
Introduction

Mosaics of seminatural habitats characterize many Euro-
pean landscapes (Blondel and Aronson 1999, Ernoult et al.
2003, Billeter et al. 2008). Over time, many species of wild-
life have adapted to these extensively managed and highly
variable landscapes resulting in the development of many an-
thropogenetic species-rich ecosystems (Baldi et al. 2005,
Carrete and Donázar 2005, Billeter et al. 2008). The primary
habitat of some species has been lost entirely, with those spe-
cies becoming dependent on secondary habitats for survival
(Kleijn et al. 2006). During the last few decades, agricultural
changes aimed at increasing the cost-efficiency of farming
have had adverse effects on wildlife (Donald et al. 2001,
Benton et al. 2003). These changes in farming practices and
associated habitat loss, fragmentation and landscape homog-
enization have led to biodiversity loss (Wilson et al. 1999,
Jongman 2002, Stoate et al. 2001). The growing awareness
of the negative effects of intensive agricultural practices on

the environment, coupled with the costs of regulating of ag-
ricultural markets have led to the introduction of agri-envi-
ronmental schemes (AES) since the mid 1980s (Primdahl et
al. 2003, Herzog et al. 2005).

By countering the negative impact of industrialized agri-
culture on the environment through the provision of financial
compensation to farmers for environmentally friendly agri-
cultural practices, AES are considered the most important in-
struments to protect biodiversity in agricultural landscapes
(EEA 2004). Following the EU Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP), all member states are obliged to implement agri-en-
vironmental programs (Kleijn et al. 2006). In the period
2007-2013, the indicated budget for the implementation of
CAP is � 375 billion, with � 88 billion for the second pillar
which is, in part, dedicated to the AES. Based on the Austrian
share of these funds and additional national subsidies, � 0.6
billion are currently available for the Austrian AES
(“ÖPUL”) per year. The coverage is extensive with 75% of
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the farms and 88% of the agriculturally used area participat-
ing (BMLFUW 2007).

Numerous studies recommend that AES should be as-
sessed from a landscape perspective (e.g., Abensperg-Traun
et al. 2004, Tscharntke et al. 2005) and can be considered as
valuable real world landscape experiments (Herzog 2005).
However, impact and effectiveness of AES have rarely been
thoroughly analyzed (see Kleijn and Sutherland 2003 for a
review), and recent studies reported limited success and a
need for improving the effectiveness of the AES (Kleijn et al.
2001, 2006, Herzog et al. 2005, Sepp et al. 2005, Tscharntke
et al. 2005, Knop et al. 2006, Aviron et al. 2007). In line with
this debate, and based on our findings (see Wrbka et al. 2004,
Haberl et al. 2005), there was a need to evaluate the effective-
ness of the current Austrian agri-environmental subsidies
system in order to examine financial sinks and to propose im-
provements for the halt of biodiversity loss. We included an
evaluation of effects on landscapes, including linear bio-
topes, nature value and land use diversity. As further indica-
tors, we chose vascular plants and birds, considering them
the most useful surrogate taxa for general biodiversity in
Austrian agricultural landscapes (Sauberer et al. 2004, but
see also Kati et al. 2004 for a Mediterranean region), and
given their increasing comparability with other European
evaluations (Kleijn and Sutherland 2003, Herzog et al. 2005,
Kleijn et al. 2006). As bioindication at the level of commu-
nities has several advantages (King et al. 1998, Batáry et al.
2007a), we also included functional groups and character
guilds (Wilson 1999) such as nitrophilous plants and ground
breeding birds in our assessments. The aims of the current
study are 1) to evaluate and compare the effects of the various
agri-environmental measures on landscape, plant and bird di-
versity, and 2) to analyze the effectiveness of the AES in
landscapes of different complexity (see also Tscharntke et al.
2005).

Methods

Study area

The study area was the entire Austrian agricultural land-
scape. The base data set consisted of 39 landscape plots of 1
km� which were selected according to a stratified sampling

procedure (Peterseil et al. 2004) and initially investigated in
1998. Ten of these plots were selected (Fig. 1) to optimally
represent the three main agricultural landscape types of Aus-
tria (i.e., grassland in alpine valleys and basins, mixed agri-
culture in mountain areas, and eastern arable land) and rein-
vestigated in 2003 (Table 1).

