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1-Introduction

ITAES (i.e. "Integrated Tools to design and implement Agro Environmental Schemes") is a Research Project under the EU Sixth Framework Programme, that started early 2004. It had mobilised 600 person-months of research effort over three full years (2004)(2005)(2006)(2007). It emphasises the trade-offs between environmental, economics, social and institutional impact of agro-environmental schemes and provide criteria to identify and guidance to design cost-effective schemes. The team of knowledgeable partners from nine countries has been assembled to develop an integrated framework for the assessment of Agro Environmental Schemes, employing biophysical and socio-economic indicators to examine and support the actions of policy-makers. There is a particular focus on farmers' behaviour and on institutional arrangements and identifying the key elements required for the design of cost-effective schemes. Innovative tools have been developed and tested using first-hand data provided by a survey of more than 2000 farmers, the one-year follow-up of 200 farmers, interviews of 150 administrators and stakeholders and panels of environmental experts.

A first workshop on ITAES-addressed issues had been held in Brussels mid-2005 and was somehow considered as an intermediate review assessing the work carried out so far and addressing further orientation recommendations is necessary. Proceedings of this first workshop, along with the concerned presentations, are freely downloadable from the following address: http://merlin.lusignan.inra.fr/ITAES/website/Publicdeliverables/ITAESEUworkshop2005

As committed in the Description of Work of the project, a "second workshop, targeting a wider range of participants including other international organisations (OECD, FAO) and NGO representatives" was jointly organised by FEEM and INRA and took place in Venice (Italy) on December 14th-15th 2006. The present paper thus aims at presenting and summarising the main outcomes of the presentations and discussions.

Related presentations are accessible from: http://merlin.lusignan.inra.fr/ITAES/website/Publicdeliverables/ITAESfinalworkshopDec2006

2-Objectives

The main foreseen objectives of this workshop on evidences and tools to improve agroenvironmental policies were: 1°) to deliver the main results of the ITAES project to European policy makers. 2°) to give external experts and policy makers an opportunity to comment on the results and influence future research work.

Agricultural production affects the environment in Europe in many ways, generating both negative and positive impacts. Agro-environmental schemes (AESs) have been running for more than a decade in most countries, seeking to improve environmental management to a level not being achieved through the market or legislative measures alone. The new rural development policy (2007)(2008)(2009)(2010)(2011)(2012)(2013) has been issued as EC Reg. 1698/2005. EU Member States are now preparing its implementation, including the related AES measures.

The results of such schemes have proved difficult to predict, and sometimes difficult to understand in retrospect. The need of an ex-ante evaluation of institutional settings and environmental consistency of the national implementations of the new rural development regulation was a major policy recommendation of the preceding ITAES workshop (Sept. 2005 in Brussels). Three main issues have been debated and are investigated by ITAES:

-It has been acknowledge that EU regulations introduce better governance principles, such as control, scheme monitoring & evaluation in Member States. However compliance with better governance principles may increase both public and private transaction costs. Under which conditions better governance principles, even with higher transaction costs, would increase AES efficiency, especially through higher environmental effectiveness? -Past experiences proved that the assessment of AES environmental impacts is difficult because environmental objectives are rarely quantified, while the cause-and-effect relationships between prescribed farming practices and objectives are not well documented. -Regarding the farmers' behaviour, the transaction costs associated with AES uptake remain largely unknown and deeply affect its predictability. 

3-Agenda of the workshop

4-Presentations, discussions and outcomes

4.1-Generalities

Since January 2004 twelve partners are gathered within the ITAES consortium in order to provide tools to improve the reliability and predictability of AESs. Thus, investigations at the farm level and the regional levels (10 EU case-studies) are conducted while the integration of methods and results is explored.

No essential notes

4.2-Information deficiencies and US agro-environnemental schemes

In order to cope with the long way that is existing between the social demand and the farm practices in terms of environmental supply it is necessary to prior identify the information needed to design, implement and assess agro-environmental policies.

The issue of information deficiencies is tackled and addressed in this presentation.

No essential notes

1 Institute for European Environmental Policy (www.ieep.eu)

4.3-Contractors and contracts

Presented results are coming from interviews conducted with 2 262 farmers (among which 1 247 AES contractors) in 10 different EU-regions. It aims at evaluating the AES efficiency through participation level, determining its common explanatory factors and analysing the influence of scheme characteristics.

