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Introduction  

Background  

This study was carried out as part of the EU project Contracts2.0, which aims to develop new 

innovative agreements with farmers in relation to climate, nature, and environment. In the Danish 

part of this project, we have worked on contracts for management of grassland and nature areas. 

This was done in collaboration with the Regional Municipality of Bornholm, Bornholm Agriculture 

& Food, and a group of Bornholm farmers. This survey was thus conducted, with the aim of testing 

whether the issues and ideas from the Bornholm case apply to the rest of Denmark as well.  

 

Grant schemes similar to the current conservation grazing scheme have existed since 1990 in 

slightly different forms in terms of administration, targeting, aid amounts and management 

requirements. The study is based on the assumption that the current grassland scheme will be 

maintained. This is assumed partly because the scheme works in terms of getting farmers involved, 

and partly because other studies in the project point towards maintaining current schemes with the 

addition of new elements. The questions are therefore targeted to how the scheme can be improved 

by emphasizing new opportunities for farmers to improve the management of their grassland.  

 

In the following, the term "farmers" is used to refer to those who responded to the survey. Indeed, 

the vast majority of responses come from farmers, but some come from people in completely 

different professions or from private and public institutions.  

 

Thank you to Heidi Buur Holbeck, Andreas Höll, Thomas Tümmler-Hellesen, Sarah Vestergård 

Hansen and Elena Trosnitskaya for great feedback on the first draft of the questionnaire. 

Furthermore, thank you to Rita Buttenschøn for professional quality assurance and to Frank 

Søndergaard Jensen for a tireless struggle with technical problems with the survey during this 

project. Finally, a great thank you to the 370 farmers who took the time to respond to the 

questionnaire, that made this report possible.  

 

The study was carried out as part of the Contracts2.0 project funded by the European Commission, 

contract no. 818190. More information on the project can be found on www.project-contracts20.eu.  

 

http://www.project-contracts20.eu/
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Method  

The questionnaire has been sent to a total of 1,000 recipients with an agreement on management of 

grassland and nature areas. The questionnaire was sent to the recipients' e-Box using the CVR 

number (unique identifier for a business in Denmark's Central Business Register) from the 

SurveyXact questionnaire software. Of the 1,000 questionnaires sent, 21 did not arrive because 

these recipients did not accept to receive this type of mail. One recipient indicated that he did not 

wish to participate, and one recipient withdrew her response after answering. In total, 370 

respondents replied to the questionnaire, giving a response rate of 38%. However, of the 370 

replies, 19 did not answer all the relevant questions. The questionnaire was sent out on March 17th, 

2022, a reminder was sent out on March 28th and the survey was concluded on May 10th, 2022.  

 

The data on agreements was extracted from the register of the Danish Agricultural Agency with 

agreements on management of grassland and nature areas made on January 19th, 2022. In total, the 

register contained 23,941 contract areas covering a total of 88,097 ha. The agreements are 

distributed among 22,068 contract areas with a CVR number indicated, covering a total of 84,400 

ha. For 1,423 agreement areas totalling 3,697 ha, no CVR number was indicated. The 22,068 

contractual areas with a declared CVR number are distributed over 4,045 holdings (independent 

CVR numbers). Of these 4,045 holdings, 1,000 were selected at random for the survey.  

 

The questionnaire can be found in annex 7. 
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Study results  
The following sub-sections present the results for all the questions included in the survey. 

Qualitative responses can be found in annexes 1 to 6.  

Does the subsidy for the maintenance of grassland and nature areas work?  

Do farmers think the scheme could be improved in terms of securing or improving nature content? 

To this, fewer than one in four farmers respond that they think the scheme is working well as it is, 

while almost two in three farmers respond that the scheme could be improved in terms of securing 

or improving the nature content of the areas under agreement (Figure 1). A slightly higher 

proportion think that the scheme could be improved a little rather than a lot. Regarding both 

responses leading to Figure 1 and Figure 2, it has been left for farmers to determine the meaning of 

"secure or improve the nature content", with no further explanation or examples given. 

 

 
Figure 1. Farmers' views on whether the scheme is working to secure and/ or improve the natural environment. 

(N=370)  

 

Are farmers interested in doing more to ensure or improve nature content on 
the areas under agreement?  

Figure 2 shows that farmers are very interested in improving the management of the areas under 

agreement in order to maintain or improve the nature content. Seven out of ten farmers are 

interested in improving the management and less than half of them answer that it only applies 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Don't know

No, the schemes work fine as they are

Yes, they can be improved a little

Yes, they can be improved a lot

%

Do you agree that the current support scheme on maintenance 
of grassland and nature areas can be improved in terms of 

securing or improving the nature content of your area under 
commitment?
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against additional financial support. Slightly less than one in four farmers is not interested in 

improving management, similar to the proportion of responses in Figure 1, indicating that the 

scheme works well. 

 

 
Figure 2. Farmers' interest in improving the management of the areas under agreement (N=365) 

 

How can the subsidy for the management of grassland and nature areas be 
improved?  

Figure 3 shows what additional subsidies farmers might be interested in, if available in the future. 

