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Abbreviation list  

AES  ï Agri -Environment Schemes 

ANC  ï Areas under Natural Constraint  

CAP  ï Common Agricultural Policy  

CEE  ï Central and Eastern Europe  

COMAGRI  ï European Parliamentôs Committee on Agriculture and   

                          Rural Development                               

EAFRD ï European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development  

EE  ï Estonia  

EFA  ï Ecological Focus Area 

EIP  ï European Innovation Partnership  

EU  ï European Union   

EUR  ï Euro (currency of the Eurozone)  

HNV  ï High Nature Value  

HU  ï Hungary  

IAS ï Invasive alien species 

IEEP  ï Institute for European Environmental Policy  

IFOAM  ï International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements 

LFA  ï Less Favoured Areas 

LT  ï Lithuania  

LV  ï Latvia   

MS  ï Member State 

NGO  ï Non-Governmental Organisation  

NRDP  ï National Rural Development Programmes  

OP ï Operational Programme  

RBMP  ï River Basin Management Plans  

RDP  ï Rural Development Programmes  

RO  ï Romania  

WFD  ï Water Framework Directive  
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Executive summary  

The agricultural sector has a key role in preserving biodiversity and enhancing 
sustainable use of land and resources. Almost 50% of EU territory is covered by 
farmland  (arable land and permanent grasslands) and therefore management 
practices in agriculture will be reflected in the availability of natural resources and 
their benefits for present and future generations. The Commission has in recent 
years pledged for a Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) that would shift towards a 
fairer and greener agriculture sector in the Member States with a view to improve 
water air and soil quality, while at the same time to reverse biodiversity loss and 
preserve ecosystems and their services. The reform of the CAP was high on the 
policy agenda for 2013. Following the COMAGRI vote earlier in January and the 
subsequent vote of the EU Parliament, a political agreement between the 
Commission, the Council and the Parliament was reached on the 26th of June. The 
Council of EU Agriculture Ministers formally adopted the four Basic Regulations 
for the reformed CAP and Transitional Rules for 2014 and Member States (MSs) 
are expected to send their first draft National Rural Development Programmes 
(NRDPs) early in 2014. The present study is an analysis of the performance of 
National Rural Development Programmes (NRDPs) in terms of biodiversity in five 
countries from Central and Eastern Europe (CEE): Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania and Romania. The guiding principle of our methodology is that, when it 
comes to biodiversity conservation and halt of biodiversity loss, the success of 
current Pillar 2 programmes can be measured firstly in simple terms by examining 
the budget expenditure ï how much money was spent; and secondly, by examining 
the local story behind their performance, which provides an insight into the 
practical effectiveness and relevance of the programmes ï how well was that 
money spent, and how could it have been spent better. In general, it was found that 
measures with a direct or partial focus on biodiversity conservation and measures 
with no direct focus but potentially positive impact on preservation of biodiversity 
have recorded moderate to high uptake levels in CEE. Most popular measures in 
terms of farmer uptake and land area covered were Less Favoured Areas LFAs), 
Natura 2000 payments and Agri -environment Schemes (AESs). The role of 
advisory services was seen to be significant in uptake; it was observed that uptake 
rates can be seven times higher (as per number of farmers) and five times higher 
(as per amount of land) where highly-motivated NGOs have helped to promote the 
measure with farmers. The quantitative success of these measures was generally 
attributed to a limited set of req uirements farmers had to comply with, which made 
it easy for them to access the funding. However, limited requirements raised 
concerns with regard to the actual impact of the measures on reversing biodiversity 
loss and improving soil and water quality, whi ch were some of the quality targets 
envisaged by MSs. In most of the cases there was no systematic monitoring of how 
the measures performed in terms of their environmental impact. Collection and 
reliability of data was a major issue. Quantitative indicator s were set and 
measured; and qualitative indicators were in some cases defined, but their 
measurement was not obligatory. Measures such as AES, LFA and Natura 2000 
payments contributed to continued management of High Nature Value (HNV) 
grasslands, and to stabilisation of income for HNV farmers and to tackling of land 
abandonment. However, their actual biodiversity impact was less clear, suggesting 
a need for qualitative monitoring.  
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Introduction  

The study  

Overall, for the 2007 -2013 NRDPs, agri-environment schemes and other measures 

with an impact on biodiversity conservation  (see Fig.1 below and the Annex) have 

met with moderate to high success in Central and Eastern Europe, as far as their 

uptake is concerned. Nevertheless, there are concerns with regard to the efficiency 

of these schemes and their impact on biodiversity conservation, which at the same 

time is difficult to measure, considering that monitoring systems are inadequate or, 

in many cases, not in place. This study will specifically address the topic of barriers 

to implementation and effectiveness of measures in the region, and by using 

NRDPs in five CEE countries, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, as 

case studies.  

 

 

Fig. 1. Structure of the study  

The following sections will provide an insight into the performance of these RDP 

measures (Fig. 1 left), with special emphasis on measures that have a direct or 

partial focus on biodiversity conservation, although some measures with no focus 

but with potential positive impac t on biodiversity conservation and ecosystem 

services provision will be discussed as well (see Fig. 1).  

In the coming year, stakeholders will still be able to influence MS NRDPs. The 

Implementing Acts in Rural Development negotiated between the European 

Commission and MSs will also influence the implementation of NRDPs, creating 

another area in which NGOs and other stakeholders can work with their Member 

States. These processes give space to stakeholders to provide recommendations for 

more biodiversity -fr iendly NRDPs both in design and in implementation 

methodologies. In addition, the European Innovation Partnership (EIP) offers an 

important opportunity for NGOs to work with community groups, land managers 
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and other actors to ensure a more environment- and climate-friendly 

implementation of EU agricultural policy, by building bridges among stakeholders.  

Therefore, drawing from the analysis of the five NRDPs, the study will provide a 

number of recommendations and conclusions which would prove useful to 

stakeholders engaged in the designation and implementation of Pillar 2 measures 

of the CAP 2014-2020.  

Valuable addition to existing literature  

A number of studies have already been carried out in the EU in relation to the 

performance of environmental measures in the EU-27 NRDPs.  

¶ The Institute for European Environment Policy (IEEP) released a study on 

entry-level agri-environment schemes, which aimed to better understand 

their functioning and diversity across the EU for 2007 -2013. The study 

discovered that the most frequent categories of management actions for 

entry-level AESs were the management of grass and semi-natural forage, 

input management, management plans and record keeping, management of 

soil cover and soil management, buffer strips, crop management and 

landscape feature management1. 

¶ IEEP also analysed in detail the entry-level AESs for RDPs of 10 MSs, 

including the CEE countries Czech Republic, Poland and Bulgaria. It was 

concluded that entry-level AESs provide an incentive for positive 

environmental management and a basis for higher-level AESs, and can 

improve current levels of environmental management. Also, LFA and other 

RDP measures were seen as important support schemes for AESs. In terms 

of design and revision of AESs, the paper mostly proposed a better training 

and advisory system for farmers and revision of several guidelines, including 

the guidance on transaction costs. Involving farmers in the designation and 

review of the schemes and implementing small-scale pilot testing were seen 

as efficient tools to improve acceptance and delivery2. Relationship with 

farmers was highlighted in another study by Birdlife and the Royal Society 

for the Protection of Birds (RSPB), which concluded that it is important to 

provide reliable payments to farmers regarding amount and timing. Also, 

avoiding often changes in the designation and implementation of schemes 

and their eligibility criteria was found as an important factor in keeping 

farmers confidence3.  

