NRDP Hungary                                                                                                     Annex No. 2


agri-environment measures and payment calculation

A. Agri-environment measures on arable land

A.1. Arable Stewardship Scheme

Objectives of the Measure

· to reduce the pressure on the environment originated from pesticide and fertiliser use

· to protect and improve soil conditions

Eligibility Criteria

· the measure is applicable on arable land 

· minimum area size is 1 ha

· eligible crops: all arable crops and vegetables

Management prescriptions:

1. preparation of extended soil sample analysis
 by an accredited soil laboratory when entering into the scheme and in the last year of the commitment

2. preparation of nutrient management plan based on soil analysis results

3. N fertiliser rate cannot exceed 170 kg/ha/year 

4. use of highly toxic pesticides are prohibited

Agronomic assumptions:

1. cost of soil analysis

2. cost of nutrient management plan

3. 15 % yield loss due to low N fertiliser rate

4. higher cost of environmentally friendly pesticides

	arable crop
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	15% income loss due to restricted nutrient supply
	18 264
	
	72
	 

	Subtotal
	18 264
	
	72
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	conventional pesticide cost
	
	26 620
	
	104

	Subtotal
	
	26 620
	
	104

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Env. friendly pesticides
	31 944
	
	125
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	180
	
	1
	 

	nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	Subtotal
	33 044
	
	130
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	51 308
	26 620
	201
	104

	Income forgone
	-24 688
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	25 000
	 
	98
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	vegetable
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	15% income loss due to restricted nutrient supply
	32 792
	
	129
	 

	Subtotal
	32 792
	
	129
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	conventional pesticide cost
	
	50 559
	
	198

	Subtotal
	
	50 559
	
	198

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Env. friendly pesticides
	60 671
	
	238
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	180
	
	1
	 

	nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	Subtotal
	61 771
	
	242
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	94 562
	50 559
	371
	198

	Income forgone
	-44 003
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	44 000
	 
	173
	 


A.2. Tanya farming system

Objectives of the Measure 

· to preserve traditional low input farming systems

· to preserve historical landscape

· to reduce the pressure on the environment originated from pesticide and fertiliser use

Eligibility Criteria

· supported area shall be at least 0.5 ha but cannot exceed 20 ha,

· the site is registered in Land Register as tanya

· one supported parcel cannot be larger than 2 ha,

Management prescription:

1. mosaic like, small plot (area sown with one crop) farming

2. preparation of extended soil sample analysis by an accredited soil laboratory when entering into the scheme and in the last year of the commitment

3. preparation of nutrient management plan based on soil analysis results

4. applicable N rate cannot exceed 120 kg/ha/year,

5. use of highly toxic pesticides is prohibited 

6. soil amendment is not allowed,

Agronomic assumptions:

1. 10% extra machinery cost due to small plots (only on arable)

2. cost of soil analysis

3. cost of nutrient management plan

4. 20 % yield loss due to low N fertiliser rate

5. higher cost of environmentally friendly pesticides

6. no agronomic effect

	on arable
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20 % of income loss limited nutrient management
	24 351
	
	95
	 

	Subtotal
	24 351
	
	95
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of conventional pesticides
	
	26 620
	
	104

	Subtotal
	
	26 620
	
	104

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of env. friendly pesticides
	31 944
	
	125
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	180
	
	1
	 

	10% extra mashinery cost due to small plot size
	6 300
	
	25
	 

	nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	Subtotal
	39 344
	
	154
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	63 695
	26 620
	250
	104

	Income forgone
	-37 075
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	37 000
	 
	145
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	on vegetable
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20 % of income loss limited nutrient management
	43 722
	
	171
	 

	Subtotal
	43 722
	
	171
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of conventional pesticides
	
	50 559
	
	198

	Subtotal
	
	50 559
	
	198

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of env. friendly pesticides
	60 671
	
	238
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	180
	
	1
	 

	nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	Subtotal
	61 771
	
	242
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	105 493
	50 559
	414
	198

	Income forgone
	-54 934
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	55 000
	 
	216
	 


A.3. Apiculture Cropping

Objectives of the Measure
· to provide alternative use for areas with low potential

· to reduce the pressure on the environment originated from pesticide and fertiliser use

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 1 ha arable land

· the land committed to this scheme cannot have other lucrative purposes

· actions covered by these submeasure shall be excluded from apiculture programs provided for in Council Regulation (EC) No. 797 of 26 April 2004 on measures improving general conditions for the production and marketing of apiculture products

Management prescription:

1. cultivate the following “honey crops” or crop mixtures

a. white melilot (Melilotus albus)

b. phacelia (Phacelia tanacetifolia)

c. cowgrass (Trifolium incarnatum)

d. white clover (Trifolium repens)

e. red clover (Trifolium pratense)

f. saintfoin (Onobrychis viciaefolia)

g. coleseed (Brassica napus)

h. buckwheat (Fagopyrum esculentum)

i. mustard (Sinapis alba)

2. chemical fertilisers and pesticides are not allowed

Agronomic assumptions:

1. income loss of arable land /partly compensated by income from honey

2. no agronomic effect 

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	0
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Average profit on arable
	8 372
	
	33
	 

	SAPS top up
	23 000
	
	90
	 

	Subtotal
	31 372
	
	123
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	pesticide cost
	
	26 620
	
	104

	cost of chemical fertilization
	
	26 400
	
	104

	Subtotal
	
	53 020
	
	208

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of sowing the defined crops
	17 100
	
	67
	 

	cost of defined seed
	7 000
	
	27
	 

	cost of farm yard manure application
	15 000
	
	59
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	180
	
	1
	 

	nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	Subtotal
	40 200
	
	158
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	71 572
	53 020
	281
	208

	Income forgone
	-18 552
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	19 000
	 
	75
	 


A.4. Integrated crop management on arable land

Objectives of the Measure 

· to reduce the pressure on the environment originated from pesticide and fertiliser use

· to protect and improve soils 

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 10 ha in the case of arable crops, 1 ha in the case of vegetables

· eligible crops are all arable crops and the following vegetables: onion, garlic, cabbage, savoy cabbage, Brussels sprout, broccoli, cauliflower, carable, gherkin, pumpkins, red pepper, green pepper, tomato, green peas, sweet corn, watermelon, honey-melon

· organic / conversion fields are not eligible for payment under this scheme

Management prescriptions
1. preparation of full soil sample analysis
 by an accredited soil laboratory when entering into the scheme and in the last year of the commitment

2. preparation of nutrient management plan based on soil analysis results

3. N fertiliser rate cannot exceed 170 kg/ha/year 

4. in case of arable crops use of highly toxic pesticides are prohibited 

5. in case of vegetables, plant protection products can be used which are classified as “permitted without restrictions” (“green”) or “permitted with moderate restrictions” (“yellow”), listed in NRDP regulation, („restricted” (red) active agents is allowed only when epidemic or gradation is to be prevented based on the prior approval and permit of the Plant and Soil Conservation Service)
6. plant varieties with resistance/tolerance against at least one major disease must be selected
7. use of pest forecasting system is obligatory
Agronomic assumptions

1. cost of soil analysis, 

2. cost of nutrient management plan

3. 15% income loss due to limited nutrient supply

4. higher cost of environmentally friendly pesticides

5. same as above

6. extra cost of resistant/tolerant varieties of seeds

7. extra cost of pest forecasting system application 

	on arable
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	15% due to limited nutrient use
	18 264
	
	72
	 

	subtotal
	18 264
	
	72
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	conventional pesiticide cost
	
	26 620
	
	104

	cost of conventional seed
	
	12 243
	
	48

	subtotal
	
	38 863
	
	152

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Env. friendly pesticides
	31 944
	
	125
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	1 960
	
	8
	 

	use of pest forecasting system
	4 800
	
	19
	 

	cost of resistent seed
	14 692
	
	58
	 

	nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	subtotal
	54 316
	
	213
	 

	total losses/gains
	72 579
	38 863
	285
	152

	income forgone
	-33 716
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	34 000
	 
	133
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	on vegetable
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	15% due to limited nutrient use
	21 861
	
	86
	 

	subtotal
	21 861
	
	86
	 

	Costs saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of conventional pesticides
	
	50 559
	
	198

	cost of conventional seed and plantlet
	
	168 841
	
	662

	subtotal
	
	219 400
	
	860

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Env. friendly pesticides
	60 671
	
	238
	 

	use of pest forecasting system
	4 800
	
	19
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	1 960
	
	8
	 

	resistent seed use
	185 725
	
	728
	 

	nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	subtotal
	254 076
	
	996
	 

	total losses/gains
	275 937
	219 400
	1 082
	860

	income forgone
	-56 537
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	57 000
	 
	224
	 


A.5. Organic farming scheme

Objectives of the Measure

· to reduce the pressure on the environment originated from pesticide and fertiliser use

· to protect and improve soils and biodiversity

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 1 ha

· registration by any approved organic control and certification body,
· eligible crops are: all arable crops and vegetables
· so-called “paralel farming” is not allowed
Management prescriptions
1. comply with the rules of the EU Council Regulation 2092/91 on organic production 

2. preparation of full soil sample analysis by an accredited soil laboratory when entering into the scheme and in the last year of the commitment

3. preparation of nutrient management plan based on soil analysis results

4. 5% “ecological compensation area” on each parcel must be applied (permanent set-aside with green fallow or grass margin)

5. isolation distance between the fields and highways, major traffic roads should be at least 10 meters (ecological compensation area can be placed here)

6. use of pest forecasting system is obligatory
Agronomic assumptions

1. income loss of 30% due to organic production rules. As crops in conversion cannot be sold on higher price, but the restrictions of the EC regulation has to be followed, the payment rates for already converted and fields in conversion are differentiated. According to 2092/91 EC organic seed must be used that is calculated on 12% higher price then conventional seed. In case of vegetable production the organic technology relays on more hand work then conventional production, especially taking the weed control into consideration. Weed control can be applied on the surface between the rows, withing the row can be managed only by hand. This weed control is related only to vegetable production, while the arable crops can be effectively managed by machinery work. In vegetable this requires 2 application of weed control which is 80 labour hours/ha, using 2,5 Euro/hour rate.