The option that farmers point to as most interesting has in fact existed in the past in the Danish 

scheme for the management of grassland and nature areas, although to a limited extent. More than 

four out of ten farmers indicate that they would be more interested in receiving additional financial 

support for small areas or areas with difficult access, i.e., areas that are associated with relatively 

high costs of operation. The second most popular option is to receive additional financial support 

for more specific management requirements such as grazing density or grazing period. Once more, 

this is an option that has been available in the Danish scheme in the past, with differentiation 

according to, for example, fertiliser application and grazing pressure at different tiers. Slightly more 

than one in three farmers are interested in obtaining additional subsidies for following a 

management plan tailored for the individual area under the agreement. Management plans are 

already a reality for several farmers with agreements on publicly owned land, but the support is 

currently not directly related to the plan. The fourth most popular option is to receive an additional 

payment on High Nature Value (HNV) areas identified on the map from the Agricultural Agency. 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Don't know

No, I am satisfied with the management as it is now

Yes, I am interested in improving management but only for
additional financial support

Yes, i am interested in improving management

%

Are you interested in improving the management of your area 
under agreement to ensure or improve the nature content?
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Currently, aid is not differentiated according to the HNV value of the land, as the value is only used 

to determine whether land outside Natura 2000 areas is eligible or not. The two options for 

additional support that farmers find least interesting relate to performance-based and collective 

schemes. Only slightly more than one in five farmers find an additional grant for meeting certain 

nature quality indicators interesting. Furthermore, slightly less than one in five farmers finds an 

additional grant for high local uptake of the scheme interesting. The latter has been tried for a 

period in Denmark with a small additional payment of 10% for local agreement coverage on more 

than half of the eligible area. 

 

 
Figure 3. Interest in improved management provision. This question was asked to the 257 farmers who are 

interested in improving management (Yes in Figure 2). Farmers could choose up to 3 options (N=248) 

 

Which farming practices are farmers interested in?  

Figure 4 shows the management activities for which farmers would like to have the possibility to 

receive additional payments. The option identified by most farmers, almost half of them, is 

provisions on the number of animals on the land - both minimum and/or maximum numbers. 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Do not know
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Additional payments if larger part of an area is contracted

Additional payments on land with high HNV values

Additional payments to small areas and areas with difficult
access

Additional payments to follow a management plan for the
contracted area

Additional payments to fullfill different indicators on nature
quality, for example plant species

Additional payments for more specific requirements like
grazing pressure or period

%

Below are a number of suggestions on how management 
agreements of grassland and natural areas could be supplemented 
in the future by additional payments. What options would you be 

interested in using to obtain additional payments?
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Almost as popular, is the possibility of receiving additional payments by agreeing to commitments 

lasting longer than the current 5-year period. This is followed by year-round grazing and grazing-

free periods, both of which are of interest to around a third of the farmers. The last four options for 

additional financial support were all identified by one fourth or less of farmers: Grazing with robust 

animals (25%), co-grazing with several types of animals (21%), provision of dates for grazing 

animals to enter or exit the grazing area (22%) and winter grazing (14%). 

 

 
Figure 4. Interest in management activities against higher payments. No restriction on the number of activities 

that the farmers can choose. The question was asked to the 92 farmers interested in additional financial support 

for more specific requirements in Figure 3. See more on answers to "Other" in Annex 1. 

 

 

Only a few farmers answered "Other" to the question on farming practices (see Annex 1). Among 

other things, it was pointed out that co-grazing can lead to higher costs for fencing and that Jutland 

Cattle [Da.: Sortbroget jysk malkekvæg] are also robust grazers.  

How should effects on nature value be measured?  

Figure 5 shows that farmers certainly do not think that it is a good idea to look only at whether there 

are undesirable plant species on the land, if additional payments are to be based on indicators of 

nature quality. Only 7% of farmers chose this option. On the other hand, it is very evenly divided 
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whether farmers indicate that only desired plant species should be looked into (45%) or that both 

desired and undesired plant species should be looked into (38%). 

 

 
Figure 5. Farmers' views on measuring the effects. This question was asked to the 58 farmers interested in 

additional financial support in order to meet specific general indicators of nature quality in Figure 3.  

 

Who should draw up management plans?  

In the responses shown in Figure 3, 35% of farmers showed an interest in receiving additional 

payments for following a management plan developed for their area under commitment. But who 

should prepare such a plan? Here, two thirds of the farmers respond that it should be prepared in 

dialogue with the agricultural or nature advisor, while just under half of the farmers respond that it 

should be prepared in dialogue with the municipality or the local unit of the Nature Agency. One in 

five believe that they can draw up such a plan themselves given some pre-defined options. Farmers 

have had the opportunity to choose two of the options. When looking exclusively at the answers 

pointing to advisors and/or public authorities, 51% point only to the agricultural or nature advisor, 

29% only to the municipality or local unit of the Nature Agency, while 19% have pointed to both 

options. The latter 19% can be interpreted as both options should be included or that both options 

are good on their own. 

 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Don't know
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commitment area

By the presence of a number of desired plant species on the
commitment area

%

How should the effect on the nature value be controlled? 
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Figure 6. Who should prepare management plans. This question was asked to the 87 farmers who are interested 

in additional financial support in exchange for following a management plan in Figure 3. Up to two options could 

be selected (N=86) 

 

How should the management of grassland and nature areas under agreement be 
controlled?  

One third of the farmers surveyed respond that the control of the commitments should be carried out 

as today, i.e. with in-person spot checks on the farms by the authorities. The most popular form of 

control is through annual meetings with either the municipality or the local unit of the Nature 

Agency, where the management of the land is assessed and any changes in management are 

decided. 43% of the farmers in the survey chose this option as a form of control. Completion of 

control forms is not popular, with only slightly more than one in five farmers indicating this. More 

popular is the submission of photo-documentation using a mobile phone, which one third of farmers 

have chosen. Comments from farmers who responded "Other suggestions" (see Annex 2) point both 

to a desire for less control, but also to the need for more dialogue. 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Don't know
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Figure 7. Preferred control options. Farmers could choose up to 3 types of control. The question was asked to the 

257 farmers who are interested in improving management (Yes in Figure 2). See more on "Other suggestions" in 

Annex 2) (N=244)  

 

Proposals to improve the scheme on maintenance of grassland and nature areas  

Farmers have also been asked an open question on proposals to improve commitments for the 

maintenance of grassland and nature areas. There is a wide range of suggestions, from general  

improvements to the scheme to very specific actions in relation to individual contracts, for  

example: 

• Freedom to decide when to graze the land 

• Possibility of fencing off areas with rare plants during the blooming period of the flowers 

• Higher subsidies on nutrient-poor land 

• Possibility of laying manure piles to encourage the presence of Little owls 

• That grazing may take place in protected woodland without a derogation 

• Better assistance for water access in remote areas 

• Discussions on management on location 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Don't know
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%
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outlined in Question 3, how would you prefer the control of the 

commitments to be?
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• Possibility of drawing up a concrete management plan for the area together with people 

from the municipality 

• Supplementary feeding should be allowed 

• Control of vegetation height postponed to early spring 

• The possibility to be able to remove the animals in critical periods 

• Wildlife habitats where birds can nest and live undisturbed 

 

The individual responses, more than 70, are shown in Annex 3.  

