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The purpose of this repois to identify, map, and evaluate the most relevant European polméen
to influencepermanent grasslan@PG)management. To accomplish this) mterdisciplinary cross
national team from the UK, Switzerland, Spain, Czech Republic, and Sweden reviewed cdep8® in
policyframeworks. With direction fromexpertstakeholders and eeview of the policy landscape, we
identified the most relevant policinstrumens influencingPG acrossfive different biogeographic

regions inEurope (Alpine, Atlantic, Boreal, Continental, and Mediterranean).

¢CKS YIFLWAY3a 2F S| OdsgudieddmfaiNiy Qi vor & OIORS Yiliskatey S 6 2 NJ ¢
the entry points, intermediary actors, mechanisms and pathways through which policies deliver their
intended effects on PG3his entailed an indepth analysis opublicly available government smes
documentingthe aims, objectives, targets, monitorisgstems outputs and outcomesfaach policy

instrument. In total 24 policieswere mapped using0 different criteria with 15 of the policiesunique

to the case studyountries. This resulted imn extesive excel database of ov8400unique cells

containing rich qualitative data.

The excel data @are coded in a consistent manner acrab& country teamsso thatthey could be
compared synthesizedand usedo identify patterns in the policy miand logicof intervention We
show, for instan@, that across Europe, the dominant policy logic sisegulations and incentives to
influence farmer adoption of desired landscape compositions. dirggtly influences, but does not
guarantee the rangeof ecosystem servicefES}that are possible from the landscapét the same
time, wediscovered a lack gfolicies targeingconsumer demand fdPGecosystem services arhly
a few designed to drivesustainable PG management Hirectly promoting the valueof PGs with

beneficiaries

To complement theolicymappingg & (i | | @dsexdd Ré&peiieved effectiveness of the policy

mix in each country. This evaluation included over 50 interviews with key stakeholders across Europe
representing government, adeamia, farmers, and special interests, and covered perceptions of
democracy, legitimacy, relevance, efficiency and impact in relation to the effectiveness of policies
relevant to the management of P@ur findings reveal generally positive perceptions rasgland

policy effectiveness across Europe, with special interest groups being the least positive and
governments the mostThe n-depth country case studies reveddtriking similarities as well as
differences between countries andstakeholder groupswhich are illustrativeof the problems,

challenges, and barriers confronting poleffectiveness
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We conclude this report by offering insights and policy implications. In particular, we suggest that the
following four pointsare taken into consideration tamprove the PG paly landscape: 1) Reduce
complexity and administrative burden to makpolicies more understandabland accessible2)
Require stakeholdeinvolvementwhen developingtrategic plangind assessing policg) Encourage
consideration of trde-offs between PG managementand ESdelivery, by designing policies to
explicitly target the interaction between landscape structures &3®for target them in parallel). 4)
Encourage a balance of policy logic, by moving away from targeting farmers egiation or
subsidies to manage the landscape towards targeting consumer demab&fhrough information)

and the value oES(such as direct payments for regulating and cultural services).
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Executive summary

Agricultural and reled policies across Europdirectly and indirectly influence the legal,
economic and social context in whidand managementdecisions are made bfarmers, land
managers,landowners and other stakeholdets Permanent grassland (FGp a significant
agricutural land use across Europe, accountingdiniost 60 million hectarefin 2013)across

the 28 EU Member Statgand 34% of the total lilised Agricultural Area (UAQuUrostat, 2018PG

is increasingly recognised and valugd its characteristics thafacilitate the production of
manyEcosystem Serviceg$, including water quality and quantity regulation, soil protection,
carbon storage, nutrient cycling, food production, spiritual and cultural value, and
recreational space®ecisioamaking stakeholdrs have impacts on PG not only in relation to
management activitiethat affect the quality and quantity of £&.g. cutting regimes, stocking
densities, seed mixes, land access, cultivation frequency), but also in relation to their
decisions to convertreeven abandon grassland@afeguarding PGs is important because their
disappearance or unsustainable management would lead to losses of significant
services and benefits (Layke et al., 2012; Kroeger & Casey, 2007). However, demand for ES
varies acros, and even within, sectors, societies and biogeographical regions resulting in
conflicts of interest among stakelders that drive sufmptimal management decisions and
contribute to a decline in PG quality and extent (Cord et al., 2017; Lee & Laute@0ad),
Martin-Lépez, et al., 2014olicies designed to support farmin§ PGhave considerable impacts

on the opportunity, viability and scope of maintaining and managing PG in agriculture, and therefore
on the benefits and impacts of PG land use.

In deeloped agricultural systems, an increasingly common policy approach is the provision
of agricultural subsidies for goods and services beyond the production of marketable food
and fibre (Mattison and Norris, 2005). This is often complemented by the exéstehc
environmental policies that aim to protect environments, species and habitats, balancing
production with conservation. These policies are eoftdesigned in line with inter
governmental, national and regional political, economic and social priorérestheir success

(and the way success is perceived and measured) is affected by their context, including the
governance structure, networks of actors and the power dynamics of political and economic
institutions.

Existing policies across Europe have dbaoted to improved opportunity for sustainable land
management decisions in some contexts, but have often alsen lmeiticised for their
complexity or inadequacyn developingexpected changes. For examplde tCommon

1 PG is understood atand used permanently (for Sconsecutive years) to grow herbaceous forage crops
(sown or sekseeded), that is not included in the crop rotation schéme o 9 dzZNB A G § X HAMYy YM®PHO P
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Agricultural Policy (CARY the Eurgean Union (EUaims to support farmers through direct
payments as well as incentivising adoption of greener management options and enhancing
rural developmentHowever, when evaluated in terms of policy goals, implementation costs
and impacts, the CAP, sidbeen criticized for having marginal climate or environmental
impacts (Anania et al., 2015; Cortignani & Dono, 2015; Gocht et al., 2017), as well as
questionable costd SY STFAGa O6WSNBo6 S IfdX wHamtT t SQS!
Concerns havelso been raised by those who beliepeority settingis often skewed by
influential stakeholders, or governments who sympathize more with profits or political
expediency than the environment or climate (Birdlife International, 2018; Matthews, 2018a,
2018h Robinjns, 2018). Moreover, current policy mixes often lead to controversial or
unintended consequences (e.g. increased agricultural fertilizer usage, lowered employment)
and therefore targeted measures need to be implemented to fit local conditionpaadties

of member States (Cortignani & Dono, 2019). Research shows that CAP policy schemes
prioritized within the EU vary considerably (Kleijn & Sutherland, 2003), as does their
effectiveness in facilitating a balance of ES through PG management (fkehat al., 2005).

Consequently, we can learn much from differences across the EU and Europe through a
deeper understanding of the policy logics in place and their outcomes and impacts on PG
management and ES. It is through this evidence base thatre/alale to reflect on past
successes and failures with the aim of improving policy (Erjavec, 2018).

Thepurpose of this reports to:

i. identify andmap (describe) the most relevant policies that impact PG management across five
European biogeographic regis (Atlantic, Continental/ Pannonian, Alpine, Boreal and
Mediterranean)

ii. understand their policy logiand

iii. evaluate their effectiveness order to

iv. provide an empirical assessment and recommendations for further research that will lead to
policy improvemats in relation to PG management and delivery of ES.

This report @tails the findings of task 4. &eview of existing policies and impgctd the
Horizon 2020 SUPER project, which investigates the maintenance and sustainable
management of permanent gssland (PG) in Europe, and sets out to (i) increase
understanding of the importance and functioning of PG; (ii) benchmark PG performance
across Europe; (iii) develop integrated approaches for sustainable PG management; and (iv)
develop tools and policy nehanisms inclusive of stakeholder and citizen priorities.

The review was conducted between August 2018 and August 2By 9esearch teams in five
European country contexts, aiming to represent five European biogeographic regions:
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Alpine regim: SwitzerlandLead: ETH Zurich, Switzerland (ETH).
Atlantic regionUK Lead: University of Newcastle, UK (UNEW).

= =4 =4 =4

Republic (MENDU).
1 Mediterranean regionSpain Lead: University of Cordoba, Spain (UCO).

Boreal regionSweden Lead: Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Sweden (SLU)
Continental/ Pannonianregion: Czech RepublicLead Mendel University, Brno, Czech

In each country context a multistage methodology was used to identify, map and evaluate

the current policies relevant to PG manageméfigurei).

Figurei. Overall methodological flowchart.