¶ IEEP also produced a study on Principles and environment al 

priorities for the 2014 -2020 Rural Development Programmes  in 

2012. It was found that the new proposed European Agricultural Fund for 

Rural Development (EAFRD) sets in place a frame on which MSs can design 
                                                
1 IEEP, 2011 
2 Ibid.  
3 Birdlife 2013  
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and develop their NRDPs in a way that fits with their cultural, agriculture 

and forestry situation 4.  

¶ The James Hutton Institute was another research body to release a paper on 

developing AEMs for the 2014-2020 RDP, although the study was tailored 

for Scottish RDP needs. Nevertheless, their findings are in line with IEEPôs 

conclusions, in that simplification of the application process, monitoring 

and a participatory approach were seen as essential. Streamlining the soon-

to-be ratified Soils Directive and reducing diffuse pollution were key 

recommendations, and so was the need to target measures better5.  

At a national level, several studies have also attempted to assess the impact of the 

NRDPs on biodiversity. In Romania, there were concerns that rural development 

incentives are favouring agricultural intensification and that the future CAP will 

not be able to tackle the loss of rich farmland biodiversity from the central part of 

the country. The main bottleneck discouraging farmers from accessing green 

related agri-payments was the poor alignment of rural EU policies with the 

Romanian village reality. One of the obstacles was that many of the small size of the 

farm holdings meant that many of them were not eligible for payments. Also, 

political disinterest and general distrust from farmers towards policy makers 

hindered the process of fund-accession. A comprehensive approach the rural policy 

and provision of flexibility in implementing the biodiversity -related measures were 

seen as essential for improving the performance of NRDPs and increasing their 

contribution to biodiversity conservation 6.  

In Latvia, lack of a constructive dialogue between authorities and experts was seen 

as an important obstacle in improving the performance of biodiversity -related 

NRDP measures through intake of feedback. Also, destruction of HNV habitats that 

some measures from Axis 2 sought to protect by activities implemented through 

modernisation of agricultural holdings measures was seen as a conflict that 

hindered effective preservation of biodiversity. Moreover, construction, 

reconstruction and upgrading of drainage systems were identified as activities 

highly damaging for biodiversity, in particular in wet grassland areas 7. The country 

was considered as making progress when it came to the existence of a monitoring 

system for farmland birds, although more efforts were seen as necessary for 

effective monitoring 8.  

Separation of environment and agriculture in the national strategies of Lithuania 

was highlighted as an obstacle in developing comprehensive and encouraging 

instruments to implement agri -environmental measures to an appropriate level, 

which were at the moment seen as not attractive to farmers. Changing the very 

nature of farmers from ñsuppliantò of subsidies to service providers would further 

                                                
4 IEEP, 2012 
5 James Hutton Institute, 2012  
6 Mikulcak 2013  
7 Birdlife 2009, also found in CEEwebôs survey 2013  
8 Ibid.   
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contribute to increasing the uptake of such measures by farmers. Moreover, 

support for fami ly farms is regarded as important for preserving biodiversity 

through, as their traditional farming approach can provide for a broader variety of 

agricultural techniques and measures, increasing the flexibility in adopting 

biodiversity/environmentally frie ndly measures9.  

Estonia is a country where AES is considered to have contributed to supporting 

HNV farming and thus to maintaining semi -natural wooded pasture habitats. 

Nevertheless, it was also found that eligibility issues related to the implementation 

of direct payments have sometimes caused unintentional damage to biodiversity. 

For instance, misunderstanding of cross-compliance and eligibility criteria 

sometimes led to farmers removing vegetation in semi-natural habitats for fear of 

being penalised10. This was related to the definition of ñpermanent pastureò, which 

focused on óherbaceousô pastures and thus excluded some of the most valuable 

semi-natural grasslands with trees and scrub ï an issue that also occurred in 

Romania11.  

In Hungary, as in most of CEE countries, lack of consistent research on farmland 

biodiversity on existing farming systems ï largely considered extensive traditional 

ï is seen as a major constraint in designing effective AESs. Also, choosing 

intensification rather than applying for AESs was found to be potentially more 

profitable for Hungarian farmers 12. Intensification of agriculture combined with 

abandonment of agricultural land was considered as a probable factor for the high 

proportions of Natura 2000 habitats in an unfavourable c ondition 13.  

The present study will add to these already existing research works by providing an 

exclusive insight into the performance of NRDPs in Central and Eastern Europe, a 

region where little coordinated regional research efforts have been made, especially 

in terms of RDP delivery. Moreover, this paper addresses not only measures with a 

direct or partial focus on biodiversity conservation but also some measures with no 

focus but potentially positive impact on biodiversity and ecosystem services 

delivery (see Fig. 3 above). Finally, this analysis is a combination of practical 

experienced gained on the ground and interpretation of financial statistics on the 

different measures and axis of the RDPs and it therefore provides a more complete, 

integrated assessment of the rural programmes in the selected countries.  

Context  

Agricultural land use in Europe has a significant impact on biodiversity and 

ecosystem services in and outside Natura 2000 sites. For instance, an EU 

Commission report on the implementation  of the Water Framework Directive 

(WFD) in the MSs concluded that more than 90% of the assessed River Basin 

                                                
9 Baltic Compass 2011 
10 IEEP 2011 
11 Ibid.  
12 Baldi and Batary 2011 
13 IEEP 2011 
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Management Plans (RBMP) pointed to agriculture as a ñsignificant pressure in the 

basin, including diffuse or point source pollution by organic matte r, nutrients, 

pesticides and hydromorphological impactsò14. Also, RBMPs did not provide many 

details on how NRDPs could contribute to solving this issue. The EU's Common 

Agricultural Policy (CAP)  and its 'second pillar' funds ï distributed by Member 

States through the Rural Development Programmes (RDPs) ï thus affect 

biodiversity and ecosystems. RDPs should continue to contribute to the 

conservation of biodiversity in farmed/forested areas, as proposed in the 

Communityôs Strategic Guidelines for Rural Development, 2007 ï 2013.  

CAP funding has been supported by two pillars since 1999. This structure remains 

in place in the new, reformed policy but its contents have changed. Pillar 1 contains 

subsidies for income support to farmers ("direct payments", 73% of the CAP 

budget) and market organisations (7% of the CAP budget)15. Those expenditures 

are fully paid by the EU, mainly to support the income of farmers. Under Pillar 1, 

the basic payment scheme and the new "greening" payment are paid per hectare on 

an annual basis. Total CAP budget is expected to continuously decrease between 

2013 and 2020: Pillar 1 will account for ú37.2 billion in 2020, compared to ú43.2 

billion in 2013 (a 14% decrease), while Pillar 2 will amount to ú11.4 billion 

compared to ú13.9 billion in 2013 (a 18% decrease, see Fig.2 left). Also, the share of 

the two pillars will slightly change by 2020 ï Pillar 1 will account for 76.8% and 

Pillar 2 to 23.2% in 2020, compared to 75.7% and 24.3% respectively in 2013 (see 

Fig. 2 right).  

