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1 Context

The AGFORWARD research project (January -P@&Ecémber 2017), funded by the European

Commission, is promoting agroforestry practices in Europe that will advance sustainable rural

development.The project has four objectives:

1. to understand the context and extenf agroforestry in Europe,

2. to identify, develop and fieldest innovations (through participatory research) to improve the
benefits and viability of agroforestry systems in Europe,

3. to evaluate innovative agroforestry designs and practices at afitgign- and landscape scale,
and

4. to promote the wider adoption of appropriate agroforestry systems in Europe through policy
development and dissemination.

The fourth objective of the project is @wrdinated through policy and dissemination wepkickages.
Thisreport constitutes the first deliverable of the agroforestry policy wpdckageand includes an
analysis of the periods 202013 and 20142020 CAPRs

The report seeks to describe the extent and success of previous and current policy measures to
promote agroforestry in Europe. It starts with definitions of agroforestry practices from a policy point
of view (Section 2). Section 3 reviews the key global pawtEuropean policies that affect the
Common Agricultural Policy which is a key driver of agricultianad use in EuropeSection 4
describes the key points in the development of the CAP including the developmeiiainf. Bection

5 describes the recent implementation of agroforestry measures withiar P in the 20072013 and

the 20142020 rural @velopment programmes.
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2 Characterisingagroforestryin a policy context

2.1  Policy cefinition of agroforestry

Many papers have been written about tieeaningof agroforestry Nair 1993 McAdam et al. 2009;
MosqueralLosada et al. 2009). They include simple\dgfA 1 A 2 ya &dzOK & FNRBY a3INZ
(Young 1997) to more technical definitions. For example, Sommariba (1992) defines agroforestry as a

form of multiple cropping which satisfies three basic conditions: 1) there are at least two species that
interact biologically, 2) at least one of the species is a woody perennial, and 3) at least one of the

plant species is managed for forage, annual or perennial crop.

Within the AGFORWARD project, building on definitions by MacDmmkd/ergara (1990), Nair

(1993) and Mosquer 2 &+ Rl SiG Ff® ownngpd ¢S KFEBS RSTAYSR
deliberately integrating woody vegetation (trees or shrubs) with crop and/or animal systems to

benefit from the resulting ecological and economic intérdc 2 y & ¢ s edal. BANFTBigi definition

is also similar to the definition used by the European Agroforestry Feder&ldRARO016) which is

GKIFIG FINRPF2NBAGNE Aada aGKS AyiSaNIrdiAzy 2F g22Re
land. Woody vegetatig OFy 6S AYaARS LI NDSta 2N 2y (GKS 062dzy/F

The above definitions are useful in an academic and promotional cobtpdusethey envisage
agroforestry as a range of components, there is an emphasis on interactions, and the AGFORWARD
definition also implies that there are benefits from the interactioBy. contrast, in a policy context

the definitions of agroforestry tend to relate more specifically to agroforestry practices and land
cover and land use.

Within the European UniofEU) Article 23 oRegulationl305/2013 defines agroforestry systems as
Gt yR dzaS aeaiSvya Ay KAOK (NBSa I NB INHhey Ay
EU currently indicates thatrable land, and therefore agroforeston suchland, will nd be eligible

for direct payments ift has more than100 trees per hectaréMosqueralLosada et al. 204, but it

allows member statesto select tree densities if local practices are implemented permanent
grassland This definition differs from the AGIRWARD project definition, it that jitst focuses on
GNBSazX NIYIGKSNI adNBSa | YR &KNYz0 & én arayfeRlandn8y(g y Rf & A
limited by the number of trees per hectarelowever, the AGFORWARD project definition is in line

with most of the policy definitions across the world (LERAF as cited by FAO (19¢2)0 (2015)r

AFTA (2016) in North Amer)da ! y | NBdzYSy i F2NJ I F20dza 2y aliNBSa
that shrubs, because of their woody perennial nature, caovisle many of the same productive,
environmental or social benefits of trees. Moreover, tree definiigary across countries anttees

can also be cultivated in a shrub shape, while providing the same environment andbsoeéits
(MosqueralLosada etl. 201@).

(@

For this policy report, agroforestry is defined as "the integration of woody vegetatiginst
component)in at least two vertical laysron land with the bottom layer providingan agricultural
productsuchcrops or forage/pasturésecond componentivhich maybe consumed by animafthird
componen). The distribution of the woody vegetation can be uneverewenly distributedand the
woody componentcan deliver an agronomic product (fruit, foragehd some otherecosystem
services'.
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2.2  Europeanagricultural policy, land cover and land usef Europe

In an agricultural policy context, it iselpfulto understand how policies affect land cover change and

land use. The evaluation of the impact of policieadsededto obtaining feedback oprevious and

current policies and to improve future policida this contextit can be useful to distinguish between

fryR O2@0SNJ YR tFyR dzAS® [FYR O20SN) KFra 06SSy RS-
adzNF I 0S8 HKPRBIHzaS A& GOKINYOGSNAT SR o0& GKS | NN
dzy RSNIF 1S Ay I OSNIFAY fFyR O2@SNJ (8LJS (G2 LINE R
the primary dataset used to inform the inventory of land cover and useeid #ind Use Cover Aerial

Frame Survey (LUCABVUCAS, 2012)sing the LUCAS dataset, the dominant land covers B7EU

are cropland, grassland, shrubland, and woodland which together comprise abBumiB®n ha, or

about 80 of the total land coverTéblel). Likewise, using the LUCAS dataset, the dominant land

uses are agriculture andrestry, accounting for about %6 of the land arealblel). The agriculture

land use also includes8 Mha2 ¥ a1 AGOKSY 3AF NRSyadaé¢ 2N aK2YS3lF NRSY

Tablel. Cover and use of land in Europe (LUCAS 2012)

Land use

Land cover

Area Proportion Area Proportion

Category

Category

(Mha) (%) (Mha) (%)
Woodland 159.9 37.1 Agriculturé 1872 435
Shrubland 28.6 6.6 Forestry 139.4 324
Cropland 1069 24.8 Fishing 4.2 1.0
Grassland 893 20.7 Heavy environmental impact 145 3.4
Bareland 7.1 1.7 Services and residentfal 246 5.7
Artificial land 178 4.1 Unused and abandoned arei 604 14.0
Water 137 3.2
Wetland 7.0 1.6
Total 4307 100 Total 4307 100

Y Includes fallow land and kitchen gardens (homegardensdhcludes residential, commerce,
recreation and services

As will be described in Section 3, tRdlar | payments of th€ommon Agricultural PolidCAP])s a

key policy determining the development of sustainable agriculture in Europe and therefore

agrofarestry.In Article 4 of ERegulatiomo n T K HAMO X G ANRK Odzf (G dzNF £ F NBI €

up by arable land, permanent grassland and permanent pastnrdJS NX | y Sy fThe @NE LJA £ ®

GF INROdzAf GdzNF & + OGAPAGEE Ad RSFAYSR Ay NBEflGA2Y

i)  production, rearing or growing of agricultural products, including harvesting, milking, breeding
animals, and keeping animals for farming purposeih agricultural products identified in
Annex 1 of the treatieEU 2012).

(i) maintaining an agricultural area in a state which makes it suitable for grazing or cultivation
without preparatory action going beyond usual agricultural methods and machineries, based on
criteria established bymember stateson the basis of a framework &blished by the
Commission, or

(iii) carrying out a minimum activity, defined Ioyember stateson agricultural areas naturally kept
in a state suitable for grazing or cultivation.

Current policy measures www.agforward.eu
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2.3 Agroforestry practices

Within the AGFORWARD project, agroforestryesyst have been classified according to four main
farming sectors(i) livestock farmers, (ii) high value tree farmers, (iii) arable farmers, and (iv) existing
agroforestry systems of high nature and cultural value. Such an objelriiven categorisation is
useful to facilitate uptakeadoptionand engagementf agroforestryby farmers For examplgif the
current situation comprises an arable farmer, then the selection and management of trees within
that system needs to work around the arable enterprisewklger in terms of policy, it may be useful

to frame a consideration of agroforestry in terms of practices and land use designasible ).
While agroforestry igypically considered by th&eU CARs establishing trees onto agricultural land,

it can also describe the introduction of crops and/or livestock into forest hdLUCAS (2012) data
set has been used in this report, to identify the main agroforeptactices across Europe using the
methodology detailed by den Herder et €2016)at country level but implemented at regional level
However this document also considers th@seas having shrubs wittrop understories

Agroforestry links the presenced aoody vegetation (trees or shrubs) with an agricultural product

obtained from the understory and managed by the farmer (FAO 2@18)S WT2NBaiGNEB Q O2 YL
include shrubs, or fruit/nut trees, as well as timber and biomass trélas. most common spadil

agroforestry practices in Europecludesilvopasture, homegardens, riparian buffer strips, silvoarable

and forest farming Table2). Some authors also considemipord agroforestry practicessuch as

adding woody vegetation (mainly legumes) to fallow land to improve soil fertility (Mosduesada

et al. 2009) dr subsequentropping or animal rearing. This practisestill practised globally anslas

traditionally usedin Europe

Agroforestry can be applied at plot, farm, and landscape scales. Agroforestry practices are typically
implemented at a plot level and can have the woody component spatially (i.e. multipurpose trees in
silvopasture or hedgerows) and/or rgporally (alternation of silvopasture and silvoarable or
including woody vegetation in fallow lands) combined in different farming systems. Agroforestry
requires the expertise of woody vegetation specialists/farmers like foresters (to understadd
managelong term cropping) and arable and livestock farmers/experts (to understemdmanage

the shortterm crops and/or livestockroduction). From a policy point of view, agroforestry policies
should support and promote the adequate management of woody veigetat plot level to provide
productive and ecologicabenefits while ensuring more sustainable farming systems (Mosquera
Losada et al. 2016) also congidg farm and landscape scale
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Table2. Spatial agroforestry practices Europe (Modified from Association for Temperate
Agroforestry (AFTA 1997; Alavapati and Nair 2001; Nair 1994, Alavapati et al. 2004; Mbspaeia
et al. 2009)

Agroforestry practice
Silvopasture

Description
Combiningvoodywith forage and animal
production. It comprises forest or woodlan
grazing and pastoral land witredgerows,
isolated/scattered trees or trees in lines or
belts.

Homegardens
or kitchen grdens

Combining treeshrubswith vegetable
production inperi-urban andurban areas,
Ftaz 1y2ey | a LI NI
F2NBadé

Riparian buffer strips ‘ Strips of perennial vegetation (trees/shrub
s natural or planted between
croplands/pastures and water sources suc
as streams, lakes, wetlands, and ponds to
protect water quality.They can be
recognized asilvoarable or silvopastureut
are signified byt role in preserving water
streams
Widely spaced woody vegetation inter
cropped with annual or perennial crops.
Also known aslley croppingTrees/shrubs
can be distributed following an alley
cropping, isolated/scattered trees, hedges
and line belts design

Silvoarable

Forest farming Forested areas used for harviegj of natural
standing speciality crops for medicinal,

ornamental or culinary uses

The use of agroforestry practices in Europe can be broadly identified using the Land Use/Cover Area
Frame Statistical Survey (LUCAS) (den Herder et al. 281BEurope, dtal agroforestry practices
including silvopasture, silvoarable and horgarden systms are calculated tooccupy about 20
million hectares This is equivalent to the area of #5nillion hectares reported by den Herder et al.
(2016) but it also include& 66 million hectarsof grazed shrubland and 1.8 million hectares of home
gardens.About 90% of tle 20 million hectaresis lhked to silvopasture practicesn€luding 4.3%
where permanent crops or fruit treeform the woody component)Figurel). Theareaoccupied by
silvopastoralpractices with fruit trees (termed multipurpose silvopasture iRigure 1) is about
850,000 haandthey couldbe easilyincreased as frtitrees areconsideredo be permanent cropby

the CAP ad are thereforefully eligible for Pillar | payments. The secandatest areaf agroforestry
compriseshomegardess representing 8.35% of all land occupied by agroforestry practices in Europe
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(1.8 million hectares and less than 1% of the EU territory). Silvoarable praticegshe combination

of arable crops with trees) only occupi@80,000 hectares representing less than 1% of the Ed la
occupied by agroforestry practices, over half of it mgedh under permanent crops (exfed to as
"multipurposesilvoarable'in Figurel). Silvopastures present onover 15% of the potential land in
Europe Table3), which is ten times more than that declared by the USA for this practiS®AU
2013; however there remaing large potential for future increase Multipurpose tree silvopasture

and silvopature practices represent over one million hectares in Europe (4.1% of EU territory).
However, silvoarable and multipurpose tree silvoarable is only present in the 0.1% of its potential
area, similarly to USAUSDA 2013) with less than 1%. Theakiesindicate that there ishigh
potential for agroforestry practices to bexpandedn the EU.

Silvopasture

u Multipurpose
silvopasture

Silvoarable

= Multipurpose silvoarable

85,6% Home gardens

Figurel. Roportion of agroforestryiandin the EUallocated to different agroforestry practices

2.3.1 Silvopasture

Silvopasture is the mostidespread agroforestry practice across Europable3 and Figure2). It
occupiesl7.78million hectareq4.1% of the EU territoryjor 15.11 Mhaf shrublandswithout trees
are not included. Silvopasture in woodlands is present767 million of hectares X.8%of the EU
territory), followed by almost.81 million ha of grasslands with sparse trees/shrub covérlfs of
the EU territory, 2.6 million of shrublands withousparsetree cover (0.61%f the EUterritory),
and 178 million hectares with shrublands wittnee cover (0.4%). Multipurpose tree silvopasture
practiceswith permanent crop coveare present in around 85 million hectares in Europe.

If the total area of permanent crops, woodlands, shrubland with tree cover, grassland with sparse
tree/shrubland cover and shrubland without tree cover is considered, ¢tn94d, 85, 88, 72 and 83%

is not grazed respectively, so therefore this areas have the potential of being converted in
silvopasture if grazed.
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Table3. Area (Mha: Million hectares) of grazed and ungrazed silvopasture areas across the EU27 as
defined by LUCAS land cover types (LUCAS 2012). Proportion of land cover with respect to the total
territory of Europe and to the potential area thabwd theoretially be grazed within eaciwoody
vegetation category (potential of land to be used asilvopasture) expressed as percentage and
percentage within thdsuropean Uniorland @J).
Land cover Silvopasture Not grazed Total Potential =0

grazed (Mha) (Mha) landto be (%)
(Mha) usedas
silvopasture
(%)

Permanent crops 0.850 16.242 17.091 94.03| 0.19
Woodland 7.668 43.655 51.323 85.06| 1.78
Shrubland with tree cover 1.781 13.327 15.108 88.22| 041
Grassland sparse tree/shrub cover 4.814 12.668 17.481 7247 1.11
Subtotal 15.113 85.892 101.003 85| 351
Shrubland without sparse tree cove 2.662 12.912 15.574 83| 061
Total 17.775 98.803 116.578 8397 | 4.12

The majority of silvopasture is located in the southern countries of Europe (Figure 2), but this
practicealso covers many hectares in northern countries. Silvopasture was evaluated as permanent
crops (multipurpose silvopasture trees), woodland, shrublands (with and without sparse am@ds)
grasslands with trees/shrublandsTable 3 and Figure 2). The distribution of silvopasture in
woodlands is spread all over Europe, with higher prtipns in northern and southern countries
than central EuropeGrazed brublands with and without sparse tree coveepresent a low
proportion of land useacross Europe with relatively even distributionPermanent crops linked to
grazing are mostly assiated with the south of Europe. Grassland with sparse trees is present in
large parts of Europe.
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=5,

H b
Total Total
Silvopasture L4 Silvopasture 7
LUCAS 2012 - f LUCAS 2012 i

— — 4

Woodland
Silvopasture
LUCAS 2012 - 4

Woodland
Silvopasture L4
LUCAS 2012 4

b b
Shrubland Shrubland
Silvopasture L4 Silvopasture L4
LUCAS 2012 4 LUCAS 2012 4

4 — 4

Multipurpose trees
Silvopasture 1
LUCAS 2012 4

Multipurpose trees
Silvopasture
LUCAS 2012 4

Grassland
Silvopasture
LUCAS 2012 i

Grassland
Silvopasture
LUCAS 2012

Figure2. Area (left) and proportion (right) of European land use associated with all silvopasture,
woodland silvopasture, shrubland silvopastyshrubland with and without tree coveryrasslands
(with sparse shrub/tree covegnd silvomsture with multipurpose treeffruit trees).
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2.3.2 Home/kitchengardens

Homegardens or kitchen gardens compribe tnultilayer vegetatiorthat surround house plotshat
supply fruits but also vegetables to ownefhie LUCAS 2012 database indicates they ioccupy 1.8
million hectares of land in Europe 8% of all land occupied by agroforestry practiceEhe
proportion of land allocated tdhome/kitchengardens is highst in @ntral and easternEurope(e.g.
the Czech &ublic, Slovakia, Romaniand lowest in area such as Spain, the UK, Ireland, the
Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden, and Finldrayure 3).Homegardensare mainly associated with
urban or periurban areas providing an excellewty of promoting local food as well ageating a
link between cities and the countrysid&his it with circular and the bieeconomyinitiatives and is
being promoted in cities likefor example, GothenburSwedish National Agroforestissociation
2015)

Ty

& A -

Homegarden Homegarden

LUCAS 2012

LUCAS 2012

Figure3. Area (left) and proportion (right) of European land use associated with home gardens

2.3.3 Riparian buffer strips

Riparian buffer strips amount 362 thousand hectares in Europe representing les8.@®& of the

total land of EuropdFigure 4) This type of agroforestry practice can be divided into two subtypes:
riparian buffer strips linked to inland running wateradainland riparian buffer strips surrounding
water bodies. These two groups occupy 262 and 100 thousand hectares in Europe, respé&itively.
the subgroups linked to this type of agroforestry practice (avenue trees, conifer strips, managed and
unmanaged hederows close to inner waterghjere werelarger proportiors with avenue trees than

with unmanaged and managed hedges or conifer strips.

’ Riparian Strips Riparian Strips

250 0 250km 250 0 250km
(T L ie T

LUCAS 2012 LUCAS 2012

Hectares
. o-3

aaaaaa

=% :
- v
010!

Figured. Area (left) and proportion (right) of European land use associated with riplauier strips

Current policy measures www.agforward.eu



11

2.3.4 Silvoarable

Silvoarable practices include the woody component distributed in different forms (borders,
hedgerows, windbreaks, scattered trees, lines) deliberately integrated with cropland. Silvoarable
practices were estimated by thosenual crops intercropped among perment crops (fruit trees),
shrudands with and vthout sparse tree coverand woodlands The total area occupied by
silvoarable practices in Europe, using the LUCAS datalmsaround 360 thousand hectares,
representingless than 0.08% of total European ar@able4). By contrast thearea that ould be
potentially used irsilvoarablesystems is large.

Table4. Silvoarable practices in Europe (crops) dmel potential areaswhere silvoarable systems
could theoretically be practiced The percentag®f cropland areas combined with different land
cover including woody component (silvoarabie)given based on thital EU territory land(LUCAS
2012).Mha: million hectares.

Land cover Silvoarable Non- Total Potential land EU
(Mha) silvoarable (Mha) that could (%)
(Mha) theoretically be
used as
silvoarable (%)
Permanent crops 0.223 16.594| 16.82 98.66 0.04
Woodland 0.133 47.956| 48.09 99.72 0.02
Shrubland with sparse tree cove 0.003 14.505| 14.51 99.96| <0.01
Shrubland without trees 0.001 14.179| 14.18 99.99 0.07
Total 0.360 93.235| 93.59 99.62 0.07

Silvoarable practices were mostly linked to permanent ci@dpst trees), summing up 226housand
hectares. However, the combination of crops with woodlands is also important and cb88rs
thousand hectares in Europe, in some cases, linkestand establishmen(Kachova et al. 2016)n
contrast, the proportion of silvoarable practices linked to shrublandeiry small andamounts to
only 4 thousand hectareskFigure 5describes the proportion and the number of hectares occupied
with different silvoarable practices in Europe. The ¢est proportional allocation of land to
silvoarable practices occurs in southern countries such as Spain, Portugal and Italy.

The proportion of EU land allocated tosilvoarable practices is similar to that found in other
temperate and developed countrie@JSDA 203). However, when considering silvoarable and
silvopasture as a plot land cover, the time scale should be taken into account as many plots are
alternatively allocated to both silvopasture and silvoarable practices (Moreno et al. 2009). This
alternation of practices promotes biodiversity preservation and better nutrient recycling, but it is
difficult to quantify and to map them.
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Total
Silvoarable
LUCAS 2012

Total
Silvoarable
LUCAS 2012

Multipurpose trees
Silvoarable
LUCAS 2012

Multipurpose trees
Silvoarable
LUCAS 2012

Woodland
Silvoarable
LUCAS 2012

Woodland
Silvoarable
LUCAS 2012

Shrubland

with sparse tree cover| ¢
Silvoarable
LUCAS 2012

Shrubland

with sparse tree cover| ¢
Silvoarable
LUCAS 2012

Figure5. Silvoarable practices linked to permanent crops (top), woodland (medium) and shrubland
with sparse tree cover expressed as percentage (left) and rectaght) per region in Europe
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2.3.5 Forest farming

There are no official European statistics linkedhe territorial use of forest farming, in spite of the
importance of this sector supplying goods and services. FAO summarized the economic value of non
wood forest products (NWFPs) (FAO 2005), but they do not link it to the area of forest that is
currentlyused for noawood forest products. In th&015 Ministerial Conference on the Protection of
Forests in Europe, the total value of marketed NWRKRs calculated to b&,300 million Euros,
mainly comprisingplant products (1,680 million Eurognd animal pralucts (620 million Euros).
However, this is not easy to quantify. The distribution and activities ofwmod area where forest
products are produced in Europe is not known. Quantitative data related to markets are only
available for 27 countries, which qaride only information about some of the marketed plant
products or raw materials comg from forest farming (Figure) 6This may change in the forthcoming
years, due to the use of biomass as a source of renewable energy.

NONWOQOD PLANT PRODUCTS FROM FOREST

Food (berries,
acorns, mushrooms);
29

Raw material for
medicines, aromatic
products, colourants;
15 Other plant
products; 20,9

Raw material for
utensils, handicrafts
and constructions;
0,7

Exudates; 0,7
-_—

NONWOODANIMALPRODUCTS FROM FOREST

Wild honey and bees
wax; 45,69

Hide, skins,
trophies; 2,9

Raw materials for Other edible and

medicine, . ] non-edible animal
colourants; 0,02 Living animals; 0,08 products; 0,21

Figure6. Percentage of profitability obtained by plant (above) and animal (below) products as non
wood products from forestéMinisterial Coference on the Protection of Fests in Europe 2015a)

It is argued that acial and cultural dimensions of forest farrgirshould be included within the
national forest programmes and other related policies. It is highlighted that new policy objectives
comprises, among others, the promotion of entrepreneurship based on ecotourism and business
linked to processing of NWFP$et commercial utilization of the ecosystems services and the
facilitation of wellbeing and recreational valuéMinisterial Conference on therétection of forests

in Europe 2015a). During the Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Bunwps,
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also concluded that the total value of market services for NWFPs is 723 million Euros .@#hfd®
social services (i.e. hunting and fishing liemngenting of huts, sports), 28®for other serviceddr
example, licenses for farmsand gravel extraction), 212% for biospheric services (i.e. carbon
sequestration), 4.9% allocated to social services and 0f08%menity services (those related to
spiritual, cultural and historical functions).

2.4  Agroforestry practices in farms
The remit of the AGBRWARD project was to focus primarily on agroforestry practices that occur on
agricultural land; it does not focus on agroforestry on forest land or on homestgéatieb).

Table5. Agroforestry practices linked to main farm types and land use (agriculture, forest of peri
urban)

Land use and Common name | Brief description
agroforestry practice

Wood pasture and Typically areas of widelgpaced trees that are
parkland also used for forage and animal production.
. This practice includes fruit orchards, shrubs
Silvopasture Meadow orchards| which are grazed or sown with pastures, but als
olive groves and vineyards
Hedgerowsand Here the woody components are planted to
& windbreak provide shelter, shade, or parcel demarcation t(
|:_> systems crop and/or livestock production system
5‘ Widely spaced woody perennials interopped
O] . with annual orperennial crops. It comprises alle
% Silvoarable Alley-cropping cropping, scattered trees and orchards and line
< systems belts within the plots. These practices are
sometimes found only during the first few years
of the plantation
Areas of treeand shrubs allowed to establish
Riparian buffer | Riparian buffer croplands/pastures and water sources such as
strips strips streams, Ie_lkes, Wetla_nds, _qnd ponc_js to protect
water quality can be identified as silvoarable or
silvopasture.
5 Silvopasture Forest grazing Forested areas witlthe understory grazed
o Forested areas used for production or harvest ¢
8 Forest farming | Forest farming naturally standing speciality crops for medicina
ornamental or culinary uses
g Combining trees/shrubs withegetable
<Z,: N x production usually associated with peniban or
@ <Z( g Homegardens | Homegardens urban areas
T
o

Agroforestry practices implemented at plot scale can be combined at farm level creating different
types of agroforestry systems (Mosqudrasada et al. 2016). Hence there #neusands of types of
agroforestry systems comprising different combinations of woody vegetation, animals and
herbaceous components adapted to local conditiofeb{e5), that finally configures the landscape
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Silvopasture practice could be carried out in both open (e.g. wood pasture and parkland) or more
closed areas (e.dorest graziny, and with different woody vegetation distribution (e.g. hedgerows
and windbreak). Because arable croproduction is generally mechanisedrees have been
destroyed andcrop varieties adapted tmpen siteshave beenselected By contrast, pasture
understoiies (which are often biodiversedan usuallytolerate greater leved of shade han arable
crops andthereby can remain productive in such situatigifardini et al. 2010)These are some of
thereasorswhyd A f @21 N>} 6t S LIN» OGAOSa NB y20 dzadz tfe
the potential to identify some better shad@adapted cropspecies and croparieties. There are also
crops that prefer to have shade conditions instead of being grown in open sites, particularly in
southern EU countries where light interisi and temperatures arieigh.