Relevant Policies
Determined by stakeholders
using Policy Delphi (EU level)
and BRP (nat/reg. level)

Identify Stakeholders
Who influence or are influenced
by PG/ES using key informants,
snowballing

Stakeholder Interviews
* 10 per country case study

Policy-mix Summary
Overview of policy targets,
objectives, budget, indicators,
impact

*  Focus on perceived
effectiveness

Policy Evaluation
* Logic [Cascade framework)
* Effectiveness (Perceptions)
* Contextual factors
(Inst. Logic)

Policy Mapping
* 9 EU+ Country Specific
*  Unique data points
captured per policy

These stages included:

Identify relevant policies Policies that affect the management decisions made about PG are
often part of wider policies with varied aims and objectivégerefore relevant policies were
identified from a combination of literature review, feedback collected from policy experts

using a Delphi research method (a mutiund survey completed by experts to elicit and
confirm a list of EU policies relevant to PG managet)y and consultation with selected

experts (to identify national scale policies relevant to PG management). Relevant policies (see

table i) are those that:

T 11 @3S I RANBOG 2N AYRANBOG AYLNI Ol

2y

t Daz

used), poduction processes (e.g. till versus no till) and outputs (e.g. various ES)

(Lamarque et al., 2011).

1 Have been adopted by a government body, be it at supranational (i.e. EU), national or

subnational (e.g. Cantonal, county or regional) level.
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91 Are identified as such by policy experts approached via the StBgiRRject.

Table i.Policies examined in each of the five European coun(Begeden (SE), Czech Republic (CZ), United
Kingdom (UK), Spain (ES), Switzerland (CH))

Policy Examined Investigated in
EUCAPPIllar |- Basic payments SE, CZ, UES
EUCAP Pillar1Greening SE, C4JK ES
EUCAP Pillar4Additional payments SE, C4AJK ES
EURural Development Programme (RDEAP Pillar HProductivity SE, C4JK ES
EURural Development ProgrammRDP) CAP Pillar HEnvironmental SE, C4JK ES
EURural Development Programme (RBRAP Pillar HRural SE, C4AJK ES
EUNitrates Directive SE, CA)K ES
EUHabitats Directive SE, CA)K ES
EU Climate Change Adaption Strategy SE, C4AJK ES
Planning policy (Environmental Impact Assessment) UK
Renewable engy/ forestrypolicy UK
Agricultural subsidies for farmers in northern Sweden SE

The Swedish Board of Agriculture's description of regulation, regardin SE
consideration of naturaland cultural values in agriculture.

Cattle grazing and outdoor living SE

Nature reserve (in addition to those in Natura 2000) SE

The Environmental Code's rules of consideration SE

Master Plan for the Andalusian Dehesas ES

Direct Payments foAgriculture CH

Spatial Planning Act CH

Federal Act on the Protection of Nature and Cultural Heritage CH

Federal Act on Forest CH

Federal Act on the Reduction of CO2 Emissions CH

Market Support for Agriculture CH

Policy mapping and polieynix summay: Once the policies had been identified-depth
mapping of the policy instruments, aims, and outconfEgureii) was undertaken using
official government documents and evaluations. The results were recorded using a Policy
Analysis Table (PAT), formidd based on the underlying conceptual framework for the
study. Summaries of the policy mix for each country were produced to communicate policy
targets, objectivesbudget, indicators and impact to key stakeholders.
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Figureii. Overview of the policy mapng framework

Policy Rational Policy Description Policy Instruments
Strategic *  Description *  Regulatory
Economic/societal » *  Objectives * Incentives

Financial *  Scope *  Information

Policy Monitoring
*  Measures
Evaluation outcomes
Evaluation continued change
Evaluation process 4+
Evaluation unintended consequences
Evaluation social
Evaluation financial

Policy Target
*  Farmers/Land managers

Consumers of ecosystem
services

Demand for ecosystem
services

Stakeholder interviews In order to validate the policy mapping, and to give a bottom
analysis of the effectiveness of policies relevant to PG management, at least 10 stakeholders
from each case study country were interviewgsD in total). The 10 qualitative interviews
aimed to cover stakeholder representatives that have or ought to have an interest in PG
policy. Each country team was required to have at least one representative from government,
academia, farmer, and special interest gps. Each interviewee would represent the expert
view from their interest group (e.g. Kohler et al., 20IIHe interview questions allowed for

a comparative understanding of the aspects of effectiveness within the policies studied as
well as across the pioy mix. Effectiveness was defined within this project using concepts of
perceived relevance, democracy, legitimacy, efficiency and impact.

3. Case studies and results

Results of the policy mapping and stakeholder interviews are presented in a casemtudy f
each country. Each case study reports key features of the national context in relation to socio
economics, governance and PG condition and extent, as well as details about each policy
studied and summary of the interviews with stakeholksl€éFable ii befly summarises some

of the core aspects of each case study and a brief overview of the perceived effectiveness
expressed by interviewees.

Table ii.Summary of case studies for each of five BGRs.
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Czech Republic 24% of agricultural PGs are distributed predominantly in mounta

(Continental/
Pannonian)

Spain

(Mediterranean)

Switzerlard

(Alpine)

land use

Natural and semi
natural herlaceous
plant communities
cover more than 15
million ha or one
third of the national
territory.

11.600 k (i.e.
approx. 28%pf the
country is PG58% of
the utilised
agricultural area
(UAA)
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and submountain areasln general, the higher
altitude the higher share of PG in the total are
and used agricultural area. A higher share of
PG is also found in lower areas of the nerth
west Bbhemia due to collapse of largeale
faming in these regions after the disruption of
state farms

Spain is a country with a long history of
pastoralismand a great livestock tradition.
Small areas of grassland are located inhigh
and mediummountains but the majority is
located in lowland areas, wheremi-natural
pastures dominate the plains and gently
slopinglandwith a dispersed arboreal (and
sometimes bushy) stratunThe most
representative agp-ecosystem of pastures in
the Iberian Peninsuleegion(case study
region)is the dehesaThe dehesa is a
characteristic and practically endemic
agroecosystem of the Iberian Peninsula, whic
occupies approximately 1.3 million hectares i
Portugal, where it is called montado, and son
2.4 million hectares ingain.

PG areas have increased by 1.7% in Switzer
between 1996 and 2015. This was the net res
of a combination of conversions of PGs ir
other lard uses €0.4%) and an increas
because of conversion from other land uses
PG (+2.1%) over the two decades.

A large proportion of PGs are used for graz
livestock. The majority of farms (60% in 201
specialise in grazing livestock (FSO). In 2(
mog of the farmland was made up of natur:
meadows and pastures (607.500 ha, or 58%
UAA).
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Czech Republic is centrally governed by the parliament and exec
and is split into selfjoverning regions and municipalities.

Breakdown of postvar collectivisation through merging c
cooperatives in 1980s led to agriculture being semna tool for
production.Grassland areas have been decreasing in favour of ar
land until the end of the 1980s.

The split of Czechoslovakia into two independent states, C:
Republic and Slovakia 1992 caused changes in land rights, &
agriculturl policy was weak. Market adjustment and recession let
a drop in production and abandonment of marginal land. Char
since 1989 quite quickly allowed reestablishment of functioni
market mechanisms and represented a milestone in the developn
of the agricultural landscape

1990s and joining the EU brought new agricultural policies, but \
mixed priorities for production and environmental protection.

Spain has an establishedystem of recognition of territoria
autonomy that legally and administratively materializes in a profot
decentralizationwith 17 Autonomous Communities and 2 cities w
statute of autonomy, Ceuta and MelillaThe Autononous
Communities have financial autonomy.

Each Autonomous Community has drawn up a RDP that, in adc
to the horizontal measures and common elements set out in
National Rural Development Framework, includes specific meas
to respond to differenregional situations.

In the dehesa ared.aw 7/2010recognizeghe dehesa as an iagral
and multifunctional space. 18017,Decree 172/2017 approved th
Master Plan for the Andalusian Dehesdhis Plan is the gener:
planning instrument for the dehesadscated in the Autonomous
Community of Andalucia.

The Swiss Confederation is a satimect democracy (representative
democracy with strong instruments of direct democra&yyitzerland
is a federal country, which na@s that power is decentralized and tF
laws are typically implemented at the cantonal and municipal lev
Accordingly, the subnational bodies play a critical role when it co
to the implementation of policies.

In 1996, the Swiss population approvetketintroduction of a new
article in the Fedeal Constitution (Article 104hat established the
principle of multifunctionality of agricultureIn 1993there wasthe

introduction of direct payments for public services and volunt:
ecological programmedyased on a crossompliance systemThe
federal authorities promote extensive agriculture and lowensity

grasslands with direct subsidy payments.

In 2009, the Swiss Federal Council defined the goal to rec
ammonia emissions by about 40% and nitrogeide emissions by

Loss of agricultural land through suburbanisatic
reforestation and land abandonment.

Decreasig production through reduction in livestock ar
drought in the lowlands.

Declines in farmland birds and biodiversity due
unfavourable conservation status and condition
protected areas.

Soil erosion, nitrate, phosphate and pesticide pollution
surface water, and adaption to changing climate (floods ¢
droughts).

Marginal and less productive areas are experiencing
extensification in land use (Téarrega et al., 2009). The m:
central and productive areas have been shifting towards
more intensive agricultural productn and intensification
of pastoralism, mainly in response to world food trends
(Nonhebel & Kastner, 2011). These changes are reflect
in their spatial fragmentation, homogenization, lack of tr
regeneration, vulnerability to ecological disturbances, ar
increased risk of soil degradation (Surova et al., 2017).

