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This report gathergen country reports on the socteconomic, socipolitical and institutional
drivers of public goods (PG) and Ecosystem Services (ES) provision and appreciatiegavdtio
agriculture and forestry. This represents the D.3.1 deliverable of the PEGASUS project covering the
findings of both Tasks 3.1 and 3.2.

The main objectives of ten country reports were as follows:

a) to study regional/local institutions, marketdrivers and relevant association and
partnerships, under the hypothesis that the diffusion of various forms of associations and local
partnerships (either private or publgrivate) involving farmers and foresters and also civil society
in rural areas isalevant to explain the differentiated provision of PG/EES across countries;

b) to investigate relevant policies (environmental, agricultural, rural and regional) to achieve a
specific overview of which types of policies have a major role in providinggbessary conditions
(e.g. regulatory framework, financial support, climate for enabling action) to stimulate or permit
collective actions by farmers and foresters.

In doing this analysis, each country report has been based on three different informatioces:
interviews with relevant stakeholders, overview of the literature related to each national and local
setting, and finally a certain number of case studies which have been selected and explored by each
national team.

To analyse in appropriate wayke main public goods and ecosystem services provided by
agriculture and forestry systesrand the most relevantpoliciesin thosefields, the analysis in the
ten country reports has beewarried out at the level of8ocicecologicaareas. This implie
considering specificasestudies and those policies linked to the provision of public goods and
ecosystem services for ége cases This allowed a better focusof the analysis an@&nableda more
concrete understandingf the range of drivers influencing ¢hdelivery of public goods and
ecosystem serviceat local/regional level than wouldtherwise have been possiblat national
level.

For this reason each country report focusestbree or fourcase studiesthe same areas in which
subsequent analysis wibe carried out under Phasedla { (-8 EGBWPM This analysis, together
with the outputs of Phase 1 of WP4 will then contribute to the selection of the short list of case
studies to investigate in more depth (Phase 2 of WP42 NJ én{k(iTBelJatimate for the
selection of these case studies is detailed in Deliverable 4.2 of PEGR&®UBt of case studies
examined in country reports enclosed asin Annexto this report.

The analysisarried outin these country reportsvill form the basis fola crosscountry comparative
analysis the early findings of which will b#iscused at an EUlevel workshop anavill feed intoa
synthesis report@eliverable D.3.3). It will also feed intioe case study workR/P4 of the PEGASUS
project.
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1.1 The scale conseted for the analysis

1.1.1 Organic farming in mountain region Murau

Theregionaldistrict level Murau is the relevant scale where the provision of specific public goods
can be examined. The whole district is defined as mountain area and about 1.300 i@nas
registered within the IAGSystemin 2013(in German: INVEK@S he case study area comprises 14
municipalities with a population of about 30,000 inhabitants. In the regMurau, organic
mountain farming is a widely spread management system with altwase the numbetrof organic
farmsin comparison to theAustrian averagg17%).Within the district, 32% of all farms are organic
mountain farms, respectively 35% of all mountain farar® organically managedMountain
farming in the region is dominated by llkproduction and livestock management as well as forest
activities which together constitute the three main (almost equally important) sources of
agricultural income. Within the regigorthe case study focuses omountain farmsproducing
organic hay milkdr the labelzuriick zum Ursprung.z.U.¢ back tothe origin). Organic haymilk is
consideredthe highest premium milk productin Austria at present. About 33% of all organic
mountain farmsin the district are included in thanitiative & T ®T ®! ® éctireqoirksSsilagdie® 2 S
fodder as well as certain specifics concerngagture managementhat increases the quality of

milk and positively affects the level of biodiversity (Schenkenfelder, 2009 farmers involved in
haymilk production (about 140 organic mountain farmers) are supported by CAP payments with
F62dzi o aA 2 BMEFUWISON Theybylkdaksupiport payments are provided by Pillar 2
measures which account for about three quartersatfCAP payments (BMLFUW, 2013)e largest
amount isprovided byAgrienvironmental Payments(about 42%) andhe Less Favoured Area
Compensatory Allowanéescheme(about 25% of all CAP supportyVhile the former is oriented
towards maintaining and improving environmental conditions, the latter is an @itatmers in
agricultural areas facing natural handicaps (Hovorka, 2011).

These public support measurese independent fromproject participation but constitutea basic
requirement to engage thereinThe dairy, respectively the sales chain organizatiffiers a
premium quality payment of 12 cents/kg milk (in 2014) which has recently been increased (up to 18
cents/kg haymilk). Altogether, the share of the district in the total annual costs of establishing the
GNF RS YIFNJ] | Y2dzyi G 2advedishgedpenseqGrdie? abal.2012).yThefedER A Y 3
Fo2dzi ynnonnn € A& RSRAOIFIGSR F2NJ 0KS LINBYAdzy

! Integrated  Administration and Control System (IACShor more information please see:

2 GAgrienvironment measures provide payments to farmers who subscribe, on a voluntary basis, to environmental
commitments related to the preservation of the environment and maintaining the countrysideC2 NJ Y2 laB Ay F 2
please see:

3 @gThe aid to farmers in Less Favoured Areas (LFA) provides a mechanism for maintaining the coumteysiae

where agricultural production or activity is more difficult because of natural handicaps. In place since 1975, it is a long
standing measure of the Common Agricultural Pdlicy. C2 NJ Y2 NB AYF2NXYIEGAZ2Y


http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/direct-support/iacs/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/envir/measures/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rurdev/lfa/index_en.htm

has risen over the last two yeaiis is estimated that thecurrenttotal payment to farmerss about
30-50% higher (a full calculation will be provided in the case study later in 2016).

The initiative depensl on a large number of various institutions, acting at differdavels
encompassing various functiond/e cancategorizethe various institutions invokd into following
major action groups:

1 institutions providing the relevant regulatory framework:

Austrian Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water Management
(BMLFUW)Vienng federal stateof Styria, administering the implemerttan of the Rural
Development Programme;

1 institutions executing the relevant policy instruments:
federal state of Styria administering the implementation of the Rural Development
Programme; Bezirksbauernkammer Murg@gricultural ChambérMurav;

1 marke actors, directly involved in the organization of the initiative:

Obersteirische Molkergdt | LASGrdd5 | A NKBitbelfeld Hofer (largestAustrian retaile);
ARGE Heumilch Steiermark, Knittetfeld

1 regional actors providing accompanyingpport strudures and measured.EADER Region
Holzwelt Murauo lGAG for the region Murau,OMurau; Bio Austria Steiermark, Graz);
Rinderzuchtverband SteiermarkLeoben forestry (provincial division of forestry
oBezirksforstinspektioh &tc.), Murau;

1 institutions providing expertise to enhance implementation of required management
methods: Bezirksbauernkammer Murau  (Agricultural Chambep, Murau; ARGE
Arbeitsgemeinschaft Murauer Bergbauern, Murau

1 institutions assessing the realization and progress of the projecitarreélevance for public

goods provision:  Werner Lampert Beratungs ges.m.p.Mienng Austrian Research

Institute for Organic Agriculture (FIBKjenng Eb&p Umweltbtiro GmbH, Klagenfurt

It is apparent that the establishment of the labé&t.zU£ could anly be achieved through the
existing experience of organic land management pracidesountain farmers in cooperation with
acapablesales organization. The decisive role of these actors should not lead to the conclusion that
all other actors mentioneclay a marginal roleOn the contrary, without the general national
framework, implemented through thdéederal stateand the district offices of farm institutions
particularly the Agricultural Chamberthe land management system required fdraymilk
produdion would not have been availableand resulting ecological and social beneficial outcomes
(ESBOsyould be provided to a (much) smaller extent.

The combined effect of mountain farming, organic farming and haymilk production is a strong case
for sustainate farming methods, with benefits for the environment, consumers and tax payers.
Due tothe strict regulatiorsof dz.z.U¢ 6 { OK Sy 1 S yifef @arR &iti#onakbansfits GoE the
provision of PGs such as biodiversity, reegpecific cultural landsgees and high environmental
quality compared to the already high environmental positive effects of organic farming and organic
mountain farming(Hovorka and Dax 2010)



1.1.2 Socieecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau

The relevant scale for the cagell dzR & -ecolodic@l 5y&tems in the Biosphere Reserve Liufngau

{ I £ 1 o teNgdl&icaldiatriccTamswegNUTS 3 area AT321 Lungau). This region is identical with
the part of the Biosphere Reserve (BR) area inféukeral stateof Salzburg (the othepart being
situated in the neighbourintgderal stateof Carinthia). The region is a large, high platesatedin

the southeast of thefederal stateof Salzburg and extends to just over 1,000°kmarea, at a
minimum sea level of more than 1,000 metraad landlockedby the Central Alps. Permanent
settlement area is only about 122 Krf12% of the area). The whole district is defined as mountain
area (LFA Art.1&ndalmost 50% (2014) @il 786 farms BMLFUW2014) aremanaged organically.
Biosphere Resees in general are divided into three zones: the core area, the buffer zone and the
(mostly surrounding) transition area. In Lungau 6% of the total area of the BR are core areas, they
are made upof parts of the national reservelohe Tauernvhich includegartly Natura 2000 areas

and in general comprises protected landscapes with corresponding protection regulations. Cores
zones are dedicated to the protection of the environment with very restricted human intervention.
38% of the total area is buffer zonadere ecological sustainable activities, land use management
and other activities are allowed, while the remaining 56% of the total area are transition areas that
include settlement areas, living spaces, economic zones and recreational areas.

The Biosphee Reservd.ungauis a typical example of the development of specific Alpine cultural
landscapes with a high environmental quality. What is particularly interesting is the large number of
habitats, which have been created solely due to hunaativities along the altitudinal gradients
within the area and which would disappearthout the specifictraditional land management
systems The mountain meadows with one or two cuts per yeae characteristic for this region,
complemented by a large area ahostly extensively managed lgine pastures and wetland
meadows. Such extensive grassland cultivation results in particularly high species diversity as the
more competitive species areliminated by mowing in favour of photophilic species. Unlike
common practice in more favourable locations, mountain pastures are in general not fertilized,
except by in sityproduced manurgFanninger 2012).

In its nomination document (Regionalverband Lungau 201 1hd)roponents of the BR argue that
0KS aNBIA2Y KfhHumad Sellgment fr tHousahds of years. The diverse structure
and scenic beauty of this region are the main attractions for vsifoom all over the world. The
national and international interest in its distinctive cultural and natural landscapeurfeat
constitutes a main economiassetof the region. The globallyncreasing demand for ecologically
sustainable leisure time facilities and the chance to experience unspoilt nature makes the region a
model area for sustainable tourism, while at the sartime contributes to conservingts

OKIF N OGSNAAGAO NBIAA2YLFE FSI GdzNBadé

In itsrationale for designatingungau & Karntner Nockberges biosphere reserydJNESCO (2012)
states thattK A & NBIA2Y GLINROARSA | -AfneIN&iscSgsivitiighdS S
Y2dzyill Ayad YR RSSL) grfftSeasédd LG O2ydAydzSa (2
ecological characteristics (in addition to the seemnomic features mentioned above by the

4 Actually, the Biosphere Reserve comprigeside the Lungau arealso four Carinthian Viges, but since this is
another province with another historical backgmd and still rather few stakeholder networks, this case study
concentrates on the Lungau area.



V2YAYLFGA2Yy R20dzYSy oY aftoid Barsh AréaS and alluvidl FoledNsAnvtiet &
valleys to cultivated meadows and woodland areas at intermediate altitudes, extending up to the
glaciers of theAf LIAY' S adzYYA (G NBIA2y&aéd aAESR F2NBaida:z
Ramsar proteted area$) and the fact that it is a refuge arfthbitat of diverse species (including
different types of bats, many predators such as badgers, lynx and bears, bird sgcigall
underline its ecological value.

Hence it is the difficultyto organizeland management developmeirt a balanced wago that the
effects are not endangering the multiple aspects of ecologing&lronmentwhile at the same time
securingsettlement and economic development in the region

1.1.3 Mountain forestry and public goods ithe region Pinzgau

Around 47.6% ofthe AustrisQ &  (ar2di ib tovered by forestBMFLUW, 2015)Besidesits
economic function (e.gfor timber use agriculture, huntingand tourism), forests simultaneously
provide multiple socieeconomic and ecological functisrof high relevance to the general public.
These ecosystem services encompass a protection function (flood control, avalarutbetion,
landslideand erosion contrgletc.), a human welfare benefit function (aesthetic and recreational
interests, water ad air quality, control of local microclimate, €€equestration, etc.) and a
conservation function (biodiversity, provision of habitat, et@Jihrer, 200Q) While theleading
regulationpolicy governing the management of forests in Austria is the Federal Forest Act (ForstG
1975) each federal state (Land) aradl the municipaities (Gemeinde)are involved in the
implementation andurther definition of policies and interventiomeasures.

This case study focuses on the above mentioned PG and ESS with regards to mountain forestry in
the NUTS 3 regiodell am SeéAToH H O X | f 42 NBFSNNBR (2 Fa GKS
which constitutes one ahe six districts within the federarovinceof Salzburg, Austria. The region
covers an area of 2,640.85kmand is home to 84,964 inhabitants in 28 municipalities
(Wirtschaftskammer Salzburg, 2014he total forest area is 11®0haand showedan increase of
3.5%between the period 19921996and 20072009 (Bundesforschungszentrum fur Wald, 2009)

terms of the ownership structure, 4d00ha is in possession of small forestry enterpriseh(a

forest area of less than200ha) including 14 farm forest owners” cooperatives
(Waldgemeinschaften).bdut 24,000haof forest areais held by forestry enterprisesvith a forest

area of more than @0ha) encompassing ZiD0ha that is for historical reasons the private property

of the Germany based Bavarian State Forestry. In additio®0Blha are in the puldidomain and
administered by the joinstock companyof the Austrian Federal Forests Inc. (OBf AG). Regarding
forest management practices, 53.3% is dedicatedeconomic forestarea 13.5%is protection

forest in economic usg30.4% protection forest outfoeconomic useand 2.8% wooden floor
without yield (e.g. forest roadgBundesforschungszentrum fir Wald, 2008) relation to other
regions, the share of protection forest is significantly higher.

1.2 Description of case study

> The Ramsar Convention is an intergovernmental treaty that focuses on the conservation and wise use of wetlands and
their resources. For more information pkaseehttp://www.ramsar.org/aboutthe-ramsarconvention



1.2.1 Organic farming in mountain region Murau
W Relevant policies considered

Agricultural policies andupportsystems on the national level are important five region Murau

as well. In general the Rural Development Programme (Austria is defined as one region for the RDP)
of Pillar 1l of the CAP is of high relevance. In particular theehgitonmental Measures (measures

for organic farming, renunciation of silage pessing andodder, basic subsidy, Alpine pasturing,
maintainingthe cultivated landscape on steep slopes), the LFA payments, the investment support
measures and Leader aceucialfor the region(BMLFUW, 2009; BMLFUW, 2013; Groier, 2015)
addition, the direct payments of Pillar | of the CAP are also an important income source.

w Market drivers

The increasg demand for organic products in Austria has led to a number of distinct product lines
developed by diverse sales chains. The milk of the regioludimg milk from farmers producing for

G 1 a¥ligiepllected by and processed in tersteirische Molkerei O@airy UppeiStyria) in two
locations in the neighbouring district Murtal which is alsdesignatednountain areaGroier et al.,
2012) Whik in the townKnittelfeld the yellowdairy chain(i.e. cheese production) is processed,
the second plant in the towiKapfenbergdeals with the whitedairy chain(i.e. haymilk). The label

a1 ol ! ¢ folnd and cediskered bydofer, the largestretailer in Austria, which usethese
products to enlarge its organic product lin@he trade markiz.z.U¢ was created in 2006 as a
conventional label, but has been transformed into an organic label in 2008. Development and
supervision of the label are managedtrdirectly byHoferbut by a separate company, th&erner
Lampert Beratungsges.m.h.lifarm side control and monitoring activities f@.z.U¢ are carried

out by certified thirdparty inspection bodiegSchenkenfelder, 2015)

W Relations between policieend PG provided

Organic mountain farming and in particular organic mountain haymilk production yield numerous
ESBQsImportance and the need for supporting measures for mountain farming is recognized by
the Austrian Agricultural Law since 1960, with ammedts in the respective legislation after
ldZa GONA I Qa | O0SaaArzy G2 GKS 9! Ay Mdppp® ¢KS F
payments are both important sourcex incomeand contribute tomitigate the risk of farmland
abandonment fosteringcontinued management of agricultural landscapes in mountain areas. A
number of measures of the Austrian Agrivironmental Programme (OPUL) are of particular
importance for mountain farming, especially the premium for organic farming and the premium for
silagefree fodder (BMLFUW, 2013; Groier, 201%he latter supports hagrocessing instead of
silage use and is therefore based more on extensive farming systems anekgionatspecific
traditional farmingmethodsof grasslandBMLFUW, 2009). Thie.z.U¢ requirementsare stricter in
comparisonto organic farming and thereby aim at providing additional benefits for the provision of
PG9qSchenkenfelder, 2015)

w Perception and appreciation of the PG provided

Biodiversity and cultural ecosystem serviaae gredly appreciated by society darge which is
justified by Ayri-environmental Payments (at a continuously high level) aadditional support
schemes,but alsoincluded and alluded to bypumerousdeclarations of politicianand sector
stakeholdersn regional, ational and EU levéAriza et al., 2013; FIBL, 2015; Krautzer et al., 2014)



The private goodg haymilk and haymilk cheesgprovided by these management arrangements

are highly appreciated by consumers and reflected by their willingness téopdlye price premia.

On the other hand, farmers get a substantial premium to the regular milk price for organic haymilk
froméz.z.U¢ O

1.2.2 Socieecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau, Salzburg
1 Relevant policies considered

The provision of biodiversity the case study Lungau is particularly shaped by the designation as
Biosphere Reserve in 2012 by UNESCO. Although international recognition does not
incorporateany (financial) support instrumenit requiresa particular management and procedure
that takes accountor the objectives of BR anéncourages anncreased local involvement and
engagement in scientific accompanying activities.
To enhance its goalsegional actors will continue to make use of the existing national framework
of specific polt O& YSI &dz2NBa GKIdG FNBE 2NARASYGSR (261 NRa
management and regional development. The main palnstrumentproviding the largest share of
financial support is CAP. In particular the high\2 LJ2 NIi A 2y 2 F  andzudtaid BiBas T 2 NJ
under Pillar 2 (priorities foAgri-environmentalMeasures, continued support for organic farming,
and the specific scheme for LFA support for mountain farmers).
Asthe BRrationale addresses both ecological and seeimonomic developmentargets, the local
development measures that are enhanced specificajithe LEADER approach are of particular
interest. Earlier LEADER activities can also be regardaduassful backgroundbr the application
and selection of the BRpproach inthe regon. The local development strategynder its title
Biosphere Lungathrives to combine the diverse dimensions of BR and to address the different
management opportunities in theariedzones. Participation in LEADER groups and activities in BR
development ae often overlapping. It should be noted that the roadmap and management plan for
the BR has only been elaborated in 2012 and, due to lacknahcial means andemerging
challengesconcerningconsensusuilding among stakeholdersmplementation of spedit actiors
show only limited progress.

