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Utdrag: Denne rapporten inneholder de artikler som ble presentert pA OECDs ekspertmeote i
Oslo, 7.-9. oktober 2002, deltagerliste og de anbefalingene metet kom frem til.

Tema for metet var utviklingen av landskapsindikatorer, noe som folger opp OECDs arbeid
med utviklingen av standardiserte indikatorer for bruk i internasjonal rapportering. I korte trekk
anbefaler ekspertmetet at interesserte OECD medlemsland vurderer &:

* [Investere i vitenskaplig forstdelse og videreutvikling av et rammeverk for indikatorer
for jordbrukslandskap, som representerer samspillet mellom landskapets struktur,
funksjon og forvaltning,

*  Bygge pa eksisterende nasjonal og internasjonale erfaringer i overviking, evaluering
og scenarieutvikling,

*  Oppmuntre samarbeid, utveksling av informasjon og integrering av metodikk,

*  Bidra til, og samarbeide med, andre internasjonale initiativer relatert til utvikling av
indikatorer for jordbrukslandskapet,

»  Etablere et ekspert nettverk for d folge opp anbefalinger fra motet.

Abstract: This report contains all papers presented at the OECD Expert meeting in Oslo
October 7™ - 9" 2002, in addition to the list of participants. The topic of the meeting was the
development of landscape indicators.

In brief, the Expert Meeting agreed that interested OECD Member countries should consider
the following recommendations;

* [Invest in the scientific understanding and further development of an indicator
framework for agricultural landscapes, representing the linkages between landscape
Structure, function and management,

*  Build upon the existing national and international experiences in policy monitoring,
evaluation and predictive scenarios,

*  Encourage pro-active collaboration, information exchange and methodological
integration,

*  Contribute to, and cooperate with, other international initiatives related to developing
agricultural landscape indicators,

»  Establish an informal expert network to follow up recommendations of the meeting.

Andre NIJOS publikasjoner fra prosjektet:
Dramstad, W. & Léagbu, R. 2000. "Landscape indicators - where to now", NIJOS document
8/00. Presented as a room document at the OECD JWP meeting, Paris July, 2000.
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Foreword

The relationship with agriculture and landscape is a high priority in many OECD countries.
Agriculture also plays a key role in shaping the landscape, especially as in most countries
farming is the major user of land. In an international context agricultural landscapes are also
attracting attention, for example, with the designation of cultural landscapes under the
UNESCO World Heritage List in 1993, and the European Landscape Convention was signed
in 2000. The challenge for policy makers, because landscapes are often not valued through
markets, is to judge the appropriate provision of landscape and which landscape features
society values and assess to what extent policy changes affect agricultural landscape.

Againgst this background some OECD countries are developing indicators as a tool to track
the current state and trends in agricultural landscapes. In an effort to advance the work on
policy relevant agricultural landscape indicators the Norwegian Institute of Land Inventory
(NIJOS), on behalf of the Agricultural Ministry, hosted and organised an expert meeting to
further develop agricultural landscape indicators. This meeting was part of the OECD work
on developing a set of agri-environmental indicators. A number of OECD Member countries
have hosted Expert Meetings on specific agri-environmental issues, and it was with great
pleasure that the Norwegian Ministry of Agriculture could host an expert meeting

The meeting, held in Oslo, took place 7"-9™ October 2002, and included a one-day field trip
to se examples of some of the values associated with agricultural landscapes and consider the
challenges look at some of the landscape values and their challenges and opportunities in the
agricultural landscape around Oslo. It was attended by around 80 participants, drawn form 23
of the 30 OECD Member Countries in addition to one non-member nation. The meeting also
involved several international organisations. Twenty-five different papers were presented at
meeting. The countries that presented papers were; Australia, Austria, Belgium, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Japan, Korea, Mexico, Norway, Portugal, Switzerland, United
Kingdom, United States of America. All the meeting documentation, presented in this
publication, in addition to other relevant information, is also available on the OECD website
at: http://www.oecd.org/agr/env/indicators.htm

The Norwegian Ministry of Agriculture would like to thank the invited speakers, Dirk Washer
(Landscape Europe), Joan Nassauer (University of Michigan), Stidle Naverud (Agricultural
University of Norway) and Bérbel and Gunther Tress (Alterrea Green World Research) for
their contributions. We would also like to thank all the countries that presented papers at the
meeting, and a special thank you to participants who helped out as Chairs, Rapporteurs and
Discussants. We could not have done this without you! Special thank you to Kevin Parris
from the OECD secretariat for his helpful advice during the planning of the meeting, and for
his participation in drawing out the key recommendations and conclusions from the presented
papers during the meeting.

Finally we would like to express our appreciation for the work done by NIJOS, especially
Wenche Dramstad who lead the planning and organisation of the meeting including the
Norwegian presentations and the field trip. Our thanks also go to her colleagues Oscar
Puschmann and Wendy Fjellstad in the planning and organisation of the meeting and to
Christina Sogge for organising this report. Our appreciation also goes to Inger-Turid Jahr
from the Norwegian Agricultural Extension Service who organised the practical arrangements
for the meeting.
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PREAMBLE FOR THE REPORT OF THE NIJOS/OECD EXPERT MEETING ON
INDICATORS OF AGRICULTURAL IMPACTS ON LANDSCAPES, 2002

The attached report is a summary of the conclusions and recommendations reached by the experts who
participated in the joint Norwegian Institute of Land Inventory (NIJOS) and OECD Expert Meeting on
Indicators of Agricultural Impacts on Landscapes, held in Oslo, Norway, 7-9 October, 2002, under the
auspices of the OECD Joint Working Party on Agriculture and Environment (JWP) and hosted by the
(NIJOS), on behalf of the Norwegian Ministry of Agriculture. The JWP in December 2002 agreed that
the conclusions and recommendations of the experts should be made available to the wider public as a
contribution to the national and international efforts to establish landscape indicators, as part of the
development of agri-environmental indicators.

The conclusions and recommendations are those of the participants and do not necessarily
reflect the views of the OECD, the JWP or its Member Countries.

The OECD undertakes analysis of agri-environmental policy issues within the JWP. As part of that
work, the JWP is developing a set of agri-environmental indicators to measure the environmental
performance of agriculture by:

1. providing information to policy makers and the wider public on the current state and
changes in the conditions of the environment in agriculture;

2. assisting policy makers to better understand the linkages between the causes and impacts
of agriculture, agricultural policy reform, trade liberalisation and environmental
measures on the environment, and help to guide their responses to changes in
environmental conditions; and,

3. contributing to monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of policies addressing agri-
environmental concerns and promoting sustainable agriculture and natural resource
management.