Drivers of change in the natural capital of Andalucia. Th
include: i) changes in land use; ii) climate change; iii)
pollution; iv) invasive species; iv) alterations in
biogeochemical cycles; amjl overexploitation of eco
services and biotic resources (Montes & Garcia, 2012).

Swiss agriculture is based on the production of milk, me
egas and other animal products, which leads to a relativ
high livestock density in a small country with an ev
smaller percentage of nemountainous land (ca. 30%
where farming is economically feasible

Excessive nitrogen (N) levels are of particulancern in
Switzerland.

Overgrazing: In the alpine summegrazing area, grazin
intensity is one of the most important manageme
variables controlling vegetation and ES.

Farmland abandonment in mountain areas: Between 1¢
and 2009, the agricultural andlpine agricultural areas
shrank by 5.4% (850 R

Relevancemost respondents considered the identified policyx as
relevant for PGs, but the significance of individual tools for

management is very different.

Legitimacy: most stkeholders recognized that sustainable |
management requires policy to balance productard environmental
objectives.

Democracy: Some of the policies or subsidy distributions are r
A GA&AFFOG2NE F2NJ I f ¢ aidlri1sSK2t
farmers, agricultural and general public interests).

Efficiency: the majority of respondents perceived low levels

efficiency in the policy mix. Stakeholders indicated that the curr
policy is costly and that instead of ES maximisation, PG managésn
driven by subsidy maximisation.

Effectiveness Impact: The majority of responderst assessed the
Impactas very low. It is good in terms of PG quantity (maintenanc
the share of PG) in the Czech Republic but very low in terms @
quality and prodativity. Stakeholders mentionedhe problem of
unmeasurable or unmeasured public benefit. Incentives providec
the Ministry of Agriculture and their conditionkrgely determine

FTINYSNRa | OGAQGAGASaA

Relevance:Regarding the first pillar of the CAP, most interviewe
(approximately 60% of them) consider that the objectives of this pc
do notrespond to the problems dGshowever,the second pillar does
(approximately 62% Themain limitationof other policieds that they
do not have their own financing instruments

Legitimacy:Some groups (agriculture and environmental) believe th
ideas and needsre not finallyreflected in the design of th€AP |
policy, but that the majority are reflected in CAP |l and other policies
Democracy:Most stakeholdersagree thatCAP is arigid policy that
does not allow for major change®articipation has been mainly
through the regulated processes of reviewing documents and sen(
allegations Participation in CAP Il is higher ethrough the
establishment of achoc partnershipsParticipation in Dehesa Maste
Plan ighrough meetings and working groups

Efficiency:FHve of te interviewees consided that the budget of the
policiesis not adequatefour of them considered that it is, and one d
not pronounce on this matter

Impact Most interviewees considezd that most of the official

indicators focus on issues within theope of implementation (e.g
number of applications made, area covered by aid, number
indigenous livestock, etc.) but are not sufficient to measure other m
more important effects such as biodiversity or an increase in

provision of ES.

Relevance:overall, the identified policynix is relevant for PGs
However, there are several other policies thatt in the opposite
direction by creating negative impacts and competing pressures on
Legitimacy Most stakeholders recognize that in order to promo
sustainable PG management, policies should seek to bal
production and conservation objectiveSome of the policies are no
satisfactory for all stakeholders, because initial policy intentions h
0SSy KSI @Ate WRATf dzi SRQ ,&nd thér&kn@s
been strong lobbying from the agricultural industry

Democracy:the intensive consultation process behind lamaking in
Switzerland ensures a broad level of participation and consen
However, it also offers unbalanced opportunities for powerful lobby
groups

Efficiency:there is no cleacut evidence that the Swiss support for tt
agriculture sector is effient. All stakeholders indicated that it is ve
costly, and that public spending on agriculture is well above EU ave
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Permanent grasslanc

Detailsof grasslanls
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Governance structure and policy context

Key challenges and threats

Key stakeholder perceptions on effectiveness

Sweden (Boreal)

UK @Atlantic)

area

In 2015 there were
682,000ha of PGin
Sweden consising of
303,000ha ofgrazing
pastures anc879,000
ha of longterm
grasslands.

Grasslands repreent
over two thirds of
UAA Grassland area:
in 2018 included 1.2
million ha of
temporary grasslanc
(<5 years old), 10.
million ha of PG (>¢
years old) and 5.1
million ha of rough
grazing (Defra et al.
2019).

THIS PROJECT HAS RECEIVED FUNDING FROM
THE EURCPEAN UNION’ HORIZON 2020 RESEARCH
AND INNOVATION PROGRAMME

UNDER GRANT AGREEMENT N, 774124

The highest concentration of sematural
permanent grasslags are foundtowards the
south of the countnyin the BoreaiContinental
region and are predominantly used for catt
and sheep grazing.

Much of the managed grassland is locatechia 1
West of the UK, concentrated in Wales, <
England, lowlands in Northern gand and
central Scotland anthe North East lowlands ir
Scotland. The wetter climatén the wetter

western regions makearableproductionmore

challenging than in the drier easPG can vary
from productive grassland for intensiv
livestock to ummproved speciesich grassland.

about 50% compared to 2005To counteract biodiversity
(particularly, plant diversity) loss, grassland plants for fori
production in Switzerland are sown almost exclusively in mixture:

The Swiss organic market is well developed,hnihe highest per
capita consumption of organic products in the worlthere is an
initiative for clean drinking water and healthy food in Switzerlal
This popular initiative launched in 2018 by Greenpeace Switzerl
Birdlife Switzerland, the Swiss Rigl Federation, etc. aims to ct
direct subsidies to farmers who use pesticides or antibiotics.

Swiss agriculture is comparatively disadvantaged compared to
situation in neighbouring EU countriec6 KS [ | 6 2y t
Rights (LPLRgnacted in 191 with the aim to protect the structure
of Swiss agriculture, introduced a ban on fragmentation of par
and a preferential price for farmland successions and transfers wi
the family.

Before Sweden became &l member, Swedish agricultural poli
was dominated by central price agreements and border protect
(import restrictions and export subsidies). In the price agreeme
domestic product prices were negotiated between the industry ¢
the government. Ta policy supported structural rationalization i
the form of concentration of animal husbandry to certain regions ¢
the merging of farms into larger units. With EU membership in 1¢
CAP began to apply in Sweden as well and is today the dom
political control of Swedish agriculture. However, there is scope
national governance and legislation both within the CAP and thro
the national policies of Sweden (KSLAT, 2017).

Environmental governance in the UK is a devolved issue. This
that the governments in England, Wales, Scotland and Nortt
Ireland make their own ecisions about priorities and strategies fi
delivery of goals around environment, agriculture, fisheries ¢
energy. Each government has their own department, public boc
committees and advisory groups pmsible for such issuesll UK
nationswere within the EU anaomplied withstandards and policie:
that applied to EU nations. However, as part of devolution, Scot
and Welsh governments have sought to create environmel
L2fAOASE GKIG 32 o0Sé2yR GKS 9
2018).

In England, the launch of the 25 years Environment Plan (Defra, 2

brought ambitious targetthat havesupported progress amongst U
government on the creation and pdaction of an Agriculture Bill ant

Climate change: Changes in climate are increasing
frequency and persistency of droughts and floods
Switzerland, particularly in the inner Alpine vallefhe
number of invasive species is a growiproblem (107
invasive plants and animals) and is aided by climate cha
Biodiversity loss is also a concern.

Rapid and continuous decrease in the quality ofniagning
seminatural grasslads, shown via deteriorating
conservation status.

Abandonment of smaller, remote grasslands due to lacl
farmers and capacity to manage large areBise areas of
arable, meadow angbasturelandhave decreasedArable
land is used more intensivelgnd the forests hae become
increasingly more widespread.

Fragmentation of the landscape through removaktie
walls and arable islands etc. Declining species richness

Declining milk production and a declining profitability
farms. Lack of livestock drivestock grazing the best lanc

Problems with support payments including, poor desit
great regional differences where southern Sweden v
favoured confusion over changing definition of grasslar
low social efficiency of payments, unintended effean
water pollution and emissions.

Competing land use patterns, urbanisation and need
energy.

Limited data and knowledge about grassland changes
effects. There is a need for better measurement.
Despite a focus of new legislation on environmental ¢
public goods in agriculturehére is still a recognition of
need to increag production and some pressure to
intensify.

Grasslandareasthat are not designated undeS8ites of
Special Scientific InteresS83Jllegislation or protected
through Natura 2000 or the Habitats Directiean be easily
converted or intensified, often without triggering th
Environmental Impact Assessmefilf legislation in the
UK. This can result in the loss of important habitats ¢
biodiversity, as well as other key.ES

Effectivenessthe overall impression thagmerged from the interviews

wasthat the situation is slightly better in terms of R®tert (quantity),
but poor in terms of PG qualitative indicators, suchaagicultual
intensification (increasing) and biodiversity (decreasing).

