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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report sets out the analytical framework used in the research carried out for the CONTRACTS2.0 

project. It explains how we design and implement our data collection and data analysis, how it is 

harmonized across countries, partners and case studies, and how results are prepared to be 

synthesized (see Synthesis Framework, Deliverable D1.3, for more detail on the synthesis of findings). 

This report brings together information on the methods used in the other thematic work packages 

(WP2-5), and it compiles a comprehensive list of criteria for characterizing agri-environmental 

contracts. As such, it benefited from the inputs of several other contributors: Erling Andersen (UCPH), 

Rena Barghusen (ZALF), Birte Bredemeier (LUH), Lenny van Bussel (WUR), Raisa Carmen (INBO), 

Mikołaj Czajkowski (UW),  Sven Defrijn (ABC ECO²), Francesco Di Iacovo (UNIPI), Salomon Espinosa Diaz 

(UNIPI), Marina Garcia-Llorente (UAM-IMIDRA), Nicolas Grondard (WUR), Roberta Moruzzo (UNIPI), 

Dieter Mortelmans (INBO), Francesco Riccioli (UNIPI), Jens Rommel (SLU), Janja Rudolf (UNILJ), Claudia 

Sattler (ZALF), Christoph Schulze (ZALF), Francis Turkelboom (INBO), Andrej Udovč (UNILJ), Saskia 

Wanner (INBO) . 
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1. OVERALL APPROACH  

 

1.1 Overall concept underpinning the project 

Contracts2.0 aims to develop novel contract-based approaches to incentivize farmers for the increased 

provision of environmental public goods along with private goods using result-based, collective, land 

tenure and value chain approaches. To this end, the work in Contracts2.0 is framed as a social 

innovation process to co-design novel contract models for innovative AECM (cf. conceptual 

framework, Deliverable D1.1). This process represents the logical sequencing and temporal aspect of 

undertaking research and generating results. The multi-actor approach is a key feature of the 

Contracts2.0 project. Researchers together with action partners are involved in the innovation process, 

based on the understanding that neither partner has all the expertise necessary to address the 

problem, but instead that solutions can be found by combining the respective expertise and that novel 

contracts need to be co-designed. This innovation process is conceptualized by a Design Thinking 

approach.  

The Design Thinking approach offers a balance between creative and analytical methods. The search 

for solutions is not undertaken from the beginning, but rather an attempt is made to first get to the 

root of the problem, to be able to find solutions that cure and not only mitigate the problem. If a 

proper diagnosis is carried out, it is often surprising how the optimal result may actually be quite a 

simple solution (Kimbell, 2011). The co-creation of novel contract-based approaches is led through 

iterative loops, which take the involved teams through six steps (Figure 1).  

The six-step iterative process combines the methodology from engineering with experimental aspects 

from the process of design: 

• The first step is to ‘understand’ the problem: the perspective of stakeholders is taken into account 

and the problem space is set jointly. 

• The next step is to ‘observe’, which allows participants to gain an outward view and form empathy 

for the users and stakeholders, in this case of agri-environmental contracts.  

• Observation is followed by ‘point of view’ which entails the collation and summarizing of the 

knowledge gained; if necessary, the problem and challenge will be reframed. 

• The ‘ideate’ step can be compared to visioning exercising, where the team generates a variety of 

possible solutions and selects a focus (in Contracts2.0 this is framed as the ‘dream contracts’).  

• Once there is agreement regarding the ‘dream contract’ to take forward, the prototype of the 

dream contract can be developed to arrive at a concrete solution. 

• In the last step, it will be tested with the appropriate target group.  

Note that there can be feedback loops and iterations between the individual steps, ensuring that 

everyone is on board and all available knowledge and relevant viewpoints have been taken into 

account. 

http://project-contracts20.eu/
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Figure 1: The six steps in Design Thinking (Source: https://hpi-academy.de/en/design-thinking/what-is-design-thinking.html) 

Contracts2.0 will focus on the development and testing of the innovation itself (i.e. the novel contract-

based approaches), specifically to better understand the underlying motives, interests and preferences 

of relevant actors. Through this co-design approach, the project generates the necessary knowledge 

for the different innovation steps. Consequently, we define the whole project team as an ‘innovation 

team’. 

 

 

1.2 Premises for stakeholder engagement to support the multi-stakeholder 

approach 

Each national or regional context of the 9 countries involved in Contracts2.0 is studied and represented 

through the establishment of Contract Innovation Labs (CILs) and Policy Innovation Labs (PILs) in the 

respective country. Contract2.0 employs a multi-actor-approach as a research and innovation action 

to ensure a co-design process that addresses real-life needs, problems and opportunities of the 

agrarian sector and land use. Therefore, each of the CILs forms its own innovation team to develop 

contractual solutions for their context. The Contracts2.0 researchers support the innovation labs and 

use the results to derive generic design principles for contract development and the necessary enabling 

policy framework conditions for their implementation (discussed in the associated PIL). The innovation 

labs will be developed around existing initiatives that already deal with managing current problems 

related to agricultural land use in order to prevent negative effects or to increase positive effects in 

relation to e.g. water, soils, climate, biodiversity. The ultimate goal is to increase the provision of 

environmental public goods in combination with the production of private goods, i.e. food and fibre. 

http://project-contracts20.eu/
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Figure 2: Selected 11 initiatives across Europe where the CILs and PILs are established in Contracts2.0. 

 

The specific challenges and opportunities in the different CIL case studies will be the starting point for 

Contracts2.0. The research is aimed at supporting the process of improving existing and developing 

novel contractual models, as well as generating new knowledge to support the upscaling of the novel 

solutions.  

 

 

1.3 Combined innovation pathways 

The design thinking approach has been adapted to the Contracts2.0 project. The project employs a 

case study approach with two innovation pathways: a practice and a research path. Both pathways run 

in parallel, influencing and strengthening each other (Figure 3).  

The research path uses experiences and creativity of the practice path to develop general contractual 

design principles. The practice path uses research findings to develop regionally adapted contractual 

solutions and to upscale and integrate the findings at the regional level into the policy process. Both 

pathways will follow the Design Thinking approach and combine analytical and creative steps.     
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Figure 3: Combined innovation pathways 
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2. AGRI-ENVIRONMENTAL CONTRACTS AS INNOVATION OBJECT  

The co-design, development and testing of agri-environmental contracts is the main objective of 

Contracts2.0. Based on current knowledge (WP2, WP5), and informed by discussion and analysis by 

practitioners (CILs, WP3) and policy makers (PILs, WP4), the project develops ‘dream contracts’ that 

are then tested in selected settings. Both the characteristics of contracts, as well as the context in 

which they operate are crucial for understanding and improving agri-environmental contracts (Figure 

4). These characteristics are further explained under section 2.1 and concern: i) the objective of the 

contract (the issue it addresses), the characteristics of the various parties involved and the expected 

outcomes, ii) the design features and the characteristics of the negotiating process of the contracts, 

and iii) the implementation methods and evaluation processes. 

The context further explained under 2.2 refers to i) the bio-geo-physical context in which a contract is 

set up and implemented, including the landscape, ecological zone, ecosystems and the farming system, 

as well as ii) the political, institutional and socio-cultural context that frames who the contract partners 

and intermediaries are and how they behave, and iii) the socio-economics conditions of the involved 

communities/municipalities/households. Both contract and context will differ according to the 

geographical scale and the institutional level they are located at.  

 

 

Figure 4: Agri-environmental contracts as embedded in their socio-economic, institutional and environmental context (own 
figure by the lead authors) 

The contribution of distinct components and insights on order to develop the ‘dream contracts’ in 

Contracts2.0 is designed by multiple methodologies of each WP.  

1) The conceptual, analytical, and synthesis frameworks developed by WP1 help to implement 

the diverse practice and research activities systematically and in a coordinated manner.  
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2) WP2 reviews and analyses existing result-based, collective, land tenure and value chain 

approaches using a two-tiered approach for a better understanding of the institutional settings 

and their environmental, socio-economic, and profitability effects. Based on the review, WP2 

contributes a typology and inventory of existing contract models. Further detail is added 

through a detailed analysis of existing innovative approaches around Europe (including 

initiatives that the labs focus on). This review will provide a better understanding of 1) 

institutional settings and actor constellations, motivations and interests (including transaction 

costs, how duties and responsibilities are shared); 2) distributional issues (distribution of the 

added value, financial and/or production risks inherent to the agricultural sector and its 

complex links with the natural environment); and 3) land management practices, the 

realisation of income opportunities and win-win situations between marketable agricultural 

products and the provision of environmental public goods (environmental-agronomic and 

profitability analysis). Specifically, collective and results-based approaches will be analysed by 

providing comprehensive overviews of supplied environmental goods and ecosystem services. 

A broad variety of methods (cf section III) will be applied for this analysis.  

3) WP3 establishes 11 CILs, involving the 13 action partners, action supporters, various 

stakeholders (farmers, consumers, extension service providers, nature conservationists, 

companies, public administration) and research partners. These labs use a participatory multi-

actor approach to ensure a co-design process that addresses real-life needs, problems and 

opportunities of the agrarian sector and land use. Initially, CILs focus on identifying problems 

and opportunities with existing contracts in their own region using a SWOT analysis and 

synthesize the findings with stakeholders (step 1 to 3 of the Design Thinking process). During 

the next steps alternative ‘dream contracts’ to ensure environmental public goods delivery will 

be formulated with the stakeholders through collaborative workshops linked to field visits 

(step 4 of Design Thinking). Design principles for novel contracts using one or more of our four 

contract approaches will be developed in the following phase (step 5 of Design Thinking). This 

will be achieved through thematic workshops (result-based, collective implementation, land 

tenure, value chain approaches) that integrate experiences of other initiatives (also from other 

countries), expert knowledge, and results of WP2. Via an iterative process, the results of these 

workshops will be shared with the PILs for receiving feedback from a governance and policy 

perspective. Specific aspects of the contracts will be tested in economic and behavioural 

experiments (WP5). In order to increase the applicability of the novel solutions, some of our 

CILs will implement and test novel contract-based approaches in real life contexts, and will 

report first-hand experiences through a reflection process. Thus, each of the labs will go 

through the steps of the Design Thinking process until prototyping, and some Labs will get 

through the whole Design Thinking process including testing, either experimental or in real life 

situations.  

4) WP4 establishes 9 PILs to accompany the CILs at national or regional level. Based on the PILs, 

WP4 help to synthesize regional results for the higher policy level (e.g. national Rural 

Development Programmes (RDPs) or European CAP). The PILs bring ideas from the CILs into 

the policy arena to develop an appropriate and enabling policy framework conditions and 

policy instruments to put the novel contract models into practice - within the rural 

development/ agricultural/ environmental policies - and foster the synergies between public 
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and private incentives. In addition, PILs give feedback to the CILs regarding the contract design 

process (WP3) on how potential new contract models fit into the policy framework and the 

institutional settings. WP4 will also follow the stepwise approach of Design Thinking, although 

the entire process will to some degree be steered by the achievements of WP3. The main focus 

is, thus, to assess the broader applicability of the prototypes developed in WP3, tested or not 

tested, and adapt these for implementation at higher levels.  

5) WP5 contributes to novel contractual designs by using economic experiments and stated 

preference valuation methods in the phase of testing prototypes of new models. The aim of 

this WP is: (1) to understand farmers’ preferences for various features of contracts for 

environmental public goods, (2) to test the efficiency of various contract features, with 

particular focus on farmers’ interactions with the environment and collaborative approaches, 

and (3) to model consumer preferences and perceptions of ‘label-based’ approaches to 

stimulate the provision of environmental public goods within the value chain. From the review 

of existing approaches (WP2) and the identified potential new contract design features (WP3 

and WP4), WP5 will use different methods for experimental testing of farmer, administrator 

and consumer preferences and the potential for success of specific approaches.  

 

2.1 Contract characteristics 

Contracts can be described in numerous ways, and this has been done from multi-disciplinary 

perspectives. Characteristics are sometimes also referred to as attributes. When a typology or 

classification of contracts is developed, the characteristics may become criteria, and the allocation of 

contracts to a contract type is based on the extent to which they meet the criteria.   

For Contracts2.0, several characteristics of contracts (i.e. types of contracts) needed to be considered 

from the outset because they were included in the call for the project. These characteristics include: 

1. Contracts characterised by results-based payments (as opposed to input-based payments) 

2. Contracts with a collective element (as opposed to individual contracts) 

3. Contracts characterised by product-based payments (as opposed to area-based payments) and 

more broadly embedded into value chain approaches 

4. Contracts based on land tenure (conservation easement) or mobilizing particular property 

rights 

For the analytical framework, additional contract characteristics have been collected in several work 

packages, and then collated into a single list (Table 4, 5 and 6) to provide a point of reference for the 

analysis. While WP2 and WP5 derived a list of characteristics compiled from the literature review 

presented respectively in Appendices A1 and A2, the WP3 logbook describes characteristics of the 

schemes that are the focus of the CILs (see logbook template in Appendix A3).  

The list has been complemented with elements from the literature, in particular a review of PES design 

features (Engel et al., 2018). It should be noted that the delineation between what is a contract 

characteristic and what is a contextual factor is not always straightforward. For example, the list of 
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attributes in Appendix B includes technical and administrative support (e.g. free training) and the 

source of funding and administrative body – both of these could well be considered a part of the 

context for implementing a contract rather than a characteristic of the contract itself. Therefore, we 

followed Figure 4 to organize contract characteristics into three main categories: the contract 

objectives and the characteristics of the parties involved; the contract design features and negotiation 

characteristics; and the contract implementation and evaluation characteristics. 

Key terms mobilized in the following tables and used in Contracts2.0 are defined in the glossary 

available on the project website www.project-contracts20.eu. 

2.1.1  Contracts objectives, parties involved and expected outcomes 

This first set of characteristics concerns the objective and expected outcomes of the contracts, as well 

as temporal elements and the characteristics of the parties involved. These elements are context 

specifics and mainly reported by WP3. 

Table 1: Contract characteristics: objectives, parties involved and expected outcomes 

  Contract characteristics Details/options 
Considered 

in WPs 

Contract’s objective  

 Objective of the contract 
Main issue to be addressed by the contract directly or 
indirectly 

3 

 Environmental outputs Environmental public good expected to be delivered 3, 5 

 Type of measures 
Maintain current practices; restriction on production or 
land management practices; obligation to introduce 
new practice.  

2, 3 

Temporal elements   

   Initiation of contract Top-down; bottom-up; mix 2, 5 

 Contract start Date the contract was launched 3 

 
Adaptation of the 
contract over time 

Number of times contract was adapted/revised, e.g. to 
adjust it to a change in context conditions 

- 

 
What is the stage of 
implementation? 

Experimental/pilot; well established 
In preparation phase; Up and running; Not running 
anymore 

3 

Contract parties' characteristics   

 
Who is (are) the 
contracting party(ies)? 

The contracting party(ies) are the one(s) issuing the 
contract.  

2,3 

 
Who is (are) the 
contractor(s)? 

Who is executing the measures and/or achieving the 
results stipulated in the contract? 
Type of farmer: Real farmer or side-activity (seemingly 
important issue in the new CAP) 

3 

http://project-contracts20.eu/
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  Contract characteristics Details/options 
Considered 

in WPs 

 
Who is(are) the 
intermediary party(ies)? 

Which party(ies) act as intermediary(ies) and what 
is(are) its/their role(s)? (e.g. knowledge brokers, 
cooperative coordinators, etc.).  

3 

 
Benefits for the 
contracting party(ies) 

What does the contracting party(ies)get out of the 
contract? e.g. visibility, market access, public health 
benefits, improved environmental quality, biodiversity, 
etc.  

3 

  
Benefit(s) for the 
contractor  

What does the contractor(s) get out of the contract? 
e.g. subsidies, increase in yields/of market prices, 
improved soil quality & productivity, lower costs of 
production, tax reductions, etc.  

