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1 Introduction

1.1 Scope of Task 3.2

Title of Task 3.2 isPan-EU survey of farmers and other rural landowners . The task,
through a questionnaire, aims at identif ying the acceptance and the
farmers/ forest ownersd behaviour towards the co
from the potential contractors. The task also benefits of insights from WP2 and

Task 3.1. The survey has been designed to tackle different target gr oups of
farmers in the 12 countries involved in the project. The target sample size of the
surveys is in the range between 100 and 300 farmers, forest owners, or landowners
(hereafter referred as land managers), per country. Under certain needs, the

target sample has been discussed among partners and, depending on the
precise survey design and the expected outcomes of the analyses, it has been
reconsidered during the project.

The questionnaire includes questions on | and m
such a s socio-demographic characteristics, existing tenure situation and AECPG
arrangements, as well as the vision and potential response of land managers
about the proposed contract solutions and their design parameters (e.g., length,
collective features, param eters for result verification and control, distribution of
risk, etc.). It was envisaged that the questionnaire is structured on a common part

as well as on a part designed to target the specific issues at stake in each
country. A choice experiment analysi s to elicit preferences on additional key
contract parameters and to estimate their economic value has been included

in 5 countries (Italy dboth UNIBO and UNIPI partners 8, Finland, France, Poland,
and the UK), depending on partner availability to conduct s uch analysis. Austria
analysed the intention of Austrian farmers to perform results -based contracts by
means of a structural equation model.

The questionnaire has been translated to the respective native language and
conducted using the most appropriate me ans in each country. The task leader
guided and supported the formulation and analysis of common questions on the

chosen contract solutions in order to secure coherence, comparable results and
appropriate policy analysis framework using the aggregated data set. The report
also provides additional elaboration -targeted to local specificities and
individually relevant policy  issues by each \partner when deemed locally
relevant. NN

1.2 Scope of Task 3.3
Tltle _oi;he -Fask 3. 3 is Survey of other key actors and keholde rs. First, each B
ntry "_dentlfled key stakeholders and key actors, different frcﬂ*n\land managers,

,-aré*hkely to be involved in the contract solutions that were examined in Task

5’3 25 ‘also benefiting of the network built in Task 5.1. After this, a survey involving

fhe identified stakeholders and actors was performed. The target sample size of

these surveys varied between 30 and 100 respondents in each country. The /
guestionnaires were adapted to the needs and possibilities of each participating
country.

13



In the first part of the survey, background characteristics of the respondents were
inquired. In the second part, the similar questions of acceptability, motivations,

and obstacles as in the land manager survey were used. In the third part of the
stakeholder survey, focus was on societal factors that can affect in the adoption

of result-based contract in each country. Societal factors were analysed via
PESTLE framework. Results of the PESTLE framework are reported in the Deliverable
D3.3.

The stakeholder ques tionnaire was completed in each country, according to the

guidelines given by the task leader and co -leader. Elaboration of the
aggregated database was run by the task leader and co -leader. This approach
increased the comparability of results with landowne I surveys across countries.

1.3 Deliverable outline

The Deliverable D3.2 is organised as follows: after the introductory summary of

the CONSOLE Project tasks which are related to the present document (section

1), two distinct sections present and discuss the results from the land managers
survey (section 2 ) and the stakeholders survey ( section 4 ). Both these sections
present the data collection procedures that have been adopted, by showing

and discussing the results from the whole sample of respondents as well as the
relevant insights from specific groups, also presenting few insights from the
country -specific case studies ( sub-section 2.4). The discussion of the results
related to the acceptability of the contract solutions by the land managers and

forest hold ers is structured in sub-section 2.5 . Section 3 presents the additional
work done by each partner in relation to Task 3.2 objectives, beyond the
common questionnaire for land managers and forest holders and its related
analysis (e.g., the Choice Experiment s conducted by some partners and/or the
additional questions targeting the peculiarities of the national case studies).
Section 5 hosts the document references. Annexes related to both the land
managers survey and the stakeholders one are attached at the e nd of the
present document.




2 Land managers survey 0 Task3.2

2.1 Introduction

The aim of Task 3.2 Pan-EU survey of farmers and other rural landowners is to
identify acceptance and |l and manager sd& behavi
solutions proposed in WP1 from the  potential contractors. By benefiting of insights

from WP2 and Task 3.1, the surveys targeted groups of land managers (both

farmers and foresters) in 12 countries involved in the CONSOLE Project. The

sample sizes of the surveys lie in the range between 100 and 400 respondents per

country.

The guestionnaire includes g u e s ted¢omomis on res
characteristics, structural and accounting feat
existing tenure situation and AECPG arrangements, as well as the vision and

potential response of land managers about the proposed contract solutions and

their design parameters (e.g., length, collective features, parameters for result
verification and control, distribution of risk, etc.). The questionnaire has a
common part a s well as a part designed to target the specific issues at stake in
each country, including a Choice Experiment exercise aiming at eliciting the
preferences on key contract parameters and to estimate their economic value,

as per the cases of Finland, Franc e, Italy (both UNIBO and UNIPI partners), Poland
and the UK. In addition, Austria carried out a structural equation model to
analyse the Austrian farmers behaviour in relation to result -based contract
solution. The questionnaire has been translated to the respective native
language and conducted using the most appropriate means in each country.

2.2 Data collection

2.2.1 Questionnaire overview

The questionnaire for the land managers survey (see Annex A) is structured on a
preliminary section (that was not shown to re spondents) dedicated to partners
only. This section describes the questionnaire structure, its main aims, and the
target population that is expected to- be-addressed. Moreover, this section

contains the questionnaire introductionto be shqwn to the responde nts and the
mandatory country -s peci fic oPrivacy and data confident
the Iinked “06Consent question(s)o6 to be accepte

the Project DMP prescriptions and guidelines (see Dé{i_verable D7.4).
. NN

The questionnaireisstr uct ur ed in t wo parts. Part | is ded
- —ae-teri stics and agricultural/forest ho T di
' ons —about, e. g., the"\.{_‘_espondent(")s gender

irec nvolvement in the holding managem ent as well as'"?:]uestions about the
~~holding features like, e.g., its legal status, specialization, the hectares of land
./ //// /;5v\7ned, rented -in/out, the direct and RDP payments received in the last year,
et e Part 1 is dedicated to nglerwirorﬁm@rmahtract/
77 penefits and their acceptabilityé where, f o™ e
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the respondent behaviour about the main environmental measures carried out

and/or envisaged for the holding in relation to both the last five management

years and the incoming future, the contracts characteristics influencing his/her
willingness to enrol in an environmental programme as well as specific
acceptability questions on the four contract types investigated (result -based,
collective, value chain and lan d tenure contract solutions). Furthermore, a
country -specific Part Ill was added by partners willing to carry out, e.g., a Choice
Experiments and/or willing to investigate the peculiarities of their case studies by
means of additional questions/analysis.

