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Glossary
Callow Biodiversity target

Floodplain area, from the Irish word ‘caladh’ meaning river meadow
The specific measurable objective of a given RBAPS measure for which
farmers are incentivised to manage their farmland.

Evaluation

Overall assessment of the performance of the scheme and its measures.

HNV farmland/farming

High Nature Value farmland where agriculture is a major (usually the
dominant) land use and supports or is associated with either a high species
and habitat diversity, or the presence of species of European conservation
concern, or both.

Management unit

A field/plot or group of contiguous fields/plots that are managed as a single
unit under an RBAPS measure, often delineated by a physical boundary. It is
the management unit which is scored.

Measure

Individual agri-environment package for a biodiversity target, which
encompasses aims and objectives and requires a specific scorecard, and
guidance documents. It is a subset of the overall scheme.

Monitoring

A thorough and regular examination of the performance of the scheme and
all its constituents – measures, scoring assessment, score cards, attitudinal
change etc.

Result indicator

The tool used as a quantifiable indicator of the quality of the biodiversity
target.

Result threshold

Sub-division of the result indicator which measures the scale of achievement
(negative or positive) for that indicator.

Scheme

An overall package of agri-environment measures.

Scoring assessment

Using the scorecard to undertake quality assessment of the biodiversity target.

Scorecard

The list of selected results indicators and thresholds for a particular
biodiversity target.
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Acronyms
AECM

Agri-environment-climate Measure

BWFPS

Breeding Wader Farm Plan Scheme

GAEC

Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition

HNV

High nature value

LPIS

Land Parcel Identification System

NPWS

National Parks and Wildlife Service

RBAPS

Results-based agri-environment pilot scheme

SAC

Special Area of Conservation

SPA

Special Protection Area

SWOT

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats
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Executive Summary
This measure was designed specifically for breeding waders on lowland wet grasslands in central Ireland but
with appropriate ecological expertise, it is readily adaptable to other areas and habitat types suitable for breeding
waders (such as machair grasslands, heath or bogs). This document is intended as a guide to interested persons,
practitioners and policy makers on the development of the breeding wader measure and its applicability to other
schemes. Alternatively it can be used as a resource in the development of a new results based measure.
The aim of the Breeding Wader measure was to halt declines in the population and range of a number of
breeding waders on the Shannon Callow in central Ireland. Breeding waders have been in significant decline
in recent years with the populations of four species, namely Lapwing, Curlew, Redshank and Snipe, considered
of conservation concern. While prescription based schemes have been in operation for a long period of time
in Ireland, the declines of these birds which are dependent on appropriately managed farmland, has continued.
In an attempt to reverse the falling numbers, the option of trialling a results-based agri-environment measure
targeting specific species and their habitats was considered an opportunity to test an approach different to
traditional prescription based schemes.
Breeding waders have specific requirements during the breeding season which, for the purposes of this measure,
extends from mid-March to mid-July. This allows ample time for birds to pair up, establish nests, incubate eggs,
rear chicks and eventually fledge young. The factors affecting site suitability are:
•

The ‘openness’ of the site;

•

Appropriate grassland management;

•

Absence of trees or shrubs – predator management1; and

•

Presence of wet features (chick and adult foraging areas).

The design of the Breeding Wader measure needed to consider all of these factors and link the suitability of a site
with payments to reward farmers for delivery of the biodiversity target.
This Measure Handbook and accompanying supplements (Scorecard, Scoring Guidelines, and Best Practice
Guidelines), provides more technical detail on the development of the Breeding Wader Measure on the Shannon
Callows, and forms part of a series of Handbooks designed with a range of reports and resources to support the
delivery of results-based agri-environmental payment schemes.

1

Ireland’s Prioritised Action Framework (PAF). For more details see: http://www.npws.ie/news/prioritised-action-framework-launch
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The structure of this Handbook follows the steps involved in designing an agri-environmental measure and has
been developed to facilitate others in progressing targeted results based schemes for both biodiversity targets or
individual species. It therefore includes:
•

Concept and consultation;

•

Design and implementation;

•

Costings;

•

Roll out; and

•

Monitoring and Evaluation.

The results-based approach gives farmers an opportunity to manage their farms with conservation a key
consideration in the decision making process. Suitable training is provided enabling farmers to better understand
how their farming practices can influence the success or otherwise of rare, threatened or vulnerable ground
nesting birds.
The highest level of payment is awarded to the best quality habitat. Scoring is linked to an objective assessment
of indicators (specific criteria directly connected to the target habitat or species). These are chosen to reflect
the overall biodiversity and ecological integrity of the habitat while also responding to agricultural management
practices.
Result-based schemes can be operated in isolation or indeed ‘blended’ together with prescriptive elements. In
such a scenario payments for ‘non-productive investments’ supporting the delivery of biodiversity (e.g. removal
of scrub encroaching on species-rich grassland; or creating a chick feeding area on important wading bird
habitat) can be complemented by some prescriptive elements where necessary. The wader measure piloted on
the Shannon Callows included a prescriptive element designed to enhance or improve site suitability for breeding
waders. In this instance the scheme provided advice on appropriate actions and financial compensation for
undertaking prescribed works. This included payments for the removal of scrub, and creating chick feeding
areas.
An evaluation of this pilot measure on the Shannon Callows suggests a results-based payments approach is an
appropriate method for targeting ecological management and maintaining the quality of habitats for ground
nesting waders. As a result it is possible to now scale up the implementation of the results-based approach
provided such a scheme is adequately resourced.
Creating a direct link between payment and the quality of the output generates a better understanding amongst
farmers of the conditions required to deliver on biodiversity targets. Results-based schemes can give farmers
focus on their role in protecting habitats or species. This develops a ‘market’ for biodiversity and like traditional
farming, farmers are rewarded for quality through higher payments.
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Introduction
The purpose of this project was to pilot on-farm measures to test results-based payment schemes for the
enhancement of biodiversity and in particular the habitat for breeding waders. While this pilot was conducted
on the Shannon Callows, Ireland, this Measure Handbook is applicable to the establishment of a results based
scheme for waders throughout the EU.
The General Handbook provides an overview of the lessons learned across the three pilot areas in Ireland and
Spain.
This Measure Handbook and accompanying supplements (Scorecard, Scoring Guidelines, and Best Practice
Guidelines), provides more technical detail on the development of the Breeding Wader Measure on the
Shannon Callows, and forms part of a series of Handbooks designed with a range of reports and resources to
support the delivery of results-based agri-environmental payment schemes.

