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Question 6: Impact and further development of policies and instruments
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Review of publications 

REGALP (research project within the 5th European Framework Research Programme) 

Publication: 

Pfefferkorn, W. / Egli, H.R. / Massarutto, A. (eds.) (2005), Regional Development and Landscape Change in the Alps. The Challenge of Polarisation. Berne (Geographica Bernensia G 74)

Non-published working reports (can be downloaded from www.regalp.at):

WP3 “Evaluation of public policy on the interrelation between regional development and cultural landscape change”: Work package report (synthesis) and annexes (national reports Austria, France, Germany, Italy, Slovenia, Switzerland)

WP6 “Proposing policy adjustments”: Work package report (synthesis) and annexes (national reports Austria, France, Germany, Italy, Slovenia, Switzerland)

The REGALP project has analysed the interrelation between regional development and changes of cultural (=man-made) landscapes in the Alps. On the base of a typology of local spatial development trends future scenarios for the Alps in 2020 have been built. Main result: An increasing spatial polarisation is taking place between prospering intensively-used (sub-) urban areas and peripheral areas / dormitory communities with underused capacities. One of the main aims of the REGALP project was the analysis of relevant public policies and the development of proposals for policy adjustment. The findings of the work packages 3 “Evaluation of public policy on the interrelation between regional development and cultural landscape change” and 6 “Proposing policy adjustment” are most relevant for the “Future in the Alps” project. 

In work package 3 a transnational “meta-evaluation” has been carried out. It was based on national contributions from all partner countries; the national partners based their analysis on existing evaluations and studies and on some expert interviews (several policy fields). Six different policy approaches of how development and cultural landscape issues are addressed have been distinguished:

1. “Agriculture approach”: Support for agriculture with the aim of maintaining a multifunctional agriculture (compensation payments for less-favoured areas, agri-environmental measures, rural development mesures)

2. “Forest approach”: Regulation, planning and financial support for maintaining multifunctional forests (has not been analysed in detail)

3. “Conservation approach”: Nature and landscape protection policies / protected areas

4. “Projects approach”: Support for local development projects based on cultural landscape, cultural and natural resources

5. “Infrastructures approach”: Infrastructure development in the frame of transport, tourism, mountain and regional development policies

6. “Planning approach”: Spatial planning tools for conciliating development with environmental and landscape needs

These policy approaches have been assessed in terms of relevance, coherence and impact, with the help of a defined system of reference for “sustainable development”. The impact assessment referred mostly to the level of small pilot regions within the partner countries. Especially some statements on policy impacts from the national reports are interesting for the “Future in the Alps” project.

In work package 6 policy recommendations for the above policy approaches (without “forestry approach”) as well as more general “transversal policy recommendations” have been worked out. This has been based on the policy diagnosis (achievements / deficits of public policies and their reasons), and on the comparison with collected policy recommendations deriving from diverse studies and evaluations. 

Guiding questions:

Which impact of public policies on regional development in the Alps is mentioned? Which impact on regional co-operation chains, governance capacity of individuals or communities, protected areas, leisure, tourism and commuter mobility, new forms of decision making (Q1-5)?

Agriculture approach: 

In all countries compensatory allowances and agri-environmental measures constitute a substantial part of agricultural incomes in mountain areas and have then a positive effect on keeping up an extensive agriculture. They are slowing down the long-term process of the decrease of agriculture and are contributing to keeping up the area-wide cultivation of the country. Especially the maintenance of extensive, traditional and ecologically sound cultivation practises for grasslands is achieved. The support for agri-environmental measures contributes to the maintenance of alpine pastures and of valuable landscape elements. Compensatory payments for less-favoured areas recognise the socially important services of agriculture, such as conservation of cultural landscapes and settlements. Especially the Austrian contribution underlines that economic disadvantages of mountain farming are best compensated by a differentiated system of zones (higher payment for more difficult natural conditions of cultivation). Especially the French contribution points out that supporting agricultural quality products and products of controlled origin have beneficial effects on cultural landscapes (adequate production procedures, co-operation between farms, maintenance of cultivation and of employment).

Nevertheless, the REGALP reports point out that the long-term support of agricultural businesses cannot be considered economically sustainable. Sometimes there seem to be windfall gains (especially the German contribution underlines this aspect). Anyway, the tools within the “agriculture approach“ mainly contribute to keeping up existing businesses and practices and to slowing down long-term processes, but they are not active instruments of influencing trends in the sense of more sustainable development. Several national reports (e.g. Slovenia) point out that public subsidies for agriculture may lead to a “passivisation” of farmers, and that initiatives for finding other farm strategies more adapted to market demands may be hampered.

