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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Contracts2.0 project aims to develop improved novel contract-based approaches to incentivise
farmers for the increased provision of environmental public goods alongside private goods. These
innovative contract-based approaches aim to be environmentally more effective, economically viable
for farmers, and support the longevity of contractual arrangements. This is done by involving farmers
and other market actors as well as policy makers, mainly by analysing and (re-)designing existing and
novel contractual arrangements for the provision of agri-environmental-climate public goods.
Contract Innovation Labs (or CILs) have been set up to be a space of dialogue and action, to stimulate
social learning and creativity around agri-environmental contracts. Within the CILs, we used “dream
contracting” as an approach to reveal how practitioners see the ideal agri-environmental contracts
from their perspective. The underlying idea is that they can be a source of inspiration for
implementation in the future. The main objective of this Deliverable (D3.3) is to synthesise the dream
contracts developed by the CILs, i.e. ideal contracts envisioned from a practitioner perspective,
reconciling the socioeconomic viability of farming with agri-environmental public goods. Firstly, we
summarise the processes used to achieve these desirable futures at each Contract Innovation Lab (CIL);
secondly, we present a cross-cutting comparison among CILs comparing paths and common goals.
Our methodological approach was based on the potential of positive future visions to stimulate change
and sustainability transformation in a participatory way. In this sense, the main source of information
for this report is a (set of) dream contract workshop(s) or consultations organised in 13 CILs, which
have been established by the Contracts2.0 project and run in 9 participating countries: Belgium
(Flanders with Koolstofboeren and Gulpdal (Voeren), Denmark (Bornholm), France (Hautes Pyrénées),
Germany (North Rhine-Westphalia, AgoraNatura, HIPP), Italy (Unione Comuni Garfagnaga), Hungary
(Őrség), The Netherlands (Limburg and Oost-Groningen), Spain (Madrid Region) and the UK (North
West England). 1 Overall, 28 workshops were conducted involving 354 participants in total. The most
common stakeholders involved with the dream contracting exercises were farmers, environmental
NGOs/ nature associations, researchers, advisors and public administration staff. In almost all cases,
the processes have been carried out, at least partially, virtually due to the COVID-19 constraints.
However, a COVID-19 mitigation strategy was developed to ensure proper participation and a suitable
space for dialogue and discussion.
In the dream contracting sessions CIL-members were asked to reflect first on desirable farming systems
and/or landscapes reconciling the socioeconomic viability of farming with agri-environmental public
goods (dream farming-landscapes) and then on potential contract approaches (dream contracs) that
could facilitate its realisation. Following our results, the average dream farming-landscape was
characterised by viable agriculture practices which enhance regulating and other ecosystem services,
and where social cohesion between parties is a must (e.g. cooperation, recognition of each other’s
expertise, shared values, etc.). To reach this ideal situation, five drivers of change, enabling or limiting
the dream farming-landscapes, were identified, including: social context (35% of the drivers of change
In this report 13 CIL-cases are described. This is one more than listed in the previous report (Deliverable 3.2) as
the CIL Flanders (BE) has been subdivided for practical reasons in two local sub-cases Koolstofboeren and Gulpdal
(Voeren).

1
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mentioned), legal, policy and political context (21%), and land use and environmental conditions (18%).
The economic and the agro-management viability were - surprisingly - the least mentioned (13% each).
An interesting finding is that social cohesion and context is considered both a major building block for
dream landscapes and an enabler to achieve it. The inhibitors are mostly related to economic viability
(e.g., insufficient budget allocation and market fluctuations), the legal, policy and political context (e.g.,
uncertainty of current and future CAP developments, complex monitoring, or lack of administrative
staff) and to the agro-management viability (e.g., practices towards agricultural intensification, lack of
technical knowledge, uncertainty on the effects of farming practices).
The dream contracts envision a wide range of benefits, which go well beyond financial compensations
to farmers. In general, a major interest was observed towards the integration of more collective, resultbased approaches and value-chain contracts, often in combinations. The ideal contract length ranges
from 5 to 10 years. In almost all dream contracts, it is proposed that monitoring should include both
actions and results, even in those cases where payments are only based on actions or results. There is
a strong willingness from practitioners to be involved in monitoring (in almost all dream contracts).
Intermediary organisations and farmer groups are proposed to play an important role in (almost) all
dream contracts.
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KEY TERMS
Dream contract
Dream farminglandscape

Desirable contract - from a practitioner's point of view - that reconcile farmer objectives
with societal needs for agri-environmental public goods.
Desirable farming system and/or landscape from a practitioner's point of view - that
reconcile farmer objectives with societal needs.
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ABBREVIATIONS
AEC

Agri-environmental contracts

AECM

Agri-environment-climate measures

BDB

Bodemkundige Dienst van België

BE

Belgium

BNVL

Boer en natuur Vlaanderen

CAP

Common Agricultural Policy

CIL

Contract Innovation Lab

DE

Germany

DK

Denmark

EZÖB
FR

Erzeugergemeinschaft für ökologische Braurohstoffe (Producers‘ association for organic
brewing raw materials)
France

HU

Hungary

IPBES

Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services

ISP

Innovatiesteunpunt

IT

Italy

N/A

Not applicable

NGO

Non-governmental organisation

NL

Netherlands

PIL

Policy Innovation Lab

RBAPS

Results Based Agri-environmental Payment Schemes

SFSC

short food supply chain

SP

Spain

SWOT

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats

UK

United Kingdom

WP

Work Package
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1. INTRODUCTION
The Contracts2.0 project aims to develop improved novel contract-based approaches to incentivise
farmers for the increased provision of agri-environmental-climate public goods alongside private
goods. These innovative contract-based approaches aim to be environmentally more effective,
economically viable for farmers, and support the longevity of contractual arrangements. This is done
by involving farmers and other market actors as well as policy makers, mainly by analysing and (re-)
designing existing and novel contractual arrangements for the provision of agri-environmental-climate
public goods.
To this end, 12 Contract Innovation Labs (or CILs) were established by the Contracts2.0 project as part
of work package 3 (WP3) and run in 9 participating countries (Figure. 1): Belgium (Flanders), Denmark
(Bornholm), France (Hautes Pyrénées), Germany (North Rhine-Westphalia, AgoraNatura and HiPP),
Italy (Unione Comuni Garfagnaga), Hungary (Őrség National Park), The Netherlands (Limburg and OostGroningen), Spain (Madrid Region) and the UK (North West England).

Figure. 1. Overview Contract Innovations Labs.

In a previous step (between January 2020 and March 2020), 20 SWOT analyses of existing innovative
agri-environmental contracts (AECs) were completed during CIL workshops, including eight collectivebased, seven result-based, five value-chain and two land tenure contract approaches (some contract
combined 2 approaches).
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Figure. 2. Envisioning “dream contracts” as part of the actions in WP3.

“Envisioning dream contracts and testing in the field” is the third step in WP3 - Contract Innovation
Labs (Figure. 2). This task aims to envision “dream contracts,” or desirable contracts – from a
practitioner's point of view – that reconcile farmer objectives with societal needs for agrienvironmental public goods. In an iterative process between CILs and Policy Innovation Labs (PILs),
these “dream contracts” will be refined and made more realistic. The aim is that the final dream
contracts are innovative, feasible and implementable. Some of these dream contracts will be
implemented and tested by some CILs in the field later during the project.
In the following section (section 2), we explain the process that the CILs have followed to develop the
dream contracts (including the so-called “dream farming landscapes” to which the dream contracts
contribute). In section 3, the dream farming landscapes and dream contracts of each CIL are presented.
Then, based on the individual outcomes of each CIL, a cross-cutting analysis is presented in section 4,
in which general patterns are discussed. This includes a critical reflection on the methods used by the
CILs and the results. Finally, in section 5, we finish with several general conclusions.
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2. METHODOLOGY
2.1

Contract Innovation Labs

Since Contracts2.0 is a project applying a multi-actor approach, interaction with multiple stakeholders
is a central strategy of the project. Therefore, 12 Contract Innovation Labs (or CILs) in 9 European
countries have been set up to be a space of dialogue and action, to stimulate social learning and
creativity around agri-environmental contracts (AEC). Each CIL is led by a coordinator organisation (a
research or action partner in the Contracts2.0 project).
To this end, guidelines for setting up CILs and selecting relevant practitioners were provided to all the
CIL leads. While the general rule for inviting CIL members was to invite practitioners from agrienvironmental sectors with an interest in the development of innovative AECs, the exact composition
of the CILs varies from CIL to CIL, depending on the local context and the type of contracts being
envisioned. The diversity of participants across the CILs enabled them to bring a wide range of
perspectives together during the workshops.
Table 1. Overview of CILs per country.
Country

CIL

The Netherlands

Limburg
Oost-Groningen

Belgium

Flanders – Koolstofboeren
Flanders - Gulpdal (Voeren)

United Kingdom

North West England

France

Hautes-Pyrénées

Spain

Madrid

Denmark

Bornholm

Germany

Agora Natura
HIPP
North Rhine-Westphalia

Hungary

Örseg National Park

Italy

Unione Comuni Garfagnana

In this report 13 CIL-cases are described (Table 1). This is one more than listed in the previous report
(Deliverable 3.2) as the CIL Flanders (BE) has been subdivided for practical reasons in two local subcases Koolstofboeren and Gulpdal (Voeren). All CIL-cases developed dream contracts, as described in
the CIL-dream contracting factsheets (see section 3). Two CILs, Bornholm (DK) and Örseg National Park
(HU) developed two dream contracts, which brings the number of dream contracts to 15. 11 CIL-cases
developed dream farming-landscapes as for two CILs it was not possible because the focus area was
too large or as they were focusing on a value chain approach.
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2.2

Scenarios approach

“Dream contracts” are desirable contracts from a practitioner perspective, which are expected to
achieve an acceptable balance between practical and economic feasibility for farmers’/land users and
a sustainable delivery of societal-desired environmental public goods and services (e.g., ecosystem
services). They have been developed through interactive thematic workshops about scenarios, which
have been built on the results of the SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats)
analysis and experiences from other contract examples initiatives in Europe.
To design desirable contracts a participatory scenario approach has been proposed. 'Scenarios' are
representations of possible futures for one or more components of a system. Participatory scenario
planning is a process, oriented to influence decisions, in which different stakeholders are guided to
develop alternative futures (Oteros-Rozas et al., 2015). As explained by IPBES (2016), different
scenarios can be done at the policy cycle: agenda setting, policy design, policy implementation, and
policy review. Intervention scenarios for policy design evaluate alternative policy or management
options. In WP3, we conducted policy design scenarios as an intervention scenario (Lundquist et al.,
2017) that contribute to policy design and implementation in the context of AECs.
In participatory scenarios, usually a set of general scenarios are provided and adapted to the local
context (for example, the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment Scenarios or the IPBES scenarios). Then
participants are organised into groups and each group adapts one of the scenarios. Usually, a group is
asked to freely create a desired scenario without any rule/condition, and it is defined as a control
scenario. Some of the main factors to define scenarios in previous projects have been: (1) Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment: Global vs. regional responses and reactive vs. proactive responses; or (2)
technological optimism vs. technological scepticism (see Costanza, 2000). In Contracts2.0, we decided
to focus on envisioning positive futures. As suggested by Wiek and Iwaniec (2013) desirable and
positive visions are needed to stimulate change. Considering that envisioning is an essential
methodological approach to promote a real transformation towards sustainability.
To do so, we first worked on the problem analysis, understanding the current situation and stakeholder
needs. Then, envisioning dream contracts provided the CILs the possibility to envision what future they
want to achieve, and a set of desired contracts were developed. At the workshop, participants were
challenged to reflect on these dream contracts from different perspectives, such as environmental
effectiveness, socio-economic viability, longevity, and application domain. Participants could also
identify other ongoing initiatives (other contract types) that they know about. Once the desirable
horizon has been visualised, backcasting was used to trace the paths to reach it (describing a storyline).
In other words, via the backcasting exercise the necessary actions of the CILs and PILs to reach the
dream contract are defined.
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2.3

Data collection

2.3.1

General dream contract guidelines

To assist CILs with envisioning dream contracts, we developed dream contracting guidelines. In Table 2
the different steps and outputs are summarised. This protocol was explained during two consortium
meetings (18/6/2020 and 13/10/2020) and discussed during inter-CIL meetings. We then also
conducted two rounds of sessions with the individual CILs. The resulting data has been collected in a
google sheets (the CIL-Logbook). Steps 0 and 1 are further described in the following sections.
Table 2. Steps for designing dream contracts within the CILs.
Steps

Description

Output

Step 0: Preparing the
“dream contracting”
A- Context analysis
B- Work plan

Gathering key information

Work Plan for dream contracting per CIL
to be discussed with CIL mentors.

Step 1: Initiating the
dreaming

CIL participants are challenged to discuss,
describe and reflect on their dream farminglandscape

First dream contracting workshops
completed and reported in the CILlogbook.

A- Picture your “dream
farming-landscape”

The potential role of contractual arrangements
including farmers is investigated and
elaborated. At this stage out of the box
thinking is encouraged.

Proposals for dream contracting ready
(reporting back template in CIL-logbook).

CILs, in interaction with PILs, discuss how to
reach initially drafted dream contracts. Here
context and reality (e.g., policy, politics, market
trends, costs, etc.) come into play. Consensus
and common ground should be found between
stakeholders while not forgetting about the
initial dream.

Dream contract trajectories ready
(reporting back template in CIL-logbook).

B- Determining how to
reach the dream farminglandscape with dream
contract(s)
Step 2: From dream to
reality: backcasting dream
contracts

Preparation of a work plan to develop dream
contracts including interactions with PILs
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STEP 0. Preparing the dream contracting
Step 0-A. Context analysis
GOAL: The aim is to understand better the current situation, stakeholder needs, and drivers of change.
PROCESS:
Guiding questions to reflect/gather info on:
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

What are the main environmental issues in the case? What are the consequences of the
current farming practices? What are the main ecosystem services (agri-environmentalclimate public goods) to be protected?
What are the main drivers of change in the farming system in the case study?
In what way are farmers working together already?
Contract’s status: In which stage is the considered contract/planning (initiation,
envisioning, operationalisation, etc.)?
Contract type: How can it be related to the four types studied in Contracts2.0?
What are the limitations of the contract? In which aspect should it be improved? (see
SWOT analysis – Deliverable D3.2 Integrated evaluation report of innovative/interesting
contracts).
What are potential contract parties (direct or indirect)? Who is demanding - benefiting paying - accepting - receiving- designing? Do they have a common vision?

OUTPUT: no specific output is required for this step. Step 0-A is only a preparatory step to help prepare
the next steps.
TIMING: before step 0-B.
Step 0-B. Prepare work plan for “dream contracting”
GOAL: Planning of activities to work towards your dream contract. This can include workshops with
either CIL or PIL, a timeline, and objectives for these workshops. This work plan is context-dependent
and might change over time (due to COVID, stakeholder dynamics, etc.).
PROCESS: The work plan should be coordinated by the CIL-leads in interaction with the PIL-leads, with
the assistance of the CIL-mentor (CIL and PIL members could be involved as well).
OUTPUT: stepwise work plan (incl. who, what, when, and how) for dream contracting (no specific
format - not used for reporting).
TIMING: 30/10/2020, individual discussion with CIL-mentors to be planned by the end of October.
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STEP 1. Initiating the dreaming
Step 1-A: Building your “dream farming-landscape”: Envisioning a desired future
GOAL: CIL-members envision a common desired future. Aspects certainly to be considered are
desirable environmental benefits and farming practices (but it can also include other aspects). In this
phase, it is recommended to think at a landscape and/or farm system level, not yet at a contract level
(this is for step 1-B).
PROCESS: This task should be done in a workshop with CIL members (unless there is consensus among
your involved stakeholders about this topic).
Guiding questions for workshop facilitators:
•

•

What kind of farming landscape do we want to reach in 2040? More specifically, there
must be a reflection on desired environmental and climate benefits and the economic
viability of farm systems.
What drivers of change (“enablers” and “inhibitors”) outside of local stakeholders’ (e.g.,
biophysical, social, economic, political) control could prevent or help reach this dream
farming landscape? Examples are: increased customer interest in buying local food,
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) promoting a more circular economy and cooperation
policies, need for energy efficiency, pressure for intensification, increase in tourism, world
prices of agricultural commodities, climate change, rural land abandonment (Online tools
such as Mentimeter could be used here to rank factors).

