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General introduction 

This report gathers ten country reports on the socio-economic, socio-political and institutional 

drivers of public goods (PG) and Ecosystem Services (ES) provision and appreciation with regard to 

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, market drivers and relevant association and 

partnerships, under the hypothesis that the diffusion of various forms of associations and local 

partnerships (either private or public-private) involving farmers and foresters and also civil society 

in rural areas is relevant 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 providing the necessary 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 information sources: 

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 ways the main public goods and ecosystem services provided by 

agriculture and forestry systems and the most relevant policies in those fields, the analysis in the 

ten country reports has been carried out at the level of Ψsocio-ecologicalΩ areas. This implied 

considering specific case studies and those policies linked to the provision of public goods and 

ecosystem services for these cases. This allowed a better focus of the analysis and enabled a more 

concrete understanding of the range of drivers influencing the delivery of public goods and 

ecosystem services at local/regional level than would otherwise have been possible at national 

level. 

 

For this reason each country report focuses on three or four case studies, the same areas in which 

subsequent analysis will be carried out under Phase 1 όά{ǘŜǇǎ м-нέύ of WP4. 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 WP4Σ ƻǊ ά{ǘŜǇǎ о-пέ). The rationale for the 

selection of these case studies is detailed in Deliverable 4.2 of PEGASUS. The list of case studies 

examined in country reports is enclosed as an Annex to this report. 

 

The analysis carried out in these country reports will form the basis for a cross-country comparative 

analysis, the early findings of which will be discussed at an EU-level workshop and will feed into a 

synthesis report (Deliverable D.3.3). It will also feed into the case study work (WP4) of the PEGASUS 

project. 
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1. General inventory of policies having major impact on PGs 

 The scale considered for the analysis 

1.1.1 Organic farming in mountain region Murau 

The regional district 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 farms were 

registered within the IACS1 system in 2013 (in German: INVEKOS). The case study area comprises 14 

municipalities with a population of about 30,000 inhabitants. In the region Murau, organic 

mountain farming is a widely spread management system with almost twice the number of organic 

farms in comparison to the Austrian average (17%). Within the district, 32% of all farms are organic 

mountain farms, respectively 35% of all mountain farms are organically managed. Mountain 

farming in the region is dominated by milk production and livestock management as well as forest 

activities which together constitute the three main (almost equally important) sources of 

agricultural income. Within the region, the case study focuses on mountain farms producing 

organic hay milk for the label zurück zum Ursprung (z.z.U. ς back to the origin). Organic haymilk is 

considered the highest premium milk product in Austria at present. About 33% of all organic 

mountain farms in the district are included in the initiative άȊΦȊΦ¦ΦέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜct requires silage-free 

fodder as well as certain specifics concerning pasture management that increases the quality of 

milk and positively affects the level of biodiversity (Schenkenfelder, 2015). The farmers involved in 

haymilk production (about 140 organic mountain farmers) are supported by CAP payments with 

ŀōƻǳǘ о aƛƻΦ ϵ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳ όBMLFUW 2014). The bulk of support payments are provided by Pillar 2 

measures which account for about three quarters of all CAP payments (BMLFUW, 2013). The largest 

amount is provided by Agri-environmental Payments2 (about 42%) and the Less Favoured Area 

Compensatory Allowance3 scheme (about 25% of all CAP support).  While the former is oriented 

towards maintaining and improving environmental conditions, the latter is an aid to farmers in 

agricultural areas facing natural handicaps (Hovorka, 2011).    

These public support measures are independent from project participation but constitute a basic 

requirement to engage therein. The dairy, respectively the sales chain organization offers 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 

ǘǊŀŘŜ ƳŀǊƪ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ǘƻ ŀōƻǳǘ м aƛƻΦ ϵ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ advertising expenses (Groier et al. 2012). Thereof, 

ŀōƻǳǘ уллΦллл ϵ ƛǎ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜƳƛǳƳ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ όƛƴ нлмоύΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜƳƛǳƳ 

                                                      
1  Integrated Administration and Control System (IACS). For more information please see: 

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/direct-support/iacs/index_en.htm  
2  άAgri-environment measures provide payments to farmers who subscribe, on a voluntary basis, to environmental 

commitments related to the preservation of the environment and maintaining the countryside.έ CƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘion 

please see: http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/envir/measures/index_en.htm  
3 άThe aid to farmers in Less Favoured Areas (LFA) provides a mechanism for maintaining the countryside in areas 

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 Policy.έ CƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ǎŜŜΥ 

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rurdev/lfa/index_en.htm  

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
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has risen over the last two years, it is estimated that the current total payment to farmers is about 

30-50% higher (a full calculation will be provided in the case study later in 2016).  

The initiative depends on a large number of various institutions, acting at different levels 

encompassing various functions. We can categorize the various institutions involved into following 

major action groups:  

¶ institutions providing the relevant regulatory framework:   

Austrian Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water Management 

(BMLFUW), Vienna; federal state of Styria, administering the implementation of the Rural 

Development Programme;  

¶ institutions executing the relevant policy instruments:  

federal state of Styria, administering the implementation of the Rural Development 

Programme; Bezirksbauernkammer Murau (Agricultural Chamber), Murau;  

¶ market actors, directly involved in the organization of the initiative:  

Obersteirische Molkerei (ά¦ǇǇŜǊ-Styrian 5ŀƛǊȅέύΣ Knittelfeld; Hofer (largest Austrian retailer); 

ARGE Heumilch Steiermark, Knittelfeld; 

¶ regional actors providing accompanying support structures and measures: LEADER Region 

Holzwelt Murau όάLAG for the region Murauέύ, Murau;  Bio Austria Steiermark, Graz); 

Rinderzuchtverband Steiermark, Leoben; forestry (provincial division of forestry 

άBezirksforstinspektionέΣ etc.), Murau;  

¶ institutions providing expertise to enhance implementation of required management 

methods: Bezirksbauernkammer Murau (Agricultural Chamber), Murau; ARGE 

Arbeitsgemeinschaft Murauer Bergbauern, Murau;  

¶ institutions assessing the realization and progress of the project and its relevance for public 

goods provision: Werner Lampert Beratungs ges.m.b.H, Vienna; Austrian Research 

Institute for Organic Agriculture (FIBL), Vienna; Eb&p Umweltbüro GmbH, Klagenfurt;  

It is apparent that the establishment of the label άz.z.U.έ could only be achieved through the 

existing experience of organic land management practices of mountain farmers in cooperation with 

a capable sales organization. The decisive role of these actors should not lead to the conclusion that 

all other actors mentioned play a marginal role. On the contrary, without the general national 

framework, implemented through the federal state and the district offices of farm institutions, 

particularly the Agricultural Chamber, the land management system required for haymilk 

production would not have been available and resulting ecological and social beneficial outcomes 

(ESBOs) would be provided to a (much) smaller extent.  

The combined effect of mountain farming, organic farming and haymilk production is a strong case 

for sustainable farming methods, with benefits for the environment, consumers and tax payers. 

Due to the strict regulations of άz.z.U.έ ό{ŎƘŜƴƪŜƴŦŜƭŘŜǊΣ нлмрύΣ there are additional benefits for the 

provision of PGs such as biodiversity, region-specific cultural landscapes and high environmental 

quality compared to the already high environmental positive effects of organic farming and organic 

mountain farming (Hovorka and Dax 2010). 



 

6 

1.1.2 Socio-ecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau 

The relevant scale for the case ǎǘǳŘȅ ά{ƻŎƛƻ-ecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau4, 

{ŀƭȊōǳǊƎέ ƛǎ the political district Tamsweg (NUTS 3 area AT321 Lungau). This region is identical with 

the part of the Biosphere Reserve (BR) area in the federal state of Salzburg (the other part being 

situated in the neighbouring federal state of Carinthia). The region is a large, high plateau located in 

the southeast of the federal state of Salzburg and extends to just over 1,000 km2 in area, at a 

minimum sea level of more than 1,000 metres and landlocked by the Central Alps. Permanent 

settlement area is only about 122 km2 (12% of the area). The whole district is defined as mountain 

area (LFA Art.18) and almost 50% (2014) of all 786 farms (BMLFUW, 2014) are managed organically. 

Biosphere Reserves 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 up of parts of the national reserve Hohe Tauern which includes partly 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 zones where 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 Biosphere Reserve Lungau is 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 human activities along the altitudinal gradients 

within the area and which would disappear without the specific traditional land management 

systems. The mountain meadows with one or two cuts per year are characteristic for this region, 

complemented by a large area of mostly extensively managed Alpine pastures and wetland 

meadows. Such extensive grassland cultivation results in particularly high species diversity as the 

more competitive species are eliminated by mowing in favour of photophilic species. Unlike 

common practices in more favourable locations, mountain pastures are in general not fertilized, 

except by in situ produced manure (Fanninger 2012). 

In its nomination document (Regionalverband Lungau 2011, 4), the proponents of the BR argue that 

ǘƘŜ άǊŜƎƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ of human settlement for thousands of years. The diverse structure 

and scenic beauty of this region are the main attractions for visitors from all over the world. The 

national and international interest in its distinctive cultural and natural landscape features 

constitutes a main economic asset of the region. The globally increasing 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 same time contributes to conserving its 

ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎΦέ 

In its rationale for designatingLungau & Kärntner Nockberge as biosphere reserve, UNESCO (2012) 

states that tƘƛǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ƛƴƴŜǊ-alpine landscapes with high 

Ƴƻǳƴǘŀƛƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŜǇ ǾŀƭƭŜȅǎέΦ Lǘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ōȅ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ 

ecological characteristics (in addition to the socio-economic features mentioned above by the 

                                                      
4 Actually, the Biosphere Reserve comprises beside the Lungau area also four Carinthian villages, but since this is 

another province with another historical background and still rather few stakeholder networks, this case study 

concentrates on the Lungau area. 
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ƴƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘύΥ ά¢ƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ: from marsh areas and alluvial forests in the 

valleys to cultivated meadows and woodland areas at intermediate altitudes, extending up to the 

glaciers of the AƭǇƛƴŜ ǎǳƳƳƛǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎέΦ aƛȄŜŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎΣ ŀ ǊŜƳŀǊƪŀōƭŜ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭƛŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ōƻƎǎ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 

Ramsar protected areas5) and the fact that it is a refuge and habitat of diverse species (including 

different types of bats, many predators such as badgers, lynx and bears, bird species, etc.) all 

underline its ecological value. 

Hence, it is the difficulty to organize land management development in a balanced way so that the 

effects are not endangering the multiple aspects of ecological environment while at the same time, 

securing settlement and economic development in the region. 

1.1.3 Mountain forestry and public goods in the region Pinzgau   

Around 47.6% of the AustriaΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ area is covered by forests (BMFLUW, 2015). Besides its 

economic function (e.g. for timber use, agriculture, hunting, and tourism), forests simultaneously 

provide multiple socio-economic and ecological functions of high relevance to the general public. 

These ecosystem services encompass a protection function (flood control, avalanche protection, 

landslide and erosion control, etc.), a human welfare benefit function (aesthetic and recreational 

interests, water and air quality, control of local microclimate, CO2 sequestration, etc.) and a 

conservation function (biodiversity, provision of habitat, etc.) (Führer, 2000). While the leading 

regulation policy governing the management of forests in Austria is the Federal Forest Act (ForstG 

1975) each federal state (Land) and all the municipalities (Gemeinde) are involved in the 

implementation and further definition of policies and intervention measures.  

This case study focuses on the above mentioned PG and ESS with regards to mountain forestry in 

the NUTS 3 region Zell am See (AT оннύΣ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ƴŀƳŜ άtƛƴȊƎŀǳέΣ 

which constitutes one of the six districts within the federal province of Salzburg, Austria. The region 

covers an area of 2,640.85km2 and is home to 84,964 inhabitants in 28 municipalities 

(Wirtschaftskammer Salzburg, 2014). The total forest area is 118,000ha and showed an increase of 

3.5% between the period 1992-1996 and 2007-2009 (Bundesforschungszentrum für Wald, 2009). In 

terms of the ownership structure, 44,000ha is in possession of small forestry enterprises (with a 

forest area of less than 200ha) including 14 farm forest owners´ cooperatives 

(Waldgemeinschaften). About 24,000ha of forest area is held by forestry enterprises (with a forest 

area of more than 200ha) encompassing 20,000ha that is for historical reasons the private property 

of the Germany based Bavarian State Forestry. In addition, 51,000ha are in the public domain and 

administered by the joint-stock company of the Austrian Federal Forests Inc. (ÖBf AG). Regarding 

forest management practices, 53.3% is dedicated to economic forest area, 13.5% is protection 

forest in economic use, 30.4% protection forest out of economic use and 2.8% wooden floor 

without yield (e.g. forest roads) (Bundesforschungszentrum für Wald, 2009). In relation to other 

regions, the share of protection forest is significantly higher.  

 Description of case study 

                                                      
5 The Ramsar Convention is an intergovernmental treaty that focuses on the conservation and wise use of wetlands and 

their resources. For more information please see: http://www.ramsar.org/about-the-ramsar-convention 
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1.2.1 Organic farming in mountain region Murau 

ω Relevant policies considered 

Agricultural policies and support systems on the national level are important for the region Murau 

as well. In general the Rural Development Programme (Austria is defined as one region for the RDP) 

of Pillar II of the CAP is of high relevance. In particular the Agri-environmental Measures (measures 

for organic farming, renunciation of silage processing and fodder, basic subsidy, Alpine pasturing, 

maintaining the cultivated landscape on steep slopes), the LFA payments, the investment support 

measures and Leader are crucial for the region (BMLFUW, 2009; BMLFUW, 2013; Groier, 2015). In 

addition, the direct payments of Pillar I of the CAP are also an important income source.  

ω Market drivers 

The increasing demand for organic products in Austria has led to a number of distinct product lines 

developed by diverse sales chains. The milk of the region, including milk from farmers producing for 

άȊΦȊΦ¦.έ, is collected by and processed in the Obersteirische Molkerei OM (Dairy Upper-Styria) in two 

locations in the neighbouring district Murtal which is also a designated mountain area (Groier et al., 

2012). While in the town Knittelfeld, the yellow dairy chain (i.e. cheese production) is processed, 

the second plant in the town Kapfenberg, deals with the white dairy chain (i.e. haymilk). The label 

άȊΦȊΦ¦έ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ found and registered by Hofer, the largest retailer in Austria, which uses these 

products to enlarge its organic product line. The trade mark άz.z.U.έ 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 managed not directly by Hofer but by a separate company, the Werner 

Lampert Beratungsges.m.b.H. Farm side control and monitoring activities for άz.z.U.έ are carried 

out by certified third-party inspection bodies (Schenkenfelder, 2015).  

ω Relations between policies and PG provided 

Organic mountain farming and in particular organic mountain haymilk production yield numerous 

ESBOs. Importance and the need for supporting measures for mountain farming is recognized by 

the Austrian Agricultural Law since 1960, with amendments in the respective legislation after 

!ǳǎǘǊƛŀΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƛƴ мффрΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ tƛƭƭŀǊ L ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /!t ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ [C! 

payments are both important sources of income and contribute to mitigate the risk of farmland 

abandonment fostering continued management of agricultural landscapes in mountain areas. A 

number of measures of the Austrian Agri-environmental Programme (ÖPUL) are of particular 

importance for mountain farming, especially the premium for organic farming and the premium for 

silage-free fodder (BMLFUW, 2013; Groier, 2015). The latter supports hay-processing instead of 

silage use and is therefore based more on extensive farming systems and regional-specific 

traditional farming methods of grassland (BMLFUW, 2009). The άz.z.U.έ requirements are stricter in 

comparison to organic farming and thereby aim at providing additional benefits for the provision of 

PGs (Schenkenfelder, 2015). 

ω Perception and appreciation of the PG provided 

Biodiversity and cultural ecosystem services are greatly appreciated by society at large which is 

justified by Agri-environmental Payments (at a continuously high level) and additional support 

schemes, but also included and alluded to by numerous declarations of politicians and sector 

stakeholders on regional, national and EU level (Ariza et al., 2013; FIBL, 2015; Krautzer et al., 2014). 
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The private goods ς haymilk and haymilk cheese ς provided by these management arrangements 

are highly appreciated by consumers and reflected by their willingness to pay for the price premia. 

On the other hand, farmers get a substantial premium to the regular milk price for organic haymilk 

from άz.z.U.έΦ    

1.2.2 Socio-ecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau, Salzburg 

¶ Relevant policies considered 

The provision of biodiversity in the case study Lungau is particularly shaped by the designation as 

Biosphere Reserve in 2012 by UNESCO. Although this international recognition does not 

incorporate any (financial) support instrument, it requires a particular management and procedure 

that takes account for the objectives of BR and encourages an increased local involvement and 

engagement in scientific accompanying activities. 

To enhance its goals, regional actors will continue to make use of the existing national framework 

of specific polƛŎȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ 

management and regional development. The main policy instrument providing the largest share of 

financial support is CAP. In particular the high ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ !ǳǎǘǊƛŀΩǎ mountain areas 

under Pillar 2 (priorities for Agri-environmental Measures, continued support for organic farming, 

and the specific scheme for LFA support for mountain farmers).  

As the BR rationale addresses both ecological and socio-economic development targets, the local 

development measures that are enhanced specifically by the LEADER approach are of particular 

interest. Earlier LEADER activities can also be regarded as a useful background for the application 

and selection of the BR approach in the region. The local development strategy under its title 

Biosphere Lungau thrives to combine the diverse dimensions of BR and to address the different 

management opportunities in the varied zones. Participation in LEADER groups and activities in BR 

development are often overlapping. It should be noted that the roadmap and management plan for 

the BR has only been elaborated in 2012 and, due to lack of financial means and emerging 

challenges concerning consensus building among stakeholders, implementation of specific actions 

show only limited progress.   