The JWP has identified a number of criteria that agri-environmental indicators need to meet,
including:

*  policy relevance in addressing the key environmental issues faced by governments and
other stakeholders in the agricultural sector;

* analytical soundness being based on sound science but recognising that their
development is an evolving process;

* measurability in terms of data availability and cost effectiveness of data collection; and,

* interpretation in that the indicators should communicate essential information to policy
makers and the wider public in a way that is clear and easy to understand.

In order to help establish policy relevant indicators, a number of OECD Member countries have hosted
Expert Meetings on specific agri-environmental issues, in particular, to further develop two of the
criteria: analytical soundness and the measurability of indicators. The Expert Meeting on Indicators of
Agricultural Impacts on Landscapes, hosted by Norway, was one of the series of these Expert
Meetings, and the meeting papers and other related information are available on the OECD website at:
http://www 1.oecd.org/agr/landscape/index.htm
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SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. MAIN RECOMMENDATIONS

To progress in the understanding and use of agricultural landscape indicators, the Expert Meeting agreed
that interested OECD Member countries should consider the following recommendations:

i) Invest in the scientific understanding and further development of an indicator framework for
agricultural landscapes representing the linkages between landscape structure, function and management,
in order to identify relevant indicators that meet the OECD indicator criteria of policy relevance, analytical
soundness, measurability, and ease of interpretation.

ii) Build upon the existing national and international experiences in policy monitoring, evaluation and
predictive scenarios when developing agricultural landscape indicators to increase their policy
effectiveness, especially when measured against locally, regionally and nationally defined targets for
agricultural landscape conservation.

iii) Encourage pro-active collaboration, information exchange and methodological integration between
countries and international organisations that have an interest in the development and application of
landscape indicators to ensure data compatibility and explore the possibilities of an internationally feasible
set of agricultural landscape indicators.

iv) Contribute to, and cooperate with, other international initiatives related to developing agricultural
landscape indicators, and continue working in order to promote consistency among OECD countries, and
also to share the information and results among OECD Member countries and non-Member countries.

v) Establish an informal expert network, to facilitate the above recommendations (iii) and (iv) and
provide the OECD, when available and where relevant, with a set of agricultural landscape indicators that
allow to monitor the performance of agriculture and its effects on landscape appearance, function and
value and which are linked to actions by farmers and the impacts of agricultural policy.

2. BACKGROUND

The joint Norwegian Institute of Land Inventory (NIJOS) and OECD Expert Meeting on Indicators of
Agricultural Impacts on Landscapes was convened to contribute and build on the work in the OECD to
develop a set of Agri-Environmental Indicators (AEIs), as one of the “regional” indicators (i.e. indicators
that are developed by an interested regional group of OECD countries, in contrast to “core” indicators
developed by all OECD countries). The meeting was hosted by the NIJOS on behalf of the Norwegian
Ministry of Agriculture and was a follow-up of the Norwegian Authority’s role as a lead country on
landscape indicators. The meeting was attended by around 80 participants, drawn from 23 of the 30 OECD
Member Countries, one non-Member nation and many international organisations.

This summary and recommendations from the meeting includes information drawn from the meeting
papers, reports of the Rapporteurs and Discussants and the meeting discussion. The Agenda, all 25 papers
presented at the meeting, including the list of participants, web links and country reports, are also
available on the OECD website at: http://www1.oecd.org/agr/landscape/index.htm

NIJOS rapport  7/2003



3. SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

3.1 The Agricultural Landscape Indicator framework

There was wide recognition that there are clear linkages between agricultural policies and practices on the
one hand and landscape structures, functions and values on the other hand. A sound understanding of these
linkages is considered to form the basis for developing landscape indicators and using them for the
assessment of the state and trends of agricultural landscapes. Further, experts agreed that the landscape
indicator framework presented in Figure 1 represent the methodological and strategic considerations that
have been discussed during the meeting.

While identifying the key elements within an agricultural landscape and relating them to each other, the
framework provides in addition an overall context in which to structure and organise national (and sub-
national) indicators of agricultural landscapes. The framework points to the many facets of landscape, in
particular, its structure, function and value. During the presentations and discussions, it was apparent that
various nations have emphasised different aspects of the framework in their work to develop landscape
indicators. This diversity of approaches presents both a challenge as well as a rich source for future
collaboration.

The meeting recognised that much progress is being made within and between OECD Member states,
especially regarding co-operation and interdisciplinary approaches, for better understanding processes in
agricultural landscapes and for developing related indicators. Accordingly, the presentations demonstrated
a wide range of assessment techniques and landscape specific issues with the identified aim of developing
landscape indicators. In addition, the meeting recognised that there exists multiple possibilities to draw on
the OECD core set of agri-environmental indicators to develop landscape indicators, in particular, with
biodiversity indicators (see Figure 1).

There was a general consensus, that certain key aspects of agricultural landscapes, impacted by agricultural
policies, require special attention. The experts agreed that there should be a differentiation between
landscape character and landscape appearance. While the concept of landscape character — as a result of
both natural and cultural processes —in essence can offer a neutral, descriptive main frame for identifying
the major typological differences between landscapes, landscape appearance is considered to be a variable
expression of what is being frequently altered, managed or produced by agricultural activities.

Though several countries have advanced with the development of landscape character assessments and
many methodologies are in place to assess the state and trends in landscape appearance, no generally
accepted definition exists of the term. Establishing such a definition represents a challenge that cannot be
met at the purely national level, but which requires international cooperation at various levels — e.g. in
research and policy development.

There was a general recognition, however, that there are a number of critical elements that contribute to
agricultural landscape appearance, including:

e Physical structure and composition of landscapes: the various landscape elements present in
a landscape and how they are organised is probably the issue currently receiving most
attention in terms of monitoring. This is largely due to data availability and to technological
improvements that enable both easier data capture (particularly through use of remote sensing
and sampling surveys) and the rapid calculation of a wide array of indices.

* Landscape aesthetics: several countries are taking steps towards identifying agricultural
landscape aesthetics, but this is an issue where effort is needed to standardise methods. There
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was general acceptance that the aesthetics of an agricultural landscape is of importance to
many stakeholders, including local residents and farmers, as well as to tourists, and an issue
where policies can have a pronounced influence in changing the aesthetics of agricultural
landscapes. It was noted, however, that aesthetic values or standards will vary from one
location to another and that there may be differences between stakeholders aesthetic
preferences, making it difficult to capture in an indicator framework.