OUTPUT: Use the reporting template sheet in your respective CIL logbooks: “Building your dream
farming landscape" (see Annex 1: templates for reporting on dream farming-landscapes and dream
contracts).
•
•

Qualitative narrative illustrating your dream farming landscape (300 words max) from
practitioners’ perspectives.
List of “enablers” and “inhibitors” for the dream farming landscape that are currently
shaping and/or might shape the future in your case study area.

TIMING: first dream workshops have to be completed before 05/02/2021.
Step 1-B: Envisioning dream contracts: Which type of contract can contribute to reaching your dream
farming landscape?
GOAL: Once CILs have envisioned what future dream farming landscape they want, they are
encouraged to envision how (a set of) desired contract(s) might help to achieve their dream and how
these contracts should look.
PROCESS: Via a workshop with CIL-members.
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Guiding questions for facilitators:
•
•

What kind of contracts are required in to help us reach the dream farm landscape?
What would be the required dream contract features to reach our dream?

Attention for the facilitator: ask about the contract features (collective, result-based, business fit,
financial model, admin flexibility, control, ensuring objectives met, etc.)
Participants are challenged to reflect on these dream contracts from different perspectives, such as
environmental effectiveness, socio-economic viability, longevity, and application domain. They should
not feel too constrained by present regulations (in other words: stimulate “out of-the-box thinking”).
CIL participants can take inspiration from other initiatives (other contract types ongoing) in their
country or abroad.
OUTPUT: Use the reporting template sheet in your respective CIL logbooks: “Dream contract”,
synthesising it in a semi-open table format, including the contract name, type, and characteristics (see
Annex 1: templates for reporting on dream farming-landscapes and dream contracts). Include between
1 to 3 contracts.
TIMING: Proposals for dream contracting should be ready before 28/02/2021.
STEP 2. From dream to reality: backcasting dream contracts
Step 2: Backcasting for designing dream contract trajectories.
GOAL: Develop a jointly agreed trajectory with logical steps required to realise the dream contract
developed in the previous step.
PROCESS: Workshop with CIL- (and PIL-) members, using “backcasting methodology”. Once you have
visualised the horizon where you want to go (step 1: dream contract), trace the paths to reach it,
reasoning back from there (future) to the current situation (backcasting), describing the
strategies/actions/measures which would be required within the CIL and what the PILs would need to
address, considering/overcoming the drivers of change mentioned before. This will give you an idea of
which steps in time might be necessary to realise the contracts that can support that sustainable vision
of the future (dream farming landscape) (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Different steps from development of dream contracts towards implementation.

Guiding questions for facilitators:
·
·

·
·

Identify the gaps between the current situation and desired future.
What are feasible strategies/actions that should be taken to reach the desired dream contract?
In doing so, a layered time scale could be provided to classify the strategies: short-term
“project lifespan” (from the start of the dream contracting workshop till the end of the project;
2020–2023), medium-term “next CAP program” (2024–2027), long-term (2030–2040). If
possible include at least one action/strategy for each time period (Figure 4).
Identify key stakeholders needed to trace the paths (Are they already involved?) and consider
their/your level of engagement.
Alternative: Perhaps make it simple with a few questions: What? Who? When?
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Figure 4. Defining strategies for realising dream contracts.

OUTPUT: Use the reporting template sheet “Dream contract trajectory”, in your respective CIL
logbooks.
TIMING: Dream contract trajectories should be ready before 30/09/2021

2.3.2

Mitigating the impact of COVID-19

COVID-19 had a major impact on this activity, as planned physical workshops could not be organized
anymore from March 2020 onwards. The uncertainty on the duration of the situation made it also very
difficult for planning activities. Therefore a mitigation strategy was developed that needed to be
adapted to the local COVID-situation and CIL dynamics. The major challenge has been to reconcile
delivering results with reaching good levels of participation. It has been observed that the necessary
engagement and network building is hard to achieve without physical gatherings, especially in regions
where many farmers are not familiar with digital tools (e.g., Spain) or where the network building
within the CIL hasn’t been very strong yet.
The following elements were included in the mitigation strategy:
•

CIL-leads are encouraged to adapt to the situation and continue to organise (virtual)
workshops, bilateral consultations and other activities, according to what’s allowed in
their region at a certain timeframe. For organising virtual meetings, they may use the
guidance document developed by the Lead Partner on effective presentation formats.

•

WP3 leads developed a dynamic and refined methodology + reporting format for dream
contracting for CIL-leads, to create more perspective for planning CIL-activities, while
allowing for necessary flexibility. Intermediate steps are identified where levels of
participation might differ according to the step. This is documented in a virtual dynamic
guideline for CIL-leads.
CIL-mentors and CIL-leads keep in touch regularly to keep track of the progress in the CILs
and discuss problems and possible solutions.
Every 2 months a virtual inter-CIL-meeting is organised to exchange on what’s going on in
the CILs and exchange tips and tricks on dealing with the COVID-situation.

•
•
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•

Every 2–3 months a virtual thematic inter-CIL-meeting is organised to exchange between
CILs on specific topics more in-depth, with possible involvement of researchers and/or
external experts.

2.3.3 Templates for reporting
To collect uniform answers reporting templates have been developed for the different steps involved
in developing dream contracts. The templates can be found in Annex 1: templates for reporting on
dream farming-landscapes and dream contracts.
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2.3.4

Participatory methods used by CILs and stakeholders involved for dream contracting

In Table 3 we show the different participatory methods used by each CIL for envisioning their dream farming-landscapes and dream contracts.
Table 3. Participatory methods used by CILs and stakeholders involved for dream contracting.
CIL

Methods used for dream farming-landscape and dream contract

Actors involved in defining the dream farming landscape and the dream
contract

Limburg

Several small online workshops with a visual artist translated the dream
landscape vision into a picture to support further discussions and interactions

Farmers, employees from the collective, landscape/nature conservation
organisations, a representative of the Maastricht municipality.

Oost-Groningen

Several small online workshops with a visual artist translated the dream
landscape vision into a picture to support further discussions and interactions

Farmers, employees from the collective, landscape/nature conservation
organisations

Flanders:
Koolstofboeren

Two online focus groups sessions with interested farmers.
In depth online survey with farmers to investigate contract preferences
Talks with carbon trading enterprises to identify possibilities and constraints.

Consortium Koolstofboeren: Boerennatuur Vlaanderen (BNVL), Innovatiesteunpunt
(ISP), Rikolto (NGO), Bodemkundige Dienst van België (BDB; soil science institute) +
individual farmers interested in carbon farming techniques.

Flanders: Gulpdal
(Voeren)

Participatory workshops with farmers carried out by intermediary partner
(regional landscape organisation)
Online survey to farmers to collect contract preferences

The dream landscape was developed by governmental administration at regional,
provincial and local level responsible for policy domain in agriculture, nature,
environment and heritage, together with private landscape, farming and hunting
organisations. These partners developed a charter for this region in 2017,
including this vision.
Dream contract characteristics are developed with a local steering group led by the
regional landscape organisation and on the other hand by local land users (farmers
and private owners).

North West
England

Analysis of comments and feedback from stakeholder workshops during first
and second CIL/PIL meetings.
Qualitative interviews with 9 farmers who are taking part in Results Based Agrienvironmental Payment Schemes (RBAPS)
Review of the document: "Vital Uplands: A 2060 vision of England's upland
environment”

Farmers, advisors and facilitators, agency staff, National Park Authority staff
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CIL

Methods used for dream farming-landscape and dream contract

Actors involved in defining the dream farming landscape and the dream
contract

Hautes-Pyrénées

Meetings and working groups
For the dream mountain, participants were asked to close their eyes,
representing themselves walking in the mountain. Each one was then asked to
share what he could see, hear, smell… Firstly was the CIL meeting, and then PIL
reacted on these results. During the sessions they decide on a spokesperson
who goes to the next session to express their reaction. E.g., During PIL meetings
there was one person (shepherd) of the CIL to explain their previous session,
and vice versa within the CIL meetings.
Regarding the dream contract, questions were split, CIL meetings were more
focused on objectives, domain and actors. Some questions from payments and
monitoring will be discussed in the next PIL meeting.

Collective land managers, livestock farmers, shepherds, local elected persons,
AECM's intermediaries/ facilitators, natural protected areas managers,
representatives of administration, environmental NGO's.

Madrid

Interactive online meetings, first with CIL members and then reaction and
comments of the results with PIL members.
For the dream landscape, the dynamic was facilitated by pictures brought by CIL
members, representing elements they would like to promote and those they do
not. Pictures were presented and discussed at the sessions.
For the dream contract, CIL members were focused on objectives, domain,
actors and land tenure, and PIL members on payments and monitoring.
Open discussions were combined with Mentimeter exercises.
After each meeting a report was written by facilitators and it was shared with CIL
and PIL members to receive extra comments or suggestions.

Farmers, environmental NGOs, Land stewardship organisations, technicians of
agrarian park, agrarian organisations (CIL members
Representatives of Madrid Regional Government, specifically those implementing
the PDR in Madrid, i.e. those involved in the agricultural development
programme.

Bornholm

SWOT analysis of the different contract types.
Presentations in plenum with discussions in break-out rooms identifying
relevant issues, barriers and enablers.
2 Dream contract types developed

Farmers, project partners representing the municipality, advisory service,
researchers, environmental NGOs, authorities and politicians.

Agora Natura

Five year co-design project with workshops and interactions

Farmers, Landscaping associations, agro-environmental experts from the Leibniz
Centre for Agricultural Landscape Research, environmental NGO
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CIL

Methods used for dream farming-landscape and dream contract

Actors involved in defining the dream farming landscape and the dream
contract

HiPP

Online meetings to discuss design options and framework conditions using
Brainstorming, Process Net Map.
Online survey to support meetings.

Processors, producers, food manufacturer representative organisation,
consultants;
The Dream chain was developed based on processors‘ perspectives.

North RhineWestphalia

Online survey with farmers, virtual workshops and meetings in-person.

Farmers, conservationists, administrations, advisers and researchers

Örseg National
Park

Monthly online club events. They had free access to everyone and during each
meeting they covered different topics (value chain, landscape and land use in
the past, dream landscape, farm basket, RBAPS, etc.)
Dream contract landscape was designed by CIL members. PIL members gave
feedback to the dream contract workshops.
For the online workshops Mentimeter and Miro board was used, and personal
interviews were carried out

Farmers, restaurant owners, mayor, guesthouse owners, participants of the “club
event” (mainly local people), Örseg National Park Directorate

Unione Comuni
Garfagnana

Online meeting, questionnaires. For the dream landscape pictures were used to
compare different landscapes and to create discussion.

Farmers, custodian farmers, consumers, politicians, local action groups, researchers
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3. INDIVIDUAL DREAM FARMING-LANDSCAPES AND CONTRACTS
In this section we present 13 factsheets containing the dream farming-landscapes and dream contracts
developed by each CIL.

3.1

Dream contract factsheet 1: Limburg (The Netherlands)

3.1.1

Dream farming-landscape

Objective
The Zouwdal area in 2040 is a multifunctional and varied landscape. Food production is in the shape
of small-scale animal husbandry and arable agriculture. The future of the farms is guaranteed by longterm (generational) contracts with the municipality. The agricultural destination of the land has been
safeguarded by a range of contracts. The agricultural land use shows combinations of 'intensive' and
'extensive' agriculture. Small scale farms are thriving economically because the farmers are rewarded
for delivering ecosystem services, by CAP and market structures. Safeguarding ecosystem services is a
central component of the agricultural business. The financial compensation from the market comes
from selling regional products that the consumer knows contribute to a varied and biodiversity-rich
landscape. For example, the farmer harvests only the ear of the grain he grows, and leaves the rest in
the field. This creates shelter for many different kinds of animals. The farmers have been able to
market their products because they have been allowed funds for external project management. They
also received funds to learn more about the ecology of their area, and about how they can embed this
in their businesses. The landscape in Zouwdal has many typical historical landscape elements. First and
foremost there are the various types of land use, as well as hedgerows, thickets, big trees and hollow
roads. Since 2020 there are also edible components in the landscape such as walnut trees. In this smallscale landscape you find many different types of birds. Local citizens feel connected to the area not
only as consumers of the products but also as volunteers helping to maintain the landscape.
Enablers
·
·
·
·
·

Rich, long history of agriculture in the area.
Diversity within and between farms (spreading risks).
Farmers with a strong intrinsic motivation to produce food and ecosystem services.
Close to a large town.
Farmers with motivation to learn more about ecology and about marketing sustainable
products.

Inhibitors
·
·
·
·
·

Lacking long-term vision on part of the government.
Policy is made top-down that is not in tune with the people living and working in the area.
Economic pressure towards scale increase.
Reduction of land available for farmers because other claims are made on it such as solar farms
or housing.
The farmers don't yet know enough about ecology and marketing.
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Actors involved in defining the dream landscape
Farmers, employees from the collective, landscape/nature conservation organisations, a
representative of the Maastricht municipality.
Method used
Several small online workshops and a visual artist translated the dream landscape vision into a picture
(Figure 5) to support further discussion and interactions.

Figure 5. Visualisation of the dream farming-landscape in CIL Limburg.

3.1.2

Dream contract

Objective
The objective of the dream contract is mainly to maintain and enhance ecosystem service delivery,
improve the natural quality of the landscape and its biodiversity. An important side objective is also to
improve the marketing of the local area for tourism.
Measures
A large number of measures are considered to help achieve these objectives. An overview can be found
here.
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Benefits envisaged
·

·

Benefits for farmers: Farmers receive a financial incentive for their contribution, but also pride
and social recognition from their surroundings, increased social cohesion and the certainty
that they can continue farming in the future
Other beneficiaries: Society benefits because there’s a beautiful and robust ecosystem that
people can enjoy for their leisure but that also provides them with the necessary services they
need to live a healthy life

Application domain
·

Farm types: Arable, cattle (for meat)

Contract duration
Minimum of 12 years with a minimum cancellation period of 2 years, or longer depending on the land
use.
Actors
The farmer collective will be involved as an intermediary party that advises, monitors and manages
payments.
Access to land
Not relevant for this case.
Payments
A combination of result and action based payments. There will be a basic remuneration for
implementing a measure plus a bonus if high results are achieved through measurable extra efforts.
Monitoring
We want to move towards more monitoring of results and the quality of the landscape as a whole.
Monitoring protocols have already been developed to achieve this.
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3.2

Dream contract factsheet 2: Oost-Groningen (The Netherlands)

3.2.1

Dream farming-landscape

Objective
The east of Groningen (Oost-Groningen) in 2040 is a heterogeneous landscape. The differences
between the three distinct regions Oldambt, Westerwolde and Veenkoloniën have been preserved
and magnified since 2020. In Oldambt, the focus has remained on arable agriculture. In Veenkoloniën
there is food production and more space for natural elements. In Westerwolde the landscape is truly
mixed because of the success of agricultural nature conservation in that area. In Westerwolde, dairy
farmers and arable farmers are working together to close nutrient cycles. Primary production remains
viable in the landscape because the farmers have realised a business model for more varied crop
rotations. They now deliver food products for human consumption by producing plant-based proteins
(peas, beans etc.), which have become a bigger component in the Dutch diet. This business model also
pays them for delivering ecosystem services, on top of compensation that they get out of the Common
Agricultural Policy. The provincial authorities of Groningen contribute to solving climate issues by
planting woody landscape elements in Veenkoloniën and Oldambt. These woody elements create a
landscape that is perfect habitat for (arable) farmland birds. The elements also help populations of
wild bees, butterflies and moths (pollinators). The differences in the regions have become more
pronounced because the wide open landscape structure of the Oldambt has been guaranteed by
building only small, low thickets next to the ancient dyke structures. In Veenkoloniën the habitat
created by the typical landscape structure of the little canals and waterways are enhanced by similar
thickets. Westerwolde had become a true 'mosaic' landscape. The agricultural nature elements that
typify this area are flower strips.
Enablers
·
·
·
·

Practice and policy partners are used to work with each other and manifesto's or policy
documents underwriting this vision already exist.
The agricultural history of the area is extensive.
Important players in the value chain are starting to focus on local production (instead of world
market bulk production).
Value chain partners are starting to move toward rewarding farmers for environmental
quality.

Inhibitors
·

·
·
·
·

Different expectations among actors, many different ideas for the same region (for example,
plans to solar panel parks to further the energy transition by non-agricultural policy makers
and market initiatives).
A lack of central “top-down” leadership.
A market for biodiversity-friendly products does not yet exist.
Lack of flexibility in existing policies.
Contradictory policies (e.g., for trade imports).

Actors involved in defining the dream landscape
·

Farmers, employees from the collective, landscape/nature conservation organisations
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Method used
Several small online workshops and a visual artist translated the dream landscape vision into a picture
(Figure 6) to support further discussion and interactions.