  
Fig. 2. CAP budget for 2013-2020 (left) and share of the two pillars out of the 

budget in 2020 (right) 16 

In the reformed CAP, both pillars have experienced content changes. For Pillar 1, 

                                                
14 Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on the implementation 
of the Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC). River Basin Management Plans  
15 Arc2020, 2013 
16 Data adapted from European Councilôs list of programmes under the MFF 2014-2020  
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some of the most important include the clarification of who an óactive farmerô is, in 

order to exclude entitlement to payments of airports, sports clubs, waterworks or 

real estate services. Moreover, Ecological Focus Areas (EFAs) are now required 

under greening, 5% of arable land/farmholding, which must be genuinely 

beneficial to biodiversity and contribute to the improvement of soil and water 

quality. Greening payments have also been extended to protecting permanent 

pastures and grasslands that provide environmental services for carbon storage 

and biodiversity  ï often, in practice, High Nature Value (HNV) farmed landscapes 

ï offering wider recognition and protection than provided within Natura 2000 

sites.  

MSs have, in varying degrees, the option of transferring funds from Pillar 1 to Pillar 

2, or reverse from Pillar 2 to Pill ar 1. In view of the reduction of the Pillar 2 budget 

in absolute terms, and as a percentage of CAP budget, it is desirable that MSs 

favour transfer from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2: with the incentive under the new CAP that 

such transferred funds do not require co-financing by MSs. Last but not least, MSs 

may opt to make degressive payments under Pillar 1, offering higher payments per 

ha for the first 30  ha or up to national average farm size, making the CAP fairer for 

small- and medium-sized farms.  

The multiann ual Pillar 2 budget accounts for 23.4% of CAP expenditure and is 

subject to national co-funding by MSs of up to 50%17. Pillar 2 is intended to support 

socio-structural and more targeted environmental measures as well as rural 

development, not only for farme rs but also for rural communities more broadly.  

Pillar 2 funding is mostly directed towards Less Favoured Areas (LFAs, renamed 

ANCs or Areas under Natural Constraint), young farmers, AESs and organic 

farming, animal welfare, investments in agricultural co llective infrastructures, 

innovation, and marketing of food products.  

Pillar 2 provides a menu of measures from which MSs and regional authorities can 

set up their 2014-2020 RDPs. These will be submitted to the Commission during 

2014, who will assess them to ensure that they are balanced and that all objectives 

are met. For 2007-2013, the most budgeted measure of RDPs in EU-27 was 214 ï 

Agri -environment payments, accounting for 23.8%. This was followed by 121 ï 

modernisation of agricultural holdings with 1 2% and 212 and 211 ï Mountain and 

Non-Mountain LFAs and accounting for 7.6% and 6.8% respectively (see Fig. 2).  

For 2014-2020, there are also a number of changes for Pillar 2. MSs are required to 

spend at least 30% for environmental and climate measures, including Natura 

2000 payments, payments for organic production or environment/climate related 

investments. Agri-environment measures will benefit from the possibility of 

including transaction costs for up to 20% of the premium paid, which will be 

available for farmer groups as well as individual farmers. In this way, it is expected 

that the measure will be more attr active. The afforestation measure (221) will 

require caution, protection of grasslands and the use of local species. The 

Cooperation Measure, including the newly-launched European Innovation 
                                                
17 Arc2020, 2013 
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Partnership (EIP), is expected to support joint projects in all f ields, among groups 

of farmers, NGOs and rural development movements, academics and businesses. 

The LEADER programme remains as an additional tool in strengthening rural 

development networks and a community led local development approach.  

Methodology  
 

The study is primarily based on two sources of information: the Statistical and 

Economic Information Report on Rural Development in the European Union for 

2012 and the survey and activities CEEweb carried out with CEE organisations 

active in agriculture and rural development. The underlying rationale was that the 

success of Pillar 2 programmes can be measured in simple terms by examining the 

budget expenditure; however, there is a local story behind their performance, 

which provides an insight into the practi cal effectiveness and relevance of the 

programmes (see Fig. 3).  

 

CEEweb carried out and participated in a series of events related to the CAP 

reform. These included a kick-off meeting in Budapest on gathering data and 

creating policy recommendations for a  more biodiversity -friendly CAP 

and RDP , a high-level conference in Brussels on the rolling out of the 

greening measures and recommendations for biodiversity -friendly 

Rural Development policy post -2013 , and a seminar in Vilnius on the 

challenges and perspe ctives in implementing environmental 

commitments in the new CAP  (see CEEweb website for more information18).  

 

Fig. 3. Rationale of the study  
                                                
18 Seminar on the Common Agricultural Policy 2014-2020 organised by CEEweb member. Available 
here: http://www.ceeweb.org/7905/seminar-on-the-common-agricultural-policy-2014-2020-
organised-by-ceeweb-member/  

http://www.ceeweb.org/7905/seminar-on-the-common-agricultural-policy-2014-2020-organised-by-ceeweb-member/
http://www.ceeweb.org/7905/seminar-on-the-common-agricultural-policy-2014-2020-organised-by-ceeweb-member/
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The survey with CEEwebôs member organizations from the 5 case-study countries, 

active in agriculture and rural development, was also completed. The survey 

addressed: 

¶ Which measures were successful in terms of uptake and which had measurable 

impacts? 

¶ Why did some measures succeed in simple terms of expenditure/no. of 

participants, and some not? 

¶ How did local NGOs assess (based on their experience on the ground as well as 

data from managing authorities) the measures in terms of relevance (to 

biodiversity/rural development needs), attractiveness to farmers, and meeting 

impact objectives? 

¶ Considering the local knowledge and practical experience of local NGOs, what 

lessons can be learned in order to make designation and implementation more  

Å relevant (answering needs), 

Å attractive to farmers (uptake) , and 

Å effective (impact)? 

The template of the survey can be found in the Annex. Survey countries were 

chosen according to their variety in terms of RDP measures directed towards or 

with an impact on biodiversity, their geographical distribution and characteristics 

and the experience they have had with RDPs.  

 

It was concluded that the Baltic MSs, Hungary and Romania would constitute a 

representative sample of the region. The experts completing the survey had a long-

established experience with the designation and implementation of RDPs in their 

country and a solid knowledge of the challenges and opportunities of RDP 

measures on the ground. 

Results and discussion  
 

From a statistical standpoint, most of RDP measures directed towards biodiversity 

conservation had moderate to high uptake, and there were cases when quantitative 

targets and initial budget spending expectations were exceeded. The following 

sections will have a closer look at each of the measures considered relevant to 

biodiversity conservation and expand on their performance in terms of expenditure 

compared to initially bud geted amounts, targets achieved in terms of numbers of 

hectares and farmers, success factors and limitations.  

In terms of overall expenditure on NRDPs up to September 2012, results from the 

five CEE countries are unalike. Romania has the lowest rate of expenditure out of 

the total initially budgeted amount for its RDP, with only 38%; Latvia had the 

highest with 61% of its preliminary allocation (see Fig. 4 ). It is important however, 
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to consider that for Romania, 2007 -2013 was the first NRDP, while the other 

countries had already designed their NRDPs for the period 2004-2007. The 

dissimilarity in designation and implementation experience could be one of the key 

factors accounting for the expenditure gap. Another cause for the lower rate of 

EAFRD absorption in Romania is connected to the performance of individual 

measures, which will be discussed at length in the following sections.  