No essential notes

4.4-Appraisal of environmental effectiveness: indicators and methods

Facing very little academic evidences to gauge whether schemes are effective or not, a methodology has been developed to estimate the environmental effect of AESs.

Thus, in ITAES case-study regions, pools of experts were asked to first identify the objective(s) that is (are) achieved by agro-environmental measure(s) and then to have those identified measureobjective pairs assessed against the following criteria: (i) priority, (ii) cause-and-effect relationship, (iii) quality of implementation, (iv) farmer compliance, (v) targeting and (vi) participation.

Such methodology presents the advantage to be easily usable by any actor willing to conduct expost, ex-ante or 'ex-during' evaluations with no necessity of empirical appraisal.

Comments:

-Frank Macken (Irish Department of Agriculture and Food) This method seems really accurate and would be very useful for policy makers and stakeholders as they're sharing the same objectives.

-Madhu Khanna (University of Illinois, USA) Although this method was applied at both local and national levels, depending on the concerned case-study, it would be more accurate and relevant, in case of a wide-use by stakeholders, to have it specifically adapted (if any adaptations are needed) for a local-level use.

4.5-Multicriteria analysis of agro-environmental schemes

MCA is a perfect tool for ex-ante and ex-post evaluations as it permits to reflect the multiple effects produced by AESs.

In such a context it appears as being a perfect tool to compare alternative AES designs and inform policy choices.

Comments:

-Andrea Cattaneo (OECD) How where the weights determined? It has been done through very simple questionnaires oriented towards 6 environmental factors.

Although it is not the most sophisticated way to elicit weights the results are quite satisfying.

-Madhu Khanna (University of Illinois, USA) It should nonetheless be kept in mind that some biases or lacks of consistency may occur by using this way of weight elicitation based on individual opinions.

-Carlo Giupponi (FEEM, Italy) Methodologies such as experts knowledge and empirical findings and modelling must definitely be combined for a more integrated approach.

4.6-Designing efficient contracts

AESs can be analysed as contracts through various toolboxes and thus a range of possible policy instruments, can be explored as AESs are in fact incomplete contracts based on a two-side mechanism that needs mutual adjustment, reputation building and trust between involved parties (i.e. government and farmers).

Comments:

-Frank Macken (Irish Department of Agriculture and Food)

In Ireland farmers are making use of environmental planners, and this appears to be a good solution to address trust issues as the planners are independently dealing with both the farmers and the government.

-Louis Slagen (Wageningen Universtiy, the Netherlands) Environmental cooperatives that can be found in the Netherlands is also a good example of efficient organisation for better environmental results.

-Andrea Cattaneo (OECD)

The backbone of the problem is to define the property rights of environmental goods. Although it is commonly acknowledged that nobody has property rights over the environment this hasn't still been solved.

-Madhu Khanna (University of Illinois, USA) Due to risk aversion farmers will definitely always prefer fixed payments and it may therefore be difficult to consider another way of payment (e.g. a payment based on the type and the quality of the environment really produced by a farmer). Fixed payment contracts are easy to design, to control and to monitor and it would be very difficult to introduce nature-based payment contract.

-Ciaran Gannon (Natural England, UK) Dealing with length duration and flexibility issues it sounds clear that farmers do not want longterm contracts and want higher contract flexibility. In other words it means that the farmers would like to control everything but nobody knows how to deal with that.

4.7-Farmers preferences

The choice experiment method has been implemented within the ITAES project through more than 2 200 farmer interviews.

Understanding the farmers' preferences for the design of AESs would enable to improve the scheme design which would most probably increase the participation. Farmers' willingness to trade off payments against their preferred set of design attributes2 was explored and presented.

Comments:

-Andrea Furlan (Emilia Romagna Region, Italy) To test the attribute of contract length is ok but what when AESs stop? What can farmers do in such cases? And what about the environmental benefits after the end of a contract (especially with assets such as landscape elements)? That is one of the weakness of the method as "what after a contract" has not been assessed.

-Frank Macken (Irish Department of Agriculture and Food)

The word "trust" sounds inappropriate with regard to the farmers' feeling. Maybe we should instead talk about "fear" (in administration) as in essence a farmer does not trust any of administrations or bureaucratic institutions! -Andrea Cattaneo (OECD) US literature on that matter might worth being explored in order to validate the results and maybe to identify interactions with other variables such as what about the benefits after a contract.