2. extra cost of soil analysis

3. cost of nutrient management plan

4. set aside on the ecological compensation area, which results 5% income loss / each parcel

5. same as above

6. extra cost of pest forcasting system application

	A.5. Organic farming scheme on arable - conversion
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30% income loss due to organic rules
	36 527
	
	143
	 

	5% compensation area
	6 088
	
	24
	 

	subtotal
	42 615
	
	167
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	chemical weed control
	
	4 000
	
	16

	cost of conventional seed
	
	12 243
	
	48

	pesticide cost
	
	26 620
	
	104

	cost of chemical fertilisation
	
	26 400
	
	104

	subtotal
	
	69 263
	
	272

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	organic inspection cost
	2 600
	
	10
	 

	farm yard manure application annualy
	15 000
	
	59
	 

	organic plant protection
	22 627
	
	89
	 

	use of pest forecasting system
	4 800
	
	19
	 

	mechanical weed control
	6 000
	
	24
	 

	cost of organic seed
	18 365
	
	72
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	5 333
	
	21
	 

	nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	subtotal
	75 645
	
	297
	 

	total losses/gains
	118 260
	69 263
	464
	272

	income forgone
	 
	-48 997
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	 
	49 000
	 
	192

	
	
	
	
	

	A.5. Organic farming scheme on arable - converted
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10% higher price for value added product
	
	12 176
	
	48

	subtotal
	
	12 176
	
	48

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30% income loss due to organic rules
	36 527
	
	143
	 

	5% compensation area
	6 088
	
	24
	 

	subtotal
	42 615
	
	167
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	chemical weed control
	
	4 000
	
	16

	cost of conventional seed
	
	12 243
	
	48

	pesticide cost
	
	26 620
	
	104

	cost of chemical fertilisation
	
	26 400
	
	104

	subtotal
	
	69 263
	
	272

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	organic inspection cost
	2 600
	
	10
	 

	farm yard manure application in every y
	15 000
	
	59
	 

	cost of organic pesticides
	22 627
	
	89
	 

	use of pest forecasting system
	4 800
	
	19
	 

	mechanical weed control
	6 000
	
	24
	 

	cost of organic seed
	18 365
	
	72
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	5 333
	
	21
	 

	nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	subtotal
	75 645
	
	297
	 

	total losses/gains
	118 260
	81 439
	464
	319

	income forgone
	 
	-36 821
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	 
	37 000
	 
	145

	
	
	
	
	

	A.5. Organic farming scheme on vegetable - conversion
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income lost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5% compensation area
	10 931
	
	43
	 

	30% income loss due to organic methods
	65 583
	
	257
	 

	subtotal
	76 514
	
	300
	 

	Costs saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of conventional pesticides
	
	50 559
	
	198

	cost of conventional seed and plantlet
	
	168 841
	
	662

	machinery cost of weedcontol
	
	13 000
	
	51

	cost of chemical fertilisation
	
	26 400
	
	104

	subtotal
	
	258 800
	
	1 015

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	organic inspection cost
	4 900
	
	19
	 

	farm yard manure application in every y
	15 000
	
	59
	 

	cost of organic plant protection
	15 168
	
	59
	 

	use of pest forecasting system
	4 800
	
	19
	 

	labour cost of mechanical weed control
	45 600
	
	179
	 

	cost of organic seed
	179 647
	
	704
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	5 333
	
	21
	 

	nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	subtotal
	271 368
	
	1 064
	 

	total losses/gains
	347 881
	258 800
	1 364
	1 015

	income forgone
	 
	-89 081
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	 
	89 000
	 
	349

	
	
	
	
	

	A.5. Organic farming scheme on vegetable - converted
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	15 % higher price for value added product
	
	32 792
	
	129

	subtotal
	
	32 792
	
	129

	income lost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5% compensation area
	10 931
	
	43
	 

	30% income loss due to organic methods
	65 583
	
	257
	 

	subtotal
	76 514
	
	300
	 

	Costs saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of conventional pesticides
	
	50 559
	
	198

	cost of conventional seed and plantlet
	
	168 841
	
	662

	mashinery cost of weed contol
	
	13 000
	
	51

	cost of chemical fertilisation
	
	26 400
	
	104

	subtotal
	
	258 800
	
	1 015

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	organic inspection cost
	4 900
	
	19
	 

	farm yard manure application (4 years)
	15 000
	
	59
	 

	cost of organic plant protection
	15 168
	
	59
	 

	use of pest forecasting system
	4 800
	
	19
	 

	labour cost of mechanical weed control
	45 600
	
	179
	 

	cost of organic seed
	179 647
	
	704
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	5 333
	
	21
	 

	nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	subtotal
	271 368
	
	1 064
	 

	total losses/gains
	347 881
	291 592
	1 364
	1 143

	income forgone
	 
	-56 290
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	 
	56 000
	 
	220


A.6. Long term (20 years) environmental set-aside

Objectives of the Measure

· to eliminate water pollution risk from agricultural origin in highly sensitive areas of aquifers (fresh water reserves),

· to reduce the pressure on the environment originated from pesticide and fertiliser use

· to enhance the green corridor system,

Eligibility Criteria
· on designated arable land situated in aquifer  protection zones, 

· minimum area size is 1 ha,

· in the case of rented land the landowner’s  acceptance agreement letter about the commitment liabilities must also be attached.

· the beneficiaries undersign the committment for 20 years

Management prescription:

1. sow grass mix of minimum 3 species suitable/characteristic to the region 

2. the grass must be maintained with at least 2 cuttings per year

3. during the mowing (cutting) game deterring chains shall be applied 

4. 1st mowing can be done after the 1st of May

5. application of chemical fertiliser, manure or pesticide use are not allowed

6. grazing is not allowed

Agronomic assumptions:

1. cost of grass sowing, including the cost of seed  + loss of income - SAPS topup

2. cost of two application of cutting

3. 10% cost increase at machinery cost

4. no agronomic effect

5. no agronomic effect

6. no agronomic effect

	year 1
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	SAPS top up
	23 000
	
	90
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	23 000
	
	90
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	0
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	seed cost of grass (60% rate)
	43 200
	
	169
	 

	sowing of grass
	18 800
	
	74
	 

	use of game deterring chain
	1 000
	
	4
	 

	mulching - 2 application
	10 000
	
	39
	 

	Subtotal
	73 000
	
	286
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	96 000
	0
	376
	 

	Income forgone
	-96 000
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	96 000
	 
	376
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	year 2
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	SAPS top up
	23 000
	
	90
	 

	Subtotal
	23 000
	
	90
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	mulching - 2 applications
	11 000
	
	43
	 

	Subtotal
	11 000
	
	43
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	34 000
	 
	133
	 

	Income forgone
	-34 000
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	34 000
	 
	133
	 


A.7. Cultivation of indigenious plant varieties under threat of genetic erosion

Objectives of the Measure

· cultivation of plant varieties under threat of genetic erosion

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size: 0,5 ha arable crops, 0,3 ha vegetables

· a certificate issued by the Agrobotanical Institute (gene bank) on origin of seed (eligible variety)

Management prescription:
1. cultivation of a rare crop (arable crop, vegetable) variety listed in appendix 7.

2. preparation of extended soil sample analysis by an accredited soil laboratory when entering into the scheme and in the last year of the commitment

3. preparation of nutrient management plan based on soil analysis results

4. N fertiliser rate cannot exceed 120 kg/ha/year

5. only mechanical weed control can be applied

6. only pesticides and insecticides permitted in organic farming are allowed

Agronomic assumptions:

1. income loss 20% due to limited yield due to variety

2. cost of soil analysis

3. cost of nutrient management plan

4. no agronomic effect, as these varieties does not require high N rate

5. cost of mechanical weed control is calculated

6. cost of organic pest control

	on arable
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20% of income loss due to varieties capacity
	24 351
	
	95
	 

	Subtotal
	24 351
	
	95
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cost of chemical weed control
	
	4 000
	
	16

	Cost of conventional pesticides
	
	26 620
	
	104

	Subtotal
	
	30 620
	
	120

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mechanical weed control
	6 000
	
	24
	 

	Environmentally friendly pest control
	31 944
	
	125
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	180
	
	1
	 

	cost of nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	Subtotal
	39 044
	
	153
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	63 395
	30 620
	249
	120

	Income forgone
	-32 775
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	33 000
	 
	129
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	vegetable
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20% of income loss due to varieties capacity
	43 722
	
	171
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	43 722
	
	171
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cost of chemical weed control
	
	4 000
	
	16

	Cost of conventional pesticides
	
	50 559
	
	198

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	50 559
	
	198

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mechanical weed control
	4 000
	
	16
	 

	Environmentally friendly pest control
	60 671
	
	238
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	180
	
	1
	 

	cost of nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	Subtotal
	65 771
	
	258
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	109 493
	50 559
	429
	198

	Income forgone
	-58 934
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	59 000
	 
	231
	 


A. 8. High Nature Value Areas (HNV) - agri-environment measures on arable land

A.8.1. Arable farming for great bustard habitat development

Objective of the measure:

The professional objective of the measure is to conduce to agricultural land use of the region for evironmental and nature conservational aspects and to contribute to the spread of farming methods to be suitable to the capacities of the region conserved the natural value of the area. The emphasized objective of the measure is the protection of local livestock and hatural habitat of the bustrad, stone curlew, european roller and especially protected birds of prey (imperial eagle, saker falcon, red-footed falcon, Montagu’s harrier).

Eligibility criteria:

· Minimum 1 ha in the following designated HNV areas: Dévaványa, Békés Csanád lowland, Mosoni plain, Hevesi plain, Dunavölgyi plain, Borsodi Mezőség

· the size of one parcel cannot exceed 40 ha

Management prescriptions:

1. preparation of extended soil sample analysis by an accredited soil laboratory when entering into the scheme and in the last year of the commitment
2. preparation of nutrient management plan based on soil analysis results
3. application of N is limited to 90 kg/ha/year rate
4. use of highly toxic pesticides are prohibited 
5. the following cropping pattern must be applied
:
- min. 20% cereals, 
- min. 20% vexillary fodder crop (alfalfa, white clover, red clover, white melilot, saintfoin, etc.)
- min. 10% rape,
- max. 20 % other plants (pea, millet, sunflower, corn, sorghum),
- min. 20% fallow;
6. no insecticides are allowed (except rape)
7. deep ploughing is allowed only once in every 5 years

8. row cultivation cannot be done after 1st of May

9. at least 6 meters wide conservation headland must be kept
10. in case of vexillary fodder crop:
- first cutting on at least 50% of the area (determined by NPD expert) can only be started after June 15th , 

- on other areas first cutting must be done by April the 25th 

- at every cutting 5% must be left uncut;
- if strictly protected bird’s nest was found, the uncut area must be placed around the nest, according to the recommendation of NPD expert
- use of game deterring chain is required when cutting

11. in case of rape snow removal on 10% of the area feeding the birds, on the recommendation of NPD expert 
Agronomic assumption:

1. extra cost of (extended) soil analysis

2. cost of nutrient management plan

3. yield loss, due to limited use of nutrient supply, that results in a  30 % loss on average comparing to the normal use of artificial fertilizers; 

4. higher cost of environmentally pesticides allowed to use
5. 20 % yield loss, due to the crop pattern

6. calculated in point No. 4.

