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Parallel workshop Green and Blue Services 
1 and 2 October 2008, The Hague 

Part of 3 rd General Meeting of the PLUREL project 
Final minutes  

 
Attending whole workshop: Katja Arzt, Jan Freese, Gerard van Wakeren, Harrie Alberts, 
Nicolaas van Everdingen, Daan Wensing, Leitao Domingos, Sue Plaxton, Fraser Hugill, Ken 
Parker, Jennifer Buyck, Judith Westerink 
Attending Wednesday : Graham Joyce, Paul Terwan, Jan Gerrit Deelen (only excursion), 
Gert van der Bijl, Marinus Stulp, Tessa van Duijn 
Attending Thursday:  Harrie Albers, Anton Stortelder, Thijs Berman (part of the morning) 
 
Minutes: Marion Bogers 
 
See annex for contact information 
 
Wednesday October 1 
Opening Workshop Green and Blue Services by Gerard van Wakeren 
The Plurel project is all about land use relationships and how to keep the land around cities 
green and provide services for society. Green and Blue Services are one of the strategies 
studied in PLUREL for a strong agriculture in the urban fringe. In the preparation for this 
workshop, an inventory was made of local agri-environmental initiatives in Europe. The 
results of this inventory  are presented in a PLUREL working paper. Green and Blue Services 
are a very topical issue with the new agricultural policy coming up. 
 
Poster presentations (the posters and powerpoints are in the annex) 
 
Netherlands: Farming for Nature:  in this project different parties are involved: researchers, 
farmers, governments from different levels and NGOs. Objectives of the project are to 
develop landscape with high nature values, good water quality and recreation. No-input 
farming is the way to achieve these goals. Contracts were made with farmers for a long 
period: 30 years. The agreements are connected to the land, not only the person. Obstacles 
on the way were the lengthy state aid procedures, restrictions placed on the developed 
method were payments for income forgone instead of land value calculation, pre-described 
nature target types, only 10 year agreements and only allowed in two specific areas.  
 
Netherlands: Cooperation of farmers and water board for a bett er water quality:  This 
initiative was based on two reports. One report resulting from a visit of Young Farmers to the 
UK to look into the environmental stewardship system. The other report was on how farmers 
can help to implement the Water framework directive. The ideas from these reports were to 
be integrated and a pilot project started. 50 farmers started with new management of ditches 
in the area between Leiden and Zoetermeer. A Water coordinator develops a water plan with 
the farmer and advises on the water package (4 different sets of measures) to adopt. 
Examples of measures are the removal of mud from the ditches and the creation of 
overwintering places for fish. The measures are financed by the Rijnland waterboard. Some 
of the measures are adopted from the Catalogue Green and Blue Services, others are new. 
Through this pilot it became clear that the water board lost the traditional connection with the 
farmers, which should be restored. Also there is too much unnecessary fear for the EU 
regulations. There is space for innovation and enthusiasm of individuals.  
 
Portugal: Tetrax Conservation of Little Bustard in Alentejo : During the land reform areas 
were created in the Alentejo for grain production and the Little Bustard developed well. Now 
the area is no longer very productive and the species is threatened, not only in Portugal but 
also worldwide. A pilot project was set up with 45 farmers to ensure economic income and 
conservation of the species. Measures proposed were new management of fallow and 
pasture and reintroducing crops like beans, clover and alfalfa. Good agriculture can co-exist 
with birds. Farmers produce food but also public goods. Awareness of this still needs to be 
developed. Due to this project the ministry of Agriculture and the ministry of Environment 
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developed a close working relationship, while before the project there was little 
communication. Also environmental NGOs worked closer with farmer unions. The most 
important parts of the area are now part of Natura2000. The project, which was financed by 
the EU through LIFE, needs follow-up. Famers may be compensated by the new rural 
development programme, but it is still under investigation. It took much effort to gain support 
with the farmers. Right now, farmers are enthusiastic. It will be a challenge to keep the 
farmers interested, while decision making is going on at state and European level (state aid). 
The project was good, now follow-up is needed. 
 
