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Box 1: Contract solutions covered in CONSOLE 

Figure 3 gives an overview on the distribution of contract types throughout all CONSOLE EU 
case studies. The classification of contract types is based on the SDUWQHUV¶ own assignment. 
Contracts that are purely action-based are excluded from the CONSOLE scope.  

In parts, the contract solutions represented by the EU case studies are assigned to a single contract 
type. Some of the case studies however represent combinations or hybrids of different contract 
types (e.g. a result-based approach with collective implementation). For the general overview in 
figure 3, each case study has EHHQ�VFUHHQHG�IRU�LWV�³VWURQJHVW´�FRQWUDFW�W\SH�HOHPHQW��DQG�KDV�then 
been assigned to the respective contract type group. Contract solutions which cannot be assigned 
to one main contract type, because two or more contract types are equally involved in the solution, 
are represented in each contract type group they have been assigned to.  

Overview of main contract types

 
Figure 3: Number of case studies listed by contract type 

Figure 3 reveals that 22 contract solutions are assigned to the main contract type of collective 
implementation/cooperation (CO/COOP), including 18 cases representing collective 
implementation and 4 representing cooperations4. Five collective case studies are double-counted 
because a second main contract type is involved. CO/COOP contract solutions are thus the most 
numerous in the project closely followed by result-based/result-oriented (RB/RO) solutions (21 
                                                      
4 A detailed definition and differentiation between collective and cooperative can be found in chapter 3.3.2. 
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CONSOLE focuses on 4 types of contract solutions: 

 

Result-based/result-oriented contracts (RB/RO): Contracts specifying an 
environmental/climate result as reference parameter (in RB solutions, results are the 
reference parameter even for payments) 

 

Collective implementation/cooperation (CO/COOP): Contracts implementing a 
formalised cooperation among farmers/actors in view of delivering AECPGs (in CO 
solutions, even payments are issued collectively and then distributed between the 
members of the collective) 

 

Value chain-based contracts (VC): Contracts connecting the delivery of AECPGs 
with the production of private goods  

 
Land tenure-based contracts (LT): Land tenure arrangements with environmental 
clauses 

Also contract solutions representing combinations or hybrids of these are considered in CONSOLE.  

• 60 casi di studio in tu-a Europa 
• 22 casi di approcci colle4vi



Overview dei casi di studio di CONSOLE

•Spesso combinazione di elemen: result-based con approcci colle4vi
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cases). The distribution of RB and RO contract solutions in the RB/RO pillar is nearly half/half; 
11 of the contract solutions are explicitly result-based, 10 contract solutions are result-oriented 
contracts5. Again, 7 RB/RO contract solutions are characterised by incorporating a second main 
contract type. 15 case studies are assigned to the contract type group of value chain (VC) based 
solutions, 10 case studies belong to the group of land tenure (LT) based contracts (4 case studies 
each include a second main contract type). Finally, there are 3 case studies which are not directly 
assignable to one of the four contract types, therefore, they are assigned to an additional category 
named µothers¶.  

Contract solutions with only one contract type involved

 
Figure 4: Number of contracts where only one feature is involved 

The bar charts in figure 4 depict contract solution cases with only one contract type involved. 
Compared to the total number, the figure reveals that particularly VC based solutions only rarely 
involve other contract type elements, 11 of the 15 VC cases are characterised by showing no 
characteristics of other types. Also, /7�FRQWUDFWV�PRVWO\�GRQ¶W�VKow elements of other contract 
types, here 6 of the 10 LT contracts include only land tenure elements. Collective contracts in 
contrast tend to appear more frequently in contract combinations, only 13 of the 22 CO/COOP 
contracts are characterised by solely CO/COOP elements. In RB/RO schemes, hybrids are most 
common, consequently only few contract solutions (7 of 21) include only RB/RO elements.  