Conservation approach:

Especially the German and the Slovenian contributions deal with this policy approach. The impacts of nature and landscape protection policies, focusing on protected areas, mainly are achieved by prohibiting changes and maintaining the status quo of protected areas. Generally speaking, they contribute to limiting losses of biodiversity and landscapes (within a limited surface of the territories) and to enhancing the tourism value of the areas. They also fulfil an important educational and information role. This can have side effects of attracting additional masses to vulnerable areas. However, protection aims are best achieved in remote areas with a low development pressure. The Slovenian report points out that in some parts of Triglav National Park weekend cottages have been built despite prohibition. And also, even if building and infrastructures are prevented within the limits of protected areas, development pressure will be the higher in bordering areas outside. The acceptance of land owners (farmers) for land use restrictions due to conservation aims is often very low, and the establishment of new protected areas (e.g. NATURA 2000) often meets big difficulties. 

Projects approach:

Various policy devices, such as Interreg and LEADER+ programmes, the Swiss instrument Regio+ or the Regional Natural Parks in France are subsumed in this approach. In a general view, the most visible impacts of projects based on cultural or natural regional resources are the mobilisation of the population, the improvement of regional / local co-operation structures and the enhancement of regional identity.

For France it has been stated that park charters (obligatory in Regional Natural Parks), containing orientations for protection, valorisation and development, are very useful for co-ordinating different interests and safeguard the consistency and permanency of action.

For Switzerland the national report states that the strengths of the Regio+ programme are seen in opening up endogenous regional development potentials through co-operation between different sectors and businesses as well as between public and private institutions. However, the projects are focussing on tourism and agriculture, while other target groups of regional development are not reached sufficiently.

The Austrian report states that the LEADER programme is rather widespread, well-known and accepted in rural Austria. It contributes to the better organisation of rural communities, more co-operation and the mobilisation of local actors. Here too, tourism and agriculture are the most involved sectors. While soft locational factors are strengthened, a distinct and measurable improvement of regional economies seems to be an exaggerated expectation. It is stated that the policy approach apparently is not able to counterbalance the observed non-sustainable spatial development trend of increasing disadvantages of peripheral rural areas competing with central areas. 

Infrastructures approach:

Instruments related to transport, tourism and mountain development policies have been analysed – but this was possible only in a rather superficial way. The policies dedicated to the development of infrastructures aim at the reinforcement of the territories as an economic location and to the safeguard and improvement of their accessibility. This policy approach implies a very high financial input from public budget. A social aspect of traffic infrastructure is the support of maintaining a decentralised colonisation of the alpine territory. The extension of the road network has contributed to the maintenance of remote settlements and agricultural sites. Hence cultural landscapes are preserved and opened up for recreation and tourism. But an extended road network also fosters a dispersed settlement development and thus encourages inefficient land use.

Especiallly the national report from Switzerland focuses on the infrastructure issues. As for the impacts of the Swiss regional policy for mountain regions it states that IHG has been an important instrument for mountain development during the past 30 years. By giving interest-free credits for investment projects it has substantially contributed to infrastructure development in mountain areas in various sectors (roads, public transport, electricity, schools etc.) Positive effects have been seen in terms of supporting economically weaker regions and minimising emigration from these areas. In the beneficiary areas IHG has improved income and job opportunities, relieved financially weak communities and initiated private investment. Hence it has helped to reduce regional disparities. Deficiencies have been detected in the poor interregional co-operation, especially between urban and rural regions. In a general assessment, the support for infrastructure building is not really compatible with some sustainability aims, such as reduction of land consumption and land fragmentation. But since its revision in 1997 the IHG also addresses ecological questions. The new IHG focuses not so much on infrastructures, but stronger on soft factors and organisational structures for more innovation.

Planning approach:

The impact of spatial planning instruments is hard to assess; existing policy evaluations of spatial planning instruments are barely known. Spatial planning is meant to provide the conceptual framework, the tools and procedures for conciliating different aspirations and needs in space. Although prevailing instruments are administrative, nowadays planning tasks in a narrow sense are complemented by the management of processes or of conflicts between different territorial claims. The most widespread instruments are local (land-use) plans existing in most municipalities, while regional concepts exist only in some regions, and landscape and other sectoral concepts are not very common. Although it seems that (local) spatial planning has contributed to a more rational spatial order of territories, several big problems of spatial development, such as urban sprawl or traffic growth, can be observed in spite of the overall policy goal of “sparing and effective land use”. An implementation deficit of spatial planning was stated in several national reports.

Generally, for the studied public policies it was concluded that they contain mostly “soft” instruments, and that they may be able to correct or slow down some non-sustainable development trends in the Alps, but not to counteract them. (The increasing spatial polarisation or the traffic growth may be such development trends.) External factors, such as WTO negotiations or EU enlargement, and technical progress seem to have a greater influence on future development of the Alps than the studied public policies.

Which key actors are mentioned? What is mentioned about their scope, and how they use it?

