
© 2025 The Author(s).  EuroChoices  published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Agricultural Economics 

Society and European Association of Agricultural Economists.

  This is an open access article under the terms of the  Creative Commons Attribution  License, which permits use, 

distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited. 

 

DOI: 10.1111/1746-692x.70012

EuroChoices 24(3)  ★  11

                                                                 

                                            The Public Goods Bonus 
  Le bonus pour les biens publics 

  Die Gemeinwohlprämie 

     Christine     Krämer         and      Norbert     Röder         

       Context – The Background of 
Developing the Public Goods 
Bonus 

 Environmental problems in 
agriculture have been apparent for 
decades. Until now, agricultural 
policy has often failed to address 
them adequately, even though 
instruments such as Agri- 
environmental- climate measures 
(AECM), greening and, in the current 
funding period, eco- schemes have 
been implemented in the Common 
Agricultural Policy (CAP). The 
reasons for this are manifold and 
include, for example, a lack of 
coordination and inconsistencies 
between policy measures, and 
unclearly defi ned targets. Over 
10 years ago, to address this problem, 
Land Care Germany (Deutscher 
Verband für Landschaftspfl ege e.V.) 
(DVL) began to develop a ‘public 
goods bonus’ (PGB) model together 
with partners from practice, science 
and administration (Dierking 
 et al .,  2017 ; DVL,  2019 ,  2020 ; Horlitz 
 et al .  2025 ; Neumann and 
Dierking,  2014 ; Neumann 
 et al .,  2015 ). This PGB is intended to 
make agricultural payments more 
environmentally oriented and is 
based on the principle of ‘public 
money for public goods’. The PGB 
was developed to replace direct 
income payments by linking them to 
the provision of public goods. 
Specifi c and highly targeted agri- 
environmental and climate measures 
(e.g. for species and biotope 
protection; designated as ‘dark green 
measures’) in the second pillar of the 
CAP (under the rural development 

regulation) are out of the PGB ’ s 
scope. In preparation for the CAP 
from 2023 onwards, the DVL ’ s goal 
was for the PGB to be implemented 
as an eco- scheme. This did not 
happen in Germany but a similar 
approach has been implemented in 
the Netherlands as an eco- scheme 
(see Jongeneel  et al ., 2025 in this 
Special Issue). 

 In this article, we describe the design 
of the PGB and recent developments 
with regard to the portfolio of 
measures and the regionalisation of 
measures and payments. We also 
outline possible approaches for 
developing the PGB into a 
cross- pillar approach. 

    The  PGB  concept 

 The PGB aims to provide farmers 
receiving conditional payments with 
the greatest possible fl exibility in their 
farming practices without impeding 
environmental effectiveness. Farmers 
are free on an annual basis to select 
individual measures and the amount 
of land to be included from the 
portfolio of options (à la carte 
approach). It is also possible to 
combine several measures on the 
same area of land. Farmers 

accumulate payments by 
implementing measures with positive 
environmental effects or by refraining 
from farming activities that have 
negative environmental impacts. 
There is no requirement to achieve 
minimum land areas or minimum 
payment amounts. If farmers 
participate in several measures at the 
whole farm level, a bonus, i.e. a 
payment supplement, is granted. 

 Farmers receive points for 
implementing measures. The effects 
of each individual measure are 
represented in a one- dimensional 
points system. The points are then 
added up to give a total score for the 
farm. The cumulative points are 
fi nally multiplied by a specifi ed point 
value (€/point) (Figure  1 ). The point 
value is calculated by dividing the 
available budget by the total number 
of points applied for at the national 
level. The aim of the DVL is to ensure 
that the reward for implementing the 
measures has a positive income 
impact at farm level. 