¶ Market drivers 

The national and international interest in the cultural and scenic characteristics is perceived as a 

key economic asset for the region. Therefore, tourism is one of the main pillars of economic 

development in the region. The patchwork structure and environmental beauty combined with the 

touristic infrastructure ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǿƛƴǘŜǊ ǎŜŀǎƻƴΦ ! άǎƻŦǘŜǊέ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƭŀōŜƭƭŜŘ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǎ ŀ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜέ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳΣ ƛǎ pursued particularly during the 

summer season, including activities such as hiking and (mountain)biking, horseback riding, white-

water rafting and other recreational activities. More recently, a valorization of the high 

environmental quality (clean air, low pollution, due to the altitude of more than 1.000 m 

throughout the area) through medical ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ƛǎ ŜƴǾƛǎŀƎŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ άIŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

!ƭǇǎέ όάIŜƛƭƪǊŀŦǘ ŘŜǊ !ƭǇŜƴέύ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘƛŎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ōŀǎŜŘ 

on natural and traditional medicine. A 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 Sanitas 2016).  
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¶ Relations between policies and PG provided 

The designation of the socio-economic system Lungau as Biosphere Reserve is a good foundation to 

preserve and develop PGs such as environmental quality and small-scale cultural landscapes in the 

region. Furthermore, it raises environmental awareness and contributes to the preservation of the 

extensive variety of species. A key principle of Biosphere Reserves is to protect the ecological 

diversity while simultaneously recognizing the needs of local inhabitants. The relations and 

interactions between man and biosphere6 are therefore a central issue within the management and 

development of the BR Lungau while an increase of winter sports facilities and the expansion of 

infrastructure (e.g. cable cars, roads, etc.) are feasible only within (ecological) limits and restricted 

to specific areas. The region with all its stakeholder groups is challenged to pursue this path as a 

άƳƻŘŜƭ ǊŜƎƛƻƴέ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Ǿƛŀ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘ participatory process. 

The Local Development Strategy 2014 -2020 of the LEADER Programme Biosphere Lungau is based 

on the strategy of the BR with a focus on social and economic resources and development 

(Regionalverband Lungau 2015). Therefore, the approach of the strategy is strongly connected to 

the general UNESCO´s BR strategy. 

The regional association, acting as representatives of the municipalities of the region, has been 

particularly active in planning and preparing the strategic approach. Defining and implementing 

activities seems to be more the task of local actors, stakeholder groups and municipalities, and the 

regional association providing technical support and networking expertise. Within this process, the 

whole range of policies relevant for rural regions is affected. Above all, this concerns the 

instruments of CAPsΩ Pillar 2, particularly LFA measures, organic farming and Agri-environmental 

Measures that foster an environmental-friendly development of the mountain farms. In addition, 

the implementation of LEADER measures, educational support, development of value-chains, forest 

measures, etc. Unfortunately, focus group discussions hardly mentioned any other policy 

instruments, particularly regional support measures which would contribute to the development of 

the local economy and the 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). 

¶ Perception and appreciation of the PG provided 

Stakeholders in Lungau perceive natural and cultural characteristics (small-scale cultural landscape, 

high environmental quality; low density settlement etc.) as key assets. They regard the designation 

as a Biosphere Reserve as a major step towards developing the region in a sustainable manner. 

Tourists appreciate the natural beauty and the skiing facilities of the region Lungau during the 

winter season (about 1 Mio. overnight stays just in the winter season). However they also show a 

high esteem for landscape features and regional assets during 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 are gaining in status, opening synergies and new development options between 

agriculture and tourism. 

                                                      
6 For general preconditions and principles of the UNESCO Man and Biosphere Programme please see: 

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/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/man-and-biosphere-programme/about-mab/
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1.2.3 Mountain forestry and public goods in the region Pinzgau  

Besides various global, pan-European and EU forest-related programs and conventions, the most 

important international treaty impacting on Austrian mountain forest policies was the Alpine 

Convention. The goal of the Mountain Forest Protocol that was signed by eight Alpine states and 

the EU is to enforce principles and obligations that guarantee an environmentally 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 (BGBl. III Nr. 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 sustained yields of 

forest use, the preservation of forests, its functions and social benefits. The focus on sustainable 

forest utilization has roots even back to medieval times in which Austrian sovereigns encompassed 

the interests of the early salt and iron industries which were later ratified in the Austrian EmǇƛǊŜΩǎ 

Forest Act of 1852.  

The current legislation specifically highlights the multifunctional nature of forests which are therein 

defined by four distinct functions: production, protection, welfare and recreation functions. In the 

alpine setting of the case study region Zell am See, the 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 for this by 

distinguishing between different forest types such as object-protective forests (Objektschutzwald) 

which secure environmental goods (e.g. drinking water) and protect against natural hazards as well 

as site-protective forests (Bannwald) which safeguard easily erodible sites by adjusted regulation 

and management systems (Abschnitt III B ForstG 1975 (Wälder mit Sonderbehandlung)).  

The executive directives of the forest act are carried out by the State Forest Administration 

(Landesforstdirektion) in each of the nine federal states of Austria with subordinate competent 

authorities on a smaller scale, almost at municipal level (Bezirksforstinspektion). The forest 

authorities cooperate with the Torrent and Avalanche Control Service under the Austrian Federal 

Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water Management (BMLFUW). The forest 

inventory (Waldinventur) conducted by the Federal Forest Research Institute at random and the 

forest development plan (Waldentwicklungsplan) carried out by municipal level authorities 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 measures such as 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; BGBl. Nr. 398/1977) regarding the treatment and use of protection forests. 

The forestry protection decree (Forstschutzgesetz; BGBl. II Nr. 19/2003) concerning the protection 

of forests against forest pests. The law pertaining to water and waterways (Wasserschutzgesetz; 

BGBl. Nr. 215/1959) and the torrent prevention act (Wildbachverbauungsgestez; RGBl, Nr. 

117/1884). The federal forest law (Bundesforstegesetz; BGBl. 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; BGBl. I 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 conservation law (NSchG, LGBI Nr. 

73/1999), the landscape conservation decree (Allgemeine Landschaftsschutzverordnung; LGBl. Nr. 

89/1995) with measures concerning landscape protection and game law (JagdG, LGBl Nr 100/1993) 

regulating the wildlife stock are of relevance to the provision and PG and ESS provision in 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). 

Proprietors 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 2007-2015, the total cost of projects for silvicultural and accompanying 

provisions constituted 469.670.183 ϵ (at the national level), in the federal state of Salzburg 

amounted to 46.766.258 ϵ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ Zell am See to 8.617.062 ϵΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ Zell am See were 

supported with 4.851.170 ϵ (56.4% of total cost) by the Austrian Rural Development Programme. 

The share of EU support was 48.7%, ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ 30.8% and 20.5% of support was 

provided by the federal state of Salzburg. In addition to these payments, the federal state of 

Salzburg supported these interventions with supplementary top-up payments of сснΦспп ϵ. The 

national intitative Schutz durch Wald όάtǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎέύ estimates that 33% of the 

forest area showcases a diminished, and 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 Austria) is a public 

entity and as such does not receive funds from the Austrian Rural Development Programme.  

The drivers of these measures are based on the Austrian Forest Dialogue (Österreichische 

Walddialog) which constitutes a platform for different forest stakeholders with the objective to 

align their interests regarding forest functions in a participatory process.  A major output of the 

Forest Dialogue is the Austrian National Forest Program and the Austrian Forest Strategy 2020 

which try to harmonize arising conflicts by multiple interests (BMLFUW, 2007; Quadt et al., 2013). 

In addition, the need for a state level Forest Strategy relevant to our case study region has been 

ratified by competent authorities and is currently in development (Salzburger Landtag, 2012).  

 Analysis of innovation, policy conflicts and complementarity 

1.3.1 Organic farming in mountain region Murau 

The innovation in this case is twofold. First, instead of mixing conventional, organic, hay and 

Ƴƻǳƴǘŀƛƴ Ƴƛƭƪ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǾŜƴŀƴŎŜΣ  ŀƴ άƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ Ƴƻǳƴǘŀƛƴ ƘŀȅƳƛƭƪέ ōǊŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ 

and successfully positioned and integrated 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 and the retail 

chain. The participation scheme requires an adapted mountain farming management system (e.g. 

extensive mountain farming measures) (Schenkenfelder, 2015). The resulting increase of farm 

income opens an opportunity for mountain farming continuation on a small and medium scale that 

otherwise would be endangered.  
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This project is complementing CAP policies, in particular Agri-environmental Measures and 

compensatory allowances of the LFA scheme, through the provision of public goods and can be 

replicated in other regions of Austria and the EU if appropriate conditions are fulfilled. 

1.3.2 Socio-ecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau, Salzburg 

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

In Austria there are five Biosphere Reserves established, three of them in lowlands and two in 

mountain areas. Being designated only in 2012, Salzburger Lungau & Kärntner Nockberge is the 

most recent one among the Austrian Biosphere Reserves. As a specific feature, it has the largest 

territorial expansion. Though considerable difficulties and tensions among stakeholders persist, the 

process becomes more participatory as the designation as BR bears remarkable opportunities for 

regional development and innovation. However, long-term economic weaknesses, low provision of 

(public) services and limited economic development options have contributed to the image of a 

lagging region. These persistent economic difficulties have found its expression in emigration and 

negative demographic development which face significant difficulties for the new, more positive 

strategies of local development and BR.  

The BR Lungau aims at securing biodiversity in a mountainous region. With the specific structure 

and preconditions of this international programme, 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 their ideas and strengths. Due to the common objectives and goals, the 

programme also represents a framework for common activities and enhanced collaboration. As 

focus groups show, there is still a long way ahead that high expectations of the BR will be met and a 

larger set of activities will be realized.  

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

The BR case encourages a set of regional activities for mountain areas in Austria complementing 

the provision of public goods. It provides a comprehensive strategy for enhancing biodiversity 

development within the region through designating an area as Biosphere Reserve. While there are 

no additional financial support instruments or programmes linked to BR, it builds heavily on other 

local development programmes and activities such as LEADER measures which focuses particularly 

on the economic and social development of the area. With regard to its ecological targets, the 

preservation of specific features has to be secured (particularly in the core area of the BR and its 

buffer zone) and specific landscape protection activities, supported by action of the federal 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 institution for involved 

municipalities. It is closely collaborating with the BR management which 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 (e.g. focus on medical tourism). However, at this stage the management encounters 

still significant difficulties in achieving sufficient collaboration and interlinkages between the 

various initiatives. There is the threat that some of the innovative ideas and plans are abandoned 

due to long-term obstacles and institutional inefficiencies.   
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The problems encountered are also due to the significantly different perspectives of the actors, and 

stakeholder groups in the region and their diverse views on how the BRsΩ objectives and public 

goods provision in the area could best be enhanced. Supporters of specific initiatives and 

stakeholders representing an alternative approach, i.e. strongly in favour of a more ambitious and 

faster approach towards sustainable development, are concerned that the diversity of the 

numerous initiatives is not sufficiently included by the current management. In particular, they 

argue that the various actors and institutions of economic and social development have to be 

included more comprehensively in order to achieve enhanced performance with regard to BR 

objectives.  

On the other hand, critical views are expressed by proponents of the various cable car organizations 

because they experience limitations in terms of their expansion strategies. As winter tourism is an 

important economic factor in the region, these organizations are powerful actors and have core 

influence on regional decision makers. 

The more detailed discussion in focus groups highlighted a hidden 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 in the region Pinzgau  

Historically, the forestry sector has a long tradition in Austria with well-established policies and 

institutions. According to Kubeczko et al. (2006), the major innovation 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 forest structures change slowly and their effects are barely visible in the 

short and medium-term. Considering the meteorological disturbances in recent years however (e.g. 

ǿƛƴŘǎǘƻǊƳ άUschiέ нллнΤ άKyrillέ нллтΤ άPaulaά ŀƴŘ άEmmaέ нллуύΣ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ areas were 

struck by wind-throw and large-scale bark-beetle 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 are up to public debate. Yet, Weiss (2000) 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 demands 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 improvements 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 ski-lift operators and the tourism 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 negatively affect the state of the forests 

and its functions.  

Furthermore, certain support schemes (e.g. for the construction and maintenance of forest roads) 

may incentivize the construction of forest roads that reduce the retention area which might trigger 

associated problems (e.g. floods, mudflows, etc.).  
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2 Policy impact / effectiveness 

 Organic farming in mountain region Murau 

The combined effect of organic mountain farming and haymilk production as an extensive 

production system has major positive impacts on biodiversity, region-specific cultural landscapes 

and high environmental quality which would otherwise not be attainable by means of conventional 

systems and the use of silage (Hovorka, 2011; BMLFUW, 2010; Krautzer et al., 2014). 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ άȊ.z.U.έ Ƙŀǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ organic mountain farmers´ income based on the 

substantial price premia which they receive for organic haymilk and thereby contributes to the 

continued existence of mountain farming in the region that otherwise would be endangered (Groier 

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

hƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŀƛǊȅ ǎƛŘŜΣ άȊΦȊΦ¦Φά ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ-value and safeguard jobs. Furthermore, the 

sales of regionally branded products through the distribution channel of Austrian largest retailer all 

over Austria may improve the image of the region and as such may generate spillover effects 

affecting Murau at large. 

 Socio-ecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau, Salzburg 

While the designation as UNESCO BR potentially bears numerous benefits for the provision of 

PG/ESS, it is yet 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 creating synergy 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 mid- to long-term 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 contrasting views of 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.   

 

 Mountain forestry and public goods in the region Pinzgau  

The main economic driver in the region is tourism (e.g. skiing, hiking, etc.) with over 10 Mio. 

overnight stays annually (Statistik Austria, 2015). Due to its alpine setting, Zell am See relies heavily 

on the high quality of its forest ecosystems as necessary means to 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 the federal state of Salzburg. They criticize the two parallel, 

methodological different approaches regarding the assessment of forest functions (i.e. regarding 

the evaluation of forests functions performance). The Austrian Forest Inventory (based on 

statistical methods) and the Austrian Forest Development Plan (nationwide, qualitative methods). 
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These two approaches result in different definitions and in a significant divergence of the calculated 

protection forests area and thereby, significantly impacting the execution of the 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 degree on the effect of wood pastures 

management and touristic activities (Rechnungshof, 2015).  

 

3 Emerging forms of collective actions 

 Organic farming in mountain region Murau 

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

άȊΦȊΦ¦ΦέΦ hƴ ŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŎŀƭŜΣ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ LEADER action group Murau, the regional dairy 

Obersteirische Molkerei (ά¦ǇǇŜǊ ς{ǘȅǊƛŀƴ 5ŀƛǊȅέ), the chamber of agriculture and the working group 

of mountain farmers of the region were involved. On the national level, the consulting company 

Werner Lampert Beratungsges.m.b.H. and the retail chain Hofer were involved. The Austrian 

Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water Management proved to be an 

important player. For the evaluation of the impacts of άȊΦȊΦ¦έΣ the Austrian Research Institute for 

Organic Agriculture (FIBL) and the private company EB&P Umweltbüro GmbH όάEnvironmental 

Consulting Klagenfurtέύ are in charge.  

The increasing demand for organic, regional, mountain and haymilk products were an important 

ŘǊƛǾŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ άȊΦȊΦ¦ΦέΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƛƻƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǎǇƛǊƛǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ labels´ 

founder and the cooperativeness of organic mountain farmers were important prerequisites.  

Important surrounding conditions are the Agri-environmental Measures as well as the support of 

mountain farmers within the framework of the Rural Development Programme (BMLFUW, 2010; 

Hovorka, 2011). In addition, HofersΩ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻƴ ǳǇƎǊŀŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΨ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴs regarding their 

super market chains as well as their distributional capacity were favorable drivers.  

 Socio-ecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau, Salzburg 

Numerous actors on a regional, national and international level jointly contributed to the 

establishment of the BR Lungau. First fieldwork suggests that the BR denomination were 

undertaken by a local women network highlighting the development 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 different municipalities and other influential actors perceived the BR denomination as 

an opportunity for regional economic growth they established the Regionalverband Lungau 

όάǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴέύ ǿƘƻ ŀŎǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘrative unit on 

different levels. 

This initial top-down approach of the Regionalverband Lungau led to significant concerns by local 

actors which reminds to similar previous discussions. As a result the proponents found independent 

associations in order to lobby 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, the Regionalverband Lungau changed strategy and 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 the provision 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.  

 Mountain forestry and public goods in the region Pinzgau  

The relevant stakeholders include a wide range of enterprises and non-industrial actors 

representing different sectors and administrational levels. Kubeczko et al. (2006) point out that 

horizontal cooperation is common in the forestry sector while vertical cooperation is rather rare. 

This is congruent with our observations in the case study region. 

Dönz-Breuss et al. (2004) point out that sustainability in forest management is demanded by 

national policies and the local society alike; however in reality, short-term interests of foresters 

(e.g. hunting, tourism, etc.) often collide  with long-term 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 interventions. 

Due to the 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 

/ƻƴǘǊƻƭ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǎǇŜƴŘǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ фΦр aƛƻΦ ϵ ŀƴƴǳŀƭƭȅ ƻƴ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛǾŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǿithin the case study 

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 established, the so called Wildbachwassergenossenschaften (torrent 

cooperatives). There are currently 108 cooperatives representing 9 % of total inhabitants in the 

region Zell am See who 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). 

 

4 Conclusion and implications for WP4 

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 strategic approaches in areas 

ǿƛǘƘ άƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎέΦ The focus in each of them is different: While in the region Murau the 

elaboration of a specific brand reveals that high-quality (milk) production is feasible in such a 

context by linking it to a specific production 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 mountain regions 

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 these mountain contexts.  

 Organic farming in mountain region Murau 

¢ƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ άƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ƛƴ Ƴƻǳƴǘŀƛƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ aǳǊŀǳέ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

organic haymilk for the brand άz.z.U.έ is one of the most advanced examples for securing specific 

public goods/ESS provided through mountain 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 for Agri-environmental Measures and LFA 

payments) and CAP Pillar 1 support in cooperation with a private market initiative are realized. The 

marketing of products has raised awareness and knowledge about the initiative and also has been 

economically successful. The main argument for higher product quality and consumer product 

prices is the close link to the positive influence of land management impacting the provision of 

public goods/ESS. Particularly, biodiversity, region-specific cultural landscapes and high 

environmental quality as indicated on the packaging of the products (specific outcome indicators of 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ƘŀȅƳƛƭƪ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΩǎ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǘƻ 

conventional agricultural production methods in the area as compiled by third-party auditor). In 

addition to the project idea and initiative, the successful implementation depends also on a capable 

sales organization with nationwide distribution channels. They provided the financial means 

necessary to start the branding process as well as to continue high-quality production and large-

scale provision to Austrian consumers over a now medium-term perspective. Moreover, other 

actors involved, and decisive for the success are the Obersteirische Molkerei όά¦ǇǇŜǊ-ǎǘȅǊƛŀƴ ŘŀƛǊȅέύ 

which was ready to shift towards organic milk processing as well as the strong involvement of a 

significantly large group of organic mountain farmers. Those farmers had to agree to stricter 

management requirements (e.g. extensive grassland management of Alpine areas) and adhere to 

specific haymilk production regulations. Due to the combined efforts, positive implications for the 

provision of PG/ESS in the region could be achieved serving as an example for other mountain 

farming areas (with similar grassland management conditions). 