Model Blend

Pure Result; Result and Actions;
Result, Action and Prescriptions

2. Design & Scoring
System

Requires scientific understanding of
species/habitat ecology
Understood by
farmers

Best Practice
Guidelines

1. Select Biodiversity
Target

3. Costings and Payment
Levels

Use existing data, reference levels
Legislative
requirements
and conservation
concerns

Rewards higher quality

Responds to
agricultural practices

Need for complementary actions?

5. Monitoring and
Evaluation

4. Implementation

• Scores and Biodiversity
• Biodiversity under the measure
• Stakeholder feedback

• Simple farm plan
• Farmer training
• Ecological advisory

Figure 1. The five stages for the delivery of results-based payment schemes.
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The structure of the Handbook follows the steps involved in designing an agri-environmental measure,
developed to facilitate others in progressing targeted results based schemes for both biodiversity outputs or
individual species.

The pilot area
The lessons learned from this pilot are based on the experiences from a pilot scheme operated in a specific
location – the Shannon Callows. The River Shannon Callows is a long and diverse site comprising seasonally
flooded, semi-natural, lowland wet grassland, between the towns of Athlone and Portumna in central Ireland. It
is approximately 50 km long and averages about 0.75 km wide, but it can be as much as 1.5 km wide in places.
Along much of its length the Callows is bordered by raised bogs, esker ridges and limestone-bedrock hills. The
Shannon Callows is closely associated with two other sites with similar habitats, the River Suck Callows and the
River Little Brosna Callows.
The Shannon Callows has by far the largest area of lowland semi-natural grassland and associated aquatic
habitats in Ireland, with little disturbance of natural wetland processes. In winter the site is internationally
important for both numbers and species of waterfowl. In spring it feeds large numbers of birds on migration,
and in summer it holds large numbers of breeding waders and rare breeding birds as well as a wide variety of
more common grassland and wetland birds. As a result, it is designated as both a Special Area of Conservation
(SAC) (River Shannon Callows SAC, site code 000216) and a Special Protection Area (SPA) (Middle Shannon
Callows SPA, site code 004096).
Importantly, the Callows contain species and habitats of conservation priority that are included in Ireland’s
Prioritised Action Framework (PAF)2 under the Habitats Directive as well as supporting species that are on the
current Red List of Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland (BOCCI; Colhoun and Cummins, 20133).

2

Colhoun, K., Cummins, S. (2013). Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland 2014 –2019. Irish Birds 9: 523—544.

3

The Red, Amber and Green assessment process is designed to provide a convenient, accessible and easily understood mechanism for
understanding the conservation status of birds and identify where the priorities for conservation action lie.
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1

Selecting the Biodiversity Targets

Figure 2: Process for selecting the biodiversity target for results-based agri-environment schemes

1.1 Justification for selecting biodiversity targets
All qualifying Annex I species of the Birds Directive and PAF species are on the Red or Amber lists of the
Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland (BoCCI) (Colhoun & Cummins 2013) and therefore currently have
an unfavourable conservation status. Improving breeding productivity and the number of pairs at sites would
contribute to the local and national recovery of populations.
The Shannon Callows, with its extensive areas of farmed land, is an area suited to breeding birds as well as
migratory birds. In the case of waders which are both resident and migratory, the numbers breeding in Ireland
are in significant decline. Waders such as Curlew, Redshank, Lapwing and Snipe are all of conservation concern;
Curlew, Lapwing and Redshank are Red-listed4 due to their small and declining breeding populations; and Snipe
is Amber-listed in Ireland due to concerns over the European population which has undergone a moderate
recent decline. It is estimated that the population of all four species have reduced by between 73% and 88%
between 1993 and 2008 (Lauder & Donaghy 20085).
Their decline is linked, though not exclusively, to human activity, most notably through the intensification of
land management and changes in agricultural practice. As a result, suitable habitat for breeding waders has
either been lost or the quality of the remaining habitat has deteriorated rendering it unsuitable for them.
The research to-date has shown declines in both the population and range of all four species, with all indications
this trend will continue. As stated, they are currently listed as having an unfavourable conservation status, the
reference level for these species is therefore Favourable Conservation Status (FCS).

4
5

The Red, Amber and Green assessment process is designed to provide a convenient, accessible and easily understood
mechanism for understanding the conservation status of birds and identify where the priorities for conservation action lie.
Lauder, C., Donaghy, A. (2008): Breeding Waders in Ireland: A review and recommendations for future action. BirdWatch Ireland,
unpublished Report, Banagher.
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Potential
Biodiversity
Target
Flood Meadows
Breeding Waders
Whinchat
Corncrake

Influenced by
Farming Activities

Requirements
Known

Status and
Distribution
Known

Widespread

Conservation
Priority on the
Callows

Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
partly
Y

Y
Y
N
N

Y
Y
Y
N

Table 1: Matrix leading to the selection of breeding waders as a biodiversity target.

A matrix was prepared for various targets, designed to assist the decision making process. This is presented
as Table 1. The matrix revealed three possibilities for a results based scheme, namely Flood meadows, flood
meadows with ground-nesting birds (Curlew and Whinchat) and Breeding waders (corncrake was excluded
as it is now known to be absent from the callows). The three options were selected as suitable targets because;
•

They are influenced by farming activities;

•

There is a significant volume of research and data available as to their requirements (for
example waders preference for ‘open’ sites, low sward height etc);

•

The status and distribution is well known;

•

Widespread - While threatened and of conservation importance, the four waders are relatively
widespread within the callows; and

•

Of conservation concern on the callows.

The initial criteria for determining the suitability of a results based agri-environmental scheme targeting specific
species or habitats is whether their conservation is influenced by farming practices. In the case of waders, their
breeding success is dependent upon appropriate land management and farming activities.
Breeding waders have been widely studied and the requirements for successful breeding are well documented.
This greatly benefits the development of the indicators (elements of the environment essential to successful
breeding) which are a key part of results based schemes.
In addition, their status and distribution is well known and they are present in sufficient numbers and on
numerous sites to enable this pilot to assess the success or otherwise of this measure.
They are, as discussed previously, of conservation priority on the callows and for the reasons outlined above,
are in need of positive intervention to protect and promote their numbers as well as their range. Therefore the
Shannon Callows was determined to be a suitable location to trial a results based measure for breeding waders.
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1.2 Level of available information required on the biodiversity target
Lapwing, Curlew, Redshank and Snipe are birds of the wider countryside, and largely associated with agricultural
habitats. There decline is largely attributed to land use changes, in particular those associated with agricultural
improvement, including (Lauder & Donaghy 20086):i.