  The point value varies from year to 
year, with a minimum payment level 
per point for the entire funding 
period being discussed, thus reducing 
the farmers’ participation risk 

  Figure  1 :                  Calculation of the individual farm PGB by scoring its biodiversity, 
water and climate protection performance  

 Source : Based on Dierking  et al . ( 2017 ), p. 5.
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(Dierking  et al .,  2017 ). If too many 
points are applied for overall, the 
basic payments can be reduced, 
similar to the current eco- schemes 
mechanism in Germany. However, 
this could have a negative impact on 
confi dence in the PGB and thus on 
participation in measures. Also the 
income effectiveness of the measure’s 
implementation may decline and the 
mechanism only works as long as 
basic payments are available. 

    The portfolio of measures 

 The PGB was developed with a 
portfolio of 19 measures addressing 
biodiversity, climate and water 
protection. These are mostly single- 
area- based and action- oriented 
measures for arable land and grassland 
(Table  1 ). Exceptions are the 
enterprise- sector or whole- farm and 
result- oriented measures ‘erosion 
deposition’, ‘farm gate nitrogen 
balance’, ‘farm gate phosphorus 
balance’ and ‘humus balance’. The 
‘indicator species’ measure is a 
single- area but result- oriented measure. 
As part of a research and development 
project completed in 2025, this 
portfolio of measures was expanded to 
include ten additional measures that 
further address or reinforce the 
protection of soil, climate and animal 
welfare (Horlitz  et al .,  2025 ). 

  Currently the scoring is based on the 
following approaches: Measures 
that are:

     a.   implemented over a relatively 
large area and primarily reward 
the preservation of existing 
farming practices (1 point/ha), 

   b.   implemented over a relatively 
large area and address only one 
environmental good (1 point/ha), 

   c.   implemented over a relatively 
large area and address more than 
one environmental good (1–2 
points/ha), 

   d.   implemented over a relatively 
large area and reward the 
reduction in the use of plant 
protection products and fertilisers 
(4 points/ha), 

   e.   implemented over a relatively 
small area (4–13 points/ha) or 

   f.   results- oriented (1–12 points/ha).   

 In order to improve the assessment of 
measures based on their probable 
environmental effect, it may be 
advisable to develop an assessment 
guide, possibly with a Delphi method 
in which experts are surveyed using a 
systematic, multi- stage survey process 
with feedback loops. 

 A bonus, i.e. a 10 per cent payment 
supplement, is granted if farmers 

participate in at least fi ve measures 
covering a specifi ed area (% of 
cultivated agricultural land, column 
‘Bonus system (%)’ in Table  1 ). 

 Horlitz  et al . ( 2025 ) conclude that the 
introduction of minimum thresholds 
for subscription as well as the 
introduction of packages of measures 
that must be implemented in 
combination, should be examined in 
order to avoid a negative impact on 
the implementation of 
certain measures. 

 The PGB was planned by the DVL as 
an eco- scheme. However, the 
portfolio of measures goes beyond 
the eco- schemes implemented in 
Germany and also includes measures 
that are currently being implemented 
as AECM in the second pillar of the 

The Public Goods Bonus supports species- rich hay meadows in a variety of ways © Norbert Röder.
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   Table  1 :        Overview of the points scoring and the positive effects on protected goods of selected PGB measures 

 Measure  Biodiv.  Climate  Water  Soil  Point/ha  Bonus 
system 

(%) 

