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1. Introduction 

The management of protected areas, including Natura 2000 sites, is a constant challenge 

for stakeholders. Nature is in a constant state of flux, which can be one-way or 

fluctuating, and the management of sites must adapt accordingly. The task is made even 

more difficult if the conservation objective is also changing, or necessarily changing, as 

circumstances and realities change. The need to adjust adaptive management to 

environmental conditions and their changes is not a new element in land management, 

but there are still limitations to its application. 

Our previous paper1 on adaptive protected area management presented in detail the 

relationship between the drivers that threaten habitats and species — in particular, 

climate change — and the socio-ecological system, the theory and importance of 

resilience, and the ecological, structural and financial challenges of management. It 

drew attention to the importance of cooperation and co-planning, the involvement of 

farmers in the process from the planning stage, and the importance of traditional 

organic management. In relation to adaptive management, the paper highlighted the 

lack of monitoring and data collection. Among good examples, our study presented good 

practices in adaptive forest management. 

In the present study, we focus on grasslands, especially those of community importance, 

describing their current situation, the processes, threats and management implications. 

Future possible directions are highlighted and results-based payment is discussed in 

detail. The topic is particularly relevant since most Member States are in the process of 

planning agri-environmental schemes which provide an opportunity to launch pilot 

projects or establish a programme in several Member States in this financial cycle. 

  

 

1 CEEweb for Biodiversity. 2021. Adaptive Protected Area Management – Creating and 

maintaining resilient social and ecological communities for people and planet. URL: 

https://www.ceeweb.org/publication.php?id=730 

https://www.ceeweb.org/publication.php?id=730
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2. Importance, Status and Management of Grasslands 

Grasslands are an important component of landscape diversity throughout Europe, but 

also in the CEE region, providing a range of provisioning, regulating and cultural 

ecosystem services (e.g. forage supply, climate regulation, erosion control, pollination, 

tourism, biodiversity conservation) and playing an important role in maintaining 

traditional land use. Managed grasslands are habitats of many natural assets and are 

one of the richest habitats in Europe. In addition to environmental conditions (e.g. 

climate, soil, water supply) and land use (e.g. mowing and grazing practices, their 

intensity, changes in use or abandonment), the current economic and political situation 

also has a major influence on the area and condition of grasslands. 

The area and condition of grasslands have been declining and deteriorating both at a 

European and regional level, its scale and timing varying between Member States and 

regions, but the fact is that over the last century, we have lost a large share of our 

grassland area, mainly due to the impact of agriculture and urbanisation. 

The conservation status (i.e. distribution and condition) of Natura 2000 grasslands, as 

reported under Article 17 of the Habitats Directive for the period 2013-2018, shows that 

the status of grasslands of community importance covering a wide range of grassland 

types is unfavourable and deteriorating (EEA report No 10/2020). In the case of 

grasslands, the poor conservation status has a high proportion (49 %), and managed 

grasslands are in particularly poor condition. The deteriorating trend in the 

conservation status of grasslands is over 50 %. In particular, the conservation status of 

lowlands (6510) and mountain hay meadows (6520), and semi-natural dry grasslands 

(6210), which depend on sustainable management measures, is deteriorating. A large 

percentage (45 %) of grasslands is also affected by the loss of area, and the habitats 

mentioned above are particularly noteworthy in this respect. 
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The area of permanent grasslands, estimated from remote sensing data, showed no 

significant change between 2015 and 2018, covering 13 % of the EU territory.2 

The most important threatening factors to grasslands are succession, the spread of 

invasive alien species, adverse changes in water balance, land drying, fragmentation 

and isolation, and changes in management, including both abandonment and 

intensification (e.g. mechanised large-scale farming). These threats are causing a loss 

of species richness and structural diversity in grasslands, and a loss of mosaic pattern 

at landscape scale. In many cases, grazing would be the ideal management of 

grasslands, but this is not feasible due to the significant decrease in the number of 

grazing animals. Without grazing, secondary mowing is not always able to maintain the 

desired condition. 

The management of grasslands needs not only to consider several aspects — such as 

values to be conserved, conservation objectives to be achieved, the effect of current 

threats, the local effects of general drivers and local conditions — which make the 

uniform management of large areas less and less feasible, but rather the need for 

mosaic management to maintain habitat diversity. These are more feasible on a small 

scale, but with the cooperation of several farmers committed to nature conservation, 

they can be implemented on a regional or larger scale. Mosaic management to maintain 

landscape diversity and to promote nature conservation can only be truly effective if 

farmers are involved as much as possible. There is a general experience that farmers 

accept scientific arguments well if they understand what they need to do to conserve 

certain natural assets and why they need to do so. 