Figure 6. Visualisation of the dream farming-landscape in CIL Oost-Groningen.

3.2.2

Dream contract

Objective
The objective of the dream contract is mainly to create habitats for protected species, to protect and
enhance the landscape, maintain and develop functional agro-biodiversity, and to remunerate farmers
for lost income. An important side objective is also to improve the marketing of the local area for
tourism.
Measures
A large number of measures are considered to help achieve these objectives. An overview can be found
here.
Benefits envisaged
·

Benefits for farmers: Positive image, enjoyment of their work, stable income, maintenance of
natural capital (soil), knowledge of ecology and agronomic practices, networks and
cooperation
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·

Other beneficiaries: The different levels of government (they come closer to reaching their
environmental goals), businesses that are involved in activities related to agro-nature
management, such as seed companies, the tourism sector through improved landscape
quality.

Application domain
·

Farm types: arable, dairy

Contract duration
There is no general consensus for a contract duration. Generally longer than 6 years as long as there is
evaluation and the opportunity to change the contract in between. Some farmers want contracts over
20 years, others are more in favour of shorter periods that allow more flexibility.
Actors
The farmer collective will be involved as an intermediary party that advises, monitors and manages
payments.
Access to land
Not relevant for this case.
Payments
Farmers favour action based payments.
Monitoring
It will be done based on practices but also on results. Monitoring protocols have already been
developed to achieve this and will be followed up by the collective. The collective is assessed by an
independent third party to be accredited.
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3.3

Dream contract factsheet 3: Flanders – Koolstofboeren (Belgium)

3.3.1

Dream farming-landscape

Objective
Our vision is to promote a farming sector that contributes to halting climate change and is more
adapted to its effects (like more extreme weather conditions). We want to stimulate and support
farmers to integrate carbon sequestration as an important component in the farm business in a way
that generates as well positive impacts on soil and water conservation, landscape and biodiversity
restoration and improves their farm economic resilience.
Enablers
·
·
·
·

Great interest among farmers, who are intrinsically motivated
High EU policy interest
Good knowledge on effect of measures
Intermediary organisations ready to facilitate

Inhibitors
·
·
·

High technical requirements to access the certification market
Competitive market (different platforms/sellers are arising in a short time frame), which puts
pressures on the prices.
High dependency of policy framework (e.g., eligibility of measures), which is not stable yet.

Actors involved in defining the dream landscape
Consortium Koolstofboeren: Boerennatuur Vlaanderen (BNVL), Innovatiesteunpunt (ISP), Rikolto
(NGO), Bodemkundige Dienst van België (BDB; soil science institute) + individual farmers interested in
carbon farming techniques.
Method used
Interested farmers have been identified by BNVL and BDB via individual contacts. Two online focus
group sessions with farmers have been carried out by ISP to identify their interests and expectations.
A more in-depth online survey with farmers has been carried out to investigate their contract
preferences. Different bilateral talks have been carried out with carbon trading enterprises to identify
possibilities and constraints.
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3.3.2

Dream contract

Objective
The aim of this contract is to stimulate farmers to store carbon at their farms (in the soils and the
vegetation).
Benefits envisaged
·

·

Societal/environmental benefits:
o climate change mitigation and adaptation,
o soil and water conservation,
o improve biodiversity, and
o landscape restoration.
Benefits for farmers:
o improved soil and water conservation: better soil quality (structure, water retention,
health);
o higher yields on the long term;
o higher income;
o better image (appreciation by others).

Application domain
·
·
·

Farm types: arable, mixed, livestock, fruit production
Land use: arable land (mainly), grassland, orchards
Land tenure conditions: Private or leased private land

Measures
·
·
·
·
·

Incorporation of organic matter in the soil (plant residues, wood chips (Figure 7), stable
manure, compost).
Extending crop rotation.
Sowing of cover crops, alfalfa, etc.
Grass-herb strips.
Planting of wood trees, hedges.
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Figure 7. Improving organic matter in the soil by incorporating wood chips (©BNVL).

Contract duration
·

10–20 years (57% prefer to maintain the measures for 20 years or more, 29% for 10 years, 14%
for 5 years)

Actors
·

·

Farmers: The contracts are currently planned to be with individual farmers. Although a farmer
group is not active yet, all farmers find cooperation between farmers on this subject
important. Cooperation between farmers will be facilitated to share knowledge and
experience, coordinate actions and improve results.
Intermediaries: Intermediate parties will be involved in advisory, monitoring and managing
payments + selling carbon certificates. This will be coordinated within a platform structure (to
be developed). Facilitation of exchange between farmers will be led by Boerennatuur.
Monitoring of soil characteristics will be carried out by BDB (Soil Science Institute). Precise
roles of different actors are not decided yet.

Access to land
Not relevant for this case.
Payments
·
·

·

Private funding combining payments of companies and citizens trough carbon markets and/or
crowdfunding initiatives.
The payments will be based on the (forecasted) results: the more carbon is stored, the more a
farmer will be paid. The impact of the measures will be estimated and the farmer will be paid
accordingly. Adjustments in actual payments may occur based on field monitoring. (64% of the
farmers prefer to know in advance the exact payments, while 36% prefer a basic payment with
an extra top-up based on results).
Bilateral payments
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·

No higher price for agricultural products. It is an additional short-chain selling of an ecosystem
service besides their product

Monitoring
A combination of practices and results will be monitored, with an emphasis on results. The major result
indicator is carbon storage in the soil, although other ecosystem services will be monitored as well,
depending on the type of measure.
Farm advisors will monitor the practices and results (soil samples by soil science institute), with the
help of farmers, which will be asked to collect data and observations in a field diary. Depending on the
certification scheme that will be used, extra third party control might be necessary. Every year a more
general evaluation will be made, combined with a more in-depth monitoring every 3 years.

©Contracts2.0 – 23/06/2021

www.project-contracts20.eu

31 / 92

D 3.3 - Report with a set of dream contracts and their expected application domain

3.4

Dream contract factsheet 4: Flanders – Gulpdal (Voeren) (Belgium)

3.4.1

Dream farming-landscape

Objective
The vision for the Voerstreek is to develop as a strong natural and landscape core within the MeuseRhine/Vlaanderen/Belgium Euro-region. In particular to strive for a balanced sustainable development
of the natural, landscape, heritage and agricultural values of the region, aimed at preserving and
improving the quality of life, supporting a vibrant agricultural sector, conservation of heritage and
nature, restoration of ecological water quality, reducing the risk of flood damage and the wellconsidered touristic/recreational shared use of the landscape in Voeren.
Enablers
·
·
·

Good dialogue between governmental administrations
The “island” situation (Voeren is located geographically disconnected from the rest of Flanders
region) makes it a good test case for optimising policy instruments
Great societal appreciation for the unique aesthetic and natural values of the landscape

Inhibitors
·
·

High pressure for land with lands being bought up by foreign investors
Economic incentives to convert grassland to cropland

Actors involved in defining the dream landscape
This dream landscape developed by governmental administrations at regional, provincial and local
level responsible for policy domains of agriculture, nature, environment and heritage, together with
private landscape, farming and hunting organisations. These partners developed a charter for this
region in 2017, including this vision.
The dream contract characteristics are developed in interaction by on one hand a local steering group
(including the partners mentioned above) led by the regional landscape organisation and on the other
hand by the local land users (farmers and private land owners) via stakeholder workshops, individual
contacts and a survey.
Method used
Participatory workshops with farmers have been carried out by an intermediary partner (regional
landscape organisation). Because of the COVID-situation the preferences of farmers regarding the
dream contract characteristics have been collected via an online survey.
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3.4.2

Dream contract

The dream contract is not fully developed yet but will continue to develop over the duration of the
project.
Objective
The dream contract aims at:
·
·
·

preservation of aesthetic landscape values,
biodiversity conservation;
mitigation and adaptation of climate change by improving carbon storage and reducing the
impact of extreme weather effects (drought, flooding, erosion).

Benefits envisaged
·

·

Societal/environmental benefits:
o preservation of aesthetic landscape values,
o biodiversity conservation,
o mitigation and adaptation of climate change by improving carbon storage and
reducing the impact of extreme weather effects (drought, flooding, erosion).
Benefits for farmers:
o more climate resilient farming
o financial support

Figure 8. Farmers planting high stemmed fruit trees in the meadows of Gulpdal (©RLH).
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Application domain
·
·
·

Farm types: livestock, arable farmer, fruit producers.
Land use: grassland, arable land, fruit orchards (Figure 8).
Land tenure conditions: Private or leased private land.

Measures
·
·

Grassland management
Management of landscape elements (trees, hedges, hedgerows, etc.)

Contract duration
Ideal contract period: 5–10 years
Actors
·

·

Farmers: The contracts are currently planned to be with individual farmers (with a potential
group bonus). Cooperation between farmers will be encouraged to share knowledge and
experience, coordinate actions and improve results.
Intermediaries: Intermediate parties will be involved in facilitating the exchange between
farmers and organisation of training events, monitoring and managing payments. The general
coordination and payments will be led by the regional landscape organisation, facilitation
exchange between farmers by Boerennatuur. Precise roles of different actors are not decided
yet.

Access to land
Not relevant for this case.
Payments
·
·
·
·

Public funding combining funding from different policy domains.
The payment will most likely consist of a basic payment with a bonus based on results (44% of
farmers prefer this, while 33% prefer a result-based and 22% a management based contract)
Bilateral payments with a potential group bonus
No higher price for agricultural products

Monitoring
A combination of practices and results are intended to be monitored, with a major focus of the steering
group on results. Indicators under consideration are both positive indicators: ecological grassland
quality (species diversity, cover, vegetation structure), landscape quality (presence of landscape
elements, natural flooding areas, grazing intensity) and negative indicators: use of herbicides,
reseeding of grassland
Monitoring is intended to be carried out by an independent body, together with a farmer.
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3.5

Dream contract factsheet 5: North West England (UK)

3.5.1

Dream farming-landscape

Objective
People and communities are central to the farmed upland landscape. Communities and economies are
vibrant and sustainable. Food, wood and other raw materials are produced sustainably. The land use
helps to mitigate and reduce climate change by storing carbon and providing renewable energy from
a variety of sources. Land management helps to minimise flooding, provides a reliable clean water
supply and prevents wildfires. Ecosystems are resilient and natural processes adapt to large-scale
change. Health and wellbeing benefits from upland landscapes and historic environments are valued
and shared.
Vibrant farms producing livestock (for meat, dairy, wool) that they are able to sell at a price that allows
them to make a living. Ideally independent from subsidies (recognising the end of the Basic Payment
Scheme) but requiring the support from Countryside Stewardship schemes (AES). Recognising the
importance of social cohesion, landscape, archaeology and biodiversity, water supply and carbon
sequestration. Adequately integrating the commons and ensure commoners are paid for delivery of
ecosystem services by the market as well as the state.
Enablers
·

·
·

·
·
·
·
·
·

·

Stabilised soils: All eroding peat soils and blanket bog have been stabilised, wetted-up and
vegetated. All other soils are managed so that compaction and erosion are minimised, and
they can accumulate organic matter, and therefore carbon. Grouse moor managers, as owners
of the majority of northern England’s upland peat resource and heather moorland, have
embraced the challenge of managing soil carbon resources sustainably and modified their
management where appropriate.
Sustainable grazing and burning practices on grouse moors create diverse vegetation
structures and habitat mosaics.
Grazing systems have different intensities, including cattle, sheep and ponies, and produce
food as well as water quality, carbon stores, landscape and wildlife habitat. Minimised use of
external inputs based on oil, and GHG-intensive fertiliser and feed.
More and better managed woodlands, including mixed and conifer (commercial) forests as
natural regeneration of remnant native woods, with improved connectivity
Green energy with minimised impacts on environment and landscape, no longer reliant on
fossil fuels
Innovative land owners and managers including farmers, foresters, sporting and recreation
managers, common land and nature reserve managers
Cooperation across ownership and administrative boundaries; respectful and long enduring
relationships between individuals and groups
New markets for water and carbon
Communities are supported by a broad mix of businesses like food and raw materials, tourism,
recreation, sporting and game management, education, health, water, the arts, green energy
and transport, conservation
Sustainable consumers (locals and visitors) recognise and value the benefits from the
landscape and reduce any negative impacts through their choices
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·
·
·

Upland education programmes for wider public, professional knowledge and innovative skills
of farmers and land managers
Rewards for farmers and land managers for provision of environmental goods and services
Fair and transparent administration, good and regular communication

Inhibitors
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

Insufficient budget allocated to support schemes and advisory services
Price/cost fluctuations: when sheep price is high, environmental schemes cannot compete, it
is more attractive for farmers to increase stocking density
Engrained paradigm (in both farmers and administration) of AES paying for prescribed actions
Desire for cost-effective schemes; monitoring perceived as costly
Premise of voluntary engagement which limits coordinated/ landscape-scale management
(pattern of land ownership/tenure, individual landowner motivations and social dynamics)
lack of time and resources to dedicate to developing strong partnerships
Commonplace use of short-term tenancy agreements is at odds with achieving longer term
outcomes
Disconnect between public and the natural & cultural heritage
School curriculum no longer includes education about farming

Actors involved
Farmers, advisors and facilitators, agency staff, National Park Authority staff
Method used
Analysis of comments and feedback from stakeholder workshops (building on information from CIL
and PIL meetings (Nov 2019/Feb 2020), qualitative interviews with 9 farmers (Jan 2021) who are taking
part in the RBAPS pilot in Wensleydale, Yorkshire Dales National Park and documents (Vital Uplands:
A 2060 vision of England's upland environment).

3.5.2

Dream contract

Objective
Payment by results contract, to initially focus on species rich hay meadows (biodiversity) and creating
habitat for wading birds (supporting declining farmland birds) but with potential to broaden out to
other targets. The contract would provide incentives to: i) reduce intensity of land management and
compensate for the lower yield, ii) lower nutritional value of feed produced, and iii) include additional
management activities (e.g., seeding wildflowers, maintaining wader scrapes).
Measures
This contract will not prescribe practices but leave the management decision to the farmer. Common
practices include one cut for hay in late July, reseeding wildflowers or plug plants, spot spraying or
hand pulling of unwanted plants (thistle, docks, nettles), rush cutting, non-repair of blocked drains,
maintaining wet features such as ditches, scrapes and/or ponds.
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Benefits envisaged
·

·

Societal/environmental benefits:
o Maintaining species richness (wildflowers) in hay meadows that disappear with
frequent cutting for silage/haylage or higher stocking densities; reduced use of
nitrogen fertiliser, reduced use of weed killers, reduced use of heavy machinery for
mowing, baling, harrowing to reduce soil compaction.
o There is a question around whether this contract needs more targeting to e.g.,
specifically valuable habitats (protecting existing) or to areas with potential (to
develop to higher value habitat) or to areas with most natural and/economic
constraints?
o If possible: encourage smaller hay bales stored in traditional field barns which would
enhance incentives to maintain them; incentivise or require maintenance of walls and
hedges; involve volunteers from the local area in monitoring to enhance relationships
and understanding of farming practices
Benefits for farmers:
o Compensation for the lower yield, lower nutritional value of feed produced, and cost
of additional management activities and monitoring;
o Increasing knowledge of species, habitats and natural processes.
o (Marginal?) Cost savings on spraying, fuel.
o Reducing plastic use.
o Enhanced reputation among community/ society for delivering public good (Although
this point is less tangible and fairly abstract, and may in some cases link to a loss of
reputation among farming communities and cause disputes with neighbours/ family).

Application domain
·
·
·

Farm types: upland livestock farmers with sheep and cattle (Figure 9)
Land use: permanent grassland, hay meadows and pastures
Land tenure conditions: mix of owner occupier (farmer owns land), leased land, common land

Contract duration
Ideal contract period: 5–10 years
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Figure 9. Upland livestock farming in CIL North West England.

Actors
·

·

·
·

Local residents and visitors benefit from enhanced natural and cultural heritage (farmland
birds, wildflower species, pollinators; field barns; rare livestock breeds); this could even
include reduced use of plastics (small hay bales rather than wrapped silage bales); local
residents downstream benefit from flood mitigation through better soil management,
infiltration, possibility of tourist tax
Farmers: There is scope to support group cohesion among the farmers who are involved
already via additional opportunities to meet up and exchange, perhaps tailored by subcontract (i.e. beyond the yearly general meeting)
Likely the Yorkshire Dales National Park farm team as advisors and supporting monitoring.
Payment Management via Natural England(?)

