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Project SUPER-G

* Developing S!istainable manent
rassland systems and policies (2018-
2014)

* SUPER-G: Horizon 2020 Project

* AIM: To co-develop
(FG)
and that will be effective in
optimising productivity, while
supporting biodiversity and delivering
a number of other public goods &
services

 WHERE: 5 agro-climatic regions

Biogeographical regions in Europe

https://www.super-g.eu/
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Project SUPER-G

* WHO: Consortium of 22 Project partners

w5: Newcastle
University
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Project SUPER-G

* HOW: 7 Work-packages

WP1 - Management

WP3 - Benchmarking

WP2 - Delivering & Testing

Sustainable Systems

WP7 -
Ethics
requirements

Multi-actor
& Transdicisplinary

WP4 - Securing

WPS5S - Aidin
Performance &

Decision-making

WP& - Communication & Dissemination




WP4. Securing Performance

Overall Objectives of the socioeconomic research in SuperG

To assess socio-economic facilitators of, and barriers to, adoption
of sustainable PG systems in different biogeographic regions

To provide evidence for, and develop, policy options to support
PG management in each biogeographic region

To maximise research impacts through knowledge exchange and
consultation with key stakeholders and end-users




Project SUPER-G

* FOCUS ON: Permanent grassland ecosystem services
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Our objective today is

* Disseminate the SUPER-G main results regarding Permanent Grassland
Ecosystem Services from a multi-actor approach

Muti-actor
approach

Scientific experts

Citizens

Policy makers
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Methodology: WP4 & WP2

SUPER-G
Tasks

4.1.Reviews of existing knowledge, policies and gap analysis

4.2.Farmers priorities and preferences for ES in relation to
PG

4.3.Citizen priorities and preferences for ES in relation to PG

4.4.Developing policy options for ES in relation to PG

2.4.Experts opinions about the feasibility of PG
management options and ES delivery
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4.1. Reviews of existing knowledge, policies and gap analysis

Systematic Review to identify:

The main economic influences shaping management and maintenance of
PG

The risks and opportunities for delivery of a range of Ecosystem Services
associated with PG. e.g.

Productivist

Regulatory

Supporting

Cultural
How does policy, in particular CAP, shape the management of EU

grasslands over time and across farming systems, countries, or
biogeographic zones.



4.1. Reviews of existing knowledge, policies and gap analysis

Search process

Records identified through
database searching (n =3,085)

v

Records screened after duplicates | Records excluded due to
removed (n = 2,794) "1 ineligibility (n = 2,310)
A
Full-text articles assessed for N Full-text articles excluded,
eligibility (n = 484) with reasons (n =433)

Exclusion criteria:

Irrelevance to research questions
Language other than English
Published before 1962

Non-peer reviewed

A non-European focus

No inclusion of empirical data

Studies included in qualitative
synthesis (n=51)

| Included | | eligiility || Screening | | Identification|




4.1. Reviews of existing knowledge, policies and gap analysis

Main conclusions
Shift from Basis Payments under CAP for PG famers is a huge transition

PG farmers across the diversity of PG environments in Europe are highly
dependent on subsidies to mitigate economic pressures.

Farmers can change land use or intensify grassland management while
receiving direct payments

Targeted and locally focused approaches are needed to maintain and improve
the provision of ES from grasslands (Agri-Environment Schemes)



4.1. Reviews of existing knowledge, policies and gap analysis

Main conclusions
Many PGs are associated with valued landscapes, and this can provide
opportunities for diversified income streams, e.g.
Tourism,
Food processing,
Environmental management

Supported by market premiums (e.g., organic, pasture-based).