Management methods for habitats, including grasslands, are largely known, even if 

adapted to the needs of specific species. Management schemes are available for most 

habitats and the European Union has developed action plans for two habitat types at risk 

at a European level (4030, 6210) (Olmeda et al. 2020 & 2019). The challenge is not to apply 

 

2 Eurostat. 2023. Permanent agricultural grassland in Europe. URL: 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-

explained/index.php?title=Permanent_agricultural_grassland_in_Europe#Permanent_agricul

tural_grassland_at_EU_level 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Permanent_agricultural_grassland_in_Europe#Permanent_agricultural_grassland_at_EU_level
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Permanent_agricultural_grassland_in_Europe#Permanent_agricultural_grassland_at_EU_level
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Permanent_agricultural_grassland_in_Europe#Permanent_agricultural_grassland_at_EU_level
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known methods but to adapt them to changing environmental and spatial conditions and 

to achieve the right conservation goal. Conservation objectives are achieved through 

management, but grassland management is only one element of this; cooperation and 

coordination with other relevant sectors are also necessary for effective management. 
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3. Policy context 

An important element in achieving nature conservation objectives is the various 

agricultural subsidies — particularly, the agri-environmental schemes — which require 

a higher level of commitment from farmers. 

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) for 2023-2027, in line with the European Green 

Deal, encourages climate and environment-friendly agricultural practices more. The 

new greening scheme will give priority to grasslands in order to preserve their area, 

carbon sequestration capacity and biodiversity. Since 2013, the CAP has been working 

to improve the ‘value for money’ principle (i.e. developing the efficiency of spending and 

demonstrating the environmental and nature-related impacts of subsidies). However, 

there has not been yet a real shift in subsidies away from supporting market functions 

towards supporting the production of public goods, such as agricultural landscape 

biodiversity, farm-level biodiversity, climate stability, soil health, food security, and 

animal welfare (Cooper et al. 2009). The majority of resources are still focused on 

improving farmers’ incomes and not on the environmental impacts achieved. 

Widespread adoption of sustainable and environment-friendly agricultural practices can 

make a significant contribution to reducing biodiversity and ecosystem degradation and 

increasing the resilience of agricultural landscapes to climate change. The European 

Union’s Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 identifies results-based payments as a tool to 

support the long-term sustainability of nature and farming together and in which the 

Biodiversity Strategy should work closely with the new Farm to Fork Strategy and the 

new Common Agricultural Policy. 
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4. Results-based payments 

Results-based payments is a new form of subsidies where, unlike the management-

based schemes such as the most current schemes — including agri-environmental ones 

— the farmer does not choose from a predefined set of activities but selects the most 

appropriate means to achieve a predefined environmental and conservation status. 

(Maher et al. 2018) In this case, the payment does not replace lost income but rewards 

environmental outputs or initiatives of farming. In effect, results-based payments 

support the producing of public goods so that the level of payment is directly linked to 

the actual environmental output (as measured by indicators) and proportional to the 

level of ecosystem services. In management-based systems, monitoring focuses on the 

performance of the selected activities themselves and whether or not they meet their 

expected outcomes has no impact at all on the level of payment. By contrast, in results-

based schemes, the environmental outcome is measured based on predefined 

indicators, so there is a direct link between the environmental outcome achieved and 

the payment. It is known and clear what the payment is for. (Keenleyside et al. 2014) 

Results-based programmes benefit both farmers and the conservation objective. It gives 

farmers flexibility as they do not have to carry out predefined activities. On the other 

hand, the payment is proportional to the results achieved, which maintains their 

motivation and, at the same time, clearly helps to achieve the conservation objective. 

4.1. Designing a programme 

While designing a results-based programme, the first step is to define precise 

environmental and conservation (biodiversity conservation) objectives. This requires 

considering a number of aspects, including current and past farming practices, possible 

future changes, their impact, their temporality, the natural values to be protected and 

conserved, and good and bad farming practices for their conservation. 
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Site-specific conservation 

objectives that fit in with 

the general conservation 

objectives are set out in 

the conservation 

management plans for 

protected sites, in the Natura 2000 maintenance plans, and in conservation measure 

documents for Natura 2000 sites. The former propose specific management 

prescriptions, while the latter specify the conservation objectives related to designated 

species and habitats of the sites in terms of maintenance, development (e.g. increasing 

population, improving condition) and restoration of habitat distribution and condition, 

population size, habitat distribution and condition, and the means to achieve them. 