Access to land
Not relevant for this case.
Payments
·
·
·
·

Currently public funding only.
Payment towards individual farmers.
Payment Management via Natural England (?)
Currently result-based payments only, exploring the combination with actions (although this
has been seen as a return to the 'prescriptive' approach e.g., when there was too much
emphasis on creating wader scrapes)
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·

·

·

Increments: Currently the result-based contract has 5 pay bands, this seems workable (Hay
meadows £/ha 112, 186, 260, 334, 371; Waders 35, 69, 104, 139, 174). There is scope to
explore the integration of actual nest/ eggs/ chicks hatched/ bird counts (many farmers were
keen to see this indicator included); and testing the use of photographic evidence.
There is also scope to integrate a bonus for farms who have maintained x% of their dry stone
walls and x% of field barns in good condition (need to check to how many farms this would be
relevant, or when it may be justified to make this a condition of entry)
Can the maximum payment be higher than compensation for income forgone and costs?

Monitoring
·

·

·

·

·
·
·

Results will definitely be monitored as they are the basis for payment. For the pilot, the
monitoring of management practices can be useful to identify the links between management
and outcomes, however, it also requires more resources (currently not decided yet).
For hay meadows the results are based on the presence of particular plant species along a
transect survey line across the Agreement Land and an overall assessment of whether the
Agreement Land has been affected by damaging activities. During the survey the assessor will
record the presence of positive species (flowers and grasses typically found in traditional hay
meadows) and negative species (undesirable species such as common dock and cow parsley).
Each species is given a points score (positive or negative value) and the individual scores are
then added together to give a total. Timing: before hay is cut and majority of plant species are
in flower, i.e. late June to late July
For the waders the results for breeding wader habitat are judged by assessing vegetation
height, cover of rush, extent and quality of wet features and the extent of any damage to the
sward from poaching, machinery movements etc. Timing: May to early June.
Currently the farmer and advisor (and very limited external volunteer monitoring). There is
scope to see if volunteer monitoring can be extended and used to build relationships between
farmers and locals?
Likely the Yorkshire Dales National Park farm team as advisors and supporting monitoring.
Payment Management via Natural England(?)
Explore drone or other photographic evidence for rush cover or wetness?
Will there a third party that controls the monitoring body (e.g., an accreditation body, an
independent public body, etc.)?
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3.6

Dream contract factsheet 6: Hautes-Pyrénées (France)

3.6.1

Dream farming-landscape

Objective
The “dream mountain” is made of a multitude of open environments (lawns, high meadows) and
closed environments (chestnut forests, fir trees). Grazing contributes to the maintenance of these
landscapes, including the most difficult areas. The development of undergrowth and isolated trees
which constitute habitats for wild fauna and which contribute to the maintenance of the soil are
controlled. The “dream mountain” is then a hotspot of biodiversity, endowed with a common flora
and fauna enriched with many native species. The mountain is clean and the water is clear and
plentiful.
In these mountains the summer pastures are places of life closely connected with villages. Small and
large herds of various domestic species (sheep, cows, goats, horses, donkeys) circulate in dedicated
areas, each contributing to maintaining the environment according to a suitable guarding method and
according to “his tooth and his digestive system”.
Collective land managers coordinate the work of shepherds and breeders. They allow a great diversity
of “local” and “outsider” mountain users (breeders, walkers, athletes or hunters). The sharing of this
exceptional space is based on the adoption and promotion of common values and a dialogue based on
mutual recognition of everyone's knowledge and experiences.
The “dream mountain” is alive, dynamic. A bearer of traditions, it is also a place of progress and
innovation. It is constantly evolving according to the climate and the redistribution of uses. Under
these conditions, it contributes to the development of economic activities producing quality products
in a healthy environment where the animals are well fed and in good health. It is attractive to breeders
and shepherds who find good working conditions there, which facilitates the renewal of farmer
generations.
Enablers
·
·
·

Increased recognition of pastoralism actors as environmental actors
Positive communication of pastoral activities around the notion of quality products and the
well-being of animals
Regional support for maintaining pastoral activities and shepherds training

Inhibitors
·
·
·
·

Climate change and lack of water
Young people no longer want to settle, and agricultural aid turns out to be unsuitable or
harmful to collective dynamics
Predation will increase to a point that no more breeders will send their animals in the
mountain
The mountain faces a massive tourist influx of people who do not know pastoral uses
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Actors involved in defining the dream landscape
Collective land managers, livestock farmers, shepherds, local elected persons, AECM's intermediaries/
facilitators, natural protected areas managers, representatives of administration, environmental
NGO's.
Method used
Mostly via “traditional” working groups (Figure 10). As an introduction, participants were asked to
close their eyes, representing themselves walking in the mountain. Each one was then asked to share
what he could see, hear, smell, etc.

Figure 10. Dream contracting meeting in Tarbes.

3.6.2

Dream contract

Objective
The environmental objectives cannot be defined in a top-down manner. Their identification will be the
result from a shared understanding of pastoral and ecological challenges and a co-construction of the
territory's actors (farmers, elected persons, hunters, forest managers, protected areas managers, etc.).
The environmental and climate objectives will therefore be defined locally, for each summer land, by
a working group following a shared ecological and pastoral diagnosis.
Measures
Three types of measures are considered 1) maintain current collective management, 2) reopening
pastoral land and 3) fine-tuned integrated environmental management with possible experimentation.
Benefits envisaged
·
·

Benefits for farmers: depending on internal distribution rule: partly financial, but mostly nonfinancial and indirect (e.g., collective funding of guarding, financing collective infrastructures).
Other beneficiaries: tourists, hunters, forest managers, conservationists, etc.

©Contracts2.0 – 23/06/2021

www.project-contracts20.eu

41 / 92

D 3.3 - Report with a set of dream contracts and their expected application domain
Application domain
·
·
·

Farm types: Pastoral farms
Land use: heterogeneous land use (mosaic-like): grassland, forest, barrens, shrubs.
Land tenure conditions: Communal land (90%), used by a group of farmers and other land
users (hunters, hikers, etc.), managed by elected people (with or without the farmers) or a
group of farmers and some under the regulation of the natural protected areas administration.

Contract duration
·

2–7 years depending of the type of commitment, however the programs/schemes must be
stabilised over the long term

Actors
·

·
·

·

A working group which brings together the different actors of the territory will prioritise the
environmental issues, co-edit a management plan leading to the identification of appropriate
sustainable management measures, of suitable indicators, and the monitoring indicators. The
collective land manager will also update the collective grazing rules and edit a charter to be
signed by the breeders.
Two intermediaries (a pastoral expert and an ecologist one) will be funded to facilitate the
contractual process upstream and downstream:
Upstream: realise the eco-pastoral diagnostic, support the creation of a local working group,
advise on the environmental priorities and the measures/practices to be contracted
accordingly, co-edit the management plan
Downstream: facilitate annual meetings for monitoring and adapting the practices, facilitate
the reporting to the administration

Access to land
Each year, farmers are expected to sign a charter before sending their animals on collective land.
Payments
The payment will be mainly public and will be based on the coordination costs supported by the
collective land manager to maintain the current collective land management, interact with the
environmental actors to prioritise environmental challenge, in co-editing and implementing
collectively the management plan and monitoring the actions.
Monitoring
To be determined during further workshops.
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3.7

Dream contract factsheet 7: Madrid Region (Spain)

3.7.1

Dream farming landscape

Objective
The dream contract landscape is located in the countryside and fertile plains of Madrid. This area is
characterised by Mediterranean herbaceous crops with cereals, olive groves, and vineyards. However,
horticultural production can also be found in the river meadows. By the year 2040 we want to preserve
the heterogeneous and multifunctional landscape of the area, protecting the agricultural landscapes,
but also including the non-productive ones. To achieve this, we want to promote a multifunctional
agriculture where the productive sector and the services it provides to society in the management of
the territory are revalued. Agricultural activity will be diversified and the natural value of this area will
be enhanced through environmental practices that promote biodiversity such as connectivity between
spaces through green infrastructure, green covers or traditional elements of the landscape. This area
has a large amount of fertile soils due to the presence of rivers, so it is essential to protect the soil from
crop intrusion, monocultures, excessive use of external inputs and from disorganised urban
development. Adoptions of more sustainable farming practices need to be supported economically. It
is essential to improve the profitability of producers, to avoid speculation on agricultural land and not
to let the market decide for farmers. To ensure agricultural activity it is important to ensure rural life
and to cover minimum services. People in rural areas are essential to maintain the landscape. In
addition, cooperation and coordination between the productive sector and other agents and sectors
of the territory will be promoted. The aim is also to recover collective management of the land and to
recover livestock farming in the area and its synergies with agriculture.
Inhibitors
·
·
·
·

Disorganised growth of urban areas
Lack of human resources in the administration and long bureaucratic processes to change
minor things
Market power decides for price
Limited consumers’ willingness to pay “real” prices for food

Enablers
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

CAP adaptation to more agri-environmental promotion practices
New Agri-environmental measures in the rural development programme adapted to Madrid
territory (including also horticultural production)
Increased consumer preference for local products
Farmers awareness to protect fertile soils
Farmers cooperation with other sectors in the region
Private initiatives for cooperation (cooperatives, producers associations, alternative food
networks, etc.)
Collective infrastructures
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Actors involved in defining the dream landscape
·
·

CIL members: Farmers, environmental NGOs, Land stewardship organisations, technicians of
agrarian park, agrarian organisations
Validation with PIL members: Representatives of Madrid Regional Government, specifically
those implementing the Rural Development Programme in Madrid, it is, those involved in the
agricultural development programme.

Method used
Two online workshops with CIL members, 3 online workshops with PIL members. Dynamisation and
participation during the participatory sessions were facilitated by:
·
·

·
·

Open discussion
A dream landscape facilitated by pictures brought by participants (with pictures representing
elements they would like to promote and those they don't). Every picture was presented and
discussed at the session (Figure 11).
Mentimeter exercises
Reports done by the team were shared with CIL and PIL members to receive extra comments
or suggestions.

Figure 11. Envisioning dream landscape in Madrid facilitated by pictures brought by participants.
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3.7.2

Dream contract

Land tenure and result-based hybridisation for horticultural production
Objective
The dream contract is the result of the combination of a land tenure contract with result-based
approach. Initially will be focused on small scale horticultural farmers in the south area of Madrid
region, where the horticultural production is still maintained. It will be a contract with the
commitments to adopt certain agro-environmental practices with the main goal of solving the
following environmental challenges from Madrid:
·
·
·
·

habitat and biodiversity conservation in agricultural landscapes,
improve soil quality and fertility,
preserve quality of multifunctional agricultural landscapes;
the contract will be mediated by land stewardship entities.

Measures
·
·
·

Conservation of margins and vegetation islands (green infrastructures)
Crop diversification
Other management decisions will be taken by the farmer following the result-based
philosophy.

Benefits envisaged
·

·

Societal/environmental benefits:
o Conserving habitats and biodiversity in agricultural landscapes
o Improving the quality and fertility of soil
o Conserving the quality of multifunctional agricultural landscapes
o Revaluing the agricultural landscape of the Madrid Region
o Other actors benefit from the added value: People from rural areas, and also people
from the city (Madrid), other farmers, beekeepers, tourists, irrigation communities,
consumers, hunters.
Benefits for farmers:
o Payments from the contracts
o Advice and support
o Revaluing and improving the reputation of the productive sector
o Networking and collaboration with other farmers participating at the measure
o Differentiated marketing of their products for the adoption of certain practices.
o The inclusion of land stewardship entities will speed up the process and allow for
better technical and administrative advice to farmers.

Application domain
·
·
·

Farm types: Small scale horticultural farms
Land use: Arable lands
Land tenure conditions: Private and public
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Contract duration
·

Five years

Actors
·
·
·

Authorities: Madrid Regional Government
Farmers
Intermediary parties: land stewardships entities might be involved in the contract as an
intermediary parties.

Access to land
Not relevant for this case.
Payments
·

·
·

Mainly public funding: current agri-environmental schemes (at least at the beginning). Public
funding can be more forward-looking and secure, while private funding can be driven by
monetary interests.
Payments will be prioritised for the collective of farmers.
Payments will be based on both actions (management practices) and results.

Monitoring
·

·
·

A combination of practices and results will be monitored. Results will be monitored as they are
the basis for payment, but the management of the practices adopted will be also taken into
account.
Criteria or indicators are under development
Monitoring has to be done in a mixed way (regional authorities and farmers), administrations
have to carry out certain controls in order to be able to make payments, but it is essential that
the sector itself can self-regulate and be part of the control bodies.
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3.8

Dream contract factsheet 8: Bornholm (Denmark)

3.8.1

Dream farming-landscape

Objective
In 2050 the farming sector on Bornholm is climate neutral and climate robust. In the Contract
Innovation Lab at Bornholm we will look at the contributions from solutions related to land
management and optimal contracts for the implementation of the solutions.
In 2040 management of agricultural landscapes are based on local dialog. The CIL will look at
management of agricultural landscapes and the options for locally based implementation of contracts
for support using the example of farming permanent grassland.
Enablers
·
·
·
·
·
·

Climate neutral is also climate robust - less uncertainty growing crops
Local demonstration farms on Bornholm
New farming systems: Conservation agriculture, reduced or no tillage, precision farming
Larger areas with grass - grass for proteins
Stop for farming on carbon rich soils - state to buy up land
Collectives/collaboration based on interests

Inhibitors
·
·
·
·
·
·

Uncertainty on the effects of farming practices
Control: time consuming and risks for losing payments (considered as unfair).
Administration: cost of implementation decrease payments to farmers
Use of straw for producing energy
Compatibility between alternative income sources and the CAP
Uncertainty on content of future CAP

Actors involved in defining the dream landscape
The goals for the farming sector on Bornholm were developed/agreed upon during the two first
meetings in the Contract Innovation Lab. The first meeting was arranged in the core CIL with farmers
(and the project partners representing the Municipality, the advisory service and research), the second
meeting was arranged in the broad CIL including farmers and a broad range of local actors such as
NGOs, authorities and politicians. The climate goal is for 2050 to align with the goal of the national
organisation of farmers.
Method used
At the first meeting SWOT analysis of different contract types was implemented in a workshop setting
with all participants. In the second meeting, with almost 60 participants, we combined presentations
in plenum with discussion in break-out groups identifying relevant issues and barriers and enablers.
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3.8.2

Dream contract 1: carbon farming

The dream contract is not fully developed yet but will continue to develop over the duration of the
project.
Objective
Our dream contract provides financial incentive for the farmers to maintain or shift to more climate
neutral farming practices and to maintain and increase carbon stocks in soil and vegetation.
The contracts will focus on farming practices that enhance the robustness of farming to future climate
changes.
Measures
·
·
·
·

Conservation agriculture (Figure 12),
Reduced or no-tillage systems,
Holistic grazing,
Hedges

Benefits envisaged
·
·

Societal/environmental benefits:
o Reduced emissions and increased storage of carbon
Benefits for farmers:
o More climate robust farming (soil health, resilience to extreme weather etc.)
o Possibility to sell carbon certificates

Application domain
·
·
·

Farm types: all
Land use: arable and grassland
Land tenure conditions: Private or leased private land

Contract duration
Ideal contract period: 5–10 years
Actors
·

·
·

Farmers: The planned contracts are individual. For the duration of the project a group of
farmers are involved in the CIL. After the project continuation of the initiative lies with the
advisory service.
Advisory service (project partner) provides knowledge on farming practices.
Carbon certificate trading platform can provide payments to the farmers if they are interested.

Access to land
N/A.
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Figure 12. Exploring the potential to increase carbon content in the dream contract of Bornholm.

Payments
·

·

·
·

Funding: Funding is currently unclear as the farmers in the CIL have rejected the option of
funding through trade with carbon certificates. They prefer measures like Conservation
Agriculture and reduced tillage to be included in a carbon farming eco-scheme in the revised
CAP-payments.
From the beginning only action based, but it is planned to explore a result-based option. The
payments vary according to previous and current management at a continuous scale.
Maximum payments may be higher than compensation for income forgone and costs.
Individual payments, no collective of farmers will be involved.
No higher price for agricultural products

Monitoring
·
·
·

From the beginning only practices are monitored (compliance with management plan), but it
is planned to explore monitoring results (carbon content).
Monitoring will follow guidelines from Carbon certificate trading platform supplemented with
measurements by project partners.
Monitoring will be carried out, at a yearly basis by an independent body, including third party
accreditation.
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3.8.3

Dream contract 2: grassland management

The dream contract is not fully developed yet but will continue to develop over the duration of the
project.
Objective
Currently the dream contract is an add-on to the existing measures on management of permanent
grassland. In contrast to the existing measure that is implemented at national level, the dream contract
is implemented at the local level taking into account local priorities and local knowledge.
The management of the permanent grassland in the dream contract is fixed for the duration of the
contract, but develops over time based on continuous monitoring of the condition of the grassland.
Measures
Grazing and/or other types of grassland management.
Benefits envisaged
·

·

Societal/environmental benefits:
o Maintenance of valuable agricultural landscapes
o Biodiversity
o Some of the areas will include initiatives on public access
Benefits for farmers:
o Payments from the contracts and grazing of livestock. The quality of the feed can be
very low.

