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Introduction
Agroforestry is defined as the integration of woody vegetation (trees and shrubs) with crop
and/or animal production systems (Mosquera-Losada et al., 2008). It has been shown that the
interaction between these different components can result in higher land productivity while
enhancing ecosystem services and overall biodiversity compared to conventional agricultural
systems (Smith et al., 2013; Torralba et al.,2016). Consequently, agroforestry has gained
interest as a sustainable land management practice which can address socio-economic and
ecological challenges in intensive agricultural regions. Despite its benefits, the uptake and
maintenance of agroforestry by farmers in Europe has been constrained by various factors.
Previous studies on farmers’ perception towards agroforestry indicated that concerns about
profitability and lack of economic incentive are important obstacles for the adoption of
alternative cropping systems (García de Jalón et al., 2018; Rois-Díaz et al., 2018).
Uncertainty about profitability is mainly due to the long phase between the establishment of
trees and pay-off, inconsistent with the relatively short planning horizon of traditional farming
system. Over that period of time, regulations might change or tree can be damaged by
wildlife, pests or bad weather, confronting farmers with potential high levels of risk and
expenses (Borremans et al., under review). Dutch farmers interviewed in a study from García
de Jalón et al. (2018) actually considered disease and weed control, labour and tree survival to
be the main issues for the uptake of agroforestry. Sereke et al. (2015) recommended
introducing establishment payments to cover the long establishment phase.
Functioning of the regular financial market is another factor affecting the profitability of
agroforestry. Indeed, agroforestry systems deliver a wide range of ecosystem services that are
not monetarized by the current market system. Through a meta-analysis, Torralba et al. (2016)
found that erosion control, biodiversity and soil fertility were all enhanced by agroforestry
practices in Europe. A recent study showed that, when regulating ecosystem services and disservices (soil loss, nutrients loss and carbon sequestration) were accounted in the net
economic value, agroforestry systems were more profitable than conventional agriculture
(Kay et al., 2019). Allowing for the valorization of such ecosystem services in market
channels would likely stimulate farmers and land users to adopt more sustainable forms of
land use like agroforestry.
This paper explores the case for the creation of an innovative financing scheme to make
agroforestry more attractive economically to Dutch farmers and scale out its adoption. The
proposed financing scheme would consists of two mechanisms. The first one involve a
contract between the wood industry and farmers, in which timber companies pay for the
establishment and harvesting of trees in exchange of the partial use of farmer’s plots. The
second mechanism allows farmers to perceive regular payments for ecosystem services
provided by the trees planted on their land (e.g. carbon sequestration).
The aim of this research is to identify the potential constraints and opportunities of these two
mechanisms by drawing on experiences from existing projects and evaluate the overall
feasibility of the scheme by conducting interviews with key stakeholders, including actors
from the wood industry, bio-carbon project developers and private companies. The
information collected from case studies and during the interviews will be used to further
specify directions for the development of the financing scheme.

