 Landscape indices and farmland biodiversity – Juliana 
Dänhardt, Lund University, Sweden

 Role of functional agro-biodiversity (FAB) in preserving 
nature values – Felix Wäckers, Lancaster University, 
UK / Biobest, Belgium

All presentations may be downloaded from the conference 
website: http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference

This session aimed to explore issues around the 
monitoring of farmland biodiversity and its role 
in the assessment of policies. Some of the key 
questions that the session set-out to address 
were: Why do we need, and how can we use 
biodiversity monitoring in policy making? How 
do we set targets for farmland biodiversity in 
our policies – and then how do we measure 
the achievement of these targets? What is the 
specific influence of diverse farmland landscapes 
in the region? How do we interpret monitoring 
results in the light of agricultural management – 
can we find causes for changes in the monitored 
taxa? 

The session consisted of 5 presentations 
combined with a series of interactive group 
discussions on 3 key questions:

Question 1 :  Why do we need farmland 
biodiversity monitoring to support our policy 
making in the Baltic Sea Region?

Question 2: How can we set targets for our 
farmland biodiversity policy objectives in the 
Baltic Sea Region?

Question 3: How can we improve the quality 
of farmland biodiversity monitoring and data 
accessibility in the Baltic Sea Region? 

The first presentation in this session was by Juha 
Tiaininen, senior researcher from the Finnish 
Game and Fisheries Research Institute. He began 
with a simple answer of “no” to the question 
of “Are birds the best indicator for farmland 
biodiversity?” and then continued to explain 
his answer by answering a range of additional 
questions, including: How to monitor farmland 
birds for the policy impact purposes? How 
results depend on the monitoring objects and 
the quality of the monitoring? What is expected 
from agri-environment monitoring and what do 
agri-environment monitoring results actually 
represent and demonstrate? How can trends in 
farmland birds be related to changes in other 
taxa? Key points from Juha’s presentation are 
summarised in the box on Practical Perspectives 1  
on pages 32–33. 

Eneli Viik is a a biodiversity expert in the Agri-
cultural Research Centre, Estonia, and respon-
sible for co-ordinating biodiversity monitoring 
for evaluation of the national agri-environment 
programme and Natura 2000 support for agri-
cultural land. Her presentation focused upon 
bumble bees and she spoke enthusiastically 
about their role for providing ecosystem services 
and public goods, but explained that globally 
the abundance and species richness of bees is 
declining and that this is contributing to a “polli-
nation crisis”. One of the most important reasons 
for this decline is the intensification of modern 
agriculture. 

http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference
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Bumble bees have been selected as an agri-
environment scheme evaluation indicator in 
Estonia and Eneli discussed the reasons why 
they are such a good biodiversity indicator, 
before presenting some of the general results 
of bumble bee monitoring from 2006–2011.  
Further practical details about monitoring the 
biodiversity impacts of RDP / agri-environment 
measures in Estonia are included in the box on 
Practical Perspectives 2 on pages 34–37.

Moving on from birds and bees as indicators, 
Anders Jacobson from the Swedish Species 
Information Centre in Sweden reflected upon the 
use of plants as indicators. Plants are fundamental 
to ecosystems and of crucial importance to 
many other organisms. Plants have been widely 
used as indicators for many years, initially for 
the identification and classification of plant 
communities, but more recently for monitoring 
and the assessment of nature values – especially 
in grassland communities. But are plants good 
as indicators? What do they indicate and do 
they have any limitations? Anders Jacobson 
explained that the answers to these questions 
depends on the spatial scale of investigation – 
plants are well suited as indicators at the local 
level, whereas other taxa such as birds (which 
move around a lot more than plants!) are better 
suited to the landscape level. Plants can therefore 
indicate many useful site specific things (e.g. 

soil condition and site management etc.), but 
they are slow to respond to change and are not 
necessarily very representative for other species.

After discussing different monitoring methods, 
Anders explained the difficulties with setting 
appropriate target levels and highlighted the 
need for more experience with the interpretation 
/ evaluation of plant-based monitoring data. In 
conclusion he was cautious about the need for 
calibration / standardisation between Member 
States, stressing that the choice of methods and 
targets will vary greatly upon the purpose of 
monitoring and the geographical region where 
implemented. 

Juliana Dänhardt works for the Centre for 
Environmental and Climate Research at lund 
university in Sweden and introduced the 
importance of the inter-relationship between 
landscape, farmland biodiversity and the 
effectiveness of agri-environment schemes. This 
is evident, for example, in data from Sweden 
on the differences in farmland diversity on 
organic and conventional farms. Whilst farmland 
biodiversity is generally higher on organic farms, 
this difference is most significant in homogenous 
landscapes rather than in heterogeneous 
landscapes. All of which raises interesting 
questions about “What is landscape?” and “What 
landscape characteristics should be considered 
in agricultural policy assessments?”

Photo: T. Sergo
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Research by Juliana and her colleagues have 
led them to conclude that whilst landscape 
heterogeneity is a major influencing the 
efficiency of agri-environment schemes, it 
is important to separate out the key factors 
characterising landscape heterogeneity, namely 
farming intensity and landscape complexity. Both 
need to be taken into account when designing 
and evaluating agri-environment schemes. It is 
also important to consider scale and the fact 
that different species use different landscapes in 
different ways due to variations in their different 
habits and mobility. Overall, therefore, Juliana 
concluded that agri-environment schemes which 
are locally-adapted to the characteristics of local 
landscapes are likely to be the most efficient and 
effective at delivering farmland biodiversity 
benefits.

The next – and final – presentation of the day 
looked at farmland biodiversity from a slightly 
different angle. As Felix Wäckers from lancaster 
university in the uK and Biobest in Belgium 
explained, “Many agri-environment schemes 
focus on mitigating the negative impacts of 
agriculture on biodiversity, consequently farmers 
continue to see a conflict between yields and the 
environment. However, we can look at things 
differently by focusing on the positive impact 
of the environment on agriculture and how we 
can best make biodiversity work for the farmers”. 

Felix continued to explain the concept of 
functional agro-biodiversity (FAB) and how it tries 
to create landscapes that improve conditions 
for pollinators and bio-control agents (e.g. 
parasitic wasps) and deliver pollination and pest 
control services to farmers which both enhance 
agricultural production and profitability, and help 
to conserve nature values. However, this elegant 
approach to optimising the ecosystem services 

provided by farmland biodiversity also needs 
careful management to realise its potentially 
huge economic value. Farmers need to be well-
advised on “targeted landscape management” 
and how to provide the resource requirements 
of the beneficial organisms providing services.

A key element of the necessary “targeted 
landscape management” is the finely-tuned 
selection of non-crop plants for sowing as field 
margins etc. which act as a multifunctional tool 
to optimize the ecosystem services of farmland 
biodiversity. This involves selecting plants that 
optimize biological pest control or pollination; 
avoid the stimulation of pests, and; generate 
multiple ecosystem services (i.e. plant mixes that 
support a broad range of beneficial organisms).

Already tested at large-scale field level in the 
Netherlands and uK, the FAB concept shows 
great potential for producing real benefits 
for farmers in terms of increased yields and 
reduced agro-chemical usage. As Felix says, “If 
we select the right flowering plants we can create 
a positive spiral of more beneficial organisms 
and less pesticide use. Reducing pesticide use 
produces further benefits and ecosystem services 
such as more wild biodiversity and better water 
quality”. 

Overall, FAB is highly compatible with current 
trends in agricultural practice and shows that 
increased yields and nature conservation are not 
conflicting objectives. Plus, it creates additional 
economic incentives for farmers to engage in 
agri-environment schemes – and more farmers 
engaged in agri-environment schemes also 
means more nature value!

The results of group discussions in session B are 
presented in Figures 1–3.
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Results of biodiversity monitoring are 
good instruments to motivate farmers to 
participate in agri-environment schemes

Policy-makers need proof of the 
effectiveness of the biodiversity measures 

they are designing and implementing

Biodiversity monitoring can help farmers 
to better understand the importance of 
agri-environment schemes (and other 

policies) 

Biodiversity monitoring is a tool for  
awareness-raising amongst farmers,  

policy-makers and wider society

Biodiversity monitoring helps farmers  
to be recognised by society – public 

support for agriculture is not only about 
costs, but also benefits!

Biodiversity monitoring demonstrates  
the appropriateness of actions taken 

by farmers and the potential need for a 
change in the policies implemented

Biodiversity monitoring could / should be 
used to support training and individual  

advice to farmers

Policy-makers can develop better and 
more effective policies for biodiversity  

if they understand what is actually  
happening in nature

Question 1: Why do we need farmland biodiversity monitoring  
to support our policy making in the Baltic Sea Region?

Figure 1
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Question 2: How can we set targets for our farmland biodiversity policy 
objectives in the Baltic Sea Region?

Targets should 
be for results and 
outcomes, not the 

actions

Targets should be 
ambitious and reflect 

the demand  
for change 

What targets?  
Baltic Sea Region RDPs?  

Natura 2000? 
Other policy objectives?