Application domain
·
·
·

Farm types: Farms with cattle, sheep or goats
Land use: Permanent grassland
Land tenure conditions: Private (persons and funds) and public (state and municipality)

Contract duration
Not defined yet.
Actors
·

·
·

Authorities (Municipality, local body of Nature Agency) have an obligation to manage
publically owned land and this obligation will be fulfilled through the contracts. In case of
publically owned land the contracted farmers can be paid through for example reduced leases.
For privately owned land a model for payments still has to be developed.
Farmers: the planned contracts are individual, but a forum for exchange of experience is under
consideration.
Intermediary parties: to be involved but the exact set-up is to be developed.

Access to land
Access to land for farmers will be coupled with requirements on grassland management.
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Payments
·
·
·
·

Public funding: current agri-environmental schemes.
Payments will be based on both actions and results. It is not decided yet how this would work.
Individual payments, no collective of farmers will be involved.
No higher price for agricultural products

Monitoring
·
·

A combination of practices and results will be monitored. Criteria or indicators are not selected
yet.
Monitoring will be carried out 1 or 2 times a year by the farmer and local authorities.
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3.9

Dream contract factsheet 9: Agora Natura (Germany)

3.9.1

Dream farming-landscape

Objective
We want an agricultural landscape in which diverse land use predominates. In some areas, it should
be possible that agricultural production is not the main focus, but that biodiversity and ecosystem
services are also taken into account or even clearly focussed on. Since the loss of biodiversity in
agricultural landscapes is particularly severe, they also hold great potential for restoring what has been
lost. Many farmers and landowners across Germany want to use their land and expertise to create
valuable habitats and manage these areas in ways that facilitate the provision of vital ecosystem
services. However, the current economic framework makes this very unattractive. Government
support instruments are sometimes bureaucratic, poorly targeted and unattractive for farmers. At the
same time, there is a growing awareness and demand for the conservation of biodiversity and
ecosystem services among the population at large. Businesses, philanthropists and citizens can
promote flexible regional measures to support the provision of public goods, complementing
governmental federal instruments. They can thus have a direct influence on the landscape they want
to live in. We therefore envision a landscape in which actors have digital solutions to engage
collaboratively and effectively in conservation in their region. This is where the farmer meets the
committed entrepreneur and the landscape conservationist meets the bee lover. Together they ensure
more biodiversity and nature services in the landscape: some through their commitment in the field sowing, tending or careful retreat. The others through their financial support. Together they create
additional nature conservation areas with measurable added value.
Enablers
·
·
·
·
·

Increased media attention (on biodiversity loss as well as how to support farmers)
Increased consumer demand
Increased employee demand
Potential political incentives, i.e. making biodiversity investments tax-free
Impact of biodiversity loss on supply chains becoming more noticeable

Inhibitors
·
·
·
·

Changing priorities for potential financiers (e.g., COVID-19 and its disruptive impact, including
economic impact)
Increased economic pressure for intensification
Lack of public trust in certificates
Climate change causing businesses to exclusively focus on CO2 offsetting/carbon credits while
neglecting biodiversity

Actors involved in defining the dream landscape
·
·
·
·

Farmers
Landscaping associations
Agri-environmental experts from the Leibniz Centre for Agricultural Landscape Research
Environmental NGO
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Method used
·

3.9.2

Five year co-design project, with a broad variety of workshops and discussions and interactions
between stakeholders and researchers.

Dream contract: Online market-place for biodiversity and ecosystem service credits

Objective
A new marketplace to enable engaged societal actors to fund conservation projects on agricultural
land. A results-based approach that encourages suppliers of conservation projects (i.e., farmers and
landowners) to define specific steps they will take to enhance a site's biodiversity value provided they
receive the necessary funding. Investors (businesses and private citizens alike) will be able to choose
from a range of projects on a map and thereby help support the provision of ecosystem services in
their region.
Measures
All measures and practices that benefit biodiversity will be considered. Pilot projects include: flower
strips and meadows, orchards, pond care for amphibians, or mowing regimes to support bird
populations.
Benefits envisaged
·

·

Societal/environmental benefits:
o The projects offered through this marketplace would all be designed with the goal of
enhancing biodiversity. The specific ecosystem services provided would be explicitly
labelled. This would include climate regulation.
o Given that functioning ecosystems and the ecosystem services they provide are
inextricably linked to public health and to economic prosperity, all of society ultimately
benefits from this new approach to securing funding. More specifically, however,
businesses whose value chains rely on specific ecosystem services benefit from
investing in them, and local residents benefit from being able to visit these sites for
recreation.
Benefits for farmers:
o Contribute to conservation goals. Many farmers wish to use their land and their
expertise to be a part of the solution in the effort to restore biodiversity and secure
the provision of ecosystem services. To this end, parts of their land need to be taken
out of agricultural production where this is ecologically viable.
o Saving time. The contracts on which our newly developed marketplace is built will
enable farmers to do so without having to invest time in overly bureaucratic and time
consuming application processes.

Application domain
·
·
·

Farm types: not applicable
Land use: not applicable
Land tenure conditions: not applicable
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Contract duration
Securing enough investments to run the projects over five years or more would be ideal.
Actors
·
·

Farmers and landowners - including land management associations
Investors (companies or individuals)

Access to land
Private land ownership
Payments
·
·

Private funding: Companies or individuals wishing to go beyond their legal requirements for
environmental protection (Figure 13).
The payments will be based on actions taken to get specific conservation outcomes. Results
are not contractually guaranteed, however.

Figure 13. Companies or citizens pay farmers for the delivery of ecosystem services in the Agora Natura dream
contract.

Monitoring
A combination of practices and results will be monitored. Guidance for monitoring is provided by the
NaturPlus standard certification scheme.
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3.10

Dream contract factsheet 10: HiPP (Germany)

3.10.1 Dream value chain
Objective
The objective of the “dream chain” is to achieve a sustainable value chain consisting of producers,
processors, retailers and consumers. Contracts are based on quality and quantity of the raw materials,
but also on environmental protection measures and social benefits.
Enablers
Value chain stakeholders:
·
·
·
·

Well-functioning networks already in place to provide necessary expertise
Strong mutual trust
Long-term supply relationships (= opportunity to introduce new approaches to farmers)
Common values of producers and food companies

Inhibitors
Value chain stakeholders:
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

Market dominance of retailers
Lack of common values with retailers
Not all members of the value chain live up to their responsibilities
Competition for producers’ output, i.e., for certain raw materials
Focus is on product quality, not on reward for environmental performance
Brokers of raw materials may not be skilled enough to verify the environmental performance
provided
Farmers are often reluctant to accept measures additional to the rules for organic farming.
Risk of transfer of expertise: a company cannot be sure that the expertise it provides to farmers
does not benefit another company
Lack of awareness amongst customers. Environmental services are difficult to communicate,
and risk that customers lose oversight

Governance:
·
·

Complex supply chains
Current political setting is not supportive (especially CAP), because it mainly supports
conventional farming and excludes (organic) food processors from subsidies.

Risks:
·

Unclear risks to the fulfilment of objectives, e.g., due to climate change

Actors involved in defining the dream value chain
The dream chain is defined from food processors’ perspective. Actors involved: Food processors,
producers, food processors’ representative organisation, consultants and farmers (retailer planned for
the next step)
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Method used
·
·

Brainstorming, Process Net-Map
Dream contract: Dream value chain

3.10.2 Dream contract
Objective
The dream contract is an action-oriented value chain contract between farmers and food processors,
sometimes with intermediaries who collect bigger amounts of raw materials. The contracts will focus
on the quality of raw materials as well as on biodiversity conservation, soil and water protection.
Contracts between the processor and farmers are the first step in a more sustainable value chain. In a
next stage, agreements with other actors in the value chain (such as trade, consumers) can follow.
Measures
The food manufacturer will propose environmental measures via a catalogue with regionalised
measures, probably linked to a point system and adapted to the respective region. The farmer can
choose those measures that fit well within his business, as long s/he achieves a minimum score.
Measures will be add-on measures to organic farming. They should strengthen organic farming
objectives but also have more specific effects on biodiversity and soil protection (especially humus
content of soil).
Benefits envisaged
·

Societal/environmental benefits:

Contracts have so far focused on product quality. This will be the first time that the provision of
ecosystem services will be part of a contract. The targeted agri-environmental-climate benefits include
biodiversity, soil protection, and water protection. The common idea is that farmers and food
processors, retailers, consumers, but also other companies that purchase the raw materials take over
the responsibility for the provision of ES within the dream value chain and share the costs. This will
lead to a reduction of ES loss and create a common responsibility for the sustainable production of
food. Especially for farmers outside Europe the compliance with additional social standards will
improve their living conditions.
Awareness and also awareness-raising for this type of agriculture is expected to increase greatly. The
retail sector is increasingly taking on its role as an active player and supporting organic food processors
and producers. Farmers, processors and retailers follow a vision that is based on the same values and
in which profit maximisation must be well-balanced. The customers’ awareness of organically
produced food is also strengthened.
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·

Benefits for farmers:

The farmers get contractual financial security, but will also get non-financial support via advice or seeds
or trees for hedges that they can plant. In addition, (organic) farming will also benefit by the
consequences of the environmental measures, such as increased biodiversity, better soil life, etc. It is
a basic requirement of these contracts that farmers are aware about these benefits and that the
measures are in their self-interest.

Figure 14. Field visit to farms cooperating with HiPP.

Application domain
·

·
·

Farm types: Raw materials for HiPP are very diverse, so the targeted farms could be arable or
grassland farms or special crop farms. For specific products raw materials from special crops
like sesame, mango or cashew import from outside Europe is needed. For Lammsbräu, the
contracts are aimed to producers of the raw materials of beer and lemonade.
Land use: Predominantly arable land. To a lesser extent grassland and perhaps orchards.
Land tenure conditions: Private land.

Contract duration
5 years (in line with usual business contracts with farmers).
Actors
·
·
·

Farmers
Food processors: HiPP, Neumarkter Lammsbräu
Organic farming associations will be needed to provide advice and to check the
implementation of the measures by the farmers.
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In the case of Neumarkter Lammsbräu, a producer association of 170 farmers, who supply the brewing
raw materials (most likely EZÖB - Erzeugergemeinschaft für ökologische Braurohstoffe [Producers’
association for organic brewing raw materials]) will also be involved.
Access to land
N/A
Payments
Currently, the companies are financing the measures themselves. However, there are efforts to have
retailers and consumers share the costs. A rising number of customers are informed and willing to pay
a higher price for these foods. Also possibilities for involvement of public funding are investigated.
The payments are action-based payments aimed to cover the costs. Result-based payment on ES could
be an option, but is difficult to be controlled by the food processors. Farmers will either get a higher
price for their agriculture products or more money for completing certain environmental and social
measures.
Monitoring
The monitoring will be conducted by in-house agricultural advisers (in case of HiPP), quality
departments of the companies, organic farming associations, or by self-control by the farmer. The
practice will be monitored, as well as the product quality via criteria of the organic farming
associations.
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3.11

Dream contract factsheet 11: North Rhine-Westphalia (Germany)

3.11.1 Dream farming-landscape
The CIL North Rhine-Westphalia has to this day no operating contract implemented. Therefore, we do
not have a specific region as a reference point. North Rhine-Westphalia has a very diverse farming
structure. High-yielding regions with fertile soils and intensive farming (maize, cereals) alternating with
large fattening farms (pigs/poultry) as well as extensive cattle raising in the low mountain ranges. Since
the starting point as well as the objectives for each type of the above mentioned farm differs quite
strongly, a shared vision encompassing the opinions of all potential stakeholders is a complex task,
which needs a little more specific information about the actual set up and spatial distribution of the
planned collective. However, in our Workshops we collected issues that could potentially enable or
hinder the successful implementation of innovative approaches to AES in general.
Enablers
Governance
·
·
·

Well-functioning infrastructure for advice and administration.
Existing AES offers a good variety of measures.
Positive examples from collectives.

Social aspects
·
·
·

Willingness and motivation of farmers to improve the implementation of AES.
Positive feedback from society on visible nature conservation measures.
Generally, a good knowledge base regarding biodiversity measures within the farmer
community.

Inhibitors
Governance
·
·
·
·
·

Complex EU restrictions (e.g., monitoring).
Uncertainty of current and future CAP developments.
Parts of the administration are hesitant about profound changes and prefer status quo.
Institutional fragmentation, quarrels of responsibilities.
Lack of trust in administration on part of farmers, due to the current monitoring practices and
the fear of (“unfair”) sanctions.

Payments
·
·
·

Limited budget: current rate of payment does not offer an incentive and even fails to cover
the opportunity cost (e.g., in high-yielding regions/profitable crops)
Calculation of fair (individual) remuneration is complex and in itself costly
How to finance overhead cost of a potential collective not yet clear

Other
·
·

Increasing land pressure (also linked to higher leasing rates) leads to less arable land available
for implementation of measures.
Climate change and extreme weather conditions influence success of measures.
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·
·

“One-sided” perspective for farmers/nature conservationists leads to ideological prejudices
and hampers productive discussions/agreements.
Increasing awareness of sustainability by society and farmers.

Actors involved in defining the dream landscape/contract
Participants of our CIL (farmers, conservationists, administrators, advisers, researchers)
Method used
Together with the participants of our CIL (farmers, conservationists, administrators, advisers,
researchers) we collected aspects that potentially enable or inhibit an effective implementation of
measures supporting farmland biodiversity (Figure 15). This Information was the starting point in the
process of developing the theoretical underpinnings and must-have contractual modules for a concept
of a collective, which has the potential to motivate famers to scale up their enrolment in agrienvironmental programmes as well as to increase the effectiveness of measures.

Figure 15. Developing dream contracts via online workshops using Mural in CIL North Rhine-Westphalia.

3.11.2 Dream contract: The Biodiversity Collective
Objective
The contract concept is still in the development stage. Its overarching goal is to encourage more
farmers to take part in the AEC-schemes and to increase the number of hectares under AEC-schemes
in the region of North Rhine-Westphalia. Important feature of the contract is a higher flexibility within
the AEC-scheme. CIL participants expressed the wish to pursue a collective approach inspired by the
Dutch model, where the collective (“die Kooperative”) acts as a middleman between farmers and
public administration. The coordination (& combination) of suitable measures on landscape/regional
scale within the collective is thought to improve the connectivity of habitats and thus contribute to an
overall increased level of biodiversity in the region. The contract could also contain a results-based
component (as a top-up) to increase the flexibility for farmers even more.
Measures
Measures will be tailored to specific regions and should be drawn up jointly by representatives of
agriculture and nature conservation, leading to increased ecological benefit, easier implementation
into existing farming structures, better understanding for different points of view, and the
legitimisation of measures by all stakeholders involved. Measures are expected to benefit native
flora/fauna (to be further defined).
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Benefits envisaged
·

·

Societal/environmental benefits:
o Increased number of landscape features and/or connected natural habitats (“Green
band”), which will potentially lead to an increased number and variety of species (esp.
farmland birds, insects). This ecological effect will be even greater, when the measures
are embedded in a management plan, which takes the specific set up of the region
and the spatial distribution of the farmers plots into account.
o Tourism as well as inhabitants of the regions are likely to also benefit via an elevated
recreational value of the landscape.
Benefits for farmers: The implementation of biodiversity friendly measures will provide certain
ecological benefits, which also support the agricultural production (e.g., feed resources for
pollinators, habitat space for beneficial insects etc.) In addition, being part of a collective when
implementing agri-environmental measures could provide the following benefits for the
farmers:
o Appropriate remuneration for the implemented measures (with the possibility of topups if goals are achieved).
o More flexibility in implementing measures (e.g., dates for sowing/mowing).
o feeling of reassurance and “togetherness”, when being a part of a group instead of
being a “lone warrior”
o Possibility for sharing machines or supporting each other with certain treatment
measures
o Regular trainings /workshops
o A trusted and personal contact person permanently available for helping with
questions and problems.
o Regular exchange with fellow farmers of the region/cooperative
o “Buffer” effect through the cooperative regarding the goals agreed upon with the EU
paying agency.
o Fair & appropriate “sanctions” by the collective.

