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Abstract

Despite significant efforts, investments and some local successes, the EU’s Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) has not succeeded in halting the loss of farmland biodiversity. To address these
weaknesses, the CAP post-2020 proposes a new “Green Architecture” comprising, inter alia,
compulsory elements (enhanced conditionality through Good Agricultural and Environmental
Conditions - GAEC), voluntary Agri-Environment-Climate Measures (AECM), and a new instrument
called “Eco-schemes”. Will this new Green Architecture, combined with a result-based orientation
of the CAP, help address the biodiversity crisis?

To provide science-based feedback on this proposal, more than 300 scientists from 22 MSs have
provided their expertise through 13 workshops that took place between October-December 2020,
and a follow up online survey. The results are published in Thiinen Working Paper 175 comprising
three volumes: Volume 1 is a synthesis of the results from all workshops and expert inputs as
submitted through the online survey.? Volume 2 contains the full reports from all MS Workshops
as well as all expert inputs regarding their opinions on the Flagship-Eco-schemes proposed by the
European Commission.* Thiinen Working Paper 175 — Volume 3 (this document) offers a policy
brief summarizing the results.

Although the Working Paper focuses on the proposed CAP’s performance for biodiversity as a core
topic, benefits for climate change mitigation and other environmental aspects were highlighted by
workshop participants; and economic considerations were highlighted where relevant.

Six key issues emerged as crucial for the Green Architecture to successfully address the biodiversity
crisis:
e Protection and restoration of landscape features and semi-natural areas, including
grasslands, should be at the core of the Green Architecture and decisive to its success.
e Habitat diversity and multifunctionality should be prioritized at both the farm and
landscape levels.
e Spatial planning is needed in target-setting and implementation.
e Collaborative and result-based approaches can and should be promoted for higher
effectiveness and efficiency.
e A result-based approach is highly recommended for both AECMs and Eco-schemes, with
ample experience to support broader implementation.

e Communication, education and farmer engagement are key to improve acceptance of
compulsory requirements (enhanced conditionality), maximize uptake of effective

1 Thinen Working Papers cover selected subjects from the present research of the Thinen Institutes and are not peer-
reviewed

2 https://www.thuenen.de/media/publikationen/thuenen-workingpaper/ThuenenWorkingPaper 175 Voll.pdf

3 https://www.thuenen.de/media/publikationen/thuenen-workingpaper/ThuenenWorkingPaper 175 Vol2.pdf
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voluntary measures (AECM and Eco-schemes), enhance learning, and generate a sense of
ownership and stewardship.

Simplicity in administration and broad farmer participation are central to the success of Eco-
schemes. Enhanced conditionality, Eco-schemes and AECMs should be coherent and
complementary to each other. In addition, a no-backsliding principle should apply across all
instruments to avoid losses of existing landscape structures or habitat quality, and with them,
further biodiversity loss. Enhanced conditionality should set high minimum requirements: for
instance, the threshold for landscape features and non-productive land (GAEC 9) should be set to
at least 5 % of farmland and applied to all agricultural areas. Eco-schemes should serve to expand
ambition (e.g. in the case of landscape features, expansion towards 10 %) and improve
management. AECMs should receive priority in budgeting and efforts, targeting protected areas,
High Nature Value Farmlands (HNVFs), wetlands and peatlands, and long-term restoration efforts.
Eco-schemes can supplement AECMs in volatile business environments and serve as entry points
to AECMs.

Remuneration calculations should be clear, justifiable, and transparent. They should increase with
the benefits delivered and be aligned with AECMs to avoid competition. Farmers should be
permitted to top up payments from different instruments into the same parcels if these fulfil
multiple objectives, following, e.g., a points-based approach. MSs should strive to achieve a proper
balance between “light-green”, spatially broad options versus “dark-green”, targeted measures
with high impact. Eco-schemes need to be open to all types of land-users.

A menu-based Eco-scheme approach offers the advantage of catering to a wide variety of farms
and farm types, while allowing the design of evidence-based measures. However, if a menu-based
approach is selected, their biodiversity objectives need to become much more explicit and
strengthened.

