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Summary

L ong tradition of agri-environmental measures

The Netherlands has a relatively long traditiomgifi-environmental measures, as
illustrated by the fact that Axis 2 measures asglpminantly incorporated in existing
national policy instruments for agri-environmerdaftvices. These existing
instruments are subject of national debate witheetsto multiple issues such as
efficacy and efficiency, remuneration basis, ndedextra funding from public and
private sources to finance agri-environmental messsetc. Particularly in last
decade an intensive search for new instrument@appbaches can be witnessed to
overcome these different types of limitations advailing agri-environmental policy
instruments. To facilitate ongoing experimentsitietent administrative levels
(provincial, local), EU approved in 2008 a natio@aitalogue of Green and Blue
Services, which provides a toolbox with new instemts and state-aid control checks
for public financial support. Currently this tookboffers particularly new
opportunities for nature and landscape managermemdividual farmers and/or new
collectives as e.g. agri-environmental cooperatiVée integration of blue services,
providing temporary water storage capacity at adfical or water retention services
is still under construction due to their complebatienships with prevailing legal
frameworks.

RDP and CAP still little stimulating

RDP regulations offer little opportunity to co-fimge innovative agri-environmental
measures. Length of contract periods (too shartpre foregone principle as
remuneration basis (little stimulating) and highihgited opportunities to establish
contract relationships with collectives as agriiemvmental cooperatives, nowadays
almost every where present in Dutch rural areas baen identified as some of the
fundamental shortcomings of RDP Axis 2 requiremeMisre generally also CAP
pillar 1 would lack sufficient targeting to respoadequately to the growing
willingness but simultaneously differentiating fagrs’ capacity, to respond actively
to new societal demands with respect to sustaimablgagement of natural resources
and the preservation of rural amenities.

Institutional learning challenges

Better targeting of agri-environmental measufds\()

More market conform remuneration systems for AEM

Reduction of transaction costs of AEM

Continuity in agri-environmental management

More adequate monitoring and evaluation of AEM



1. Introduction

The Netherlands knows a vivid debate on agri-emvivental measures and an
ongoing search for more efficient and attractive-agvironmental measures.
Important drivers of this debate and search are:

a. A part of the nature and environmental movemerteel expert system is all
but convinced about the effectiveness of curreriteyironmental measures
and are of the opinion that these continue to bagrily motivated by farm
income concerns with little positive environmenitapacts.

b. Several types of farmers’ dissatisfaction aboustexy agri-environmental
frameworks (too rigid, little stimulating, etc.),

c. The need for instruments for tailor made agricaltmature and landscape
management for many situations/locations addititmand outside of the
agro-environmental schemes in delimit areas (likéidhal Landscapes and
nature reserves).

In 2007 a number of the initiatives resulting foistsearch have been bundled in a so-
called Catalogue for Green Services (Ministerie MBlV and IPO, 2007), a set of
alternative policy instruments for agriculture’®ypision of public goods as nature and
landscape values, which succeeded to get collégtile state-support approval to
facilitate implementation procedures.

The GBS-practice in the Netherlands results fromicgm on and limitations of
current existing agro-environmental schemes, is aeavin an experimental stage, is
linked with ideas and needs of both many stakemsldied local and regional
authorities on the one hand and (groups of) farmerhe other. Thus, from a Dutch
perspective, it can be interpreted as a promisiaghanism for new rural policy and
thus can be seen as the potential start of a nel& ayrural development policy.
Whether or not this is a realistic perspective @tl&vel is an open question.

The Catalogue GBS symbolizes national search ferradtive agri-environmental
policy instruments and is as such an interestinIRwoject case within the broader
theme of interest ‘new delivery systems for agnisnmental performances’.

Main resear ch question

- Which stakeholder claims and concerns explairethergence of new agri-
environmental policy instruments as symbolizedHsyCatalogue Green
Services?

- In what way do these new policy instruments diffem Axis-2 funded agri-
environmental measures?

- What are the main factors that explain the rél&xs 2 in relation to the
emergence of new policy instruments?



2. Case-study methodology

The case-study methodology builds primarily ondhalysis of available secondary
material since the Netherlands is characterizechbliple available resources to
analyze stakeholder claims and concern in reldbaagri-environmental measures,
agriculture’s provision of green (and blue) sersjadeas about alternative agri-
environmental policy instruments, etc. Consultezbséary data resources include
policy and research documents, advisory repodkebblder position papers,
stakeholder information leaflets, rural journatakeholder websites, and digital news
archives. Besides a secondary analysis is madaesfZiews conducted in recent
research projects partly oriented on the same sighges the RuDI-project (agri-
environmental schemes, regional rural policy, suppbfarmers initiatives etc.; a.o.
the EU-funded ETUDE-project and the research ptéggmamism and robustness of
multifunctional agriculture’ in the Netherlands).

Analysis of this broad set of available materiéd\akd for preliminary conclusions
that needed to different degrees further validatiwaugh additional data-collection
through interviews. The interviews have been cotatliwith the objective to: 1)
check preliminary conclusions and 2) to collectifddal information. Selection of
interviewees started with personal networks of imed researchers and followed
subsequently the ‘snowball approach’. Overall s@awmf interviewees includes
representatives of policy bodies, nature and laauisorganizations, agri-
environmental cooperatives and national researuth-advisory community. As a
whole the case-study methodology allowed for ailbetaverview of ongoing
stakeholder debates, claims and concerns regatjlipgevailing agri-environmental
policy instruments; 2) new policy instruments fgriaulture’s provision of green and
blue services and 3) major factors that explairréhe of RDP in these debates,
claims and concerns. Section 5 provides an overefesonsulted information sources
and list of interviewees.