Although the policy evaluation within the REGALP project focused on the analysis of written documents, the involvement of key actors in the pilot regions as well as the exchange with policy makers on regional, national and EU level were also very important parts of the project. Hence these actors have substantially contributed to the elaboration of future scenarios, to the assessment of public policies and to policy recommendations. Nevertheless, the scope of actors was not a research subject.

Which policy recommendations or proposals, aiming at the adjustment and improvement of public policies and policy instruments, are mentioned? Which kind of recommendations? (thematic – organisational; wide – specific; general – concrete)

Policy recommendations were elaborated for the policy approaches mentioned before by the national REGALP research teams and synthesised on a transnational level. Due to the wide thematical approach they stay often rather general. Especially on the transnational level they are rather general strategic orientations than concrete recommendations for specific policy instruments. The national contributions also contain some more specific proposals.

Transnational recommendations:

· Transversal recommendation 1: “Policy approaches should pay more heed to the interrelation between regional development and cultural landscape. Economic and landscape issues should be balanced within and between the policy sectors. Coordination between different policy approaches and co-operation between the concerned sectors should be improved”.

· Transversal recommendation 2: “Policies should give more consideration to small-scale spatial differences in the Alps. Instruments and measures must be better adapted to the specific regional situation.”

· Transversal recommendation 3: “Policies should counteract the polarisation between central and peripheral areas in the Alps and aim at a better balance and synergetic co-operation between these areas.”

· Transversal recommendation 4: “Evaluation measures for policies and instruments dealing with economic development and cultural landscape should be improved in order to provide ongoing input for policy adaptation.”

· Transversal recommendation 5: “A broad and general discussion about functions and objectives of cultural landscape in the Alps should be initiated, involving all policy fields relevant for landscape as well as land users, land owners and the general public.”

· Planning approach – recommendation 1: “Spatial planning policies must focus more on the spatial balance between economic development and cultural landscape issues. The elements of spatial regulation must be better linked to elements of economic development.”

· Planning approach – recommendation 2: “The implementation of spatial planning goals, especially controls related to settlement development and safeguarding free space should be enhanced by improving the operationalisation of objectives.”

· Planning approach – recommendation 3: “In order to complement spatial plans, more local and regional projects should be implemented that aim for sustainable spatial development with balanced economic and landscape requirements.”

· Planning approach – recommendation 4: “Communication and cooperation must be improved within the field of spatial planning as well as between planning and relevant sector policies at all administrative levels.”

· Agriculture approach – recommendation 1: “”Agricultural policies should support the maintenance of alpine agriculture further. State funds are still required, but measures and premiums should be better adapted to the specific regional situation.”

· Agriculture approach – recommendation 2: “Agricultural policies should be designed to improve the profitability of alpine farming. Quality products, efficient marketing structures and diversification of activities must be better promoted and supported.”

· Conservation approach – recommendation 1: “Landscape policies must provide policy- and decision-makers, professional groups and inhabitants with more information about alpine cultural landscape. Awareness of landscapes, their requirements and their interrelation with economic development must be raised.”

· Conservation approach – recommendation 2: “Protected areas must be maintained in future, but should be better complemented by environmentally sound land-use practices outside the protection area, in order to guarantee comprehensive maintenance of landscape diversity. Maintenance strategies should be established that integrate spatial planning provisions and agri-environmental measures.”

· Conservation approach – recommendation 3: “The level of restriction in protected areas must be better adapted to the local situation and related requirements. Nature protection and economic concerns must be better balanced. Communication with and involvement of locals must be improved accordingly.”

· Infrastructure approach – recommendation 1: “Infrastructure policies should pay more heed to cultural landscape as a basis for economic development. Measures must be implemented to prevent adverse effects on landscapes caused by infrastructure development.”

· Infrastructure approach – recommendation 2: “Small-scale, environmentally sound tourism based on cultural landscape should be further improved and extended. Intensive tourism should be concentrated only in the most suitable areas of the alpine space.”

Additional aspects from the national reports – recommendations with a specific interest for the 5 other question teams of Future in the Alps:

Q1 Regional value added

· To increase regional added value by marketing of protected areas (A), to strengthen the specific trademark of tourism destinations, to improve marketing strategies for sustainable tourism, to create tourist offers (valorising cultural landscape) for specific target groups, to inform and sensitise local population regarding sustainable tourism (CH)

· To enhance urban – rural partnership, to work out concepts for mutual strengthening (e.g. local products, recreational function) (A), to specify the role of the local centres for the marketing and distribution of agricultural products (CH, I)

· To enhance the market position of the products of alpine agriculture – by marketing strategies (imparting the surplus “landscape maintenance”) and alpine label, to inform consumers about the relation between agriculture, its products and cultural landscape (A, Slo, G, CH, F)