These provide a good basis for setting the environmental and conservation objectives 

for a results-based programme. 

Indicators should be selected to measure the environmental output and the 

effectiveness of management. These should respond to the threats identified for a given 

grass type and be sensitive to management practices. On the other hand, the indicator 

should be easy to measure and explicit, so that even farmers themselves can assess and 

judge it. Self-monitoring by farmers is both a motivating factor and an important 

learning process. (Allen et al. 2014) 

For calculating the payment — since the value of public goods is difficult to quantify and 

they are not operational in a market environment — two common methods are generally 

used. The first is based on the activities needed to achieve the objectives. Their 

compensation is calculated in the same way as for management-based schemes. But in 

this case, the calculated payment is not based on the activities carried out, but on the 

Image 1. Arrhenatherum hay 

meadow, habitat of Scarce 

Large Blue (Phengaris teleius). 

Credit: Ildikó Varga. 
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environmental and conservation results achieved. The result achieved is determined on 

the basis of farm-level monitoring based on the measurement of predefined indicators. 

In the second option, no activity is taken into account at all, but the score reached based 

on the monitoring of the achieved result is the basis for the payment. For a given score, 

a specific financial value (i.e. EUR/point) is assigned, which is multiplied by the total 

score obtained for the total area of the farmer. The determination of the unit value is a 

critical point, as it is the key factor in determining whether a farmer is willing to join the 

scheme and whether it is worthwhile for him to join. 

4.2. How can results-based programmes be integrated into the current 

agri-environmental schemes? 

Results-based programmes can complement the existing horizontal, management-

based agri-environmental schemes, and the two systems can build on each other. 

However, it is also conceivable that the area receiving the results-based payment could 

be excluded from all other payments (i.e. not eligible for any “traditional” agri-

environmental payments). From a management point of view, and perhaps also from a 

practical point of view, a hybrid system is preferable. In this case, the traditional agri-

environmental scheme only includes the basic standards, while all other activities to 

achieve the objective, adapted to local conditions, are financed by the results-based 

scheme. In a hybrid system, the “traditional” agri-environmental payment gives a secure 

basic income, while the results-based system adds a variable payment depending on the 

results achieved. (Berkhout et al. 2018; Králl 2016) 

Regarding the applicability of the results-based payments, it is important to stress that 

its introduction is more realistic where there are small family farms and where there is 

scope for cooperation between farmers. Among the constraints, from a methodological 

point of view, the preservation and improvement of a given grassland in good ecological 

condition is easier to implement with results-based payments, while they are less 

suitable for the restoration of degraded habitats; the existing schemes are based on the 

former. The availability of current, reliable and up-to-date biotic data is also important 

for the development and subsequent operation of a results-based system in a given area.  
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In the context of concrete implementation, it is of particular importance to maintain 

continuous contact with farmers, to assess their preliminary needs, to establish 

cooperation and co-creation to support their land management with professional 

information, advice, guidance documents and training. 

Considering that the results-based payments is based on a well-defined conservation 

objective and on the cooperation between farmers, a pilot project should be implemented 

prior to its introduction, in which the objective and the related indicators are collectively 

defined and tested, and cooperation with farmers is established. Each region may have 

specific characteristics that make it impossible to adapt a functioning programme to 

local conditions, which is why proper preparation and implementation of a pilot project 

is necessary. (O’Rourke and Finn 2020) 

  



      12 

Future direction – results-based payments 

5. Functioning results-based programmes in Europe 

Ongoing results-based payments3 have so far been almost entirely concentrated in 

Northern and Western Europe, with pilot projects in the Central and Eastern European 

region (e.g. Estonia, Lithuania, Romania, Hungary) examining the feasibility of 

introducing this new type of support. In Austria, the first programme was launched in 

2007 and there are now three different programmes. In addition, beyond the 

conservation of species-rich grasslands and semi-natural grasslands, the northern and 

western European programmes include examples of programmes for the conservation 

of mosaic habitats, vineyards, orchards and farmland birdlife. The conservation 

objectives are usually linked to a species or group of species and aim to maintain or 

improve habitat diversity. The indicators are, therefore, either individual character plant 

species or complex habitat quality indicators where, in addition to character species, 

habitat structure indicators are also included, or, in case of the arable land programmes, 

for example, the nesting success of selected bird species. 