 Socio-ecological systems in the Biosphere Reserve Lungau, Salzburg 

The BR concept uses the approach of socio-econological systems to support its aims of ecological 

and economic development. In our case, the BR Lungau represents a very fresh initiative, 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 provision in the 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 adjusted 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 ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΩǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ άȊƻƴŜǎέ ǿƛǘhin the BR, 

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. As the BR objectives are closely targeting at biodiversity 

development and securing ecologically benefical outcomes as well as contributing to socio-

economic development in the region at large, the commitment of actors for enhancing PG/ESS 

provision is high. The particular challenge is place-specificity and territorial differentiation within 

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

 Mountain forestry and public goods in the region Pinzgau  

The bottom line 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 includes the largest conservation area in 

!ǳǎǘǊƛŀ όάbŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀǊƪ IƻƘŜ ¢ŀǳŜǊƴέύ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǳƴǘŀƛƴ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ ƻƴ ǎǘŜŜǇ ƎǊŀŘƛŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ 

protective functions to a large degree. In addition, thegeneral policy framework that supports the 

provision of public goods in the forest sector in Zell am See is addressed as support structure 

towards this place-specific functions. Albeit the general policy framework is provided by a national 

law, implementation and place-specific management is shaped by regulations of the federal state 

and detailed management plans at the regional/local levels. In this highly supportive context, all 

public institutions involved show a high willingness towards coordination and collaboration. Yet, in 

individual sectors, there is a consistent conflict of interest 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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Summary 

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 for their provision 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. Market provision 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 agriculture and forestry, 
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 collective action by 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 study are: 

¶ The non-productive forest is in Czech society. 

¶ Josefov meadows project. 

¶ Forest certification scheme. 

¶ 2ŜǊǘƻǊȅƧŜ ƳŜŀŘƻǿǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦ 
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1 Introduction 

 The purpose of the report 

Report covers overview and analysis of following topics: 

a. Regional/local institutions managing natural and environmental 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, regional and local) providing a regulatory framework, 

financial support and a supportive environment.  

 

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

Republic. 

 Brief introduction to intended case studies 

1.2.1 Conversion of commercial forest to semi-natural 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 semi-natural forest (with national financial support and with 
financial support of interested inhabitants). 
Public goods ς 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. Long term, 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 in accordance 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 provision ς 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 people during recruitment. 

1.2.3 Wet Josefov 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 of biodiversity. 
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. 

1.2.4 5Ǌȅ ƳŜŀŘƻǿǎ 2ŜǊǘoryje 

This specific locality is in Landscape Protected 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 and difficult 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 reasonable 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 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘŜŘ ōȅ bDh 2{ht (Czech Union of Nature Protection). 
Management of the site is a collective action of NGO and organisations under MoA and MoE. 

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

 
Case Study Policy tools Organization in charge  

Non-productive 

forest 

  

 Operational Programme - Environment Ministry of Environment, State fund 

for Environment ({C¿P) 

 National environmental programmes Ministry of Environment ς national 

level, ANLP ς meso-level 

 Law on Nature Protection No. 114/1992 Coll. Ministry of Environment, Nature 

Conservation Agency (NCA) ς meso-

level 

 Forest law No. 389/1995 Coll., Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) ς 

national level 

 Government Decree 14/2014 on financial 

support in forestry 

MoA ς national level,  

 Support for environmental NGOs activity  MoE ς national level 

Forest certification 

FSC 

  

 RDP - Forest-environmental Measure Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) ς 

national level, Paying Agency (PA) 

 FSC label international (corporate policy) FSC Czech 

 Forest law No. 389/1995 Coll., MoA ς national level 

 State Programme of Nature Conservation MoE ς national level 

Wet meadows RDP - Agri-environmental- Measure (AEM) Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) ς 

national level, Paying Agency (PA) 

 Direct payments (+ Cross-Compliance and 

Greening) 

MoA, PA-regional level 

 Support of NGOs MoE national 

 Law on Nature Protection No. 114/1992 Coll. NCA ς meso-level 

 Agriculture law No. 252/1997 Coll. MoA ς national level 

 Birds (Parliament and Council Directive 

2009/147/EC) and Habitat Directives (CD 92/43 

EEC) 

European Commission, DG Envi ς 

European level, MoE ς national 

level 

Dry meadows 

2ŜǊǘƻǊȅƧŜ 

Program for Landscape Management (PPK) MoE ς national level, ANC ς meso-

level 

 RDP - Agri-environmental Measure (AEM) MZe - national level 

 RDP ς Less Favourite Areas Measure MoA ς national level, PA ς meso-
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level 

 Direct payments (Cross-Compliance and 

Greening) 

MoA ς national level, PA- meso-

level 

 Support for environmental NGOs activity  MoE ς national level 

 RDP - Natura 2000 in Agricultural Land Measure MoA ς national level, PA- meso-

level 

 Program LIFE+  European Commission, DG Envi ς 

European level, MoE ς national 

level, ANC ς meso-level, NGO 2{ht 

ς local level 

 Law on Nature Protection No. 114/1992 Coll. MoE ς national level 

 

2 General inventory of policies having major impact on PGs 

 The scale considered for the analysis 

Czech Republic is rather small in size (in total 7887 thousand hectares, 2{¨ нлмр7) and 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. 
2ƳŜƭłƪ ς Non-productive Forest 
The project provides increase of biodiversity in forest 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 in general on 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 study could cover about 50 ллл Ƙŀ ƛƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ±ȅǎƻőƛƴŀ όb¦¢{оύΦ 
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 provided on local level, 
ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ άƳŜǎƻέ ƭŜǾŜƭ όǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ŀŎǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭύΦ 
5Ǌȅ ƳŜŀŘƻǿǎ 2ŜǊǘƻǊȅƧŜ 

The case study focuses on specific part of protected landscape area Bile Karpaty with biodiversity 
rich meadows. It means the biodiversity 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 
άŦƻǊŜǎǘ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴέ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŀƴŘ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ and agreed on global level). 
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 main scale of policy analysis will be national. Organisational 
specificities of each case study will be covered also on sub-regional (meso) level and on local level. 

 Description of the case studies 

                                                      
7 2{¨Σ нлмрΥ туут ǘƘƻǳǎŀƴŘ ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƻǘŀƭΣ пнмс ǘƘƻǳǎŀƴŘǎ Ƙŀ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘΣ ŀƴŘ нссс ǘƘƻǳǎŀƴŘ Ƙŀ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎΦ 
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For each case study the text describes as it follows: 

a. Relevant policies considered: describe type of policies in detail (scheme/programme, type of 
policy instrument used, institutions involved in implementing them, amount of financial resources 
in the 2007-13, relative share of the policy within the regional/national policies) 

b. Market drivers: strategies/policies pursued by food companies (see above in the text); 
characteristics of geographical indications and specific rules affecting PGs, etc. 

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

d. Perception and the appreciation of public opinion of the specific public good 
 
2ƳŜƭłƪ ς Non-productive Forest 
2ƳŜƭłƪ ς ǎǇƻƭŜőƴƻǎǘ ǇǌłǘŜƭ ǇǌƝǊƻŘȅ όά.ǳƳōƭŜ-bee - Society of Friends of Nature and Land Trustέύ ƛǎ 
a non-governmental ecological organisation. It started with pure volunteers activity with the aim to 
enrich forest structure by native tree species, later it professionalised and participated on several 
national financial programmes, mainly from MoE, and some regional support for planting 
ŘŜŎƛŘǳƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǘǊŜŜǎΦ ¢ƻǘŀƭ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ άǾƛǊƎƛƴ ŦƻǊŜǎǘέ ƛǎ сн Ƙŀ ƴƻǿΦ Lƴ ƻǊŘer to let 
a forest to its natural succession it was necessary to 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 
ƘǳƴŘǊŜŘǎ ŎǊƻǿƴǎ όŘƻȊŜƴǎ ƻŦ 9¦wύΦ 2ƳŜƭłƪ ƛǎ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳǘƘ 
and children. This type of activity was supported by national environmental and regional 
programmes.  
 
Policies and regional/local institutions ς relevant organizations implementing them 
The agenda of forestry is shared between two ministries: Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) has the 
main role and Ministry of Environment (MoE) Ƙŀǎ ŀ άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭέ ǊƻƭŜΤ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ 
productive forestry is provided by MoA, but with regard to sustainable development, MoE has 
some financial tools for management of forests in protected areas and national parks, especially 
special purpose forest.  
The basic law is the Forest law. It describes inter alia obligations of owner to look after productive 
and non-productive forest functions, protection of forests property, soil, water and biodiversity (the 
owner is obliged to do preventive interventions) and manage in line with regional plans and forest 
management plans. The law requires to reforest land in two years after harvest by certified 
seedlings with recommended species structure.  
Other strategic documents are: State Programme of Nature Protection, Strategy for Biodiversity, 
National Forest Programme for the period until 2013, Principles of State Forestry Policy (1994), 
Concept of the Ministry of Agriculture to Economic Policy of Lesy 2eské republiky since 2012, Act 
No. 289/1995 Coll., about forests and changes and supplementing certain acts, Act. No. 114/1992 
Coll., about Nature and Landscape Conservation. 
Some items to solve: high proportion of spruce (about 51 %). Current share of deciduous trees is 25 
%, but naturally it should be 36 % and this trend is supported by rules and subsidies. Before-man-
forest management state of forest ecosystem was 2/3 share of deciduous tree species (mostly 
Fagus sylvatica and Quercus) and 1/3 of coniferous species (mostly Abies alba). Species structure of 
common forests is simplified; forests in protected areas are invaded often by non-native species 
(Pinus strobus, Picea pungens). 
Most of forests are commercial, i.e. the trees are of the same age with regular schematic 
arrangement. Natural restoration shares only 15 %. Some parts of forest stands and soil are 
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damaged by air pollution. In mountain regions some parts of spruce stands, died damaged by 
emissions. 
Protection and reproduction of forests trees is in line with State Environmental Policy CR and 
Strategy of Biodiversity 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.  The owner is obliged to protect soil against erosion and landslides and 
slower water speed in forest streams. 
Harvesting: The law prefers piecewise harvest, the size of deforested area is limited. Harvest can be 
realised in stand aged more than 80 years, under an agreement with regional forest plan and 
opinion of a forest expert. Total amount of harvested wood is limited. Praxis in protected and 
special purpose forests is adapted to their protective functions. The law contains the list of 
purposes for which it is possible to provide funding.  
Support of forest management and restoration: both European and national programmes are 
administrated by MoA and MoE. MoA administrates tools under RDP, both investment measures 
(e.g. machinery for nature friendly management or building and reconstruction of forest roads and 
small ponds) and non-ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ άŀǊŜŀƭέ support, like Forest-environmental Measure of RDP, 
Prevention Measure against Fire or Insect Calamities, First Afforestation etc. Other subsidies from 
MoA are national, 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 parks (Operational Programme of 
Environment and national programmes, e.g. Landscape Management Programme).  
The structure of forest owners in CR is following: the main owner is state (60% of area), including 
forests maintained by Military foresters, Nature Conservation Agency and National Parks. Large 
forest areas are owned by private (20%) and municipal owners (17%). State owned enterprise 
άCƻǊŜǎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ȊŜŎƘ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎέ ƘŜƭǇǎ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƻǿƴŜǊǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ 
Supported forest ecosystem services are wood production, climate change mitigation, rainfall 
absorption, soil and water protection, biodiversity, non-market production (forest fruits and 
mushrooms), recreation activities, aesthetic value. 
 

 
Conversion of commercial forest to semi-natural non-production forest 

Foto: J. Antl, 2ƳŜƭłƪ ς ǎǇƻƭŜőƴƻǎǘ ǇǌłǘŜƭ ǇǌƝǊƻŘȅ, 2015 



 

30 

 

Market drivers 
Public subsidies aimed to near- natural forest management and education, public relations ς selling 
άƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ŀ ǇƛŜŎŜ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ǾƛǊƎƛƴ ŦƻǊŜǎǘέΣ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƴaturally-thinking persons and for 
ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ŀǎ άǘŜŀƳ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎέ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦ ²ƻƻŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘΦ ! ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ 
driver is social (education and public awareness of public goods users). 
Relations between policies and PGs provided ς how policies 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 specific public 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 also by interviewees 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 to NGO experiences, it is easier to attract donors with some new idea/project 
than for maintenance after some 10-15 years of project life. The management of structural change 
of forest is a long-lasting activity without visible and rapid changes. 

 
Forest certification 

CƻǘƻΥ tΦ YƻǎǘŜőƪŀΣ AOPK, 2009 
 

Policies and regional/local institutions ς relevant organizations implementing them 
The FSC is a private initiative without state financial support, both Ministry of Agriculture and 
aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ŀƳƻƴƎ άǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎέ ς the ministries are responsive for forestry policy 
ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΦ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ C{/ 2w ŀǊŜ bDhǎΣ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎΣ and forest owners. Aims and 
effects of the certificate are in line with priorities of the state policy according the strategic 
documents and the law. The certificate is based on the principle of sustainable development. NGO 
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ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ C{/ 2wΣ ƻΦ ǎΦΣ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘ {ǘŜǿŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ for the Czech 
Republic. Its activity is paid partly from membership fees and partly from several foundations and 
donors. The case study will be carried out with bŜǎǘłǘƴƝ ƭŜǎȅ {ǾƛǘŀǾǎƪƻ όάthe Non-governmental 
Forests SvitavskoέύΣ ǳƴƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƻǿƴŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ±ȅǎƻőƛƴŀΦ Total area 
of the forest land in total (4 holders) is almost 50 thousand ha in CR. The first project of forest 
certification system FSC in the Czech Republic started in 2005. It was a group Nestátní lesy 
Svitavsko, consisting of 10 forests mainly municipal property on an area of 1,259 hectares. The 
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 of state conservation 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 means 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 advantage in 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 certificate. The whole market 
chain from wood production to sale of processed wood has to be certified). 
Relations between policies and PGs provided ς how policies influence PG provision 
The FSC certification is not dependent on public policy, but FSC certified forest owners can use 
several financial supports of forest 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 products are probably bought often by people from medium or high income levels, but 
wider public can appreciate healthier forests for walking etc. PG provision is appreciated by 
consumers (e.g. from furniture to Christmas trees) and processors by buying of such certified wood. 
¢ƘŜ C{/ /w ǿƻǊƪǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎƛǘȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿŜō ǎƛŘŜ άtƻȊƴŜƧ 
ŘǊŜǾƻέ ŜǘŎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ƘƻƭŘŜǊ άbŜǎǘłǘƴƝ ƭŜǎȅ {ǾƛǘŀǾǎƪƻέ avoids publicity and is dedicated to the 
professional and economic activities. 
But ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ōŜƘƛƴŘΣ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ άŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦέ 
Sometimes conservation activities are not accepted well (source: interviewee). 
 

Wet Josefov meadows 
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Source: 
https://www.google.cz/search?q=josefovsk%C3%A9+louky&biw=1920&bih=920&tbm=isch&imgil=
7-krfFrlva0i3M%253A%253Bnp1n-
silJpYWVM%253Bhttp%25253A%25252F%25252Fwww.cso.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 project for 
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 provision of some 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 created by local enthusiasts (NGO WŀǊƻ WŀǊƻƳŠǌ /ȊŜŎƘ ς under Czech 
Union of Nature Conservation-2{ht) ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ bDhǎ όƭƛƪŜ 2{h - Czech 
Society for Ornithology and some local NGOs). The bird park aims at biodiversity protection (also 
amphibians 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-

https://www.google.cz/search?q=josefovsk%C3%A9+louky&biw=1920&bih=920&tbm=isch&imgil=7-krfFrlva0i3M%253A%253Bnp1n-silJpYWVM%253Bhttp%25253A%25252F%25252Fwww.cso.cz%25252Findex.php
https://www.google.cz/search?q=josefovsk%C3%A9+louky&biw=1920&bih=920&tbm=isch&imgil=7-krfFrlva0i3M%253A%253Bnp1n-silJpYWVM%253Bhttp%25253A%25252F%25252Fwww.cso.cz%25252Findex.php
https://www.google.cz/search?q=josefovsk%C3%A9+louky&biw=1920&bih=920&tbm=isch&imgil=7-krfFrlva0i3M%253A%253Bnp1n-silJpYWVM%253Bhttp%25253A%25252F%25252Fwww.cso.cz%25252Findex.php
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WŀǊƻƳŠǌ ǊŀƛǎŜǎ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘƻƴƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀŘually buys the land in this 
locality (already more than 15 hectares owned by NGO). 
Policies and regional/local institutions ς 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 agricultural production on the most valuable sites (exclusion of fertilisers and 
pesticides use) and protect designated sites from 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 beef production, but given economic performance 
of beef production, their provision is driven mostly by supporting policy measures: 

¶ Agri-environmental Schemes under RDP. 

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

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

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

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

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

¶ Policies of regional government (Kraj Hradec Králové) ς meso-ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ƻŦ WŀǊƻƳŠǌ 
(both active in provision of support or creating necessary rules ς like adjustment of 
5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ ƻŦ /ƛǘȅ WŀǊƻƳŠǌύΦ 

The major policy supporting management on wet meadows is Agri-environmental Scheme under 
RDP and its specific schemes, which could be relevant 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 2014-2020. 
 
Market drivers: 
This production system was not economically sustainable 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 the grass in this locality and 
thus grazing was introduced there and welcomed by bird conservationists. 
 