“Tipping Points” for farmers decisions associated with policy are not really
understood

Elliott, J., Tindale, S., Outhwaite, S., Nicholson, F., Newell-Price, P., Sari, N. H., Hunter, E., Sanchez-Zamora, P., Jin, S., Gallardo-Cobos, R.,
Miskolci, S., & Frewer, L. J. (2024). European Permanent Grasslands: A Systematic Review of Economic Drivers of Change, Including a Detailed
Analysis of the Czech Republic, Spain, Sweden, and UK. In Land (Vol. 13, Issue 1). https://doi.org/10.3390/land13010116



https://doi.org/10.3390/land13010116

4.2. Farmers priorities and preferences for ES in relation to PG

Farmer interviews: Farm intensity types of survey participants’ farms (n=273)

All (N=373) 31%
CZ (N=75) 3%
ES (N=75) 33%
SE (N=73) 27%
CH (N=75) 33%
UK (N=75) 28%
0% 20% 240% 60% 80% 100%

= Organic 1 Extensive Intensive

CZ = Czech Republic ES = Spain, SE = Sweden, CH = Switzerland, UK = United Kingdom
e



4.2. Farmers priorities and preferences for ES in relation to PG

Sweet-spot between Intensification and Ecosystem Services
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Schils, R. L., Bufe, C., Rhymer, C. M., Francksen, R. M., Klaus, V. H., Abdalla, M., ... & Price, J. P. N. (2022). Permanent grasslands in Europe: Land use change and intensification
decrease their multifunctionality. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 330, 107891.



4.2. Farmers priorities and preferences for ES in relation to PG

Need information about what the sweet spot is in terms of ES delivery

Access to advice and technology
“Productivist” (focus on food security)

Predicted future management decisions resulting in increased
intensification (and sometimes extensification) of farming practices on PG

How does this relate to AE schemes in terms of payments

Farmers prioritising current land management practice and
taking good care of the land on the farm

“Good livestock management”

“Lifestyle” predicted changes

Access to agri-environmental schemes as income sources were
also correlated to farmers’ future PG management intention

Both the financial and non-financial impacts of policies and interventions on
farmers need be considered (consultation) before policy-based interventions
are enacted

Source: Jin et al. (under review). Farmer Identities and Permanent Grassland (PG) Management: Evidence from
Five European Countries
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4.2. Farmers priorities and preferences for ES in relation to PG

Tipping points and farmer decision-making
Farmers’ decisions can be understood as critical
thresholds, or behavioural tipping points

Farmers require financial incentives and technical
guidance to trigger positive tipping points

Changes to agri-environmental schemes and subsidy programmes
are needed to deliver more ES from PG

Other decision drivers include personal values, (perceived)
agronomic barriers, and consumer demand

Land use/management change should be appropriate, context-
specific and align with farming values

Flexibility in (e.g.) payments: Land abandonment, Stocking density

Source: Tindale et al. (under review). Tipping points and farmer decision-making in European permanent grassland (PG) agricultural systems.



4.3. Citizen priorities and preferences for ES in relation to PG

2 Phases

Qualitative Quantitative




4.3. Citizen priorities and preferences for ES in relation to PG

2 Phases
Qualitative Quantitative
Phase 1: To explore issues Phase 2: To link citizen
relevant to societal perceptions of ES with
preferences for ES from their attitudes towards
grassland using focus environmental policies
groups with citizens (Quantitative)

(Qualitative)




4.3. Citizen priorities and preferences for ES in relation to PG

Focus groups with citizens

Data collection:
« 15 focus groups with residents of
° rural areas,
* urban areas, and
© young adults from rural areas (aged
18-26)
(N =104)
*  Conducted across 5 European countries
*  (Czechia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and
the UK) between 2020 and 2021.

Data analysis:
Transcripts were coded thematically based
on the key topics covered in the focus groups

Biogeographical regions in Europe

B Apine
] Atantic
B soreal

[ Continental / Pannonian

I Veditenanean

Study Regions:

ATLANTIC: Northem England (Northumberiand,
Tyne and Wear, County Durham, Yorkshire,
Cumbria, Lancashire)

MEDITERRANEAN: Southemn Spain (Andalusia)

ALPINE: Northern Switzerland (Bern, Freiburg,
Thurgau, Aargau, Zurich, Solothurn, Schwyz,
Luzern).