3, 5 

 
Benefits for/Motivation 
of the intermediary(ies) 

What does the intermediary(ies) get out of the 
contract? e.g.  financial advantages (% payments), 
visibility, etc. 

 

 

2.1.2  Contract design and process characteristics 

The second set of contract characteristics concerns the design features, starting with the features 

related to the four types of contracts under consideration in Contracts2.0. Although, land tenure 

contract per se (i.e. conservation easement) are not represented by the case studies of the project, 

they might be addressed at the ‘Ideate’ stage 4 of the design process (when addressing the dream 

contracts in WP3 or attributes in WP5). Other design features relate to payments modulations, 

conditionality1 and additionality2.  These elements are considered in the literature as the main lever to 

achieve contracts efficiency and have been reported mainly by WP5 and Engel (2018).  

Table 2: Contract characteristics: design features and process characteristics. 

  
Contract 
characteristics 

Details/options 
Considered 

in WPs  

Main approach (related to Contracts2.0)  

 Contract type  Collective; result-based; value chain; land tenure; hybrid 2, 3, 4, 5 

 Collective 
approach 

 Payments to group; payment to official entity (ex. 
collectivity)  
 Payments to individuals with collective/ agglomeration 
bonus 

2, 3, 4, 5 

 

1 In PES literature, conditionality refers to the fact that payments are made only if contractual obligations are 
met. it is a strategy to ensure compliance in order to achieve environmental impacts that are additional to 
those that would have been delivered in the absence of the scheme. 
2 Additionality is a determination of whether an intervention has an effect, when the intervention is compared 
to a baseline. In the context of agri-environmental contracts, additionally is often associated with targeting 
based on the principle that the money transferred through the contracts should only target farmers that would 
not otherwise change their practices. 
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Contract 
characteristics 

Details/options 
Considered 

in WPs  

 Result-based 
(payment amount) 

Close to social value of ES 
Close to ES provision costs: opportunity cost + transaction 
costs 

2, 3, 4, 5 

 Value Chain 
Product-based payment (as opposed to area-based 
payments) 
Mixed with other outputs (social, geographical indications, ...) 

2, 3, 4, 5 

  Land tenure 
Conservation covenant 
Contracts relying on particular land property regime 

2, 3, 4, 5 

Payment details  

 Payment mode 
Cash; in kind 
Regular payment (yearly) one off payment 

5, E* 

 Payment 
differentiation 

Fixed payment; differentiated by provision costs or ES 
provision 
Degressivity (lower per ha payments to larger farms); capping 
(maximum amount of money one farmer can receive). 

5, E* 

 Additional 
payments 

Additional rewards and incentives that a farmer can receive if 
contracting (e.g. delivering more ES than what’s is contracted 
for, agglomeration bonus, …)   

5 

  Contract length 
Short-term (≤ 5 years); mid-term (> 5 to ≤ 10 years); long-
Term (> 10 years); permanent 

2, 3, 5 

Conditionality     

 Degree of 
conditionality 

Partly or fully conditional E* 

Additionality, leakages, permanence  

 Additionality 
Strict focus on additionality; Provisions for initial high ES 
providers  

E* 

 Leakage No consideration; discount for leakages E* 

 Permanence 
Fixed payment; Index payment correlated with opportunity 
costs 

E* 

  
Termination, 
withdrawal 

Option to withdraw part or all land from the contract without 
financial penalty or with a relatively small penalty; Penalty 
when withdraw from contract 

E* 

*E: refers to characteristics mentioned by Engel (2018) 

 

2.1.3  Contract implementation and evaluation characteristics 

A last set of characteristics concerns the implementation and evaluation of AE contracts that have 

been reported by all WP. Implementation modalities concern contracts targeting to specific 

geographical areas and/or farming systems, size of the areas contracted, as well as required human 
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and financial resources. Regarding to evaluation of contracts, modalities of monitoring and 

enforcement can be distinguished.   

Table 3:  Contract characteristics: implementation and evaluation process. 

  
Contract 
characteristics 

Details/options 
Considered 

in WPs  

Scale of implementation    

 Scale of 
implementation 

 NUTS level/LAU3 or more descriptive:  local/community, 
municipality, county, etc. 

2,3 

  Areas contracted  Small scale; mid-scale; large-scale  2 

Targeting   

 Targeted 
geographical area 

 No targeting; targeting according to expected 
ES/biodiversity/climate benefits; targeting low cost sites; 
other criteria 

E* 

 Land enrolled 

 Eligible land = part or all of each farmers’ land; specific 
parcels of land (e.g. adjacent).  
 Freedom to decide which land to enrol or not; requirement 
of land rotation; configuration of land parcels  

5 

  Targeted farmers 
 Type of farms and/or agri-businesses that are targeted by 
the contracts (type of production, type of production 
systems – e.g. organic-, structure of farm –e.g ‘real farmers’  

3 

Human & financial resources mobilized  

 
Transaction costs for 
contractors or 
intermediaries  

Number of labour days (hours) needed to implement the 
contract. This may be additional field work, administrative 
burden, complexity, financial reporting,  
Actors supporting the transactions costs/ facilitation/ 
animation (private, public, ...)  
Share of time not compensated by the contract 

2, 4, 5 

 
Technical and 
administrative 
support/advice  

Type of training, practical assistance for design, 
requirement for specific tools and qualified labour  
Type of agency providing services (consulting company, 
collaborative forums for farmers, state agency, …) 
Free/paid; voluntary/compulsory. 

5 

  
Source of funding and 
in-kind support 

Citizens (crowd-funding, donations), Industry (private), 
public-governmental, NGOs 
Unpaid voluntary work from private individuals; forms of 
corporate volunteering 

5 

 
 
 
 
 

   

 

3 NUTS (Nomenclature des Unités territoriales statistiques) is a geographical nomenclature subdividing the 
economic territory of the European Union (EU) into regions at three different levels. LAUs (local administrative 
units) are used to divide up the territory of the EU for the purpose of providing statistics at a local level. 
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Contract 
characteristics 

Details/options 
Considered 

in WPs  

 
Monitoring/enforcement  

 Monitoring 

 - Specify whether actions (e.g. tillage, late mowing) and/or 
results (e.g. water/air quality, species abundance) are being 
monitored 
 - Way of monitoring (on-site visits, remote sensing); share 
(%) of farms monitored for contract compliance. 
 - Announced/ unannounced monitoring 
 - Unit of control: individuals or groups 
 - Who is doing the monitoring (e.g. farmers, cooperative, 
government, external agency)? 

3, 5 

  
Enforcement/ 
Sanctioning 

 - Punishment for non-compliance (e.g. a warning, time for 
correction, partial sanction, complete payback)? 

5 

*E: refers to characteristics mentioned by Engel (2018) 

 

 

2.2 Contextual factors 

Contract design, contract characteristics and implementation are always influenced by their context. 

Context refers to i) the bio-geo-physical context in which a contract is set up and implemented, 

including the landscape, ecological zone, ecosystems and the farming system, as well as ii) the political, 

institutional and socio-cultural context that frames who the contract partners and intermediaries are 

and how they behave, and iii) the socio-economics conditions in the involved communities / 

municipalities/ households. Both contract type and context are likely to differ according to the 

geographical scale and the institutional level they are located at (Figure 4). For example, some 

contracts may be negotiated at a local scale, covering only a few square kilometres of land, and involve 

mainly farmers and a place-based conservation charity. As such, the institutional level would be ‘lower’ 

and involve fewer actors compared to a contract offered as part of a national scheme. The latter 

example is situated at a ‘higher’ institutional level, likely to involve a complex, multi-layered 

institutional framework with a range of actors and governance structures. It would also cover a larger 

geographical area.  

For the description of the context we can apply WP2 methods such as Institutional Analysis (Appendix 

B2), Transaction Cost Analysis (Appendix B4) since they include administrative and organisational costs 

of entities involved in the institutional context, and Policy Coherence Analysis (Appendix B12).  

Institutional analysis describes several contextual conditions: 

- Bio-physical variables (e.g. total area, land use type, farming systems determining the 

provision of most relevant ecosystems services in the case studies), 

- Socio-economic conditions in the involved communities/municipalities (e.g. total number of 

inhabitants, population density, existing conflict potential between different stakeholder 
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groups), political and legal conditions as the ‘rules in use’ (Ostrom, 2005) (e.g. expressed by 

the fact that all Contracts2.0 case studies were, either completely or in part, located in 

protected areas with certain restrictions in place for ecosystem services management and 

usage).  

Policy Coherence Analysis contributes to analysing the policies and governance structures which 

provide the framework for designing and implementing contracts, an overview of synergies and 

conflicts between relevant policy instruments, alongside an indication of the level of available 

knowledge among stakeholders about the impact of these instruments and whether there is 

agreement (or disagreement) among stakeholders. 

In parallel, WP4.2 will bring in-depth analysis of the policy context with the assessment of national 

policy contexts of current schemes and measures.  

Note there is an inherent overlap between context and contract attributes/contract parties. For 

example, WP5 works with contract attributes (Appendix A2) that also cover aspects related to larger 

(government or private) programmes of which a contract may be part of. Similarly, the governance 

structures that allow monitoring of contract compliance to be carried out are also part of the 

institutional context, as is the technical and administrative support provided for the contract parties. 

In addition, the administering agency may be considered as part of the wider institutional context.  
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3. METHODS FOR RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS 

This section describes the methods utilised in Contracts2.0’s research path (Figure 3). First, we will 

present methods related to the upstream steps (understand, observe) of the research path with the 

analysis and assessment of existing result-based, collective, land-tenure and value chain approaches. 

They aim to better understand institutional solutions and generate knowledge regarding their 

environmental effectiveness, economic viability and longevity (WP2).  The second part will be 

dedicated to the methods applied to the downstream steps (prototype, test) of experimental testing 

of new contractual design features, and understand preferences, interests and motivations of actors 

with regard to different institutional settings and economic viability (WP5). The creative steps and the 

research path are closely linked to the work of the innovation labs (section 4) but it will be inspired by 

analytical research results and the results of the experiments. 

 

3.1 Review of methods from WP2 

In the context of reviewing existing contracts, a number of methods are employed in WP2, including 

methods 1-6 below that will be applied across all CILs, and methods 7-12 that will be targeted to 

selected cases to ensure more in-depth analysis. Multi-criteria analysis is applied to inform the design 

and evaluation of novel contract models in WP3-5 (in selected case study sites). All methods are 

described in Annexes B1-B12 with detailed information regarding their application in the context of 

Contracts2.0. 

Table 4: Methods employed as part of WP2. 

WP2 methods name Annex  Short description 

Tier 1 methods  Methods for analysis performed for all CILs 

Literature review B1 A systematic review of the literature is a standard method to 
identify, evaluate and synthesise the empirical evidence that meets 
pre-specified eligibility criteria to answer a given research 
question(s). 

Institutional analysis B2 Institutional analysis relates to different bodies of scholarly work 

informed by/based on diverse theories and frameworks. One 

framework that has gained particular importance is the institutional 

analysis and development (IAD) framework of Elinor Ostrom 

(Ostrom, 2005). It was developed to facilitate comparative meta-

analysis in order to understand the ways institutions operate (and 

change) for a certain type of ‘action situation’.  

Impact models  B3 Impact models contain expected relationships between policy 
objectives and policy outcomes, and provide a framework for 
closing the gap between objectives and outcomes following from 
human behaviour or conditions (Rossi and Freeman, 1989). 
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WP2 methods name Annex  Short description 

Transaction costs 
analysis 
 

B4  Transaction costs (TC) analysis consist of quantifying the costs 
generated by the organization and coordination of transactions 
(Coase, 1937). Those are generally classified as information costs, 
administrative costs and organizational costs. 

Business model 
canvas (BMC) 

B5 BMC is a tool to describe and manage a business departing from 
the idea of a design solution (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010). The 
BMC contains 9 blocks (i.e. Customer Segments, Value Proposition, 
Customer Relationship, Channels, Key Activities, Key Resources, Key 
Partners, Cost Structure and Revenue Streams) aimed at harnessing 
emerging ideas around the business in brainstorming sessions.  

Multi-criteria 
decision model 
(MCDM) 

B6 MCDM methods is mobilized to facilitate decision making in 

contexts of trade-offs between environmental goals as well as to 

explicitly include preferences of stakeholders. It allows 

stakeholders to evaluate the often conflicting criteria, 

communicate their different preferences, and rank or prioritize 

different alternatives (such as objectives, strategies, options, etc.) 

(Soltani et al., 2015).  

Tier 2 methods  In-depth analysis for selected approaches in CILs 

Status-quo Net-Map B7 Status-quo Net-Map is one particular method used for social 

network analysis (SNA) which was introduced by Schiffer (2007). It 

is an interview-based, participatory research approach which aims 

to: i) identify all relevant actors involved into a specific governance 

approach and understand their respective roles and 

responsibilities, ii) investigate actors’ interlinkages, iii) clarify actors’ 

motivations, iv) assess their influence and obtained benefits, and v) 

pinpoint challenges in the governance approach. 

Process Net-Maps B8 Process Net-Maps are a novel interview-based approach for 

participatory mapping in SNA (Lubungu and Birner 2018). While the 

original Net-Map method focuses on the mapping of the current 

status quo of actors’ interactions for a certain contract, Process 

Net-Maps focuses on the mapping of the historic development 

process of the actors’ network against a timeline, identifying all 

relevant actors and important events. 

Biodiversity Impact 
based on regression 
models 

B9 Regression-based models can be used to assess the relationships 

between a predicted variable and predictor variables which are 

assumed to have an impact on the predicted variable. In the 

context of AECM evaluation, the predicted variable corresponds to 

the goal of the AECM scheme, usually the density and/or species 

richness of target species. The predictor variables correspond to 

the range of factors which are expected to have an influence on the 

density of target species.  
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WP2 methods name Annex  Short description 

Biodiversity 
Landscape Matrix 

B10 In order to assess the effects of AECM on the provision of suitable 
habitat conditions for target species, we will mobilize the 
probability of connectivity (PC) index which measures connectivity 
at the landscape scale. It is based on the concept of habitat 
availability and dispersal probabilities between habitat patches. 
The PC index increases with improved connectivity and ranges from 
0, when no desired habitat patches are present in the study area to 
1, when the whole study area is occupied by a desired habitat. 

Nutrient emission 
models  

B11 Nutrient emissions models are used to estimate the effects of 
diffuse pollution from agricultural sources on water quality. They 
integrate several components to calculate N and P surplus (from 
farming activities), subsequent N & P cycling within soils, and 
resulting leaching to groundwater and run-off to surface water. 
Different types of farming practices are characterised in terms of 
quantities and types of inputs, grazing regimes, crop rotations, etc. 
These parameters are entered into the model to calculate the 
nutrients inputs and processes associated with these different 
types of farming practices. 

Policy coherence B12 Policy coherence matrix is a heuristic tool to systematically address 

and identify contradictions between policy instruments, improve 

synergies and set the basis for further integration of policy 

objectives at a strategic level. It helps to create a common 

knowledge base during concerted deliberations, to structure 

discussions across policy domains and focus decision maker efforts 

on critical policy contradictions, and to potentially achieve win-

wins. 

 

The scale and unit of the analysis from the Tier 1 ex-post analysis of existing contracts are shown in 

Figure 5. All methods have in common that they use contracts as their unit of analysis, but with 

different sample sizes (WP2.2 will cover more contracts than WP2.3-5). 

 

Figure 5: Methods applied in WP2 (Tier 1), including their scale and representativeness (own figure). 
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3.2  Review of methods from WP5 
 

WP5 will utilise three main methods to assess innovative contracts. An overview of these three 

methods is provided in Table 5, with full details in Annexes C1-C3. 

Table 5: Methods employed as part of WP5. 

WP5 methods name Annex  Short description 

Discrete choice 
experiments (DCEs) 

C1 DCEs are a stated preferences method. They are now increasingly 
used to design agri-environmental contracts (Kuhfuss et al., 2015) 
to test either the conceptualisation of these contracts or their 
acceptance by farmers. The method involves asking people to 
state their preference over hypothetical alternative scenarios, 
goods or services. 