The targets set by the EU Green Deal and associated strategies, notably the Farm to Fork Strategy
(F2FS) and the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030, should guide target-setting by the MSs.
Biodiversity targets should be as specific, ambitious, clearly formulated, and quantitative as
possible. Workshops highlighted seven criteria for ambition: 1) acknowledging the problems, 2) a
clear intervention logic accompanied by a breadth of proposed actions, 3) adherence to key
operating principles, 4) ambition reflected in budgets, 5) Investments into knowledge, 6) Selecting
suitable indicators to ensure accountability, and 7) presenting sufficiently detailed strategic plans
addressing local needs and adaptive capacities.

The transition years of 2021-2022, as well as COVID-19 recovery funds, should be used to prepare
for the upcoming CAP implementation period. Key issues to address are: 1) Establishment of
support mechanisms for guiding and implementing Eco-schemes; 2) Engagement in mapping
efforts to establish baselines, especially for Ecologically Sensitive Permanent Grasslands and
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landscape features; 3) Expansion of infrastructures (including administrative structures to support
Eco-schemes) and capacities for biodiversity monitoring; and 4) Habitat restoration

Keywords: CAP, Common Agricultural Policy, AECM, Eco-schemes, Green Architecture, European
Union, Biodiversity

JEL: Q15, Q18, Q57, Q58
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Background and Questions

Despite significant efforts, substantial investments and some local successes, the EU’s Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) has not succeeded in halting the loss of farmland biodiversity. To
address this weakness, the CAP post-2020 proposes a new “Green Architecture” comprising, inter
alia, compulsory elements (“enhanced conditionality”), voluntary Agri-Environment-Climate
Measures (AECM), and a new, voluntary instrument called “Eco-schemes”.* Will the new Green
Architecture, combined with a result-based approach, help address the biodiversity crisis?

As the CAP post-2020 is still under negotiation at the time this report was finalized, various issues
about its final design and implementation remain open. Following a series of meetings with
members of the European Commission (especially DG AGRI), scientists have been invited to help
address some outstanding questions regarding the CAP’s Green Architecture, with a particular
focus on how the different instruments, especially Eco-schemes, can work best to achieve the
biodiversity goals.

An overarching aim was to develop, based on sound science, recommendations and guidelines
both at the EU level (Commission and any other interested parties) and for the Member States
(MSs). Because some recommendations may emerge that are relevant only for specific MSs, we
issued a call for scientists to conduct workshops, across as many MSs as possible, in order to
harvest such recommendations.

Our call for workshops focused on biodiversity and was structured around four questions:

(1) How can the different Green Architecture elements optimally complement each other?

(2)  What can be the role(s) of Eco-schemes in the Green Architecture, and accordingly, how
could they best be designed and implemented?

(3) How can the EU and MSs set S.M.A.R.T (Specific, Measurable, Achievable®, Reasonable, and
Time-bound) targets for improving farmland biodiversity?

(4)  What landscape- and biodiversity indicators could be used to strengthen the indicator-
system of the CAP, i.e. are most feasible to monitor, analyse and report across MSs?

Scientists were invited to organize and conduct (online) workshops, to address these questions and
develop three types of recommendations, for:

e a)design: What can be (still) clarified so that the overall Green Architecture is most efficient
and Eco-schemes are optimally designed?

4 Participation in AECMs and Eco-schemes is voluntary for farmers, but MS are obliged to offer these measures to farmers.

5 Various interpretations exist for the term S.M.A.R.T. For instance, “A” may also stand for “Ambitious”.
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¢ Db) implementation: What should be included in the strategic plans and anticipated/monitored
by the EU?

e c)interaction between the EU and MSs: What should the Commission assess and how can it
provide best guidance to MSs to ensure effective and efficient implementation?

Workshops were conducted in 13 Member States (MSs) between October and December 2020,
with over 250 scientist participants. An online survey, complementing these workshops, yielded
additional inputs including comments from 89 scientists regarding Eco-scheme flagships proposed
by the Commission and the Council®. In total, this report builds on the inputs from over 300
scientists and experts covering 22 MSs (Figure 1). In synthesising and summarising them, we
retained the original diversity of opinions, while attempting to highlight areas of consensus.

The following policy brief presents key issues and recommendations that emerge from these
inputs, focusing on those that are of relevance at the EU level. The full synthesis report is available
as Thinen Working Paper 175 Vol. 1. A large number of additional inputs and recommendations
by the workshop participants, that were sometimes specific for individual countries, can be found
in Thiinen Working Paper 175 Vol. 2 Annex | (“Full country reports”), while Annex Il covers the
original comments from 89 scientists regarding Eco-scheme flagships. We encourage experts,
administrators and decision makers in the respective MSs to examine the full synthesis report, as
well as the country reports where available.