Relations between policies and PGs provided ς how policies influence PG provision 
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Now this is the main condition of PG provision on this site, because limited commercial use of grass, 
but with CAP support (mainly Agri-environmental 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 often which is supported by local enthusiasts (local 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ WŀǊƻ WŀǊƻƳŠǌ /ȊŜŎƘ ς Czech Union of Nature Conservation-2{htύ 
ōȅ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ όŜΦƎΦ ά²ŜƭŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ōƛǊŘ ǎƛƴƎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀ ƛƴ ǎǇǊƛƴƎέύ ŀƴŘ ōȅ 
installment 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 water management and alluvial 
landscape restoration). There are some public events during the year organised ς for families with 
children, volunteers, amateurs; information panels. Public appreciates the PG provision by 
providing financial funds to NGO to buy the land 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 animals is 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/ha/year. 
The same institute (IAEI - ÚZEI) carried out with Ministry of Agriculture in 2013 survey on the value 

of biodiversity on agricultural land (ÚZEI, IREAS ltd. 2013). The Czech population valued biodiversity 

on agricultural land on 18,5 EUR/ha/year of agricultural land. 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 schemes targŜǘŜŘ ǘƻ άōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴέΦ 

 

5Ǌȅ ƳŜŀŘƻǿǎ 2ŜǊǘƻǊȅƧŜ 
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Source: http://nature.hyperlink.cz/Bile_Karpaty/Certoryje.htm 
The area represents mostly dry meadows with mosaic landscape, some slopes and wet localities. 

Whole area is designated as a national 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 protected area is managed by 

AOPK (NCA - Nature Conservation Agency under MoE) and on local level there are NGOs which help 

in management too ς in this area especially CSOP (Czech Union for Nature Conservation). Just to 

demonstrate the richness of the site there are more than 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 for 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 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. 

 
Policies and regional/local institutions ς 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 agricultural production 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, without influence 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: 

¶ Agri-environmental Schemes under RDP. 

¶ LFA payments.  

¶ Direct payments (under CAP) with provisions under cross-compliance and greening. In this case 

study area, the meadows are designated, and are not allowed to be renewed by ploughing 

(under greening provision). 

¶ National support: Program for Landscape Management (overlap with Agri-environmental 

Schemes is not possible). 

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

¶ Operational program for Environment (usually suitable for investments support) 

¶ LIFE+ project (under EU policies) ς enabling also investment to specific machinery and 
management of meadows which are difficult to reach. 

 
The major policy supporting management on wet meadows is Agri-environmental Scheme under 

RDP and its specific schemes, which could be relevant to the area in concern. Overview of the 

relevant schemes: 

Basic extensive meadows management (75 EUR/ha). 

Mountain and dry meadows with three options: payments from 120-150 EUR/hectare. 

Protection of corncrake (183 EUR/ha) 

 
Organisations implementing the policy tools 
Agricultural policy tools (e.g. Agri-environmental 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 concerning agriculture policy is disseminated by 
ǎŜƳƛƴŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƻŦ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ !ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀŘǾƛǎƻǊǎΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
information provision is not sufficient (Prazan, Konecna, Majerova, 2011). The most targeted 
measures under agricultural policy is agri-environmental measure offering specific management for 
such sites. 
Environmental policies are implemented by organisations under Ministry of Environment. Czech 
Inspection for Environment together with Nature Conservation Agency of the Czech 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 regional offices 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 and well-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 sites. Therefore these 
should be managed with help of other types of support. These staffs also negotiates allocation of 
Agri-environmental 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 supporting 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 application to AEM 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, Konecna, Majerova 2011). These factors combined with lack of right 
information and trust to agri-environmental policies in general decreases the effectiveness of this 
policy. 
 
Relations between policies and PGs provided ς how policies influence PG provision 
Because beef production is 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 Agri-environmental Schemes serve as a source of specific management 
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 attention despite quite significant support 
from CAP.  
Programme of Landscape Management (PPK) 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 particular 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 local level. Because of its tailoring the 
scheme is highly effective in maintenance of high value of sites and has a great effect on public 
goods ς biodiversity provision. But the area of biodiversity rich meadows is so large, that this 
scheme can be targeted only to 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 because of effort 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 of the site is 
maintained. 
 
Perception and the appreciation of public opinion of the specific public good 

ÚZEI carried out surveys based on WTP on perception of Czech inhabitants on landscape influenced 
by agriculture (and in two NUTS 4 on WTA) and biodiversity on agriculture 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 landscape management going beyond their normal 
farming practice. Czech inhabitants valuated contribution of farmers to landscape (median) at 11,5 
EUR/ha/year. 
The same institute (ÚZEI) carried out with Ministry of Agriculture in 2013 survey on the value of 
biodiversity on agricultural land (ÚZEI, IREAS ltd. 2013). The Czech population valued biodiversity on 
agricultural land on 18,5 EUR/ha/year of agricultural land. The results of valuations mean that 
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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 
ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ǘƻ άōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴέΦ .ǳǘ ǿƘŜƴ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ 
that also LFA payments and partly 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 
distinguishing the share of LFA/Direct payment support targeted at biodiversity and landscape. 
Public in Czech Republic mostly love forest for walking and mushroom picking up, but do not accept 
changes in forest management well; people are used to cleaned even-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, cutting not native 
species (like cutting alpine dwarf pine in the Giant Mountains, which was planted before 40-50 
years as prevention against soil erosion) are not understood.  

  Analysis of innovation, policy conflicts and complementarity for each case 

Non-productive forest 

Why the case study can be considered as innovative 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 not-managed forest areas are located in the first zones of natural 
reserves and 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 management. But some 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 trees (the problem 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 identified as complementary (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 (restoration) 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 
(economic-environmental-social development). Specifically in the Czech Republic the innovation is 
the simple fact of having functioning certification with high 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 not rely 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/complementarity between different policy tools? 
There are complementarities for example with support of Natura 2000 or support of investment in 

forests under 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 farmers was created 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 hiƎƘ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ όtǊŀȌŀƴ нлмпύΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ 
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 provision of the specific 
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 (Agri-environmental Schemes ς 
conservation of natural values on grassland and Operational program Environment ς 
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 of their effects 
create synergies (the objectives and relevant effects of one policy ς Operational program - 
measure could not be achieved without the other policy measure - Agri-environmental 
Schemes). 

 

5Ǌȅ ƳŜŀŘƻǿǎ 2ŜǊǘƻǊȅƧŜ 

a. Why the case study can be considered as innovative in the national/regional panorama 
The NGO put an effort in order to complement policies (Agri-environmental Schemes and 
national Landscape Management Programme) in management of the most valuable sites in the 
protected area. It was able in past to attract several young people to help with the management 
όŜΦƎΦ ƎǊŀǎǎ ŎǳǘǘƛƴƎύ ŀƴŘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƛǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ Ǉƭƻǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƻŦ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ 
interest (too small, remote, or difficult to manage), but it is not so easy to attract volunteers to 
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 study ς Josefovske louky. But still the long 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 potential conflict between Agri-environmental 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 policy 
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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 Program for Landscape Management, next PLM) in most cases 
complement each other:  

¶ PLM is applied on the most valuable sites, while  

¶ High level AES schemes are targeted to the rest of valuable grasslands and  

¶ Basic grassland management on any extensive grassland. But synergies were not 
recognized there. 

3 Policy impact/effectiveness 

Major impacts considered on PGs linked to case study (see above in the text), specifying the source 

of information. Consider also impacts of second order on local economy, employment and incomes 

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

The danger of undersupply of PGs/ESS ς biodiversity and landscape is quite high on grasslands if 

there is no/limited support from policy tools. The reason is especially not favourable economic 

performance of 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 would be very limited. 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 (and if yes, they were not intended). Example of synergies is 

combination of Operational Program Environment actions in combination with Agri-environmental 

Schemes on wet meadows or Natura 2000 in forests. Conflicts of policies are rare and marginal and 

appear mainly in case of CAP, where some projects could lead to secondary negative effects (e.g. 

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 delivered influence effectiveness 

long term too. For example when farmers are confused regarding the purpose of the policy tool 

(e.g. Agri-environmental Scheme), they could take it as another part of direct payment, and not to 

be so precise in the prescription application, 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 representatives of 

MoA have evidence especially in case of some Agri-environmental 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 evaluations. 

 

Conversion of commercial forest to semi-natural non-production forest 

Certification of forests (Forest Certifications Stewardship) 

The main policy influence is stemming from Forest Law, which is quite advanced and requiring 

sustainable management (with 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 (slow because any 

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 peat-bog with sparse 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 does not primarily benefit from policy tools. But of course the Forest 

Law is important as background policy. 

 

Josefovské louky ς wet meadows 

The policy impact is significant (in form of support), but without collective action initiated by few 

enthusiasts the PGs 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 

ornithologists8). As a second order impacts to the rural economy could be seen increase of 

attractiveness of the site to tourists, bird watchers, and children also as a source of education. The 

financial support of meadows management under Agri-environmental Schemes contributes to the 

stabilisation of income of farmers. 

 

2ŜǊǘƻǊȅƧŜ ς dry meadows 

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 impact on 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 Agri-environmental Schemes to the stabilisation of income of farmers. 

 

4 Emerging forms of collective actions 

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 usually expressed in action (MoE interviewee). The low activity 

of general public leads to impression that the interest is actually low. The real appreciation appears 

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 insects) (source: 

interviewees). 

There are significant differences regarding the opinion on the provision of PG between different 

stakeholders, especially between general public 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 on: http://www.cso.cz/index.php?a=cat.1002 
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private/municipal (more business oriented) forestry, and between conservationists (near-natural 

management) and old-ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊŜǎǘŜǊǎΣ ƘǳƴǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ǇǳōƭƛŎ όǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ άŎƭŜŀƴŜŘέ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ 

with the same age of trees). 

 

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

Republic (Beckman 1999, Carmin 2003, Carmin et Jehlicka 2005, Halstrom 2004, Sarre et Jehlicka 

2007). The mainly found was a grey literature ς articles usually on websites or non-scientific articles 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ bDhǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ όtǘłőŜƪ Ŝǘ tŜǑƻǳǘ 

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 areas (Prazan, 

Konecna, Svobodova 2011; Prazan 2014). The research investigated 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 cooperation 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 the main promoter/facilitator, 
what is the role of public incentives in fostering cooperation) 
¢ƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ 2ƳŜƭłƪ ŀƴŘ WƻǎŜŦƻǾǎƪŞ ƭƻǳƪȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘŜŘ ōȅ bDhǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ bDhǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

volunteers/enthusiasts, who were able to overcome barriers of low social capital and 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 or sub-regional 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 case of 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 of support of 

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 a big national bDh 2{ht ǿhich leaves to its local branches great degree of autonomy and 

moreover it has personal links with the state Nature Conservation Agency (AOPK). Other collective 

bodies involved are Unions of Municipal and Private Owners of Forest Land which form important 

αǘƘƛǊŘά party (Conservationists ς State Forests ς the Union) for discussions about policy aims. 

The previous research identified not enough mature social capital in PG provision in agriculture 

(Prazan 2014). It can be assumed that this could be limiting 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. It could 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 supported by slowly 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 said that 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 knowledge of the examples of collective 
actions was very limited when asking interviewees at the Ministries. 
¢ƘŜ bDh ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ 2ƳŜƭłƪ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǎŜŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ 
environmental NGOs cooperate with youth organisation in near-natural management of forests and 
grasslands.  
One additional initiative was mentioned as kind of collective action 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). 

5 Conclusions and implications for WP4 

Nearly 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 cooperation. 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 mature social 

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/semi-regional level actors in order 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 non-productive forest is in Czech society is very innovative, because it was possible to 
create 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 innovative, because the local enthusiasts (NGO under 
2{htύ ǿŜǊŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ bDhǎ ǘƻ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ƭƻŎŀƭκǎŜƳƛ-
regional administration, general public, and also attract public money for facilities 
reconstruction. The project has a large 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 only and exceptional case of 
market driven PG provision in this country, but it is not new in international context.  

4. 2ŜǊǘƻǊȅƧŜ ƳŜŀŘƻǿǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ς the innovation is in orchestrating 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 large groups of 
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 initiating collective 

actions in order to provide success factors of this process. The reason is that usually the provision of 

PG/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 participate, if the goal is to provide PG/ESS beyond one farm gate. 
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1 General inventory of policies having major impact on PGs 

 The scale considered for the analysis 

Table 1 Overview of regions and ESBOs related to the German case studies 

Case study Region ESBOs described in Case study profiles 

Regional Value 

Shareholder Corporation 

ς Regionalwert AG 

 

Baden-Württemberg 

(Bavaria, or Hamburg 

and Lower-Saxony ) 

- cultural landscape  
- high genetic diversity 
- abundance and diversity of habitats and species 
- healthy soils 
- also high water quality 
- Vibrant/dynamic and active rural communities 

Green Belt Frankfurt - 

GrünGürtel Frankfurt 

 

Hessen:  

Frankfurt 

peri-urban, 80 sqkm 

(roughly one third of 

ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŀǊŜŀύ 

- cultural landscape 
- recreational space 
- high genetic diversity 
- water 
- clean air  
- Vibrant/dynamic and active urban communities 

Traditional orchards - 

Fördergemeinschaft 

Regionaler 

Streuobstanbau FÖG 

Hessen and  

Baden-Württemberg: 

Bergstraße-Odenwald-

Kraichgau 

 

- cultural landscape 
- high genetic diversity (by maintaining and 

producing old varieties)  
- abundance and diversity of habitats and species 
- public recreation 
-  also high water quality 
- healthy soils 

 

Regional Value Shareholder Corporation ς Regionalwert AG 

¢ƘŜ ΨwŜƎƛƻƴŀƭǿŜǊǘ !DΩ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǊŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ 

capital for organic farms and businesses. The objectives of the initiative encompass (a) provision of 

capital for a regional, organic and sustainable agriculture, (b) creating an instrument facilitating 

ŦŀǊƳ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴΣ όŎύ ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ όŘύ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ŀǎ 

key instrument for interconnected value added levels, (d) adding value ǘƻ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩǎ ǎƻŎƛƻ-

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 generally related to organic farming such as high genetic diversity, 

abundance and diversity of habitats and species; healthy soils; and also high water quality. In 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƛǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƭƛƴƪǎ ǘƻ Ψ±ƛōǊŀƴǘκŘȅƴŀƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƛǘǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀl value 

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 ς i.e. it is based on financial market 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 Württemberg). Currently two more initiatives are operating in Germany: the 

ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ άLǎŀǊ-Lƴƴέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ aǳƴƛŎƘ ŀǊŜŀ ό.ŀǾŀǊƛŀύ ŀƴŘ άIŀƳōǳǊƎέ ŀƭǎƻ extending beyond the city 

state into areas of Lower-Saxony and Schleswig-Holstein. The initiatives particularly address the 

regional level ςthe location of the RWAG in Freiburg is of particular importance, as Freiburg has a 
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longstanding tradition in organic 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 Freiburg initiative.  

 

Green Belt Frankfurt ς GrünGürtel Frankfurt 

The Green Belt Frankfurt is an area covering around 80 km2 in the 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 area belongs 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 department (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 (a sub-division of the administrative level 

equivalent to 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 contributing to 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 active urban ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩΦ  

The most important level  concerned is the local 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 association ς Fördergemeinschaft Regionaler Streuobstanbau FÖG 

The Traditional orchards support association (FÖG) is operating in the regions Bergstraße, 

Odenwald and Kraichgau, an area covering approximately 2,973 km², covering the southern part of 

the state Hessen and the north-west of the state Baden-Württemberg. It 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 Baden-Württemberg 

with around 9.2 Mio trees; in Hessen estimations are between 0.5 and 1 Mio trees. This local 

administrated association is driven by a combination of public and private stakeholders like 

farmers, fruit processors, and intermediaries like the NABU (Nature And Biodiversity Conservation 

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 typical regional 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 FÖG makes a 

contribution on diverse 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 implicated.  As 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 federal 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 

Germany that might threaten local small-scale distilleries, which currently also process fruits from 

traditional orchards.   

 Description of case studies 

Regional Value Shareholder Corporation ς Regionalwert AG 

a. Relevant policies 

The initiative is to a certain extend a response to the observed non-performance 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 the region. The activities of the initiative 

are not related to any territorial or regional development approaches; on the contrary, the initiative 

aims to be independent from policy-induced structures and funding. However, a limited role can be 

ascribed to regional 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 and implementing regulation (EC) Nr. 889/2008; 

thus organic certification is a prerequisite for participation. In terms of public policies, the Rural 

Development Programmes for the period 2014-2020 of the CAP (MEPL III in Baden Württemberg, 

EPLR in Bavaria, PFEIL in Lower Saxony and LPLR in Schleswig Holstein) ς provide 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 quality; vibrant/dynamic and 

active rural communities) ς namely measures M10 (agri-environment), 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 

investment ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ΨŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ƛƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎΦ  A third 

market aspect is also relevant for the development of the RWAG: the dissatisfying situation for new 

entrants into agriculture (and organic businesses) which can be seen as a consequence of the 

deficient availability of capital for investment.  

The idea of sustainable investments, also called ethical or social responsible investment originates 

in the 18th century in North-America and England. Since the 1970s ethical investment options 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 in sustainable investments drastically increased. 

¢ƘŜ ŎǊƛǎƛǎ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ .ŀǎŜƭ LL ŀƴŘ LLLΣ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ψōŀƴƪǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ 

loan requests more thoroughly; which does not mean that loans become less accessible, but 

farmers need to proviŘŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ϑ/±ϒΩΦ This reform of the regulation of the financial sector 

potentially also affects the agricultural sector ς mainly in the availability and costs of bank loans. 