RelevancePolicies are generally good but needre money and more
knowledge transfer, not always goadla farm level.
Democracy:Stakeholders generalfiglt that policy makers listened tc
their ideas andthat some groups have influence.g. through local
policy discussionfora, but some groups wanmore influence
Stakeholdersicknowledgedhat the Board of Agriculture has power.
Legitimacy Most believe the policies to be importanE I N S NE
want policies to interfere with profitability Agriculture and nature
often conflict so farmers needo comply with regulations Some
stakeholders thought that money walsstributed unfaidy; and that the
public should havéetter knowledgeof existing policy

Efficiency: Policies should support rgssland management and
compensag¢ farmersmore for retaining PG.Qurrent policiesare too
centrally controlled and administration is too compleRolicy has
resulted in fragmentatiorof grassland area3he singldarm payment
schemes inefficient with farms too reliant on payments.

Impact: Policies mean thafarmers can stay in businesbut their
impact onthe environmentis not clear Simplify policy desigand
increase the amount and flexibility ebmpensationpayments There
is a lack of indicators to show effectiveness.

Relevancet 2f A 0Sa 6SNB asSSy G2 oS ¢
some positivity that they help conserve édmaintain PG, but som
understanding that policy was not fully fulfilling its role, and tt
difficulties existed in implementation and design. Difficulties with f
definition of grassland were important.

Legitimacy There was reference to a loss ofiemacy through a loss
of trust in the policy system (through uncertainty around Brex
problems with the length of policies and the ability for changes
become undongeas well as a lack of evidence for when the right actif
are undertaken

Democrag: At the level of individual organisations, thesas a feeling
that most have some form of power when it comes to influencing po
or having opportunities to comment and feedbagkcertain amount of
successwvas seen to be assigned to endeavours thangp multiple
groups together to effect changes.
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an Environment Bilto lay out future plans for gricultural and
environmental management policies in the future.

These bills arg@art of a procesf policy redesign happening in th
UK as a result of the 2016 referendum to leave the European Ut
In relation to agricultural policy, for more than foulecades the
relationship between the UK Government and the farming sector
0SSy R2YAYI (SR 06& GKS 9! Qa / 2
has determined the public subsidies paid to farmers (Batema
Balmford, 2018)This relationship is changiramd new policies will
emerge in the next few yearsowever, political uncertainty around
the Brexit process has greatly affected design and decisiaking
processes.

Undermanagement is a challge largely due to curren
agricultural economics and policies, exacerbated by st
regulations and restrictions (JNCC, 2016).

Draining, cultivation and fertilising as well asppropriate
cutting/grazinghas resulted in an overall loss of grassla
biodiversity through loss of species number and abundal
(JNCC, 2016).

Rewilding may threaten P rewilding schemes are no
implemented collaboratively with farmers and landowne
(Pakeman et al., 2019), and the differentiation betwe
abandonmentand rewlding is not clear.

In some places fragmentation of grassland areas is extre
and means that certain habitats occur only in very sm
isolated patches

Tree planting policies target PG and may mean thaae@
is reducedo meetclimate changenitigationtargets.

The heightened uncertainty around peBtexit agricultural
policy is acting as a threat to the sustainable managenr
of PG.

Efficiency:Some interviewees were not able to comment on efficien
as they did not have the knowledge or awareness of high level ci
Monitoring and evaluationwere seen as important aspects (
evaluaing the efficiency of policies.Stakeholders mentionec
inefficiency in relation to adminigition and delivery.

Impact: Stakeholders thought thatectain policies such as the CAI
Ndz $a FyR GKS 9L! 3 KFER I RANSBC
ofti KS RA NB O ); ard $atSSEdzFeh strongy policy because
ikKSe aOly 02y ipadtidssassokiatefl difrachiebirly
goals and seeing change in environmental indicatbisvever, some
evidenceshows that farmers often do nothing &fently when being
paid through agrenvironmentschemes
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The policy environment in Europe is extremely complex, and evaluating a policy mix addressing
a specific land use as a whole is difficult. In this reyiae found hat few policiesdirectly
targeted PG, and as sugtiecisions made about their management are affected by a broad range
of other policies affecting agriculture, landscape, environmental change, conservation and
production. We have, however identified thertral role of EU CAP policies Pillar | and Il (and
the key agricultural and environmental policy in Switzerland) in shaping the economic, social
and environmental context in which PGs are managed. This is supplemented by other policies at
the EU level inading Habitats Directive, Nitrates Directive and Climate Change policies, which
stakeholders in this research identified as the most important EU policy influences on PG
management. This was due to their implications for key decigiaking about managenms
actions such as nutrient inputs afahd use chage, as well as the promotion of important ES
andenvironmentalprotection. Stakeholders identifiedhiese policies alongside various national
scale policies addressing more specific issues, including iptapolicies, local management
planning, product premiums and quotas, amongst others.

Finding clear and concise policy descriptions at the member state leasl| challenging.
However, in relation to collating detail about the aims, objectives, effectpacts and
evaluations of policies, we conclude that\itas nevertheless important to compile this
information so that differences in, for instance, policy rationale, measurement, anddmgjit

be distilled and compared. It was beyond the scope of #ngemw to fully compare and analyse

all the detail within the collated data, however this type of data opens up opportunities for
future researchers to explore details of the policy instruments in each case study coamdry
also informs future research thin the SUPER project. In particular, the findings can be used

to inform and substantiate recommendations regarding possible changes in future policy
targets, policy instruments and implementation directions (e.g. Task 0f.4SUPER).
Recommendations iV contribute, for instance, to the ongoing debate about the priorities of
the post2021 CAP, such ahe European Commission consultation on how to introduce
measures aiming to promote sustainable development, preservation of natural resources, and
ruralvalue chains in areas such as clean energyetomomy, circular economy and etmurism
(Négre, 2018)Thus, we argue that the greatest contribution in this report is thseulting
empirical database and the detailed operationalization of our mapputich can be built upon

in future.

In relation to better understanding policy logics across the case study countries, we found that
the mechanism evidenced in policy instruments affecting PG management is remarkably similar
across Europe. The most commappeoach, by far, is the use of regulation and incentives to
influence land managers and farmers, who in turn make decisions about landscape
management, which affects the structure and composition of the landscape, subsequently
affecting its functions andhe provision of benefits and values (Van Zanten et al., 2014).
Nevertheless, many of the policies targeting PG management justify their existence by claiming
benefits towards specific ES. However, our mapping data shmwve is often a gap between
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policy rationale to improve particular ES (e.g. improved climate regulation through carbon
storage, or improved species diversity) and actual measures used to ensure that policy
objectives are met This is not surprising since polmytcomes at the level of actdehaviour,
such as changes in landscape managemantierstood through number of sigaps to a
particular management scheme, tend to be easier to measure gadicy impacts like the ES
that flow from the landscape (Caviglitarris et al., 2003).

Much kess common in the policies reviewed were policy logics engaging consumer demand for
ES or direct payments for ES (particularly those unrelated to food and energy). One reason we
did not find more instances of engaging consumer demand is that we did notiénmformal
policies in our review some of which include support for engaging consumer demand for ES by
NGOs. Equally, ES and PG may not yet be consumer issues. Direct payments for ES may have
been underrepresented because of their indirect link to P& thie way in which we instructed
expert stakeholders in this review to focus on thest relevanpolicies that intend to promote
sustainable PG management. However, these limitations do not explain corroborating
statements from our interviewes suggestinghe need for more engagement with consumer
demand and direct payments for ES. They also do not explain the lack of relevant examples of
policies withindirect influences (policies not directly targeting PG land managenggareh by

the stakeholders in tlsi review. Perhaps the general laak(and lack of prominence ofuch
policies is because they are often difficult to implement and are seen as indirect (and potentially
inefficient in the short term) modes of achieving giyelicy outcomes. Although wecognise

that this review did not include informal and voluntary policies, anddfare more research is
needed into the type of consumer focus taken within these, we view that there is potentially a
missed policy opportunity to design and implement marensumerled policy around ES
delivery.The increased flexibilitthat member states will have in the CAP reform 2@2uld
potentially address tis additional policy focusHowever, this is unlikely tooccur without
intervention in the policy deelopmentcycle

Firstly, although by the nature of international policy development, decisions about direction
and inclusion of new instruments emerge from powerful committees at the highest level of
policy developmentthe power in determining how the budget &locatedin each country
resides with the most powerful groupgithin each nationAlthough in each case in this review,

it is the government who allocates budget and designs the focus of the implementation of policy
goals, m several of the countriese investigatedthere appears to be significant influence of
farmer interest organizationis lobbyinggovernment agencie§Some government departments
areheavily staffed by (former) farmeralthough this is not the case in all countries studigue
powerful voice of farmer groups could be associated with the current focus of policy delivery on
regulating land management, often with the aid of direct payments for compliaateer than
promoting consumer demand f&Sother than through a small numbef goluntary measures

and schemes)This may be becaussome farmer groups are motivated by the economic
incentives they can receive for producing goods and managing the land (Elliot et al., 2019), and
will therefore lobby heavily for this approach to bevéared in policy deliveryHowever,
focusingon landscape managemenwhether through direct payments or other mechanisms,
may only indirectly ensure thahanagement prescriptions deliver ESnversely, focusing on
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increasing demand fdESmay better sere societal interestHowever, the benefits that farming
groups are seeking from the management of PG magsben to besecondary or indirect via
such alternative policies. Understandably, therefore, farmer organizations (and possibly
government agenciesyill prefer direct payments for managing the land, possibly at the expense
of the ESdelivery thatother groups may prioritise.