6 WK 10899/2020 INIT Four Flagships Eco-schemes as announced in the Farm to Fork Strategy
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Figure 1: Countries contributing through scientists’ workshops (red), scientists plus stakeholder
workshop (blue) and additional inputs via individual contributions through an online survey
(yellow).
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[l Scientists + stakeholders
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&

The map does not show countries where inputs were provided by both workshop participants and the survey.

Source: Map produced using MapChart (https://mapchart.net/europe.html) based on own figures.

We underline that this report focuses on the CAP’s performance for biodiversity. Where relevant,
synergies and trade-offs with other CAP objectives are highlighted in the report. These include
benefits for climate change mitigation and other environmental aspects, as well as economic
considerations that were brought up by a large number of participants. However, addressing these
objectives was not the main aim of the workshops.
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1 Key emerging principles that should guide the Green Architecture

The following principles summarise key messages that emerged from the scientists’ responses on
how to improve the CAP’s performance with respect to farmland biodiversity loss.

1.1 Landscape features and semi-natural areas, including grasslands,
should be at the core of the Green Architecture

There is broad consensus that semi-natural landscape features and extensively used grasslands
should be at the centre of the Green Architecture and are the most decisive elements for its
success. Enhanced conditionality, Eco-schemes and AECM should therefore add to, and
complement each other, with respect to these elements.

The current coverage of landscape features and semi-natural areas varies significantly among MSs,
regions and farms — in some regions, the share vastly exceeds 10% of the agricultural area, while
in others it is much lower. Thus, workshop participants emphasised that a no-backsliding principle
must be applied to protect and reward the effective management of the features that are still in
place, especially in High Nature Value (HNV) regions and farming systems; and to incentivise
restoration efforts where either coverage or quality is low. To increase the flexibility for farmers,
establishing a point-based system could be beneficial. In addition, cooperation among farmers
should be incentivised especially in priority regions.

1.2 Diversity and multifunctionality should be prioritized and rewarded

The heterogeneity of some farmland areas and agricultural landscapes, especially in areas
recognized as HNV farmland, needs to be maintained, or restored where lost. This requires actions
at both the landscape and farm levels.

At the landscape and regional levels:

. Improve spatial planning and targeting of measures.
° Prioritise focal areas, especially HNV farming regions, with high diversity that need to be
preserved.

At the farm level, helping farmers retain and enhance diversity can be achieved through:

° Using a point-based system to reward increased delivery of public goods.

° Prioritising win-win measures that address multiple environmental objectives, such as
extensive management of permanent grasslands and HNV sites.

° Supporting bundles of joint options (i.e. several complementary measures in the same
field, farm or region) that can enhance overall success.

° Offering specific support for maintaining and enhancing crop diversity over space
(beyond crop rotation, which promotes diversity over time).
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Low-input pasture-based livestock systems were highlighted as particularly important since they
generate multiple benefits, i.e. for biodiversity, climate, soil, etc. Such grazing systems comprise a
prominent share of HNV farmland, yet they perform much below average in terms of economic
indicators and are disappearing or near-extinction in many parts of the European Union (EU). Low-
intensity grazing systems should therefore receive high priority for support and improved
remuneration, to go beyond short-term costs or income foregone, in order to secure the survival
of these systems.

Workshop participants highlighted that improving farmland biodiversity will require:

e Economic viability and stability for existing environmentally-friendly farming practices
(particularly in small farms).

e Incentives for greater participation in environmentally-friendly farming.

e Reduced administrative burdens on such farms delivering high environmental output,
especially in remote rural areas and in HNV regions.

e Reduced administrative burdens on MSs implementing targeted and regionalized measures to
improve the CAP’s environmental performance.