 

Fig. 4. Expenditure on RDP up to September 201219  

 

Measures with a direct focus on biodiversity conservation  

Natura 2000 payments (measure 213)  

Natura 2000 payments were, to a great extent, implemented in a manner that 

encouraged high uptake on behalf of farmers ï with the exception of Romania 

where the measure was not offered because there were no management plans for 

Natur a 2000 sites and therefore the Managing Authority could not calculate 

compensation payments. The uptake rate was as high as 97% in Estonia and 93% in 

Hungary, and this was attributed to the fact that the package involved limited 

requirements, so farmers found it easy to access the money. In Lithuania, the 

unattractive rate of payments accounted for the relatively lower uptake of 80%. In 

terms of the surface cover of the scheme, the initial target of 250,000 ha was 

exceeded by 20% in Hungary, while in Latvia payments covered almost 90% of the 

initially targeted area of 68,700  ha. Estonia had a lower surface uptake of almost 

60% compared to its 97% uptake in farmer numbers (see Fig. 5 left). In terms of 

expenditure, Hungary, Latvia and Lithuania exceeded their  initially budgeted 

amount of Axis 2, while Estonia spent 63% of the originally proposed budget (see 

Fig. 5 right).  

                                                
19 Data from Rural Development in the European Union Statistical and Economic Information 
Report 2012 
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Fig. 5. Progress of quantitative targets for Natura 2000 payments (left) and 

expenditure out of the initially budgeted amount in the Axi s (right) 20 

It is generally agreed that the Natura 2000 payment support might have helped in 

preserving HNV grasslands and HNV farming, by assisting the economic viability 

of continued management of grasslands, although the impact is not regarded as 

óconsiderableô. Overall, assessing the quality of the schemeôs implementation is 

seen as difficult due to lack of systematic qualitative monitoring; an improved 

monitoring system is seen as necessary for future evaluation. In addition, stricter 

requirements directed towards specific biodiversity conservation criteria , such as 

favourable condition o f habitats, populations or indicators for  species, are 

considered essential for the efficient channelling of budget resources and 

increasing their contribution to biodiversity conservation.   

Estonia  had quantitative targ ets of 1,500 farmers and 38,000 ha, of which it 

achieved 1,460 farmers and 22,300 ha (see Fig. 6). The quality target for the 

Natura 2000 scheme in the 2007-2013 NRDP was to maintain biodiversity and 

extent of the HNV area. There was no monitoring of the effects, and so no hard 

data as to achievement of the target. It is accepted that measure helped to stabilise 

the income of HNV farmers, although the impact is not seen as considerable. 

Nevertheless, the measure is not well targeted at biodiversity indicators. While the 

control mechanism is sufficient for the obligatory indicators, there are few 

biodiversity compliance demands that could be controlled.  Recommendations 

would include support that is directly connected with preservation of HNV farming 

                                                
20 Data from the CEEweb survey, 2013 (left) and Rural Development in the European Union 
Statistical and Economic Information Report 2012 (right)  
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and a better targeting of payments, with top-ups for more specific habitat/species-

related targets21.   

Natura 2000 targets in Estonia  

 

Fig. 6. Quantitative targets for Natura 2000 scheme in Estonia 22 

In Hungary , Natura 2000 payments recorded an apparent success, attributed to 

the limited requirements farmers had to comply with, which made it easy to benefit 

from the payments. Quantitative targets  amounted to 250,000  ha and 10,000 

farms and by 2012, the country achieved 296,000 ha and 9,275 farms (see Fig. 7a, 

b). Overall, it is believed the measure has raised awareness of Natura 2000, but 

stricter environmental requirements would be needed, includ ing those related to 

habitats and species. The quality target in the 2007 -213 NRDP was to reverse 

biodiversity loss and preserve HNV areas, enhancing better water quality, tackling 

climate change, improving soil quality, providing for better brut nutrient balance 

(less or no nitrogen surplus) and tackling land abandonment.   

Nevertheless, there are no data yet as to whether the targets have been achieved 

and no systematic monitoring has been established, except for bird species. Data 

availability is relatively poor, mainly because it is often challenging to access it 

from the paying agency and at the same time, there are few data available from 

research institutes. On the other hand, the control mechanism for compliance is 

generally deemed as efficient and reliable, although it is agreed that inspectors 

would benefit significantly from additional training.   

                                                
21 CEEweb Survey, 2013 
22 CEEweb survey 2013 
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Recommendations would include stricter and more specific requirements to 

protect single species and habitats of European importance.  

In Lithuania , the 14,000 ha target was not achieved in 2012; the measure covered 

11,000 ha. The unattractive size of payment was seen as the key factor for this 

situation and an increase in the size of 

payments was regarded as desirable for 

higher future uptake rates. The main 

requir ement of not mowing before 1 August 

was generally considered as insufficient to 

bring changes in practices and achieve 

biodiversity benefits 23.  

On the other hand, Latvia  recorded better 

results and it is believed it may have helped 

to maintain some of the HNV grasslands in 

Natura 2000 territories. The initial 

quantitative target of 56,000  ha was 

adjusted to 68,700 ha (and 5,929 supported 

holdings) as programme implementat ion 

progressed. By 2012, the measure covered 

59,174 ha and reached 6,142 farmers (see 

Fig. 8).   

                                                
23 CEEweb workshop July 2013, CEEweb survey 2013 

Fig. 7. Target in no. of farmers (left) and hectares (right)  in Hungary  

Fig. 8. Targeted UAA for Natura 
2000 payments in Latvia  
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Nevertheless, there were concerns that indicators set in the NRDP for Natura 2000 

payments had very little connection with quality. Moreover, Natura 2000 suppo rt 

was seen as an "additional subsidy" for land owners mowing permanent grasslands 

in Natura 2000 territories and it was justified with the assumption that breaking 

up of permanent grasslands is prohibited (although this is true only for a small part 

of natural grasslands in Natura 2000). Thus, the limited management 

requirements set in the scheme resulted in a rather high uptake. Making all 

landowners in Natura 2000 managing permanent grasslands eligible for payments 

was an additional enabling factor. Similar to the previous cases, suggestions 

highlighted the need for  support to be based on real restrictions and for the funding 

to be used for more targeted measures. 

In Romania , Natura 2000 scheme was not available because there are no 

management plans for 2000 areas, in absence of which the Ministry of Agriculture 

and Rural Development could not calculate compensation payments. Creating 

management plans for Natura 2000 sites would allow calculation of payments.  

Main lessons learned from the experience in the four countries are that Natura 

2000 is an easy-access support measure that offers eligibility simply through 

location in a Natura 2000 site. The scheme can be effective in providing support to 

small-scale farmers and maintaining land use. However, greater environmental 

conditionality is important even in the case of farmers who have obligations as a 

result of location within Natura 2000 sites. Use of degressive payments (higher 

payment per hectare the fewer hectares a holding has) could also be considered for 

Natura 2000 payments.  

 

Agri -environment schemes (measure 214)  

 

Agri -environment schemes for grasslands  

Agri-environment schemes for grasslands were implemented with varying results 

in the five CEE countries. In terms of expenditure, Romania had the highest rate of 

overspending, with 36% over the initially budgeted sum. Hungary also exceeded its 

originally planned budget by 14%, while in Estonia the excess amounted to 3%. In 

contrast, in Latvia and Lithuani a 85% and 88% respectively were spent on 

grasslands AES out of the initially proposed budget (see Fig. 9).  

Romania also had very good performances against quantitative targets, reaching 

85% of the initially targeted surface, while Lithuania, Latvia and Es tonia all had 

similar uptake levels between 62-69%.  