Germany: Börde project – Lower Saxony:  There was no agri-environmental scheme for 
this type of area with intensive agriculture. The focus is changing from development of 
measures to land management. This regional project brings together the local stakeholders 
and develops a regional scheme. Farmers at first were not interested in nature conservation. 
Now farmers are losing subsidies they are looking for other ways. In this area, the farmers 
agreed to re-distribute the subsidies, the funds are used to pay for the measures. In this way, 
the farmers are motivated to carry out the measure, since they want to ‘earn back’ the money. 
After this pilot, the government of Lower-Saxony incorporated this agri-environmental 
measure in its own scheme, showing that local action can be interesting for national 
governments. 
 
Germany: Bioplex – Northheim ; This project is developing a market approach for the agri-
environmental scheme. It created a regional board that identified a demand. The methodology 
used is auctioning. The farmers make an offer for the requested nature goals: the best offer is 
contracted. So far four rounds of auctioning have taken place. Two on extensive grasslands 
and two on extensive grain production. Problems generally encountered are that agri-
environment measures need to be ecological effective, economical efficient and acceptable 
by farmers. Through auctioning all three objectives can be reached. Farmers are used to 
market-oriented thinking, they do not object to auctioning. They feel they can control the price 
and are pleased not have to deal with many regulations. Farmers determine themselves how 
to realise the requested results. The research was funded by the federal ministry of research 
and education, but the pilot auction was funded with private funds, to avoid state aid. 
Monitoring of the results is always a bottleneck with agri-environmental payments. It will be 
difficult to monitor for a larger area; a pilot project it is easy to control. A suggestion is to use 
the same procedure as with the action oriented measures, with about 10% control. Local 
stakeholders (agricultural board, farmers union. NGOs, local environmental administration 
and land owners) formulate the demand . A drawback of auctioning is that the lowest offer is 
not always the best. Possible solution for this could be a distinction between low, middle and 
high level aims.  
 
Netherlands: The green scorepoint system for Midden Delfland : a small rural enclave in a 
densely populated region between Rotterdam, Delft, The Hague and the Westland 
greenhouse complex. Much land was lost to recreation and industry like greenhouses, now 
some 3000 ha of grassland are left. In 2002, the surrounding municipalities founded a fund 
with a budget of 8 million euro for compensation because of housing development, but it was 
unclear how it should be spent. The objective was to keep the area open and green and that 
the money should go to farmers. However spending should not break EU rules of state aid. 
The first idea was to organise an auction, where farmers could make a bid on the desired 
measures, but legal experts said that this would still need a state aid procedure. Then it was 
proposed to develop a menu-based scheme. The first step was defining the demand by 
asking the municipalities first, then the land owners. OPAL and MEKA (schemes in Austria 
and Germany) were sources of inspiration. At the moment there are around 40 different 
measures on nature conservation, cultural heritage, education, accessibility etc. Many 
measures are premiums on the existing national and provincial AES, but there are some 
additional measures as well.  An innovation was the landscape premium which is based on 
the less favoured area scheme and adding elements like obligatory grazing. The landscape 
premium however was not approved of by Brussels. Another initiative was on cultural 
heritage, where 15 to 20 features were defined in the built environment for which additional 
costs were needed (for The Netherlands this was an innovation). After negotiations in 
Brussels it was finally approved. The contracts are for 6 years, but there is a guarantee for 30 
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years of funding. New is that the implementation and payment is in the region itself. 80% of 
the farmers in the area are member of the farmers association for nature conservation 
Vockestaert. 75 land users are participating in the local scheme. The scheme is a success, 
the whole budget of the yearly fund revenue is spent. In the future the fund might be 
expanded  with private money. It is being explored in which way compensation money can be 
regarded as private money. Fund raising has not been very successful so far. 
 
England: The Humberhead levels partnership : the partnership was formed to show how 
water and land management can provide services. Partners were researchers, NGOs, 
councils and Wildlife Trusts. The area is defined as a Landscape Character Area, which is not 
a conservation status, but used as a tool for planning. Through the partnership we can learn 
from each other and it is easier to attract funds for different projects. Ongoing projects are on 
flooding, carbon sequestration, gateway to the Moors. Research is ongoing on the bottom-up 
approach for changing land management for a wetter environment. The aim is ‘to give the 
people ownership of the area.’ 
 