Cultural heritage: while there are varying approaches to produce indicators covering cultural
landscape, the meeting suggested the concept of landscape “time depth” (indicating the
number of different historical/cultural layers present in the landscape) as something for
further consideration.

Demand for landscapes: as the demand for landscape varies between different stakeholders,
it will be important to identify societal landscape demand and preferences in order to enable
informed decision-making in terms of landscape provision but reconciling varying societal
preferences for agricultural landscapes will present a major challenge for policy makers.

3.2 Areas critical to the development of policy relevant agricultural landscape indicators

Four areas were discussed as of importance in the development of agricultural landscape indicators:

1.

2
3.
4

Policy context
Scale
Indicators

Supporting data

3.2.1 Policy context

Concerning the benefits for policy makers of developing agricultural landscape indicators, the meeting
recognised two points:

Landscape indicator development is an iterative process between various players at the
regional, national and international level, and between different conceptual entities. On
one hand, developing landscape indicators can help inform the policy making process of
landscape patterns and processes that are important considerations for policy (e.g. landscapes
of high public value). On the other hand the policy making process can inform which
landscape indicators are important to develop (e.g. expenditure on landscape protection).

Possibilities exist to use indicators in policy scenario and trend analysis. These techniques
will help in understand and communicate what will happen, or has happened, to landscapes
under different policy settings, thereby better informing policy makers as well as other
stakeholders of the consequences of past or future policy actions.
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Figure 1. OECD Agri-La ndscape Indicators Framework
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In addition, if trends in landscape indicators are to be assessed it will be important to track progress against
specified policy targets related to landscape conservation. At present few OECD Member countries or
regions within countries, have clearly defined targets for landscape conservation. Indicators have a major
role to play in the development of ‘evidence based’ policy decisions, which is an increasingly important
issue as policy makers are held accountable for their actions.

3.2.2 Scale

Many contributions to the discussion outlined the importance of being aware of the various scales at which
landscape indicators may be relevant as a tool in monitoring and analysing policy, i.e. at local, regional,
national and international level. The issue of regional differences within countries was raised on many
occasions during the meeting, especially in relation to the difficulty of developing a national average
landscape indicator. In this respect it was suggested that the most appropriate expression for reporting
landscape indicators nationally may be the proportion of regions within a country that had documented
either positive or negative change, i.e. regions (or localities within regions) where landscapes were
considered to be improving or deteriorating.

3.2.3 Indicator areas

Following the landscape framework (Figure 1) the meeting recognised the need for four agricultural
landscape indicators areas shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Agricultural landscape indicators areas

Structures (i.e. quantity) | Functions (i.e. quality) Management Value

» Land use » Recreation e Farm management » Demand across

. Land cover . Cultural identity practices different stakeholder
- * Farming systems groups

+ Land patterns »  Tranquillity

» Cultural features » Ecosystem function * Costoflandscape

provision

Source: NIJOS/OECD, 2002.

It was apparent during the meeting that although the scope of work on developing landscape indicators has
been enlarged, there is still a skewed distribution in terms of indicators developed, with the current
emphasis on landscape structure indicators. It is important that a set of indicators focusing on agricultural
landscape appearance should be able to detect and be suitable for reporting changing trends. To ensure this,
the selected suite of indicators will need to be tested thoroughly under a wide range of conditions and
across a range of landscapes. It is also worth considering that past changes may not resemble future
changes. Focusing solely on indicators that capture current and previous trends of agricultural landscape
change may therefore be a too narrow approach. During the meeting it became clear that scenarios for
testing landscape indicators for projection of future scenarios holds considerable potential.

3.2.4 Supporting Data

Marked differences exist between OECD Member countries when it comes to data gathering activities, in
terms of surveying or sampling landscapes, or collection of statistical data with clear landscape relevance.
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There are also differences in respect to access to data that could be used in landscape indicator
development or calculation, e.g. remote sensing data or agricultural statistical surveys. The recent
establishment of sample based monitoring programmes in some countries, collecting land cover/use
information related to agricultural landscapes, as well as the longer established mapping efforts in other
countries holds promise in the future for the availability of wide ranging compatible datasets.

4. RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 Organising future work
In organising future work on agricultural landscape indicators the key recommendation of the meeting was
to form a voluntary group of interested OECD Member countries that would further develop agricultural
landscape indicators, and share their experiences of this work with other countries through the JWP. The
meeting recommended that the voluntary group might wish to focus its work on three themes:

* Using indicators as a tool in different policy scenarios.

* Clarifying how to interpret indicators, including linking them to targets.

* Sharing experiences and identifying points of common interest in developing agricultural
landscape indicators.

In sharing experiences in developing agricultural landscape indicators, a number of key points were raised
during the discussion, including the need to focus on:

* characterisation of landscape and landscape functions;

* survey and data conventions;

* cultural heritage attributes;

e visual attributes;

* valuation and landscape demand;

* linking landscape structure, function, management and value; and,

¢ development of indicators across different scales from local to national, including policy
targets against which to evaluate indicator trends.

The OECD work on related agri-environmental indicators, especially in the areas of land use and cover,
biodiversity and farm management, would provide a valuable input into the work on agricultural landscape
indicators. A great interest was expressed during the meeting to continue the work on landscape indicators
and it was apparent from the discussions, that substantial work is being conducted on a national, and to
some extent regional, level. The work on landscape indicators, however, is impeded, to some extent, by its
fragmented nature. Hence, it would be efficient if those countries which already have monitoring systems
and are further developing their landscape indicators could share their experiences with other countries.

NIJOS rapport 7/2003 7



4.2. Recommended Indicators of Agricultural Impacts on Landscapes

Indicators covering a wide range of topics related to landscape were presented at the meeting, and several
of these have potential as tools both as descriptors of state, but equally important as tools for recognising,
documenting and reporting agricultural landscape change. Where local/regional landscape targets have
been defined, the national level landscape indicator could be expressed in terms of the percentage of
regions or sub-regions that meet their own targets.

4.2.1 Indicators of Agricultural Landscape Structures

Based on country experiences, the expert meeting recommend four indicators as an expression of
agricultural landscape structure:

* Land use (e.g. stock and changes in agricultural land)

* Land cover (e.g. changes in the openness or closeness of the landscape)

* Land patterns (e.g. changes in the heterogeneity/homogeneity of landscapes)

*  Cultural features (e.g. linear elements such as hedges)
These indicators can be considered complementary, in that changes in the use of agricultural with other
land uses (e.g. forestry) changes the total stock of agricultural landscapes, while changes in land cover and

patterns and cultural features will alter the visual appearance of the landscape. All these aspects may either
independently or in combination capture present and future trends in agricultural landscape change.