1 Market drivers

The national and international interest in the cultural and scenic characteristics is perceived as a
key economic asset for the regioiiherefore, tourism is one of the main pillars of economic
develgpment in the region. The patchwork structure aeadvironmentalbeauty combined witlthe

touristic infrastructurer N3 G KS YFAY FGONF OQGAz2ya F2NJ GAaAG2N
GKAOK Aa fFroSttSR |faz2 I a lpursted gwrticdlaflyyduring teé O S
summer season, including activities such as hiking and (mountain)bilonggbackriding, white-

water rafting and other recreational activities. More recentlya valorization of the high
environmental quality (clean air, Wo pollution, due to the altitude of more than.d00 m
throughout the area) throughmedicalii 2 dzZNA &Y Aa Sy @A al 3SR ¢KS Ay
PfLJaEg o0al SAEINIFG RSN !ELISyéov SyO2dzNy 3Sa (GKS
on natural and traditional medicineA dedicated congress on the relevance of natural resources of

the Alps as for health tourism and provision will be organized in the area of the BR and highlight the
potential of the BR to health activities (Forum Via Sanitd$6p0



1 Relations between policies and PG provided

The designatio of the socieeconomic systenhungauas Biosphere Reserve is a good foundation to
preserve and develop BGuch agnvironmental quality and smadicale cultural landscapes in the
region Furthermore, it raisesenvironmentalawarenessand contributes to thepreservation ofthe
extensive variety of species. ey principle ofBiosphere Resergeis to protect the ecological
diversity while simultaneously recognizing the needsladal inhabitants The relations and
interactions between man and biosphérare therefore a central issue within the management and
development of the BRungauwhile an increase of winter sports facilities and the expansion of
infrastructure (e.g.cable carsroads, etq.are feasible only within (ecological) limits and restricted
to specific areas. The region with all its stakeholder groups is challenged to pursue thespath
GY2RSt NBIA2YE TF2N adza ( paktigipatdripfoceRsS @St 2 LIYSy i OA |
The Local Devepment Strategy 20142020 of the LEADER ProgramBiesphere Lungais based
on the strategy of the BR with a focus on social and economic resources and development
(Regionalverband Lungau 2015). Therefdhe approach of the strategy &rongly connectal to
the general UNESC(BR strategy.
The regional associatipmcting as representatives of the municipalities of the regioas been
particularly active in planning and preparing the strategic approach. Defining and implementing
activities seems to benore the task of local actors, stakeholder groups and municipalities, and the
regional associatioprovidingtechnical support and networking expertise. Within this procéiss
whole range of policies relevant for rural regions afected. Above all this concerns the
instruments of CARXPillar 2, particularly LFA measures, organic farming Agrédenvironmental
Measures that foster an environmenthlendly development of the mountain farmsn addition,
the implementation of LEADER measgjreducationdsupport, development of valuehains, forest
measures etc. Unfortunately, focus groupdiscussions hardly mentioned any other policy
instruments, particularly regional support measures which would contribute to the development of
the local economy andhe provision of services. Nevertheless there would be some (smaller)
financial support schemes relevant in this regard (in particular for tourism, SME support and
ecological aspects).

1 Perception and appreciation of the PG provided

Stakeholders it.ungauperceive natural and cultural characteristics (snsaiale cultural landscape,
high environmental quality; low density settlement etc.) as key as3éisy regard the designation
as a Biosphere Reserve as a major step towards developing the region in anabkananner.
Tourists appreciate th@atural beautyand the skiing facilities of the regidoungauduring the
winter season (about 1 Mio. overnight stays just in the winter seasdajvever they alsghow a

high esteem for landscape features and regioasdetsduring summer(about 360.000 overnight
stays during the summer season). Linked to this position as an important tourist destination, the
region comprises great potential for local producers and direct marketing. Quality products from
the region aregaining in status, opening synergies and new development optiGta/den
agriculture and tourism.

5 For general preconditions and principles of the WED Man and Biosphere Programme please see:
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http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/man-and-biosphere-programme/about-mab/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/man-and-biosphere-programme/about-mab/

1.2.3 Mountain forestry and public goods ithe region Pinzgau

Besides various global, p&uropean and & forestrelated programs and conventions, the most
important international treaty impactingon Austrian mountain forest policies was the Alpine
Convention. The goal of the Mountain Forest Protocol that was signed by Alghe states and

the EU is to enforce principles and obligations that guarantee an emagatally sound use of
mountain forests in an economically, ecologically and socially balanced way (The Alpine
Convention, 1991). This multilateral treaty was passed by the Austrian National Council in 1995 and
amended the Federal Forest Act in 2002 (BGIBXr. 233/2002).

On a national level, the Federal Forest Act (ForstG 1975) was already in place and represents the
main legislation governing sustainable forest management. It is geared towards sustainedfyields
forest use the preservation of foresf its functions and social benefits. The focus on sustainable
forest utilization has rootgven back tanedieval times in which Austrissovereigis encompassed

the interests of the early salt and iron industriedich werelater ratified in the Austrian EmIA NB Q &
Forest Act of 1852.

The current legislation specifically highlights the multifunctional nature of forests which are therein
defined by four distinct functions: production, protectiowgelfare and recreationfunctions In the

alpine setting of the ase study regioZell am Seeghe protection function is paramount especially
regarding avalanches, mudflows, landslides and torrents. In order to maintain the protective
properties, a special type of management is required. The forest act accounts ®rbyhi
distinguishing between different forest types such as objaaitective forests (Objektschutzwald)
which secure environmental goods (e.g. drinking water) and protect against natural hazards as well
as siteprotective forests (Bannwald) which safeguadsily erodible sites by adjusted regulation

and management systems (Abschnitt Il B ForstG 1975 (Wélder mit Sonderbehandlung)).

The executive directives of the forest act ararried out by the State Forest Administration
(Landesforstdirektion) in eacbf the nine federal state®f Austriawith subordinate competent
authorities on asmaller scale, almost amunicipal level (Bezirksforstinspektion). The forest
authorities cooperate with the Torrent and Avalanche Control Service under the Austrian Federal
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water Managem@NLFUW) The forest
inventory (Waldinventur) conducted by the Federal Forest Research Institute at random and the
forest development plan (Waldentwicklungsplan) carried out by municiallauthorities are
instruments that continuously classify forest types according to the forest act. In addition,
municipal bodies and the Torrent and Avalanche Control Service prepare hazard zone plans
(Gefahrenzonenplan) and take preventive measure$ ag construction (forest roads, avalanche
protection, check dams) or afforestation and regeneration actions.

Other relevant policies and decrees on a federal level are the protection forest decree
(Schutzwaldverordnung; BGBI. Nr. 398/1977) regardingrdement and use of protection forests.

The forestry protection decree (Forstschutzgesetz; BGBI. 11 Nr. 19/2003) concerning the protection
of forests against forest pests. The law pertaining to water and waterways (Wasserschutzgesetz;
BGBI. Nr. 215/1959pmnd the torrent prevention act (Wildbachverbauungsgestez; RGBI, Nr.
117/1884). The federal forest law (Bundesforstegesetz; BGBI. Nr. 793/1996) that regulates the
reform of the Austrian Federal Forests and the management practices of forests in the public
domain as well as the silvicultural propagation law (Forstliches Vermehrungsgesetz; BGBI. | Nr.
110/2002) that governs the use of seedlings relevant for maintaining and improving forest
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functions. On a federal state level, the Salzburger nature conservdaen(NSchG, LGBI Nr.
73/1999), the landscape conservation decree (Allgemeine Landschaftsschutzverordnung; LGBI. Nr.
89/1995) with measures concerning landscape protection and game law (JagdG, LGBI Nr 100/1993)
regulating the wildlife stock are of relevanto the provision and PG and §88visionin the case

study analyzed.

In terms of financial support the Austrian Rural Development Programme is the most
comprehensive funding instrument for forest owners (e.g. ecological management practices).
Proprieors of protection forests for example are compensated for their economic losses and
receive grants allocated towards conserving and improving forest functions concerning the public
interest. In the period 2002015, the total cost of projectsfor silviculural and accompanying
provisions constituted 469.670.188 (at the national leve), in the federal state of Salzburg
amounted t046.766.258 | yZIl ainySe¢o 8.617.062¢ @ ¢ KS Y Zdil anBkBvére Ay
supportedwith 4.851.170¢ (56.4% of total costhy the Austrian Rural Development Programme.

The shareof EU support was 48.7% KS y I G A 2 y I 30.8% & 30(5@fasupfhoit wass
provided bythe federal state of Salzburgn addition to these payments, the federal state of
Salzburg supported these interventions with supplementary-ipppayments ofc ¢ H ® ¢ The €
national intitative Schutz durch Wald ¢t N2 § SO0 A 2y éshreiedihK 33% AfNER & (1 & &
forest area showcases a diminishethd 50% a marginal protective function and therefore need
further interventions(ISDW, 2012)it is important to highlight that the Austrian Federal Forests Inc.
(the largest forest owner in Austria, with about 20% of the total forest area in Austr@apisic

entity and as sucloesnot receive funds from the Austrian Rural Development Programme.

The drivers of these measures are based on the Austrian Forest [al@gsterreichische
Walddialog) which constitutes a platform for different forest stakeholdeith the objective to

align their interests regarding forest functions in a participatory process. A major output of the
Forest Dialoge is the Austrian National Forest Program and the Austrian Forest Strategy 2020
which try to harmonize arising conflecby multiple interest$BMLFUW, 2007; Quadt al.,2013)

In addition, the need fol state level Forest Strategy relevant to our case study region has been
ratified by competent authorities and is currently in developmélzburger Landtag, 2012)

1.3 Analysis of innovation, policy conflicts and complementarity

1.3.1 Organic faming in mountain region Murau

The innovationin this case is twofold. First, instead of mixing conventional, organic, hay and
Y2dzy Ul Ay YAf]l 2F RAFFSNBYyild LINRPOSYIl yOS: Ly a2
and successfully positioned aimdegrated into the market. Moreover, its milk provision is based on
specific regions, in the case of haymilk on the region of Murau. On an organizational level, a private
third-party consultancy company acts as an intermediary between the producers a&ndetalil

chain. Theparticipation schemeequires an adapted mountain faing management system (e.g.
extensive mountain farming measure€ychenkenfelder, 2015)'he resulting increase darm

income opens @ opportunityfor mountain farmng continuationon a small ananedium scaldhat
otherwise would be endangered.
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This project is complementing CAP policies, in particular-eékgironmental Measures and
compensatory allowances of the LFA schethepugh the provision of public goods and can be
replicated inother regions of Austria and the EU if appropriate conditionsfalféled.

1.3.2 Socieecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau, Salzburg
1 Why this case study can be considered as innovative in the national/regional panorama

In Austria there ardive Biosphere Reserves established, three of them in lowlands and two in
mountain areas. Being designated only in 20%3|zburger Lungau & Karntner Nockbergehe
most recent one among the Austrian Biosphere Reserves. As a specific feéahas thelargest
territorial expansion. Though considerable difficulties and tensamsngstakeholdergersist,the
process becomes more participatory te designation aBRbears remarkable opportungs for
regionaldevelopment and innovation. However, lotgrm economic weaknesses, low provision of
(public) services and limited economic development options have contributed to the image of a
lagging region. These persistemtonomic difficultiehave found its expression gmigration and
negative demographidevelopment which face significant difficulties for the new, more positive
strategies of local development and BR.
The BRLungauaims at securing biodiversity in a mountainous region. With the specific structure
and preconditions of this international pgoamme the expectations for achieving sustainable
development objectives got a specific incentive. It also demands a higher commitment of
cooperation among different actors and stakeholder groups in the region and provides
opportunities to combine theirdeas andstrengths Due to the common objectives and gqdlse
programme also represents a framework for common activities and enhanced collaboration. As
focus groups shoythere is still a long wagtheadthat high expectations of the BR will be met and a
larger set of activities will be realized.

1 Is this a case with conflicting or complementing policies in the provision of public goods?

The BRcaseencourags aset of regional activiies for mountain areas in Austria complementing

the provision of publicgoods. It provides a comprehensive strategy for enhancing biodiversity
development within the region through designatiag area as Biosphere Reserve. While thare

no additional financial support instrumé&nor programmes linked to BRit builds heaviy on other

local development programmes and activities such as LEADER measures whiebdadicularly

on the economic and social development of the area. With regard to its ecological targets, the
preservation of specific features has to be securedt{palarly in the core area of the BR and its
buffer zone) and specific landscape protection activities, supported by action éédleeal state of
Salzburg. The regional association is the authority entrusted with the preparation, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of the BR and acts as the office and networking institutianviolved
municipalities. It is closely collaborating with the BR managemadrith has been set up recently

and financed by the municipalities as partner organisations.

The BR management aims at following a strategy which promotes particularly sustainable tourism
development é.g. focuson medicaltourism). However, at this stage the management encounters
still significant difficulties in achieving sufficient collaboratiand interlinkages between the
various initiatives. There is the threat that some of the innovative ideas and plans are abandoned
due to longterm obstacles and institutional inefficiencies.
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The problems encountered are also due to the significantledifft perspectives of the actors, and
stakeholder groups in the region arbeir diverse viewson how the BRQobjectives and public
goods provision in the area could best be enhanc&dpportersof specific initiatives and
stakeholders representing an afhative approach, i.e. strongly in favour of a more ambitious and
faster approach towards sustainable development, aencernedthat the diversity of the
numerous initiatives is not sufficientiypcluded by the current management. In particular, they
argue that the various actors and institutions of economic and social development have to be
included morecomprehensivelyin order to achieve enhanced performance with regard to BR
objectives.

On the other hand, critical views are expressed by proponentiseofarious cable car organizations
because they experience limitatioms terms oftheir expansion strategies. As winter tourism is an
important economic factor in the regionhese organizations are powerful actors and have core
influenceon regional deisionmakers.

The more detailed discussiamfocus groupsighlighted ahidden conflict potential which is usually
superseded in official talks by statements of consensus on regional objectives and strategies.

1.3.3 Mountain forestry and public goods ithe region Pinzgau

Historically, the forestry sector has a long tradition in Austria with -estidblished policies and
institutions. According to Kubeczko et §2006) the major imovation in the Austrian forestry
sector in recent decades concerned technological and organization measures driven by a rise in
labor prices and a decrease in timber prices. With regards to the protective functions, it is
important to highlight that forst structures change slowly and their effects are barely visibtee

short and mediunterm. Considering the meteorological disturbances in recent years however (e.g.
gAY RAEWLMY HOKydHET winPadlal lGFMingd Hnny 00X Ay aréaavieke f | N
struck by wingthrow and largescale barkbeetle damages as well as conflicts of interest among
different stakeholders regarding forest use and management, private and public actions focusing on
regenerating and sustaining forest ecosystems @peto public debate. Yet, Weig2000)argues

that forest authorities may have an incentive to propagate the issuing of ban forest status to large
forest areas and thereby to augment their legitimacy and influence.

It seems evident however that there are conflicts between natural geophysical processes and
increasing demarsl on natural resources to a varying degree by different stakeholder. Forest
owners leasing their property for hunting purposes have naturally an interest in a high game stock.
Game browsing and the associated damage however affect the maintenance and/ammats of
protective forests. While forest regeneration lies within the competence of forest authorities, the
execution of the game law however is governed by different authorities on a federal state level.

On the agenda of skift operators and the tousm industry at large is the establishment of a well
diversified touristic offer. The construction of the necessary infrastructure and the presence of
certain activities (e.g. skiing, mountain biking, etc.) may negata#ct the state of the forest

and its functions.

Furthermore, certain spport schemes (e.gor the construction and maintenance @frest roads)

may incentivize the construction of forest roads that reduce the retention area whightrmigger
associated problems (e.g. floods, mudfivetc.).
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2.1 Organic farming in mountain region Murau

The combined effect of organic mountain farming and haymilk production as an extensive
production systemhas major positive impacts on biodiversity, reggpecific culturalandscapes

and high environmental quality which would otherwise not be attainable by meanerofentional
systems andhe use of silagéHovorka, 2011; BMLFUW, 2010; Krautzer et al., 2014)

¢ KS LINEBSOKI &1 L2 & A ( brgeSic mowntdin Gainets” inkofme based on the
substantial price premia which they receive for organic haymilk and thereby contributes to the
continued existence of mountain farming in the regibat otherwise would be endangered (Groier

et al., 2012; Hoppichler et al., 201Schenkenfelder; 2015)

hy GKS RFEANE &ARSZI &l dvalde addisafegvui RobBDiiharmaieStfeS NI |
sales of regionally branded products through the distribution channel of Austrian largest retailer
over Austriamay improve the imag of the region and as such magnerate spillover effects
affectingMurau at large.

2.2 Socioecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau, Salzburg

While the designation as UNESCO BR potentially bears numerous benefits for the provision of
PGI/ESS, isiyet to see if and to what extent it impacts the case study region. The BR status does
not directly provide any additional financial support but instead gears towards mobilizing local
actors with regard to the objectives of the BR charta. Thereby creayingrgy and spillover effects,
reducing transaction cost and positively impacting both, the provision of PG/ESS (e.g. biodiversity)
as well as the local economy (e.g. tourism) it might contribute substantially to the provision of
ESBOs in a mitb longterm perspective.

Positive outcomes will largely be dependent on the realization of participatory processes in the
region, a request of which parts of the local actors are aware. Effectiveness of the BR approach can
be seen as an outcome of contrastingwseof regional development options by different sectoral
stakeholders. The beneficial outcomes of the BR have to prove its usefulness for different partners
and economic actors over the coming years.

2.3 Mountain forestry and public goods ithe region Pirzgau

The main economic driver in the region is tourism (e.g. skiing, hiking, etc.) with ovighiol0
overnight stays annually (Statistik Austria, 2015). Due to its alpine sefisigam Seeelies heavily

on the high quality of itdorest ecosystems asecessary mean® secure human settlements and

to maintain spillover effects on the regional economy.

The Austrian Court of Auditors (Rechnungshof, 2015) published a comprehensive report regarding
the state of the protection forest in théederal state of Salzburg. Thegriticize the two parallel,
methodological different approacheggarding the assessment of forest functions (regarding

the evaluation of forestsfunctions performance) The Austrian Forest Inventoryogsed on
statisticalmethod9 andthe Austrian Brest Development Plan (nationwidqualitative methods).
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These two approachesesult in different definitions anéh a significant dvergence of the calculated
protectionforests areaand thereby significantlyimpactingthe execution of tle forest act.

The major obstacle concerning adequate forest management of protection forests is based on the
damage caused by game animals and to a lesser degredghe effect of wood pastures
managementnd touristic activitie¢Rechnungshof, 2015)

3.1 Organic farming in mountain region Murau

Different institutions ona regional and national level jointly contributed to the establishment of

G1 o @) ®¢ d® hy | NBIA2LFADER actidoh §réNuraly” e @dioNd daiy T (i K
Obersteirische Molkei (@ | LJIGISING N |)ythe BhiamibbiIdféagriculturand the working group

of mountain farmersof the regionwere involved. On the national leyehe consulting company
Werner Lampert Beratungsges.m.b.b&hd the retail chain Hofer were involved. The Astrian

Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water Management proved to be an
important player. For the evaluation of the impactséofl ® [th@ Austlian Research Institute for
Organic Agriculture (FIBL) arlde private companyEB&P lthweltbliro GmbHO6 Environmental
Consulting Klagenfuit are in charge.

The increasing demand for organic, regigmabuntain and haymilk products weran important
RNAOSNI F2NJ 0KS RS@GSt2LIVSyid 2F GKS f I 0 Sabelsal i «
founder and the cooperativeness of organic mountain farmers were important prerequisites.