The sampling areas were further classified according to
the complexity of their landscape (i.e., heterogeneity, tex-
ture, patch shape irregularity) and to their type and subtype
of land use (Table 1, Fig. 2).

Sampling strategy and data collection

We followed two complementary sampling approaches.
In the paired design, we compared spatial units with and
without AEM, in the repeated measurement design we dem-
onstrated changes under the influence of certain measures
between the years 1998 and 2003.

Landscape and plant diversity. Landscape elements and vas-
cular plants were mapped within each of the ten 1 × 1 km�

sampling areas. In 1998 and 2003, field surveys were carried
out using the same methods and during the same time of the
year (April through to September), to ensure compatibility
across the data. To characterize landscape diversity, we ap-
plied the SINUS approach (Peterseil et al. 2004), mapping
each area completely and recording for the landscape ele-
ments habitat type (after Essl et al. 2004), type and intensity
of land use, type of crop and nature value. (Nature value is a
measure of naturalness, using the concept of hemeroby to as-
sign the deviation of a given vegetation type from the poten-
tial natural vegetation based on standardized criteria and ex-
pert knowledge, Zechmeister et al. 2003.) Data on plant
species richness were recorded by relevés using the Braun-
Blanquet (1964) method. At least 20 vegetation relevés were
completed in each sampling area in 1998 following the
guidelines of the British Countryside Survey that recom-
mends surveying at least one relevé per habitat type. Using
field maps, plot descriptions, aerial photographs and a
Garmin GPS with a positional accuracy of 5 m these plots
were revisited in 2003 and the survey methods repeated. Mi-
nor spatial shifts in relocating the plots did not cause any bias,
due to the known location of relevés in homogeneous habi-
tats like cereal fields. These relevés were supplemented in

Figure 1. ��������� �� �	
 �
� ����
��� ��
�� �� �	
 �������� ������
����
 
�������
�

218 Schindler et al.



2003 by 20 more relevés for simultaneous analyses. Follow-
ing Braun Blanquet (1964), the relevé area was 25 m� in
grasslands, 4 m� in arable land and elongated plots of 10 × 1
m� in linear features.

Bird census. To account for the high mobility of birds and to
enlarge sample size, the sampling areas were extended to 3
km�, encompassing the respective 1 km� area for mapping of
landscape and plant diversity. Breeding birds were mapped
during 3 visits between April and June 2003. Applying the
territory mapping technique (c.f. Bibby et al. 1998), the route
within each sampling area approached to within approxi-
mately 50 m of every point on the plot. Following this rule,
three trained observers needed 5 hours each to cover the 3
km� of one sampling area. All bird observations were re-
corded on maps of 1:5000 scale with a high degree of preci-
sion and related to the investigated field parcels. For the Eur-
asian Skylarks (Alauda arvensis), start and landing points of
singing males were used instead of song flights to assign
more accurately to field parcels.

Data on agri-environmental measurements. Information on
the status and type of AEM for each individual parcel of land
was retrieved from the official database INVEKOS (Inte-
grated Management and Control System). In total, there were
32 AEMs with different eligibility depending on the ecologi-
cal and administrative context. To assess their effectiveness,
we grouped them into bundles (and sub-bundles) depending

on their expected effects on biodiversity. The sub-bundle
“Specific conservation measures for species” (Table 2), for
instance, includes set aside cropland and remnants of exten-
sively managed grassland. Finally, we classified parcels of
land according to the AEM bundles they participated in.