4.2.2 Indicators of Agricultural Landscape Functions
The indicators recommended by the experts to express agricultural landscape function are:
* Recreation
*  Cultural identity
*  Tranquillity
* Ecosystem functions

Recreation can be measured through the change in accessibility within agricultural landscapes, and is a
function that agricultural landscapes have the potential to fulfil, but is rarely the focus in the development
of agricultural landscapes. The importance of providing and securing the cultural identity, is also receiving
increased attention in many regions as something of interest to tourism and marketing of local products.

Indicators of tranquillity, have received attention in some countries. Tranquillity is a human perception
value relating to degree of intrusive development, including traffic, noise, odour, lighting and built
development. Tranquillity, as well as recreation and cultural identity, is a function that is closely linked to
agricultural management and therefore strongly influenced by changes in agricultural policy or
management, such as the creation of large intensive livestock units. Ecosystem functions are recognised as
important functions provided by agricultural landscapes, but the topic is captured within other agri-
environmental indicators, such as biodiversity and soil organic carbon.
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4.2.3 Indicators of Agricultural Landscape Management

Another function that in many countries has received an increased focus recently is management of cultural
heritage within agricultural landscapes. This may be both cultural heritage with a strong link to agriculture,
as well as cultural heritage which only happens to be located within agricultural landscapes. While the
meeting discussed several examples underlining the importance of agricultural landscape management in
the conservation of agricultural landscapes, the topic was not discussed in depth as it is being considered in
the context of the farm management group of indicators.

4.2.4 Indicators of Agricultural Landscape Values

This is probably the topic least well developed at present, although as presentations at the meeting showed
there seem to be considerable potential for indicator development here. A range of different methods to
evaluate agricultural landscapes and services are currently under development. It was outlined at the
meeting that while there are methods available that hold a great potential for aiding policy makers, the
main obstacle at present to increased policy use of landscape amenity values include methodological issues
and the need for further pilot studies in different countries and landscapes.
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Agricultural Landscape Indicators in the
Context of the OECD Work on Agri-environmental
Indicators

Kevin Parris
Policies and Environment Division,

Directorate for Food, Agriculture and Fisheries,
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
2 rue André Pascal, 75775 Paris Cedex 16, France
Email: kevin.parris@oecd.org
Tel.: (33) 1 45.24.95.68

Abstract

This paper provides an introductory background to the joint Norwegian Institute of Land Inventory
(NIJOS) OECD Expert Meeting on Agricultural Landscape indicators, by addressing six questions:

1. What is the OECD and the OECD Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the Environment? 2. What
is the policy background to OECD work on agriculture and the environment? 3. Why and how is OECD
developing work on agri-environmental indicators? 4. What is the coverage of the OECD agri-
environmental indicators? 5. What has been the progress in developing OECD agricultural landscape
indicators? 6. What are the key objectives for this Expert Meeting?

Keywords: agri-environmental indicators, agricultural landscape indicators, OECD, policy

1. What is the OECD and the OECD Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the Environment?

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), an intergovernmental
Organisation, comprises 30 democratic nations with advanced market economies (see www.oecd.org). It
was founded in 1960 with the basic aim of promoting policies to:

* achieve the highest sustainable economic growth and employment of its Members;

* contribute to economic and social welfare throughout the OECD area by facilitating policy
dialogue among its Member countries;

¢ stimulate and harmonise its Members’ efforts in favour of developing countries; and

» contribute to the expansion of world trade on a multilateral, non-discriminatory basis.

The scope of the work carried out by the OECD is broad, covering such diverse areas as economic
policy, environment, energy, social affairs, financial, fiscal and enterprise affairs, science technology
and industry, trade, development and public management. Principal aspects of OECD work include:

» diagnosing the current situation and monitoring trends;

» facilitating discussions among countries and searching for common solutions;
* collecting and analysing data; and

* co-ordinating and harmonising national policies.
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NIJOS/OECD Expert Meeting - Agricultural Landscape Indicators - Oslo October 2002

The OECD work related to agriculture and the environment has been carried out since 1993 under the
Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the Environment (JWP). The overall objective of this work is to
identify ways in which governments might design and implement policies and promote market solutions
to achieve environmentally and economically sustainable agriculture at minimal resource cost to the
economy and with least trade distortions.

The JWP’s work is undertaken against the background of increasing concern in OECD countries about
the effects of agricultural activities and policies on the environment. Agriculture’s impact on the
environment [J whether harmful or beneficial [ has become an important consideration in designing
new agricultural and environmental policies, modifying existing support programmes, and evaluating
agricultural projects (OECD, 2001a).

The achievement of sustainable forms of agricultural production is now widely recognised by
governments as a long-term policy objective in agriculture, and many countries are developing
sustainable agricultural strategies as part of their national environmental plans.

Global environmental changes and economic activities in other sectors also impact on agriculture. In
particular, changes in regulations for food quality and safety, developments in biotechnology and the
evolution of animal welfare legislation can have important effects on agriculture and the food industries.

In this changing policy environment, there is a need for a better understanding of the environmental
effects of agricultural support, policy reform and freer trade. This concerns primarily the effects of
agricultural policies on the environment, but it also applies to the impacts of environmental policies on
agriculture, especially as the number of environmental measures affecting agriculture increases. The
work in the OECD constitutes an effort to address these issues with a view to improve policy design and
implementation, and to facilitate policy coherence between agriculture and the environment.

Since its creation in 1993, the JWP has established a sound working foundation. In particular, it has:

* identify the policy-relevant concepts and issues;

* initiate an exchange of information and policy experiences among OECD countries;

* develop agri-environmental indicators to support policy analysis; and

¢ examine and begun to evaluate agricultural and agri-environmental policy measures in OECD
countries.

2. What is the policy background to OECD work on agriculture and the environment?

Changes in policy settings are a key influence on the environmental performance of agriculture. With
the greater public and policy focus on agri-environmental issues emerging over the 1990s, this trend is
likely to continue with implications for agriculture and the environment because governments can be
expected to:

» reform agricultural policies, especially the level and composition of support;
» further develop agri-environmental measures; and,
» strengthen environmental policies both domestically and multilaterally.

The reform of agricultural policies, by reducing the overall level and composition of agricultural
support (currently at US$330 billion for OECD countries 1999-2001, see OECD, 2002), should improve
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the domestic and international allocation of resources, reduce incentives to use polluting chemical inputs
and to farm fragile land.