Important surrounding conditions are the AgmvironmentalMeasures as well as treupport of

mountain farmers within the framework of the Rural Developm@&mnbgramme(BMLFUW, 2010;
Hovorka, 2011)In addition,Hofer€® G NJ G S3& 2y dzLJ3 NI} R Asfegarddg tyier dzY S N.
super market chains as well as their distributional capacity were favorable drivers.

3.2 Socieecological systems in the Biosphere ReseLungau, Salzburg

Numerous actors on a regional, national and international |geatly contributed to the
establishment of the BR.ungau First fieldwork suggests that the BR denomination were
undertaken by a local women network highlighting the depenent potential and suitability of the

BR concept for the region at the beginning of the 2000s. Being outside the mainstream of the local
elite structure, they did not receive the necessary support by the respective municipal bodies. As
soon as the diffeent municipalities and other influential actors perceived the BR denomination as
an opportunity for regional economic growth they established tRegionalverband Lungau
OGNBIA2YIT aa20AF0A2yE0 ¢K2 | OGa dzatw&SutanKSA N
different levels.

This initial topdown approach of théRegionalverband Lungdad to significant concerns by local
actors which reminds tsimilar previous discussionAs a result the proponents found independent
associations in order t@bby for their interests. As there is still quite a scope in the understanding
among stakeholders how the BR can be of relevance for the regional development and what actions
should be envisaged and prioritized, tRegionalverband Lungathanged strategynd currently
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strives to include all relevant local actors in a participatory manner. This strategy particularly aims
to understand the interests and actions of different stakeholders more precisely. The related
activities also affect issues concerning tvision of PG/ESS, the needs for continued careful
fieldwork and aspects like questions how ESBOs can be best provided for the different zones of the
BR and the whole region in general.

3.3 Mountain forestry and public goods ithe region Pinzgau

The relovant stakeholders include a wide range ehterprises and nonindustrial actors
representing different sectors and administrational levels. Kubeczko €R@D6)point out that
horizontal cooperation is commom ithe forestry sector while vertical cooperation is rather rare
This is congruent with our observations in the case study region.

DonzBreuss et al(2004) point out that sustainability in forest management is demanded by
national policies and the local society alike; however in reality, sieom interests of foresters

(e.g. hunting, tourism, etc.) often collide with lotgrm goals regarding sustainability. The authors
further point out that the provision of public goods by forests lack appropriate policies that recover
the cost for adequate intervdions.

Due tothe geology of the region, natural disturbances occur regularly and thereby limit space
available for secure human settlement in the valleys of the region. The Torrent and Avalanche
/| 2y UGNRE {SNBAOS &LISYR&A& | NRPdzy R @ jihinahk @ade stady | Yy c
area only. Generally speaking, torrent control measures are significantly more expensive than
appropriate continuous regeneration activities in protective forests. To recover part of these costs,
a cooperative system has been estaldidhthe so calledVildbachwassergenossenschaftgorrent
cooperatives). There are currently 108 cooperatives representing 9 % of total inhabitants in the
region Zell am Se&ho pay in accordance with their building size into these cooperatives. These
funds are then used to partially finance preventive actions. The total cost of preventive actions
aresplit between the Republic of Austria, the federal state of Salzburg and interested parties
(cooperative members).

All three cases in Austria are examples of public goods provided through different land use
management in mountain regions. The case studies reflect the high societal support towards caring
for adapated land use systems. The presented activities exemplify sStaapgroaches in areas
gAOK ayl (dzNIThe foGu@n/eadn Nithernf i$ difeent: While in the region Murau the
elaboration of a specific brand reveals that higmality (milk) production is feasible in such a
context by linking it to a specificrgduction system, the BR concept indicates that an internal
differentiation (zoning of the area) might be appropriate to address and nurture the specific assets
of the region. In the third case, a specific focus is put on forest management in mountansegi
which is relevant for all the mountain area across Austria. It underscores the specific protective
function which is particularly high in the case study area.

Although the PG/ESS provided by all the three cases are demanded by wide sections of the
(local/regional/national) society, we recognized a scope of divergent views in this first assessment
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of stakeholder views. It will be important to raise the understanding of these differences and
contribute to approaches that enhance PG/ESS provision in thes@tain contexts.

4.1 Organic farming in mountain region Murau

¢tKS OFrasS 2F G@2NHIFIYAO FINXYAY3IA Ay Yz2dzyal Ay NB3
organic haymilk for thdrand éz.z.U£ is one of the most advanced examples for securing specific
public good$ESSrovided throughmountain farming. It is a case where an intensive combination

and complementary role of different instruments and public support payments of the Rural
Development Programme (particularly instruments fAgri-environmental Measues and LFA
payments) and CAP Pillar 1 suppartooperationwith a private market initiative areealized. The
marketing of products haraised awareness and knowledge about the initiative atsb has been
economically successfulThe main argument forigher product quality and consumer product
prices is the close link to the posgivnfluence of land management impacting the provision of
public good&#ESS. &rticulaly, biodiversity, regiorspecific cultural landscapes and high
environmental qualityasindicatedon the packaging of the produc{specific outcome indicators of
2NHFYyAO KF&@8YAf{1 LINRPRdAzOGA2Y OF f Odz I SR FyR LINB
conventional agricultural production methods in the area as compiled by-ffarty auwlitor). In

addition to the project idea and initiativéhe successful implementation depends also arapable

sales organizatiorwith nationwide distribution channelsThey provided thefinancial means
necessaryto start the brandingprocessas well ago continue high-quality production and large

scale provision to Austrian consumesser a now mediurterm perspective. Moreover, other

actors involved, and decisive for the succassthe Obersteirische Molkeréi ¢ ! LALASENNA | Yy R ;
which was ready tshift towards organic milk processimg well aghe strong involvementbf a
significantly large group obrganic mountain farmers. Those farmers had to agree sticter
management requirementge.g. extensive grassland managementAlpine area} and adhere to
specifichaymilk productionregulations Due to the combined efforigositive implications for the
provision of PG/ES$n the region could beachievedserving as an exampl®r other mountain

farming areas (with similar grassland managetrmmnditions).

4.2 Socicecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau, Salzburg

The BR concept uses the approach of secionological systems to support its aims of ecological

and economic development. In our case, the BRBRgaurepresents a very fresh initiagy having

been selected by UNESCO only in 2012. Our analysis and investigations with local stakeholders
show that there are a lot of ideas, considerations and development plans available and many of
them would include substantial impacts on PG/ESS pravisiothe region. The participatory
process already started for the strategy building of the BR concept therefore will be also of
particular relevance in the future. Implementation will be effective if the different views of
stakeholder groups can be adjest and agreement on priorities of implementation and territorial
distinctions can be achieved. It seems there is a wide scope of perspectives on interpretation of the
.w 02y 0SLIGiQa LI AOFGA2Y Ay (GKS NB3IA Riytde BROO2 N.
the decisions will have important consequences for land use development in different parts of the
region.
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With regard to the case study work a careful consideration of the provision of PG/ESS in different
parts of the region will be needed. ABe BR objectives are closely targeting at biodiversity
development and securing ecologically benefical outcomes as well as contributing te socio
economic development in the region at large, the commitment of actors for enhancing PG/ESS
provision is highThe particular challenge is plaspecificity and territorial differentiation within

the region, with a specific focus on diverse management systems in the various zones of the region.

4.3 Mountain forestry and public goods ithe region Pinzgau

The bottom ine is that there is a strong public awareness regarding the need for maintaining and
improving forest functions in the context of mountain regions of Austria. This national consensus is
analised in a characteristic high mountain region which includedaitgest conservation area in

L dzZAGNRF 6abl A2y tIN] |1 2KS ¢FdzSNYeéo FyR Y2d:
protective functions to a large degree. In addition, thegeneral policy framework that supports the
provision of public goods in ¢éhforest sector inZell am Seés addressed as support structure
towards this placespecific functionsAlbeit the general policy framework is provided by a national
law, implementation and plaespecific management is shaped by regulations of the fedsede

and detailed management plans at the regional/local levels. In this highly supportive cceaitext,
publicinstitutions involved show a high willingness towards coordination and collaboration. Yet, in
individual sectors, there is a consistent confbiétinterest regarding forest use and management
impacting on the allocation of forest functions within specific areas which are of specific interest to
the general public (e.g. hunting, tourism, forest roads, wood pastures).
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There are national and EU policies supporting provision of public goods and ecosystem services
(paying for PG/ESS) and in most cases this is a main driver fopiin@sion in the Czech Republic.
There are not many other ways of PG/ESS provision (beside joint production) and few exceptions
are based mainly on collective actions usually initiated by few enthusiasts acting under some of the
environmental NGO. Markgtrovision of PG/ESS as relatively new initiative in Czech Republic is
forest certification scheme with several provisions for environment protection and enhancement.
In most cases there are not conflicting targets between policy measures in agricultuferastty,

most of them are complementary, but intended synergies seems to be rather rare.

The proposed case studies were selected from identified rare cases where somebody have
managed to overcome not so mature social capital and initiated collectiveratly involving
several actors including general public to the project. After analysis of the context information the
project team proposed following order of case studies from the most innovative.

The proposed case studyre:

1 The nonproductive forest ish Czech society.

1 Josefov meadows project.

1 Forest certification scheme.

T 2SNI2NE2S YSIR2ga YIylF3aSySyio
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1.1 The purpose of the report

Report covers overview and analysis of following topics:

Regional/local institutions managing natural and envinemtal resources;

b. Forms of collective action through intermediate actors: associations, vertical/horizontal
integration within the food chain, other types of partnerships and civil society organisations;

c. The set of relevant policies (national, regionatldocal) providing a regulatory framework,
financial support and a supportive environment

o

The report should serve as a basis for final decision on selection of case studies in the Czech
Republic.

1.2 Brief introduction to intended case studies

1.2.1 Conversion otommercial forest to sermnatural non-production forest

It is a long term project. NGO bought the commercial forest with corresponding species structure
and manage it in a way to convert it to sendtural forest (with national financial support and with
financial support of interested inhabitants).

Public goods¢ the main public good is biodiversity, because the core of the project was
replacement of prevailing commercial species with local/autochthonous species including needed
structure of species. Lortgrm, the intention is to cease most of the management measures and to
let forest to its natural succession. Joint public good is education of general public.

1.2.2 Forest certification

Municipal and private forest owners decided to do forest management inrdacce with a
certificate of the highest quality, Forest Stewardship Certificate. The label means that management
is sustainable in three dimensions: economic, social and ecologic, and criteria are above baseline
formed by the Forest law.

PG provisiorg mainly biodiversity and ecological functions like soil and water protection, but also
higher care people at work, which is going beyond legal requirements. It represents high standards
of safety at work, education for workers, and preferring local peoplenguecruitment.

1.2.3 WetJosebv meadows

Wet meadows are managed with aim to produce fodder to cattle and the management is already
rather extensive, but relevant practices are not secured and some particular farm operations are
not suitable for protection obiodiversity.

Main PGs are biodiversity, especially bird species linked to wet meadows, and also water quality
and quantity (as secondary effect). Both PGs are provided by extensive management of grassland
adjusted to the needs of waders.

124 5NB YSI| Raygea 2 SNI
This specific locality is in Landscapetected Area Bile Karpaty and the main value is on dry

biodiversity rich meadows. Significant part of meadows is on slopes, sometime the fields are small
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and in not favourable locations (e.g. along forests difticult to manage). The meadows are of
extremely high biodiversity, especially plant diversity. These meadows host a high number of
protected species (e.g. high number of orchid species) and are internationally recognised for its
value. Meadows with resonable size and good access are now managed especially because of
sufficient support under CAP. But meadows which are small and/or with not easy access are
endangered by abandonment which could lead to loss of biodiversity. This locality was already
nearly lost and high number of young trees was cleared during the last decades (high costs of the
project were covered mainly with public money support). The recovery of the site and following
YEYyF3ASYSyid ¢l & OF NNASR |(gzBch Wnjok infA Nate SProteciod). b D h
Management of the site is a collective action of NGO and organisations under MoA and MoE

1.3 Overview of case studies, relevant public goods, and organisational structure

CaseSudy Policy tools Organizaion in charge
Non-productive
forest
Operdional Rogramme - Environment Ministry of Environment, State fun
for Environment{ @}
National environmental programmes Ministry of Environment; national
level, ANLR mesclevel
Law on Nature Protection No. 114/1992 Coll. | Ministry of Environment, Naturg
Conservation Agency (NC&Ajneso
level
Forest law No. 389/1995 Caoll., Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)¢
national level
Government Decree 14/2014 on financi MoAc national level,
support in forestry
Support for environmental NGOs activity MoEC¢ national level
Forest certification
FSC
RDP: Forestenvironmental Measure Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)¢
national level, Paying Agency (PA
FSC label internation&orporate policy) FSQCzech
Forest law No. 389/1995 Caoll., MoA ¢ national level
StateProgranme of Nature Conservation MoEC¢ national level
Wet meadows RDP Agrienvironmental Measure (AEM) Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)¢
national level, Paying Agency (PA
Direct payments (+ QossCompliance and | MoA, PAregional level
Greening)
Support of NGOs MoE national
Law on Nature Protection No. 114/1992 Coll. | NCA¢ mesolevel
Agriculture law No. 252/1997 Coll. MoA ¢ national level
Birds (Parliament and Council Directiy European Commission, DG Emy
2009/147/EC)and Habitat DirectivegCD 92/43| European level, MoE¢ national
EEC) level
Dry meadows | Program for Landscape ManagemeRP§ MoE ¢ national level ANC¢ mesc
2SNI 2NE 28 level
RDP- Agrienvironmental Measure (AEM) MZe- national level
RDR; LessFavourite Areas Measure MoA ¢ national level, PA. mesc
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level

Direct payments (CGossCompliance and | MoA ¢ national level, PA mesc
Greening) level

Support for environmental NGOs activity MoEC¢ national level

RDP Natura 2000n Agricultural Land Measure| MoA ¢ national level, PA mesc
level

ProgramUFE+ European Commission, DBnvi ¢
European level, MoEg national
level, ANQ; mesclevel, NGQ { h
¢ local level

Law on Nature Protection No. 114/1992 Coll. | MoEc national level

2.1 The scale considered for the analysis

Czech Republic is rather small in size (in total 7887 thousand hec?afes, § ansl the most
relevant policies are not regionalised. The main PG/ESS provision relate to biodiversity in all case
studies. But they are provided mostly on local level.

2 Y S f¢ Ndn-productive Forest

The project provides increase of biodiversityforest on local level (now in total 62 hectares of
forests) by reintroduction of autochtonous species and by soft managed facilitating full succession.
Forest certification

The public goods (biodiversity, water, and soil protection) are provided inrgeoa global level.

The certification system was designed and agreed between key international actors. But in the
Czech Republic there are few groups of certified forest companies who provide the public goods on
local/meso level. The selected case studyld cover about5G nn K Ay NBIA2Y + @2
Wet Josefov meadows

This case study covers relatively small area of wet grasslands surrounded by two streams inside
larger arable land area, therefore the biodiversity as a main public good is proerdéstal level,
GKAETS T OG2NAR NBE O2YAYy3 FTNRY avYSazé¢ tS@St o0az
5NE YSIFR2ga 2SNI2NEBES

The case study focuses on specific part of protected landscape area Bile Karpaty with biodiversity
rich meadows. It means the biodi\s#ty is provided on local level with actors coming from local and
regional level.

The policies as one of the main drivers are coming from national level for three case studies (for
GF2NBad OSNIATFTAOFNGAZ2YE AG Aa aidiMdreddion globa levels NI A
Another drivers, such as collective action initiated by enthusiasts on coordination of policies
implementation on spot or on creation/management of habitats emerged on local level and
represent social drivers. Therefore the macale of policy analysis will be national. Organisational
specificities of each case study will be covered also orregional (meso) level and on local level.

2.2 Description ofthe case studies

2{"3% wamMpyY TyyT (GK2dZAlIYyR KSOGFINBa Ay (20t numc (K2dza
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For each case studiie textdescribes as it follows:

a. Relevam policies considered: describe type of policies in detail (scheme/programme, type of
policy instrument usednstitutionsinvolved in implementing them, amount of financial resources
in the 200713, relative share of the policy within the regional/natidpalicies)

b. Marketdrivers: strategies/policies pursued by food companies (see above in the text);
characteristics of geographical indications and specific rules affectingelRGs

c. Relations between policies and PGs provided: explain how these polittience the PGs
provision

d. Perception and the appreciation of public opinion of the specific public good

2 Y S f¢ Ndn-productive Forest

2YSfch1J2t S6y2ai Linjt (ifed- SdolejNolBriehds obNaturdz2nad fasd Teust A a
a nongovernmental ecological organisation. It started with pure volunteers activity with the aim to
enrich forest structure ¥ native tree species, later it professionalised and participated on several
national financial programmes, mainly from MoE, and some regional support for planting
RSOARd2dza YR 204KSNJ yIGABS GNBSad ¢ 20 lerftoldt NB |
a forest to its natural succession it was neeegsto buy forest land. The organisation turned to
land trust and goes on buying the land with help of private donors. Gifts can be small, just some
Kdzy RNBR& ONRBgyad oR21 Sya 2F 9! wod 2YStt {1 Aa IO
and chitdren. This type of activity was supported by national environmental and regional
programmes.

Policies and regional/local institutions relevant organizations implementing them

The agenda of forestry is shared between two ministriemistry of Agriculture (MoA) has the

main role and Nhistry of EnvironmentMoE)K I & | &G O2y GNRfé¢ NRBEST (KS
productive forestry is provided by MoA, but with regard to sustainable development, MoE has
some financial tools for management of forests irotected areas and national parks, especially
special purpose forest.

The basic law is thEorest Aw. It describes inter alia obligations of owner to look after productive
and nonproductive forest functions, protection of forests property, soil, wated &odiversity (the
owner is obliged to do preventive interventions) and manage in line with regional plans and forest
management plans. The lavequiresto reforest land in two yearsfter harvestby certified
seedlings with recommended species structure.

Other strategic documentare: StateProgramme ofNature Protection, Strategy for Biodiversity
National Forest Programmr the period until2013, Principles o8ate Forestry Policy (1994),
Concept of the Ministry of Agriculture to Economic Policyedy2eské republiky sinc2012, Act

No. 289/1995 Coll., about forests and changes and supplementing certain acts, Act. No. 114/1992
Coll., aboutNature andLandscapeonservation

Some items to solve: high proportion of spruedgut51 %). Current share of deluous trees is 25

%, but naturally it should be 36 % and this trend is supported by rules and subsidies-Bafere
forest management state of forest ecosystem was 2/3 share of deciduous tree species (mostly
Fagus sylvaticand Quercu$ and 1/3 of conifeous species (mostixbies alby Species structure of
common forests is simplified; forests in protected areas are invaded often bynative species
(Pinus strobusPicea pungens

Most of forests arecommercial i.e. the trees are of the same agwith regular schematic
arrangement. Natural restation shares only 15 %. Some parts of forest stands and soil are
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damaged byair pollution. In mountain regionsome parts ofspruce standsdied damaged by
emissions.

Protection and reproduction of forests treas in line with StateEnvironmental Policy CR and
Strategy ofBiodiversity Protection of CR. The owner is obliged by law to monitor pests and
damages and preventively protect the stands also against chemical pollution caused by
management and harvest. &lowner is obliged to protect soil against erosion and landslides and
slower water speed in forest streams.