Data analysis and statistical treatment

Landscape diversity. To account for small scale differences
in landscape characteristics and participation of farmers in
the AES, sampling areas were divided into smaller raster
grids of 0.25 km�. This grid cell size reflected the average
area of an Austrian farm (BMLFUW 2007). Depending on
the share of area covered by the AEM “basic payment”, each
grid cell was assigned to one of three categories: <50% area
covered, 50-75% and >75 %. Unevenness across these three
categories was necessary because 88% of Austrian agricul-
tural land is covered by AEM. The 40 raster grids across the
10 sampling areas were assigned to the categories grassland
(n = 16), fine-grained arable land (n = 12) and coarse grained
arable land (n = 12) according to the type of land use (Table
1). We used as indicators of landscape diversity: amount of
several types of special linear biotopes, mean nature value of
linear biotopes, amount of fallow land and mean nature value
of the agriculturally utilized area, and Shannon Diversity In-
dex (SHDI) of the land use types of the agriculturally utilized
area and of the crop types of the arable land (see Table 3).
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These indicators were calculated for each raster grid and re-
sults were compared statistically between 1998 and 2003 us-
ing paired t-tests and Wilcoxon rank tests for paired samples.

Plant diversity. Each plant relevé was assigned to a land par-
cel (and therefore linked to the respective AEM bundles ap-
plied to each land parcel). Relevés were pooled for each sub-
type of land use (Table 1), i.e., live-stock farming, mixed
agriculture – grassland, mixed agriculture – arable land, cash
cropping and fodder cropping. The total number of species,
the number of species listed in the Austrian Red List (Nikl-
feld and Schratt-Ehrendorfer 1999), the mean weighted N-
value after Ellenberg et al. (1992) and Shannon’s Diversity
Index were calculated. Differences in trends (1998 vs. 2003)
between plots in parcels with and without certain AEM bun-
dles were analyzed using Mann-Whitney U-tests and simul-
taneous analyses (i.e., paired design, 2003 only) among sev-
eral measures were done using ANOVA combined with
Games Howell post hoc tests.

Bird diversity. Bird species were classified into character
guilds based on their breeding strategy and according to their
vulnerability status, i.e., Red List Austria (Frühauf 2005) and
Species of European Conservation Concern (BirdLife Inter-
national 2004). Special focus was given to the character
guilds (following Bauer et al. 2005ab) of ground breeders,
e.g., Grey Partridge (Perdix perdix), Eurasian Skylark,
Whinchat (Saxicola rubetra), breeders within the herb layer,
e.g., Marsh Warbler (Acrocephalus palustris), Reed Bunting
(Emberiza schoeniclus), and breeders within small remnants
of reed, e.g., Common Grasshopper-Warbler (Locustella

naevia), and Sedge Warbler (Acrocephalus schoenobaenus).
These communities serve as good indicators as they are heav-
ily affected by agricultural treatment (e.g., mowing, harvest-
ing). Densities of bird individuals on parcels with and with-
out AEM in 2003 were compared using Mann-Whitney
U-tests and significance values were corrected applying se-
quential Bonferroni correction.

ArcGIS (ESRI Inc.) and Microsoft ACCESS were used
for management and manipulation of data and SPSS was
used for the statistical analyses.

Results

Within the ten sampling areas mapped and classified,
there were a total of 3023 (1998) and 3343 (2003) landscape
elements, consisting of 1073 (1998) and 1323 (2003) agricul-
tural fields and 1177 (1998) and 1286 (2003) small biotopes,
with the remaining landscape elements predominantly field
roads, forests, and urban land. We sampled 268 (1998) and
468 (2003) permanent plots for vascular plants and detected
827 plant species and 5478 territories (548 ± 194 per sam-
pling area) of 100 breeding bird species.