The widespread loss of wetlands; more than 600,000 acres of agricultural land were drained
between 1947 and 1997.

ii.

The more intensive management of grasslands; for example, fertiliser use increased by 400%
in the second half of the last century.

iii. Direct loss of marginal upland habitat through, inter alia, afforestation. For example, there was
a 60% increase in the area of forestry between 1980 and 2000.
A targeted national agri-environment scheme is needed to underpin a recovery programme for breeding waders.
To date, a lack of implementation of measures has almost certainly led to further loss, and their introduction
targeted to the key remaining areas in the country is urgently required to prevent further declines and the real
possibility of extinction of some of the target species within the next 10 years (Lauder & Donaghy 2008). This is
the basis for developing a scheme tailored to the requirements of breeding waders.

1.3 Required capacities and resources to design results based scheme for
Breeding Waders
The requirements for designing a results-based scheme are not dissimilar to traditional schemes and therefore
should not be viewed as a barrier to future roll-out.
The design of a results-based scheme does however require a range of skills and expertise of the target habitat
or species. This ensures the results-based scheme is both focused and coherent. From the experiences of this
pilot, scientific expertise in the following areas will be essential at the initial or scheme design phase or any new
scheme;
i.

To develop assessment indicators;

ii.

To provide best practice guidelines for the selected biodiversity targets; and

iii. To design suitable monitoring and evaluation for the measure.
The RBAPS team comprised eight members for this measure. The level of education ranged from degree to
doctorate, the level of expertise from graduate to senior level. The qualifications were principally in the fields
of ecology, conservation and environmental science. Over the course of the project some 4,200 hours were
spent on the breeding wader measure. Each member of the team recorded their time and importantly how
much of their time was spent on four important aspects of the project These are shown in Figure 3 and Figure
6

Lauder, C., Donaghy, A. (2008): Breeding Waders in Ireland: A review and recommendations for future action. BirdWatch Ireland,
unpublished Report, Banagher.
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4, highlighting the percentage of time apportioned to the four key tasks; Monitoring, Development, Farmer
Contracts and Reporting. The development phase of the project consumed most of the team’s time in 2016.
This was a critical period in the scheme’s progress requiring time evaluating indicators, weighting indicators,
developing the scorecard, etc. Over the course of the pilot however the amount of time spent on development
reduced and time was transferred to report writing. However, removing this aspect from the graph (see Figure
5) reveals ‘Development’ is where the majority of the team’s time was spent over the course of the pilot. This will
be true also of any new schemes and scheme designers are advised to allocate sufficient time and resources to
it.
Subsequently however, as highlighted during this pilot, the monitoring and evaluation of the measure does not
need to be coordinated by the same ‘expert’ who initially developed the assessment indicators or best practice
guidelines. Following sufficient training, agricultural advisors can deliver the scheme and guide farmers through
the process at this stage. However, some level of continued ecological training is necessary to ensure advisors/
self-scoring farmers are equipped to undertake assessments of habitat quality.
In addition, sufficient time and resources must be allocated to farmer training. This will ensure a full
understanding of the assessment indicators and the necessary farm practices to achieve high quality biodiversity.
This element must be provided at the outset of the scheme and on an annual basis thereafter, for the entire
duration of the scheme.

Figure 3. The time spent on the four main aspects of the pilot in the first year (2016).
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Figure 4. The time spent on the four main aspects of the pilot from 2016 to 2018.

Figure 5. The time spent on the three of the four main aspects of the pilot from 2016 to 2018.

1.4 Stakeholder consultation
The development of new agri-environmental schemes will require consultation with all the relevant stakeholders
to aid the decision making process and also to provide transparency as to how decisions come about. Initially
national stakeholder meetings are required in the first year of any new scheme. Following that regional
stakeholder advisory groups should be formed, comprising key interested stakeholders with whom on-going
consultation and dialogue is required.
The formation of Local Stakeholder Advisory Groups (LAGs) should include a wide range of participants,
including representatives from farming organisations, agricultural contractors, local farmers, LEADER,
agricultural advisors, specialist ecologists and other interested parties.
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Stakeholders should be provided with documentation developed to facilitate feedback and comment.
Subsequently, stakeholder meetings should be held regularly to report on scheme progress and to maintain the
links between the wider farming groups, the local communities and the RBAPS teams. This approach is both
advised and encouraged in any further development of results-based schemes. Stakeholder groups will aid the
eventual roll-out of the scheme and improve uptake by farmers. However, scheme designers or developers will
need to provide appropriate documentation to facilitate dialogue to encourage feedback.

1.5 SWOT analysis
Stakeholder consultation can provide invaluable inputs into the scheme design. To provide a focus for these
discussions, it is advised to incorporate a SWOT analysis. This is a planning technique and is useful to identify
the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats related to the implementation of a new scheme. The
intention is to specify the objective of the scheme to the stakeholders and to subsequently identify the factors
that are favourable or unfavourable to achieving the stated objectives. Using SWOT analysis can initiate dialogue
with a view to generating meaningful solutions for various aspects of the results-based scheme. Furthermore, it
is essential the SWOT analysis is an on-going process which examines policy changes and continues to promote
focused discussion with the stakeholder groups.
For example the following SWOT was prepared for the breeding wader measure.
Strengths

Weaknesses

• Promotes biodiversity and conservation
• Empowers farmers to manage their farms for wildlife in
parallel with traditional farming practices.
• Supports the delivery of targets.

• Little knowledge of results based schemes among
farmers.
• Can be technical.
• No certainty over payments to farmers, year-onyear.

Opportunities

Threats

• Applicable to a wide range of habitats and species.

• Selection of inappropriate assessment indicators.

• Develops knowledge of wildlife and issues affecting
wildlife.

• Inability to improve scores – farmer frustration.
• Poor or inadequate training.

• Promotes management for wildlife alongside traditional
farming practices.

Figure 6. SWOT analysis of the breeding wader measure on the Shannon Callows.