Application domain
·

·
·

Farm types: North Rhine-Westphalia has very diverse farm types/ farm sizes. Access to the
contract design is not limited to a certain farm type, so the targeted farm types range from
pure arable farms over mixed farming with dairy, pig/poultry fattening up to smaller cattle
farms on grassland areas in low mountain ranges.
Land use: Arable land and grassland.
Land tenure conditions: Private land (leased/owned).

Contract duration
Varying from one or two years up to five years (depending on type of measure), but 2–3 years are
considered as the most favourable contract duration. Two ways of dealing with the fixed contract
duration are proposed:
A framework contract, which sets out the main conditions of the contract, where individual measures
can be easily prolonged year after year (or others added), or
A five-year contract with a cancellation option.
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Actors
Since a collective implementation is envisioned, there will be a group of farmers involved, who will
carry out the measures and who will be paid through the collective. The farmers will also be involved
in important decisions within the collective and in setting up the rules and statutes.
An important aspect of the collective will also be to raise farmers' and society’s awareness for
biodiversity, the value of ecosystem services and the potential of nature protection measures in the
agricultural landscape.
Access to land
N/A
Payments
The payments will be provided by public funding, and farmers will be preferably paid through the
collective. Payments will be based on the implemented actions (possibly with a results-based top-up
payment).
If the increased recreational value (or other ecosystem services) are sufficiently communicated,
tourism could potentially bring some additional income for the region. While the farmers would not
directly benefit from these payments, they could potentially benefit from the overall (rural)
development process of the region.
Monitoring
Mainly the implementation of the agreed actions will be monitored, but an introduction of a resultsbased component (as an add on) is considered.
Indicators need to be set up and should be monitored easily with the help of new technologies (use of
GIS, remote sensing, apps, photos/videos etc.), which ideally lead to a decrease in transaction costs
(for both collective/administration AND farmers).
The monitoring will most likely be done by a representative/advisor within the collective, but it is also
imaginable that farmers do some of the monitoring themselves and report it via photo/video/app etc.
to the collective/administration. The overall objective (agreed upon with the EU) will be documented
and reported by the collective.
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3.12

Dream contract factsheet 12: Örseg National Park (Hungary)

3.12.1 Dream farming-landscape
Objective
Őrség has a nationwide reputation for its nature life and picturesque landscape. Recognisable
settlement structure – small groups of houses or little farms in free pattern – are surrounded by
maintained meadows, it reaches and ends with the closest stream or micro valley in this various relief.
Slopes, moorlands and streams give nature borders between different habitats and land-uses.
Diversity of land structure would remain and increase in different dimensions: Parcels vary widely
(arable land, forest, meadow and pasture) according to natural habitats. There is no need to force to
graze in wetland and to plough in clay. In cultivated parcels micro habitat appear such as shrub areas,
little ponds (specialty in Őrség) and fruit trees in meadows.
Most of Őrség region is a national park, thus rural development concentrates on nature protection,
agricultural and touristic initiatives. Locals search for nature sites and picturesque scenes not only for
their own recreation but also to favour their guests to provide still life in family farms (with small
numbers of livestock and home-made dairy products). In land uses the rate of forest remains high, and
it should be the dominating landscape in the future. Among intensive land-use modes natural orchards
and pastures will get stronger emphasis. It stabilises the number of livestock and establishes local
processing plants such as slaughterhouse and produce high quality dairy and meat products.
Enablers
·

·
·
·

Fluctuation in population: new inhabitants are mostly come from urban area, and the minority
has experience in agriculture. So, they can also have more experience in management and
collaboration. Maybe they are more open to learn best practices and adapt it to climate
change.
Good reputation as a venue (as a land of farm products as well: Őrség goods, as a brand of
quality food products)
Increasing demand for local and ecological products
Land structure: small and medium size farms remain in Őrség, farm integration and
intensification are still not in high level in grasslands and arable

Inhibitors
·
·
·
·
·

Fluctuation in population – new inhabitants mostly come from urban area, and the minority
has experience in agriculture.
Lack of cooperation
Not promising AECS, limited motivation to start or switch to ecological agriculture
Lack of human resource, it pushed agricultural to intensification
Strict regulation in individual/family farm production

Actors involved in defining the dream landscape
·
·
·

CIL members (locals: farmers, restaurant owner, mayor, owners of guesthouse),
Participants of online “club event” (higher number of locals)
Örség National Park Directorate
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Method used
·
·
·

Monthly online club events and online meetings (Figure 16)
Mentimeter excercises
Personal interviews.

Figure 16. Online workshops for dream contracting in Örseg National Park.

3.12.2 Dream contract 1: Result-based
Objective
A result-based agri-environmental payment scheme is envisaged where farmers can select more
flexibly the actions in order to achieve the conservation goals. Such a scheme could be firstly
implemented as a pilot to the current AES.
By financially rewarding farmers for their environmental performance, the proportion of highly diverse
grassland could be increased --> more grazing animals --> good quality pastures and mosaic landscape
conserved
Indeed, awareness of farmers and knowledge sharing and collaboration across ŐNPD and farmers will
increase. The quality end products will also be increased (value realised through the value chain
contract)
Measures
In RBAPS there are no specific measures to follow. Although biodiversity target (=highly diverse
grassland) is defined and clarified, which contains mosaic landscape, protection of highly valued
habitat, reduction of invasive species, prohibition of fertilizer in grassland.
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Benefits envisaged
·

·

Societal/environmental benefits:
o Biodiversity conservation, habitat for rare protected species preserved, risk of land
abandonment can be decreased
o endangering factors better managed
o ancient landrace fruit varieties preferred revived
o Consumers (higher value-added for good quality products, trust in local products)
o Tourists (diverse landscape)
o ÖNPD (biodiversity habitats improvement, highly valuable areas)
Benefits for farmers:
o Financial reward for pro-biodiversity farming, more flexibility in conservation actions
compared to mainstream AES, closer link to advisory/broadened knowledge of
sustainable environment friendly farming/ predictable market for farmers´ products.

Application domain
·
·
·

Farm types: small and medium size family farms (dairy production, pasture management)
Land use: grassland
Land tenure conditions: Private or leased private land

Contract duration
·

Ideal contract period: 5 years

Actors
·
·
·
·

Paying agency
ÖNPD (advisor)
Monitoring agency
Advisory agency

Access to land
Land will be public and private, for instance some of the public land is leased to local farmers by ÖNPD.
Since this farming area is placed in a national park, the norms are really strict and clear. E.g., no use of
fertiliser is grassland, leaving uncut areas, limited timespan for mowing etc.). Additional regulation can
be required such as restrictions to protect specific species (duration of mowing, territorial restriction
in mowing, etc.) and submitted annual farm management plans.
Payments
·
·
·

The payments will come from public funding and it will be based on a combination of actions
and results.
The payment will be scalable, basic payments and then one or two levels of bonus can be paid
for higher results.
The maximum payment can be higher than compensation for income forgone and costs.

Monitoring
It will be a combination of practices and results, and it will be carried out mainly by farmers (with
adviser agency if it is needed) but less frequently monitored.
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3.12.3 Dream contract 2: Value chain
Objective
A value chain contract is envisaged in order to link together local producers and (local/regional)
consumers, and incentivise producers for more sustainable production through quality requirements.
The “national park product” label can be revitalised incorporating “green" requirements, and short
food supply chains (SFSC) can be established (e.g., local basket) or boosted up (e.g., local market) to
create a “market pull”.
This contract will contribute in three different ways to the dream landscape: 1. High-quality dairy
products in the SFSC --> Grazing animals (cattle) --> good quality pastures; 2. High-quality fruit products
(jams, syrups, juices) in the SFSC --> meadow orchards system revitalised --> ancient landrace fruit
varieties. 3. Multi-flower honey --> biodiversity-rich grassland (with different flowering period,
different species), increased area of bee pastures
Measures
·
·

No use of pesticides, GMO free products, no added artificial additives and artificial flavour
enhancers, mainly local/regional ingredients, environmentally friendly packaging.
ÖNP label might have gradual classification (e.g., bronze, silver, gold) according to the
ecological approach in production.

Benefits envisaged
·

·

Societal/environmental benefits:
o Biodiversity conservation (mainly grassland species)
o Agro-biodiversity (mainly ancient landrace fruit varieties)
o revitalising abandoned pastures
o Stronger producer-consumer relationship
o Consumers (higher value-added of good quality products, trust in local products)
o Tourists, tourist service providers (diverse landscape, higher quality in local
gastronomy and easy way to find local product and trust in it)
o ŐNPD (biodiversity-rich habitats, increasing highly valuable areas, enhanced
willingness to continue farming or start farming in abandoned fields by farmers)
Benefits for farmers:
o Financial reward for pro-biodiversity farming, more flexibility in conservation actions
compared to mainstream AES, closer link to advisory/broadened knowledge of
sustainable environment friendly farming/ predictable market for farmers´ products.
o Collaboration between farmers/extended tourism supply/improving health condition
and gastronomic custom

Application domain
·
·
·

Farm types: small scale family farms, cattle breeders and people who manage the pasture
Land use: grassland and orchards (also consider meadow orchards use)
Land tenure conditions: Private (and to some extent public land leased to private land
managers)
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Contract duration
Ideal contract period: 3 years
Actors
·
·
·
·

Paying agency
ÖNPD (advisor)
Monitoring agency
Advisory agency

Access to land
·
·

·

Land will be private (and to some extent public land leased to private land managers).
Pilot project in Őrség takes place in national park, thus some basic regulations in farming are
already strict and clear by law. E.g., no usage of fertilizer in grassland, leaving uncut areas,
limited timespan for mowing.) Additional regulation can be required such as restrictions for
protected species (duration of mowing, territorial restriction in mowing etc.) and submitted
annual farm management plans.
The access to this land will be prioritised by a scoring system, farmers with value-chain
approach will get higher points.

Payments
·
·

The payments will come from public and private funding, in the case of private funding it will
come from consumers. Farmers will not receive the payments in a collective way.
Farmers will get higher prices for their products.

Monitoring
Practices, process, ingredients and packaging will be monitored.
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3.13

Dream contract factsheet 13: Unione Comuni Garfagnana (Italy)

3.13.1 Dream farming-landscape
Objective
When asked what kind of agricultural landscape they would like to see in 2040, our stakeholders
unanimously responded: “a harmonious and cared-for landscape”. Among the sceneries they paint a
valley full of colours, with different plots of grains, wheat, maize, rye, cultivation of potatoes,
tomatoes, orchards always in bloom, hazelnut groves, chestnut groves with bright metati (typical small
buildings for chestnut drying), woods and manicured pastures. They imagine a lively rural life, an
agricultural food system that enhances the agro-biodiversity and ensures the presence of these specific
products in a local market, starting from school canteens, but especially in catering, able to make
known a territory and its history through its products. Taking care of our territory means making it
efficient and functional to the new challenges and opportunities of the coming years. Trying to put in
production varieties at risk of extinction and contribute to increase the agro-biodiversity bringing with
it the value of organic, landscape creation, soil fertility and consequently affecting in a benevolent way
all the spontaneous fauna and flora. It also results in health benefits through a more varied and
nutritious diet.
Enablers
·
·
·
·
·

Tourists who are aware of sustainability
Growing interest in local products
Presence of farmers who are guardians of biodiversity
Possibility of producing quality agriculture
Growing use of online sales tools (food barrio) capable of reducing territorial isolation

Inhibitors
·
·
·
·
·
·

Abandonment of rural land
Lack of a reference model to strive for that is not a simple copy of agriculture before the 1950s.
Increasingly frequent catastrophic events due to climate change
Excessive splitting of property
The advanced age of those involved in agriculture
Difficulty in finding seeds

Actors involved in defining the dream landscape
The main actors are the local producers. But consumers and politicians are the actors who can make
the dream contract concrete.
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Method used
For the dream landscape an online meeting with the support of a professional who guided
stakeholders (custodian Tuscan farmers) towards the expression of their wishes regarding the
landscape was held, complemented with questionnaires and comparison with positive or negative
landscape images.
For developing the dream contracts several online meetings were organised in which we opened up a
dialogue with Tuscan custodian growers, worked in synergy with universities, research centres and
associations committed to protecting biodiversity (Food Community Association, Cacio local
association and National Association of Chestnut Cities).

3.13.2 Dream contract
Objective
The dream contract aims to consolidate the system of protection of biodiversity of agricultural and
food interest, based on results and referring only to conservation, introducing proposals for the
enhancement and dissemination of knowledge. Currently, the process of reforestation of agricultural
areas has led to the presence of more than 70% woody cover and the contraction of high altitude
pastures. Expanding agricultural production with endangered breeds and varieties would create a
harmonious and diverse agricultural landscape in all seasons of the year and at different altitudes.
Increasing contractual requirements relating to environmental issues involving soil fertility
preservation, increasing insect populations, sustainable use of water resources, preservation of
different biotopes (physical environments), improving the lives of local inhabitants in terms of wellbeing and making the area more attractive for sustainable tourism.
Measures
Production of seeds of endangered varieties using low environmental impact techniques (Figure 17).

Figure 17. Production of seeds of rare varieties in CIL Unione Comuni Garfagnana.
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Benefits envisaged
·

·

Societal/environmental benefits:
o Well-kept and lively area for the population and visiting tourists
o Healthy food for the population.
o The whole tourism sector (restaurants, shops, travel agencies): enhancing productions
so strongly identified in their territory, can become a tourist destination.
Benefits for farmers:
o Public financial contribution.
o Private financial contribution from consumers.
o Non-financial contribution through the improvement of the image of the area and of
the self-esteem of the individual company.

Application domain
·
·
·

Farm types: Small farms and breeding farms
Land use: arable land, orchards, vineyards, chestnut groves, pastures, etc.
Land tenure conditions: private and public

Contract duration
Ideal contract period: Minimum 5 years, renewable depending on results
Actors
·
·

·
·

Farmers: For valorisation farms are needed, for conservation it is important to facilitate access
to the contract to private individual hobbyists
The tourism sector (restaurants, shops, travel agencies): enhancing productions so strongly
identified in their territory, can become a tourist destination. There is a need to identify one
or more entities that can form a network to propose itineraries to discover farms that produce
agro-biodiversity, visits to the Germplasm Bank and the collection fields. The tourism sector
could also commit itself to supporting production through advertising.
Land owners: the local population could facilitate access to land as owners.
Voluntary associations (e.g., Food Community) could play an essential role in networking
tourism and agriculture

Access to land
N/A
Payments
·

·
·

Direct public and indirect private funding (consumers trained by buying the products; private
companies, involved in the agri-food sector, support small-scale biodiversity production and
gain visibility)
Currently result-based, but in the future aiming for the combination of actions and results
Individual payments, no collective of farmers will be involved.
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Monitoring
·
·

Monitoring should be carried out directly by the farmer on what he grows, other actors (to be
defined) should monitor the use of products in catering and sales.
A form of participatory self-monitoring for farmers should be devised.

4. CROSS-CUTTING ANALYSIS
4.1

How do practitioners envision dream farming-landscapes?

The CILs used different methods to achieve the dream landscape: for example in the Madrid case CIL
members were asked to bring pictures to the session showing examples of their dream landscapes,
but also those elements they do not want to have in 2040. Different methods used are shown in Table
3.
The CILS described the dream landscapes in a paragraph (max. 300 words). In the two Dutch cases, this
was combined with visualisation (see Figure 18, reflection on this method can be found here). All these
texts were screened for “dream landscape elements”: these are descriptors referring to one element
of the dream landscape. The number of dream landscape elements per case ranged from 1 to 15
elements/case (median: 8). As these elements were very diverse, they were clustered in eight “dream
landscape building blocks”, including: multifunctional landscapes, viable agriculture, factors enabling
landscape managers, biodiversity, ecosystem services (regulatory ES, cultural ES, ES contributing to
health & well-being), and social cohesion (Figure 19). In total 11 dream landscapes were described. For
two CILs, it was not possible to describe dream landscapes because the focus area was too large or as
they were focusing on a value chain approach.

Figure 18. Visualisation of farming dream landscape of Groningen case (The Netherlands). Description in
Textbox 1.
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Textbox 1: Farming dream landscape of Groningen case
The east of Groningen (Oost-Groningen) in 2040 is a heterogeneous landscape. The differences between the three distinct
regions Oldambt, Westerwolde and Veenkoloniën have been preserved and magnified since 2020:
●
●
●

In Oldambt, the focus has remained on arable agriculture.
In Veenkoloniën there is food production and more space for natural elements. In Westerwolde the landscape
is truly mixed because of the success of agricultural nature conservation in that area.
In Westerwolde, dairy farmers and arable farmers are working together to close nutrient cycles. Primary
production remains viable in the landscape because the farmers have realised a business model for more varied
crop rotations.