 

Public Goods Games C2 The public goods game is one of the most common games in 
experimental economics. Public goods are non-rival (i.e. the fact 
that I consume it, does not prevent someone else from consuming 
it) and non-excludable (i.e. everyone can benefit, as no one can be 
excluded).  

Q- methodology  C3 Q-methodology is a technique to reveal social perspectives towards 
a particular issue. The method is partially exploratory and to some 
extent quantitative, as it is based on face-to-face interviews and 
factor analysis.  

These experimental methods will be implemented in Germany, the Netherlands, Spain and Poland at 

the level of farms and consumers.  

 

Figure 6: Methods applied in WP5, including their scale and representativeness (own figure).  
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4. METHODS FOR STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT TO SUPPORT THE MULTI-

ACTOR APPROACH 

CILs and PILs will proceed along the practice and policy path (Figure 2). The goal of this path is the 

development of regionally adapted contract-based solutions for the long-lasting provision of 

environmental public good by vital agricultural enterprises. Innovation labs will be established 

following the principles of living labs. Living labs are a new participatory and multi-stakeholders’ fora 

in which human ideas and needs (usually including a public-private partnerships) are established as a 

starting point for innovation and transition towards new productive, consuming or governance, model 

(Bergvall-Kareborn and Stahlbrost 2009; Ståhlbröst 2012; García-Llorente et al. 2019).  

‘Practical guidelines on how to set up an organize Contract and Policy Innovation Labs’ (document MS 

13) have been written jointly by WPs 3 and 4 in order to ensure consistency across the participating 

countries and to present the general principles that share CILs and PILs to organize a multi-actor 

approach (Table 6). 

Table 6: General principles guiding the four steps to set up living labs within Contracts2.0 (CILs and PILs). 

Steps Guiding principles 

Carefully design the lab 
composition  

Inclusive; diverse; participatory; identity 
 

Define common goal, 
trajectory and principles  
 

Embrace transition as a key characteristic of innovation; realism; 
participatory; continuity; scientific; experimental; complexity; 
resilience; user-driven approach; transdisciplinary  
 

Manage the lab  
 

Openness; spontaneity; participation; empowerment; hybrid 
governance system; continuity; design thinking  
 

Interact with other WPs and 
labs  
 

Consider the bigger picture; create a demonstrative space or 
showroom for other farmers  
 

 

4.1 Engaging with stakeholders in Contract Innovation Labs (CILs) 

This section details the instructions from WP3 on how to organize a CIL. 

Set-up 11 Contract Innovation Labs (CILs) in EU regions/countries (T3.1) 

First of all, criteria for the selection of the existing initiatives are: i) interested local actors for the 
development of novel contract-based approaches, ii) experience in the design of contract-based 
models, iii) as far as possible experience with one or more of the selected four approaches: result-
based, collective, land tenure and value chain approaches, and iv) consideration of the wide diversity 
of agro-ecological, socio-economic, institutional and legal contexts in Europe. Based on these criteria, 
11 European initiatives which represent pioneers for each of the selected four approaches were 
selected and they formed the basis for establishing the CILs. 

Then, in each CIL, action and research partners conduct a stakeholder mapping exercise (see Annex 
D1) to identify potential participants for the CILs and an initial CIL start-up workshop is organized to 
explore the interest and commitment of the action partners and to develop common-agreed 
objectives, approach and work plan. Contracts characteristics and CILs activities are consigned in a 
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logbook to facilitate case studies comparisons and mutualize knowledge among research and action 
partners of the project.  

 

Jointly evaluate existing innovative contracts within the respective regions/countries to identify their 
strengths and weaknesses for the provision of public goods. (T3.2) 

Each CIL conduct an evaluation of selected innovative contract-based approaches which are already in 
use in their region/country for at least two years via a SWOT analysis (see Annex D2). These evaluations 
are conducted via an interactive co-learning workshop in each of the 11 CILs and results are discussed 
with the Policy Innovation Labs (PILs, WP4) to obtain their feedback (and vice versa). A European cross-
lab exchange workshop will be organized to stimulate knowledge exchange about past experiences on 
innovative contract types among the involved countries and the integrated result will be used to 
identify specific aspects of contracts which will be suggested for further investigation in WP2.  

 

Jointly envision desirable contracts that reconcile farmer objectives with societal needs for agri-
environmental public goods (‘dream contracts’) (T3.3) 

Alternative ‘dream contracts’ will be developed by the action partners and action supporters 
(supported by the research partners) in each of the CILs. This will be achieved through interactive 
thematic workshops, which will build on the results of the SWOT analysis and results of WP2 analysis. 
To stimulate transnational learning, practitioners with relevant experience from other EU countries 
will be invited to the workshops. CILs in different regions/countries with similar contract interest might 
decide to organize common workshops as well. Proposals for dream contract models will be evaluated 
by the PILS, and tested either via experiments (in WP5) and/or in real life (WP3) by some of the action 
partners/supporters who have the capacity and the resources for implementing some of the dream 
contracts. 
 
Jointly identify practice-based lessons-learned and their operating context for alternative contract 
models (T3.4) 
Based on the co-learning process in T3.2 and T3.3, the interaction with the PILs and the results of the 

analysis (WP2) and experiments (WP5), lessons-learned from a practitioner perspective will be 

formulated. Two European cross-lab exchange workshops will be organised to stimulate knowledge 

exchange and cross-fertilization among regions on alternative contract types and their operating 

context within Europe. Participants will be drawn from all the active CILs and PILs, and complemented 

with stakeholders active at the European level (e.g. European farmers and nature organizations or 

administrations, researchers specialised on CAP policy). 

 

 

4.2 Engaging with stakeholders in Policy Innovation Labs (PILs) 

The novel contract-based approaches developed in the CILs are used to build a consistent catalogue of 

innovative AECM for policy innovation. In a second step, the enabling policy conditions for their 

implementation and upscaling to other areas within the RDPs and the EU’s CAP will be addressed.  

Therefore, in all CIL case study countries, where the contractual models strongly depend on policy 

support for their implementation, Contracts2.0 set up a second type of innovation lab around the 

regional initiatives: ‘policy innovation labs’ (PILs) to create opportunities for knowledge co-creation 

and enhancing learning capabilities. In total 9 PILs are established. The PILs is set up and managed 
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according to common guidelines (document MS 13) and establishes a toolbox which lists diverse 

methods and tools (e.g. brainstorming, problem-tree method, stakeholder analysis, world café, delphi-

method etc., D4.1), recommended to facilitate the multi-actor approach via regular meetings in 

participating countries. The toolbox will include a short introduction to Design Thinking based on the 

Double Diamond process model4, a set of guidelines for selecting appropriate tools and methods, and 

factsheets on 2-3 tools and methods for each of the four phases in the design process (Discover, define, 

develop, deliver). The toolbox will also include links to other useful tools and methods and references 

to other recommendable toolboxes. 

In the short term perspective of contract, at least one workshop will take place in each PIL during the 

first 12 months of the project to: i) set the scene for the case study areas and ii) identify barriers for 

the delivery of agri-environmental public goods and the need for appropriate schemes and measures. 

The workshop will feed back to the CILs to improve uptake of current measures delivering agri-

environmental public goods in year 2 of the project. In parallel, lexical tools of policy documents (i.e. 

expert interviews, document analysis) will be mobilized to? set the scene for the case study areas. 

In the medium term perspective of contract, at least one workshop per year will be arranged in each 

PIL to discuss in-depth the problems and shortcomings in current schemes and measures to identify 

options to improve the measures within the current policy framework. These workshops will be based 

on the input from the CILs and results will feed back to the CILs to improve uptakes of measures in 

years 3 and 4 of the project. 

In the long-term perspective of contract, the PIL will arrange European cross-lab exchange workshops 

for co-designing a policy framework, schemes and measures. Two of the workshops will be arranged 

jointly by WP4 and WP3 to create a policy-practice dialogue across different countries and shed light 

on context specific requirements of implementing novel contract types. Each PIL will engage in at least 

one of these workshops to discuss future options for policies on the delivery of agri-environmental 

public goods based on the Contracts2.0 achievements. The last European cross-lab exchange workshop 

is planned for PILs only with the goal to refine the policy green paper on new policies for novel 

contracts (D4.4). For this workshop, authorities and stakeholders from Members States will be invited, 

aiming for a full coverage of the EU27. 

  

 

4 Double Diamond is a process model created by Design Council, a British organization, in 2005.  The model 
provides a graphic representation of a design process in four generic stages: discover, define, develop, deliver. 
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CONCLUSION 

The objective of this report was to set out the analytical framework used in the research carried out 

for the Contracts2.0 project. It presented the general approach of the project which is framed as a 

social innovation process to co-design novel contract models for innovative AECM. This innovation 

process is conceptualized by a Design Thinking approach with two innovation pathways – a research 

and a practice & policy path – and where the multi-actor approach is a key feature of the project. The 

report brings together information on the methods mobilized for WP2 and WP5 to support the 

research pathways and for WP3 and WP4 to support the practice and policy path and facilitate the 

multi-actor approach (see Table 7). 

Table 7: Methods utilized in Contracts2.0 as related to the design thinking phase and supporting a multi-actor approach. 

Method name Design thinking 
phase 

Multi-actor 
approach WP 

Literature Review/lexical tool  Understand  2, 4, 5 

Impact Models Understand  2 

Transaction costs & Business model canvas  Understand  2 

Modelling (Biodiversity Impact based on 
regression models, biodiversity landscape 
matrix, nutrient emission models) 

Understand  2 

Institutional analysis Observe + 2 

Status-quo Net-Map/process Net-maps Observe + 2 

Policy coherence Observe + 2 

Stakeholder analysis Observe  3 

SWOT analysis Point of view +++ 3 & 4 

Multi-criteria decision model Ideate ++ 2 

Co-learning workshops (with associated tools) Ideate +++ 3 & 4 

European cross-lab exchange workshop  Ideate/prototype +++ 3 & 4 

Interactive thematic workshops (with 
associated tools) 

Prototype +++ 
3 & 4 

Q-methods Prototype/test + 5 

Public Goods Games Test  + 5 

Discrete choice experiments (DCEs) Test  5 

 

Another part of the report has been dedicated to compile a comprehensive list of criteria for 

characterizing agri-environmental contracts in regards to three main elements : i) the objective of the 

contract, the parties involved and the expected outcomes; ii) the contract design features and 

negotiation characteristics; and iii) the contract implementation and evaluation characteristics. These 

criteria will facilitate the harmonization of results across countries, partners and case studies, in order 

to prepare for the next phase of the synthesis of findings (see Synthesis Framework, Deliverable D1.3)  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A1: Contract characteristics as captured for the literature review in WP2 
By Birte Bredemeier (LUH) 
 

Note that this review also captured a range of contextual (socio-economic and environmental) 

variables – not shown here. 

Original variable 
name for literature 
review 

Variable name for 
institutional analysis 

Related aspect of 
IAD framework 

Variable description IA 

Contract type Contract type Action situation collective, result-based, value 
chain, land tenure, hybrid 

Contracting Contracting Action situation joint, individual contracting 

Number of 
contract parties 

Number of contract 
parties 

Outcome (social 
system) 

  

Initiation Initiation of contract Action situation top-down, bottom-up, mix 

Scale of 
implementation 

Scale of contract 
implementation 

Action situation NUTS level/LAU or more 
descriptive:  local/community, 
municipality, county, etc. 

Duration Duration/length of 
contract 

Action situation Short-term (≤ 5 years); Mid-
term (> 5 to ≤ 10 years); Long-
Term (> 10 years) 

Land use 
agreement 

Land use agreement/ 
agreed measures 

Outcome 
(ecological system) 

  

Area Area contracted Action situation small scale (e.g. > #?ha), mid 
scale (#-#?ha), large-scale 
(>#?ha)  

Country Country/case 
study/case 

General info   
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Appendix A2: Contract attributes used in WP5 
By Mikolaj Czajkowski (UW) 

 

In order to describe contracts for studying farmers’ preferences, agri-environmental contracts where 

described by several attributes. ‘Attribute’ is synonymous with ‘characteristic’. 

Attribute Description 

Compensation 
(WTA) 

Payment (compensation) for the introduction of environmentally friendly 
farming measures. Usually expressed in €/ha/year.  
This can be in the form of money transfer, yearly or one-off payment, and more.  
It could be introduced with degressivity (lower per ha payments to larger farms) 
and capping for compensation (maximum amount of money one farmer can 
receive). 

Measures 

Specific environmental practice (or multiple practices) that must be introduced 
on the farm. 
It might be restriction on production and land management or obligation to 
introduce new practice.  

Results 

Specific results (e.g., improvements in environmental conditions) that, if 
observed, are the basis for payment.  
The idea is to design contracts in which farmers are paid for actual measurable 
results, rather than just implementing particular measures. 

Collaborative/ 
collective 
implementation 

Contracts with incentives for farmers to cooperate – for example contracts that 
pay more if more farmers from the region enrol. 
 
Includes: 
‒ description of allocation rules of support to farmers,  
‒ options to redistribute the support between farmers,  
‒ forums for communication and coordination, 
‒ collective bonuses (higher payments if share of local farms’ involved in 

environmental protection is substantial),  
‒ agglomeration bonus (higher payments if share of connected land enrolled 

in the measure is substantial), 
‒ threshold of participation (minimum share of local farms/land needed for 

contract implementation) 

Goal of the 
programme 

Describes why the policy is being implemented and what public good it is 
expected to be delivered (for example, biodiversity, tourism, water quality). 

Length of 
contract 

Minimum number of years in which the practices must be applied. 
At extreme there are permanent contracts that don’t allow to return to ‘business 
as usual’ after the contract ends. For example, contracts for afforestation. 

Termination/ 
Withdrawal 

Option to withdraw part or all land from the contract without financial penalty 
or with a relatively small penalty. 

Benefits 

Description of the benefits that the practice will bring.  
These can be private benefits to farmers, such as increase in yields, increase of 
market prices, soil quality and productivity, lower costs of production (ex. limited 
inputs, such as pesticides).  
It can also be public benefits such as changes in agri-biodiversity, water 
availability, landscape features or availability of education and health services. 
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Land to enrol 

Select the eligible land that can be enrolled into contract – could require part or 
all of each farmers’ land. In some cases the contract requires specific parcels of 
land (e.g., adjacent).  
It can differ in terms of freedom to decide which land to enrol (or the decision 
which land to enrol is taken by responsible authorities), requirement of rotation 
of land, configuration of land parcels etc.  

Reward and 
incentive 
scheme 

Additional rewards and incentives that a farmer can receive if he participates in 
the agri-environmental practices.  
Examples:  
‒ one-off payment at the beginning of the contract,  
‒ subsidized loans (better terms),  
‒ additional collective payments (to local communities or directly to farmers, 

in form of a bonus if the share of local farms’ involved in environmental 
protection is substantial) – this can be personal payment or payment to 
communal fund 

‒ inputs in kind or subsidies for inputs necessary to implement a practice 
‒ compensation for constructions and investments 
‒ guaranteed purchase of crops 
‒ redemption of related costs and fees 
‒ ideal insurance contracts 
‒ certification/eco-labelling of farm products 

Monitoring 

Share (%) of farms monitored for contract compliance. 
Nowadays, it changes due to remote observation and sensing technology.  
It can be represented as self/external (expert) monitoring, as represented by 
various monitoring agencies, can be regular or irregular (unexpected). 
Includes punishment for non-compliance (e.g., a warning, time for correction, 
partial sanction, complete payback)? 

Workload and 
administrative 
burden 

Number of labour days (hours) needed to implement the contract. This may be 
additional work, administrative burden, complexity, financial reporting. 