2.5 Conclusiors

Agroforestry cacerns the combination of at least twayers ofvegetationof whichat least one is

woody and the lowst layer provides an agricultural producthe major agroforestry practices
identified in Europe are silvopasture, silvoarable, riparian buffer stripsagricultural areas,

silvopasture and forest farming in forest areas and homegardens in urban andrpen areas

(Tableb). Silvopasture practicein particularare a key land use represimg 17.7 million ha which is

equivalent to 4.% of the territorial area of the EU27.

In view of the food, fibre, environental and social benefits of agroforestry, there is clearly
substantial potential to increase the area of agroforestry practices. Agroforestry can be particularly
important where the area of woody vegetation is low and the retention or expansion of treer c
needs to be integrated with agricultural productiobut also in forest lands that can deliver
agricultural products. There is a need of a clear inventory of sagneforestrypractices (i.e. forest
farming) to determineboth the current extent and ta potential, andto measure the impact of the
different policies to promote agroforestry at local, regional and national lewelshis regard, the
landscape scalbenefits of agroforestry and woody vegetation can be particulelevant The use

of woody vegetation at landscape level has been recently discussed waitBuropean Uniomixed
farming system focus groyMosqueraLosada et al. 20H).
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3 Global andEuropeanpolicy context for agroforestry

Agroforestry policies can be considered at glolpalEuropean, and European Union scalézb(e

6). Some of the policies are focused on agriculture and others on the environment, forestry or
sustainable development.

Table6. Global, parEuropean and EOrganizations anédgreementsdeliveringpoliciesrelevant for
agroforestry

Global FAO Sustainable Agricultural and Rural Development

Millennium Development Goals

Orlando and Lugo Declarations

Global Research Alliance

Global Alliance for Climate Smart Agriculture

PanEuropean aAyYAAaGdSNRFIE / 2yFSNBYyOS WIoOyJdANR
aAYAAGSNALIE / 2yFSNBYyOS WC2NBai
PanEuropean Biodiversity aricandscape Strategy (PEBLDS)
European Convention on Landscapes

EU Seventh Environment Action Programme to 2020

European Biodiversity Strategy to 2020

Natura2000- Habitats and Birds Directives

European Strategy for Sustainable DevelopmBiteconomy
European Climate Change Programme (ECCP)

European Forest Strategy

Cork 1.0 and 2.0 strategy

Common Agricultural Policy CAP

3.1 Globalpolicies

Global policies related to agroforestry are considereceimis of the FAQ@uidelines foiSustainable
Agriculture ard Rural Development, the Orlando and Lugo declaratipasid the Global Research
Alliance, and the Millennium Development Godleese are considered in turn below.

The RO (1989 has definedSustainable Agriculture and Rural Ddepment as "the management

and conservation of the natural resource base, and the orientation of technological and institutional
OKIy3aSaxitz2z SyadaNB GKS FdadrAyYSyld 2F O2yiaAydzsSR al
3 Sy S NI Thé sarnffearépdrindicates thatsustainable agriculture and rural development requires

the conservation of resources such as air, soil and water quality, and a diverse genetic base, whilst
SyadaNAy3a GKIF I OG A @A G A SegradihgNEechndldgigadiyA NgbrdpeSy G £ &
economically viable and socially acceptable" (FAO 1988).

LY HamnX C!h &dzZ33Sa0SR FAGS LINAYOALX Sadasisdr IdzA RS
developing national policies, strategies, programmes, regulations and incentives thgtiaé! the

transition to an agriculture that is highly productive, economically viable, environmentally sound, and
which is based on the principles of equity and social jésttese principles can be considered in

relation toagroforestry

Principle 1 Improving efficiency in the use of resources is crucial to sustainable agriculture
Agroforestry practices commonly enhance resource use in terms of the capture of solar radiation,

Current policy measures www.agforward.eu



17

water and nutrients at plot level. Hence outputs per unit of land unagoforestry are typically
higher than that under a monoculture arable crop or a monoculture tree cragufe?7). This is
specifically quantified by the concept of thand Equivalent Ratio (LER} ratio of the land area of
monoculture crop and woodland systems required to achieve the same outputs as the agroforestry
system.In deriving the LER it is important to select the appropriate monoculture systems for
comparisonModelled values for the LER for silvoarable agroforestry systange from 1.0 to 1.8
(Graves et al. 2007; Dupraz and Liagre 20Ih)s means that one hectare of agroforestry delivers
the same productas1.0to 1.8 ha ofmonoaulture forestrywith monoculture agriculture

Agriculture Agroforestry Forestry
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Figure 7. Modelled proportion of solar radiation intercepted by a wheat monoculture, a wheat
walnut agroforestrysystem, and a walnut forestry system overydars (Dupraz and Liagre 2008)

Principle 2 Sustainability requires direct action to conserve, protect and enhance natural resources
Agroforestry can help to reduce some of the negative externalities associated with intensive
agriculture such as soil organic matter loss and nutrieathéng. Agroforestry also increases some
positive externalities, for example planting trees on agricultural land will increase aboveground
carbon storage and enhances biodiversity at a range of scales (Rigueiro et al. 2009). The combination
of woody vegetéion with grass and/or crops can create a wider variety of niches which can support a
greater diversity of plants adapted to the different mierhmatic environments Rigure 8), and
thereby increases microbial and fauna biodiversity. The combinatiowaafdy vegetationwith
animals (at appropriate stocking rates) also tends to increase biodiversity as 1) animals select some
plant species instead of others, and 2) they unevenly fertilize the soil, creating patches of varying
fertility which favour different plant specieand 3) animal trampling generates micro perturbations
allowing annual species to share the same plot than perennials (Rigueiro et al. 2012). If more than
one animal species is allowed to graze, their different behaviour also improves biodiversity because
they select different species (i.e. goats feed preferably on woody vegetation) but also because the
form of their mouth and grazing action allows some plant species to grow better than others (i.e.
Agrostisspp. adapted to sheep grazing).
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Figure8. Tree shade effect on below tree vegetation at the end of the growing season in the dehesa,
promoting the extension of the growing season to feed animals.

Principle 3 Sustainable agriculture will protect and improve rural livelihoadd social welbeing
Agroforestry can increase production and thereby the revenue from a given area ofHagiter
revenue is linked to higher need ddbour and therefore jobs.Some agroforestry practices can
provide a basis for eemurism, for examfe many traditional systems have a high cultural value. The
diversity of outputs also means thagroforestrycan be a more resilient system that helps farmers to
counteract shortage periods or unusual catastrophic events (i.e. flooding, heatwaves, agihts)o

Principle 4 Sustainable agriculture must enhance the resilience of people, communities and
ecosystems, especially to climate change and market volafilitg multipurpose use of land is likely

to be more resilient than monoculture systems asr@pcfailure can be compensated by the sale of

the other crop. For example, where oak trees are pruned every two years in ten years in the
aSRAGSNNI ySIys GKS& OFy LINRJARS aghorésiypracice2 R¢ R dzl
such as the grazg of forest understories can reduce forest fire risk. The effecegadforestryon

the vulnerability to climate change has been reviewedSlohoeneberger (2008) arithorlakson and

Neufeldt (2012).

Principle 5 Good governance is essential for the simghility of both the natural and human
systems.Agroforestryis a deliberate land use practice that requires good governance, supported
where possible by adequatagroforestrypolicies, such as in India (Indi&overnment 2014) the

USA (USDA, 201ahd France (French Ministry of Agriculture, 20a6)recommended by the FAO
(2015).

l'Yy20KSNJ {Se& 02y OSLIi RSt AQPSNBR 068 C!'h A& GKS LINPZY
ensure safety and quality of products in the food chain, capture mesrket advantages by

modifying supply chain governance, improvimgtural resource use, workers healtand working

conditions, and/or creatingiew market opportunities for farmers and exporters (FAO 2015), which

all contribute to Sustainable Agricultureé Rural Development (SARD). Sustainability concepts are
promoted through different policies and strategile those shown in this repart
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The United Nations(UN) has agencies such as FAO focused on agriculture, and programs such as
United Nation Develpment Programme (UNDP) and United Nations Environment Program (UNEP)
focused on the environment. The UN has also a specific regional commission in Europe called the UN
Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE).

In 1992 the Commission for Sustainable Deymioent of the United Nations organizedhe

Conference of the United Nations on Environment and Development (UNCED) in Rio de Janeiro,
known as the Rio Summit. Several multilateral environmental agreements were signed: Convention

on Biological Diversity (OB, Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), Convention to Combat
5SAaSNIAFAOFGARZ2Y o0l Db/ /50 FYR GKS wA2 5SOfFNIGAZY
role in sustainable development was recognised in the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change UNFCCC) and the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), and within the Forest Principles
0y20G O0AYRAY3IO I FRY HMhibh vet® ldoRgleldpid inyhe Rio Summit.

Agenda 21 tackles current environmental problems and looks towardsdheeement of a world

wide sustainable development. It describes the need to 1) combat deforestation and prevent
erosion, 2) combat desertification and drought, 3) support sustainable development in mountainous

areas, 4) promote agriculture and sustainableal development through multidisciplinary research

and technology transfer, and 5) to conserve biodiversityeach of these areaagroforestrycan play

a role. Agroforestry can be used to increase vegetation cover to combat desertification, reduce
erosion problems and help with land restoration. Agenda 21 also states that measures should be
GF1Sy 2 aAYLNRGS GKS NIGS 2F NBGdaNya 2y Ay@Sai
dzy RSNLX [ yiAy3 @l tdzZ 6t S ONRitlale whatagrafordstyyhasit flag. KA I K A

Agenda 21 supports sustainable forestry, the expansion of areas under forest and tree cover, and
highlights agroforestry as a sustainable land management practice. Agroforestry, as already
described, can help to protect forests by reducing fire risk. It can also provide additional revenue to
the private sector and rural communities by allowing the creation of new productsigh value
services such as ecotourism.

In the Fourth Brum on Forests (United Natiomsn nn 0 X AU ¢ & &adz2VE&aisS R G2 C
Development Goas o0 ! y A ( SF00)bwitli the Malional Forest Programmes, due to the
relationship between sustaable forest management and poverty reduction and at the same time
maximize the potential benefits agroforestryaccording to a better spatial planning. This can be
achievedat different scalesat plot level (woody + annual perennial crops), farm l¢gghtegic use

of resources within a year framework) and landscape level (promoting ecosystem services delivery).
Such Millennium Goals are a key aspect in the agendaobilgblevelopment (Garrity 2004), and
research and development ddgroforestry can contribute to the achievement oimany of the
objectives includingncreasing income and improving human wealth, promoting gender equality and
environmental sustainabilityn fact raditional agroforestrysystemsare being recognized in tropical
areas,and their multifunctional role isalso increasinglhappreciatedin North America and Europe
where governmentshave significant roles in promoting such systems in relation to market gccess
debt reliefprogrammes and investments.
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The Wrlando Declaration onAgroforestry System§was made at the First Worldgroforestry
Congress in the USA in 20@rgt World Congress of Agroforestry 200Bhe Declaration declared
that agroforestrycould address issues of climate change and biodiversity conservation, aedsac
incomes, promote gender equity, improve health and wellbeing, and promote environmental
sustainability. It called for an increase of funding and dgroforestryto be a key componentfo
natural resources management.

TheWugo Declaration on Silvogtoral System& & YIF RS i (GKS W{Af @2LI ai?z2
al ylF3aSYSyd LyGSNYI GA2yl it highlightfed & ecén@micAefologidallandy A Yy
social benefits of silvopastoragroforestryand its role in rural development, and calleor fits

promotion and research covering topics such as traditional knowledge, management, technology
transfer, and capacitpuilding (Mosquerd.osada et al. 2006 and 2007). Sugclarations were

agreed by qualified sentists from all over the world higlglhting the importance ofagroforestry in

terms ofsustainable land management and the need to ineltltem in the political agenda.

The Global Research Alliancg&RA) was created in 2009 at the UN Climate Change Conference in
Copenhagen. It seeks to suppolicies, research collaboration, the exchange of information and
technology, and capacity building related to climate change. At the Tampa meeting in 2014, the GRA
highlighted the global role of agroforestry to reduce and counteract greenhouse gasi@msisin
Decembe 2015, the GRA launched thé/4, initiative to counteract the currentarbonemissions by
storing an additional 0.4% carbon in soils each.y&groforestry can help to support carbon storage

by increasing the abowground storage of lbimass, and in some cases it can increase both the level
and resilience of soil C in deeper soil layers thremocrops otherbaceous vegetatiolhis was also
highlighted in the conclusions of the Global Research Alliance meeting held in Rome in July 2016.
specific group omgroforestryhas been created within the Global Research Alliance.

The ClimateSmart Agriculture (CSA)concept was promoted at the Hague Conference on
Agriculture, Food Security and Climate Change in 2010, through the paper "CEmate
Agriculture: Policies, Practices and Financing for Food Security, Adaptation and Mitigation", with a
specific chapter on agrofestry (FAO 2010). CSA is an approach to developing the technical, policy
and investment conditions to achieve sustainable agricultural development for food security under
climate change. CSA specifically mentions that achieving the transformations cefpriit€SAeeds

an integrated approach that is responsive to specific local conditions. Coordination across
agricultural sectors (e.g. crops, livestock, forestry and fisheries) as well as other sectors, such as with
energy and water sector development issential to capitalize on potential synergies, reduce trade

offs and optimize the use of natural resources and ecosystem services. Hence agroforestry is key to
this new form of understanding agriculture.

FAO (2013) has also highlighted the importanceagifoforestryA y{ Yd- NIi / € AYI GS | INR
(Buttoud 2013). Agroforestry was considered to be a more effective mitigation and adaptation
technique to improve food security, than practices such as pasture and grazing management, animal
breeding, animal husindry and health and weather indexed insurance. However the main
constraints to the adoption adigroforestrywere related totechnical and economic issues. In the FAO
OHNMOU 0221 I A privakedctors3iy. imilthatiGnRl busikeksis) sieekinoffset their

carbon footprints by purchasing emission reductions on the carbon markets represent a viable source
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of financing for agricultural climate change mitigation projects, including those that promote
I 3 NP T 2 NB:3atedBbgroforestryis een as an indicator of the Climate Smart Agriculture
adoption in farms. For Buttoud (2013groforestrypromotion should be enacted as a method to
protect and sustain gricultural productive capacitgnsure food diversity ahseasonal nutritional
securty, diversify rural mcomes,strengthen resilience to climatic fluctuatiorsd perpetuate local
knowledge and social and cultural values

In 2014, theGlobal Alliance for Climate Smart Agricultunsas developed to maké easier b
establishthe tools needed for climate smart agriculture practice$he current implementation of
agricultural activities linked to climate change is based onkyato protocolwhich was adopted at

the end of 1997 in Japan, committing industrialized countries to stabilizengoese gas emissions
based on the prinples of the Conventions. kntered into force in 2005, with the intention to
reduce an average of the 5% emissions compared with 1990 levels over Hyediveld period 2008

to 2012. Later on the Doha Amendment to the Kyoto Protocol was adopted to be implemented from
1 January 203 until 2020. Parties committed to reduggeenhouse gas3dHG emissions by at least

18 percent below 1990 levels in the eigrgar period from 2013 to 2020, but countries involved are
different in the first and second period. Thgadto Protocollimits the accounting of emissions and
removals fromLand Use, Land Use Change and Foresidt WCFby Annex | Parties to those
activities defined under Article 3, paragraphs 3 and 4. Paragraph 3 is related with fnohaed
conversion including afforestation arréforestation considered as a whole (AR) and deforestation
(D), while paragraph 4 is dealing with those lands that have not undergone conversion since 1990
and are subject to a specific land use. These activities are related to Forest management (FM), Crop
management (CM), Grazing land management and Revegetation. Within a commitment period once
a land area is classified as AR or D, it cannot be included in paragraph 4. Thus, while it is possible, for
example, that AR land is later subject to FM, or thaaid is later subject to CM, the land must
remain classified under Article 3, paragraph 3, for the entire commitment period. However, a land
area can change classification from AR to D if land that was afforested or reforested after 1989 is
later deforesteal prior to the end of the commitment period. The classification of a land area as D is
permanent for the commitment period, whenever it happensighlighting the importance of
reducing reforestation Within the LULUCF activities, the preservation of soih @he terrestrial
ecosystems and the promotion of soil C increasehighly relevant, because 81% of C of terrestrial
ecosystems is stored in soilKarsenty et al. 2003, IPCC 2000)addition wody vegetationalso

stores carbon within itBiomasson a perennial basis.

3.2 PanEuropean policies

¢CKS 'b 902y2YAO [/ 2YYAaaizy T2 Ninis@erddN8oniSencé | b 9/ 9 ¢
Environment for Europé ¢ KA OK LIN®@Apktan for stakehalérs to discuss, decide

and join efforts in addressingieironmental priorities across the 56 countries of the UNECE region. It

is a regional UN pillar of sustainable development.

In 2003, at the Fifth Conference of Environment for Europe, ministers agreed withitidwe

Resolution on Biodiversityto identify i KS a KA 3IK yI Gdz2NE @It dzS¢ 61 b+x0 F
necessary conservation measures (UNECE 2003). HNV farms iagfofiestry systems such as

dehesas and montados. Economic pressures have caused and continue to threaten the abandonment

or intensification of large areas of HNV farmland, with irreversible losses of the associated habitats
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and species of European importance for biodiversity. HNV farming is essential if the EU is to meet its
2020 biodiversity targets. Many of the HNV areas are incluaiedireas to be paid by different
European Rural Development Programmes such as measures supportifiagvtesed areas, agfi
environment interventions programmes, and organic farming.

The Seventh Conference of Environment for Europe in 2011 focusedstainable management of
water and greening the economy. It highlighted the need to ensure that further economic growth
was not associated with environmental degradation, and this could be supported by quantifying
externalities, stimulating green investme supporting policy instruments to promote resource
efficiency, and supporting relevant research, innovations, education and training. Agroforestry was
identified as a sustainable land use and an-itensification tool for the EU, with a particular foc

on the use ohgroforestryto improve water quality through riparian practices.

TheMinisterial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Eurderest Europe, former MCPFE) is

a political platform for promoting European cooperation on the opportsitand threats to the
forest sector. It recognises the importance rotltifunctional silviculture including both wood and
non-wood forest products The Seventh Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in
Europe (2015a and 2015b) was held in Maddlt highlighted that forests and other wooded land
provide a multitude of renewable functions and services such as wood production, the protection of
soil and water resources and protection from various hazards, climate regulation, carbon
sequestration recreation, use of nowood forest products, and maintaining biodiversity. However,
there is not a real inventory of newood forest products to promote their use.

ThePanEuropean 2020 Strategy for Biodiversi(i’ESB) was endorsed as the successdieoPanr
European Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy and Landscape Strategy (PEBLDS 2015), which
was set up after adoption of the UN Convention of Biological Diversity in 1992. It aims to provide an
innovative and proactive approach to stop and neeethe degradation of biological and landscape
diversity in Europe. It has a 3@ar vision and framework for Europe to promote a consistent
approach to implement the Convention on Biological Diversity. In the Action Plan, the themes
include: the considation of biological and landscape diversity in sectors such as agriculture,
conservation of landscapes and forest ecosystems, and action for threatened species. Such themes
provide an opportunity foragroforestry Hence PEBLS is promotinggroforestry through the
combination of sectors such as agriculture and forestry at landscape levels. The 2020 Strategy is in
line with the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 264020, the Aichi Biodiversity Targetnd the EU
Biodiversity Strategy to 2020.

The aims of theEuropean Convention on Landscapg€ECL 2015) are to promote landscape
protection, management and planning, and to organize Europeampeation on landscape issues
fulfilling the sustainability concept of the Rio Summit. This Conventikesta new approach by
promoting the cultural significance and social value of all landscapes and expands concerns from
simply looking at parts of our heritage, for instance monuments, buildings or species of wildlife, to a
concern for the whole landscap&he Convention conveys a strong concern for awareness raising,
the exchange of information and expertise. It promotes mdisiciplinary approaches and the need

for a clear process of understanding and assessment of the values of landscapes.
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The Councibf Europe, firstly through PEBLS (fBamopean Biodiversity and Landscape Strategy) and
later through the European Convention on Landscapes gave a new dimension to the landscape
concept not only as a goal but as a policy means as well. European polamgsire the value of
cultural landscapes and the necessity of their creative management,agrgforestry systems
(SioliouandIspikoudis 2004).

3.3  European Union policies

It was only after the Cardiff Process in June 1998, that environmental concerns were integrated into
EU agricultural policies. Within the 6tEnvironment Action Programme(EAP, 2002012),
environment was integrated into all policies to achieve the mergtbrsustainable development
goals, following the signature of the previously mentioned global agreem&hts.7th EAP will be
guiding European environment policy until 2020 under the matteing well, within the limits of our
planet'.

The 7th EARPEU1386/2013/EU lists nine priority objectives to be achieved by 2020. The priorities
most relevant toagroforestryare: 1)i 2 LINRP 1 SOG =X 02y aSNWS FyR SyKIyOS
This includes high value ecosystems such as wood pas®)rés.turn the Lhion into a resource
efficient, green, and competitive legarbon economyHere agroforestry can improve resource
capture and efficiency (due to multiple spatial and temporal levels) and as provider of renewable
energy. 3)i 2 &l ¥FS3dz NR {fior8 enyirgningnyfe@ated pteasiirasiaSdyfisks to health
and wellbeing Hereagroforestrycan reduce the levels of nitrate leaching, the level of pollutants in
the soil and air, and net greenhouse gas emissions (GH®).secure investment for environment

and climate policy and account for the environmental costs of any societal activities, including
expanding markets for environmental goods and servidds promotion ofagroforestry label
products would be helpful. Gp better integrate environmental c@erns into other policy areas and
ensure coherence when creating new polisg outlined in this reportagroforestrycan support a
holistic approach at plot, farm and landscape level fulfilling and integrating many policy areas, and 6)
to help the Unioraddress international environmental and climate challenges more effectively, as
Sustainable Development Goads explained previously.

The key European policies related to biodiversity are theRamopean 2020 Strategy, the Strategic
Plan for Biodivergy 20112020 and the related Aichi Biodiversity Targets, and Ehk Biodiversity
Strategy to 202QUNEP 2015). The EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 aims to halt the deterioration
and achieve a measureable improvement in the status of all species and thadmtzered by EU
nature legislation. The strategy uses targets and actions to improve integration between and positive
contributions from the agriculture, forest and fisheries sectors, for example, it is anticipated that
instruments within the CAP will ctibute to biodiversity targets. The strategy also aims to develop
green infrastructure and to improve connectivity between Natura 2000 sites (EC 2014).

The threats to biodiversity include habitat fragmentation, intensive agriculture, land abandonment,
climate change, desertification and fires. Even within agriculture, almost half of European livestock
breeds are at risk of extinction due to, for example, the industrialization of farming and the global
trade in agricultural products and breeding stockgroforestry which integrates agriculture and
forestry and improves water quality, is a useful technology to help preservation and promote
biodiversity. Agroforestry enhances biodiversity by creating different ecological niches for
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microorganisms, bryophgs, vascular plants, invertebrates and vertebrates. For example Gasda

et al. (2012) reported that goats and sheep fed on different vegetation types (shrubs and
herbaceous) had less health problems than when they only consume herbaceous vegetatibis and
modified invertebrates biodiversity at plot, farm and landscape levels.

The Natura 2000network, created in 1994, included areas associated with the EU Birds Directive
(79/409/CEE) on the conservation of wild bird species and the EU Habitats V@ir€32{43/CEE)

focused on the conservation of natural habitats and the wild flora and fauna. The Birds Directive aims

to protect threatened species and habitats where they feed and nest. As most threatened species are
associated with specific habitats, neaes are needed to preserve selected habitats. Many of these
habitats are composed of, at least partially, woody vegetation, and therefore, often include
agroforestrypractices. Each member state of the EU has to identify the important areas and establish
management plans combining lotgrm conservation and socieconomical activities. Across the

EU, the Natura 2000 network accounts for 27,200 protected areas covering more than one hundred
million hectareg(788,000 ha terrestrialdf the EU territory (18%). The network consists of the so

OFftt SR WALISOAI f LIN2GSOGA2Y FNBlFraQ o6{t! 0 RSaAdyl
I 2YYdzyAGié AYLRZNIIYyOSQ o{/L0O SaidlofAaKSR T2NJ LINEP
Habitats Directive. Hmever it is argued that the current implementation will need to be
strengthened if the union intends to achieve its 2020 biodiversity targets.