Landscapes

From the indicators of landscape diversity used in this
study, only few indicated significant effects of AEMs (Table
3). Comparing trends from 1998 to 2003 in raster grids with
low (<50%) and high (>75%) shares of AEM, we detected
for grasslands with low shares of AEM, a significant negative
trend for small linear biotopes (paired t-test: n = 6 raster
grids, T = –3.28, p = 0.022), grass dominated linear biotopes
(n = 6, T = –3.12, p = 0.026) and mean nature value of the
whole agriculturally utilized area (n = 8, T = –2.24, p <
0.001). In grassland areas with high shares of AEM, these
significant negative trends could be alleviated for the mean
nature value of the whole agriculturally utilized area (n = 3,
T = –1.32, p = 0.317), eliminated for small linear biotopes (n
= 4, T = 2.06, p = 0.132) and converted to a positive trend for
grass dominated linear biotopes (n = 4, T = 3.57, p = 0.035).
In the coarse grained arable land, we detected that the nega-
tive changes in linear small biotopes with few AEM area (n
= 2, T = –0.18, p = 0.889) could be converted to a nearly
significant positive trend in the grids with much AEM area
(n = 8, T = 2.30, p = 0.055). Similar effects were detected for
the mean nature value (areas <50% AEM: n = 2, T = 2.00, p

= 0.295; areas >75% AEM: n = 8, F, p = 0.062) and the per-
centage of fallow land across the agriculturally utilized area
(areas <50% AEM: n = 2, T = 0.45, p = 0.655; areas >75%
AEM: n = 8, T = 2.03, p = 0.043).

On the other hand, several indicators of landscape diver-
sity showed a loss of ecologically important habitats, regard-
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less of the fact that >75% of the area was covered by the basic
payment. In fine grained arable land, in particular 3 out of 4
types of linear biotopes decreased, although not significantly
(Table 3). Other indicators that showed a probable, but not
significant negative change from 1998 to 2003 in raster grids
with a high share of AES included tree rows (in grasslands
and arable land), linear water bodies (in coarse grained arable
land), the mean nature value of linear biotopes (in coarse
grained arable land) and of the entire agricultural utilized
area (grassland and fine grained arable land) as well as the
Shannon Diversity Index of land use and crop types in coarse
grained arable land (Table 3).

Comparing the effects of subsidies in landscapes of dif-
ferent complexity, we detected that in very simple landscapes

(coarse grained arable land) the highest effects were ob-

tained, and in the most complex landscapes (fine grained ar-

able land) the least effects. In the simple arable land the mean

nature value of the raster grids with a high share covered by

the AES (>75%) increased from 1998 to 2003, while it de-

creased in the complex arable landscapes (Fig. 3A). While in

grasslands (intermediate complexity) the decline was less in

grids with >75% AEM than in those with <50% AEM, in

complex arable land the decline of the mean nature value was

stronger in grids with a high share of measures than in those

with a low share (Figure 3A). The absolute mean nature

value was consistently higher in grasslands (intermediate

complexity), because ploughing in arable fields lowers the

value by one unit (Fig. 3B).
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Vascular plants

A reduction of agrochemicals in grasslands led to an in-
crease in the number of vascular plant species (Table 4), in
both the intensive livestock farming cluster (n = 67 vegeta-
tion sampling plots, T = 2.35, p = 0.022) and in the extensive
mixed agriculture cluster (n = 54, T = 2.20, p = 0.032). This
increase is also reflected in the Shannon diversity index (in-
tensive livestock farming: T = 2.21, p = 0.042, extensive
mixed agriculture: T = 2.50, p = 0.002). In extensive mixed
agriculture an effect on the nitrogen level could also be de-
tected, the Ellenberg N-value being lower in parcels with re-
duction measures than the those without (T = –2.58, p =

0.013). In arable land, a slight positive effect from reductions
of fertilizers on species richness could be shown in one clus-
ter (extensive mixed agriculture), whereas in the more inten-
sively used arable areas no effect of these measures could be
detected. Nor did we detect any positive effect of the reduc-
tion of pesticides in arable land. However, most efficiently
was “total renouncement in critical periods”. This measure
led to a highly significant increase in plant species richness
(n = 38, T = 3.52, p = 0.004) accompanied by lover N-values
and higher SHDI of plants (T = –3.05, p = 0.004) in the only
cluster were it was applicable, i.e., extensive mixed agricul-
ture (Table 4).
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Comparison reduction vs. renouncement. For the cluster
mixed agriculture in mountainous areas, we analyzed the ef-
fects of the degree of agrochemical reduction on vascular
plants, applying the simultaneous approach and data from
2003 (Fig. 4). The bundle included “reduction only”, “total
renouncement” and “ecopoints” (degree of reduction not
clearly defined) of fertilizer and pesticide application. When
comparing their effects on bioindicators in grasslands, the
variance of the control group was small and all types of re-
duction led to an improvement. In arable land, the variance
of the control group was very large, with “ecopoints” and
“total renouncement” performing slightly better than the
control group and “reduction only” performing slightly
worse (Fig. 4). There “total renouncement” was statistically
significantly outperforming “reduction only” with regard to
species richness (Games-Howell post-hoc: p = 0.001) and
SHDI (p = 0.001).

