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Tio ton vete kombinerat med giftfri 
miljö, ingen övergödning och 
biologisk månfald – går det?	



Gi4fri	miljö	

E:	rikt	odlingslandskap	

Ingen	övergödning	

ProdukCon	



Ökad skörd utarmar artrikedom!	

Geiger,	Bengtsson,…,	Eggers,	Pärt,	mf	Basic	&	Applied	Ecology	2010	





Spannmål och vallodling	



Föda	



Low et al. 2010 



Landskapsheterogenitet	

Fahrig et al. 2011 



Höstsäd Vårsäd Mix 

? 
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handling	



  

Volunteer & Farmer 
Alliance (Sweden)



Syfte

Identifiera naturvårdande åtgärder 
med hög acceptans hos markägaren	

Effektiviserar miljömålsarbetet	



Mål

(1)  Kompetensutveckling	
	
(2)  Miljökommunikation	
	
(3)  Natur- och viltvård	







Rådgivning
 

 



Rädda sånglärkan



Gör lärkrutor någon nyPa?	



 



Gör lärkrutor någon nyPa?	

Maj Juni Maj Juni 

Uppland Skåne 



Areal:	6000	–	9000	ha	
PotenCal:	100	000	ha	(Jo	10.013)	
Ersä:ning:	3000	kronor	per	hektar	

Multifunktionella 
Skyddszoner



Systematiskt kartläggning av 
kunskap	



31,341 search results 

19,457 records 

8,094 relevant titles 

3,031 relevant abstracts 

1,911 retrievable full texts 

890-1,060 articles in the map 

Removal of duplicates 

Title screening 

Abstract screening 

Full text retrieval 

Full text screening 



More of the same?	



Josefsson m. fl. 2014 
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Proportion arable land
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Greening & grödmångfald
Antal grödor
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Grödmångfald på våra projektgårdar	

Inventoried area

Nu
mb

er 
of 

cro
ps

30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16



Effekten av strukturell gröddiversitet 
beror på landskap	

contrast, abundance of field nesters was higher on farms

with large fields (cf. Hiron, Berg & P€art 2012), possibly

reflecting avoidance of linear features such as field edges,

which attract predators (Morris & Gilroy 2008; Schneider

et al. 2012).

EFFECTS OF ORGANIC FARMING, LANDSCAPE AND

NON-CROP HABITAT ON BIRD DIVERSITY

Recent studies that separate effects of organic farming

and landscape on biodiversity show that diversity of

mobile taxa, such as birds, is to a large extent determined

by landscape characteristics and that effects of organic

farming are greater in landscapes dominated by arable

land compared with mosaic and forest-dominated agricul-

tural landscapes (Bengtsson, Ahnstr€om & Weibull 2005;

Gabriel et al. 2010; Winqvist, Ahnstr€om & Bengtsson

2012; Tuck et al. 2014). Our study corroborates this view:

organic farming generally had little influence on farmland

birds and had positive effects only on field-nesting species

in the most arable-dominated landscapes. In landscapes

where arable farming was not the dominant land use,

organic farms even had slightly lower field-nester densities

as compared to conventional farms (see also Hiron et al.

2013). This might result from high proportions of grass-

land (pastures and permanent or semipermanent leys) on

organic farms in these landscapes, which support lower

densities of field-nesting farmland bird species as com-

pared to, for example, cereals (Berg 1993; Chamberlain &

Gregory 1999; Donald, Green & Heath 2001; Wretenberg,

P€art & Berg 2010; Fig. S1). Field-nesting species can also

suffer from the mechanical weed management of organic

farming (Kragten & de Snoo 2007; Kragten, Trimbos &

de Snoo 2008), and from higher risk of nest predation

due to occurence of trees and other elements that attract

corvids (Gabriel et al. 2010). Having said that, increased

food biomass from organic farming and other low-pesti-

cide farming systems can also have strong positive effects

on nesting success of birds (Boatman et al. 2004; Girard,

Mineau & Fahrig 2014; L€uscher et al. 2014; Hallmann

et al. 2015).

IMPL ICATIONS IN RELATION TO THE CAP

We compared two approaches to quantify crop diversity:

without distinction of crop structure, or differentiating

crops according to their structure and management, and

thus ecological function for biodiversity. Further, we pre-

sent the first evidence of the importance such a distinction

may have for biodiversity, highlighting the need to ensure

that increased crop diversity also provides diverse

resources and not more of the same. Thus, we argue that

a more fine-tuned system that considers the functional

diversity of crops is important if any biodiversity effects

of crop diversification are to be anticipated (Fahrig et al.

2011; Lin 2011).
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Fig. 2. The effect of crop structural diversity (H0
class) on

farm- scale species richness (i.e. the number of species) of
non-crop-nesting farmland bird species in relation to landscape
composition (the proportion of arable land within a 1000-m
radius). H0

class was calculated from eight structural classes (see
Table 2). Effects were calculated from models holding the pro-
portion arable land constant at 0!45 (blue, solid line) and 0!9
(red, dashed line) while varying H0

class. The figure depicts model-
averaged parameter estimates and adjusted standard errors (poly-
gons) from models with Di < 4.

Landscape composition
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Fig. 3. Estimated abundance (i.e. the total number of individuals)
of field-nesting farmland bird species on conventional (purple,
solid line) and organic farms (orange, dashed line) along a land-
scape composition gradient. Landscape composition was quanti-
fied as the proportion of arable land within a 1000-m radius
centred on each inventoried farm area. The figure depicts model-
averaged parameter estimates and adjusted standard errors (poly-
gons) from models with Di < 4.

© 2016 The Authors. Journal of Applied Ecology © 2016 British Ecological Society, Journal of Applied Ecology

CAP crop diversification and farmland birds 7



Hur går vi vidare?	



Storskaliga mänskliga samarbetssystem 
- bygger ytterst på vår förmåga att tro på saker som 
existera enbart i vår fantasi. 



Hur går vi vidare?	
 

•  En gemensam vision om ett hållbart jordbruk

•  Nätverk av regionala mångfaldsgårdar skapas 
(lantbrukare samarbetar regionalt, åtgärder 
samordnas regionalt)

•  Mångfaldsgårdar rekryteras bland markägare 
med dokumenterat intresse för naturvårdsarbete

 
 