¢CKS . ANRAa FYR I I0AldFd 5ANBOGADSA2 YINBBA H MFF S RY SIQK I
in the CAP iRar |, supported by the agenvironmental measures within Pillar I, and are very
important for protecting agricultural areas of high biodiversity, which are under a constant pressure
and include for instance Fennoscandian wooded pastures and meadaybsNBture Value farmland
(dehesas, montados) and other extensive systems, and natural andnséumal grasslands. Key
farmland habitats and features that require preservation and maintenance include: hedgerows,
copses or small woodlands, single trees auoghes in fields, trees and bushes traditionally used for
pollarding and coppicing, large veteran trees in agricultural areas, orchards, olive groves, and nut
groves with old mature trees (EC 2014), most of them linked to the presence of woody vegetation
and therefore toagroforestrypractices. Abandonment of extensive traditional farming practices is
the most important pressure on key farmland habitats and species of Community interest, together
with the intensification of other practices (EU guidanceuwoent Farming for Natura 2000).

The Natura 2000 sites are supported by Pillar | of the CAP (the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund
(EAGF)) and Pillar Il of the CAP (the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)).
However the Natura 2000tes are also supported through the Programme for the Environment and
Climate Action (LIFE). Other EU funds available are the European Structural Funds: Regional
Development Fund (ERDF), Cohesion Fund (CF) and Social Fund (ESF) that are now integrated.
Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES) schemes can also provide an incentive for the conservation
and restoration of farmland biodiversity and habitats in order to safeguard (or potentially increase)

the provision of the ecosystem services it provides.

Therdore several measures are established such as the developmenbdif/érsity indicatorsand
the promotion of agrenvironmental measures within the CAP to establish a system of direct
payments for environmental services, e.g. for promotion of grazing métlve breeds or establishing
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agroforestrysystems (measure 222 of CAP period 200I3 or measure 8.2 linked to CAP 2014
2020).

The broad objectives of thEeuropean Strategy on Sustainable Development across many sectors
including agriculture and forestry. One of the sustainable development objectives is to manage
natural resources in a responsible way, to protect habitats and ecosystems, and to halt the loss and
then promote biodiversity, all thenlinked with agroforestry as it was mentioned in previous
sections.

The goal of the&european Climate Change ProgramifieCCP), launched in 2000, was to develop an
EU strategy to implement the Kyoto Protocol. It comprigpedicy measures to reduce greenha@us
gas emissionand improve energy efficiency. Even though theZBueduced GHG emissions by 24%
between 1990 and 2012ew policies are needed tmeet the target of a 40% reduction below levels
in 1990 by 203QEU 2016)Agroforestrycan contribute to cebon sequestration, the reduction in the
increase in the atmospheric concentration of greenhouse gases, and adaptation to climate change
(Sharrow and Ismail 2004al 2004MosqueraLosada et al. 200&ertsens et al. 2013Jpson et al.
2016).Compared toother agricultural optionsagroforestrywill generally increase carbon storage
per unit of area (Dixon et al994; Nair et al. 20Q8Jpson et al. 2016 In addition,agroforestryis
anticipated to reduce soil erosion (Palma et al. 2007 reduce theairborne particulde matter in

the airto allow a better breathing dfiealthy air(Silli et al. 2015)

Agroforestry is mentioned several times as an agricultural activity in the last Intergovernmental Panel

on Climate Change assessmédBmith et al. 2014)which defines agroforestry as an integrated
aeaidSYy (23SGKSN) sAlK GKS YAESR aeadSvya FyR SELIX
uses)mitigation measures linked to increases in food production (e. g. agroforestry, or integrated
systems) can ONB | 4SS F22R I+ @FAfloAftAGE YR | 0O0Saa SaLlS
types of agroforestry practices that can contribute to mitigate climate change as recognized land use,
land-use change and forestry (LULUCF) activities. The first apptoauitigating climate change is

related with Article 3, paragraph 3 of the Kyoto Protocol by strengthening protection against natural
disturbances such as fire, pests, and storms, where agroforestry practices are able to reduce the
possibility to reclas/ areas declared as AR to D that is thereafter permanent for the entire
commitment period. Silvopasture in forest lands and silvoarable in arable lands are the best practices

to avoid this conversion. Forest grazing is the most sustainable and cheapksi tlear understory

within the forest as the biomass is converted into animal products and at the same time fire risk is
reduced(RAPCA 2016Moreover silvoarable practices, e.tpe combination of annual arable crops

during the first years of tree plantation, whenthe tree canopyis relatively small, caforce trees to

develop deeper root systemghich makesthe trees better anchored and therefore more resilient to

natural disturbances like storms, strong winds, flooding or important snow events.

The second approach to mitigating climate change is related with Article 3 paragraph 4. It deals with
different land management practices like (1) Forest management (FM: system of practices for
stewardship and use of forest land including plantations aauiral forests), not including the areas
integrated in AR or D, (2) Cropland Management (CM: system of practices on land on which
agricultural crops are grown, and on land that is set aside or temporarily not being used for crop
production), (3) Grazingahd management (GM: system of practices of land used for livestock
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production aimed at manipulating the amount and type of vegetation and livestock produced) and
(4) Revegetation (RV: is defined as a direct, huindaced activity to increase carbon stoaks sites
through the establishment of vegetation that covers a minimum area of 0.05 hectares and does not
meet the definitions of afforestation and reforestation). The EU has already determined the activities
related with these different lands and the magement that should be taken into account (Decision
529/2013/EU) as shown in Table 7.

Table 7. EU indicative measures that may be included in the information on LULUCF actions
submitted pursuant to Article 10(2)) (Decision 529/2013/Elhat canrelate to agroforestry

Measures related to Examples

Cropland management 9 Agroforestry
Grazing management and pasture 1 Preventinggrassland tacropland
improvement conversion to native vegetation

9 Increasing productivity

1 Improving nutrient management

1 Introducing more appropriate species, if
particular deep rooted species

1 Afforestation and reforestation

9 Conservation of C in existing forest

1 Enhancing production in existifigrests

1

1

Forest activities

Increasing harvested woqatoducts
Enhancing forest managemefaptimize
species composition, tending, thinning
and soil conservation)

Preventing deforestation

Strengthening protection against natural
disturbances such as fire, pest and storms
Substitution GHG intensivanergy feedstock
and materials with harvested wood product

Agroforestry has been identified as an indicative measure that may be included in the information on
LULUCF actions submitted pursuant to Article 10(2)(d) as pait/oN2 LX | YR al Yy, 3SYSy
therefore identifying agroforestrnas agricultural land andan agricultural activity Table 7). Other
types of tentative measures included by the EU are those linegrazing land management and
pasture improvement. @assland managemerdnd grassland improvement measureentified by

the EU include increasing productivity, nutrient management, the introduction of deep rooted
species(also relatel to agroforestry agproductivity and nutrient management is enhanced by the
inclusion ofdeeplyrooted woody vegetation (Rigueiro et al. 2009 .heforest activities promoted by
agroforestry practices(Table 7) include those related with soil carbonconservationand the
increasng agricultural use of forest lande(g. increasing harvest wood forests and production in
existing forests). Moreover, preventing deforestation and strengthemrgection against natural
disturbances such as fire, pest and storoen beenhancedby agroforestry The use of wood
products can also bpromoted if trees are locatedroarable land, which links to the bioeconomy if

for example pruned branches arased forcompostproduction
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The EUBioeconomy Strategy 0 9/ HAMHO A& RS&ONR O Srvovaking fol  R2 Odz
Sustainable Growth: A Bioeconomy for Eu@se LG LINRPLI2aSa | O2YLINBKSyaaA
the ecological, environmental, energy, foedpply and natural resource challenges faced by Europe

and the world. It aims to improve the knowledge base and foster innovation to achieve productivity
increases, while ensuring sustainable resource use and alleviating stress on the environment. A
succesful bioeconomy has the potential to create economic growth and jobs, to reduce fossil fuel
dependence, and to improve economic and environmental sustainability. A key bioeconomy concept

Ad GKS OANDdz I NJ SO2y2Ye 4 KS NGB odicksbould delused &édaw T N2 Y
material for a second product. The strategy will thus support resource efficiency, sustainable use of
natural resources, protection of biodiversity and habitats, as well as provision of ecosystem services.
Agroforestry can coniibute to the circular economy as a primary and renewable source of products
including food, wood for timber, and biomass energy. Agroforestry can also support the Bioeconomy
Strategy by enabling increased carbon sequestration on agricultural land.

TheEumlpean Forestry StrategyEU 2013bgaims to ensure that the multifunctional potential of EU
F2NBada Aa YFIyF3aISR Ay | adzaldlAyrofS YR oFfFl y(
ecosystem services. It highlights the contribution of forestsetmployment, welbeing, the

envionment, and rural developmentThe Forest Strategy from 2013 specifically mentioned
agroforestry for the firsttimeL G & 0F 6S&aY daaSYoSNJ {iGFGSa akKz2dzZ R dz
new Rural DevelopmenRegulationand fNA 2 NA G A &S Ay@SadySyida AyY 0X
biodiversity objectives; adapting to climate change; conserving genetic resources; forest protection

and information; and creating new woodland aagroforestryd @ a i SY a ¢ @

A recent development has been amcreased awareness of how trees caso contribute to welt
being.For example theSocial Farming and Rural Development poli&NRD 2010) has highlighted
how kitchen gardens (which often include fruit trees) can enhance public health and social inclusion
Again this demonstrates the important role thagroforestryhas to play.

In September 2016, twenty years after the 1996 Cork Declaration in relatidghet®eU and the
Sy @i NPy Y&k 2.0 Euroean Conference on Rural Developénents I 3(EUKRE6ED)R This

was attended bydifferent policy bodies includinghe European Agroforestry FederatioBRAF
Discussiongd to the development of the Cork Declaration 2.0 which highligrsparticipation of
farmersand forestersas key act@to developa sustainable agriculture, the recognition of traditional
heritage agricultural systems, the inclusion of forestry within the EU agrarian pibleyeed of
enhancing ecosystemesvices from agriculture, reducindpe impact of climate change (mitigation
and adaptation) andhe importance of integrated systemsuch as agroforestryAgroforestry can
contribute to many of the economic, social and environment aspects mentioned in the Cork
Declaration.

Conclusions

There is a globand Europeamecognition ofthe role that agroforestry can play to provide products

but also to deliver highly important ecosystem services. However, there is a lack of knowledge
transfer and adequate policies that promotes agroforestry at field Jewbichcould be approached

by involvingstakeholdesin the policy development.
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4 EuropeanCommon Agricultural Policyand Pillar |

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has evolved from its initial inception in 1962 when it covered
six countries. In 1973, the inclusion of the UK, Irelaam Denmark increased the total to nine.
Following additions were made in 1981 (10), 1986 (12), 1995 (15), 200&@%e9). The inclusion

of Romania and Bulgaria 2007 brought the total to 27and finally they amounted 28 due to the
incorporation of Croatia in 2013The CAP now has a direct impact on 14 million farmers with a
further 4 million people working in the food sector.

The annual CAP expenditure distriion can be seen iRigure9. CAP expenditure (in current prices)
doubled from about 30 billion Euros in 1990 to the current 60 billion Euros. The distributitve of t
payment to different EU target aims has also changed with coupled payments, exports, refunds and
market support measures reduced or removed completdlyed a | O{ K| NN ¥92stBted2 NI &
the shift from product support (through prices) to directypaents coupled to specific types of
production.

CAP expenditure and CAP Reform path (current prices)
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e Export refunds C— Other market support == Market-related expenditure
I Coupled direct aids [ Decoupled direct aids, of which: ESFER Greening
C— Total Rural Development (RD), of which: EEE RD environment/climate =j==CAP as % EU GDP

*) 2015: budget amounts; 2016-2020: Annex III Regulation 1307/2013 broken down based on netificiations by March 2015, coupled direct payments including
POSEI and SAI direct payment component and Annex I Regulation 1305/2013

Figure 9. CAP expenditure (1991013) and CAP Reform path (in cutreprices) (European
Commissior2016).

The Agenda 2000 reforms, signed in Berlin in 1999, emphasisedlitigon of the Common

I ANK Odzf GdzNF £ t 2f A08 Ayd2 F GFANRG LAEEFNE 60

on rural development measures. Payments in Pillar | cmapletely funded from the European
Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF)hilev Pillar Il payments are parifynded by national
governments (between 50 and 85% depending on the country).
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Following the CAP refornrm i2003, payments weredecoupked from the production of a specific
product, with farmerdnsteadreceiving paymentbased on a set amount per hectare of agricultural
land. The CAP haslso aimed to beome more environmentaltgriented. For the 20022013 period,

Pillar | across the EU27 was worth just over three times as much as Pillar Il. However there were
differences between the CAP budget of the old and new Member States. Whilst the level of
expenditure is relatively balanced in the EP (where the level of expenditure on both Pillars is
almost the same), the ELb receives five times as much for Pillar | as Rilldfor the 20142020

period, rural development and environmental issues account for close to 24% of the total CAP
budget.

4.1 Conditionality or Crosscompliance

Those plots receiving CAP funds have to fulfil CAP provisions. Environment preservatiorotegorom
Ay 020K t Aff I NB2 YLKINRIdZAKS ¢ KSNJI aONR ya fdmipllares dplids G & €
to Pillar | but also to most environmental payments forming part of the Rural Development policy
(Pillar 1) since CAP 20Q013. From 2008, it appbealso for certain wine payments. Farmers
receivingthese fundshave to comply with 13 Statutory Management Requirements (SMR) and
standards for maintaining the land in Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition ((BASECT)

SMR and GAEC, are commdaipwn as crossompliance or conditionality.

At present, he European Commission ident#i@3 Statutory Management Requirements (SMRs),
that build on a number of European directives and regulati@iable §, after abolishing some from

the previous CAPThe SMRs have evolved throughout the years. CurBviRs are related to
environment, climate change, and good agricultural condition land linked to (a) water (SMR1: Nitrate
Vulnerable Zones), (b) biodiversity (SMR2: wild birds and SMR3: habitats), putlic) food and

feed law animal, (d) hormones and (e) plant health, as well as to (f) food safety (SMR4: food and feed
law; SMR5: hormones; SMR6: pig identification; SMR7: cattle identification; SMR8: sheep and goat
identification; SMR9: TSEs and SMR1@ntpprotection products), and (g) animal welfare (SMR11:
welfare of calves, SMR12: welfare of pigs to SMR13: welfare of farmed animals).

As mentioned before, agroforestry will help to fulfil directly tiimst three SMRswhile improving the
guality of ed and food because they are usually linked to sustainable land use practices that deliver
high quality products. Silvopasture practices are affected by SMR 6, 7 and 81SiMR 12Zan also

be supportedby agroforestrypracticesastrees can provide ptection, shade and shelter to animals
reared outside
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Table8. Current Statutory Management Requirements (SMR), former SMR number, Directives and
Regulationdinked and year of introduction
Directives and Regulations thatpply Year of

introduction
SMR 1 Protection of water Council Directive 91/676/EEC (Nitrates Directiv 2005
against pollution caused b

nitrates

SMR 2 Conservation of wil Directive 2009/147/EC of the European 2005
birds Parliament (Birds Directive)

SMR 3 Conservation of Council Directive 1992/43/EEC (Habitats 2005

natural habitats and of wilc Directive)
flora and fauna
SMR 4 Food and feed law RegulationEC) No 178/2002 of the European 2006
Parliament
C22R | @3ASyS wS3dz I (A
8532004
Feed Hygien&egulationEC) No 183/2005
RegulationEEC) No 2377/90
RegulationEC) No 396/2005
Milk and egg producers have further specific
hygiene standards in addition to the general
requirements.
SMR 5 Restrictions on the Council Directive 96/22/EC 2006
use ofsubstances having Council Directive 96/23/EC
hormonal or thyrostatic
action and betaagonists in
farm animals
SMR 6 Pig identification ~ Council Directive 2008/71/EC 2005
and registration
SMR 7 Cattle identification RegulationEC) No 1760/2000 of the European 2005
andregistration Parliament and of the Council
SMR 8 Sheep and goat CouncilRegulatior21/2004 2005
identification and
registration
SMR 9 Prevention and RegulationEC) No 999/2001 of the European 2006
control of transmissible Parliament and of the Council
spongiform
Sy OSLIKI t TBEJ)
SMR 10 Plant protection  RegulationEC) No 1107/2009 of the European 2006
products (PPPs) Parliament and of the Council

SMR 11 Minimum Council Directive 2008/119/EC 2007
Standards for the

Protectionof Calves

SMR 12 Minimum Council Directive 2008/120/EC 2007
Standards for the

Protection of Pigs

SMR 13 Protection of Council Directive 98/58/EC 2007
Animals kept for Farming

Purposes
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In the CAP (2002013), each country had to identify its ovBood Agricultural and Environmental
Conditions (GAEC). Some standards were compulsory and some were voluntary. The conditions
cover compulsory and voluntary measures to minimise soil erosionrféngmum coverage, minimal
management reflecting the specific local conditions, and terraces), maintain soil organic content (e.qg.
crop rotation, stubble management), maintain soil structure and to ensure minimum levels of
maintenance on agricultural langk.g. minimum livestock density, permanent pasture protection,
maintenance of landscape characteristics such as hedges and trees in line, in groups, isolated, field
margins, and preventing unwanted scrub encroachment on agricultural |dad)eQ).

Table 9. Good Agricultural and Environmental Conditions in CAP -2003 (Annex JRegulation
73/2009)
Soil erosionprotect soll 1 Minimum soil cover 1 Retain terraces
through appropriate measures| q Minimum land
management reflecting
site-specific conditions

Soil organic matter: maintain 1 Arable stubble 1 Standards for crop rotations
soil organic matter levels management
through appropriate practices
Soil structure: maintain soil 1 Appropriate machinery use
structure through appropriate
measures
Minimum level of 1 Retention of landscape | § Minimum livestock stocking
maintenance: ensure a features including, where rates and/or appropriate
minimum level of maintenance appropriate, hedges, regimes
and avoid deterioration of ponds, ditches, trees in | § Establishment and/or
habitats line, in groups, or isolated  retention of habitats
and field margins 1 Prohibition of the grubbing
1 Avoiding the up of olive trees
encroachment of { Maintenance of olive groves
unwanted vegetation on and vines in good condition

agricultural land
1 Protection of permanent

pasture
Protection and management o] § Establishment of buffer
water: protect water against strips along water courses
pollution and runroff, and 1 Where use of water for
manage the use of water irrigation is subject to

authorisation, compliance
with authorisation
procedures

Within the 20142020CAPGAEC @ivities relating to crop rotation gpermanent pasture protection

I NB AyOtdRSR & | O2yRAGAZ2ZY Ay tAfEFNI L F& LI

those farms with large eligible areas) or at national level (permanent pastures). The retention of
landscape features (hedgefrees in line, in group or isolated) has been also included within the
Ecological Focus Ared Pillar | as well as buffer stripRdgulation1307/2013). Therefore, current
GAEC¢Table10) are related to environment, climate change, and good agricultural condition land
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linked to (a) water (GAEC 1 to GAEC 3), (b) soil and carbon stock (GAEC 4 to GAEC 6) and (c)

landscape, minimum level of maintenan@@AEC?7).

Table 10. Good Agricultural and Environmental Conditions in the CAP -202@ (Annex 2,
Regulationl306/2013)

Issue ~ Standards

Water GAEC 1 | Establishment of buffer strips along water courses

GAEC 2 | Where use of water fairrigation is subject to authorisation,
compliance with authorisation procedures

GAEC 3 | Protection of ground water against pollution: prohibition of direc|
discharge into groundwater and measures to prevent indirect
pollution of groundwater through di$@arge on the ground and
percolation through the soil of dangerous substances, as listed
the Annex to Directive 80/68/EEC in its version in force on the |
day of its validity, as far as it relates to agricultural activity

Soil and carbon GAEC 4 | Minimum soil cover
stock GAEC 5 | Minimum land management reflecting site specific conditions tg
limit erosion

GAEC 6 | Maintenance of soil organic matter level through appropriate
practices including ban on burning arable stubble, except for pls

healthreasons
Landscape, GAEC 7 | Retention of landscape features, including where appropriate,
minimum level of hedges, ponds, ditches, trees in line, in group or isolated, field
maintenance margins and terraces, and including a ban on cutting hedgds
Food safety trees during the bird breeding and rearing season and, as an

option, measures for avoiding invasive plant species

The presence of woody vegetation is known to help to minimize soil erosion, maintain and even
steadily increase the amount of soitganic matter content, improve soil structure (HorrBdéinchez

et al. 2014) and maintain the minimum agricultural land (by grazing for example). However
agroforestry was rarely mentioned within the 20Q013 CAP. Instead of including managed woody
vegetatin with the associated products and serviceswoiding encroachment (to maintain GAEC)
was usually achieved by ploughing ahd destruction of vegetationSince 2009, divities related to
maintenance of landscape characteristitave beencompulsorywith specific mentios in Austrig
Cyprusthe Czech Republi¢inland, Germanylungary Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Malt&|owakia
Portugal,Sloveniaand Spain, but in some cases no increase was allo®edghid As mentioned
before, most of these actities are in line with the use @groforestry as it is a demonstrated way to
enhance flora and fauna biodiversity, increase resource use efficiency (therefore preventing from
nutrient leaching), reduce erosion, increase soil organic matter and reduceaaitnent.

In spite of this, msscompliance conditions for Pillarhiave beencriticized from both sides, some
arguing that they are too lenient, some arguing that that they impose excessive administrative costs.
The European Court of Auditors has recently concluded that there are major insufficiencies in cross
compliance conditios that results in rather ineffectiveconditionality (European Court of Auditors
2009).

The protection of the woody vegetation and therefore agroforestry practices in Europe is currently
carried out by the CAP. This protection is mainly linked to somestape features, which includes
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isolated trees but also hedgerows composed of trees/shrubs. Both can be combined with arable
andor grazing landgTableb).

4.1.1 Isolated trees

The proportion of land allocated to isolated trees is relatively consistent across Western and
Southern Europe, although coverage terd be lower in NorthEastern andCentral Europe (Figure

10). The relative importance of this landscape featureovser than hedgesind multipurpose trees

and riparian buffers. The total amount of ha occupied by isolated trees in Europe is equivalent to
almost 300000hectaresi.e. less than hedges and multipurpose trees but similar to riparian buffers.

500 0 500 km)|
—

500 0 500 km|
L ce—

Isolated Tree Isolated Tree

Feature 10 (Single tree,

Feature 10 (Single tree,
single bushes) es)

single bushe

Nuts from Eurostat 2010. Nuts from Eurostat 2010.
Level 2 Level 2

Hectares

Percentage
5

Figure10. Area (left) and proportion (right) of European land use associat#d isolated trees
(LUCAS 2012)

4.1.2 Hedgerows

The total area of hedgerows is about 1.78 million hectares representing about 0.42%tefritosial

area of the EU (den Herder et al. 2016). The largest areas are found in France, the UK, and Italy, with
a high proportional area in Irelandrigure 11). The distribubn of different types of hedgerow
(avenue trees, conifer hedges, bush/tree hedges visibly managed and bush/tree hedges not
managed from abandonment) are shownHigurel2. Since 1997 hedgerows have been protected in

the UK.
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— ) —)
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Figurell. Area (left) and proportion (right) of European land use associaiddhedgerows (LUCAS
2012)
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Figure12. Area (left) and proportion (right) of European land use associati¢éd four hedgerow
types (avenue trees, conifer hedges, bush/tree hedges, visibly managed, bush/tree hedges, not
managed, from abandonmenfl.UCAS 2012)

Current policy measures www.agforward.eu



35

4.2 Pillar I: CAP 2002013

The 2003 reform of the CAP introduced a new system of direct support to farmers, known as the
Single Payment Scheme (SPS). The Single Payment Scheme (h8RStmcludes two components:
the Single Farm Payment (hereafter SFP) and the Single Area Paymene Sicberafter SAPS). The
SFP entered into force in 2005 after approval in 2003, and was appliga 17 oldest Member
States Figurel3). The 1hewestMember States (M3)seda Single Area Payment Scheme (SAPS).