They now deliver food products for human consumption by producing plant-based proteins (peas, beans etc.), which have
become a bigger component in the Dutch diet. This business model also pays them for delivering ecosystem services, on
top of compensation that they get out of the Common Agricultural Policy. The provincial authorities of Groningen
contribute to solving climate issues by planting woody landscape elements in Veenkoloniën and Oldambt. These woody
elements create a landscape that is perfect habitat for (arable) farmland birds. The elements also help populations of wild
bees, butterflies and moths (pollinators). The differences in the regions have become more pronounced because the wide
open landscape structure of the Oldambt has been guaranteed by building only small, low thickets next to the ancient dyke
structures. In Veenkoloniën the habitat created by the typical landscape structure of the little canals and waterways are
enhanced by similar thickets. Westerwolde had become a true 'mosaic' landscape. The agricultural nature elements that
typify this area are flower strips.

From the 99 mentioned dream landscape elements, 8 dream landscape building blocks were identified
(Figure 19). For enhancing the overview, the 8 building blocks were further grouped into 4 categories:
Multifunctionality:
1. This first category is a more generic one, and is referring to the diversity of multifunctionality
of landscapes and the multifunctionality of agriculture, 8 cases are mentioning this category
(n=10 - number of times this element was mentioned in the 11 dream landscape descriptions).
Agriculture-related category:
2. Viable and sustainable agriculture: This building block is the most frequently mentioned
element (n=19), and it was mentioned in 9 cases. It is a wide category that covers a variety of
elements, including: profitable/viable agriculture, opportunities for new generations of
farmers, quality local products (incl. local processing), sustainable farming
practices/development, renewable energy, and optimising livestock production (including
synergies with agriculture, maintenance of landscape by grazing, stabilising livestock
population).
3. Enabling landscape managers: The elements of this building block already refer to the dream
contracts. As they already seeped in the dream landscape descriptions, it probably expresses
the feeling that good governance and contracts is an essential part of dream landscapes. They
include the following elements: recognition of farmers as landscape managers, protecting
agricultural landscapes (avoid speculation), dynamism which considers tradition & innovation,
rewarding of ES delivery, (long-term) contracts, capacity building (e.g., digital meeting place),
and supporting governance. 6 cases mentioned them (n=11).
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Environment-related category:
4. Regulating ES: This category is mentioned in nearly all cases (10), and in total 19 mentions
were counted. This category refers to the following elements: water cycle management (clean
water, water supply, minimise flooding), nutrient cycling (soil fertility protection, closed
nutrient cycles), C sequestration and preventing wildfires.
5. Biodiversity: This category refers to biodiversity itself and its habitats. 10 cases mentioned
them (n=10). One case specifically mentioned agro-biodiversity (Italian case).
Social context:
6. Social cohesion: Quite an important category, indicating the felt importance of social cohesion
and collaboration. 8 cases mentioned them (n=16). It includes the following elements: multi
stakeholder cooperation, common/shared values, recognition of each other's expertise, lively
rural life, landscape connected to communities, and commons & shared use.
7. Health & well-being: Dream landscapes are also expected to contribute to health & well-being.
The following elements were mentioned: healthy environment, health/wellbeing, good
working conditions, and nutrition (edible components, nutritious/plant based diet). 6 cases
mentioned them (in total 7 mentions).
8. Cultural ES: The dream landscapes are also linked to tourism and recreation, and have in some
cases attention to archaeology and heritage. 5 cases mentioned them (n=6).

Figure 19. Identified building blocks from the dream landscapes formulated by 11 CILs (the size of the block refers
to the number of counted elements per dream landscape building block).
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4.2

Drivers of change (“enablers” and “inhibitors”) that could help or limit
reaching the dream farming-landscape

Following the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005) a driver of change is defined as any natural or
human-induced factor that directly or indirectly causes a change in an ecosystem. A direct driver (e.g.,
habitat conversion and climate change) are pressures that influence directly on ecosystem processes,
while indirect drivers of change (e.g., socio-political, economic and technological factors) operate at a
more diffuse level, affecting direct drivers of change.
Overall, 130 drivers of change were mentioned within the 11 CILs (that developed a dream farminglandscape, see 4.1), including enablers and inhibitors per each case. Later, we codified the drivers of
change in five main themes (based on the SWOT analysis described at Deliverable 3.2 Integrated
evaluation report of innovative/interesting contracts); being them: 1) social context, 2) economic
viability, 3) agro management viability, 4) land use and environmental condition, 5) legal, policy and
political context.
The analysis included an almost equal balance between enablers (n=62) and inhibitors (n=68).
Exploring the data CIL by CIL provides a potential indication of the cases in which the real
implementation could be more feasible (those with a higher weight of enablers) and those in which
there are still barriers to be solved. Following this, in Figure 20, North West England CIL shows a
favourable situation in which enablers outweigh inhibitors. At the North West England CIL many agro
ecological practices and measures were considered to achieve the dream farming landscape, such as
the possibility to stabilised soils, sustainable grazing and burning practices, better managed
woodlands, and the use of green energy. Also, there is a good potential related to the social context
with: (1) innovative land owners and managers including farmers, foresters, sporting and recreation
managers, common land and nature reserve managers, (2) cooperation across ownership and
administrative boundaries, (3) communities supported by a broad mix of businesses like food and raw
material production, tourism, recreation, sporting and game management, education, green energy
and transport, etc. (4) sustainable-minded consumers (locals and visitors) recognise and value the
benefits from the landscape and reduce (any negative impacts through their choices, and (5) upland
education programmes for wider public, professional knowledge and innovative skills of farmers and
land managers. At the North West England CIL, there were also enablers related with the economic
viability facilitated by new markets for water and carbon and rewards for farmers and land managers
for provision of environmental goods and services. In the case of Madrid there is also a slight higher
weight of enabler conditions.
HiPP CIL shows a situation in which inhibitors are much more evident than the enablers, with
difficulties such as: the complex supply chains, difficult link between quality and environmental
performance, competition for producers’ outputs, lack of common values with retailers, etc. In the rest
of CILs there is a more balanced situation between the number of enablers and the number of
inhibitors. However, positive influences on the achievement of a dream chain can still be expected
here, since the actors of the CIL have strong possibilities of intervention, at least in their area of
responsibility, and can exert direct influence on the producers as the essential link in the value chain.
They always have the opportunity to make producers an offer to promote ecosystem services and
biodiversity more strongly.
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Figure 20. Enablers and inhibitors related to the dream farming landscape expressed by each CIL during
envisioning.

Based on the five main themes in which we codified the drivers of change, social context was the
theme most mentioned (35%), including aspects such as the lack of awareness and trust (inhibitor),
increase of consumer demand (enabler), farmers' intrinsic motivation (enabler), or cooperation
(enabler) (Figure 21). Then, the legal, policy and political context (e.g., CAP adaptation, lack of
administrative staff, workload at the administrative level for contracts implementation), and land use
and environmental conditions (e.g., climate change effects, land use change) were mentioned (21%
and 18% of the drivers of change mentioned, respectively). Then, unexpectedly, the economic (e.g.,
insufficient budget allocated) and agro management viability (e.g., agro ecological practices
conducted) were the least mentioned with 13% each.

Figure 21. Distribution of the drivers of change (in %) mentioned in the five themes codified.
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The five codified themes were split into inhibitors and enablers to explore the balance between them.
As could be seen in Figure 22, the social context was mainly described by enablers; meaning that the
social context is generally considered as a facilitator in most cases (such as increased consumer
demand, cooperation, trust, communication, farmers' intrinsic motivation, etc.). Then, the inhibitors
were especially evident for economic viability (because of the insufficient budget allocation and
market fluctuations) of the dream farming landscape. Inhibitors were more evident than enablers for
the legal, policy and political context (including aspects such as: uncertainty of current and future CAP
developments, difficulties in changing the status quo (e.g., payment for actions, individual payments),
complex monitoring, lack of administrative staff) and for the agro management viability (e.g., practices
towards agricultural intensification, lack of technical knowledge, uncertainty on the effects of farming
practices). The situation for land use and environmental conditions was more balanced.
The social context was mainly described by enablers (e.g., increased consumer demand, cooperation,
trust); meaning that the social context is generally considered as a facilitator for reaching the dream
farming landscape. The inhibitors were especially evident for economic viability (e.g., insufficient
budget allocation and market fluctuations). Inhibitors were more evident than enablers for the legal,
policy and political context (e.g., uncertainty of current and future CAP developments), complex
monitoring, lack of administrative staff) and for the agro management viability (e.g. practices towards
agricultural intensification, lack of technical knowledge, uncertainty on the effects of farming
practices). The situation for land use and environmental conditions was more balanced.

Figure 22. Inhibitors and enablers codified in themes.

Finally, in Figure 23 we can see the weight of each theme per CIL. Between three and five themes were
covered by each CIL. This shows that there is a combination of drivers of change at all CILs reflecting
the social-ecological complexity of farming landscape design.
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Figure 23. Enablers and inhibitors coded by themes per each CIL.

4.3

Dream contracts

For the cross-case analysis of the dream contracts, filled-in dream contracts templates (as described
above) of all CILs have been bundled in one table and analysed by topic across the different CILs. In
those cases (Bornholm and Örseg National Park) where CILs developed a set of similar contracts, only
one dream contract is selected for the analysis, to avoid repetition. The responses have been grouped
according to simple codes in order to be able to count them. The major outcomes are presented here.

4.3.1

General dream contract characteristics

Land use targeted
A diversity and often a combination of land use types are identified as a target for the dream
contracting in the CILs, ranging from grassland (N=12) over arable crop land (N=10) to permanent crop
land (orchards, vineyards, groves, forests, etc.) (N=7).
Ideal contract length
The overall preference for contract duration seems to be more or less in line with the current agrienvironment climate schemes, while there is a scope for longer contracts as well. The ideal contract
length in most dream contracts ranges from 5–10 years (N=9), two CILs mentioned that less than five
years could be ideal, while two CILs (Limburg (NL) and Flanders-Koolstofboeren (BE)) preferred a
contract of more than 10 years.
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4.3.2

Benefits of contracts

There are several ways to look at the benefits resulting from dream contracts developed by the CILs.
We’ve chosen here to start from benefits that are mainly relevant for farmers themselves and benefits
that relate more to societal needs and objectives. Some degree of overlap may obviously exist as
benefits can be relevant to farmers and broader society simultaneously. Also, identical ES across
different contexts can generate their main benefits either to farmers or society depending on context.
For example erosion control can be a key ES for farmers in relatively poor soil conditions, while in
relatively rich soil conditions the avoided damage caused by mudslides can be more important from a
societal perspective than for farmers (at least in the short term). In the Figures below we’ve allocated
the beneficiaries based on contextual information from each CIL.
For the 13 CILs analysed here 96 benefits were reported and categorised (see Figure 24). Each
percentage reflects the share of benefits reported in that category in relation to the total number of
reported benefits.

Figure 24.Type of broad categories of envisioned “dream contract” benefits.

Figure 25 highlights the share of benefits that predominantly benefit society at large (green) or farmers
(orange and brown). From the latter roughly half of them are direct monetary benefits, the others
being indirect ones.

Figure 25. Share of societal versus farmer benefits, including monetary vs indirect monetary benefits.

Looking into more detail at the different subcategories, Figure 26 shows for each of the 3 broad
categories (societal benefits and direct or indirect monetary benefits for farmers) their relative shares.
The product added value is less represented here (only 5,2%) but that is likely the result of a lesser
emphasis in the case study selection on value chains.
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Figure 26. Share of different subcategories of benefits for each of 3 main categories (societal benefits and direct
or indirect monetary benefits for farmers).

In the next section we zoom in even more on the different benefits for farmers and society and
illustrate them with subcategories from the 13 CILs.
Benefits for farmers
As shown previously, the benefits to farmers can be split into direct monetary benefits and indirect
monetary benefits.
Direct monetary benefits
For the direct monetary benefits we identified income support, cost savings and product added value.
Income support includes benefits that ensure extra income although not through market mechanisms.
Cost savings refer to benefits that reduce operational costs, either through benefits of scale or through
input reductions. Finally product added value benefits refer to benefits that are linked for example to
increased market access through product differentiation, price premiums for labelled products or
more equitable income distribution.
Regarding income support, compensation payments or subsidies are mentioned most often (see
Figure 27).

Figure 27. Share of envisioned income support benefits.

Regarding cost savings, these are most often linked to cooperation & shared burdens (benefits of
scale), administrative support, access to infrastructures or machinery, and reduced use of
fertilizers/pesticides (see Figure 28).
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Figure 28. Share of envisioned cost saving benefits.

Regarding product added value benefits, price premiums and product differentiation have been
reported (see Figure 29). However, since there were less value chain oriented CILs, these results also
reflect this (only 5 benefits reported in this category).

Figure 29. Share of envisioned product added value benefits.

Indirect monetary benefits
Amongst the indirect monetary benefits we identified both production related benefits or nonproduction related benefits. Production related benefits are all benefits that directly improve the
primary activity of the farmers. The envisioned benefits reported here are improvements to soil quality
(e.g., less compaction, better texture), better water retention, increased production quality, higher
yields, erosion control and climate resilient crops and farming techniques (see Figure 30). Soil quality
and climate resilience were mostly mentioned here.

Figure 30. Share of envisioned production related benefits.

Non-production related benefits are benefits that do not directly impact the primary activity of the
farmers but still provide meaningful incentives to them. The envisioned benefits reported here are
social recognition, species knowledge, income stability, pride and joy in their work and long(er) term
assurances to pursue farming activity (see Figure 31).
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Figure 31. Share of non-product related benefits envisioned by CILs.

Societal benefits
The envisioned societal benefits have been divided in both local and supra-local benefits. Local benefits
are generated at landscape, river catchment or other similar scales. They include improved landscapes
(cultural and aesthetic), tourism and gastronomy, improved social cohesion (especially between
farmers and surrounding communities), water quality and quantity, health and well-being and local
erosion reduction (see Figure 32).

Figure 32. Share of envisioned local societal benefits

Supra-local benefits are expressed at typically higher scales, for example (large) downstream
populated areas, regional or national levels, etc. They mostly include an improved or maintained state
of biodiversity, climate change mitigation measures (e.g., carbon storage, resistance to extreme
weather events) and to a lesser degree important flooding mitigation gains (see Figure 33).

Figure 33. Share of envisioned supra-local benefits.
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4.3.3

Actors involved

In all cases one or more intermediary organisations are suggested to be involved in the dream
contracts. In 11 out of 13 cases a farmer group is mentioned to play an important role. Farmer groups
are suggested to play different roles in the dream contracts: from coordinating measures, over
knowledge exchange, managing payments and monitoring, to building social cohesion and improving
participation in decision-making. The numbers in Figure 34, refer to the number of CILs who
spontaneously mentioned a specific role for a farmer group.

Figure 34. Different roles of farmer groups as mentioned by CILs.

4.3.4

Payments

Funding sources
In the majority of the cases (8 of 13) the funding is aimed to come from public sources (e.g., agrienvironment climate schemes), in two cases private funding is aimed for and in three cases a
combination of private and public funding is envisaged.
Action versus result-based payments
In most CILs, except Northwest England (UK) and Unione Comuni Garfagnana (IT), payments for agrienvironmental measures are currently based on actions. The dream contracts show however a serious
interest in experimenting with payments based on results as well (8 of 12):
·

In six out of twelve cases a combination of action- and result-based contracts is aimed for. E.g.,
Limburg (NL), Flanders-Gulpdal (BE) and North-Rhine Westphalia CIL-members envision their
dream contracts as basic payments to farmers based on actions with on top a bonus payment
based on results. Some of the CILs like to combine it from the start, while others think of it as
a step-by-step process. E.g., CIL-members in Bornholm (DK) like to start with an action based
payment and expand this later with a result-based option (Bornholm (DK), as this needs more
exploration. In Unione Comuni Garfagnana (IT) they want to do the other way around,
expanding existing result-based payments over time with payments for practices.
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·

·

Four dream contracts prefer to keep payments based on actions only. One of them (HiPP (DE))
explains that it is not clear for them how result-based payments should be controlled, while
others didn’t explain why or just mentioned that farmers preferred payments on actions (OostGroningen (NL)).
Two cases aim at payments based on results only. These cases are Flanders-Koolstofboeren
(BE) which aims at payments based on stored carbon and Northwest England (UK) which is
already piloting with result-based payments for some years (and does not want to go back to
a more prescriptive approach).