More baseline knowledge is 
needed, including the ‘direction’  

of land-use change (intensification 
/ abandonment)

Targets at farm level depend must 
be interpreted in sub-national / 

local context

Indicators selected for 
monitoring targets must be 
relevant and cost-effective  

to measure 

There are already many useful 
common targets identified at the 

level of the Baltic Sea Region – but 
application at sub-national / local 

level can be difficult

Outcome-orientated targets can 
be qualitative or quantitative

Figure 2
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Question 3: How can we improve the quality of farmland biodiversity 
monitoring and data accessibility in the Baltic Sea Region?

Careful selection of indicators – easy to 
recognise and monitor…and really relevant 

to the BSR context!

Some kind of standardisation of farmland 
biodiversity monitoring systems in the BSR 

Member States?

More co-operation at Eu level with 
experts on development of concrete 

targets and tasks for farmland biodiversity 
monitoring

A Natura 2000 ‘implementation network’ 
could be initiated e.g. with a lIFE+ 

application

Is there potential for a flagship project 
on the monitoring of farmland biodiversity 

under the Eu Strategy for the Baltic Sea 
Region (EuSBSR)?

Better collaboration with farmers to 
improve quality of farmland biodiversity 

monitoring (will need to start with  
awareness-raising)

Joint effort amongst the BSR Member 
States regarding farmland biodiversity 

monitoring for agri-environment measures 
and other policy interventions common use 

of RDP Technical Assistance measure for 
2014–2020)

Key obstacle are the financial constraints upon farmland biodiversity monitoring:
•	 More	money	needed	for	research	on	farmland	biodiversity
•	 More	money	needed	to	motivate	farmers	to	actively	participate	in	monitoring	

schemes
•	 A	common	BSR	database	is	a	good	idea	–	but	who	will	pay	for	it?

Figure 3
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PRACTICAl PERSPECTIvES 1: Are birds the best indicators for farmland: 
from monitoring to ecological understanding

Juha Tiainen, Finnish Game and Fisheries Research Institute

Farmland birds have been given an important political role in the Eu since they are used as the only 
biodiversity indicator which monitors the state of nature, sustainable development and impact 
of rural development programmes. Birds can be used to produce indicators which vary in their 
connection to the drivers of change and generality. The type of indicators produced depends on 
target-setting. The bird indicator presented here as an example is based on territory mapping 
in farmland. The approximate centres of territories are stored in a geo-referenced database. The 
number and area of census plots is large and representative for southern Finland (representing 
42% of Finland’s arable area; the study plots represent 1.2% of arable area in that part of Finland). 
The data (in a year × site matrix) are used for producing annual species-specific population change 
indices with log-linear modeling. The data are sufficient for 40 species. These indices are then used 
for calculation of indicators which can be produced for the whole set of species, or various kind of 
subsets depending on the specific question to be indicated (classification of species according to, 
for example, ecology or wintering area). The data can also be, and have been, used for evaluating 
policy impacts (e.g. of agri-environment schemes) by modelling them with other GIS information 
like annual data of field use (from national field register) or data on landscape structure (from 
national land survey and CORINE 2000). For instance the availability of set-aside or environmental 
fallows was found to have a big impact on the number of open-habitat farmland bird species.

What needs be considered to find causes for changes in the monitored taxon? The answer is in 
the quality of information produced by the monitoring system which should result in indicators 
(time series) and opportunities for various analyses. The data produced should be geographically 
representative to allow to focus from regional and ecosystem level to farm or field, and scheme 
impact level. The data should be in GIS form to be related to GIS habitat data. The data should 
be analysed with general models, but they should be used also for experimental comparisons. 
Ecological understanding should be deepened with integration of, for example, demographic 
or breeding ecology data. The indicators calculated from time series data should form a flexible 
system which allows answering various kinds of questions needed for tasks such as the assessment 
of agri-environment schemes or other policy impacts, impacts of changing land use etc.

Are birds the best indicator group? The answer is simple and direct: no! All organism groups differ 
from each other in several ecological, behavioural and life history traits, their needs for space and 
various habitats differ. It is desirable that one group could be used as a surrogate for all biodiversity 
in farmland, but it is impossible to think that a single group would fulfill this need. Indeed the data 
available show that the correlations among groups are mostly weak, suggesting that different 
drivers are important for them. It seems that a good indicator system includes some or several 
taxa which together give a diverse enough basis for the biodiversity assessment.

Although birds are not the best indicator group, they are an ideal group, and even more so as 
a part of an integrated system with other groups. This is because birds are (i) easily counted 
(although specialists are needed); (ii) there are many species with diverse ecologies and habitat 
requirements, and; (iii) their data can easily be modelled together with geo-referenced habitat 
and landscape structure data for assessment of various policy impacts, like rural development 
programmes, individual agri-environment schemes, or changes in land-use or habitat quality. With 
accumulating time series, indicators can be created for assessing changes and their causes. It is 
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important to recognize that indicators are useless if their production does not include interpretation. 
The interpretation is based on the traits which make birds a good indicator group and can be done 
by an expert familiar with bird ecology.

Efficient impact assessment takes full advantage of versatility of measures which the bird data 
provide: individual species, groups of ecologically similar species, number of species (all or 
subgroups), total abundance (all species or subgroups) and the indicator (longer-term development 
of average population change index of all species or subgroups). Depending on the task, analyses 
can (and should) be made at different levels of geographical scale. Eu or national scale assessments 
give a very general picture (e.g. on the impact of CAP), but smaller scales are needed for e.g. agri-
environment scheme impact analyses.

How efficient the assessment system is, depends on the representativeness, quality and extent 
of data. The number of species involved depends on the size of the data. Abundant species make 
the majority of observations, and the expected number of species with sufficiently large number 
of observations can estimated from species–abundance curves. If samples are small (e.g. point 
counts), very many of them are needed. If the samples are large (e.g. total counts with mapping on 
study plots), only few are needed. The geographical distribution needs be sufficient for including 
a reasonable number of replicates for all regions or other subareas. It is more economic and 
successful for results if the sampling scheme is large enough to allow analysis of many kinds of 
impacts with the same data as compared to very goal-minded sampling for individual impact 
assessments. The latter can be, and is likely to be, efficient to answer the definite problem, but 
the former allows retrospective analyses of new problems that were not recognized at the time 
of establishing the sampling scheme.

The Grey Partidge (Perdix perdix) is one of the most threatened farmland bird species in Europe. Photo: A. Ader
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PRACTICAl PERSPECTIvES 2: Monitoring the biodiversity impacts of RDP 
/agri-environment measures in Estonia

Eneli Viik, Agri-environmental Monitoring Bureau, Agricultural Research Centre, Estonia

The Agricultural Research Centre (ARC) is on-going evaluator for all Axis 2 measures of the Estonian 
Rural Development Plan RDP 2007–2013. Since 2004, ARC has collected monitoring data in RDP 
evaluation framework on five themes: biodiversity, water, soil, landscape and socio-economics/other. 

Farms for biodiversity data collection were selected according to various criteria, including 
location in different regions, farm size, different types of production system and support 
scheme, and the average size of fields and land parcels. From 2004–2009 the biodiversity 
monitoring areas were situated in three monitoring regions: west Estonia, central 
Estonia and south Estonia. There were 22 monitoring farms / enterprises in every region –  
a total of 66, of which 30 were organic farms and 18 were participating in the whole farm agri-
environment scheme (environmentally-friendly production scheme). The remaining 18 farms / 
enterprises formed the control group. 

The biodiversity monitoring sample was rationalised in 2009 by limiting the areas being monitored 
to only two regions – central Estonia and south Estonia (Figure 4) – whilst selecting new farms to 
maintain the total sample size of 66, but with a more balanced distribution across region and farm 
type. Namely: 33 in both regions with 11 organic farms, 11 farms in the (environmentally-friendly 
management scheme) and 11 farms as control. 

 Bumble bee monitoring in central Estonia. Photo: E. Ploomipuu
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Data on the following indicators are/were collected:

	 Species richness, abundance and settlement density of breeding birds (since 2005);

	 Diversity and abundance of bumble bees (since 2006);

	 Structure of vascular plants community, species richness and coverage (in 2005, 2006 and 
2008);

	 Species richness and abundance of earthworms and the activity of soil biomass (2004–2008);

	 Vascular plant community in established field edges (since 2011).

The application of these indicators has proven to be a good tool for the evaluation of agri-
environment schemes. The results have shown the impact of region, landscape, land use, food 
resources, but also some trends depending on which support type the farm / enterprise has 
joined. For example, the number of species and diversity of bumble bees in farms participating 
in organic and in the whole farm AE schemes have been remarkably higher than in the control 
farms. Most bird indicators are also much higher on organic farms than the farms with the whole 
farm AE scheme or control farms. 

The bumble bee and farmland bird monitoring methodologies are introduced in more detail on 
the following pages.