Mechanism 1: carbon payments
Agroforestry is often cited as an important land-based approach for climate change mitigation
due to its capacity to sequester carbon in soil and above-ground biomass (Mbow et al., 2014).
While the rate of carbon stored by agroforestry systems varies largely with plant and system
characteristics, management factors and environmental conditions, studies have reported
values ranging from 0.29 to 15.21 Mg C/ha/year above ground and 30 to 300 Mg C/ha in soils
(Nair et al., 2010).
The emergence of markets for GHGs emission reductions has turned carbon into a tradable
commodity, representing an economic opportunity for land use activities that capture and
store carbon, referred as bio-sequestration (Smith et al., 2013). In particular, carbon offsetting
provides a mechanism by which farmers could gain a foothold in the carbon market and be
financially rewarded for adopting practices that increase carbon sinks on their land. Carbon
offsetting consists in compensating one’s GHGs emissions by paying someone else to reduce
or sequester CO2 equivalent emissions.
Unfortunately, agricultural practices and land use changes that can reduce atmospheric GHGs
have been largely excluded from the largest compliance carbon markets to this date, such as
the European Emissions Trading System (EU ETS). Consequently, carbon offset projects that
compensate farmers for adopting bio-sequestration practices like reduced tillage, improved
grazing management or tree planting are found mostly in the voluntary carbon market and
implemented essentially in developing countries. For example, the Western Kenya
Agricultural Carbon Project aims at sequestering 618,000 tons of CO2e over the 2009–2029
period by promoting the use of Sustainable Land Management (SLM) practices among 60,000
farmers in the project area (Lee, 2017, Swallow & Goddard, 2013).
In parallel, some companies have taken initiative to demonstrate actions in reducing their
carbon footprint by investing in emissions reduction activities within their own supply chain,
a strategy termed carbon insetting1. Insetting basically consists of internally offsetting the
negative environmental, and sometimes social, impacts associated with one's business
(climate, water, biodiversity, soils etc.). Beside meeting the needs of consumers, insetting
provides other benefits such strengthening supplier relationships as well as increasing supply
chain resilience and efficiency. For example, Nespresso is implementing agroforestry systems
in Colombia and Guatemala to help farmers adapt to climate change, reduce inputs costs and
increase coffee yields.2 The food-product corporation Danone pledged to achieve carbon
neutrality by 2050 across their whole value chain also using insetting strategies. These include
reducing the company's emissions by using 100% renewable energy, supporting agricultural
practices of their suppliers that sequester more carbon in the ground and eliminating
deforestation from their supply chain. They will also offset the remaining emissions by
financing agroforestry, mangrove restoration and fuel-efficient cooking tools in developing
countries.3
These examples illustrate how a carbon compensation scheme could reward farmers
financially for adopting practices that benefit the wider society and set the path to climatesmart and regenerative agriculture in Europe. In the next chapter, I explore the potential of
carbon payments to increase the adoption of agroforestry systems in the Netherlands. I do so
by identifying the constraints and opportunities in the implementation of such mechanism
from interviews with two organizations involved in carbon compensation, Trees for All and
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GreenChoice. Trees for All is an organization that provides CO2 reduction and
compensation opportunities for individuals and companies by developing forest protection
and reforestation/afforestation projects in Africa and the Netherlands. Their respondent for
this study was Elsbeth Gerritsen, Program Manager for Dutch tree projects.
GreenChoice is a gas and electricity company that provides CO2 neutral gas to its customers
by purchasing certified carbon credits from REDD+ projects (Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation) and finance non-certified reforestation projects in
developing countries and the Netherlands. The contact person was Ruben Veefkind, Strategy
and Innovation Manager.

Results
Requirements of ETS

R. Veefkind explained that GreenChoice is unsure whether they will keep buying carbon
credits from bio-carbon projects in the future because it will become harder to demonstrate
additionality under the Paris Agreements. Post-2020, each Parties will have to outline and
communicate climate actions they intend to achieve so as to reduce anthropogenic emissions
and/or increase sinks of GHGs. The forests currently protected by bio-carbon projects to
generate carbon credits will likely be included in the carbon accounting of the country it
belongs to in order to realize its commitment in the Paris Agreement. This means that a biocarbon project will not be able anymore to prove that without its intervention, carbon
sequestration would not occur anyway (i.e that it is additional). If this is the case, companies
like GreenChoice will not be able to claim compensation for emissions anymore. However,
R.Veefkind said that they will keep financing forest projects but reporting the amount of
carbon sequestered as an indicator of the project's success only, and not to generate carbon
credits anymore. For these projects, other indicators like biodiversity, food security and local
livelihood are other important indicators to be taken into account.
Project's impact

For R. Veefkind, allocating some of GreenChoice's funds to Dutch agroforestry projects
would a possibility because it “tells a nice story to their customers”, but the amount invested
will depend on the impact of such project. For example, if for the same investment, a peat
restoration project has more impact (in terms of carbon sequestered for example), this might
limit their investment in an agroforestry program. They are interested in increasing the
number of projects in the Netherlands though, to create more awareness about climate issues
towards their customers, who will be able to visit those projects.
R. Veefkind was also concerned with the scale at which an agroforestry project could be
implemented and the resulting costs. He said that to claim a large impact, the project would
need to be implemented on a big scale, which would likely occur on many small to medium
size farms. Measuring the impact of the project on every farms would be time consuming and
result in high costs, which means that the funds allocated would be spent on monitoring
instead of impact making. He also mentioned that annual payment to farmers for carbon
sequestration would increase costs because monitoring would need to be done every year.
Instead, paying a set price for a project's needs at the beginning would be more convenient.