In terms of the number of farmers who participated in the scheme, their proportion 

out of the originally expected numbers varied between 75% in Latvia and 56% in 

Hungary.  
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Fig. 9. Expenditure on Measur e 214 as % used from Axis 124 

In  Estonia, the HNV grassland measure had a target of 35,000 ha (including 

6,000  ha wood pastures) and 1500 farmers. It  achieved 24,000 ha and 916 farmers 

(see Fig. 10). During the implementation period, every farmer had a limit of 30% 

extending of the managed area. 

Fig. 10. Quantitative targets for HNV grasslands measure in Estonia: no. of 

farmers (left) and no. of hectares (right) 25 

Some of the reasons behind the moderate uptake were that support did not cover 

costs of management of wooded pastures, and that some of the grasslands were not 

restored fast enough to be included into the scheme. The quality target set in the 

NRDP was to ensure the balance between wooded pastures and other grassland, 

                                                
24 Rural Development in the European Union Statistical and Economic Information Report 2012  
25 CEEweb survey, 2013 
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and to maintain biodiversity. The target is measured by official Natura 2000 

monitoring system that is not directly linked to the support scheme but it is 

considered that in general the scheme has helped to maintain the valuable 

grasslands. Nevertheless, the support scheme did not cover the costs of very 

specific wood pasture management; also alvars are in an unfavourable state due to 

lack of restored areas. Recommendations are related to top-ups for more specific 

habitat/species-related targets (shorter grass for ground nesting birds, grazing 

after mowing etc.).  

Another AES package available Estonia was the environmentally-friendly farming 

scheme, which targeted 400,000  ha and 5,000 farmers. While the measure 

exceeded its surface target by 32,000 ha, it only involved 1,900 farmers. Moreover, 

it is believed that the support scheme was too weak to deliver biodiversity targets: 

although in some cases there has been improvement in the bumblebee index, the 

farmland birds index does not show improvements. Also, there is no information 

about the progress on quality targets set in the NRDP (60,000 ha of crop area 

under legumes, 120,000 ha of fields under winter cover). It was suggested that 

buffer  areas for biodiversity should be included in the scheme as well as mowing 

time or type restrictions to reduce damage of silage making on farmland birds.  

In Hungary  there were several AES packages available in the 2007-2013 NRDP, 

accounting together for 1.2 mln  ha (see Fig. 11). Overall, the quantity target for the 

area was almost reached (1.15 

mln  ha or 96%), of which: 

- 752,000 ha for the arable 

scheme (4,350 or 81% of the 

targeted holdings) 

- 316,000 ha for the grassland 

scheme (3,685 holdings, as 

targeted)  

- 73,000 ha for the permanent 

crop scheme (5324 holdings)  

-  7,719 ha for the wetland 

scheme (82 holdings), which was 

only introduced towa rds the end 

of the programme. In addition, 

652 holdings were involved in the 

implementation of genetic 

resources scheme for indigenous 

breeds, which met with success 

due to good advisory services 

delivered by breeding 

associations. It was considered 

that the apparent success of the 

AESs was due to the limited 
Fig. 11. Targeted coverage of AES measures in 

Hungary  

HECTARES 1.2  MLN 
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requirements farmers had to comply with.  

 

Nevertheless, there were regional differences in the number of applications due to 

the varied quality and outreach of the advisory services. The quality targets for the 

2007-2013 NRDP were to reverse biodiversity loss, preserve HNV areas, enhance 

better water quality, tackle climate change, improve soil quality, improve brut 

nutrient balance (less or no N surplus) and tackle land abandonment. Nevertheless, 

it is not clear if or to what extent the quality targets were achieved as no data are 

available at the moment and apart from bird species, no systematic monitoring has 

been established yet. 

Data availability is relatively poor, mainly b ecause it is often challenging to access it 

from the paying agency and at the same time, there is few data available from 

research institutes. On the other hand, the control mechanism for compliance is 

generally deemed as efficient and reliable, although it is agreed that inspectors 

would require additional training.  Recommendations would include better 

targeted measures, top-ups for in-depth conservation measures and stricter 

requirements for the arable and grassland schemes.  

In Lithuania  the original coverage target was of 396,000 ha, whereas the actual 

uptake was of 252,000 ha. Measures included wetland management and meadow 

management, which was not popular 

because of the very specific management 

requirements and therefore little of the 

budget was used. HNV was not specifically 

targeted and thus Lithuaniaôs 1.3mln ha of 

grasslands are eligible even if they are not 

HNV. Therefore, HNV analysis of valuable 

grasslands would be recommended for a 

better and more effective allocation of 

funds. Other measures included landscape 

stewardship and proved to be more 

attractive, but links to biodiversity were not 

strong. 

In Latvia  the measure regarding HNV 

grasslands has a target of 56,000 ha and 

5,828 holdings out of which 34,742 ha and 

4,377 holdings were reached in 2012 (see 

Fig. 12). It is believed that unified 

management requirements (for example, 

only late mowing is permitted ) have 

excluded HNV grasslands from areas that 

can be used for animal feed production where grazing is not feasible due to field 

location.  

Fig. 12. Progress in reaching HNV 
grasslands measure targets in Latvia 

in 2012: UAA (top) and no. of 
farmers (bottom)  
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The unified support rate also did not cover the costs for management of distant 

HNV grasslands or management involving complicated working conditions 

(terracing, water regime etc.). Thus, the scheme was not attractive for those with 

more distance/difficulties to manage grasslands. Quality targets in the NRDP for 

2007-2013 were related to support for 5,828 agricultural h oldings and 56,000  ha 

of agricultural land. Areas accounting for 56,000  ha under successful land 

management had to exhibit: improvement of soil quality, improvement of water 

quality, improvement of biodiversity, and an 80% share of successfully managed 

biologically valuable grasslands. 

HNV areas met the target set in the Latvian version of the RDP, but are short of 

reaching the target indicated in the English version. Also there are concerns that 

the assumption of an improvement of soil and water quality an d biodiversity lacks 

sound background data. Moreover, monitoring of Natura 2000 sites states that 

more than 60% of the HNV grassland types are in decline. Nevertheless, the 

support may have helped to maintain some of the HNV grasslands in Natura 2000 

terri tories. However, it was recommended that the amount of the support should 

be differentiated based on the management difficulty of the grassland. 

Other AES measures in Latvia were ñIntroducing and Promoting Integrated 

Horticultureò, and ñStubble field in winter periodò. The former had a target 12,000 

ha and an uptake of 2,474 ha and 244 holdings, whereas the latter targeted 

100,000  ha and 4,000 farmers and reached 59,520 ha and 1,101 holdings. The 

quality targets set for the 2007-2013 were similar to those for the HNV grasslands 

measure: improved soil and water quality and improved biodiversit y on the 

targeted areas (12,000 ha) for the integrated horticulture measure and improved 

water and soil quality for stubble fields i n the winter period (on 100,000  ha). 

Similarly, it is difficult to assess whether the quality targets were achieved for the 

areas that were eventually covered.  

In Romania , the HNV measure was the biggest single measure in RDP. It targeted 

1.45mln ha for basic package (out of the 2.3 mln ha of eligible H NV grassland), of 

which 375,000  ha in the higher payment, non-mechanised package. By 2012, 

1.2mln ha in basic package, of which 940,000 ha in higher package, were achieved. 

In terms of farms, 275,000 holdings were reached, which was 53% more than the 

initi al target of 180,000 (see Fig. 13). The target was exceeded owing to smaller size 

of farms than expected. It was discovered that uptake is 7 times higher (number of 

farmers) and 5 times higher (amount of land) where highly -motivated NGOs have 

helped to promote the measure with farmers26. 