Technical and 
administrative 
support 

Availability of free of charge training, practical assistance with projecting and 
design, collaboration forums for farmers, tools and qualified labour force 
provision (ex. veterinary care to animals). 
This can include the amount of technical support/consultancy, the type of agency 
providing services, free/paid, voluntary/compulsory. 

Program 
administrating/ 
funding 
institution 

Describes: 
‒ Local administrating/governing agency (NGOs, government, farming 

network) 
‒ Source of funding (industry, public-governmental, NGOs) 
‒ Initiator of the contract (landowner, agricultural organization, 

environmental organization, conservation trust) 
‒ Monitoring agency 

Type of 
agreement 

Non-standard types of contracts such as conservation covenant or option to sell 
the land instead of managing it. 
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Appendix A3: Contract characteristics as captured for CIL logbook in WP3  

By Dieter Mortelsmans (INBO) 

 

Contract Name  Fill in the name of your case study/Contract 

Objective Contract Bullet point list with objectives 

Targeted geographical area Describe, specify area where contract is applied (for chain of 
custody contracts specify if market is local, regional, 
international...) 

Agri-environmental-climate issues 
targeted by contract 

List of issues the contract addresses directly or indirectly. If 
already addressed fully in the contract objectives you can 
skip this question. 

Type of measures Describe the type of measures applied in the contract. The 
list should not be exhaustive per se, but describe the main 
types of measures. 

Are actions and results monitored? If 
yes, by whom? 

Specify whether actions (e.g. tillage, late mowing) and/or 
results (e.g. water/air quality, species abundance) are being 
monitored. Also specify who is doing the monitoring (e.g. 
farmers, cooperative, government, etc.) 

Who is (are) the contracting 
party(ies)? 

The contracting party is the one issuing the contract. There 
can be more than one. 

Who is (are) the contractor(s)? Who is executing the measures or achieving the results 
stipulated in the contract? 

What are the intermediary parties? Which parties act as intermediaries and what are their roles? 
(e.g. knowledge brokers, cooperative coordinators if they are 
not contractors, etc.).  

Benefits for the contracting party What does the contracting party(ies)get out of the contract? 
e.g. visibility, market access, public health benefits, etc. 
(describe shortly or with keywords)  

Benefit(s) for the contractor  What does the contractor(s) get out of the contract? e.g. 
visibility, tax reductions, knowledge support, etc. (describe 
shortly or with keywords) 

Number of farmers involved Best estimate of number of farmers involved in 2019 

Targeted farmers Shortly describe the type of farms and/or agri-businesses 
that are targeted by the contracts (crops, type of production 
-eg organic-, ...) 

Contract start date the contract was launched 

What is the stage of implementation 
in the field? 

- Experimental/pilot - Well established  
- In preparation phase/Up and running/Not running anymore 

Is there a legal framework for the 
contract? 

If yes, provide a short description. 

Description of modus operandi 
(contract design features) 

Short description on how the contracts work (refer to the 4 
contract types when relevant), making sure to cover 
innovative aspects or remarkable design features 
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Appendix B1: Method description (WP2/Tier 1) – Literature Review 

By Birte Bredemeier (LUH) 

General description of method  

A systematic review of the literature is a basic method to identify, evaluate and synthesise the 

empirical evidence that meets pre-specified eligibility criteria to answer a given research question 

(Chandler et al. 2019, Krupinski 2019). Literature reviews give an explicit and reproducible overview of 

the existing body of completed and recorded work produced by researchers, scholars and practitioners 

(Fink 2014). Systematic literature analysis is therefore a fundamental part of scientific work. 

 

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

In WP2, the literature review has four main objectives: 

i) survey the literature (peer-reviewed, grey, websites) on existing results-based, collective, 

land-tenure based and value chain approaches,  

ii) inventory and categorize these approaches in terms of their  

a. contract-specific details (e.g. individual or joint contract design, level of 

implementation), 

b. socio-economic context (e.g. operational farm structure, type of advice) and  

c. environmental context (e.g. type of targeted ecosystem, targeted ecosystem service 

type), 

iii) (critically) analyse and synthetize the information to  

a. enable the typing of approaches, 

b. compile lessons learned, 

c. show strengths and weaknesses of existing approaches,  

d. summarise implications for policy (PILs) and practice (CILs), 

iv) Identify best practice examples.  

The literature analysis is main part of task 2.1 (T2.1) in work package 2 (WP2) for both the tier 1 and 2 

analysis of existing contracts. For WP2, the peer-reviewed literature found through typical search 

engines such as Web of Science will be complemented by including grey literature (e.g. reports, 

publications by public bodies) as well as websites and by the expertise of the consortium partners and 

their networks by collecting known examples. Concerning the last point, stakeholder consultations 

could provide a further basis of information, for example in the form of interviews. 

 

Specific resources needed (e.g. specific software, materials, etc.)  

Software: Professional software for reference management, such as Citavi or similar; professional 

software for qualitative and quantitative data analysis, such as MAXQDA, or similar; professional 

software for statistical data analysis, such as R or similar.  

Materials: No specific materials needed. 
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Short categorization of method 

Time needed to apply method to one 
case? 

Difficult to generalize, depends strongly on the topic 
and the available data basis. 

Data demand?  High 

Expertise required? High 

Participation options for non-experts? Low 

Type of data needed for input? Both quantitative and qualitative 

Type of data produced as output? Both quantitative and qualitative 

Software needed? Yes 

Materials needed? No 

Most suitable for which spatial scale?  No restrictions 

Most suitable for which temporal scale? No restrictions 
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Appendix B2: Method description (WP2/Tier 1) – Institutional Analysis  

By Claudia Sattler (ZALF) 

 

General description of method  

Institutional analysis has gained great importance in the study of environmental problems (e.g. 

Roggero et al. 2018, Ostrom 2005, Ostrom 1990). It relates to different bodies of scholarly work 

informed by diverse theories and frameworks (Roggero et al. 2018, Abimbola et al. 2017). According 

to Vatn (2015, p. 78), institutions can be defined as ‘conventions, norms and formally sanctioned rules’ 

which ‘provide expectations, stability and meaning essential to human existence and coordination’ and 

which ‘support certain values, and produce and protect specific interest’. Institutions shape individual 

behaviour and cooperation of governance actors in a specific context situation which aims to overcome 

a social dilemma that they cannot address independently of one another (Roggero et al. 2018). To 

analyse institutional governance settings, one framework that has gained particular importance is the 

institutional analysis and development (IAD) framework of Elinor Ostrom (Ostrom, 2005). The IAD 

framework was developed to facilitate comparative meta-analysis in order to understand the ways 

institutions operate (and change) for a certain type of ‘action situation’.  

To do so, a complex governance situation is broken down into five different aspects (see Figure 1), 

namely:  

1) the concrete action situation (i.e. typically a situation where a decision has to be made, e.g. in 

regard to what kind of governance approach to apply, what type of natural 

resource/ecosystem/ecosystem services management to implement, etc.),  

2) a set of contextual conditions influencing the action situation (e.g. the given bio-

physical/environmental, social-economic, political/legal conditions in a specific region),  

3) the relevant interactions between the social and ecological system defining the action 

situation further, (e.g.in view of the interactions between different social actors, social actors 

and different natural resources/ecosystems/ecosystem services), which lead to a specific set 

of  

4) outcomes (e.g. met demand for specific ecosystem services of the different social actors, state 

of the managed environmental resource/ecosystem/ecosystem services in question), and 

finally how outcomes are evaluated by  

5) specific evaluation criteria used to define how interactions (3) affect certain outcomes (4).  

Figure 1 shows a general and simplified version of the IAD framework adapted from Roggero et al. 

(2018) based on the work of Elinor Ostrom (cf. Ostrom, 1990).  
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Figure 1: Simplified IAD framework. Sources: Adapted from Roggero et al (2018), based on Ostrom (1990). 
 

Data collection: Data collection is done based on a catalogue of variables that further describe the five 

different aspects 1-5 considered in the IAD framework. Collection of data can be organized in different 

ways, e.g. through literature and document review, surveys/questionnaires, personal interviews, or 

focus groups (cf. Bryman 2016).  

Data analysis: Collected data are then prepared for comparative analysis of considered case studies, 

focussing on differences and similarities between them. The ultimate aim of the analysis is find pattern 

of similarity (or dis-similarity) which explain why certain institutional governance settings perform 

better in regard to the selected outcomes and evaluation criteria. Thereby, particularly the interaction 

between the social and ecological systems and the different contextual situations are taken into 

account.  
 

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

In Contracts2.0, institutional analysis will be used for task 2.2. (T2.2) in work package 2 (WP2) for the 

tier 1 (i.e. more general) analysis of existing contracts, including all those represented in the contract 

innovation labs (CILs) plus additional examples from other countries in Europe. To allow for a 

comparison, ideally the analysis will cover several examples for each of the four contract types focused 

on in Contracts2.0, namely: i) result-based, ii) cooperative, iii) land-tenure, and iv) value-chain 

approaches. Data collection is planned to be based on a mix of method combining literature and 

document review, with an online survey. Collected data will used for a comparative analysis between 

case studies representing the same contract type as well as between different contract types. 

 

Strengths & weaknesses of the method 

Strengths: Weaknesses: 

• Very flexible methodological approach where the level 
of detail considered for each of the five aspects can be 
adjusted as needed for each case study 

• Method has proven its applicability for a wide range of 
different case studies, many of them focused on the 
analysis of environmental governance and public good 
provision 

• The methodological approach gets more 
complex and data hungry the more 
variables are taken into account, so a 
compromise needs to be found in regard to 
the number of considered variables for all 
case studies under investigation 
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Estimated workload 

For the research part in WP2 the estimated work load is roughly estimated to be between 1.5 and 2 

person months altogether, assuming a total of 11-15 cases (ca. 236-256 working hours). This includes 

literature and document search, review and analysis, survey preparation, implementing and 

administering the survey, as well as analysis and interpretation of the survey results. For the case study 

partners, time needs to be invested for filling in the planned survey (about 30-40 minutes) and for 

providing feedback on preliminary results to improve their validity. 

Specific resources needed (e.g. specific software, materials, etc.)  

For institutional analysis no specific resources are required.  

Training for Contracts2.0 partners 

A training on institutional analysis for Contracts2.0 partners can be arranged upon request.  

Short categorization of method 

Time needed to apply method to one 
case? 

For the research part about 1.5-2 person months (ca. 
236-256 hours) altogether are estimated (assuming a 
total of 11-15 cases). For case study partners, if data 
collection is done through an online survey, the time 
need is estimated to be about 30-40 minutes to fill in 
the survey plus some extra time to provide feedback on 
results. 
Alternatively, if data collection is done through focus 
groups allowing for a participatory approach with more 
time to discuss the selection of the considered 
variables, additional time is required for both parties 
for travelling and participation in the focus groups (1-2 
hours). Also data analysis is more demanding and 
requires more resources. 

Data demand?  Medium 

Expertise required? Medium 

Participation options for non-experts? Low (online survey)/High (focus groups) 

Type of data needed for input? Both quantitative and qualitative 

Type of data produced as output? Both quantitative and qualitative 

Software needed? No 

Materials needed? No 

Most suitable for which spatial scale?  Suitable for analysis at any spatial scale 

Most suitable for which temporal scale? Suitable for status-quo analysis (one concrete point in 
time) 

 

http://project-contracts20.eu/


D 02 / 1.2   
 

 
©Contracts2.0 – 28/02/2020          www.project-contracts20.eu                                        XI 

Appendix B3: Method description (WP2/Tier 1) – Impact Models  

By Lenny van Bussel and Nicolas Grondard (WUR) 

 

General description of method  

Previous research has described the usefulness of impact models for the evaluation of policy effects, 

for example to evaluate the environmental effects of agri-enviromental climate measures (AECM) 

(Primdahl et al., 2010). Impact models contain expected relationships between policy objectives and 

policy outcomes, and provide a framework for closing the gap between objectives and outcomes 

following from human behaviour or conditions (cf. Rossi and Freeman, 1989). In Contracts2.0 we will 

apply impact models following Primdahl et al. (2010): an AECM contract is in place because of (an) 

environmental concern(s), this contract prescribes certain farming and/or land-use practices which are 

supposed to improve the environmental state. Next we will link the improved environmental state to 

the provision of private goods and environmental public goods and ecosystem services (Figure 1). 

 

 

Following Oñate et al. (2000) we will distinguish between policy performances and policy outcomes. 

Policy performances are the effects on farming and land-use practices, resulting from the 

commitments that are described in the AECM contracts, i.e. how farming and land-use practices 

changed due to the implementation of the AECM contracts. Policy outcomes are the effects on the 

environment and landscape resulting from the changed farming and land-use practices, i.e. the 

environmental effects of improving, protecting or maintaining certain farming and land-use practices 

as prescribed in the AECM contracts. The performances of AECM contracts can be measured as total 

uptake of the AECM contracts (e.g. measured in the amount of area involved or number of farmers 

participating) and will be dealt with in T2.2. The environmental outcomes of AECM contracts will be 

evaluated using spatial explicit indicators that say something about the environmental state or quality 

of the area under study. Indicators will be selected that can be linked as a next step to the provision of 

Figure 1: Impact model relating the implementation of AECM contracts and their effects on the provision of private goods and 

environmental public goods and ecosystem services 
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private goods and environmental public goods and ecosystem services. Table 1 describes the steps to 

be taken. 

Steps Involved activities 

1 Evaluation of the contract: which AECM are described in the contract? Which 
environmental public good and/or ecosystem service are targeted? Where are the 
AECM in the area under study implemented? Since when? 

2 Literature research to identify causal relationships between the AECM and possible 
changes in the state of the environment with help of relevant indicators. If no satisfying 
causal relationship can be identified via literature research, expert knowledge will be 
utilized to establish the causal relationships.  

3 Quantify the relevant indicators to derive the change in the state of the environment 
because of the implementation of the prescribed AECM. 

4 Literature research to identify causal relationships between the state of the 
environment and the provision of private goods and environmental public goods and 
ecosystem services. If no satisfying causal relationship can be identified via literature 
research, expert knowledge will be utilized to establish the causal relationships. 

5 A qualitative assessment of the change in the provision of the state of the environment 
and the potential change in the provision of private goods and environmental public 
goods and ecosystem services 

 

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

In Contracts2.0, the impact models will be developed for task 2.3. (T2.3) in work package 2 (WP2) for 

the Tier 1 (i.e. more general) analysis of selected existing contracts, including those represented in 

the contract innovation labs (CILs). Ideally the analysis will include all four contract types focused on 

in Contracts2.0, namely: i) result-based, ii) cooperative, iii) land-tenure, and iv) value-chain 

approaches. This will allow for a comparison between these types of approaches. The selection of 

suitable cases will be based on the needs and interest of the stakeholders in the 11 CILs and based on 

available data. Per selected case an impact model will be developed, targeted to the AECM under 

study. 
 

Strengths & weaknesses of the method 

Strengths and weaknesses of impact models include the following: 
 

Strengths: Weaknesses: 

• Possible to compare the effects of the same AECM in 
different regions 

• Flexible methodology, if a causal relationship cannot 
be derived from literature, expert knowledge can 
come in place 

• Results are easy to explain to stakeholders such as 
policy makers and the wider public 

• Causality is difficult to identify and 
establish in environmental problems, so it 
might be difficult to find all essential causal 
relationships in peer review literatures 

• Feedback mechanisms and other factors 
that may also play a role, e.g. conditions 
may be optimal for more biodiversity, but 
biodiversity is not increasing, are not 
considered 

• Time lags exist between AECM 
implementation and policy outcomes 

• Data for several points in time are required, 
which can be challenging 

Table 1: Steps to evaluate the effects of AECM contracts on the provision of private goods and environmental public 
goods and ecosystem services with help of impact models 
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Specific resources needed (e.g. specific software, materials, etc.) 

