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Overview
1. Targeting

• Spatial targeting: regions and part-farm
• Matching farm heritage to appropriate measures

2. Design of agri-environment measures:
evidence-based support for policy

• Environmental objectives
• Case study: biodiversity
• Pilot projects
• Improved design

3. Other alternatives
• Outcome-based payments
• Group proposals

4. Benefits of monitoring
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What ‘market forces’ act on agri-
environment schemes?

1. EU prioritisation of: water management, biodiversity,
mitigation of climate change and renewable energy

2. Increasingly demanding environmental standards
3. Administrative simplicity versus environmental

complexity
4. Requirement for environmental effectiveness and

value-for-money (payment for environmental services)
5. Budget availability and budget competition
6. Supply by farmers, demand by society (responsive?)
7. *EU Court of Auditors: cross-compliance and

verifiability (effectiveness report in 2010 – targeting
and selection, monitoring)*

8. WTO accusations of disguised trade subsidy

Targeting: process of selection
based on certain criteria

• Opposite of one-size-fits-all approach
• Strongly associated with value-for-money
• Focuses payments on priority objectives
• Focuses payments on farmland where greatest

environmental benefit will be achieved
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• Targeting in
England: GIS-
based online
reference

• Higher Level
Environmental
Stewardship

Target areas for Higher Level
Environmental Stewardship
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Priorities
Named priority habitats
3 arable bird species
Rare arable plants
Archaeology
Landscapes
Soil erosion (River Esk)
Access
Peatland (carbon storage)
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Priorities
Named priority habitats
3 arable bird species
Rare arable plants
Roman archaeology
Landscapes (Battlefields)
Soil erosion (River Avon)
Stone walls &orchards
Access (Cotswold Way
National Trail)
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Targeting: process of selection
based on certain criteria

Innovation: implementation of targeting:
• Objectives (strongly prioritised)
• Budget quotas
• Regional differentiation and targets (as in

English example)
• Ensuring match between farm features

and measures that deliver greatest
environmental benefit

Innovative opportunities for
targeting in Ireland?

• Already some targeting in REPS:
Burren, riparian zones, Measure A,
corncrake.

• What opportunities for further targeting?
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Distribution of SACs
Incidence in 10km x 10km

What about high-quality
wildlife areas outside of
SACs?

• Clinopodium acinos
• Weasel’s snout

lesser snapdragon
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Clinopodium acinos

Rare plant records (green
points) may be distributed
outside of SAC areas (in
yellow)
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Pseudorchis albida

• Pseudorchis albida
• Small white orchid

Rare plant records (green
points) may be distributed
outside of SAC areas (in
yellow)
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Misopates orontium

• Misopates orontium

• Basil thyme

Rare plant records (green
points) may be distributed
outside of SAC areas (in
yellow)
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Species diversity
66 Flora Protection Order species with records from

1970 and later
• Of 531 sites, 411 coincide with 10km x 10km SAC
• about 25% - no overlap with SAC

• Can we use such data for targeted future
measure for rare and threatened species?

Matthew Jebb, National Botanic Gardens + Teagasc

Tetrads that include Flora Protection Order species
Tetrads that include >30 important species

Based on full flora of Co. Waterford (2km x 2km) by Paul Green
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Matthew Jebb, National Botanic Gardens + Teagasc

Hectads that include SAC

Tetrads that include Flora Protection Order species

Tetrads that include >30 important species

Species-rich sites may be
distributed outside of SAC
areas (in yellow)

Habitat mapping in the Burren

No habitat map

Too large for field-by-field mapping

(RSF project, Sharon Parr, Grace O’Donovan, J. Finn)
www.teagasc.ie/research/reports/environment/5190c/eopr5190c.asp

Burren – multiple habitats of EU importance
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Scrub

Calluna Heath/Scrub

Improved Grassland

Strong ‘Winterage’

Weaker ‘Winterage’

Sharon Parr
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Innovation: Spatial targeting
• Targeting increases transaction costs – expect that

these outweighed by environmental benefits
• Greater reliance on spatial datasets (GIS) and spatial

implementation (knowledge-intensive)
BUT…Requires anticipation and lead-in times

• Inter-agency co-operation to maximise relevance and
access to available data (State, semi-state, NGOs etc)

• Key issues:
– Priority areas to halt biodiversity loss
– Priority areas for water management

Innovation: design of effective
agri-environment measures

NB Design stage – much more efficient than learning to
improve via monitoring

• Differentiation and prioritisation of objectives
• Evidence-based measures (review, or new research)
• Pilot schemes (limited rollout in validation phase)
• Clear written descriptions of the evidence that supports a

an objective being appropriately delivered by proposed
measure

• Expert panels
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Evidence-based design
Impact models – statement of how measures produce

benefits
• Survey of 242 AE measures across Europe:
• >50% - ‘common sense’ (no evidence provided)
• one third - qualitative models
• less than one sixth – quantitative
(EU AE-Footprint project; Primdahl et al, submitted)

• EU ITAES project: use of expert panels (individuals with
experience of scheme and relevant research) very
effective in identifying problems – consider use in ex
ante evaluation, especially for scientific validity.