7. no agronomic effect

8. no agronomic assumptions

9. 5% yield loss due to conservation headland

10. yield loss due to cutting restrictions

11. 10% income loss of rape due to winter feeding of birds

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income lost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30% income loss due to fertilizer limitation
	36 527
	
	143
	 

	20 % income loss due to fallow
	24 351
	
	95
	 

	5% loss due to field margin measures
	6 088
	
	24
	 

	due to cutting restrictions
	4 284
	
	17
	 

	due to snow removal
	1 218
	
	5
	 

	subtotal
	72 467
	
	284
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of conventional pesticides
	
	26 620
	
	104

	cost saved due to limited insecticide use
	
	9 583
	
	38

	subtotal
	
	36 203
	
	142

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	180
	
	1
	 

	cost of nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	extra cost of chemical weed control
	4 000
	
	16
	 

	cost of env. friendly pesticides (excluding insecticides)
	22 361
	
	88
	 

	subtotal
	27 461
	
	108
	 

	total losses/gains
	99 928
	36 203
	392
	142

	income forgone
	-63 725
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	64 000
	 
	251
	 


A.8.2. Arable farming for bird habitat development

Objectives of the measure:

Reduction of the negative for nature values could be achieved by the prescritions applying less harmful pesticides, pesticide free field edges, technology of harvesting and treatment, less chemical fertilisers. Important objectives are to ensure territory and living conditions of the Imperial eagle (Aquila heliaca), European quail (Coturnix coturnix) and grey partridge (Perdix perdix).
Eligibility criteria:

· Minimum 1 ha in the following designated HNV areas: North Cserehát, Bodrogköz, Szatmár-Bereg, Békés Csanádi lowland, Bereg floodplain

Management prescriptions:

1. preparation of extended soil sample analysis by an accredited soil laboratory when entering into the scheme and in the last year of the commitment
2. preparation of nutrient management plan based on soil analysis results
3. application of N is limited to 90 kg/ha/year rate
4. use of highly toxic pesticides are prohibited 
5. the following crop pattern must be applied:
- cereals  max. 30%, 
- perennial vexillary min. 20%,
- other crops max. 25%, 
- fallow min. 10%

6. after the harvesting of  cereals secondary cropping is mandatory
7. one application of herbicides on the main crop

8. in case of North Cserehát HNV only the top 8-10 cm of the fertile soil can be affected by cultivation,

9. avoid using chemicals on the edges of the fields at a min. 3 m wide zone

10. use of game deterring chain is required when cutting

Agonomic assumptions:

1. extra cost of (extended) soil analysis

2. cost of nutrient management plan

3. yield loss, due to limited use of nutrient supply, that results in a  30 % loss on average comparing to the normal use of artificial fertilizers; 

4. higher cost of environmentally pesticides allowed to use
5. 20 % yield loss, due to the crop pattern

6. extra cost of secondary cropping

7. reduced cost of chemical fertilizers and extra cost of mechanical weed control

8. no agronomic effect

9. 3% income loss due to conservation headland

10. higher machinery cost of cutting

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income lost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30% income loss due to fertilizer limitation
	36 527
	
	143
	 

	20% income loss due to crop pattern
	24 351
	
	95
	 

	3% income loss due  to conservation headland
	3 653
	
	14
	 

	subtotal
	64 531
	
	253
	 

	Costs saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	chemical weed control
	
	4 000
	
	16

	cost of conventional pesticides
	
	26 620
	
	104

	subtotal
	
	30 620
	
	120

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of secondary cropping
	9 640
	
	38
	 

	mechanical weed control
	6 000
	
	24
	 

	higher machinery cost at cutting
	800
	
	3
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	180
	
	1
	 

	cost of nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	cost of env. friendly pesticides
	31 944
	
	125
	 

	subtotal
	17 540
	
	69
	 

	total losses/gains
	82 071
	30 620
	322
	120

	income forgone
	-51 451
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	52 000
	 
	204
	 


A.8.3. Alfalfa cultivation for great bustard habitat development

Objective of the measure:

The professional objective of the measure is to conduce to agricultural land use of the region for evironmental and nature conservational aspects and to contribute to the spread of farming methods to be suitable to the capacities of the region conserved the natural value of the area. The emphasized objective of the measure is the protection of local livestock and hatural habitat of the bustrad, stone curlew, european roller and especially protected birds of prey (imperial eagle, saker falcon, red-footed falcon, Montagu’s harrier).

Eligibility criteria:

· Minimum 1 ha in the following designated HNV areas: Hevesi plain, Dévaványa, Békés Csanád lowland, Dunavölgyi plain, Mosoni plain, Borsodi Mezőség

Management prescriptions:

1. preparation of extended soil sample analysis by an accredited soil laboratory when entering into the scheme and in the last year of the commitment
2. preparation of nutrient management plan based on soil analysis results
3. use of highly toxic pesticides are prohibited 
4. no insecticides are allowed 
5. in the 3rd year oversowing is to be applied with 50% of seed rate

6. only in case of oversowing application of N is limited to 90 kg/ha/year rate
7. at least 6 meters wide conservation headland must be left
8. first cutting on at least 50% of the area (determined by NPD expert) can only be started after June 15th , 

9. on other areas first cutting must be done by April the 25th 

10. at every cutting 5% must be left uncut;
11. if strictly protected bird’s nest was found, the uncut area must be placed around the nest, according to the recommendation of NPD expert
12. use of game deterring chain is required when cutting

Agronomic assumptions:

1. extra cost of (extended) soil analysis

2. cost of nutrient management plan

3. no agronomic effect
4. no agronomic effect

5. cost of oversowing in every third year
6. no agronomic effect
7. no agronomic effect

8. yield loss due to restricted mowing

9. same as above

10. yield loss due to uncut stripes

11. same as above

12. higher machinery cost due to application of game deterring chain

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income lost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20% income loss due to restriced cutting
	24 351
	
	95
	 

	5% of income loss due to limited pesticide use
	6 088
	
	24
	 

	5% income loss due to uncut area
	6 088
	
	24
	 

	SAPS top up
	23 000
	
	90
	 

	subtotal
	59 527
	
	233
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of conventional pesticides
	
	26 620
	
	104

	subtotal
	
	26 620
	
	104

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	overseeding cost in every 3 y
	33 067
	
	130
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	180
	
	1
	 

	cost of nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	10% higher machinery cost (two mowing application)
	800
	
	3
	 

	subtotal
	34 967
	
	137
	 

	total losses/gains
	94 494
	26 620
	371
	104

	income forgone
	-67 874
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	68 000
	 
	267
	 


A.8.4. Arable farming for habitat development

Objective of the measure:

This measure is favourable to preserve the landscape structure. The leaching of chemical fertilizer and pesticide into the soil could be avoided following the management prescription of this measure. Next to the limited pressure on the environment the measure provides better circumstances for protected animals.

Eligibility criteria:

· Minimum 1 ha in the following designated HNV areas: Marcal basin, Őrség Vend region, Baranya, Turján region, Szentendre

· in case of Marcal basin the supplementary measure of grass margin must be applied

Management prescriptions:

1. preparation of extended soil sample analysis by an accredited soil laboratory when entering into the scheme and in the last year of the commitment
2. preparation of nutrient management plan based on soil analysis results
3. application of N is limited to 90 kg/ha/year rate, that can be supplied only by farm yard manure application or secondary crop
4. use of highly toxic pesticides are prohibited (listed in regulation on introduction of NRDP)
5. only mechanical weed control can be applied

6. deep ploughing is allowed once in every 5 years

7. after harvesting delayed (min 30 days) stubble management must be applied

8. on 20% of the total land area the farmer must tolerate inland water 

9. if vegetables are cultivated only local varieties can be used

Agronomic assumptions:

1. extra cost of (extended) soil analysis

2. cost of nutrient management plan

3. yield loss, due to limited use of nutrient supply, that results in a  30 % loss on average comparing to the normal use of artificial fertilizers; the extra cost of alternative nutrient supply is calculated having the average of farm yard manure application and green manure cultivation

4. extra cost of environemtally friendly pesticides

5. extra cost of mechanical weed control

6. no agronomic effect

7. no agronomic effect

8. no agronomic effect

9. no agronomic effect

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income lost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30% income loss due to fertilizer limitation
	36 527
	
	143
	 

	subtotal
	36 527
	
	143
	 

	Costs saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of chemical fertilizer
	
	
	
	 

	cost of chemical weed control
	
	26 400
	
	104

	cost of conventional pesticides
	
	26 620
	
	104

	subtotal
	
	53 020
	
	208

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of alternative nutrient supply
	19 550
	
	77
	 

	mechanical weed control (2 application)
	12 000
	
	47
	 

	complex soil analyses in every 5 y
	180
	
	1
	 

	cost of nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	cost of env. friendly pesticides
	31 944
	
	125
	 

	subtotal
	64 594
	
	253
	 

	total losses/gains
	101 121
	53 020
	397
	208

	income forgone
	-48 101
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	49 000
	 
	192
	 


B. Agri-environment measures on grassland

B. 1. Grassland stewardship scheme

B. 1. 1. Maintenance of Grassland Habitats

Objectives 

· maintenance and enhance of meadows which are rich, or potentially rich, in plant and associated animal life considering the different grassland habitat types

· protection of plants, birds and invertebrates which have declined due to improper management

· to reduce the pressure on the environment originated from pesticide and fertiliser use

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 1 ha

· 0,2 LU/ha of livestock must be provided by the farmer

Management prescription

in case of grazed grassland

1. grazing livestock allowed: cattle, sheep, goat, buffalo, horse, deer, red deer, and donkey

2. livestock density must be kept between the following values:

	grassland habitat types
	minimum and maximum livestock density (LU/ha)

	sandy grasslands
	0,2-0,5

	saline pastures and grasslands
	0,2-0,5

	hill dry pastures
	0,2-1,0

	dry grasslands with scattered trees
	0,2-1,0

	wet meadows
	0,2-1,0

	floodplain grasslands
	0,2-1,0


3. shepherded or rotational grazing must be applied (in one section the number of grazing days must respect grass yield but must not exceed 10 days)

4.  no pesticide, oversowing, chemical weed control, application of chemical fertilizer and irrigation are allowed 

in case of mowed grassland

5. during the mowing (cutting) of the meadows/pastures game deterring chains and nature (game)conservation cutting methods shall be applied (cutting from the centre of the field outwards, field edges being cut last)
6. mowing is prohibited during wet periods when it can cause damage to the habitat 

Agronomic assumptions:

1. – 2. no agronomic effect, (at present livestock density rarely reaches the upper limit, restriction is for avoiding eventual overgrazing) 