An objective of the2003/ !t NBF2NYXY 61 & GGKS FINXYSNR akz2dzZ R L
Payments linked to the area of specific crops or per head of livestock were generally transformed into

a single payment. The SPS initially allowed several options for the Member States for SPS design and
calculation and exceptions from full decoupling. This means that Member States had some flexibility

in applying the SPS and that the exact details of implgation vary from one Member State to

anather, which makes comparisob@tween countries difficult. The SRS/ i N2 RdzOSR & RS 02 dzLJ
replaced most previous existing agricultural schemes linkedspecific sectors (coupled aid

Payments linked to heate of a crop or per head were transformed into single payment linked to
entitlements based on the value of historical subsidy receipts. Activating an entittement was based

on the ownership or rent of a corresponding number of hectares (Regulation 1782)/2lifiked to

agriculture activity in an eligible land, but at the same time the farmer had to maintain the land in a

good agricultual and environmental condition axplainedunderd ON@ B WY LI Al y OS¢ ®

When introducing the SPS in 200 17 oldestMember StateqFigurel3) had three main options

for calculating the value of payment of their entitlements:

1 On the basis of the payments received by the individiaatner during a reference period
("historical model"), resulting in different aid levels per hectare, and associated to the activation
of entitlements linked to hectares.

i Taking all payments received in a region and divide them by the number of eligittiardse
("regional model") resulting in a flat rate per region, which is the model that all countries will
finally have to adopt under the CAP 2020. Germany adopted it in the period-ZI2B! and
countries like Greece, Spain, Finland, Denmark, United Kimgam France officially recognized
the adoption of the regional model in the current CAP period (2Z2020).

1 A mixture between these two models ("hybrid model") subsequently applied by most of the
O2dzy NASa GKIG OFy 0SS baird dpprdRitgating Wath elRieyitt YA O ¢
towards a flatter rate or regional model).
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Figurel3. Country selection of direct payments(2014)

4.3 Pillarl: CAP 2014020

The Single Area Payment Scheme (SAPS) practiced in the 10 new menaiseins20072013, was
due to expire in 20142020 wnder Regulation (EC) No 73/200Bbwever, the 2013 reform of the AP
permitted these member stateso continue applyingSAPSbetween 2014 and 2020 Henceall new
member states(except Slovenia, Malta an@roatig is using SAPS whichlaulaes payments by
dividing the country's annual financial envelolpgits respective utilized agricultural areiee. there
is a constant pehectarepaymentat a country level

From 2014 to 2020, the Single Paymentebeh in the CAP has been replaced by three compulsory
and four voluntary components. Because different countries have selected different options (Figure
14) it is difficult to interpret the result@nd the impact of the CAP at field lev&he compulsory
payment now includes: & 3 NB SnpdnghBhat wasantended to guarantee an EU agriculture
response to climate change, better water management, biodiversity protection and green energy
production.

The three compulsory payments are:

1) abasic paymenper hectare, which was set at a maximum of 70% of the pillaoney. The
mean percentage adopted by the Member States in 2015 was Sb&obasic payment has to be
harmonised according to national or regional economic or administrative criteria and subject t
FYy WAYGSNYFtQ O2y@SNEHSYyOS LINRPOSaa ¢A0GKAY GKS

2) | gréénind O2YLRYySyli 6KAOK FAYa (2 2FFasSit GKS 02a

not remunerated by the market and linked to an additional payment per hectare for using
climate- and environmenffriendly farming practicesThis component represents 30% of the
pillar Ifunding in each member state.
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3) an additional payment for five years fgoung farmers comprising between 1 and 3% of the

pillar Imoney.

Direct payments: Overview of percentages of national ceilings allocated by scheme (2015)

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

BE BG CZ DK DE EE IE EL ES FR HR IT CY LV LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO SI SK FI SE UK

EGreening HNatural constraints HYoung farmer Hvoluntary coupled support W Redistrivutive M Basic Fayment Scheme i single Area Payment Scheme

Figurel4. Direct payments: overview allocated per scheme by country across #28 Evel in 2015
(EC 2015).

The fourvoluntary paymentsare:

4)

5)

6)

7)

additional income support in areas witbpecific natural constraint§ANC). This was only
adopted by Denmark

a redistributive payment whereby farmers may be granted additional support for the first
hectares of farmland. This was only adopted by eight countBetg{um, Bulgaria, Germany,
FranceHungaryLatvig Poland andRomania)

coupled support (VCS) for production, granted in respect of certain areas or types of farming for
economic and/or social reasons. VCS is implemented by all member states with the exception of
Germany, representing around 10% of theaiotlirect payments envelope for the European
Member States. The share of VCS within the countries differs and some of them spent less than
10% of the Direct PaymentsAistria Ireland Nederland Luxemburg, United Kingdom,
Denmark Greece Estonia and Cypurs) and the rest of the member states are above the 10%
share for the VCS measure (Belgium, Bulg&@@ech RepublicSpain, Franceilungary lItaly,

Latvig Lithuanig Malta, Poland, PortugaRomania, SloveniaSlowakia Finland andveden).

the last voluntary payment is based on a simplified system for small farmers. This was only
implemented by Portugal and Latvia.
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4.3.1 Paymentsand eligibility concept

Eligibility for the Single Farm Payment was primarily linked to areas specified as arabledand a
grassland. Eligible lands have to fulfil croempliance, where the woody component should be
protected when selected by member states, as previously mentiofied landscape feature)
However it is noted that a lack of knowledgleout the extentof thesefeatures in many EU countries
makes it difficult to know the real impact and the effectiveness of these meaghtegspean Court

of Auditors 2009)

For 20142020, an eligible hectare in the CARasy agricultural area of the holding that is used

for an agricultural activity or, where the area is also used for-amgmcultural activities, is
predominantly used for agricultural activities (can be exercised without being significantly hampered
by the intensity, nature, duration and timing of the ragricultural activities) but alsodany area

which gave a right to payments in 2008 under SPS or SAPS, and wiodbr{ger complies with the
definition of 'eligible hectare' as a result of the implementation of "Natura 2000" requirements; or (ii)
is aforested pursuant to RD programmes or under a national scheme; or (iii) is set aside pursuant to
RD programmes(Pagliacci 2015However, agroforestry established plotisanks to measure 222 of

the CAP 2002013,are not mentiored causing incongruence bheeen real agroforestry promotion

from Pillar Il (measure 222 of ER0072013) and Pillar | (CAP 202@20).

The CAP regulations (1306/2013 and 1307/2013) define an "agricultural area" means any area taken
up by arable land, permanent grassland synonymwith permanent pasture, or permanent crops.
Therefore an initial division of the territory was carried out, with land classified as permanent
grasslandsarable or permanent cropsThis approach, however, does not work for those systems
that rotate grazing and arable practicda the same unit of landver several years (sometimes over

10 years) in order to improve the soil organic matter (mainly Mediterranean countfashers

prefer to declare arable lands instead of permanent pastures, because timefgeaches a higher

field market value than permanent pastures. It is interesting to highlight that some areas that
combine short rotation coppice and arable crops, known as alley cropping and used experimentally
in Germany (Bohm et al. 2011) or thosea@s combining short rotation coppices with tree lines
under 100 trees per hectare used experimentally under the AgroCop project (Morhart et al. 2014),
are fully eligible.

4.3.1.1 Arableland

Arable land means land cultivated for crop production or areas available for crop production but
lying fallow, including areas set aside in accordance with previous regulations (1257/1999,
1698/2005 1305/2013). Once the concept of arable land is defined@v/2013, this eligible land
KFEa 02 7FdA-GAMLI (K § O& © NDwiiaieniice af laDdsagiéeatdres such as
hedgerows, isolated trees and trees in lines or groups. The maximum density of trees in these arable
lands is explained in the Dgjate Act 640/2014 describing that for any arable land being eligible,
tree density will not be above 100 trees per hectare in CAP-2020(value risen from 50 trees per

ha during the CAP 20&013) thanks to the work carried out by the European Agroftmes
Federation explaining the ecosystems service benefits dgadvforestry provides tmfficers ofthe
European Commission andembers of theEuropean ParliamentMember States could adopt a
different maximum tree density but always below the 100 trees Ipectare. However, that limit shall

not apply in relation to the measures referred in Articles 28 and IRegfulationEU) No 1305/2013,
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related to agrenvironment and Nature 2000 and water framework directive payments, respectively,
and that are linkedo Pillar Il. This constrains makes it difficult for farmers to include trees on their
arable land, particularly when they have small plots.

Isolated trees are defined by the Delegated Act 639/2014 as those trees with a crown diameter of
minimum 4 m, wirch impliesa minimumtree cover of 12.56 A This means thaa minimum1256

m? of tree cover are allowed in those arable lands so 12.56% of the hettarenly if tree density is
below 100 trees per haHowever, this landscape feature has to be declaaed has to have a
minimum crown diameter if it should be preserved. Crown diameter above 4 m of diameter can be
considered, in most cases, as mature trees. Therefore those isolated trees below this target crown
diameter are not protected, and cannot be aared as landscape features, even though they, as
young trees, are essential to ensure long term sustainability of isolated trees at least 4 m width. The
impact of these figures will depend on the growth rate of the tree species. Another aspect is that
CAP does not consider variation between tree species. For example, the selected tree crown
diameter size above 4 m could mean a young tree for certain chestnut or oak trees, but for many
ancient trees like for example those of Mediterranean cypré€sgp(esss sempervivensit is difficult

to reach the required size to be protectettees below 4n width may be or may be not considered

as a tree depending on the definition of a tree given by the different countries (Table 11) and the
category given to the fid where the trees are (forestry, agriculture). Different definitioaimong
countries make it difficult to evaluate the results and impact of landscape feature protection across
Europe.

Table11. Minimum values for area size, @e€rown cover and tree height as specified by the member
state for the definiton of forest (Annex 5 of the Decision 529/2013/EU)

Country  Area (ha) Tree Tree Country Area (ha) Tree Tree
crown height crown height (m)
cover (%) (m) cover (%)

Belgium 05 20 5 Luxembourg 05 10 5

Bulgaria 0.1 10 5 Hungary 05 30 5

Czech rep 0.05 30 2 Malta

Denmark 0.5 10 5 Netherlands 05 20 5

Germany 0.1 10 5 Austria 0.05 30 2

Estonia 0.5 30 2 Poland 0.1 10 2

Ireland 0.1 20 5 Portugal 1 10 5

Greece 0.3 25 2 Romania 0.25 10 5

Spain 1.0 20 3 Slovenia 0.25 30 2

France 0.5 10 5 Slowakia 0.3 20 5

Italy 0.5 10 5 Finland 0.5 10 5

Cyprus Sveden 05 10 5

Latva 0.1 20 5 UK 0.1 20 2

Lithuania 0.1 30 5

If trees are grouped, the maximum area allowfed woody vegetation is low as CAP allows just 10%
of the hectare (1000 fper hectare). Forest land is not eligible for CAP Pillar | payments, even if
there is a profitable agricultural activity (i.e. n@ood products). The most important limitation of
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trees in arable lands is linked to the concept that a forest has a tree cover over 10%, and forested
land is not able to receive Pillar | payments. However, the concept of a forest varies between
countries. For some countries, a forest has a minimum traeicof 20% and even 30% (Table 11),
which makes lands between 10 to 20% even to 10 to 30% without full recognition as agricultural land
from a CAP point of view, but not considered as forest in their own countries. This aspect is especially
important if we take into account that forest and agricultural areas will be considered in the
accountability (LULUCF rules) of GHG emissions and carbon sequestered in the fulfiiment of the
Kyoto protocol from year 2020 onwards (Decision 529/2013).

Forest is definedvithin the LULUCF accounting as those areas with minimum values for area size,
tree crown cover and tree height. European countries have identified ranges of forestland with a
minimum area size between (1) 0.05 and 1 hectare, (2) 10 and 30% of tree @earmaad (3) 2 and

5 m of tree height through Annex 4 of the EU decision 529/2013/EU. This decision shows that more
than 50% of the EU countries identifies as forest those lands of at least 20% of tree cover (7, 1 and 6
EU countries indicated that a foresst a land with at least 20, 25 or 30% of tree cover, respectively)
and only 1L EU countries identifies forest lands with at least 10% of tree cohalé11). Thisis in
contradiction with the maximum number of trees that CAP allows to consider an arable land eligible
through the conditionality role of having 100 trees per ha (Act 640/2014 (article 9.3)) with more than
4 m of tree canopy diameter (Act 639/2014 (dei®.3)), which allows 12.5% of tree cover in an
arable land.

Regarding hedges or hedgerows, fRegulationgrotect hedges or wooded strips with a width of up

to 10 m Regulation639/2014), but only 2 m width can be included as eligible land even if the
member state protects wider hedgéRegulation 640/2014)This means thabtne hectare of arable

land surrounded by a hedge with the maximum width of 10 m given bRr#wulatior639/2014, the

eligible land for the hedge becomes only 784 ([f12%), on ahectare basigRegulation 640/2014

This will mean that clos® 29% of the arable land will not be eligible under the CAP, so farmers will

tend to create2 mwidth hedges, in order to maintain the full eligibility and CAP paynteammers
arealsoafrai®@ ¥ f 2aAy3d (GKS O2yRAGAZ2Y 2F &l NI of-%43 2F (K
permanent grassland was classified as arable land if they were not grazed but harvested to produce

hay. In CAP 2012020, farmers must intend to plough at least oncemvfive years to maintain the
O2yRAGAZ2Y 2F Gl NI o6fS¢ gAGKAY GKS /!1t>X YR UKSNBT

4.3.1.2 Permanentgrassland and permanent pasture

Following the definition given in th&egulation1307/2013 Permanent grassland andrpanent

LI addzZNBE 600G23SG§KSNI NBFSNNBR lédngd uséddo giowigaddes of &heii I NI &
herbaceous forage naturally (sekeded) or through cultivation (sown) and that has not been

included in the crop rotation of the holding for fiveay® or more; it may include other species such

as shrubs and/or trees which can be grazed provided that the grasses and other herbaceous forage
remain predominant as well as, where Member States so decide, land which can be grazed and which
forms part of stablished local practices where grasses and other herbaceous forage are traditionally

y23i LINBR2YAY!I yi THisydefisltidd rechbghizes &ll NyBds @fépermanent grasslands

across European biogeographic regions better than in the previous Ca&#ksTio the inclusion of

(KS 02y OSa%GR S/ aailSyfyidzl t KSNDIF OS2dza aLISOASA0 | yR
FNB GNIRAGAZ2YIEt& y2G LINBR2YAYILYd Ay 3ANFTAYy3I | N
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strategy to surviving seasoh&xtremes (e.g. summer droughts) or disturbances are included.
Therefore, the definition includes those ecosystems with plants that overcome summer droughts
through the strategy of becoming a seed but that leaves land without vegetation during the summer
GAYSET a ¢Sttt a GKS ag22Re¢ R2YAYIFGSR 3N} aatl yl
the long summer period in southern European countries, with the advantageatiiatals will have
farm-produced forage soils are protected and organic carbcand fertility increased for the
F2NIKO2YAYy3 dzaSa 2F GKS flFyR AyOfdzZRAYy3I NI ofSo
vegetation cover throughout the year as permanent pasture and therefore making the ecosystem
more resilient to heavy ramand heat, and avoiding erosion. Both should be recognized as excellent
strategies to make the ecosystems more resilient to drought periods, mainly within the global climate
change current frameworkBoth strategies annual selseeded species as well wsody vegetation

- are of high interest to have farms better adapted to climate change, which will have a higher impact

in southern countries.

Declaring the whole area of permanent grassland eligible depends on whether the MS decides to

adopt the prorata system. When the prmata system is not adopted, then the rules linked to woody
vegetation previously mentioned for landscape features in arable lands are compulsory in permanent
grasslands, unless the area is declared as land which can be grazed ahdfevims part of
GSadloft AAKSR 20t LINFYOGAOS&aE 09[tV0v GKSNB 3INraa
predominant in grazing areas, like for example the region of Asturias in Spain.

When aMember Statedecides to follow a preata systemthe choice should apply to all permanent

grassland plots of the Member State (EU 2015). This choice means that ineligible areas below 1000

m? can be eligible, but unfortunately this is provided at the parcel level and not on a hectare basis,

and thereforeaffecting differently the area eligible of the farm size. However, within therata
a8aisSYysz GKS INBFra ¢gA0GK aOFGiSNBR (NBSa gKAOK Oly
indicated by KS 9! oO6wHnmp0 @3aANI T 6t S yhich AdScBrsideteg as B NOY | y Sy
the eligible area, should thus not be counted to assess whether the parcel is below or above the
maximum tree density. However, the concept of grazable tree for the commission is summarized as

those features "which can bgrazed" andshould be actually accessible to farm animals for grazing

for their full area Therefore the concept of grazable tree for the European Commission is linked to

the fact that the animal can access food directly from the tree, making ineligitdettzarefore

discounting those trees that provide fruit to animals when fruits fall down to the ground. This is
compulsory even if the uniqueurpose of the tree on that farns to provideforage. These trees are

essential to sustain the livestock in someosystems, such as the Dehesas in Spain, but they are
discounted if this rule is followed.

Another aspect related to permanent grasslands is that they can still be ploughed and reseeded for
conservation purposes that sometimes are broadly used, so ldemgneaning of permanent in
some cases.

'a ¢S YSYyiA2ySR o0SF2NB | 1S@& [FaLISOG F2NJ ANy aaf
LINy OGAO0Sae 09[t 0 f Regubalion130%/9003% RLPSaRe ddfiyed ab sy of9or a
combination of, the following practices: (a) practices for areas for livestock grazing which are
traditional in character and are commonly applied on the areas concerned and (b) practices which
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are important for the conservation of habitats listed in Annex | to Cédicective 92/43/EEC and of

biotopes and habitats covered by Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the
Council as defined by thRegulation639/2014. The ELP meaning that permanent grasslands may

Ay Of dzZRS Ay (i KSA NbtRSheErhagedus foragé aré tEatiffordally 8at prédofrfihant in
IANFTAYy3 FNBlaé¢ akKz2dZz R oS +FOGAGIGEISR o0& GKS aSyo
options (a and b) within their definition of permanent pasture, favouring therefore the existence of

woody vegetation; they are Germany, Spain and Sweden and option (a) of ELP has been activated by
Greece FranceHungary Italy, Cyprus Portugal and the United Kingdom

4.3.1.3 Permanent crops

Permanent crops are defined by the Commission as-rotational cropsother than permanent
grassland or permanent pasture that occupy the land for five years or more and yield repeated
harvests, including nurseries and short rotation coppice. For permanent crops, the tree densities
given for arable land eligibility did nopply and combinatiogwith crops or grasslands are allowed.

If fruit trees are combined with grazing, this type of land use falls within the permanent crop concept
and again no restrictions of fruit tree density are included. They include apple, pear, apricot, peach,
nectarines, orange, small citrus, lemon and olive trees as well as vineyards for table production.
These types of trees should be included in the information that countries should provide to EU for
statistics (EU Regulation 1337/2011) but not those related withrrghelum or berriesPermanent

crops are those linked to multipurpose tree silvoarable and multipurpose tree silvopasture
agroforestry practicesPermanent crops linked to silvoarable and silvopasture practices occupy
223,000 and850,000 hawith atheoretical potential area 0f16.820 million ha Table4) and 17091
million harespectively Table3).

4.3.2 Greening

Besides the basic payments, the other compulsory multipurpose payment established within the
direct payments inthe 20l nHn LISNA2R A& (GKS atlF@YSyid F2NJ I INR
Ot AYIFIGS YR UKSEKSYW2ANPYYESRE aANBSYAYyIeéd LG NB LN
compulsory way and is paid ipso facto to the organic farmers. Greening is not compulsory in those
holdings a) where more than 75% of the arable land is used for the production of grass&egror o
herbaceous forage (selected by the MS), is land lying fallow, or is subject to a combination of these
uses, provided that the arable area not covered by these uses does not exceed 30 hectares; (b)
where more than 75% of the eligible agricultural acda holding is permanent grassland, is used for

the production of grasses or other herbaceous forage or for the cultivation of crops under water for a
significant part of the year or for a significant part of the crop cycle, or is subject to a combiohtion
these uses, provided that the arable area not covered by these uses does not exceed 30 hectares; (c)
where more than 50% of the areas of arable land declared were not declared by the farmer in his aid
application of the previous year and, where based a comparison of the geospatial aid
applications, all arable land is being cultivated with a different crop compared to that of the previous
calendar year and (d) that are situated in areas north of 62nd parallel or certain adjacent areas.
Where the aral# land of such holdings covers more than 10 hectares, there shall be at least two
crops on the arable land, and none of these crops stwler more than 75% of the arable land,
unless the main crop is grasses or other herbaceous forage, or land lyowg fal mentioned, the
greening measures push forward the crassnpliance concept through the protection of already
existing elements (rather than promoting them), with 5% of the eligible land allocated to the so
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called Ecological Focus Area (EFA), prasierv of permanent pastureusually linked to woody
vegetation and crop diversification. Recognition of the role of woody vegetation is mainly related to
two of the three main components of the greening: permanent pasture conservation and the
designationof several of the measures of the EFA. But crop diversification may include fallow land,
that if uses woody vegetation, can also be considered an agroforestry practice.

The three basic measures foresesithin the greeningare:

Crop diversification a farmer must cultivate at least two crops when his arable land exceeds 10
hectares and at least three crops when his arable land exceeds 30 hectares. The main crop should
not cover more than 75% of arable land in the first case, while in the second timecno@ shall not

cover more than 75% of that arable land and the two main crops together shall not cover more than
95% of that arable land. For the crop diversification measure, a crop is identified as a culture of any
of the different genera defined iraf the botanical classification of crops; (b) a culture of any of the
species in the case of Brassicaceae, Solanaceae, and Cucurbitaceae; (c) land lying fallow; (d) grasses
or other herbaceous forage. Some exceptions to these general rules occur whamdhiging fallow

or forage is part of the arable land. Permanent crops are not considered crops in the definition as EU
fAyla GKS O02yOSLIi (G2 aFNIo6ftS flyRED

Permanent grasslandthis measure establishes that Member States shall ensure that the ratio of
areas of permanent grassland to the total agricultural area declared by the farmers will not decrease
by more than 5% compared to a reference ratio established by Member States in 2015. This ratio
may be applied at national or regional level, with most coigstselecting the national level with the
exception of Belgium, France, Germany and UK, which will ensure a better fulfilment at regional
level. Up to now, nine MS designated all grassland in Natura 2000, but five and nine different MS
designated the gratand between 50 and 100% and less than 50% of the grassland they have as part
of in Natura 2000, respectively. Member States shall designate permanent grasslands which are in
environmentally sensitive areas (Environmentally Sensitive Permanent Grasslaondsed by
Directives 92/43/EEC or 2009/147/EC, including in peat and wetlands, and which need strict
protection in order to meet the objectives of those Directives but also go beyond these areas. ESPG
was also designated outside Natura 20@rd¢ch Repuigl Latvia, Luxembourg and Wales (UK)).
Malta did not declare permanent grasslands. Due to the large area of permanent grasslands of
Europe with woody vegetation, this measure is highly relevant for AF, protecting the already existing
agroforestry systemsinked to silvopasture practices in both the south (i.e. dehesa) and the north
(i.e. grazed orchardsHowever, this measure could include ploughing and reseeding, necessary for
the correct maintenance of some permanent grassland, but that may be extetositose where

this maintenance is not needed. Therefore, this measure may degrade permanent grasslands and not
fulfil the concept of permanenpasture,which is the pasture has not been included in the crop
rotation of the holding for five years or more.

Ecological focus area (EF#)ould be established occupying at least 5% of the arable area of the
farms with a farm area larger than 15 hectares (excluding permanent grassland). Ecological focus
areas are identified with field margins, hedges, trefdlow land, landscape features, biotopes,
buffer strips, afforested areas, agroforestry, green cover and catch crops, among others. Ecological
focus areas wilbe raised to 7%after a Commission report in 2017 and a legislative proposal. This
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role shouldbe fulfilled at an individual level in all countries, with the exception of the Netherlands
and Poland.

Some states may decide not to implement EFA when they have above 50% of their land allocated to

forestland, which recognizes the importance of the dgrestry landscapes. The Forest exemption

has been activated by Finland, Latvia, Estonia and Sweden. Implementing the greening starts by the

states choice of one or more of the following EFA measures:

a. land lying fallow

b. terraces

c. landscape features

d. buffer strips, including buffer strips covered by permanent grassland, provided that these are
distinct from adjacent eligible agricultural area

e. hectares of agroforestry that receive, or have received, support under Article Béguilation
(EC) No 1698/2005 dror Article 23 ofRegulationEU) No 1305/2013

f.  strips of eligible hectares along forest edges

g. areas with short rotation coppice with no use of mineral fertiliser and/or plant protection
products

h. afforested areas referred to in point (b)(ii) of Article 3pR6f this Regulation

i. areas with catch crops, or green cover established by the planting and germination of seeds,
subject to the application of weighting factors referred to in paragraph 3 of this Article

j.  areas with nitrogerixing crops

With the excepion of the areas of the holding referred to in points (g) and (h), the EFA shall be

located on the arable land of the holding. In the case of areas mentioned in points (c) and (d), the

EFA may also be adjacent to the arable land of the holding.

As shownagroforestry is one of the choices for fulfilling the EFA, but it is restricted only to those
agroforestry practices carried out within the Rural Development measure 222 of the previous period
(article 44 of theRegulation1698/2005) and the Rural Develmgnt measure(8.2) described in
article 23 both dealing with the establishment of agroforestry systems. This means that those
agroforestry systems already existing and established outside of these measures will not be
recognized as EFA. Besides this, digis/linked to landscape features, buffer strips, strips of eligible
hectares along forest hedges, areas with short rotation coppice with no use of mineral fertiliser
and/or plant protection products and afforested areas can be considered as part offgoiat,or
landscape level agroforestry systems. More information can be seen in the delegated act 1307/2013
(EU 2015b).