Birds

The results for birds suggested that effects of the AEMs
were generally stronger in arable fields than in grasslands. In
arable fields, even the less specific “reduction measures” led
to significantly higher densities of ground breeders and en-
dangered species. The effects of the specific conservation
measures were clear, although sometimes not statistically
significant due to the very low number of parcels that partici-
pated in these measures (Table 5). In contrast, in grasslands
only the bundle “specific conservation measures for species”
led to significantly higher densities of reed breeders. The
bundle “specific habitat conservation measures for bird habi-
tats” led to higher densities of species included in the Red
List Austria, but the p-value of 0.039 was not significant after
sequential Bonferroni correction.

Discussion

Some measures widely used in Austria showed clearly
positive effects such as the reduction of agrochemicals on
plant diversity in grasslands and on bird density in arable
land. The general pattern that we detected suggests that the

more specific a measure, the more positive the effect, but the
lesser the coverage. The most important among such specific
measures were total renouncement of agrochemicals during
critical periods and set-aside of cropland (in the bundle spe-
cific conservation measures). Set-aside of land is also proved
to be especially effective by various other studies (Marggraf
2003, Van Buskirk and Willi 2004, 2005, Askew et al. 2007,
Billeter et al. 2008).

Landscapes

Landscape heterogeneity is an important driver of biodi-
versity in agroecosystems (Wrbka et al. 1999, Benton et al.
2003, Billeter et al. 2008). This study has uncovered contra-
dictory trends across different landscape indicators. The in-
crease of setting aside of agricultural land contributed to
positive effects and in arable landscapes in particular, habitat
diversity was greatly enhanced with this measure. However,
the loss of linear infrastructures in some areas despite AEMs
proved to be the main shortcoming as evidenced by this re-
search. Fine grained arable land, characterized by very com-
plex landscape structure, did not benefit from the AES due to
ongoing land consolidation processes in richly structured
cultural landscapes of peripheral regions. A further reason
for the assessed inefficiency could be that the control group
without AEM has a high variance for many indicators (see
Fig. 4), which may be caused by traditionalist and part-time
farmers who do not participate in the subsidy system
(Schmitzberger et al. 2005). This limitation could be ad-
dressed through a tailored focus of the scheme, particularly
given that such land is often rich in biodiversity but prone to
intensification, land abandonment and uncertain succession
(Schmitzberger et al. 2005, Knop et al. 2006, Billeter et al.
2008).

Another obvious reason for the low efficiency in com-
plex landscapes was the high starting value of landscape in-
dicators (Wrbka et al. 2005). In complex landscapes, a net
gain in naturalness was difficult to obtain, while in simple
landscapes even soft measures like a reduction of fertilizers
can lead to net gains and significant improvements. By com-
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paring the conceptual model suggested by Tscharntke et al.
(2005) who describe the response of the effectiveness of AES
to landscape complexity as a hump-backed curve with our
findings a different relationship is revealed. In our sample,
which includes the most simple as well as the most complex
agricultural landscapes of Austria, the effectiveness of the
measures is declining continuously with increasing land-
scape complexity (Fig. 3). Generally, due to historical,
topographical and biogeographical reasons some northwest
European concepts are not compatible with other parts of
Europe (Baldi et al. 2005, Kleijn and Báldi 2005, Batáry et
al. 2007b, Billeter et al. 2008). The difference may be caused
by the specific situation in northwest European countries,
where large farm size (Eurostat in BMLFUW 2007) combined
with a high level of agricultural industrialization, a dramatic
increase in disturbance and a dramatic decrease of biodiver-
sity over the last century (e.g., Maes and Van Dyck 2001).