Netherlands: Ooijpolder and Landscape auction : The Ooijpolder area is prone to flooding 
because of the river Rhine. The beautiful landscape is intensively used for recreation by city-
dwellers from nearby Nijmegen and Germany. Farmers however did not get the long term 
support from the government. Therefore a regional fund was set up. The area receives one 
million visitors yearly, which do not pay anything, only the restaurant does well. This leads to 
frustration with farmers. Selling regional products was not enough. The scheme needed to be 
‘Brussels-proof’, the route of public funding was long and not successful at first. The cities did 
not want to pay. Therefore, a private-private transaction was preferred. As a result a public 
auction was set up where people could ‘buy’ nature. People and companies are paying the 
farmer for the management of a meter hedge or a bridge through a contract (10 years). 
Payment is done to the regional fund and regional fund pays the farmer. Advantage for the 
farmers is that there is no direct contract with the people: the people have a contract with the 
fund. The regional fund also does monitoring. The contract is connected to the land and not 
the farmer (private law agreement, servitude). At the auction in 1 hour 90% was sold. The 
minimum price was based on the government list (catalogue green blue services). The 
methods also established a link between people and landscape; people monitor ‘their’ 
property. The government doubled the amount which the auction raised for extra items. 3 
farmers are involved (out of a total of six in the area). The organisation of the auction was 
done by Triple E through a percentage of the profit. No additional costs for the regional fund 
(5%). In total 150.000 euro was raised. Apparently, raising private funds is possible. In this 
area there is an obvious urban-rural relationship and people like to connect to ‘their’ nature. 
One company paid 25 k€ for a public footpath that is regularly used by the director. 
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Excursion to Biesland Polder (Farming for Nature) 
An interesting excursion was made to Mr. Duijndam a farmer who has established a bond 
with the surrounding cities to enable him to continue farming in an environmental friendly way 
in a densely populated area.  
 
 
Thursday October 2 
Poster presentations 
 
England: North York Moors LMI/ Farmer rural community scheme:  The National Park 
was the local partner, Natural England was also involved. Linking local partners with national 
partners was a good move as it attracted funds. In the end a complex mix of different funding, 
national and local, was obtained. The project selected an area to work. The three key aims 
were: 1) bottom-up, work with local community (not just farmers): what do we want with the 
area?, 2) develop a delivery mechanism for services inside the timeframe of the project: quick 
results are needed for the community to remain interested, 3) closer links between farmers 
and the wider community. As part of the project a community care taker was employed; 
someone to keep the area clean and spot what was going on. This was successful, it was 
extended to other areas and it continued after the project was finished. Another initiative was 
community empowerment. For this a plan was developed. There were lots of initiatives in the 
area. Farmers are not just farming, but have other activities. Local business guide was 
created to advertise these activities The agri-environment scheme was implemented in 20 
farms (80% of the farms). Some had a scheme with the national park authority which was 
appreciated and therefore extended after consultation with the farmers. Payments were done 
also for maintenance of stone walls to reward farmers for their efforts in good maintenance. 
This was also taken up in the national scheme. The state aid notification was lots of work, but 
with lots of output. It was a combined notification for all local schemes of the national parks. 
Lessons learnt are to be flexible, take local circumstances into account, don’t always pay the 
maximum, build capacity, improve the farmers skills and create ownership. A bottom-up 
approach is essential for the continuation of the activities. Still, rules are needed. 
Sustainability is what happens on the ground, not a policy. There was no problem with state 
aid. In the design of the agri-environment scheme you will need to persuade Brussels by 
using ‘their’ language and e.g. referencing your figures (even if it says ‘local experience’). The 
NPs in England have been implementing agri-environmental schemes since 1981. 
Retrospective notifications were necessary, but so far no objection from Brussels. The local 
scheme in NYM is still functioning, with 5 year contracts. The large support in the community 
is a success. 
 