Positioning of the Catalogue GBS in the figure belthe development of the
Catalogue GBS can be understood as an attempvébogean agro-environmental
scheme in which:

- the focus is on ‘content’ (agro-environmental measuhat are described
precisely in the catalogue);

- the motive is ‘accountability’ (state aid proof);

- the steering approach is oriented on ‘governaribe’ felevant
stakeholders and administration bodies togethestoact tailor made
location-specific measures)

- the users are both the policy community (esp. mi@&l administrations)
and relevant ‘rural stakeholders’ (farmers, watgarids, rural estates,
private funds, etc.)



Structuring components in selection of assessment methods
(Source: Boonstra et al, 2009 )

Steering approach: Governing < > Governance
Focus: Content < > Process
Motives: Accountability —l Learning
Users: Policy —l Rural

community stakeholders
Evaluators: External el Internal



3. Case study findings

3.1 Stakeholder claims and concerns

3.1.1 Agri-environmental measuresin general

Relatively scarce land resources, highly intenaiyecultural production systems and
manifold claims on rural areas are probably mogtartant driving forces for a
relatively long tradition of agri-environmental nse@es to protect and preserve nature
and landscape values in the Netherlands. Thistimadjoes back to late 1970’s when
national Ministry of LNV (Agriculture, Nature ancdbd Quality) introduced a policy-
framework with two trajectories for nature managetribat effected agricultural
development opportunities seriously (see Relatendinisterie van LNV et al,

1975).

The first trajectory included a significant expamsof nature areas through
agricultural land acquisition that subsequently lddae managed by professional
nature organizations. The second trajectory stitadland compensated farmers for
measures that counteract ongoing loss of biodiyersrural areas through reduction
of chemical fertilization and chemical pesticide-herbicide control, more extensive
grassland management, delay of meadow mowing daiegassland renewal,
meadow nest protection measures, etc. etc. Sir@@ d&h trajectories are been
incorporated in the policy framework National Eagital Network (NEN) with the
objective to interconnect and enlarge isolatedneateserves into a National
Ecological Network. Policy intention is to complebes Ecological Network in 2018.
By then 180,000 hectares of agricultural land haVe to be converted into new
nature reserves. The original plan to realize ¢abjgctive mostly through the purchase
of agricultural land and to pass this on to officiature conservation organizations
has been gradually changed in the past ten yeateeAnoment the intention is to
have more than a quarter of total 180,000 hectzreature areas managed by farmers
or other private landowners under the condition fhdotal costs will not exceed
those for land acquisition and 2) same ecologesiliits will be achieved. In other
words, agricultural nature conservation is alsceexgd to be cheaper in comparison
to the alternative of land acquisition and/or ficiahcompensation for decrease in
land values.

Since 1992, when EU passed its Agri-EnvironmentuRegpn 2078/92 to compensate
farmers that provide environmental services fooime losses, national agri-
environmental policy did integrate RDP Axis 2 meaasun this national policy
framework. National implementation of Regulatiorv8M®2 did not go along with
fundamental differences in already existing agutemmental measures and
contributed mainly to an expansion of availablagybudgets and a gradual increase
of delineated areas where farmers can apply foreaqgtironmental measures.
Currently about 10,000 farmers are involved in-&gwironmental measures covering
a total of 80,000 hectares. The national agencigs(Bligibility, control, inspection,
approval), Dienst Regelingen (making of contraagulation) and AID (checks on
size of area, Good Agricultural Practice)) contibaide most prominent
implementation actors. Formal policy responsibifdy agri-environmental measures
will be in 2010 transferred to provincial admin&tons as part of the introduction of



performance contracts between national and praadi@ciministrations (see also the
other Dutch RuDI WP8 case study on performanceraots).

So far some introduction on the history and curstate-of-the-art of agri-
environmental policy framework in the Netherlan@is.understand differentiating
stakeholder claims and concerns with respect teesyironmental measures it is
firstly important to realize that the Netherlandsharacterized by sharply contrasting
views on the future of farming among stakeholdeduding national agri-expert
system. The trajectory of multifunctional agricuéilenterprises that respond to
actively changing societal demands with respeatital areas and food production
that translate in new rural markets for agri-tomxigjuality food production, care-
provision, nature and landscape management, egtittoécome more and more
popular among stakeholders, but continues to laiobr disputed. This goes in
particular for representatives of national agritbess that continue to promote a
segregation of rural functions to facilitate agliatal expansion opportunities and to
preserve competiveness at globalizing food marlkets$is ongoing national debate
about the future of farming it is little fruitfubtposition stakeholders in general terms.
Farmers and their organizations might take diffepasitions at different scale levels.
The same goes for professional nature organizatiasonal stakeholder
organizations might advocate a segregation of furaitions, whereas at lower level
these same stakeholder organizations promote nens fof territory based
cooperation that stimulate function integration amdtifunctional farming.