2.2.2 Sampling and data collection approach

Table 1 depicts the main information related to the data collection procedure
adopted. Most partners collected data on land managers during the period
between March and July 2021. Few partners started data collection al ready in
December 2020 or January 2021, while few others slightly delayed it, finishing in
September 2021. No relevant issues must be reported in terms of the
accomplishment of the envisaged population targets by the tasks (as they were
planned/described i nitially) and/or with respect to the retrieval of information.
This, although the COVID -19 outbreak imposed further barriers and challenges to
the primary data collection. Indeed, the range of sample sizes per country
reflects the number of complete respon dents envisaged by Task 3.2, with almost
all the partners accomplishing the minimum target of 100 completed responses
(ranging from the minimum of 60 Spanish respondents up to the maximum of 794
Finnish respondents). The main strategy adopted by each partn er for data
collection, also considering the COVID  -19 outbreak, was based on online surveys
implemented e.g., by means of Qualtrics or LimeSurvey software. In few cases,
face -to-face and telephone interviews were carried out too. The questionnaires
were ad vertised mainly by national institutional partners, non -profit organizations,
farmers unions, etc. and, in few cases, interviews were carried out by
subcontracted research agencies and service provider entities. The
questionnaires were eventually promoted by links published on the official
institutional partners websites, shared by mailing lists and social media.

Tablel. Datacollectiorg. Land managers survey

\UPartner

Partner Country Nr. of Nr-of ~ Nr. of Questionnaire Survey Timing
ID respondents questionnares. :f_\co\mpleted way (tool) advertised/promoted
contacted collected- -~ ~answers by
NA from Emilia ST
Remagna Regior-559 (459 via online EmiliaRomagna
Website; Emilia NN Quattics;  edion (0O Via oy gy
1 UNIBO Italy 6,000 e Romagna 305y ’ official website and € Y
A oS : : , faceto-face by < - . 2021
mailed,; Region; 100 via N h LIS Y FAS YLAfaoT a
160 by &h LISy FA \"\ * channel .
-~ GhLISYyTAS
\ Apr-May
2021
N,
4,974 - farmers; f?rlrlners (408 (farmers)
Finland NA ~for ~forest ' 794 online ; Apr
386 forest
owners 2021
owners)

(forest
owners) /
: online by - market research Mar-May
Austria NA 152 182 (LimeSurvey) AV AGAGdzi S 2021




(e-mails  within an
internet panel)

. Dec
4 IAE Bulgaria NA 9 96 g”"”ﬁéne 2020Feb
yP 2021
online Tl email contacts; FebApr
5 Tl Germany 700 146 146 (LimeSurvey) Twitter 2021
EVENOR, Mar-Sept
6 ASAJA, Spain NA 60 60 faceto-face P
2021
UPM
farmers union
(Confederation
Paysanne);  Brittany
Regional Federatioof
TRAME, ) Organic Farming May-Jun
7 INRA France 160 130 130 faceto-face (FRAB): organization 2021
of milk producers
(CIVAM, CEBF
OLPGO); GEDA3!
CETA35
social media; National
8 ucc Ireland NA 210 210 online Farm Advisory Service JarMar
European Innovation 2021
Networks
300 famers Entity  which  has
. subcontracted the
contacted from faceto  face; surve and  which JunSent
9 UNIPI Italy a database of a 110 94 using links on Y . . P
A . offers administrative 2021
Tl NYSNAC Qualtrics B .
o and technical services
association
to farmers
10 ZSA Latvia 900 101 101 online ZSA amail contacts; Mar-May
social media 2021
online . Apr-Jul
11 VUA Netherlands 15,000 201 160 (Qualtrics) Twitter 2021
online agricultural  advisors Mar-Jul
SGGW Poland 450 279 279 . and Environmental
(LimeSurvey) I 2021
Association
United online . Mar-May
Vol Kingdom 209 194 194 (Qualtrics) ICASP 2021

2.3 Survey results

2.3.1 Whole sample characteristics

The final number of observations presenting a completed questionnaire is 2,721.

The majority of respondents in the sample come from Finland (794 indi vidual, split
between farmers and foresters), followed by Italy (399) and Poland (279).
Bulgaria and Spain are the only countries that_fhave a final number of completed
questionnaires under the lower bound-of 1(_)0"._'r_e_§gg‘ndents set by Task 3.2, with 96

N\ and 60 respondents respectively. Figure 1__3__s-hg‘)\gs\the share of respondents by
NN country. W




Country

Austria
Bulgaria
Finland
France
Germany
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Poland

Sﬁain
The Netherlands
UK

Figurel. Share of respondents by coundrizand managers survey (N=2,721)

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics related to the information retriev ed by Part
| questions of the land managers survey. The majority of respondents (82%)
identify themselves in the male gender, while almost 55% of respondents are
between 41 and 60 years old. Upper  -Secondary education is the most frequent
education level am ong the individuals in the sample which shows also the
peculiar presence of high -educated farmers and foresters (21% and almost 24%
of respondents have a Bachel or or Masterds deg
of respondents have a specific education in e ither agriculture or silviculture,
being mainly single owners (57%) and being directly responsible of the holding
management. Mainly, the samplel Gmposed by individual holdings,
specialized i noCe d\\k\s, oil seed and®d58n0 otein c
and oDairyi _/gé__-'irt_l'_'_3' \\‘\ not producing organic
. holdings are not organic). Around-15%.‘_Q_f-:_'_t_'h-e;h- dihgdo pay an external service
"_and/or get assistance with an environmental related focus, while the majority of

1 technical or accounting
/ e member of an R,
tal or hature conservation organization, wh e out of two is a 8
oer of farmers ljhloh}(S). Almost half of the respondenfé“f rave the intention to
/’/going the holding  -related activity for more than 10 years Wﬁhfsl% of the
pondents getting more than the 89% of their income directly from the
griculture or silviculture activity. 69% of respondents indicated tha t they receive
irect payments under the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) programming, in




the previous year of holding activity, while 45% declared receiving payments

related to Rural Development Programmes (RDP).

Table2. Descriptre statistics; Land managers survey
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Variable Count Percentage Min; 1stquartile; Median;
(n=2,721) Mean (Standard Deviation);'8quartile; Max; {NA}
Male 2,234 82.10
Gender Female 478 17.57
NA 9 0.33
18-20 21 0.77
21-30 173 6.36
3140 426 15.66
41-50 707 25.99
Age 51-60 780 28.68
61-70 408 15.00
71-80 158 581
>80 27 0.99
NA 20 0.74
Primary 250 9.19
Upper secondary 771 28.36
Postseqondary 421 15.48
Education level non tertiary
Bachelor 579 21.29
al aiSNRa 646 23.76
PhD or equivalent 39 143
NA 15 0.55
None 1,078 39.62
Agriculture 1,313 48.25
Agriforestry education Forestry 251 9.23
Both 70 2.57
NA 9 0.33
Single owner 1,565 57.52
Role Coowner 913 33.55
Tenant 182 6.69
NA 61 2.24
Yes 2,578 94.75
Management responsible  No 140 5.15
NA 3 0.11
Individual 2,219 78.24
Legal status Partnerships 484 17.79
Other 104 3.82
NA 4 0.15
Specialist cereals
oilseed, and 577 21.21
protein crops
General fied 301 11.06
cropping )
Specialist -
horticulture o :
S_peC|aI|st 73
vineyards
Specialist fruit and
: . 71
citrus fruit
Specialist-olives 44
Specialization s
permanent crops 47
combined
“Specialist dairying 375
Specialist-cale-
rearing - —and 109
fattening:
s PO Y Cattle-dairying,
A rearing and
///// / fatening 118 4.34
// combined
4 Sheep, goats anc
o/ other grazing 44 1.62
livestock