Harvesting: The law prefemecewiseharvest, the size of deforested area is limitéthrvest can be
realisedin stand aged more than 80 years, @wndan agreement witlregional forest plan and
opinion of aforest expert. Total amount of harvested wood is limited. Praxis in protected and
special purpose forests is adapted to their proteetfunctions. The law contains the list of
purposes for whichtiis possible to provide funding.

Support of forest management and restation: both European and national programmese
administrated by MoA and MoE. MoA administrates tools under RDP, both investnmesagures

(e.g. machinery for natue friendlymanagenent or building and reconstruction dbrest roads and

small ponds) and noiA Yy @S & (i Y S ysiippod llikkBotesténvionmental Measure of RDP
Prevention Measure againskre or InsectCalamities,Frst Afforestation etc. Other subsidies from
MoA are naional, like support for association of small owners or for game hunting. MoE gives
financial support namely for improvement of species structure, friendly forest management and
remaining died trees in forests in protected areas and national p@eratonal Programme of
Environment and national programmes, e.g. Landscape Management Programme)

The structure oforest owners in CR is following: the main owner is state (60% of area), including
forests maintained by Military foresters, Nature Conservatigency and National Parks. Large
forest areas are owned by private (20%) and municipal owners (17%). State owned enterprise
GC2NBada 2F GKS /1T SOK wSLlzfAl0¢e KStLA avlhfft

Supported forest eosystem servicesre wood production, climate change mitigation, rainfall
absorption, soil and water protection, biodiversity, nrorarket production (forest fruits and
mushrooms), recreation activities, aesthetic value.

Conversion of commercial forest to sematural nonproduction forest
Foto:J. Antl2 YSfc& J2f S6y 240,200+ 6§ St LINjNNRR@
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Market drivers

Public subsidies aimed to nearatural forest management and education, public relatigreelling

G286y SNEKALI 2F | LIASOS 27 yS aturdntiNdRing\persbrss sl foll ¢ >
LINA @I 0SS O2YLI yASa Fa adGdSIY odzAtRAYy3IE | OGA DA G
driver is social (education and public awareness of public goods users).

Relations between policies and PGs providetiow polides influence PG provision

State financial support was necessary in the beginning for planting and now for education activities.
So part of the PG provision was supported by public money.

Perception and the appreciation of public opinion of the specificlipie good

There is a sympathy to forest protection in the Czech society (e.g. expressed by tourism and
tradition in picking the forest berries and mushrooms), but this is not expressed in particular
activities or involvement (the judgment supported alsoiberviewees from MoA). The perception

of general public of the purpose of the case study project was very good, but decreased gradually
(public is ready to support more new activities than already running, new projects are more
attractive). According ttNGO experiences, it is easier to attract donors with some new idea/project
than for maintenance after some 115 years of project life. The management of structural change

of forest is a londasting activity without visible and rapid changes.

: \ v ‘

Forest cetification
C2G2Y t dAORKRGDE S61 I =

Policies and regional/local institutiong relevant organizations implementing them

The FSC is a private initiative without state financial support, both Ministry of Agriculture and
aAyYAAGNE 27F 9y JA NP y2YNEhé mihistiBs ate YeBpgrdivedod fdreIByNatidy &
Ay 3IASYSNIftd tI NIYSNER 2F (0KS CahdforedtwwnerdlBimsbaboh 4 =
effects of the certificateare in linewith priorities of the state policy according the strategic
documents and the law. The certificatebasedon the principle ofsustainable development. NGO
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2NBI yYAAlL GA2Yy C{/ 2wX 2d aAd> A& I FodaheSOesEh 4 2 NJ
Republic Its activity is paid partly from membership fees aradtly from several foundations and
donors. The case study will married outwith b Sa Gt Gy N  SkEedNongddermimenal | 2
Forests SvitavskaDh dzy A2y 2F Ydzy AOA LI f |y R LINR QOTotaldreaf 2 NS :
of the forest land in toal (4 holders) is almost 50 thousand ha in The first projectof forest
certification system FSC in the Czech Repudihcted in 2005 It wasa group Nestatni lesy
Svitavsko, consisting of 10 foreshainly municipal property on an area of 1,259 heetafThe

owners union can participate in RDP and regional and national programmes aimed to careful
management and educational activities. Availability to environmental support, like Operational
Programme of Environment, is probably limited due to lack afestonservation activity in locality.

Market drivers

The certificate is a proof of high quality of forest management and produced wood, too. Foresters
should carry out management with respect to sensitive biodiversity, water and soil management,
which mens also conservation of biodiversity rich parts of the forest (i.e. species composition). But
in a broad sense the production and processing should be sustainable in environmental, economic
and social terms in order to be certified. The label is an acagatn wood market. There are only 4
holders of the certificate for forest managements in the Czech Republic, and more than 200 wood
processors; several market chains offer the wood products with the certifiddte.whole market

chain from wood productiomo sale of processed wood has to be certijied

Relations between policies and PGs providetiow policies influence PG provision

The FSC certification is not dependent on public policy, but FSC certified forest owners can use
several financial supportsf dorest management stemming from public policy tools. It means the
main provision of PG is coming from certification and not so much from policy tools in this case.
Perception and the appreciation of public opinion of the specific public good

Certified poducts are probably bought often by peoplerdn medium or high income levels, but
wider public can appreciate healthier forests for walking € provision is appreciated by
consumers (e.g. from furniture to Christmas trees) and processors by buyinglo€ertified wood.

¢KS C{/ [/w 2Nyl a 2y GKS LlzmftAOAde GKNRdIdzAK LM
RNEO2¢KSITO®ONI ATAOI S K2 Ragodpdblicif/and is dediphted tsha &  { O
professionalnd economic activities.

ButAy 3ISYSN}If GKS LlzofAO R2Sa y20G dzyRSNERGI YR
Sometimes conservation activities are not accepted well (source: interviewee).

Wet Josefov meadows
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Josefovské louky - mapa

Source:
https://www.google.cz/search?q=josefovsk%C3%A9+louky&biw=1920&bih=920&tbm=isch&imgil=
7-krfFrlva0i3M%253A%253Bnpln
silJpYWVM%253Bhttp%25253A%25252F%25252Fwww.cs0.cz%25252Findex.php

The area is in lowland of East Bohemia and consists of wet meadows surrounded by river Metuje (in
total 70 hectares). The meadows were in past regularly flooded and now there is a praject fo
restoration of facilities regulating water level in area (former irrigation system). The major public
good is biodiversity (birds, insects and amphibians), but also restoration of 100 years old irrigation
system for water management represents provisafrsome cultural traditional value. The grass is
used for agricultural production as a secondary purpose (when there is interest in hay or grazing in
dry seasons) and the main driver for management is support from RDP.

In this area a bird park was createg local enthusiasts (NG@F NB  WI NR WrSajCzéch S OK
Union of Nature Conservatied { Bt Y R A& &AdzLILI2NISR o0& &aS@&NI f =
Society for Ornithology and some local NGOs). The bird park aims at biodiversity protection (also
amphibans and insect) and for tailored tourism and educational activities (e.g. birds watching,
schools visits). This park is also called the first private bird park in the Czech Republic. NGO Jaro
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WENRBYSn NIYA&ASA FdzyRa | Y2y 3 A yudly buysitheylandi in thiy R 2
locality (already more than 15 hectares owned by NGO).

Policies and regional/local institutiomgelevant organizations implementing them:

Regulatory framework is based on Birds and Habitat Directives (especially in Natursiteépand

Czech Law on Nature Protection No. 114/1992 Col. in later amendments. The law (among others)
regulates intensity of agricultural production on the most valuable sites (exclusion of fertilisers and
pesticides use) and protect designated sitesnir destruction (in this case ploughing out the
meadows for example).

But only regulation does not ensure continuation of production of PG, without influence other
policies the land could be abandoned.

The provision of public goods is mainly linked to @efduction, but given economic performance

of beef production, their provision is driven mostly by supporting policy measures:

1 Agrienvironmental Schemes under RDP.

1 National support: Program for Landscape Management (overlap with previous on the same
plot is not possible) and others.

1 Direct payments (under CAP) with provisions under eoosspliance and greening. In this
case study area, the meadows are designated, and are not allowed to be renewed by
ploughing (under Greening provision).

Agricultural polig tools areimplemented on national level, but some steps of the policy process are
administered ormesolevel (e.g. regional branch of Paying Agency).

Other policies important for the provision of this kind of PGs are:

1 Operational Programme for Environmte (usually suitable for investments support, like
recreation of small ponds or recreation of water management system for
conservation/improvement of wet habitats)

f Policies of regional government (Kraj Hradec Kralguéesof S@St ' yR GKS OA
(both active in provision of support or creating necessary rujebke adjustment of
5SSt 2LIYSyd tfly 2F [/ AG& WIENRBYSnHLO®

The major policy supporting management on wet meadows is-ékyfironmental Scheme under
RDP and its specific schemes, which could bevamt to the area in concern. Basic extensive
meadows management (75 EUR/ha) and/or support of waders (202 EUR/ha), which does not
continue on this kind of locality in programming period 2@D20.

Market drivers:

This production system was not econoniigasustainable during the last 25 years (after cease of
support in 90 and collapse of the market in 90s). Beef sector is long time in loss (544 EURO/LU in
2012, UZEI 2013). Therefore as the main driver is now regarded agricultural policy and this prevents
land abandonment in this less favoured area.

Milk and beef production shifted from lowland mainly to highlands and mountains. Therefore this is
rather isolated locality of grasslands in lowland with no or little use (potential is mainly as a fodder
for hobby horses).

Therefore the main driver for grass management in this site is CAP. Farmers manage the grass with
this support despite there is no or little use of the green matter.

In 2015 during dry season sheep and horse keepers were keen to graze théngitas locality and

thus grazing was introduced there and welcomed by bird conservationists.

Relations between policies and PGs providdaw policies influence PG provision
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Now this is the main condition of PG provision on this site, because ligutednercial use of grass,
but with CAP support (mainly Agmvironmental Scheme) it makes sense for farmers to manage
the grassland.

Perception and the appreciation of public opinion of the specific public good

The locality is in general visited quite eft which is supported by local enthusiastscél
2NBFYAAlLGA2Y 2F yI (dz2NS ¢ Cabch Urod of Nfiuye CaviseBtERiVh NB Y S
08 ONBlIiUGAZ2Y 2F &aSOSNIf S@PSyia GKSNB o0So3od a2 S
instaliment of birds watching facilities. The support of local and regional government is also indirect
sign of public support.The document of Czech television (2015) explains the history and
aims/purpose of the initiative (not only biodiversity, but also wataanagement and alluvial
landscape restoration). There are some public events during the year organfeedamilies with
children, volunteers, amatesr information panels Public appreciates the PG provision by
providing financial funds to NGO to buyetland in the locality for sensitive management (already
more than 15 hectares bought with support of inhabitants).

The survey carried out in 2009 (Majerova, Prazan 2010) showed that more than 70% of Czech
inhabitants believe the number of plants and anim& decreasing. Most of the inhabitants (78%)
believe that farmers should be rewarded for landscape management going beyond their normal
farming practice. Czech inhabitants valuated contribution of farmers to landscape (median) at 11,5
EUR/halyear.

The sime institute (IAE{UZEI) carried out with Ministry of Agriculture in 2013 survey on the value

of biodiversity on agricultural land (UZEI, IREAS Itd. 2013). The Czech population valued biodiversity
on agricultural land on 18,5 EUR/hal/year of agricultiaat. The results of valuations mean that

Czech inhabitants were in time of surveys ready to pay more, than it was the actual level of

spending on these public goods under agricultural policy. This statement is valid when considering
only the schemestafgiil SR (2 AG0A2RAGSNEAGE YR fFyRaoOl LIS |

5NE YSIR2ga 2SNIi2NereS
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WIS ! . YT U L I
Source: http://nature.hyperllnk.cz/BlIe_Karpaty/CertoryJe.htm
The area represents mostly dry meadows with mosaic landscape, some slopes and wet localities.
Whole area is designated asational reserve and the size is 325 hectares and is part of Landscape
Protected Area Bile Karpaty (borders with Slovakia). In this park 515 plant species were found and
belongs to the most valuable sites in Czech Republic. The landscape protectes mazaged by

AOPK (NCANature Conservation Agency under MoE) and on local level there are NGOs which help
in management toq in this area especially CSOP (Czech Union for Nature Conservation). Just to
demonstrate the richness of the site there are mdnan 20 species of orchids found.

Market drivers:

The dry meadows in the Bile Karpaty (Landscape Protected Area) were used traditionally as
pastures and source of hay for horses, sheep, and cattle. But during the last 65 years the grass was
used mainly fo production of beef. The main product is young cattle sold for further fattening
(frequently to abroad).

This production system was not economically sustainable during the last 25 years (after cease of
state support in 90s and collapse of the market irs)9Beef sector is long time in loss (544
EURO/LU in 2012, UZEI 2013). Therefore as the main driver is now regarded agricultural policy and
this prevents land abandonment in this less favoured area.

Policies and regional/local institutiong relevant organizations implementing them:

Regulatory framework is based on Birds and Habitat Directives (especially in Natura 2000 sites) and
Czech Law on Nature Protection No. 114/1992 Col. in later amendments. The law (among others)
regulates intensity of agriculturgroduction on the most valuable sites (exclusion of fertilisers and
pesticides use) and protect designated sites from destruction (in this case ploughing out the
meadows).
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But only regulation does not ensure continuation of production of PG, withoutienfie other

policies the land could be abandoned.

The provision of public goods is linked to beef production, but given economic performance of beef

production, their provision is driven mostly by supporting policy measures:

1 Agrienvironmental Schemes und&DP.

1 LFA payments.

1 Direct payments (under CAP) with provisions under coosspliance and greening. In this case
study area, the meadows are designated, and are not allowed to be renewed by ploughing
(under greening provision).

1 National support: Progranfor Landscape Management (overlap with Agmvironmental
Schemes is not possible).

Other policies important for the provision of this kind of PGs are:
91 Operational program for Environment (usually suitable for investments support)
1 LIFE+ project (under Epblicies)¢ enabling also investment to specific machinery and
management of meadows which are difficult to reach.

The major policy supporting management on wet meadows is-ékgfronmental Scheme under
RDP and its specific schemes, which could be aaleto the area in concern. Overview of the
relevant schemes:

Basic extensive meadows management (75 EUR/ha).

Mountain and dry meadows witthree options:payments from 12150 EUR/hectare.

Protection of corncrake @3 EUR/ha)

Organisations implementinghe policy tools

Agricultural policy tools (e.g. Aggnvironmental Measure, LFA payments, Direct payments, Natura
2000 payments) are implemented on regional level by Paying Agency, which provides limited
information to farmers. Most of the information coaming agriculture policy is disseminated by
ASYAYINB YR $6S0aAiGS 2F aAyAadaNB 27F ! ANROI
information provision is not sufficient (Prazan, Konecna, Majerova, 2011). The most targeted
measures under agricuital policy is agrenvironmental measure offering specific management for
such sites.

Environmental policies are implemented by organisations under Ministry of Environment. Czech
Inspection for Environment together withNature Conservation Agency of theeCh Republic
(AOPK) are in charge of pursuing Law on Nature Protection 114/1992 Coll. NCA also implements
Program for Landscape Management, paying farmers for tailored management of the most
valuable sites (especially) in protected areas. AOPK has régificas and their staffs are located

in each protected area. Because area Certoryje is in Landscape Protected Area Bile Karpaty, the
AOPK staff is also in charge of this site. The staff of the protected area is able to negotiate with
farmers specific andvell-tailored management of the most valuable sites (Certoryje belongs to
such sites) which is paid from national policy measure (Program of Landscape Management, PPK).
This policy measure does not have sufficient budget to cover all valuable sitesfofédreese

should be managed with help of other types of support. These staffs also negotiates allocation of
Agrienvironmental Schemes according to type of habitat, these schemes are less tailored to local
needs than PPK.
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The kind of collective action pporting improvement of tailoring of AEM was an agreement of two
ministries on joint effort in the implementation of high level AEM schemes. AOPK created typology
of meadows based on Natura 2000 mapping and according to similarity of needed management.
Then indicated on local level where the management is needed and finally MoA created specific
layer in LPIS with this information attached to each field block. AOPK started negotiations with
farmers on the management and finally farmers produced applicattoAEM according to agreed
management. At the same time AOPK staff put the indication of management to LPIS.

The weakness of staff of protected areas is usually lack of agricultural knowledge and lack of trust
of farmers (Prazan, Konecha, Majerova 2011)es€&hfactors combined with lack of right
information and trust to agrenvironmental policies in general decreases the effectiveness of this

policy.

Relations between policies and PGs providetiow policies influence PG provision

Because beef productiors in loss, farmers use to take supports as a means in helping sustaining
the production. Supports as direct payments and LFA payments prevent farmers leaving the grass
undermanaged. High level Agmvironmental Schemes serve as a source of specific marage
support suitable to these valuable meadows and have a biggest influence on public goods
(biodiversity) provision in this area and on grasslands generally. But small plots of land or on slopes
in this locality tend to be abandoned and need special rdtten despite quite significant support

from CAP.

Programme of Landscape ManageméRPK) provides support of highly tailored management on
the most valuable sites (the budget is limited) and is flexible enough to react to specific conditions
of particula year on each locality (e.g. weather). This flexible policy tool is tailored to local
conditions by local AOPK staff, which at the same time takes care of tailoring AEM, therefore they
make significant effort in coordination of these policies on locaglleBecause of its tailoring the
scheme is highly effective in maintenance of high value of sites and has a great effect on public
goods ¢ biodiversity provision. But the area of biodiversity rich meadows is so large, that this
scheme can be targeted ortly its fraction.

In general tailoring of different types of management to different meadows needs coordinated
action between local actors including mentioned NGO. As a result two different policies are
coordinated and tailored to local conditions becaudeeffort of cooperation of organisations of

two ministries and one NGO.

All in all combination of these schemes prevents quite effectively land abandonment (the most
important threat) and the meadows are managed in a way that the high natural value sftéhis
maintained.

Perception and the appreciation of public opinion of the specific public good

UZEI carried out surveys based on WTP on perception of Czech inhabitants on landscape influenced
by agriculture (and in two NUTS 4 on WTA) and biodiversiggoiculture land.

The survey carried out in 2009 (Majerova, Prazan 2010) showed that more than 70% of Czech
inhabitants believe the number of plants and animals is decreasing. Most of the inhabitants (78%)
believe that farmers should be rewarded for |awdpe management going beyond their normal
farming practice. Czech inhabitants valuated contribution of farmers to landscape (median) at 11,5
EUR/halyear.

The same institute (UZEI) carried out with Ministry of Agriculture in 2013 survey on the value of
biodiversity on agricultural land (UZEI, IREAS Itd. 2013). The Czech population valued biodiversity on
agricultural land on 18,5 EUR/halyear of agricultural land. The results of valuations mean that
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Czech inhabitants were in time of surveys ready to pay mthran it was the actual level of
spending on these public goods under agricultural policy. This statement is valid when considering
2yte GKS a0OKSYSa GFNBHSGSR (G2 GOoOA2RAQGSNBRAGE |y
that also LFA payments anphrtly also direct payments, supporting to some extent these public
goods provision, than the support could be higher, than inhabitants value them. But exact
assessment of comparison of those values was not carried out so far as well as research
distingushing the share of LFA/Direct payment support targeted at biodiversity and landscape.
Public in Czech Republic mostly love forest for walking and mushpazking up, but do not accept
changes in forest management well; people are used to cleaned-aged spruce forest and
appreciate clear boundary between the forest and landscape without forest trees. Therefore also
accept well afforestation. Conservation forest activities like remaining dead trees, cottintative
species (like cutting alpine dwarfng in the Giant Mountains, which was planted before5D

years apreventionagainst soil erosion) are not understood.