In addition to biodiversity as the main objective, there are additional objectives, such as 

landscape amenities, water quality and climate change mitigation. The programmes are 

funded from various sources. Most of it comes from the Rural Development 

Programmes, which differ from the agri-environmental programme, and from agri-

environmental funds and national public funds. There is also a small proportion from 

the LIFE programme, pilot projects funded by the European Parliament, and some by 

private funding. 

In Romania, a pilot project4 funded by the European Parliament was launched in 2015, 

testing the feasibility of introducing RBP on 150 hectares of high nature value grassland 

in two biogeographical regions of landscape importance. 

 

3 Results-based Payments Network. URL: https://www.rbpnetwork.eu/  

4 ADEPT. 2015. RBAPS – Results-Based Payments for Biodiversity: A New Pilot Agri-

Environment Scheme for the Tarnava Mare and Pogány Havas Regions. URL: https://fundatia-

adept.org/projects/rbaps-results-based-payments-for-biodiversity/ 

https://www.rbpnetwork.eu/
https://fundatia-adept.org/projects/rbaps-results-based-payments-for-biodiversity/
https://fundatia-adept.org/projects/rbaps-results-based-payments-for-biodiversity/
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In Hungary, in the framework of the Contracts2.0 Horizon Europe project,5 preparations 

have been made for the introduction of results-based payments. Local stakeholders were 

involved in the planning from the very beginning, and an innovative workshop was held 

to define the objective of the payment: the conservation of species-rich, well-managed 

grasslands. Indicators were developed to measure environmental outcomes, which 

included species indicators that provide a good indication of the ecological condition of 

the grassland, structural indicators of the habitat diversity of the grassland, and 

management indicators of poor management practices. Plant species and butterfly 

species were selected as species indicators of good ecological condition of the grassland, 

while weed and moth-tolerant plant species were selected as negative species indicators 

of poor ecological condition of the grassland. The indicators have been selected so that 

they can be measured by the farmers themselves. An ideal model contract for a results-

based system has been developed, the grassland has been assessed based on the 

selected indicators, and the amounts of payment have been determined. The indicators 

were field tested. As a result of the project, it can be concluded that the Őrség is suitable 

for the introduction of results-based payments and a pilot project can be launched 

already in the 2023-2027 cycle. (Podmaniczky and Szentirmai 2023) 

  

 

5 Contracts2.0 project. URL: https://www.project-contracts20.eu/  

https://www.project-contracts20.eu/
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6. Summary 

The proper management of grasslands — important elements of landscape diversity 

providing many essential services — is challenging. Their area and condition are 

decreasing and deteriorating all over Europe. Without maintenance and adequate 

management, these unfavourable processes cannot be stopped. In the current policy 

context, when the widespread adoption of sustainable and environment-friendly 

agricultural practices can make a significant contribution to reducing biodiversity and 

ecosystem degradation and increasing the resilience of agricultural landscapes to 

climate change, grasslands are given the priority role. On the other hand, the positive 

environmental outcome of subsidies and their measurability are increasingly 

emphasised. 

The introduction of results-based schemes goes back a long time — namely, to the 1990s 

— but their territorial and biogeographical coverage is still relatively small and uneven. 

In Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), only some pilot projects were implemented. The 

European Union’s Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 identifies results-based payments as a 

tool which can support the long-term sustainability of nature and farming together.      

What are the main advantages of results-based payments? 

• They support the production of public goods; payments are directly linked to the 

actual environmental output. 

• They can reach EU requirements and targeted schemes more easily, with less 

‘burden’.  

• Results are monitored based on predefined indicators; there is a direct link 

between the environmental outcome achieved and the payment. 

• They give enough flexibility to farmers so that they do not have to choose from a 

predefined set of activities but select the most appropriate means to achieve a 

predefined environmental and conservation status. 

• Payment is proportional to the results achieved, which maintains the motivation 

of farmers and, at the same time, clearly helps to achieve the conservation 

objective. 
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• Close cooperation between conservationists and farmers, supporting them with 

guidelines, training and continuous consultation — farmers understand what and 

why they need to do, they remain motivated. 