(Landwirtschaftliche Rentenbank 2010) 

The second driver for the development of the initiative is a growing demand for regional and 

sustainable produced food. Organic markets have been constantly growing in Germany from 1.9 bill 

ϵ ƛƴ нлмл ǘƻ нΦт ōƛƭƭ ϵ ƛƴ нлмпΦ  5irect marketing channels (e.g. through farm shops) are the main 

factor determining growth of organic agricultural holdings in Bavaria and Baden-Württemberg 

(Brenes Munoz 2010). Organic farms in Baden Württemberg have on average a much higher 

ƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ǘƘŀƴ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦŀǊƳǎ όтмΣнрр ϵ ƛƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ рмΣмлм ƛƴ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

farms in the fiscal year 2013/14); however, the share of subsidies in those results are much higher 

ƛƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ŦŀǊƳǎ όсмлϵκƘŀύ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ннлϵκƘŀ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦŀǊƳǎΦ  

 

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 times in 2006, 2012 and 2015 adding up to a 

ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ǎǘƻŎƪ ƻŦ нΦф aƛƭƭƛƻƴ ϵΦ ! ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ мΦр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ϵ ƛǎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘΦ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ 

the growing interest in the model a Regionalwert trust was founded, which supports the foundation 

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

scaling out9 of the initiative. Relations between policies and PGs provided:  

The initiative is based on a market-driven shareholder principle. With this the Regional Value 

Shareholder Corporation aims at providing not only monetary returns on investments to 

shareholders, but also non-monetary returns to the common welfare (Gemeinwohl). Shareholders 

thus invest in provision of public goods related to organic farming and business practices such as 

high genetic diversity, abundance and diversity of habitats and species; healthy soils; and also high 

ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ Lƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƛǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƭƛƴƪǎ ǘƻ Ψ±ƛōǊŀƴǘκŘȅƴŀƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩΦ  

As a practical approach to monitor the 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 of employment 

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 acreage. The 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 businesses. All partners are assessed annually and results are made available to 

                                                      
9 ΰScaling outΩ is used rather than Ψscaling upΩ, as the concept of the initiative is limited to the regional 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 shareholders and 2.ф aƛƻ ϵ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

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 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨwŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ±ŀƭǳŜ ¢ǊǳǎǘΩΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ 

(Christian Hiß) has received several awards which further increased public visibility and credibility: 

Social entrepreneur of 2011 ς Schwab foundation, Boston Consulting Group and Financial Times 

Germany; Ashoka fellow in 2009.  

 

Green Belt Frankfurt - GrünGürtel 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 1990-1991. A particular result of this 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 recreational and 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 supervised by 

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 in 2010; including prohibitions and 

ratifications of approval. Offences can be fined wƛǘƘ ǳǇ ǘƻ мллΣлллϵΦ  

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, arrangement 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 the 14th of November 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, 

public-legal safeguarding measures, a delineating area plan, and 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 individual 

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 



 

52 

not strategically supported as part as the initiative. Due to 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 agglomeration area of Frankfurt-Rhine-Main. 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 section a. is on 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 recreation.  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 

agri-environmental  and nature conservation measures. There is also an element 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 

¢ƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜΩǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŀ number of awards it received: UN Award 

at HABITAT II 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 design of the old airfield (2005). The second planning phase for radial 

corridors (Strahlen- und Speichenplan) received a broad public participation. 

 

Traditional orchards - Fördergemeinschaft Regionaler Streuobstanbau FÖG 

a. Relevant policies  

Most important are programmes, policies and regulations at a regional and state level (of both 

states of Baden-Württemberg and Hessen); which are integrated into the wider federal level 

regulatory framework. As the initiatives operates in an area covering two states, the policy 

frameworks differ quite substantial ς with a much stronger strategic orientation towards traditional 

orchards in Baden-Württemberg.  

The Ministry for Rural Areas and Consumer Protection in the state of Baden-Württemberg offers a 

variety of public  support measures for  traditional orchards; many of them part of the Rural 

Development Programme:  

Table 2 Public support measures for traditional orchards in the state of Baden-Württemberg 

Name of measure Type of support Beneficiaries 

Agri-environment measure 

(EAFRD) 

MEPL II (MEKA): N-C1  

MEPL III (FAKT): C1  

нрл ϵκǘǊŜŜ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ όŎǳǘǘƛƴƎύ farmers 

Directive on Countryside 

Conservation 

(Landschaftspflegerichtlinie) 

different actions in restoration and 

maintenance of traditional orchards 

for up to 90% of the total costs ς 

Farmers, associations and distilleries 

that are managing traditional 

orchards which are valuable from a 



 

53 

including e.g. the purchase of a 

mobile juice press 

nature conservation perspective and 

which are located in a designated 

area 

Organic certification 

(regional funded) 

/ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ мнр ϵκƘŀ Farmers and private individuals who 

are producing in accordance with the 

regulation on organic farming 

Marketing (regional funded) Promotion and marketing activities 

for products from traditional 

orchards 

associations and press houses 

Diversification (EAFRD) investments for processing and 

storing direct juice of up to 25% of 

costs (minimum eligible expenditure 

рлΣлллϵύ 

Press houses 

Land consolidation 

(regional/national funded) 

Improvement of fragmented land to 

facilitate maintenance 

municipalities 

Source: http://www.streuobst-bw.info/pb/,Lde/Startseite 

 

Maintenance of traditional orchard can also be supported as a compensatory measure under 

environmental legislation under certain conditions. Different municipalities have additional support 

programmes and advisors. The state of Baden-Württemberg also launched a prize dedicated to 

individuals engaging in outstanding projects supporting traditional orchards in 2015. It 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 law (§ 13 HAGBNatSchG). However, Hessen 

does not have a strategy for the conservation and management of traditional orchards and did not 

offer any agri-environment measures regarding this subject until 2013. In the current funding 

period (2014-2020), Hessen does offer the agri-environment measure E2 ς Conservation of 

traditionŀƭ ƻǊŎƘŀǊŘǎΣ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ с ϵκǘǊŜŜΦ !ƭǎƻΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊŎƘŀǊŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ 

regulations, though only for certain regions/parts of Hessen like the Main-Taunus-Region (not 

covered by the initiative).  

 

b. Market drivers 

The FÖG is a surcharge model-based initiative, marketing regionally and organic produced apple 

juice. Surcharge refers to a consumer price top-up above the common market prices for organic 

quality and regional origin. Besides the standard organic certification the initiative requires tthe 

quality label (Qualitätssiegel) of NABU (German Association 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 prescribed surcharge above market price. Producers have 

to comply with further requirements, e.g. the replanting and maintenance of old and regionally 

suitable apple trees. The FÖG is responsible for public relations and creating public awareness. The 

above mentioned 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 Baden-Württemberg, three in Hessen and 

eight in the rest of Germany. 

 

http://www.streuobst-bw.info/pb/,Lde/Startseite
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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 private initiatives or a combination of both. 

However, only 1.67 Mio of the 9.3 Mio of trees on traditional orchards in Baden Württemberg have 

been supported by the agri-environmental programme MEKA (see above). This is due to the fact 

that most owners of traditional 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 alternative land 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 opinion of 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 trees, marketing initiatives, to regional tourist concepts such as the 

Ψ{ǿŀōƛŀƴ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊŎƘŀǊŘ ǇŀǊŀŘƛǎŜΩΦ  wŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

orchards in the list of intangible cultural heritage.  

The demand and sale for products coming from traditional orchards ς which are subject to a 

surcharge price ς 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.  

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

Regional Value Shareholder Corporation ς Regionalwert 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 farms and businesses. Besides 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 

annual business reports expressing achievements towards sustainability of agriculture in the region.  

 

Green Belt Frankfurt - GrünGürtel Frankfurt 

The GreenBelt Frankfurt is one outstanding example in Germany for the complementary use of 

policy tools such as spatial planning and nature conservation in a metropolitan area. It involves 

different public actors, non-governmental organisations and civil society in different stages of the 

planning process, and different actors in the maintenance of green areas. In the future, 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 - Fördergemeinschaft Regionaler Streuobstanbau FÖG 

The initiative is one example of a combined effort of different public and private actors in the 

pursuit to maintain traditional orchards ς which are a specific and highly appreciated land use 

under threat in some regions in Germany.It is as well a case illustrating the complementary use of 

policy tools with market instruments. 

 

3 Policy impact/effectiveness 

Regional Value Shareholder Corporation ς Regionalwert AG 

The initiative evaluates the contribution of its partner businesses to the provision of public goods 

through their above mentioned sustainability indicators. The 2010 business report to the 

shareholders (Reindl and Hiß 2011) concludes that there are some socio-economic issues related to 

employment structures and wages in partner businesses. The quality of workplaces 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 action 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 towards ESBOs 

are not available.  

 

Green Belt Frankfurt - GrünGürtel 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 framework 

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 regarded as essential to meet demands of the 

wider society.  

 

The perception of beneficiaries is reflected in a survey conducted in 2010. According to this, about 

тл҈ ƻŦ CǊŀƴƪŦǳǊǘΩǎ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ DǊŜŜƴ .ŜƭǘΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ 9{.h 

provision 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 agricultural land 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; which makes the 

traditional orchards even less economically viable, leading in consequence to a reduction in 

provision of ESBOs.  
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Secondary effects are reported but not quantified in detail. In 2010 around 80 people employed by 

the city were involved in maintenance of the areas, and implementation of new porjects. An effect 

on local economy ς 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 youth; around 

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. Non-economic returns are 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 - Fördergemeinschaft Regionaler Streuobstanbau FÖG 

The very recent report on the status of nature in Baden-Württemberg states that traditional 

orchards are decreasing, and that their quality is highly variable ς depending on the level of 

maintenance activities undertaken (Ministerium für Ländlichen Raum und Verbraucherschutz 

Baden-Württemberg 2016). Likewise a 2008/2009 mapping project in Hessen concluded that over 

three quarter of the traditional orchards are of medium and low quality; and that the overall status 

(area, number of trees, levels of maintenance) has been deteriorating since a 1986 survey (BUND 

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. The mid-term evaluation of the 

previous MEKA programme in Baden Württemberg states that over 15,000 farmers and 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 agri-environmental measure N-C1; however the report raises the issue that non-agricultural 

owners are not eligible for the measure. The measure was not able to reverse or stop the trend of 

declining areas of traditional orchards already raised in the 2005 evaluation. Measure 323-3 

(Nature conservation ς and preservation and enhancement of natural heritage) is reported to have 

contributed to protect traditional orchards in the same evaluation (Schramek 2010).  

Secondary effects are not described in literature, but could occur particularly as an effect of the 

different measures offered in Baden-Württemberg in form of 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 material. (Stadt Frankfurt am Main 2011) 

4 Emerging forms of collective actions 

 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 will describe the range of actions in these 

two groups in terms of actors, facilitation and if applicable financial support and give examples.  

 Civil society induced cooperation among actors and collective actions 

{ƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ мфтлΩǎ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ 9{.h-related private or civil society initiatives like citizen initiatives, 

foundations, cooperatives and actor networks have emerged ς a trend which has accelerated 

through the growing privatisation of formerly public services and functions. In addition, a number 

of intermediary organisations such as regional development agencies play an increasing role in 

order to push the establishment of networks and help using regional endogenous potential. 

ESBO-related cooperatives often have sectoral objectives but cross-sectoral memberships. 

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 organic farming (BioBoden 

Genossenschaft 2016).  

Private foundations may as well serve as the financial backbone of ESBO-related collective actions 

between civil society and land managers. One example is the environmental education centre 

Ökowerk Emden, which initiated a number of projects with local farmers, e.g. on the use of 

endangered traditional livestock breeds (Ökowerk 2016). 

Civil society motivated initiatives often start from a collective feeling of need-to-act. Awareness 

arouse that there is a problem in 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 the last 

existing traditional orchards in a region. 

Collective actions also comprise farmer-consumers set-ups. 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. In addition, there are new forms of direct marketing which follow cooperative thinking: 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ǇƻǳƭǘǊȅ ŦŀǊƳǎΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻŦŦŜǊ ŀ άwŜƴǘ-your-ƘŜƴέ-option like 

the Biolandhof Wack (2016). 

Last but not least there are collaborations between farmers which may as well contribute to a 

better cooperation of ESBOs. One example is the producer organisation Alb-Leisa, which comprises 

71 organic producers who produce lentils, and since 2014 crops. Beside the fact that organic 

farming as such contributes 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 successfully bred and cultivated the old 

variety (Lauteracher 2016). 

 

 Public policy induced cooperation among actors and collective actions 

In Germany spatial planning but also in other ESBO10-related policy fields there is a trend to more 

participation of actors both in the 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 

(ESBO-related) collective actions. 

Collective actions may arise between public service providers and land managers. One initiative 

which may serve as an example is the cooperation between farmers and the water supply company 

(WVZ) Maifeld-Eifel which work together since April 2015, with the objective to reduce nitrate 

leakage and improve water quality. The farmers receive compensation payments for a less 

intensive cultivation from the Water Framework Directive programme in Rhineland-Palatinate 

(WVZ Maifeld-Eifel 2016). 

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

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 spatial-related (BBR). Some 

of these projects are ESBO-related and involve 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. 

Beside 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 can buy CO2 certificates in 

order to compensate their GHG emissions. The generated financial resources are used to fund 

restoration of bogs. Another project by the state of Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania is issuing 

forest shares: 10EUR for 10sqm of afforestation, which later bind around 800kg CO2. 

 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 their collaboration.  

The bottom-up 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 LAG). There is a number of sectoral and cross-sectoral 

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 direct 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 are Integrated 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 ILEK prƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ άwƻǳƴŘ ¢ŀōƭŜ !ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜκ¢ƻǳǊƛǎƳέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ L[9Y 
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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 country trails along 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. 

Competitions 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 collective state-motivated actions 

which are based on contracts between public authorities and land managers. 

 

5 Conclusions and implications for WP4 

The three case studies illustrate examples of very different governance and policy frameworks ς at 

different scales. While the Green BeltFrankfurt is an example of strong public drivers, both the 

Regional Value Shareholder Corporation and the Traditional orchards support association are 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 between area (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 Freibug. Also the Traditional 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 

smaller territory, but with a much larger diversity in types of land use addressed. 

 

In terms of Economic and Social Beneficial Outcomes  (ESBOs) all three have in common that they 

address provision of cultural landscape and its use as recreational and tourist area. Closely linked to 

that and addressed in all three initiatives is the provision of high genetic diversity ς though through 

different types of land uses. Water and soil quality and to a certain extend air quality are ESBOs 

brought up in relation to the land 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 a 

proxi indicator. In the case of the Green Belt, this would be non-agricultural and non-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 necessarily provide 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 Corporation  could be either still organic farming (with no or very limited impact on the 

social sphere) or conventional agriculture ς where 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 agri-environmental measures or marketing support for traditional 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 depend 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 or ς as in our case ς at a scattered territorial scale? 

 

The different institutional 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 element of collaborative action 

ς 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 whether different 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 Introduction 

t9D!{¦{ ²tо ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ǎƻŎƛƻ-ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ 
ƻƴΥ 

a. wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭκƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΤ 
a. CƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΥ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǾŜǊǘƛŎŀƭκƘƻǊƛȊƻƴǘŀƭ 
ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƻŘ ŎƘŀƛƴΣ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΤ 

b. ¢ƘŜ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ όƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭύ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΣ 
ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛǾŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦ 

 
¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ²tо ǎǘǳŘȅ ŦƻǊ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ ǘŀǎƪǎ оΦм όǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭκƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎύ ŀƴŘ оΦн όǎǘǳŘȅ 
ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭΣ ǊǳǊŀƭΣ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎύΦ 
 
¢ƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ п Ƴŀƛƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΥ 

1. General inventory of policies having major impact on PGs; 
1. Policy impact/effectiveness; 
2. Emerging forms of collective actions; 
3. Conclusions and implications for WP4. 

 
¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ όǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎύ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ 
ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜκŎƻƴŦƛǊƳ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
 

2 General inventory of policies having major impact on PGs 

!ǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ ²tо ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ƛǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ όŎƻǳƴǘǊȅύ ŀǎ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŎŀƭŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ 
ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘΣ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘΦ 

 Description of case studies 

9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ Ƙŀǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ о ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ό/{ύ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ²tпΥ 
1. EE-1: Marketing of local organic, artisan and farm food; 
1. EE-2: Grass-fed Beef; 
2. EE-3: Campsites and study trails of State Forest Management Centre. 

 
EE-1: Marketing of local organic, artisan and farm food 

/{ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ ŦƻƻŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƳŀƭƭ-ǎŎŀƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎκǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǎƘƻǇ-ƛƴ-ǎƘƻǇ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ όƛΦŜΦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƛƴ ōƛƎ ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘ 
ŎƘŀƛƴǎκǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎύΦ /{ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜǎ н ǎƘƻǇ-ƛƴ-ǎƘƻǇ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎ ς ά¢ŀƭǳ ¢ƻƛŘŀōέ όάCŀǊƳ CŜŜŘǎέΣ 
ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅύ ŀƴŘ ά¢ŀƭǳǘǳǊƎέ όάCŀǊƳ aŀǊƪŜǘέΣ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊΩǎ Ŏƻ-ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ bDh ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ 
ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳ ς άaŀƛǘǎŜǾ [ƿǳƴŀ-9ŜǎǘƛέύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ Ƙŀǎ мп ǎŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ Ŏƛǘȅ ¢ŀƭƭƛƴƴ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƛƴ 
YǳǊŜǎǎŀŀǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘΣ ¢ŀƭǳǘǳǊƎΣ Ƙŀǎ ǎŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ ¢ŀǊǘǳ ŀƴŘ tŅǊƴǳΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ƻƴƭȅ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǎŀƭŜ 
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǘŀƛƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƻŦŦŜǊ ǎƳŀƭƭ-ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ 
ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭǎ όōƛƎ 
ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŎƘŀƛƴǎκǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎύ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŦƻƻŘ ƳƻǊŜ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
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ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ƛǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǎƳŀƭƭ-ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ 
ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǎŜƭƭ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ 
ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ƻǊ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘΣ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΣ 
ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ Řŀƛƭȅ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŜǘŎΦ !ǎ ŦƻǊ 9{.hǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ ƛǎ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
ǊǳǊŀƭ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅ όǾƛōǊŀƴǘκŘȅƴŀƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΣ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǎƻŎƛƻ-ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ 
ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴǎύΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǎƳŀƭƭ-ǎŎŀƭŜ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ όŦƻƻŘ 
ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΣ ƘƛƎƘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΤ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅΣ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǎƻƛƭǎΤ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ 
ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜύΦ 
 