1.3 Spatial planning is needed in target-setting and implementation

The effectiveness and cost-efficiency of spatial targeting has been repeatedly raised and
emphasised in most workshops as one key element for the success of the Green Architecture for
biodiversity. Effective spatial planning contributes to the protection, effective management and
restoration of natural and semi-natural habitats forming the EU’s terrestrial (“Green”) and aquatic
(“Blue”) ecological network - known also as Green and Blue Infrastructure (GBI). Spatial targeting,
i.e. focusing support instruments to specific areas or tailoring the instruments to regional specific
needs, should apply to Eco-schemes, AECM and other appropriate measures of Pillar 2 (e.g. non-
productive investments). All Green Architecture instruments should interact and complement each
other in space, to effectively scale up good local practices. It is essential particularly for maintaining
resources for biodiversity and production-relevant ecosystem services, as well as ensuring
connectivity between natural areas and Natura 2000 sites.

1.4 Collaborative implementation is a valuable means for achieving
biodiversity targets

Collaborative or coordinated implementation of effective measures within a local target-area has
been shown to be valuable for increasing the effectiveness and efficiency of biodiversity support
programs. Collaborative implementation models are needed that increase the benefits at the
landscape level and also provide financial incentives, e.g. through agglomeration bonuses. The
need for these approaches emerges from ecological considerations:
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° Many species of European concern need contiguous areas that widely exceed the area
that a single farm can provide. Achieving a measurable impact thus requires cooperation
among several farms.

° Ecological functionality of the network of (semi-)natural habitats, namely GBI, requires
coordination of adjacent land parcels to avoid isolated actions.

Collaborative approaches have also been shown to yield social benefits for the farming community,
such as:
° Increased flexibility for the individual farms (swapping obligations according to capacities
or needs), also in terms of management contracts and compliance with regulations.
° Enhancing the success and efficiency of result-based approaches, thus reducing the risks
and improving the benefits from ecosystem services.
° More effective exchange of knowledge and relevant experience among farmers improves
social cohesion, learning potentials and supports adaptive management, while assisting
individuals in dealing with relevant authorities.

1.5 Aresult-based approach is highly recommended

Action-oriented approaches (also known as prescription-based or management-based
approaches), where farmers are paid to carry out specific management practices designed to
improve environmental outcomes (such as the presence of four, six or eight plant species that
serve as bio-indicators for ecological performance of a predefined place), have various merits when
well designed and implemented. However, they can lead to a homogenization of landscapes or to
sub-optimal results, especially if one or few options are implemented too broadly. In addition, they
do not provide direct information on their ecological effects, to farmers or to managing authorities.

Result-based approaches have several advantages over action-oriented ones under some
circumstances:

° They empower farmers and land-users in using their knowledge and experience, and
increase their flexibility with respect to land management as they are not forced to comply
with externally-imposed rules.

. They can provide rapid feedback to the farmer on the impact of the management practices
and therefore incentivise a continuous management optimization.

° They preferentially reward the continued provision of existing habitats and ecosystem
services and can reward habitat quality; in the case of biodiversity, this maximises
biodiversity protection and restoration.

° If linked to collaborative approaches, result-based approaches could generate further
positive synergies with other objectives (e.g. risk sharing between farmers, easier
monitoring, etc.).

Many workshop participants saw high potential for result-based approaches and payments, and
recommended their increased implementation. They particularly highlighted the value of result-
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based approaches in grassland environments given their diversity and heterogeneity; and noted
that experience with regards to their implementation is existing, at least at a pilot-level, in many
MSs.

However, result-based approaches also require appropriate AKIS (Agricultural Knowledge and
Information System) support; identification of specific objectives and indicators; scoring schemes
that link delivery levels to payments; and regular monitoring for feedback and assessment of
progress. Furthermore, not all action-oriented measures can be replaced by result-based
approaches. Depending on the objectives and context, a combination of action-oriented and
result-based payments, accompanied by non-productive investments and a strong support in
terms of information, training and monitoring, is considered to be most appropriate.

1.6 Communication, education and farmer engagement can improve
acceptance, cooperation and uptake of voluntary measures

Farmer involvement and engagement is extremely important, to improve acceptance of
compulsory requirements (Enhanced conditionality) and maximise the uptake of effective
voluntary measures (AECM and Eco-schemes). Greater farmer engagement and co-design during
implementation can also facilitate horizontal exchanges between farmers, rapid learning and
adaptive management, and generate a sense of ownership and stewardship that can help scaling
up successes and best practices. MSs should therefore invest in communication and engagement
processes to ensure farmers are taking active part in planning and implementation of measures to
the extent possible. This is particularly important for the implementation of result-based measures.
This issue could be a priority of the AKIS, as well as EIP-AGRI (European Innovation Partnerships for
agriculture) and its different instruments.
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2 How different Green Architecture elements can optimally complement
each other

Here we deliver views and recommendations regarding the overall design of the CAP’s Green
Architecture, its key components and how they should interact with each other. We place special
focus on the question, which instruments should or should not be considered as part of the Green
Architecture and under which conditions.