Such reforms will tend to reverse the harmful environmental impacts associated with commodity and
input specific policy measures, including damage to agricultural landscapes. In those cases where
environmental effects, both harmful and beneficial, are not taken into account by farmers policy reform
may not improve environmental quality, therefore, targeted environmental measures might also be
needed (OECD, 2001a).

As part of the agricultural policy reform process many OECD countries started to introduce agri-
environmental measures, beginning around the late 1980s. While the nature of these measures varies
across countries, they have mainly focused on altering those farm management practices, sometimes
encouraged by high price support levels, incompatible with achieving environmental objectives. These
measures include the provision of payments, such as those for the adoption of low-input farming
systems and landscape conservation, which at present represent under 10% of total OECD agricultural
support (OECD, 2001a).

A few countries have also used taxes to limit the pollution from the use of pesticides and fertilisers, and
enforced restrictions on farmers to meet certain minimum standards, such as the disposal of animal
waste into watercourses. Also, land diversion schemes, although in most cases originally introduced to
achieve supply control objectives, are increasingly including environmental conditions, such as diverting
land for habitat use to encourage wildlife and to help reduce soil erosion. A number of countries also use
voluntary efforts, including farm advisory services, to address local and community related
environmental issues, and raising environmental awareness amongst farmers.

While evidence is still limited, the introduction of agri-environmental measures have helped to alter
farm management practices and change land use patterns. These changes have contributed to, for
example, the conservation of habitats and the reduction of diffuse pollution. But there is at present
insufficient information in many cases to be sure about the extent and permanence of these changes
across OECD countries. In some cases improvements have been made, but have been more costly than
would have been the case in the absence of production enhancing policies. Also, adverse environmental
impacts still remain at relatively high and damaging levels in many cases (OECD, 2001b).

Future domestic environmental measures and multilateral environmental agreements may also have a
greater influence on agriculture mainly because:

1. Progress in reducing environmental pollution from industrial and household waste has shifted
the focus to agriculture as the share of agriculture in total emission loadings for certain
pollutants, especially nitrates and phosphates, has been rising.

2. Given that agriculture is the major user of land and water for most OECD countries,
environmental policies that address resource depletion issues, and biodiversity, habitat and
landscape concerns, inevitably involve agriculture.

3. There are an increasing number of multilateral environmental agreements with implications for
agriculture, some operating regionally (e.g. European Landscape Convention), and others
globally (e.g. the Convention on Biological Diversity.

3. Why and how is OECD developing work on agri-environmental indicators?
The key role of agriculture now and in the future is the supply of an adequate and safe supply of food at

‘reasonable’ prices. Over the past 40 years while world population has nearly doubled, food prices have
dropped substantially in real terms and food production per capita has increased by nearly 25%. These
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developm ents have been possible through farmers, scientists and agricultural research investment raising
crop yields and livestock productivity and improving farm management practices. The productivity
improvements for agriculture have also been achieved through using less labour, inputs and land.

There are concerns, however, that the scale of agricultural expansion is going to place greater pressure
on the environment over the coming decades if it is to meet the 1.5 billion growth in the global
population expected by 2020. Some consider that current farming practices are leading to the
degradation and depletion of the natural resource base upon which farming depends, namely soils,
water, natural plant and animal resources (OECD, 2001c¢).

But others see agriculture launching into a new era of expansion and growth through the 21* century.
This scenario sees a continuation of improvements in farm management practices, advances in
biotechnology and the revolution in information and communication technologies. Also the process of
trade liberalisation and globalisation of the agro-food chain will provide the basis for the investment and
continued future growth of agriculture on an environmentally sustainable path.

Understanding the environmental impacts of agriculture requires information on the relationship
between agriculture and the environment. Recent OECD meetings of agriculture and environment
ministers have emphasised the importance of examining agricultural and environmental policy issues
supported by indicators and better information. Against this background OECD has been developing a
set of agri-environmental indicators (see OECD 1997; 1999; and 2001b), which aim to provide:

* information of changes in environmental conditions in agriculture; and,

* a tool to help policy makers and other stakeholders in the monitoring and evaluation of the
impacts of policies on environmental conditions in agriculture and in future looking scenarios, to
improve policy effectiveness in promoting sustainable agriculture.

It is evident from a wide range of activities, now underway both locally, nationally and internationally,
that a considerable effort is taking place to provide analysis and develop a set of indicators to help
answer and respond to a broad range of questions (OECD, 2001b), including:

*  What is the environmental impact of reducing subsidies to the agriculture sector?

* What are the environmental impacts of alternative agricultural policy instruments, such as direct
payments versus market price support?

*  What are the environmental impacts of extending current policies into the future?

*  What are the economic implications for the agriculture sector of meeting environmental targets,
such as those set out in international agreements?

In order to help select and develop appropriate indicators to monitor sustainable agriculture, work
undertaken by OECD on agri-environmental indicators (AEIs) has suggested that they should possess a
number of attributes (OECD, 1997). This implies that indicators must be:

»  policy-relevant, that is they should be demand (issue) rather than supply (data) driven, and
address the environmental issues faced by governments and others in the agriculture sector;

* analytically sound, based on sound science, but recognising that their development involves
successive stages of improvement;

* measurable, that is feasible in terms of current or planned data availability and cost effective in
terms of data collection, processing and dissemination; and,

* easy to interpret and communicate essential information to policy makers and other
stakeholders.
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The work of the JWP in establishing a set of AEIs is being principally developed through drawing on
Member country expertise, i.e. Ministries of Agriculture and Environment, and related centres of
research. In addition, OECD is actively involved in the cooperation with other international
organisations, ranging from intergovernmental organisations, e.g. the FAO, UNEP and World Bank; to
those that represent environmentalists, e.g. [IUCN, WWF, Birdlife International, Wetlands International;
farmers, e.g. the IFAP; and the agro-food chain, e.g. Unilever, fertiliser and pesticide manufacturers.
Much of the work on the OECD set of AEIs is intended for use by national level policy makers,
including those representing regional (sub-national) governments. This implies that indicators are
mainly expressed as national average values, but where possible the regional variation around the
national average value is also being calculated.

4. What is the coverage of the OECD agri-environmental indicators?

Within the context of the OECD Driving force—State—Response framework (OECD, 1997), and building
on previous OECD work on indicators (OECD, 2001b; 1999) this has led to considerable progress in
both the identification and specification of policy-relevant indicators as listed in Figure 1. In summary,
the indicators are being developed in terms of agriculture’s role in:

1. Protecting the stock of natural resources impacted by agriculture: Agriculture plays a critical
role in the protection (or depletion) of the stock of natural resources used for production, notably
soil and water resources, because for most OECD countries agriculture accounts for the major
share in the use of these resources. Farming activities also impact on the quality and quantity of
natural plant and animal resources (i.e. biodiversity) and landscapes, both on and off-farm.