EE-2: Grass-fed Beef 

¢Ƙƛǎ /{ ƛǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƘŀƛƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ όǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ-ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ-ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎύ ƻŦ ƎǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ ōŜŜŦ ƭŜŘ 
ōȅ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ bDh [ƛƛǾƛƳŀŀ [ƛƘŀǾŜƛǎ ό.ŜŜŦ ƻŦ [ƛǾƻƴƛŀύΦ bDh [ƛƛǾƛƳŀŀ [ƛƘŀǾŜƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ bDh ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ƪƛƴŘΣ 
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ нлмлΣ ƛǎ ŀ ƴƻƴ-ǇǊƻŦƛǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜŘ ōȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ƻŦ !ƴƎǳǎ ŀƴŘ IŜǊŜŦƻǊŘ ōŜŜŦ ŎŀǘǘƭŜ 
ŦǊƻƳ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ bDh ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ōǊŀƴŘΣ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƛŎƛƴƎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ 
ƳƻǊŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ-ŀŘŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦƛŜŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ όbƻƻǊƪƿƛǾΣ нлмоύΦ /ǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ мм ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ 
όƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΣ ŀƭƭ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎύΦ ¢ƘŜ bDh ƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǾŜǊȅ 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦŀǊƳǎ ƛƴ ǎƛȊŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǾƻƭǳƳŜΥ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŦŀǊƳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀōƻǳǘ рл ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΣ ǳǇ ǘƻ ōƛƎ ŦŀǊƳǎ 
ǿƛǘƘ ŀōƻǳǘ мллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǳǇ ǘƻ мллл ōŜŜŦ ŎŀǘǘƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ 
ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƎǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ ōŜŜŦ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎΣ ŜΦƎΦ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎ όƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΣ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅύ όǿǿǿΦƭƛƛǾƛƳŀŀƭƛƘŀǾŜƛǎΦŜŜύΦ 
 
EE-3: State Forest Management Centre 

¢ƘŜ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ {ǘŀǘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ό{Ca/ύ ƛǎ ŀ ǇǊƻŦƛǘ-ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ όǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ 
ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ǘȅǇŜ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀύ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ мфффΦ {Ca/ ƛǎ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ 
όŀōƻǳǘ пл҈ ƻŦ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎύ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦ {Ca/ ƛǎ 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘΣ ǇƭŀƴǘƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƭŜ 
ƻŦ ǘƛƳōŜǊΦ .ŜǎƛŘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ {Ca/ ōǳƛƭŘǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƘƛƪƛƴƎ ǘǊŀƛƭǎ όǎǘǳŘȅ ǘǊŀƛƭǎύΣ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴǎ 
ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ŎŀƳǇƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƳǇŦƛǊŜ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΦ Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ 
ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΦ aƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀǊŜ ŦǊŜŜ ƻŦ 
ŎƘŀǊƎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ƛǎ ŎƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭƭȅ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǇǊƻŦƛǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ όǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƛƳōŜǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎύ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ 
ό9{.hǎΥ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƴƧƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΤ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ 
ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊύΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǿŜƭƭ-ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜ-ƻǿƴŜŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 
ƎƻƻŘǎΦ 

 Relevant policies, market drivers and relations between policies and PGs provided 

EE-1: Marketing of local organic, artisan and farm food 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ς ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ ŦƻƻŘ ς ƛǎ ŜȄǇƭƻǊƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ 
ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƳŀƭƭ-ǎŎŀƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎκǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǎƘƻǇ-ƛƴ-ǎƘƻǇ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ 
tǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ ŦƻƻŘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ 
ƭƛŦŜΣ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳǳƭǘƛŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎΦ  9{.hǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴ 
ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǎƳŀƭƭ-ǎŎŀƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΥ 
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ǊǳǊŀƭ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅ όǾƛōǊŀƴǘκŘȅƴŀƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎύΣ ŦƻƻŘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΣ ƘƛƎƘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΤ 
ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅΣ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǎƻƛƭǎΤ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ 
ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜΦ 
 
²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎΣ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎȫ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ ŦƻƻŘ ƛǎ 
Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘƭȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΣ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎΦ tƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ōǳȅ 
ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƻƻ ōǳǘ ŀǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅ ŀǎ ƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ 
ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭǎ όǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ōȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎύ ŀǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ƴƻǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΦ !ƭƭ ƴŜǿ 
ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǎƳŀƭƭ-ǎŎŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǎŜƭƭ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƛƴ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
ŀǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘǿƻ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǎŀǘƛǎŦȅƛƴƎ 
ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΦ 

²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ 
ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9{.hǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /{ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘΦ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ 
ŀǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀǊŜŀ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /{Φ !ƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ /{ 
ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎϥ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ¢ŀƭǳǘǳǊƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ bDh ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΦ tǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ¢ŀƭǳ ¢ƻƛŘŀō ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 
ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭΥ 

1. LEADER (Estonian Rural Development Plan, ERDP); 
1. Market development support (national); 
2. Support for short-supply chains (ERDP). 

 
LEADER 

[9!59w ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƭƛŦŜ ƛƴ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ Ŏƻ-ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ 
ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΣ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ 
ŀƴŘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦȅ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ [ƻŎŀƭ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ 
ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎƛƴƎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊǎƘƛǇΦ !ƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ 
ǾƛǘŀƭƛǘȅΦ 
 
Lƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ [9!59w ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ƛƴ нллс ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ нллпςнллс όb5tύΦ нп [ƻŎŀƭ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ DǊƻǳǇǎ ό[!Dύ ǿŜǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇƭŀƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ 9w5t нллтς
нлмо ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇƭŀƴǎΦ CƻǊ ƴƻǿΣ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ Ƙŀǎ нс ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ [!Dǎ 
ό9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ƛŦŜ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ нлмлύΦ 
 
¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ [9!59w ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ 9w5t нллтςнлмо ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜΣ 
ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΣ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅǎƛŘŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŀƛƳŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ 
ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŦƻƻŘΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ [9!59w ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴΣ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ƧƻōǎΣ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭΦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ L¢ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎ 
ό9aƻw!Σ нлмрύΦ   
 
¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ !Ȅƛǎ п ƻŦ 9w5t нллтςнлмо ό[9!59wύ ǿŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ус Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎ όŀōƻǳǘ мл҈ ƻŦ 
ǘƻǘŀƭ 9w5t нллтςнлмоύΦ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9w5t нлмпςнлнл ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ [9!59w ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ 



 

66 

ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊΥ фл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦƻǊƳǎ ŀƎŀƛƴ ŀōƻǳǘ мл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ 9w5t ό9aƻ!Σ нллуΤ 9aƻw!Σ 
нлмрΤ !wL.Σ нлмрύΦ 
 
[9!59w Ƙŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΦ CƻǳǊ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΥ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ ƭƛŦŜΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŦƻƻŘΣ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅΦ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 
ƳŀŘŜ ŦƻǊ ǎǘƛƳǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƭƛŦŜ όŜΦƎΦ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎύ όǿǿǿΦŀƎǊƛΦŜŜύΦ мо ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ 
ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ό[!Dǎύ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ƻŦ 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƻƻŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ƛǎ bDh aŀƛǘǎŜǾ [ƿǳƴŀ-9Ŝǎǘƛ ό5ŜƭƛŎƛƻǳǎ {ƻǳǘƘ-9ǎǘƻƴƛŀύΣ 
ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ƪŜȅ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ά¢ŀƭǳǘǳǊƎέ όŦǊƻƳ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ t9D!{¦{ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅύΦ !ƭǎƻ 
ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŀŎǘƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŎŀǎŜ-ǎǘǳŘȅ όάDǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ .ŜŜŦέύ Ƙŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ [9!59w ŦǳƴŘǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǳǎŜŘ 
ŦǳƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŜō-ǎƛǘŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦ 
 
aŀǊƪŜǘ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ 
aŀǊƪŜǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ όa5{ύ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǇŀƛŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊ нллрΦ Lǘǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ 
ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΣ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ 
ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎΦ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ 
ƛǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƴƻƴ-ǇǊƻŦƛǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƻǎŜ 
ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƛǎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƻƻŘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΦ 
 
!ŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŀǊŜΥ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΣ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΣ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŦŀƛǊΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŀ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ƻǊ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘǊƛǇ ŀōǊƻŀŘΦ wŜƛƳōǳǊǎŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ŦǊƻƳ рл҈ όǎǘǳŘȅ ǘǊƛǇύ 
ǳǇ ǘƻ ул҈ όǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǊ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘύΦ CǊƻƳ нлмс ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘǊƛǇǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀƴȅƳƻǊŜΦ 
 
¢ƘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀōƻǳǘ м ǘƻ мΦр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎΦ Lƴ нлмрΣ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ 
ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǿŀǎ улл ллл ŜǳǊƻǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǿŀǎ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ млл ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ό!wL.Σ нлмрύΦ 
!ǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǾƻƭǳƳŜ ƛǎ ŜǾŜǊȅ ȅŜŀǊ ƳǳŎƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ όƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ нΦр ǘƛƳŜǎύ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊŜǎŜŜƴ 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜΦ 
 
aŀǊƪŜǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƛƴ /{ άaŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ ŦƻƻŘέΦ Lƴ Ŏƻ-ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘǊŀŘŜ ŦŀƛǊǎΣ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘǊƛǇǎ ŜǘŎΦ !ƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ /{ ŀŎǘƻǊ όάDǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ 
ōŜŜŦέύ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŦƻǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ 
ƻŦ ƘƛƎƘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƎǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ ōŜŜŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΣ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘ ŎƘŜŦǎ ŀƴŘ 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŦŀƛǊǎΦ 
 
¢ƻǘŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΣ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ ƭƛŦŜ 
ό/!t tƛƭƭŀǊ м ŀƴŘ нΣ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΣ ǘŀȄ ŎƻƴŎŜǎǎƛƻƴǎύ ŦƻǊŜǎŜŜƴ ŦƻǊ нлмр ǿŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŀōƻǳǘ олл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
ŜǳǊƻǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦǊƻƳ ŀōƻǳǘ п Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ό9aƻw!Σ нлмрōύΦ ¢Ƙǳǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ 
ǘƘŜ a5{ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ŀōƻǳǘ нр҈Σ ōǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƳƻŘŜǎǘΦ 5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘƛǎΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ όōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ǿƛǘƘ 
ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎύ ǾŜǊȅ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǎƳŀƭƭ-
ǎŎŀƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΣ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ 
ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴκǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ !ƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ 
ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ 
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{ƘƻǊǘ-ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƘŀƛƴǎ 
5ǳǊƛƴƎ нлмпςнлнл ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ƛǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊǘ-ǎǳǇǇƭȅ 
ŎƘŀƛƴ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ ŦƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎΦ 
{ƘƻǊǘ-ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƘŀƛƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ŦƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊ ƻǊ 
ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƭŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎ ŀǎ ǊŀŘƛǳǎ ƻŦ 
нрр ƪƳ όǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ŎƻǾŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀύΦ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊǘ-ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƘŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎΣ ŜΦƎΦ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ όŜȄƘƛōƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ 
ŦŀƛǊǎύΦ ¢ƘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŦƻǊŜǎŜŜƴ ŦƻǊ нлмпςнлнл ƛǎ п Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎ ό9aƻw!ύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ 
ǊƻǳƴŘ ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǿŀǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ нлмр ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƪƴƻǿƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ 
ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŦƻǊ Ŏŀ нΦо ǘƛƳŜǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǎǳƳ ǘƘŀƴ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΦ 
 
!ǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ bDhǎΣ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎΣ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ōŜ 
ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ /{ ƻŦ άaŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ 
ŦƻƻŘέ ŀƴŘ άDǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ .ŜŜŦέ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŦƻƻŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƴƪƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 
ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΦ 
 
EE-2: Grass-fed Beef 

tǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ς ŀ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ bDh ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƘŀƛƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ όǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ-ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ-
ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎύ ƻŦ ƎǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ ōŜŜŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ς ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƎǊŀǎǎ-
ŦŜŘ ōŜŜŦ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎΣ ŜΦƎΦ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎ όƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅύΦ !ƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜ ŜƴǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ όƳƻǿƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎύΦ ¦ǎƛƴƎ ōŜŜŦ ŎŀǘǘƭŜ 
ōǊŜŜŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΦ 9{.hǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ ŀǊŜΥ 

a) biodiversity (maintenance of semi-natural grassland habitats), 
a) maintaining and enhancing landscape character and 
b) rural vitality (vibrant/dynamic and active rural communities). 

 
!ƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bDh ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ƎǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ ōŜŜŦΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴΦ 
²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ bDh ƛǎ ǎŜŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎŀƭŜǎ όƳƻǎǘƭȅ ǘƻ 
ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘǎύ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƎƘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƎǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ ōŜŜŦΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ 
ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ όŀ ŦŀǊƳŜǊ-ƭŜŘ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎΣ ǎŜƭŦ-
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ ǎŀƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎΣ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘ ŎƘŜŦǎΣ ǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ 
ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴύ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 
ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΣ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎΣ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘǎΦ /ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ƘƛƎƘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ōŜŜŦ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǾŜǊȅ 
ƘƛƎƘ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŀƴƪǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΦ 
¢ƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ŀ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƎǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ ōŜŜŦΦ 

²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ 
ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9{.hǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /{ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘΦ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ 
ŀǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ /{ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƛǎ ƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ 
ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΣ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ 9{.hǎ 
ŀǊŜΥ 

1. Rural Development (RD) measures, notably Estonian Rural Development Plan (ERDP) 2007 ς 
2013/2014ς2020 measure ά{ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎέΤ 
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1. EU structural funds 2007ς2013/2014ς2020 (with national co-funding). 
 
tǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ ƛǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΥ 

1. Market development support (national); 
1. Quality schemes (ERDP). 
2. Support for short supply chains (ERDP) 

 

wǳǊŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ όw5ύ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ 9¦ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ нллтςнлмоκнлмпςнлнл 
{ŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎ όŜΦƎΦ ŀƭǾŀǊ ƳŜŀŘƻǿǎΣ ǿƻƻŘŜŘ ƳŜŀŘƻǿǎΣ ǿƻƻŘŜŘ ǇŀǎǘǳǊŜǎΣ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ 
ƳŜŀŘƻǿǎύ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŎŜƴǘǳǊƛŜǎ-ƭƻƴƎ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ς ƳƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎΦ {ŜƳƛ-
ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǊƛŎƘ ƛƴ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴŜŘ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΦ 
Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǾŀƭǳŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ōƻǘƘ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΦ 
aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎŜǎ ŎŜƴǘǳǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŎƭƻǎŜƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ό¢ŀƭǾƛΣ ¢Φ ŀƴŘ ¢ŀƭǾƛΣ ¢ΦΣ нлмнύΦ hƴ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ŏŀƴ ƻŦǘŜƴ ōŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǎƛƎƴǎ ƻŦ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƭƛƪŜ 
ǎǘƻƴŜǿŀƭƭǎΣ ǇŀǎǘǳǊŜ ǊƻŀŘǎΣ ƻƭŘ ōŀǊƴǎΣ ŜǘŎΦΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ άǇƭŀŎŜέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊǳǊŀƭ 
ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ ŦƻǊ 
ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎΥ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ όƴŜǿ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜǎΣ ŀƳŜƭƛƻǊŀǘƛƻƴύΣ 
ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ {ƻǾƛŜǘ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘ ǊŜŦƻǊƳǎΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ нлǘƘ 
ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ м улл ллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƛƴ 
9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΦ CƻǊ ƴƻǿΣ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ŀōƻǳǘ мол ллл ƘŀΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦǊƻƳ ŀōƻǳǘ тр ллл ƛƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ 
ŀǊŜŀǎ ό{ǘŀǘŜ !ǳŘƛǘ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ нлмрΤ 9aƻ9Σ нлмоύΦ !ƴ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ сл ллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-
ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘΣ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ пр ллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ 
ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊ нлнлΣ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ bŀǘǳǊŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ нлнл ό9aƻw!Σ нлмрύΦ 
 
{ŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƭŀƴŘΣ ǳƴǊŜŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƭŀƴŘ όǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ƭŀƴŘ 
ǊŜŦƻǊƳ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜ-ƻǿƴŜŘ ƭŀƴŘύΣ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭ ƭŀƴŘΦ hƴ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƭŀƴŘ 
ǳƴŘŜǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ нр ллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ƛƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
ŀōƻǳǘ мн ллл Ƙŀ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƻƴ ǳƴǊŜŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƭŀƴŘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ 
ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ {ƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƭŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǊŜƴǘŜŘ ƻǳǘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎŜ ōȅ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ 
ƻǿƴŜǊǎΦ hƴ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƭŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻȄΦ оу ллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΦ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǊƪǎ 
ƻƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘǿƻ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ς ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ !ƎŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀǘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘ 
aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ό{ǘŀǘŜ !ǳŘƛǘ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ нлмрύΦ 
 
aŀƧƻǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ tDǎ ƻŦ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ όŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜύ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎ 
ƛǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƛǎ ƭƻǿŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŎǳƭǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜΣ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴŀōƭŜ 
ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƛǘΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ 
ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ όŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘύ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-
ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ оу҈ςпо҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŦŀǊƳ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ нлмл ǘƻ нлмоΦ Lƴ 
нллтςнлмоΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ нр҈ςпм҈ ƻŦ 
ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘ ǇǊƻŦƛǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳǎ ό!w/Σ нлмрύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘΥ 

- since 2001: nature conservation support (national), 
- since 2007: RDP and EU structural funds. 
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bŀǘǳǊŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǇŀƛŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƻ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ ǎƛƴŎŜ нллмΦ Lǘ 
ƛǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ bŀǘǳǊŀ нллл ŀǊŜŀǎΦ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǿŀǎ ǇŀƛŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōƻŀǊŘǎΦ {ƛƴŎŜ нллсΣ ƛƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴƛǎǘǊȅȫǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ό9L/ύ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΦ {ƛƴŎŜ нллф ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 
ƻƴƭȅ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛƴƎΦ 
Lƴ нллтΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ǿŀǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ wǳǊŀƭ 
5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ нллтςнлмо ŀƎǊƛ-ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ11Φ ¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ 
ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǾƻǳǊŀōƭŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ bŀǘǳǊŀ нллл ŀǊŜŀǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 
ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀōƻǳǘ нсΦу Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 9¦wΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ 
нллтςнлмоΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ w5t ǿŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ фор Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 9¦wΣ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ !Ȅƛǎ н ōǳŘƎŜǘ 
ǿŀǎ ооп Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎΦ ¢Ƙǳǎ ǘƘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ғмл҈ ƻŦ 
ǘƻǘŀƭ !Ȅƛǎ н ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΦ 
 
¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǘǿƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ǳǎŜŘΥ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǿƻƻŘŜŘ ƳŜŀŘƻǿ ноу 9¦wκƘŀκȅŜŀǊ 
ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ мур 9¦wκƘŀκȅŜŀǊ ό9aƻ!Σ нллтύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ утл 
ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ǿƘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ нп ллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΦ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǿŀǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ мκо ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƛƴ bŀǘǳǊŀ нллл ŀǊŜŀǎΦ 
IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ όнлмпύ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ 
ǎŜǘ ς мрлл ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ор ллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ό!w/Σ нлмрύΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ 
ƭƻǿ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƻƻ ŘŜƳŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǊŀǘŜ ǇŜǊ 
ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜΦ 
 
¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ w5t нлмпςнлнл ŀƎǊƛ-ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ-ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ά{ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ 
ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎέ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΣ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜΣ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ 
ōȅ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΣ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ 
ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƛǎ ŀōƻǳǘ плΦн 
Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 9¦wΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘŜŘΣ 
ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ όƳƻǿƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǇŀǎǘǳǊƛƴƎύΦ tŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ ур 
ŜǳǊκƘŀκȅŜŀǊ όƳƻǿƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘȅǇŜǎύ ǳǇ ǘƻ прл ŜǳǊκƘŀκȅŜŀǊ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǿƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǿƻƻŘŜŘ ƳŜŀŘƻǿΦ LŦ ŀ 
Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ /!t tƛƭƭŀǊ L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƭȅ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǊ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŀƴŘ ς ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ нллтςнлмо ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǎŜǘ ŦƻǊ нлнл ƛǎ 
ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ пл ллл ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ό9aƻw!Σ нлмрύΦ 
 
5ǳǊƛƴƎ нллтςнлмо 9¦ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΦ 
9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ CǳƴŘ όw5Cύ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ǊŜƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ όǿƘƛŎƘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǾƛǎƛǘƛƴƎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎύΣ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ 
ƻŦ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǉǳƛǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘŜǊŘǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΦ 
 
 

                                                      
11During RDP 2004ς2006 management of semi-natural habitats was supported indirectly through support for areas with 

environmental restrictions (Natura 2000). 
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w5C ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ нллтςнлмо ǿƛǘƘ Ŏŀ нн Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
ŜǳǊƻǎΦ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎ ǳǇ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ 
ǇƭŀƴǎΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΣ ǘƻ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ ŀŎǉǳƛǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ŀƭƛŜƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΣ 
ǊŜǎǘƻǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ǇŀǊƪǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ό9aƻ9Σ 
нлмпύΦ 
 
Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ 9¦ [LC9 bŀǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƻƴ bŀǘǳǊŀ нллл ŀǊŜŀǎΦ 
 
5ǳǊƛƴƎ нллтςнлмо ƛƴ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ŀōƻǳǘ пм Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎ ǿŀǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǘŀǘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƴŘ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘǎΦ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ нлмпςнлнл ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 
ǎǘŀǘŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ 9¦ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ όw5C ŀƴŘ /ƻƘŜǎƛƻƴ CǳƴŘ ό/Cύύ ŀƴŘ w5t ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ср Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 
ŜǳǊƻǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ό{ǘŀǘŜ !ǳŘƛǘ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ нлмрύΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ 
ǘƘŜ нлмпςнлнл ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ /!t tƛƭƭŀǊ L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ƭŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ 
ŦǊƻƳ w5t ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ мн Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ 
9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ wǳǊŀƭ !ŦŦŀƛǊǎ όCƛƎǳǊŜ мύΦ 
 

 

Figure 1: Financing of support for protection of semi-natural habitats in Estonia 2007ς2013 and 
planned expenditure for 2014ς2020.  
Source: State Audit Office, 2015; Estonian Ministry of Rural Affairs, 2015 

 
CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ 9!Cw5 ŦƻǊƳǎ ǘƘŜ 
ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜǎΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ нллтςнлмо ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ 9!Cw5 ǿŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘǿƻ ǘƛƳŜǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 
ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΦ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ 9!Cw5 ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǘƘŜ 
ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ όŀōƻǳǘ рл҈ ƻŦ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜύΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ /C ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ όнмΦп 
Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎύΦ 
 
vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ 
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5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ w5t нллтςнлмо ŦƻǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΣ ƻƴƭȅ ǘǿƻ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƻƻŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘΥ Ϧhƴƛƻƴ [ŀƪŜ tŜƛǇǳǎϦ ŀƴŘ 
ϦDǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ .ŜŜŦϦΦ hǊƎŀƴƛŎ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ōŜƭƻƴƎǎ ōȅ 9¦ ǊǳƭŜǎ ŀǳǘƻƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΦ 
bŜǾŜǊǘƘŜƭŜǎǎΣ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ŀƴŘ 
ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ƴŜǿ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΦ {ƛƴŎŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ 
Ƴŀȅ ƎƛǾŜ ǊƛǎŜ ǘƻ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ǊŜǿŀǊŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΣ 
ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀƭǎƻ ōȅ 9w5t нлмпςнлнлΦ ¢ƘŜ 
ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ άvǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎέ ŦƻǊŜǎŜŜƴ ŦƻǊ нлмпςнлнл ƛǎ упл ллл ŜǳǊƻǎ ό9aƻw!Σ 
нлмрύΦ 
 
¢ƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ άDǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ .ŜŜŦέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ōȅ bDh [ƛƛǾƛƳŀŀ [ƛƘŀǾŜƛǎ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ 
ǘƻ ƎǳŀǊŀƴǘŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜŜŦ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ-ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ǿŀȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ŦƻǊŜǎŜŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀǘǘƭŜ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǎǘǳǊŜŘ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ƻƴ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ Ƙŀȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƭŀƎŜ ƻƴƭȅ 
ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƴǘŜǊ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ !ƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƧƻƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ŀǊŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ όƻǊ 
ƛƴ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴΤ ƘǘǘǇΥκκǿǿǿΦƭƛƛǾƛƳŀŀƭƛƘŀǾŜƛǎΦŜŜκŦƛƭŜǎκvǳŀƭƛǘȅψ{ŎƘŜƳŜΦǇŘŦύΦ !ŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ƛƴ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ƴŜǿ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ 
ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ 9w5t нлмпςнлнл ŦƻǊ 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦ 
 
{ƘƻǊǘ-ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƘŀƛƴǎ 
!ǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ bDhǎΣ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎΣ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ōŜ 
ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ /{ άDǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ .ŜŜŦέ ƛƴ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŦƻƻŘ 
ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƴƪƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ όǎŜŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ŀōƻǾŜΣ ǇƎΦ тύΦ 
 
EE-3: Campsites and study trails of State Forest Management Centre 

¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ {Ca/ ƛǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ όŀōƻǳǘ пл҈ ƻŦ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ 
ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎύΣ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƭƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƛƳōŜǊΦ .ŜǎƛŘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ {Ca/ ōǳƛƭŘǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘǊŀƛƭǎΣ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴǎ 
ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƳǇƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΦ {Ca/ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƭŜƛǎǳǊŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŎƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ 
ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǿŜƭƭ-ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜ-ƻǿƴŜŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 
ƎƻƻŘǎΦ 9{.hǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘκǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀǊŜΥ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƴƧƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜϥǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΦ 
 
.ȅ нлмп {Ca/ ƘŀŘ нллл ƪƛƭƻƳŜǘǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘǊŀƛƭǎ όǿƛǘƘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΣ 
ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ŎŀƳǇŦƛǊŜ ǎƛǘŜǎΣ ǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΣ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜŎƪǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύΣ олф ŎŀƳǇŦƛǊŜ ǎƛǘŜǎΣ сл 
ŎŀƳǇƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ нт ŦƻǊŜǎǘ Ƙǳǘǎ ŀƴŘ мф ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƘƻǳǎŜǎ όǿƛǘƘ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ōŀǘƘǊƻƻƳǎΣ 
ǘƻƛƭŜǘǎΣ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ŦƛǊŜǿƻƻŘ ŜǘŎΦύΦ ¦ǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘǊŀƛƭǎ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƪƛƴƎΣ ŎŀƳǇŦƛǊŜ ǎƛǘŜǎΣ ŎŀƳǇƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ 
ŦƻǊŜǎǘ Ƙǳǘǎ ƛǎ ŦǊŜŜ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ōǳǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƘƻǳǎŜǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ŀ ǊŜƴǘ ǘƻ {Ca/Φ 
 
¢ƘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴ-ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƭŜƛǎǳǊŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ 
ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊ ƴŜŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƪƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ 9{.hǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ όǎŜŜ 
ŀƭǎƻ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ нΦнΦн άtŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴέύΦ !ǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ {Ca/ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ 
ǎƻƳŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƘƻǊǘƭȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘΦ 
 
²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ 
ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9{.hǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘΦ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ 

http://www.liivimaalihaveis.ee/files/Quality_Scheme.pdf
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ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ tǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƴƧƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ 
ǎǘǳŘȅ ƛǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ 9¦ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ όw5CΣ /CύΦ 
 
As SFMC is a profit-making state agency, which is not supported from the state budget, all the 
income comes from its operating, and mostly from the sale of timber. The budget of SFMC is 
approved by the supervisory 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 political 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 protected 
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 proposed that the company should be split into two ς 
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 SFMC activities. 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). The 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 trails located in protected 
areas are managed and renewed with the support of RDF. 
 

EU structural funds 

w5C ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜŜƴ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΣ 
ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ όнлмлςнлмрύ {Ca/ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ п Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ 
ǊŜƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΦ w5C Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ 
ōŜŜƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ нΦп Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ōȅ 
{Ca/ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǾƛǎƛǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ όǊƻŀŘǎΣ 
ōǊƛŘƎŜǎΣ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜύΦ 
 
5ǳǊƛƴƎ нлмрςнлнл {Ca/ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƛǘƘ Ŏƻ-ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛƴƎ 
ōȅ ǘƘŜ /CΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƛǎ нΦп Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǎΣ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ур҈ ƛǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜŘ ōȅ /CΦ 
 
9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎ 
9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƛƳōŜǊΦ {Ca/ Ƙŀǎ 
ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǘǿƻ L{h ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎ - L{h мпллм ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ǎƛƴŎŜ нллн ŀƴŘ L{h фллм ǎƛƴŎŜ нлмлΦ 
L{h мпллм ŜƴǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿƘƛƭŜ L{h фллм ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ 
ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ 
 
!ǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ {Ca/ ŀƭǎƻ ƘƻƭŘǎ ǘǿƻ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎΥ ǘƘŜ C{/ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ǎƛƴŎŜ 
нллн ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ t9C/ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜ ǎƛƴŎŜ нлмл όǿǿǿΦǊƳƪΦŜŜύΦ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛǎǎǳŜŘ ōȅ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ 
ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ όb9t/ƻƴ [ǘŘΣ {D{ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ [ǘŘΣ .a ¢ǊŀŘŀ 9Ŝǎǘƛ [ǘŘΣ .ǳǊŜŀǳ ±ŜǊƛǘŀǎ 9Ŝǎǘƛύ ǿƘƻ ƘŀǾŜ 
ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ŦǊƻƳ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ς C{/ ŀƴŘ t9C/Φ 
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FSC (Forest Stewardship Council) is a global, non-profit organisation dedicated to the promotion of 
responsible forest management worldwide. FSC has developed the criteria of sustainable forest 
management. The FSC logo can be used on products which include timber from sustainably 
managed forest. The FSC principles include implementation of law, ownership and land use 
questions, social issues, quality of forest management plans, and preservation of high nature value 
forests. 
 
¢ƘŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9ƴŘƻǊǎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ CƻǊŜǎǘ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ όt9C/ύ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƴƻƴ-ǇǊƻŦƛǘΣ 
ƴƻƴ-ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƘŀƛƴ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƛƳōŜǊ ŀƴŘ 
ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
ŜǘƘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΦ t9C/ ƭŀōŜƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎΦ 
 
.ƻǘƘ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎΦ 
 
wƛƎƘǘ ƴƻǿ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƻǿƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘΣ 
ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘΦ 
 

 Perception and appreciation of public opinion about PG 

{ǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻƭƭǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀōƻǳǘ 9{.hǎ ŀǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻƭƭǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ 
ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ό9{.hǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘύΦ .ȅ ǘƘŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΣ 
ƛǘ ƛǎ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻ ǊŀƛǎŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ŀōƻǳǘ 9{.hǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΦ ²ƘŜƴ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
9{.hǎΣ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘΦ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ 
ŦƛǊǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƛƴ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ CƻǊ Ƴƻǎǘ 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ŦƻƻŘ ƛǎ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǘƘŀƴ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴƻǘ 
ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜΦ ¢Ƙǳǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ 9{.hǎ ƛǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊΦ [ƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘŜ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ 
9{.hǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦ 
 
wǳǊŀƭ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŀ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛǎǎǳŜΦ !ƭǎƻ 
ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇƭŀƴǎΣ ƛƴŎƭΦ w5t ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ 
ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘΦ !ǎ ŦƻǊ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƴƧƻȅƳŜƴǘ 
ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǿ όŜΦƎΦ 9ƴǘŜǊǇǊƛǎŜ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΣ нллуύ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ 
9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴǎ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǾŀŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƪŜ ƘƛƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻǳǘŘƻƻǊ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦ !ƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ Ǿƛǎƛǘǎ ǘƻ {Ca/ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ς ƛƴ нлмл ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ 
мΦру Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǾƛǎƛǘǎΣ ƛƴ нлмп ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ мΦф Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǾƛǎƛǘǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ мΦо 
Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ό{Ca/Σ нлмрύΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊ нлнл ƛǎ ǘƻ Ƙƻǎǘ нΦр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ Ǿƛǎƛǘǎ ό{aC/ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ 
нлмр-нлнлΣ нлмпύΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9{.hǎ όƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 
ŜƴƧƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛǎ 
ǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŀŘ ǘƻƭŜǊŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜŘ ό{aC/Σ нлмпύΦ 
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Lƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ό9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΣ 
нллуύ ƛǎ ǿŀǘŜǊ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ όǎŜŀΣ ǊƛǾŜǊǎΣ ƭŀƪŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎύΣ ŀǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ōȅ су҈ ƻŦ 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΦ [ƻǎǎ ƻŦ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ōȅ му҈Σ ŘŜǇƭŜǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ōȅ 
нм҈ ŀƴŘ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ ōȅ нп҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΦ !ƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻōŀǊƻƳŜǘŜǊ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ό9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 
/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΣ нлмрύ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴƭȅ мм҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ 
ŜȄǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴƛƳŀƭ ŀƴŘ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΣ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ 
ŀƴŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ƘŀƭŦ όпф҈ύ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΦ ²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ 
ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΣ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎΣ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊ-ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ 
ƳǳŎƘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴƛƴƎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ōȅ оо҈ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΦ .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ ƻƴŜ Ŏŀƴ 
ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƻǎǘ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƛƴ 
9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΦ 
 
IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻōŀǊƻƳŜǘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ όнлмрύ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 9{.h ǘƻǇƛŎǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƭƛƴŀǘƻǊǎΣ ǎƻƛƭ 
ŦŜǊǘƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƭƻƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŘǊƻǳƎƘǘǎΣ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŎƭŜŀƴ ŀƛǊ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊΣ ŀǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ 
ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŦƻǊ пн҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΦ {ŀŦŜƎǳŀǊŘƛƴƎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŦƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƭŜŀƴ ŀƛǊ 
ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ōȅ сн҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ 
9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΦ 
 
¢ƘŜ !ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ό!w/ύ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ŀ ǎǘǳŘȅ όнлмрύ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ 
ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ w5t !Ȅƛǎ н ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΣ ƴƻǘŀōƭȅ ŀƎǊƛ-ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭΦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ 
ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ w5t ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ 
ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ от҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎϥ ƛƴ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ 
ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ пп҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ό!w/Σ нлмрύΦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ Ǉƭŀȅǎ ŀƴ 
ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳ ŦƻǊ ср҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΦ aƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ όус҈ύ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ 
ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜ ŀōƻǳǘ рл҈ ƻŦ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
ƻǿƴ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƻƴƭȅ ŀōƻǳǘ ол҈ ƻŦ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀōƻǳǘ нл҈ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎǎǳŜΦ 
 
.ȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ нлмн ό9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ƛŦŜ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ нлмнύ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ 
ǊŜǎŜǊǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ όǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅύ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΣ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ŀŜǎǘƘŜǘƛŎ ǾŀƭǳŜΣ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ƴǳǘǊƛŜƴǘ ŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳΦ vǳƛǘŜ 
ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ όƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎύ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ YŀǊǳƭŀ 
ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇŀǊƪΦ {ƻǎŀǊŜ όнлмрύ ŀǊƎǳŜǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ ŀŜǎǘƘŜǘƛŎ ǾŀƭǳŜΣ 
ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ 
 
Lƴ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇŀƛŘ ǘƻ 
ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǎƻƛƭǎΣ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎΣ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ 
ŀƛǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜ Ǝŀǎ ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ŦƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŜŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ό9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ 
¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ƛŦŜ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ нлмнύΦ 

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

!ƭƭ о ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ /{-ǎ ό99-мΥ aŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ ŦƻƻŘΤ 99-нΥ DǊŀǎǎ-
ŦŜŘ .ŜŜŦΤ 99-оΥ /ŀƳǇǎƛǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘǊŀƛƭǎ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ /ŜƴǘǊŜύ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ 
ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ /{ άaŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ ŦƻƻŘέ ŘŜŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ 



 

75 

ǎŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǎƳŀƭƭ-ǎŎŀƭŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƴ ǳƴǳǎǳŀƭ 
ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭ όǎƘƻǇ-ƛƴ-ǎƘƻǇ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ƛΦŜΦ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ ōƛƎ ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŎƘŀƛƴǎκǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ 
ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎύΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ /{ άDǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ .ŜŜŦέ ƛǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƘŀƛƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ όōŜŜŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ-ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ-
ǎŀƭŜύ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ-ǊƛŎƘ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎΦ Lǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΣ bDhΣ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ 
ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘǎΦ /{ ά/ŀƳǇǎƛǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǘǊŀƛƭǎ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ /ŜƴǘǊŜέ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŀ 
ǿŜƭƭ-ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜ-ƻǿƴŜŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƎƻƻŘΥ ƛǘ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜǎ ǇǊƻŦƛǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƎƻƻŘ όǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƴƧƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘύΦ 
 
tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ 9{.hǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ /{ǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΥ 

1. LEADER (ERDP); 
1. Support for short-supply chains (ERDP); 
2. Agri-environment measure ά{ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎέ 

(ERDP); 
3. Quality schemes (ERDP); 
4. EU structural funds 2007ς2013/2014ς2020; 
5. Market development support (national). 