Figure 4: Agri-environment biodiversity monitoring sample in Estonia (from 2009/2010 – onwards), 
except monitoring of vascular plant community in established field edges. The numbers indicate 
how many monitoring farms/enterprises are located in the selected rural municipality.
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IndICATOR: diversity and abundance of bumble bees
The study of bumble bee abundance and diversity indicates whether agri-environment schemes 
have protected and/or enhanced the habitat function of farmland over time. 

monitoring methodology
Bumble bee species are determined and their abundance is counted by walking slowly along a 
fixed route on a 1 metre wide area along both sides of the centre line of the monitoring transect. 
The total length of transect in a monitoring area is 500 metres – of which 400 metres is fixed 
transect located on field edges, with the remaining 100 metres of transect changing from year-to-
year depending on the location of entomophilous (insect pollinated) crops, such as clover, in crop 
rotation. It is advisable to divide the transect into shorter blocks which can differentiate various 
habitat conditions (e.g. the edge of a hedgerow) or in the case of monotonous landscape the blocks 
should run from one turning point to the other. Counting results are recorded per block which are 
marked on a map (scale 1:5000). The density of flowers is also evaluated on every block. All biotopes 
passed through on various line segments of the transect are registered. 

monitoring time and frequency
Monitoring has been carried out three times per year (in the period June – August) every year 
since 2006. 

The population of Red-backed Shrike (Lanius collurio) has declined by over 40% in Europe during last three decades. Photo: A. Ader
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IndICATOR: Species-richness, abundance and settlement density of breeding 
birds
The study of farmland birds shows the impact of agri-environment schemes from the viewpoint of 
habitat function and explores whether the agri-environment measures (i.e. organic farming and 
the whole farm environmentally friendly production/management scheme) have enhanced the 
number and density of breeding birds. 

monitoring methodology:
Birds are counted by line transect method. All transects are placed on fields which are in crop 
rotation. In 2005–2009 the length of a transect varied from 0.5–2.5 km, but since 2010 the length 
of all transects is 1 km. All birds (breeding / non-breeding and feeding / resting) heard or seen on 
the transect (50 metres to either side of the centre line) are counted and noted on a map (scale 
1:5000) (Figure 5). 

monitoring time and frequency:
Monitoring is carried out in three counts every year since 2005 during the breeding period of 
April-June.      

Further information on all studies undertaken by ARC for RDP evaluation can be found here: http://
pmk.agri.ee/pkt/files/f44/ARC_studies_RDP_II_axis_12.12.12.pdf

Figure 5: Example of an agri-environment bird monitoring transect with field work results in  
Estonia (2007).

http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/files/f44/ARC_studies_RDP_II_axis_12.12.12.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/files/f44/ARC_studies_RDP_II_axis_12.12.12.pdf
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SESSIOn C: Common objectives and measures to solve common 
problems?

Day 2 of the conference launched into an 
exploration of the potential for a common 
approach amongst the BSR Member States for 
optimising the use of future RDP measures (2014–
2020) for the conservation and encouragement 
of farmland biodiversity in the region. 

Interestingly, a similar approach is already being 
taken within the Eu Strategy for the Baltic Sea 
Region (EuSBSR) for encouraging better nutrient 
management and reducing water pollution 
from agriculture. A seminar on “Common Rural 
Development Measures for the Baltic Sea Region” 
was hosted in Helsinki by the Finnish Ministry 
of Agriculture in cooperation with the Finnish 
Rural Network on 28–29 September, 2011 
with the objective of finding synergies and 

value added from cooperation between the 
EuSBSR and Member State Rural Development 
Programmes (RDPs). Full proceedings of the 
Helsinki seminar can be downloaded from: 
http://www.maaseutu.fi/fi/index/kalenteri/
koulutusmateriaalit/eu_strategy_for_the_
baltic_sea_region_helsinki20110929_28.html

This interesting session opened with a display of 
posters relating to existing practical and policy 
measures that are implemented in the current 
programming period. A total of 28 posters were 
displayed and they can all be downloaded from 
the conference website: http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/
BDconference. 

Three of the case study examples are included 
on the following pages.

Case Study Posters

	 Estonia: Endangered breeds

	 Estonia: Environmentally friendly management

	 Estonia: Grazing animals

	 Estonia: Organic farming

	 Estonia: Semi-natural habitat maintenance (see Case Study Example 1)

	 Estonia: Semi-natural habitat restoration

	 Finland: Biodiversity hot spot

	 Finland: Environmental fallow (see Case Study Example 2)

	 Finland: Wetlands in farmland

	 Germany: HNV monitoring

	 latvia: Biodiversity in grasslands

	 latvia: Natura 2000 agricultural land

	 latvia: Natura 2000 forest

	 latvia: Organic farming

	 Poland: Endangered bird species and natural habitats in Natura 2000 (see Case Study Example 3)

	 Sweden: Archipelago restoration management

	 Sweden: Organic farming

http://www.maaseutu.fi/fi/index/kalenteri/koulutusmateriaalit/eu_strategy_for_the_baltic_sea_region_helsinki20110929_28.html
http://www.maaseutu.fi/fi/index/kalenteri/koulutusmateriaalit/eu_strategy_for_the_baltic_sea_region_helsinki20110929_28.html
http://www.maaseutu.fi/fi/index/kalenteri/koulutusmateriaalit/eu_strategy_for_the_baltic_sea_region_helsinki20110929_28.html
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/BDconference
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Estonia_environmentally_friendly_management.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Estonia_grazing_animals.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Estonia_organic_farming.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Estonia_SNH_maintenance.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Estonia_SNH_restoration.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Finland_BD_hot_spot.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Finland_environmental_fallow.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Finland_wetlands_in_farmland.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Germany_HNV_monitoring.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Latvia_BD_in_grasslands.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Latvia_N2000_agricultural_land.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Latvia_N2000_forest.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Latvia_organic_farming.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Poland_endangered_bird_species_and_natural_habitats_in_N2000.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Sweden_archipelago_restoration_management.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Sweden_organic_farming.pdf
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Additional Posters

	 Estonia: urbancows

	 Estonia: Farmers opinion on water pollution

	 Estonia: HNV farmland identification

	 Estonia: Soil biodiversity indicators in AES monitoring

	 Germany: HNV farmland monitoring

	 latvia: Corncrake

	 latvia: Grassland habitats monitoring

	 lithuania: Aquatic Warbler

	 Sweden: lund university bridging science and society

Additional Materials

 latvia: Terms of AES

	 lithuania: Farmland bird indicator

	 Estonia: ARC RDP Axis 2 related evaluation studies carried out in 2004-2012

Agricultural production and nature conservation do not need to be in conflict. Photo: A. Ader

http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Estonia_urban_cows.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Estonia_farmers_opinion_on_water_pollution.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Estonia_HNV_farmland_identification.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Estonia_soil_BD_indicators_in_AES_monitoring.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Germany_HNV_farmland_monitoring.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Latvia_corncrake.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Latvia_grassland_habitats_monitoring.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Lithuania_Aquatic_Warbler.pdf
http://pmk.agri.ee/pkt/bd_conference_pdf/Sweden_Lund_University_bridging_science_and_society.pdf
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CASE STudy ExAmPlE 1: Support for the Maintenance of Semi-Natural 
Habitats (SNH) in Estonia

Agricultural Research Centre, Estonia, hindamine@pmk.agri.ee

Background: Semi-natural habitats (SNHs) are those habitats created and maintained 
by many centuries of human activity, notably traditional farming practices 
such as mowing and grazing. The SNHs of Estonia have some of the most 
diverse flora and fauna in the world when compared to other regions north 
of the 57th parallel e.g. 76 plant species has been found on 1 square metre 
in Puhtu-laelatu wooded meadow in West-Estonia.  However, the area of 
SNHs in Estonia has fallen drastically and only around 100 000 ha now exist, 
of which approximately 73 000 ha are situated in Natura 2000 areas. Halting 
the loss of, and maintaining, these valuable habitats is a very high priority.

Objective: To ensure the favourable conservation status of the SNHs located in Natura 
2000 areas.

Potential for 
Action:

All together there are approximately 73 000 ha of SNHs on Natura 2000 
areas in Estonia, but there are possibly more since the full extent of eligible 
habitats is not known.

Managing Body: Ministry of Agriculture for Estonia

Funding Source: RDP 2007–2013, Agri-environment Scheme

Budget: Approx. 27 million EuR for 2007–2013

Beneficiaries: Farmers (natural and legal persons, civil law partnerships and other 
associations of persons without the status of a legal person) and other 
land managers

Duration: 5 year commitment, implemented since 2007

Support Rate: Wooded meadow 238.07 EuR / ha / year and all other habitats 185.98 
EuR / ha / year

Requirements for 
the Beneficiary:

	 SNH must be located on a Natura 2000 area;

	 Minimum size of SNH 0.1 ha;

	 Cross-compliance requirements and min requirements for the use of 
fertilizers and plant protection products in its entire economic unit.