2. Reducing environmental emissions from agriculture: Flows of materials into water (e.g.
nutrients, pesticides) and emissions into the air/atmosphere (e.g. ammonia, greenhouse gases)
are an inevitable part of agricultural production systems. Reducing the flows of these materials
and emissions to an ‘acceptable’ level of risk in terms of human and environmental health is a
priority for policy.

3. Improving agri-environmental management practices and resource use efficiency: The
quantity of agricultural production is affected by the financial resources available to agriculture
(both returns from the market and government support), the incentives and disincentives facing
farming, and the kinds of management practices and technologies adopted by farmers. These
practices and technologies impact on the productivity of the natural resources (e.g. soil) and
purchased inputs (e.g. fertilisers) used by farmers. Depending on the management and
productivity of agriculture’s use of resources and inputs this will affect the rate of depletion and
degradation of soils and water; the flows of harmful emissions into soils, water, air and the
atmosphere; and the quantity and quality of plant and animal resources and landscape features.

5. What has been the progress in developing OECD agricultural landscape indicators?

Agricultural landscapes, despite their variety at local, regional, and national levels, can be described in
terms of a number of key elements that are relevant to any agricultural landscape (OECD, 2001b):

* Sstructure (appearance): the interaction and relationship between various environmental features
(e.g. flora, fauna, habitats and ecosystems), land use patterns and distributions (e.g. crop types
and systems of cultivation), and man-made objects (e.g. hedges, farm buildings);
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function: the provision of landscapes functions for farmers and rural communities as a place to
live and work, for society at large as a place to visit and space for the enjoyment of various
recreational activities, and also the function of landscape in providing various environmental
services, such as the provision of biodiversity and ecosystems;

value: concerning both the value society places on agricultural landscape, such as recreational,
cultural, and other amenity values associated with landscape, and also, the costs of maintaining
and enhancing landscape provision by agriculture.

There is no unique way in which the various structures and functions of landscapes can be defined,
classified and then valued. This will to a large extent depend on who is viewing and using the landscape.
Hence, the urban public tends to value the landscape from a general aesthetic, recreational and cultural
perspective. The ecologist perceives landscape as primarily a provider of biodiversity and habitats, while
farmers, rural communities and ultimately consumers, are interested in, or at least benefit from, the
economic value of a landscape related to the production of agricultural commodities and as a place to
live and work.

Figure 1.  The Current Set of OECD Agri-Environmental Indicators'

1. Stock of Natural Resources Impacted by Agriculture

L.

Land Use: land use changes between agriculture and other land uses, and land use changes
between different agricultural uses.

Soil Resources: soil erosion (both on-farm and off-farm effects), soil organic carbon and soil
biodiversity.

Water resources: total agricultural water use, and groundwater use and recharge.

Biodiversity: genetic, species and ecosystems levels (including habitats on agricultural land
which provide both an ecosystem and landscape role, such as hedges).

1l. Environmental Emissions from Agriculture

9.

Water emissions

Nutrient Balances: nitrogen and phosphorus balances.
Pesticide Use and Risks: aquatic, territorial and human health risks.
Water Quality: risk and state indicators of agriculture’s impact on water quality.

Air emissions

. Ammonia Emissions

Atmospheric emissions - Climate Change

Agricultural Energy Balance and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

1lI. Farm Management Practices and Resource Use Efficiency

10. Resource Use Efficiency

11.

Farm Management (nutrient, pest, soil, water, biodiversity and whole farm management)

! Note and Source: For a full list and definitions of OECD agri-environmental indicators see OECD (2001b).
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Many OECD countries have legislation which recognises the importance of societal values embodied in
landscapes and internationally some are also attracting attention, such as the designation by UNESCO of
cultural landscape sites. The challenge for policy makers, because landscapes are often not valued, is to
judge the appropriate provision of landscape and which landscape features society values, and assess to
what extent policy changes affect agricultural landscape.

The current set of OECD agricultural landscape indicators provide a tool to better inform policy makers
by: recording the current state of landscape and how its appearance, including cultural features, is
changing; establishing what share of agricultural land is under public/private schemes for landscape
conservation; and measuring the cost of landscape provision by farmers and the value society attaches to
landscapes. This Expert Meeting seeks to further develop these indicators (see section 6 below).

Regarding the current state and trends in the structure of agricultural landscapes there does seem to
have been a trend towards increasing homogenisation of landscape structures in OECD countries over
the past 50 years, including the loss of some cultural features (e.g. stone walls). This trend appears
closely related to the structural changes and intensification of production, linked with the degradation of
the natural resource base in agriculture. There are signs, since the late 1980s, that the process toward
increasing homogeneity of landscapes could be slowing or even in reverse in some regions. Since this
period many OECD countries started to introduce a range of agri-environmental measures, including in
some cases measures specifically seeking to maintain landscapes (OECD, 2001b).

Public and private schemes for the conservation of agricultural landscapes are widespread across
OECD countries, but mostly publicly funded. Public expenditure on these schemes tends to be a minor
share of total agricultural support, but for some countries expenditure has increased rapidly. In many
cases the schemes cover multiple objectives, especially concerning biodiversity, habitat and landscape
conservation; and focus on the biophysical and cultural features in a local context. Some countries are
beginning to include public access requirements in landscape schemes (OECD, 2001b).

Currently information on the costs incurred by farmers in landscape improvement is extremely limited.
To establish the value society places on landscape some countries use public opinion surveys, although
as with landscape related consumer expenditure, information is limited. Non—market valuation studies
reveal that agricultural landscapes are highly valued in many cases, although there is a large variation in
the values estimated.

These studies also reveal that the landscape surveyed today is the preferred landscape, landscape’s value
decreases with greater distance from a particular site, heterogeneity and ‘traditional’ elements are given
a higher value over more uniform and newer landscapes, while landscapes perceived as overcrowded
have a low value (OECD, 2001b).

6. What are the key objectives for this Expert Meeting?

At the OECD’s JWP meeting in December 2000, OECD member countries agreed to further develop its
work on agri-environmental indicators, including those where the methodology and data are as yet
poorly developed, which includes agricultural landscape indicators. The JWP also agreed that the future
work on the landscape indicators should be organised by Member countries, where the policy relevance
of the indicator was not widespread across all OECD countries. Norway, as a “lead” country on the
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OECD landscape indicator effort, offer ed to invite OECD member countries to an expert meeting, to
further develop the indicators. The Norwegian Institute of Land Inventory (NIJOS) hosted the meeting
on behalf of the Norwegian government, which took place in Oslo on the 7" — 9™ October, 2002.