 
Lƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ [9!59wΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǎƘƻǊǘ-ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƘŀƛƴǎΣ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΣ ŀƭƭ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ wǳǊŀƭ !ŦŦŀƛǊǎΣ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŜŀŎƘ 
ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΣ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ tD ǊǳǊŀƭ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅ όǾƛōǊŀƴǘκŘȅƴŀƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ 
ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎύ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ Ǿƛǘŀƭƛǘȅ ƭƛƪŜ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΣ 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΣ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛƻ-ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘǎ ƻǊ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘƛƴƎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ 
ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǎƘƻǊǘŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ 
ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƛƳǎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ όǊǳǊŀƭύ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ό/t5 ŀƴŘ /ŜƴǘǊŜ ŦƻǊ !ǇǇƭƛŜŘ {ƻŎƛŀƭ 
{ŎƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ нлммύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ aƛŘ-¢ŜǊƳ 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9w5t нллтςнлмоΦ ¢ƘŜ 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀŘƳƛǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎƭŀǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ 
Ŏƻ-ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴƛǎǘǊƛŜǎ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘΦ /ƻƳƳƻƴ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘŀƪŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ όŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 
ŜǘŎΦύ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ό9Ǌƴǎǘ ϧ ¸ƻǳƴƎΣ нлмлύΦ 
 
¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘƛƴƎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 9w5t ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ά{ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-
ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎέ ŀƴŘ 9¦ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ōŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ 
ǎŀƳŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ tD ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΦ 
IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ !ǳŘƛǘ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ǾƛŜǿ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŘŜŜŘ ƴƻǘ 
ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘƛƴƎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǎ ƭƻǿ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ όƭƻǿ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǊŀǘŜ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎύ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ όǎŜŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ƛƴ 
/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ оύΦ 
 
²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ 
ǎǘŀǘŜ ƭŀƴŘ όƛƴŎƭΦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎύ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ-ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ 
ŀǊŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦǳƭŦƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΦ {ŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ όbDh 
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[ƛƛǾƛƳŀŀ [ƛƘŀǾŜƛǎΣ hǊƎŀƴƛŎ CŀǊƳƛƴƎ tƭŀǘŦƻǊƳΣ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ /ƘŀƳōŜǊ ƻŦ !ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ /ƻƳƳŜǊŎŜΣ 
9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ CŀǊƳŜǊǎ ¦ƴƛƻƴύ ŀƴŘ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ wǳǊŀƭ !ŦŦŀƛǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǘƻ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ 
aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀǘŜ CƻǊŜǎǘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ /ŜƴǘǊŜ όŀǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŦƻǊ 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜ-ƻǿƴŜŘ ƭŀƴŘύ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘΣ ƛƴŎƭΦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƎǳŀǊŀƴǘŜŜ ǎǘŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ 
ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻƻŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƪŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŀƴŘΦ /ǳǊǊŜƴǘ 
ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦŀǾƻǳǊ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ 
ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘǎ ŀƭƭ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ όǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ 
Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴύΣ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳǎ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ŦŀǊƳ Ƙŀǎ 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ όōȅ ƳƻǿƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎύ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŦƻǊ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƪŜǇǘ ǘƘŜƳ ƛƴ ƎƻƻŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ 
ƴƻǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ǿƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƛƴƴŜǊ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƳƻǿƛƴƎ 
ǘƘŜ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘκǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ Ƙŀȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘΦ !ƭǎƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ŀōƻǳǘ 
ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ƭŀƴŘ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎǎ ƻŦ 
ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ōȅ ŀǎǎǳƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ 
ƭŀƴŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǎŜŀǎƻƴ ŀǎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅΦ 
 

4 Policy impact/effectiveness 

¢ƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ŦƻǊ 
ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘƻƻƭǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘΦ tƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ 
мύ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ tDǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘƻƻƭǎ ƻǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎΣ нύ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
ǘǊŀƴǎŀŎǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜǿ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎΣ оύ 
ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ пύ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ 
ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛ-ŦƻƻŘ ŎƘŀƛƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ōŀǊƎŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ 
ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƛƴǎΦ LƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ƻǊŘŜǊ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘΣ ŀǎ ƛƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ 
ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ tDΣ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ όŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΣ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ 
ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳΣ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎύ ŀǊƛǎŜ ǘƻ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ό/ƻƻǇŜǊΣ ¢ΦΣ IŀǊǘΣ YΦΣ .ŀƭŘƻŎƪΣ 
5ΦΣ нллфύΦ 
 
PGs significantly related to the 3 proposed CS-s are biodiversity, maintaining and enhancing 

landscape character, rural vitality (vibrant/dynamic and active rural communities) and health, 

public enjoyment and educational opportunities. As for biodiversity and landscape, policy impact 

results mostly from support measures for management of semi-natural habitats.   

Evaluations of the agri-environment 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., 2009). This is confirmed also by evaluations conducted in Estonia, 

which is examined briefly below. 

 

In the Mid-Term Evaluation (Ernst & Young, 2010) of Estonian RDP 2007ς2013 RDP measure 

ά{ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƳƛ-ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎέΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ that the measure had been 

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. 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άsince separate data is not collected about the 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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ƻƴάΦ The authors also noted, that the support only comprised Natura 2000 areas although there are 

also valuable semi-natural habitats outside the Natura 2000. 

 

The Agricultural Research Centre (ARC) was an on-going evaluator of Estonian Rural Development 

Plan 2007ς2013 Axis 2 measures and will continue as on-going evaluator of environmental activities 

of ERDP 2014ς2020. ARC has also evaluated implementation of the semi-natural habitats support 

measure of the ERDP, including economic indicators. Support is very important for farmers` income 

(the share of support for management of semi-natural habitats is 25%ς41% 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 semi-natural grassland is much 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 as the state environmental monitoring programme) are used (ARC, 2015) 

thus the direct impact of the ERDP semi-natural habitats support measure is not possible to 

evaluate. It was predicted (Ernst & Young, 2010) that 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 species ς the species richness and abundance of birds would be stable 

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

when the managed area increases, a decline has been registered in the abundance of some species 

related to semi-natural habitats (e.g. Natterjack Toad) as the management is inappropriate or 

inadequate. This is supported by the BirdSTAT data (1999 ς 2013) on birds abundance on coastal 

meadows, with the abundance of Common Dunlin, Ruff and Common Redshank moderately 

declining, and the abundance of Northern Lapwing and Common Ringed Plover stable, and the 

abundance of Black-tailed 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 recent years 

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, but are most 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 implementation of 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 funds provide a significant contribution in 

increasing the surface area of semi-natural 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 semi-natural habitats is not effective in Estonia, as 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 habitats. About 25% of the semi-natural habitats 

restored with different support schemes from 2007ς2012 have not been maintained since 
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restoration, or the quality of maintenance is not meeting the requirements. NAO believes that it is 

unlikely that the status of the semi-natural habitats will improve in the future, if protection of these 

areas is organised 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 

semi-natural habitats 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, State Forest 

Management Centre). Also NAO cites problems related to land ownership ς about 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 maintainers or 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 socio-cultural heritage and traditions 

(Cooper et al., 2009; EUoLS, 2012). Rural vitality is not only related to agriculture, but also other 

sectors like tourism. Due to diversification of socio-economic structure in rural areas, development 

of these areas is affected by complex of policies like RDP, regional policy, spatial planning, social 

services, fiscal policies and by other (external) factors. Thus policy impact/effectiveness on PG rural 

vitality cannot be linked to certain measures, but should be assessed as a whole. 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 of semi-natural habitats 

for both biodiversity and local economy 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 semi-natural 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, 2010). By the opinion of the Mid-Term Evaluator of Estonian RDP 2007ς

2013, the LEADER measure was justified and relevant. LEADER had a significant impact on the 

increase of local initiative. During 2007ς2013 more than 5000 NGOs and almost 1700 enterprises 

received support for implementing more than 7000 projects, including 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 has 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 applications (whether the activities match measure codes rather 

than the objectives of measure) and difficult conditions for co-operation 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 (when support is paid to 

local residents and circulates in the rural area) was often quite modest (Ernst & Young, 2010). 
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ERDP 2007ς2013 also had a positive impact on improving the quality of life and on inhibiting social 

decline, although there are other factors slowing 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 during 2007ς2013 period. By the 

evaluation of the implementation of structural funds (CPD and Centre for Applied Social Sciences, 

2011), the structural funds have been used purposefully and have made an important contribution 

to the country`s economic development and competitiveness. 

5 Emerging forms of collective actions 

Following analysis is exploring of how collective actions translate into specific organisational forms 

such as associations/producer groups/cooperatives, vertical integration/contract agreements along 

the agri-ŦƻƻŘ ŎƘŀƛƴΣ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŦƻƻŘ ŎƘŀƛƴǎΣ ŦŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎΦ 

 

Collective action plays a fundamental role in filtering the use of policy tools at the relevant scale 

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 new forms of organisations/associations 

of socio-economic 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 alone are 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 for maintaining 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. 

 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ άŎƭŀǎǎƛŎŀƭέ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ŘŜŀling with 

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 small-scale 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 options requires 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 in Estonia is the cooperative Lõuna-Eesti Toiduvõrgustik (Food 

Network South-Estonia) which started its activities in year 2006 and was officially registered in 
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2008. Lõuna-Eesti Toiduvõrgustik is an organisation which wants to offer a chance to eat an 

environmentally-friendly diet of high-quality domestic products coming from small-scale producers. 

This small cooperative has 12 members, mostly organic family-farms. In addition, they buy products 

from ca 20 non-member farms/processors. The cooperative is marketing products 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 less than 10 members up to about 30 member farms and 

producers). 

 

tǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ /{ άaŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳ ŦƻƻŘέ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ 

organisational forms of marketing of products and short food chains. 

 

The CS explores marketing local farm, artisan and organic foods from small-scale 

producers/processors by a shop-in-shop approach, investigating 2 shop-in-shop retailers ς ά¢ŀƭǳ 

¢ƻƛŘŀōέ όάCŀǊƳ CŜŜŘǎέύ ŀƴŘ ά¢ŀƭǳǘǳǊƎέ όάCŀǊƳ aŀǊƪŜǘέύΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ƴƻǿ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ мт ǎƘƻǇǎΦ 

The first shop by Talu Toidab was opened in Rimi supermarket in 2011, offering products of 40 

small-scale local producers/processors, of which 27 offered organic products. At present they offer 

products of 110 small-scale producers/processors of which ca 60% are organic. 

 

ά¢ŀƭǳǘǳǊƎέ ǿŀǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ ōȅ bDh aŀƛǘǎŜǾ [ƿǳƴŀ-Eesti (Delicious South-Estonia) established by 

LEADER LAGs and producers in South-Estonia. Now it is operated by producer cooperative 

ά¢ŀƭǳǘǳǊƎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ bDh ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¢ŀƭǳǘǳǊƎ shops were opened in 2010 

(Tartu) and in 2011 (Pärnu). They are selling products from ca 100 producers/processors. Both 

above-mentioned retailers co-operate also with other associations aiming to produce and market 

organic products, e.g. farmers` cooperatives Eesti Mahe (Estonian Organic) and Food Network 

South-Estonia. 

 

!ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ /{ άDǊŀǎǎ-ŦŜŘ .ŜŜŦέ is an example of successful and innovative 

ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŦŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŦƻƻŘ ŎƘŀƛƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

partnerships. This CS is about a whole chain approach (production-processing-marketing) of grass-

fed beef production led by the farmers NGO Liivimaa Lihaveis (Beef of Livonia), established in 2010. 

The NGO was founded with the aim to be independent from manufacturing pricing decisions and 

provide more value-added and diversified production. The NGO has currently 11 members of 

individual farmers and agricultural companies, which are all organic. Processing services are bought 

in from two different processors, creating 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 and will not 

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 (Noorkõiv, 2013). In addition to selling through several retail channels, the organisation is 

also actively co-operating directly with restaurants and exporting some products. 
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The main policy incentive fostering cooperation has certainly been the RDP LEADER-measure, which 

is increasingly significant for many local initiatives, including the development of local food and 

ŦƻƻŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ά¢ŀƭǳǘǳǊƎέ ŀƴŘ ά[ƛƛǾƛƳŀŀ [ƛƘŀǾŜƛǎέ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ [9!59wΦ 

In addition to LEADER, ERDP 2014ς2020 comprises several measures to enliven cooperation like 

aŜŀǎǳǊŜ мс ά/ƻ-ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴέ όǎǳō-measures αLƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊάΣ α5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΣ 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎά ŀƴŘ α{ƘƻǊǘ ŎƘŀƛƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎάύ ŀƴŘ 

aŜŀǎǳǊŜ лф α/ǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎȫ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŀƴŘ -ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎάΦ 

 

6 Conclusions and implications for WP4 

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 different 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 was made at country level as 

relevant policies are defined and implemented nationally in Estonia. 

 

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

2: Grass-fed Beef, 3) EE-3: Campsites and study trails of State Forest 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 grass-fed 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 (vibrant/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 loss is not 

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, Quality schemes, Support for short supply chains and Support for the maintenance of 

semi-natural habitats), 2) EU structural funds (Regional Development Fund, Cohesion Fund) and 3) 

national market development support. Several measures (e.g. LEADER, short chains, quality 

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 definition of the development needs of rural 

areas and implementation of cross-sectoral approaches for planning and implementing support 

schemes. In spite of these shortcomings, evaluations show that implementation of policies under 

investigation has been generally successful and measures have had positive impacts on ESBOs 

linked to case studies. 
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wŜŎŜƴǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΣ ƭƛƪŜ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ƭƻŎŀƭΣ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΣ ŦŀǊƳ ŀƴŘ ŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŦƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ 
ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ όǎƘƻǊǘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƘŀƛƴΣ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭǎύ ƘŀǾŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ƴŜǿ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ όŜΦƎΦ ŦƻƻŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎύ ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ƴŜǿ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛƴ 
ǿƘƻƭŜ ŦƻƻŘ ŎƘŀƛƴ ǘƘǳǎ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƎƻƻŘǎΦ 
 
LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ²tо ƛǎ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǿƘŜƴ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ 
ό²tпύΦ .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ²tоΣ ǎƻƳŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜƴ 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎΥ 

- ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 9{.hǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ όǇƻƭƛŎȅύ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎ ƻǊ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΣ 

- 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, 

- long-term sustainability of policy incentives/economic sustainability (esp. regarding 
management of semi-natural habitats). 
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1 General inventory of policies having major impact on PGs 

 The scale considered for the analysis 

For French case studies we choose 3 different institutional configurations: 
 
FR-м άt!¸{ 59 [!bDw9{έ (Champagne-Ardennes Region): The scale considered for this case study 

is an institutional area name Pays de Langres. In France, Pays is an intermediate institutional level 

between local autorities (communes and municipalities association) and departemental and 

regional authorities grouping 172 municipalities and representing 2310 km² and .  It is the national 

policy for regional plaƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ό[ƻƛ ±ƻȅƴŜǘΣ мфффύΣ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ άƭŜǎ ǇŀȅǎέΣ 

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 together a 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 developing the multi-year contracts with Region and state 

(2003-2006 and 2007-2013), and to elaborate Leader+ and Leader 2007-2013 projects.  

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

- That of meso-economic scale with a certain geographical homogeneity, historical, cultural and 

socio-economic (criterion for defining the scope of a country). 

- A relevant scale for design and implementation of a local development strategy that can integrate 

agricultural and forestry purposes 

 

FR-2: VOLVIC TERRITORY (Auvergne Region): The target area is the catchment of Volvic waters 
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 for 27% and 3% 
of crops). The catchment area is located on 4 communes of the department of Puy-de-Dome 
(Volvic: 1300 ha, Charbonnières-les-varennes: 1500 ha Saint-Ours: 500 ha Pulvérières: 500 ha) 
located on the surrounding of Clermont-Ferrand City. These 4 communes all belong to the 
community of communes called Volvic Sources and Volcanoes (7 communes and 18,000 
inhabitants). 
 
FR-оΥ άt!w/ b!¢Lhb![ 59{ /;±9bb9{έ: The national Park of Cévennes is located on south of 
Massif Central over 2 700 km² of medium mountains. It is one of the 10th French national Park but 
has the specificity to be the only one that is permanently inhabited (about 64 000 permanent 
inhabitants).  
 
In each case study we 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 (Languedoc-Roussillon + Rhône-Alpes) 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 identity of the park in order to analyse 
more precisely some collective action at the scale of a specific socio-ecological system 
 

 Description of the case studies 

1.2.1 FR- 1 Location and general presentation of the Pays de Langres 

General presentation of the case study 

The case study of Pays de Langres is located in the south of Region Champagne-Ardennes (figure 1). 

Champagne-Ardennes is a rural area with a low population density (52 inh./km², half of the national 

average) with remote areas that are losing population and without strong urban structure (the 

biggest city, Reims  count 221 000 inhabitants).  

 

The territory of case study of Pays de Langres includes 6 community associations (Communautés de 

communes) grouping 172 municipalities around the small city of Langres in the south of Region 

Champagne-Ardennes (departement of Haute-Marne) and far from a large city. It counts 45 000 

inhabitants and a low density of population (21 inhabitants per km²). The territory takes place in a 

limestone plateau at 400 m above sea level with a landscape of valleys. Langres has a nationwide 

history and a citadel 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 

European traffic (north-south). 

 

Despite this auspicious historical context, the socio-economic 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 (Table 1). In one hand, the aging of the population, accelerated by the 

departure of young students and young professionnals explains the negative natural balance. In 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ tŀȅǎ ŘŜ [ŀƴƎǊŜǎ ƛǎ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƻ Ŏŀƭƭ άŘƛŀƎƻƴŀƭŜ Řǳ ǾƛŘŜέΣ ŀ Crench 






















































































































































































































































































