3. cost of shepherding is calculated at the rate of 3 hours/hectare/year

4. due to no nutrient supply the hay production is less by 30% on average

5. 10% extra cost at cutting costs, 

6. 5% loss of hay value

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30% Hay yield loss due to lack of fertilization
	20 400
	
	80
	 

	5% income loss due to limited mowing
	3 400
	
	13
	 

	Subtotal
	23 800
	
	93
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Fertilization cost
	
	12 000
	
	47

	Subtotal
	
	12 000
	
	47

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	extra cutting costs
	800
	
	
	 

	labour cost for sheperding (3 hours/ha/year)
	1 500
	
	6
	 

	Subtotal
	2 300
	
	9
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	26 100
	12 000
	102
	47

	Income forgone
	-14 100
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	15000
	 
	59
	 


B. 1. 2. Conversion of arable land into species rich grassland
Objectives 

· reintroduction of  meadows which are rich, or potentially rich, in plant and associated animal life 

· provide new habitats profor high nature plants, birds and invertebrates 
· to reduce the pressure on the environment originated from pesticide and fertiliser use 

Eligibility Criteria

· a minimum area size is 1 ha,

· certificate issued by the local Plant Protection and Soil Conservation Service proving that the conversion is suitable

Management prescription:

1. establish grassland habitat on arable field by grass sowing

2. fertilizer or pesticide is not permitted except for plantation when application of maximum 80 kg N/ha is allowed, application of farm yard manure is preferred

3. grassland establishment must be done with drought tolerant locally suitable species/varieties of at least 6 species

4. none of the species is allowed to have a proportion above 30%

5. only mechanical weed control is allowed against weeds and invasive scrubs 

6. in the 1st  year 2 hay cuttings, no grazing is allowed

7. from the 2nd year the grassland should be utilised through grazing or cutting, according to the rules described under B) 1.1. apply

Agronomic assumptions:

1. cost of grass sowing + loss of SAPS top up eligibility 

2. no agronomic effect

3. cost of seed

4. same as above

5. no agronomic effect 

6. cost of two application of mowing 

7. as described in B.1.1.

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	income of conventional hay yield
	
	68 000
	
	267

	Subtotal
	
	68 000
	
	267

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	SAPS top up
	23 000
	
	90
	 

	Subtotal
	23 000
	
	90
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	0
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of grass seed
	72 000
	
	282
	 

	sowing cost
	25 500
	
	100
	 

	fertilization cost
	12 000
	
	47
	 

	mowing cost (2 application)
	8 800
	
	35
	 

	Subtotal
	118 300
	
	464
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	141 300
	68 000
	554
	267

	Income forgone
	-73 300
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	74 000
	 
	290
	 


B. 2. Organic grassland management scheme

Objectives 

· maintenance and enhance of meadows which are rich, or potentially rich, in plant and associated animal life considering the different grassland habitat types

· protection of high nature value plants, birds and invertebrates which have declined due to improper management

· to reduce the pressure on the environment originated from pesticide and fertiliser use

· to provide special nesting areas for protected birds and mammals.

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 1 ha

· registration by any approved organic control and certification body,
· 0,2 LU/ha of livestock must be provided by the farmer

Management prescription 

1. comply with the rules of the EU Council Regulation 2092/91 on organic production 

2. in case of grazed grassland

i. grazing livestock allowed: cattle, sheep, goat, buffalo, horse, deer, red deer, and donkey

ii. livestock density must be kept between the following values:

	grassland habitat types
	minimum and maximum livestock density (LU/ha)

	sandy grasslands
	0,2-0,5

	saline pastures and grasslands
	0,2-0,5

	hill dry pastures
	0,2-1,0

	dry grasslands with scattered trees
	0,2-1,0

	wet meadows
	0,2-1,0

	floodplain grasslands
	0,2-1,0


3. shepherded or rotational grazing must be applied (in one section the number of grazing days must respect grass yield but must not exceed 10 days) 

4. no pesticide, oversowing, chemical weed control, application of chemical fertilizer and irrigation are allowed 

5. in the case of mowed grassland

a. during the mowing (cutting) of the meadows/pastures game deterring chains and nature (game)conservation cutting methods should be applied (cutting from the centre of the field outwards, field edges being cut last)
b. mowing is prohibited during wet periods when it can cause damage to the habitat 

Agronomic assumptions:

1. cost of organic inspection (80% is compensated)

2. no agronomic effect (at present livestock density rarely reaches the upper limit, restriction is for avoiding eventual overgrazing)

3. cost of shepherding is calculated at the rate of 3 hours/hectare/year

4. due to no nutrient supply the hay production is less by 30% on average

5. a) 10% extra cost on cutting, b) 5% loss of hay value

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30% Hay yield loss due to lack of fertilization
	20 400
	
	80
	 

	5% income loss due to limited mowing
	3 400
	
	13
	 

	Subtotal
	23 800
	
	93
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Fertilization cost
	
	12 000
	
	47

	Subtotal
	
	12 000
	
	47

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	80% of organic inspection cost
	320
	
	1
	 

	10% extra cost on cutting
	800
	
	3
	 

	cost of sheperding (3 hours/ha/year)
	1 500
	
	6
	 

	Subtotal
	2 620
	
	10
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	26 420
	12 000
	104
	47

	Income forgone
	-14 420
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	15000
	 
	59
	 


B. 3. 1. –a) Grassland management schemes on High Nature Value Areas 

General Eligibility Criteria

· at least 1 ha of grassland situated in HNVA
· 0,2 LU/ha of livestock must be provided by the farmer

B.3.1. Grassland management for bustard habitat development

Objectives of the measure:

Next to improve the environmentally friendly farming management methods maintaining this way the natural habitats and values of the HMV, the special objective is to protect the population and provide habitat for the following protected birds: bustard, stone curlew, Montagu’s harrier, European roller, Red-footed falcon, Imperial eagle, Saker falcon

Eligibility criteria:

· Minimum 1 ha in the following designated HNV areas: Hevesi plain, Borsodi Mezőség, Dévaványa, Békés Csanádi lowland, Dunavölgyi plain

Management prescriptions:

1. use of chemical fertilisers, overseeding is not allowed, nutrient supply can be provided only by the manure of grazing animals
2. the use of chemical weed control is not allowed

3. application of the game deterring chain is required during harvesting;

4. the grassland can only be grazed by cattle, sheep, horse, buffalo or utilised with cutting; the livestock density must be maintained between 0.2-1 livestock unit/ha value;

5. grazing can only be started by the spring dry up, and it should be finished with the start of the autumn wet season, grazing can be started only after June 15 in the brooding area of bustards;

6. grazing can be done by a sheperded or rotational method;

7. harrowing is not allowed

8. chamomille collection is not allowed

9. first cutting can only be started after the 15th of June; in case of Dunavölgyi plain, only one mowing is allowed between July 1 and October 1 based on the recommendation of NDP expert
10. leaving 5% uncut area in the course of each cutting, the uncut area must be choosed elsewhere;
11. a protective zone of uncut area should be maintained around recognized strictly protected bird species’s nest, which be determined with the agreement of professional of the national park;

12. the protective zone can be defined as a part of 5 % uncut stripes;

Agronomic assumptions:

1. no agronomic effect

2. no agronomic effect

3. higher machinery cost

4. no agronomic effect

5. same as above

6. cost of sheperd is calculated

7. no agronomic effect

8. no agronomic effect

9. yield loss due to late cutting

10. yield loss due to cutting restrictions

11. no agronomic effect

12. no agronomic effect

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income lost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30% Income loss due to limitation of fertilization
	20400
	
	80
	 

	25% loss due to late cutting
	17000
	
	67
	 

	5% uncut area
	3400
	
	13
	 

	subtotal
	40800
	
	160
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of fertilization
	
	12000
	
	47

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	12000
	
	47

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10% higher machinery cost
	800
	
	3
	 

	labour cost of sheperd
	1500
	
	6
	 

	subtotal
	2300
	0
	9
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	43100
	12000
	169
	47

	income forgone
	 
	-31100
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	 
	32000
	 
	125


B.3.2. Grassland management for corncrake habitat development

Objective of the measure:

To improve habitat for Crex crex providing possiblities for nesting by developing wet grasslands, as well as provide habitat for protected plants such as Fritillaria meleogris, Iris sibirica, Polygonum bistorta, Maculinea teleius.

Eligibility criteria: 

· Minimum 1 ha in the following designated HNV areas: North Cserehát, Bodrogköz, Szatmár-Bereg, Bereg floodplain, Marcal basin

Management prescriptions:

1. use of chemical fertilisers, overseeding is not allowed, nutrient supply can be achieved only by the manure of grazing animals
2. the use of chemical weed control is not allowed

3. application of the game deterring chain is required during harvesting;

4. maximum two cuttings a year depending on the weather conditions;
5. in case of grazing sheep, cattle, buffalo or horse is allowed;
6. grazing can be done by a sheperded or rotational method;
7. livestock density must be maintained between 0.2-1 livestock unit/ha rate
8. grazing can only be started spring dry up, and with the start of the autumn wet season it should be stopped
9. harrowing is not allowed;
10. in case of mowing, first cutting on at least 50% of the area (determined by NPD expert) can only be started after August 1st
11. draining of surface waters is not allowed;
Agronomic assumptions:

1. yield loss due to limited fertilizer use, as well as the cost of fertilization is saved

2. no agronomic effect

3. higher machinery cost

4. no agronomic effect

5. no agronomic effect

6. labour cost of sheperding

7. no agronomic effect

8. no agronomic effect

9. no agronomic effect

10. yield loss due to late cutting

11. no agronomic effect

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income lost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30% Income loss due to limitation of fertilization
	20400
	
	80
	 

	25% loss due to late cutting
	17000
	
	67
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	37400
	
	147
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of fertilization
	
	12000
	
	47

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	12000
	
	47

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10% higher machinery cost
	800
	
	3
	 

	labour cost of sheperd
	1500
	
	6
	 

	subtotal
	2300
	0
	9
	 

	total losses/gains
	39700
	12000
	156
	47

	income forgone
	 
	-27700
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	 
	28000
	 
	110


B.3.3. Grassland management for bird habitats

Objectives of the measure:

The objective of the measure is to rehabilitate the natural water balance of the region that was distroyed by intensive agriculture methods, as well as to develop buffer zones surrounding sensitive areas Another important aim is to develop undisturbed areas and nesting places for protected birds. This cultivation method also contributes to the enhancement of protected flower populations

Eligibility criteria:

· Minimum 1 ha in the following designated HNV areas: Őrség Vend region, Szentendre island, Baranya, Turján region

Management prescriptions:

1. use of chemical fertilisers, overseeding is not allowed, nutrient supply can be provided only by the manure of grazing animals
2. the use of chemical weed control is not allowed