                                                
26 CEEweb Workshop July 2013, CEEweb survey 2013, APIA 2011 
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Fig. 13. Quantitative targets for AES in Romania: no. of farmers (left) and surface 

(right) 27 

Nevertheless, some problems arose during implementation. Lack of differentiation 

between grazed pasture and mown meadow and not offering higher payments for 

meadow management have caused an unintended consequence of conversion of 

meadow (a more threatened habitat) to pasture. This was because payments were 

the same for mowing and grazing but costs were lower for grazing. As a result, 

sheep numbers have risen, whereas cattle numbers and hay meadows have 

decreased. Therefore, an important recommendation was the need to better 

differentiate between mowing and grazing, to make it flexible depending on the 

region and top-up the payments for meadow management.  

Other AES packages included green manure, which achieved 151,000 ha of the 

700,000  ha target; butterfly protection damp grassland with 2,000  ha of 25,000 ha 

initially planned ï though the implementation only began in 2012 and the measure 

directed towards protection of the red -breasted goose, which achieved 48,000 ha 

out of the originally proposed 200,000  ha. However, for this last measure, 

implementation also began only in 2012.  

Main lessons learned from analysing AESs in the five countries were that some 

agri-environment payments do not necessarily change the habits of farmers. Also, 

AES payments need to be better differentiated ï for instance in terms of cutting 

dates, meadow/pasture management, etc. NGOs have expressed concern that 

environmental benefits are not clear and this is mostly due to lack of monitoring 

systems and, in some cases, difficult to assess indicators. Nevertheless, the limited 

requirements for farmers also add to those concerns. Finally, use of degressive 

payments is seen as a tool with high potential for the next NRDPs. 

 

 

 

                                                
27 CEEweb survey 2013 
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Organic farming  

Organic farming was a scheme successfully implemented in Estonia , where it 

helped to widen the organic farming area. Almost 1,400 of the 1,800 initially 

targeted farmers adopted this 

scheme on a surface that 

exceeded by 25% initial 

expectations, covering 125,475 

ha (see Fig. 14). The quality 

target for 2007 -2013 NRDP was 

to have 15,000 ha of organic 

cropland under legumes, 

30,000  ha under winter cover 

and a stable or improving 

species diversity of insects, 

farmland bi rds and plants. To 

date, 34,844 ha were under 

legumes and 83,884 ha under 

winter cover. Also, species 

diversity of insects, farmland 

birds on 45,000  ha was stable 

or improved as a result of the 

schemeôs implementation28. 

Overall, the scheme has worked 

well to help widening  the 

organic farming area in the 

country.  

A similar situation is in Hungary , where there is a well-organized community of 

organic farmers and a well-established certification system. The organic scheme is 

considered as one of the most successful in terms of environmental performance 

and contribution to reversing biodiversity loss and preserving HNV areas, although 

the inspection system cannot control all aspects of chemical use and there is no 

systematic data collection for an accurate appreciation of the contribution to 

biodiversity conservation.   

Therefore, proposals for improvement include stricter inspections from certifying 

bodies co-ordination of the monitoring system by organisations associated to 

organic agriculture.  

In Lithuania , the organic scheme was very popular, with over 130,000 ha, while 

in Latvia  the number was even higher, almost 185,000 ha. However, the initial 

target was even more ambitious, accounting for 207,728 ha and 5,738 holdings, of 

which 3,440 adopted organic production.  

                                                
28 CEEweb survey, 2013 

Fig. 14. Hectares under organic scheme: 
targe t/achieved  
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The success of the measure was due to the fact that support rates and conditions 

have been favourable for area increase under organic certification. The quality 

targets were directed towards implementing organic farming methods on 10% of 

the total agricultural lan d and improving biodiversity and soil and water quality on 

207,728 ha.  

On the other hand, the organic package targeted only 87,000 ha in Romania , of 

which 56,246 were achieved ï nevertheless, the measure was only introduced in 

2012.  

Non-productive investment (measure 216)  

Non-productive investments are defined as: 

(a) ñinvestments linked to the achievement of commitments undertaken 

pursuant to the measure provided for in articles 36 (a)(iv) 29 or other agri -

environmental objectives or  

(b)  on-farm investments  which enhance the public amenity values of a Natura 

2000 area or other high nature value areas to be defined in the 

programme.ò30 

The measure directed towards non-productive investments was not budgeted in 

Romania and Latvia, as the measure was not considered a budget priority (see Fig. 

15).  Moreover, in Estonia, Hungary and Lithuania it amounted to only between 

1.18% (Estonia) and 0.54% (Hungary) of Axis 2 budget.  

 

Fig. 15. Expenditure for non -productive investments as of 201231 

                                                
29 NB agri-environment payments  
30 Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 of September 2005 on support for rural development by 
the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)  
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In Hungary  only 780 out of the 10,000 initially targeted farms were included in 

the scheme. Although fewer farmers applied, the targeted amount of support was 

spent among those who applied. The quality targets for 2007-2013 NRDP were to 

reverse biodiversity loss, preserve HNV areas, enhance better water quality, tackle 

climate change, improve soil quality, enhance better brut nutrient balance (less or 

no N surplus) and tackle land abandonment. However, because no systematic 

monitoring was established it is difficult to assess whether the quality targets were 

fulfilled. Data is not collected in a way that would help monitor environmental 

performance and access to the available data can sometimes prove challenging. 

Nonetheless, it is believed that the measure might have had a positive impact on 

biodiversity conservation. A better integration with other measures and even with 

other operational programmes (OPs) was deemed as desirable.  

In Lithuania  almost half of the 2,000 targeted farms were included in the scheme, 

which was very popular. However, concerns aroused from the fact that there was 

no value in terms of biodiversity conservation because infrastructure projects were 

also implemented through the measure.  

Overall, it is believed that better integration of the scheme with other m easures and 

even with other OPs is needed. At the same time these investments should not 

conflict with environmental targets.  

Measures with a partial focus on biodiversity conservation  

Less Favoured Areas (measures 211 and 212) 

Measures 211 (Natural handic ap payments to farmers in mountain areas ) and 212 

(Payments to farmers in areas with handicap, other than mountain areas ) have, 

in most cases, constituted a substantial of Axis 2 budget (see Fig.17). Latvia and 

Romania have initially planned almost 45% of their Axis 2 budget for the two 

measures, while Lithuania also had a high preliminary allocation of 38%. On the 

other hand, Estonia and Hungary planned 16% and 6% respectively.  

It is worth mentioning that all five countries overspent their planned LFA budget, 

with Latvia and Lithuania recording highest expenditure rates: from an initially 

planned 45% and 38.3% budget of the axis, the two countries ultimately allocated 

58% and 51% respectively (see Fig. 16). This is also reflected in the progress on 

quantitative targets, which were, to a great extent, achieved or almost completed. 

In Hungary  the quantitative targets amounted to 170,000 ha and 3,800 farms. 

Nevertheless, the country achieved 422,000 ha and 13,000 farms, which was 2.5 

times more than initially expected. One of the key reasons for the high uptake rate 

was the ease of accessing the payments, no additional obligations on behalf of 

farmers. It is considered that generally, the measure has had some positive impacts 

against land abandonment, but it would be difficult to assess its impact on bio -

                                                                                                                                               
31 Data from Rural Development in the European Union Statistical and Economic Information 
Report 2012 
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diversity. Nevertheless, average holding sizes increased, which suggests that the 

payments ï while protecting land management ï did not prevent the sale of 

smaller holdings.  