Basic requirements

	 Damaging of SNH is prohibited (e.g. destruction of vegetation, 
fertilization, use of plant protection products, soil cultivation, 
afforestation);

	 The availability of feed and drinking water for the animals;

	 Destruction or spoiling of single natural protected objects is prohibited;

	 Compulsory training (6 hours);

	 Keeping field records;

	 Grazing density must be in accordance with the regulation;

	 SNH must be grazed or mowed at least once before 1 October and 
mowed grass must be removed or chopped.
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Additional requirements

	 SNH must be mowed at least once before 1 October using the methods 
of from-centre-to-apart or from-edge-to-edge or must be grazed;

	 Mowing is allowed from the 10 July if not provided otherwise in 
protection rules, in the management plan, in the species action plan 
or in the regulation;

	 By the 1 October the mowed grass must be removed and by the 1 
May in the year following the applying for support the mowed grass 
must be taken away; 

	 Animals may be grazed starting from the date provided in the 
protection rules, management or species action plan if indicated;

	 Animals can be grazed on wooded meadows only in case if the wooded 
meadow has been mowed and the mowed grass has been removed; 

	 Vegetation chopping on the SNH is allowed only with the permission 
of a relevant agency;

	 Additional feeding of animals is forbidden;

	 Valuable landscape elements must be included in the map and must 
not be damaged or removed during the commitment period.

In addition

	 The Environmental Board provides the applicant with individual 
suggestions;

	 Support cannot be applied for the land with respect to which other 
area-based supports are applied for. 

Targets of the 
Action:

The RDP target for total uptake in 2007–2103 is 35 000 ha and 1 500 
beneficiaries. 

Monitoring and 
Evaluation:

No specific monitoring carried out for the measure evaluation but state 
monitoring programme data for Natura 2000 areas on vascular plants and 
breeding birds and other available researches are used to give background 
for measure success. In addition, different land use (e.g. lPIS) and nature 
data (e.g. Natura 2000 areas) are used. As specific monitoring is not carried 
out strict conclusions cannot be made. Still, on the base of indirect data it 
can be assumed that maintenance according to the measure requirements 
gives an input to ensure the favourable conservation status for the SNHs.

Additional 
Information:

Since 2001 nature conservation support has been paid from state budget 
for the maintenance and restoration of SNHs located on protected area, 
limited-conservation area or on species’ protection site. Since 2007 the 
maintenance on Natura 2000 areas paid also under RDP measure and 
restoration continually only under nature conservation support.
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CASE STudy ExAmPlE 2: Environmental Fallow / Nature Management 
Field in Finland

Irina Herzon, University of Helsinki, Finland, herzon@mappi.helsinki.fi

Background: To counteract the negative environmental effects from the abolition of 
the former obligatory set-aside.

Objective: To protect soil from erosion and nutrient leaching, improving soil structure, 
reducing use of plant protection agents and benefiting biodiversity and 
landscape

Potential for 
Action:

In 2011, the measure occupied 6.6% of the utilised agricultural area; of 
which grassland option had about 85%, game 10%, meadow 5% and 
landscape 1%.

Managing Body: Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry for Finland

Funding Source: RDP 2007–2013, Agri-environment Scheme

Budget: In 2010, 28 595 294 EuR (about 8% of the total Agri-environment Scheme 
budget).

Beneficiaries: Farmers eligible for Agri-environment Scheme

Duration: Implemented since 2009.

Support Rate: 170 EuR for the grassland option and 300 EuR for the biodiversity option 
(incl. sub-types of meadow, game and landscape fields).

Requirements for 
the Beneficiary:

The farmer has to establish the fallows on min 5% and max 15% of the field 
area. The extent and types can be changed annually within these limits.

Grassland option

	 Establishment by conventional grassland mixture (at most 20% of 
legumes) or an existing grassland can be entered without sowing; 

	 Termination at the earliest in autumn of the 2nd year or summer for 
autumn crop (i.e. min two years at the same field); 

	 Mowing is compulsory only every 3rd year (once during the contract);

	 Mowing is allowed at any time and biomass can be used for fodder; 

	 Grazing is allowed;

	 Minimum fertilization at establishment is allowed;

	 No pesticide treatment, also at termination.

Biodiversity field

	 Establishment by low competitive grasses and either meadow plants 
(e.g., Leucanthemum vulgare), game plants (at least two species, e.g. 
Brassica rapa spp. oleifera), or “landscape” plants (at least two species, 
e.g., Helianthus annuus); 
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	 Termination at the earliest in autumn of the 2nd year or summer for 
autumn crops for meadow field (min two years in the same field), or 
spring of the 2nd year for game and landscape field (min one year in 
the same field); 

	 Mowing is not compulsory, and can be done only after 1st August; 

	 Biomass can be used for fodder, except no use of biomass in game 
fields; 

	 Min fertilization at establishment is allowed; 

	 No pesticide treatment, also at termination.

Monitoring and 
Evaluation:

	 The scheme did not contribute to the protection of watercourses due 
to its non-targeted placement in regard to water courses; it has an 
indirect positive effect through reduction in cropping intensity and 
chemical use.

	 The scheme contributed to the extent and diversity of non-cropped 
habitats in agro-landscapes.

	 Highest species richness of vascular plants was achieved in meadow 
fields sown with low competitive grasses and meadow flowers. 

	 Environmental Fallows are not likely to be important in the conservation 
of rare plant species but can deliver a number of ecosystem services.

	 Seed mixture and management of long-term fallows are likely to have 
more important effect on species richness than placement.

	 The efficiency of the scheme could be increased by better targeting, e.g. 
by establishing grassland fallows in the landscapes with few existing 
grasslands, and by favouring the other, more distinctive, fallow types 
in the landscapes where grasslands are abundant.

	 Poor availability of suitable meadow seed mixtures, and the lack 
of knowledge regarding the best establishment and management 
methods remain a challenge.

Additional 
Information:

Support for green manure fields bears similarity to the grassland option.

For more information see:

Toivonen, M., Herzon, I. and Helenius, J. (2012). Vegetation of Environmental 
Fallows in Finland: their value for conservation in agrolandscapes. 3nd 
European Conference of the Society for Conservation Biology, Glasgow, 
Sept. Poster presentation.

Herzon, I., Toivonen, M. and Helenius, J. Environmental Fallows: novel 
vegetation type in a boreal landscape. Conservation Biology, re-submitted.

Herzon, I., Toivonen, M., Helenius, J. and Swiderski, C. (2012). Realized 
environmental values of Environmental Fallow policy measure. In: 
Maataloustieteiden päivät, Helsinki 10.–11. January 2012. [online 
publication, 10.01.2012], http://www.smts.fi.

http://www.smts.fi/
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CASE STudy ExAmPlE 3: AES Package 5 – Protection of Endangered Bird 
Species and Natural Habitats in Natura 2000 Areas in Poland

Anna Jobda, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, Poland, anna.jobda@minrol.gov.pl

Background: There are two factors negatively affecting the farmland biodiversity in 
Poland: 1) intensification and 2) excessive extensification of crop production. 
Although less intense than it is in western Europe, there are threats for 
biodiversity resulting from the processes of civilization. These include the 
adverse changes in land use (including the introduction of monocultures, 
loss of crop mosaics, mid-field hedges and shrubs).

Sustainable agricultural use of farmland, grassland in particular, is needed 
in order to preserve natural plant and fauna habitats in Natura 2000 areas.

Objective: Restoring the values or maintenance of the status of valuable natural 
habitats used for agricultural purposes and retaining biodiversity in Natura 
2000 areas.

Potential for 
Action:

Area of meadows and pastures in Natura 2000 is about 800 000 ha.

Managing Body: Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development for Poland

Funding Source: RDP 2007–2013, Agri-environment Scheme (AES) – Package 5: Protection 
of Endangered Bird Species and Natural Habitats in Natura 2000 Areas 

Budget: Total of 2 314 861 111 EuR for the Agri-environment Scheme, no separate 
budget for the package 5. 

Beneficiaries: Farmers, independent or dependent holders of an agricultural holding 
with the area of agricultural land no less than 1 ha. 

Duration: 5 year commitment.

Support Rate: There are a total of 10 sub-measures under Package 5 with payment rates 
ranging from 140.90 to 356.10 EuR / ha / year

Requirements for 
the Beneficiary:

	 Obligation to maintain the area of permanent grasslands and landscape 
elements not used for agricultural purposes in the whole area of an 
agricultural holding covered by the Agri-environment Scheme;

	 Prohibition or restriction of fertilization;

	 Restrictions on the quantity and dates of mowing or intensity of 
grazing; 

	 To leave some part of the agricultural parcel unmown;

	 Specified mowing height (usually 5–15 cm);

	 Mowing in circles from the outside to the inside of the parcel prohibited;

	 To remove or stack the cut biomass within no more than 2 weeks after 
mowing (except in justified cases).
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The following activities are prohibited: 

	 Ploughing;

	 Rolling;

	 The use of sewage and sewage sludge;

	 Sod seeding;

	 levelling between 1 April and 1 September;

	 The use of plant protection products except for selective and local 
destruction of oppressive weeds with the use of appropriate equipment 
(e.g. weed wipers) after consulting an agri-environment adviser;

	 Building the new amelioration systems (except for equipment aimed at 
increasing the water levels) and development of existing amelioration 
systems within the competences of the beneficiary. This does not 
apply to day-to-day maintenance of existing systems. 

Elaboration of habitat documentation is a condition for the classification 
of permanent grasslands to the package and implementation of tasks in 
a given habitat area.

Detailed requirements are written in each variants of the package 5.