Most of the countries selected less than 10 Efategories.Finland, lthuania the Netherlands,

Slovenia and $in selected between and 4, Demark, Estonia Greece Latvia, Malta, Portugal and

United Kingdonbetween 5 and 9, while 14 member states selected over 10 E&gtr{a Belgium,

Bulgariathe Czech Republic, France nbeark,Hungary Ireland, ItalyLuxembourg, Poland, Ramia

and Slowkig. EU information about categories highlighted that the most popular measure was
GYAGNRISY FAEAY3I ONRLMEE O6HT a{0 FT2fft26SR o0& af e
OHn a{0X GaK2NI NROI GA2Yy a20LIIN0OSdET OSINT Zalf NIALIEZEO | diM
I NB I &¢ dncicagroforgsing omm a{0o®d [ Saa LIRLJzZ N 6SNBE aqadil
LINE RdzOGA2Y da6T1 a{0 YR Gé6AlK2dzi LINPRdzZOGAZ2YE O ¢
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landscape featud Ay Of dZRSR G diNBSa Ay 3ANRBdzZIEAE omT a{0X af
a{0X GRAGOKSa¢ omp a{uvX AaKSR3IS&¢ 6émMo a{0X aArazf
ald2yS grttaég o1 af{0 YR &2 iKSN ¥MScfioRendé lad8scapeS | (i dzNE
features, 29% selected between one and three, 29% selected between four and six, and 16% chose
0SGs6SSy aS@®Sy IyR SA3IKG tFyRaOIFILIS FSIGdNBad ¢KS
| 2LILIA OSé GSNB g Aff 3 dlded(B4NS)aifch X1 MSpani ashN11MB)T a {

4.4 ConclusiongPillar |

There is a lack of knowledge of the real extent of agroforestry in Europe and the real extent of
agroforestry land funded by Pillar I. This makes difficult to evaluate the impact af Pitn
agroforestry in Europe. The first step to improve agroforestry policy in Europe is to identify the land
where it is applied, the potential area where it could be applied and how current policy modifies the
implementation. As mentioned, thie isa huge potential to increase agroforestry practicasross
Europeto help fulfil the sustainable goaset bythe EU.

The 20072013 CAP had two aspects that encouraged farmers to remove woody vegetation from
farmland to ensure eligibility for the single pagnt scheme First there was the limit of having more

than 50 trees per hectare. Secondly, the definition of the permanent pasture only considered
pastures with a dominant herbaceous component. Both aspects causetkethaval of trees and
shrubs from agridtural landacrossEurope by farmers that wished to receive the CAP fundgpite

of the benefits demonstrateddy agroforestry practices, from a productive and ecosystem services
point of view Thanks to the work of different NGOs and the advisory antidislogue groups in
Europe, the new and more sustainable CAP concept recognized the value of the woody vegetation in
Europe, but there is still a long way to go to really presemveé promotethem, as discussed below.

Crosscompliance deals with measwsef ateady existing woody componennarable and pasture

land, but does not have the aim to increase them. The increase of agroforestry practices should be
based on a more flexible strategy to obtain products from woody vegetation while implementing
sugainable practiceswithin a circular economy global concejrt general, no more than a 10% of

the arable land is allowed to have an existing woody component, which has improved from the last
CAP (5%), but is still not enough to improve productivity aesillience ofmany European arable
systems. This causes again destruction of trees, mostly in those small plots of farms and small farms.
Hedgerows wider than 2 m are not considered eligible, even if they are protected, which makes
farmers relate them witha reduction of CAP funds instead of the ecosystem services they deliver.
However, alley cropping systems with short rotation coppices are allowed and are fully eligible in the
current CAP, buthey are not promoted or even specifically mentiondny the CAPThe woody
vegetation of permanent pasture has been protected at some extent by those countries where Local
Practices are claimed. However, there are gifions andccountries that decided not to make eligible
pastures that are dominated by woodggetationin spite of delivering agricultural products derived
from livestock that use woody vegetation as part of the feed strategy of the.f@nomsscompliance
conditions for the Pillar | are criticized from both side, some arguing that they are ric@ntesome
arguing that that they impose excessive administrative cdsts.example, e European Court of
Auditors (2009) concluded that there are major insufficiencies in croempliance conditions that
made the whole SPSmditionality rather ineffetive.
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CAP and Direct payments have been modified to fulfil sustainalleuéigre concepts. Promoting
agroforestry as woody vegetation, has been increasingly considered since CAP was established.
However, there are still several steps that prevémtplementation of agroforestry practices by
farmers. Considering the different farmers groups delineated by the AGFORWARD project:

High Nature Value farmingConditionality makes it compulsory to fulfil tfgtatutory Management
Requirementslinked to birds (SMR2) and habitat directive (SMR3) included in the Nature 2000
Network. Pillar | protects those Natura 2000 grassland pastures, as all of them are prevented from

being destroyed with the specific category of environmentally sensitive grasslands. Attid\are

able to receive payments linked to the basic payment scheme and greening, and should be protected
GKNRdzZAK GKS AYLX SYSyidlidAzy 2F GKS da[ReQuiafion t NI} O A
1307/2013, that allows no herbaceous predominansfpaes to be eligible and therefore protecting
sustainable farming.

For theHigh value tredarmers group of the AGFORWARD project, tree density is not a problem to
develop agroforestry practices if permanent crops (fruit trees) are considered. Bubititrees are
involved, they will have to meet the eligibility requirements of arable or permanent grasslands which
are much more restrictive. However, the promotion of agroforestry with permanent crops should be
pursued and it does not seem to be spegiglromoted, but protected when grazing orchards are
considered under the permanent pastures greening measure.

Within the silvoarable agroforestry groyghe limitation of less than 1000 per hectare is clearly
dealing with the maximum surface allowéal landscape features without taking into account that
tree distribution and tree age may play a strong role in the reduction or increase of understory
production, therefore, limiting the possible benefits of agroforestry implementation. In this case, it
highly relevant that it deals with the protection of already existing woody vegetation, but not with
the promotion of woody vegetation in those places were woody vegetation has been completely
destroyed. This promotion should be carried out through thglementation of Pillar I, mainly
linked with agroforestry ath agri-environment measuresvhich on the other hand, may convert the
land as ineligible for Pillar | paymentdoreover, the CAP does not consider the promotion or the
use of branches of thegeees as a renewable source of energy.

Within the silvopasture agroforestriinked to thelivestock AGFORWARD group, the definition falls
within the permanent grasslands. Again, the inclusion of trees is not pursued within the Pillar I, and
they should le protected within the permanent grassland greening measure. They are eligible in
both cases when herbaceous vegetation is dominant and if considered a local practice when the
herbaceous vegetation is not dominant. Besides tsatneanimal productsn sone countriesstill

get some funds from coupled payments. From those, goat animals are usually linked to the woody
vegetation consumption and therefore could support agroforestry at some extent.

However difficulties in promoting agroforestry practices aEaropean scale remain. There is a
difficulty to clearly identify the different types of agroforestry practices within the PilRgdulation
description, being named in several aspeatsg(grazed orchards, article 44 dealing with the
previous agroforesy establishment, landscape features related to buffer strips, isolated traed,
hedge$ but not clearly identified aagroforestry Even though there is a clear recognition of the role
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of woody vegetation delivering ecosystem services, it is not diear this vegetation fits in the
whole CAP (landscape features linked to conditionality but also to greening and Pillar II).
Simplification should be applied in a consistent way to allow woody vegetation to play the important
role it has to play from an emonment but also a productive point of view.
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5 European Common Agricultural Policy arRillar 11

5.1 Pillar 1I:CAP 20072013

The Rural Development Program (RDP) 28013 was composed of 44 measures, of which 18 dealt
with the first ais (improving the congtitiveness of the agricultural and foregtsector), 13 with the
second ais (improving the environment and the countryside), while only eight and five are related to
the third (quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy) fandth
(implemertation of the Leader approachXes respectivelyTable12). Agroforestrypromotion was
primarily linked to Axis 2, even though some measures related with the improvement of quality of
life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy aresome cases linked with the
infrastructures needed for and the products delivered from agroforestry practices. Similarly, local
development groups and LEADER projects could be relategrtdorestry

Before describing the most relevant policies linkedagroforestry within the different axis of the

RDP of 2002013, it is important to provide a general overview of the RDPs. Axis 2 is the most
important, firstly from a budget point of view, as it received 45% of the budget, followed by Axis 1
(33%), Ais 3 (13%) and Axis 4 (6%lowever there are country differencesxis 1was relatively
important in Belgium, Spain, Poland, Portugal, Hungary,uSyamd Latvia with shares over 40y
contrast Ireland (over 80%)the UK and Austriaallocated resourcesnainly to Axis 2. Axis 3 was
relatively highly represented in Bulgaria, Malta, the Netherlands and Germany. As can be seen in
Figurel5, there were differences in theumber of measures implemented per countihere are

some regions or countries like Ireland that activate a small number of measures and there are others
like France that activatka large number of measures.

In some countries, the 2062013 RDP was infgmented at a regional level (e.g. Germany and Spain)

and in some countries (e.g. France) the RDP was established for the whole country. The 17 RDPS in
Spain potentially allow the application tife most relevant measures to the different environments

of the Spanish regions, whkil a singleRDP(such as in Francahakes the implementation and
evaluation of the impact of the different measures at national level ea&iencesubsequently
developed several RDPs within t88142020 CAP). The different mea®s involved as well as the
implementation of them at different territorial scales make it difficult to evaluate the RDPs when a
focus on the use of land and specially agroforestry is intended. Moreover, the differences in the EU
territory also makes it fficult to carry out the evaluation aa Europearlevel, because the same
measure may have a different impact depending on the biogeographic and social conditions of the
area, where each specific measure is implemented. Ssxomomic aspects of the diffent RDP

regions of Europe have been summarized by the EU (2013). The evaluation of the RDP is also difficult
because countries may intend to apply measures tha eventuallynot usedor supported at a

lower level thaninitially intended. Moreover, duringhe 20142020 CAP, measures can be open
yearly.

Within the 20072013 CARthe mostpopular measure of the four agewas the Measure 214 (agri
environment payments, 24%), followed by Measures 121 (modernisation of agricultural holdings,
12.1%), 212 (paynmts to farmers in areas with handicaps other than mountain areas, 6.9%) and 211
(natural handicap paymentgleer than mountain areas, 6.9%).
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Tablel2. Measures of the Rural Development Raogme Period 2002013 Measuresindicated in
bold are those related t@groforestry

AXis

Cluster

1.1. Measures aimed at promotir
knowledge and improving humg
potential

Measures

111. Vocational training anéhformation actions, including diffusion of
scientific knowledge and innovative practices, for persons engaged in tH
agricultural, food and forestry sectors

112 Setting up of young farmers

113. Early retirement of farmers and farm workers

114.Use of farm and forestry advisory services

115. Setting up of management, relief and advisory services

1. Improving the
competitiveness of
the agricultural and

forestry sector

1.2. Measures aimed at restructurin
and developing physical potential an|
promoting innovation

121. Modernisation of agricultural holdings

122.Improving the economic value of forests

123. Adding value to agricultural and forestry products

124. Cooperation for development of new products, processes and
technologies in the agriculture and food sector and in the forestry secto
125.Infrastructure related to the development and adaptation of
agriculture and forestry

126. Restoring agricultural production potential damaged by natural
disasters and introducing appropriate prevention actions

1.3. Measures aimed at improving th
quality of agricultural production and
products

131. Meeting standards based on Community legislation
132. Participation of farmers in food quality schemes
133. Information and promotion activities

1.4. Transitional measures for the

Czech Republi€stonia, Cyprus, Latvi

Lithuania, Hungary, Malta, Poland,
Slovenia and Slovakia

141. Supporting sensubsistence agricultural holdings undergoing
restructuring

142. Setting up of producer groups

2. Improving the

2.1.Measures targeting the
sustainable use of agricultural land

211. Natural handicap payments to farmers in mountain areas
212. Payments to farmers in areas with handicaps, other than mountain
areas

213. Natura 2000 payments and payments linkedDéirective 2000/60/EC
214. Agrienvironment payments

215. Animal welfare payments

216. Support for norproductive investments

environment and
the countryside

2.2. Measures targeting the
sustainable use of forestry land

221. First afforestation of agricultural land

222. Firstestablishment of agroforestry systems on agricultural land
223. First afforestation of noragricultural land

224. Natura 2000 Payments

225. Forestenvironment payments

226. Restoring forestry potential and introducing prevention actions
227. Support for norproductive investments

3.1. Measures to diversify the rural
economy

311. Diversification into noragricultural activities
312. Support for the creation andevelopment of micreenterprises
313. Encouragement of tourism activities

3. Quality of life in
rural areas and
diversification of

3.2. Measures to improve the quality
of life in rural areas

321. Basic services for the economy and rural population
322. Village renewal and development
323. Conservatiorand upgrading of the rural heritage

the rural economy

3.3. Training and information

331 Training and information for economic actors operating in the field
covered by Axis 3

3.4. Skill acquisition, animation and
implementation

341 Skills acquisition and animation wélview to preparing and
implementing a local development strategy

4.1. Local development strategies

411 Local development strategies. Competitiveness.
412 Local development strategies. Environment/lanthnagement
413 Local development strategies. Quality of life/diversification.

4. Implementation
of the Leader

4.2. Interterritorial and transnational
cooperation

421 Transnational and inteegional cooperation

approach

4.3. Running the local action group
acquiring skills and animatirige
territory

431 Running the local action group, skills acquisition, animation
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In 20072013, overall 37% oAxis 1funding wasallocated to Measure 121 (farm modernization),
followed by 186 and 15% allocation to Measures 123 (adding value to agrialland forestry
products) and 125 (improving and developing infrastructure related to the development and
adaptation of agriculture and forestrygspectively In Axis 2 53% of the moneyvas allocatedo
Measure 214 (aginvironment) followed by Measas 212 (payments to farmers in areas with
handicaps, other than mountain areas, 17%) and 211 (natural handicap payments to farmers in
mountain areas, 15%].he allocation of money iAxis 3 is more evenBllocatedwith 28, 26, 16 and

10% allocated to Meases 321 (basic services for the economy and rural population), 322 (village
renewals and development), 313 (encouragement of tourism activities) and 323 (conservation and
upgrading of the rural heritage), respectivdly Axis 4 67% of thebudgetwas allocatedo Measure

413 (local development strategies. Quality of life/diversification) followed by Measure 431 (running
the local action group, skill acquisition, animation) with 17% of the share.
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Figurel5. Number of measures budgeted and implemented in #8®72013RDPand the number
of measures budgeted in the 202020 RDP

The maximum numbers of measures budgeted and implemeinteah individual region or country in
2007-2013were 37 and 38 respective(Figurelb). In 20072013, Irelandbudgeted andhe lowest
number of measures. France as well as Galicia, Andaleimarythe Czech Republidalta, Sicily,
Cahbbria, Campania, Lazio, Umbria, Veneto and Emilia Romagnatbddgethe largest number of
measuresSome regions, like Abruzzbudgetedfor a large number of measures but odyentually
afew.
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5.2 Pillar I1: CAP 2014020

In 20142020, the structure bthe RDPs is different from the previous period as it is divided in
measures and sulneasures that are split in more clearly defined operatiomable 13). The
understanding about how the operations are linked to land use has been improved. The number of
measures has been reduced by half and in some cases previous measures i.e. afforestation and
reforestation and agroforestry establishment are grouped fire @nique measure in RDP 262920

when previously they had two measurdablel4 describes the suineasures selected by countries

to promote agroforestry in the fit year of implementation of PDR 202020, that will be further
detailed.

5.3 Basis of our analysis of Pillar Il in relation to agroforestry

For this paper, 88 RDPs in CAP 2B0%3 and 90 (out of 118 and including western EU countries) in
the 20142020 CARvere reviewed. However we found it very difficult to make an analysis of the
promotion of agroforestry by focusing only on the specific agroforestry measure (222) due to the
relative failure of this measure and because, in fact, woody vegetation combiitkdagriculture is
promoted in a number of different measures. So all 88 (2B0%3) and 90 (2012020) RDPs of CAP
implemented in Europe were evaluated in this study, and their measures organized based on the
activities linked to the agroforestry practis they promote. Once EU Rural Development
Programmes are published by each region, they include the liseakuares they choose form the EU
measure list, but this election can be modifigtie evaluation of the 20142020 period of this
report is based orthe first election of the measures of the regional RDFhe RDP that have not
been evaluated in the present report include Greece and Cyprus.

The main agroforestry practices included in the RDP CAR-ZINW activities can be associated to
forest farmingthrough the promotion of agricultural use that does not comelusivelyfrom the

tree (fruit), silvoarablepromoting the increase of woody vegetation across agricultural lands of
Europe (forest strips and small stands, hedgerows, isolated trees), aally fthose related to
silvopasture(forest understory grazing and meadow orchards asudtipurpose tree silvopastuje
including also mountain pastoralism as the woody component is present elsewhere in mountain
areas.

Multipurpose tree silvopastur§meadow orchard) was treated separately due to the different
eligibility rules they have (they fall in the category of permanent crops of the Pillar 1) and because
there are specific measures dealing with them. From the analysis carried out in the CARO2B0T

is not easy to identify a uniqgue European measure of the RDPs associated to any of these
agroforestry practices. On the contrary, each agroforestry practice is promoted by different measures
depending on the regional RDP, and even by several meaantesubmeasures within the same

RDP. This makes it difficult to specifically analyze the measures and amount of money of each RDP
linked to the promotion of agroforestry practices. Finally, we will not deal with some agroforestry
activities promoted athie landscape scale. A final section in this chapter deals with the evaluation of
Measure 222(linked to agroforestry establishmenthp the RDP 20062013 and their respective
Measures 8.2 and 8.1 in the 202020RDP
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Tablel3. Measures of the Rural Development Programme Period 20240
| Article

Measure Description

 Description

MO01 Knowledge transfer and information actions article 14 Knowledge transfer and information actions
MO02 Advi;ory services, farm management and fagtief article 15 Advi;ory services, farm management and farm re
services services
MO3 Quality schemes for agricultural products, 3 article 16 Quality schemes for agricultural products, a
foodstuffs foodstuffs
MO04 Investments in physical assets Article 17 Investments in physical assets
Restoring agricultural production potential damag Restoring agricultural production potentidamaged
MO05 by natural disasters and catastrophic events ¢ article 18 by natural disasters and catastrophic events ¢
introduction of appropriates prevention actions introduction of appropriate prevention actions
MO06 Farm and business development article 19 Farm and business development
MOQ7 Basic services and village renewal in rural areas | article 20 Basicservices and village renewal in rural areas
. Investments in forest area development a
article 21 . N
improvement of the viability of forests
article 22 Afforestationand creation of woodland
article 23 Establishment of agroforestry systems
Prevention and restoration of damage to fore
MO8 Inv_estments in forest area (_1_evelopment and | article 24 from fore_st fires and natural disasters a
improvement of the viability of forests catastrophic events
. Investments  improving the resilience and
article 25 i
environmental value of forest ecosystems
Investments in forestry technologies and
article 26 processing, in mobilising and in the marketing
forest products
M09 Setting-up of producer groups and organisations | article 27 Setting-up of producer groups and organisations
M10 Agrienvironmentclimate article 28 Agrienvironmentclimate
M11 Organic farming article 29 Organic farming
Natura 2000 and Water Framework Direct| . Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directl
M12 article 30
payments payments
. | article 31 Paymeljts to areas facing natural or other sped
M13 Payments to areas facmg natural or other specif| congtrau nFs _
constraints . Designation of areas facing natural and other spe
article 32 .
constraints
M14 Animal welfare article 33 Animal welfare
Forestenvironmental and climate services and for{ _ . Forestenvironmental and climate services and for
M15 . article 34 )
conservation conservation
M16 Caooperation article 35 Cooperation
M17 Risk management article 36 Riskmanagement
M18 Crop, animal, and plant insurance article 37 Crop, animal, and plant insurance
Mutual funds for adverse climatic events, animal & Mutual funds for adverselimatic events, animal an
M19 plant diseases, pest infestations and environmel article 38 plant diseases, pest infestations and environme
incidents incidents
article 39 Income stabilisation tool
article 40 Financing of cc_)mplementary national dirg
payments for Croatia
article 41 Rules on the implementation of thmeasures
article 42 LEADER local action groups
article 43 LEADER staup kit
article 44 LEADER eamperation activities
article 45 Investments
article 46 Investments in irrigation
article 47 Rules for area related payments
article 48 Revisiorclause
article 49 Selection of operations
article 50 Rural area definition
article 51 Funding technical assistance
article 52 European network for rural development
article 53 European Innovation Partnership network
article 54 National ruralnetwork
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Table14. Summary of selected measures to promote agroforestry by countries within the Rural
Development Programme (2032020)

Measure code and name,
associated article

i

Name of submeasure

1: Knowledge transfer and

1.1- Qupport for vocational training and skill acquisition actions

information actions

1.2- Qupport for demonstration activities and information actions

2. Advisory services, farm

2.1- Qupport to help benefiting from the use of advisory services

management andarm relief services

2.3 - Qupport for training of advisors

4. Investment in physical assets

4.1- Support for investments in agricultural holdings

4.2 - Support for investments in processing/marketing and/atevelopment of
agricultural products

4.3 - Qupport for investments in infrastructure related to development, modernisat
or adaptation ofagriculture and forestry

4.4 - Qpport for nonproductive investments linked to the achievement afri
environmentclimate

5. Restoring agricultural production
LJ2 i Sy (i MntrotlustioryoR
prevention actions

5.1- Support for investments in preventive actions aimed at reducing the conseque
of probable natural disasters, adverse climatic events eatastrophic events

6. Farm and business

6.1- Business start up aid for young farmers

Development

6.3- Business starup aid for development of small farms

7. Basic services and village renew
in rural areas

7.4- Qupport for investments in theetting-up, improvement or expansion of local bag
services for the rural population including leisure and culture, and the rel
infrastructure

7.6- Qupport for studies/investments associated with the maintenance, restoration
upgrading of the ciural and natural heritage of villages, rural landscapes and
nature value sites including related so@oonomic aspects, as well as environmen
awareness actions

8. Investments in forest area

8.1- Qupport for afforestation/creation of woodland

development and

8.2- Qupport for establishment and maintenance of agroforestry systems

improvements of the viability of
forests

8.3- Qupport for prevention of damage to forests from forest fires and natural disas
and catastrophic events

8.4- Qupport for restoration of damage to forests from forest fires and natural disas
and catastrophic events

8.5- Qupport for investments improving the resilience and environmental value of fo
ecosystems

8.6 - Qupport for investments in foresyrtechnologies and in processing, mobilising &
marketing of forest products

9. Setting up of producer groups an(
organisations

9.1 ¢ Setting up of producer groups and organisations in the agriculture and fore
sectors

10. Agrienvironment climate

10.1- Payment for agrenvironmentclimate commitments

11. Organic farming

11.1- Payment to convert to organic farming practices and methods

11.2- Payment to maintain organic farming practices and methods

12. Natura 2000 and Water
FrameworkDirective
Payments

12.1- Compensatory payments for the arable land in NATURA 2000

13. Payments to areas facing naturs
or other
specific constraints

13.2¢ Compensation payment for other areas facing significant constraints

15. Forestenvironmental and
climate services and forest
conservation

15.1- Payment for forestenvironmental and climate commitments

16. Ceoperation

16.5 - Qupport for joint action undertaken with a view to mitigating or adapting
climate change, and for joint approaches @&mvironmental projects and ongoin
environmental practices
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5.4 Pillar Il: Promotion of agroforestry practices

5.4.1 Forest farming

Forest farming includes agricultural activities linked to woodland or forestlamch as the
production of mushrooms, medicinal andromatic plants, and honey. The analysis of the Rural
Development Programs suggests that honey production is the principal forest farming activity
supported through the 2002013 {Table15) and 20142020 RDPTable16). However understorey
production activities such as mushroom have also been encourdgéxdie( 7 and Tablel8).

Apiculture (the maintenance of honey bee colonieslay or may notbe linked to agroforestry,
depending on the use or not of woody vegetation by bees, but, as highlidgiytétleto et al.(2014)

the use of woody vegetatioman maintain bee activity and pollination for longer periods than
systems without woody vegetationFor thisreason, apiculture is included in this report. Europe is
the second largest producer of honey in the world, with almost 14 million hives. This activity is
promoted across Europe bg)(National Apiculture Prograsrand bythe (b) RDPs. National Program

are 50% financed by the European Commission through a specific budget. They should be
established every three years and include technical assistance, control of varroasis, rationalization of
transhumance, management of the restocking of hives in the Commwibperation on research
programs on beekeeping and apiculture products with a view to improve production conditions and
marketing (CounciRegulation1234/2007 repealed by 1308/2013)hey are funded through the
European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGvhich also funds CAFdurel6).