Secondlyjn addition to farmer interest groups, there amany other interestedstakeholders
representing societal interesteanging from biodiversityto cultural heritage, and climate.
Related to the fact thaPGs have a wide variety of uses and benefits at multiple scales for
multiple groupspolicies are noturrentlyintegrated in relation to PG managemeiihis means

that stakeholder groups may only be brought together around single issues or localities, often
without the wider governance structures to integrate more formally around their shared value
in PGs. Where stakeholder group agendas do not align, despite theidstiav@onment of the

PG landscape, conflicts can also oc@nd adisparatemix of groups and messages emerge
around policy ad best management practiceMuch like the farmer organizations who focus
their influence on increasing payments for landscapmagement, these disparate (aodten

less well resourced) groups promote theirown agendaswhen lobbying government or
implementing policyAlthough some organisations with similar interests have found modes of
interaction to form alliances, shared intesteassociations and more powerful lobby groups, the
values and ideas of other stakeholders cannot be easily reconciled. The net result of this may be
that decisioamakers embrace the simplest messages and solutions, particularly where they fit
current ecommic and political models and ideals. Often the primary rhetoric denotes that
without subsidies for farmers, farms and their social networks and supply chains will disappear
along with the grasslands that provide essential ES such as carbon storage,hiodjuersity,
landscape aesthetics drassociated cultural heritage.

We suggest that unless stakeholders that represent broader societal interests can access the
structures, opportunities and resources to work through conflicts, as well as to bridge tompe
legislatory requirements, policies will continue to reflect the interests of landowners and land
managers. Despite some evidence of success and satisfaction with the way in which stakeholder
groups become involved in policy design and delivery in aase study countries, some
stakeholders recognise that there are limited opportunities to become involved ireleGnt

policy processes. More democratic participation in policy processes may therefore be beneficial
to find new ways of delivering PG impements, and may mean that new instruments and
policy logics emerge as favourable and acceptable beyond econioceatives for land
management. To influence PG management, we therefore recognise that the type of
instrument, the policy logic, policy targahd mode of implementation and policy design are
highly interrelated, and need to be better coordinated to achieve the multifunctionality required

to deliver a range of ES whilst also maintaining productivity and sustainability of the PG areas.

Despite hese limitations to current policy processas relation to stakeholder interviews, we
were surprised by the overall satisfaction of stakeholders with the policy mixes in each country
that related to PG management. Interestingly however, the reasons doermgl satisfaction
differed greatlybetween countries. In Sweden, there appeared to be a high level of trust in
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government and farmer interest organizations. So much so that finding experts on PG policy
outside of these previously mentioned groups waslieming Thelack of external experts
could be seen asvidence thatin Swedenthere was little demand from other stakeholder
groups to better understand and influence the policy development pro¢Hss, however was

not the same for all case studies,camay demonstrate that PG plays different roles in the
agricultural landscape and agricultural livelihoods of the populations. For example, in Spain the
importance of grassland managemewas seen to have amore direct influence on the
survivability of Spaish farms in the dehesa than Swedish farmers in northi&srope where

other forms of land use are often more of a focus

For policy makers and others who influence the policy process, there are several important
lessons, the first of which is the needldid the management ocdomplexityaround PGpolicy.
Numerous policies affect PG managemanthe international as well as national scaded the
variation in our first round of Delphi policy respondgiéisstratedthis. Our stakeholders tended

to be expets in one or a few policie®r generalists in many policies; very few rathorough
overview ofall policies Our document search also highlighted the complexity of sources that
exist to understand and learn about the policy requirements, monitoringianuécts. Equally,

it was mentioned several times in this report that complexity in applying for and complying with
agricultural policy has turned many lanthnagers off. More importantly however, we feel that

the difficulty in accesepg information aboutpolicy and, in some countriesa limited
understanding of this policy concentrated into too few individuals is a direct threat to the
legitimacy of grassland policy. We believe that the complexity associated with the multitude of
policies affecting PG magamentinhibits stakeholders from taking a more active, democratic
role in the policy formulation process. Further development of the #F each country
presented in this report, or a simplified database that provides in simplified language the goals
of policy, its rationale, how it is measured, and how certain we are of its outcomes and impacts
wouldbe a useful resource fatakeholder groups that represent the public interdsimay play

a part in helping teengage moreggroupsin the policy developmat process which, if taken
alongside reform to the logic and mechanisms used to deliver outcomes, may create more
effective policy environments for PG management

Taken together, we believe that there are some concrete steps that can be takeprovethe
PG policy landscapegreferably,before CAP refans in 2021become institutionalized.

1 Better management of complexity. We learned that complexity is not just about compliance,
it is also about understanding the system of policies in place and mtdéngaccessible to
stakeholders who (ought to) have an interest in or influence on policy development.

a. Develop a database on grassland policy that is sortable and easy to access information.

b. Develop decision support tools (DSTs) that inform stakeholdersanguage they
understand what policies are in place and how they relate to ES/PG management.

c. Introduce integrated ES assessment and monitoring systems (via DSTs) to improve the
calibration of policy instruments towards the achievement of their statedlg@and
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objectives, the minimization of unintended effects and tramfés, and the monitoring of
results and impacts by all stakeholders concerned.

d. Develop standardized goals for PG management that are connected to the Sustainable
Development Goals (SD@s)d ensure that measures are standardized and SMART.

Require stakeholder assessments to accompany strategic plans. In future, member states will
have more autonomy in determining how and why CAP money is spent. Ensuring that key
stakeholders are aware ofinderstand, and are included in drafting strategic plans should
improve demaocracy, legitimacy, and overall policy effectiveness.

Encourage an understanding of tradéf's between PG and ES. European policies that
influence grasslands are either focused landscape structurer ES. Those focusing on
structure aim to influence (loosely defined) E8irectly. Those focused on ES indirectly
influence landscapes. Policies that explicitly target the interaction between landscape
structures and ES (or target timein parallel) may be more efficient in achieving their goals.

Encourage a balance of policy logic. This entails moving away from targeting farmers with
regulation or subsidies to manage the landscape towards targeting consumer demand for ES
(through infomation, standard setting, etc.) and the value of ecosystem service (such as
direct payments for regulating and cultural services). While informational tools (such as
product labelling) are being used to address consumer demand (although were not part of
this analysis), these are informal policies. We encourage governments to take a stronger role
with these softer tools.
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Permanent grasslanfPG)is a significant feature of agricultural land across Eur@peostat
data for 2013 showed that P@overs almost 60 million hectares across the 28 EU Member
States and accounts for 34% of the totalilited Agricultural Area (UAAGis oftengrazed by
livestack and therefore supportslairy and beef/sheep agriculturd; can also becut and used

for hay, silage or renewable energy productiddGalso offers an alternative land usehere
other forms of production, sth as crop growth, are unviablPolicies designed to support
farming within particular regions have considerable direct and indirect impaatsthe
opportunity, viability and scope ahaintaining and managingG in agricultureand therefore

on the benefits and impacts of PG land use

There are many policies that diectly or indirectly influace the legal, economic and social
context in whichPG managementecisions are made darmers,land managerslandowners

and other stakeholderdecisioamaking stakeholderbave impacts oPGnot onlyin relation

to management activities (e.g. cutting regimes, stocking densities, seed mixes, land, access
cultivation frequency, but alsoin relation to their decisions to convert or even abandon
gras$ands. In developed agricultural systeman increasingly common policy approach is the
provision of agricultural subsidies for goods and services beyondrttiction of marketable

food and fibre(Mattison and Norris, 2005 This is often complemented tthe existence of
environmental policies that aim to protect environments, species and habitats, balancing

production with conservationt KA & WY dzfQi A LHIN@ T JOKy HfA Ya (.2 A YLINE @S

The existence andustainablemansgement of PG is key toensure thedelivery of many
Ecosystem &vices ES and benefits that are increasingly recognised and valued, including
water quality and quantity regulain, soil protection, carbon storage, nutrient cycling, food
production, spiritual and cultural value, and recreational spaSeseguardindg®Gs isimportant
becausetheir disappearance or unsustainable management would lead to lossesy of

these serices andenefits(Layke et a).2012 Kroeger & Casey, 200Mhesecan be understood

2 Permanent gassland and meadow is land ugaetmanently for severalt usually more

thanfive T consedaitive years) to grow herbaceousrage cropsthrough cultivation (sown) or

naturally (seHseeded); it is not, thereforancluded in the crop rotationcheme on the

agricultural lolding. Permanent grassland anteadow ca be either used for grazing by

livestock,or mowed for hay or silage (stockimga silof 09 dzNRPa Gl GX HAMY YMOHDU
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as Yhput ESxhat increase biodiversity, improve water quality and soil conditidharketed
servicesQthat influence brage output, andHon-marketed serviceQvalued for their social,
recreational and spiritual functiond.amarque et al., 2011Howe\er, demand for ES varies
across, aneven within,sectors, societies and biogeographical regions resulting in conflicts of
interest among stakeholders that drive saptimal ES management decisionslaontribute to

a decline in PG gquality and extg@ord et al., 2017; Lee & Lautenbal016; MartinLopez, et

al., 2014)

To balance the needs of society with those of farmers, agriculsupply chainbusinesses,
conservationorganisationsand other interestéd stakeholdersgovernmentsat different kevels

(i.e. internationaj nationd, and local) use policy instruments suchragulations, economic
measures and information (Bemelmans/idec et al., 2011) to regulate, incentivise and
encourage behaviour that promotsustainable P@anagemen practices. These policies are
often designedin line with interGovernmenta) national and regiongbolitical, economic and
socialpriorities, and their success (and the way success is perceived and measured) is affected
by their context, including the ayernance structure, networks of actors and the power

dynamics of political and eoomic institutions.