Plants

As plant species richness and plant diversity indices
showed positive effects of reduction measures in grasslands,
we interpret these findings as a community rather than a sin-
gle species response. Red List plant species richness ap-
peared to be a suboptimal indicator for uncovering the effects
of AEMs, because the agricultural flora consists mainly of
ruderals and nitrophilous plants, while specialist Red List
species are rarely present (Herzog et al. 2005, Kleijn et al.
2006). Generally, an increase in biodiversity of rather com-
mon species is reached relatively easily, while this is not gen-
erally the case for endangered species (Kleijn et al. 2006).
We conclude that the community ecological approach and
the development of a specific “leitbild” for the management
of landscapes and biotic communities should benefit the ef-
ficiency of subsidy systems and their evaluations (Potschin
and Haines-Young 2003, Bastian 2004). Comparing the im-
pact of the different measures, the most targeted bundle “re-
nouncement of agrochemicals during critical periods” ap-
peared to perform the best. These results are in line with
findings of other research groups across Europe (e.g., Herzog
et al. 2005). Especially in the more extensively managed
mountainous areas a simple reduction of fertilizers applied to
arable land had no positive effects on plant species diversity,
whereas total renouncement was reflected by higher plant di-
versity. In such marginal areas, the commitment to “reduc-
tion of fertilizers” did not result in a real change in manage-
ment intensity, because the poorer soils of these areas do not
reward higher fertilizer application.

The slightly lesser effects of the AES on plants than on
birds could partly have been caused by the weather condi-
tions. Whereas the early summer was hot and wet in 1998, it
was hot and extremely dry in 2003 (ZAMG 2003). This re-
sulted in a low rate of establishment of arable weeds, and
even in conventional plots, little application of herbicides
was necessary in 2003. Due to their mobility, birds should
react faster to habitat changes than plants and can potentially
obtain positive effects from a broader share of landscape, but

comparable studies revealed much more pronounced effects
on plants than on birds (Kleijn et al. 2006). Repeated moni-
toring schemes would minimize the effects from variations
of weather on the results.

Birds

In Austrian landscapes, species richness of endangered
birds correlates positively with the human appropriation of
net productivity of ecosystems (Haberl et al. 2005). The com-
monly applied reduction measures have significant positive
effects on the tested bird communities in arable fields, but not
in grassland. One explanation is that reduction of pesticides
in arable land may lead to a sparser and less homogenous
crop sward structure and higher densities of prey animals and
thus allow for higher densities of breeding and foraging birds
(Vickery et al. 2001, Donald et al. 2002, Kleijn and Suther-
land 2003, Wilson et al. 2005). Postponed harvesting due to
reduced fertilizers is also of significant advantage for several
character species (e.g., Grey Partridge, Eurasian Skylark)
that mainly start breeding in March and April. Further expla-
nations can be found in an overview in Benton et al. (2003,
Fig. 1). Alternatively, characteristic grassland species such
as Whinchat, Common Grasshopper-Warbler and Marsh
Warbler normally breed in May and June. Thus, first mowing
of grasslands delayed by the reduction measure to May, is not
postponed enough, and such measures could also lead to eco-
logical traps, providing grasslands which appear attractive to
birds initially, but which are ultimately unsuitable for suc-
cessful breeding (Müller et al. 2005, Tanneberger et al.
2008). Depending on geographical position and altitude,
postponing first mowing to no earlier than July would enable
a successful breeding for most Austrian lowland populations
of the Whinchat (cf. Müller et al. 2005). The only AEMs that
clearly promoted the investigated grassland bird communi-
ties are bundled to “Specific habitat conservation measures
for bird habitat”. But these very specific measures have such
limited coverage that they cannot guarantee the continuous
survival of populations. However, the few parcels with such
measures indicate strong positive effects towards sustainable
agriculture, and we highly recommend that increased partici-
pation of farmers in these measures should be encouraged.