4.8-Institutional analysis of AES settings

Given that institutional arrangements play a very important role into the AES success and participation, a specific methodology has been developed to address AES institutional settings issues. Within this framework, 279 institutional actors of AES policy design, implementation and enforcement was conducted in the 10 EU case-studies of the project.

Although the first outcomes of the conducted analyses are oriented towards (de)centralisation, participation of different actor groups and institutional alternatives issues, an important place is left for further in-depth explorations.

Comments:

-Andrea Furlan (Emilia Romagna Region, Italy)

The problem of coordination between the central administration (e.g. HQ of MoA) and local administration (e.g. MoA representative at lower NUTS levels) was not tackled although it sets here as one big internal problem Ministries have to face, and indeed difficult to solve.

In Italy (Veneto Region) there's a law of involvement of local action groups, but it has been very difficult to select the applications. Nonetheless, local action groups were presented here as one solution to deal with environment, but it should not be lost touch that local action groups are most of the time not only involved in environment.

-Frank Macken (Irish Department of Agriculture and Food) It would be interested to analyse the reasons why environmental actors are not involved / participating in AES design. If there's a low involvement of environmental side it is simply due, in many countries, to the fact that the competences and the power are in the hands of the agricultural administration, that most of the time "refuses" to leave the hand (or part of it) to environmental administration.

-Alexandre Meybeck (Ministry of Agriculture, France) There is simply not enough money from the EC for the bottom-up approach. And one of the reasons for this constraint is that most of the Member States want to go on with the "old" measures with a bottom-up approach. From the EC point of view, bottom-up measures would be OK if they would be new measures added to the old ones and not the old ones converted with a bottom-up approach. From the agricultural world perspective (agricultural administration and farmers associations) measures that are already going on can not be stopped and re-launched with a bottom-up approach.

4.9-Private transaction costs

Private TCs are among the hot-topics in designing agro-environmental policies and well as in implementing the schemes are the farm-level.

A specific methodology has been developed and implemented aiming at measuring and quantifying private TCs implied and supported (so far) by the farmers. More than 180 farmers were followed during a year in 8 EU case-studies and were asked to record on a monthly basis their costs and time spent resulting from the transaction of the good between themselves and the government (i.e. search and information costs, negotiation costs and costs for administering the contract as well as the monitoring and enforcement costs).

Comments: Andrea Povellato (INEA, Italy) It's very useful, from a policy making point of view, to be able to measure and quantify private transaction costs but this might be two-edged in some cases. In EC working documents, it is specified that transaction costs cannot exceed 20% of the total payment. Which means that in countries where transaction costs are proven to be higher than 20%, additional budget will have to be used as those transaction costs will not be paid by the EC.

Frank Macken (Irish Department of Agriculture and Food)

The presented analysis of private transaction costs is very tricky indeed for the Members States.

That is a dangerous element of defining transactions costs like this was done in the study as this type of costs have not already been clearly defined at the EC. Thus, the EC might be tempted to strictly use the ITAES definition and elements for all the Member States. In such case, all Member States will loose their individual negotiation flexibility on that matter with the Commission.

Andrea Cattaneo (OECD) It is for the very fact that premium payments are badly defined and calculated. To be paid for some measures 150% (and above) of the costs is obviously abnormal. Some measures are overfinanced, other are underfinanced, which shows and unbalanced situation that should be clarified.

But on the other hand how to pretend increasing the participation with no overfinancing?

4.10-Recall and conclusions

Main outcomes of this workshop are recapped here.

It is widely acknowledged that research is needed to be deepened in those agro-environmental fields in order to strengthen the range of the current knowledge and to improve both the policy design and the effectiveness in these matters.

Although ITAES does not pretend to be exhaustive on the topic it nonetheless covers a wide range of assessing tools tested in 9 EU countries; from alternatives proposed for more efficient institutional settings to ready-to-use methods for various evaluations (e.g. appraisal of environmental effectiveness, alternative designs based on farmers' preferences, assessment of private transaction costs, etc).

Moreover, there is a huge need in the Academics and Officials communities for further AES environmental evaluations. Solutions must be found to efficiently tackle transaction costs in the contract design and implementation, while alternatives must be found in order to closer meet the requirements of both the farmers and the society.

It is also important to underline here the parallel work that is being currently conducted by another FP6 European Project (i.e. AE footprint project) whose activities are more focused on the assessment of the agro-environmental effectiveness at the farm-level than ITAES. For further details, visiting this project's website (http://www.footprint.reading.ac.uk) is highly encouraged.