The Strengths and Opportunities can be determined with relative ease, the Weaknesses and Threats require some
careful thought and discussion. It is important to identify, then address the Weaknesses and Threats at the outset
to limit the potential negative effect they may have. For any future scheme this should be revisited at key stages
throughout the scheme’s development and eventual implementation due to unforeseen issues which may arise
over the course of the scheme.
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2

Measure Design and Scoring System

Figure 7: Process for designing the Breeding Wader measure.

2.1 Identifying measure aims and objectives
The biodiversity target, whether specific or broad, must be clearly understood at the outset. For example, the aim
of the breeding wader measure is to halt, then reverse the decline in the number of breeding waders and their
range. The objective is to maintain and/or improve suitable habitat and to create, reinstate or enhance features
necessary for breeding success. Breeding waders have specific requirements relating to the suitability of the site
for breeding. Identifying the objectives at the outset of the project led to the development of the indicators as
discussed below.

2.2 Selecting the RBAPS model type
Traditionally agri-environmental schemes have been based on a ‘measure’ or prescriptive based model. Farmers
can choose from a list of actions and get paid a set rate for each. Their annual payment is the totalled sum of all
the actions up to a predetermined limit. However, this approach ignores some fundamental questions: what is
the benefit for the target species or habitat? Has the approach exerted a positive or indeed negative effect on that
target species or habitat? In the case of breeding waders within the Shannon Callows, declines in populations and
range are ongoing and so a new approach to conserving important breeding habitat was considered appropriate.
The result-based agri-environment payment scheme approach (RBAPS) awards payments to farmers on the
basis of the quality of the desired environmental outcome that is delivered – it pays for results. This approach was
therefore considered a viable option to trial on the Shannon Callows for Breeding Waders.

2.3 Selecting and designing results indicators
The scores are based on a set of indicators. Indicators are required to:
•

Reflect the variation in condition of the biodiversity target.

•

Respond to agricultural practices.

•

Be easily understood by all: farmers and auditors.
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Developing a scoring system that produces a total score which reflects the value of the target, hence the reward,
will be a challenging exercise requiring continuous development, testing and adaptation. Within the Callows
and the breeding wader measure, each scoring criterion had to be designed to allow for the full range of natural
variation that was likely to occur both in the habitats present and annual weather variation. This may not
be prevalent everywhere but scheme designers must be mindful of local conditions, particularly where those
conditions might adversely affect scoring.
The total number of scoring criteria to include also requires careful consideration. A sufficient number are
needed to ensure a robust assessment of the biodiversity target. However, the more criteria present, the less
impact each criterion has on the overall score and, thus, payment level. Also each indicator needs to have a
significant impact on the score and payment level to incentivise positive management.

Defining indicators for the Shannon Callows Breeding Waders
The results based elements of the RBAPS Shannon Callows Breeding Wader Measure focus on the maintenance
and production of suitable breeding habitat, which incorporates four main elements:
1. habitat management;
2. wet features;
3. scrub management; and
4. and predator management.
This knowledge was gained from the experience of a similar scheme operating on the Callows known as the
Breeding Wader Farm Plan scheme (BWFP), administered by the National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS).
This scheme established suitable indicators for the maintenance and enhancement of breeding wader habitat.
These indicators were field tested and refined by the RBAPS Team for this pilot, see Table 2.
Table 2: 2014 NPWS breeding wader indicators and revisions applied to the 2015 RBAPS indicators.

NPWS BWFPS 2014

RBAPS 2015

Tussock coverage

Tussock coverage

Sward

Sward - Breeding Season

-

Sward - Late Season

Rush cover

Rush cover

Soil wetness

-

Wet features

Wet features

Scrub Management

Scrub coverage

Scrub encroachment level

Predator Management

Potential predator areas

Predator habitat

Habitat Management

Water Content

During 2014 ground testing, the soil wetness indicator was found to be superfluous and one important additional
habitat indicator was identified – late season sward. The final selection of indicators for RBPAPS was adjusted
accordingly and is shown in Table 3, along with the rationale for the inclusion of each.
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Table 3: Indicator and rationale for inclusion in the RBAPS Breeding Wader Scheme.

Location
within
Scheme Structure

Reason for Inclusion

Prescriptive
(contained in terms
& conditions)

The prevention of trampling by livestock of
nests and chicks.

No tractor operations 10
March - 15 July

Prescriptive
(contained in terms
& conditions)

The prevention of nest and chick destruction.

Breeding Season Sward
Height

Indicator

Sward height is a critical component for
nesting and chick rearing.

Tussock coverage

Indicator

Ensures that there are tussocks for
Redshank, Snipe and Curlew to nest in, and
cover for chicks

Rush Cover

Indicator

The extent of rush cover is an important
component of breeding wader habitat.
Excessive cover is however undesirable.

Indicator

Ensures sward is suitable for breeding the
following spring, especially in years when
late spring floods / weather conditions
prevent stock turnout even though growth is
occurring.

Late Tier Forced Grazing

within Late season
Indicator - above

Movement of animals to poor quality, often
marshy ground, where required. Used to
ensure that chick feeding habitat is grazed
to ensure an open sward structure or where
animals cannot be encouraged to graze
unpalatable grass.

Wet features

Indicator

Ensures there are ample wet features of an
appropriate slope, wetness and vegetative
cover, suitable for feeding chicks.

Scrub Encroachment

Indicator

The prevention of newly establishing scrub,
which is starting to provide predator habitat
or will become predator habitat in future.

Indicator

Removal of established scrub which provides
cover for predators, thus reducing nest
and chick depredation; also increases the
amount of breeding habitat through the
removal of predator habitat.

Scheme Elements
Breeding Season Stocking
Restriction
(≤1LU/ha 10 March - 30 June)

Late season sward height of
≤5cm in height

Predator Habitat

For breeding wader species, where important factors cannot adequately be indicated for, it may be necessary
to include a complementary prescriptive element. The decision to include a prescriptive element will take into
account the specific requirement of the target species and the type and intensity of the agricultural activity.
Examples of these factors in the Shannon Callows Breeding Wader measure include damage to nests by stock
and tractor operations, and the spreading of fertiliser (which promotes vigorous grass growth and changes grass
species composition, affecting both sward suitability and how well eggs are camouflaged from predators).
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Natural events
The basis of results based agri-environmental schemes is to balance agricultural production with the protection
of wildlife. Through appropriate actions farmers and landowners can positively influence for wildlife while
maintaining the viability of their farming enterprise. However, natural events such as inclement weather,
summer flooding, etc. can restrict a farmer’s ability to implement the necessary actions.
For example, the Shannon Callows, an unmodified floodplain, are subject to regular winter floods, however they
may also flood or experience excessive wet conditions (that prohibit appropriate management) at other times
of year if unusually high rainfall occurs. As a consequence the scoring criteria (during the early and/or late
season scoring) may be impacted. However, not all are impacted in every wet year so farmers can (usually) be
adequately scored on at least some of the indicators in that year.
There is potential for de facto penalisation of farmers where appropriate management is not possible due to
factors outside of their control. Care should be taken to ensure that these factors do not dis-incentivise farmers’
future engagement. Issues such as this can be addressed in the scheme’s Terms and Conditions under exceptional
circumstances or force majeure.