Specialist

granivores  (e.g., 49 1.80
poultry)
Mixed farming 90 3.31
Mixed livestock,
mainly grazing 42 1.54
livestock
Mlx_ed Ilvgstock, 19 0.70
mainly granivores
Field crops
grazing livestock 89 3.27
combined
Various crops and
livestock 106 3.90
combined
Forestry 424 15.58
Other 45 1.65
NA 4 0.15
Yes, all products 456 16.76
Organié Yes, some 153 5.62
No 1,706 62.70
NA 20 0.74
Agricultural land owned (h&of UAR) 0; 4.35; 20; 71.18 (280.36); 50; 10,000; {¢
Agricultural land rentedn (ha? of UAK) 0; 0; 6; 73.01 (517.80); 40; 18,000 {17
Agricultural land rented at (ha? of UAR) 0; 0; 0; 3.11 (21.82); 0; 700 {45t
Forest land owned (h3. 0; 0; 5; 34.62 (142.26); 30; 5,200 {70
Forest land rentedn (ha?)* 0; 0; 0; 1 (5.51); 0; 70; {92¢
Forest land rented out (hg* 0; 0; 0; 0.02 (0.52); 0; 16.1{®39}
Fulktime family workers (nr?) 0; 1; 1; 1.98 (8.24); 2; 200 {19(
Parttime family workers (nr?) 0; 0; 1; 0.84 (2.15); 1; 80; {53¢
Fuliime external workers (nrt) 0; 0; 0; 1.67 (7.96); 1; 195; {37(
Parttime external workers (nr) 0; 0; 0; 0.76 (3.07); 1; 100; {37¢
Fullime seasonal workers (nt.) 0; 0; 0; 1.80 (8.81); 0; 150; {79¢
Parttime seasonal workers (nt.) 0; 0; 0; 0.54 (3.56); 0; 100; {85¢
No 873 32.08
Environmental 403 14.81
related
Service assistance Technical or
accounting 1,430 52.55
related
NA 15 0.55
Farmers union 1,277 46.93
_ Enwro_nm_ental 347 12.75
Membership organisations
None 1,084 39.84
NA 13
. c Yes 1,207
;r;gztments in the last & No 1315
NA -1
< 1year 69
Between 1 and 5 419
years
Cortinuing the activity Between 5 and 10 197
NN NN N years
NN > 10 years 1,311
\\\ _ 52y Qi 1y 425
NN < 10% 547
o N 10-29% 338
) . = 325 e
365 -
293
832
21
1,073
. 212
/Q// 21-40% 111
s to processér 41-60% 123
/ 61-80% 112
81-100% 339
NA 171
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0% 1,053 49.18

1-20% 256 11.95
Sells to private 21-40% 114 532
wholesaler/etailer® 41-60% 121 5.65
61-80% 96 4.48
81-100% 267 12.46
NA 234 10.92
0% 1,189 55.53
1-20% 113 5.28
Sells to  cooperative 21-40% 85 3.97
wholesaler/retailef 41-60% 88 411
61-80% 130 6.07
81-100% 363 16.95
NA 173 8.08
0% 1,313 61.33
1-20% 210 9.80
21-40% 66 3.08
Sells to consumér 41-60% 63 2.94
61-80% 52 2.43
81-100% 161 7.52
NA 276 12.89
0% 1,324 61.79
1-20% 341 15.92
21-40% 76 3.55
Sells to other farnfs 41-60% 39 1.82
61-80% 36 1.68
81-100% 163 7.61
NA 163 7.61
0% 1,331 62.17
1-20% 98 4,58
21-40% 16 0.75
Sells (othed 41-60% 19 0.89
61-80% 22 1.03
81-100% 55 2.61
NA 600 28.01
Yes 1,865 68.52
Direct payments No 659 24.21
NA 197 7.24
Yes 1,211 44.49
RDP payments No 1,381 50.74
NA 129 4.74
Direct payments (Eurd) 0; 4,370; 13,0005 31,159 (91,372.22); 29,000; 1,600,000; {!
RDP payments (Eufo) 0; 600; 5,000; 14,489 (33,483.38); 15,0000,600; {869}
Area under AECMs (Rg. 0; 0; 8; 48.33 (213.37); 45; 5,000; {54

Area under organic
measures (h&)*
Livestock heads unde
organic measurés
Note: 1 The related question was not asked to the 386 Finnish foresters (hence, n=2885hectares? UAA: Utilized Agricultural
Area.* The related question was not asked to the 408 Finni_sh'far_mers (hence, n=2Bi8)elated question was nasked to the
386 Finnish foresters, neither to the 194 respondents-fraom the.'.tjnitgd Kingdom (hence, n=2,141).
SOSONN,

0; 0; 0; 22.13 (277.93); 0; 10,000; {85

0; 0; 0; 95.15 (1,810.12); 0; 60,000 {98

NN In Part Il of the land-managers survey, respondent ere asked to express their
perception and behaviour in relation to the accepta ty\of diffe rent contract
solutlons First, they were-asked to consider specific contract features and rate

spect to their influence in the willingness to ad\(ﬁt__a certain contract
(question 2.2.1 -13). Figure 2 depicts the ranking‘j-:,__f such features, in
,,,r"eaS| ng order with respect'*-n»..t__o the influence
/3//’/ fl/fncr easingo the respondentsdé willingness to ad
“features (i.e., the characteristics that considerably increase the willingness to /

adopt a certain contract solution) there are: the remittance of the
compensation payment on an annual basis; the possibility for Iland
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managers/forest holders to decide, autonomously, about the management
practices to adopt in order to achieve the environmental results; t he idea that,
by achieving better environmental results, a higher payment is provided. On the
other hand, the features that contribute the most in considerably decreasing the

willingness to adopt a certain contract solution are: the idea that, by adopting a
certain environmental contract/programme, it is possible to get recognition for
the holdingbds products by, e. g., a specific g

compensation payment is given to a group of land managers/forest holders and,
then, they are call ed to collectively decide how to distribute it among its
members; the fact that the payment is split in a time span, e.g., half is provided
at the beginning of the contract, half when the contract ends.




CONSOLE

B Decreases willingness considerably W Somewhat decreases willingness No effect on willingness m Somewhat increases willingness M Increases willingness considerably
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CONSOLE
The respondents were also asked to express their perceptions about each one

of the proposed contract solutions in terms of three statements which resume the
i deas of contract ounder bt agdaHfiilni ttyhdei ro atpoll di

Opotenti al economic beneficial o6 (for their hol
to rank the acceptability of the contract solutions with respect to three key
statements expressing the aforementioned concepts (questions 2.4.1 -3, 2.8.1-3,

2.12.1-3, 2.16.1-3). Figure 3 shows the distribution of the four contract solutions
ranked in terms of how much they result to be understandable, applicable and
(potentially) beneficial from the economic point of view. The ranking of the
contrac t solutions is the same for all the three statements, with result -based
contract outperforming value chain, land tenure and collective contract
typologies. Peculiarly, the latter two contract solutions are perceived also as the

less applicable in the consi dered holdings as well as the less economically
beneficial (at least, potentially).
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m Strongly disagree  m Disagree

Result-based

Value chain

Land tenure

Collective

Neutral
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mAgree mStrongly agree

90%

m Strongly disagree  m Disagree Neutral
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m Agree  mStrongly agree

70% 80% 90%

100%

m Strongly disagree
0%  10% 20%

m Disagree

30%

Neutral mAgree mStrongly agree
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Result-based
Value chain
Land tenure

Collective

(©)

100%
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2 Mean nonresponse rate: 1.41% (Figure 3 (A)); 1.43% (Figure 3 (B)); 1.67% (Figute 8 &)).lj dzS &
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CONSOLE
Figure 4 depicts the ranking of the contract solutions proposed to the
respondents, with respect to the stated willingness to enrol in the contract, in the
incoming future (questions 2.6, 2.10, 2.14, 2.18). Partially disattending the hin ts
from the ranking that results from the three statements on acceptability, result -
based contracts receive the highest approval, followed by land tenure ones,
collective and value chain contract solutions.
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Result-based

Value chain

Land tenure

Collective

m Very unlikely  m Unlikely Neutral mlLikely mVery likely
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3 Mean nomrespanse rate: 1.47%The questions related to the willingness to enrol in value chain and land tenure contract solBomsiot asked to the 194 British respondents (hence,

n=2,527).