• Experts justify their comments – help learn to improve

Biological Conservation 129 (2006) 192–206
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Bumblebee abundance related to
flower abundance

Pollen and nectar margins (86 ± 14)
Wildflower margins (43 ± 14)
Mature grass margins (6 ± 14)
Recent sown grass margins (8 ± 4)
Cereal crop (0.2 ± 0.1)

(6 metre margins)

NB: Use of pilot schemes

Differentiation &prioritisation of objectives
• Biodiversity can be differentiated:
• - priority habitats on Natura 2000 sites;
• - priority habitats outside of Natura 2000 sites;
• - rare and threatened species in Red Data Books;
• - other rare and threatened species;
• - species in decline, but not yet rare or threatened;
• - High Nature Value farmland;
• - common farmland habitats;
• - common farmland species;
• - creation of farmland habitat to support named species;
• - creation of common farmland habitats.
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Differentiation and prioritisation

Prioritisation of different sub-objectives crucial:
90:5:5 priority rating
5:5:90 budget allocation

Main point: ensure biodiversity objectives in schemes
aligned with national strategic objectives (National
Biodiversity Plan, National Strategy for Plant
Conservation etc.)

(Principle of differentiated, prioritised objectives applies
to other environmental objectives also.)

Protection of biodiversity within European
agricultural systems is likely to remain a priority
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Drivers of innovation (biodiv.)
• Schemes will increasingly need to deliver on

biodiversity objectives that may become more
differentiated, and more demanding than in the past

• Headline objectives for biodiversity 2007-2013
– Halting biodiversity loss (failed 2010 target)
– Protection and maintenance of High-Nature-Value

farmland and woodland.

Main implication:
- prioritised sub-objectives
- targeting

Innovation: design of effective
agri-environment measures

• Ensure scheme objectives are aligned with national
priorities (wildlife, water, greenhouse gases,RE)

• Differentiation and prioritisation of objectives
• Evidence-based measures (review, or new research)
• Pilot schemes (limited rollout - validation phase)
• Clear written descriptions of evidence justifying an

measure as appropriately to deliver an objective
• Use of expert panels



Agri-environment & REPS Conference 2009 4 November 2009

17

Group schemes &
outcome-based payments

• Example from Switzerland
• Environmental services – a product

desired by society, and more supply
results in greater payment
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species-rich grasslands

Consultant identifies sites of environmental priority in landscape, and group of
farmer receives extra payments depending on area within priority sites.



Agri-environment & REPS Conference 2009 4 November 2009

19

• Economy of scale for environmental services: additioanl
payment for group proposal that identifies priorities at landscape
scale

• + additional payment for quality (more species, more money)
• Paying for product (not for following rules)
• Intend more transfer of payments to outcome-based payments
• Targeted: measures applied only where the intended

environmental benefit will be achieved.
• Very strong societal demand: townlands can pay for consultant
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Monitoring and REPS

• Less than 20 studies that have directly look at
environmental impacts of REPS (since 1994)

• McCarthy report – commented on need to demonstrate
value-for-money

Monitoring studies and REPS
Overall comments:
Most studies only look at a single measure or environmental

issue, and lack of studies at national scale - prevents
scheme-scale conclusions.

Distinct lack of studies that compare change over time.

Most studies (especially biodiversity) refer to earlier REPS
schemes.

Relatively little attention to biodiversity - no studies of multiple
new measures and options in REPS 3 & 4.
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Monitoring projects and REPS
Looking to the future:
National-scale project to assessment priority measures (important

objectives and/or high expenditure) estimated to cost about €3.5
million. ~12 people for 4 years sampling about 1500 farms.

Benefits of monitoring:
• Identify areas for improvement, and make corrections where needed
• Demonstrate effectiveness where it occurs
• Assure REPS farmers that their activities make a difference
• Society (taxpayers) - confidence in value-for-money

Overall, better ensures long-term justification for expenditure on
payments for environmental benefits.

5. Increase consumer awareness and demand.
• Measure environmental benefits and communicate

regularly, open days for public awareness and
engagement,

• REPS brand
• Helps ensure future public support for REPS



Agri-environment & REPS Conference 2009 4 November 2009

22

One Million Children Outdoors Programme

People expect access to the countryside and urban green spaces for
enjoyment as part of their civic rights and one of Defra’s key
outcomes is:
People enjoy, understand and care for the natural environment

Over 1 billion visits are made to the English countryside every year,
involving a wide range of recreational opportunities, contributing
approximately £11 billion to the rural economy. Research
demonstrates the health and well-being benefits of regular exercise
and benefits of access to open space.
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Conclusions
• Opportunities for innovation

– Differentiation and prioritisation of objectives
– Spatial targeting (HNV, rare species, local features)
– Evidence-based measures
– Use of expert panels to assist design and assessment
– Research to ensure effectiveness of measures before implementation
– Use of pilot schemes
– Outcome based payments and group proposals
– Potential for increased inter-agency co-operation to combine knowledge and

resources to tackle combination of biodiversity, gaseous emissions, water &
energy

• Knowledge gaps require time to be filled
– Improved anticipation of information needs

• Monitoring
– regulatory requirement, learning to improve, demonstrate benefits to society and

farmers
– investment in the future design and security of future budget
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