• Monitoring of the results can be done by the farmers themselves, avoiding 

additional burden to authorities. 

A well-operating results-based programme has some important preconditions, such as 

defining precise environmental and conservation objectives, identifying effective and 

sufficiently sensitive indicators, cooperation and co-creation with affected stakeholders, 

and implementing pilot projects. 

As for the future direction, the introduction and application of results-based schemes by 

more CEE countries and increasing their territorial and geographical coverage can 

really contribute to maintaining the area and good ecological status of valuable 

grasslands and enhancing their resilience in changing environmental conditions. 

In the current climate crisis and in a period of increasing water scarcity, it would be 

important to work out and introduce results-based payment schemes for water 

conservation and wetland protection on agricultural lands. In this case, the area of 

wetlands, the area covered by water, and the period of water coverage could be indicators 

of good management. 
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7. Recommendations 

For decision-makers: 

• Based on the results of projects aimed at implementing the RBP, launch a results-

based programme in the concerned Member States — at least zonally — and in 

selected regions in the 2023-2027 cycle. 

• Where a pilot study to introduce and justify the RBP was not implemented, the 

opportunity should be created and supported to develop and implement a pilot 

project using national or EU funds. 

• In connection with the introduction of results-based payments, but in the longer 

term as well, more intensive involvement of farmers and strengthening of 

cooperation and co-creation, with professional conservation supervision, are 

needed, as well as the establishment of an advisory network of conservation 

experts for direct access and training of farmers and the setting up of an 

institutional and financial framework for the operation. 

For NGOs: 

• Enhance the advocacy activity of NGOs so that decision-makers have adequate 

information and data on the benefits of results-based payments. 

• In cooperation with conservationists, NGOs should play a greater role in raising 

awareness of the RBP, promoting it, communicating with farmers, training and 

producing educational materials. 

 

  



      17 

Future direction – results-based payments 

References 

Allen B., Hart K., Radley G., Tucker G., Keenleyside C., Oppermann R., Underwood E., Menadue 

H., Poux X., Beaufoy G., Herzon I., Povellato A., Vanni F., Pražan J., Hudson T. and Yellachich 

N. 2014. Biodiversity protection through results based remuneration of ecological 

achievement. Report Prepared for the European Commission, DG Environment, Contract No 

ENV.B.2/ETU/2013/0046. Institute for European Environmental Policy, London. URL: 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELLAR:38c08b38-8d14-4e20-

967c-f844986e9dc0&from=EN 

Berkhout P., A. Van Doorn, R. Schrijver. 2018. Targeted payments for services delivered by 

farmers; Possible approaches. Wageningen, Wageningen Economic Research, Report 2018-

052. URL: https://www.wur.nl/en/publication-details.htm?publicationId=publication-way-

353338303631  

Cooper T., Hart K., Baldock, D. 2009. The Provision of Public Goods Through Agriculture in the 

European Union. Report Prepared for DG Agriculture and Rural Development, Contract No 

30-CE-0233091/00-28. Institute for European Environmental Policy, London. URL: 

https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/common-agricultural-policy/cap-overview/cmef/rural-

areas/provision-public-goods-through-agriculture-european-union_en 

Keenleyside C., Radley G., Tucker G., Underwood E., Hart K., Allen B. and Menadue H. 2014. 

Results-based Payments for Biodiversity Guidance Handbook: Designing and implementing 

results-based agri-environment schemes 2014-20. Prepared for the European Commission, 

DG Environment, Contract No ENV.B.2/ETU/2013/0046. Institute for European 

Environmental Policy, London. URL: https://www.rbpnetwork.eu/media/rbaps-

handbook.pdf 

Králl A. 2016. Eredmény-alapú agrár-környezetvédelmi kifizetési (premizálási) rendszerek 

bevezetésének lehetőségei magyarországi Natura 2000 területeken (Possibilities of 

introducing results-based agri-environmental payments (premia) in Hungarian Natura 2000 

sites). - In: Módszertani kézikönyv a Natura 2000 fenntartási tervek készítéséhez, 9. fejezet 

(Manual for the preparation of Natura 2000 management plans). Készült a “Fenntartható 

természetvédelem megalapozása a magyarországi Natura 2000 területeken” (Svájci-Magyar 