CONSOLE

2.3.2 Relevant groups characteristics

The majority of respondents that identify themselves as being forest
holders/owners are Finnish (n=386), while the remaining 38 respondents come
from Austria, German vy, Italy and Latvia. Therefore, beside the country -specific
focus of Finland, it is considered not worthy to report here the analysis of
differences between land managers and forest owners in relation to the whole
sample.

On the contrary, the differencesa mong the hol dingsd speciali za
horticulture, permanent, herbivores, granivores, mixed and forestry) are

investigated and the results presented and discussed here. The differences

further investigated consist in:

- i) the preferences (i.e., the  scoring) attributed by respondents to the
individual features potentially characterising the environmental
contract/programme;

- ii)the perceptions (i .e., the o0l evel of agre
three statements on ounderygydaaddbbdDecbpdmi ¢6a
beneficial 6;

- i) the level of agreement on the willingness to enrol in the contract
solution in the future.

In order to investigate these differences, analysis of variance (anova) tests are
carried out (see Box, 1953; Cochran and Cox, 199 2; Gelman, 2005) . The score
assigned by each respondent (whose holding belongs to a certain
specialization, i.e., to a certain group), to the individual features which
characterize a general contract solution, as well as the score attributed in terms

of ghraeement | eveld to the three statements and
the future are not Gaussian distributed. In addition to such issue, the hypothesis

of homoscedasticity is often violated, or, in other words, the groups can differ in

terms of score s variability. For the former reason, a non -parametric approach to
anova testing is adopted, based on the Dunn test for independent groups (Dunn,
1961), by resorting to the Wilcoxon test with the Bonferroni correction for the
analysis of the pairwise compa risons. For the latter reason, whether the Levene
robust test gives proofs of heteroscedasticity, the non -parametric approach
based on the Kruskal -Wallis test is applied to analyse the differences among the
groups (Conover, 1999) .

The results show that no statistically significant differences must be reported

bet ween the holdingsd specializations with re:
0sales guaranteeé6é, oOpaid by customerso6, ofree t
and operiodical p ay me n ttatisticall significane differenoes r ar y , s

(alpha = 0.05) do hold in the pairwise comparisons between holdings specialized
in forestry versus those specialized in arable, granivores and mixed crops with
respect to the Oself chosen mea sesultsetigher f eat ur e
payment 6 one. This hints at the fact t hat t he



react differently when the contract/programme is characterized by the

possibility of autonomously deciding which practices to adopt in order to

achieve theenvi r onment al result and the orfbiaesretdadt i on t
contract solution, where better results bring a higher compensation. The latter

feature is characterized also by the fact that the holdings specialized in

permanent crops relevantly differ from those specialized in forestry. The scores

attributed to the o0collective agreemento feat
managers/forest holders can collectively agree on environmental targets and
measures to adopt) differ also between herbivores, arable a nd permanent

specialized holdings. Moreover, the idea of adopting a contract/programme

that is characterized by a common payment that must be distributed among

those who uptake it by means of a collective decision does result in statistically

significant d ifferences between forestry specialization versus arable, herbivores

and mi x ed ones. The ol abell ed product 6 char a
differences between arable farms versus holdings specialized in herbivores and

per manent crops. OOAu(tih.oer.i,t yt hceonftacotl t hat t he r €
the holding are controlled by a competent authority) makes the scoring

significantly differ between arable farms and both horticulture and mixed ones.

Statistically significant differences (alpha = 0.01) emerg e then in terms of
monitoringd (i.e., the possibility of independe
by the holding by the farmers/foresters themselves) between arable farms versus

horticulture and mixed ones. Finally, the possibility to lease land with a reduced

rent results in statistically significant differences between arable farms and

holdings specialized in herbivores as well as between forestry specialization and

all the other ones.

Considering the scoring related to the result -based contrac t solution
ounderstandability6o, Oapplicabilityé and deco
significant differences (alpha = 0.01) hold in terms of understandability

perception between holdings specialized in forestry versus arable, herbivores

and permanent o nes. In terms of perceptions on applicability and economic

beneficial, relevant differences (alpha = 0.01) exist between the holdings

specialized in forestry and all the others, but, also, limited to economic beneficial,

significant differences (alpha = 0. —05) exist between arable farms and granivores

specialized holdings. N \\\

Similar results, considering the collective contraQ$ 'solution do hold in terms of

perception on underStandability -between: arable farms versus holdings

specialized in herbivores and granivo-—res (alpha_:-f_._g.01). Moreover, statistically

significant differences (alpha = 0.01) in scoring related\to collective contract
solunonwbelng-ﬁotentlaliy economically beneficial emer}e between arable —
'_ us forestry and herbivores specialized holdings. \

3 _-._,\

_ echaln contracts are characterized by significant differences (a1pha 0.01)

/';f/terms of applicability and economic beneficial perceptions when forestry

holdings are compared to all the others. /
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Finally, land tenure contract solution is perceived diff erently in terms of

understandability between arable farms and holdings specialized in herbivores

(alpha = 0.01), while no statistically significant differences must be reported with

respect to the two other statements (but for the differences between fore stry

hol dings and all the others for the perception
such contract type).

2.3.3 Per country characteristics

Considering the information collected by Part | of the questionnaire, the majority

of respondents identify themselves in th e male gender (see Figure D1), with
almost 60% of respondents in each country being between 41 and 60 years old
(exceptions are represented by Finland, Italy and the United Kingdom which
present, on average, younger respondents), as depicted by Figure D2. The
education level of respondents does vary among countries, as Figure D3 (A)
shows, with lower educated respondents in countries like, e.g., Italy, and higher
educated ones in, e.g., the United Kingdom. There are also relevant differences
among countries in terms of the specific education received by respondents in
agriculture or silviculture (or both), as Figure D3 (B) shows. For example, Austria,
Italy, and Spain present the lowest shares of respondents educated in agricultural
sciences or that received  an agriculture -related instruction (below the 40%). On
the other hand, almost all the Finnish forest owners have a specific education in
silviculture.

As Figure D4 and Figure D5 depict, respectively, the majority of respondents in

the sample are either owner or co -owner of the holding , being actively involved
in the holding management. Mainly, the sample is composed by individual
holdings , with a rather homogeneous distribution among the countries (see
Figure D6). The share of respondents being member of f armers unions do vary
across the countries; for example, it goes beyond the 70% of respondents in
Finland and Latvia, while in Bulgaria and the Netherlands the 18% and 25% of
respondents belong to farmer unions, respectively (see Figure D11). Residual
shares of respondents are member of nature conservation and/or environmental
organisations in each country, with relevant high shares in Bulgaria (66%) and the
Netherlands (67%).