A second crucial issue concerns growing stakeh@ud@reness of the positive spin-
off of growing societal demand for nature and |laag® values on rural economies.
In last decade all kinds of research material eetethat, more or less convincingly,
point at the positive economic spin-off of ruratura and landscape values through
its interrelations with e.g. residential preferes)aeiral estate prices, public tax
revenues, consumer spending on tourism and legsitnagties, overall dynamics in
rural economies, etc. This material has in comnhai hature and landscape values
are increasingly acknowledged as a crucial assetraf economies. This argument
also played a prominent role in a recent natioaatgaign of the Foundation
Nederland Cultuurlandschap. This Foundation laud@heampaign that aimed for a
national investment fund of no less then 12 bilkkmo to preserve and strengthen
regional landscape qualities and identities (Vay@g Nederlands Cultuurlandschap,
2007). The objective is to use the revenues of ayahblic-private investment fund
(€600 million per year) for long term contractswiarmers and other private
landowners for landscape management agreementsaimgaign did attract a lot of
attention and support from a broad variety of datierganizations and its claim that
such a financial investment in landscape qualitieald bring significant benefits for
rural economies was hardly disputed. However, scefgponse in terms of policy and
financial support has been rather defensive, witdoubt partly due to ongoing
financial and economic crisis. According to sonterviewees also national
governance reluctance to take a clear positioavorfof multifunctional agriculture
would be part of the explanation (personal commaftioa representative Nederland
Cultuurlandschap)

Obviously, these differentiating views on the fataf farming in rural areas intervene
with ideas about the pros and cons of agri-enviremial measures. Since its
relatively early introduction, effectiveness of ur@ management compensation



payments for farmers has been disputed. In paati@dvocates of a segregation of
rural functions seriously question whether farmaesable to deliver nature objectives
given the intensity of their land use systems. Bipision is partly also expressed by
the Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agencynpartant public advisory
institute for nature and landscape managementrégent report it concludes e.g. that
‘in agricultural nature conservation, achieving theological results and desired
biodiversity is a particular problem (...) In viewtbie policy principles, more
participation in the high-impact scheme packagesgesired than is now the case.
Nature development measures such as raising tleé dégroundwater are also
desirable. Such policy adjustments do, of counswikhigher costs for agricultural
nature conservation than at preseRaising the annual subsidies for loss of income
(for the farmer engaging in agricultural nature @@rvation) and reimbursing nature
development costs may reduce this problem. Bugequisite is that favorable
locations need to be found: locations with a higblegical potential, where the
necessary measures for nature development anchfgomg management for nature
conservation purposes can be fitted into curremtcagtural operations.

(www.pbl.nl)

The quote refers to different types of concernaur@igg the targeting, effectiveness
and costs of agri-environmental measures. Natisciahtific community points in the
first place at the problem of lack of adequate @atibn material, due to insufficient
baseline data and control areas without manageageaeéments. As a consequence,
available evaluation material would be too oftearelsterized by lack of robust
design and statistical analysis There are onlydtwlies that do claim to have applied
more robust methodologies to assess (lack of) tefegeess of agri-environmental
instruments (Kleijret al, 2001a en 2001b). However, also conclusions a&fethe
studies have been strongly criticized for methogiaial shortcomings (Terwan &
Guldemond, 2001). For our case-study objectivesat little relevance to go into
detail in the technicalities of this scientific @b, most important is to remember that
effectiveness of agri-environmental measures caasino be subject of scientific,
policy and societal debate in the Netherlands. Aaluklly to a (supposed) lack of
effectiveness, available evaluation material refersther types of stakeholder
concerns such as little sensitivity for local egidal conditions and differences in
farming styles (in particular farmers), relativéligh implementation- and transaction
costs (policy makers and farmers) and little stating remuneration systems
(increasingly broad variety of stakeholders).

Farmers dissatisfaction with available agri-envin@mtal policies explains at least
partly the emergence of more then 150 agri-envimal cooperatives in the
Netherlands (Joldersn&t al, 2009). These territory based farmers’ cooperative
increasingly function as intermediaries betweenipw@aministrations and individual
farmers, other landowners and rural dwellers istixetin and committed to nature
and landscape management. Their claims and conceufs be summarized in more
general terms as 1) mobilization of support for enitexible, tailor made and
financially attractive agri-environmental measugies 2) contributing to a
professionalization of agriculture’s provision @tare and landscape values. Their
activities might involve territorial coordinatiori agri-environmental measures,
stimulating agriculture’s nature and landscape maneent, provision of study-
courses on private nature and landscape managernepgration with professional
nature organizations, etc. (Wiskemeal 2003; Joldersmat al, 2009). It makes them



important driving forces for alternative agri-eronmental measures, which resulted
among others in ongoing policy experiments with enftexible and less prescriptive
regulations and more performance dependent remiimesystems. Other policy
experiments include leading roles for agri-enviremtal cooperatives in better
territorial coordination of agri-environmental maess to increase their effectiveness
(Swagemakers, 2008).

At the moment some of these policy experimentdaneg re-discussed within
ongoing transfer of agri-environmental policy resgibilities to provincial
administrations in 2010. IPO, national interestamrigation for provincial
administrations, proclaimed that it will probabtpis with ongoing exploration of
more performance based remuneration systems (I6@) 2Experiences would learn
that manifold reasons for non-compliance makestreenely difficult to decide if

lower remunerations might be justified. In its pi@si paper on agricultural nature and
landscape management, IPO summarizes provinciatianmgbwith respect to agri-
environmental policies as follows: 1) more roomregion specific and tailor made
solutions; 2) more coherence between nature ami$¢ape management and broader
rural development challenges 3) less policy stgesimdetail to reduce
implementation costs and 4) extra financial floasléndscape management (IPO,
2007).