 

Fig. 16. Planned/Spent expenditure on measures 211 and 212 for LFAs32 

In Romania  the mountain LFA ta rgeted 420,000 farms and 2.52 mln  ha with an 

initially estimated spending of EUR 607 mln  It achieved 320,000 farms  (71%), was 

implemented on 1.78 mln  ha (70%) and the spending as of 2012 was EUR 408 mln 

(67%). The non-mountain LFA t argeted 300,000 farms and 1.8 mln  ha, with an 

initial budget of EUR500  mln . It achieved 127,000 farms (42%), 1.6mln ha (89%) 

and EUR 211 mln  (42%).  It was acknowledgement that LFA payments may reduce 

abandonment of land, but that a link to additional environmental criteria was 

recommended. 

The same situation applied for Latvia , where it was believed that the measure had 

a positive impact against land abandonment, but its impact on biodiversity was 

difficult to assess. The country achieved 1.063 mln  ha out of its 1.212 mln  ha 

initially planned.  

Generally, the main lessons learned were that LFA are easy-access support 

measures, with eligibility provided simply through altitude, slope or other 

geological disadvantage and it can be effective in getting support to small-scale 

farmers. However, environmental conditionality is important  so that the measure 

is effective in terms of agri-environment standards. Use of degressive payments 

(higher payments per hectare the fewer hectares a holding has) has been 

successfully used in measure 211 for Romania and there are indications it 

could/sho uld be used more widely in Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 area payments. 

                                                
32 Data form the Rural Development in the European Union Statistical and Economic Information 
Report 2012 
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First afforestation of agricultural land (measure 221)  

 

First afforestation of agricultural land was another measure with partial focus on 

biodiversity conservation and Hungary was arguably the country where the 

measure recorded the greatest success, both in terms of expenditure (see Fig. 17) 

and numbers of farmers reached/hectares covered. In Estonia  the measure was 

included under non-productive investments and has not been implemented. 

Extremely low uptakes were recorded in Romania , where the out of the initial 

targets of 14,000 farmer, 49,000  ha and EUR 230,000 only 26 beneficiaries 

(0.2%), 650 ha (1.32%) and EUR 11,000 (0.005%) were achieved. Here, planting 

costs were not eligible on permanent grasslands still in good condition (tree 

planting was only allowed on grasslands already deteriorated, or to prevent 

erosion). This level of control is good for biodiversity, as it prevents the funding 

contributing to a loss of High Nature Value grassland. In Latvia , half of the 17,896 

ha target was achieved, with 8,848 ha by 2012. On the other hand, in Lithuania , 

the measure was very popular, with an 85% uptake, covering 12,723 ha out of the 

15,000 ha initially planned.  

 
Fig. 17. Expenditure for measure 221 as of 201233 

In Hungary , 25,900 ha and 2,910 farms were achieved out of the initial targets of 

66,000  ha and 6,600 farms (see Fig. 18). One of the key factors preventing a higher 

uptake was that making a longer term commitment t han the actual RDP proved to 

be unattractive to farmers.  

                                                
33 Data from Rural Development in the European Union Statistical and Economic Information 
Report 2012 
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Nevertheless, the measure 

proved to be very popular in the 

country. The quality targets for 

the 2007-2013 were to reverse 

biodiversity loss, preserve HNV 

areas, enhance better water 

quality, tackle  climate change, 

improve soil quality, enhance a 

better brut nutrient balance (less 

or no N surplus) and tackle land 

abandonment.  

However, because no systematic 

monitoring was established it is 

difficult to assess whether the 

quality targets were fulfilled. 

Data is not collected in a way 

that would help monitor 

environmental performance. 

Despite this, it is known that a 

large part of the plantations have very little benefit for biodiversity as they are 

made of black locust and hybrid poplar, but they nevertheless still have some 

positive environmental impacts. The remaining plantations will create indigenous 

forests instead of arable, which is positive impact on biodiversity. Also, biodiversity 

requirements are strict enough for plantations (e.g. neither protected and Natura 

2000 areas nor HNV can be affected). The control mechanism is deemed as 

reliable, even though further training of inspectors would be desirable.  

Recommendations would include providing hig her incentives for plantations with 

indigenous species, which are insufficiently differentiated at the moment.  

Main lessons learned from the implementation of measure 221 in the five countries 

are related to the danger of losing grassland and therefore the need for control to 

protect HNV grasslands from afforestation incentives. Also it is important to 

consider higher payments for plantations with indigenous species, or banning the 

use of alien species or species not suited to local conditions. 

  

Fig. 18. Uptake of measure 221 in hectares 
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Training and information (measure 111)  

There is a general agreement among NGOs that training is a key tool for the 

implementation of environment friendly NRDPs in CEE, especially due to their 

relatively recent experience with the CAP. Nevertheless, the performance of 

measure 111 directed towards training and information has met with different 

results in the five CEE countries (see Fig. 19). 

 

 
Fig. 19. Expenditure on Measure 111 as % used from Axis 1 as of 201234 

In Hungary , the measure has largely proved successful and this was attributed to 

training being carried out by regional training organisations with local knowledge 

and not by a central national contractor. On the other hand, Lithuania and 

Romania experienced very low uptakes (10% of the targeted farmers in Romania, 

less than half of the budget spent in Lithuania).  

It is believed that the implementation of the measure failed owing to excessively 

centralised training contracts not responsive to local needs. It was generally 

recommended that the measure should be flexible, responsive and the training 

contracts should be established at regional and local levels.  

Main lessons learnt were that selection of the most suitable extension/training 

services has a quintessential importance for the delivery mechanism. Also, it was 

discovered that local/regional training organisations are more successful than 

national ñone size fits allò training contractors, whose approaches are not well 

suited to local conditions and needs.  

  

                                                
34 Data from Rural Development in the European Union Statistic al and Economic Information 
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Mo dernisation of agricultural holdings (measure 121)  

For all five CEE countries, the core measure financed through Axis 1 of their 

NRDPs was measure 121 directed towards modernisation of agricultural holdings. 

Moreover, all countries increased the budget share initially allocated for the 

scheme by as much as 50% (Romania), 24% (Lithuania) and 13% (Latvia) ï see Fig. 

20. 

Nevertheless, in neither of the cases were the initial amounts exceeded. Lithuania 

spent EUR 264 mln (EUR 330  mln  ini tial budget), Latvia EUR  164 mln (EUR 243 

mln  ini tial budget), Estonia EUR 94 mln (EUR 147 mln  init ial budget), Hungary 

EUR 613 mln (EUR 1160 mln  initial  budget) and Romania EUR 381 mln (EUR 934 

mln  initial budget).  

 

 

Fig. 20. Expenditure on Measure 121 as % used from Axis 1 35  

It is significant that of the EUR 381 mln  finally spent in Romania (despi te initial 

target of EUR 900 mln ), most of the payments went to larger farms and thus the 

44,500 farmers target was not achieved. Application by small farmers was further 

complicated by a requirement for 50% co-financing and lack of credit facilities for 

smallholders, who are unwilling to mortgage their farms.  

Therefore, recommendations for this measure would be to ease the access of small 

farmers to credit and reduce co-finance required for them.   