3. cutting is only allowed in dry weather, on water logged areas cutting is only allowed after the 15th of June in case of special permit of the National Park the mowing time can vary
4. application of the game deterring chain is required during harvesting;

5. in case of grazing sheep, cattle, buffalo or horse is allowed;
6. grazing can be done by a sheperded or rotational method;
7. livestock density must be maintained between 0.2-1 livestock unit/ha rate
8. grazing can only be started spring dry up, and it should be stopped with the start of the autumn wet season; in Turján region no grazing is allowed

9. two annual cutting is possible, the first cutting must be after June 15;

10. leaving 10% uncut area in the course of each cutting, the uncut area must be choosen elsewhere;

11. preservation of small ponds and inland waters;

12. dried out trees must be removed and replaced with indigenous species;

Agronomic assumptions:

1. no agronomic effect

2. no agronomic effect

3. no agronomic effect

4. higher machinery cost

5. no agronomic effect

6. cost of sheperding

7. no agronomic effect

8. no agronomic effect

9. yield loss due to late cutting

10. 10% yield loss due to cutting restrictions

11. no agronomic effect

12. no agronomic effect (irrelevant volume of cost)

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income lost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30% Income loss due to limitation of fertilization
	20400
	
	80
	 

	10% loss due to late cutting
	6800
	
	27
	 

	10% due to uncut area
	6800
	
	27
	 

	subtotal
	34000
	
	133
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of fertilization
	
	12000
	
	47

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	12000
	
	47

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10% higher machinery cost
	800
	
	3
	 

	labour cost of sheperd
	1500
	
	6
	 

	subtotal
	2300
	0
	9
	 

	total losses/gains
	36300
	12000
	142
	47

	income forgone
	 
	-24300
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	 
	25000
	 
	98


B.3.4. Grassland development

Objectives of the measure:

The main objective is to improve the natural and cultural landscapes in the region as well as to stop forestation on abandoned lands. The measure aims to develop habitats specific for each HNVA by defining the seed mixture locally.

Eligibilty criteria:

· Minimum 1 ha in any of HNV areas:
Management prescriptions:

1. grass sowing with a seed mixture approved by the competent National Park;
2. fertilizer or pesticide is not permitted except for plantation when application of maximum 80 kg N/ha is allowed, application of farm yard manure is preferred
3. in the first year no grazing is allowed, grassland has to be managed by two mowing

4. application of the game deterring chain is required during harvesting
5. harrowing is not allowed;
6. the earliest time of the first cutting is after the 15th of July;
7. from the second year the rules of  any HNV grassland scheme apply
Agronomic assumptions:

1. cost of grass sowing

2. cost of reduced nutrient supply (50%)

3. cost of 2 mowing

4. higher cost of machinery by mowing (10%)

5. no agronomic effect

6. yield loss due to late cutting

7. other HNVA prescriptions apply

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	value of hay
	
	68000
	
	267

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income lost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	SAPS top up
	23000
	
	90
	 

	10% yield loss due to late cutting
	6800
	
	27
	 

	subtotal
	29800
	
	117
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	0
	
	 

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of grass seed
	72 000
	
	282
	 

	sowing cost
	25 500
	
	100
	 

	fertilization cost
	6 000
	
	24
	 

	mowing cost (2 application)
	8 800
	
	35
	 

	higher machinery cost
	800
	
	3
	 

	subtotal
	113 100
	0
	444
	 

	total losses/gains
	142900
	68000
	560
	267

	income forgone
	 
	-74900
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	 
	75000
	 
	294


C. Agri-environment measures in permanent cultures

C. 1. Integrated fruit and grape production scheme

Objectives of the Measure 

· to reduce the pressure on the environment originated from by pesticide and fertiliser use

· to contribute to the maintenance of the biodiversity

· to protect and improve soil conditions

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 0,5 ha 

· productive plantation

· eligible crops: apple, pear, quince, medlar tree, peach, apricot, almonds, walnut, nut, chestnut, cherry, sour cherry, plum, blackcurrant, redcurrant, raspberry, gooseberry, blackberry, grape

Management prescriptions

1. preparation of full soil sample analysis by an accredited soil laboratory when entering into the scheme and in the last year of the commitment

2. preparation of nutrient management plan based on soil analysis results
3. to maintain yield balance bud examinations must be done before shooting.

4. the use of “green works” (removing leaves in the grape level, side budding, removing of stragglers) is necessary to increase the efficiency of fungicide treatments. 

5. from authorised plant protection products (PPPs) only those can be used which are classified as “permitted without restrictions” (“green”) or “permitted with moderate restrictions” (“yellow”) 

6. PPPs with „restricted” (red) active agents is allowed only when epidemic or gradation is to be prevented based on the prior approval and permit of the Plant and Soil Conservation Service
7. removal of overwintering sources of infestation or infection (wood scab, canker, brown rot)

8. use of pest forecasting system is necessary
9. in case of irrigation only low intensity systems (e.g. drip irrigation) can be used

Agronomic assumptions:

1. cost of full soil analysis, sample taken from two layers, resulting the dubble cost of arable

2. cost of nutrient management plan

3. labor cost of bud examintation 3 hours/ha

4. labour cost of green work, 8 hours/ha

5. extra cost of environmentally friendly pesticides, 5% of income loss is calculated due to lower efficiency of pest control

6. no agronomic effect

7. labour cost 5 hours/ha

8. extra cost of pest forcasting system application.

9. no agronomic effect

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5% income loss due to limitations
	24 274
	
	95
	 

	subtotal
	24 274
	
	95
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of conventional pesticide
	
	190 615
	
	748

	subtotal
	
	190 615
	
	748

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	full soil analyses in every 5 y
	10 667
	
	42
	 

	cost of extra manual work (16 hours)
	9 600
	
	38
	 

	use of pest forecasting system
	4 800
	
	19
	 

	cost of nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	cost of green and yellow pesticides
	247 800
	
	972
	 

	subtotal
	273 786
	
	1 074
	 

	total losses/gains
	298 060
	190 615
	1 169
	748

	income forgone
	-107 445
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	107 000
	 
	420
	 


C. 2. Organic fruit and grape production scheme

Objectives of the Measure 

· to reduce the pressure on the environment originated from by pesticide and fertiliser use

· to contribute to the maintenance of the biodiversity
· to protect and improve soil conditions
Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 0,5 ha 

· registration by any approved organic control and certification body,

· eligible fruits for organic production are: all fruits and grape

· productive plantation

Management prescriptions
1. comply with the rules of the EU Council Regulation 2092/91 on organic production 

2. preparation of full soil sample analysis by an accredited soil laboratory when entering into the scheme and in the last year of the commitment

3. preparation of nutrient management plan based on soil analysis results
4. to maintain yield balance bud examinations must be done before shooting.

5. the use of “green works” (removing leaves in the grape level, side budding, removing of stragglers) is necessary to increase the efficiency of fungicide treatments. 

6. removal of overwintering sources of infestation or infection (wood scab, canker, brown rot)

7. use of pest forecasting system is necessary
Agronomic assumptions:

1. income loss of 40% due to organic production rules. As crops in conversion cannot be sold on higher price, but the restrictions of the EC regulation has to be followed, the payment rates for already converted and fields in conversion are differentiated.

2. cost of full soil analysis, sample taken from two layers, resulting the dubble cost of arable

3. cost of nutrient management plan

4. labor cost of bud examintation 3 hours/ha

5. labour cost of green work, 8 hours/ha

6. labour cost 5 hours/ha

7. extra cost of pest forcasting system application.

	in conversion
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	40% loss due to organic rules
	194 190
	
	762
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	194 190
	
	762
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	chemical fertilization
	
	66 348
	
	260

	cost of conventional pesticide use
	
	190 615
	
	748

	subtotal
	
	256 963
	
	1 008

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	full soil analysis 
	10 667
	
	42
	 

	cost of farm yard manure application
	47 500
	
	186
	 

	cost of extra manual work (16 hours)
	9 600
	
	38
	 

	organic inspection cost
	4 900
	
	19
	 

	cost of nutrient management plan
	920
	
	4
	 

	use of pest forecasting system
	4 800
	
	19
	 

	Cost of organic pesticide use
	95 308
	
	374
	 

	subtotal
	173 695
	
	681
	 

	total losses/gains
	367 885
	256 963
	1 443
	1 008

	income forgone
	-110 922
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	111 000
	 
	435
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	converted
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10% due to value added product
	
	29 129
	
	114

	subtotal
	
	29 129
	
	114

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	40% loss due to organic rules
	194 190
	
	762
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	subtotal
	194 190
	
	762
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	chemical fertilization
	
	66 348
	
	260

	cost of conventional pesticide use
	
	190 615
	
	748

	subtotal
	
	256 963
	
	1 008

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	full soil analysis
	10 667
	
	42
	 

	cost of nutrient management plan
	920
	
	
	 

	cost of farm yard manure application
	47 500
	
	186
	 

	cost of extra manual work (16 hours)
	9 600
	
	38
	 

	organic inspection cost
	4 900
	
	19
	 

	use of pest forecasting system
	4 800
	
	19
	 

	Cost of organic pesticide use
	95 308
	
	374
	 

	subtotal
	173 695
	
	681
	 

	total losses/gains
	367 885
	286 092
	1 443
	1 122

	income forgone
	-81 793
	 
	 
	 

	Payment rate
	82 000
	 
	322
	 


C.3. Maintenance of rare plant varieties (permanent crops)

Objectives of the Measure

· preservation of plant genetic resources under threat of genetic erosion

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size: 0.3 ha permanent cultures, 

· a certificate issued by the Agrobotanical Institute (gene bank) on the rare status (eligible variety)

Management prescription:
1. cultivation of a rare (permanent crop) crop variety listed in annex 7.

2. only mechanical weed control can be applied

3. only pesticides and insecticides permitted in organic farming are allowed

4. no fertilisers are allowed

5. gaps in the orchard must be planted with varieties listed in annex.7.

6. trees must be pruned between October and April in three to five years depending on the variety.

Agronomic assumptions:

1. income loss 20% due to limited yield of variety

2. cost of soil analysis

3. cost of nutrient management plan

4. no agronomic effect, as these varieties does not require high N rate

5. cost of mechanical weed control is calculated

6. cost of organic pest control

	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	0
	0
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20% of income loss due to varieties capacity
	97 095
	
	381
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	97 095
	0
	381
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cost of chemical weed control
	
	4 000
	
	16

	Cost of conventional pesticides
	
	190 615
	
	748

	cost of fertilization
	
	66 348
	
	260

	Subtotal
	0
	256 963
	
	1 008

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mechanical weed control
	6 000
	
	24
	 

	Environmentally friendly pest control
	95 308
	
	374
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	101 308
	0
	397
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	198 403
	256 963
	778
	1 008

	Income forgone
	58 560
	 
	230
	 

	Payment rate
	59 000
	 
	231
	 


D. Agri-environment measures on wetland

D. 1. Extensive fishponds

Objectives of the Measure 

· maintain farming systems and land uses important for biodiversity (Ramsar Convention and Natura 2000)

· to provide feeding, nesting and breeding area for insects, amphibious and bird species,

Eligibility Criteria

· at least 1 ha fish pond (open water surface),

· area must be registered in the cadaster as fishpond.