To realize these ambitions provincial administnagiavill develop so-called Regional
Nature Management programs within the broader fremnle of their multi-annual
rural policy programs (see also the first Dutcheestuidy). Regional Nature
Management programs will have to focus on orgamnat aspects of nature and
landscape management, covering issues as finaaerahitment and responsibilities
and coherence with broader national (National Egiold Network) and European
policy frameworks (Natura-2000). As emphasizedypr@al administrations will
have to stay at sufficient distance from nature landscape management in practice,
which will be primarily the responsibilities of €é#rent providers as professional
nature organizations, agri-environmental coopeestiother private landowners, etc.
Different suppliers are expected to cooperate nmaemsively and to strengthen
consistency and coherence of regional nature antt$¢@ape management. Provincial
administration plan to reduce implementation ctstsugh the introduction of
certification systems for nature and landscapeigers. These certification systems
will have to guarantee internal quality control ina@cisms through mandatory
participation of individual and collective provideof nature and landscape values.
This certification system will be introduced finsfor professional nature
organizations. Other organizations like agri-envim@ntal cooperatives can be
certified as well (http://www.natuurbeheersubsidlie.

3.1.2 Green and Blue Services (GBS)

Variety of stakeholder claims and concerns witlpees to agri-environmental
schemes in the Netherlands is increasingly expdassierms of agriculture’s
provision of green and blue services (GBS), a cphiceroduced in national policy
discourse in 2002 through the policy document Ntictructure Scheme on Green
Environment. The GBS concept refers firstly to atgp expansion of existing agri-
environmental schemes. These were exclusively imgitged in National Ecological



Network (NEN), whereas especially Provinces indregg wanted to include also
areas outside the NEN for agri-environmental supp@asures.

Parallel to these provincial demands for a spatigbnsion, in last decades several
initiatives emerged around alternative policy instents based on the premise that
not just governments can subsidize agri-environalesgrvices but that also
opportunities for more market approaches couldxdpioeed. This exploration of
private financing opportunities is a second cruckaracteristic of the GBS concept.
Meanwhile different, mostly still relatively smaitale regional or local, initiatives
around private fund raising for farm based natune landscape management can be
witnessed. Just to mention a few, so-called ‘laagecauctions’ try to seduce rural
dwellers and urban citizens to adopt landscapeeiésrior certain periods and to
support its maintenance by farmers (cooperativaantially
www.landschapsveiling.jl

Other regions created Landscape Funds to mobdéitfonal) private money for
nature and landscape management. Regional Accaoenh€& Woud is a well known
example based on an interest rate bonus systepulitic and private funds willing to
support regional nature and landscape managemdatrgrs

(www.GroeneWoud.n).

An experiment that seems to be promising, attradis$ of attention and that might
indicate one of the next steps in the developme@RS is ‘Farming for Nature’ (for

a brief description see PLUREL 2008a: 25; for egieminformation, also in English,
seewww.boerenvoornatuur.llt is an experiment in the Polder Biesland andwal
estate Twickel. It is a public service for whicle tarmer receives a payment from a
regional fund (filled by different local, regionaihd national governments like
municipalities, provinces, city regions, water saand Ministry of LNV). The
Farming for Nature agreements should be long-téhnimty years), but the EU (state
aid decision) only approved a pilot-project forydars regarding four farmers; so this
is an insurmountable problem to expand this appro@aother areas (Lubbers, 2009).
Farmer for Nature is a modality of Green and Bleeviges, but this experiment
exceeds the opportunities offered by the Catald&greéen and Blue Services. The
Catalogue GBS only defines measures for (partedfls and landscape elements and
includes no farming systems whereas Farming farreatis a farming system, a
whole-farm approach. Farming for Nature is delibgyanot outcome-based, but the
farmer is paid for creating favorable conditionsttee development of on-farm
nature. These include a closed-cycle farming syséemore natural water regime and
the establishment and maintenance of (preferablgtional) landscape elements. The
farmer is challenged as entrepreneur. Within thetsioundaries of zero-input and a
natural water regime, the farmer is free to catrylos own management. The
initiative attracts many supporters and voluntearsund the four farms that started,
hundreds of people are involved in the developroétite concept, the local lobby
and in monitoring and evaluation.

National support of new initiatives that combineatlic and private funding has been
in particularly of relevance in relation to necegdauropean state aid procedures. The
rather diverse nature of the initiatives due taetsrin local ambitions and physical
characteristics, made that European Commissiomatidnal Ministry of LNV
(Agriculture, Nature management and Food qualiag to invest relatively much

time in relatively small initiatives and their imtelations with established policies.
Moreover, length of procedures was frequently expeed as discouraging and
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frustrating by those involved in the initiativesi@an and Goverde, 2007). It was the
European Commission that requested national govanhto develop a framework
for Green and Blue Services, in order to avoid #zetth and every local initiative
would require lengthy and complex decision makirecpdures about state support.
This resulted in the Catalogue Green and Blue 8esvihat passed the state aid
procedure in February 2007. The Catalogue defir#S &s ‘the provision of supra-
legal public achievements aimed at the realizadigpublic demands concerning
nature, landscape, water management and recreaisméaccessibility), for which a
cost recovering compensation is given’ (Ministeta® LNV & IPO, 2007). Since
official EU approval, the Catalogue provides adfedxtra additional remuneration
opportunities for nature and landscape managenmeldrEU state-aid proof
conditions. It functions as a toolbox of instrunsetitat might be used to strengthen
nature and landscape values. Most relevant difeeewith prevailing agri-
environmental schemes can be summarized as fo(lasvdescribed in the PLUREL-
project: PLUREL, 2008a):

1. GBS funds originate at lower administrativeelsv— Municipalities,
Provinces, Water Boards, etc. - while in the cdsetional AES linked to the
CAP, funds are provided mostly by the European biod the national
government.

2. Green and Blue Services initiatives often idelthe possibility of private
financial contributions. Several area funds haverged to enable the
bundling of contributions from different sources.