2.4 Develop scorecard over range of quality
Developing the scorecard is a complex process and it is advised that developers of new schemes employ the
services of an independent ecological consultancy in the first year of the scheme to carry out assessments of
the scoring systems proposed under a new RBAPS measure. This evaluation should include an assessment of
allocated scores, chosen indicators and defined thresholds. With no training in relation to the proposed measure
they should be able to evaluate the measure using only the scorecard and associated guidance documents. Skilled
ecologists should be in a position to clearly understand what they are required to evaluate under each indicator.
However, they may find aspects difficult to assess. Their involvement will therefore provide a unique and
invaluable critique of the scoring documents at that early stage.
For example, in 2017 on the Shannon Callows, independent ecologists were provided with revised guidance
documents as well as some training. The ecologists subsequently independently scored three sites concurrent to
the same exercise being done by project staff. Following scoring by the two parties, any discrepancies between
the two scores were discussed on site.
The discussion provided the ecologists with an opportunity to express their views on the scoring system and the
accompanying guidance documentation. It also provided them with an opportunity to make recommendations
for amendments to both where necessary.
In particular the ecologists had a number of recommendations to further clarify the guidance document and
training for wet features and tussock coverage, and these were subsequently incorporated into the guidance
documents and scoring mechanisms. This critique proved useful for further refining and improving these
documents as the scheme developed. This was considered an important control measure and a recommended
action for developing similar schemes.
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2.5 Pilot scale testing if necessary
The RBAPS Shannon Callows Breeding Wader scorecard was developed specifically to deliver for all four species
of wader breeding in the Shannon Callows wet grasslands and the unique conditions and threats that exists there.
Where it is desirable to develop a new type of results-based payment measure then it may be necessary to
carry out pilot scale testing to ensure sufficient lead in time for the development of assessment indicators, best
practice guidelines and to ensure sufficient farm advisory services are there to support farmers on the ground.
The duration and level of testing may vary depending on the specific purpose.
Following testing, and to successfully provide for the target output as well as providing fair field scores and
payment rates, the roll-out of the scheme must give further consideration to the specifics of each habitat and
geographical area and incorporate alterations, as required. In some instances, this may require little more than
adjusting classifications or scores within indicators, however in others it may require the omission of indicators
or inclusion of others. Costings will need to be developed independently for each habitat type, and possibly even
geographical region as threats can differ between regions. For example, in the Shannon Callows costings have
been developed on the basis of intensification, however, afforestation or abandonment may be more of a threat
on breeding wader sites in the uplands or on machair areas, with different geographical regions experiencing
different threats.

2.6 Finalise scoring guidelines and draft best practice guidelines
The development of any results-based scheme will require the production of clear and concise guidance
documentation to assist the scheme’s implementation. This should be undertaken by competent person(s) and
after indicators have been identified, tested and weighted to ensure a robust assessment of fields/plots. This is an
invaluable step towards finalising the scorecard.
Subsequently, best practice guidelines as well as scoring guidelines will be required to ensure a successful roll-out
of the scheme. Both documents should be interlinked and act as a reference for practitioners, advisors, farmers
and others with an interest in the scheme. As with all documentation appealing to a diverse audience, technical
or scientific jargon should be avoided where possible. They should be concise while also careful not to omit any
necessary detail.
For example, farmers were provided with ‘tractor guides’ as a quick reference manual of indicators for their
measure. The guides contained many photographs illustrating key issues and were well received by the
participating farmers.
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3

Costings

Figure 8: Steps for developing results-based costings for biodiversity targets

3.1 The costings parameters.
Calculating the cost of delivering the biodiversity target requires an understanding of the threats to the target.
Within the designated area of the Shannon Callows agricultural intensification or abandonment is considered the
predominant threats to the ecological integrity and diversity of the Callows. Therefore, the cost to landowners is
through reduced production or conversely through actively managing farmland for biodiversity. New schemes
should ascertain the changes and importantly the level of change necessary to create the environment for the
target species or habitat. This should act as a basis for future payment levels and additional payments added (on
a sliding scale) to reward farmers for the quality of biodiversity delivered.

3.2 Determining the basis for payment
The Shannon Callows Breeding Wader measure costings were based on the Opportunity Cost Approach.
Although a disadvantaged area, the Callows are productive agricultural land, with farm enterprises including
dairy, drystock and drystock other. While the perception of this area is of marginal unproductive land, this is
not necessarily a true reflection of its productive quality. Many of the constraints are related to the fact that it is
a largely unmodified flood plain and subject to seasonal and unseasonal flooding. This can limit the number of
months livestock remain on grass, making the land more difficult to farm.
For the purpose of this measure, it was determined that costings contain four separate elements:
1. Loss of production
2. Additional Costs
3. Transaction Costs
4. NPI Payments
Table 4. Scheme payment structure for the RBAPS Shannon Callows Breeding Wader Scheme.
Payment Structure

Per ha Wader Area

1. Loss of Production

146

2. Additional Costs

214

3. Transactions Costs

72

4. NPI (fixed payment required)
Total Payment

432
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The calculation of payments was initially based on the income foregone and additional costs of implementing
farming practices required for the delivery of the biodiversity target.
The Breeding Wader measure prescribed a stocking rate for cattle on participating sites. This, in some cases,
resulted in a reduction in stocking numbers and a subsequent loss of income. Also grasslands were required to
be managed by topping at appropriate times of the year, an activity that may not have been undertaken before
and which placed an additional cost on the farmer. There were also costs to the farmers for undertaking works
to improve habitat quality. (These are Non Productive Investments (NPI) and are discussed in detail in section
3.3.) Therefore the maximum rate a farmer could receive was €430 per hectare and this is linked to the farmers
score. This is discussed in more detail in section 3.5.