To evaluate the policy outcomes of AECM contracts spatial explicit data is required to quantify the 

selected environmental state indicators before and after the implementation of the AECMs. We will 

investigate several methodologies to acquire this data, among others information provided by farmer 

interviews and satellite imagery to have detailed information about land use. Most probably we will 

combine data collection methodologies. Open source software such as FRAGSTATS will be used to 

quantify changes in landscape patterns related to AECM contracts. 

 

Short categorization of method 

Time needed to apply method to one 
case? 

? 

Data demand?  Low to high, depending on the studied public goods 
and ecosystem services 

Expertise required? High 

Participation options for non-experts? Low 

Type of data needed for input? Both quantitative and qualitative 

Type of data produced as output? Both quantitative and qualitative 

Software needed? Yes, Geo-information systems 

Materials needed? No 

Most suitable for which spatial scale?  Landscape 

Most suitable for which temporal scale? Several concrete points in time to derive the change in 
the provision of private goods and environmental 
public goods and ecosystem services due to the 
implementation of AECM 
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Appendix B4: Method description (WP2/Tier 1) – Transaction Cost Analysis  

By Francesco Di Iacovo, Roberta Moruzzo, Francesco Riccioli, Salomon Espinosa Diaz (UNIPI) 

General description of method  

Transaction costs (TCs) are the costs arising from organising the transfer of goods and services between 

two agents (Cheung, 1992). Transaction costs provide the key to understanding alternative forms of 

economic organization and contractual arrangement. Transaction costs are, in a more general sense, 

costs generated by the organisation and coordination of human interaction (Coase, 1960; Challen, 

2001). 

According to Commons’ (1931) proposition transactions can be classified into three types: 

1. bargaining transactions, between parties of equal level 

2. managerial transactions, when one of the parties involved is inferior 

3. rationing transactions, when one of the parties involved is a collective superior while the other is 

made up of private agents. 

A general overview on how TCs can be measured in several economic fields can be found in Wang 

(2003). In agri-environmental schemes (AESs) a basic distinction can be made between private TCs, 

borne by farmers, and public TCs that are borne by the government (Mettepenningen et al., 2009 ). 

The private TCs themselves can be categorised in three major groups: search costs, negotiation costs 

and monitoring and enforcement costs (Dahlman, 1979; Hobbs, 2004). Search costs arise ex ante to 

the transaction and include costs for looking for information on AESs. 

 

Figure 1: Costs involved in AESs (source Mettepenningen et al., 2009) 

What is important is the cost of conducting transactions in one organizational or contractual form 

relative to the others. Therefore, what matters is not the absolute amount of transaction costs, but 

the relative ranking of transaction costs associated with different organizational or contractual choices. 

Furthermore, in empirical studies, transaction costs are not directly measured. Certain proxies, such 
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as uncertainty, transaction frequency, asset specificity, opportunism, and so on, are used instead, 

which are believed to critically affect the cost of transactions.  

According with Mettepenningen et al. (2009) the method used for quantification of TCs is based on 

survey of general perceptions of them, by using a classification of TCs provided by Ridier et al. (2011). 

It is possible to divide TCs in 3 macro-categories as follows: 

• Information costs: Time and expenses necessary to gather information regarding the new 

regulations and modes of enforcement of cross compliance measures.  

• Administrative costs: Time spent in recording practices and filling in CAP forms. 

Administrative costs also include hardware costs and the possible time spent on software 

training.  

• Organisational costs: Additional time entailed to comply with the new measures, which do 

not strictly belong to the category of production costs (need for 

technical support, re-organisation of ‘in-farm’ administrative tasks, monitoring tasks, etc.).  

Because the monetary value of TCs is difficult to measure in a survey, it will be taken the duration 

and time involved in several Agri-Environmental Schemes (AES) related tasks as a proxy for TCs. 

Surveys will demand 4-point-Likert-scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree), to 

which the option will be added to give a ‘no opinion’ answer.  

Proxies used by Ridier et al (2011) are: 

• Time devoted to cross compliance data gathering  

• Time and expenditure devoted to the CAP form elaboration  

• Time devoted to practice recording  

Mettepenningen et al. (2009) used a 5-point-Likert scale by comparing work with/without AESs (less 

work, no effect, 20% more, 50% more, no opinion). Proxies are: 

• Administrative work 

• Training and info 

• Field work 

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

Data collection 

After the definition of the proxies related to TCs definition, the quantitative research might be carry 

out by surveys administered through focus group and in-depth interview to the case respondents. 

First phase should focus on the definition of proxies and explanatory variables able to describe case 

study. Activity: Focus group (organized by Action Partner and Research Partner) 

• Role of the Action Partner is to provide suggestions about definition of principal TCs that will 

apply in questionnaires 

• Role of the Research Partner is to codify suggestions in order to define the proxies that describe 

TCs. 
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Case study: One case study for each type of contract.  

Strengths & weaknesses of the method  

Weakness: it is mainly related to costs and time involvement of questionnaires, responses could be 

flawed because respondents are asked to estimate costs that are difficult to define.  

Strengths: on the other hand interviews and surveys enable investigation of the stakeholders’ 

perceptions of TCs. As argued by Buckley and Chapman, 1997, this is important because, in many cases, 

it is the perception of TCs rather than the real TCs that determines a farmer’s decision to enrol for an 

AES. 

Results  

Elaboration of data obtained by statistic point of view. It is lead to check the correlation between the 

variables enabling to assess transaction costs and explanatory variables. A better understanding of the 

TCs occurred in the diverse type of contracts can support the political design of innovative tools and 

policies able to reduce TCs and to facilitate the provision of ecosystem services. 

Discussions 

The results will be then discussed by the Research Partners and Action Partners. They will be presented 

to the PILs in the one to one interviews organized by the Action Partner/Research Partner in order to 

discuss them in a strategic perspective, according to the evolution of the project. 

Specific resources needed (e.g. specific software, materials, etc.)  

Specific resources needed include software (both free open access and also proprietary software 

solutions are available) and materials necessary to conduct the interviews.  

Software: Professional software for data analysis such as Excel, Calc, Stata, SPSS, R, or similar.  

Short categorization of method 

Time needed to apply method to one 

case? 

0.5 person months for each type of contract where one 

focus group and in-depth interviews will be collected. 

4 hours for each focus group (two persons for each 

workshop – one moderator and one help moderator) 

and 30 minutes for each in-depth interview to all 

subjects involved in the focus group. 

Data demand?  Medium 

Expertise required? Medium 

Participation options for non-experts? Medium 

Type of data needed for input? Quantitative and quantitative 

Type of data produced as output? Quantitative and quantitative 

Software needed? Yes (see previous section) 

Applied at which spatial scale Several  

Applied at which temporal scale Forward looking 
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Appendix B5: Method description (WP2/Tier 1) – Business Model Canvas (BMC)  

By Francesco Di Iacovo, Roberta Moruzzo, Francesco Riccioli, Salomon Espinosa Diaz (UNIPI) 

General description of method  

Business Model Canvas (BMC) (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010) is a relevant tool to describe and to 

manage a business departing from the idea of a design solution. The BMC contains 9 blocks (i.e. 

Customer Segments, Value Proposition, Customer Relationship, Channels, Key Activities, Key 

Resources, Key Partners, Cost Structure and Revenue Streams), which aim at harnessing emerging 

ideas around the business in brainstorming sessions. These nine building blocks, as well as their 

conceptualised configuration as part of a whole business model, were derived by synthesis of the 

business model literature. Although these nine building blocks broadly correspond to the main 

business model elements identified in previous scholarly work, the Business Model Canvas instead 

assigns each of the nine building blocks to one of four broad design “pillars” (Osterwalder, 2004): 

Product, Customer Interface, Infrastructure Management and Financial Aspects. 

 

Figure 1: BMC scheme (source Osterwalder et al., 2010) 

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

Hypothesis of study site and data collection 

The qualitative research by means of multi-method case study was accommodated through various 

survey methods, they are: group discussion, field observation, in-depth interview to the case 

respondents. 

 

Study site: one case study for each type of contract.  

Data collection 
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Business Modelling workshop (organized by Action Partner and Research Partner) 

• Role of the Action Partner is to contact the CILs who could participate to the workshop 

• Role of the Research Partner inside the workshop is to explain or translate the meaning the 

different fields taken as individual units in BMC and to explain their significance in relation to the 

other elements. In this sense the CILs had also an active involvement in the process, stimulating 

the dynamic of conversation and helping the person working with the tool to construct the 

narrative of the own organization. 

The BMC works in this case as a tool and visual trigger that maintains the conversation flow making 

easing the change of speakers without loosing the focus of the conversation. The Research Partner 

plays a double role of facilitator and observer taking notes on how the participants use the model. 

The Research Partner suggests four different phases for the workshop: 

- Observation/orientation phase. In the first phase the CILs were introduced to the aim of the 

workshop and invited to look at the BMC, explaining the different definitions of the model.  

- Sense making phase. Once the CILs familiarized themselves with the BMC, they create a narrative 

according to the reality of their own activity 

- Modelling phase. The third phase concerns the actual visualization of the conceptual model sharing 

it to the view of the other CILs. The Research Partner can also ask CILs to synchronise their 

individual business model canvases. In business-to-business relations one CIL will appear as 

customer of the other, while the other will enter as supplier resource on the business model canvas 

of another CIL. By asking the CILs to link their canvases, the interdependencies of partners become 

very apparent. 

- Decision making phase. At the end of this phase the CILs are able to acknowledge the opportunities 

and constraints as well as the expansion of the model in a decision making process.  

Results  

The BMC can be used to accompany or develop projects in the CILs and therefore represents a tool to 

support the local action. 

Discussions 

The observations will be discussed by the Research Partner and Action Partner. The results will be 

presented to the PILs in the one to one interviews organized by the Action Partner/Research Partner 

in order to discuss them in a strategic perspective, according to the evolution of the project. 

Strengths & weaknesses of the method  

Strengths 

BMC offers a clear and relatively easy way to visualize and discuss a business model’s impacts. In 

particular, the BMC can be chosen because “it describes, as a system, how the pieces of a business fit 

together” and at the same time “focuses on factors internal to the enterprise”. These characteristics 

together with its simplicity and its practice-oriented nature, make it an extremely useful tool for 

analysing and describing business models. 
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Weaknesses 

First, the Canvas suggests that only financial success can drive entrepreneurs and start-ups. At the 

same time other aspects could be analyzed. For this reason Joyce and Paquin, 2016 introduce the Triple 

Layered Business Model Canvas (TLBCM) as a tool for exploring sustainability-oriented business model 

innovation. It extends the original business model canvas by adding two layers: an environmental layer 

based on a lifecycle perspective and a social layer based on a stakeholder perspective. 

Second, the components ‘customer relationships’ and ‘channels’ on the right side as well as ‘key 

activities’ and ‘key resources’ on the left side are on a different level of abstraction than other parts. 

This risks to give in the model too much emphasis to certain aspects.  

Third, the BMC don’t take in account the competition structures (and therefore potential synergy 

effects) even if, every decision about competition and competitors is crucial for every business model. 

Short categorization of method 

Time needed to apply method to one 
case? 

At least one workshop for each type of contract.  
2-4 hours for each workshop (two persons - 0,2 person 
months - for each workshop)  

Data demand?  Low 

Expertise required? Medium 

Participation options for non-experts? Medium 

Type of data needed for input? qualitative 

Type of data produced as output? qualitative 

Software needed? No 

Materials needed? Large sheets of paper, post-its in different colours, 
colour pens, a recording device to audiotape 
interviews, a camera to take a picture 

Most suitable for which spatial scale?  No restrictions 

Most suitable for which temporal scale? Suitable for status-quo analysis  
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Appendix B6: Method description (WP2/Tier 1) – Multi Criteria Analysis  

By Janja Rudolf, Andrej Udovč (UNILJ) 

General description of method  

The agri-environment programme and the multi-functionality issues of agriculture, in general, appear 

particularly suitable for the use of multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM) techniques (Viaggi et al., 

2011). MCDM may be an appropriate tool to assess the importance of environmental services and to 

consequently compare the land-use types with regard to their environmental service provision 

(Fontana et al., 2013). MCDM methods have been extensively used in the broad areas of 

environmental management and stakeholder involvement (Bello-Dambatta et al., 2009). MCDM 

methods help multiple stakeholders evaluate the often conflicting criteria, communicate their 

different preferences, and rank or prioritize different alternatives (such as objectives, strategies, 

options, etc.) (Soltani et al., 2015). These methods can facilitate the resolution of trade-offs between 

environmental goals as well as explicitly include preferences of stakeholders (Wattage and Mardle, 

2005). 

 

MCDM involves a multi-stage process of: (i) defining objectives; (ii) choosing the criteria to measure 

the objectives; (iii) specifying alternatives; (iv) assigning weights to the criteria; and (v) applying the 

appropriate mathematical algorithm for ranking alternatives (Mosadeghi et al., 2015). MCDM is 

particularly suitable to support participatory decision making, as it allows the comparison of 

alternatives on the basis of the relevant evaluation criteria, their relevance and their effects on the 

final results (Viaggi et al., 2011).  

 

For this project, we have chosen an approach called Decision Expert or DEX (Bohanec and Rajkovič, 

1990) that conceptually, is a combination of two approaches: multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) 

and expert systems. From MCDA (Figueira et al., 2005; Bouyssou et al., 2006), DEX borrows the idea of 

evaluation and analysis of decision alternatives using analytical hierarchy process. Smith (2006) 

suggests using analytical hierarchy method as an MCDM method that is best fit for valorisation of 

societal expectations for environmental services and for ranking how agricultural management 

practices affect these services because of its simplicity, flexibility, transparency and applicability. But 

DEX departs from using numerical variables and weight-based utility functions by introducing concepts 

from expert systems: qualitative (symbolic, linguistic) variables, if-then rules, dealing with uncertainty, 

high emphasis on transparency of models and explanation of evaluation results (Bohanec et al., 2013), 

which enables an analysis also in the situations when numerical data are not available. DEXi is a 

software program enabling a DEX approach, available free of charge and runs on Microsoft Windows 

platforms. 

 

DEX is a qualitative multi-attribute decision modelling (MADM) methodology (Bohanec et al., 2013) 

which assesses a potentially infinite set of alternatives. Alternatives are described by a finite set of 

attributes, where each attribute represents one property that is observed and assessed for each 

alternative. A criterion is an attribute for which the value domain may be arranged in order of 

preference. Multi-attribute modelling will be implemented on selected participating farms in case 

study sites to identify contracts incorporating with a high potential to be environmentally more 

efficient and economically viable for farmers.  
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The basic principles of DEX are intentionally kept very simple. The decision maker is requested to 

define a qualitative multi-attribute model, with which decision alternatives are evaluated and 

analyzed. In principle, the model represents a decomposition of the decision problem into smaller, less 

complex sub-problems. The decomposition is represented by a hierarchy of attributes. 

 

The DEX model consists of: 

1. Attributes: variables that represent basic features and assessed values of decision alternatives. 

2. Scales of attributes: these are qualitative and consist of a set of words, such as: 'excellent', 

'acceptable', 'inappropriate', etc. Usually, scales are ordered preferentially, i.e., from bad to good values.  

3. Hierarchy of attributes: represents the decomposition of the decision problem and relations 

between attributes; higher-level attributes depend on lower-level ones. 

4. Decision rules: tabular representation of a mapping from lower-level attributes to higher-level 

ones. In principle, a table should specify a value of the higher-level attribute for all combinations of values 

of its lower-level attributes. (Bohanec et al., 2013) 

Figures 1 to 6 show how DEXi program shows attributes, scale, hierarchy and rules. 

 

 

Figure 1: Editing a decision model (DEXi Screenshots) 

 

Figure 2: Editing a qualitative attribute scale (DEXi  Screenshots) 
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Figure 3: Defining decision rules (DEXi Screenshots) 

 

Figure 4: Editing option description (DEXi Screenshots) 

 

Figure 6: Option evaluation and analysis 
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Planned application in Contracts2.0 

Data collection 

The data needed will be delivered through results of tasks T2.2, T2.3 and T2.4. After their synthesis, 

attributes, scales of attributes, hierarchy of attributes and decision rules will be selected and used in 

DEXi. Weighting factors and thresholds will also be counted in and used in DEXi if necessary.  