Almost half of the respondents (or more)-in eéiCh country has not invested in the

holding in the last 5 years (see Figure D12), \Nhlle the number of respondents

willing to keep going thé holding activity, at- Ieast m the medium/long term, is

quietly high in all the countries, as Figure D13_deplcts ‘Among those who have

already defined th e successor for the holding ~activity, the vast majority identified

he/her in the famllyn{ange (from the 44% up to the 75% ef respondents), while —"

: nce Spain and the Nethewxl ands present shar e
the 29% (see Figure D14). The distribution of holdin ngs_that are actually

| ,g"for an external service and/or assistance is heterogeneous, with

ﬁmcal/accountlng -oriented assistance outdoing the environmental -related

ne in almost all the countries (see Figure D10). /




Figure D7 shows the heterogeneity of the sample in terms of the per -country

specializaton of t he hol dings: o0Cereals, oilseed and p
represents between the 15% and 55% of the holdings in several countries (e.g.,

Bulgaria, France, Germany, Italy, Latvia, Poland, Spain, and the UK). France,

Ireland, Poland, the Netherlands, and the UK present shares between 20% and

57% of hol dings speci@liazéedgi hi oEsebd& cobmpsne
0Gener al field croppi ngo¢ iom shat ishmost edqudlly d speci
represented in the different countries (e.g., Bulgaria, Finland, Germany, Poland,

Spain, and the Netherlands). The relevance of the aforementioned

specializations in the considered countries is straightforward when we look at

Figure D8, with OArabledé6 and OMi xedd crops speci
hol dings specialized in OHerbivoresd |ivestock
in almost all the countries (exceptions are, e.g., Bulgaria, Italy, and Spain with 20%

up to 5Bé& mdnentd crops specialized hol dings).

In terms of organic production , countries are quite homogeneous in terms of the

number of non -organic holdings (see Figure D9). As per the distribution of the

household income that comes directly from the holding act ivity, Figure D15

shows that the respondentsd® household characte
forestry activities relevantly differ by count
household is strictly dependant from the holding activity (i.e., those with a share

of the household revenue coming from the holding activity greater than the 89%

of the income) are, e.g., Bulgaria, France, Latvia, Poland, Spain, and the

Netherlands. The holdings differ also, by country, in terms of the shares of sells to

the dif ferent types of clients (processors, direct buyers/retailers, cooperatives,

etc.), as Figures D16 -D21 depict. Almost all (or at least half) of the holdings did

receive a direct payment during the year before the survey (see Figure D22),

while the distribut ion of those that received a RDP payment (agricultural
subsidies/payments) is more heterogeneous, with, e.g., the 80% of holdings

receiving a RDP payment in the UK, while only 16% received it in the Spanish

sample (see Figure D23).

From Part Il of the ques tionnaire, Figure D24 shows how, in each country, the
measures that the respondents adopted within their holdings in the last 5 years
were characterised by very different environmental -climate aspects. Moreover,
those aspects characterizing the measuresla - \rgely vary among the countries. The
same differences hold both-among -the seveYal .aspects and the different
countries when we eonsider the willingness of\ fespondents in having the
aforementioned aspects as key features-of- the m_easur_e_§ that they would adopt
in the incoming 5 years (see Figure D25). As Figure D26 shows, the preference of
respondeats forthe contract length in agriculture is homogeneous among the —
' and it is the same of the ongoing agri -enwronﬁﬁgntal measures (i.e., 5
.,_Fmally, in the sample, less relevance has the desired centract length in
< forestry, either due to the shortage of represented foresters in the national sub -
/§amples or to the decision to not ask the related question (see Figure D27).
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2.4 Country -specific focus

2.4.1 ltaly 6 Emilia-Romagna Region

The collection of data related to the Emilia -Romagna Region case study lasted
from May until July 2021. The Emilia -Romagna Region plaid the role of principal
promoter of the on -line survey among the potential respondents. First, an
an nouncement was published on the Emilia  -Romagna Region official website.
This included: i) a brief description of the CONSOLE Project, ii) a description of the
land manager survey main aims, iii) an overview of the questionnaire structure
and, iv) the Qualt rics link to access it. Second, around 6,000 potential
respondents were directly e -mailed by the Emilia -Romagna Region officers in
order to directly address the promotion of the survey (to be accessed by means

of the same aforementioned Quialtrics link). In addition, 100 farmers participating

in the o0OpenFieldsd Project were directly inte
While face -to-face interviews were carried out, the interviewers completed real -

time a parallel Qualtrics survey. The total amount of answ ered questionnaires is

559 (459 from the Emilia -Romagna channel, 100 from the 0Oper

Table 1 depicts, the number of completed, valid respondents is equal to 305.

Figure 5 shows the main features characterizing an environmental
contract/progr amme with respect to the influence that they have in decreasing

or increasing the acceptability of such contract among the Italian respondents.

The features in Figure 5 are presented in descending order of influence. For
example, receiving an annual compen sation/payment for the environmental
commitment as well as the possibility to attend a training (for free) aiming at
building the know -how for, e.g., the monitoring of the results or for the better
accomplishment of the environmental targets of the contrac t are two keys
feature that considerably increase the acceptability of the contract. Italian
respondents seem also to be oriented towards result -based contract solutions,
appreciating the fact that better results in terms of environmental targets
achieved, could bring higher payment. At the same time, the possibility of
choosing, autonomously, the practices and measures to adopt during the
contract in order to accomplish its targets, does increase the contract
acceptability. Agreeing on a sale guarantee on the holding product(s) with a
retailer/cooperative/etc., whether the hold'ing uptakes an environmental
programme, is a feature that positively -influences the acceptability of the

contract. However, the 15% of Italian respondents thmk negatively about the f act
that the compensation<is not paid by public money, but it is charged on the
buyers of the hol dingds ___p___r oduct (s). Particul ar |l

characteristics of an authority and/or institution that: monitors the environmental

results_ (e.9.,. bydmeahs ‘of technicians moving to the holdm%\periodically) as well .
: ] "ossmmty to collectively agree on targets and meastites of the contract

 other farmers/foresters. Finally, both the fact that the payment is paid

,,,penodlcally (e.g., half at the beginning of the contract period, half at the end)

7 a[n’d the idea of a common payment that is remitted to the group and then, the

members of the group must decide how to share it, determine a decrease of /
contract acceptability. —
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Figure 6 depicts t he perception of the Italian respondents about the
ounderstandabilityo, oapplicabilitybd and the
different contract solutions. Value chain and land tenure typologies are the most

understandable as well as the most economic benef icial. Moreover, value chain

contract outperforms the other solutions in terms of the perception that the

Italian respondents have with regard of the applicability in their holdings.

Collective contracts do receive the lowest scorings in terms of understa ndability
and, above all, in relation to their applicability and potential economic
beneficial.