 

With whom does the farmer talk about the management of the areas under 
agreement? 

More than one farmer in four with an agreement on management of grassland or nature areas do not 

talk to others about the management of the land (see Figure 8). 

 

 
Figure 8. Dialogue with others on the management of the areas under agreement. No restriction on number of 

options. See more on "Yes, others" in Annex 4. 

 

When talking to others about the grassland management, it is most frequently with the farm advisor 

(43%) or other farmers (34%). In addition, there is often dialogue with the municipality (27%) or 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Don't know

No
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Yes, with the Nature Agency
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Yes, with other farmers

%
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the Nature Agency (11%). It is not specified whether this dialogue takes place in the context of 

agreements on publicly owned land or if it is dialogue about privately owned land. Finally, more 

than one in ten farmer (13%) have discussed the operation with inspectors controlling the 

agreements. Farmers who answered "Yes, others" (see Annex 4) mainly talk to others who have 

something to do with farming or the specific piece of land. In addition, some have spoken to various 

representatives of the authorities. Finally, some farmers answer that they have talked to family, 

acquaintances or other citizens interested in nature conservation.  

 

Do farmers need more information about management?  

More than half of farmers say they would like more information on how to secure or improve nature 

content on areas under agreement (Figure 9). Conversely, slightly more than one in three farmers 

feel they have enough information on management. 

 

 
Figure 9. Interest in more information about management (N=351) 

 

How do farmers want to receive more information?  

Farmers do not agree on how they prefer to receive more information on the management of their 

areas under agreements. Two communication channels stand out as the most popular: on-farm visits 

and a printed management guide. For both, half of the farmers would prefer to receive information 

in this way. The other options are not as popular however, 3 out of 10 farmers are interested in 

courses on management and almost a quarter of farmers are interested in participating in ERFA 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Don't know

No, I have enough information

Yes, I would like more information about the management

%

Are you interested in more information on how to best ensure or 
promote the nature content of your land under agreement? 
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groups with other farmers [i.e., knowledge exchange groups]. If the responses are representative of 

all farmers with agreements on management of grassland and nature areas, there are approximately 

1,200 farmers interested in courses and 1,000 farmers interested in ERFA groups. Comments from 

those who answered "Other" (see Annex 5) point in different directions regarding various types of 

information and mention that the knowledge should be relevant to their farm. 

 

 
Figure 10. How to inform. The question was asked to the 183 farmers interested in more information about the 

management in Figure 9. No limitation on the number of choices. See more on "Other" in Annex 5. 

 

Concluding remarks  

From the farmers  

Farmers were asked in a final question if they had any further comments (see annex 6). The nearly 

40 comments revolved around three themes: 

• Farmers are interested in nature management on pastures and nature areas 

• Schemes must be simple and flexible 

• Farmers cannot always deliver the desired results due to external circumstances 

 

 

 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Don't know

Other
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%
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From the author  

This report has presented the results of the survey on farmers' views on subsidies for the 

management of grassland and nature areas and on the possibilities for improving the scheme in 

relation to maintaining or improving the nature content of the areas under the agreement.  

It was not the purpose of the report to draw conclusions on the individual questions, but for the 

majority of the questions, the farmers' answers point in several directions. It is not possible to create 

one streamlined scheme that can support all the different actions/opportunities that farmers are 

interested in. A flexible scheme with several options would best meet all farmers' wishes. It is also 

clear from the responses that farmers believe that the scheme could be improved to maintain or 

improve the nature content of their land and that many of them are interested in making an 

additional effort - with or without additional grants.  

 

Hopefully, the results of the study can be used to improve the scheme on management of grassland 

and nature areas to make a more positive contribution to maintaining or improving the nature 

content of meadows and pastures than at present. 
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Annexes 

Responses to qualitative questions and questionnaire  

The annexes show the answers given by farmers to the questions where it was possible to provide a 

free text as answer. In a few places in the answers, text has been deleted, for example name or 

telephone number, which could be used to identify the individual farmer. In these cases, this is 

indicated with: [deleted]. Some spelling mistakes have been corrected for better readability. Finally, 

the questionnaire itself is presented in Annex 7. 
 

Annex 1: Proposals to improve commitments to management of grassland and nature areas 

(Other in Figure 4)  

Which management activities would you like to have the possibility to receive additional financial 

support for? 
• Considerable flexibility is needed to match current grazing opportunities, caused inter alia by variations in climate 

• I have areas with high feed production at the beginning of the season where many animals need to be fed. This is more or 

less over by the month of August.  

• OK current scheme. 