Case study 

Selected case studies, that are included in all four (4) data results from tasks T2.2, T2.3 and T2.4.  

Results  

DEXi will be applied for building the support system that entails the evaluation of attributes 

representing decision sub-problems, as well as their scales and utility functions for selected case study 

sites in order to identify the contracts with the highest probability to provide the desired provision 

of environmental public goods and ecosystem services along with marketable agricultural private 

goods. 

Discussions 

We will have Webinar synthesising main outcomes of WP2 prepared for WP6 and webinar recording 

downloadable from project website (month 33). Webinar will be open for all Research and Action 

Partners and discussions will be recorded and synthesised for further acknowledgment on the project’s 

research. 

Strengths & weaknesses of the method 

Strengths:   

1) it can deal with mixed set of data, quantitative and qualitative, including expert opinions;  

2) its modelling framework is simple and transparent;  

3) it is conveniently structured to enable a collaborative planning and decision making environment 

(Mendoza and Martins, 2006); and 

3) use in identifying either the single most preferred alternative, short-list alternatives for subsequent 

detailed analysis, rank different alternatives or to distinguish acceptable from unacceptable 

possibilities (Achillas et al., 2013) 

Weaknesses: 

1) sensitivity to uncertainties, e.g. general sources of individual uncertainties could come from data 

series uncertainties, uncertainty about the future, synergies and idiosyncrasies in the interpretation of 

ambiguous or incomplete information; 

2) critical inputs to the mathematical MCDA model (e.g., weighting factors, thresholds) are most often 

based on the personal views and opinions of the experts involved. To that end, a sensitivity analysis on 

those critical values is usually performed as a last step of the methodological frameworks (Achillas et 

al., 2013). 
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Specific resources needed (e.g. specific software, materials, etc.) 

Software: DEXi (link to: DEXi) 

Short categorization of method 

Time needed to apply method to one 
case? 

For case study partners, if data collection is done, the 
time need is estimated to be about 30-40 minutes to 
build an input sheet plus some extra time to provide 
feedback on results. 

Data demand?  Low 

Expertise required? Low 

Participation options for non-experts? medium 

Type of data needed for input? Qualitative and quantitative 

Type of data produced as output? qualitative 

Software needed? DEXi 

Applied at which spatial scale No restrictions 

Applied at which temporal scale static 
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Appendix B7: Method description (WP2/Tier 2) – Status-Quo Net-Map  

By Claudia Sattler (ZALF) 

General description of method  

Status-quo Net-Map is one particular method used for social network analysis (SNA) which was 

introduced by Schiffer (2007, cf. also Schiffer and Hauck 2010). Status-quo Net-Map is an interview-

based, participatory research approach which aims to: i) identify all relevant actors involved into a 

specific governance approach and understand their respective roles and responsibilities, ii) investigate 

actors’ interlinkages (e.g. in terms of their trust or conflict relations or how they exchange knowledge 

and resources), iii) clarify actors’ motivations (e.g. ecological, economic, social), iv) assess their 

influence and obtained benefits, and v) pinpoint challenges in the governance approach.  

Data collection: Data collection for the Status-quo Net-Map is usually done through individual 

interviews aimed at mapping out the complete actors’ network as perceived by each interviewee. 

Therefore, all interviews are conducted in a similar fashion based on an interview guideline outlining 

5 steps (Table 1).  

Table 1: Steps in the Status-quo Net-Map interviews. 

Steps Involved activities 

Preparation:  Develop interview guideline, conduct pre-test, schedule interviews and organize 
needed interview materials. 

Step 1: Relevant 
actors 

Interviewer and/or interviewee note down actors on post-its. Actors can be grouped 
together if this is helpful (e.g. if they belong to the same organization/stakeholder 
group).  

Step 2: Actors’ 
interlinkages 

Interviewer and/or interviewee draw links between actors which typify specific 
interlinkages (e.g. relations of conflict or trust, exchange of knowledge or resources). 
For each link a different colour is used and explained in a legend. 

Step 3: Actors’ 
motives 

Interviewer and/or interviewee add the motives for each actor on the post-its using 
different icons. Icons are explained in a legend.  

Step 4: Actors’ 
influence and 
benefits 

Interviewer and/or interviewee stack towers on post-its. A maximum of five stacks per 
tower is allowed. The higher the tower the higher the influence/benefit of an actor. 
The final height of the towers is noted down on the post-its using different colours for 
influence and benefit. 

Step 5: Challenges At the end of the interview, the interviewee is asked to reflect on what s/he sees on 
the Net-Map and point out things that strike him/her (e.g. actors with many/only very 
few links, actors with high/low influence or benefit towers, etc.) and how this might 
relate to existing challenges (e.g. conflicts between actors, very crucial and powerful 
actors, etc.).  

Wrapping up: To document the Net-Map finally a photo is taken. Thanks are expressed to the 
interviewee for his/her time. A small gift can be brought for acknowledgement. 

 

Selection of interviewees is done strategically with the objective to capture the perception of all 

important actor groups (purposive sampling, cf. Bryman 2016). After the first interviews, the list of 

potential interviewees is adjusted based on additional actors identified during the interviews (snowball 

sampling, cf. Bryman 2016). Preferably, interviews are conducted in the local language and in a familiar 

environment to the interviewee. To ensure consistency and reduce bias, all interviews for one 

governance approach should be conducted by the same interviewer, if possible. Informed consent is 

secured at the beginning of each interview when also ensuring anonymity. Interviews are audio-

recorded, provided permission is granted. If permission is denied, written notes are taken. The 
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duration of the interviews varies and typically takes between two and four hours, also based on the 

interviewee’s amount of knowledge on the investigated governance approach.  

Data analysis: Collected data are then prepared for quantitative and qualitative data analysis.  

For quantitative analysis, the information captured in the paper-based Net-Map is transferred into an 

Excel spreadsheet creating a so-called adjacency matrix for each type of ties. This allows for further 

processing and visualization of the data in a professional SNA software, including the calculation of a 

range of network indices (cf. Borgatti et al. 2018, Mbaru and Barnes 2017, Wassermann and Faust 

1994). Typical indices are: network density measuring how many of the theoretically possible links 

actually exist, degree centrality measuring an actor’s incoming and outgoing links, betweenness 

centrality identifying brokering actors who sit between many other actors who are not well connected 

themselves, eigenvector centrality to disclose very influential actors highly connected to other well-

connected actors, or tie strength as an aggregate measurement expressing how many times a tie was 

confirmed across all conducted interviews.  

For qualitative analysis, all interviews are first transcribed verbatim and then analyzed by qualitative 

content analysis (cf. Bryman 2016). To do so, a system of main- and sub-codes is used to relate specific 

interview statements to certain topics of interest. To ensure anonymity of interviewees, statements 

are marked with an internal code which does not allow to identify individual interviewees.  

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

In Contracts2.0, Status-quo Net-Map will be used for task 2.2. (T2.2) in work package 2 (WP2) for the 

tier 2 (i.e. more detailed) analysis of selected existing contracts, including those represented in the 

contract innovation labs (CILs). Ideally the analysis will include all four contract types focused on in 

Contracts2.0, namely: i) result-based, ii) cooperative, iii) land-tenure, and iv) value-chain approaches. 

This will allow for a comparison between these types of approaches. The selection of suitable cases for 

the Status-quo Net-Map will be informed by the SWOT analysis conducted in work package 3 (WP3) 

and based on the needs and interest of the stakeholders in the 11 CILs. 

Strengths & weaknesses of the method 

Strengths and weaknesses of Status-quo Net-Map include the following (cf. Schröter et al. 2018): 

Strengths: Weaknesses: 

• Yields very rich quantitative and qualitative data 
allowing for an in-depth analysis of a case 

• Qualitative interview narratives help to assess 
accuracy of quantitative network data 

• Highly participatory method that initiates co-creation 
and co-learning processes 

• Captures also ‘informal’ links not easy to confirm 
otherwise (as contrasted to formal links which can be 
verified through existing contracts, legal documents, 
etc.) 

• Reflection of the visualized network helps to identify 
(and explain) existing challenges  

• Net-Map interviews are usually perceived as ‘more 
fun’ than conventional interviews 

• Method is quite time-consuming 

• Highly perception based (no ‘absolute’ 
truth, instead collection of different 
‘truths’) 

• Has limited suitability for cases 
representing very large networks with 
many actors 

• Inconsistencies can occur when 
interviewees refer to the same actor with 
different names 

• Sometimes, even if nodes are anonymized, 
individual actors might be identifiable for 
insiders based on their structural position 
within the network 
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• By comparing individual Net-Maps different 
perspectives hold by actors can be revealed 

• Preparing data for further analysis is 
tedious work (e.g. entering data into Excel 
spreadsheets) 

 

Estimated workload 

For the interviewer the estimated workload is roughly between 0.3 and 0.5 person months (ca. 55-86 

working hours) per interview. Based on the estimate that at least 10-12 interviews are needed per case 

study to cover the different perceptions of all stakeholder groups, this means between 3 and 5 person 

months per case study. It includes preparations (prepare interview guideline, pre-testing, etc.), 

planning and logistics of the interviews, recruiting interviewees, traveling time to get to different 

interview locations, conducting interviews, transcribing audio-recordings, and time needed to prepare 

and analyse data. If transcription of interviews, which is very time-consuming, can be outsourced, the 

overall time need can be reduced. For interview participants only the actual time of conducting the 

interviews is needed as input. Depending on how knowledgeable the interviewee is on the analyzed 

network, interviews on average take between two and maximal four hours. Some extra time to provide 

feedback on preliminary results to improve their validity is appreciated. 

Specific resources needed (e.g. specific software, materials, etc.),  

Specific resources needed include software (both free open access and also proprietary software 

solutions are available) and materials necessary to conduct the interviews. 

Software: Professional software for social network analysis, such as UCINET/NetDraw, Gephi, or 

similar, professional software for transcribing the interviews, such as f4/f5, or other, and professional 

software for qualitative content analysis, such as MAXQDA, Atlas.ti, NVivo, QDA Miner, or similar. 

Materials: Large sheets of paper, post-its in different colours, colour pens, material to build towers 

such as small wooden bricks, stackable sweets, a recording device to audiotape interviews, a camera 

to take a picture of the physical Net-Maps (in case some post-its do not stay in place when 

transported), replacement batteries, interview guidelines, and participant consent forms. 

Short categorization of method 

Time needed to apply method to one 
case? 

About 0.3-0.5 person months (ca. 55-86 hours) for 
interviewer per interview (with roughly 10 interviews 
per case estimated, but depends on number of relevant 
stakeholder groups) and 2-4 hours for each interviewee 

Data demand?  High 

Expertise required? High 

Participation options for non-experts? High 

Type of data needed for input? Both quantitative and qualitative 

Type of data produced as output? Both quantitative and qualitative 

Software needed? Yes 

Materials needed? Yes 

Most suitable for which spatial scale?  No restrictions, suitable for social networks at any scale 

Most suitable for which temporal scale? Suitable for status-quo analysis (one concrete point in 
time) 
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Appendix B8: Method description (WP2/Tier 2) – Process Net-Map  

By Claudia Sattler (ZALF) 

General description of method  

Process Net-Maps are a novel interview-based approach for participatory mapping in social network 

analysis (SNA) (cf. Lubungu and Birner 2018, Zampa 2017, Raabe et al. 2010). They are a variant of the 

original status-quo Net-Map method developed by Schiffer (2007). While the original Net-Map method 

is focused on the mapping of the current status quo of actors’ interactions for a certain contract, 

Process Net-Maps is focused on the mapping of the historic development process of the actors’ 

network against a timeline, identifying all relevant actors (e.g. idea givers, initiators, resource 

providers, implementers, etc.) and important events (e.g. organized meetings, agreements made, 

contracts negotiated, etc.). 

Data collection: Data collection for the process Net-Map is done through individual interviews aimed 

at mapping out the complete historic development process of the contract over time as perceived by 

each interviewee. In a second step, also the further future development process can be envisioned. 

Accordingly, the Process Net-Map interviews are divided into two parts (see Figure 1):  

• Part A: backward-looking analysis, to understand the development process of the contract up to 

the present day, and,  

• Part B: forward-looking analysis to outline possible future development pathways of the contract. 

 

 

Figure 1: Backward-looking (part A) and forward-looking (part B) analysis through Process Net-Map.  

 

All interviews are conducted in a similar fashion based on an interview guideline. In parallel to the 

normal interview conversation, the historic/future development process of the contract gets visualized 

on a large sheet of paper, the actual Process Net-Map. The interview guideline included the following 

questions for Part A) and B):  

Part A): Questions for backward-looking analysis 

Process mapping: Can you tell me about the history of your contract? When did everything start? How 

was the contract developed step by step? Who were the important actors (e.g. individuals, groups of 

people, and organizations) in each step? What were the roles of the different actors (e.g. as 

innovators/idea givers, supporters/resource providers, influencers, implementers, etc.)? What were 

crucial events (e.g. meetings, agreements made, change in policies, conflicts)? How did these events 

influence the development process (positive or negative)? 
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In this step, the actors and events get written down on post-its using a colour code (e.g. actors on 

orange post-its, events on yellow post-its) and are arranged along the timeline in dependency on when 

the actors got involved and when events took place. 

Actors’ attributes: What was the motivation of each actor to get involved (e.g. motivated by economic, 

social, and ecological interests)? How influential are the different actors? Which actors obtain the 

highest benefits? 

In this step, the interviewees are free to define the motivations which are usually displayed as icons or 

symbols which get drawn onto the single actor post-its (e.g. a tree for ecological, a coin for economic, 

and a heart for social motivations). For indicating the influence and benefit, towers are stacked by the 

interviewees. A maximum of five stacks per tower are allowed. The higher the tower, the greater is the 

influence/benefit of the respective actor. Actors with no influence and/or benefit get no stacks on their 

actor post-it. The interviewees are allowed to add stacks and also take them away again until they are 

satisfied with the height of each tower. Eventually the number of stacks in each tower is noted down 

on the actor post-it, again using different colours for the influence and benefit (e.g. red for influence 

and green for benefit). 

Events’ attributes: Which events were positive and pushed the development process of the contract 

forward? How exactly? Which events were negative and caused difficulties/delays/challenges? How 

so? What was done to overcome the different difficulties/delays/challenges? 

In this step, also symbols are used to mark the positive and negative events (e.g. an asterisk for the 

positive ones and a flash for the negative ones).  

Part B): Questions for forward-looking analysis 

Process mapping: When you think about the next three (five, ten) years, can you tell me which steps 

are planned next? Which old/new actors will be important? What events are planned already? 

For this step, usually a new sheet is used to start fresh and with lots of space. Old actors get displayed 

with the same colour as in the backward-looking analysis. For new actors a new colour is used.  

Criteria of success and failure: When you think about the future, what criteria would you use to 

measure success? What criteria would you use to define setbacks and failures? 

For this step, an additional large-format post-it is added to a free corner of the Process Net-Map, on 

which criteria of success and failure are listed as expressed by the interviewee. 

 

Selection of interviewees is done strategically with the objective to capture the perception of all 

important actor groups (purposive sampling, cf. Bryman 2016). After the first interviews, the list of 

potential interviewees is adjusted based on additional actors identified during the interviews (snowball 

sampling, cf. Bryman 2016). Preferably, interviews are conducted in the local language and in a familiar 

environment to the interviewee. To ensure consistency and reduce bias, all interviews for one 

governance approach should be conducted by the same interviewer, if possible. Informed consent is 

secured at the beginning of each interview when also ensuring anonymity. Interviews are audio-

recorded, provided permission is granted. If permission is denied, written notes are taken. The 
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duration of the interviews varies and typically takes between two and four hours, also based on the 

interviewee’s amount of knowledge on the investigated contract.  