 Effect by large/ 
small- scale 
implementation 

  Measures previously represented in the portfolio  

 AL 1 Management of small- arable plots  X  X  X  X  1  10  Large- scale 

 AL 2 Summer cereals  X        1  10  Large- scale 

 AL 3 Legumes and their mixtures  X  X  X  X  2  5  Large- scale 

 AL 4 Unploughed stubble fi elds  X  X  X    2  10  Large- scale 

 AL 5 Flowering areas and strips  X  X  X  X  10  1  Small- scale 

 AL 6 Fallow land with spontaneous 
vegetation 

 X  X  X  X  12  1  Small- scale 

 AL 7 Abandonment of               

 -  chemically synthesised plant protection 
products 

 X    X    3  5  Large- scale 

 -  mineral fertiliser    X  X    1  5  Large- scale 

 GL 1 Management of small grassland 
plots 

 X        1  10  Large- scale 

 GL 2 Preservation of permanent 
grassland 

 X  X  X    1  30  Large- scale 

 GL 3 pasture  X  X  X    2  10  Large- scale 

 GL 4 Refuge strips in grassland (5–20 %)  X  X  X  X  1  10  Large- scale 

 GL 5 Abandonment of               

 -  chemically synthesised plant protection 
products 

 X    X    1  10  Large- scale 

 -  mineral fertiliser    X  X    1  10  Large- scale 

 GL 6 Abandonment of organic fertiliser  X    X    4  5  Large- scale 

 GL 7 Meadow orchards  X  X  X    4  0.5  rather Small- scale 

 HO 1 Farm gate nitrogen balance  X    X    0–12  -   -  

 HO 2 Farm gate phosphorus balance  X    X    0–12  -   -  

  New measures added to the portfolio  

 Low- emission application of farm manure    X      1  10  Large- scale 

 Strip tillage or direct sowing      X  X  4  10  Large- scale 

 Wide row  X    X    5  5  Large- scale 

 Wide row with fl owering undersown 
crop 

 X      X  6  5  Large- scale 

 Hedge maintenance  X  X    X  4  0.5  Small- scale 

 Fallow land with spontaneous vegetation 
managed for farmland birds 

 X  X  X  X  13  1  Small- scale 

 Presence of indicator species (4/6 
species) 

 X        1/2  1)      /  Large- scale 

 Erosion deposition      X  X  1  /  Large- scale 

 Humus balance    X  X  X  0–12  /  -  

     Note : AL = arable land; GL = grassland; HO = farm.  

    1)    For four proven characteristic species, 1 point/ha; for six proven characteristic species, 2 points/ha.  

    Source : According to Horlitz  et al . ( 2025 ).   
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CAP. In addition, some of the 
requirements associated with the 
standards of Good Agricultural and 
Environmental Conditions (GAEC) 
could be integrated into the PGB. 
This in particular applies if the basic 
payment were to be abolished and 
therefore GAEC standards would no 
longer be applicable. However, 
compliance with these requirements 
would then be voluntary, which 
could lead to a reduction in the level 
of environmental ambition. 

 The promotion of organic farming 
within the PGB is possible via the 
following models:

     •     All diffi culties that make organic 
farming more expensive are 
compensated by the PGB, so no 
separate payment for organic 
farming is necessary; 

   •     Organic farming can participate in 
the PGB and any additional 
disadvantages are compensated by 
an additional payment for organic 
farming in the 2nd pillar, which 
takes into account the PGB 
payment (Horlitz  et al .,  2025 ).   

 In summary, it is possible to integrate 
the remuneration of GAEC 
requirements and organic farming 
into the PGB ’ s portfolio of measures. 

    Administrative challenges in 
implementing the  PGB  

 The DVL ’ s goal was to ensure that the 
measures were easy to handle at the 
administrative level. A 2020 survey 
found that, in connection with the 
administrative challenges of 
implementing the PGB, the 

requirements for monitoring and 
evaluation are particularly important, 
as they can potentially entail a 
considerable administrative burden 
(Birkenstock and Röder,  2020 ). This is 
especially true when several measures 
are implemented on the same piece of 
land. The monetary point value, which 
may vary from year to year, also entails 
effort, as top- up measures under the 
second pillar may need to be adjusted. 
The communication effort vis- à- vis 
farmers may also increase (Birkenstock 
and Röder,  2020 ) especially if the 
argument is based on the valorisation 
of ecological services, the variability of 
which from year to year does not seem 
plausible. However, point- based 
eco- schemes have been established in 
other Member States (e.g. in the 
Netherlands and Hungary), so that 
conclusions could certainly be drawn 
from the experience gained there for 
implementation in other 
Member States. 