The aim of the Expert Meeting was to explore the extent of research on agricultural landscape indicator
development across OECD countries, including drawing on the work of other organisations, to try to
reach agreement on how to further develop landscape indicators for use by policy makers. The meeting
would seek to address a range of questions, such as:

*  What is meant by agricultural landscape, including “cultural” landscape?

* How can indicators be used to reveal changes in agriculture (and policies) and landscape?

*  What aspects of the agricultural landscape should be measured?

* Can comparisons of changes in agricultural landscape be made over time and across countries?
* How can trends in landscape indicators be interpreted?

*  Which indicators have common features across countries?

* How might indicators be used to determine if specific landscape targets are being achieved?

The objectives of the Expert Meeting are to:

*  Review current approaches to agricultural landscape indicators in OECD Member countries
and international organisations.

*  Make recommendations, for discussion by the JWP at its meeting in December, 2002, with a
view to establishing if any further work should be undertaken in the JWP on developing
agricultural landscape indicators to build on the OECD agricultural landscape indicators
reported in the chapter “Landscape” in OECD (2001b).

*  Provide input into the JWP’s next report on agri-environmental indicators (Volume 4 of the
series Environmental Indicators for Agriculture, to be published in 2004) and for other related
OECD policy work in this area, in particular, the activities of the OECD Working Group on
Environmental Information and Outlooks, which is developing environmental indicators. The
results of the Meeting are also intended to serve as an input into OECD Member country work
on landscape indicators.

* Communicate the results of the expert meeting to other international meetings and
organisations working in this area, notably the Council of Europe (COE) and the UNEP,
following their joint Pan-European Conference on “Agriculture and Biodiversity: towards
integrating biological and landscape diversity for sustainable agriculture in Europe  hosted by
France, in Paris, 5-7 June, 2002 (see http://nature.coe.int/english/cadres/biodiv.htm).

This Expert Meeting offers the capacity to provide a solid basis to further developing agricultural
landscape indicators, with 80 participants, drawn from 23 of the 30 OECD Member Countries, one non-
Member nation and many international organisations.

The 25 papers presented at the meeting give an excellent overview of recent developments and future
prospects of developing agricultural landscape indicators for use in policy monitoring, evaluation and
predicative scenarios across most of the OECD Member countries and many international organisations.

For information concerning the Expert Meeting on Agricultural Landscape Indicators, including the set
of meeting papers, weblinks, national reports, and other information see the website at:
http://www 1.oecd.org/agr/landscape/index.htm.
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Abstract

With the development of both a conceptual framework and the identification of practical indicator for
assessing agricultural impacts on landscapes, the OECD has initiated an operational approach for
measuring changes in the structure, management and values of landscapes with clear orientation
towards political and economic targets. From this perspective, landscape functions and values are not
longer considered to be by-products of coincidental bio-physical conditions and management regimes,
but are interpreted as conscious societal demands towards the supplier or producer — namely the local
farmer. The paper intends to use the existing experiences of OECD countries for identifying the main
directions in landscape indicator research and application with regard to the overall objectives,
namely a consistent and operational indicator assessment that allows comparing the impact of
agriculture on the landscapes throughout all OECD countries. In order to provide the reader with
some points of references, the paper starts off by reviewing the implementation targets for OECD
landscape indicators on the basis of recognised landscape definitions and projects with special
attention to current experiences in Landscape Character Assessments and the development of national
and international landscape typologies. Drawing upon the references provided in the fist part, a
comparative analysis of landscape indicator assessments deriving from selected examples from OECD
countries provides the basis for final conclusions and recommendations.

Keywords: landscape indicators, monitoring, management, agriculture, agri-environment, landscape
assessment

Introduction: Purpose of the Overview

Mainly driven by policy demands such as sustainable development (Agenda 21), multi-functional
agriculture (Common Agricultural Policy/Agenda 2000), trade liberalisation (WTO), ecosystem and
landscape conservation (Ramsar Convention, European Landscape Convention, UNESCO World
Heritage Convention) and on environmental reporting (Wascher, 1995), the development of agri-
environmental assessments and indicators is playing an increasingly important role at both the national
and international level. In the field of agriculture, OECD had taken an early lead by putting forward a
system of indicators that cover a wide range of agri-environmental topics, including the social,
environmental and economic aspects of farming. Agricultural landscapes form one of the key policy
issues that are part of the OECD agri-environmental indicator framework.

This paper seeks to provide an overview on national initiatives and programmes that have been
launched to assess agricultural landscapes with the help of indicators. Since landscape assessments are
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being undertaken at every possible scale and for a multitude of purposes (Environmental Impact
Assessments, regional planning, policy implementation, landscape protection, agricultural
management plans, environmental reporting, etc.), the choice of references and examples must focus
on nation-wide assessments and selected regional research projects. The main sources of information
have been the actual and previous contributions to the OECD agri-environmental indicator process as
well as some of those national and international initiatives that appear to provide helpful insights even
though they are directed towards policy targets outside of OECD.

An overview on current national initiatives and experiences in the application of landscape indicators
among OECD countries cannot and shall not be exhaustive. The main goal must be to highlight the
commonalties, differences and peculiarities with regard to the overall goal, namely to assess the
environmental impact of agriculture on landscapes. The objective is hence not to undertake a case by
case examination for each country or each approach — let alone a ranking or selection of preferable
approaches — but to use the examples when exploring possible avenues for future indicator
assessments on the basis of the overall scientific context as well as the specific policy angle of the
OECD approach.

Despite the obvious limitations that are set by the scope of an introductionary paper, the intention is to
use the existing experiences of OECD countries for identifying the main directions in landscape
indicator research and application with regard to the overall objectives, namely a consistent and
operational indicator assessment that allows to compare the impact of agriculture on the landscapes
throughout all OECD countries. Rather than providing as much as possible information on different
national approaches (this is much better done in the individual papers), the objective is to identify
those key issues that are likely to form the future agenda for the landscape indicator development in
most OECD countries and that can help OECD to guide and facilitate this process.

In order to reach this goal, this overview paper is structured along the following four main blocks:

» Review of implementation targets for OECD landscape indicators on the basis of recognised
landscape definitions and assessment projects;

» Comparative analysis of landscape indicator assessments on the basis on selected examples from
OECD countries;

» Conclusions and recommendations.

While national experiences in OECD countries are playing a central role in this overview, the paper
will make frequent reference to results deriving from a few relevant international projects that have
contributed to the development of common standards. The author draws mainly upon studies
undertaken in the framework former or current European Union projects with the participation of the
expert network Landscape Europe.