2.3 Analysis of innovation, policy conflicts and complementarity for each case

Non-productive forest

Why the case study can be considegdinnovative in the national/regional panorama?

Innovation consists of involvement of public to support of buying the forest land and to let the
stand to natural succession. Other rotanaged forest areas are located in the first zones of natural
reservesand national parks and public is excluded from entrance there.

a. Is this a case of policies with different and conflicting objectives in the provision of the specific
public good?

There were not identified conflicts of the policies in forest managemeuat.sBme conflicts were

between hunting organization and project managers of the project, because of different opinions

about forest functions and management. The area had to be fenced off because of high numbers of

large herbivors destroying small treetiétproblem in all CR) and hunting association reported that

to official authorities as violation of hunting area management.

b. And/or cases of synergies/complementarity between different policy tools?
The policy tools in forest managements were identifisccamplementary (e.g. Forest law requiring

from forest owners to have/and comply with forest management plan and support of Natura 2000
under RDP). It is achieved also by distinction of different size of project and division of goals
between MoE (restoratin) and MoA (maintenance) (source: interviewee).

Forest certification FSC

Why the case study can be considered as innovative in the national/regional panorama?

There are many forest certifications, but this label is international and proved by independent
expert audit and mainly it is really sustainable, it means based on all three pillars of sustainability
(economieenvironmentatsocial development). Specifically in the Czech Republic the innovation is
the simple fact of having functioning certificationtivhigh potential for PG provision linked directly

to market, which is an exceptional activity there.

a. Is this a case of policies with different and conflicting objectives in the provision of the specific
public good?
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The certification of forests does teely directly on policy tools targeted to forest management and
because the prescriptions (as conditions of certification) are in line with nature protection goals,
there is assumption that there is no conflict.

b. And/or cases of synergies/complementgriietween different policy tools?
There are complementarities for example with support of Natura 2000 or support of investment in
forestsunder RDP.

Wet Josefov meadows

a. Why the case study can be considered as innovative in the national/regional panorama:
This is the first private bird park where in addition is the public involved in fund raising for land
purchase and public funds utilized for facilities reconstruction/building (run by NGO). At the
same time a partnership with local government and farmees wreated in order to create the
status of the site and agree a management of the site respectively. In general such a partnership
on a local level is still quite rare in the Czech Republic, where the social capital is not mature
enough for creation of K Yy dzYo SNA 2F adzOK LJ NIYySNBRKALA ¢
was approved by interviewee mentioning that this kind of partnership is rare in the Czech
Republic.

b. Is this a case of policies with different and conflicting objectives in the provisidredaptecific
public good?
In this case there are not many policies influencing the management of this site. And those
remaining do have the same objectives in nature protection ¢(@gvironmental Schemeg
conservation of natural values on grassland angei@tional program Environment
protection/improvements of wet habitats and water management).

c. And/or cases of synergies/complementarity between different policy tools?
Policy tools supporting provision of PG in this case are complementary and some efffénets
create synergies (the objectives and relevant effects of one pgli©perational program
measure could not be achieved without the other policy measurédgrienvironmental
Schemes).

5NE YSIFR2ga 2SNI2NEBES

a. Why the case study can be consideexlinnovative in the national/regional panorama
The NGO put an effort in order to complement policies &gsironmental Schemes and
national Landscape Management Programme) in management of the most valuable sites in the
protected area. It was able imapt to attract several young people to help with the management
6SPId IANI &da OdzidAy3aov |yR adAatt Aa FofS 2 VY
interest (too small, remote, or difficult to manage), but it is not so easy to attract volunteers
contribute by their work to the management of sites anymore (it was easier in mid 90s). This
kind of support of management is more common among Czech NGOs, which takes care o some
habitats, than the previous Case stuglyosefovske louky. But still theng term partnership is
difficult to build and any example where the social capital was built to some extent is valuable.

b. Is this a case of policies with different and conflicting objectives in the provision of the specific
public good?
There is a potemal conflict between Agrenvironmental Schemes and national Programme of
Landscape Management. The goals are in principle the same, but there could be competition
between them (as staff of Landscape Protected Area prefers on valuable sites their own polic
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tool than other policies). But It does not seem this potential competition influences long term
objectives in the protection of the site.
c. And/or cases of synergies/complementarity between different policy tools?
In fact the policy tools (AES and ProgrfamLandscape Management, next PLM) in most cases
complement each other:
1 PLM is applied on the most valuable sites, while
1 High level AES schemes are targeted to the rest of valuable grasslands and
1 Basic grassland management on any extensive grasslautdsyBergies were not
recognized there.

Major impacts considered on PGsked to case study (see above in the text), specifying the source
of information. Consider also impacts of second order on local economy, employmemcamlds

(see IEEP Report, Cooper/Hart/Baldock 2010).

The danger of undersupply of PGs/ESS8odiversity and landscape is quite high on grasslands if
there is no/limited support from policy tools. The reason is especially not favourable economic
performanceof beef/sheep production systems with joint production of PGS/ESS (FADN 2013). In
general respondents interviewed reported that most of the PGs are produced with support by
public money it means if there is not public support, the PGs provision woul@rydimited. The

only exception was the forest certification system, which does not rely on policy tools, but aims at
market.

Representatives of both ministries reported that there are complementarities between policy tools
but not so much synergies (andl yes, they were not intended). Example of synergies is
combination of Operational Program Environment actions in combination withehgironmental
Schemes on wet meadows or Natura 2000 in forests. Conflicts of policies are rare and marginal and
appearmainly in case of CAP, where some projects could lead to secondary negative effects (e.qg.
support of renewable energies leads to too large areas of maize), (source: interviews). But
interviewees did not mention, that the way the policy tools are deliveirdtlence effectiveness

long term too. For example when farmers are confused regarding the purpose of the policy tool
(e.g. Agrenvironmental Scheme), they could take it as another part of direct payment, and not to
be so precise in the prescription apgtion, and could be reluctant to join the scheme again in
future (Prazan 2014).

The reports on the evidence of the impacts of policy tools differ between interviewees. MoE
representative does not believe there is enough evidence of net impact, but repetses of

MoA have evidence especially in case of some-é&mrironmental Schemes. Interviewees believe
that in forests the impacts are coming with such a time gap, that it is now too early to measure
them, or the conclusions are made on qualitative eaébns.

Conversion of commercial forest to sematural nonproduction forest

Certification of forestyForest Certifications Stewardship)

The main policy influence is stemming from Forest Law, which is quite advanced and requiring
sustainable managemer{wvith long tradition), based on system of forest plans (from national to
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local level) and advisory service and quite sensitive management to environment. This is supported
by growing knowledge in forestry and corresponding change of management (slowskeaay

change in forest is slow). The supporting policies (e.g. under RDP or some schemes under MoE) are
assessed as effective (but after long time) and their influence is local. Bigger projects with visible
effects (like revitalisation of pediog with s@rse mountain spruce forest) are realised sometimes

by Nature Protection Agency or National Parks on protected areas.

Specifically for Certification case study the influence of policies is not so much relevant because the
project is market oriented and deenot primarily benefit from policy tools. But of coutbe Forest

Law is important as background policy.

Josefovské louky wet meadows

The policy impact is significant (in form of support), but without collective action initiated by few
enthusiasts thé®?Gs on this locality could be lost (limited demand for the grass), (source: interview
with member of Association of Czech ornithologists, website of Association of Czech
ornithologist$). As a second order impacts to the rural economy could be seen swreh
attractiveness of the site to tourists, bird watchers, and children also as a source of education. The
financial support of meadows management under Agnvironmental Schemes contributes to the
stabilisation of income of farmers.

2 S NI 2 dvyen@elows

The policy impact is high, because most of the management of the site relies on support of
grassland management from different policy tools. But PGs on marginal land could be lost soon if
no NGO activity there.

The supporting policies have major ingbaon PG provision there, but without collective action
initiated by NGO the PGs on remote and difficult to manage plots could be lost (neglected by
farmers), (source: interview with member of NGO). As a second order impacts to the rural economy
is contribution of Agrienvironmental Schemes to the stabilisation of income of farmers.

It is important to mention as a context, that the public appreciate provision of PG, but the
knowledge is so low, that this is not usuadlpressed in action (MoE interviewee). The low activity

of general public leads to impression that the interest is actually low. The real appreciation sppear
when the value is visible (e.g. landscape or blooming meadows) or public has enough information
on biodiversity which is not visible (e.g. information tables with rare species as in¢sumise:
interviewees)

There are significant differences regarding thgnion on theprovision of PG between different
stakeholders especially between general plib and environmental NGOs, and also between
farmers representatives, suppliers (e.g. of fertilizers) and NGOs. Particularly interesting is difference
in opinion between different farmers representatives (especially based on what they declare as
their policy) (source: interviewees).In forestry the difference is between state and

8 Accessed orhttp://www.cso.cz/index.php?a=cat.1002
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private/municipal (more business oriented) forestry, and between conservationists -(rataral
management) and ol  a KA 2y TF2NBAGSNBSEZ Kdzy i SNE SIRER FI2NB2
with the same age of trees).

a. Main forms of collective actions from literature reviatnational/regional scale
Only rare scientific literature on collective actions concerning this topic was found in the Czech

Republic (Beckman 1999, Carmir020Carmin et Jehlicka 2005, Halstrom 2004, Sarre et Jehlicka
2007). The mainly found was a grey literatgrarticles usually on websites or neientific articles
RSAONAOGAY3I AYy | LILMz N gl& (GKS LINP2fOSazt D2
2001, Annual reports of NGOs). Collective action is documented in the previous research project
concerning implementation of AEM in region Bile Karpaty and other three protected @eszan
Konecna,Svobodova 2011Prazan 2014 The researchnvestigated cooperation of organizations

under Ministry of agriculture and Ministry of Environment on tailoring of their policies in order to
create complementarity. Also local NGO CSOP complemented impact of national end EU policies
there. The cooperatin is widely spread in all protected areas (i.e. Landscape protected areas and
National Parks).

b. Cooperation among actors and collective actions (which types of actors cooperate, which

contracts/agreements they established to follow, who is acting as thempromoter/facilitator,

what is the role of public incentives in fostering cooperation)
¢KS OFrasS addzRASa 2YStt YR W2aS¥20a1S f 2dz &
volunteers/enthusiasts, who were able to overcome barriers of low social alagitd motivated
local people to start the project, cooperate, and raise financial resources between general public,
and support from local/meso level organizations. Thus in most cases environmental NGOs initiated
collective action and usually on local subregional level. The enthusiasts were usually already
members of some environmental NGO before the projects started. No written agreement with
other stakeholders was identified so far. NGOs usually just agree with other stakeholders on
support. In casef financial support provision this is governed by general national rules.
No role of policy incentives was identified in promoting/initiating collective actions both in
agriculture and forestry (confirmed also by interviewees). As an indirect form ofosumb
collective actions could be regarded policy tools providing financial support for some development
actions and management of sites, which were utilized in three of the case studies by actors of the
collective action.
There is aig nationalb D h 2 {hibhtleavés to its local branches great degree of auton@mg
moreoverit haspersonallinks with the state Nature Conservation Agency (AOPK). Other collective
bodiesinvolvedare Unions of Municipal and Private Ownergrofest Land which formimportant
a ( K paygConservationistg State Forestg the Union) for discussions about poliaiyns.
The previous research identified not enough mature social capital in PG provision in agriculture
(Prazan 2014). It can be assumed that this couldiinéihg factor for emergence of collective
actions. This could be indirectly supported by opinion of interviewees, who consistently explained
that collective action fully rely on local enthusiast and is not in any way result of public support or
market. Itcould be assumed that only enthusiasts on local level can overcome not mature social
capital (e.g. to build trust with other actors) and involve other actors to the project. Likeliness of
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initiation of collective actions for PG provision is also suppobgdlowly growing positive public
opinion on the PG provision, but the public opinion is still not much in favor of PG provision in
general (supported by opinion of interviewees from Ministries of Agriculture and Environment).
One interviewee even saichat without enthusiast on local level no policy can help initiating
collective action.

The certification scheme in forestry was the only market driver for collective action. Association of
forest owners benefits from collective certification. The knowledfe¢he examples of collective
actions was very limited when asking interviewees at the Ministries.

¢KS DbDh 2NBlFIYyAalLGA2Y 2YStt]1 O2tftlFo02NrXGSa oA
environmental NGOs cooperate with youth organisation in pegtural management of forests and
grasslands.

One additional initiative was mentioned as kind of collecthation by one interviewee and it is
community based farming (mostly vegetables), which is slowly emerging in the Czech Republic
(local consumers buy in advance produce from farmer and he supply for the whole year).

Nealy all produced PG/ESS in addition to joint production is driven by supporting policy tools in
agriculture and forestry.

Collective actions are still rare in PG/ESS provision in the Czech Republic despite several policy
measures in the RDP supporting coogg®n. In line with that, interviewed employees of Ministries
suggest, that even public support of cooperation is not sufficient to initiate collective action. There
should be reason/reasons. Previous research suggested that the reason could be not soatate
capital (e.g. much lower trust in Czech society than in EU 15).

For all cases the core of the project was a creation of collective action, i.e. overcoming not enough
mature social capital, building trust between local/semagional level actors ierder to motivate

them to contribute to the project.

Here is the suggested order from the most attractive case study from innovative potential point of
view:

1. The nonproductive forest is in Czech society is very innovative, because it was possible to
crede quite large area of forest with substantial change of its purpose and management
with support of general public, private companies, and also public money (substantial
amount of money and effort was necessary).

2. Josefov meadows project is also very inaitbxe, because the local enthusiasts (NGO under
2{ht0 6SNB lo0ftS (2 Y20AQriS &aSOSNIf bDha
regional administration, general public, and also attract public money for facilities
reconstruction. The project has ardge educational potential and local actors invest in this
kind of PG provision a lot of effort.

3. Forest certification scheme is exceptional case in the Czech Republic. It is rather old
initiative and widely spread across the globe. It means it is the amdlyexceptional case of
market driven PG provision in this country, but it is not new in international context.

4. 2S NI 2NB2S YSI R2 thaé&inndvhtign igis ofSgsiiating different sources of
public money in order to manage marginal land in order to protect extremely valuable
meadows from biodiversity point of view. NGO was able in past attract quite laogggof
young people in order to help with management of the site, now this way of collective
action is declining but the provision of management is still effective.
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The case studies should concentrate among others on the main barriers in initiatingtieellec
actions in order to provide success factors of this process. The reason is that usually the provision of
PGI/ESS is of high complexity and it is difficult to carry provision out on a large scale by one person.
It means several actors should participaifethe goal is to provide PG/ESS beyond one farm gate.
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1.1 The scale considered for the analysis

Tablel Overview of regions and ESBOs related to the German case studies

Regional Value BadenWdrttemberg
Shareholder Corporation (Bavaria, or Hambur¢
¢ Regionalwert AG and LowefrSaxony )

Green Belt Frankfurt- Hessen:
GrinGlrtel Frankfurt Frankfurt
peri-urban, 80 sgkm

(roughly one third of ~

iKS OAlGe&Qa

Traditional orchards - Hessen and
Foérdergemeinschaft BadenWdrttemberg
Regionaler Bergstral3eOdenwald

cultural landscape

high genetic diversity

abundance and dersity of habitats and species
healthy soils

also high water quality

Vibrant/dynamic and active rural communities
cultural landscape

recreational space

high genetic diversity

water

clean air

Vibrant/dynamic and activarban communities
cultural landscape

high genetic diversity (by maintaig and
producing old varieties)

- abundance and dersity of habitats and species
- public recreation

- also high water quality

- healthy soils

Streuobstanbau FOG Kraichgau

Regional Value ShareheldCorporatiorg Regionalwert AG

¢KS WwS3IA2yIf oSN !'DQ Aa | OAGAT SyQa aKFNBK2f
capital for organic farms and businesses. The objectives of the initiative encompass (a) provision of
capital for a regioal, organic and sustainable agriculture, (b) creating an instrument facilitating
FINY &dz00Saarzys o60uv Sylofiay3a OAGAT SyaqQ Sy3l 3
key instrument for interconnected value added levels, (d) adding valg | 3 NR Odz i dzNE
ecological achievements. As such, it follows the objective of creating regional value not only in
financial terms but also in social and environmental terms. Thus it addresses the provision of public
goods and ecosystem services gally related to organic farming such as high genetic diversity,
abundance and diversity of habitats and species; healthy soils; and also high water quality. In
LI NG AOdzE F NJ AG Ffaz fAyla (2 WxAO0ONI yikR&aueYAO
added approach, the involvement of consumers as investors and not last through its strong linkages
with regional civil society initiatives. The initiative itself operates explicitly outside a public policy
framework ¢ i.e. it is based on financiaharket principles. Still, the organic businesses, and
particularly the agricultural ones are still operating within the regulatory framework provided by
the federal and states level and the support provide within CAP. The founding initiative works with
17 partner businesses and around 460 shareholders mainly located in the administrative district of
Freiburg (Baden Wiurttemberg). Currently two more initiatives are operating in Germany: the
AYAGALGANGSE GayalKidS adzyA OK | NB I exténdihgbeyddd lthé city v R
state into areas of LoweBaxony and Schleswitplstein. The initiatives particularly address the
regional levekthe location of the RWAG in Freiburg is of particular importancdsraburg has a
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longstanding tradition in orgaa movement, environmental consciousness, and local agenda
process which is said to have prepared the grounds for the successful start of the initiative.
However, it has to be noted that the scale in terms of land managed by partner businesses is quite
limited: two fruit farms, one horticulture business, one dairy farmer and one viticulturist are
directly involved as members, and 8 other agricultural businesses (horticulture, viticulture, poultry)
are part of a marketing network supported by the Freiburgative.

Green Belt Frankfug GrinGurtel Frankfurt

The Green Belt Frankfurt is an area covering around 8dikrthe city of Frankfurt. 50 % of the
concerned area is under forest cover, the remaining part consists of agricultural area (20 %), private
gardens and garden plots (10 %), parks (4 %), sport area (4 %), traditional orchards (3 %),
conservation areas (1 %) and traffic area (8 %). About 2/3 of the area is owned by the city of
Frankfurt and much of this area is leased out. The rest of the as&angs to private proprietors

like farmers, citizens, foundations or corporations. The Green Belt is publicly managed through the
city council and has its own constitution. The public management is performed by the
environmental office, the parks departmen(including the city forest) and urban planning
department. Personnel of these three agencies form the Green Belt project group. Care for the
areas is undertaken by personnel of the City of Frankfurt (adsuibion of the administrative level
equivalentto a rural district), farmers, members of environmental organisations, citizens interested

in orchards, and restaurant owners. The main ESBOs provision related to the Green Belt are diverse
cultural landscape as a space for public recreation; also comitndpto abundance and diversity of
habitats and species, and also to a regular flow of water, and high air quality. Through this it aims to
support the development of a vibrant/dynamic and actibanO2 Y Y dzy A G & Q@

The most important level concerned istlocal level of the independent city of Frankfurt (NUTS3
DE712). In terms of relevant policies, the state of Hessen and the federal level are only relevant to a
limited extend.