CONTINENTAL/PANNONIAN: Central and
North East Czech Republic (South Moravian,
Ziin and Vysocina regions)

BOREAL: Southem Sweden (Uppsala,
Umea, Norrkdping, Haimstad, Stromstad,
Kavlinge, Amasvall, Heby, Enkoping,
Hyltebruk, Rimforsa)

Map of biogeographical regions of Europe included in the study and
case study regions (Tindale et al., 2023)




4.3. Citizen priorities and preferences for ES in relation to PG

Focus groups with citizens

Citizens perceived grassland landscapes positively
Experience
Emotions
Environmental characteristics
Access
Cultural identity.
Perceptions of problems were related to
Reduction
Degradation
Abandonment of grassland

Farming for biodiversity

Trust in policy and land managers predicted acceptability of

current practices

Land Use Policy 127 (2023) 106574

Contents lists available at seienceDirect = -
Land Use Polcy
. - \{
Land Use Policy s
: [
ELSEVIER journal homepage: www elsevier. com/ocatelandusepo
()]
-

Citizen perceptions and values associated with ecosystem services from
European grassland landscapes
Sophie Tindale ™ ', Victoria Vicario-Modrono °, Rosa Gallardo-Cobos °, Erik Hunter ®,

Simona Miskolci “, Paul Newell Price °, Pedro Sanchez-Zamora °, Martijn Sonnevelt’,
Mercy Ojo”, Kirsty Mclnnes”, Lynn J. Frewer ™




4.3. Citizen priorities and preferences for ES in relation to PG

Focus groups with citizens

Grassland ecosystem Benefits and
features values

Biodiversity
(butterflies, bees, insects, birds, } i

14 ES within three categories (cultural, provisioning, and : : pow, %
regulation and maintenance) were mentioned when [ ——

Wildlife has habitat

Providing habitats for

wild plants and animals Biodiversity is maintained |

Farmers and residents |
can make a living :

Physical health and acnw[y:

participants were prompted to discuss benefits. s

Sport, recreation and

1
Enjoyment and relaxation
leisure opportunltles 1oy .

Oxygen production

Upland areas Tourism

Livestock are supported
Grass (pastures and PP

cut grass)

Animals reared Food for society (meat, milk 1

and other products)
Animal feed (e.g. hay)
Firewood, charcoal, cork
Mental health

Prioritisation of ES from grassland varied between

countries !
Spain & Sweden: Provisioning a’
"' . Aesthetics .
Productive land " ‘ §
' ‘,n." :

for nutrition, materials
or energy

Quality of life
Local identity
Inspiration

Czechia & Switzerland: Regulation and maintenance ' D%

UK: Cultural ES S ']; ‘ (™) - e
! Heat reflection ) [ Regulation of flows ) \ —
:SpECIa| landscape elements, “‘! ‘ Educatlonandtramlng . '(‘ Prevent soil degradation

E Soil nutrients \,'/

i Permanent vegetation grow 0"

Water retention

Reduce impact of extreme
events
Beauty
Mitigate climate change

How does policy reconcile different perspectives?

. Water purification
Grazing animals
Fresh air

Cultural ES Provisioning ES  Regulation and maintenance ES ————»-Logic described by participants

Benefits of grassland as stated by participants
(Tindale et al., 2023)



Online surveys on citizen perceptions

Data collection:
Online survey data collected between 1 October and 1 November 2021 among citizens in five European

countries ( ): (Czechia, n = 649; Spain, n = 623; Sweden, n = 645; Switzerland, n = 641; and
United Kingdom, n = 632).

Data analysis:
The dependent sample t-test
The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
Partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM)

Food (uality and Preference 117 (2024) 106179 inakle Production aml Consumplion 47 (2024) 47-58
e (= —— |
Contents lists available at ScicnesDirect B ety B e -
' P —— ;- 7
o ar S ) ) ) . ) .
Xivg) Food Quality and Preference | Pl Sustainable Production and Consumption ol
B - )
IE journal hame page: www. sy ' dau | ELSEVIE joumal homapage: www.elsevier comiocataiape )
|
Consumers across five European countries prioritise animal welfare above £ Segmenting consumers of meat and dairy products from five European
environmental sustainability when buying mear and dairy produerts countries: Implications for promoting sustainable food choices
Jeanine Ammann ™ , Gabriele Mack®, Nadja El Benni °, Shan Jin“, Paul Newell-Price °, Meng Yue ™', Shan Jin ™ =1 Sophie Tindale °, Victoria Vicario-Modronoe , Pedro Sanchez-

