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1. Introduction 2. Methodology

- Germany introduced a legal definition for agroforestry (AF) for the first time in 2023. * [dentify key decision variables using literature and expert estimations.

» Nationally available annual funding of 200 €/ha wooded area if requirements are met (Eco Scheme 3, » Conceptualise decision with an overview of variables and impact pathways (Fig. 3).
via Pillar | of Common Agricultural Policy). - Parameterize the model with value ranges and probability distributions.

« 10 federal states introduced varying investment support or subsidised consultancy for AF.  Translate conceptual model into a mathematical one using R.

 Low adoption rate of Eco Scheme 3 &> Ambitious national AF targets (65,000 ha until 2027) might not « Compute Net Present Value (NPV) using Monte Carlo simulation (Fig. 4). NPV = discounted value of net
be achievable. cash flows over time (here: 30 years).

 Inadequate funding is considered a major institutional barrier to the adoption of AF in Germany. * Integrate funding scenarios into the model.

« The German AF Association (DeFAF') proposed an alternative national-level funding scheme. « Examine the impact of funding schemes on profitability.
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Fig. 3: Simplified conceptual model of the AF intervention.
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Fig. 1: Max. total funding per application across Fig. 2: Max. percentage of total investment subsidised Fig. 4: Pairwise comparison of the NPV of treeless baseline and AF systems across scenarios.

scenarios aCross scenarios

* Model output supports statements made by DeFAF about the ineffectiveness of existing subsidies.

« Existing funding schemes do not strongly impact the NPV of the examined AF system.
* Policy-makers designing future funding schemes should consider suggestions from DeFAF.

*Inadequate funding remains one of several barriers to the adoption of AF in Germany post 2023.

'DeFAF: Deutscher Fachverband fur Agroforstwirtschaft (= German Agroforestry Association) ReForest HortiBonn

> 28

‘y
Institut fur
n Nutzpflanzenwissenschaften
U N IVE RS I TAT I N RES und Ressourcenschutz

Authors’ contact information: -~ . > : This poster is based upon work from project 101060635 - REFOREST, funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed
Simon Swatek: s7siswat@uni-bonn.de Marcos Jiménez Martinez: mjimenel1@uni-bonn.de are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European Research

Prajna Kasargodu Anebagilu: pkasargo@uni-bonn.de Eike Luedeling: luedeling@uni-bonn.de Executive Agency (REA). Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.



mailto:amarcil@uni-bonn.de
mailto:pkasargo@uni-bonn.de
mailto:amarcil@uni-bonn.de
mailto:luedeling@uni-bonn.de

	Slide 1