500 0 500 km
L ee— |

EU funding
for apiculture
programmes
2015

European Union 2013

Euro (€)
B 5776 - 232463
232463 - 511863
B 511853 - 1533866
W 1533956 - 3527918
B 3527916 - 5303209

- iy
Tos é Javier SANTIAGO-FREITANES, USC, AGFORWARD

Figurel6. EUFund allocation within the RDP for nated apiculture programin 2015

The number oimeasures related to apiculture per RDP ranges from zero to thtigrirel7), with
countries in Eastern and Southern Europe most likely to adopt a meaSpa#n Ranania Poland
and Swedenwvere some of theregions adopting the most measures in 2a8713.
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Figurel7. Number of measures in RDP 2a&#¥Y13 and 2014020 supporting apiculture

In 20072013, apiculture was promoted under Afigvithin eight different measure§rablel5), the
most popular being Measure 121 (farm modernization). In Axis 2, the most pomgasure to
enhance aiculture wa 214 (agrenvironmental paymentsin 17 RDPs, followed by the measures
215 (animal welfare payments) and 216 (support for 4pooductive investments). Axis\8as only
activated by Lombardy with thmeasure 323 (conservation and upgradinghaf tural heritage).

In 20072013, giculture was promoted in 36 out of 88 regions of Europe (41%), with Measure 121
(mainly linked to modernization in Italy) and 214 (being apiculture connected to organic farming and
biodiversity maintenance in Spain) used by 80% of the RDP funding faftaeic Apiculture RDP
measures were always connected to-Nbtional programs to avoid double funding for the same
activity. Measure 121 mainly encouraged processing, and marketing activities which can be linked
with supporting agroforestry practices tholughe promotion of forest, but also purchase of hives. In
some areas like Portugal, Measure 1@hs used toenhance other forest farming activities
(mushroom)together withMeasure 122itnproving the economic value of forests).

In 20142020, there is argater connection of Rural Development with forest farming with measures
adopted in 48 RDPs. Again one of the most used apiculture promotion measure is the agri
environment measure (10.1) included in 34 RDPs out ¢T@ble16). As beekeeping helps enhance
biodiversity, some RDPs, like Northern Ireland, support the creation of pollinator margins. This is a
key aspect because flowering is lengthened if woody vemgetas included (Nieto et al. 2014). The

rest of the measures includes knowledge transfer (Measure 1) about beekeeping practices, purchase
of infrastructures (Measure 4), improvement of farm (Measure 6) and promotion and maintenance
of apiculture (Measurell), as well as Measures 2 (advisory services) and 8 (forest area
development).
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Table 15. Apiculture measures linked to Rural Development Programs in the period-220C87
Measures inttated in green for a specific region @uctry were promoted.

RDP

BG

Country

Bulgaria

Measure related to apiculture
111112114121122123132133214215216323

Ccz

2Sa1t wSs

EE

Eesti

ES1

Galicia

ES1

Asturias

ES1

Cantabria

ES2

Euskadi

ES2

La Rioja

ES2

Aragon

ES4

Castillay Ledn

ES4

CastillaLa Manch

ES4

Extremadura

ESS

Catalunya

ESS

\VValéncia

ES6

Andalucia

F12

Aland

ITC?

Valle d'Aosta

ITC4

Lombardia

ITFY

Abruzzo

ITF5

Basilicata

ITFG

Calabria

ITG]

Sicilia

ITGZ

Sardegna

ITH]

Bolzano/Bozen

ITHZ

Trento

ITHS

\Veneto

ITI1

Toscana

ITI2

Umbria

ITI3

Marche

LV

Latvija

MT

Malta

PL

Poland

PT1

Continente

PT3

Madeira

RO

Romania

SE

Sverige

Current policy measures

www.agforward.eu



57

Tablel6. Apiculture measures linked to Rural Development Programmes in the perioe2B204

Measures indicated in greenrfa specific region or countare budgegd.

Country or region

Measure related to apiculture

1.2\ 21 41 42 6.1 63 86 101 11.1 11.2
Osterreich
BE2 Vlaams
DE3 4 Berlin und Brandenburg
ES11 Galicia
ES12 Asturias
ES13 Cantabria
ES21 Euskadi
ES23 La Rioja
ES24 Aragén
ES41 Castillay Ledn
ES42 CastillaLa Mancha
ES43 Extremadura
ES51 Catalunya
ES52 Valéncia
ES53 lllesBalears -I
ES61 Andalucia
ES62 Murcia
ES70 Canarias
FR10 lle-de-France
FR21 Champagnéirdennes
FR24 CentreVal de Loire
FR25 BasseNormandie
FR26 Bourgogne
FR42 Alsace
FR43 FrancheComte
FR51 Pays de La Loire
FR52 Bretagne
FR53 PoitouCharentes
FR61 Aquitaine
FR62 Midi-Pyrénées
FR63 Limousin
FR71 RhéneAlpes
FR72 Auverne
FR81 LanguedodRoussillon
FR82 ProvenceAlpesCote Azul
FR83 Corse
HR Hrvatska
IE Ireland
ITF3 Campania
ITG2 Sardegna
ITI3 Marche
MT Malta
PT1 Continente
PT3 Madeira
RO Romenia
Sl Slovenija
UKL Wales
UKN Northern Ireland
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While apiculture is the main forest farming activiigldressedn the RDP of 2002013 and 2014
2020, therehas been support foother forest farming activities. The evaluation of the possible
promotion of forest farming activities linked to aromatic plants, medicinal and even mushrooms as
agricultural products delived from woodlands and forestlands is not easily identified as sometimes
they are linked to intensive (greenhouse) practices that are not distinguished from real forest farming
activities. However the promotion of these activities as agroforestry is gdessib

In 20072013, measures supporting forest farming activities excluding apiculture were only linked to
Axes 1 and 2T@blel17). In Axis 1, Measure 121 (which is connected to transformation) included
truffle cultivation as eligible in Estonia, Italy (Abruzzo and Sardegna) and in Spain {Castilla
Mancha). Measure 122was the most widehadopted measure promoting forest farming and could

be used to encourage the exploitation of nimber forest products. Italy (Toscana and Umbria),
Estonia and Romania also used Measure 123 to promote processing and marketingtohioem

forest products. In Axis 2, measure 221 was used to promote the use of inoculated trees to produce
mushrooms in agricultural lands in Abruzzo (Italy) and the Basque Country (Spain), while in Abruzzo
and Moliseltaly this activity was enhanced in nagricultural land with Measure 223. Measure 227,
implemented in Spain (Andalucia), deals with the control of hunting intensity related to truffles.

Tablel17. Forest farming measures (excluding apiculture) linked to Rural DeveldgPnegrams in
the period 20072013 Measures indicated in green for a specific region or country were promoted.

RDP Country or region\ Measure related to forest farming

121 122 123 221 223 227

DEG| Thuringen
EE |Eesti
ES11] Galicia
ES21 Euskadi
ES24 Navarra
ES47 CastillaLa Mancha
ES61 Andalucia
ITF1|Abruzzo
ITF2| Molise
ITF5|Basilicata
ITG2| Sardegna
ITI1 | Toscana
ITI2 | Umbria
PT1 | Continente
PT3 | Madeira
RO |Roménia

In 20142020, Measure 4 deals with investments employed to increase the production of agrarian
products in forests (wild mushrooms in agroforestry but also cork, pine cone and pine nuts usually
linked to grazing). Measure 8 deals wittle promotion of mycorrhizainnoculated plants to produce
mushrooms, or activities like enhancing processing, mobilising and marketing of forest products in
order to increase the value of nemmber forest products. Measure 9 enhances the cooperation
amoryg farmers to improve the production of mushrooms, truffles, wild fruits and plarablé18).
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Andalucian Spain is also usindeasure 1 for knowledge transfer andaWsis promoting Measure 2
to supportspecific projects to protect game birds.

Tablel8. Forest farming measures (excluding apiculture) linked to Rural Development Programmes in
the period 20142020 Measures indicated in green for a specific region or country are budgeted.

Country or region Measure related to forest farming

1.2‘ 21 41 42 44 81 86 91

ES61 | Andalucia
HR Hrvatska
ES23 |La Rioja
ES42 | CastillaLaMancha
ES43 | Extremadura
ES52 |Valéncia

ITF1 Abruzzo

ITF3 Campania

ITG2 |Sardegna

ITH2 Trento

ITH5 | EmiliaRomagna
ITI1 Toscana

ITI2 Umbria

ITI3 Marche

PT1 Continente

PT3 Madeira

UKL Wales

In terms of forest farming, there are no clear statistics about the extent of such agroforestry practices
nor clear links of the policy promotion of these activities through specific measures. Apiculture is the
most obviously supported forest farming activitywas mainly promoted by Measures 121 and 214

in 20072013 andis being promoted bysubmeasure 10.1 in20142020. Most of measures
supporting forest farming excluding apiculture activity are those related to processing and marketing
to add value to agroforestry producfsom forests but also to use inoculated trees in &stlands to
enhance mushrooms prodtion. The key measureswere 122 and 123 in 2002013 and sub
measure 8.6 in 2012020 related with the investments in forest area development and
improvement of the viability of forests.
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5.4.2 Silvoarable

Silvoarable practices can be enhanced by meastirasy { SR (G2 GKS LINRY2GA2Yy 2
avyl tf aldlyRaegs aArazfl G§SR {NB®a @wrrent ¥dent ofkitesied SN2 6 &
landscape features can be seen in sections 4.1.1. and 4R21his report In a similar way,
silvopastoral practicesan be promoted by the same measures on grassland. Moreover, the land use

of a plot may vary in a rotational way, so that the same land can be classified as arable land one year

and as pastureland in five years, while the persistence of the woody compasguart of the plot

does not vary at all.

5.4.2.1 Forest strips and small stands

In 20072013, forest strips and small stands wergly promoted in 39 RDP3gble19), with awide

range of measures being used in Italy. Measure 214 was the most widely adopted measure to
promote forest strips and small stands (in 22 RDPs), followed by Measure 216 (in 17IiRDs).
79%o0f the RDPs used these two measureptomote this activity during 2002013.Measure 214

was concerned with maintenance of these features in most of the RDPs, while Measure 216 usually
supported establishment.

During 20072013, support for forest strips and small standasvalso linked to Measure 126
(restoring agricultural production potential damaged by natural disasters and introducing
appropriate prevention actions) as a mesaof flood control using copses as protection plantations
against soil losses (Berlin und Brandery RDPJTable19). In additionthe Azores Islands (Portugal)
used Measure 227 (support for ngmoductive investments) for establishing and imprayithis
activity. Measure 323 (conservation and upgrading of the rural heritage) used tgoromote the
restoration of copses and other landscape elements. Measure 2% usedto maintain and
preserve small stands in the Basque Country and Portugali(@aotdl) while Measures 221, 222 and
223 are related to the plantations of forestry including small stands.

During the period 2012020 {[Table20), forest strips and small stands measures are being promoted

by 52 RDPs out of the 90 RDPs analyzed, including 19 regions in France. Around 80% of the
promotion of these activities is linked to RDP Measures 4 and 10. Measure 4 intends to enhance the
maintenance and restoration of the grove networking through subasure 4.4 (support for nen
productive investments linked to the achievement of amvironmentclimate objectives), while
Measure 10 through the suimeasure 10.1 (payment for aggnvironmentclimae commitments)
intends to promote the conservation and management of copses. Establishment and improvement of
copses are promoted in Portugal through smleasure 7.4 as well as Austrig three German RDPs

and 4 French RDPs through gukasure 7.6. All @man RDPs together with Alsatn Francealso
includedconservation as part of sumeasure 7.6, whilén Sicilyconservation was included through
submeasure 2.1 (Table20). Similar activities are enhanced through suleasure 8.5 (support for
investments improving the resilience and environmental value of forest ecosystems) to restore forest
strips, submeasure 8.6 (support for investments in foresttgchnologies and in processing,
mobilising and marketing of forest products) and subasure 15.1 (payment for forest
environmental and climate commitments) to enhance diversification by copses promotion. Wallonia
is using measure 13.2 toaintain group ofrees to conserve traditional landscapesghile Trentoin

Italy is usingsgub-measure 16.5 to develop, manage and recover elements like small stands to favour
functional landscape.
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Tablel9. Forest strips and small stand measuiakdd to Rural Development Programs in the period
2007-2013. Measures indicated in green for a specific region or country were promoted.

Country or region \ Measure related to forest strips and small stands
\126 214 216 221 222 223 225 227 323
AT Osterreich
BE2 Vlaams
BE3 Wallonie

DE2 Bayern

DE3_4 |Berlin und Brandenburg
DES8 MecklenburgVorpommern
DED Sachsen

DEG Thiringen

EE Eesti e
ES21 Euskadi -

ES22 Navarra
ES61 Andalucia
ES62 Murcia
Fi1 Mainland
FROO Hexagone !
ITC1 Piemonte

ITC3 Liguria

ITF1 Abruzzo

ITF2 Molise

ITF3 Campania

ITF4 Puglia

ITF5 Basilicata

ITF6 Calabria

ITG1 Sicilia

ITG2 Sardegnha

ITH2 Trento

ITH3 Veneto

ITH4 FriultVenezia Giulia
ITHS EmiliaRomagna

ITI1 Toscana

ITI2 Umbria

ITI3 Marche

ITI4 Lazio

LU Luxembourg e
NL Nederland

PT1 Continente

PT2 Acores

UKL Wales

UKN Northern Ireland
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Table 20. Forest strips and small stand measures adopted in ZDRD Rural Development
Programs Measures indicated in green for specific regioar countrieswere measuresare

budgeted.
Country or region Measure related to forest strips and small stands
4.4‘ 7.4 76 82 8.5 86 101 121 13.2 151 165

AT Osterreich ]

BE2 Vlaams

BE3 Wallonie -
DE1 BadenWurttemberg

DE2 Bayern

DE3_4 | Berlin und Brandenburg

DE5 9 | Bremen und Niedersachsen

DEB RheinlandPfalz

DEE SachserAnhalt e

DEG Thuringia

ES42 CastillaLa Mancha
FR10 lle-de-France -I
FR21 ChampagrArdennes
FR22 Picardie

FR23 Haute Normandie
FR24 CentreVal de Loire
FR25 BasseNormandie

FR26 Bourgogne

FR30 Nord-Pasde-Calais
FR41 Lorraine

FR42 Alsace

FR43 FrancheComte
FR51 Pays de La Loire g
FR53 Poitou-Charentes

FR62 Midi-Pyrénées

FR63 Limousin

FR71 RhoéneAlpes

FR72 Auverne

FR81 LanguedoeRoussillon
FR82 ProvenceAlpesCote Azur
IE Ireland

ITC1 Piemonte

ITC3 Liguria

ITF1 Abruzzo

ITF2 Molise

ITF3 Campania

ITF6 Calabria

ITG1 Sicilia

ITG2 Sardegna

ITH1 Bolzano/Bozen

ITH2 Trento

I
ITH3 Veneto
ITH4 FriulrVeneziaGiulia
ITH5 EmiliaRomagna
ITI1 Toscana
ITI2 Umbria
ITI4 Lazio
PT1 Continente
PT3 Madeira =

inm
rl—l

UKO England
UKL Wales
UKM Scotland
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Figurel8shows the number of measures linked to the promotion of forest strips and small stands in
the RDPs of 2002013 and 2014€020. The number of regions including these measures increased
from 2007-2013 to 20142020, particularly in central Europe. Forest strips and small stands are
promoted through the maintenance (mostly through Measures 214 and 10.1) and establishment
(mainly through Measures 216 and 4.4) in Europe thanks to the recognitignitinge to increase
farming systems resilience (i.e. floods, erosion) and preserve and enhance biodiversity (Table 20).

o o
A RDP 2014-2020
250 0 250km Number of sub es )
1 y supporting forest strips oy
B | Budgeced and small stands . R :
; ) —
#

RDP 2007 - 2013
Number of measures
supporting forest strips

and small stands

250 0 250 km
—_

I}
Bt
1

o
S

Figurel8. Number of measures promoting the introduction or maintenance of forest strips and small
stands

5.4.2.2 Hedgerows

During 20072013, hedgerows were promoted through the RDWalfle 21). Hedgerows were
enhanced by 13 measures with two in the Axis 1, six in the Axis Rinfd\xis 3 and one in Axis 4.
Again, Measure 214 (39 RDPs) and 216 (30 RDPs) were used by 80% of RDPs t@groiomtstry
through hedgerow enhancement. As happened with the forest strips and small stands, Measure 214
was mainly related withmaintenane while Measure 216 was usually linked to establishment. The
main aims of the promotion of the hedgerows were usually linked to the enhancement of their
ecosystem services. For example, Measure 121 (modernization of agricultural holdasgs$ed to

plant vegetation structures in sensitive areas in France and to protect water and recover landscape in
Sardinia. Measure 213 guaranteed Natura 2000 payments and payments linked to Directive
2000/60/EC that in some RDP required commitnsetd prohibit the elimination of existing
hedgerows, while the RDP of Marche (ltaly) included payments for the creation of hedgerow as a
mears of bird conservation.
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Table21. Hedgerow measures linked to Rural Development Programmes in the perioe?RQG7

RDP  Country or region Measure related to hedgerows

121 122 | 213 214 216 221 222 227 311 312 322 323 412
AT Osterreich ]
BE2 Vlaams
BE3 Wallonie
Ccz 28a1t wSLizoft Al
DE1 Baden Wiirttemberg ]
DE2 Bayern
DE3_4 | Berlin und Brandenburg
DE5 9 | Bremen und Niedersachsen
DE6 Hamburg
DE7 Hessen
DES8 Mecklenburg Vorpommern
DEA Nordrhein Westfalen
DED Sachsen
DEF SchleswigHolsteinandHamburg
DEG Thiringen
DK Danmark
EE Eesti
ES11 Galicia
ES21 Euskadi
ES23 | LaRioja e
ES24 Aragén
ES41 Castilla y Ledn
ES43 Extremadura
ES52 Valéncia
ES53 lles Balears
ES61 Andalucia
ES62 Murcia
ES70 Canarias

FROO Hexagone -
FR83 Corse

HU Magyarorszag

IE Ireland

ITC1 Piemonte

ITC2 Valle d'Aosta

ITC3 Liguria

ITC4 | Lombardia e
ITF1 Abruzzo

ITF2 Molise

ITF3 Campania

ITF4 Puglia

ITF5 Basilicata

ITG1 Sicilia

ITG2 Sardegna

ITH1 Bolzano/Bozen

ITH2 Trento

ITH3 Veneto

ITH4 FriuliVenezia Giulia

ITH5 EmiliaRomagna

ITI1 Toscana

ITI2 Umbria

ITI3 Marche

ITI4 Lazio

LT Lietuva

LU Luxembourg e
NL Nederland

PT1 Continente

PT2 Acores -
PT3 Madeira

RO Romania

Sl Slovenija

UKO England

UKL Wales

UKM Scotland

UKN Northernlreland
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Hedgerows, linked in some cases to water courses, are promoted in different RDPs with different
measures related to riparian buffer strips. The establishment of wooded hedges was explicitly eligible
by using Measure 221 in Romania and Puglia (ltaly), gedvihey were at least 20 m wide and
identified as forest belts. In Italy, Sicily and Marche allowed hedgerows explicitly as eligible for
Measure 222. Some RDPs (4) includedgerowimprovement within the support of noproductive
investments (Measure 237Hedgerows were also seen as a way to improve the economic value of
forests, like in the RDP of Madeira (Portugal), which used Measure 122 to promote the installation of
discontinuous elements (including hedgerows). Rural activity diversification anastmicture
purchase, including hedgerows promotion, weadso promoted inAxis 3. The RDP of Marche
promoted the inclusion of hedgerows in open spaceighbouringroperties used for farm tourism
through the Measure 311 (diversification into nagriculural activities). With Measure 312 (support

for the creation and development of micenterprises), Lombardia (ltaly) supported, among other
activities, the adaptation, construction and the purchase of equipment and machinery needed for
the "implementaton2 ¥ KSRISNR G LINHzyAyIéd 5SyYIN] dzaASR
development) to promote hedgerows.

Thirteen RDPs used Measure 323 (Conservation and upgrading of the rural heritage) to promote
hedgerows Table21), almost always supporting restoration or improvement, but in some cases, such
as in the French RDPs, included the creation in the support. La Rioja (Spain) used Aaguoeal
developmen strategies and Environment / land managemeot)Axis 4 to promote hedgerowsy
funding non-productive investmentsuch aghe recovery of hedgerows and borders among farms.

Within the 20142020 RDP, 75 RDPs promoted hedgerowsb(e 22), with about 93% using
Measures 10.1 and 44dn a similar way to the support fdorest strips and small stanfisVieasure

10.1 (agrenvironment) ioeingused in 70% of the RDPgaluatedto promote themaintenance and
conservation of hedgerows. Northern Ireland presents five operations within Measure 10.1 for the
creation and restoration of hedgerows, but not conservatiBagionsare alsousng Measure 4.4
(investments in physal assetsjo supporting norproductive investments linked to the achievement

of agrienvironmentclimate objectives to plant and/or restore, but Toscana (Italy) describes a second
operation to promote the conservatiorBretagne (France) also uses subasure 4.3 (support for
investments in infrastructure related to development, modernisation or adaptation of agriculture
and forestry) submeasure to improve existing hedgerows. Training to evaluate hedgerows is linked
to submeasure 1.1 while demonstratioactivities and information actions are enhanced by -sub
measure 1.2 in Basd¢ormadie. Advisory services are targeted in Bd$semandie to evaluate
hedgerows as an item with two operations from the subasures 2.1 (support to help benefiting
from the useof advisory services) and 2.3 (support for training of advisors).
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Table22 (part 1). Hedgerow measures linked to Rural Development Programs in the period 2014

2020 Measures indicated in greesmowspecific regioa orcountrieswhere measuregre budgeted.

RDP | Country or region Measure related to hedgerows
11 12| 21 23 43| 44 51 74| 76/ 82 85 101 11.1 11.2 12.1 132 165

Vlaams
BE3 | Wallonie

DE1 | BadenWurttemberg
DE2 | Bayern

DE3_

Berlin und Brandenbur

DES5_| Bremen und
9 Niedersachsen

DES Mecklenburg
Vorpommern

DEA | North RhineWestphalia
DEB | RheinlandPfalz

DEE | SachserAnhalt

DEG | Thuringia

ES11| Galicia

ES12| Asturias

ES21 | Euskadi

ES22| Navarra

ES41| Castillay Ledn

ES42| CastillaLa Mancha

ES43| Extremadura I

ES51 | Catalunya

ES61| Andalucia

ES62| Murcia

ES70| Canarias

FI1 | Mainland

FR10| lle-de-France
FR21| Champagnérdennes
FR22| Picardie

FR23| Haute Normandie
FR24| Centre- Val de Loire
FR25| BasseNormandie
FR26 | Bourgogne

FR30| Nord-Pasde-Calais
FR41| Lorraine

FR42| Alsace

FRA43| FrancheComte
FR51| Pays de La Loire
FR52 | Bretagne

FR53| PoitouCharentes
FR61| Aquitaine

FR62| Midi-Pyrénées
FR63| Limousin

FR71| RhéneAlpes
FR72| Auverne

FR81| LanguedodRoussillon

FR82 ProvenceAlpesCote
Azur

FR83| Corse

HR Hrvatska

IE Ireland

ITC1 | Piemonte

ITC3 | Liguria

ITC4 | Lombardia

ITF1 | Abruzzo

ITF2 | Molise

ITF3 | Campania

ITF4 | Puglia

ITF5 | Basilicata

ITF6 | Calabria
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Tale 22 continuedHedgerow measures linked to Rural Development Programs in the period 2014
2020. Measures indicated in green for a specific region or country are budgeted

RDP \ Hedgerows 8.2 85 10.1 11.1 11.2 12.1 13.2 16.5
ITG1 | Sicilia ]

ITH1 | Bolzam/Bozen

ITH2 | Trento ] ||
ITH3 | Veneto ]

ITH4 | FriulrVeneziaGiulia -

ITH5 | EmiliaRomagna
ITI1 | Toscaa

ITI2 | Umbria

ITI3 | Marche

ITI4 | Lazio

MT | Malta

PT1 | Continete

PT2 | Acores

PT3 | Madeira

Sl Slovenia

UKO | England

UKL | Wales

UKM | Scotlan

UKN | Northem Ireland

The Azore (Portugal) RDB using submeasure 5.1 to support investments in preventive actions
aimed at reducing the consequences of probable natural disasters, adverse climatic events and
catastrophic events with hedgerows, as well as to prevent natural disagtetscting crops from

wind and rain and consolidate the soil to avoid erosion. This region also promotes the installation of
shelterbelts of trees for pasture and animal protection as one of the eligible operations of the
agroforestry measure (sdimeasure8.2). Submeasure 7.4 also supports hedgerows in mainland
Portugal, while by using the subeasure 7.6 (support for studies/investments associated with the
maintenance, restoration and upgrading of the cultural and natural heritage of villages, rural
landscapes and high nature value sites including related socioeconomic aspects, as well as
environmental) the creation and enhancement of hedgerows is promoted in seven RDPs (three from
Germany, and four from France). Three RDPs from Germany and Alsace @isotepthe
conservation within the sumeasure 7.6. Through the suheasure 8.5 (support for investments
improving the resilience and environmental value of forest ecosystems), hedgerows are promoted in
Navarra and Andalucia (Spain) and Madeira (Portugal).