Management prescription:

1. productive ponds must be filled up by April 1, 

2. in ponds the water level fluctuation cannot exceed 20 cm during the breeding season after  filling up the pond, except for the planned harvest periods.

3. a "Bird Deterring Plan" approved by the competent national park directorate must be prepared and applied for each pond 

4. spring and summer draining and pond filling must be limited to those ponds that has only a narrow or none reed edge.

5. only manure can be applied in the ponds for improving the natural yield. One month before the draining of the pond manure cannot be applied.

Agronomic assumptions:

1. no agronomic effect

2. no agronomic effect

3. due to the bird damage 10% yield loss is calculated

4. no agronomic effect

5. extra cost of 5% due to higher management cost of manure compared to other options

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10% du to bird damage
	47 000
	
	184
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	47 000
	
	184
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	0
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5% extra fertilization cost, due to higher management cost
	4 388
	
	17
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	4 388
	
	17
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	51 388
	0
	202
	 

	Income forgone
	-51 388
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	52000
	 
	204
	 


D. 2. Wetland creation

D. 2.1. Conversion of arable land into wetland 

Objectives of the Measure

· to withdraw unsuitable areas from arable production 

· to increase and enhance wetland habitats

· to reduce the pressure on the environment. 

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 0,5 ha,

· certification issued by Institute of Remote Sensing and Cartoghaphy on regular ( at least 3 out of 5 years) inland inundation justified by space images

Management prescription:

1. regularly waterlogged arable land must gradually be transformed to wetland area in 5 years, when reed is present, to reed land. 

2. any water drainage activity is prohibited,

3. no pesticides, chemical fertilizer or manure are allowed, 

4. during the establishment of the area the aggressive weed proliferation poses a significant threat that has to be controlled with at least 2 cutting or shredding yearly, leaving a straw fallow of at least 15 cm high. 

Agronomic assumptions:

1. income loss from arable area plus loss of eligibility  for SAPS and topup payment, 

2. no agronomic effect (see 1.)

3. no agronomic effect (see 1.)

4. two applications of cutting are calculated 

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	average income on arable land
	121 757
	
	477
	 

	 
	SAPS aid
	40 000
	
	157
	 

	Subtotal
	161 757
	
	634
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	average variable cost on arable
	
	86 291
	
	338

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	86 291
	
	338

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	weed control
	5 000
	
	20
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	5 000
	
	20
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	166 757
	86 291
	654
	338

	Income forgone
	-80 466
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	81000
	 
	318
	 


	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]

	Exta income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	hay yield
	
	20 000
	
	78

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	20 000
	
	78

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	SAPS payment
	40 000
	
	157
	 

	Subtotal
	40 000
	
	157
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	0
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of harvesting
	13 095
	
	51
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	13 095
	
	51
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	53 095
	20 000
	208
	78

	Income forgone
	-33 095
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	34000
	 
	133
	 


D. 2.2. Wetland creation for spawning areas

Objectives of the Measure 

· to increase and enhance biodiversity on wetland habitats

· to reduce the pressure on the environment

· to create semi-natural spawning grounds to enhance fish fauna of water habitats, stillwaters and water-flows

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 0,3 ha,

· managed/structured surface grasslands connected to water habitats, stillwaters and waterflows directly or indirectly (water supply/inundation is possible)

Management prescription:

1. ensurance of shallow (0.4-0.6 m) water cover assured by the regular floods during the spawning season (April-May) and – preferably – the following and previous one month. 

2. water retention can be done with smaller canals, structures and dikes;

3. after June the water has to be governed off the parcel

4. the pond cannot be fished, all the offsprings and the fish has to be managed to the living water.

5. use of pesticides and fertiliser is not allowed;

6. grazing can be started after the water has been drained, so the animals will not damage the managed surface;

7. no chemical (pesticides, artificial fertilizer, farm yard manure) applicatuion is allowed on the parcel and 15 m surrounding

Agronomic assumptions:

1. Due to the water retention, the area is not suitable for arable production during the season, so the income of arable production has to be compensated

2. no agronomic effect

3. the prescription can be established with extra labour work

4. no agronomic effect

5. no agronomic effect

6. no agronomic effect

7. no agronomic effect

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	SAPS aid
	17 000
	
	67
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	17 000
	
	67
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	0
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	labour work due to water management
	12 500
	
	49
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	12 500
	
	49
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	29 500
	0
	116
	 

	Income forgone
	-29 500
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	30000
	 
	118
	 


D. 3. Maintenance of wet grasslands, bogs, marshlands

Objectives of the Measure 

· to preserve and enhance wetland habitats 

· to provide feeding and breeding area for insects, amphibious and bird species, 

· to reduce the pressure on the environment.

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 0,5 ha,

Management prescription:

1. drainage and water management are prohibited on these areas,

2. fertiliser and pesticide use is not permitted,

3. grazing is not allowed in wet periods

4. cutting can only be done after water retreat, with properly dry soil conditions, 

5. the hay cutting and shredding should be done with leaving as high a straw fallow as possible (at least 15 cm), 

6. during hay cutting game deterring chains and nature friendly harvesting methods should be applied. 

Agronomic assumptions:

1. no agronomic effect

2. no agronomic effect

3. 10% of income loss is calculated, due to the restricted grazing

4. no agronomic effect

5. extra cost of grassland management

6. 10% extra machinery cost

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10% due to restricted grazing
	6 800
	
	27
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	6 800
	
	27
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	extra cost of grassland management
	18 000
	
	71
	 

	10% extra machinery cost
	1 000
	
	4
	 

	Subtotal
	19 000
	
	75
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	25 800
	 
	101
	 

	Income forgone
	-25 800
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	26000
	 
	102
	 


D. 4. Reed management

Objectives of the Measure 

· to preserve and enhance wetland habitats 

· to provide feeding and breeding area for insects, amphibious and bird species, 
· to reduce the pressure on the environment.
Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 1 ha 

· in reed land use which is registered in the Land Registry (cadastre) by Land Registry Offices

Management prescription:

1. reed harvest and other activity (reed transportation, moving off the field, etc) is allowed between 15th December and 15th of February without any compaction damage,

2. during harvest a straw fallow of at least 10 cm height must be left, 

3. the harvest of the reed should be done on thoroughly frozen soil/ice,

4. full cutting must be avoided, 20% of the reed in a mosaic pattern must be kept annually

5. temporary or permanent reed storages cannot be placed where protected plants are present

Agronomic assumption:

1. no agronomic effect

2. no agronomic effect

3. no agronomic effect

4. income loss of 20%, also the method requires extra labour work, due to slower harvest

5. no agronomic effect

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20% due to uncut area
	17 600
	
	69
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	17 600
	
	69
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Extra cost
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Extra labour work
	3 600
	
	14
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	3 600
	
	14
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	21 200
	 
	83
	 

	Income forgone
	-21 200
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	22000
	 
	86
	 


E. Livestock measures

E. 1. Organic livestock

Objectives of the Measure 

· to improve extensive animal husbandry

· to reduce environmental pressure that is caused by intensive animal husbandry

· to improve animal welfare

Organic  cattle

Eligiblity Criteria:

· keeping a minimum of 3 certified (organic) animals

· letter of certification signed by any approved organic control and certification body indicating the number of eligible animals.

Management prescription:

1. comply with the rules of the EU Council Regulation 2092/91 on organic production 

Agronomic assumptions:

1 Due to the complexity of organic rules, the the following facts were taken into account:

a. The fodder for organic animals has to be certified as well, that results a higher fodder price

b. Due to the fodder restrictions the weight improvement of the organic animals do not reach the level of intensive breeds

c. The time of fattening and keeping the calf under the cow is longer, that results a longer fattening period

d. The organic animals can be sold on a higher price due to the value added

Organic pig

Eligiblity Criteria:

· keeping a minimum of 20 certified (organic) pig

· letter of certification signed by any approved organic control and certification body indicating the number of eligible animals.

Management prescription:

1. comply with the rules of the EU Council Regulation 2092/91 on organic production 

Agronomic assumptions:

1. Due to the complexity of organic rules, the the following facts were taken into account:

a. The fodder for organic animals has to be certified as well, that results a higher fodder price

b. Due to the fodder restrictions the weight improvement of the organic animals do not reach the level of intensive breeds

c. longer fattening period

d. the varieties used for organic production has lower production rate

e. The organic animals can be sold on a higher price due to the value added

Organic sheep

Eligiblity Criteria:

· keeping a minimum of 10 certified animals

· letter of certification signed by any approved organic control and certification body indicating the number of eligible animals.

Management prescription:

1. comply with the rules of the EU Council Regulation 2092/91 on organic production 

Agronomic assumptions:

1. Due to the complexity of organic rules, the the following facts were taken into account:

a. The fodder for organic animals has to be certified as well, that results a higher fodder price

b. Due to the fodder restrictions the weight improvement of the organic animals do not reach the level of intensive breeds

c. While the slaughtering of lamb is connected to the certain time of the year (Easter) the organic animals do not reach the weight of the intensive animals

d. the varieties used for organic production has lower production rate

e. The organic animals can be sold on a higher price due to the value added

Organic poultry

Eligiblity Criteria:

	Species
	Minimum number of poultry

	hen 
	200

	broiler 
	500

	Turkey 
	100

	Goose 
	100

	Duck
	100

	Guinea fowl 
	100


· letter of certification signed by any approved organic control and certification body indicating the number of eligible animals.

Management prescription:

1. comply with the rules of the EU Council Regulation 2092/91 on organic production 

Agronomic assumptions:

1. Due to the complexity of organic rules, the the following facts were taken into account:

a. The fodder for organic animals has to be certified as well, that results a higher fodder price

b. Due to the fodder restrictions the weight improvement of the organic animals do not reach the level of intensive breeds

c. organic poultry has a longer keeping period ( at least 12 weeks) than conventional method (6-7 weeks)

d. Organic animals do not reach the weight of the intensive animals

e. The organic animals can be sold on a higher price due to the value added

Management prescription:

1. comply with the rules of the EU Council Regulation 2092/91 on organic production 

E. 2. Keeping endangered breeds

Objectives of the Measure 

· preservation of animal breeds of high importance in terms of cultural heritage, genetic and nature protection aspects;

Eligibility Criteria

· keeping of officially registered endangered breeds listed in annex 6 ( Act No. CXIV of 1993 on Animal husbandry, the Decree No. 36/1994 (VI.28) on the traditional and endangered animals, and the Decree No. 37/1994 (VI.28.) on the genetic conservation of animals breeds) 
· all the breeds mentioned must be kept for purebred reproduction
Hungarian grey cattle

Eligiblity Criteria:

· keeping a minimum of 3 pure-bred and registered adult cows

· letter of certification signed by the relevant breeding association, indicating the number of pure-bred and registered animals.