The possibility of drawing a handbook from developed and tested methods as well as toolboxes coming from the project must be seriously considered as one of the further steps to be achieved. This handbook should be oriented towards the stakeholder and policy-maker communities and not towards the Academics world. It therefore should not be too theoretical but handy and practically useful for the targeted communities.

Environmental appraisal

The advantages of the methodology developed by the ITAES project to assess environment effectiveness of AESs rely on various key-points:

It is based on official EU agro-environmental objectives; Explicit effects between measures and objectives are concerned; Most effectiveness criteria are tackled (i.e. priority, cause-and-effect relationship, quality of institutional implementation, farmer compliance, targeting and participation); It uses "grey knowledge" and not only academic knowledge; It is quite light and easy to implement.

Nonetheless, in some cases this methodology can appear as a relative assessment as interactions between measures can poorly be appraised.

Institutional settings

From the developed methodology implemented in 10 EU case-studies it globally appears that AESs are considered as too centralised to efficiently address environmental problem heterogeneity. Thus it is required (i) a bigger demand for research, (ii) a bigger influence of environmental actors and in parallel (iii) a lower decision influence of agricultural actors.

Although alternatives such as local action groups or auctions should be supported in their development, those will not raise before the agricultural lobbies accept to loose part of their power and influence.

Private transaction costs

Although private transaction costs are difficult and costly to precisely measure they could not be ignored as they are strongly correlated to AES participation (and so to scheme successes).

It is proven that they not only depend on farmers' environment3 (that can not be adapted) but also on institutional settings4 . Those latter can be adapted and should be used as an effective lever for a greater participation. Of course private transaction costs and public transaction costs are extremely correlated. Although public transaction costs can be internalised into private transaction costs the opposite is currently not on the board at all, in spite of the fact that it would permit in some cases not to have private transaction costs going beyond the ceiling of 20% fixed by the EC. It should here be kept in mind that the EC is not paying for public transaction costs.

One of the very useful and portable means developed by the project to consider such possible adjustments lies in the Choice Experiment method implemented at the farm level.

AES design

It sounds obvious to declare that environmental assets should be addressed through different policy mechanisms as soon as different objectives are considered. Facing that, the question of centralisation vs. decentralisation remains open depending on the situations. Among its various offered possibilities, multicriteria analysis has been proven being a great tool to compare policy alternatives where different criteria can be assessed, weighted and tested.

Stakeholders panel

Attendance participation into the debates has been quite active all through the workshop. Nonetheless this latter would not have been complete without an open-floor to the invited EU stakeholders and policy makers.

The floor has thus been left to a panel of 4 EU stake-holders in order to express themselves on the workshop outcomes and their respective opinion concerning past, current and forthcoming rural development policies. It appears that ITAES has developed proper tools to increase the participation of the actors into the policy-making process. And that is why it would be very great to draw a handbook, provided that the tools are presented in such a way that they can be used by everybody willing to deal with agroenvironmental issues (and not only the academics) and especially by the policy-makers.

Although ITAES succeeded to put everything together, there might nonetheless be a lack of integration of AES into a general perspective of the inclusion of the environment inside the agricultural policies. The previous EC programming period (1999)(2000)(2001)(2002)(2003)(2004)(2005)(2006) raised many questions about agroenvironmental policy design that were tackled by the ITAES project, some are still in need of answers and clarifications, such as for instance the optimum level to design agro-environmental policies (national level? Regional level? Other?) or the integration of good farming practices. Will the fact that AESs cannot pay for good farming practices anymore imply a decreasing of competitivity? And what after 2013, if contracts are kept being made more and more complex?

Ciaran Gannon: It is obvious that there is a lack of communication around the project, its activities and its outcomes. Natural England, and most probably other big national environmental agencies in the projectconcerned Member States, had never heard about ITAES before being invited to the workshop. Of course participation between the agricultural administration, the environmental administration, the society and the environmental associations must be encouraged, but the communication between the research sphere and the developing world must definitely be enhanced if the goal is really to meet both the agricultural and the society requirements in terms of environment.

The good point of this project is that it comes at a perfect time in the EC policy calendar and lots of question have been asked. But nonetheless it seems that couple of issues has not been addressed. Among them is the structure of the farms; small farmers will never apply for contracts but what to do in place, where in some countries they cover the vast majority of an identified area?