Traditional orchards support associatiQfrérdergemeinschaft Regionaldresiobstanbau FOG

The Traditional orchards support associatigFfOG) is operating in the regions BergstraRe,
Odenwald and Kraichgau, an area covering approximately 2,973 km2, covering the southern part of
the state Hessen and the nortlest of the state BaenWurttemberg.lIt is responding to a critical
decline in traditional orchards and often low quality of the reminaing ones due to a lack of
professional care. Still fruit orchardsa are much more prevanet in the state of B&dettemberg

with around 9.2 Nb trees; in Hessen estimations are between 0.5 and 1 Mio trébas local
administrated association is driven by a combination of public and private stakeholders like
farmers, fruit processors, and intermediaries like the NARBture And Biodiversity @gervation

Union) and has currently ca. 60 participants. The objectives are 1) the promotion of traditional
orchards and similar ways of cultivation of traditional fruit conformable to the German Federal
Nature Conservancy Law; 2) the preservation of @piegional habitat types of traditional
orchards; 3) the conservation of regional fruit species to guarantee their existence also for
following generations; 4) the protection of traditional orchards. Regarding ESBOs, the FOG makes a
contribution on divers cultural landscapes, high genetic diversity by maintaining and producing old
varieties, as well as on abundance and diversity of habitats and species. In addition, also a support
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of public recreation, high water quality and healthy soils is implicatksl the initiative is operated

on the basis of a surcharge model (see explanation in section 1.2 b), policies and programmes are
not the main drivers; however, members of the initiative make use of different support instruments
mainly implemented at the fegfal state level. Risks in relation to provision and societal demand
that might need to be faced in the future concern economic deficits, decreasing knowledge on
meadow orchard maintenance and also the termination of the upcoming spirits monopoly in
Germary that might threaten local smadicale distilleries, which currently also process fruits from
traditional orchards.

1.2 Description of case studies

Regional Value Shareholder CorporatidRegionalwert AG
a. Relevant policies

The initiative is to a certain eathd a response to the observed nperformance of public policies,
particularly those policies focusing on farm succession, modernization (investment) or
collaboration, but also to other regulations and policies aiming to reduce negative environmental
impacts of farming. Aspects like organic farming, regional marketing approaches and financing
mechanisms for entrepreneurs in the green business sector are said to be not sufficiently supported
or are not effective enough to meet the needs of people in theaegThe activities of the initiative

are not related to any territorial or regional development approaches; on the contrary, the initiative
aims to be independent from poliepduced structures and funding. However, a limited role can be
ascribed to reginal approaches in the conceptual phase before the official foundation, especially
Local Agenda processes.

Partner businesses receiving capital through the initiative have to follow organic production
principles according to EU regulation Nr. 834/2007 anplementing regulation (EC) Nr. 889/2008;
thus organic certification is a prerequisite for participatidn.terms of public policies, the Rural
Development Programmes for the period 262@20 of the CAP (MEPL IIl in Baden Wirttemberg,
EPLR in Bavaria, HE in Lower Saxony and LPLR in Schleswig Hotspem)ide the most relevant
instruments in respect to the ESBOs provided by the initiatives (high genetic diversity, abundance
and diversity of habitats and species; healthy soils and high water qualisgnt/dynamic and
active rural communities); namely measures M10 (aggnvironment), and particularly M11
(organic agriculture).

b. Market drivers

The initiative is a result of the matching of two market drivers: the growing demand in ethical
investment2 LILJ2 Nlidzy AGASE F2NJ WO2yadzYSNARAQ I yRthird ySSI
market aspect is also relevant for the development of the RWA&dissatisfying situation for new
entrants into agriculture (and organic businesses) which can be seencamsequence of the
deficient availability of capital for investment.

The idea of sustainable investments, also called ethical or social responsible investment originates
in the 18" century in NorthRAmerica and England. Since the 1970s ethical invastimgtions were

set up in Europe, with a stronger focus on environmental aspects, as a result of several
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environmental accidents (Seveso, Bhopal, Chernobyl) (Nachhaltiges Investment). Following the
financial and economic crisis in 2008, the amounts inanable investments drastically increased.
¢tKS ONRaA& AYy LI NIAOdzE I NI £t SIR G2 . 1asSt LL Fyl
loan requests more thoroughly; which does nmtean that loans become less accessible, but
farmers needto proRS 06 S G S NI ORisr&f@rmlif the r@gulativhdfithe financial sector
potentially also affects the agricultural sectgmainly in the availability and costs of bank loans.
(Landwirtschaftliche Rentenbank 2010)

The second driver for the developmieof the initiative is a growing demand for regional and
sustainable produced foodrganic markets have been constantly growing in Gegnfeam 1.9 bill

e AYy Hnmn (2 Hirda madkatibgt chaaneld (¢.g. thoougim fdrm shéps) are the main
factor determining growth of organic agricultural holdings in Bavaria and Bedattemberg

(Brenes Munoz 2010)Organic farms in Baden Wuethberg have on average a much higher
2NRAY I NB NBadzZ i GKFry O2y @SyidAazylf FFENXYa O6TMIH
farms in the fiscal year 2013/14); however, the share of subsidies in those results are much higher
AY 2NBFY AT N2AY LAIcNSTRe k12 HHNekKKE AY O2y @Sy (A?2

c. Relations between policies and PGs provided

The initiative has a clear expansion strategy by enlarging the scale through increasing the capital by
issuing shares. This has taken place in Freiburg three tm806, 2012 and 2015 adding up to a
OFLIAGEE &ai201 2F Hoddp aAfftAzy ed | FdzNIKSNI OF LI
the growing mterest in the model a Regionalwert trust was founded, which supports the foundation

of similar infiatives in other regions. Thus, the Regionalwert trust has an important role in the

scaling out of the initiative. Relations between policies and PGs provided:

The initiative is based on a marketiven shareholder principle. With this the Regional ¥alu
Shareholder Corporation aims at providing not only monetary returns on investments to
shareholders, but also nemonetary returns to the common welfare (Gemeinwohl). Shareholders
thus invest in provision of public goods related to organic farming anthéss practices such as

high genetic diversity, abundance and diversity of habitats and species; healthy soils; and also high
g GSNI ljdzk t AGe@d Ly LI NGAOdzE NI AG faz tAyla (2
As a practical approach to monitdine contributions of partner businesses towards provision of
public goods s, the initiative has developed a first set of 64 sustainability indicators. Each indicator
is assessed using 5 guiding questions. Social aspects are evaluated in the areas ahentploy
structure, payment, quality of work places and fluctuation. Contributions towards ecological
sustainability are assessed in terms of soil fertility, biodiversity, appliance of EU rules on organic
farm, resource uses, and organic agricultural acredge. third aspect covers regional economy in
terms of added value factor, regional added value, engagement in the region, and dialogue on the
value chain. A second set of indicators was developed which is suitable for organic retailers and
processing busirsses. All partners are assessed annually and results are made available to

® (Bcaling oufis used rather thangcaling u@ asthe conceptof the initiativeis limited to theregioral level. Thus, the
initiative could not be scaled up to higher (territorial) levels, but scaled out to other regions.
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shareholders in the annual reports. However, these reports are not publicly available, thus no
evidence regarding the impact of the initiative on ESBOs provision can be provided.

d. Perception and the appreciation of public opinion of the specific public good

The success of the Regional Value Shareholder Corporation as such is an expression of the public
appreciation of the ESBOs addressed by the investments (460 shareholdersfanda2A 2 € A Y
Freiburg region). The concept is receiving broad media coverage (newspaper, television, radio,
subject journals) which plays an important role in the scaling out of the initiative to other regions
FYR (GKS SadlofAaKYSYINIAT QPKEJINIWERINFENE > + B K &S
(Christian Hif3) has received several awards which further increased public visibility and credibility:
Social entrepreneur of 2014 Schwab foundation, Boston Consulting Group and Financial Times
Germany;Ashoka fellow in 2009.

Green Belt FrankfurtGrunGiurtel Frankfurt
a. Relevant policies :

The Green Belt emerged from urban planning in the end of the 1970s and its area and objectives
were established in a project year in 199991. A particular result ofhis is the Green Belt
constitution adopted in 1991 and the use of its status as an area of outstanding natural beauty as a
regulative instrument. Objectives of the initiative manifested in the constitution are the
conservation of the area as a recreat&rand an area of natural importance surrounding the city,
also for future generations. In 1994 the areas received protection by law through its designation as
a landscape conservation area (state legislative decree) in the city of Frankfurt/Main sugdyyise

the nature conservation authority of the regional council. The area was further expanded in 1998,
when several interconnections with the outer regions where established. A regulation for the
landscape conservation area in the GreenBelt was issued)1®;2including prohibitions and
ratifications of approval. Offences can be finel w K dzLJ 2 mMnnInnne ®

The federal protection is classified in two different protection levels, with different protection
stages. Limitations arising for users can be, e.g. a prohibition of the construction of fences or
garden huts, cutting down of trees, rangement of (public) festivities or outdoor barbecuing. In
order to protect flora and fauna, dog owners must abide the rules and airplanes are not permitted.
The Green Belt constitution passed unanimously on th& d4November 1991 by the municipal
lobby and sets the framework for legitimate actions. It also regulates that no construction may take
place within the area. The constitution also describes the ecological and social values of the area,
publiclegal safeguarding measures, a delineating area,@ad a current and future land use plan.

b. Market drivers

Market drivers do not play a key role in provision of public goods and ecosystem services addressed
by the Green Belt initiative. The initiative though receives some private donations and uadivid
volunteer work supporting its activities Some market instruments such as surcharge model
initiatives, organic or quality labels are used by individual businesses located in the Green Belt, but
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not strategically supported as part as the initiative.eDio its spatial setting, there are no direct
records of users of the GreenBelt. Any person passing through commuting to work can be already
regarded as a beneficiary. The city of Frankfurt has over 700,000 inhabitants, with 2.2 Mio people
living in the aglomeration area of FrankfuiRhineMain. Around 100 farmers and horticulturists

and 1 wine grower are maintaining the agricultural land in the GreenBelt.

c. Relations between policies and PGs provided

The strongest impact of policies described in sectiomsan the aspect of public recreation and
cultural landscapes. Through its integration into spatial planning green corridors around the city are
maintained, which are the grounds for walk and cycle paths and other infrastructures facilitating
public receation. The other ESBOs provision (cultural landscape; abundance and diversity of
habitats and species; high water quality; healthy soils; good air quality) are related to the common
agrirenvironmental and nature conservation measures. There is algbeament of social inclusion

and health as people with mental illnesses are working in the care of traditional orchards.

d. Perception and the appreciation of public opinion of the specific public good

¢CKS AYAGAIFIGAGBSQA Lizof A O nunidedNtBeexds ifi rkceived: IS Avdard S &
at HABITAT Il as good example for sustainable city development, and the UNESCO decade
Education for Sustainable Development in 1996; Award from the Federation of German Landscape
Architects (BDLA) for the best desigfithe old airfield (2005). The second planning phase for radial
corridors (Strahlenund Speichenplan) received a broad public participation.

Traditional orchards Férdergemeinschaft Regionaler Streuobstanbau FOG
a. Relevant policies

Most important are pogrammes, policies and regulations at a regional and state level (of both
states of BadeiWirttemberg and Hessen); which are integrated into the wider federal level
regulatory framework. As the initiatives operates in an area covering two states, they poli
frameworks differ quite substantia] with a much stronger strategic orientation towards traditional
orchards in BadefVirttemberg.

The Ministry for Rural Areas and Consumer Protection in the state of BAldettemberg offers a
variety of public supp® measures for traditional orchards; many of them part of the Rural
Development Programme:

Table2 Public support measures for traditional orchards in the state of Badafiirttemberg

Name of measure Type of support Beneficiaries
Agri-environment measure Hpn € KGNBS F2NJ Y farmers
(EAFRD)

MEPL Il (MEKA):-81
MEPL IIl (FAKT): C1
Directive on Countryside different actions in restoration anc Farmers, associations and distilleri
Conservation maintenance of traditional ahards that are managing traditional
(Landschaftspflegerichtlinie) for up to 90% of the total costs orchards which are valuable from
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including e.g. the purchase of nature conservation perspective ar

mobile juice press which are located in aesignated

area
Organic certification / SNII A FAOF G A2y O2 Farmers and private individuals wt
(regional funded) are producing in accordance with tf

regulation on organic farming

Marketing (regional funded) Promotion and marketing activitie associations an@ress houses

for products from traditional

orchards
Diversification (EAFRD) investments for processing an Press houses

storing direct juice of up to 25% ¢

costs (minimum eligible expenditul

pnInnneu

Land consolidation Improvement of fragmented land t« municipalities
(regional/national funded) facilitate maintenance
Source!

Maintenance of traditional orchard can also be supported as a compensatory measure under
environmental leglation under certain conditions. Different municipalities have additional support
programmes and advisors. The state of Batlirttemberg also launched a prize dedicated to
individuals engaging in outstanding projects supporting traditional orchard®15.2t is awarded
every two years.

Traditional orchards with more than 10 trees are protected by law in Hessen under the Hessian
implementing law for the federal nature conservation 1§8v13 HAGBNatSchG). Howewdessen

does not have a strategy for theonservation and management of traditional orchards and did not
offer any agrenvironment measures regarding this subject until 2013. In the current funding
period (20142020), Hessen does offer the agrivironment measure EZ Conservation of
traditiont £ 2 NOKIF NR&a> FdzyRSR 6A0K ¢ ekiNBSo ! fazx
regulations, though only for certain regions/parts of Hessen like the MaiumusRegion (not
covered by the initiative).

b. Market drivers
The FOG is a surcharge aebbased initiative, marketing regionally and organic produced apple
juice. Surcharge refers to a consumer price-tgpabove the common market prices for organic
guality and regional origin. Besides the standard organic certification the initiativeresgtthe
quality label Qualitatssiegel) of NABWGErman Assciation for Nature Conservation The initiative
organises the matching of fruit producers with a press house, using a standard contract defining
purchase and marketing rules, including a presctibgrcharge above market price. Producers have
to comply with further requirements, e.g. the replanting and maintenance of old and regionally
suitable apple trees. The FOG is responsible for public relations and creating public awaieness.
above mentioed NABU quality label is certifying processors of fruit from traditional orchards
complying with the labels terms and conditions regarding the used fruit and regional origin of the
fruit. There are currently six users of the quality label in Bad&ittemberg, three in Hessen and
eight in the rest of Germany.
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c. Relations between policies and PGs provided

It appears that the costly maintenance of traditional orchards can only be ensured through support
measures, either in form of public subsidies or privat@iatives or a combination of both.
However, only 1.67 Mio of the 9.3 Mio of trees on traditional orchards in Baden Wirttemberg have
been supported by the aganvironmental programme MEKA (see above). This is due to the fact
that most owners of traditinal orchards and not farmers and therefore not eligible for public
support; as well as the support does not cover the high costs related to maintenance and care
measures. The maintenance of high genetic diversity (by maintaining and producing old varieties
and the abundance and diversity of habitats and species are often named as important ESBOs of
traditional orchard land use; as well as its climate and water regulatory functions. However, it can
be disputed whether these are any better than with alterinatland use on these (most marginal)
lands, i.e. extensive grassland or fallows. In the public perception, still the maintenance of cultural
landscape and its public recreation value are most important.

d. Perception and the appreciation of public ominiof the specific public good

Traditional orchards as part of the cultural landscape are highly valued by the society. This is
becoming evident in the growing number of initiatives supporting traditional orchards, from local
interest groups cutting treesmarketing initiatives, to regional tourist concepts such as the
W{gloAlY UGUNIYRAGAZ2YIE 2NOKIFINR LI NIFRAASQO®D wSO!
orchards in the list of intangible cultural heritage.

The demand and sale for products comifigm traditional orchardsc which are subject to a
surcharge price is evidence for the appreciation of the public for traditional orchards. However in
2001 it was estimated that only 3% of national marketed apple juice came from surcharge
initiatives.

Still there is a potential of abuse, i.e. labelling and surcharging products which are not originating
from traditional orchards.

Regional Value Shareholder CorporatidRegionalvert AG

The initiative aims to contribute to a systems change in the economy alongside a change in values in
society. It does so by combining an innovative (sustainable) investment model for shareholders with
the financial support of regional organic farraed businessefesides this collaboration between
citizens, shareholders and partner businesses regional sustainability is set as an objective and is
advanced through including not only regional economic but also social and environmental criteria in
annud business reports expressing achievements towards sustainability of agriculture in the region.

Green Belt FrankfurtGriunGurtel Frankfurt

The GreenBelt Frankfurt is one outstanding example in Germany for the complementary use of
policy tools such as agial planning and nature conservation in a metropolitan area. It involves
different public actors, nomgovernmental organisations and civil society in different stages of the
planning process, and different actors in the maintenance of green areas. lutine, conflicts
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regarding land use can be envisaged as available areas for construction in the city become sparse,
while demand is steadily increasing.

Traditional orchards Férdergemeinschaft Regionaler Streuobstanbau FOG

The initiative is one examplef a combined effort of different public and private actors in the
pursuit to maintain traditional orchardg which are a specific and highly appreciated land use
under threat in some regions in Germany.lt is as well a case illustrating the complemes¢aoy
policy tools with market instruments.

Regional Value Shareholder CorporatidRegionalwert AG

The initiative evaluates the contribution of its partner businesses to the provision of public goods
through their above menbned sustainability indicators. The 2010 business report to the
shareholdergReindl and Hil3 201tpncludes that there are some so@oonomic issues related to
employment structures and wages in partner businesses. The qudilityorkplaces is regarded
satisfying. The levels of biodiversity are satisfying in animal production and horticulture, but
deficient in the fruit orchards (as seedlings are sourced outside the region). Soil fertility is regarded
as high. Further need for &gn is seen in the communication between shareholders and producers,
and in the resource management, i.e. use of regenerative energy and water. More current or
detailed information on the contribution of the initiative and the underlying policies tow&8BOs

are not available.

Green Belt FrankfurtGriunGurtel Frankfurt

The urban planning processes as well as the designation of the Green Belt area as a landscape
conservation area (state legislative decree) are the most relevant policies/regulative\viiak
allowing the provision of the ESBOs related to the case study. Without these the area would not
have been maintained under agricultural or forest land use. Over time participation processes in
planning have become more important, and are now regarde@ssential to meet demands of the

wider society.

The perception of beneficiaries is reflected in a survey conducted in 2010. According to this, about
TE:? 2F CNI Yy |1 Fdz2NIQa AyKFEoAGlyGa 1y2¢ GKS DNEBS)
provison is the open landscape (77% of respondents), the forest (75%), restored river environment
(72%), parks (48%), and forest playgrounds (25%). The survey also assessed preferred activities in
the green Belt; many of the stated activities relate to agriaatdand use: buying directly fom
farmers (54%), visit a farm (33%), stay overnight on a farm (19%), care for a fruit orchard (16%), and
harvest own vegetables (14%).