Targets of the 
Action:

The target for the ‘number of agricultural holdings supported’ is 
150 000 and for ‘total area under support’ 370 000 ha of permanent 
grassland. In 2011, the number of supported farms was 5 076 and the 
area covered by the support was 91 616.81 ha. 

Monitoring and 
Evaluation:

Meeting the requirements leads to improvement of living conditions of 
endangered species connected with extensive meadows. 

The research under the name “Evaluation of effectiveness of natural packages 
of agri-environmental Programme for nature monitoring within the scope of 
bio- and lanscape diversity of rural areas” was conducted in period from 
November 2010 to November 2011.

The aims of the project were: a) elaboration and testing the methodology of 
the nature monitoring; b) collection of initial data and experiences enabling 
the preliminary actions aimed at formation the monitoring network 
of RDP in Poland; c) control of present state of agricultural plots with 
packages 4 and 5 in respect to habitats, soils, landscape and ornitofauna; d) 
development of the software for environmental documentations archiving 
and entering the data obtained in the monitoring.

Additional 
Information:

http://www.minrol.gov.pl/eng/content/view/full/18575

http://www.minrol.gov.pl/eng/content/view/full/18575
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Common Issues and Common Actions – Summary of Discussions

After viewing the posters, the journey through 
the conference programme progressed to a 
facilitated discussion and the sharing of relevant 
experiences between practitioners and policy-
makers from around the BSR. 

The first question asked to all participants was –  
is it desirable or feasible to co-ordinate future 
policy measures to protect farmland biodiversity 
in the Baltic Sea Region Member States? The 
unanimous response was “yes” it is desirable, but 
there was rather more uncertainty about whether 
it was feasible. Participants were encouraged to 
explore this in more detail by working in groups 
to discuss and answer the following questions: 

	 What are the common farmland biodiversity 
issues in the Baltic Sea Region? 

	 What common actions could be important for 
including in all RDPs of the Baltic Sea Region?

	 What are the suggested next steps?

This generated a plethora of responses, 
comments and ideas from participants which 
have been synthesised, summarised and 
presented on the following pages. A total of 

8 common farmland biodiversity issues were 
identified for the BSR:

	 Communication (this is a cross-cutting theme 
of relevance to most of the other common 
issues)

	 Functional agro-biodiversity (FAB)

	 Common farmland species

	 Invasive species

	 Management of semi-natural habitats

	 Soil and water quality

	 landscape heterogeneity

	 HNV farmland / farming

There was also a suggestion to include “land-use 
change” issues, but this is quite specific to the 
three Baltic States (Estonia, latvia and lithuania) 
where the land reform process still has not been 
fully completed. Consequently there remains 
a high proportion of land in short-term rental 
agreements where the user has no “real long-
term commitment” to the sympathetic, or even 
sustainable, management of the land and 
associated natural resources.

Photo: T. Sergo
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Communication 
(a cross-cutting issue)

Functional 
Agro-biodiversity (FAB)

Related 
Issues

	 Need for engagement of all 
stakeholders

	 Raise awareness of various different 
aspects of farmland biodiversity  
in the BSR

	 Need for more training 

	 lack of focus on cultivated land when 
discussing farmland biodiversity in 
the BSR

	 The concept of “functional agro-
biodiversity” (FAB) and “nature working 
for farmers” is not known in the BSR

Potential 
Common 
Actions

	 Training for farmers (voluntary and/or 
mandatory)

	 Adequate / appropriate advisory 
systems for farmland biodiversity

	 Training for advisers – with 
appropriate supporting materials 
(e.g. Advisers Handbook for Farmland 
Biodiversity)

	 Identify and exchange relevant 
experiences for good advisory support 
for farmland biodiversity

	 Involvement of farmers and advisers 
as key stakeholders in policy-making 
process

	 Introduction of FAB concept to different 
stakeholders in the region (including 
scientists)

	 Raise awareness amongst farmers of 
the benefits of “functional biodiversity” 
for crop production / profitability in the 
BSR

	 Increase involvement of BSR farmers 
in the promotion of “functional 
biodiversity” (e.g. demonstration plots 
and farms)

	 Develop / include common FAB based-
practices in Baltic RDPs 2014–2020 (e.g. 
in agri-environment measures such as 
specific conditions for crop rotation – 
use of fixed % of leguminous crops etc.)

Suggested 
Next Steps

	 More meetings of the BSR farmland 
biodiversity experts and stakeholders

	 Develop a BSR platform (e.g. website) 
for exchange of good practices / 
relevant experiences for supporting 
farmland biodiversity 

	 Investigate how the BSR National 
Rural Networks can be involved e.g. 
to create / support a platform for 
farmland biodiversity or promote 
community-led actions using lEADER 
approach 

	 Organise farmer study trips / exchange 
visits between the BSR countries?

	 Develop a flagship project within the 
framework of Eu Strategy for the BSR?

	 Develop a BSR project on 
“communicating the benefits of 
farmland biodiversity” for Interreg, 
lIFE+ or European Innovation 
Partnership (EIP)

	 Check the information/ contacts 
for the BSR of the ElN-FAB platform 
(European learning Network on 
Functional Agro-biodiversity –  
www.eln-fab.eu) 

	 Develop a framework for co-operation 
and regional research agenda on 

“functional agro-biodiversity”  
	 Establish a BSR database of experts / 

existing research relevant to FAB  
	 Explore opportunities for promoting 

FAB in the framework of the 
forthcoming European Innovation 
Partnership e.g. applied research 
projects, cross-border and cluster 
initiatives, pilot or demonstration 
projects

http://www.eln-fab.eu
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Common Farmland Species Invasive Species

Related 
Issues

	 No information about common priority 
farmland species (i.e. which species and 
their status) in the region – both within 
and outside of the Natura 2000 network

 No clear understanding of conservation 
actions for common priority species of 
the BSR 

 Too little attention to farmland related 
invasive species

 It is difficult to stop the spread of 
invasive species and they can harm the 
environment and its natural balance

 Agricultural methods / actions are often 
needed to control invasive species e.g. 
for combating Heracleum sosnowskyi

Potential 
Common 
Actions

 Common RDP agri-environment (and 
other) measures targeted at specific 
species (e.g. Crex crex – restrictions to 
mowing dates)

 Regional action to identify risks of 
alien species and potential actions for 
control / eradication

 Integration of farmland related invasive 
species actions into agricultural policies 

Suggested 
Next Steps

 Find out common priority species for 
the BSR and prepare the list

 Find out projects in the BSR already 
targeting common priority species

 Clarify the possibilities to take similar 
actions in countries for preservation/ 
improvement of the priority species 
through RDP

 Map existing colonies of invasive 
species

 Develop control strategies for existing 
colonies of invasive species

 Start control actions – at least in border 
regions of neighbouring countries

 Promote awareness of invasive species 
as an issue for inclusion in 2014–2020 
RDPs of the BSR Member States 

The remarkable richness and complexity of soil biodiversity is still relatively poorly investigated and understood. Photo: K. Maikov
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Management of Semi-natural Habitats Soil and Water Quality

Related 
Issues

	 Definition of pasture land (with trees 
and bushes, including meadows) 
eligible for CAP support is not suitable 
for the BSR!

	 Need to pay attention to preservation 
of agricultural soils and water quality of 
farmland

	 Not enough knowledge of biodiversity 
of (agricultural) soils

	 Not enough information regarding 
good practices related to soil and 
water conservation issues (e.g. use of 
minimum tillage systems)

Potential 
Common 
Actions

	 Continue sharing practical 
experience amongst the BSR experts 
on development of measures for 
restoration and maintenance of 
semi-natural habitats specific to the 
region and build the bridge to the 
opportunities for CAP support

	 link to all existing knowledge on semi-
natural habitats e.g. there exists already 
a Boreal grassland working group led 
by Sweden

	 lobbying on the “50 tree rule” and 
other policy issues of common concern 
for the BSR Member States

	 Raise awareness amongst different 
stakeholders (farmers, advisors, 
scientists, policy makers) of good soil 
management according to soil type, 
conditions etc.

	 Strengthen existing actions for soil 
and water in the BSR – including 
regulatory baseline for limiting usage 
of harmful pesticides, mandatory field 
sprayer testing, manure storage and 
application etc.

	 Promote effective nutrient 
management with fertiliser / manure 
planning   

	 Promotion of establishment of artificial 
wetlands

	 Initiation of basic research of farmland 
soil biodiversity

Suggested 
Next Steps

	 Prepare common statement from 
conference participants to Eu and 
national institutions on key farmland 
biodiversity issues in the BSR

	 lobby for a new definition of CAP 
support eligible pasture land (including 
meadows) for the BSR

	 Get involved with EC guidelines and 
implementing rules for 2014–2020

	 Participate fully and effectively in 
Member State consultations on RDPs 
for 2014–2020

	 Propose / promote practical projects 
to restore and maintain semi-natural 
habitats

	 Compulsory training on related issues 
(e.g. manure management) in all 
2014–2020 RDPs of the BSR Member 
States

	 Organise exchange of experience on 
conservation tillage for all advisory 
services in the BSR countries
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Photo: I. Muusikus
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Landscape Heterogeneity HNV Farmland / Farming

Related 
Issues

	 Disappearance of the BSR mosaic 
landscapes – a lot of farmland related 
wildlife species in the BSR need diverse 
landscapes

	 lack of attention to forests and forest 
patches adjacent to agricultural fields 
(many farmland species are related to / 
affected also by these habitats)

	 low awareness of importance of 
traditional landscapes and landscape 
elements

	 Habitats of some species have become 
isolated – need to establish/ widen the 
network of green corridors

	 Identification / maintenance of HNV 
farmland (where are the borders?) in 
the BSR

	 How to “add value” to farmland 
biodiversity / HNV products in the BSR?