Contract solutions with more than one contract type involved 

 
Figure 5: Number of contract type combinations in the case studies6 

Figure 5 gives an overview of the occurrence of contract type combinations. The combination of 
RO/RB with CO/COOP contract types, with a number of 8 cases, is by far the most frequent 
combination. The mix of RO/RB and value chain (VC) contract types appears 3 times. 2 

                                                      
5 A detailed definition and differentiation between result-based and result-oriented can be found in chapter 3.3.1. 
6 This graphic shows the appearance of combinations with two main types as well as contract solutions that have one main contract 
type and additional components of other types. 
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Verso un approccio collettivo (pratica)

• Vari tenta:vi di implementare misure che incen:vino il coordinamento di azioni 
agro-ambientali
• EU

• PSR 2014-2020: “Sono concessi pagamen6 agro-clima6co-ambientali agli agricoltori, alle 
associazioni di agricoltori o alle associazioni miste di agricoltori e altri gestori del territorio…”

• Riforma PAC (2018): “promote and support collec6ve schemes ... to encourage farmers to 
deliver a significant enhancement of the quality of the environment at a larger scale and in a 
measurable way”

• Vari casi sparsi in Europa:
• Le coopera6ve ambientali olandesi
• Alsazia
• Svizzera 
• Regione Emilia-Romagna



Verso un approccio colle:vo – Le coopera<ve ambientali Olandesi

• 2016: la partecipazione a schemi agro-ambientali avviene solo in forma colleQva

• ObieQvi:
• Coordinamento territoriale per le azioni agro-ambientali
• Flessibilità nella scelta delle azioni implementate
• Semplificazione delle procedure amministra9ve
• U9lizzo di is9tuzioni esisten9 e che godono della fiducia degli agricoltori

• Come funziona il nuovo schema:
• Il territorio è suddiviso in 40 coopera9ve
• La partecipazione dei singoli agricoltori avviene solo tramite la coopera9va
• Il governo nazionale:

• Firma un contra,o con le coopera0ve regionali e fissa un target
• Descrizione delle a8vità rimborsabili

• Le coopera9ve:
• Preparano un piano di a8vità di 6 anni
• Firmano contra8 con i singoli agricoltori
• Forniscono una guida dal punto di vista ecologico
• Coordinano le azioni agro-ambientali di chi vuole partecipare allo schema
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Core elements of the new scheme are:
• A landscape-scale approach with conservation measures at 

habitat level instead of field level.
• An intermediary position for the cooperative as a final 

beneficiary, allowing for increased flexibility at farm and field 
level with regard to measures and payments.

• Ecological guidance in all relevant phases: the development of 
the management plan, the acquisition of individual contracts 
and the actual activities at field level. 

• Tailor-made controls, with a distinction between the contracted 
area and the compliance with contract obligations. This two-tier 
system offers flexibility, making it possible to change the 
management approach from year to year and even in the course 
of one season. Last-minute changes in conservation activities are 
facilitated by real-time notification.

• Increased stakeholder involvement, between farmers in the 
region and with other relevant regional and national parties 
(e.g. conservation organisations, environmental NGOs or 
universities for ecological advice or monitoring), in synergy with 
the ecological guidance provided by the cooperative itself. 

4. Bene!ts of a cooperative approach

The main aims of the new Dutch scheme are to improve scheme 
results and lower implementation costs. There are many potential 
benefits to a cooperative approach:

Increased environmental output
• A coordinated cross-farm approach is more effective for species 

and habitats that exceed farm level (e.g. farmland birds, 
ecological corridors) and for reducing negative externalities to 
improve water, soil and air quality. The approach can also help 
connect protected areas such as Natura 2000 sites.

• Scheme implementation by an organisation close to the farmers 
increases participation and scheme coverage. High coverage is 
beneficial to part of the target species involved.

• Regional coordination allows for the involvement of 
conservation organisations and other relevant parties, as well as 
the many thousands of enthusiastic conservation volunteers, 
which is of vital importance to conservation outcomes.