Figure 7 shows that Italian respondents have a preference in terms of future
enrolment for value chain contracts.
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2.4.2 Finland

Finnish data was collected via online surveys and acquisi tion of data was
outsourced to a market research company (Taloustutkimus). Separate surveys
were sent for farmers and forest owners. Far mer
from Finnish Food Authority (Ruokavirasto). The sample group of farmers included

tho se who were active in agriculture and who had received subsidies for farming.
Forest owner data was collected via Internet panel of Taloustutkimus. Internet
panel consists of those volunteers, who have expressed willingness to response
for surveys via Inte rnet. From this Internet panel, the sample was defined as those
forest owners whose forest holdings were larger than 5 hectares. Data from the
farmers was collected during April and May 2021. Online survey was sent
altogether 4974 farmers and 408 valid res  ponses were received (response rate
8.2 %). Data from 386 forest owners was collected during April 2021. Here, farmer
and forest owner data are reported together.

Self-chosen measures and receiving annual compensation were characteristics
which at least so mewhat increased willingness to participate in for more than

80% of the responses (Figure 8). Moreover, a characteristic related to result -based
contracts, 6 Better resul t, hi gher paymentd increased
(75 %). Characteristicrelat ed t o col |l ective contract type (6C¢
decreased willingness to participate in. Al so,
characteristic which at least somewhat decreased willingness to participate in

for almost among 50% of the respondents.

When comparing different contract types, result -based contract was the most,
and collective contract the least, understandable, acceptable, and
economically beneficial among the respondents (Figure 9). Finnish respondents
would prefer result -based and value -chain contracts in a future, whereas land -
tenure and collective contracts were least preferred (Figure 10). Around 27% of

the respondents would be likely or very likely to participate in the result -based
contract in the future, and only 13% of respondents wo uld be willing to
participate in collective contracts. Compared to results from all countries (Figure

4), Finnish respondents are less willing to participate in for different contract types.

This is partly explained by great share of forest owners among re spondents, and
this applies especially for land tenure contracts which were not familiar among

forest owners in Finland.
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2.4.3 Austria

The consultation regarding the farmer survey started in Austria in spring 2021. First,
after finalizing the questionnaire, apre  -test was conducted with two farmers from
Austria. The questionnaire was then translated int o German and implemented in
LimeSurvey, an online survey tool, in close cooperation with Thiinen Institut
(Germany). The survey was conducted with the help of an Austrian market
research institute. The main survey started in March 2021 and ended in May 2021
The market research institute sent the link to the survey to its panel. 152 valid
responses were received.

The four contract types are characterized by specific contract features, which

were queried in 13 statements. Figure 11 shows the responses of the Austrian
farmers. Regarding the payment model, the Austrian farmers show a clear
preference for an annual payment with 82.2% stating that this characteristic
increases the willingness to participate. A "Periodical Payment" received less
approval, with onl y 43%. Characteristics typical for a results -based contract
(better results higher payment; self -chosen measures) also increase the
willingness to participate considerably. Furthermore, the assurance of having a
sales guarantee for their products and the p ossibility of free training increase the
contract acceptability. Two features that are particularly important in collective
contracts (namely collective agreement and common payment) differed in the
approval. The "collective agreement" was rated by more th an 50% of the
participants as a factor that increases the willingness to participate. The
"common payment", on the other hand, received the lowest approval of all
characteristics and almost 50% of the respondents answered that this
characteristic decreases their willingness to participate. The characteristic for
land tenure contracts, reduced rent for fulfilling environmental clauses, is
perceived as beneficial by more than 43% of the participants, and negatively by

almost 18%. Control by authority received less approval compared to the other
characteristics; there was slightly more approval for self -monitoring  of
environmental results.

In the survey, respondents were asked to assess the four types of contracts in
terms of oOunderstandad,i |ddacdn o ndiacp pdda rcaafbiidiialyo .
can be seen in Figure 12. There is a positive tendency towards results -based
contracts and contracts along the value chain. These two types of contracts

were rated as more economically beneficial and applicable than th e collective
contracts and the land tenure contracts. The value chain contract is ranked most
understandable, followed by the land tenure contract. For all three statements
(understandability, applicability, economic beneficial), the collective contract

always received the least agreement.

In figure 13, the aim was to find out how likely it was that farmers would
participate in one of these contract solutions in the future, based on the
information provided. Again, the results -based contracts and the contra cts
along the value chain were those in which farmers were most likely to participate.

In results-based contracts, 50% of respondents indicated that participation in the

future was very likely or likely. For the contract along the value chain, it was just



under 45%. For collective contracts, only about 20% think participation in the
future is very likely or likely, and half think participation is unlikely or very unlikely.
Participation in land tenure contracts with environmental clauses was indicated
as very likely or likely by just under a quarter and about 45% indicated
participation was unlikely or very unlikely.
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CONSOLE
2.4.4 Bulgaria

The surveys took place between February and April 2021. The information for the
project and the questionnaire was distributed via two main channels:
stakeholder network of the Institute of agriculture economics and tro ugh the
Association of Agri -environmental farmers. The information was disseminated
during meetings, via email and on the phone. Part of the surveys were
conducted face -to-face, others on the telephone and several online. The total
number of valid surveys that were further analysed is 147.

Bulgarian respondents show high acceptance of result -based contracts in terms
of their understandability, applicability, and economic benefits. They also find

this type of contract solution as a potentially suitable one i n future enrolment.
Collective contracts, on the other hand, are the least recognized for future
adoption.

On Figure 14 we can observe that the factor that will mostly increase willingness

to adopt environmental contracts is sales guarantee, followed by in creasing
payments with achieving higher results, and finally measures that are chosen by

the farmer (e.g., he/she decides about which practices to adopt). These three
factors would increase motivation in more than 50% of the respondents. On the
contrary, t hose factors that would decrease willingness to adopt ecological
contracts relate to collective initiatives (collective agreement and receiving
common payment) as well as payment received by customers. These three
factors are found to decrease motivation c onsiderably in more than 20% of the
respondents. Itis interesting to observe that factors like labelling products, control

by authority and payment received by customers are not recognized to
influence the willingness by about 50% of farmers. Overall, far mers would prefer
increasing payments based on results and self  -selection of measures to a higher
degree 0 these factors would increase their motivation considerably.

Respondentsd understanding of the four contr ac
Regardidg@gréuandabilitydé, the predominant part
90%, state that they more easily understand the result -based contract, and over

70% the value chain contract and land tenure contract. The collective contracts

are somehow | ess Ourder sftaaamdearbsl;e mo st responde
neutr al or strongly disagree. As for the perc
oeconomic beneficial é6 of contracts, we oObserve
result-based contracts are the most applicable and econ omically beneficial,

while value -chain and land tenure contract solutions show results where almost
30-40% of respondents are neutral. Finally, the collective contracts are the least
applicable and economically beneficial (for about 40 -45% of respondents).
Overall, the predominant part of respondents finds result -based contracts as the
most understandable, applicable, and economically beneficial, while, on the
opposite side, there are the collective contracts.