Potential 
Common 
Actions

	 Raise awareness of need to conserve 
traditional landscapes and landscape 
elements

	 lobbying on the “100 m2 rule” for 
landscape elements – landscape 
features larger than 100 m2 should be 
part of the support eligible area

	 Common measures for maintenance 
and creation of characteristic BSR 
landscape elements

	 Common landscape measures targeted 
at specific species (e.g. Crex crex and 
eagles) and habitats 

	 Restrictions on forest monocultures and 
clear cuts

	 Raise awareness amongst farmers of 
HNV values in the BSR and potential 
economic benefits 

	 Common measures for supporting HNV 
farming / farmland in 2014–2020 RDPs 
of the BSR Member States

	 Development of a common brand / 
marketing scheme for “HNV products” 
from the BSR 

Suggested 
Next Steps

	 Prepare common statement from 
conference participants to relevant 
Eu and national institutions on key 
landscape issues in the BSR

	 Introduce / integrate ‘green 
infrastructure’ and ‘green corridors’ in 
county level planning
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Photo: T. Sergo



53
QUO VADIS, FARMLAND  
BIODIVERSITY?

Baltic Sea Regional Conference

SESSIOn d: moving towards the future – applicable solutions for 
common farmland biodiversity issues?

The final session of the conference was a 
completely open discussion with participants 
free to develop their own agenda around 
key issues of importance to them. A total of 
6 discussions were initiated ranging from a 
detailed technical discussion on designing 
agri-environment measures for the Corncrake 
(Crex crex) to the need for a broad package of 
support for HNV farming that combines rural 

development policies with social and economic 
policies. But the two largest and most active 
discussions were i) about the challenges of 
communicating biodiversity to farmers, and 
ii) the need to draft a statement / letter from 
the conference participants to policy-makers 
highlighting the importance of biodiversity 
conservation on farmland and the specificities 
of pursuing this in the Baltic Sea Region. 

OPEn dISCuSSIOn: Communicating Biodiversity to Farmers

This was an interesting and active discussion 
which identified that communication with 
farmers about farmland biodiversity includes 
three key elements – the message; the method, 
and; other motivators. It was suggested that 

there are two separate (but inter-connected!) 
messages regarding farmland biodiversity and 
the methodology used for communicating the 
message varies to some extent according to the 
message.

Message Relevant Communication Methods / Tools

1. The agronomic and economic 
benefits of ‘functional agro-
biodiversity’

 Printed / electronic information materials

 Demonstration plots / trails based upon research specific 
to national context

 Farm open days

 Study visits

 Farmer discussion / interest groups

 Videos / multi-media / internet resources

 Farm advisory services – but need training

 Commercial advice (e.g. seed companies)

2. The importance (and potential 
benefits) of species / habitat 
conservation – including a 
particular emphasis upon 
identifying / raising awareness 
of ‘nature values’

 Printed / electronic information materials

 Mandatory training (in association with agri-
environment measures)

 Farm nature conservation awards

 Farm open days

 Study visits

 Farm advisory services – but need training

 Integrated packages of communication tools to reinforce 
priority messages in targeted areas (e.g. Natura 2000 
sites)
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Other motivators, include public opinion 
communicated via the mass media. This is a 
powerful communication tool, but needs careful 
and skilful management with clear, well-targeted 
messages etc. 

Some potential ‘common actions’ to support 
the communication of farmland biodiversity to 
farmers in the specific context of the Baltic Sea 
Region include:

	 BSR farmland biodiversity website e.g. with 
multi-media resources?

	 Package of common messages, materials 
and advisory methods for adaptation / use 
in different BSR Member States?

	 Regional ‘pilot project’ on functional biodi-
versity with field trials and communication 
of results

	 Regional farmland biodiversity network 
supported by the Baltic National Rural 
Networks

	 Applied research projects, cross-border and 
cluster initiatives, pilot or demonstration proj-
ects within the framework of the forthcoming 
European Innovation Partnership on Agricul-
tural Productivity and Sustainability (EIP).

The EIP (http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/
eip/index_en.htm) is a new Eu initiative that 
is intended to provide a new approach by 
creating working interface between agriculture, 

Photo: T. Sergo

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/eip/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/eip/index_en.htm
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bio-economy, science, advisors, environmental 
groups, consumers, and other stakeholders at 
Eu, national and regional level. It will help to 
bring innovative research results faster from 
science to practice, to encourage the sharing 
of knowledge and experience, and to ensure a 
systematic feedback about needs from practice 
to the scientific community.

It was noted that the existing Baltic Deal project 
(http://www.balticdeal.eu/) has i) already been 
identified by the European Commission as a 
good example of a thematic network which 
could exist under the EIP framework, and; ii) 
provides a useful model for a new BSR thematic 
network focused upon farmland biodiversity. 

Baltic Deal gathers farmers, researchers and 
advisors around the Baltic Sea in a bid to 

reduce nutrient losses from farms whilst 
maintaining competitiveness. The project is a 
good example of how knowledge sharing and 
pilot/demonstration projects can work to the 
benefit of the broader farming community – 
including farms of all types and sizes. Concretely 
the Baltic Deal works on a number of improved 
agricultural practices and techniques: fertilisation, 
manure management, soil structure and tillage, 
plant cover and buffer zones, nature areas and 
grasslands, wetlands and drainage and precision 
farming. The Baltic Deal also works closely with 
the NGO community (WWF).

Agreed action – it was proposed to explore the 
possibility of a regional project (Interreg, lIFE+ or 
EIP?) on ‘communicating the benefits of farmland 
biodiversity to farmers’. 

Photo: T. Sergo

http://www.balticdeal.eu/
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OPEn dISCuSSIOn: An open letter from the Baltic Farmland Biodiversity 
Conference

Dear Agriculture Commissioner Çiolos, Chairs of the Agriculture Council and COMAGRI Messrs. Aletraris 
and De Castro

The Baltic Sea Region (BSR) is characterised by 
strong seasonal climatic conditions that gave 
birth to a number of region-specific adaptations 
to growing food. These conditions and farming 
practices have created farmland and nature in the 
region that are unique in the world. 

Since biodiversity is a comprehensive concept 
that is not limited to the eligible area for CAP 
subsidies, it is important to look at the whole 
landscape area when considering important land 
use policies such as the Common Agricultural 
Policy. 

Moreover, due to its climate-limited low 
productivity, farming in the region and the 
biodiversity associated with it are highly 

dependent on the environmentally positive 
support channelled through Rural Development 
Programmes. This becomes especially important 
at a time of high abandonment of the farmland 
resulting from a decrease in the economic and 
social sustainability of the often High Nature 
Value farming systems. 

The best way to support these forms of 
agriculture is to recognize the public goods 
they deliver for society and apply therefore the 
principle of “public money for public goods”. 
In this way, the forms of agriculture that are 
supported by public money do not only deliver 
for the individual farmer but for the whole of 
society. 

The definition of pasture land needs further refining as it does not reflect the reality of land-use in the Baltic Sea Region.
Photo: A. Ader
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As the work on the reform of the CAP proceeds, 
we ask you to consider the following remarks 
which were also communicated to Mr. Van 
Rompuy and the Heads of State from the Baltic 
Sea Region: 

1. Proposals have come to our attention that 
Pillar 2 is under serious threat. Given the 
challenges that this policy will have to solve, 
we urge that no mechanisms are put in place 
to cut more money from Pillar 2 but instead 
to only allow for mechanisms to increase this 
very important funding stream. In the light of 
the increased abandonment of agricultural 
land, including High Nature Value farmland, it 
is important that these funds remain available 
to ensure that farmers are not leaving the land 
and hence the management and traditional 
use of these areas is continued. 

2. The definition of pasture land (including 
meadows), as formulated by the European 
Commission in its legal proposal, needs 
further refining as it does not reflect the reality 
of land-use in the region. Currently not all of 
these pastures and meadows are eligible for 
direct support. The text should be phrased 

such that traditional agricultural land, kept 
in a state suitable for agricultural production, 
should be eligible for support under pillar 1 as 
well as pillar 2. A potential definition could be 
based on the proposal of the European Forum 
for Nature Conservation and Pastoralism 
(EFNCP): Pasture (including meadows) land is 
land that is used to grow grasses or other forage 
(self-seeded or sown), and that has not been 
ploughed or reseeded for 5 years or longer.

 All the management-dependent habitats of 
the Habitat Directive should be eligible under 
this definition. The current guidelines on the 
maximum density of trees do not correspond 
to agricultural reality in the BSR. The difference 
between a forest and pasture or meadow land 
depends only on whether it is grazed or mown 
or managed with other traditional agricultural 
practices are used. There should not be a limit 
on the number of trees. 