3. Measures and schemes are generally develogeth&r with farmers and
other local stakeholders, with the aim to matchsuess with the local
landscape, ecology and the local needs.

4. GBS initiatives are an expression of new retathip between urban and rural
areas. This new rural-urban balance can be achmvtednly by the
recognition of the important services that agrosgstems provide to cities,
but also through the implementation of economicsuess that encourage
farmers to provide these services.

In other words, the Catalogue aims to challengadas to develop own proposals
and to start negotiations with potential financafyough in practice this might be
difficult to realize without adequate institutioralpport. Its toolbox approach makes
it a rather flexible instrument that allows knogim advance how to develop
measures that are EU state-aid proof and to aeoigthy procedures. It covers a
broad variety of nature and landscape activities lave been bundled in several
clusters as meadow bird management, field margimagement, hedgerow
management, etcetera to stimulate internal cohereetween measures. Partly also
based on an inventory study among similar initegielsewhere within the European
PLUREL project, it is suggested that current senefsures might be in the future
expanded with measures that cover additional isasies

- Compensation for disadvantage of small plots

- High water levels

- Occasional flooding

- Renovation and management of archaeological sites
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- Drinking water protection (avoiding certain cropslaise of specialized
- technology)

- Traditional cattle breeds

- Organic farming

It shows how the national GBS debate is increagirgjated to a broad wide variety
of services that are thought to be of relevancaeletion to societal demands with
respect to rural areas. Additionally to previousitiened initiatives to mobilize
additional public and private money for these smyj policy also experiments with
so-called Green for Red constructions based opriheiple of green compensation
payments in the case of urban expansion, infrastralovorks, extra opportunities for
new rural residences, business expansion oppadsingtc, Again, a broad range of
initiatives can be witnessed. Through a policyrumstent as New Rural Estates
provincial administration provide extra buildingrpessions for new residences in
rural areas in combination with private investment®cal nature and landscape
values (see a.0. Commissie Hoeksche Waard, 200%inerale Staten Zuid-Holland,
2005, etc.). Another example concerns Provincipkernces with planning
permissions that combine e.g. expansion opporasiitr small-scale agri-tourism
facilities with serious investments in local natarel landscape qualities (this could
be interpreted as a form of indirect GBS). Stake¢roopinions about the pros and
cons of these —and other- examples of Green ford@esitructions continue to be
subject of debate. Advocates belief strongly inghavision of public rural services as
nature and landscape management based on a cogsbhresponsibilities between
public and private actors and new institutionaaagements to mobilize extra private
money. Others are more critical and raise issueB@sew policy instruments indeed
deliver what is expected? How vulnerable becona#sra and landscape
management with prominent roles for private investdAre new policy instruments
not in particular beneficial for social classed iten afford to buy themselves rural
idylls?

These policy attempts to generate private monepdture and landscape
management or other types of rural services ramsedation to agriculture another
rather fundamental question: How to delineate mfaanterprise at times that farm-
households are more and more involved in multipb®ime generating activities?
Since 2008 the Netherlands have a Taskforce Maltifanal Agriculture, which joins
public and private actors that aim to double tuerax multifunctional farm-
enterprises in coming five yeamswWw.multifunctionelelandbouw.hl This is not only
a symbol of the growing national societal and peditawareness of the significance
of rural enterprises that integrate different rduactions at business level. It also
learns that it is increasingly impossible to drdarp lines between farm- and other
rural enterprises, as a consequence of growinggityef function combinations as
food production, nature and landscape managemeat,tourism and leisure
activities; care-facilities; on-farm sales, eduzaéil activities, etc. The strategic
meaning of agricultural land use time and agaimegaasnd depends on its place within
broader businesses activities. Sometimes it igcdiffto determine whether the
central activity or function of a certain ‘farm’ &yriculture, nature and landscape
management, care or something else. The emergéadaroad pallet of
multifunctional rural enterprises, albeit with siigrant regional differences and
specificities, also makes it increasingly necessatgok for more region specific and
tailor made agri-environmental support measures.
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3.2 Critical factorsto explain RDP impacts

Previous analysis of stakeholder claims and comscerth respect to prevailing agri-
environmental measures and new policy instrumemtagdriculture’s provision of
green and blue services only referred more intyéa the relevance of EU policy
frameworks. In this section we will focus more igtail on the interrelations between
RDP characteristics, specifically Axis 2 measuaesl ongoing discussions on agri-
environmental policies in the Netherlands by dishing some critical factors that
explain (lack of) RDP impacts:

3.21 Still important financial sourcefor agri-environmental measures

National budget for nature and landscape manageroatinues to be primarily
allocated to the realization of NEN objectives tigh agricultural land purchases that
are subsequently transferred in nature areas andged by professional
organizations. In other words, growing societal poticy attention for farmers’
(differentiating) capacity and willingness to prdeinature and landscape values as
described in the preceding only translates slowlgxtra national budgets for
agriculture’s provision of nature and landscape®al Consequently, RDP funds are
a relatively important financial source for agriveonmental payments.

RDP2 co-financing budget for agri-environmental swgas includes a total of + 145
million euro for the period 2007-2013. Its finarlgkelevance can be in another way
illustrated by the conclusion of a recent posif@per on the future role of provincial
administrations in agri-environmental policies. #tated, RDP Axis 2 measures might
be characterized by serious shortcomings but twarall contribution to national
policy budget for agri-environmental measures i€lmioo significant to consider
continuing without European funding (IPO, 2009).