3.3 Payment Calculations for Complementary Actions
A hybrid approach of combining results-based payments with the support of a budget for complementary actions
(non-productive investments (NPI)) offers greater potential to improve habitat quality. This was the approach
adopted for the Shannon Callows Breeding Wader measure.
The NPI programme included in the Breeding Wader measure provided payments for a range of actions.
However, from the outset strict guidelines were deemed necessary to ensure any NPI were undertaken in
accordance with the core aim of the project - the works must enhance the site’s suitability for breeding waders.
The conditions included:
a) Only NPI identified in the RBAPS Plan, using methods approved by the RBAPS team and which
have been completed to the satisfaction of the RBAPS Team will be eligible for payment.
b) Payment will not be made for actions commenced before the RBAPS Plan has been signed by
the RBAPS Team.
c) Farmers shall obtain all necessary permissions, including written consents, from the relevant
authority before actions are undertaken. The RBAPS Team will work with farmers to assist with
the processing of consent applications.
d) The RBAPS Team will supply technical assistance and advice throughout the term of the
project and farmers should actively engage with the RBAPS Team to ensure the transfer of
knowledge between the RBAPS Team and the farmers.
Under the Breeding Wader measure the following NPI actions were available to farmers. As per the conditions,
all NPI were firstly advised by the advisor and agreed with the participant farmer. They are designed to improve
a site’s suitability, therefore improve its score and ultimately increase the level of payment to the farmer.
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Table 5: Non-productive investments.
Code

Non-productive investment

NPI1

Scrub/predator habitat removal by digger

NPI2

Scrub/predator habitat removal by chainsaw

NPI3

Scrub/predator habitat removal off site

NPI4

Scrub/predator habitat management using chemicals

NPI5

Herbicidal rush control

NPI6

Creation/re-profiling of drains

NPI7

Wader scrape creation/maintenance

NPI8

Forced grazing materials/maintenance

NPI9

Digger call out fee

NPI10

Difficult site supplement for digger (not islands)

NPI11

Predator-proof fence management by a third party

NPI12

Erection of a predator-proof fence

NPI13

Transport to island sites

If funds are limited, NPI can be prioritised according to the potential positive effect they are likely to have on
a Management Unit’s7 (MU) score (which reflects the magnitude of the potential positive effect on the quality
of breeding wader habitat). This prioritisation will depend on the management requirements within a MU and
considered on a case-by-case basis. A system prioritising MUs or NPI may be necessary and can be developed
depending on the particulars of the scheme.
The NPI programme should cover the cost of the works undertaken. The payment rates for a range of NPI
initiatives should be clearly established at the commencement of any agri-environmental scheme, and be subject
to review on a regular basis. Once a NPI action has been completed, the farmer can submit receipts for payment.
The scheme should provide flexibility to the farmers so they can choose to either carry out NPI themselves or
hire third party contractors.

3.4 Transaction costs
Compared to traditional, prescriptive agri-environmental schemes, RBAPS requires an additional commitment
of time from the participating farmers. This is due to the knowledge transfer aspect and the requirement to
involve farmers on issues such as species identification, scoring, etc.
The transaction costs (at 20%) for the measures, should cover the time required to participate in the project.
However, the estimated time required by farmers is generally more than 2 days per annum. The two days
included farmers time to prepare farm plans as well as training. As results based schemes are generally a new
concept to farmers more time is required to explain the scheme, including the indicators, scoring, payments and
NPI as well as their ability to deliver on specific targets. If the budget is limited, or where small areas are entered
into the scheme, 20% of the overall payment would not be sufficient to compensate farmers for their time to
attend training, etc.
7

A field/plot or group of contiguous fields/plots that are managed as a single unit under an RBAPS measure, often delineated
by a physical boundary. It is the management unit which is scored.
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To counteract this there are two options available; one is based on a 20% of payment threshold, and the other is
linked to an area based threshold. However, applying any threshold for eligibility will distort the results-based
payment structure. This was the situation in the Shannon Callows and to overcome the problem it was decided
to apply the same rate to all farmers. The scheme coordinators decided to pay for just one day of time so as to
avoid double payment as some of the farmers time was covered by the 20% transaction cost already included in
their result-based payment. As a result a rate of €12.50 per hour, for a total of eight hours, to a total of €100 was
made to each farmer.
The rationale for these payments in the first instance was the generally low payments to participants, so the total
payment received (even including the €100 for time spent on the project) by these participants is still very low.
Further consideration needs to be given to how best to award payments where farmer’s administration and
engagement time is not adequately provided under agri-environmental payments. One possibility is to include
all time discussing and drawing up the annual farm plan under the transaction costs, and for additional time
spent attending training days and completing questionnaires to be paid for separately.

3.5 Structure for payments to participants: a) reward existing quality and
b) incentivise higher quality outputs
An example of the payment rates for each of the possible scores, as used in the Breeding Wader measure, is
provided in Table 6 below. The payment rates associated with each field class should follow a linear progression.
The Breeding Wader measure encouraged participation by farmers managing known potential wader habitat,
therefore all fields selected for entry are potential wader habitats.
The scheme was designed to encourage appropriate management (including undertaking non-productive
investments) and therefore all fields have the potential to achieve field classes of 9 or 10 relatively early on in the
scheme, provided the management is optimum. Conversely, each field has the potential to drop field classes, and
therefore payment rates, on a year-to-year basis if the farmer chooses not to manage his/her land appropriately.
In recognition of the fact that adherence to the terms and conditions alone (including a prescriptive stocking
rate and restrictions on tractor operations during the breeding season) incurs a cost to the farmer, a payment
was made on all field classes.
Table 6: Payment rates and field classes for the RBAPS Shannon Callows Breeding Wader measure.
Proposed payment (€)
per hectare

43

Field Class:

1

Score

<=10

86

129

172

215

258

301

344

387

430

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

10.1-20 20.1-30 30.1-40 40.1-50 50.1-60 60.1-70 70.1-80 80.1-90 90.1-100

Where a scheme operates for 5 to 7 years, it would be advised that farmers who fail to achieve above a field class
5 or 6, two or three years in succession, should not be paid, as this is considered indicative of consistent failure
by a participant to engage with the scheme and implement the advice and recommendations of the advisor.
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4