Molise (ltaly) includes hedgerows in the list of operations within organic farming (Measure 11), both
for converting (11.1) and maintaining organic farming (11.2), while fameziaGiulia (ltaly) pays

for the obligation of "bands buffer maintenance'rom Measure 12 (sumeasure 12.1:
compensation payment for Natura 2000 agricultural areas).-t8absure 12.1 is also employed in
Auverne (France) for promoting the hedgerows as a source of economic activity and biodiversity
conservation, and in Sigi(ltdy) to improve the retention of landscape features, including, where
appropriate, hedges, ponds, ditches, trees in line, in group or isolated. Wallonia (Belgium) by
Measure 13.2, aims at maintaining holdings with favourable agricultural activities and the
environment required for the conservation of landscape features including hedgerows which are
traditional in these areas. Finally, soteasure 16.5 (support for joint action undertaken with a view

to mitigating or adapting to climate change and for joipipeoaches to environmental projects and
ongoing environmental practices) employed in Trento (ltaly) supports the development,
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management and recovery of functional articulation elements of agosystems such as
hedgerows and other natural elements of tagricultural landscape.

Figure 19 shows the distribution of the number of measures and -suasures supporting
hedgerows in 2002013 and 20142020. Most of the countries have increased the number of sub
measures allocated to hedgerow promotioFhe enhancement of the hedgerows is modgitked to

those areas where they are really relevant (e.g. France, UK and Denmark) and funded by several
measures.

R
RDP 2007 - 2013 RDP 2014-2020 A Y A
Number of measures 0 0 250km Number of sub-measures / fﬁ N 2 0 mm
supporting supporting { /
hedgerows hedgerows P Budgeted

[T TIED

Figurel9. Number of measures promoting hedgeroiwghe 20072013 RDP and the 202020 RDP

As with forest strips and small stands, activities related with the establishment, maintenance and
management of hedgerows were mainly linked to Measures 214 and 216 of2Z0(B/RDP andith

4.4 and 10.1 in the 2032020 RDP. The recognition of the ecomysservices provided by the woody
vegetation related with biodiversity promotion as well as resilience of the systems is highlighted
when the hedgerows are considered.

5.4.2.3 Isolated trees

In 20072013, tvo RDP measures were employed in 86% of the counthiat gromoted isolated

trees (Table23): Measures214 (20 RDPs) and 216 (12 RDPs). Measure 214 was used to preserve and
maintain this landscape feature, while Measurl62vas oriented tdhe planting oftrees. Italy, Sicily

and Marche promoted planting of isolated trees with thgroforestrymeasure 222. Three RDPs
included isolated tree management through the support for fmvaductive investments (Measure

227), while ©scana also report its use for plantation and enhancement. From Axis 3, only four RDPs
used Measure 323 (conservation and upgrading of the rural heritage) to promote isolated trees
mainly supporting the tree management and considering the cultural valtleedfees.
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Table23. Isolated tree measures linked to Rural Development Programmes in the perioe2@087
Jecific regios or countriesvhere measures were promoted are indicated in green.

RDP  Country or region \ Measurerelated to isolated trees
214|216 222 227 323
Osterreich
BE3 | Wallonie
DE2 |Bayern

DE6 | Hamburg
DE8 | Mecklenburg Vorpommern
DEA | Nordrhein Westfalen
DED | Sachsen

ES13 | Cantabria

ES21 | Euskadi

ES23 | LaRioja

ES24 | Aragon

ES43 | Extremadura

ES51 | Catalunya

ES53 | llles Balears

ES61 | Andalucia

ES62 | Murcia

Fl1 Mainland

FROO | Hexagone

FR83 | Corse

IE Ireland
ITC1 |Piemonte
ITG1 |Sicilia
ITG2 | Sardegna
ITH2 | Trento

ITHS | EmiliaRomagna
ITI1 | Toscana

ITI2 Umbria

ITI3 Marche

ITI4 Lazio

LU Luxembourg

PT1 Continente

UKO | England

UKL | Wales

UKN | Northern Ireland

Within the 20142020 RDPgTable24), over 90% of the analyzed RDPs (33) currently use Measure
10.1 (agrenvironment) to promote isolated treeddany of theRDPs are using subeasure 10L to
maintain isolated trees while Bremen und Niedersachse (Germany), Wales (UK) and Malta also aim
to create such landscapes elemerits.total, 37% of the RDPs selected smeasure 4.4 to promote
isolated trees. Suineasure 7.6 (support for studies/insnents associated with the maintenance,
restoration and upgrading of the cultural and natural heritage of villages, rural landscapes and high
nature value sites including related socioeconomic aspects, as well as environnebig used

to support imlated trees in the Berlin und Brandenburg RDP (promotion of isolated trees) and four
French RDPs (maintenance of isolated trees). On the other Wedsure 12 is related with the
maintenance of isolated trees in ChampagAedennes, Auverne and Lorrainergnce) and Sicily,
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through submeasure 12.1 (compensation payment for Natura 2000 agricultural areas) while sub
measure 8.5 aims at enhancing and restoring isolated trees in Andalucia.

Table24. Isolated tree measures linked taidl Development Programes in the period 2012020.
Jecific regios or countries where measures are budgeted are indicated in green.

Measure related to isolated trees
44 7.6 85 10.1 12.1 13.2 16.5

Country or region

BE3 Wallonie

DE3 4 Berlin und Brandenburg
DE5 9 Bremen und Niedersachsen
DES8 MecklenburgVorpommern
ES42 CastillaLa Mancha

ES51 Catalunya

ES61 Andalucia

ES70 Canarias

FR10 lle-de-France

FR21 Champagne Ardennes
FR22 Picardie

FR23 Haute Normandie

FR24 Centre- Val de Loire

FR25 BasseNormandie

FR26 Bourgogne

FR30 Nord-Pasde-Calais

FR41 Lorraine

FR42 Alsace

FR43 FrancheComte

FR51 Pays de La Loire

FR52 Bretagne

FR53 PoitouCharentes

FR61 Aquitaine

FR62 Midi-Pyrénées

FR63 Limousin

FR71 RhoneAlpes .
FR72 Auverne

FR81 LanguedodRoussillon

FR82 ProvenceAlpesCote Azur
ITC1 Piemonte

ITC3 Liguria

ITG1 Sicilia R
ITH1 Bolzano/Bozen

ITH2 Trento -
ITH3 Veneto

ITH5 EmiliaRomagna .
ITI2 Umbria

ITI4 Lazio

MT Malta

UKO England

UKL Wales

UKM Scotland

UKN Northern Ireland
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Submeasure 13.2 is used in Wallonia (Belgium) to maintain holdings with favourable agricultural
activities and the environment required for the conservatiorafdscape features (individual trees)

as traditional of these areg@able24). Finally, Trento (Italy) uses Measure 16 (cooperation) through
submeasure 16.5 (supporfor joint action undertaken with a view to mitigating or adapting to
climate change and for joint approaches to environmental projects and ongoing environmental
practices) to support development, management and recovery of functional articulation elemwfents
agro ecosystems such as isolated trees plantation and other natural elements of the agricultural
landscape.

Figure20 shows the distribution of the number of meares and sumeasures supporting isolated
trees in the RDP 20e2013 and 2014020. Isolated trees are promoted in most of the RDP 2007
2013 of EU western countries, but notéastern EuropeThe number of regions promoting isolated
trees increased from@007-2013 to 20142020
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Figure20. Number of measures promoting the introduction or maintenance isolated theebe
2007-2013 RDP and the 202920 RDP

In conclusion, isolated trees are mainly promoted through maintairfiigasure 214 and sub
measure 10.1) and establishing (Measure 216 andmsahasure 4.4) measures in tfiDP 2002013

and 20142020, respectively. These measures recognize the cultural value of isolated trees. There are
also a small number of RDPs diregitpmoted cropping under trees usually linked to the dehesa
system.For example Measure 214 in the CastillaMancha, Extremadura and Andalucia regions of
Spain was used to enhance dehesa management and conservation and Measure 221 (first
afforestation ofagricultural land) was used in the Comunidad de Madrid region.

The promotion of forest strips and small stands, hedgerows, and isolated trees that are mainly linked
to silvoarable agroforestry practices considers the ecosystem services (water protection, biodiversity)
and resilience (climate change) they provide, gpo#orestry practice benefits are recognized.
Measure 214 (succeed largely by subneasure 10.1) was the most commonly adopted measure to
maintain these practices while Measure 216 (currently linked toraelsure 4.4) is usually related
with establishmenh However, other measureare used inselectedregions due tothe specific
regional reasons fgoromotingthese landscape features.
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5.4.3 Silvopasture

Silvopasture activities are supported by measures in the 2008 and 20142020 RDPs that
address forest understory grazing and with pasture establishment or grazing under permanent crops
(multipurpose or fruit trees)The wirrent extent of dvopasture pactice in Europe was reported
Section 2.3.1 of this report. However there are also some measures that support mountain
pastoralism and such systems usually contain woody vegetation as part of their grazing systems.

5.4.3.1 Forest understory grazing

In 20072013, forest understory grazing washancedwithin Axis 2 of the RDP in measures linked to
forestland (e.g. 225, 226 and 227) and agricultural land (e.g. 214 and 216). Forest understory grazing
was promoted in 30% of the 202013 RDPsTéble 25), with Measure 214 being the most
commonly adopted. Measure 214 was employed to conserve and manage forestland in most of the
RDPs where it was implemented, but also to enhathee establishment of forest grazing (e.g. in
Puglia, Italy) and to restore and enhance areas using forest grazing (e.g. in mainland Portugal and
Northern Ireland). Measure 216 was applied in Sweden, the Aland Islands, and Northern Ireland to
promote restoation or establishment of forest understory grazing, while Measure 225 (forest
environment payments) was used to encourage both establishment and maintenance. There were
three Spanish RDPs that employed measure 226 (restoring forestry potential and @itrpdu
prevention actions) to support enhancement of this agroforestry practice in forest lands. Measure
227 (Support for noiproductive investments) was used in Denmark and Trento (ltaly) to prepare
areasfor forest grazing, while Measures 225 and 323 wesed to establish and manage forest
grazing

In the 20142020 RDP, the measures promoting forest grazing vary with couigyré21 and Table

26). For example, Spain is using sabasure 8.3, while Italy and UK is using-swdasure 1QL (agri
environmentclimate submeasure). Measure 8an be used to promote forest understory grazing
through different submeasures. Aragon (Spain) includes the development and implementation of
management silvopastoral plans, as well as the costs lingedfforestation (submeasure 8.1:
support for afforestation/creation of woodland) and restoration (smleasure 8.4: support for
restoration of damage to forests from forest fires and natural disasters and catastrophic events). In
Veneto and Umbria (Itahgnd mainland Portugal silvopastoral practices are eligible for funding from
sub-measure 8.2 (support for establishment and maintenance of agroforestry systems). Thirteen
RDPs (ten of them Spanish) support plans and works favouring grazing as preverivaganst
wildfires using swmeasure 8.3 (support for prevention of damage to forests from forest fires and
natural disasters and catastrophic events). Lastly, Basilicata (Italy) and Scotland (UK) promote the
maintenance of silvopasture by the suteasire 8.5 to improve the resilience and environmental
value of forest ecosystems. Agroforestry includes silvopasture practices, but because there is a
specific measure to help prevent forest fires in forestlands through grazing, countries with a high
prevalence of this risk select this activity in Measure 8.3 instead of Measure 8.2. However some
countries are making use of smbeasures 10.1 and 4.3. For example, Italy useswsedsure 10.1 for
promoting silvopasture because the main aim is to introduce pastarmaintain soil cover and
preserve organic matter. Subeasure 10.1 is also used to establish pasture under trees in Corse
(France), Liguria (ltaly), and Wales (UK). Finallysnmsdsure 4.3 (support for investments in
infrastructure related to developemt, modernisation or adaptation of agriculture and forestry),
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promotes the creation of infrastructures facilitating access and pasture production under trees in
CastillaLa Mancha (Spain), and Lombardia (Italy).

Table25. Forest mderstory grazing measures linked to Rural Development Programs in the period
2007-2013 Measures indicated in greegre for specific regioa or countries where the measures
were promoted.

Country or region Measure related to forest understory grazing
214 216 225 226 227 323
AT Osterreich ]
DE1 Baden Wiirttemberg
DE2 Bayern
DE3 4 Berlin und Brandenburg
DE5_9 Niedersachsen und Bremen I
DES8 Mecklenburg Vorpommern
DEF SchleswigHolstein & Hamburg !
DK Danmark
ES24 Aragoén
ES43 Extremadura !
ES53 lllesBalears
ES70 Canarias
FI2 Aland
FROO Hexagone
FR83 Corse
ITF2 Molise
ITF4 Puglia
ITH1 Bolzano/Bozen
ITH2 Trento
ITI4 Lazio
PT1 Continente
SE Sverige
Sl Slovenija
UKO England
UKL Wales
UKM Scotland
UKN Northern Ireland
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Table26. Forest understory grazing measures linked to Rural Development Programs in the period
20142020. Measures indicated in greare for specific regios orcountries where the measuresea
budgeted.

' Measure related to forest understorgrazing
. 43 81 82 83 84 85 101

Country or region

ES11 | Galicia
ES12 | Asturias
ES22 | Navarra
ES24 | Arag6n

ES30 | Madrid

ES41 | Castilla yLe6n
ES42 | CastillaLa Mancha e
ES51 | Catalunya
ES53 | llles Balears
ES61 | Andalucia

ES62 | Murcia

FR42 | Alsace

FR83 | Corse

ITC3 |Liguria

ITC4 | Lombardia e

ITF5 |Basilicata

ITF6 | Calabria e
ITG1 |Sicilia

ITG2 | Sardegna

ITH1 |BolzandBozen

ITH3 | Veneto
ITI1 Toscana
ITI2 Umbria
ITl4 Lazio

PT1 Continente
UKO | England

UKL |Wales
UKM | Scotland
UKN | Northernlreland

Forest understory grazing is usually linked to the maintenancestablishment of pasture under
forest or woodlands mainly through measure 214 in the previous RDP. Silvopasture is mainly related
to 8.3 in Spanish regions to reduce fire risk and to 10.1 in areas like Italy to maintain or establish
pasture under trees tanaintain soil cover in most cases. Although measure 222 was not previously
implemented to promote silvopasture practices, in the 2@20BR0 it is currently being used to
support forest grazing establishment. The geographical extent of the adoption of nesasur
support forest grazing is variable across Eurdpgure2l). In the 20142020 RDP, support for forest
grazing was not yet been adopted in France or Germarnypadfh there were options in the 2007

2013 RDP. By contrast, Spain has increased the number of regions activating this activity.
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Figure 21. Number of measures promoting the introduction or maintenance forest understory
grazingn the 20072013 RDP and the 202020 RDP

5.4.3.2 Silvopasture with permanent crops

Support foragroforestrywith permanent crops is mainly linked to support for meadow orchards.
During 20072013, meadow orchards were funded in 52% of the RD&sl€27), out of which 49%
usedMeasure 2140 promote, on one hand, the creation (grass sowing, usually on slopes to combat
erosion) and, on the other hand, the conservation anstoeation of traditional orchards.

The other measures used in the 260013 RDP to support meadow orchards were Measures 121,
216 and 323. Measure 1Zfnodernisation of agricultural holdings) enhanced both meadow orchards
and other permanent cultures andeasure 216Glealt with the restoration of traditional orchards. In

some cases, such as Murcia (Spain), Measure 216 promoted grass planting in orchards on sloping
land. Finally, Measure 323 (conservation and upgrading of the rural heritage) promoted meadow
orchards through the support of their management and conservation.

In 20142020, out of 90 RDPs evaluated, 56 RDPs and 96 operations have been adopted to support
meadow orchards (Table 28). Out of them, subasure 10.1 (agenvironmentclimate) is themost
employed measure (similar to Measure 214 in 2@07.3) being used by2 RDPs. Sutneasure 10.1
promotes meadow orchards with 76 operations. Most RDPs aim to conserve and maintain orchards
and highlight the maintenance of a grass cover, at least inrantand winter, to prevent soil erosion.

The UK RDPs support the creation of grazing orchards undensasure 10.1.

Measure 4 supports meadow orchards in nine RDPs, through twelve operations. Andalucia (Spain),
Slovenia, and Austria do so through thebsneasure 4.1 (support for investments in agricultural
holdings), while suneasure 4.3 (support for investments in infrastructure related to development,
modernisation or adaptation of agriculture and forestry) has the objective of promoting
infrastructures in Extremadura (Spain), and purchase of technology and equipment in Sachsen
(Germany) to maintain meadow orchards. Finally, -swéasure 4.4 (support for neproductive
investments linked to the achievement of agnvironmentclimate objectives) is use improve
meadow orchards in Andalucia and Extremadura (Spain), and Austria, and to create meadow
orchards in Ireland, and England and Wales (UK) or to develop both activigsdersachsen und
Bremen (Germany).
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Table27. Meadow orchards measures linked to Rural Development Programs in the period 2007
2013 Soecific regios or countriesvhere measures were promoted are indicated in green.

Country or region \ Measure related to meadow orchards
1z 214 216 323

Osterreich

BE3 | Wallonie

BG Bulgaria

DE1 |Baden Wiurttemberg
DE2 | Bayern

DE3_4 Berlin und Brandenburg
DE5_9 Bremen und Niedersachsen
DE6 | Hamburg

DE7 |Hessen

DEA | Nordrhein Westfalen
DEB | RheinlandPfalz
DEC | Saarland

DED | Sachsen

DEE | SachsenAnhalt
DEG | Thiringen

ES11 | Galicia

ES21 | Euskadi

ES23 | La Rioja

ES24 | Aragon

ES42 | CastillaLa Mancha
ES43 | Extremadura

ES52 | Valéncia

ES53 | llles Balears

ES61 | Andalucia

ES62 | Murcia

ES70 | Canarias

FROO | Hexagone

FR83 | Corse

HU Magyarorszag

ITC1 |Piemonte

ITF2 | Molise
ITF3 | Campania
ITF6 | Calabria

ITH1 | Bolzano/Bozen
ITH4 | FriulrVenezia Giulia
ITH5 | EmiliaRomagna
ITI1 Toscana

ITI3 | Marche

LU Luxembourg

NL Nederland

PL Poland
PT2 |Acgores
Sl Slovenija
UKO | England
UKL |Wales

UKN | Northern Ireland

Measure 7 supports the creation and enhancement of meadow orchards in Lorraine (France),
l'dzZAGNARIFZ FYR a. SNIAY dzyR . N}yYyRSYyodzZNHES | YR dabASiH
measure 7.6 (support for studies/investments associated with the maimesarestoration and

upgrading of the cultural and natural heritage of villages, rural landscapes and high nature value sites
including related socioeconomic aspects, as well as environmental aspects). The two German RDPs
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also support maintenance by usitiggs submeasure. Finally, suimeasure 11 is used in Sicily (Italy)
to sow herbaceous species between rows of fruit trees or vines to support the conversion to organic
farming with the submeasure 11.1.

It can be seen that UK, Ireland, Spain and Gerntzame increased the number of measures
allocated to promote meadow orchard. However, Italy reduced the number of RDPs enhancing
meadow orchards while France maintained a similar number. Meadow orchards are mainly linked to
measures related to the agenvionment (Measure 214 in 2062013 and submeasure 10.1 in
2014-2020), that can promote both establishment and maintenance. Erosion control, soil protection
or conversion to organic farming are the main justification to establish meadow orchards through the
sowing of pasture among fruit tree rows, but there is also an interest in restoring this type of
traditional farm system. However, it has to be highlighted the role that grazing animals play in
improvement of resource efficiency in the nutrient recyclitige reduction of nordesirable, low
guality vegetation, the connection between forest and no forest lands, besides the before mentioned
reason argued by the RDP.

RDP 2007 - 2013

Number of measures 250 0 250 km Number of sub-measures
supporting — suporting

meadow orchards 2“99—“’-“ Meadow Orchards P

RDP 2014-2020
250 0 250 km
1

Budgeted
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Figure22. Number of measures promoting the introduction or maintenance meadow orchards in the
2007-2013 RDP and the 202920 RDP
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Table28. Meadoworchards measures linked to Rural DevelopmeogPams in the period 2014
2020 Measures ingiated in greershowspecific regioa or countries where measurese budgeted.
Country or region

RDP

AT

41 43 44 76 101

Osterreich

BE3

Wallonie

DE1

BadenWurttemberg

DE2

Bayern

DE3_4

Berlin und Brandenburg

DE5_9

Bremen und Niedersachseg

DE8

MecklenburgVorpommern

DEA

North RhineWestphalia

DEB

RheinlandPfalz

DEC

Saarland

DED

Sachsen

DEE

SachserAnhalt

DEG

Thuringia

ES21

Euskadi

ES41

Castillay Le6n

ES43

Extremadura

ES61

Andalucia

FR10

lle-de-France

FR21

Champagne Ardennes

FR22

Picardie

FR23

Haute Normandie

FR24

Centre- Val de Loire

FR25

BasseNormandie

FR26

Bourgogne

FR30

Nord-Pasde-Calais

FR41

Lorraine

FR42

Alsace

FR43

FrancheComte

FRS51

Pays de La Loire

FR52

Bretagne

FR53

Poitou-Charentes

FR61

Aquitaine

FR62

Midi-Pyrénées

FR63

Limousin

FR71

RhoéneAlpes

FR72

Auverne

FR81

Languedo€dRoussillon

FR82

ProvenceAlpesCote Azur

HR

Hrvatska

IE

Ireland

ITC1

Piemonte

ITF1

Abruzzo

ITF6

Calabria

ITG1

Sicilia

ITH1

Bolzano/Bozen

ITH4

FriulkVeneziaGiulia

LU

Luxembourg

MT

Malta

PT1

Continente

PT2

Acgores

PT3

Madeira

RO

Romenia

SI

Slovenija

UKO

England

UKL

Wales

UKN

Northern Ireland

Measures related to meadow orchard

111
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Policy dealing with mountain pastoralismssociatedvith transhumance or summer pasturean be
considered as part of silvopasture because they are usually linked to forest or woodland grazed
areas. However because of its specific features, it is considered in a separate section.

In 20072013, there were 21 RDPs supporting mountain pastoralism with 12 different measures;
three within Axis 1, eight in Axis 2 and one with Axigeble29). Galicia (Spain) included support for
demonstration projects dealing with multifunctional forest use, especially with Measure 111
(vocational training and information actionsgsts including diffusion of scientific knowledge and
innovative practices, for persons engaged in the agricultural, food and forestry sectors) to improve
silvopasture use and dissemination activities of the research results. Madeira (Portugal) and Galicia
budgeted Measure 122 (improving the economic value of forests) to activate mountain pastoralism.
Galicia aimed to create and improve the infrastructure and service facilities in forestry (including
silvopasture), while Madeira aimed to improve mountain tpesism with the installation of
elements of discontinuity in the forest, for example meadows, by promoting silvopastoral practices
among others.

Table29. Mountain pastoralism measures linked to Rural Development Programs in the period 2007
2013 Secific regiols or countriesvhere measures were promoted are indicated in green.

RDP

BG

Country or region

Bulgaria

Measure related to mountain pastoralism

ES11 Galicia

ES12 | Asturias

ES13 | Cantabria
ES22 Navarra

ES23 |La Rioja

ES41 |Castillay Leodn
ES52 |Valéncia

ES61 | Andalucia
ES62 Murcia

ES70 Canarias

ITC1 Piemonte
ITC2 Valle d'Aosta
ITC4 Lombardia
Aa8ITH1 Bolzano/Bozen
ITH2 Trento

ITH3 Veneto

ITI3 Marche

PT1 Continente
PT3 Madeira

SE Sverige

Cantabria (Spain), Piemonte and Veneto (Italy) employed Measure 125 (infrastructure related to the
development and adaptation of agriculture and forestry) to improve infrastructures related with
mountain pastoralism; in both communal (Cantabria) or pupbstures (Piemonte) and in alpine
traditional farms of Malga (Veneto). Natural handicap payments to farmers were used in mountain
areas (Measure 211) and other lands (Measure 212) in Murcia (Spain), that made payments to
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support areas for livestock feedinmcluding, among other, forests. As Natura 2000 payments and
payments linked to Directive 2000/60/EC, Navarra (Spain) included mountain grazing in the Natura
2000 network. Sixteen RDPs used the Measure 214 to support landscape management with

silvopastue practices including transhumance between lowlands and highlands.

Mainland Portugal put into practice several territorially integrated interventions by joining several
measures. Besides Measure 214, they also activated Measures 216, 225, 227, andr3g®ve
mountain pastoralism management. Sweden also used Measure 216 to promote management
practices related to mountain pastoralism. Valencia and Andalucia (Spain) explored the 226 Measure
(restoring forestry potential and introducing prevention actiorig) prevent wildfire by pastoral
practices in the forest, both firewall and understofive RDPs, including the before mentioned
mainland Portugal, supported grazing mountain with Measure 323. Trento and Veneto (ltaly)

promoted investments to restore tratbnal alpine farnso d a l £ 3 € 0 @
typeof FF N¥X o6dzi 2yfteé 3IANITAYy3 YIyl3aSySy
in foress.