Donors' interest in farming businesses

According to E. Gerritsen, one concern Tree for All has regarding agroforestry projects is that
they are unsure whether their donors, which are mainly private companies, would agree to
finance a farming business as opposed to a natural forest with recreation and conservation
purposes. They are currently running a pilot project to finance a 2 ha of food forest on a dairy
farm to see if donors are interested.
When asked about this issue, the respondent at GreenChoice answered that this would not be
a problem as long as they are not financing a few individuals but rather an entire program for
agroforestry development.

Mechanism 2 : timber production in agroforestry
The Netherlands have one of the smallest wooded area of Europe and import 90% of the
wood from abroad. At the same time, the demand for wood is predicted to double from 0.9
m3 per inhabitant now to 1.5-2 m3 in 2030 (Schelhaas et al., 2014). At the global scale, there
are only a limited number of regions where wood harvest can be sustainably increased, which
will likely affect the global wood market. It is therefore primordial that the Dutch wood sector
invest in domestic production to reduce the dependence on external supply and vulnerability
to price fluctuation. Increasing production of wood will inevitably require to convert existing
land use to wooded area which could result in conflicts between land users. In that regard,
agroforestry represents a win-win scenario where land would be made available to increase
wood production while providing an opportunity for farmers to become more resilient to
environmental and economical changes by diversifying their production.
In 2016, several Dutch public and private organizations have released together an action plan
to increase domestic timber production thanks to more productive management in exiting
forest and an expansion of forested area by 100 000 ha.4 In this action plan, 25 000 ha of these
newly established wooded areas would be agroforestry systems, corresponding to 1% of the
agricultural land in the Netherlands. While this could be an opportunity to scale out the
adoption of agroforestry practices in the country, nothing is specified on how to implement
such action.
Respondents in a study from Borremans et al. (2016) on agroforestry adoption in Flanders
proposed an alternative system in which farmers would get annual compensation from wood
processing companies for the partial use of their plot and for the maintenance of trees. In
exchange, the wood processing companies would be responsible for the planting and
harvesting of trees. The advantage of agroforestry systems for timber production is that there
is more space below the canopy because trees need to be thinned in order to have a long and
straight trunk (Sereke et al., 2015). This could facilitate adoption because tree-crop
competition and use of machinery in agroforestry systems is often a concern for farmers.
However, it is currently unknown whether such financing scheme could be effective in the
Netherlands and what are the constraints for its implementation. To answer this question, I
interviewed different actors in the wood industry to have their perspective on the scheme and
identify potential bottlenecks. I contacted people from two organizations: Eric de Munck from
the Royal Association of Dutch Timber Companies (Koninklijke Vereniging Van
4
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Nederlandse Houtondernemingen, VVNH) and Maarten Willemen, board member of the
General Association for Inland Wood (Algemene Vereniging Inlands Hout, AVIH). I also try
to interview people at Stichting Probos, Bosgroepen, Vereniging van Bos- en
Natuurterreineigenaren (VBNE) and Arboribussilva but they were either unavailable or
unable to give me any information.

Results
Functioning of the timber value chain

The functioning of the timber value chain in the Netherlands could be a limitation in the
implementation of this scheme because of the large separation between the producing and the
processing part, explained the respondent from AVIH. Indeed, saw and paper mills usually
purchase their raw material directly from forest owners or retailers and are only active in the
processing part of the value chain. Investing time and money in the supply of their future raw
material would require important changes they might not be ready to make. Additionally,
timber production would be an unusual long-term investment for wood processing companies
that have a planning horizon of a few weeks for the provisioning of wood.
M. Willemen suggested that such investment could be more easily made by paper mills that
use material from fast-growing species, as it is already done by some large paper companies.
The respondent from VVNH mentioned poplar as a more promising fast-growing species for
timber production since new techniques to enhance the durability of the wood are being
developed. Moreover, this species is disappearing from the Dutch landscape and there is an
interest in reestablishing them. If agroforestry systems with a fast-growing species were to be
used, poplar could be an interesting option. Organizations involved in the revival of poplars
could eventually provide financial support in planting poplar trees on agricultural lands.
M. Willemen said that a few saw mills might be interested in investing in timber production
on a small-scale for the sake of innovation but this will largely depend on the overall cost. To
implement this system on a bigger scale, it was suggested to involve saw mills that get the
supply of wood from their own land. This is the case of the private estate Twickl in the
province of Overijssel which owns several thousand hectares of forest and process the wood
themselves.
Return on investment and tree ownership

Another issue raised by M. Willemen is the security of the investment for the timber
companies. Investing in trees on which they have no ownership might be perceived as too
risky by the investing party, especially with such a long return on investment. For M.
Willemen, it is important that the investment comes with a guarantee that the trees will stay in
place until they can be harvested.