• In the Dutch example, the cooperatives’ character and routine 
allow for strong ecological guidance, selection of suitable areas 
and fields, appropriate measures following ecological guidelines, 
and intensive guidance and education of participating farmers, 
thus professionalising the management.

A key role for agri-environment cooperatives in the Netherlands
Anticipating the new scheme, Dutch farmers established 40 new agri-environment 
cooperatives, covering the entire countryside (see the map). This is – for now 
– the !nal outcome of a long tradition of cooperative approaches to farmland 
biodiversity conservation. This tradition starts in the early 1990s, when 
– inspired by German and Danish examples – the !rst environmental 
cooperatives were founded. Up to 2015, some 160 regional cooperatives 
were established, many of them developing a broad range of rural 
development activities. All of these were legal entities, but they varied 
substantially in size (from several thousand hectares to over 
100,000 hectares), in membership (many being open to citizens, some 
to farmers only), and in terms of professionalism. The prospect of 
a scheme based on the large-scale participation of cooperatives as 
applicants and !nal bene!ciaries led to the awareness that a 
major reorganisation and professionalisation was needed. 
From 2011 to 2014, the new approach was successfully 
tested in four pilot regions. The actual reorganisation 
took place in 2014 and 2015, resulting in 40 new 
cooperatives, in many cases established on top of the 
existing ones. The new organisational structure was a 
result of intensive consultation, both among 
cooperatives and with the national and provincial 
governments. In 2015, all the new cooperatives were 
established as legal entities and certi!ed as conservation organisations. Although many of 
the original cooperatives are still active, their number is slowly decreasing due to a gradual 
transfer of activities to the new organisations. 



Verso un approccio collettivo – Alsazia

• La conservazione del criceto comune in Alsazia
• Contra-o colle4vo con l’obie4vo di o-enere un livello minimo di densità di habitat

• Caratteristiche del meccanismo:
• Viene identificata un’area target per la conservazione del criceto

• 3 aree vengono identificate
• Schema di pagamento:

• Pagamento proporzionale all’area posta sotto contratto
• Il pagamento viene attivato solo se almeno il 24% dell’area è posta sotto contratto
• Il tasso di pagamento per ettaro aumenta con la percentuale di area sotto contratto
• 24% -> 452€/ha; 40% ->520€/ha
• L’area sotto contratto può cambiare di anno in anno ma rimane la soglia collettiva del 24%
• Ulteriore pagamento a risultalto – per numero di tane di criceto

• Partecipazione: 
• 10 contratti collettivi, 140 aziende agricole, 3000 ha sotto contratto



Verso un approccio collettivo – Alsazia

• La conservazione del criceto comune in Alsazia
• Contra-o colle4vo con l’obie4vo di o-enere un livello minimo di densità di habitatz

Figure 1: Strict Protection Zone including Collective Zones. Source: DREAL 2018, PNA 2019-2028,
p. 118

CZ. The blue dots represent the burrows as counted in 2018.

Subsidy payments per hectare are increasing with the amount of collective surface contributed in

a CZ. For instance, a surface of exactly 24% of the CZ’s territory is rewarded with 452e per hectare

of favorable crops. A surface of 40%, however, is rewarded with 520e per hectare of favorable crops.

While 24% represents the threshold and 40% represents the ceiling for payment staggering, every

additional percentage point within those limits adds around 3-11e to the per hectare reward (see

appendix, table 7). Contributions of more than 40% do not increase the subsidy’s per hectare amount

anymore, but are still rewarded at the same rate as 40% contributions. The individual observations

show contributions of favourable surfaces by farms with territory within strict protection zones.