Germany: GRANO/ Agri-environmental forums:  was derived from an interdisciplinary 
project in two areas, funded by the federal Ministry. The objective was to make AES more 
practical, simple and get people involved through a round table approach. Involved were 
scientists, environmentalists, farmers, tourism board. In the process there was a high 
fluctuation of people involved with only five who regularly attended. The decentralised agri-
environmental programme was very similar to national programme, but with some extra 
region-specific measures. The funds were promised, but in the end not granted. For the 
stakeholders and especially the farmers this was a disappointment. There were differences in 
approach between the Northern and Southern region. It was better to allow the discussions of 
the problems, confrontation is necessary to be able to move ahead. Lessons learnt: 1) Power 
asymmetries: big farmers have more influence while environmentalists are looked upon as a 
threat to job safety. 2) Properties of the environmental problem: make the problems clear, this 
is an incentive for cooperation. 3) Characteristics of people and culture. For instance, the 
environmental groups were seen as ‘from the West’. Do not set target of the project too high. 
There is no blueprint for a participatory process, be flexible, be professional and let the group 
make the rules. The scientists were trusted and especially in the South the participatory 
approach was appreciated. 
 
France: Drawing landscape to give new sense to city: the first project was in Montpellier 
with the objective to draw a vision for urban fringes. Another project was in Besançon which 
has a typical urban-agricultural landscape. In this plan the type of agricultural needs to be 
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defined together with the farmers. Ideas are grazing with sheep for maintenance and 
vegetables for the city. In a third project in Grand Paris an international competition is taking 
place for designing the area. The different landscapes and valleys are defined and some 
participatory projects in the area are identified. The landscape in between the city and the 
forest is dynamic, so not protected. Zoning can be favourable for farmers, however: it gives 
confidence for development of the farm. 
 
England: The Peak District Land Management Initiative (2000-2 003): this was a feasibility 
study for a new integrated programme. The aim was to support local businesses to adjust to 
the new political direction of becoming environmentally beneficial and more market orientated. 
The first idea for the project came from farmers out of anxiety for the future. There was 
anxiety among farmers for the changing agricultural policies and a demand for a new set up. 
New UK and EU priorities were being identified for more a sustainable agriculture. A project 
area was chosen, a group of different organisations was set up with an advisory group of local 
farmers. Only 10% of the EU Agricultural funding was available for rural development. The 
Pillar 1 schemes gave no incentive to farmers to change. Only non-farm businesses could 
make use of EU based ERDF (Structural Fund) schemes: this creates discrimination in the 
rural community. The PDNPA used ERDF funding to start a scheme for small businesses not 
to be used for farm activities. In the Peak District no less then 30 schemes exist. The proposal 
was to come up with one single scheme with a simple application based on the total amount 
of public funding in these 30 schemes, as an alternative approach aimed at the delivery of 
‘environmental quality products’. The scheme was developed in detail with a sample of 9 
farmers and land owners.  
 
Landscape features were classified according to their value and the amount of work to 
maintain it and farmers were to be paid accordingly. More funding would be allocated to 
business development. The total public expenditure in the area would be the same. Farmers 
would choose whether to join this new alternative or to remain with existing arrangements.  
The farmers put a lot of time into the development of the scheme and all of them wanted the 
opportunity to try it out. 
 
It was not implemented, due to financial difficulties in finding a new source of UK funding to 
replace the saved money from EU budget. In 2003 the priority of UK Government had 
become to implement the recently adopted Mid-term Review of EU Agriculture policy.  The 
minister said in effect - you should have come two years earlier.  
 
The implementation of the Mid-term Review still does not achieve the new policy very 
effectively. The majority of the Agricultural funding is still Pillar 1, although now farmers are 
being paid for simply being there, not on the basis of the number of animals they keep. The 
largest farms receive the largest amounts of money. The new schemes for business 
development are much more difficult to enter for small businesses. There is only a limited 
incentive to change farming systems to be more environmentally friendly or to adjust 
businesses to become ‘closer to the market’. Many of the basic problems still apply as they 
did before the Mid-term review. Ken Parker believes that the PDLMI idea is still workable and 
still relevant.   
 
The Netherlands thinks Brussels is rigid, but this not always true. The application needs to be 
phrased correctly according to the directive. Calculation of different costs (maintenance, 
income forgone, land value) according to the European methodology.  
 