3.2.2 Little opportunitiesfor collective contracts

RDP co-financing of agri-environmental measuregiooes to be strongly based on
contracts with individual beneficiaries; all cordtsand payments have to be made on
individual basis. For different reasons this EUuiegment is perceived as a
bottleneck in the Netherlands. Firstly there iglatively broad agreement on the
relevance of territory based cooperation in refatmmthe effectiveness of agri-
environmental measures. Secondly, there is the igbtelatively high
implementation and transaction costs of framewauikls individual beneficiaries,
whereas there would be sufficient opportunitiesxperiment with more collective
approaches in the Netherlands. This also explatismal attempts to develop
contracts with agri-environmental cooperatives,tbhansfer of contract compliance to
collective entities turned out to be incompatibiehviEU regulations. There are
several attempts to deal creatively with this restm. E.g. there is the possibility that
individual farmers authorize an environmental caapee to apply for the

agricultural nature-management subsidies and thexsystem that stimulates
farmers and other nature-management organizatiocsdrdinate and attune their
activities in an area to increase the goal-oriamed and effectiveness of the nature
management. However, these new possibilities daké& away the mentioned
disadvantages.

This focus on individual measures could also beagaan why there are little serious
attempts to use RDP money for the co-financingnea¥ measures as symbolized by
the Catalogue for Green and Blue Service. Addiligria EU state-support-proofing
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this Axis 2 requirement would further undermine ogipnities for more flexible and
tailor made agri-environmental measures.

3.2.3. Shortness of contract periods

National initiatives within the Catalogue Green &ide Services include also some
experiments with significantly longer term contsaatith farmers then the 6-years
contract periods for conventional agri-environmeéntaasures. Such longer contract
periods are thought to be for multiple reasonsmgdartance. Firstly it is expected that
these will contribute positively to institutionalist among farmers in continuity of
public financial support. Secondly it is expectidttionger contract periods will
contribute positively to effectiveness of agri-eovimental measures since
improvement of nature values simple requires lotiges periods. Thirdly, longer
contract periods offers farmers more serious oppdrées to give nature and
landscape management also strategic meaning wiiteinbusiness strategies. This is
e.g. illustrated by farm dynamics within rural @sehat started to implement agri-
environmental measures relatively early. In Laadiathal, e.g., this early introduction
has been followed by the emergence of differendkiof territory based initiatives to
stimulate multifunctional farm-enterprises, withiemportant supporting role for its
regional agri-environmental cooperative. This silgaekpansion of the
multifunctional character of regional farm entesps within new territory based
networks relations, is being identified as onehef driving factors of current strategic
interest in nature and landscape management anegianal farmers (Broekhuizest
al, 2008). Furthermore, there are new initiativewimch farmers are willing to
radically switch their farm management and strat@gr to a real nature-oriented
management (e.gBberen voor natuuy’Farming for nature; right now there is pilot
approved by the EU with four farmers with contréotsa period of 10 years). Such a
radical and often irreversible switch will be maaidy if there is a long term
perspective, at least longer than a period of s&xy.

3.2.4. Market conform remuneration systems

Under Dutch pressure RDP regulation 1698/2005 dedwa section that where
appropriate, the beneficiaries may be selectedhemasis of calls for tender, applying
criteria of economic and environmental efficientiis idea was that the introduction
of tender based remuneration systems would allownfirket conform price settings
and that the best and most efficient nature andfatscape managers get precedence.
However the final contract-prices are not completede: the prices are limited to the
maximum amount laid down in the Catalogue for GB& has been approved by the
EU (that means the systems is state aid proof).

In 2004-2005 the Ministry organized a first smalibpwith such a tender system for
GBS. This tender has not been evaluated officlallyit turned out to be most
successful with respect to developing small newnea&nd landscape elements (e.qg.
new hedgerows, ponds, footpaths, ecological manageai ditch-sides, water-
retention etc.). It turned out to be more comptereimunerate also management
needs of new nature and already existing landsel@peents through a tender system
since there were little opportunities to resolve problem of land owners as single
providers. Until now the Ministry did not continuéth these pilot experiments with
tenders. However the in the pilot involved partrames of the opinion that tendering
concerning GBS could be a promising mechanismatizesa higher cost-efficiency
and a better price-quality relation (the limitedidis are selected for those who are
willing and are the best managers) and that mayt@uid be applied more broadly in
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Dutch nature and landscape management in the f(gareonal communication). Be

it tendering or other comparable systems, thermsee be a tendency in view and
approach in the direction that farmers will havedmpete with other providers of
rural services on public markets. Potential supplés professional nature
organizations, farmers’ collectives or other previtnd users will have to demonstrate
to what extent they will be capable to contributgolicy goals and to compete with
other providers for public contracts.

In the search for a more market conform systemRiDE regulation that prescribes
the use of the income foregone principle as theslfasagri-environmental payments,
could be an obstacle because the maximum priceed.fln particular farmers do
already for longer time dispute how this princigédneing applied and criticize in
particular its lack of sensitivity for diversity agricultural practices and its
consequences for integration opportunities of matund landscape management. It
could be postulated that this principle only camction well if it is possible to use
‘conventional agricultural practice’ as a pointreference. However more and more
completely new and diverse practices are devel@gedhich it increasingly becomes
very difficult to use this point of reference (efgrmers whose main product is nature,
or water-retention in combination with some othestrfunctional activities etc.).

Thus it is doubtful whether or not the introductmirmore market conform
remuneration systems for agriculture’s provisiomgen and blue services is possible
in an efficient and goal-oriented way on the basithe income foregone principle.