 Ensuring that the land is agricultural may 
be accomplished through a minimum and 
maximum stocking density per habitat type or 
intensity of mowing per habitat type/region. 

Photo: T. Sergo
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3. We would like to stress that landscape 
heterogeneity and habitat mosaics are 
important for preserving biodiversity. There 
should be a better system to value these 
characteristics. 

 We do not see the necessity to remove small 
features (even larger than 100m2) from the 
eligible area as they are natural or semi-
natural parts in the BSR and as such contribute 
significantly to the biodiversity of the habitat. 

 We believe that Ecological Focus Areas (EFAs) 
are key contributors to the preservation and 
re-creation of these features’ heterogeneity 
and of the landscape mosaic. Therefore it is 
important that they are present at farm and 
farmed landscape levels. This means that 
landscape elements should be counted as 
eligible elements and be paid for within the 
CAP. 

 The list of elements that should be included 
in these EFAs should reflect Europe’s diversity 
and should include or allow all those 
biodiversity valuable elements that are 
particular to the BSR. Specifically, patches of 
semi-natural vegetation must also be able to 

count towards EFAs. In the current proposal 
they do not while afforested land is counted –  
this could lead to afforestation on semi-
natural areas with very damaging effects on 
biodiversity. 

4. The general sustainability of the agri-
cultural system remains of key importance –  
you should not think only of the currently high 
biodiverse, HNV farming or protected areas, 
but aim to look at the sustainability of the 
whole landscape. This includes forests (both 
inside and outside Natura 2000 areas) and 
the wider environment such as the marine 
ecosystem of the Baltic Sea which is in a dire 
state partially because of polluting agricultural 
practices. 

We trust that you will take these remarks into 
account during your negotiations on the 
regulations and the drafting process of the 
implementing regulations and guidelines. 

yours Sincerely, 

The Conference Participants, Tartu, 19 November 
2012

Nordic alvar (Annex 1 habitat type code 6280). Photo: A. Ader
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FInAl ThOughTS

After two days of intense discussion it was finally time to close the conference and for the participants 
to depart. It was a great meeting with great engagement by all participants and we hope that everyone 
returned to their homes and places of work with new perspectives and understanding about farmland 
biodiversity in our region.  

The Baltic Sea Region is a special and unique place – we have a common history, a common identity 
and many common issues and challenges. We also have an increasing tradition of communication and 
co-operation which means if we share our common challenges then we can also share the solutions. 
It’s also clear after the meeting that we have an increasingly common understanding of the multiple 
perspectives that exist about farmland biodiversity and how these different perspectives can be 
applied (and adapted as necessary) to the specific context of the Baltic Sea Region. And there were 
some encouraging new sparks of commitment to co-operate further on these issues – but it will take 
work to turn these sparks into a fire!

And some final thoughts from participants at the end of their journey through the conference 
programme:

“Ordinary or common biodiversity also needs attention and care before it is gone”

“Biodiversity is everything and everywhere, and cannot be limited by borders”

“We should not only focus on semi-natural grasslands in the BSR, but also cultivated arable fields”

“More targeted measures for farmland biodiversity are needed in the next programming period”

“Borders for general biodiversity, and farmland biodiversity especially, are very vague in this region – one 
farmer on the coastline asked me recently whether a seagull is a farmland bird or not”

“Without farmers and people living in rural areas there won´t be any farmland biodiversity – we need 
to protect our farmers also!”

“We must investigate how we can use our National Rural Networks to create / support a platform for 
farmland biodiversity in the Baltic Sea Region” 

“Regular roundtable meetings about specific biodiversity measures should be organised for specialists 
in the BSR to help planning of the forthcoming RDPs for 2014–2020”

“The key to biodiversity conservation on our farmland key is maintaining the “owner’s relation with 
the land”

“EU member States must be given enough freedom to decide their own farmland biodiversity indicators”

“It’s good to have common goals and targets, but some definitions at EU level (like the 50 tree rule) 
are useless and have very negative consequences. Yes – we need guidance, but also the flexibility to 
interpret according to our own circumstances”
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Photo: A. Ader
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AnnEx 1: FInAl COnFEREnCE PROgRAmmE

dAy 1 (november 14, wednesday)

SESSION A: Biodiversity and High Nature Value Farming – a state of play

Time Presentation / Activity

08:00–09:00 Registration

09:00–09:15 Welcome
Helir-Valdor Seeder, the Minister, Estonian Ministry of Agriculture

09:15–09:35 What is farmland biodiversity? A farmer´s point of view
Aarne Ots, A Farmer, Sürgavere Agricultural Co-operative, Estonia 

09:35–09:50 What is farmland biodiversity? An academic point of view 
Irina Herzon, University of Helsinki, Finland

09:50–10:00 Reflection on presentations

10:00–10:25 Farmland biodiversity in BSR and intervening factors 
Pille Koorberg, Agricultural Research Centre, Estonia 

10:25–10:50 On-going and future Rural Development Programmes under the CAP: a 
challenge or an opportunity for high nature value farming and biodiversity 
protection 
Trees Robijns, BirdLife Europe

10:50–11:00 Reflection on presentations

11:00–11:20 Coffee break

11:20–11:45 View on the relationship between farming and biodiversity – a case study of 
Sweden 
David Ståhlberg, Swedish Board of Agriculture, Sweden

11:45–12:10 Farming and biodiversity – where are borders for the high nature values? A 
case study of Estonia
Iiri Raa / Pille Koorberg, Agricultural Research Centre, Estonia

12:10–12:30 Reflection of presentations

12:30–13:15 Lunch
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dAy 1 (november 14, wednesday)…..continued

SESSION B: How to monitor, calculate and interpret farmland biodiversity (BD) – is five better 
than six?

Time Presentation / Activity

13:15–13:20 Introduction to Session B

13:20–13:40 Are birds the best indicators for farmland?
Juha Tiainen, Finnish Game and Fisheries Research Institute, Finland 

13:40–14:00 Bumble bees as farmland biodiversity indicators in Estonia 
Eneli Viik, Agricultural Research Centre, Estonia 

14:00–14:20 Plant communities of high nature value grasslands 
Anders Jacobson, Swedish Species Information Centre, Sweden

14:20–14:35 Coffee break

14:35–16:00 A participatory discussion session addressing three key questions:
1. Why do we need farmland biodiversity monitoring to support our policy 

making in the Baltic Sea Region? 
2. How can we set targets for our farmland biodiversity policy objectives in the 

Baltic Sea Region?
3. How can we improve the quality of farmland biodiversity monitoring and 

data accessibility in the Baltic Sea Region?

16:00–16:20 Landscape indices and farmland biodiversity 
Juliana Dänhardt, Lund University, Sweden

16:20–16:40 Role of functional agro-biodiversity (FAB) in preserving nature values 
Felix Wäckers, Lancaster University/ Biobest, UK/Belgium

16:40–17:00 Conclusions of the day

19:00–20:15 Small guided tour in town 

20:30–22:30 Reception 
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dAy 2 (november 15, Thursday)

SESSION C: Common objectives and measures to solve common problems?

Time Presentation / Activity

09:00–09:10 Introduction to the day

09:10–11:15 POSTER SESSION: Practical measures implemented (e.g. under CAP / RDP)  
to preserve farmland biodiversity 
Followed by a participatory discussion session addressing three key issues:
	 Is it desirable or feasible to co-ordinate future policy measures to protect 

farmland biodiversity in the Baltic Sea Region Member States?
	 What are the common farmland biodiversity issues in the Baltic Sea Region? 
	 What common actions could be important for including in all RDPs of the 

Baltic Sea Region? 

11:15–11:30 Coffee Break

SESSION D: Moving towards future – applicable solutions for common farmland biodiversity 
issues?