Farm territories are spatially grouped into CZs, depending on the location of farm units. This

means that one farm entity can be allocated to multiple CZs due to spatial overlap of farm units

across perimeters of di↵erent zones. Therefore, the analysis has to account for the clustering at

both farm and zone level, specifically as the two are non-nested. That is, one farm is not necessarily

included within a single CZ, but can be part of several zones. Moreover, not all zones started to

contract under the scheme during the same year. Rather, zones joined the cAES throughout the

three years between 2013 and 2015, while each zone committed for a contract period of 5 years. This

implies that the last year of contract also di↵ers respectively by zone.
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Verso un approccio colle:vo – Svizzera

• Dal 2001 «Contribu: per la biodiversità»:
• Obie4vo: creazione di network di conservazione
• Disegno dello schema:

• Pagamento per ha per pra6che favorevoli alla biodiversità
• Esempio: no fer-lizzan- 

• Bonus se le aziende coordinano spazialmente le aree soUo contraUo
• Creazione di un progeUo di conservazione «progeUo di agglomerazione»

• Partecipazione: 
• 80% dell’area soUo contraUo fa parte di un progeUo coordinato (2018)



Verso un approccio collettivo – Svizzera

• Dal 2001 «Contribu: per la biodiversità»:
• Obie4vo: creazione di network di conservazione
• Esempio: valle Saas e Ma-er nel Canton Vallese of Valais, 

• 464 aziende agricole
• 73% delle aziende hanno partecipato in un progetto di agglomerazione
• 27% delle parcelle sotto contratto
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Verso un approccio collettivo – Misura 16, E-R

• 16.5.01 - Salvaguardia della biodiversità regionale
• ObieQvi: 

• Incen9vare "azioni … coordinate per la tutela della biodiversità … e rimuovere le cri9cità … nei si9 della Rete 
Natura 2000”

•Modalità:
• avviamento di fasi di animazione concerta9ve
• coinvolgimento del maggior numero di beneficiary
• un accordo di cooperazione locale
• un progeKo ambientale locale che dà aKuazione all'accordo di cooperazione

• Collegamento tra azioni implementate e un obie6vo di conservazione

• Cos6 ammissibili sono:
• Cos9 di cooperazione
• Cos9 di realizzazione del ProgeKo

•Partecipazione: 
• Due domande
• Nessuna acceKata



Lezioni dai casi di studio
• Analisi qualita:va e comparata dei casi di studio
• Differenze su due dimensioni

• Livello di decentralizzazione nella ges6one del coordinamento interaziendale
1. Olanda: coordinamento dall’alto: un ente coordina le singole aziende su quali e dove interven9 

implementare
2. Alsazia: coordinamento tramite targe9ng spaziale e incen9vi lega9 alla densità di habitat
3. E-R, Svizzera: coordinamento decentrato tramite incen9vi per progeX che siano spazialmente 

coeren9
• Livello di deUaglio e semplicità nel disegno della misura

1. Olanda: misure che nel disegno sono generali, e vengono specificate precisamente per azienda
2. Alsazia: misure abbastanza deKagliate anche spazialmente ma poi sta alle aziende decidere il dove
3. Svizzera: le aziende sono libere di implementare le pra9che dove vogliono (all’interno di un progeKo 

coerente) ma pra9che molto semplici e
4. E-R: le aziende sono libere di implementare le pra9che dove vogliono (all’interno di un progeKo 

coerente) ma pra9che deKagliate e molto semplice
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Lezioni dai casi di studio (2)
• Analisi qualita:va e comparata dei casi di studio
• Differenze su due dimensioni
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Lezioni dai casi di studio (2)
• Analisi qualita:va e comparata dei casi di studio
• Differenze su due dimensioni
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Discussione e Conclusioni

• Il coordinamento delle azioni agro-ambientali potrebbe effe4vamente migliorare 
l’efficacia delle misure agro-ambientali

• Richiedono però un ripensamento nel disegno delle misure
• Sono presumibilmente piu costose
• Esplicitamente collegare gli incen6vi a progeQ colleQvi
• Creare azioni molto semplici o specifiche
• Prevedere is6tuzioni «ponte» che aiu6no il coordinamento delle aziende
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