3.3 Strategic focuson pillar 2 asfuturefinancer of green and blue
services

It is important to realize that pillar 2 is of létstrategic importance for the
Netherlands in comparison to pillar 1 paymentssT&iprobably one of the
explanations why national debate focuses much motbe future of CAP pillar 1
after 2013 then on RDP related issues. This iscéegrly expressed in national ideas
about the future of CAP as e.g. recently publigmedlational Social and Economic
Council, an advisory committee that joins a brcauge of stakeholder organizations.
Its report distinguishes four different clusterslahd-based agriculture which has
been ordered along two axes. The first Axis makgistanction between enterprises
that produce only food and others that in addipoovide green and blue services.
The second Axis distinguishes farm enterprisesaissLFavoured Areas, subject to
natural disadvantages or additional administratatrictions as e.g. in National
Landscape Areas, and enterprises that are notiéwbly these factors. This
categorisation is presented as a promising guigéedirstructure future CAP according
to the logic as presented in the framework as ptedan figure. As shown, farm
enterprise support claims are being differentiaecbrding 1) the presence or absence
of natural or administrative restrictions 2) farsievillingness to provide collective
services.

Areas with restrictions (natural or administratie)

No yes
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In the Netherlands there seems to be a preferenogegrate pillar 1 and pillar 2
objectives through green and blue services. Thiia amongst other things results
from the broadly shared opinion that the pillan@ame subsidies are not defensible
and sustainable on the long run. GBS, both corexegipractice, is still in it's infancy
and is still developing, but it seems that it iseleping towards one of the central
concepts in thinking on the future of rural polioythe Netherlands (until now
oriented on the land outside the nature reservesgeal by the large nature
conservation organizations, but more and more theagement of ‘nature reserves’
by farmers and other private organisation is exquprE.g. some provinces (esp.
Overijssel) are working hard to elaborate GBS fertilso exemplary is the
spending of the €150 million that is added to thedd RDP due to adaptations
resulting from the ‘health check’ of the CAP (thdg Eontributes €110 million,
national government and provinces €40) (Ministeaa LNV, 2009). The budget is
almost completely reserved for contributions tadbrersity, water management,
landscape, renewable energy etc. through GBSdealpgical management of field
edges, agricultural landscape management in Nati@malscapes, ecological water
management, water retention, etc.).

Important to realize is that the primary ‘GBS-lddggdifferent to the ‘CAP logic’. In
the CAP agriculture is the starting point of reasgnwhereas in the ‘GBS-logic’ this
is not agriculture but the society as a whole:sheetal needs, demands and goals.
Basically GBS is not ‘agriculture-oriented’ (to saqut farmers) but ‘society oriented’;
only if farmers (or other organisations like rural estates are willing and able to
contribute to the realization of these societalgaaat is the delivery of green and
blue serviceshenthey can make a claim to financial remuneratidiusl the
integration of pillar 1 and pillar 2 in this wayrcae interpreted as an attempt to
stimulate ‘re-socialisation of agriculture’. The GBdea often is presented as
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promising and the broad outlines of intentions sindtegic reasoning may be clear,
the concrete future of EU-policy, and Dutch polasywell, is full of uncertainties.
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4. Conclusions

Foregoing analysis of stakeholder claims and caorscergarding agri-environmental
measures in the Netherlands revealed that 1) digniels contribution to nature
values remains a controversial issue in the Nethdrtue to the co-existence of
contrasting sustainability paradigms in relationrte future of farming; 2) prevailing
agri-environmental measures are subject of sedatisism with respect to their
effectiveness and efficiency although there i$ lhtively little scientifically robust
evidence for a supposed lack of effectiveness mparison to e.g. nature provision
by professional organizations; 3) The Netherlasdsharacterized by different types
of public and private fund raising to expand fioiah resources for agri-
environmental measures. Firstly this is symbolizgdhe Catalogue of Green and
Blue Services, a recently introduced toolbox witlditional policy instruments for in
particular lower administrative levels as e.g. noipalities and provinces or other
stakeholders as Water Boards. GBS can be seefiexibde and local goal-oriented
mechanism to tune supply (by farmers and othersdttetal demands Secondly,
there are all kinds of experiments to generateagpiblic and private funding based
on compensation principles and to combine thesdsiuBackground, emergence and
introduction of this catalogue reflect differenh#és of claims and concerns among
rural stakeholders, as has been summarized in table

The role of RDP within ongoing national debate dlagriculture’s capacity to preserve and
strengthen nature and landscape values and hawnolate this more adequately through
policy interventions is somewhat ambiguous. Onathe hand RDP remains a relatively
important co-financing source for agri-environmént@asures that is for that reason
appreciated. On the other hand there is ratherlyalared critique on the limitations of the
RDP framework. This goes in particular for the latknore collective approaches that are
expected to contribute positively to effectivenasd efficiency of existing agri-
environmental measures and to enlarge opportundibsild on territory based social
capital as expressed by agri-environmental coopesathat cover most rural areas in the
Netherlands. The income foregone principle as Hasiagri-environmental payments and
shortness of contract periods are frequently maatias two other bottlenecks that limit
current national policy opportunities to supponti@gture’s provision of green and blue
services. At the same time it is important to rernenthat Dutch strategic focus is much
more on the future of pillar 1 then on trying taptiregulatory frameworks within RDP, as
e.g. also expressed by national preference toratie@poth CAP pillars in one framework
that distinguished four categories of farm entesgsibased on the dimensions 1) ‘areas with
or without physical or administrative restricticausd 2) farm enterprises with or without
capacity /willingness to provide collective greemdlue services. GBS is a central and
promising instrument in such a new integrated fraor& in which pillar 1 and pillar 2
objectives are realised through green and bluacssy
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Table 4.1. Overview of differentiating stakehold&ims and concerns

Stakeholders:

Major claims

Major concerns

Role of RDP

National government
/ Ministry of
Agriculture, Nature
and Food

The Catalogue enlarges
regional and local
opportunities to develop
agri-environmental
measures that meet EU sta
aid conditions

Will Catalogue
initiatives contribute to
national and European
policy objectives as
tdformulated within
National Ecological
Network and Natura
2000 frameworks?