11:30–13:00 Open Discussion Session – with participants invited to set their own agenda  
by selecting key issues (‘hot topics’) of specific interest / concern to them

13:00–13:45 Lunch

13:45–15:15 Open Discussion Session (continues)

15:35–16:15 Results of Open Discussion Sessions and general reflections of the 
conference
Feedback from the conveners of the open discussion groups

16:15–16:30 Closing the conference 
Pille Koorberg, Agricultural Research Centre, Estonia
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Photo: P. Koorberg
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AnnEx 2: PARTICIPAnTS

Jana Adari university of Tartu Student Estonia janaa35@gmail.com

Armin Benzler Federal Agency for 
Nature Conservation Employee Germany armin.benzler@bfn.de

Juliana 
Dänhardt lund university

Project Manager, 
Centre for 
Environmental and 
Climate Research

Sweden juliana.danhardt@cec.lu.se

Jaanus Elts
Estonian 
Ornithological 
Society

Project Manager Estonia jaanus.elts@eoy.ee

Eija Hagelberg Baltic Sea Action 
Group Project Manager Finland eija.hagelberg@bsag.fi

Aveliina Helm university of Tartu
Researcher, Institute 
of Ecology and Earth 
Sciences

Estonia aveliina.helm@ut.ee

Irina Herzon university  
of Helsinki Docent Finland herzon@mappi.helsinki.fi

Bert Holm
Estonian 
Environmental 
Board

Project Manager Estonia bert.holm@keskkonnaamet.ee

Iiro Ikonen Ely-Centre for 
Southwest Finland Senior Advisor Finland iiro.ikonen@ely-keskus.fi

Mari Ivask Tallinn university  
of Technology

Professor, Tartu 
College Estonia mari.ivask@ttu.ee

Anders 
Jacobson

Slu/Swedish 
Species Information 
Centre

Grassland and Sand 
Dune Habitat Advisor Sweden anders.jacobson@slu.se

Kaidi Jakobson
Ministry of 
Agriculture of 
Estonia

Specialist Estonia kaidijakobson@gmail.com

Anna Jobda
Ministry  
of Agriculture and 
Rural Development 

Chief Specialist Poland anna.jobda@minrol.gov.pl

Andres 
Kalamees

Estonian 
Ornithological 
Society

Director Estonia andres.kalamees@eoy.ee

Oliver Kalda university of Tartu MSc Student Estonia oliver_k@ut.ee

Madli Karjatse
Ministry  
of Agriculture  
of Estonia

Chief Specialist Estonia madli.karjatse@agri.ee

Kuno Kasak Estonian Fund  
for Nature

Expert of Constructed 
Wetlands Estonia kuno@elfond.ee

Jānis 
Kažotnieks

The latvian Rural 
Advisory and 
Training Centre

Head of livestock 
Department latvia janis.kazotnieks@llkc.lv

Oskars Keišs university of latvia Researcher, Institute of 
Biology latvia oskars.keiss@lu.lv
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Tambet Kikas Agricultural 
Research Centre Chief Specialist Estonia tambet.kikas@pmk.agri.ee

Esther 
Koopmanschap

Wageningen 
university 
and Research 
Centre – Centre 
for Development 
Innovation

Senior Scientific 
Staff: Facilitating 
Institutional Change

The 
Nether-
lands

esther.koopmanschap@wur.nl

Pille Koorberg Agricultural 
Research Centre

Head of AE Monitoring 
Bureau Estonia pille.koorberg@pmk.agri.ee

Annely Kuu
Tallinn university  
of Technology,  
Tartu College

Senior Researcher/ 
Associate Professor Estonia annely.kuu@ttu.ee

lilika Käis Estonian Ministry  
of Environment Senior Officer Estonia lilika.kais@envir.ee

Tiina Köster Agricultural 
Research Centre Chief Specialist Estonia tiina.koster@pmk.agri.ee

Mart Külvik Estonian university 
of life Sciences Professor Estonia kylvik@emu.ee

Peteris 
lakovskis

latvian State 
Institute of Agrarian 
Economics

Environmental Expert latvia peteris.lakovskis@lvaei.lv

Kaia lepik Estonian Fund  
for Nature Project Coordinator Estonia kaia@elfond.ee

Zane lide Ministry of 
Agriculture of latvia Senior Officer latvia zane.lide@zm.gov.lv

urmas liin university of Tartu MSc Student Estonia urmas.liin@gmail.com

Darius liutikas

Ministry  
of Agriculture  
of Republic  
of lithuania

Head of the Division lithuania darius.liutikas@zum.lt

Aleksei lotman Estonian Fund  
for Nature

Marine and Agri-
environmental Expert Estonia alex@elfond.ee

Silvia lotman Estonian Fund  
for Nature Expert Estonia silvia@elfond.ee

Andres luus
Ministry  
of Agriculture  
of Estonia

Counsellor of the 
Minister Estonia andres.luus@agri.ee

Riho Marja university of Tartu PhD Student Estonia riho.marja@gmail.com

Ilona 
Mendzina

Ministry  
of Environmental 
Protection 
and Regional 
Development

Deputy Director of 
Department latvia ilona.mendzina@varam.gov.lv

Mart Meriste
Tallinn university  
of Technology,
Tartu College

lecturer Estonia mart.meriste@ttu.ee
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Veronika Mikos
ECNC – European 
Centre for Nature 
Conservation

Project Manager
The 
Nether-
lands

mikos@ecnc.org

Žymantas 
Morkvėnas

Baltic Environmental 
Forum lithuania Director lithuania zymantas.morkvenas@bef.lt

Anne-liisi 
Mändmets

Ministry  
of Agriculture  
of Estonia

Councillor, Rural 
Development 
Department

Estonia anne-liisi.mandmets@agri.ee

Kadri Möller Estonian Ministry  
of Environment

Advisor of the 
Nature Conservation 
Department

Estonia kadri.moller@envir.ee

Kestutis 
Navickas

Baltic Environmental 
Forum lithuania

Sustainable 
Development Expert lithuania kestutis.navickas@bef.lt

Triin Nõu Estonian Fund  
for Nature Project Assistant Estonia triin@elfond.ee

Aarne Ots
Sürgavere 
Agricultural  
Co-operative

Head of Board Estonia aarneots@hotmail.com

Merit Otsus Estonian Ministry  
of Environment Senior Officer Estonia merit.otsus@envir.ee

Priit Penu Agricultural 
Research Centre

Head of Soil 
Monitoring Bureau Estonia priit.penu@pmk.agri.ee

Ere Ploomipuu Agricultural 
Research Centre Chief Specialist Estonia ere.ploomipuu@pmk.agri.ee

Agnė 
Prakapienė

Ministry  
of Agriculture  
of Republic  
of lithuania

Chief Specialist lithuania agne.prakapiene@zum.lt

Iiri Raa Agricultural 
Research Centre

Chief Specialist, AE 
Monitoring Bureau Estonia iiri.raa@pmk.agri.ee

Katrin Rannik
Ministry  
of Agriculture  
of Estonia

Head of Agri-
Environment Bureau Estonia katrin.rannik@agri.ee

Mark Redman – Independent 
Consultant  uK redman.consultancy@gmail.com

Sirje Reintam Agricultural 
Research Centre Chief Specialist Estonia sirje.reintam@pmk.agri.ee

Trees Robijns Birdlife Europe
Eu Agriculture and 
Bioenergy Policy 
Officer

Belgium trees.robijns@birdlife.org

livi Rooma Agricultural 
Research Centre

Head of Department 
of Agricultural 
Research and 
Monitoring

Estonia livi.rooma@pmk.agri.ee

Tarvo Roose
Estonian 
Environmental 
Board

Head of the Nature 
Conservation 
Department

Estonia tarvo.roose@keskkonnaamet.ee
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Solvita Rūsiņa university of latvia
Docent, Faculty of 
Geography and Earth 
Sciences

latvia rusina@lu.lv

Jüri Rute European 
Commission Administrator Belgium jueri.rute@ec.europa.eu

Tarmo Sergo Agricultural 
Research Centre IT Specialist Estonia tarmo.sergo@pmk.agri.ee

Kaidi Silm
Estonian 
Environmental 
Board

Specialist Estonia Kaidi.Silm@keskkonnaamet.ee

João Pedro 
Silva

Eu lIFE Programme 
Communications 
Team

lIFE Nature Reference 
Person Belgium joao.silva@aeidl.eu

David 
Ståhlberg

Swedish Board  
of Agriculture

Senior Administrative 
Officer Sweden david.stahlberg@jordbruksverket.se

liutauras 
Stoškus

Baltic Environmental 
Forum lithuania Environmental Expert lithuania liutauras.stoskus@bef.lt

Kadri Tali Estonian university 
of life Sciences Senior Researcher Estonia kadri.tali@emu.ee

Sille Teiter
Ministry  
of Agriculture  
of Estonia

Chief Specialist Estonia sille.teiter@agri.ee

Juha Tiainen
Finnish Game and 
Fisheries Research 
Institute

Senior Research 
Scientist Finland juha.tiainen@rktl.fi

Vincent Tiel 
Groenestege

Dutch Government 
for land and Water 
Services

Process Manager/ 
Innovator

The 
Nether-
lands

v.a.m.tiel.groenestege@dlg.nl

Julija Travina Ministry of 
Agriculture of latvia

Rural Development 
Support Department latvia Julija.Travina@zm.gov.lv

Kaia Treier Estonian university 
of life Sciences MSc Student Estonia kaia.treier@emu.ee

Meelis uustal SEI Tallinn Expert Estonia meelis.uustal@seit.ee

Felix Wäckers lancaster university 
/ Biobest

Professor / Director 
R&D Belgium felix.wackers@biobest.be

Katrin Vask Agricultural 
Research Centre Chief Specialist Estonia katrin.vask@pmk.agri.ee

Varje Vendla

Estonian 
Agricultural 
Registers and 
Information Board

Head Specialist, 
Control unit Estonia varje.vendla@pria.ee

Erle Vendla

Estonian 
Agricultural 
Registers and 
Information Board

Head Specialist, 
Support 
Administration unit

Estonia erle.vendla@pria.ee

Eneli Viik Agricultural 
Research Centre Chief Specialist Estonia eneli.viik@pmk.agri.ee

Veljo Volke
Estonian 
Ornithological 
Society

Conservation Officer, 
Birdlife Estonia Estonia veljo.volke@eoy.ee
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