Fruit theft has been identified as a negative impacts of the Green Belt concept; wiaicbs the

traditional orchards even less economically viable, leading in consequence to a reduction in
provision of ESBOs.
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Secondary effects are repted but not quantified in detailln 2010 around 80 people erfgyed by

the city were involved in maintem&e of the areas, and implementation of new porjects. An effect
on local economy, particularly in catering but also in tourism and direct selling is seen. Around 30
education and training providers are offering education mainly for children and youthindro
12,000 participants took part in the familiy programm and almost 6,000 pupils in the school
programme. The comic art project initiatied by local artist also create secondary effects particularly
through merchandising of artefacts. N@tonomic returnsare also generated by increaseing social
capital of residents and other users of the Green Belt through their collaborative engagement in
care activities as well as through participation in the development of future plans.

Traditional orchards Fordergeneinschaft Regionaler Streuobstanbau FOG

The very recent report on the status of nature in Bad®irttemberg states that traditional
orchards are decreasing, and that their quality is highly varigbtiepending on the level of
maintenance activities undaken (Ministerium fur Landlichen Raum und Verbraucherschutz
BadenWurttemberg 2016) Likewise a 2008/2009 mapping project in Hessen concluded that over
three quarter of the traditional orchards are of medium and lovalijy; and that the overall status
(area, number of trees, levels of maintenance) has been deteriorating since a 1986 @idp
2009)

The numerous Initiatives around traditional orchards are a response to this general trend of
deteriorating and vanishing; and to the perceived inefficiency of existing policy measures. None of
the policies mentioned in section 1.a have been recently evaluated. Théemidevaluation of the
previous MEKA programme in Baden Wurttemberg states that over 15,00@ifarand about 1.7

Mio trees of the existing 9.2 Mio trees in the state have been supported by the end of 2009 through
the agrienvironmental measure {C1; however the report raises the issue that ramgricultural
owners are not eligible for the measurend measure was not able to reverse or stop the trend of
declining areas of traditional orchards already raised in the 2005 evaluation. Measur8 323
(Nature conservatiorg and preservation and enhancement of natural heritage) is reported to have
contributed to protect traditional orchards in the same evaluati@chramek 2010)

Secondary effects are not described in literature, but could occur particularly as an effect of the
different measures offered in BadaWlrttemberg in formof employment or income generation

for tree surgeons, trainers on maintenance techniques and people involved in processing and
marketing of the products (juice etc.). A limit benefit is seen for companies selling press machines
and bottling / packaging matial. (Stadt Frankfurt am Main 2011)

4.1 Main forms of collective actions

There is a broad range of collective actions in Germany. Based on the motivation for starting the
collective action we can divide private (i.e. civil society and economic) from public policy
(communal/statal) induced projects which have either a sectoral (forest or agriculture) or a cross
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sectoral focus (BMVBS/BBR 2007). In the next section we wililiesige range of actions in these
two groups in terms of actors, facilitation and if applicable financial support and give examples.

4.2 Civil society induced cooperation among actors and collective actions

{AYyO0S GKS wmdT n Qrelatdd privaleYoaisl dcigtyF inititives hike citizen initiatives,
foundations, cooperatives and actor networks have emerged trend which has accelerated
through the growing privatisation of formerly public services and functions. In addition, a number
of intermediay organisations such as regional development agencies play an increasing role in
order to push the establishment of networks and help using regional endogenous potential.
ESB@elated cooperatives often have sectoral objectives but csmEssoral membersips.
Examples are in Germany the BioBoden Cooperative, which secures organic farm land which is sold
due to the lack of a successor. The objective is to prevent the land from being cultivated
conventionally again and find organic farmers who continue agafarming (BioBoden
Genossenschatft 2016).

Private foundations may as well serve as the financial backbone of-le&B€al collective actions
between civil society and land managers. One example is the environmental education centre
Okowerk Emden, whichitiated a number of projects with local farmers, e.g. on the use of
endangered traditional livestock breeds (Okowerk 2016).

Civil society motivated initiatives often start from a collective feeling of Aeealct. Awareness
arouse that there is a problerm provision, often induced by a loss or change of a certain land
management activity. A considerable number of these initiatives relate to cultural landscapes.
Examples are traditional orchard initiatives which start with the objective to preserve tle las
existing traditional orchards in a region.

Collective actions also comprise farr@msumers setips. Not all of the 30,000 to 40,000 direct
marketers in Germany contribute to the provision of ESBOs, but in a considerable number that will
be the case. laddition, there are new forms of direct marketing which follow cooperative thinking:
CKSNBE INBE RAFFSNBYUO 2NHIYyAO LI dztyouhkES yGfitiolNIKel =  F 2
the Biolandhof Wack (2016).

Last but not least there are collaboratiohgtween farmers which may as well contribute to a
better cooperation of ESBOs. One example is the producer organisatidreisly which comprises

71 organic producers who produce lentils, and since 2014 crops. Beside the fact that organic
farming as sucleontributes to ESBO provision, the producer organisation cultivates two traditional
regional lentil varieties, which had been forgotten over the last 50 years. They have discovered and
purchased lentil seeds in a Russian seedbank and have successfdllgnorecultivated the old
variety (Lauteracher 2016).

4.3 Public policy induced cooperation among actors and collective actions

In Germany spatial planning but also in other ESSB&ated policy fields there is a trend to more
participation of actors both inhte planning and implementation phases leading to number of

10 Economic and social beneficial outcomes
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collective actions. In addition, there are other mechanisms which have been used in order to induce
(ESB@elated) collective actions.

Collective actions may arise between public service providacs land managers. One initiative
which may serve as an example is the cooperation between farmers and the water supply company
(WVZ) MaifeleEifel which work together since April 2015, with the objective to reduce nitrate
leakage and improve water qualityThe farmers receive compensation payments for a less
intensive cultivation from the Water Framework Directive programme in RhindRatatinate

(WVZ MaifeleEifel 2016).

Another means of starting collective actions are model/demonstration projects, warieliunded

by the Federal Agency for Nature Conservation (BfN) or the Federal Office for Building and Planning
(BBR). They issue a call on a certain topic, either environmental (BfN) or-splatadl (BBR). Some

of these projects are ESB@&lated and iwolve a number of land managers. The objective is to
inform the broader public, especially other land managers on these projects and thus induce
imitation effects. One of these projects is the Stettiner Haff. In order to secure existing and develop
new areas of wilderness, public enjoyment activities are developed together with land managers
with the objective to create alternative sources of incomes from these areas and thus secure their
income and at the same time provide areas of unique biodiversity.

Besde these rather classic approaches some states have set up innovative projects which
contribute to the provision of ESBOs. Within the MoorFutures project of the states of Mecklenburg
Western Pomerania and Brandenburg private persons and companies ca@®wertificates in

order to compensate their GHG emissions. The generated financial resources are used to fund
restoration of bogs. Another project by the state of MecklenbWgstern Pomerania is issuing
forest shares: 10EUR for 10sgm of afforestatiohich later bind around 800kg GO

4.4 Factors supporting collective actions

One intermediary for collective actions is the Deutsche Vernetzungsstelle, which is the German
Networking Agency for Rural Areas and has been set up due to EAFRD requirements to have a
national rural network in each Member State. The institution itself contributes to bringing together
different actors from agriculture and forestry and other actors from different fields and helps them
finding the right financial instrument to support thiecollaboration.

The bottomup instrument LEADER is both leading to the development of intermediaries or
facilitators for collective actions and serves as a financial instrument for private collective actions
(whoever has a good idea can approach the LAGere is a number of sectoral and crgsstoral
LEADER projects which support (the development of) ESBO related collective actions at
local/regional scale. One example is the bioenergy village which is based on an energy cooperative.
It established a idect heating network coupled with a combined heat and power plant, using wood
chips from local landscape management as well as private forest units, which are owned by
cooperative members (DVS 2016).

One instrument for public induced collaborations ardefjrated Rural Development Concept
processes: The overarching objective of these is the interlinkage of the different actors who depend
on and form the area and help them to discover and promote the regional strengths. Initiatives
which result from ILEKprOS a4 aSa | NB F2NJ AyadlyoS (KS aw2dzyR
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East of the Ems, which intends to extend touristic activities in the respective rural area and couple it
with agriculture via direct marketing, Open Farm days, hiking on countitg &iong farms etc (DVS
2016). Connected with these processes is often the establishment of regional development
agencies who often help setting up projects which contribute to rural vitality and help to create
networks between land managers and actors.

GCompetitions and the funding of model/demonstration projects can be other ways of policy
incentives. In a broader sense we can consider AEM and FEM as collectivactiatged actions
which are based on contracts between public authorities and land masage

The three case studies illustrate examples of very different governance and policy framevedrks
different scales. While the Green BeltFrankfurt is an example of strong public drivers, both the
Regional Value Sheholder Corporation and th&raditional orchards support associatiane civil
society initiated. The latter however, involves also public actors and is making use of available
public support measures. In terms of scale it has to be differntiated betwarea (land use )
influenced by the initiative and actors involved: The Regional Value Shareholder Corporation only
relates to scattered small number of organic farms but a large group of shareholders mainly
situated in the admininstrative district of Freif. Also theTraditional orchards support association
addressed scattered areas under the particular land use of traditional orchards, and a smaller
number of actors within the same territory. In contrast, the Green Belt is a continuous area within a
smalkr territory, but with a much larger diversity in types of land use addressed.

In terms of Economic and Social Beneficial OutcorfieSBOS) all three have in common that they
address provision of cultural landscape and its use as recreational and @astClosely linked to

that and addressed in all three initiatives is the provision of high genetic diversigugh through
different types of land uses. Water and soil quality and to a certain extend air quality are ESBOs
brought up in relation to théand uses propagated in the initiatives. Quantification of the provision

of ESBOs is not availabe for any of the cases. The assumed counterfactual land use can be used as :
proxi indicator. In the case of the Green Belt, this would be-agrcultural anchon-forest use (i.e.

built up area) with a clearly lesser degree of provision of any of the ESBOs. In the case of the
traditional orchards this is more complex: most areas would be maintained as extensive grassland
or fallows; which would not necessariyovide less ESBOs but the same as traditional orchards
with slightly less emphasise. Few areas might be more intensively used, which would then
negatively impact on the provision of most ESBOs. The alternative use in the Regionalwert
Shareholder Corporain could be either still organic farming (with no or very limited impact on the
social sphere) or conventional agricultutevhere the level of provision of ESBOs depends highly
on the type of agriculture practiced, but potentially less provision of ESBOs

Not surprisingly the provision of ESBOs is more strongly (positively) affected byregulative

frameworks like in the case of the Green Belt, than on the use of voluntary support measures, i.e.
the agrienvironmental measures or marketing support for di@gonal orchards. Questions
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regarding secondary effects of policies are still vague. For the time being they are deducted from
the initiatives activities, but it would be important to focus in the case study work of how the
secondary effects relate or depd on the provision of ESBOs and how these can be plausibly
explained. Scale is another issue in the assessment of effects particularly in initiatives operating at a
national orc as in our case at a scattered territorial scale?

The different institutbnal structures of the initatives raise interesting questions regarding their
potential to outscale, i.e. to operate within a different territory with different actors involved and
maybe different ESBOs addressed. All initiatives have in common an elefremtiaborative action

¢ which is regarded by most actors as highly important for the success of initiatives. Still, more
complex collaboration structures are more demanding in terms of time and resources needed. It
would be interesting to compare whethatifferent degrees and types of collaboration have
different effects on the provision of ESBOs and how this can translate into policy recommendations.
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1. General inventory of policies having majmpact on PGs;
1. Policy impact/effectiveness;

2. Emerging forms of collective actions;

3. Conclusions and implications for WP4.
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2.1 Description of case studies
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1. EE1: Marketing of local organic, artisan and farm fpod

1. EE2: Grasded Beef;
2. EE3: Campsites and study trails of State Forest Management Centre.

EE1: Marketing of local organic, artisan and farm food
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EE2: Grasded Beef
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EE3: State Forest Management Centre
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2.2 Relevant policies, market drivers and relations between policies and PGs provided

EE1: Marketing of local organic, artisan and farm food
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1. LEADER (Estani Rural Development Plan, ERDP)

1. Market development support (national);

2. Support for shorsupply chains (ERDP).
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a) biodiversity (maintenance of sematural grassland habitats),
a) maintaining and enhancing landscape character and
b) rural vitality (vibrant/dynamic and active rural communities).
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1. Rural Development (RD) measures, notably Estonian Rural Development Plan (ERRQP) 2007
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1. EU structural funds 20@2013/2014;2020 (with national cdunding).

t NEGAAA2Y 2F NH2NIt GAGFEAGE Ay GKAA OFAS Aa NI
1. Market development support (national);
1. Quality schemes (ERDP).
2. Support for short supply chains (ERDP)

wdzNI £ 5S@St 2LIYSyd o waNl {YiShdyaxeulny 9! ad
{ SYWA G dzNJ f 3 NJ éétlyﬁeé 6SPId Ff BFEN YSIR2Y
YSIR2640 | NB (KS-fBFAdZY? RENI b KORWKoZMA & & IR QNI T A

| 1

YIEGdz2NF £ KFoAGEGa IN$R@SNBeNJ\&E ACNBAGEKDRNE K G
Ly FRRAGAZ2Y (2 O0A2RAGSNEAID gl fdzSy GKS& KI @S
alyl3SYSy4 I aazNBESYHENI aaflyﬁea SyoO2yYL) aasSa OSyid:
GKAIOKBE Of 2aSfteé NBfFGISR gAGK Odzf (dzNB | WwR (I KAMNK {
KFoAGrda GKSNB OFy 2F4GSy o0S F2dzyR airdaya 27F LI
ai2ySol f > LI AGdz2NBE NRI RazX X Ra DY aZTF SO0 S
LJ2 Lddzt | G A @ KBdZNNBI KRFAAKEYA KIa RSONBIFaSR RN
2F |

u

f &

2y

aSOSNI ¢ NS
A

A

C

¥

Fazyay AyGSyaaFAaoridazy - IANR Odz
Oz2ftt SOGA & HidNBy RHNA Y INN @dZA ST LISNR 2 R Fy®Rfy
OSy (i dzNE = G Aa Sa uAYInySuRnnuKNSJOu&WSBPﬂ.ISdZBIdF?bI\EB&VIﬁO\E
Qalt2yAl @ 2N y26> A0 KFa oSSy LJNBaSNJZéléS@y&fé& |‘
FNBF& o0{GF0GS ! dzRAG hFFAOSET HAampTnAm2RSEOHIAND D
YIEGdzNI £ KFEoAdlIGa ySSRa (G2nnh KBBASNBEZERYSSGHA 6K
NBEIdzZ F NI & o6& (GKS &St NiwzaNidsn 5 SOSORNBBYAwaED §a (2

{SYA GdzNF £ KFoAdGlIGa FITNB t20FGSR 2y aidlrasS t1yR
NEF2NY 6KAOK z)\t-zt;ay*oSé? T2 NMROR  FLANR AT HGTSS fl-yF“e I YR
dzy RS NJ LINENIS OHINR v LIKNR EA Y 0 St & dpgz2Nnhn KKEDGF &B &
Fo2dzi MH nsyn GKINI 2F KASXAK L Ga 2y dzyNEBF2NXSR fl-yﬁ
aSYi GdzNI € KFoAdGFda dzy RSNJ LINPGSOUA2¢z2S { 8% S LIRIF
26YSNE® hy LINAGoinSuSIOYiR NEHB 8 BANEBYKP oA Gl Gad [ 2
2y LINPGSOGSR IINBlFLa INSCRREARERARNBYI¥YSHY LH8Yy G§
al yF3SySyid [/ SyuNBuoy@l iS ' dzRAG hFFAOSE

al22NJ AYLI Ol 2y LINPQ@GAAAZY 2F t D& 2 ¥ Io0iAd2NR Af @ SONNE AAl
Ad ONBIUGSR GUKNRdzZAK RAFFSNBY G adzZdl2 NI aoKSYSa
2F (KPFa&NKE KroAdlda Aa INGdASNIFIQGREI NBR v yO &
KFoAdGlIGa Y2NB RAFTFAOdzZ G |yR SELISyaAadSs YLyl 3as
GAOK2dz0 &dzLILI2 NI 6SOFdzaS GKS TINJf AyO2YS ¢g2dz R
2F | ANRK Odzt (i aiRIATY & delyIlIS NI YSS( addzLILI2 NI v T NY SN
Yy I GdzNF £  KI oA (ch 6:3 ¥FFR§K&L32®$:NJ-H FTIENY AyO02YS 7
Hagamamo X (KS &aKIFNB 27T  &dzlyrd2 iNdzNIFE2 N&K Y A icriailay SR ¢
GKYWSG LINRPTFAG 2T nimieS ¢K|SMJS§2NBW/§A¥¥SN£3/G & dzLJLJ:
FYRK2NJ NBaUgNIdNRYy KFoaS8vAa FNB | LILX ASRY

- since 2001: nature conservation support (national),
- since 2007: RDP and EU structural funds.
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"During RDP 20@2006 management of semmiatural habitats was supporteiddirectly through support for areas with
environmental restrictions (Natura 2000).
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Figure 1:Financing of support for protection of sermatural habitats in Estonia 2062013 and
planned expenditure for 20142020.
Source: State Audit Office, 2015; Estonian Ministry of Rural Affairs, 2015
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As SFMC is a profitaking state agency, which is not supported from the state budget, all the
income comes from its operating, and mostly from theesof timber. The budget of SFMC is
approved by thesupervisory board which comprises mainly politicians or people appointed by
politicians. Therefore, resources which are directed to delivery of public services and provision of
related goods depend on fitical decisions. As most of the income of the SFMC comes from the
sale of timber, its economic success depends on the price of timber in the market. However, some
of the investments for development of infrastructure and environmental awareness on peatect
areas (nature reserves, nature protection areas) are made with the support of EU structural funds,
notably RDF and Cohesion Fund (CF). Currently there has been raised discussion about the future of
SFMC and its business format. It has been proposedtiieatompany should be split into two

one part will be dealing only with sale of timber and other part with provision of other services,
incl. maintenance of recreational areas. Such a development would probably threaten provision of
ESBOs related to SEMactivities. Although the Estonian Ministry of Environment does not support
this idea, the Estonian government has not made any decisions until now.

SFMC is economically successful, for example it's profit in 2014 was over EUR 40 million (SFMC,
2015). Tle budget foreseen for outdoor recreation and education services provided by SFMC was
EUR 5.9 million in 2014 (SFMC, 2015). From 2009 to 2014, EUR 33 million was invested into
development of visitor infrastructure and education (SFMC, 2014), study tredltelbin protected

areas are managed and renewed with the support of RDF.

EU structural funds
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FSCHorest Stewardship Counds)a global, noprofit organisation dedicated to the promotion of
responsible forest management worldwide. F85 developed the criteria of sustainable forest
management. The=SC logo can be used on products which include timber from sustainably
managed forest.The FSC principles include implementation of law, ownership and land use
guestions, social issues, quality of forest management plans, and preservation of high nabere va
forests.
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2.3 Perception and appreciation of public opinion about PG
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1. LEADER (ERDP)
1. Support for shorsupply chains (ERDP);
Agrienvironment measured { dzLJLI2 NI  F2 NJ G KS -yYIixdsNG §y | K105
(ERDPY);
Quality schemes (ERDP);

N

w

4. EU structural funds 20@2013/2014;2020;

5. Market development support (national).
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PGs significantly related to the 3 proposed-LC8&re biodiversity, maintaining dnenhancing
landscape character, rural vitalitwilprant/dynamic and active rural communitieghd health,
public enjoyment and educational opportunities. As for biodiversity and landscape, policy impact
results mostly from support measures for managemeinseminatural habitats.