Measure Implementation

Figure 9: Stages of measure implementation for results-based schemes

4.1 Eligibility for scheme participation
With limited funding, new results based schemes may need to focus efforts on priority areas. This was the
situation for this pilot where historically only a small proportion of the Shannon Callows complex is important
for the four key species of breeding waders. However, even within this reduced area, it was necessary to prioritise
areas for breeding wader conservation. An exercise to identify priority areas on the basis of bird location data
was undertaken using previously collected data. The data comprised;
i.

annual population monitoring of a fixed area which included all areas entered into breeding
wader management agreements;

ii.

a scoping survey of other non-management Callows sites carried out in 2010; and

iii. additional observations by NPWS and BirdWatch Ireland staff. These data sources were used to
identify key sites by ranking them as Priority 1, 2 or 3 based on the population size and the most
recent occurrence of birds, with Priority 1 being the highest priority.
By assessing sites individually and prioritising efforts towards the most important areas, it enables the scheme
coordinators to focus resources to key target areas where the opportunity to deliver is most likely to occur.
Adopting this type of approach, particularly where finances are limited, expressly targets known sites where
the chances of success are highest. However, future expansion of the scheme to lower priority sites or areas
should be considered a key part of the scheme’s future, broadening the range and increasing the suitable area of
farmland for the waders.

4.2 Participant contract: Farm Plans
The Farm Plan was considered a crucial element in the Breeding Wader measure. It was designed to facilitate
the farmers, outline the measures needed to ensure the birds have suitable breeding habitat when they arrive in
spring and also ensure that this habitat is maintained throughout the breeding season. In addition, the Farm
Plan contained measures to prepare the ground, post breeding, for the following spring. The farmer is key in
this process and flexibility is important. Advisors should work with each individual farmer to achieve the best
results at each site.
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4.3

Decide what Complementary Actions, if any, are necessary

Non-productive investments (NPI) are one-off actions that create specific habitats. In the case of the Breeding
Wader measure this included the creation and/or enhancement of wet features, removal of scrub, etc. NPI should
always complement other actions and designed to improve the management and suitability of a site for the target
species.
After scoring a plot/field, and with a list of appropriate measures to hand, the advisor should identify then
recommend NPI that would likely improve the management, suitability and score of the plot/field. Farmers can
then undertake the works as agreed with the advisor. In the Shannon Callows pilot, NPI were available for the
creation and improvement of wet features and removal of encroaching scrub and predator habitat, among others.

4.4 Consider the role of scheme administrators
As specialist, highly targeted schemes and measures become adopted into national agri-environment programmes,
the need for targeted training to improve delivery by farmers and planners will also increase. Targeted, measurespecific training is essential, especially for higher level biodiversity related schemes, if accurate assessments
of sites are to be achieved. Furthermore, within the RDP, adequate advice and training is accepted as being
necessary to deliver effectively for biodiversity, a requirement which is easy to facilitate but thus far largely
lacking in implementation.
The results from the scoring assessments carried out by farmers and agricultural advisors suggest that with
further training and experience, both groups could improve their scoring accuracy. Although advisors showed
a high degree of accuracy and less variation in their scoring compared to farmers, both groups indicated their
scoring accuracy would increase with further training and experience. It is therefore recommended that in
future RBAPS schemes, if agricultural advisors are to undertake the scoring of sites, the advisors should be
required to attend a training programme of at least two to three days, with an annual refresher course.
Where an agricultural advisory service exists, this would provide the most cost effective method of annual
scoring with audits undertaken by specialists.
In addition it is recommend the use of training days to improve farmer engagement and understanding, as
well as to foster knowledge transfer within participant groups are recommended. The experience of this pilot
indicate the majority of farmers are uncomfortable and unwilling to participate in scoring themselves. Instead,
it is recommended that official scoring is carried out by appropriately trained advisors (with or without the help
of their participating clients). Where a farmer indicates that they would like to score themselves, this could be
facilitated; however, these scores would have to be reviewed by trained planners, and included as a high-risk
category in review selections, at least in the initial stages.

4.5 Farmer training and guidance
Training for the participating farmers as well as advisors is both an important and integral part to the successful
implementation of any results-based scheme. During this pilot all RBAPS participants were required to attend
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at least one training day annually for each of the measures they entered. Multiple training days were provided
to help facilitate both full time and part-time farmers. Each training day involved an indoor ‘classroom’ session
and a field session appropriate to the specific measure. During the indoor session, the scorecard, its indicators,
the species/habitats in question and their ecology, and best practice management were discussed in detail, as
well as guidance on non-productive investments. Guidance documents for management and scoring, including
identification photographs and notes on species’ ecology, were provided to each farmer. All concerns, issues and
any other difficulties were discussed and addressed both in the classroom and the field.
The farmers responded very positively to the training events. They were engaged in the learning process and
seemed to attain a good grasp of the scheme and its objectives. Some participants requested additional training
specific to their individual sites and these were undertaken by the RBAPS team where possible. The RBAPS
team provided ongoing help and advice to farmers throughout 2016 and 2017, as requested or where issues were
identified by the team.
Within the scheme, some farmers were reluctant to carry out non-productive investments. These are new and
innovative elements that by definition deliver for the biodiversity output rather than for an agricultural rationale,
and the local farming community have little or no experience of them. Sometimes farmers can be reluctant to
try new elements, despite indirect monetary incentive (i.e. by conducting these works, farmer may be able to
increase their scores and thus increase their payment rates, without incurring any cost to themselves). In the
Shannon Callows, previous breeding wader schemes ensured the delivery of non-productive investments by
including them in training days, undertaking site visits to see completed works and discussions with farmers
and experts. Developing a new scheme may require a ‘knowledge transfer’ type scheme to run in parallel to a
results based AE scheme.