• Consideration of actions that benefit biodiversity 

• Co-grazing with animals requiring additional fencing, e.g., co-grazing Galloway cattle, goats and Hungarian woolies 

• Grazing with robust animals, should include the Danish cattle “Jutland Cattle” [Sortbroget Jysk Kvæg] 

 

Annex 2: Comments on controls (Other suggestions in Figure 7)  

If it were possible to obtain additional payment as outlined in question 3, how would you prefer the 

control of the commitments to be? Other suggestions for control: 
• Maybe 15 different options to choose from 

• WATER LEVELS NEED TO BE REGULATED MUCH BETTER 

• I suggest control replaced by partnership where all parties agree on realistic options, plans, execution and outcomes based 

on nature and weather diversity year by year 

• Don't do spot tests because some farmers might never get visited 

• None - trust is good... Or some AI to use the least possible resources... 

• Biologist, at start-up, every 2-3 years 

• Meeting with own agricultural adviser/consultant 

• Ensure that grazing pressure is not too high 

• Trusting the user and minimising bureaucracy 

 

Annex 3: Other proposals to improve commitments to management of grassland and wildlife 

(Independent Question)  
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Do you have any other suggestions for improving grassland and nature conservation agreements to 

safeguard or improve nature content? 
• Possibilities to get arable land included in agreement,  for example 10meter along fences. It is many times difficult for the 

animals to move around. 

• ENSURING CONSTANT WATER LEVEL 

• Yes the grass height rule must go - it does not promote biodiversity. 

• no 

• It is too rigid with 5-year agreements. Who can guarantee that you will have animals available 5 years into the future. 

• In many places, it's a pity for the animals - there's not enough to eat after just a few months. It's as if animals are seen as 

machines for nature conservation and biodiversity. Subsidies, rules, and controls are based only on the condition of the 

land.  

• If you must move animals from pen to pen all summer long to make sure there is enough food, it becomes too much of a 

hassle. Supplementary feeding should be allowed.  

• My point is that there should be a decent amount of grass. The "fine" plants are often more or less poisonous, and the 

whole idea is that the animals eat the grass and not the other plants. 

• Possibility of mechanical grazing instead of cattle, it is expensive per hectare and there are not enough cattle for it on 

Zealand, it is completely crazy that you must pay for grazing. No two nature areas are the same, many could easily be 

mechanically cut without affecting the nature content of the area, or we are forced to do it because of a lack of cattle 

• there is a lack of flexibility in the schemes 

• more flexibility in terms of vegetation. 

• If you scream for biodiversity, then it must be ok with bushes and trees. 

• Stop the removal of Soft Rush in autumn. No ecological sense and waste of fuel. 

• Big question. Important that landowner feels safe and can rely on any guidance rather than facing harsh sanctions that 

create fear and make people opt out of schemes rather than participate. Targeted guidance rather than retaliation will help 

cooperation rather than flight from schemes. Threats/fear lead to opting out of schemes, often for relatively small amounts 

of support requiring expensive consultancy. I would rather be free of support than face constant fear of sanctions. 

• I believe there are some biologists who have an idea of what it takes to make some improvements. But it is a problem if 

you think you can get more/harder grazing without making conditions better for the owners of the animals. If the animals 

are not thriving in an agricultural sense, there is no incentive to allow farm animals to graze the land. And money is not 

"enough" in this respect. As I understand it, the mantra at present is that the harder the grazing, the greater the diversity. 

And if that is to succeed, I guess other methods will have to be found. Because as a farmer it's hard to be a fellow player 

when it's contrary to the reality of farming. Here, "growth" in the broad sense is a prerequisite for economic profit. And 

greater biological diversity is not "valued" in a way that allows the farmer to be a fellow player. At least not in a way that 

provides economic and emotional benefits for the farmer. And it's a real shame because I (and many other farmers) really 

want to be supporting the Danish nature. 

• See comments on previous items 

• We have sold our property here as of 01.03.22 and have thus selected the "don't know" dialogue box. 

• Clarity on selections of nature areas 

• Allow shrubs and trees to grow on the site 

• 1. If we want grazing, dry meadows are necessary to some extent. Wet meadows cannot be grazed as they are trampled / 

destroyed by cattle… 2. Clean-up requirement. A bank guarantee or something, so we get rid of unused fence etc. ... 

• Management is not provided as intended in several places 
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• My fields are grazed by suckler cows and steers, so I guess there is not much that can be improved? We have breeding 

storks nearby, so they benefit from the grazed meadows. 

• Maybe subsidies for suckler cows 

• It is not easy to judge how much the grass grows, depending, for example, on wind, rain and heat 

• No 

• Control of vegetation height moved to early spring => possibility of an accumulated fodder pool for winter grazing 

• Fixed number of Livestock Units per ha: max number summer + min number winter 

• The current rules on supplementary feeding need to be relaxed, many areas do not give the animals enough minerals, but 

supplementary feeding as the current rules are prohibited is not good enough. 

• Not too much bureaucracy 

• Nature management for the Nature Agency today is guided by highest payment, and not the best management for the land 

:( 

• Many of Denmark's wetlands are too small or have too little "dry" soil, for the grazing period to be extended. I have wet 

areas with liver fluke problems, more knowledge and ability to remove the animals at critical times.  

When an area is put up for licitation, 2-3 months before is too late, preferably more than six months before, so that the 

animal keeper has the opportunity to have the animals needed.  

Preferably measures that can ensure the nature manager a reasonable business.  

It is difficult as a nature manager to pay rent long before the income comes, it is not ok that PLG. is supplied at will, at 

one’s discretion from Dec. to May. 

• If the checks can be carried out by people who know about nature, this will improve the content considerably. Possibly 

additional subsidies in relation to the nature value. The Netherlands has a system where, for example, the Nature Agency 

distributes the money. It is a pity for nature that everything must go into boxes. 

• The number of breeding birds, as in the Netherlands 

• The rules on domestic animals on the sites must not be changed. We must take domestic animals home and feed them at all 

times, not like state lands where fencing, no feeding and no treatments are allowed. 

• It is too restrictive with requirements on grass height etc when it is animals and weather we are working with 

• Allow more reeds or other "natural" vegetation. 