Implications for biodiversity management, AES design

and future perspectives

Increased specificity of the AEMs is a key recommenda-
tion from this study for improving the effectiveness of the
AES (see also Báldi et al. 2005, Herzon and O’Hara 2007).
Also Gottschalk et al. (2007) detected contrasting effects and
concluded that the heterogeneous responses of birds and
carabids at different localities suggest the need for spatially
targeted subsidy schemes. Clearly though there is a trade-off
between ecological advantage of highly specific measures
and the effort required for their evaluation. The Austrian
AES is very complex with several detailed measures that
were pooled to bundles in this study for comprehensiveness
and comparability with other studies. In some cases, the bun-
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dles included measures with contradictory effects on certain
indicators or in certain areas, and this was largely unavoid-
able. For instance, the bundle reduction combines “reduc-
tion” and “total renouncement”, two measures that had dif-
ferent effects of plant diversity for extensive mixed arable
land (see Fig. 4). However, our results suggest that complex-
ity of a specified and targeted scheme in a landscape perspec-
tive and regional context leads to higher effectiveness (Aben-
sperg-Traun et al. 2004, Kleijn and Báldi 2005, Aviron et al.
2007, Knop et al. 2006, Batáry et al. 2007abc). There should
be the sufficient political interest for targeted schemes and
for sound evaluations. In our study design we tried to account
for the sampling effect (i.e., measures being preferentially lo-
cated in parcels with high biodiversity, see Kleijn and Suth-
erland 2003) by including temporal evaluations. However,
robustness and precision of assessments and cost-efficiency
of schemes could be raised by evaluations at broader spatial
scales and in shorter temporal intervals (Carey 2001, Carey
et al. 2003, Kleijn and Sutherland 2003, Kleijn et al. 2006,
Carey and Pywell 2007).

Currently, cost efficiency of the Austrian AES is low and
it is not targeted adequately to effectively halt biodiversity
losses and landscape simplification. We recommend stronger
focus on landscape-context specific measures, maintenance
and improvement of landscape diversity, avoidance of coun-
terproductive development and improvement of the partici-
pation of farmers in specific conservation measures. Higher
effectiveness can also be obtained by incentives for the
achievement of standardized goals (Herzog and Walter
2005) and not solely for paying farmers for the application of
lesser targeted measures. However, a very efficient measure
seems to be the set aside of proportions of used land, espe-
cially in simple structured and intensive use agricultural ar-
eas. Recent changes in EU policy to diminish set aside areas
for promoting biofuel production, could contribute consider-
ably to the miss of the 2010 target to halt biodiversity loss
(Billeter et al. 2008). This policy serves as good example of
the lack of awareness regarding the consequences of precipi-
tous global change mitigation measures for biodiversity, eco-
system functions and services (EPBRS 2008).
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The 1st European Congress of Conservation Biology (ECCB2006) was organized by the
Society for Conservation Biology - European Section (SCB-ES) in Eger (Hungary) in 2006.
It brought together scientists, practitioners and policy formers from all parts of Europe and

beyond. It was a unanimous decision of this first Congress that the event should not be a one-off
and a second Congress should be held in 2009 to maintain a regular forum for exchange

on conservation science and nature conservation practice.

The 2nd European Congress of Conservation Biology (ECCB2009) will be held in the heart of
Europe, in Prague on September 1 - 5, 2009. By studying the needs of biodiversity, deepening
our dialogue with stakeholders and all citizens, and looking beyond the countdown 2010, the

topic “Conservation biology and beyonce - from science to practice” reflects the fact that
delivering effective conservation requires a range of actors. Conservation still suffers from

these different actors being poorly coordinated and there is work to do to ensure a concerted
effort. Conservation science needs to cover a broader range of disciplines than just biology to
be relevant to practice and needs feedback from application on successes, problems faced and
research needs. In addition, conservation biologists often remain poor at communicating the

importance of their science to policy and practice; mechanisms for better communication exist
but need to be agreed upon and invested in.

These are both exciting and challenging times for conservationists and we expect Prague 2009
to be an event that will be remembered as a milestone for nature conservation!