Data analysis: Collected data are then prepared for quantitative and qualitative data analysis.  

For quantitative analysis, the information captured in the paper-based Net-Map is transferred into an 

Excel spreadsheet listing all mentioned actors and events along a timeline together with their attribute 

data. For each event also a record is kept which actors were involved. Based on this information a flow 

chart is created which visualizes the development process of the contract over time, differentiating 

into the relevant phases (e.g. initiation, design, and implementation phase, or similar). 

For qualitative analysis, all interviews are first transcribed verbatim and then analyzed by qualitative 

content analysis (cf. Bryman 2016). To do so, a system of main- and sub-codes is used to relate specific 

interview statements to certain topics of interest. To ensure anonymity of interviewees statements 

are marked with an internal code which does not allow identifying individual interviewees.  

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

In Contracts2.0, Process Net-Map could be used as an alternative to the proposed status-quo Net-Map 

in task 2.2. (T2.2) in work package 2 (WP2) for the tier 2 (i.e. more detailed) analysis of selected existing 

contracts, including those represented in the contract innovation labs (CILs).  

Strengths & weaknesses of the method 

Strengths and weaknesses of Process Net-Map include the following: 

Strengths: Weaknesses: 

• Yields rich data, including both quantitative and 
qualitative information 

• Elicits implicit knowledge on all important steps in 
the development process of the innovation 

• Helps to identify particular challenges in the 
innovation process and how they were dealt with 

• Communicated information during the interviews 
gets visualized in the physical Process Net-Maps 

• Allows for a high level of participation (co-creation of 
Process Net-Maps during the interview) 

• Time and resource-consuming (interviews 
can take between two and four hours, 
transcribing interview recordings and 
content analysis of transcripts is very time-
consuming, too) 

• Ideally, the interviewee has knowledge 
about the whole or at least most of the 
development process of the innovation 
(initiation, design, and implementation) 
which limits the number of possible 
interviewees 

• Results are highly perception-based (this is 
not a dis-advantage per se, though, but 
needs to be made transparent) 

 

Estimated workload 

For the interviewer the estimated workload is roughly the same as the one for status-quo Net-Maps: 

0.3 and 0.5 person months (ca. 55-86 working hours) per interview. Interviews can only be conducted 

with persons who have been part of the contract development process, which limits the number of 

potential interviewees. This means based on the estimate that it would be good to have at least 3 

interviews per case study to cover different perceptions among stakeholders, between 1 and 1.5 

person months per case study. For interview participants only the actual time of conducting the 
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interviews is needed as input (on average between two and maximal four hours). Some extra time to 

provide feedback on preliminary results to improve their validity would be very much appreciated. 

Specific resources needed (e.g. specific software, materials, etc.),  

For conducting the Process Net-Map interviews the following materials are needed: Large sheets of 

paper, post-its in different colours and formats, colour pens, material to build towers (e.g. small 

wooden bricks, stackable sweets), recording device, camera (to take a picture of the physical Process-

Net-Maps in case some post-its do not stay in place when transported), batteries, interview guidelines, 

and participant consent forms. For transcribing the interviews the software f4/f5 can be used. For 

content analysis of the transcripts software such as MAXQDA, ATLAS.ti, and NVivo is helpful.  

 

Short categorization of method 

Time needed to apply method to one 
case? 

About 0.3-0.5 person months (ca. 55-86 hours) for 
interviewer per interview (about 3 interviews per 
case) and 2-4 hours for each interviewee 

Data demand?  High 

Expertise required? High 

Participation options for non-experts? High 

Type of data needed for input? Both quantitative and qualitative 

Type of data produced as output? Both quantitative and qualitative 

Software needed? Yes (helpful) 

Materials needed? Yes (see list above) 

Most suitable for which spatial scale?  No restrictions, suitable at any scale 

Most suitable for which temporal scale? Suitable for process-based analysis (several points in 
time) 
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Appendix B9: Method description (WP2/Tier 2) – Assessing the effects of AECM on 

biodiversity with regression-based models 

By Nicolas Grondard (WU), Lenny van Bussel (WU) 

General description of method  

In the past decades, farming intensification has led to a simplification of agricultural landscapes (e.g. 

less variety in crop rotations, removal of landscape elements), decrease of invertebrate abundance 

(caused by an increased use of pesticides) and harmful grassland management for ground-nesting 

species (early mowing and increased cutting frequency) (Zellweger-Fischer et al., 2018). This trend 

resulted in reductions of the quantity and quality of species habitats and decreased farmland 

biodiversity (Donald et al., 2001). Many AECM schemes have the objective to reverse this trend by 

stimulating farmers to provide target species with suitable habitats for nesting, foraging and shelter. 

However, the effects of AECM on biodiversity are controversial (Batáry et al., 2015; D. Kleijn et al., 

2003; David Kleijn et al., 2011). Measures may not generate a significant enough change of habitat 

conditions to make an impact. A lack of knowledge on the ecology of target species may hamper the 

design of adequate measures. General environmental conditions of the areas where AECM are 

implemented may not be favourable to the target species (David Kleijn, Berendse, et al., 2004; David 

Kleijn & Van Zuijlen, 2004; Verhulst et al., 2007). In short it is important to assess whether AECM reach 

the expected outcomes on target species and identify the causes of success or failure. 

Regression-based models can be used to assess the relationships between a predicted variable and 

predictor variables which are assumed to have an impact on the predicted variable. The predicted 

variable corresponds to the goal of the AECM scheme, usually the density and/or species richness of 

target species. Observed densities of target species are measured with ad-hoc field surveys designed 

for the purpose of the study (Bright et al., 2015; David Kleijn, Berendse, et al., 2004; Verhulst et al., 

2007) or with data from existing biodiversity monitoring systems (Baker et al., 2012; Princé et al., 

2013), such as national birds census. The predictor variables correspond to the range of factors which 

are expected to have an influence on the density of target species. These can be the presence of semi-

natural habitats in the landscape (Batáry et al., 2011), the intensity in the use of farm inputs (D. Kleijn 

et al., 2012), and bio-physical conditions, such as soil moisture and groundwater level (Verhulst et al., 

2007). Predictor variables are measured with existing spatial datasets, complemented with ad-hoc field 

surveys if needed.  

Regression-based models can be applied on samples of fields or farms, testing the effects of the 

presence/absence of AECM (Bright et al., 2015; David Kleijn, Berendse, et al., 2004; Verhulst et al., 

2007), or  in landscape-scale studies, testing the effects of the quantity of AECM (area, length) on 

population of target species across spatial units such as grids or homogenous agro-ecological regions 

(Baker et al., 2012; Princé et al., 2013). 

After selection of the potential predictor variables, regression analysis is used to identify statistically 

significant relationships between the predicted variable and predictor variables. The model with the 

best predictive power is then selected, i.e. the combination of predictor variables which show the best 

statistical relationship with the predicted variable (Figure 1). In this way, it can be assessed whether 

the presence/absence or quantity of AECM is statistically correlated with the diversity and/or 

abundance of the target species of AECM schemes, giving an indication of the effects of AECM on 
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biodiversity. Furthermore, other factors which are statistically correlated with target species diversity 

and/or abundance can be identified. Thereby the method can provide useful insights on the causes of 

success and failure of measures and inform the design of AECM schemes. 

Strengths & weaknesses of the method  

Strengths Weaknesses 

- Actual biodiversity measurements are used 
as indicators of the outcomes of AECM 

- Can analyse a range of factors explaining 
variations in biodiversity outcomes:  
provides insights on the causes of success 
and failure 

- Outcomes indicators may be blurred by 
ecological processes independent from 
AECM implementation 

- Significant predictor variables may be 
overlooked (knowledge gaps, data gaps) 

Planned application in Contracts2.0  

In Contracts 2.0, regression-based models will be used for task 2.3 in work package 2, for the Tier 2 

analysis of the effects on biodiversity of existing approaches. The selection of case studies will be based 

on interest of stakeholders of the CILs and availability of suitable input data. 

Specific resources needed (e.g. specific software, materials, etc.),  

Statistical software (e.g. R, SAS), GIS software (e.g. QGis, ArcGis). 

Short categorization of method  

Time needed to apply method to one case? N.A. 

Data demand?  high 

Expertise required? high 

Participation options for non-experts? low 

Type of data needed for input? Re-use of already existing secondary data 
Spatial datasets on types and location of 
AECM, bio-physical characteristics (hydrology, 
soils), land cover and land use, farming 
practices. 
Biodiversity monitoring data. 

Figure 1: Assessing the effects of AECM on biodiversity with regression-based models 
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Type of data produced as output? Quantitative 

Software needed? Yes, GIS and statistical software packages 

Materials needed? no 

Most suitable to be applied at which spatial 
scale?  

Farm or landscape scale 

Most suitable to be applied at which temporal 
scale? 

backward looking 
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Appendix B10: Method description (WP2/Tier 2) Assessing the effects of AECM on 

biodiversity with a landscape metrics: the probability of connectivity index 

By Nicolas Grondard (WU), Lenny van Bussel (WU) 

General description of method  

AECM may have positive effects on species richness and abundance by providing diverse habitats at 

farm scale (Zellweger-Fischer et al., 2018). However some requirements may not be easily manipulated 

by individual farms, e.g. maintaining a favourable groundwater level for meadow birds (Kleijn et al., 

2004). In addition, coordination may be needed to provide a mosaic of suitable areas for breeding, 

foraging and shelter (Oosterveld et al., 2011). Furthermore, the spatial cohesion of habitats in the 

landscape, i.e. the size and density of habitat patches and connectivity between them, is an important 

factor for species distribution and persistence in many landscapes under human pressures (Opdam et 

al., 2003). Species may also benefit from the spatial cohesion between semi-natural habitats in 

agricultural areas and nature reserves (Grashof-Bokdam et al., 2009). Thus the objective of the method 

is to assess the effects of AECM on the provision of suitable habitat conditions for target species 

through the assessment of habitats connectivity at landscape scale. 

The probability of connectivity (PC) index measures connectivity at the landscape scale. It is based on 

the concept of habitat availability and dispersal probabilities between habitat patches. The PC index is 

a function of areas of habitat patches and the connections among these habitat patches. Other patch 

characteristics than the area may be used, such as habitat quality or carrying capacity. Connections 

between patches are assessed on the basis of the dispersal probability between patches, which is a 

decreasing function of interpatch distance. The PC index increases with improved connectivity and 

ranges from 0, when no habitat patches are present in the study area to 1, when the whole study area 

is occupied by habitat (Saura et al., 2007). 

 

Figure 1: assessing the effects of AECM on the connectivity of habitat patches at landscape scale 
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A habitat quality map is the main input needed for the method. It can be obtained from detailed 

species distribution data and niche-based models (Saura et al., 2007), but also a simple matrix linking 

land cover types to biodiversity potential (van Bussel et al.). The first option appears more adapted to 

AECM schemes focusing on specific species. In this case, profiles of groups of species with similar 

spatial habitat characteristics may also be used (Opdam et al., 2008). The second option seems more 

suitable for AECM schemes aimed at functional biodiversity.  

The method can be used to (1) identify habitat patches, e.g. semi-natural landscape elements, which 

contribute most to overall landscape connectivity and (2) assess trends of overall connectivity in 

landscapes (Saura et al., 2007). Thus the method can be applied forward-looking, e.g. to identify 

priority areas for maintenance of habitat patches and support an adequate spatial targeting of AECM, 

and backward-looking, e.g. to assess the effects of AECM on landscape connectivity (Figure 1). 

Species have different requirements with respects to habitat characteristics, size and connectivity. 

Thus the method is likely to yield different results across different species groups. Therefore, the 

method can also be used to assess synergies and trade-offs between conservation objectives focused 

on different species groups. 

 

Strengths & weaknesses of the method  

Strengths Weaknesses 

• Adaptable to different levels of data 
availability 

• Integrates habitat amount (or other 
measures such as habitat quality) and 
connectivity in a single metrics 

• Allows identifying the most critical 
elements for the overall landscape 
connectivity 

 

• Ecological interpretation of the metrics is 
hampered by a lack of reference values and 
standards (the relative values of the metrics 
can be used for comparing options, but not 
in absolute terms, e.g. for assessing the 
ecological sustainability of a landscape) 

• A detailed characterisation of habitat 
quality is data intensive (e.g. indicators such 
as N inputs, use of pesticides, grasslands 
cutting frequency, age of hedgerows) 

Planned application in Contracts2.0  

In Contracts 2.0, the PC index will be used for task 2.3 in work package 2, for the Tier 2 analysis of the 

environmental effects of existing approaches. The selection of case studies will be based on interest 

of stakeholders of the CILs and availability of suitable input data. 

 

Specific resources needed (e.g. specific software, materials, etc.),  

GIS software (ArcGIS, QGis), Conefor Sensimode 2.2 software. 
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Short categorization of method 

Time needed to apply method to one case?  

Data demand?  Medium 

Expertise required? High 

Participation options for non-experts? Low 

Type of data needed for input? Spatial data sets on land cover/land use, semi-
natural habitats, landscape elements, location 
of AECM. 

Type of data produced as output? Quantitative 

Software needed? GIS software (ArcGIS, QGis), Conefor 
Sensimode 2.2 software. 

Materials needed? No 

Most suitable to be applied at which spatial 
scale?  

Landscape scale 

Most suitable to be applied at which temporal 
scale? 

backward looking, forward looking 
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Appendix B11: Method description (WP2/Tier 2) -Nutrients emissions modelling 

By Nicolas Grondard (WU), Lenny van Bussel (WU) 

 

General description of method  

In Europe inputs of nutrients, e.g. in fertilizers and manure, generally exceed nutrients outputs, e.g. 

harvest of crops and fodder, resulting in nitrogen (N) and phosphorous (P) surplus5. Nutrients surplus 

in agriculture is a major source of emissions of pollutants to water courses, resulting in degraded 

chemical and biological conditions. Certain types of agri-environmental-climate measures (AECM) (e.g. 

vegetated buffer strips) reduce the nutrients surplus in the fields where they are implemented. Thus, 

these measures are expected to be beneficial for reducing the pollution of water courses. However, 

the runoff of nutrients from fields to water is a complex process, influenced by hydrology, soil, land 

cover and land use at watershed scale. Therefore the effects of AECM on water quality strongly depend 

on watershed characteristics and the location of measures in the watershed, i.e. whether they are 

located in the most vulnerable areas for water pollution (Kersebaum et al., 2006). Consequently, 

measures differ in the magnitude of their effects. Furthermore, certain measures whose main 

objectives are landscapes and biodiversity may even have negative impacts on water quality 

(Grenestam et al., 2018).  

 

Nutrients emissions models are used to estimate the effects on water quality of diffuse pollution from 

agricultural sources. They integrate several components to calculate N and P surplus (from farming 

activities), subsequent N & P cycling within soils, and resulting leaching to groundwater and run-off to 

surface water. Different types of farming practices are characterised in terms of quantities and types 

of inputs, grazing regimes, crop rotations, etc. These parameters are entered into the model to 

calculate the nutrients inputs and processes associated with these different types of farming practices. 

When assessing AECM, types of farming practices corresponding to the AECM are characterized 

separately from those of conventional practices. For instance, in the case of AECM aimed at the 

extensification of grassland management, extensive grassland management (AECM practice) is 

characterized separately from intensive grassland management (non AECM practice). In this way 

scenarios with and without AECM implementation can be simulated and compared (Figure 1). 

 

5 https://agridata.ec.europa.eu/extensions/DashboardIndicators/WaterQuality.html 
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Nutrients emissions models have been applied at varying scales (e.g. farm, water catchment, 

national) to support the design and evaluation of agri-environmental policies (Wolf et al., 2005). They 

can be used to assess the effects of AECM and address a wide range of related questions: do AECM 

schemes result in reduction of nutrients leaching and run-off? Which AECM have the most effect on 

pollutants emissions reductions? How do the effects of AECM vary across the landscape, with respect 

to biophysical conditions, e.g. soil type, distance to groundwater, rainfall? Are AECM located in the 

most vulnerable areas for groundwater and surface water pollution? Models also allow the analysis 

of extrapolating scenarios, e.g. estimating the effects on water quality of an increased uptake of 

AECM or alternative spatial allocations. 