4.6 Role and training of farm advisors/assessors
It is envisaged that the roll out of any future RBAPS would be administered through local farm advisory services.
In 2016, as part of the training, the participant advisors conducted a total of 10 scoring assessments of three
different breeding wader management units. Each advisor independently scored the management unit using
materials and notes from the classroom training session. To determine how well the advisors understood the
training and associated materials, RBAPS staff did not provide any assistance. After all advisors had assessed a
management unit, the assessment for each indicator was discussed and compared to the scores determined by
the RBAPS team.
The discrepancy between the scores determined by the RBAPS team and the scores determined by each advisor
did not differ by more than five points (out of 100) from the score determined by RBAPS staff. This suggests that
agricultural advisors attained a strong understanding of the scoring system and, as could have been expected,
advisors could score sites more accurately than farmers (given then same level of training). However, following
roll-out, there is no reason why farmers could not score themselves after sufficient training and instruction.
All advisors indicated that they clearly understood what each of the scorecard indicators were evaluating.
Overall, they determined the indicators could be easily assessed by an agricultural advisor. These indicators
were given more time in 2017 farmer training workshops and revisions were made to the guidance documents
to improve clarity and efficacy of communication.
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Facilitating feedback during the design stage of the scheme is an important exercise, ensuring better
implementation. The participant farmers, agricultural advisors and independent ecological assessors provided
invaluable feedback of both flood meadow and breeding wader measures and their associated scoring assessments.

4.7 Field-based assessments of the biodiversity (i.e. using Scorecard)
Scorecards have been designed so that each Management Unit can be scored against a set of ecological indicators.
These ecological indicators are influenced by past and present management, and have been designed to reflect
the quality of habitat and suitability of management for breeding waders.
The Breeding Wader Measure consisted of seven ecological indicators under which farmers are scored. The
rationale for each indicator is outlined in Sections 2 and 3. All indicators relate to the management of the MU
and all are within the farmer’s control.
The indicators for the breeding wader measure are:
Breeding Season:
A.1 - Breeding season sward height
A.2 - Tussock abundance
A.3 - Rush coverage
B.1 - Wet features
C.1 - Scrub encroachment
C.2 - Predator habitat
Late Season:
D.1 - Late season sward height
After establishing the priority areas in the Breeding Wader pilot, trained specialists undertook scoring of
each MU, once during the breeding season and again later in the year. The experience of the pilot suggests the
initial scoring visit should aim to coincide with the peak period of incubation and/or chick rearing. Although
Redshank, Lapwing, Curlew and Snipe differ slightly in their timing of breeding, it is considered that - within
a typical year - mid-May is an appropriate time to assess the suitability of a MU for breeding waders. However,
if weather patterns are unusual, e.g. rainfall levels in spring are exceptionally high, the timing of scoring will
be delayed as appropriate and will be informed by the breeding behaviour of pairs at a few different sites. All
indicators under the Breeding Season heading should be scored on this visit.
The second scoring visit should take place during the late season (i.e. around late October or November) after
the breeding season has ended. If NPI relating to indicators A3, B1, C1 or C2 were carried out after the breeding
season, these indicators should be scored again. Thus, the final score for an MU will be a combination of the
Breeding Season score (corrected for NPI, if any, in the Late Season) and the Late Season score. MUs will be
scored on a scale 0-100 across 10 different payment bands.
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4.8 Permissions required (applicable to all AECM) and Appropriate
Assessment
Rare and threatened species, such as breeding waders, are often found within sensitive habitats. Such sites may be
located within designated protection areas such as SACs and SPAs. Actions within such sites may require prior
approval and landowners are advised to discuss such actions with their advisory service. For example, in Ireland
mowing within a designated grassland site before the 1st of July is a Notifiable Action requiring consent from the
Irish government. Similarly the creation of scrapes, drains or reprofiling existing drains within designated sites
may also require consent. Landowners are advised to discuss their intentions with the state conservation bodies
(such as the National Parks and Wildlife Service in Ireland) prior to undertaking any such works.
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5

Monitoring and Evaluation

Ecological monitoring is embedded in the scheme and the results must undergo evaluation on a regular basis
such as annually, biannually, etc. This will depend on the biodiversity target. The process provides transparency
and importantly it provides a baseline for measuring the success or otherwise of the scheme. This should
therefore highlight issues as they arise or indeed provide sufficient argument to develop the scheme further. This
could include additional species or habitats within a defined area or expansion of the scheme into new areas.

5.1 Designing a monitoring and evaluation programme
Waders are extremely site faithful and successful breeding can, in part, be subject to annual variations in weather
patterns. Therefore the provision of consistent good quality habitat is a central element in achieving population
stability or growth.
Wader management should be ongoing throughout the season and farmers must be able to identify and adapt to
variants in plots, weather conditions and grass growth in order to successfully achieve optimum breeding habitat
and high scores. The field scores (reflective of habitat suitability) in the wader measure, are very responsive and
can increase or decrease over a short period of time, depending on conditions. Consequently, achieving high
field scores can be challenging. As a result, monitoring of the scores, the indicators and the biodiversity must be
an integral part of a results based scheme.
It is recommended the scorecard developed during the initial phase of a new results based scheme, is evaluated
on a frequent basis. The purpose of the exercise is to ascertain the level of connection or dependency the target
species has on certain indicators. The results may lead to indicators being removed, modified, amalgamated or
split. This is wholly dependent on the outcome of the analysis.
For example, the scoring system used in this pilot was split into two sections: breeding season (indicators A1 –
C2) and late season (indicator D1). The breeding season score reflects the condition of the habitat during the
breeding season. The late season score is designed to encourage positive management at the end of the year in
preparation for the following year’s breeding season. This can have a substantial impact on habitat suitability
the following year.

5.2 Biodiversity Monitoring across a range of scores to evaluate the
scorecard
Monitoring of the indicators is to ensure the scoring system suitably reflects the quality of the biodiversity target.
This is a process involving the individual farmers scores as well as the breeding success of the waders. This
breeding wader measure analysed plots, based on the following, and this was repeated annually.
•

Breeding season sward height;

•

Tussock abundance;

•

Rush cover;

•

Wet features;

•

Scrub encroachment; and

•

Predator habitat.
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The results from this pilot indicate scores increased over the lifetime of the pilot and subsequently the payments
to farmers increased, see Table 7.
Status

2016 average score
(field score)

2017 average score
(field score)

Change 2016 to 2017

RBAPS (n=4 plots)

77.5 (8)

88.75 (9)

+11.25

Control (n=5 plots)

58 (6)

56 (6)

-2

Table 7. Field scores on plots that participated in both years of the scheme

In addition, this pilot analysed a number of control sites and compared the results with farmers participating
in the RBAP scheme and a similar approach is advised for new schemes. This pilot found that habitat scores on
the pilot sites were higher than on control sites. These results, while of a very small sample size, suggest that
RBAPS, with its specialist advisory and farmer training, can produce better breeding wader habitat than control
sites. They also show that RBAPS can generate positive improvements in habitat management, and therefore
suitability for the biodiversity target, over time.
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