Bilateral versus collective payments
In most CILs, except the Dutch ones, payments for agri-environmental measures taken by farmers are
currently on a bilateral basis, between a government or an enterprise (e.g., HIPP). In 5 of 13 cases CILs
aim to keep bilateral contracts with the funding entity, while an equal number of cases envision to
organise payments in the future via a collective of farmers. It is interesting to note here that 11 out of
13 cases see an important role for farmer groups in the contracts (see above), which might be broader
than managing payments. In three cases another intermediary structure is involved in the dream
contract: a platform for trading ecosystem services (AgoraNatura (DE) or a platform for trading carbon
credits (Flanders-Koolstofboeren (BE) and potentially also Bornholm (DK)).

4.3.5

Monitoring

Actors involved
Not all CILs have yet developed a preferred way on how to organise the monitoring and by whom. In
ten out of eleven cases, who answered this question, at least two parties are to be involved. A majority
(N=10) says farmers of farmer groups should be involved in the monitoring of the dream contracts. In
seven cases advisors are suggested to be involved, of which six in combination with famers/farmer
groups. In contracts involving public payments, public bodies are preferred to play an important role
(N=4), while in privately funded contracts third party accreditation bodies are to be involved (N=3).
Practices versus results
In only 1 CIL (Örseg National Park) monitoring is aimed to focus on practices solely, while in all other
cases a combination of practices and results is involved. Even when these contracts aim for payments
based on actions or results only, there seems to be an interest for having a broader monitoring:
·
·
·

“Currently only practices are monitored, but we want to move on monitoring results” (CIL DK
Bornholm) (CIL NL Limburg)
“The contract is action-based, but we might introduce a result-based component” (CIL D NRW)
“The contract is result-based, but we are interested in identifying the links between
management and outcomes” (CIL UK NWE)
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4.4

Critical reflection on the methodological approach and obtained results

The differences of “contract innovation labs” of Contracts2.0 complicates the comparability and
synthesis of CIL outputs. Every CIL is located in a different region/country so stakeholders involved are
different depending on local context and type of contracts envisioned. This undoubtedly had an
influence on the results of dream landscape and dream contract exercises. Another consideration is
that each CIL is addressing stakeholders’ specific real-life needs, so processes within each CIL are also
adapted to their priorities, local dynamics and cultural processes. In this sense, it is important to
consider the next three points when looking at the results: 1) participating stakeholders in the different
processes, 2) methods used during dream landscape and dream contract design, and 3) the decision
making processes during the exercises. Although it is difficult to interfere in the internal processes of
the different CILs, some recommendations can be drawn from this reflection. For the third point
(decision making processes) no data was collected, but it might be useful to take this into account
internally in the different processes of each CIL.
The data used for this reflection had been obtained from the 13 different factsheets, where
information about methods used and stakeholders involved during design processes are described. In
addition, information from the Logbook was also reviewed to see the number of participants involved
in the workshops and what the gender balance was. Checking via email with some CILs leads was also
needed in some cases.

4.4.1

Participating stakeholders

During the whole project CILs are the pillar of Contracts2.0 to mobilise (and highlight) practitioner
perspectives and generate new useful information for the research results and for their regions. Thus,
it is essential to give importance to what kind of participants are taking part of the living labs, and
which stakeholders are participating (and which stakeholders do not participate) in the different design
processes.
In the guidelines to set up CILs and PILs, it is described that CILs should bring together farmers, farmers’
organisations, extension service providers, trainers, agro-ecological agents, environmental NGOs,
companies, local development groups, public administrations, etc. Type and number of people
involved depends on local context and necessities, and they can vary much within CILs. As it can be
seen in Figure 35, the most common stakeholders involved with the dream contracting exercises are
farmers, environmental NGOs or nature associations, researchers, advisors and public administration.
Farmers is the stakeholder group that is evidently present in all different CILs, even though their
numbers vary. The kind of farmers involved depends on the concerned farming system in each CIL. For
instance, in France shepherds and livestock farmers were involved, in Italy there were mainly custodian
farmers, while in Madrid there was a mix of horticultural, cereals and vineyards farmers.
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Figure 35. Type of stakeholders involved in the 13 CILs during dream landscape and dream contract development.
It represents the presence of the different kinds of stakeholders, but not the specific number of each stakeholder.

The second most involved group were environmental NGOs. They participated in 9 out 13 CILs. In some
cases, municipality and local administration was also present (Bornholm, North-Rhine Westphalia,
Madrid and Hautes-Pyrénées). In the contract process design of Madrid and Hautes- Pyrénées some
of the PIL members were also participating. For instance, in both cases experts responsible for the
development and implementation of the agri-environmental and climate measures (AECMs) were
present in some of the meetings. Researchers were also quite present within our CILs (8/13). This is
quite trivial as these exercises are taking place under the umbrella of a research project.
There are some stakeholders which are particular to specific CIL cases. For instance, in the HIPP case,
the majority of the participants were food processors and food manufacturers (and only a few farmers)
since the goal of this CIL is to improve a value chain contract by designing and developing a dream
value chain. In Gulpdal (Voeren), landowners -who are owners of land that lease most of it to farmersare also part of the CIL because this situation is quite common in Flanders (farmers own part of the
land and rents part of other from a landowner). Other examples are land stewardship entities in the
Madrid case, consumers in the case of Unione Comune Garfagnana, or a hunting organisation in the
case of Gulpdal (Voeren). Staff of natural areas/parks were only present at the CILs working in
protected areas (Örseg and North West England).
Another important aspect regarding participation of stakeholders is the gender balance within CIL
participants during the dream contracting process. The Figure 36 only shows gender balance of dream
contracting processes because it is since when this information was required. It indicates that there
were less female participants during designed exercises but still there was a good representation of
females within the CILs meetings (41%). If we zoom in on the gender balance of involved farmers, the
number of female farmers involved is lower. For instance, in Limburg CIL there is only one female
farmer (out of 8), in Hautes-Pyrénées CIL there is one female farmer and one female shepherd (out of
11) and in Madrid there are two female farmers involved. In some cases, there are no female farmers
involved in the CILs.
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Figure 36. Gender balance during the meetings to develop dream landscape and dream contracts (# = number
of workshops or consultations).

4.4.2

Methods used

Participatory processes were purposefully selected in this project to ensure that all relevant
stakeholders - including groups which are sometimes less represented (e.g., female farmers) - can take
an active part. This leads us to the second and the third point of the reflection about methods used
and the decision making processes within CILs. As it has been described in table 5, methods used within
CILs are also different and adapted to local context and circumstances, which also influences the
comparability within cases.
In almost all cases, design processes have been carried out virtually due to the COVID-19 constraints,
so methods used were also adapted to online meetings. This shift to virtual meetings had an impact
on the duration of the workshops: physical meetings could last for half a day, whereas virtual meetings
usually lasted between one and two hours. In addition, this format also limits the relationship and trust
building among the CIL members, and therefore probably also had an impact on the obtained results
from the discussions and debates. The only CILs that were able to hold face-to-face meetings were
Hautés Pyrenees and Bornholm.
Methods used during workshops were also adapted to virtual settings. Some of the CILs decided to
shift from the participatory workshops to questionnaires and interviews to farmers (North West
England, North Rhine-Westphalia) or a combination of both (Italy). This shift to a more individual way
of collecting data might have an influence on the group dynamics and co-learning processes. Data to
create the dream contracts are also coming from different numbers of workshops per CIL, in the case
of Örseg, it was decided to hold monthly sessions open to local people to keep participants active, so
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their results are coming from 4 different workshops. In other cases data came from PIL meetings as
well (e.g., Madrid), and in some cases information was collected from previous meetings (e.g.,
Bornholm). In the case of Agora Natura, the data is coming from a previous five year co-design project
with different workshops and iterative processes.
As it is mentioned along this section, the process of dream landscape and dream contracts design have
been tailored to local dynamics and changing circumstances depending on each CIL. The differences
between CILs and changes has an impact on both the process and on the obtained results. Direct
impacts on the process are more clearly identified, as is the case of missing opportunities for trust
building or less time allocated to discuss during the meetings due to virtual meetings. But to identify
clear impacts on obtained outcomes a further reflection together with the practitioners is needed.
Despite the fact that each path of each CIL has been (and it will be) different, some recommendations
and lessons learned can be taken for future steps. Concerning the great diversity of participants
involved in the process, missing important perspectives can also be identified and new practitioners
can be included in the project if needed. For instance, although there is a good female participation
within our CILs, female farmers are still less represented within our practitioners, and we should think
about how to include female perspectives into the project and to promote their participation within
our CILs. For the involvement and participation of stakeholders during meetings it is important to find
appropriate methodologies and group dynamics to ensure that all stakeholders´ perspectives are
included. A good example is that in all cases COVID-19 mitigation strategy for methodological
adaptation was developed to ensure the continuity of the space for dialogue and discussion that has
been created throughout the project.

5. CONCLUSION
The findings of this report are based on the perceptions of participants in 13 CILS which are located in
9 European countries (n = 354, number of people participating over all the workshops - likely to include
persons who are participating in several workshops). As such, these results do not claim to be
representative for the whole farming community in Europe.
While reading the results of this consultation, it is important to consider the differences between the
CILs and the differences in the processes used for obtaining the dream landscapes and dream
contracts. Stakeholders involved during design processes were different at each CIL (in number and
type of participants) because they are located in different regions and they are depending and adapted
to local context. Methods used also varied within CILs, and there is an important shift to virtual
meetings which have an undoubtedly influence on outcomes. Nevertheless, as they are the result of
interactions taking place during participatory workshops and/or derived from consultations across
Europe, they provide interesting insights in practitioner perceptions about desirable changes in the
present agri-environmental contracts. It can be safely assumed that the participants were practitioners
who are already engaged in contracts and who have a keen interest in reconciling farmer objectives
with societal needs for agri-environmental public goods.
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In order to clarify the goal to which the contracts should contribute to, participants were asked to
envision dream farming landscapes during the first phase of this process. This method allowed to
define a common-agreed and ideal landscape, and the main drivers that enable or constrain to reach
this envisioned situation. Some common “building blocks” in these dream landscapes emerged. The
most commonly mentioned building blocks include: viable agriculture, regulating ecosystem services
and social cohesion. The 5 most important drivers of change that facilitate or limit the dream farming
landscape are (in declining importance): social context (35% of the drivers of change mentioned), legal,
policy and political context (21%), and land use and environmental conditions (18%). The economic
and the agro-management viability were - surprisingly - the least mentioned (13% each). An interesting
finding is that social cohesion & context is considered both as a major building block for dream
landscapes, as well as a major enabler to achieve it. The inhibitors are mostly related to economic
viability (e.g., insufficient budget allocation and market fluctuations), the legal, policy and political
context (e.g., uncertainty of current and future CAP developments, complex monitoring, lack of
administrative staff) and to the agro-management viability (e.g., practices towards agricultural
intensification, lack of technical knowledge, uncertainty on the effects of farming practices).
Fifteen dream contracts were formulated by the same participants in the respective CILs, and are
related to a diversity of land use types ranging from arable over grassland to permanent crop land. The
dream contracts are expected to contribute to reaching the local-defined farming landscape. The
dream contracts envision a wide range of benefits, which goes well beyond financial compensations
to farmers. They include monetary benefits for farmers (income support, added value of products, cost
saving), indirect benefits for farmers (productive and non-productive benefits), and benefits for society
(local and supra-local).
In general, a major interest appeared towards the integration of more collective, result-based
approaches and value-chain contracts, often in combinations. The most ideal contract length ranges
from 5 to 10 years, although two CILs preferred shorter and two other CILs preferred contracts of more
than 10 years. In almost all dream contracts it is proposed that monitoring should include both actions
and results, even in those cases where payments are only based on actions or results. There is a strong
willingness from practitioners to be involved in monitoring (in almost all dream contracts).
Intermediary organisations and farmer groups are proposed to play an important role in (almost) all
dream contracts. This can be explained by the broad range of potential roles suggested for
intermediaries, such as: coordinating measures, organising management, monitoring and creating
more participation in decision-making.
Despite the limited sample and a possible bias in the consulted participants, it can be concluded that
practitioners seem to be keen to contribute to societal benefits, to experiment with alternative
contracts, and to play a more active role in the design and monitoring of agri-environmental contracts.
This mirrors the findings of the SWOT report of existing innovative contracts.
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ANNEX 1: TEMPLATES FOR REPORTING ON DREAM FARMING-LANDSCAPES AND
DREAM CONTRACTS
Table 4. Reporting template 'Building your dream farming-landscape'.
REPORTING 'Building your dream farming landscape'
STEP 1 A.
What kind of farming-landscape do you want to reach in
2040?
More specifically, it is important that there is a reflection
on desired environmental and climate benefits, and
economical viability of farm systems.
(max. 300 words):
"Whose dream landscape is this?" Which actors were
involved in defining the dream landscape?
Which method was used to develop/formulate the
dream landscape?
What are the drivers of change (‘enablers’ and Inhibitors
‘inhibitors’) that could stop you, or help you, to reach
this dream farming-landscape(e.g., biophysical, social,
economic, political)?
Examples are: increased customer interest in buying
local food, CAP promoting a more circular economy and
cooperation policies, need for energy efficiency,
pressure for intensification, increase in tourism, world
prices of agricultural commodities, climate change, rural
land abandonment …

Enablers

More documentation
UPLOAD
For communication purposes and reporting purposes we would appreciate it if you
joined pictures of your workshops, meetings or relevant landscapes. Charts, figures or
other graphical material is also very welcome. You can upload it in the folder linked here,
in the appropriate sub-folder of your CIL. Many thanks!
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Table 5. Reporting template 'Building your dream contract'.

To be reported
at step 1

Q

Contract working name

x

1

Summary of Contract (Ex. target(s), describe to which
contract type(s) it is related, etc.) (max. 100 words):

x

2

How could the dream contract contribute to the dream
farming-landscape?

x

3

What are the environmental and/or climate benefits
addressed by the contract?

x

4

What other added value are you planning to create?

x

5

Which farm types are targeted? small scale farmers, dairy
farmers, etc.)

x

6

Which specific land use/s are targeted by the contract (e.g.,
arable, grassland, peatland, vineyards, orchards, …) ?

x

7

Which measures or practices at farm level will be contracted
(e.g., flower strips, no tillage, crop rotation, etc.)?

x

8

What would be the ideal contract period (in years)?

x

9

What are the benefits for the farmers (financial or nonfinancial)?

10

Which other actors benefit from the proposed added value?
Please describe for each of the beneficiaries mentioned
above, how they benefit.

x

11

Which of these beneficiaries could provide payments
and/or services (e.g., land or market access, tax benefits) in
return for these benefits?

x

12

Will a farmer group be involved? Please further specify their
role.

x

13

Will intermediary parties be involved and in what role (e.g.,
as advisors, monitors, managing payments, etc.)?

x

14

What are the main tenure systems of the contracted land
(private, public, or common land ownership)?

x

Lan
d

Actors

Objective + application domain

STEP 1 B.
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after step 2

REPORTING 'Dream contract' proposal

x

x

x
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D 3.3 - Report with a set of dream contracts and their expected application domain
15

Will access to land for farmers be coupled with specific
contract requirements related to environmental/climate
issues? If yes, please specify the requirements.

x

16

Will there be rules to determine which farmers have priority
to get access to parcels of land?

x

17

Where will the funding come from? [public funding, private
funding, mix of both]?

18

In the case of private funding, who is going to pay for it?

19

Will the farmers be paid through a collective of farmers?

20

Will the payment be based on results, actions or a
combination?

x

21

In case of a result-based payment, will the payment increase
with higher results? How many layers of payments are
foreseen?

x

22

In the case of value chain contract, do farmers get a higher
price for their agricultural product(s)?

x

23

Can the maximum payment be higher than compensation
for income forgone and costs?

x

24

What will be monitored: practices, results or a combination
of both?

x

25

What specific
monitoring?

26

Who will carry out the monitoring? Is it the farmer, advisor,
an independent body (= the body setting the monitoring
rules different than the one controlling them?)

27

Will there be a third party that controls the monitoring
body? (e.g., an accreditation body, an independent public
body, ...)

x

28

What will be the frequency of the monitoring? (Please
indicate for each monitoring activity what is monitored)

x

x

criteria/indicators will be used for

More documentation
For communication purposes and reporting purposes we would appreciate it if you joined pictures of
your workshops, meetings or relevant landscapes. Charts, figures or other graphical material is also
very welcome. You can upload it in the folder linked here, in the appropriate sub-folder of your CIL.
Which methods are used to develop/formulate the dream contract?
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x

x

UPLOAD

x
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