 

Strengths & weaknesses of the method  

Strengths Weaknesses 

- Uncovers causal relationships between 
watershed characteristics and the effects of 
AECM 

- Possible to assess whether AECM are 
implemented in the most vulnerable areas 
for water pollution 

- Allows the analysis of scenarios (e.g. levels 
of AECM uptake by farmers and spatial 
allocations) 

- Data intensive 
- Dependent on the availability of a suitable 

model 

 

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

In Contracts 2.0, nutrients emissions modelling will be used for task 2.3 in work package 2, for the 

Tier 2 analysis of the environmental effects of existing approaches. The selection of case studies will 

be based on interest of stakeholders of the CILs and availability of suitable models and input data. 

  

Figure 1: comparing scenarios with and without AECM 
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Short categorization of method  

Time needed to apply method to one case? 
 

 

Data demand?  high 

Expertise required? high 

Participation options for non-experts? low 

Type of data needed for input? Re-use of already existing secondary data. 
Required data inputs: 

• Soil map 

• Hydrological map 

• Digital Elevation Model 

• Water catchment map 

• Climate data 

• Land cover map (Corine Land Cover) 

• Data on agricultural practices 

• Type, extent and location of AEM (land 
parcel scale) 

Type of data produced as output? Quantitative 

Software needed? Yes, GIS and statistical software packages. 

Materials needed? No 

Most suitable to be applied at which spatial 
scale?  

Watershed 

Most suitable to be applied at which temporal 
scale? 

Backward and forward looking 
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Appendix B12: Method description (WP2/Tier 2) Policy coherence analysis (PolCA) 

By Dieter Mortelmans, Francis Turkelboom, Raïsa Carmen (INBO)  

General description of method  

We define policy coherence as an attribute of policy that systematically reduces conflicts and promotes 

synergies between and within different policy areas to achieve the outcomes associated with jointly 

agreed policy objectives (Nilsson et al., 2012). Policy coherence can be achieved at three levels: 

vertically (e.g. between EU and Member states), horizontally (between several policy sectors at the 

same level) or internally (within the same policy sector).  

When is an analysis of policy coherence useful? 

If you want to: 

• get a tangible (quantified) overview how policy instruments in your case study interact with 

the AEC based on the ground knowledge from practitioners and policymakers 

• render the complexity of the governance processes of your case study in a format fit for 

discussion with policymakers and other key stakeholders 

• assess how well AEC and other policy instruments affecting your case study area perform in 

regards to a set of local or supra-local societal needs and objectives 

• identify knowledge gaps on policy interactions and impacts on key objectives 

• co-create a shared knowledge base that can act as a reference frame in a participative process 

How does policy coherence link with CONTRACTS 2.0 objectives? 

One objective of Contracts2.0 is to ensure that local implementation of Agri-Environmental Contracts 

(AEC) fits well with broader policy needs and objectives. Hence, among other reasons, the creation of 

the Policy Innovation Labs (PILs). By increasing this fit we can ensure that AEC do not hamper the 

achievement of other objectives (e.g. income security) or, in an ideal scenario, effectively contribute 

to multiple cross sectoral objectives simultaneously. That way we increase the relevance of AEC and 

potential uptake and upscaling. To achieve this, there is a need to analyse how coherent and relevant 

AEC and interacting policy instruments are within a given context (e.g. within a landscape, value-chain, 

etc.). 

How useful is a PolCA to local stakeholders and policymakers? 

Strategic planning and implementation of environmental and climate issues requires major efforts and 

concerted action on multiple levels, involving several stakeholders and sectors, with often contrasting 

targets and expectations. It is therefore in many cases difficult, if not impossible, for a single 

stakeholder to have a complete overview of policy instruments impacts on environmental and climate 

related challenges. The result is often tedious and inefficient meetings between policymakers to reach 

concerted decisions and action plans.  

At the same time, it seems there is no readily available tool to analyse policy coherence in an easy and 

consistent manner. In practice such analysis is often done based on lengthy qualitative reviews listing 

relevant policy instruments and their impacts and based on documents rather than empirical data or 

expert knowledge (e.g. Duraiappah et al, 2007 or Nilsson et al, 2012). Such methods however fail to 

produce clear overviews and as a result are often too complex for policymakers to be readily used. 
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Additionally, complex policyscapes, which are characteristic of landscapes with high land take 

pressures and many functions, tend to be highly dynamic and prone to rapidly evolving realities. As a 

result, extensive analysis of policy instruments quickly become redundant for practitioners as time 

moves on. Instead there is a need for tools that can capture the current state of policy instrument 

interaction in a relatively quick yet meaningful, and scientifically sound manner. 

The policy coherence matrix used in the PolCA partially addresses this lack of overview by providing 

stakeholders with: 

• A concise overview how key policy instruments impact a set of context relevant objectives 

• an overview of synergies and conflicts between those instruments 

• an indication of the level of consensus (or disagreement) among stakeholders about the 

impact of these instruments on GI objectives 

• an indication of available knowledge among stakeholders about the impact of these policy 

instruments on GI objectives 

As such the policy coherence matrix is a heuristic tool to systematically address and identify conflicts 

between policy instruments, improve synergies and set the basis for further integration of policy 

objectives at a strategic level. It helps to create a shared knowledge base during concerted actions, 

structure discussions across policy domains and focus decision maker efforts on critical conflicts and 

potentially (more) readily achievable win-wins. 

Strengths & weaknesses of the method  

Strenghts Weaknesses 

Concise overview instead of lengthy report Based on perceived impacts by policymakers and 
practitioners. Perceptions do not always reflect real 
impact albeit perceptions are important to consider 
during decision making discussions. 

Co-created by end-users, hence acts as common 
reference 

Does not explain the why, only provides where the 
problems and opportunities are. The method 
assumes that local experts are in most cases best 
able to discuss the why.  

Relies on structuring best available local knowledge 
on policy impacts and coherence 

Small data-set as there only so many policy experts 
with terrain knowledge 

Closely connected to ‘on the ground situation’, 
highly context relevant 

Results are comparable but cannot readily be up-
scaled as they are tied to local contexts. Limited 
commonalities can be extracted however. 

Comparable results (quantitative and replicable 
method) 

 

Supports policy discussions rather than directing it  

Highly flexible tool to match end-user needs  

 

Planned application in Contracts2.0  

Tier 2, depending on the needs of CILs and PILs 
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Estimated workload (both for team who applies methods + participants) 

Workload project partner(s) Workload participant 

Selection of elements for the PolCA Matrix = 6 
days 

interview 1.5h  (6 persons) 

Validation with stakeholders = 1 day Feedback on matrix elements 2h (2 persons) 

Minimum 6 interviews = 12h (without travel 
time but including invation mails) 

 

Input/re-arranging data = 0.5 day  

Contribution to analysis = 1day  

Contribution to paper, report = 3 days  

TOTAL: 13 workdays TOTAL: between 1.5 to 3.5h (depending on 
participant) 

 

Specific resources needed (e.g. specific software, materials, etc.),  

No specific resource needed. Familiarity with governance is an asset yet not a necessity. It can speed 

up the work (hence reduce the workdays estimated previously). 

Short categorization of method  

Time needed to apply method to one case? 0,7 PM (see detailed estimation earlier) 

Data demand?  low 

Expertise required? low 

Participation options for non-experts? high 

Type of data needed for input? Literature (limited) 
Collection of new data 

Type of data produced as output? Quantitative (qualitative data can be linked) 

Software needed? No software needed, access to Gsheet/excel 
helps 

Materials needed? No material needed (only a piece of A3 paper) 

Most suitable to be applied at which spatial 
scale?  

All levels possible depending on CIL/PIL 
information needs 

Most suitable to be applied at which temporal 
scale? 

Works best: status-quo 
Possible forward looking (more complex) 
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Appendix C1: Method description (WP5) – Discrete Choice Experiments 

By Mikołaj Czajkowski (UW)    

General description of method  

Discrete choice experiments (DCEs) are a stated preference-based valuation method. The method is 

based on presenting future policy outcomes in terms of its attributes (characteristics). Combinations 

of levels of these attributes are then used to describe alternatives that are presented to respondents, 

who are asked to choose the alternative that they consider the best. The choice situations are designed 

as hypothetical situations and framed in an incentive-compatible way, so that the observed choices 

can be treated as based on respondents’ true underlying preferences. The choices observed in these 

hypothetical situations make it possible (with the use of the appropriate statistical methods) to 

estimate the utility function parameters that are related to the specific attributes of a good and hence 

formally model individuals’ (farmers’, consumers’) preferences.  

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

In the project, DCEs will be used with farmers in the context of result-based or collective approaches 

and with consumers in the case of value chain approaches. Through DCEs it will be possible to evaluate 

welfare changes associated with implementing of a particular scenario (e.g., providing a new public 

good) and predict individuals’ behaviour that is related to new goods or alternatives. In addition, 

identifying the marginal rates of substitution between particular characteristics of a good (including 

the pecuniary attribute, e.g., the cost for respondents’ household) makes it possible to identify 

people’s WTP or WTA for the studies attributes of non-market goods (e.g., new contracts for farmers, 

new labels for agricultural goods). 
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Appendix C2: Method description (WP5) – Public Good Games 

By Jens Rommel (SLU) 

General description of method  

We use the public goods game (Isaac et al., 1984) to study collective contract models. The game is 

widely applied in economic laboratory experiments. In the simplest linear version of the game, n 

players must distribute an endowment between a private and a group account. Contributions to the 

group account are multiplied by a number m that satisfies 1 < m < n. Money on the group account is 

then redistributed to all players equally. Because m is greater than one, contributing everything to the 

group account is a social optimum. Because m is smaller than n, players internalize only a fraction of 

their contribution. Hence, zero contributions to the group account are a unique Nash equilibrium. 

Many variations exist in the literature (see Zelmer, 2003 for a meta-analysis). Popular treatments 

include the introduction of sanctions and rewards, heterogeneous initial endowments, or different 

group sizes. The game offers a simple framework to study cooperation but can also inform agricultural 

policy-making (Bouma et al., 2019).  

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

In this project, the game will be combined with co-design workshops. From a list of possible treatments 

of policy interest, we will select a short-list of 8-10 possible treatments through expert evaluations to 

end up with 3-4 treatments after discussion with farmers and other key stakeholders. These 

treatments will then be investigated in a sample of approximately 200 farmers in the selected 

countries. 
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Appendix C3: Method description (WP5) – Q-methodology 

By Christoph Schulze 

General description of method 

Q-methodology is a technique to reveal social perspectives towards a particular issue. The method is 

partially exploratory and to some extent quantitative, as it is based on face-to-face interviews and 

factor analysis. 

In a nutshell, study participants are asked to state their level of agreement or disagreement towards 

pre-defined opinion statements. These statements are prepared by the researcher and presented 

during the course of the interview. It’s the study participant`s task to sort the statements into the grid 

(Figure 1), that is provided by the researcher. Strong disagreement is shown by weighting a statement 

by -4, whereby strong agreement with 4.  

 

After the sorting process, the researcher is capable to compare how different individuals evaluated the 

statements through factor analysis. 

The development and the application of a Q-study follows a clear protocol to elicit stakeholders’ 

perspectives. In the first step of the research design, the research question is formulated. Based on 

the question, the so-called “Concourse” is defined, covering the entire breadth of the debate. This is 

conventionally done by extensive literature review and expert interviews. This is followed by 

formulating concise opinion statements and selecting relevant stakeholders. These stakeholders are 

then approached in individual interviews, whereby researchers accurately record why and to which 

degree stakeholders agree or disagree with a particular statement. For what concerns the analysis, all 

interviews are quantitatively compared through factor analysis and qualitatively interpreted through 

content analysis. The outcome of the Q study are then factor discourses, which each represent unique 

social perspectives. These perspectives tell us about consensus or conflict of particular topics. 

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

In the project, we will use Q to see how label based approaches can be used to inform consumers 
about ecosystem services along the value chain. 

  

Figure 1: Example of a Q-grid 
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Appendix D1: Method description (WP3) – Stakeholder Mapping 

By Saskia Wanner (INBO), Marina Garcia-Llorente (UAM-IMIDRA), Francis Turkelboom (INBO), Sven 

Defrijn (ABC ECO²), Dieter Mortelmans (INBO) 

This note is a synthesis of the document “Stakeholder Mapping: Guidance on the first CIL meeting(s)” 

General description of method 

The purpose of a stakeholder mapping exercise is to identify all relevant stakeholders to be mobilized 

in a participatory process. There are several variations on how to conduct a stakeholder mapping. The 

‘BiodivERsA Stakeholder Engagement Handbook’ and the OpenNESS manual for stakeholder analysis 

(Lovens et al., 2015) have been adapted to identify the four following steps: 

Step 1: Preparation - Selection of 4-6 people that will carry out the Stakeholder Mapping. They will be 

selected with broad overview (helicopter view) of the topic. 

Step2: Identify stakeholders -Stakeholders may include farmers, business and industry, local 

communities and citizens, NGOs, landowners and managers, scientists and researchers amongst 

others, governments actors (local, (inter)national, departments, policy makers, etc.) Each stakeholder 

can be mapped according to their power and interest. Brainstorming who potential stakeholders are 

i.e. people who have influence or power over topic, or have an interest in its successful or unsuccessful 

conclusion. 

Step 3: Criteria to identify stakeholders- It is important to note that identifying and classifying 

stakeholders can be based on different criteria, depending on the team needs (eg. interest, power, 

knowledge, network, capacities, inventiveness, institutional mandate, resources, etc.).  

Step 4: Prioritization of stakeholders- Listing of people and organizations that affect and/or are affected 

by the topic. Some of these may have the power either to block your work or to advance it.  

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

The stakeholder mapping is proposed to CILs coordinators to help ensure that all relevant stakeholders 

are present at the CIL meetings, and if not, to invite the missing ones. In this context, stakeholders 

(groups or individuals) are defined as ‘all who influence or are influenced by the process or results of 

innovative contract models for agri-environment and climate measures in the local, regional or 

national context’.  

For the Contract2.0 stakeholder mapping, the Cils coordinators will focus on interest (“Who is 

politically, scientifically or financially affected?”, “Who benefits?”, “Who might be hurt?”, “Who is 

interested in the objectives of the change process and in which terms?”) and power (“Who defines the 

rules (formally and informally)?”, “Who controls resources (e.g. ownership, politically, financially)?”) 

(Lovens et al., 2015). Stakeholders can be mapped and classify according to their power over the 

contract types and their interest in them (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: power – interest matrix 
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Appendix D2: Method description (WP3) – Participatory SWOT analysis of 

innovative contracts 

By Saskia Wanner (INBO), Marina Garcia-Llorente (UAM-IMIDRA), Francis Turkelboom (INBO), Sven 

Defrijn (ABC ECO²), Dieter Mortelmans (INBO) 

This note is a synthesis of the document “Stakeholder Mapping: Guidance on the first CIL meeting(s)”. 

General description of method 

SWOT analysis is a technique used to help a person or organization identify strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities, and threats related to project planning. It is designed for use in the preliminary stages 

of decision-making processes or as a tool for evaluation of the strategic position of an organization or 

process.  

Planned application in Contracts2.0 

In the project, the SWOT analysis will be mobilized in the first CIL meeting to assess innovative contract 

(or clusters of innovative contracts per contract type) that have been identified by the participants. 

For each quadrant of the SWOT, the participants will consider different aspects related to contracts: 

Political, Economic and Ecologic, Socio-cultural and Technological aspects (acronym PEST) (Figure 1).  

 

 

Figure 1: Template for SWOT-analysis of innovative contracts 
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