Discussion and recommendation
The interviews revealed some limitations in the proposed economic scheme to incentivize and
scale out agroforestry in the Netherlands. Here I discuss the issues identified by the
respondents for each mechanism and offer recommendations on how to address these
limitations.

Mechanism 1
The decision of GreenChoice to potentially stop compensating their emissions by purchasing
carbon credits in the future illustrate how emission trading systems (ETS) can be constraining
for carbon sequestration projects. Compared to emission-reductions projects in the industrial
and energy sectors, it is more difficult for projects in the land-use sector like carbon
sequestration to meet the requirements of permanence, non-leakage and additionality, which
are essentials for the integrity of emission trading systems (Thamo & Pannel, 2016).
One risk that separates bio-sequestration projects from other emission-reduction activities is
that carbon capture is not necessarily permanent if the carbon sink is destroyed by natural
causes like fire or intermediate land-use changes (Schlamadinger et al., 2007). To ensure
permanence, sequestration schemes typically have rules that require sequestration to be
maintained and not re-released for a certain duration (e.g. 100 years) or until replacement
abatement is purchased (Thamo & Pannel, 2016). This can also be a strong deterrent for
farmers who wish to participate in a bio-carbon project because of the long-term commitment
(Verschuur, 2017)
Another crucial question of any offset project is whether the specific land-use management
being employed results in abatement that would not have occurred under a business as usual
scenario, called baseline. The additionality of a bio-sequestration project is tested against this
baseline and requires far-reaching monitoring, reporting and verification (MRV) of
sequestered carbon, often leading to high transaction costs (Verschuuren, 2017). Transaction
costs are exacerbated by the difficulty to accurately quantify carbon stock changes on
agricultural lands because of the highly dispersed nature of agricultural emissions sources and
sinks, as well as their heterogeneity linked to local conditions (Grosjean et al., 2016).
High transaction costs mean that revenue from carbon credits are likely to be cancelled out by
the the cost of quantifying and monitoring projects performance (Foster & Neufeldt, 2014).
The cost for certification by well-known standards such as VCS and VER+ were reported to
range between US$ 200,000- 250,000 for land-based offset projects.5 This is one of the reason
why carbon offset projects are mainly implemented in developing countries where costs are
lower and are often funded by large donors.
Given the high costs involved in bio-sequestration projects certified by carbon offset
standards, it is uncertain that generating carbon credits through an agroforestry program in the
Netherlands will be financially viable. For that reason, I recommend focusing on a scheme
that do not involve the creation of carbon credit stricto senso (i.e. third-party certified and
tradable credits). Instead afforestation/reforestation projects could be financed by companies
and institutions willing to underscore their focus on sustainability by buying certificates that
represents a certain number of trees planted and not directly a ton of carbon sequestered. This
system of sponsorship is already used by Trees for All but their respondent explained that one
of their biggest issue now is to find land available in the Netherlands for these reforestation
projects. By allowing tree growing without compromising food production, agroforestry
offers a solution to this problem.
The respondent at Trees for All also doubted whether sponsors will be willing to donate
money to farmer as opposed to an NGO for afforestation activities like agroforestry. In
France, the Voluntary Carbon Land Certification project (VOCAL) aims to develop a
methodological framework for validating carbon reduction/removal units in agricultural and
5
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forestry projects.6 A study on the potential demand for these carbon units reported that 38% of
the 117 companies and public institutions interviewed were interested in buying carbon units
generated through agricultural activities in the future (e.g. emission reductions from field
crops, methanisation of wastes, increasing soil organic carbon etc.).7 The main reasons were
because of the regional impact of such projects on rural development, the landscape and the
co-benefits of tree planting.
Whereas it is currently unknown if Dutch companies would show the same interest in
domestic bio-carbon projects on agricultural land, it would be worthwhile to conduct a similar
survey to evaluate the demand. In this study, GreenChoice was the only company I could
contact but further researcher should be done, targeting companies which are already
purchasing carbon credits on the voluntary market or involved in sustainable development
schemes (e.g. corporate social responsability). It would also be important to investigate
whether they would only be interested in financing tree planting on farmlands or carbon
accounting and compensation is also a prerequisite.
Companies of the food sector in particular (e.g. retailer, supermarkets, food processing
industry) could be solicited to promote insetting because they are directly impacted by food
production and might have a stronger interest in supporting sustainable practices within their
supply chain. For example, one of the largest supermarket chains in Switzerland is using
insetting to finance the planting of trees on farmlands of the group’s own suppliers. Farmers