1. Implementation Targets for OECD Landscape Indicators

1.1 The agricultural landscape — a socio-economic ecosystem

At the beginning of last century, scientists such as zoologists, biologists, botanists, or hydrologists felt
increasingly challenged to overcome their disciplinary boundaries by identifying and establishing
inter-relations in a more integrated fashion. The two main outflows of these efforts were the concepts
of “ecosystem” and “landscape”. Since both terms are frequently being used for very similar
environmental phenomena — namely for larger spatial area units of land with characteristic biophysical
structures and functions — a sound differentiation between the two concepts has become increasingly
relevant for the development of targeted policies or other societal responses.
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According to Tansely (1935), ‘an ecosystem can be defined as a spatially explicit unit of the Earth that
includes all of the organisms along with all components of the abiotic (non-living) environment with
its boundaries’. By itself the term ‘ecosystem’ (short form of ‘ecological system’) does not connote
any specific dimensions (IGBP, 1986), posing technical difficulties to the identification of clearly
recognisable boundaries.

In comparison to the ‘ecosystem’ approach, the landscape concept does not derive from a purely
ecological tradition, but is rooted in a wide range of both social and natural disciplines — including
geographic, ecological and artistic approaches —dating back to the early 1800s. Other than in the
English tradition where the term “landscape” is somewhat restricted to “scenery”, the Dutch and
German meaning of the equivalent terms ‘landschap’ or ‘Landschaft’ is of wider scope, namely in the
sense of the "total character of a region" (Von Humboldt, 1808). Humboldt’s definition of landscape
became a guiding principle for many landscape scientist across Europe and America when analysing
landscapes in an integrated fashion — taking into account social, aesthetic, economic and
environmental aspects. Zonneveld (2000) stressed the differences with the English term ‘landscape
ecology’ when defining "Landschaftsokologie" as "the study of the relational system at the surface of
the earth that can be recognised by its form and shape".

The aspect of recognition is even more directly addressed by Steiner (1991): “Landscape is all the
natural features such as fields, hills, forests, and water that distinguish one part of the surface of the
earth from another part. Usually, a landscape is that portion of land or territory which the eye can
comprehend in a single view, including all its natural characteristics”.

The visual aspects of landscapes have been taken up by OECD which defines agricultural landscapes
as “the visible outcomes from the interaction between agriculture, natural resources and the
environment, and encompass amenity, cultural, and other societal values.” (OECD 2001).

More than other landscape definitions that have been developed during the last decades, the OECD
approach is meant to provide the basis for an operational framework for landscape assessment at the
international level with clear orientation towards political and economic targets. From this perspective,
landscape functions and values are not longer considered to be by-products of coincidental bio-
physical conditions and management regimes, but are interpreted as conscious societal demands
towards the supplier or producer — namely the local farmer. The most adequate short formula that
summarises such a point of view is to define agricultural landscapes as ‘socio-economic ecosystems’.

1.2 An operational approach: Landscape Character Assessment

As complex socio-economic ecosystems with regionally distinct configurations of geo-
morphology, soil, water, vegetation and human land use, landscapes are the products of
both human activities and natural processes that are following the vectors of driving forces
such as policies, demography, economy or climate change. The degree to which human
activities and natural processes are interacting or have been interacting in the past
determines the character of a landscape. Landscape character can hence be considered as
the land’s principle physiognomic profile in terms of climate, geo-morphology,
topography, soils and the associated natural vegetation and land use (see Figure 1).
Though the character of a landscape can be the object of human perception and
evaluation, character is not to be confused with the quality of a landscape, which is mainly
dependent on the functions that have been assigned to it, e.g. aesthetic, recreational,
economic and ecological.
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Figure 1: Landscape character consisting of three main layers: bio-physical main structure,
vegetation & land use patterns and cultural elements
(Wascher after Krause & Kloppel, 1996)

Cultural elements:

L Settlements & monuments
{ infrastructure

J  other man-built objects

Vegetation & land use patterns:
' Forest & riparian vegetation
V' Agricultural lands

' Linear and punctual elements

Bio-physical main structure:
¥ Geology / soils

<V Topography

¥ Hydrology

Obtaining a record of the landscape character should hence be considered as a way of
identifying the basic structures of their biophysical components and cultivation patterns.
Understanding the structural character of a landscape is not only a pre-requisite for
measuring the state or quality of a landscape, but also for identifying the most relevant
pressures that affect this state. Mainly in the United Kingdom, but also in Sweden, the
Netherlands and Austria, different forms of Landscape Character Assessment are being
implemented; some of them date back to the early 1970ties. In England, for example, the
Countryside Agency developed this technique as a tool to separate the classification and
description of landscape character (Steiner’s “what makes one area different from
another”) from landscape evaluation.

The main objectives for such assessments are as follows:

* Identify what environmental and cultural features are present in a locality;
*  Monitor changes in the environment;

¢ Understand a location’s sensitivity to development and change;

e Inform the conditions for any development and change.

Directly in line with Humboldt who explained landscapes as “dynamic systems of spatial structures”
or with Rosenkranz (1850) who interpreted landscapes as “unit[s] of stepwise-integrated local
systems”, modern landscape character assessment introduces a hierarchy of spatial-structural levels in
which higher units are composed of different sub-units (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Spatial hierarchy: example for the relation between different levels (LUC, 1999)

1.3 A Key Reference: Landscape Typologies

The most striking aspect of the emerging Landscape Character Assessments implemented in England
and Scotland, is the role of the spatial units that are being identified and which are developed into
landscape typologies that form a reference basis for future landscape evaluations. Landscape
typologies or classifications are of significant importance for both character as well as state
assessment, because:

* Landscape character units provide the opportunity to identify policy issues at a region-specific and
socially as well as economically relevant level;

e Landscape character units provide a functional and methodological link between the bio-physical
main structure and the (agri-)cultural and social-economic ‘expression’ of a landscape;

* The use of Geographic Information System in connection with statistical information stored in
relational databases allows spatial-analytical assessments;

* The development of different hierarchical layers that discern landscape attributes of various kinds
allows to link up with both administrative as well as other environmental typologies;

* Landscape character areas provide practical tools for communicating landscape issues to
stakeholders and policy makers;

¢ Addressing the matter of fine scale assessment linked to coarse-scale (top-down) assessments.
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This is the reason that many OECD countries have — independently from landscape character
assessments — developed agricultural landscape classifications that serve as a reference basis for
indicator assessments.

In the light of i