Együttműködési Program (SH/4/8) keretében (Prepared in the framework of the 

"Establishing sustainable nature conservation in Natura 2000 areas in Hungary" (Swiss-

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELLAR:38c08b38-8d14-4e20-967c-f844986e9dc0&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELLAR:38c08b38-8d14-4e20-967c-f844986e9dc0&from=EN
https://www.wur.nl/en/publication-details.htm?publicationId=publication-way-353338303631
https://www.wur.nl/en/publication-details.htm?publicationId=publication-way-353338303631
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/common-agricultural-policy/cap-overview/cmef/rural-areas/provision-public-goods-through-agriculture-european-union_en
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/common-agricultural-policy/cap-overview/cmef/rural-areas/provision-public-goods-through-agriculture-european-union_en
https://www.rbpnetwork.eu/media/rbaps-handbook.pdf
https://www.rbpnetwork.eu/media/rbaps-handbook.pdf


      18 

Future direction – results-based payments 

Hungarian Cooperation Programme (SH/4/8). Pp. 151-163. URL: 

https://natura.2000.hu/hu/filedepot_download/548/1119 

Maher C., Byrne D-, Astrain M. C., Beaufoy G., Berastegi G. A., Bleasdale A., Copland A., Dunford 

B., Edge R., Finney K., Iragui Y. U., Jones G., Kelly S., Lopez R., McLoughlin D., Moran J. 

and O’Donoghue B. 2018. Results-based Agri-environmental Payments Schemes. What are 

results-based payments for biodiversity and when and where should they be used? Report 

prepared for the European Union, Agreement No. 07.027722/2014/697042/SUB/ B2. URL: 

https://rbapseu.files.wordpress.com/2019/01/rbaps_es02_what-are-results-payments.pdf 

Olmeda C., Šefferová V., Underwood E., Millan L., Gil T. and Naumann S. (compilers). 2020. EU 

Action plan to maintain and restore to favourable conservation status the habitat type 4030 

European dry heaths. European Commission. URL: 

https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/nature-and-biodiversity/natura-2000/managing-

and-protecting-natura-2000-sites_en 

Olmeda C., Šefferová V., Underwood E., Millan L., Gil T. and Naumann S. (compilers). 2019. EU 

Action plan to maintain and restore to favourable conservation status the habitat type 6210 

Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates 

(FestucoBrometalia) (*important orchid sites). European Commission Technical Report. 

URL: https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/nature-and-biodiversity/natura-

2000/managing-and-protecting-natura-2000-sites_en 

O’Rourke E., Finn J. A. (eds.). 2020. Farming for nature. The role of results-based payments. 

Teagasc and National Parks and Wildlife Service, Ireland. URL: https://t-

stor.teagasc.ie/handle/11019/2199 

Podmaniczky L., Szentirmai I. (szerk) (2023): Gyepgazdálkodás eredmény-alapú támogatásának 

lehetőségei az Őrségi Nemzeti Parkban (Possibilities of results-based payments for grassland 

management in the Őrség National Park). Készült a Horizon 2020 Contracts2.0 

(Megállapodás száma: 818190) projekt keretében (Prepared in the framework of the Horizon 

2020 Contracts2.0 project (Agreement No: 818190)). Report, 45 pp. URL: 

https://orseginemzetipark.hu/list-page/1289-megvalositott-projektek/4782-contracts-2-0 

State of nature in the EU. Results from reporting under the nature directives 2013-2018. European 

Environmental Agengy Report, No 10/2020. URL: 

https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/state-of-nature-in-the-eu-2020 

https://natura.2000.hu/hu/filedepot_download/548/1119
https://rbapseu.files.wordpress.com/2019/01/rbaps_es02_what-are-results-payments.pdf
https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/nature-and-biodiversity/natura-2000/managing-and-protecting-natura-2000-sites_en
https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/nature-and-biodiversity/natura-2000/managing-and-protecting-natura-2000-sites_en
https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/nature-and-biodiversity/natura-2000/managing-and-protecting-natura-2000-sites_en
https://environment.ec.europa.eu/topics/nature-and-biodiversity/natura-2000/managing-and-protecting-natura-2000-sites_en
https://t-stor.teagasc.ie/handle/11019/2199
https://t-stor.teagasc.ie/handle/11019/2199
https://orseginemzetipark.hu/list-page/1289-megvalositott-projektek/4782-contracts-2-0
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/state-of-nature-in-the-eu-2020