receive CHF 75.- (67 euros) for every tree planted on arable or pastureland and the focus is on
wild fruit trees and high value timber, which can be planted in combination with standard fruit
trees.8 To my knowledge, this scheme has not been scaled up and concerns only a few farms.
This is probably due to the fact that agroforestry is not very developed in Switzerland and
most farmers are still waiting to see the benefits from experimental farms, but it illustrates
how companies can play a role in promoting sustainable agricultural practices.
The respondent at GreenChoice explained that the company has a limited amount of money
that can be spent on sustainability so they look for projects that have the greatest impact. It is
likely that companies which are serious about mitigating their social and environmental
impact and communicating it to their customers will think in the same lines. Therefore, it is
important to raise awareness about all the benefits agroforestry can have in the Netherlands to
make it appealing to these companies for their marketing strategy. Beside the ecosystem
services already mentioned in the introduction, it is also important to communicate about
other benefits of agroforestry, such as rural development and increased recreational, aesthetic
and cultural heritage values of landscapes (Fagerholm et al., 2016). This is especially relevant
since these benefits can be directly perceived and enjoyed by people as opposed to the more
subtle ecological benefits.
As explained above, monitoring and reporting a project's impact comes with a cost. In the
case of agroforestry, if the trees are planted on multiple and dispersed plots, the costs would
increase because performance's indicators would need to be measured on each plots. To
achieve a consequent impact (e.g amount of carbon sequestered, increased biodiversity etc.) at
the lowest cost possible, it is more optimal to implement the project on a single, large site. If
6
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this is not possible, R. Veefkind suggested that several small-farm projects could be pooled
into a large one and the monitoring could be done on a few random sites.
In the initial scheme I proposed, farmers would receive annual payments for the ecosystem
services the tree planted on their land provide (carbon sequestration in that case). However
this would imply that monitoring is done on a regular basis to pay the appropriate amount to
the farmers. Again, this would greatly increase the overall costs of the project resulting in
higher price per tree planted (or ton of carbon sequestered) for sponsors. Making payments
every year instead of a single one at the beginning of the project would also be inconvenient
for sponsors as explained by R. Veefkind.
To simplify the scheme I would suggest that funding provided by sponsors is used only to
cover the price of tree planting (buying seedling and amendment, planting and tree protection
etc.). Information on the cost of agroforestry establishment in the Netherlands is very scarce
in the literature and financial data need to be collected. However, Graves et al. (2007)
reported an establishment cost of 1200€ ha-1 for a silvoarable system with 113 walnut trees
per hectare. In a report for PBL, authors calculated a price of 6000€ per hectare with 10% of
the surface covered with trees but they do not specify the agroforestry system nor the tree
species used for that estimation (Hekkenberg & Koelemeijer, 2018). To involve sponsors in
the scheme, it will be necessary to do more research on the cost of agroforestry establishment
in the Dutch context.
Mechanism 2
In the new scheme, maintenance costs would then be covered by wood companies to provide
farmers with a regular revenue from the first year after planting. In exchange, companies
would be able to harvest and sell the wood when trees have reached an acceptable size.
Unfortunately, as of today farmers cannot rely on a well-functioning wood and timber value
chain that has expertise with the management of trees, especially not in a farming context
(Borreman et al., under review)
According to M. Willemen, there are no wood processing companies in the Netherlands that
source raw material from their own forest. The only exceptions are a few private estates that
happen to also run a saw-mill to process their timber like Twickle or Landgoed Welna BV.
M. Willemen suggested that such companies have the knowledge and capacity to produce
timber and might be more willing to invest in tree planting on agricultural lands. Because they
have various sources of revenue, the long return on investment of silviculture might be less of
an issue as well.
For the rest of the wood processing companies, it is difficult to tell if they would be willing to
make timber production part of their business model, especially considering how long it takes
to grow trees for timber. But with the planting costs being covered by the first mechanism of
the scheme, investment might be sufficiently low and risk-free for some wood processing
companies to be interested in participating. Because of time limitations I only contacted
associations and organizations in the wood sector for this study, but wood processing
companies should be approached directly in the future to evaluate the feasibility of a
partnership between farmers and the timber industry to increase timber production in the
Netherlands. Simultaneously, it is necessary to do more research on the costs of tree
maintenance in agroforestry systems since it will be an important factor influencing wood
companies' willingness to participate in the scheme. Additionally, farmers should also be