Management prescription:

1. keeping the breeds eligible under free-range conditions

Agronomic assumptions:

2. This variety can be kept profitable only in case of extensive animal husbandry, that has different cost and income situations, then in case of intensive varieties. Less productivity of animals can be experienced, in case of extensive technology the cattle reaches the optimal weight (350-400 kg) at the age of 3 years (intensive breeds reach this weight within a year), and even at this time the carcass of this variety does not reach the slaughtering rate (meat/bone rate), than in case of intensive breeds. According to experimental slaughtering and taking the longer keeping into account we have calculated 122 Euro/cow/year as income loss on each cow kept. This amount of payment includes the income loss of the offsprings of the cow as well.

Native pig - mangalica

Eligiblity Criteria:

· keeping a minimum of 20 pure-bred, registered adult sows (at least one year old)

· letter of certification signed by the relevant breeding association, indicating the number of pure-bred and registered animals.

Management prescription:

1.   keeping the breeds eligible under free-range/semi free range conditions

Agronomic assumptions:

1. This variety can be kept profitable only in case of extensive animal husbandry that has different cost and income situations, then in case of intensive varieties. This variety raises up only 5-6 piglets at one time, and the number of breeding is only 1,5 year. In the same time the growth rate of this variety is about 15-20% lower, then in case of intensive breeds. The meat/bone rate does not reach the value of the intensive varieties as well. Due to these facts, we have calculated the compensation rate of 84 Euro/sow/year. This payment includes the compensation of the porkers.

Native sheep (racka, cigája, cikta)

Eligiblity Criteria:

· keeping a minimum of 10 pure-bred, registered adult ewes (at least one year old)

· letter of certification signed by the relevant breeding association, indicating the number of pure-bred and registered animals.

Management prescription:

1. keeping the breeds eligible under free-range conditions

Agronomic assumptions:

1. This variety can be kept profitable only in case of extensive animal husbandry that has different cost and income situations, then in case of intensive varieties. The variety reaches a smaller weight and the meat/bone rate is worse then in case of intensive breeds. 22 Euro/ewe/year is calculated including the compensation of lambs.

Native poultry

Eligiblity Criteria:

	Species
	Minimum number of poultry

	hen (Hungarian yellow, Hungarian speckled, Hungarian white, Transilvanian naked neck, accreditation Hungarian partridge coloured)
	200

	broiler chicken from the above mentioned varieties
	500

	Turkey (bronze colour, copper colour)
	100

	Hungarian frilly feathered goose (after accreditation Hungarian goose)
	100


· letter of certification signed by the relevant breeding association, indicating the number of pure-bred and registered animals.

Management prescription:

1. keeping the breeds eligible under free-range/semi free range conditions

Agronomic assumptions:

in case of broiler, goose, turkey

· Keeping period is 12 weeks (same as in organic) comparing to the intensive keeping period of 4-5 weeks, resulting a higher fodder consumption

· these breeds do not reach the weight of intensive varieties

· the electricity consumption and the veterinary cost is less than in case of intensive technologies

in case of hen

· the egg production is significantly less, than in case of intensive hybrids

Native horse (Gidrán, Hucul, Magyar cold blooded, Lipicai, Shagya arab, Nóniusz, Kisbéri half blood, Furioso-North Star)
Eligibility criteria:

· keeping at least one pure blood, registered adult mare

· letter of certification signed by the relevant breeding association, indicating the number of pure-bred and registered animals.

Management prescriptions:

1. keeping the breeds eligible under free-range/semi free range conditions

Agronomic assumptions

Due to the extremely small number of registered animals, the pure blood mares have a high value. These varieties do not need different keeping technologies, but due to the high value of these animals the keeping technology has to be high quality, that results extra cost, including the fodder, the veterinary costs (including black smith). Also a lot of these horses are insured at extra cost, but the insurance cost is not compensated.

	Compensation calculation of cattle husbandry
	HUF
	Euro
	Info source

	cost of fodder (intensive  husbandry) (HUF/animal/year)
	107 000
	419.61
	Agricultural Research Institute, Department of Agricultural Economics of Debrecen University, 2004

	cost of fodder (extensive husbandry) (HUF/animal//year)
	72 000
	282.35
	

	cost of fodder (organic) (HUF/animal/year)
	117 000
	458.82
	

	Age for slaugthering (intensive technology 500 kg) (day)
	400
	1.57
	

	Age for slaugthering (extensive technology 500 kg) (day)
	640
	2.51
	

	Age of slaughtering (organic technology) day
	500
	1.96
	

	Price of living animal (endangered) HUF/kg)
	320
	1.25
	

	Price of living animal (intensive) (HUF/kg)
	360
	1.41
	

	Price of living animal (organic) (HUF/kg)
	390
	1.53
	

	Weight of slaughtering (kg)
	500
	1.96
	

	Income loss on endangered (HUF)
	20 000
	78.43
	

	Income loss on organic (HUF)
	-15 000
	-58.82
	

	cost of fodder intensive technology (HUF/animal till the age of slaughtering)
	117 260
	459.84
	

	cost of fodder extensive technology (HUF/animal till the age of slaughtering)
	126 247
	495.08
	

	cost of fodder organic technology (HUF/animal till the age of slaughtering)
	160 274
	628.53
	

	Compensation rate for endangered
	28 986
	113.67
	

	Compensation rate for organic (milking cow, beef cow, fattening beef)
	19 027
	74.62
	 

	
	
	 
	

	Compensation calculation of pig husbandry
	 
	 
	 

	number of piglet per sow per year (mangalica)
	10
	0.04
	Agricultural Research Institute, Department of Agricultural Economics of Debrecen University, 2004

	number of piglet per sow per year (intensive)
	17
	0.07
	

	Cost of fodder per one kg of slaughtered animal mangalica (HUF)
	230
	0.90
	

	Cost of fodder per one kg of slaughtered animal intensive (HUF)
	174
	0.68
	

	days of fattening (mangalica)
	350
	1.37
	

	days of fattening (intensive)
	210
	0.82
	

	price of meat (mangalica)
	244
	0.96
	

	price of meat (intensive)
	260
	1.02
	

	price of meat (organic)
	300
	1.18
	

	Weight of slaughtering (kg)
	100
	0.39
	

	cost of fodder intensive technology (HUF/animal till the age of slaughtering)
	17 400
	68.24
	

	cost of fodder extensive technology (HUF/animal till the age of slaughtering)
	23 000
	90.20
	

	Income of mangalica (per sow per year) HUF
	244 000
	956.86
	

	Income of intensive pig (per sow per year) HUF
	442 000
	1 733.33
	

	Income of organic pig (per sow per year) HUF
	300 000
	1 176.47
	

	Income loss per one mangalica
	19 800
	77.65
	

	Income loss per one organic sow
	14 200
	55.69
	

	Compensation rate for endangered breeds
	20 000
	78.43
	 

	Compensation rate for organic
	15 000
	58.82
	 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	 
	

	Compensation calculation of sheep husbandry
	 
	 
	 

	Number of lamb per ewe per year (intensive)
	1.80
	0.01
	Agricultural Research Institute, Department of Agricultural Economics of Debrecen University, 2004

	Number of lamb per ewe per year (extensive)
	1.20
	0.00
	

	Price of lamb intensive (HUF/kg)
	480
	1.88
	

	Price of lamb extensive (HUF/kg)
	450
	1.76
	

	Price of lamb organic (HUF/kg)
	510
	2.00
	

	Extra fodder cost for organic (HUF/animal)
	3 000
	11.76
	

	Weight of lamb at slaughtering (intensive)
	25
	0.10
	

	Weight of lamb at slaughtering (extensive)
	15
	0.06
	

	Weight of lamb at slaughtering (organic)
	20
	0.08
	

	Price of one lamb (extensive) (HUF)
	6 750
	26.47
	

	Price of one lamb (intensive) (HUF)
	12 000
	47.06
	

	Compensation of one endangered sheep (HUF)
	5 250
	20.59
	 

	Compensation rate of one organic sheep (HUF)
	4 800
	18.82
	 


	Cost calculation of poultry                                                                                                                 (source of information: Agricultural Research Institute, Department of Agricultural Economics of Debrecen University, 2004)

	 
	HUF
	€
	HUF
	€
	HUF
	€

	Hen
	Intensive
	 
	Endangered
	 
	Organic
	 

	fodder cost (HUF/broiler)
	2 200
	8.63
	1 850
	7.25
	1 950
	7.65

	cost of chicken (HUF/broiler)
	650
	2.55
	650
	2.55
	650
	2.55

	Veterinary cost (HUF/broiler)
	20
	0.08
	5
	0.02
	5
	0.02

	Energy (HUF/broiler)
	90
	0.35
	30
	0.12
	30
	0.12

	Egg price (HUF/hen)
	5 400
	21.18
	4 800
	18.82
	4 950
	19.41

	Income of one hen (HUF)
	2 440
	9.57
	2 265
	8.88
	2 315
	9.08

	Compensation rate (HUF/head)
	 
	0
	175
	0.69
	125
	0.49

	
	
	
	 
	
	
	 

	Broiler/Guinea fowl
	Intensive
	 
	Endangered
	 
	Organic
	 

	fodder cost (HUF/broiler)
	250
	0.98
	340
	1.33
	360
	1.41

	cost of chicken (HUF/broiler)
	80
	0.31
	80
	0.31
	80
	0.31

	Veterinary cost (HUF/broiler)
	20
	0.08
	5
	0.02
	5
	0.02

	Energy (HUF/broiler)
	20
	0.08
	30
	0.12
	30
	0.12

	Price (HUF/broiler)
	380
	1.49
	380
	1.49
	420
	1.65

	Income of one broiler (HUF)
	10
	0.04
	-75
	-0.29
	-55
	-0.22

	Compensation rate (HUF/head)
	 
	0.00
	85
	0.33
	65
	0.25

	
	
	
	 
	
	
	 