Sophie Tindale®, Erik Hunter”, Victoria Vicario-Modrono %, Rosa Gallardo-Cobos 7, Zamora ", Rosa Gallardo-Cobos ©, Paul Newell-Price®, Lynn J. Frewer ™

Pedro Sanchez-Zamora®, Simona Miskelei ™, Lynn J. Frewer”



4.3. Citizen priorities and preferences for ES in relation to PG

Key findings:
ES were overall valued:
Regulating and maintenance > cultural >provisioning ES.
Specifically, ES most valued:
* water purification,
e improving air quality and
* the beauty of nature
The least valued ES: raising livestock for human food

Spanish participants perceived highest levels of benefits
associated with three categories of rural ES among the
countries.

Swiss participants had lowest benefit perceptions of
regulating and maintenance and cultural ES, and both
Swiss and UK participants had lowest benefit
perceptions of provisioning ES.

S 2aueuurew % Funemndsy

SH [emny)

g furucisiaorg

Plant polliration

Animal habitat

Plant habitat

Renewable energy

Reducing flooding or drought risks
Clean water

Reducing greenhouse gas emissions
Improving the air guality
Employment for people

Spaces for leisure

History or culture

Improving mental health
Improving physical well-being
Education

Research

Beauty of rature

Spiritual aspects of nature
Crops for Human food
Livestock for human food
Livestock for non-food products
Raw materials

Wild plants for human food

3

32

3.4 3.6

—+— Czechia —s— Spain

38

4

Sweden

4.2 44 4.6

Switrerland —w—UK




Policy implications from WP 4.3:

» Effective communication about the to citizens
(enhancement of rural ES benefits and alleviation of rural threats);

* Increasing of ES benefits with ;

* Raising of facing ;

e Building higher rural management;
* Building stronger ;

* Considering the differences across countries and socio-demographic
groups.



4.4. Developing policy options for ES in relation to PG

 Synthesize key project findings and develop policy briefs to
support sustainable permanent grassland systems and
ecosystem services

5 BGRs Webinars and Brussels Webinar

Newell Price, J.P.; Hunter, E.; Arndt, V.; Gallardo-Cobos, R.; Miskolci, S.; Sanchez-Zamora, P.; Sari, N.; Smith, K.; Tindale, S.;
Vicario-Modrorio, V.; Frewer, L.J. (2024) What policies are needed in Europe to protect grasslands and support their
sustainable management?, 30t EGF Meeting, 9™ to 13" June 2024.



2.4. Experts opinions about the feasibility of PG management
options and ES delivery

O
2%

v

Management

* Delphi method e | opten

Complete sward renewal with sward

Sward renewal | destruction  (non-selective  herbicide

[ ] Fa r m e rs S u rveys Sward spraying or cultivation).

manipulation| Overseeding with different  grass,
Overseeding | herb/legume species or mixtures without
complete sward destruction.

Proximal and remote sensing (using

Monitoring ) drones and/or satellite imagery) for yield
Satellite and R -
and diohe estimation and other grassland traits (e.g.
predicting technology crude protein content, digestibility, plant
lgrass growth| species diversity) to guide grassland
management.
Use of GPS collars to improve grassland
GPS collars | utilization, livestock performance and/or |
Grazing biodiversity.

Introducing a grazing plan with rotational | ==
Rotational [ grazing to improve pasture utilisation and

grazing yield/quality, soil quality and/or
L biodivgrsity.

management

Rotational grazing

Fernandez-Habas, J., Fernandez-Rebollo, P., Gallardo-Cobos, R., Vanwalleghem, T., & Sanchez-Zamora, P. (2022). A Farmer’s
Perspective on the Relevance of Grassland-Related Innovations in Mediterranean Dehesa Systems. Forests, 13(8).
https://doi.org/10.3390/f13081182
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Conclusions

= Better understanding of importance and functioning of PG

" Increased availability and uptake of PG management options and
technologies

* Improved competitiveness of farming systems based on PG
= Agricultural policies that support optimal management of PG

Further research mms) Focus on the Mediterranean PG systems

(Horrillo et al., 2016)
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