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1. To provide an overview of agroforestry 

with livestock across Europe 

2. Review some innovation of trees with 

livestock 

3. Review perceptions of agroforestry 

across Europe 



Silvopastoral systems 
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Combining trees 
and shrubs with 
forage and 
animal 
production 
 
 

Silvoarable 

Widely spaced 
trees and shrubs 
inter-cropped 
with annual or 
perennial crops 

Hedgerows, 
windbreaks 
and riparian 
buffer strips 

Lines of trees/ 
shrubs bordering 
farmland to 
protect livestock, 
crops, and/or soil 
and water quality 

Forest 
farming 

Forested 
areas used 
for harvest 
of 
speciality 
crops 

Home-
gardens 

Trees/ 
shrubs 
with 
vegetables 
in urban 
areas 



Silvopastoral systems are important 
covering 3.6% of Europe 

Area of agroforestry: Using LUCAS data:15.4 Mha (3.6% of total area and 8.8% 

of agricultural area) (den Herder et al. 2017) (excludes 1.8 Mha of homegardens).  
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Improved seasonality of grass production 

Longer grazing season under the tree 
canopies in Spain and Portugal 



Improved seasonality of grass production 

In Northern Ireland,  
trees allow earlier access 
to grass in Spring and 
extended grazing in 
autumn 



Conservation value of livestock grazing 

Red Poll cattle in Epping Forest wearing 
collars for a virtual fencing scheme to allow 
unconstrained public access 



Reduced mowing costs  
Opportunities for improved off-site grass use 

Grazing of high-stem cider orchards 
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Hens in organic apple orchards 

Woodland eggs 
• Hens use more of their range   
• Less feather pecking damage  
• Fewer wild fowl visits 



• Commercial standard sward 
mixture established as well as 
customised seed mix 

• Rotation of access to manage 
pressure across the range 

Sward establishment under trees 



• Reduced heat stress 
• Trees need to be established 

for 2-4 years before access 
• Metal cage tree protection 

 was most effective 

Pigs and trees 



Tree fodder database: leaves of black 
locust, chestnut, white mulberry and 
ash have crude protein levels of 22% 

Tree fodder 



On-line fodder tree database 
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Animal health and welfare

Diversity of products

Crop and pasture production

Animal production

Production of tree products

Quality of tree products

Crop and pasture quality

Disease and weed control

Predation loss to wild animals

Negative attributes

Positive attributes

Positive

Negative

Agroforestry can create production benefits 

Analysis of 30 stakeholder groups and 344 stakeholders (Garcia de Jalon et al. 2017) 
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Biodiversity

Landscape aesthetics

Soil conservation

Carbon sequestration

Climate moderation

Water quality

Runoff and flood control

Change in fire risk

Control of noise and odour

Reduced groundwater…

Negative attributes

Positive attributes

Positive

Negative

Agroforestry provides environmental benefits 

Analysis of 30 stakeholder groups and 344 stakeholders (Garcia de Jalon et al. 2017) 



Modelling ecosystem services for 

landscapes with and without agroforestry 

Kay et al. (2017) Agroforestry Systems 

 

Ecosystem services modelled: 
• Crop biomass yield 
• Groundwater recharge rate 
• Nutrient retention 
• Soil conservation 
• Carbon sequestration 
• Biodiversity  

• Functional biodiversity 
(Pollination) 

• Habitat diversity 
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Agroforestry dominated landscape test sites 

Agricultural dominated landscape test sites 

Comparison of agroforestry and 

agricultural landscapes across 12 sites 

Agroforestry 
landscapes  
 
Higher: 
• Nutrient retention 
• C sequestration 
• Soil conservation 
• Pollination services  
• Proportions of semi-

natural habitats 
Lower: 
• Groundwater 

recharge 
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Biodiversity 

Kay et al. (2017) Agroforestry Systems 
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Originality and interest

Project feasibility

Inspection of animals

Regulation

Mechanisation

Management costs

Complexity of work

Administrative burden

Labour

Negative attributes

Positive attributes

Positive

Negative

Farmers indicate that agroforestry has labour and  
administrative costs 

Analysis of 30 stakeholder groups and 344 stakeholders (Garcia de Jalon et al. 2017) 



Agroforestry for livestock farmers 
 

1. Is an important land use 

2. Established animal welfare and  

seasonal grass production benefits 

3. Interest in trees as fodder 

4. Wider environmental benefits for society 

5. Importance of manager’s mind set: do you 

focus on the positive innovations or the costs? 

6. Visit: www.agforward.eu 
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