	Turkey
	Intensive
	 
	Endangered
	 
	Organic
	 

	fodder cost (HUF/broiler)
	980
	3.84
	1 500
	5.88
	1 700
	6.67

	cost of chicken (HUF/chick)
	350
	1.37
	350
	1.37
	350
	1.37

	Veterinary cost (HUF/broiler)
	150
	0.59
	90
	0.35
	90
	0.35

	Energy (HUF/broiler)
	100
	0.39
	30
	0.12
	30
	0.12

	Price (HUF/broiler)
	2 875
	11.27
	2 875
	11.27
	3 200
	12.55

	Income of one broiler (HUF)
	1 295
	5.08
	905
	3.55
	1 030
	4.04

	Compensation rate (HUF/head)
	 
	0.00
	390
	1.53
	265
	1.04

	
	
	
	 
	
	
	 

	Goose/duck
	Intensive
	 
	Endangered
	 
	Organic
	 

	fodder cost (HUF/broiler)
	1 200
	4.71
	2 050
	8.04
	2 200
	8.63

	cost of chicken (HUF/chick)
	450
	1.76
	450
	1.76
	450
	1.76

	Veterinary cost (HUF/broiler)
	150
	0.59
	100
	0.39
	100
	0.39

	Energy (HUF/broiler)
	100
	0.39
	30
	0.12
	30
	0.12

	Price (HUF/broiler)
	2 320
	9.10
	2 320
	9.10
	2 550
	10.00

	Income of one broiler (HUF)
	420
	1.65
	140
	0.55
	220
	0.86

	Compensation rate (HUF/head)
	 
	0.00
	280
	1.10
	200
	0.78


	Compensation of horse husbandry
	Conventional(HUF)
	1st class (HUF)
	Conventional (Euro)
	1st class (Euro)

	Cost of hay (HUF/kg)
	180
	190
	0.705882
	0.745098

	oat
	200
	200
	0.784314
	0.784314

	Hay consumption (365*9 kg)
	2555
	2555
	10.01961
	10.01961

	Oat  consumption (365*3 kg)
	1095
	1095
	4.294118
	4.294118

	Extra fodder cost
	 
	25550
	0
	100.1961

	Veterinary cost (HUF/horse/year)
	15000
	20000
	58.82353
	78.43137

	Compensation rate (HUF/head)
	 
	30550
	 
	119.8039


	 
	livestock
	LU/eligible head
	payment per head
	payment per LU (HUF)
	payment per LU (€)

	endangered breeds
	cattle
	1
	28 986
	28986
	114

	
	pig
	0.5
	20 000
	40000
	157

	
	sheep
	0.15
	5 250
	35000
	137

	
	hen
	0.01
	175
	17500
	69

	
	broiler
	0.01
	85
	8500
	33

	
	goose
	0.03
	280
	9333
	37

	
	turkey
	0.03
	390
	13000
	51

	
	horse
	1
	30 550
	30550
	120

	organic
	cattle
	1
	19 027
	19027
	75

	
	pig
	0.5
	15 000
	30000
	118

	
	sheep
	0.15
	4 800
	32000
	125

	
	hen
	0.01
	125
	12500
	49

	
	broiler/guinea fowl
	0.01
	65
	6500
	25

	
	goose and duck
	0.03
	200
	6667
	26

	
	turkey
	0.03
	265
	8833
	35


F. Supplementary agri-environment measures

F. 1. Erosion control

The Objectives of the Measure 

· to reduce soil erosion/runoff,

· to diminish soil drift 

· to maintain soil conditions,

· to reduce water pollution

F.1.1) Water erosion

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size in case of permanent cultures is 0,5 ha, in case of arable land 1 ha

· the parcel has to have sloppy status of at least 5% (certificate issued by the local Plant Protection and Soil Conservation Service) 

· participation in any of arable or permanent culture schemes

Management prescriptions:

F.1.1. a) water erosion control in permanent crops

1. establish and manage green plant cover on the surface between the rows and cultivation alleys by winter barley / grass / vexillary plants / vexillary mixtures or with mulch / shredded plant parts (tree bark, straw, hay)

2. establish and manage grass cover in ditches/drains

Agronomic assumptions

1. cost of grass cover development is calculated for the first year, from the second year the 2 application of mulching is calculated

	 year 1
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	60 % of normal seed cost of grass
	43 200
	
	169
	 

	sowing cost
	10 350
	
	41
	 

	mulching cost ( 1 application)
	5 000
	
	20
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	58 550
	
	230
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	58 550
	 
	230
	 

	Income forgone
	-58 550
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	59 000
	 
	231
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	year 2
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	mulching cost (2 application)
	10 000
	
	39
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	10 000
	
	39
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	10 000
	 
	39
	 

	Income forgone
	-10 000
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	10 000
	 
	39
	 


F.1.1. b) water erosion control on arable land

1. for winter crops

1.1. provide summer soil cover after harvest by 10-15 cm high stubble,

1.2. the stubble must be managed against weeds by regular cutting until the sowing preparations for winter crops 

1.3. finish sowing by the 15th of October

2. for spring crops

2.1. provide winter/spring soil cover by winter cereals of 60% seed rate

2.2. crop cover must be ploughed under in the following year between March 20th and April 20th 

Agronomic assumptions

1. cost of stubble managemet

2. cost of green manure cultivation

	winter crop
	
	
	
	

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	0
	
	
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cost of stubble management (2 application)
	10 000
	
	39
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	10 000
	
	39
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	10 000
	 
	39
	 

	Income forgone
	-10 000
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	10 000
	 
	39
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	spring crop
	
	
	
	

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	green manure cultivation
	24 100
	
	95
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	24 100
	
	95
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	24 100
	 
	95
	 

	Income forgone
	-24 100
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	25 000
	 
	98
	 


F 1.2.) Wind erosion

Eligibility Criteria

· the minimum area size is 0,5 ha for permanent crops and 1 ha for arable land only in case of spring crops

· certificate issued by the local Plant Protection and Soil Conservation Service on the elibility of the parcel in question

· participation in any of the arable or permanent culture schemes

Management prescription:

F.1.2. a) wind erosion control on arable land

2. establish winter/spring crop cover with winter cereals (barley, rye, or triticale) sowing at 60% seed rate on the whole area

3. crop cover must be ploughed under in the following year between March 20th and April 20th 

4. after the main crop 10-15 cm high stubble must be kept, stubble must be managed against weeds by regular cutting.
5. only mechanical weed control is allowed, that must be applied before the flowering of weed.
Agronomic assumption:

1. cost of soil cover crop

2. no agronomic effect

3. cost of stubble management (2 application)

4. see above

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	0
	
	
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	cover crop sowing
	24 100
	
	95
	 

	cover crop seed cost
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	24 100
	
	95
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	24 100
	 
	95
	 

	Income forgone
	-24 100
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	25 000
	 
	98
	 


F. 2. Grass margin

Objectives of the Measure 

· to establish elements of the green corridor system,

· to diminish pesticide pressure and drifting,

· to reduce wind and water erosion,

· creating habitats, refuge areas for wildlife and beneficial organisms.

Eligibility Criteria

· the field size where the measure is applied must be at least 1 ha 

· the area of a grass margin cannot exceed 10% of the area of the field,

· participation in any of main arable schemes

· area covered by grass margin is not eligible to a payment from a basic scheme

Management prescriptions:

1. 4 m wide grass margins on the border of the plot, established by grass sowing,

2. grass margin cannot be grazed or burned,

3. mulching or mowing twice in the year of establishment then at least once after 1st of May,

4. application of fertilisers and chemicals is prohibited.

Agronomic assumptions

1. income loss of arable production +SAPS top up, + cost of sowing the grass margin

2. no agronomic effect

3. extra cost of two application of mulching

4. no agronomic effect as this is not a “productive” field

	year 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	SAPS top up
	23 000
	
	90
	 

	Subtotal
	23 000
	
	90
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	grass seed
	72 000
	
	282
	 

	seeding cost
	13 800
	
	54
	 

	mulching cost (2 application)
	10 000
	
	39
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	95 800
	
	376
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	118 800
	 
	466
	 

	Income forgone
	-118 800
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	118 000
	 
	463
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 year 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	0
	
	
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	
	
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	mulching (2 application)
	10 000
	
	39
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	10 000
	
	39
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	10 000
	 
	39
	 

	Income forgone
	-10 000
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	10 000
	 
	39
	 


F.3. Scrub control

Objectives of the Measure

· termination of shrubs that were spreading due to undergrazing

· rehabilitation of valuable grassland habitats

Eligibility Criteria

· minimum area size is 1 ha,

· participation in any of grassland management schemes

· certificate issued by the local Plant Protection and Soil Conservation Service proving that the shrub management is necessary

Management prescription:

1. clearcutting of overgrown shrubs and trees by machinery or/and hand

Agronomic assumptions

1. cost of machinery and hand work is calculated, at a higher rate for the first year, and less for the following years ( at the first year the clearcutting needs greater work due to old invasive scrubs and trees, from the second year on only the one year shoot must be controlled that is grown from the root)

	1 year
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	0
	0
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	0
	0
	
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	0
	0
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	mashinary scrub control
	40 000
	
	157
	 

	manual shrub management (3 hours)
	2 100
	
	8
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	42 100
	0
	165
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	42 100
	0
	165
	 

	Income forgone
	-42 100
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	43 000
	 
	169
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2 year
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Items
	Losses
	Gains
	Losses
	Gains

	 
	
	[Ft/ha]
	[Ft/ha]
	[Euro/ha]
	[Euro/ha]

	Extra income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	0
	0
	
	 

	Income loss
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	0
	0
	
	 

	Cost saved
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	0
	0
	
	 

	Extra costs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	mashinary scrub control
	12 000
	
	47
	 

	manual shrub management (5 hours)
	3 500
	
	14
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	Subtotal
	15 500
	0
	61
	 

	TOTAL losses/gains
	15 500
	0
	61
	 

	Income forgone
	-15 500
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Payment rate
	16 000
	 
	63
	 








� General rule for premia calculation: in any case, the premia granted to each crop cannot exceed the loss of income and additional costs calculated for that crop.


� pH, KA, soluble salt, humus,CaCO3, P2O5, K2O, NO2+NO3, Na, Mg, SO4, Mn, Zn, Cu


� Hungary commits itself to publish the list of pesticides referrred in a national legislation


� pH, KA, soluble salt, humus,CaCO3, P2O5, K2O, NO2+NO3, Na, Mg, SO4, Mn, Zn, Cu, toxic elements: Cd, Cu, Ni, Pb, Zn, Hg, Cr, As


� cropping pattern must be completed throughout 5 years and all farmland participating in schemes


� payment rates for endangered breeds are calculated per eligible heads, nevertheless the provisions for maximum payment rate per LU (200 Euro/LU) referred in 1783/2003 Reg. are complied with (please see detailes in Annex 5.)
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