The positive perceptions of Bulgarian responden ts on the applicability,
understandability and economic benefits of result -based contracts can be also
reflected in their willingness to enrol in this kind of contract solutions (see Figure



16). On the other hand, respondents are mostly neutral (unsure) ab out value -
chain and land tenure contracts (almost 40% are neutral), but the percentage
of those stating that they are unlikely to enrol in land tenure contracts is higher

(about 35% of respondents).
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CONSOLE
2.4.5 Germany

The land manager survey has been sent out to around 700 farmers from across

the 16 German Laender and furthermore promoted viathe s ocial media channel

of the Thinen Institute and personal contacts. It was online for 8 weeks (22.02 -
15.04.2021). In order to increase participation, farmers who finished the survey

got the possibility to win a tree. The order of the two sections - 01 ndualv i
characteristics and agricultural/forest hol di

i mproving environment al benefdhhassheeaimarsed hei r acc

in order to first address contract related questions. After a plausibility check from
the 1 49 fully filled out questionnaires 146 remained for further assessment. When
it comes to contract features, the responses clearly show that freedom in the
chosen measures is positively influencing the willingness to engage in voluntary
measures, closely fo llowed by the availability of free training and compensation
payments on an annual basis. Farmers did not like the option of receiving a
common payment to be distributed amongst participants while the

engagement in a collective agreement with other farmers was seen more
positively, still one third being neutral. When it comes to the four novel contract
types, German farmers stated a clear preference for the result -based approach

when it comes to understandability and applicability at farm level. Value chain
contracts are seen as the most economic beneficial amongst the four options,

still there are considerable respondents who consider this contract type less
economic attractive than the result -based approach. When it comes to the
willingness to engage in fu ture into such contracts, result -based is seen as being
the most likely with nearly 60% of the farmers indicating that it is likely or even very
likely, followed by value chain and land tenure. For collective contract solutions

50 % of the farmers stated t hat it is unlikely that they would engage into them.

For Germany a question on which environmental aspect farmers think each of

the four contract types is best suited. They had to select only one environmental

aspect. Initially, only foreseen in the stakeh  older survey, this question has been

added t o all ow comparison bet ween far mer so
stakeholders. Landscape and scenery were seen as being the most relevant for

the collective approach, for result -based contracts biodiversity is the most

relevant.
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CONSOLE
2.4.6 Spain
The results showed that Spanish farmers prefer value -chain and results -based,
meanwhile land -tenure and collective implementation has been less selected.

Around 45% of farmers would be likely or very likely to participate in the value -

chain contract. On the other hand, only 2 -3% of farmers would be willing to

participate incollect i ve contracts. This could be due to
of value chain contracts is less than value  -chain and results -based where both

contract solutions have similar perception of understandability. In fact, value -

chain has the same roeptiprpthat resultsi -based youdit mgree
oeconomic beneficial 6 and odifferent contract ¢

OAnnual compensationé is the feature more selec
by oBetter results higher paymentdé (both cl ose
were oO0Sales guaranteed, OLabbbbed meaducteéddalnd

80%). These characteristics are related to results -based and value chain

contracts. On the other hand, features more related to collective

i mpl ementation such as oOcobpercitedi caaglr epangeme Mt ¢
ocommon paymentoé6 decrease willingness to partic
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CONSOLE
2.4.7 France

The collection of data from INRAE o TRAME in the Brittany, Normandy and Pays
de la Loire Regions took place from May to July 2021. First, TRAME and INRAE
contacted agricultural development organizations, agricultural unions and
producer organizations to p  resent the CONSOLE Project and the main aims of
the survey to them and ask for their agreement to mobilize their networks of
farmers. Then, these organizations surveyed their farmer members looking for
volunteers to participate in the survey. They forwarde d the lists of volunteers to
TRAME and INRAE. INRAE subcontracted the realization of face  -to-face
interviews to Agrocampus Junior Etude (ACJE). ACJE pollsters and TRAME team
contacted the volunteer farmers by e -mail or telephone to set a date for the
face -to-face interview. During the interviews, a parallel Limesurvey was filled with

the answers of the respondents to facilitate data collection. 130 interviews were
conducted with farmers.

Figure 23 shows the main features characterizing an environmental cont ract and
how they influence the acceptability of such contract among the French
respondents. French respondents seem to particularly appreciate the feature

that better environmental results would lead to higher payment. The
acceptability of the contracts i s also increased if the compensation/payment for

the environmental commitment is made on an annual basis, or if farmers have

the assurance of having sales guarantee for their products. The possibility of free
training aiming at building know  -how or the po ssibility to choose the practices
and measures to adopt during the contract in order to accomplish its targets are

also features that positively influence the acceptability of the contract.

However, more than 40% of French respondents think negatively of t he idea of a
common payment to a group of farmers who must decide how to share it. Both

the monitoring of the environmental results by an authority and/or institution and
self-monitoring by the farmers themselves are features which seem to decrease

the wil lingness to adopt. Another contract characteristic that decreases the
acceptability of the contract is the idea that half of the payment could be at

the beginning of the contract period, while the other half should be paid at the

end. Finally, 21% of Frenc h respondents think negatively about the fact that the
compensation is charged to consumers and not paid by public money.

Figure 24 depicts the perception of the French respondents about the
ounderstandabilityo, oOoapplicabilitgbdofandhe he
different contract solutions. All contract types seem to be understandable for the

French respondents, land tenure contracts slightly less than the other three.

French farmers seem to have a better perception of the applicability and the

potential economic benefits of the result -based and value chain contract

solutions compared with the other two contract types. Land tenure contracts

seem the most difficult to understand and apply on farm and score the lowest in

terms of potential economic benefits

Figure 25 shows that the preference of the French respondents for result -based
and value chain contracts is confirmed in terms of willingness to enrol in the



future. More than 60% of the respondents stated they would likely or very likely
enrol in value chain or result -based contracts in the future. Contrariwise,
collective and land tenure contracts do not seem to attract them.
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CONSOLE
2.4.8 Ireland

The data related to Ireland were collected in April and May of 2021. All data
were collected online.

Figure 26 shows the <contract features that ar
willingness to adopt an environ  mental contract or programme. An ability of land
managers to determine the management practices that are required to achieve

the specified environmental result has the greatest influence on adoption.
Passing of the cost to the customer is favoured by the m ajority of respondents.
This would be a novel approach that would see consumer prices rise and public
expenses fall. Nonetheless, consumers are increasingly seeking environmental
approaches to food production. A financial gain for farmers through lower ren t
payments increases the willingness of most respondents to adopt. This is likely to
boost land mobility which is persistently low in Ireland. The least attractive
contract factor is an ability for|  and managers to receive a common payment.

Figure 27 depic ts the perception of the Irish respondents about the

ounderstandabilityo, Oapplicabilityéd and t he
different contract solutions. Result -based and value chain contracts are
perceived by respondents as the most understandable as w ell as the most

economically beneficial. Result -based contracts outperform the other contract
solutions in terms of the perception that Irish respondents have with regard to the
applicability in their holdings, followed by land tenure ones. Similar to othe r
countries in this study, collective contracts receive the lowest scorings in terms of

their understandability, applicability and potential economic beneficial.

Figure 28 shows Il ri sh respondentsd willingnes
solutions. Despite Figure 27 showing high levels of understandability and

perceived benefit, a large portion of Irish respondents are unlikely to adopt result -

based contracts. Some cited reasons for this unwillingness are concerns that

financial incentives will not be suf ficient, administrative costs will be high, policies

wi || not be driven by farmersd opinions and t
heterogenous natures of farms and their landscapes.
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CONSOLE
2.4.9 ltaly 0 Liguria Region
The farmer ds intervi ews were conducted
Borghetto Vara in the Vara Valley (Liguria Region). We strategically deci ded to

subcontract the promotion of the questionnaire to a farmers' association that
offers administrative and technical services in the management of practices
related to the Rural Development Programme of the Liguria Region. The
specificities of Ligurian territory and the exposure to several risks (i.e.,
geographical condition, ageing, land abandonment, vulnerability to extreme
weather) requires innovative solutions to maintaining various ecosystems services
(i.e., reducing soil erosion) and the landscape . We tailored the survey to the local
condition through several bilateral meetings. During the several meetings, we
explained the CONSOLE Project and related objectives of the WP3 and

landowner survey. We adapted the survey to the local condition and the | ocal
agricultural system. In addition, three logistic factors motivated our choice: a)
competence and understanding of the problems addressed in the survey by the

association; b) a high number of associated farmers (300 companies); c)

possibility of carryi ng out the survey face -to-face with farmers by taking
advantage of the moments of advice or the opening hours of the association
branches where Ligurian farmers usually go for different kinds of obligations.