Evaluations of the aggnvironment measures of EU rural development programmes have shown
that they have achieved benefits for biodiversity and in a more limited extent also for landscape
(Cooper, T., Hart, K., Baldock, D.,200his is confirmed also by evaluations conducted in Estonia,
which is examined briefly below.

In the MidTerm EvaluationHrnst & Young, 201)f Estonian RDP 20§Z013 RDP measure

G{ dzLILI2 NI F 2 NJ O K Sy Iyt deNIGES v Iy 3OS 12t theeasire had béen NB LJz
implemented successfully and was fulfilling its objectives. The measure helps to maintain
biodiversity and landscape diversity and to ensure the continuous management of the areas.

| 26 SOSNE (G KS | dafick fepebatelstisi rdtRolléctked aboutithe impact indicators

(e.g. species richness and abundance of birds is stable or increasing) of this measure, the
achievement of impact indicator targets is difficult to evaluate and different sources must relied
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2 y dih@ authos also noted, that the support only comprised Natura 2000 areas although there are
also valuable semmatural habitats outside the Natura 2000.

The Agricultural Research Centre (ARC) was agomyg evaluator of Estonian Rural Development
Plan 200¢2013 Ais 2 measures and will continue asg@uning evaluator of environmental activities

of ERDP 20X£2020. ARC has also evaluated implementation of the $&tural habitats support
measure of the ERDP, including economic indicators. Support is very impantdatrmers” income

(the share of support for management of senatural habitats is 25&41% of the overall net profit

of the farms; ARC, 2015) and large areas of these habitats would not be managed without support
as the yield of sermatural grassland iswuch lower than the yield of cultural grasslands, and there
are also several restrictions on mowing timing, animal density etc.

Specific monitoring of habitats and species is not carried out for impact evaluation, only data from
indirect sources (such abe state environmental monitoring programme) are used (ARC, 2015)
thus the direct impact of the ERDP sematural habitats support measure is not possible to
evaluate. It was predictede(nst & Young, 201@hpat by the 2015 evaluation report (for the year
2014) the maintenance requirements of the measure (for example later mowing, removal of
cuttings) would help to ensure the characteristic structure and function of the habitats and
favourable conditions for the specieghe species richness and abundamdeéirds would be stable

or increase, the species richness of vascular plants would be stable or increagever, even

when the managed area increases, a decline has been registered in the abundance of some species
related to seminatural habitats (e.gNatterjack Toad) as the management is inappropriate or
inadequate. This is supported by the BirdSTAT data (£98®1L3) on birds abundance on coastal
meadows, with the abundance of Common Dunlin, Ruff and Common Redshank moderately
declining, and the abuwance of Northern Lapwing and Common Ringed Plover stable, and the
abundance of Blactailed Godwit and Black Turnstone strongly decreasing (ARC, 2015). The state
of some types of the habitats (e.g. coastal and floodplain meadows) has improved in reaent ye
thanks to management and restoration works, but condition of wooded meadows and alvars is still
not satisfactory (ARC, 2015). Nevertheless, the reasons for decline in the abundance of some bird
species doesn't depend much on the policy measures, baitnamst probably related to wider
environmental and landscape changes (intensity of agriculture, urbanisation etc.)

By the monitoring report of the Operational Programme for the Development of the Living
Environment (2014), which monitors the implementatiof structural funds, conditions of habitats

and species has not been worsened and thus the target set was met. The report concludes that
projects implemented with the support of EU structural furgisvide a significant contribution in
increasing the sdiace area of seratural habitats and improve the condition of the habitats.

Quite the contrary view is represented by the National Audit Office (NAO) opinion (2015): the
maintenance and restoration of sematural habitats is not effective in Estonias the area that

was actually maintained was 30% less than planned for 2013 and there are also important problems
related to the quality of maintenance of the habitat8bout 25% of the sermatural habitats
restored with different support schemes from 202012 have not been maintained since
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restoration, or the quality of maintenance is not meeting the requiremeN&0O believes that it is
unlikely that the status of the semmatural habitats will improve in the future, if protection of these
areas is orgased the same way, even if the support rates will increase in the new RDP
programming period and requirements for maintenance become stricter.

In the NAO's judgement, the main reasons for the unsuccessful maintenance and restoration of
seminatural habitaits are the low motivation provided by support measures (low support rate per
hectare in relation to management requirements), and the division of conservation activities in
protected areas between different state agencies (e.g. Environmental Board, Statest
Management Centre). Also NAO cites problems related to land owneggbput 50% of the semi
natural habitats on state land have not been maintained and the state has not organised the
conservation work in areas where there are no interested mamesor where it was not possible

to rent out the land to maintainers (National Audit Office, 2015).

Rural vitality is a complex entity of social, cultural and economic dimensions that cover
employment, promotion of competitive production, keeping socidtural heritage and traditions
(Cooperet al., 2009; EUoOLS, 2012). Rural vitality is not only related to agriculture, but also other
sectors like tourism. Due to diversification of seemnomic structure in rural areas, development

of these areas is tdcted by complex of policies liIKRDP, regional policy, spatial planning, social
services, fiscal policiemd by other (external) factors. Thus policy impact/effectiveness on PG rural
vitality cannot be linked to certain measures, but should be assessedwhole. However, most of

the literature, evaluations and research results available are related only to a certain policy
(measure). Stakeholders highlighted the positive effect of the management ofredtomial habitats

for both biodiversity and locaéconomy through the production of beef cattle and sheep on semi
natural grasslands and nature tourism related to these areas.

Estonian RDP is one of the major policies affecting rural areas. RDP Axis 2 measures (like support for
management of semmatural habitats) were only indirectly linked to the preservation of jobs in the
countryside. The creation of new jobs was mostly related to the RDP Axis 3, but also the LEADER
measure Ernst & Young, 2010Ry the opinion of the Miflerm Evaluator of Estonian R200%

2013, the LEADER measure was justified and relevant. LEADER had a significant impact on the
increase of local initiativeDuring 200€2013 more than 5000 NGOs and almost 1700 enterprises
received support for implementing more than 7000 projects,luding about 350 projects for
development of local food. Local culture was receiving the highest share of the support. More than
300 new jobs and more than 400 accompanying jobs were created through the LEADER measure
(EMoRA, 2015). The activity of LAGs had a positive impact on cohesion in the region (Ernst &
Young, 2010). Criticism of the measure primarily concerned long processing time of applications
and too technical assessment of applicatiomhéther the activities match measure codes rather

than the objectives of measuregnd difficult conditions for comperation projects.Often support

granted to a certain region was paid through third parties (not local residents or rural
entrepreneurs) who made the investment. Thus the multiplying effect (whepport is paid to

local residents and circulates in the rural area) was often quite md#@#est & Young, 2010)
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ERDP 20@2013 also had a positive impact on improving the quality of life and on inhibiting social
decline, although there are other facwrslowing down the decline of the rural population
(infrastructure, availability of schools, kindergartens, etc.) which are outside of the scope of ERDP
(Ernst & Young, 2010). For affecting some other factors having impact on rural areas and vitality of
these areas, a significant amount of EU structural funds were used duringZ@¥ period. By the
evaluation of the implementation of structural fund€RD and Centre for Applied Social Sciences,
2011),the structural funds have been used purposefully aagdrmade an important contribution

to the country's economic development and competitiveness

Following analysis is exploring of how collective actions translate into specific organisational forms
such as associationsfpducer groups/cooperatives, vertical integration/contract agreements along
theagriF 22 R OKIFIAYyX aK2NI F22R OKIFAyaz TFFNY¥SNRA Yl

Collective action plays a fundamental role in filtering the use of policy tools at the relewaat sc
and the way they can provide private and public good; organizing actors and creating a
cooperative/collaborative climate among the different players; exploiting market opportunities to
ensure appreciation. Collective actions can be observed in newsfofrorganisations/associations

of socieeconomic actors. All have been emerging in the last decade in Estonia.

One of the reasons for farmers' relatively low incomes in Estonia is the small size and fragmentation
of their businesses. Single farmers alcme not equal partners to the concentrated processing
sector and big chain retailers when negotiating price (Estonian University of Life Sciences, 2013).
Therefore, farmers' cooperation, looking for new marketing possibilities and collective action is not
only important for retaining fair price for their products, but also for raising the living standard
across the countryside and for the wider rural vitality and sustainability. Policy incentives, new
market trends and some other factors like desire forim@ning local community and the sense of
mission all have roles in supporting collective actions and it is not possible to bring out only one
most important factor.

CKSNE IINBE aSOSNIrf |OGABS FyR &dz00Saa findefwithd OF |-
buying up milk and milk processing (e.g. Saaremaa Dairy Factory) or uniting grain and oilseed
growers (e.g. farmers™ cooperative Kevili with 139 members or Wiru Vili, cooperative of organic
grain and oilseed producers with about 130 members).

In recent years local and organic food coming from sisedile producers is gaining popularity in
Estonia as well as different food networks (offering direct sales from producers to consumers), and
other new marketing channels. Emergence of these new optiegsires the development of more

joint activities. The interest of consumers for local, organic, artisan and farm food and associated
short chain marketing channels is growing constantly in Estonia. One of the pioneers of
development of food networks inskonia is the cooperative LOurtgesti Toiduvorgustik (Food
Network SouthEstonia) which started its activities in year 2006 and was officially registered in
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2008. LduneEesti Toiduvdrgustik is an organisation which wants to offer a chance to eat an
envirormentally-friendly diet of highquality domestic products coming from smatlale producers.

This small cooperative has 12 members, mostly organic fdaritys. In addition, they buy products

from ca 20 nommember farms/processors. The cooperative is marigtproducts directly to
regular customers like shops, kindergartens, schools and restaurants. The cooperative is delivering
boxes with products directly to customers. There are also several other food networks active in
Estonia, in total about 20 (with 8 than 10 members up to about 30 member farms and
producers).

t N2PLI2aSR 9aG2yAly [/ { GalNJSGAy3a 2F t20Ff 2NBI
organisational forms of marketing of products and short food chains.

The CS explores markegin local farm, artisan and organic foods from srsalle
producers/processors by a shap-shop approach, investigating 2 shopshop retailers¢ & ¢ | £ dz
C2ARIF0€& O64aCIFNY CSSR&¢0 YR a¢l fdzidzZNBE O6aCl NY
The fist shop by Talu Toidab was opened in Rimi supermarket in 2011, offering products of 40
smaltscale local producers/processors, of which 27 offered organic products. At present they offer
products of 110 smalcale producers/processors of which ca 60%caaganic.

Ge¢l fdzidzNBE 41 a 2NHI Yy A-BSR(Defickhus Sddistorma) astadisheén by p dzy
LEADER LAGs and producers in Shsthnia. Now it is operated by producer cooperative
Ge¢lfdzidzNHe |yR (GKS bDh A& dzaships viee NperedzZnI2IANI A Y
(Tartu) and in 2011 (Parnu). They are selling products from ca 100 producers/procé&astbrs.
abovementioned retailers cabperate also with other associations aiming to produce and market
organic products, e.g. farmers® coopedvats Eesti Mahe (Estonian Organic) and Food Network
SouthEstonia.

'y 23 KSNJ LINE L2 & SR -TER( 2. ¢S Tgkampl¢ of guddddsfil Zand innovative
O2tft SOUABS | OGA2Yy O2YLINAaAy3d | aLlSota adzOK | a
partnerships. This CS is about a whole chain approach (prodyotamessingmnarketing) of grass

fed beef production led by the farmers NGO Liivimaa Lihaveis (Beef of Ljwastalished in 2010.

The NGO was founded with the aim to be independent from mactufing pricing decisions and
provide more valueadded and diversified production. THEGO has wrently 11 members of
individual farmers and agricultural companies, which are all org&@naxessing services are bought

in from two different processors,reating a new kind of cooperation economically beneficial to
both. Product development is done in cooperation between the NGO and the processors. The NGO
is able to direct activities, negotiate directly with processors, retailers and restaurants anawill n
depend on the usual price pressure provided by common processors and retailers. By contrast,
cooperation with industry (which is not the usual case) is useful for both the buyer and the service
provider (Noorkdiv, 2013)n addition to selling througheweral retail channels, the organisation is

also actively caperating directly with restaurants and exporting some products.
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The main policy incentive fostering cooperation has certainly been the RDP L-E¥wB&Re, which

is increasingly significant fanany local initiatives, including the development of local food and
F22R ySGé2N1ad ¢KS TOGAGAGASE 2F ac¢l f dzidzNBE |
In addition to LEADER, ERDP 2@020 comprises several measures to enliven cooperatian |

aSl &adzNB-2 MIE NI il RRefsurest Byzg 2 O A2y Of dZAGSNBHI X a5STS
LIN OGAOSas LINRPOSaasSa FyR GSOKy2t23ASada yR aof
aSladaNB nd of/ NBFGA2Yy2RHlI YNBRAIDSWAGPINRAzLIA | YR

The Estonian WP3 country report studied the policies, (policy) drivers, institutions and partnerships
relevant for the proposed case studies to be conducted in WP4. The study was mainly based on
research (a review of flerent evaluation reports, studies and publications). Further information
was derived from interviews with relevant stakeholders (public officials involved in policy design,
representatives of collective organisations and of producers). Analysis wasahadentry level as
relevant policies are defined and implemented nationally in Estonia.

Estonian case studies proposed are: 1:)1EMarketing of local organic, artisan and farm food 2) EE

2: Grasded Beef, 3) EB: Campsites and study trails of Statedst Management Centre. All these

can be considered innovative in various ways such as using new distribution channels for selling of
local organic, artisan and farm products; combining biodiversity and landscape management with
whole chain approach of gssfed beef production, processing and marketing; or combining forest
management with recreation and landscape management.

Significant ESBOs related to the case studies are biodiversity, maintaining and enhancing landscape
character, rural vitality (vi@nt/dynamic and active rural communities) and health, public
enjoyment and educational opportunities, of which rural vitality and public enjoyment are most
widely appreciated by public opinion. Poll results (Eurobarometer) show that biodiversity logs is no
seen as a very important topic to deal with for most of the Estonians as they don’t think that
Estonia has a problem with declining biodiversity.

Policies having impact on ESBOs related to the case studies proposed include: 1) Estonian RDP
(LEADER, Qutgl schemes, Support for short supply chains and Support for the maintenance of
semkinatural habitats), 2) EU structural funds (Regional Development Fund, Cohesion Fund) and 3)
national market development support. Several measures (e.g. LEADER, shod, apality
schemes, market development) have similar objectives thus creating synergy for provision of
ESBOs. Synergy could be significantly higher when implementing recommendations of different
policy evaluators who highlight the need for clear definitioihthe development needs of rural
areas and implementation of crosectoral approaches for planning and implementing support
schemes. In spite of these shortcomings, evaluations show that implementation of policies under
investigation has been generalguccessful and measures have had positive impacts on ESBOs
linked to case studies.
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- policy conflicts/complementarity for each case,

- policy impacts of second order on local economy, employment and incomes,

- perception and appreciation of public opinion of PGs related to specific case studies

- facilitators/obstacles in collective actions, deeper analysis of role/importance of market
trends, policies, social and other factors supporting/hindering collective
actions/cooperation,

- longterm sustainability of policy incentives/economic sustainapil(esp. regarding
management of sermatural habitats).
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1.1 The scale @nsidered for the analysis

For French case studies we cho@d#fferent institutional configurations:

FRm at ! { 5 9(Chpnmphgben@efines Region)he scale considered for this case study

is an institutional area name Pays de Langres. In Fraags,i® an intermediate institutional level
between local autorities (communes and municipalities association) and departemental and
regional authoritieggrouping 172 municipalities and representing 2310 kmz aritlis the national
policy for regional py Ay 3 YR GSNNAG2NAIf RSGSt2LIVSyYyd o]
which has favored the constitution of the territory of Pays de Langres by grouping three existing
local structures. The development council installed with the Pays, brings hieiget wide
representation of local actors and define, with local representatives a middle term development
strategy (10 years) in a wide scope of territorial challenges including agriculture and forestry
challenges. It serves as a reference for develofiegmulti-year contracts with Region and state
(20032006 and 2002013), and to elaborate Leader+ and Leader 2P0¥3 projects.

The choice of this scale of analysis is driven by two objectives:

- That of meseeconomic scale with a certain geographicalttogeneity, historical, cultural and
sociceconomic (criterion for defining the scope of a country).

- A relevantscale fordesign and implementation of a local development strategy that can integrate
agricultural and forestry purposes

FR2: VOLVIC TERRIRY(Auvergne Region)rhe target area is the catchment of Volvic water
sources. This catchment area covers 3800 hectares covered 60% of forest (mostly private micro
plots); 10% urban and 30% in agriculture (mainly grassland and moorland surfaces fan®3%

of crops).The catchment area is located on 4 communes of the department ofdBdBome
(Volvic: 1300 ha, Charbonniéressvarennes: 1500 ha Saiiurs: 500 ha Pulvérieres: 500 ha)
located on the surrounding of ClermoeRerrand City. These 4 comnas all belong to the
community of communes called Volvic Sources and Volcanoes (7 communes and 18,000
inhabitants).

FROY dat! w/ b{ ¢ L hb 9 FteB@iénal Park of Cévennes is located on south of
Massif Central over 200 km2 of medium mountaingt is one of the 1 French national Park but
has the specificity to be the only one that is permanently inhabited (abou@0®4 permanent
inhabitants).

In each case studye integrate both National framework and the 4 specific Regional policies (even
if France has weak Regions, they can implement some specific supports to encourage the
production or maintain of PG and/or ESS).

The pertinent scale for this case study in Cévennes are:
- National scale for RDP national measures
- Regional scale (LanguedBoussillon + Rhénélpes) for RDP regional measures +
Contrat de plan Etat région
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- The national Park which seems to be the more pertinent scale to think the collective
action of this territory
Eventually we will focus more precisely on a geographical iyeotithe park in order to analyse
more precisely some collective action at the scale of a specific-soological system

1.2 Description ofthe case studies

1.2.1 FR1 Location and general presentation of the Pays de Langres

General presentation dhe case stdy

The case study of Pays de Langsdscated in the soutlbf Region Champagn&rdennes (figure 1).
ChampagnéArdennes is a rural area with a low population den$® ihh./km?2,half of the national
average) with remote areas that are losing populatemmd without strong urban structure (the
biggest city, Reims count 2P00 inhabitants).

Arckeraned 2
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Ferritoire du Pays de Langres

The territory ofcase study of Pays de Langmesudes 6 community associations (Communautés de
communes)groupng 172municipalitiesaround the small city of Langs in the south of Region
Champagnéirdennes (departement of Hautéarne) and far from a large city. It cots 45000
inhabitants and a low density of population (21 inhabitants per km?2). The territory takes place in a
limestone plateau at 400 m above skavel with a landscape of valleys. Larggteas a nationwide
history and acitadel that has been continuously occupied since the Gallic then Roman period.
Langres is a road junction from the Roman period. The territory is crossed by a highway with high
Euopean traffic (northsouth).

Despite this auspicious historical conte#ie socieeconomic situation of the Pays de Langres is
unfavorable. Territory lost 10% of his population between 1980 and 2000 due to negative impacts

of birth and migration rate (Tde 1). In one handhe aging of the population, accelerated by the
departure of young students and youmgofessionnalsxplainsthe negative natural balance. In
20KSNJ KIyRZ (GKS tlFreéa RS [lFyadNBa Aa f2QénthSR A\
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