                                                
35 Data from Rural Development in the European Union Statistical and Economic Information 
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Measures with no focus on biodiversity conservation but with a 

potentially positive impact  

Setting up young farmers (measure 112)  

In Hungary  the 2,000 farmers was exceeded and in the end 3,296 farmers took 

part in the scheme. Because it was easily accessible and no co-financing was 

needed, the measure proved to be very popular. However, it was recommended that 

some additional environmental requirements for beneficiaries should be included 

in the next NRDP.  

A similar situation was met in  Lithuania , where the budget was exceeded and the 

lack of co-financing requirement made the measure popular. Nevertheless, the 

applicants were required to have a minimum of 12 ha.  

In Romania , 9,400 out of the initially planned 14,000 farmers were involved  in 

the scheme, with 43% budget expenditure (EUR 142 mln out of EUR 330  mln ). 

However, the eligibility criteria of 6 ESU minimum size excluded over 50% of 

Romaniaôs agricultural land.  

The measure was also popular in Latvia , particularly because of the lack of co-

financing requirement. By 2012, EUR 6.25 mln out of EUR 11 mln  initially  

budgeted were spent (see Fig. 21).  

Fig. 21. Expenditure on setting up young farmers 36 
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Producer groups (measure 142)  

Hungary and Latvia  exceeded their budgets for measure 142, support for 

producer groups (see Fig. 22). The main reasons for this were considered to be the 

low entry criteria and good advisory services.  

In Romania  the target was for 165 groups and EUR 24 mln  but by 2012 only 35 

groups (21%) were involved and EUR 1 mln  (4%) spent. Excessively high conditions 

were seen as the main cause for the low uptake: initial size of group (no. of 

members) and initial turnover required were too high.  

Therefore, recommendations were directed towards reducing the criteria to assist 

smaller applicants and making the measure attractive to smaller-scale farmers.  

 

 

Fig. 22. Expenditure on producer groups as budgeted from Axis 1 37 
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Conclusions  
 

The strategic role of NRDPs in delivering environmental goals  

The agricultural sector has a key role in preserving biodiversity and enhancing 

sustainable use of land and resources, as more than half of EU territory is covered 

by farmland (arable land and permanent grasslands). Management practices in 

agriculture have a profound effect on continued availability of natural resources 

and their benefits for present and future generations.  

The focus of the CAP has in recent years shifted towards a fairer and greener 

agriculture sector in the Member States with a view to improve water air and soil 

quality, while at the same time to reverse biodiversity loss and preserve ecosystems 

and their services.  

Pillar 2 is the main financing 

source for biodiversity -related 

measures, such as AESs, Natura 

2000 payments or LFA (ANC) 

payments. Since Pillar 2 

funding is allocated through 

NRDPs, the appropriate design 

and implementation of 

measures under NRDPs is 

essential to the quality and 

overall performance of 

environment -directed 

measures.  

In general, this study found that 

measures with a direct or 

partial focus on biodiversity 

conservation, and measures 

with no direct focus but 

potentially positive impact on 

preservation of biodiversity, 

have recorded moderate to high 

uptake levels in CEE.  

Fig. 23 shows that the most 

popular measures in terms of farmer uptake were LFA payments, Natura 2000 

payments and AESs. The same was observed for uptake in terms of number of 

hectares out of initial quantitative targets. The quantitative uptake success of these 

measures was generally attributed to a limited set of requirements farmers had to 

comply with, which made it easy for them to access the funding.   

Fig.23. Most popular measures calculated as % 
uptake out of initial targets as per hectares 

(left) and no. of farmers (right)  
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However, this raised concerns with quality: that is, with regard to the actual impact 

of measures on reversing biodiversity loss and improving soil and water quality, 

which were some of the quality targets envisaged by MSs. Also, in most of the cases 

there was no systematic monitoring of how measures performed in terms of their 

environmental impact; coll ection and reliability of data was a major issue. 

Therefore, although it was acknowledged that to some extent measures such as 

AES, LFA and Natura 2000 payments contributed to the preservation of HNV 

grasslands, through stabilisation of income for HNV farm ers and reduction of land 

abandonment, their actual impact on biodiversity was unclear.  

In some cases, a need for stricter and more efficient control and inspection was 

identified ï this included organic farming and non -productive investments. All 

case studies offered recommendations for stricter requirements on specific 

biodiversity conservation issues, considered essential for the efficient channelling 

of budget resources and for improving their contribution to biodiversity 

conservation. In this sense, top-up payments for higher-level environmental 

schemes were seen as an efficient tool to achieve biodiversity targets.  

The strategic role of information and training  

It was shown how information and training play a key role in effective 

implementation of environment -related measures through the NRDPs, especially 

for newer MSs. Nevertheless, some of the shortcomings identified for a number of 

measures were linked to inefficient training services: performance of these services 

is connected to whether the contracting training body is local/regional or national. 

If local/regional, services are more adapted and responsive to regional differences 

and farmer needs. If national, they are characterised by lack of flexibility and 

failure to identify regional/local co nstraints and necessities. Uptake rates for 

measures can be seven times higher (number of farmers) and five times higher 

(amount of land) where highly -motivated NGOs have helped to promote the 

measure with farmers. This is because local NGOs benefit from a higher degree of 

trust from the local communities, making them more willing to adopt greener 

agricultural schemes. Also, local NGOs tend to have a rich experience with the     

on-the-ground performance of such measures and can therefore efficiently work to 

eliminate implementation bottlenecks.  

Small -scale farmers  

Certainly in CEE countries, smaller-scale farmers are a high priority for NRDPs. It 

is important that such farmers can benefit from NRDPs, so that they become more 

economically viable. This is especially the case in CEE countries where average 

farm size is smaller than EU average.  

In spite of this, the inclusion of small farmers in the schemes proved, in some 

cases, challenging. This was because the design of some measures did not take into 

account regional or even national particularities.  
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All case studies supported degressive area-based payments: that is, higher 

payments per hectare the fewer hectares a holding has, for area-based payments 

such as Pillar 1 Direct Payments, and Pillar 2 payments such as AES, Natura 2000 

and LFA that are paid according to land area. The option of degressive payments is 

available to MSs. 

In addition, where farmers were required to provide up to 50%  cash co-financing 

(for example, investment measures), this was also a barrier to smaller farmers, who 

actually are the main target of such schemes aimed at modernisation. A decrease in 

the co-financing rate for smaller farmers should be considered, to help them make 

the necessary investments to become viable. 

The case studies presented in this study lead to an agreement that eligibility criteria 

should also be flexible and sympathetic to small-scale farmers. One case in 

particular saw more than 50% of the national UAA not eligible for a scheme 

because it was only applicable to holdings over 6 ESU. Such farm size criteria 

meant that in other measures too, smaller farmers could not apply for funding. 

Amendment of criteria to permit inclusion of smaller farm sizes in the schemes was 

a unanimous recommendation from the case studies. 

Fig. 24 below summarizes the main lessons learnt from 2007-2013 NRDPs and the 

policy recommendations that would potentially  

¶ lead to a more efficient integration of environment friendly measures in the 

new 2014-2020 NRDPs 

¶ increase the uptake as per number of farmers and per amount of land  

¶ bring an increased and measurable positive contribution to biodiversity 

conservation and soil, water and air quality.  

Table 1 below provides more details in terms of the success/failure of each measure 

analysed in this paper, factors that were instrumental in its performance, 

implementation bottlenecks, lessons learnt from the 2007 -2013 NRDP, and 

specific recommendations for the 2014-2020 period.  
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Fig. 24.  Summary of lessons learnt from 2007 -2013 and the way 

forward for 2014 -2020  

 

  