[ 2Y0F NRALF | f
G oda! fLISIAZ2E

In 20142020, only 26% of RDPs favoured mountain pastoralighl€¢30), of which 74% selected

the submeasure 10.1 to support this activitgubmeasure 10.1 aims to preserve

different types of

mountain pastoralism, such as ttedpeggia FrancheComte (France)iemonte, and Valle d'Aosta
(Italy) and Austria use submeasure 7.6 (support for studies/investments associated with the
maintenance, restoration and upgrading of the cultural and natural heritage of villages, rural
landscapes and high nature value sitexluding related socioeconomic aspects, as well as
environmental aspects) to restore mountain pastures. Also for maintaininglfreggiowith organic
fA0SaG2012 I ffS R®eadd 11.1 (payindnt t@& donvedt YoLdtgani &afningt dzo
practices and methods). Measure 4 promotes mountain pastoralism in 12 RDPs with 14 operations.
Cantabria (Spain), Veneto (ltaly), addstriaenhances its improvement by employing smieasure

4.1 (support for investments in agricultural holdings). By using thenseasure 4.3 (support for
investments in infrastructure related to development, modernisation or adaptation of agri culture
and forestry), Navarra (Spain), and Piemonte, Lombardia, Abruzzo, Veneto, antdrmaziiaGiulia

(Italy) support investments tomprove the mountain pastoralism, while Lombardia supports its
maintenance. Sulmeasure 4.4 (support for neproductive investments linked to the achievement

of agrienvironmentclimate objectives) aims to improve mountain pastures for the four RDPs that
implement this submeasure, but also their creation (FrieneziaGiulia) and conservation (Trento).
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Table30. Mountain pastoralism measures linked to Rural Development Programs in the period 2014
2020 Secific regiols orcountrieswhere measures are budgeted are indicated in green.

RDP  Country or region ‘ Measure related to mountain pastoralisn

41 43 44 76 101 111
AT | Osterreich |
DE2 |Bayern
DE5_9 Bremen und Niedersachsg
ES12 | Asturias
ES13 | Cantabria
ES21 | Euskadi
ES22 | Navarra
ES23 | La Rioja
ES30 | Madrid
ES41 | Castillay Le6n
ES70 | Canarias
FR43 | FrancheComte
HR Hrvatska
ITC1 |Piemonte
ITC2 |Valle d'Aosta
ITC4 |Lombardia
ITF1 | Abruzzo
ITH1 |Bolzano/Bozen
ITH2 | Trento
ITH3 | Veneto
ITH4 | FriulrVeneziaGiulia
PT1 |Continente
Sl Slovenija

The adoption of measures to suppariountain pastoralism appear to haueeen reduced from
2007-2013 to 20142020 in most of Europd-{gure23), probably due to the selection of other sub
measures with a similar aim. Support fopuntain silvopastoralism was related with demonstration

of silvopasture, improving infrastructure, establishment and management of silvopasture but also to
promote transhumance and to reduce fire risk in forest areas with Measurar220072013 The
parallel measure 10.1 (agenvironment) isbeingemployedin 20142020RDP40 enhance mountain
pastoralism through activities of preservation, restoration, improvement, conservation and creation
of areas linked to the maintenance of cultural value, trautitil systems and high nature value areas.

RDP 2007 - 2013
Number of measures
supporting
mountain pastoralism

RDP 2014-2020

250 0 250km Number of sub-measures
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Figure23. Number of measurepromoting mountain pastoralisnin the 20072013 RDP and the
20142020 RDP
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5.4.5 Agroforestry measure222 and 8.2

Tree planing within the 20072013 CAP was promoted by Measures 221, 222 andv2B® Axis 2
which focuses ot L YLIN2 @AYy 3 (KS Sy @A N yhedngasurebiefeRregiiite8 O2 dzy
by the article 36 (b) of the Regulation (EC) 1698/28bBed at promotingthe sustainable use of
forest land, the expansion of forest resources in adical or not agricultural land anéinally the
promotion of the combination of extensive agriculture and forestry systefhese measures da
different payments (Table 31) and sought to achievedifferent positive impacts such asclimate
changemitigation, soil preservation, water protection armodiversity andandscapesnhancement
Measure 221was allocated to first &brestation of agricultural land, gasure 222 to agroforestry
establishment while measure 223 was connectedhe first afforestation of noragricultural land.
Measures 221 and 223 involved botla) expenditure related tahe expansion of areas with trees
and (b) the maintenancecosts associated withfforestation and reforestatiorin previous periods,
while in some RDPs, measure 22Zwaly related with tree establishment before RDP 20020.

Table31. Characterization of measures 221, 222 and 223 according to the Reg. (EC) 1698/2005

Measure Measure title Subsides Impact

code

221 First afforestation of Establishment cost; Biodiversity; soil; climate
agricultural land maintenance costs; change; water

compensation for loss of incom

222 First establishment of | Establishment costs Biodiversity; landscape;
agroforestrysystems on water, climate change
agricultural land

223 First afforestation of Establishment costs; Landscape; biodiversity;
non-agricultural land maintenance costs water, climate change

In 1992, Regulation 2080/92 supported the afforestation of agricultural land and was associated with
the planting of about 1 million hectares of trees between 1994 and 1&2@opeanCommurities

2003) Thelevel of afforestation was reduced in theext CAP periodrom 2000 to 2006 where
Regulation1257/1999 promoted reforestationon agricultural (measure 221) and nagricultural

land (measure 223)The total landafforested andreforested during 2002006 wasonly 79941
hectareswith the largest areas iBpain (2853 ha)the UK (25632 ha)and Lithuania (12723 ha).In

the same periodbetween 1800 and 2500 hectares were afforested in Portugal, Poland and Italy.

Between 2007and 2013, the implementation of the easure 221supportedthe afforestation and
reforestation of 260,39 hectares in Europe (EU 2016) with the main area occurring irJte
(143635 ha). There were also significant areasSpain (3350 ha), Hungary (200 ha),Poland
(25,296ha) and Italy (1272). Between 1000 and 5000 hectares were foresteidg measure 22ih
Lithuania, Portugal, Denmark, Germany ahd Czech RepublidMeasures 221 and 22@able31)
aimed to promoteforest product suppliegandto contribute to the protection of the environment,
the prevention of extreme natural hazardend the mitigation ofclimate changelt should be noted
that part of the money allocated to 22Wasto fulfil existing paymentgommitmentsagreed within
previous periodgi.e. Regulations 2080/92, 1257/1999 (article 31) and 1698/2005 (article 43(b)(i))
Hence some regions, such @slicia, Cantabria, Cataluiia, Valen&aleares Islands in Spain, Liguria
and Sardegna in Italy, Nordrheidestfalen in Germanyand Finland Mainland although
implementing the measurgvithin the 20072013 RDRJid not increase the area of treeBayments
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were used tocover the loss of incomeesulting from afforestation but not from reforestation. No
payments were provideavithin measures 221 and 228 promote the use of the land to generate

any agricultural ativity after trees wee planted Moreover, theunder-utilisation of these lands was
promoted as payments were lked to compensabns because othe reduction of previous
productivity. This ceated significanproblems because some case restricted the management of

the land after establishment and operations such as thinning and pruwirg not carried out
Increasing the income from tise areas through the promotion of agroforest(y.e. forest farming,
silvopasture) with sustainable magement isan effective waya promote biodiversity and to reduce
forest fire risks while reducing in a more appropriate way the income losggsoforestry would
benefit from additional funds to support management ase timvestmens needed to establish
agroforestry practics are higher than withexclusive drest landuse.In the 20142020 RDRneasures

221 and 223have beenreplaced bysubY St & dzZNB y &®m & { dzLJLI2 NI F2 NJ | F1
g 2 2 Rt Bo/iRwolld have been advisable to support agricaltuctivities in those new forest
lands to increase income and to help to reduce costs of the adequate management of the recently
established forest lands.

Measure 222 wadgocussedon establishing trees omarable land and seen as a way to promote
agroforestry practicesin agricultural lands due thieigh ecological and social valagthe system and

the potential to produce high-quality wood while maintaining the production ddgricultural
products.In France, raasure 222 mainly promotesilvoarable practies but not silvopasturebut the
opposite happenedn Hungary Most of the beneficiaries establisheaigroforestry practiceson
grassland (99 beneficiarié#om 120), especially in Hungary; and broadleaves were the most utilised
tree species (in 1196ut of 1212ha). Although there was nemaintenancepaymentassociated with
agroforestry under measure 22furing 20072013 they should have beemade availabld¢o cover
costs of appropriate management of the trees to make it more compatible with the udtgmial
understory production to promote high value tree timber production at short, medium and long
term and to coverthe loss of income that the farmer has in tis&ips of landswhere trees are
planted within an specific plotWhilst mature trees may mailt in marketable products (e.g. fruit),
this may not be the case with youngeésand in some cases there is a need to market nme
products. 1 is possible that an increased interest in the use of bioenergy (within a circular economy)
or improved makets fortree products (e.gbranches or fruit§or animal orhuman consumptiopwill
result in moreprofitable agrofoestry systems in the futureAn excellent example is to tHecocitric

life project(Ecocitric 2016)vhich converts pruning residues irghivalue products from farms.

In the new CAP 2012020, agroforestry is promoted throughArticle 23 of the new Rural
DevelopmentRegulation 1305/2013dentified with the submeasure 8.2which is devoted to the
establishmentand maintenanceof agroforestrysystems. For the purposes ofetbe two measures
(222 and &), agroforestry isdefined as "land use systerm which trees are grown in combination
with agriculture on the same lagd This definition doesot consider other woody vegetation which
may be addressed by otheagrienvironment measures (i.e. woody hedges promotioA).key
difference between the20142020 RDP, compared to 206Q013,is that222(in 20072013) wa only
allocated to the establishment of agroforestsystems, while sumeasure 8.2 includes maintenance
for a perod of fiveyears of new agroforestrpracticesin addition to establishment.Thisfive year
period for maintenancemay not be enough ithe tree requires a longer period before it produces
saleable products but also to ensure adequate tree management to enhance the understory
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agricultural production This mairbe the case when, for example, legumes (which do not proaide
direct return) are used as an understorey to improve tree grovitihproved protocols on which
combinations of trees and understory crogen achieve early returns would be helpful.

Measure 221: budget Measure 221: implemented

?" J b "A i 'ﬁ_,

r A

Measure 222: budget

74

Measure 223: budget

223: First

. vl |
[re——

Figure24. EU Regions that allocated resources (on the left) and implemented (on the right) measure
221, 222 and 223 in 202013

Once EU regulations are published, they have to be activated by member states. Comparisons
between the two CAP (periods 20@Q013 and 20142020) have to consider that the global number

of RDPs have changed (the number of CAP RDP programmes went frorB088-2013 to 118 in
20142020). This was associated with the regionalization of the RDP in France, the lack of RDP in
Hamburg as it is currently considered an urban region and because the integration of new EU
countries (EU countries werkb, 25 and 2ince 1995, 2004 and 20Q7Table 32 shows the regions
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where agroforestry has been budgeted and activated in RDPs-200% and initially activated in
RDPs 2012020.

Table32. Amount of money budgeted and spent (implementedinieasures 221, 222 and 223 in the
2007-2013RDR and budgeted for measure 8aind 8.2in the 2014-2020 RDP

RDP [Name 221 223 221 223 8.1 222 222 8.2
BUDGETE[ BUDGETEL IMPLEMENTE| IMPLEMENTE| BUDGETELN BUDGETE[N IMPLEMENTEl BUDGETEL

AT |Austria 1.620Q 1.35§

BE2 |Belgium - Flanders 2.714 1.731 7.60Q 500 12] 500

BG |Bulgaria 40.424 2.824 9.219

CY [Cyprus 698 485| 337 226 1.009

CZ |Czech Republic 18.85( 16.947 10.379

DE1 |Baden-Wirttemberg 2 2

DE2 |Bavaria 1.440Q 1.432

DE59|Lower Saxony + Bremen 4.4759 119 3.269 100]

DEA |North Rhine-Westphalia 3.251 2.86(

DED |Saxony 12.275 56 9.860Q 31

DEE |Saxony-Anhalt 1.991 8 1.992 7

DEF |Schleswig-Holstein 5.854 5.592 1.859

DEG |Thuringia 5.308 3.538

DK |Denmark 57.064 34.395 37.814

EE |Estonia 4.281 303

EL |Greece 108.009 92.324 119.33 21.339

ES11|Galicia 5.931 73.947 5.939 38.634 49.32( 7.64(

ES12|Principado de Asturias 13.40( 10.937 18.339 18.333

ES13|Cantabria 286 222

ES21|Pais Vasco 49 43 12.507 1.414

ES22[Navarra 6.464 5.589 4.900

ES23|La Rioja 2.430 2.624 2.493 2.741 6.00(

ES24|Aragén 27.569 3.03( 22.479 1.497 10.50(

ES30|Madrid 9.044 6.813 2.50Q

ES41|Castillay Leon 135.319 143.044 121.294

ES42|Castilla la Mancha 138.857 139.114 557]

ES43|Extremadura 126.964 100.16( 47.744

ES51|Cataluiia 1.048 808

ES52|Comunidad Valenciana 3.800 3.034 1.304

ES53|Balearic Islands 1.214 776| 530§

ES61|Andalucia 149.147 7.279 108.724 4.274 51.234 26|

ES62|Murcia 9.044 6.813 2.63(

FI1 |Mainland Finland 8.514 7.704

FROO|Hexagone 24.533 1.654 18.037 1.613 12.959 2.852 101 3.105

FR91|Guadeloupe 200 294} 326 362

FR92|Martinique 118

FR93|Guyane 50 730

FRAS5|Mayotte 1.009 200

HU |Hungary 244.079 1.952 142.314 78.181 2.814 721 7.272

ITC1 |Piemonte 25.709 16.453 12.00(

ITC3 |Liguria 341 65

ITC4 |Lombardia 73.080 617] 66.443 301 62.25(]

ITF1 |Abruzzo 21.014 4.203 6.94( 6.000

ITF2 |Molise 12.442 1.009 9.532 469

ITF3 |Campania 38.979 3.969 24.959 1.20Q 35.00(

ITF4 |Puglia 23.55( 20.004 6.668 133] 20.00( 5.00(

ITF5 |Basilicata 19.544 675 11.67¢ 104 6.617 826

ITF6 |Calabria 36.077 5.917 20.079 1.62( 23.181

ITG1 |Sicily 63.793 9.184 61.034 4.134 70.00(

ITG2 |Sardegna 33.29¢ 30.497 20.00(

ITH3 |Veneto 17.034 1.109 14.354 778 9.045 30 10] 232

ITH4 |Friuli-Venezia-Giulia 16.76(0 1.794 11.757 1.00] 16.00(

ITH5 |Emilia-Romagna 22.020 19.167 20.291

ITI1 |Toscana 38.343 2.800 27.087 91| 14.00(

ITI2 |Umbria 33.589 760 19.754 19 16.00( 1.004

ITI3 |Marche 20.55Q 16.407 1.27¢

ITI4 |Lazio 15.17§ 50 10.247 4.081]

LT |Lithuania 50.09¢ 54.994 26.294 35.559 88.624

LV |Latvia 17.227 14.279 9.96(

NL |Netherlands 10.98¢ 9.814

PL |Poland 294.502 196.684 300.991

PT1 |Continental Portugal 288.159 20.55] 272.69] 11.534 206.679 6.649 103 2.584

PT2 |Azores 8.989 309 6.612 2 10.589 160 941

PT3 |Madeira 2.000 5.00Q 1.909 1.811 12.624 900

RO |Romania 3.254 185 124.519

UKO |England 154.664 4.824 120.49] 4.864 141.187

UKL |Wales 25.261 2.962 11.204 692 22.529 1.004

UKM |Scotland 94.164 94.164 132.12] 50.097 260.60( 1.204

UKN |Northern Ireland 9.17§ 386 10.659 20.379 97|
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In 20072013, while measures 221 and 223 were broadly adoptedisure 222 had a quite limited
adoption across EU. dasure 221 was budgeted &3 RDPs across European regions, measure 222 in
10 RDPs and measure 223 in 34 RO&ge 32; Figure24). Although there was a budgetot all
regions effectively opened the calls to apply for grants: measures 221 was implement&d in 6
regions, measure222 in 5 regions and measure 223 28 regions Hence the budgeting and
implementation related to measure 222 in 20@013 was very lowHigure24).

In 20142020, the number of current EU RDPs includingreebsure 8.1 is 46 and 50 while measure
8.2 isbudgetedin 12 and22 RDPs, considering France as a whole or regionalized country respectively
(Figure 25). Therefore the number of regionsudgeting measures related to afforestation and
reforestation have declined from 202013 to 20142020 (from 63 to48, if France is not
regionalized. By contrast the number ofegionsbudgetingagroforestry measure 222 or 8.2 has
increased from 10 tal8 (if France is not regionalizedyonsidering that these figures may be
modified bymember stateghrough their opening during the period 20:2020.

RDP 2014-2020:
Submeasure 8.2
Support for establishment
and maintenance of agro-

forestry systems !

s

RDP 2014-2020:
Submeasure 8.1
Support for
afforestation/creation of

P
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Figure25. EU Regions thdtaveallocated resource® measure 8.1 and 8.in the 20142020 RDP

Some of the agroforestry practices linked to measures 221, 222 and 223 of RDP0230&nd 8.1
and 8.2 of RDP 2012D20 are shown for selectegkgions inTable 33 Measure 221 was used to
promote agroforestry practicesuch asdrest farming, forest strips and small stands and hedgerows
and nmeasure 223 was employed in Toscana to establish forest strips and small $ta2d68:£2013,
forest graing was not promoted by 221, 222 223, AlthoughFrance activateagneasure221, 222
and 223, the activities linked to them were not easiyplemented

In thefirst year 0f20142020 CAPalthough22 regions and 8ountries have decided to activate sub
measure 8.2, onljive have effectivelymplemented itwith different purposes.n the first year of the
development Marchéin Italy isusng measure 8.1 to carry out forest farming only, wghitontinental
Portugalis using measur8.2 to promote foressstrips and small standsnd forest grazingMeasure
8.2isalsobeingused by thecontinental Portugadndthe Azores to promote hedgerows.

Measures 221, 222and 223 and measures 8.1 and?8were not used to promote silvopasture
combined with fruit treeqso called permanent crops) or mountain pastoraligiab{e33). These two
agroforestry activities were mainly linked to measures 214 and 10.1 in the Rural Devetopmen
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Programmes of 2002013 and 2014020 respectively, where the focus was on the delivery of
ecosystem services rather than the agroforestry activity itself.

Table33. Summary of the regions whesgroforestry practicesvere specificallypromoted through
measures 221, 222, 223 (RRBD7-2013) andan initial assessment of the implementation®1 and
8.2 (RDP 2012020)to support agroforestryn the first year of programming (2016)

Agroforestry practice RDP cod RDP RDP2007-2013 RDP 2014020
221 222 223 8.1
Forestfarming ES21 Euskadi [
ITF1 Abruzzo
ITF2 Molise
ITI3 Marche
Forest strips and small stan| PT1 Continente
EE Eesti
ITG1 Sicilia
ITI1 Toscana
ITI3 Marche
Hedgerow ITG1 Sicilia
ITF4 Puglia
ITI3 Marche
RO Roménia
PT1 Continente
PT2 Azores
Isolated trees ITG1 Sicilia
ITI3 Marche
Forest grazing ES24 Aragén
ITH3 Veneto
ITI2 Umbria
PT1 Continente] e

5.5 ConclusiongPillar Il

In 20072013, he most popular measuretpromote agroforestry practicewas neasure 214 (Agri
environmental payments)and in 20142020 this has continued witlsub-measure 10.1 (Agri
environment climate)They were followed by sasure 216 (support for neproductive investments)

in 20072013 and 4.4 (related to investments in physical assets) in-2028. It is difficult to
evaluate the impact of these measures on agroforestry because the reported bddgebutions

are linked to the whole measure (i.e. 214) and not to specific activities. The lack of information about
the specific landuse affected also makes it difficult to determine the soeiconomic and
environmenteffect of skch measures. At preserthere areno availabledatato describe the use of
resources and the effect of activities related to a specific land use practice (such as agroforestry) at
an EU scale.

The main objective of the before mentionedmeasures, used to establish or maintain different

agroforestry practices, relate to improved resilience to climate change (e.g. addressing flooding and
extreme heat), the enhancement of ecosystem services (e.g. biodiversity, erosion control, water
protection, and fire prevention) and increased carbon sequestration. Hence the role of agroforestry
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in improving environmental sustainability appears to be recognizedast of the rural development
programmes. However some of the measures, e.g. the use of agstfp in organic systems, also
recognises improvements Bustainableproductivity. Socieeconomic aspects are also recognized, as
the cultural value agroforestry practices provide links to traditional farming systemd are
specifically promoted.

Although agroforestry on forest land is not specifically within the remit of the AGFORWARD project,
this report has considered this aspects as the EU Forest Strategy indicates that agroforestry should
be enhanced on forest land. Hence in this report, we hawefoacused on whether the land was
O2yaARSNBR | & aT7T2 N&waverNisidividoNds épbafieNtinGdaie (imezsifes. d
example in the 2002013 RDP, in axis two there is a split between forest measures (from 221 to 227
in the RDP 2002013)and agriculture measures (from 211 to 216 in the RDP -2003).However,

this division is unclear in other axis within the 2a0¥13 programmes and in the RDP 2&D20
framework as it depends on each countryregional RDP

The development of guidancen future agroforestry policy support will be considered in a later

AGFORWARD report. However this report highlights five existing types of supmgtdtrestryon

farms.

9 Firstly there are measures promotisilvoarable practices on farnssich as hedgrows, isolated
trees and forest strips and small stands,

1 Thereis support forsilvopasture farmsiealing with forestand permanent crops (fruit trees,
orchards)understory grazing,

1 Thereis support forfarms withhigh value treeselated with meadow or gzed orchards,

Thereis support forhigh nature value farmeelated withmountain pastoralismand

9 Forest farming activitiemcludea special type of agroforestry practices that can be considered as
a complementary agricultural activity related with mosef the previous farms including
interactions between forest and agricultural lands (i.e. apiculture) or mainly linked to forest lands
(i.e. forest farming activities not including apiculture).

=

Onsilvoarable farmsthe promotion of hedgerows, forest o8 and small stands and isolated trees
was promoted by more than 80% of the 26R@13 RDPs and was primarily linked to measures 214
and 216. Agroforestry activities were included as they could improve system resilience, cultural value
(including restoratio of traditional practices), economic value, and environmental benefits such as
water protection and bird conservation. In the 20R@13 RDP framewonkine measures were used

to support forest strips and small stands, 13 to support hedgerowda@urdo suypport isolated trees.
Within the 20142020 RDP, 21 measures (out of the 90 RDPs evaluated) were used to promote all
these landscape characteristickl(related to forest strips and small stands, 17 with hedgerows, and

7 with isolated trees). If the focusfdhese measures is to promote a particular landscape feature
through policy, it could be desirable to simplify the measures allocated to these activities in order to
better evaluate the impact across the regions and to simpldgninistrative burdens atational and
European levelsThis simplification could allow national governments and the Commission to better
focus the available resources on the control and evaluation of the measures to promote them from a
land use point of view.
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Silvopasture farmsomprise land with woody vegetation with sown pasture or animals. In the 2007
2013 RDP,; measures were related to this activity all of them included in 2xia 20072013, 27 out

of 88 RDPs included this activity mainly (21 out of 27) related to me&ddrd Agrenvironmental
payments). In 201-2020,7 measures are being used to promote forest understory grazing, linked to
measures 4 (one operation), 8 (five operations) and 10 (one operation). The activities linked to
silvopasture were differemy allocaed to differentmeasures by differentountries depending on the

aim of the activity. For example, Spain selected measure 8.3 to reduce forest fire risk, while Italy
selected measure 10.1 to maintain annual soil cover and organic matter in forests amtand.o
Further information is needed to understand the benefits of these measures, for example in terms of
carbon sorage following land use change

Agroforestryon high value tree farmsvas promoted by six measures in 268713 and is being
promoted by bur measures in the 2012020 RDPThe principal measures relate to the agri
environment (214 in 2002013 and the parallel 10.1 in 20:2920); these measures were used in
more than 90% of the RDP analyzed. Meadow orchards were supported by more of B@RafP

of Europe to promote creation, restoration, erosion control, and soil protection. They are linked in
some cases to traditional farming systems. However, a lack of information regarding the
management and the characteristics of the farms where fuwdse destined makes it difficult to
evaluate the success of these measures.

The analysis also considered agroforedimited to mountain areas These farms are usually farmed

at a lowintensity; contain a significant level of sematural (usually woodyyegetation, and a high
diversity of land cover (European Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Development, 2016). These farms
were promoted by 12 measures in RDP 2Q073. In 2014020, such systems were supported by
three submeasures of measure 4 and one sukasure of measure 7, 10 and 11. Again more than
90% of the RDP were linked to measures 214 and 10.1 for both RDP periods. The number of regions
claiming this option was relatively low compared with other agroforestry activities. Transhumance
and landscapavere highly relevant to these farms, but again a lack of knowledge of how were the
different measures implemented limits the evaluation.
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