Berman: public money should be linked to public objectives, direct payments do not meet that 
objective. But if this scheme was accepted it is unclear what would happen, if farmers would 
continue farming or quit. We should also not forget the importance of food production.   
 
Gerard van Wakeren: The ‘Houtskoolschets’ (‘Outlook’) by the Netherlands government is 
soon to be presented: this is a draft paper on how to deal with Pillar 1 and 2 of the RDP. In 
the Netherlands there is 1 billion in pillar 1 and in pillar 2 there is only 70 million. In this new 
draft paper the two pillars are to proposed be linked. Agri-environmental schemes are then 
also covered in pillar 1. The problem of pillar 2 is the match funding obligation of 50%. Cross-
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compliance applies to both pillars. How to adjust the schemes to different areas? It is possible 
to make different regions within a country. The Farmers Union LTO might oppose to the new 
plan; they consider SFP as their right. The young farmers association therefore started the 
pilot presented before to make sure the money actually reaches the farmers. 
 
 
Part II Workshop Green and Blue Services: integration 
 
Why diverging initiatives on agri-environment? Why bottom-up/participa tory 
approaches? 
�  All projects grew from the gap between the ideal situation and reality. The national AES 

are not ideal: because they are general they often do not match with the local situation.  
�  The work must be done in the region. Schemes should match with the local 

circumstances of landscape and biodiversity and the local farming culture.  
�  The regional approach however is not measurable and policy makers can not always see 

its value. It deals with the quality of the land management, which is not easy to catch in 
(national) figures.  

�  Commitment on the ground, of the people of the place, is important, without this the 
measures will not work.  

�  Local, bottom-up agri-environment initiatives are a goldmine of creative ideas and 
innovation.  

�  These local initiatives are an opportunity to build urban-rural relationships. A link between 
the farmers and civilians is needed to support the agri-environmental measures. People 
do not accept farmers if they pollute the environment. Often a farmer is not valued, but 
tolerated.  

�  The farmer of the future needs to be able to deal with changing expectations from society 
and be flexible with changing regulations.  

 
How can these initiatives flourish? Prerequisites and recommendat ions 
Four keywords on local agri-environment projects: simplicity, diversity, flexibility, suitability 
 
For initiators 
�  From philosophy to action. Ecosystem service is a scientific name. Talk to farmers about 

real features such as hedgerows. Look for ways to make landscape elements functional 
again. 

�  Make use of the entrepreneurship of farmers and their expertise. 
�  Do not be afraid of Brussels, but learn to speak their language 
�  Even though long term contracts are needed for changing farming practices and the 

development of nature values, they should not restrict the flexibility for the entrepreneur 
too much.  

�  The focus on government subsidies only will not be sufficient, private investment is 
necessary, which in turn will also generate government money. The principle should be 
that society benefits and therefore society should pay for it. But the market is not perfect, 
making government involvement necessary. 

�  Combinations of private money and government subsidies is ideal, for poor areas market 
driven demand is more difficult and subsidy is necessary to keep the farmers in the area 
as producers of food, landscape and biodiversity. There is however a real danger for 
farmers to become subsidy dependent. For business investments you will need to specify 
the benefits, like water quality. 

�  Processes for change are often long. Time is needed to build up trust. You should start 
small with quick results and then move on to other things. Waiting for money and 
agreement from Brussels is usually too long.  

�  Another possibility is to link environmental objectives to tourism investments. Poorer 
areas are often attractive for tourists.  

�  The local level needs to understand the restrictions of policy-making on national and EU 
level. 

�  Make use of LEADER. 
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�  Involve people from the area: farmers, civilians. Get administration involved in local 
initiatives by using good communication. Allow farmers to come with their own ideas. 
Make the system simpler.  

�  The tax payer needs to get involved, they will get the politician interested. Advertising, 
use the media. Show concrete results. 

 
For governments 
�  We need a long-term vision on agricultural landscapes and environment. 
�  National level needs to learn to cope with local initiatives. Local initiatives must be seen 

and supported on a higher level, otherwise the participants become disappointed and will 
distrust the government in future. Government officials should participate more often in 
local processes. 