    Challenges of implementing 
the  PGB  in large Member 
States 

 The PGB was developed with a portfolio 
of measures that should be uniform 
across the entire territory of a Member 
State. However, due to regional and local 
differences, the effectiveness and 
effi ciency of the measures can vary 
greatly from place to place. To address 
this issue, it may be advisable to 
differentiate payment levels and/or 
funding requirements for measures on a 
regional basis (Horlitz  et al .,  2025 ; 
Röder  et al .,  2021 ; Weingarten 
 et al .,  2023 ). The following issues need to 
be clarifi ed with regard to the measures: 

(1) To what extent does the ecological 
effectiveness of a measure depend on the 
respective regional context? (2) Does the 
measure cause comparable changes in 
land use in different regions? (3) How 
much do social demands (e.g. due to 
nitrate pollution in groundwater) and (4) 
implementation costs vary regionally? 
(Table  2 ). In order to be able to 
differentiate payment levels and/or 
funding requirements on a regional basis, 
comprehensive information on these 
issues is required (Horlitz  et al .,  2025 ). 

  With regard to the regionalisation of 
payment levels and/or funding 
requirements, it remains unclear 
which spatial or administrative units 
should be taken into account and 
whether these should remain stable 
over time. The aim should be to 
establish regions’ boundaries based 
on objective criteria, independent of 
administrative boundaries, while at 
the same time ensuring a certain 
degree of stability over time. 

   Table  2 :        Rationale for regionalising payment levels and/or funding requirements in Germany for selected PGB 
measures 

 Measure  (1) 
Effectiveness 
dependent on 

regional 
context? 

 (2) 
Is the likelihood of a 
change in land use/

management dependent 
on the regional context? 

 (3) 
Demand 

dependent on 
regional 
context? 

 (4) 
Any signifi cant 

regional differences 
in implementation 

costs? 

  AL 1 Management of small- arable plots   ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓ 
  AL 3 Legumes and their mixtures   ✓  X  X  ✓ 
  GL 2 Preservation of permanent 
grassland  

 ✓  ✓  X  X 

  GL 4 Refuge strips in grassland   ✓  X  X  ✓ 

     Source : according to Horlitz  et al . ( 2025 ) shortened.   

 

 “ 
Die 
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öffentlicher Güter 

geknüpft werden.

 ”  
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Currently, a very regional design 
(below the NUTS 2 level) of measures 
is found primarily in co- operative 
approaches, such as in the Dutch 
implementation of the AECM. The 
insights gained here could be used to 
develop best- practice approaches for 
the regionalisation of payment levels 
and funding requirements. 

 Regionalised implementation of 
agri- environmental support raises the 
question of how responsibilities 
should be distributed between the 
different administrative levels. Three 
options are conceivable (Horlitz 
 et al .,  2025 ):

     1.   Separate responsibilities: PGB 
measures are programmed at 
Member State level and the 
regions programme the specifi c 
AECM. Both instruments contain 
measures that are partly similar or 
build on each other. 

   2.   Regional budget for PGB 
measures: the Member State only 
sets the framework for the design 
of PGB measures, e.g. basic 
content and corridors for 
requirements and funding levels. 

The regions can select measures 
from this framework plan, adjust 
payments and specify 
requirements. 

   3.   New Delivery Model (model 
strategic plan): the Member State 
defi nes objectives for the regions, 
which are in principle comparable 
to the requirements that the EU 
formulates for Member States 
within the framework of EU 
2021/2115. Budgets are made 
available for the regions, each of 
which covers general PGB 
measures and AECM. The regions 
have a great freedom in how they 
achieve their objectives. It would 
be possible for the regions to 
delegate (some of) the 
requirements to co- operatives.   