• With the control on the schemes as it is, it has been easier for us to avoid subsidies and just graze as we see fit. 

• Surveys on salty meadows that occasionally flood do not make sense and since 1992 the Board has probably spent more 

money on monitoring than we have received in subsidies. 

• Better sensible deals than the last bucks 

• The agreements must allow for the nature-giving conditions. For example, my land is sometimes flooded from the sea, 

other times by the river. This means that each season provides different conditions for grazing. 

• It is hopeless to have to cut the grass before a certain date, partly because it damages the plants we want to look after and 

also because I then remove plants that the animals could eat. Instead, I drive over to another field and use diesel oil and 

wrap plastic to produce feed for the animals to feed on which they might as well find themselves on the land they are 

looking after in the summer. It's pure “molbo” [i.e., an old Danish expression referring to an unintelligent and naive 

person]. If the land absolutely must be mowed, the deadline could be next spring or 31/12. 

• Grazing should be allowed in protected woodland without a derogation, since it is surely the landowner today who decides 

whether to allow this and not an old protection order to secure timber for the Danish navy. Subsidies can be obtained for 

lower grazing densities than 0.3 DE/hectare, as some areas are very poor in nutrients. 

Help remote areas get water if there are no natural sources of drinking water on the land. 
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• Much more involvement from the landowner and cattle owner as we are the ones who know most about the nature we 

graze and not a project from someone sitting in Copenhagen and that is generally the view I have on farm support schemes. 

Farmers are never consulted 

• Something with low grazing pressure and all-year grazing 

• All well and good with you [Danish expression for not trusting/believing in someone] 

What training do you have to deal with this? Do you have any practical experience? 

If not, you should be fired and replaced with people who have a practical approach. The fact that it is the University of 

Copenhagen does not make it any better. Find some people who know what it is all about. Then it will probably be 

Jutlanders [i.e. people from the peninsula of Denmark called Jutland] who are hired. 

• The height requirement for plant cover should be abolished. 

• Today we manage our commitment areas through grazing with heifers and trimming the quality of the management is 

closely linked to an adequate drainage of the areas i.e. watercourse management and the possibility to maintain existing 

drains. If the areas become too wet, in my experience this will lead to the animals treading the grass down on the meadows, 

the area becomes overgrown with soft rush and other plants that totally take over and grass and other meadow plants that 

want light and space disappear. The balance is therefore delicate and, in my opinion, better management of the 

watercourses that drain the areas is a must if there is to continue to be a meadow that is open to light and attractive both for 

me as a farmer and for the animals and plants as a side effect of this environment. 

• Spot checks by the Agricultural Agency should take place later in the autumn/winter but without delaying payment of the 

aid.  

• The reason is that you are not forced to graze while flowers are blooming and clear tree growth in autumn and winter, 

which requires less grazing in late summer. 

• More professional support for the development of nature in the areas. 

• The possibility of drawing up a specific management plan for the area with representatives from the municipality, and for 

them to be involved in carrying out the checks and approving them. 

• I find that the inspectors from the Agricultural Agency focus more on the compliance with all the strict rules instead of 

looking at how to ensure the best nature content. 

• Higher subsidies on nutrient-poor land, where animals have less growth. 

• Subsidies for forest grazing on public land - including in protected and preserved forests. 

• A certain degree of flexibility, e.g. in the case of very wet or very dry periods, which would create a displacement/natural 

disturbance of the nature areas as e.g. plant species will not be present in certain years. 

• no 

• Ensure that it is not necessary to "overgraze" in summer, in order not to risk draws in aid if the area does not look grazed 

• There must be assurance that neighbouring property owners are not allowed to drain areas close to the bordering land, 

because this is to the detriment of biodiversity on the land under commitment. 

• Don't understand the improvement? It works for my land with grazing of cattle during the summer and there is a rich 

animal and bird life on the land all year round both on the land and the lake in the area. 

• Cooperation between the municipality and the state, on the development of an area in cooperation with (neighbouring 

areas) so as to cover a larger area 

• Possible clearing of willow scrub 

• Very rigid system with 5-year commitments. For example, I can't merge the commitments I have. Furthermore, I have been 

imposed a division into several field numbers due to satellite data showing different "crop types" - it is far too detailed and 

does not match the physical conditions. 

• The undersigned has OK agreement and grazing pressure. 

• Can see that e.g. heath areas at Hjerl heath have too high grazing pressure. No flowers at all etc. 
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• no 

• Avoid that it is the forestry people who manage the area - it is outside their competences 

• Ensure that actions are not slowed down by e.g. §3 land regulations. E.g. allow natural emergence of trees and shrubs. 

Avoid rigid rules for supervision of livestock. It is professionalism that must be used in supervision and management. 

• Year-round grazing as we already practice results in mosaic nature with varying content and plant heights. This is good 

from a nature point of view and should therefore be desirable in terms of the commitments - but I find that I am currently 

encouraged to fallow areas where animals have not grazed densely .... this destroys good forage that would otherwise 

support animals in October/November (consider moving the cut off dates for grazing to the turn of the year) 

• Possibility of fixed grazing pressure for several applicants within the same fence 

• 1. A small fertilizer quota when will be of great help for a better establishment of areas in the field dedicated for wildlife. 

2. mowing the whole field once in spring or autumn can be complemented by one mowing a small part of the field opposite 

the time of the whole field, spring or autumn. 

3. the right not to mow, for example, 10-20% of the total area in a year when conditions such as water are an obstacle. Must 

not be the same area year after year. 

• As farmers, we find ourselves repeatedly singled out for inspection, almost to the point of harassment. We were checked on 

after-crop areas, and there were 0.05 ha missing which allows rules to be multiplied by a factor of 10 to calculate a fine of 

0.5 ha. =15-20 hours also post control which control the other employee of 1 man a 5 hours  

25 hours of work approx. plus subsequent paper work which must be paid for and the fine amount is something like 2-300 

kr.  