The Common Agricultural Policy (CA®) the European Union (EU) is one of the largest
agricultural policies in the worJ@nd is the longest establishéd Europe The origins of the CAP

are set ina productivist paradigm, promoting growth in food productivity based on price
guarantee mechanisms (Silvis and Lapperre 2010), it has since evolved through market
liberalisation by compensating farmers throudinect payments (Huige, Lapperre, and Stanton
2010) towards favouring more sustainable agriculture (Potter and Tilzey 2005), and adopting
instruments that also focus on rural development (Van der Ploeg et al. 200@n evaluated

in terms ofpolicy goad, implementation costs and impacthe CAR hasbeen criticized for
havingmarginal climate or environmental impagAnania et al., 2015; Cortignani & Dono, 2015;
Gocht et al., 2017)as well agjuestionable cog benefitso WSNBE o6 S |t @ ;HamTt T t S
Solazzo, et ak015) Concerns have also been raised by those who bel@verity settingis

often skewed bynfluential stakeholders or governments who sympathmore with profits or
political expediencyhan the environment or climatéBirdlife International, 2018 Matthews,
2018a, 2018b; Robinjns, 2018)loreover, policy often leads to controversial or unintended

conequences (e.g. increasedricultural fertilizer usagelowered employmentand therefore

targeted measures need to be implemented to fit local conditions and priorities of member
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Sates (Cortignani & Dono, 2019Research showthat CAP policy schemes prioritized within
the EU vary considerab{ileijn & Sutherland, 2003 does their effectiveness facilitatinga
balance oES(Tscharntkeet al, 2005)

Consequently, we can learn much from differences across thenB&Europghrough a deeper
understandingof the policy logics in place and theutcomes and impacts on PG management
and ESlt is through this evidence base that we are able to reflect on past successes and failures

with the aim of improving polic{Erjavec, 2018)

Thepurpose of this reportis to 1) identify and 2 map (describe) the most relawnt policieshat
impact PG managemerdcross five European biogeographic regigAfiantic, Continental/
Pannonian, Alpine, Boreal and Mediterraneaag well as3) understand their policy logic, and
4) evaluate their effectivenessin order to 5, provide an empirical assessmenand

recommendations fofurther research that will lead tpolicy improvements.

In order to achievehe first aim (to identify policiesthe policiesdeemed most relevant for PG
management and changacross five European countsierepresenting each of the five
biogeographic zone@our within the EUCzech Republig€Continental) SpainMediterranean)

Sweden(Boreal) andthe UK (Atlantic) and one outside ofhe EU, in order to provide an
alternative European contextSwitzerlaad (Alpine) were selected by a panel of expert

stakeholders using surveys an®alphimethod.

In relation to the second aim (to map relevant polici@g§U andL5 regionalscalepolicieswere

included in anappingprocessTable 1presents the resultanpolicies

Tablel. Policies examineth each othe five European countries

Policy Examined Investigated in
EUCAP Pillar-IBasic payments SE, CZ, UES
EUCAP Pillard1Greening SE, C4AJK ES
EUCAP Pillar{Additiond payments SE, CA)K ES
EURural Development Programme (RBERAP Pillar HProductivity SE, C4JK ES
EURural Development Programme (RBERAP Pillar HEnvironmental SE, C4AJK ES
EURural Development Programme (RBERAP Pillar HRural SE, C4JK ES
EUNitrates Directive SE, CA)K ES
EUHabitats Directive SE, C4JK ES
EU Climate Change Adaption Strategy SE, C4JK ES
Planning policy (vironmentallmpactAssessment UK
Renewable enayy/ forestrypolicy UK

Agricultural subsiies for farmers in northern Sweden SE
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The Swedish Board of Agriculture's description of regulation, regarding SE
consideration of naturaland cultural values in agriculture.

Cattle grazing and outdoor living SE
Nature reserve (in addition tthose in Natura 2000) SE
The Environmental Code's rules of consideration SE
Master Plan for the Andalusian Dehesas ES
Direct Payments for Agriculture CH
Spatial Planning Act CH
Federal Act on the Protection of Nature and Cultural Heritage CH
Federa Act on Forest CH
Federal Act on the Reduction of CO2 Emissions CH
Market Support for Agriculture CH

In relation to the third aim (to understand policy logic), and to fulfil the second aemiapping
of these policies includealcomprehensigdestNA LJG A 2y 2 T Sihclhding talbhiah O& Qa f 2
goals, and impact assessmertth Treasury2018). Alsodescribedwere the policyinstruments

used to influence changesliehaviourlBemelmansVidec et al., 2011and thegroups targeted
by these instumentssuch as farmers, land managesisd consumers dES which includes the

general publi@and other special interes{®/an Zanten et al., 2014)

In relation to the fourth aim (to assess policy effectivenesslicp effectiveness wasvaluated
through interviews withkey stakeholdes (Reed et al., 2009)n each country including
representatives of farmer groups, academia, NGOs and governmenO)XNH& variety of
groups were chosen torepresent the diversity of perspectivekugnot and Martin, 2013
Effectivenessan beunderstoodasa function of whethepolicygoalshavebeen realigd. Within
this study there was alsan exploration of thepositive and egative side effects of policy.
Sakeholderperceptions ofrelevance (coherence between problem and policy oles)were
also exploredas well agfficiency (e.g. codvenefit), democracy (whether policy is influenced
by or meets needs of stakeholderBgitimacy (whether there is support from stakeholders for

the policy)and impact

The results of this studgan beused inthree ways. Firdy, they provide an evidence base to
compare and contrast policy differences acr@sxl within, European countries and stakeholder
groups. Secoryg, they may be used as a reference base for stakeholder groups and policy
malkers, in relation to the current policy landscapehirdy, they can be usetb develop insights

into ways of improving PG management policy.
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The report containgour further chaptergplus references and appendice§hapter 2 lays out
the conceptual frarmg for the study, including the theoretical ideas underpinning the analysis
of policy logic and effectiveness. Chapter 3 details the methods, usgldding the application

of a Delphi survey talentify the most relevant policieghe use of a policy magng protocol,

and details of the interviews conducted with policy stakehold@isapter 4 includes details of
the results & the mapping and interviews: ihcludesthe results of the Delphi survey and thus
the most relevant policieof PG management aass Europe, as well @etailed case studies
from each of the five countriesThe case studigsrovide descriptions of the context of each
country, the results of the policy mapping, the logic of the policy instruments and the
perceptions of the interviewe stakeholders in relation to policy effectiveness. Tdstsection

of (hapter 4 offers comparisons of policy logi@and perceptions of interviewees acrosase
study countries.Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes thd&ey findings in this report, discusses

limitations, and offers policy recommendations.
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This chapter provides the conceptual framewoded to determinghe aspects of policyo be
mapped, how an understanding ofpolicy logi¢ ¢ a R,%u@iSHe 2dplddeh taken in
evaluaing policy effectivenesOperationaldecisions, such as how putis were identified and

chosenas well as codingire developed in the methas chapter.

The policy mappingin this studyneeded to servehree primary functionsFirst,a descriptive
overview covering the 2European and regiongbolides included in this studyas requiredo
compare, contrast, and synthesizesults across and within member states.This included
mapping at thdevel of policy instruments so #t findings could be analysed on a micro level

or aggregated tahe macro level as neede@&econd, we aimed to understand policy |agic
terms of howPGpolicy interacted wittES Consequently, the mapping wdssigned to capture

the mechanisms behind@policythat potentially influenceES (see 2.1.2). Thjrthe mapping
neededto provide an empirical basis and summary for key stakeholders to evaluate in terms of
efficiency (more on this in 2.1.3Jreatingan accessible summaof each policy angbolicy mix

was a prerequisite for some key stakeholders to be abferm perceptionsabout andevaluate

policyeffectiveness.