2.1 Key principles and roles of Enhanced conditionality, Eco-schemes and
AECM and how they should interact to maximise the Green
Architecture’s success

Enhanced conditionality:

Enhanced conditionality requirements are the mandatory conditions for recipients of direct
payments in Pillar 1, and therefore set the minimum standards for land management. They provide
the baseline for the voluntary schemes in Pillar 1 and Pillar 2. MSs may have some discretion to
specify the details of the Good Agricultural and Environmental Conditions (GAEC), but are
constrained by the legislative requirements in the CAP Regulation. It is therefore important that
both the legislative requirements, and national specifications of these, are sufficiently ambitious
and unambiguous to avoid degraded implementations by MSs. Without strong mandatory
standards, the added value of voluntary payments is eroded and “windfall gains” occur, i.e.
payments for doing nothing. Concerns have been raised in particular with respect to the following
GAECs:

GAEC 2 (defines appropriate protection of wetland and peatland): While covering merely 3% of
the EU's agricultural land, drainage and damage of wetlands contributes 25% of the EU's
agricultural greenhouse gas emissions. GAEC 2 should therefore cover all carbon-rich sails,
including fens, peatlands and wet meadows, without exceptions or limitations (e.g. not restricted
to Natura 2000 sites). In the long term, payments in support of agriculture on all drained carbon-
rich soils should be phased out or limited only to paludiculture.

GAEC 9 (defines protection of landscape features and land devoted to non-productive areas):
Several workshops recommended 5% as the very minimum share of land devoted to these features
under enhanced conditionality, applied on the entire Utilised Agricultural Area (UAA) with no
exceptions (i.e. not limited to just arable land). To avoid replicating the failures of the greening
measures of the current CAP, no exemptions or exceptions should be made, and productive
features should not be included. Catch crops and nitrogen-fixing crops do have a value for soil
quality, but their frequently-intensive management yields limited or no biodiversity benefits. They
should therefore belong in GAECs 7 and 8, relating to the preservation of soils.
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GAEC 10 (places a ban on converting or ploughing permanent grassland in Natura 2000 sites):
The ban on converting permanent grassland in Natura 2000 should be expanded also beyond
Natura 2000 sites, with particular emphasis on Ecologically Sensitive Permanent Grasslands (ESPG).
Eco-schemes:

Eco-schemes are an evolving instrument that will likely be based on annual or short-term contracts.
As such, they can provide inter-annual flexibility that is in certain cases needed, but may result in
discontinuity in other circumstances. Workshop participants highlighted the role of Eco-schemes
as a means to expand the overall coverage of biodiversity-, climatic- and environmentally-friendly
farming. To do so, Eco-schemes should...

e Be evidence-based, clearly linked to biodiversity objectives, and coherent with other
components of the Green Architecture.

e Go beyond enhanced conditionality, optimally going beyond the maintenance of (high quality)
habitats to allow restoration of habitats in terms of extent (e.g. in regions and farms with less
than 10 % landscape features) and quality.

e Be applicable to all UAA, but measures should not try to cover all areas and farms — rather,
higher-quality options should receive better priority and funding. Priority regions and areas
should be identified as well, particularly HNV regions, Natura 2000 sites, and areas of relevance
for the Water Framework Directive and Nitrates Directive, in a way that complements AECM.

e Complement AECM and not compete with them. For example, Eco-schemes can be used as an
entry point for more sophisticated, longer-term AECM.

¢ Be financially attractive to make them both attractive and efficient: Remuneration should
increase with the benefits delivered. This means that if payments are coupled to agricultural
land, the environmental impact should scale well with the agricultural land. In order to be
efficient, Eco-schemes should be used mainly as an instrument to support environmental needs
and not mainly as an income support instrument.

e Be simple for administrators to handle and for farmers to participate in.

e Strive for continuity over time (multi-annual implementation): Workshop participants
strongly supported multiannual interventions and commitments where possible, especially for
measures that have limited benefits if implemented only for one year (e.g. reduced chemical
inputs, extensive grazing management).