IT'S BEYOND ME TO SUBJECT A FARMER TO THIS MASSIVE SCRUTINY AND WASTE OF RESOURCES FOR 

SUCH A MINOR OFFENCE, WHICH DOESN'T BRING IN ANY REVENUE BUT ONLY MAKES THINGS 

UNNECESSARILY MORE EXPENSIVE.  

In Nature management, we cultivate through grazing and mowing. If there are cows on the land, then that should be enough 

to qualify as grazed, as a farmer cannot tell a cow to graze the whole area down and preferably at the same height. It can't 

be that we use animals to save the climate from unwanted diesel consumption that the rules are so strict that even if it is 

grazed it can't be approved because every 1cm2 is not grazed at the same height. THAT'S JUST CRAZY. WE are therefore 

trying to get out of the nature management scheme because why apply for a subsidy for grazing with animals if we are 

going to end up having to mow the area anyway, then we might as well save the work and hassle with the animals and just 

mow with a machine once a year and we are done with it. Theory and practice are 2 very different things.  

WE experience being pointed out for checks even though the checks made find what we call acceptable or within the trivial 

limit. Since we work with animals we cannot communicate with and wind and weather we have no control over either, I 

cannot understand why we are subjected to such harassment when we are really just trying to help nature. 

• Possibility of laying out manure piles to encourage the presence of Little Owls. Grants for grassland where conversion is 

avoided, so that natural value is not destroyed by ploughing/grazing. Would very much like it to be easier (financially) to 

have all-year grazing (possibly without subsidy feeding/with limited subsidy feeding) and still meet the requirements for 

subsidies on the land. 

• That subsidy also included patchy dense planting and small areas of land covered by forest (Gross area). 

• Requirements for the maintenance of pastures 

• It would be a start to look at where the current schemes work against nature content. Simple changes such as when the land 

should appear grazed (Spring instead of Autumn for all year grazing). 

Areas with small shrubs or where trees and forest edges grow slightly into the commitment area should not be excluded, as 

it is precisely in forest edges that there is a high nature value. 

The current commitments are most easily met on something that resembles a traditional pasture more than nature. 

If forest grazing and the like could be included to a greater extent, that would be good. 
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• Wildlife habitats where birds can nest and live undisturbed 

• Letting nature (partly) determine the plant population. 

• The option to mechanically control rushes where they get out of hand on §3 areas. Rushes outcompete all other plants. 

• The option to not cut down all beach hut, to preserve cover for natural game 

• I've had about 25 agreements that have all expired, what's crazy is that many of the areas we've had to plough up because of 

the new rules, these are areas that could really soak up the manure that now runs directly into the river. 

• Good idea to let heifers out on the land 

• Individual agreements on each site. 

• Legalisation of grazing on low grazing pressure areas together with other areas with more nutritious grazing, so that 

animals do not starve, Possibility of removing animals during periods to encourage seed setting. 

• 20-to-30-year agreements. 

• The possibility of fencing off areas with rare plants during the flowering period. In my case, this is an area of marsh gentian 

and bog asphodel, which should only be grazed until about mid-July. Grazing until 1 September, as is now required, is too 

hard on the population. 

• No I haven't but in my case the well-being of the animals comes first 

• Freedom to decide when to graze the land. 

• When you have both wetlands and heathlands, it would be an advantage to omit grazing of the heathlands in the middle of 

the summer, when the animals can walk on the wetlands. 

• To then graze the heathland in winter, with the possibility of winter feeding as needed. Better economy 

• Extra mowing to keep down rushes 

• The entire calculation method should be changed so that the subsidy accrues to the animal owner, instead of as now, where 

the subsidy accrues to the person who has the right of disposal over the land, this causes some landowners to apply for the 

subsidy without carrying out any form of management, thereby eroding the basis for those who have the animals on the 

land, who then only have the costs and no income, this is particularly relevant in larger fenced areas, such as the Himalayan 

moors. Kind Regards [Deleted] 

• Annual qualified advice/ sparring on location. 

• No 

 

Annex 4: Contact with others (Others in Figure 8)  

Have you talked to others about the management of the area(s) on which you have a grassland and 

nature reserve management commitment?  

Tick more than one box if necessary - Yes, with others. Write who: 
• THE ARROGANCE OF INSPECTORS IS A NUISANCE 

• The better half and acquaintances. 

• A municipal biologist and a botanist from the Nature Agency (I think) 

• Neighbouring farmer 

• The owner of Scottish Highland cattle grazing 

• Erfa groups but none of them can change rules 

• Forester 

• Together with the municipality I organise nature walks for the public 

• Leaseholder 

• Biological consultancy 
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• Neighbours and people interested in nature who do not have nature as their profession, e.g., city dwellers, amateur botanists 

and do. biologists. 

• Hunting and nature conservation consultant. 

• A local sheep farmer 

• Landowner 

• Yes, we are 6 farmers who have a grazing pool together. 

• Acquaintances who have an interest in the purpose 

• Giving up soon as it is hopeless and complying with all the rules and spending too much time on almost nothing 

• Other biologists and landowners who want to manage their land for biodiversity rather than profit. 

• Defence and citizens in the context of guided tours 

• Owner of the land 

• With God and every man [i.e., Danish expression for talking to everyone] 

• Thise dairy 

• The owner of the nature area 

• An annual review and action plan extending several years ahead would be good. More advice - less control. 

 

Annex 5: Preferred communication (Other in Figure 10)  

How would you prefer to receive more information about the management of your commitment 

areas? Tick more than one box if necessary - Other. Write how: 
• Information on the new agricultural law in relation to my farm. 