consulted about the price they would ask for the partial use of their plot and their conditions
(i.e would the price include the cost for maintaining the trees like thinning and weeding?).
M. Willemen also suggested to use fast-growing species to produce pulp for the paper
industry. Species like willow, poplar, beech and alder can be grown in short rotation of 2-5
years, giving a lower but quicker return on investment. These species have been produced in
alley coppicing agroforestry systems for biofuel production for example (Morhart et al.,
2014). Willow-pasture systems have also been experimented on dairy farms in the
Netherlands to provide additional fodder to livestock and produce woodchips (Prins,
unpublished). It is however necessary to evaluate the economic value of such agroforestry
systems. If the benefits of growing trees for pulp production are not at superior to growing
regular annual crops, farmers will probably not adopt them. Additionally, this type of
agroforestry system is quite intensive and might be incompatible with the first financing
mechanism, since sponsors will likely finance projects with high environmental and social
value. This is especially true if carbon sequestration is important to them, because the criteria
of permanence cannot be guaranteed if trees are processed into paper.
Finally, a partnership between farmers and the wood industry requires a clarification of rights
and responsibilities. In such system, uncertainty would be shared between the different actors
along the value chain and clear agreements need to be made in order to provide both investors
and landholders with assurance they will realize the future benefits of tree planting. For
example, it is unlikely that wood processing companies will invest in tree planting on
farmlands if they are not guaranteed that the trees will stay on the land until they are
harvestable. Similarly, farmers must have the certainty that they will be paid annually for the
partial use of their land and for the maintenance of the trees at an agreed price.
Such contract must also specify how one party will be compensated if the other decides to
break the contract. To provide long-term security on its investment, the financing party could
be made the owner of the trees for the duration of the contract, as it was suggested by
respondents in the study from Borremans et al. (2016). By doing so, the investor has the
certainty that the trees will not be felled, for example in the case where the land is sold and
the new landowner wants the trees gone. On the other hand, it might be difficult for farmers to
accept the idea that they do not own what is growing on their land.
In the situation where the investor cannot cover the annual costs of tree maintenance anymore,
the farmer could eventually become the rightful owner of the tree and decide whether he/she
wants to keep them or having them remove. For the later, tree removal could be at the
investor's expanses.
For M. Willemen, involving saw mills that also own the land where the trees would be
planted (see above) could be a way to avoid issues related to property and ownership and thus
reduce the complexity of the scheme.

Conclusion
The aim of this research was to evaluate the potential constraints and opportunities of a
financing scheme for agroforestry in the Netherlands involving payment for ecosystem
services and timber production. The results from the desk study and interviews led to the
design of a financing scheme that comports two complementary mechanism addressing the
main barriers farmers face when adopting agroforestry.

The initial investment necessary to establish an agroforestry system would be bore by
sponsors, for example private companies, who wish to be socially accountable for the impact
their business have and commit to sustainability and community welfare. Further research
should look into the expectations and motivations of private companies toward this
sponsorship system. For example, how many trees are they willing to donate for and at what
cost, what impact do they want to achieve (environmental, social, cultural) and to what degree
should it be monitored, verified and reported? More information on the cost of agroforestry
establishment in the Netherlands is necessary to inform potential sponsors. To reach and
convince sponsors, it will also be important to increase awareness about the different benefits
(ecosystem services) agroforestry can provide, to which they would be directly contributing
by financing the planting of trees. Promoting agroforestry as an insetting project for
companies in the food industry particularly would be a relevant strategy to achieve large scale
adoption in the Netherlands.
To reduce the financial gap during the long growing phase of agroforestry systems, farmers
would receive annual payments from wood companies for the partial use of their plots and the
maintenance of the trees. In exchange, wood companies could sell or process the timber when
it has reached a harvestable size. As for the first mechanism, it is necessary to evaluate the
interest of timber companies in a partnership with farmers and their conditions. This will
likely depend of the price they have to pay farmers, therefore these need to be concerted in
future research to provide investors with more information. Additionally, the rights and
responsibilities of the different actors will need to be clarified and accepted by all
stakeholders.
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