�  How to link local initiatives to a national or regional approach: trusting the people on the 
ground. Tailor the scheme to their needs. Delegate the design and the execution of the 
scheme to lower levels. A national scheme needs to be flexible enough for local 
interpretation and application. 

�  Allow space for innovations. 
�  Enough process money for communication within an initiative during the development 

phase and between different initiatives. 
�  The payments should be an incentive and fair. The necessary payment levels may differ 

per area. If society really thinks nature is scarce, it should be paid for. If should be 
possible to make profit with agri-environment, it should become a commercially 
interesting activity. 

�  Role for education: what will happen if we do not manage the landscape in this way. 
�  Support farmers organising themselves, like the Land Care Associations in Germany and 

the Agricultural Nature Associations or Environmental Cooperatives in the Netherlands. 
However, do not simply copy a concept, take cultural differences into account.  

�  Netherlands: some of the Catalogue prices are for some areas too low and not up to date. 
The Catalogue should be expanded with more measures. The Catalogue is meant as a 
flexible instrument: it should not develop into something rigid again. 

�  Netherlands: it looks like the fear of Brussels has led to more limitations for local 
initiatives than necessary. In other countries more is possible.  

 
For scientists: 
�  Dig deeper to find more of these initiatives and publish about them.  
�  Learn to understand the institutional rules better. Contact the European Society for 

Ecological Economics  
�  Some members states are achieving more. We need to find out why this is different. 
 
Next steps 
�  The outcome of the workshop should be a detailed report and possible further steps to be 

discussed among the networks of the participants 
�  Maintain the network to share information, new participants can be attracted. Everybody 

present is interested to develop this further and to further exchange experiences 
�  The outcome of this workshop is also an input for the coming policy development in The 

Netherlands and the CAP review.  
�  Let us try to make a book to document our diverse ideas and experiences for a broader 

public, for instance through an Interreg IVC project (more research orientated) or IVB 
(more practical, but regional).  

�  The project to be developed should describe the different initiatives by for instance 
landscape features, approaches, common problems, recommendations to change the 
rules. 

�  The project should be developed with a snappy title, like ‘Local agri-environment 
schemes: simplicity, diversity and flexibility’.  
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Dutch Catalogue Green Blue Services:  
The Dutch catalogue is a set of measures (605) for reaching objectives for landscape, nature, 
cultural heritage and water and a table with maximum prices for these measures. The 
catalogue is a guideline for authorities with which local schemes can be designed. The 
catalogue as a whole has been approved by Brussels and is to be updated each year. The 
local government can select the measures they need for a local or regional scheme. The 
National Park Authorities in the UK make joint applications for their schemes which functions 
in a similar way. Drawback of the catalogue is that it is lagging behind the actual development 
in prices. The catalogue is good, but needs practical improvement and extension of the 
measures. More information is on www.groenblauwediensten.nl (in Dutch) 
 
 
Further reading on these and other initiatives: 
Alte Rinder, Germany 
Rahmann, G., 2008. Zwischenbericht der wissenschaftlichen Begleitung. Modellvorhaben 

zum Einsatz verschiedener, gefährdeter Rinderrassen in extensiven 
Beweidungssystemen des Feuchtgrünlandes unter den Bedingungen der Agrarreform 
und einer innovativen, nachhaltigen Wirtschaftsweise im Biosphärenreservat 
Flusslandschaft Elbe (RiBeElbe 05BM020/1). Institut für Ökologischen Landbau 
Bundesforschungsanstalt für Ländliche Räume, Wald und Fischerei, Johann Heinrich von 
Thünen-Institut (vTI) 

 
Northeim, Germany 
Bertke, E. and R. Marggraf, 2003. An incentive based tool for ecologically and economically 

efficient provision of agrobiodiversity. Presentation. 
Fischer, A. S.K. Hespelt und R. Marggraf, 2003. Ermittlung der Nachfrage nach ökologischen 

Gütern der Landwirtschaft – Das Northeim-Projekt. Agrarwirtschaft 52 (2003) 
Richter, A., S. Klimek, E. Bertke and J. Isselstein, 2006. Auctioning ecological goods within 

agri-environmental schemes – a new approach and its implementation in species-rich 
grasslands. In: Meyer, B.C. (Ed.), 2006. Sustainable Land Use in Intensively Used 
Agricultural Regions. Landscape Europe. Alterra Report No. 1338, Wageningen. 