A final version of the questionnaire elaborated with the different suggestions
collected and in line with the project specifications was uploaded to Qualtrics

and the choice experiment. The database of associated farms (300) of the
delegated association was the main source of data. Despite the survey be ing
promoted face -to-face, we opted for a PC based interview through a Qualtrics

link for each farmer to facilitate the data record. The online data collection
excluded us from any potential error in the data entry process. The interviewer
was limited to r ead the questions and answer directly on the online page
generated by the Qualtrics link, filling in the various answers for the company. In
other words, the farmers were assisted during the questionnaire by the delegated
team members and by an expert pers on from UNIPI. After the data gathering,
the questionnaires were analysed and revised to eliminate the uncompleted
ones.

The association advises farmers in the east of the Liguria region. The survey area
includes all the municipalities of the La Spezia Pr  ovince and some municipalities
of the Genoa Province. We included all types of farms in the survey, such as
animal husbandry, vegetable crops, olive oil, beekeeper, foresters, and
multifunctional farms. We included farms in the hill, mountains (heroic agri culture)
and flat areas. The Hobbyist small farms were also included in the survey because

of their relevance in performing voluntarily and non -productive environmental
actions in the Ligurian Territory. This type of farmer generally does not respect the
minimal requisites in the UE funding schemes and does not receive any
remuneration for their activities. The prevailing representative landscape of the
survey is characterised by high slopes, dry walls terraces and high
hydrogeological instability. Also, th e average hectares extension of the farms
included are below the national average.

from



A good percentage of the farmers were proud to contribute to CONSOLE since
the Project tackles crucial questions for their survival, i.e., the opportunity to
receive funding for maintaining the territory. However, some participants showed
doubts and perplexities regarding the current architecture and CAP support in
general.

Figure 29 depicts that farmers consider the result -based feature (i.e., the idea
that better results br ing higher payment) the most relevant characteristic
influencing the uptake of the contract solution. Therefore, most of the farmers
consider it good to have a measure of the real environmental effectiveness of

the UE funding. They also pointed out the pos sibility of delivering higher
environmental benefits if payments are linked with the results. Farmers also
consider further flexibility positively in choosing the measure and practices to
reach the environmental objectives. Furthermore, they are more prone to have
a controlling authority than to control the results of the measures autonomously.
However, they showed positive reactions to the free training courses for farmers

that can help to understand the utilised indicators. Overall, the Ligurian farmers

p refer the annual compensation if they understand that environmental measures

can need longer time -periods to be effective. The self -monitoring of the
outcomes, the periodical payments, and the common payment criteria reached

the highest number of negative opinions. The farmers also showed perplexity in
the case of value chain contracts because the customers are not prone to pay

the environmental effects in the product price.

Figure 30 shows the distinction between the more suitable innovative contracts

to b e utlised and the other two. Therefore, the farmers have a positive
perception regarding the understanding ability of the result -based, collective
implementation and land tenure contracts. The value chain contract solution

can be more difficult to underst and. The farmers feel that the result -based,
collective and land tenure contracts are easier to apply than the value chain
contract solution. The farmers underlined that every type of product value chain
certification in the area had no strong positive eff ects. From an economic point
of view, the result -based and land tenure contracts showed better perceptions.

The other types of contracts showed a low level of positive economic effects
(percentage under 30 % of positive replies).

Figure 31 shows that more’ than 60%-of farmé\r\ﬁ‘h‘ad a positive willingness to enrol

in the results -based contracts. The Land tenure,“‘thtéi\_s_econd one, reached about

40% of farmersé positive, opinions. Collective
reach a good level of applicability, abou t thirty ahd-'t\?\(enty percent respectively.
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CONSOLE
2.4.10 Latvia

Survey in Latvia was carried out during March, April, and May 2021. Multiple steps
were used to reach the potential respondents. For the implementation of the
survey, there was contracted service company. Firstly, the survey was sent to all

the members of ZSA (approximately 800 farmers -landowners). Secondly, ZSA
reached out to forester NGOs and through them sent the survey to their
members. Thirdly, other stakeholders were addressed to send the survey to their
landowner partners. In addition, t he information about survey was
communicated through ZSA webpage, Facebook page, weekly message, etc.

The information was short, simple, and included instructions. After these efforts,
approximately 65% of the sample size was reached. To reach the rest of the
target group, the call to fill in the survey was communicated through multiple
workshops (non -CONSOLE related). The strategy worked, likely due to the
personal eye -to-eye delivered message.

After 101 valid landowner answers were collected, the data wa s coded
according to circulated excel form, to ensure its compatibility with data
collected in other countries.

Figure 32 shows the main features characterizing an environmental
contract/programme and the influence that these features may have on Latvian
respondents. The features in Figure 5 are presented in descending order of
influence. Latvian respondents seem the most likely to enrol in contracts that offer
higher pay for better results achieved (the better the results, the higher the
compensation). The next more positively assessed factor is the ability to choose
for themselves the actions that are taken to achieve environmental results, so the
landowners themselves want to dictate the rules. These factors are followed by
fairly similar results in recei ving compensation each year, a purchase guarantee
(a guarantee that the products produced will be purchased if the terms of the
contract are met), the opportunity to participate in paid training and reduced
land rents.

On the other hand, factors such as re ceiving compensation collectively (an

opportunity provided by cooperating to achieve environmental goals -

compensation is paid to a group that distributes it itself), monitoring from above,

coll ective agreement, periodic pyymemptay,s damd et |
assessed as rather unmotivating; which means that the costs of meeting

environmental objectives are included in the final price of the products

produced.



Figure 33 depicts the perception of the Latvian respondents about the
ounder st aagmddabodpplicabilityod and t he oeconomi
different contract solutions.

Result-based contract solution is the most understandable, applicable and the

most economic beneficial for Latvian respondents. Value chain contract solution

rates as th e second best on all these accounts. Evaluation of land tenure

solutions is similar to that of valwue chain. Co
as understandable, acceptable, and economically beneficial to respondents.

Figure 34 shows that Latvian respo ndents have a preference in terms of future
enrolment for result -based contracts; the results are consistent with the results
stated above.
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CONSOLE il
2.4.11 Netherlands

Dutch respondents strongly prefer self -chosen measures and practices and
annual compensation. Collective agreements are welcomed by over half of the
respondents and result -based contract solutio ns are about as popular. Collective
agreements are, at the same time, also seen as the least applicable and
economically beneficial. Opinions about the likeliness to enrol in collective
agreements are most polarized, with the highest number of respondents stating
it is very unlikely that they will enrol and the highest number of respondents who
deem it very likely. Value chain and result  -based agreements seem slightly less
attractive, but also less contested.
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