• Important that it is based on the operation of my property 

• E-mail + website, possibly some blog something ... 

• E-mail 

• Talk to our advisor in Agrovi and hear her suggestions. 

• Online course 

• A biologist with an understanding of nature conservation 

• I am seeking knowledge on my own, there is plenty of control 

• Excursion to relevant areas of learning 

• Webinar 

• Or something sent by mail with info 

 

Annex 6: Other comments on the whole survey (Independent question) 

Do you have any other comments? 
• It is difficult to gather areas if there are some areas that are not registered 2000 §3, then you cannot apply for [subsidies] for 

hedges then the whole area grows into forest thicket 

• THERE MUST BE SOME WHO CREATE EXTRA WORK TO THE INCONVENIENCE OF THE RECIPIENT 

• I am amused that anyone could seriously propose to give extra subsidies for "improved" conservation, with evidence of 

extra quality to any taste judges. Look, the plants that like to come will come, it's not always something we can control - it's 

natural I suppose. I once had a permanent pasture (without a commitment). One year the field was yellow with buttercups 

(silverweed) and the horses did everything they could to graze around the yellow and semi-poisonous plants. If they got 

buttercup leaves in with the grass, you could stand and watch the leaves come out again in one mouthful. I thought, come 

on, you'd better mow hay, as the buttercups' toxicity wears off while the hay is drying. Well - I didn't get it done, (it's a lot 
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of work) and I expected by next spring the buttercups to have spread further. I was surprised when the opposite actually 

happened. They had become much fewer, - they came suddenly, and they were gone suddenly without my having done 

anything, but that is "natural" I suppose. 

• Due to general rising water levels due to climate change and poorer cleaning of streams, I think the condition of nature 

areas is getting worse, swamps and the cattle cannot move, we have for example areas where orchids have disappeared 

completely after Næstved municipality has raised the water level in the basin. 

• I don't understand why things still have to be very bare, if there was varied grazing there would also be more varied nature. 

• I want to do the best I can, but I repeat again that fear of sanctions and reprisals undermines the desire to engage with the 

authorities. The fear of control is pronounced, and it can be difficult to understand the requirements of the schemes, and 

scattered information does not help here because there are many conditions in which one can very easily go wrong. It 

requires expensive consultancy help and takes the focus away from being a conservationist. 

• More friendly control 

• I think I've already voiced my concerns... 

• Watch costs - keep everything as cheap as possible and make plans so no machines or other things are used for 

maintenance... Also applies to costs such as surveys and research :-) ... 

• I think it's a huge mistake that almost all farmers must convert pasture every 5th year in order not to lose the right to 

cultivate it. It may not be a climate- or environmentally good idea. Nor for plants and animals for that matter. You have 

control over everything that is nature nowadays. Let the farmer decide for himself when it is necessary to replant. Then 

more people might dare to use the subsidy schemes. 

• No 

• Have sold our property with handover 15.09.2021, hence this reply. 

• I would like to know more about the biodiversity benefits of nature management with cattle, we have heard a lot about CO2 

and methane. 

• It creates a lot of bureaucracy when all the agreements run over 5 years, as I buy smaller pieces of land on a regular basis. 

• I have maybe 10 -15 different agreements for different areas. 

• It would save time and money for all parties if you could draw a line in the sand and say that now all agreements run from a 

certain date and then maybe 5 years ahead. 

• As it is now, we have to seek new agreements every year, with extra hassle each time... 

• I have sold the farm 

• Anything that makes professional sense we want to be involved in. 

• Reduce the requirement for the number of animals on nature conservation areas. Then it is adapted more to the growth of 

the land. 

• The rigid control of the pastures by zealous and unsympathetic inspectors gives me strong doubts as to whether it is worth 

the effort? 

• There is so much control over everything in agriculture and especially on nature areas. Nature areas don't change much 

from year to year but the weather does so dates are not a good solution stop making more forms it's only agricultural 

consultants who get something out of it 

• As simple a scheme as possible. 

• The requirement of even grazing of almost the whole area by September is not compatible with high nature content (in my 

view). 

• A bit cumbersome that I have to request payment every year by submitting the joint form. Could it perhaps be done for 5 

years at a time. I am a hobby cattle owner and do not use an advisor. 

• The concept of nature content is not clearly defined in the current information from authorities. Ways to achieve higher 

nature content are not described in an easily understandable and operational way. 
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• It would be good to know how other similar countries obtain subsidies that could be considered in Denmark. 

• No 

• We management a lot about nature but think there is too much bureaucracy. 

• None 

• Opportunities should be provided for planting different groups of wild plants, reasonably distributed over the areas. 

• In general, it is very difficult to find out about grant schemes. It is a lot of work when you are a grazing guild that is not 

professionally trained to navigate the schemes that exist and that may change from year to year. 

• Nice to see action to improve the scheme 

• Feel free to reach out if you have any further questions. We have Gute sheep, bees and Galloway cattle on our own 

conservation land and have invited the local authority to collaborate on further conservation work on land adjacent to our 

own 

• Would like to see the grant given for a gross area. 

• Simpler rules, allowing more 'root' small shrubs, fallen trees, wet less grazed areas. I would like to be able to draw in my 

whole enclosure and not have to worry about smaller patches of trees etc. 

• Could convert commitments with different age, to a new large commitment. 

• Application period to be changed to match general base payment. 

• All changes that reduce the need for consultant assistance are welcome, and free up finances and profits to management for 

animals and nature. 

• We are brand new to being "farmers" - our experience base to answer the questions is very small. We have made use of 

local authority people, and an agricultural consultancy. We live in a place where most of the land is Natura 2000 and §3. 