· To favour a territory-based definition of the farm products (F)

· Better cooperation between tourism, local agriculture and local Industry/handicraft (e.g. by integrating local products) (G, CH, I)

· To take up again the implementation of regional nature parks in Switzerland – as a most promising instrument to balance socio-economic aims of regional development and the ecological aims of landscape protection (CH)

· Better use of local building materials, relation between architecture and local agriculture/forestry (creation of paths which must be structured on local markets) (F)

Q2 Governance capacity

· Safeguard a minimum supply of infrastructures and services in rural areas, with the help of support and development programmes (A, Slo)

· To strengthen the regional level (below NUTS3) and to give them more competencies for spatial planning and development – this needs an adequate transfer of financial and personal resources (A, Slo, CH)

· Regional authorities (federal provinces) should support the cooperation of municipalities regarding spatial planning tasks and provide models of financial compensation (A)

· To foster the elaboration of regional charters/contracts including commonly defined goals for regional development and cultural landscape (CH, F)

· Compensation payments for less-favoured areas should better consider the required higher amount of labour of mountain farming (A, G)

· Agricultural subsidies: Individual approach and active involvement of farmers – advisory services for developing individual farm strategies (Slo)

· To develop the knowledge on the landscapes and their changes: by reinforcing the basic education on landscape and on its relationship to development (e.g. for agricultural and technical professions), by implementing a specific formation for “green technicians”, by initiating “see together” events (visits of the territories before decision making) (F)

· To strengthen the Italian “Mountain Communities” (group of municipalities), especially for the management of public services in the favour of mountain municipalities (I)

Q3 Protected areas

· To increase regional added value by more marketing of protected areas (A)

· To integrate spatial planning and landscape planning, to do systematic monitoring of landscape changes (A)

· To improve public participation and involvement of stakeholders in nature conservation policies (Slo, G)

· Tourism in protected areas: To improve cooperation between tourism sector, nature conservation and planning: Management, control and limitation of infrastructure upgrade, consideration of follow-up activities, visitors’ guidance (Slo)

Q4 Mobility: No specific recommendations

Q5 New forms of decision making

· To strengthen institutions who do consulting for local actors and support them in project development (A)

· To link top-down-approaches (goal-oriented spatial planning) with bottom-up approaches (development ideas of regional actors), more empowerment for involving locals in planning (A)

· To emphasise education in landscape-related and spatial planning policies, to increase acceptance of spatial planning goals (sparing land use) by a public debate, information campaigns, promotion of best practices (Slo, A, CH, )

· To introduce a new “landscape tool” (localisation and visualisation of landscape changes) for raising awareness among local actors and enhancing the dialogue between sector policies (F, CH, A)

· More evaluations of territorial impacts of sector policies, more evaluations of spatial planning programmes – as a basis for policy decisions (A)

· To improve public participation and involvement of stakeholders, especially in nature conservation policies (Slo)

What is mentioned about the problems of (policy) implementation regarding concepts, plans, programmes, evaluation studies and research works? What is mentioned about how to put recommendations into practice, how to bridge the gaps between research and practical application?

What is mentioned about the exchange and co-operation between researchers and practitioners, and how to improve it?

Even if the REGALP project aimed at proposing meaningful and implementable policy recommendations (by opening the discussion with policy makers already at an early stage of the project), the reports and publication do not contribute much to answering these questions. The publication, chapter 9.2, deals with the feasibility of REGALP recommendations: Due to their “ideal” character the feasibility of some policy recommendations does not seem very high to the research team. Nevertheless, such proposals can provide input for ongoing or forthcoming debates of policy amendment. The involvement of policy makers and experts in the REGALP process, can be regarded as a general basis for implementation. There are also several recommendations that are in line with present policy orientations (such as maintenance of alpine agriculture).

Finally, as a supplement to the analysis of the reports and publication, I’d like to quote a rather critical comment regarding the implementation of REGALP policy recommendations. It has been written down by a responsible of Austrian spatial policies (national level) after he had received the REGALP policy recommendations for Austria: He thinks that, although the recommendations are ok, as regards contents, they do not have much news value: They correspond to a common basic understanding, not only in Austrian spatial policies, but also in European (see ESDP). He sees the following reasons for the fact that recommendations have not been sufficiently implemented:

· Conflicts between different objectives do not stand out in written documents, but when it comes to implementation, especially when local actors are involved.

· The politicians’ possibilities to understand complex interrelations and to handle complex (and still insufficient) information during complex decision procedures within rather short time are limited. There is no lack of knowledge of what should be aimed at, but of knowledge about and experiences with successful governance methods. We need slim and effective institutional arrangements for including different policy sectors and levels into public decision processes, as well as for conflict management, public participation, public-private partnership etc.. 

Eva Favry, 12.12.2005

9