 The three options considered each 
have different strengths and 
weaknesses. From a pragmatic 
point of view, the option ‘regional 
budget for PGB measures’ appears 
to be the easiest to implement. The 
‘New Delivery Model’, on the other 
hand, offers potential advantages in 
terms of effi ciency and effectiveness 

and is therefore particularly 
recommended from a 
functional perspective. 

 Ultimately, choosing a suitable option 
for the distribution of roles between 
Member States and regions is 
primarily a political decision. The 
respective priorities and interests will 
play a decisive role in this. 

     PGB  in light of the EU 
Commission’s proposals 

 The PGB was originally developed as a 
replacement for direct payments and 
was later geared towards implementing 
eco- schemes more effectively and 
effi ciently. Against this backdrop, the 
question arises as to what extent this 
concept fi ts in with the European 
Commission ’ s proposed regulations for 
the further development of the 
multiannual fi nancial framework and 
the CAP from 2028 onwards. 

 A prerequisite for the PGB to make 
an effective contribution to 
addressing the environmental 
problems of agriculture in the EU is 
the provision of suffi cient fi nancial 

In regions where land is used intensively, unused grassland can be a limiting factor for biodiversity. However, in marginal regions, 
the abandonment of low- input meadows and pasture has the potential to have a negative impact on farmland biodiversity. This 
necessitates a regionally tailored support approach © Norbert Röder.
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resources. Provided that suffi cient 
fi nancial resources are available, the 
approach pursued by the DVL of 
‘public money for public goods’ is in 
principle compatible with the ‘just 
transition approach’ pursued by the 
EU Commission (according to 
Matthews, 2025). Without major 
structural adjustments, support 
measures for the implementation of 
protective practices and the 
recognition of national environmental 
regulations can also be integrated 
into the points system of the PGB. 

 One problem with annual measures 
is that demand from farmers can 
fl uctuate greatly depending on the 
framework conditions, which in turn 
affects fi nancial planning. In 
contrast to the current CAP Pillar 1 
system, the new fi nancial 
architecture allows funds to be 
carried over several years, which 
greatly facilitates the budgetary 
implementation of annual measures. 
The dissolution of the pillar 
structure and the merging of the 
two very similar elements, AECM 
and eco- schemes, also simplifi es the 
development of a consistent design. 
This is particularly true when, as in 
federal states like Germany, 

responsibility for their respective 
design lies at different administrative 
levels. The explicit abandonment of 
the previous requirement to 
calculate payments on cost- incurred 
income foregone may facilitate the 
establishment of a modular points 
system, especially if the points and 
thus the payments are based on 
ecological effectiveness. 

 The integration of the two previous 
pillars of the CAP into the new 
National and Regional Partnership 
(NRP) fund makes it possible to 
harmonise various regulations that, in 
the current system, complicate the 
interaction between eco- schemes and 

AECM in general, but also within the 
framework of the PGB. These include 
differing regulations on the defi nition 
of the group of benefi ciaries, sanction 
algorithms, and whether the payment 
is granted as part of an approval 
procedure or whether the benefi ciary 
is legally entitled to the payments 
when the requirements are met. In 
the case of AECM, the former often 
led to a de facto ‘fi rst- come, fi rst- 
served’ procedure, i.e. it was often 
not possible to reapply once the 
planned funding budget was 
foreseeably exhausted. 

    Conclusions and outlook 

 In recent years, Land Care Germany 
(DVL) has pursued the goal of 
anchoring the PGB as an eco- scheme 
in the German CAP Strategic Plan. 
This has not been achieved – in 
contrast to some other EU Member 
States, such as the Netherlands and 
Hungary, where points- based 
eco- schemes are already in place. 
However, with a view to the funding 
period from 2028 onwards, new 
opportunities are opening up for 
integrating the PGB into the 
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). 

The practice of sowing cereals in wide rows alongside fl owering undersown crops has been shown to have a positive effect on the 
skylark, common insects typical of arable fi elds and an important component in the creation of humus © Norbert Röder.
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