Policy research is often divided between the process of policy (e.g. how it is designed and
implemented) and the product of polic(i.e. the output outcomeand impact} (Bemelmans

Videc et al., (2011:6Dur studyfocused on the lattereven if some elements of the former were
included in our mapping tool. As such, the mapping tool we creatkdved us tocaptured
elements such aa description okachpolicyor policy instrumen{desciption, objectives, and
scope); thetype of policy instruments used (reaatbry, incentives, informationthe target of

policy (farmers, land managers, consumer&8f policy rationaé (strategic,economic/societal

and financial);}demand forES and how policy is monitored (measures, outcome, continued
change, process, unintended consequenasjironmental,social andfinancial evaluations).
Se3.3.3

Governmentsourceswvere used as the main soce of information for the policy mapping, and
were usedvhen mapping each of the 24 European and member state/local polidiés source
was chosen as governments are the creators, owners and managers of policies at the national
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scale and responsible foransforming and implementing international policy. They represent
the most powerful actors in relation to policies ahdve the ability to change processes and
practicesof policy design and implementation. They are also likely to consistently produce
documents, guidance and evaluations of each of the relevant policies over and above grey
literature sources, which may be less consistent in their ability and mandate to produce detailed
guides or evaluationsThe government perspectivgienerated an official view of e.g. the
objectives, measures, arichpacts of policy whichprovided consistent detail but isfluenced

by the agendas and power dynamics of the governments in relation to the content of the
documents However, vith a clearand sole reliancen government sourceshe comparability

of the results across Europeas increasedand it alsolimited subjectivityin choosinge.g. the

most credible source to represent poligroducts for each policy instrumentA further
advantage of usingnly governmen sources to map policy was thaluring key stakeholder
interviews,if interviewees were directed towards the information gathered in the mapping of
relevant policies in this studyt was clearwhere the narrative (on e.gpolicy impactg came

from. Thisgave each stakeholder group within countries a common narrative to evalaate

from that, researchers coulébrm perceptions of policy effectiveness.

The dimensions that can be analysed in a policy effectivertady are

T policy outputs, which are defined as end products of the poligdrhinistrative process
andstate action (e.g. the decision to use direct payments in agricultural policy);

f policy outcomes,whicht NB RSFAYSR |4 OKI y@decisiorgbyl Ol 2 NE Q
farmers to comply with certain eligibility criteria in order to access compensations or
payments for ES);

1 policy impacts whichare defined as social, physical or material consequences of the
action (e.gthe function of the landscape) (§ar & Ruefli2005; Scharpf, 1999).

Inthe research presented here, thiecusison the policyimpacts However, elements of policy
outcomeemerged during stakeholder interviewand at times overlapped with governmental
impact reports. Moreover, in théenitial mapping step, which draws on policy documents and

existing studiesthe focus was at the level of policy outputshence policy instruments.
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Conversely, in the stakeholder interviews, we were able to address all three levels and hence

could focus a the policy as a whole.

There is a vast literature on policy instruments with different typologies. A seminal

OFGSI2NRTIGAZ2Y A& a4&0kOd seguntondidstrudbidsiecanamic2 NJ ¢ a S

incentive instruments, and infmation instruments (se BemelmansVideg 201)):

w Regulatory instrumenté A ®S® WaiA014a4Q0 2FGSy NBTFTSNNBR

mechanisms, involve high intervention, as they entail stringent guidelines and legally binding

requirements for target groups, definday the government. These are typically coupled with

control mechanisms and sanctions (Metzl8gold, 2014). Such instruments restrict societal

a2 |

action either in terms of timeand/or LX I OS 6 { 6 SNYSNE Hnno0O® {GAO073

behaviourso that theyeither reduce or end activities that have a negative effect on the
environment. Hencgsuch instruments involve mandates and bans. Additional key aspects of
regulatory instruments are the setting of standards and planning to enable environmental
protection (Janicke eal., 2003). A final category of regulatory instruments are licenses and
permits to, for example, operate certain technology such as a wastewater treatmensplant
and to release a certain amount of treated wastewater into a certain water lody a

discharge consent)

w Incentive instrument A @S ® WOIF NNR2GaAaQUuE gKAOK Oly I|faz

change in priceor quantity allowances (Metz &ngold, 2014). In contrast to regulatory

instruments, which involvetate interventon, the target groups are free to react (or not) to

the incentives (Schubert & Bandelow, 2009). If an actor decides to react to such an

instrument, then typically a contractual agreement is made, with rights and obligations that

are similar to regulatorynstruments. Hence, carrots and sticks both rest on judicial means

(Sterner, 2003). Indeed, contracts play a key role in this type of instrument, especially for the

creation of a market, where property and use rights need to be defined (Ibid). Three tiypes o

carrots are differentiated in théterature (Howlett, 2019 Jordan et al., 2007)

- Public revenue, like eemxes, fees and interests;
- Public expenses such as subsidies and loans; and

- Creation of markets through tradeable permits, licenses and emiswgjbts
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w Informational instrument® A ®S ®  WrtaB davethgientnierventiothrougha transfer
of knowledge between actors. These can be seen as investments in hupital (@reen et

al., 2012) and aralependent on the extent to which the targetraup perceives the

GNBt SOl yOSz S@PARSy ORy RO WSNE SiyyoR2 M), &eapy ¢O 20vaYs ( |

Through such instruments, ¢htarget group is encouraged to, for examplagopt
environmental friendlybehaviour Sermons involve information, knodgeexchange and
consultation. The expectation of the government is that through information better solutions

can be attained than through legal mandates (Schubert & Bandelow, 2009). Informational

instruments are often the predecessors or supporters & &NJ & K NRSNE Ay & G NHzY €

help to structure public debate and opinion development, because the information and
knowledge exchange is often the basis for decigioycessesAden, 2012 A key instrument
here is lab#ing where standardized informatioabout companies is transferred to society
(Sterner, 2003). The underlying logic is the assumption that-asetfuntable and
environmental friendlybehaviouris only possible if the citizens are informed. The literature
further differentiates between the dllowing types of persuasive instruments: (1)
government appeals to changeehaviour (2) information campaigns and research, (3)
judicial investigations andxecutivecommittees, (4) national statistic agencies that gather
data on social, economic and eronmental activities and (5) surveys of public opinions and

general knowledge of current social, economic and environmental topics (Howlett, 2011).

Each of these categorisations were considered when assessing the relevant policies in the
mapping stage othis research with the aim to identify the main modes of policy instrument

used in policies relevant to PG management and change.

When considering the assessment of policy logicehwiricallinks betweenagricultureand
landscape managemeate important considerations. 8ascade Framewo(kigurel) (Haines
Young & Potschin, 2010 and Van Zanten et al. 2@bdplesthe conceptualisation of the
connection betweerthe policy irstruments and relaéd actors (bottom, blue field oF{gurel),
GAGK GKS WRStAOSNE OKIyySfaQ (.RhRedrmagenemte A OK
outcomesand impacts on the structure, composition and flohESand/or on the behaviour of

target groups. Hence enabling a policy logic of intervention.
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Figure 1. Cascade analytical framework addressing the relationship between agricultural
landscape structure and composition, the suppihd demand of ES and the contribution of
these services to regional competitiveness.

GThe mechanisms box describes the actors and policies that impact on agricultural landscape€ahd the
they provide. Farmers and other land managers affect landscapetsre and composition through
landscape management (1); consumers of diffefléBgenerate a demand foservices and, therefore,
create benefits (2) and ecosystem service benefits are influenced by policy and planning through, e.g.,
payments folES(3) £

Landscape

Structure &

composition

Functions

Flow (supply) Benefits and Regional Competitiveness
of services

Benefits

Contribution
to regional
competititveness

Other Landscape
Managers

Source adapted fromHainesYoung & Potschin, 2010 and Van Zanten et al. 20343

The Cascade Framework facilitates the identification and illustration of typathivays and
gaps in the logic of interventioand has been used as a key referencthiwithis research for

compaison between types of policies

2.1.3 Analysis of policy effectiveness
LYy  yYINNRg aSyaSsz LRtAaAOe STFSOGAGOSySaa Oy

n

instruments in such a way as to increase the chance to achieve the RefineJ2 t A O& G NB
(Heritier, 2003, p. 113)Policy effectiveness should ultimateignprove thed a G 46 S 2F GKS
dzy RS NI & A y(RaustiNP&oSlaGghtér, 2002, p. 539pwever,what constitutes a policy

problem often differs between the goal orientations of diverse actors with varying interests

(Schedler & Proeller, 2003 ccordingly, two aspects playcétical role when considering policy

effectiveness:On the one hand, issues a@emocracyin terms of meeting the needs of
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stakeholders arise. That is, how is policy perceived in terms of representativeness? Are the
policies reflecting all stakeholder arests in a balanced way? On the other hamadevancen

terms of the coherence between problem and policy objectives is central. Here the following
questions come upis the policy fit for purposei.g. in terms of problem solvingr whether

thereis cdherence between problem/issue and policy object)?es

Taken more broadly, policy effectiveness reflected in stakeholderf2consideation of

acceptability given that the implementation of public policies inherently involves a degree of

state irtervention and power (Knill & Tosun 2012here is a lively scholarly debate regarding

GoKIG YFEGGSNERE T2N | OoBdditholfr@r§ue thdt whatlimitlers By S Ky F
efficiency that is, the ability to deliver the expected result at a minimum calsérefore

I 2ARAY3I Wgl aGSQ 2N y SQAsbdink @ Gaelik?, DO toeDYedSa A a O
hand, scholars have set out thadggitimacy in terms of the acceptance by concerned
stakeholdersmatters (Newig& Fritsch, 2009)That is, how is a policy viewed in terms of rule of

law? Is there support for the policy by different stakeholders such as farm advisors, farmers, and

NGOs?