The inclusion of ecologically ineffective measures, which may end up dominating Eco-schemes,
was repeatedly highlighted as the key risk to Eco-schemes’ success.

Agri-Environment-Climate Measures (AECM):

AECM are a well-established instrument to address environmental goals, with a wealth of
knowledge and experience regarding the best conditions for their success. AECM have mechanisms
to address complexity and long-term commitments that are essential for many habitats and
restoration efforts. They can be tailored to local specific needs, albeit at the expense of losing some
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inter-annual flexibility. However, over the last decade the respective budget in many MS was
stagnant or even declined. In addition, the uptake by some Member States and farming
communities was low. Given their potential high effectiveness with regards to biodiversity
protection, AECM should generally receive the highest priority in budgeting and efforts of the
financial support instruments of the Green architecture. They should be targeted especially for
protected areas, HNV farmlands, wetlands, and for restoration aims. Eco-schemes can effectively
supplement AECM in volatile business environments (e.g., due to short-term tenure contracts) or
as entry points before participating in (longer term and higher ambitious) AECM. In particular, an
increase in targeted and conditionalized support for low-input grazing livestock systems can help
address a key weakness of the CAP relating to farmland biodiversity, namely the protection and
appropriate management of low-input, structurally-diverse grasslands and pastures.

2.2 How Green Architecture instruments should interact

Coherence among AECM and Eco-schemes (the two key voluntary instruments), as well as overall
coherence of the Green Architecture, requires a clear and consistent set of goals, a clear separation
of roles, a consistent intervention logic, as well as comparable payment levels, to ensure AECM
and Eco-schemes complement each other in terms of the solutions they offer for the diversity of
environmental challenges.

A balance is required between compulsory and voluntary components, where enhanced
conditionality is essential to set clear and strong basic standards. AECM and Eco-schemes could be
differentiated in terms of their roles regarding local versus global public goods; or short-term (entry
point) versus long-term implementation. Inputs from the workshops varied, however, on the
question how Eco-schemes, combined with AECM, should complement each other (or balance
within them) in terms of spatial extent, number of farmers participating into the programme or a
focus on intensive versus extensive regions. The diversity of replies from workshop participants
indicates a range of plausible options and context-dependency. It is clear that a balance among the
“tiers” of enhanced conditionality, Eco-schemes and AECM is needed; yet, potentially Eco-schemes
could (or should) cover both broad-and-simple as well as deep-and-local options. It was highlighted
that being too broad might result in weak or even completely ineffective Eco-schemes.

2.3 Other important instruments for the success of Green Architecture

Knowledge-support and exchange systems: Knowledge-support instruments are key for
supporting the Green Architecture, demonstrating the success of the EU’s and MSs’ investments
in promoting innovation and knowledge-exchange especially through AKIS, Farm Advisory Services
(FAS) and European Innovation Partnership (EIP) as key instruments. Concomitantly, participants
in all workshops highlighted a need to enhance investments in order to expand knowledge support
where these are linked to environmental objectives. Ecological training clearly needs to be
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expanded, and better funding for such training is necessary to enhance awareness, acceptance,
uptake and good implementation of effective measures.

Non-productive investments: Workshop participants highlighted the potential importance of non-
productive investments in water retention, rewetting, and restoration of landscape features, as
well as for supporting a transition to low-input, extensive grazing systems. This contrasts with most
investment measures that are currently not necessarily (sufficiently) conditioned on environmental
criteria or objectives, and productive measures may counteract environmental objectives by either
supporting agricultural intensification in environmentally sensitive regions such as HNV farmlands,
or maintaining unsustainable land uses (e.g. through investments in new sheds for dairy cattle in
peatland areas). Thus, agricultural investment support should be conditioned to the respect of
environmental objectives. Moreover, Eco-schemes should not replace payments that can be made
through (production-oriented) investments, such as some forms of precision farming.

Other instruments that were mentioned by workshop participants as important include
Instruments for targeted support of the Natura 2000 network, and Instruments to support
cooperation for biodiversity.

2.4 Harmful or ambiguous instruments for the Green Architecture

Payments for Areas of Natural Constraints (ANC): If ANC payment