Primarily co-financing source of nationall
defined agri-environmental measures
supportive to the realization of National
Ecological Network and Natura 2000
objectives

Lower level
administrations
(provinces,
municipalities)

The Catalogue enlarges
opportunities to actively
support farmers initiatives
with respect to nature and
landscape management
outside national Ecological
Network

How to mobilize
financial resources for
the Catalogue approach
How to reduce relatively|
high policy
implementation costs of
prevailing agri-
environmental
measures?

RDP co-financed agri-environmental
measures do not allow for provincial

? preference for ‘steering at distance’ based
on contract relationships with collectives
that develop internal certification systems
for quality control

Farmers / Agri-
environmental
cooperatives

The Catalogue allows for
more adequate / effective /
stimulating / tailor made /
longer term agri-
environmental measures
that might contribute
positively to a further
professionalization of
agriculture’s provision of
nature and landscape valug

How to mobilize extra
financial resources for
agriculture’s
contribution to nature
and landscape values?
How to develop more
trust based and long ter
partnerships with public
bodies and professional
snature organizations in
the provision of nature
and landscape values?

The Catalogue continues to focuses
primarily on those areas that are not
eligible for RDP co-financed agri-
environmental measures. Additionally to
these accessibility limitations, the latter are
also criticized for other fundamental

mshortcomings as income foregone as the
basis for remuneration, too short contrac
periods to integrate the provision of green
and blue services also strategically in
overall farm development, little
opportunities for collective contracts to
reduce relatively high transaction and
implementation costs of current
framework, , etc.

Professional Nature
and Landscape
organizations

The Catalogue allows to
mobilize extra financial
resources to improve agri-
environmental
performances

Which nature objectives
can be realized in
combination with
agricultural activities?
What kind of nature
images underlies agri-
environmental
measures? Are farmers
able to provide the ‘real

nature’ as expected from

them?

Traditionally in particular within this group
of stakeholders disputed as co-financer of
little effective and efficient agri-
environmental measures. Currently more
differentiated attitudes towards the role of
farming in relation to nature and landscape
preservation with sometimes interesting
new coalitions and local /regional level

Green expert system

The Catalogue symbolizes
national demand for
additional and new
remuneration systems for
agriculture’s provision of
nature and landscape valug

How to transfer current
agricultural policy
frameworks into a
system that will be able
to focus more explicitly
son those farmers that ar
willing and capable to
provide green and blue
services?

Pillar 2 represents a relatively small
financial source, certainly in comparison
pillar 1 direct-income support for Dutch
farmers. Thus, the question how to re-
orient pillar 1 payments towards a more
e stimulating framework for agriculture’s
provision of green and blue services is
mostly perceived of more relevance then
how to adapt RDP in a similar direction.

o
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5.2. Websites

www.clm.nl

www.innatura.nl

www.pbl.nl

www.groenloket.nl

www.natuur.nu
www.multifunctionelelandbouw.nl
www.groenewoud.nl
www.cultuurlandschap.nl
www.streekrekeninghetgroenewoud.nl
www.nederlandmooi.nl
www.groenegoededoelen.nl
www.landschapsveiling.nl
www.ipo.nl

www.agriholland.nl

www.minlnv.nl
www.catalogusgroenblauwediensten.nl
www.europadecentraal.nl
www.rlg.nl
www.landschapsbeheer.nl
www.del2landschappen.nl
www.staatsbosbeheer.nl
www.nhatuurmonumenten.nl
www.hollandgroen.nl
www.Vitaalplatteland.nl
www.grondbezit.nl
www.groeneblauwedienstenoverijssel.nl
www.nationaalgroenfonds.nl
www.vianatura.nl
www.landgoederen.net
www.nationalelandschappen.nl
www.milieuennatuurcompendium.nl
www.natuurbeheersubsidie.nl
www.boerenvoornatuur.nl

5.3. Rural Magazines

Spil (www.platteland-in-perspectief)nl
Landwerk (vww.landwerk.n)
Noorderbreedtenww.noorderbreedte.)nl
Boomblad (www.boomblad.n)

5.4. Additional interviews
P. Terwan, private consultant and national expgitenvironmental measures
H. Sneiders, Ministry of Agriculture, Nature, FoQdiality
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J. Rietema, Ministry of Agriculture Nature, Food ality,

F. van Beerendonk, initiator of Regional Fund@een Services in Groene Woud
T. de Jongh, president of agri-environmental coajper Tielerwaard

S. Hoogendoorn, representative Agri-environmertaperative Water en Dijken
W. Dijkman, CLM

5.5 Others

Participation in workshop ‘New financial instrumeriior nature and landscape
management’, National rural development networktmge June 2820009,
Haarlemmermeer.

Participation in workshop Impact of Multifunctionagriculture on Landscape
Qualities, October 2720009.

Participation in the international seminar Dynamesmal Robustness of
Multifunctional Agriculture, WUR Knowledge Circlef Multifunctional
Agriculture, October 8 2009, Marienwaerdt.

Participation in the 16Meierij Conference, Novembel'®009, St Oedenrode.
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