We take a holistic approach by capturing the dimensions eff@i, dmocracy, legitimacy,

relevanceand impact in orderto better understand effectiveness. Weonsider potential

moderating effects stemming from differeas in stakeholder perceptioriseeFigure2), which

can be cosidered as a bottorup understanding of effectivenes3hat is, the respective
GoSAIAKGAE 2F SIFEOK RAYSyaaAzy 2y LRt AMWe&lsoSTFSOGA

recognise the togdown influence of the policy/ instrument design and targets.
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Figure2. Proxy variables of policy effectiveness
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It should be noted that the importance of evaluating the effectiveness of conservation measures

has received increasing recognitiorrétent years, as policynakers seek evidence of successful

returns on investmentRerraro &Pattanayak, 2006; Kapos et al., 2008; Shwiff et al., 2013). For

many conservation projects, althoughdzi 02 YSa OFy 6S ljdzr yGAUSRTE GKSe@
monetary terms or monetary terms alonen these circumstances, cesffectiveness analysis

can be used to assess the change in units of conservation output relative to the cost invested in

an intervention to produce these aill LJdzi & ® CAyl yOAl £ STFUOASyOeé Oly o
per unit of conservation effectiveness, with programmes with a low cost per unit of conservation

2dzii Lddzi KF @Ay3 | KAIK SFTFUOASYy O& 2009 20f1jSBoga SiG | f o
comprehensive codbenefit/effectiveness analysis was outside the scope of the stadg in

line withFigure3F O2 YO A Y | (A 2y -RZFs yas O2yWRR | aNd2oXRl I ELASI > D NeHi
used.
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This chapter outlines thmethods and approaches taken to mapping and analysing the policies

relevant to PG managemenEigure 3 outlines the overall methodological flow, including

identifying stakeholders, identifying relevant prés collecting information about the policies

stakeholder interviews and policy analysis. sum, the approach, combining a botteup

FylrfeaAra 2F a0l 1SK2f RSNAQ LISNODSLIiAz2ya

I © 2 dzii

the effectiveness dimensian lised in Figure 33 (i.e. relevance, efficiency, democracy,

legitimacy), complements the tegown analysis, which included impact claims issued by policy

making authorities, as well as findings of independentqyatvaliations.

Figure3. Overall methodological flowchart
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Sourceown representation.

Thereview was conducted between August 2018 and August 2019, under the coordination of

SLU (Swedish University of AgricultuBalences), and overall guidance from UNEW (University

of Newcastle). Country studies were conducted under the coordination of the respective leads

(see below)The Review focussed on the following case study countries representative of the

five SUPERS biogeographic regions, as folloWseeFigured):
w Alpine regionSwitzerlandlLead: ETH Zurich, Switzerland (ETH)

w Atlantic regionUK Lead: University of Newcastle, UK (UNEW)
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w Boreal regionSweden Lead: Swedish University of Agitural Sciences, Sweden (SLU)

w Continental/ Pannonianregion: Czech Republid_ead: Mendel University, Brno, Czech
Republic (MENDU)

w Mediterranean regionSpain Lead: University of Cérdoba, Spain (UCO)

Figure4. Biogeographidaregions in Europe.
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Source: European Environmental Agency, 2016.

Thereview covered policies published in the local languages of each case study country. With
the exception of Switzerland, which is not an EU Member State, relevant policies in the case
study countries included a combination pblicies issued by EU institutions and policies issued
by national and/or sulmational governmentsFor further descriptions of these case study

countries including the extenof PG and thegovernance contexsee section4.2.

3.2 Policy analysis

The policy landscape is complex in relatio®G. This is because there are very few policies that
directly target PG. Those policies that affect the management decisions made about policies are
often part of wider policies with varied aims and objectivBslevant policies werédentified

from a combination of literature review and feedback collected from policy experts using a

THIS PROJECT HAS RECEIVED FUNDING FROM
THE EUROPEAN UNION' HORIZON 2020 RESEARCH
AND INNOVATION PROGRAMME

UNDER GRANT AGREEMENT N, 774124




SUPER-G

SUSTAINABLE PERMANENT GRASSLAND

Delphi research method. To summarize, for the purpose oféiert, relevant policies for 4.1.c

are those that:

wH @S I RANBOUG 2NJ AYRANBOG AYLI OO 2y tDax A®dSo
used), production processes (e.g. #rsusno till) and outputs (e.g. variolsg (Lamarque
etal., 2011)

w Havebeen adopted by a government body, be it at supranational (i.e. EU), national -or sub

national (e.g. Cantonatounty or regionallevel.
w Are identified as such by policy experts approached via the S{GpiEdfect.

The focus of theeview was on the resugdtor effects of poligyin terms of outcomes or impacts
rather than the socigolitical decisiormaking process leading to the adoption of those policies
(i.e. how it was designed and implemented). Specifically, for the purpose oéew, policy
effediveness was defined as the extent to which the goals of policy are realized (including
positive effects, and negative side effectsThe expected resubbf the mapping exercise is a
relevant set of policies that impact most EU member states in relatid?@onanagement, and

a list of policies unique to case study countries (ebhgv@lier &Buckles2018).

The objective of theolicy mappingvas to identify policies relevant to PG for inclusion in the
analysis. In addition to the Common Awtural Policy (CAP), which waspecific focus of the

review as per the overall SURERroject design, a number of other policies outside the CAP
were to be identified This identification was achieved through a literature search and the

application ofthe Delphi survey technique to understand the opinions of an expert panel.

In order to decipher the mogelevant policies in the context of the @studiesfor this task
the krowledge and expertise of stakeholdemsere utilised To do this,a duatround
questionnaire techniquevas appliedo gather the opinions of relevant stakeholdeasout the

most relevant PG policies

Two separate Delphi surveys wetenductedwith expert sakeholdersto identify EUlevel
policies and national/subational level policie The EWevel survey consisted of two

consecutive rounds of consultations that allowed, fitisg identificationa long list of potentially
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WSt ATA0f SQ LkkfaddB@Hodist hosé tifaRerelcdaSdgredNdost relevant by the

stakeholders themselves.

The Delphi technique is used &xplore group attitudes and needset goals, problem solve,
forecast, develop policies, anghther information and opinions, partitarly where data or
eviderce to support decision making aret available (Linstone &uroff, 1979. Since its
application to technical forecasting in the 135Dalkey &Helmer 1963 it has beenwidely
applied across discipes and aims tobtain themost reliable consensusf a group oexperts
Through multiple rounds of questions individual experts, with controlleteedbackbetween
rounds,it is designed to produca W (i NdgzfelNdntation of group positiothan if groups were

to meet face to faceor if individuals were askedh isolation(Dalkey &Helmer 1963 The
anonymity of the process, due to the individual response of the participants, often given
remotely via email, means that the effect of dominant individuarediced(Dalkey, 1972; Oh,
1974, Adams, 2001). The distributive nature of the method allows stakeholders from across
geographies and lguistic divides to be includedoreover, Delphi allows for interaction and
feedback across those divides, which is useful in contexts wherehstilezs are not able to

meet.

Limitations of the Delphi approach V& been widely recogniseand includeaspectssuch as
potential forinconsistentexecution, crudely designed questionnaires, poor choigeaokllists
unreliable result analysis, limitadilue of feedback and consensus, and instability of responses
among consecutive Delphi rounfiSupta & Clarke, 1996eist 2010. Difficulties can also arise

in relation to the time commitment needed to participate in multiple rounds, which also relates
to fatigue of participants. Théisconnectednessf internetbased Delphi surveys also mean that
there can bamisinterpretation ofthe questions. Such limitations are not always unique to Delphi
methodology andcan be overcome by maintaining an open commatidmn with participants,
setting firm deadlines and informing participants of the process and goals abulset
(Donohoe et al., 2012). In this stuthe first round of the Delphi was conducted face to face
with stakeholderstherefore there were chance® explain and confirm purpose and process,
which individuals then could pass on to other participants that they themselves may recruit
through snowballingOther specific limitations relating to this Delphi are described below.
Despite these limitationsthe ability to mitigate some difficulties and the opportunity to

acknowledge limitations and supplement with other explorations via other methods in the rest
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