Gerowitt, B., E. Bertke, S.K. Hespelt and C. Tute, 2003. Towards multifunctional agriculture – 
weeds as ecological goods? Weed Research 43, 227-235. 

 
Farming for Nature, Netherlands 
Buizer, I.M., 2008. Worlds apart. Interactions between local initiatives and established policy. 

PhD thesis Wageningen University 252 pp.  
Haccoû, H.A., T. Deelstra, A. Jain, V. Pamer, K. Krosnicka, R. de Waard, 2007. MILU: 

Multifunctional and Intensive Land Use. Principles, Practices, Projects and Policies. The 
Habiforum Foundation, Gouda, the Netherlands. NUR: 900. (p72-75) 

www.boerenvoornatuur.nl (including film material in English on homepage) 
 
North Yorkshire Moors Upland LMI, UK 
Land Use Policy Group, ?. Europe’s Rural Futures – UK case study. North York Moors Farm 

and Rural Community Scheme. Land Use Policy Group, UK 
The Countryside Agency, 2004? Final report of the North Yorkshire Moors Upland Land 

Management Initiative. Farm and Rural Community Scheme (F&RCS) 1999-2004. 
Hugill, F., ? Europe’s Rural Futures – UK case study. North York Moors Farm and Rural 

Community Scheme. 
 
Peak District Land Management Initiative, UK 
Parker, K. 2003. The peak district land management initiative 2000-2002: The project report. 

Peak District National Park Authority, Bakewell. 
The Countryside Agency, 2004. Experiences from the Land Management Initiatives. The 

Countryside Agency, Wetherby 
 
Humberhead Levels Partnership, UK 
Humberhead Levels Partnership, 2008. Protecting the Humberhead Levels. Inspiring 

landscapes and vibrant communities in a changing climate. Natural England. 
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Humberhead Levels and Moors Partnership, 2008. Working for quality, diversity and 
prosperity. 

 
Ooijpolder, Netherlands 
Zwaan, P. and Goverde, H., 2007. Green Services and State Aid Requirements: New urban-

rural relationships considered in institutional and sensemaking perspectives. Paper to be 
delivered at XXXII Congress European Society for Rural Sociology, Wageningen 
University and Research Center, 20-24 August, 2007 

www.yourgoodnature.org  
 
Boerde, Germany 
Prager, K. and J. Freese, in press. Stakeholder involvement in agri-environmental policy 

making – Learning from a local- and a state-level approach in Germany. Journal of 
Environmental Management, 2008. 

Freese, J. and Steinmann, H.H., 2006. Improving the institutional delivery of agri-
environmental schemes via local action groups. In: Meyer, B.C. (Ed.), 2006. Sustainable 
Land Use in Intensively Used Agricultural Regions. Landscape Europe. Alterra Report No. 
1338, Wageningen. 

http://www.auf.uni-rostock.de/iln/pm/boerde/  
 
Baix Llobregat, Spain 
Terricabras Maranges, R., ? The Baix Llobregat Agricultural Park (Barcelona). Agriculture for 

the future in a high-quality periurban area. Technical Office for Land Use Action of the 
Natural Areas of the Provincial Council of Barcelona/ Baix Llobregat Agricultural Park 
Consortium 

Dorda, J.M. and S.C. Berenguer, 2008. The Baix Llobregat agricultural park (Barcelona): an 
instrument for preserving, developing and managing a periurban agricultural area. 
Proceedings for the conference ‘Rurality near the city’, Leuven, February 7-8, 2008 

http://www.diba.cat/parcsn/parcs/index.asp?Parc=9  
 
Varde Waddensea Estuary, Denmark 
Nielsen, H.E., 2003. Final LIFE-Nature report 2002. Waddensea Estuary Nature and 

Environment Improvement Project  WEP). Project no.: LIFE99 NAT/DK/006456. Danish 
Forest and Nature Agency, Oxbøl State Forest District 

Schiessler, N., T. Hudson and E. Thorpe, 2008. Life on the farm. Supporting environmentally 
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