The other point is how to assess what does the public (the population) want in terms of environment given that the vast majority of the people does not know much about agriculture and agricultural issues.

Comments:

Frank Macken (Irish Department of Agriculture and Food): Although it is not the case in Ireland, AESs are not respecting the polluter-pays principle in most of the EU countries. It is difficult in this situation, for the agricultural actors to get the favour of the population. It would therefore might worth, for ITAES, reconsidering this fact and emphasising trough evidences that AES payments should respect the polluter-pays principle. Moreover, rural development rules should not be addressed to the farming society only but to the whole rural society. It should be kept in mind that AESs is just one point of Axis 2 of the new rural development regulation and as such, ITAES should remain careful not to address AESs as Rural Development.

Stakeholders do need help to deal with such issues and, as money is in agricultural hands, then the power is in agricultural hands, which is a quite tricky as in such a situation it is therefore difficult to talk about rural development (agricultural development would be more appropriated). To cope and deal with that, integrated schemes should be considered, addressing all rural actors issues, not only agricultural matters.

A handbook designed from ITAES outcomes should not omit to include this perspective which is initially designed to be the core the EC concerned policy.

Andrea Cattaneo (OECD): That's true that in the handbook AESs must be replaced in their original context which is rural development policy. One of the hints that could be given would be to write 1 to 4 pages paper on each ITAEStargeted topics. Indeed such practical and effective hand-out papers would be very easy to circulate within the professional and society spheres.

Agri-environment is definitely a learning-by-doing process and it is somehow a pity there were no more EC exchanges with the project during its implementation (D.Baldock).

From a general point of view on the project's achievements, there is still a lot to do, even after the end of the project's duration. In fact, new research is not necessarily needed but deepen the current one is.

Heike Nitsh (FAL, Germany): Given the decrease of money, what type of measures would the policy-makers prioritise? A.Mebeck: French priority is definitely to reduce the number of measures and to restrict the targeted areas. It is assumed that targeting is the best way to efficiently address the agro-environmental policy. C.Molkenbur: Targeting is also the current priority of the German government. C.Garron: The issue will be then to balance competitive agriculture (as clearly set-up as the EC objectives) and the provision of public goods like environment.

Local Action Groups or LEADER approaches would be nice tools to work for that balance but given it seems that all agricultural actors are against this concept then it means the Governments will need very good facilitators if they really want to get rid of cultural barriers, or bad previous experiences with bottom-up approaches, and to successfully implement local action groups or LEADERs.

Pierre Dupraz: One advice would then be to use EU co-funding for simple measure implementations and use public national money for implementing experimental, complex and ambitious measures.
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  It's always a bit tricky to have research done on subjects dealing with policies! But having research activities conducted on such topics is indeed very useful as it helps talking about it, it helps to know what is wanted or not, or what can or cannot be done, and for what reasons. That might be a reason why administratives do want to have their research participation increased.

	Those stakeholders are:
	-Mr Andrea Furlan (Emilia Romagna Region, Italy)
	-Mr Alexandre Meybeck (Ministry of Agriculture, France)
	-Mr Christoph Molkenbur (Ministry of Agriculture and Environment, Brandenburg, Germany)
	-Mr Ciaran Gannon (Natural England, UK)
	Andrea Furlan:
	Having ITAES methodologies and results recapped into a handbook would be very useful indeed
	for administrators and evaluators, especially for issues dealing with AES-design steps (hot-topic of
	the current period).
	It is also important to weight developed arguments with administrating and policy-making
	decisions.
	Alexandre Meybeck:

  Christoph Molkenbur: Tools to develop and/or to improve Member States agro-environmental policies are definitely needed and one of the positive outcomes of organising such a project and such a workshop is that it helps to gather other perspectives, other experiences and other opinions from other Member States and thus to get somehow rid of the individual temptation, at the Member State level, to build new measures from old failed templates. It is very interesting to notice how things are organised in other countries and to realise that some measures we thought won't be possible are properly working in other Member States. On the same line but at other scale, one of the advantage of the project is that it will bring some transparency of Member States' agro-environmental programmes to the Commission.

Those studies attributes are: (i) minimum length of agreement, (ii) flexibility over what land to enter into scheme, (iii) amount of paper work implied, (iv) additional payments and (v) flexibility over choice of scheme measures.

E.g. age, education and training, access to technical support, etc.

E.g. number and types of measures, (de)centralisation, public transaction costs at the measure level, etc.