• Feel free to give me a call, and I can give you input for a significantly better solution. I own about 4 km of Brende river 

where I have land on both sides. [Deleted] 

• Management needs to be much more flexible - no two pieces of land are the same 

• My areas under agreement are very humid with the result that there are many supplies, and it causes high cost for 

medication of the animals so a higher subsidy is necessary to get economy in the project 

• For many years I have applied to the Nature Agency for permission for winter grazing, but have been refused, due to the 

risk of reduced animal welfare. 

• In the context of the establishment of the national nature Parks, winter grazing is highlighted as the only right thing to do. It 

infuriates me that the state wants to be allowed to do what it has banned us private individuals from doing. 

• It is my impression that the Nature Agency has its own rules, and is not always willing to follow Danish legislation if it 

does not fit into their way of handling cases 

• No 
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Annex 7: Questionnaire  

1) Do you agree that the current support schemes on maintenance of grassland and nature areas 

can be improved in terms of securing or improving the nature content of your area under 

agreement?  
 

🗆🗆 Yes, they can be improved a lot  

🗆🗆 Yes, they can be improved a little  

🗆🗆 No, the schemes work fine as they are 

🗆🗆 Don't know 

 

2) Are you interested in improving the management of your areas under commitment to ensure or 

improve the nature content? 
🗆🗆 Yes, I am interested in improving management  

🗆🗆 Yes, I am interested in improving management, but only for additional financial support  

🗆🗆 No, I am satisfied with the management as it is now  

🗆🗆 Don't know 

 

3) Below are several suggestions on how agreements on the management of grassland and nature 

areas could be supplemented with additional payments in the future. What options would you be 

interested in using to obtain additional payments? Put at least 1 tick and a maximum of 3 ticks  
🗆🗆 Additional subsidies for more specific requirements such as grazing density and grazing period  

🗆🗆 Additional grants to meet certain general indicators of nature quality, for example certain plant species  

🗆🗆 Extra subsidy for following a management plan drawn up for your area(s)  

🗆🗆 Additional subsidies for small and difficult to access grassland  

🗆🗆 Additional subsidies for pastures with high HNV value on the Agricultural Agency’s map of areas with high nature value 

🗆🗆 Additional grant if many areas in the same region have a maintenance commitment  

🗆🗆 None of the above are interesting  

🗆🗆 Don't know 

 

 3a. Which management activities would you like to have the possibility to receive extra 

payment for? Please tick several boxes 
🗆🗆 Winter grazing  

🗆🗆 Year-round grazing  

🗆🗆 Grazing-free periods  

🗆🗆 Provisions on dates of entry into and exit from the euro area  

🗆🗆 Co-grazing (e.g. cattle and sheep)  

🗆🗆 Provisions on the number of animals on the holding (both minimum and/or maximum number)  
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🗆🗆 Grazing with robust animals (e.g. Galloway cattle or Marshian sheep)  

🗆🗆 Longer-term commitments (e.g. 10 or 20 years)  

🗆🗆 Other:   

 

 3b. How should the impact on nature value be controlled? 
🗆🗆 By the presence of a number of desired plant species on the commitment area 

🗆🗆 By the absence of undesirable plant species on the commitment area 

🗆🗆 By both desired plant species being present and undesired plant species not being present on the commitment area  

🗆🗆 Don't know 

 

 3c. If additional subsidies were to be granted to follow a management plan for your area(s), 

who do you think should draw up this plan?  

 Tick at least 1 box and maximum 2 
🗆🗆 It should be composed in dialogue with staff from the municipality (or the Nature Agency locally for Natura 2000 sites)  

🗆🗆 It should be composed in dialogue with the agricultural or nature adviser  

🗆🗆 You had to draw up the plan yourself, choosing between different operational requirements and different objectives for the state of 

nature 

🗆🗆 Don't know 

 

 3d. If it became possible to obtain additional support as outlined in question 3, how would 

you prefer the control of the commitments to be?  

 Tick at least 1 box and maximum 3 
🗆🗆 Physical spot checks by authorities (as the present system).  

🗆🗆 Forms that you fill in and submit with registration of operation and natural state  

🗆🗆 Photo documentation that you submit using mobile phone.  

🗆🗆 Meeting with the municipality/local nature agency once a year to assess operations in the current year  

gone and agree any changes for the coming year  

🗆🗆 Do you have any other suggestions for control:   

🗆🗆 Don't know 

 

4. Do you have any other suggestions for improving grassland and nature conservation agreements 

to safeguard or improve nature content?  

Type in the box or press next to continue 

________________________________________ 
________________________________________ 
________________________________________ 
________________________________________ 
________________________________________ 
________________________________________ 
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5. Have you talked to others about the management of the area(s) on which you have 

agreements to maintain grassland and nature areas?  

Please tick several boxes if needed  

🗆🗆 Yes, with other farmers  

🗆🗆 Yes, with agricultural adviser  

🗆🗆 Yes, with the municipality  

🗆🗆 Yes, with the Nature Agency  

🗆🗆 Yes, with controllers  

🗆🗆 Yes, with others. Write who: _______ 

🗆🗆 No  

🗆🗆 Don't know 

 

6.  Are you interested in more information on how to best ensure or promote the nature content 

of your land under agreement? 
🗆🗆 Yes, I would like more information about the management  

🗆🗆 No, I have enough information  

🗆🗆 Don't know 

 

6a. How would you prefer to receive more information about the management of your areas 

under agreement? Please tick several boxes if needed 
🗆🗆 ERFA groups with other farmers  

🗆🗆 Courses on grassland management  

🗆🗆 Visits to the farm by the municipality and/or consultants  

🗆🗆 A printed management guide with illustrations  

🗆🗆 Other. Write how:     

🗆🗆 Don't know 

 

 7. Do you have any other comments? 

 Type in the box or press next to continue 

________________________________________ 
________________________________________ 
________________________________________ 
________________________________________ 
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